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Foreword

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP)
SME SCOREBOARD - 2016

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) are the life blood of our economy as they represent
about 99% of businesses in the European Union. Any sound policy in favour of investment
and growth based on intellectual property therefore requires detailed knowledge of how SMEs
stand towards innovation and IP.

This is precisely what this study is all about. It is the first time such a large scale IP survey
has been conducted, giving the opportunity for nearly 9,000 SMEs to speak up and have their
voices heard. As a result, we now have a wealth of information showing the reality of the IP
environment for innovative European SMEs and clear indications of areas for action.

A number of issues stand out. Internet domain names, confidentiality (or trade secrets) and
trade marks are the top three protection measures that SMEs report as being important for a
company.

However, a large proportion of SMEs lack knowledge and information on IPRs and their benefits.
Among those using IPR, around one-third say procedures should be simplified and shortened
and there needs to be better access to IPR databases.

SMEs still perceive complexity and high costs in both initial registration and subsequent court
procedures in the case of IPR infringements. Well over half of them say legal action is too lengthy
and expensive, and some are deterred from going to court by fear of having to reveal their trade
secrets.

There is also evidence that some small companies (around 9%) feel they are the subject of “IP
bullying”, where other firms threaten them unjustly with action over IP rights.

These findings are is a true call for action on the part of EU policy makers and IP offices. The
European Commission Single Market Strategy underlines as a priority to work on clear and
SME-friendly intellectual property rules and to improve the SME environment to capitalise on
their ideas. The IP SME Scoreboard results confirm a need for these policy objectives and give
a more detailed picture of what needs to be done.

Looking at how best to improve information to SMEs, all existing networks will have to be taken
advantage of. Among other institutions, national and regional IP offices could play an even more
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prominent role in providing specialised information and other services to innovative SMEs so
that these better value their intangible assets and choose adequate protection strategies.

This SME scoreboard is a first step in the direction of defining sound and knowledge based

policies. The ballis now in the camp of EU institutions and the Commission in the first place. The
EUIPO is ready to accompany and assist in the process if requested.

Antonio Campinos,
Executive Director, EUIPO
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Executive Summary

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP)
SME SCOREBOARD - 2016

In 2015 the EUIPO through the European Observatory on Infringements of Intellectual Property
Rights, produced the Intellectual property rights and firm performance in Europe report, which
indicated that 9 % of European small to medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) register IP Rights (IPRs).
Subsequently, the Office commissioned an external contractor, GfK, to conduct a study called
IP SME Scoreboard to provide more insights and evidence as to why SMEs do or do not register
IPRs, what problems those who register encounter and how they think such problems could be
solved in the most efficient manner.

The sampling approach used in the report had the aim of achieving a sufficient number of
interviews with SMEs that have registered an IPR and those that have not, while ensuring a
spread of interviews across companies of different sizes and sectors. A sample of SMEs was
selected in the ORBIS (Bureau Van Dijk') database and matched with the EUIPO and PATSTAT?
databases of companies having registered IPRs in order to identify companies with and without
IPR use upfront. This method allowed the specific targeting across companies of different sizes
and using different IPRs. This enabled the analysis to consider a larger sample of SMEs that
have registered an IPR than is found in the general population of SMEs. The 8 970 completed
interviews are spread across companies of different sizes and sectors as per the table below.

SECTOR . COMPANYSIZE
Micro | Small i Medium
R (_1__9_?_”_“_9'_9%?‘??_)_ _(_19_?_9__e_TP_'f’X?_e_S_)_ (50-249 employees) | TOTAL
Manufacturing 276 794 481 1551
Construction 221 463 205 889
Transportation, : ; ; :
accomodation, 272 521 309 L1102
.andfood services e e S S
Wholesale and retail trade | 415 | 582 | 352 - 1349

._____________________________________,____________________.;.______________________‘-._______________________ ................

Financial and insurance
activities and real estate,

. . o 297 523 249 1069
services and information
| ELUE GRGMTLIEEE
Other sectors 807 1549 654 3010
Total 2288 4432 2250 8970

1

2

- The ORBIS database

provides financial and
other information on
millions of European
companies, collected
from the filings

and accounting
reports made by the
companies in the
commercial registers
of all EU Member
States.

- The PATSTAT

database is also
known as the EPO
Worldwide Patent
Statistical Database. It
contains information
on more than 90
million applications
of more than 80
countries.
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Theresults of the study show that the majority of the SMEs consider themselves to be innovative.
SMEs can protect their innovation both through formal IPR and alternative protection measures.
It is not surprising that SMEs tend to choose the ways of protection that better suit their needs.
As the report shows, in fact for many SMEs the most important protection measure is domain
name registration, followed by trade marks.

However, in order to strike the most effective protection strategy for their IP assets companies
need to have good level of knowledge regarding the ways of protecting their innovations,
benefits deriving from it and processes involved. The survey shows that many SMEs do not have
such knowledge to base their protection decision upon. Therefore the objective information
about protection of IP assets should be delivered to this group of companies through various
channels including non-traditional ones like accountants, as for many SMEs, especially micro,
this is the only external counsel advising them on company related issues. Moreover, the
Internet seems to be one of the most effective platforms to provide information about IPR.

The study shows that a big majority of companies that chose IPR registration report positive
effects like increased reputation or image of reliability, strengthening of long-term business
prospects and increased turnover. Although there are many reasons why firms choose to
protect their IP through formal IPR registration (e.g. reputational gains) protection against
copyingis the most important objective for SMEs. This is the legitimate concern as surprisingly
almost one in three SMEs declared having suffered from infringement. This phenomenon
affects many successful innovators of all sizes, but with medium-sized companies reporting
having suffered from infringement the most. Therefore it is very important to simplify the
protection procedures and make them more efficient and cost effective. For some, especially
smaller companies, costly and complicated judicial procedures may be an important
deterrent stopping them from actively defending their assets. That is why it is important
to design instruments to help them in this task. Although there is anecdotal evidence that
IPRs could be an instrument used by big companies to intimidate smaller counterparts by
accusing them of infringement of their IPR, a relatively small fraction of SMEs declared having
been accused of infringement.

8| www.euipo.europa.eu
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The majority of SMEs (with and without registered IPRs) consider themselves innovative,
however in reality the level of innovation (i.e. have innovated products, processes, etc.) in the
last three years is highest amongst those who have registered IPRs. This is likely to be reflecting
the point that more innovative SMEs are more likely to register an IPR to protect that innovation.
Having introduced new or significantly improved products is the most common innovation for
both SMEs with (69 %) or without IPRs (37 %). However, for SMEs without IPR processes (36 %)
or organisational changes (36 %) are almost as likely as to have innovated products (37 %) in

the previous three years.

Perception of innovation within
IPR users

@® Yes
NoO
Don't know (2%)
COMPANY SIZE
REALITY OF with IPR)
INNOVATION
Micro 5 Small 5 Medium
83% | 89% | 93%
No 17% | 11% | 7%

Perception of innovation within
Non IPR users

Yes
44% NoO
Don't know (3%)
COMPANY SIZE
. (nolPR) ¢
- Micro | Small | Medium |
Yes 61% @ 71% | 78%
No L 39% | 20% | 22%

www.euipo.europa.eu |9
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Importance of various protection measures

Internet domain names, confidentiality (trade secrets) and trade marks are the top three
measures that SMEs report as being important for a company's ability to derive competitive
advantage from their innovative activities. Internet domain name (s) is the single most important
kind of protection measure for all SMEs regardless of size.

Intellectual Property Rights
Importance of IPR - IPR Users

LN

. Geographical
37% ) Trademarks | 21%  Designs 13%  indieations

Alternative measures
Importance of alternative measures - IPR Users

Internet i i5li \ Leveragin
_ Confidentiality gIing
47% B domain 42% B TradeSecrets)y  23% = complementary
names assets

Reasons why SMEs do not take any measures to protect their innovation

Not seeing any benefit in protecting innovations, lack of knowledge on how to protect
innovations and the cost of procedures are the top three reasons why SMEs do not protect
their innovation.

An average of 35 % of SMEs do not take any measures to protect their innovations because
they do not see any benefit of doing so. A further 13 % say they do not have enough knowledge
on how to protect innovations, while 10 % say the procedures are too costly. Other answers
range from the feeling that procedures are too long and burdensome (8 %) or that SMEs want
to avoid any potential enforcement difficulties (7 %) or litigation (5 %).

10| www.euipo.europa.eu
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— 31%
7%

MEDIUM 5%

17%
52%

— 34%
4%
SMALL 7%

56%

39%
7%

MICRO 9%
8%
15%
49%
0% 15% 30% 45% 60%
@ | don't see any benefits in protecting innovations Procedures are too costly
® Avoid the risk of potential litigation | do not have enough knowledge
Avoid potential difficulties enforcing these Other

Procedures are too long and burdensome

Familiarity with IPR among SMEs

SMEs that have registered an IPR are more familiar with the term ‘Intellectual Property Rights'
(IPRs) and the bigger the SME is, the more familiar it is with the term. Medium-sized companies
who have registered an IPR are on the top of the familiarity scale.

The sector analysis notes that mainly SMEs that do not register IPR in the transportation and

construction sector show a low level of familiarity with the term. SMEs that register IPR and are
active in the financial sector profess to be the most familiar with the term.

www.euipo.europa.eu |11



INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP)
SME SCOREBOARD - 2016

COMPANY SIZE (with IPR) . COMPANY SIZE (no IPR)
FAMILIARITY S e
UWAGRGLSE Vicro | Small | Medium | . Micro | Small | Medium |
26% | 20% | 18% | Low L 49% | 45% | 41% |
49% | 52% | 47% | Medium | 38% | 39% | 41%
25% | 28% | 35% | High 13% | 16% | 18%

Source of information on IPR registration

Private counsel from outside the company, the Internet and National IP Offices are the sources
most used to learn about the IPR registration process by those SMEs who registered rights.

Outside private counse!  IEEE——— 550

Internet G /|30
National IP Offices/similar national
bodies (incl. their helpdesk)

Chamber of Commerce G | 7%

I %

EU and International IP Offices . 1 1%

Industry federations or
professional associations

EU IPR Helpdesk mmml 6%

I 10%

Other government organisation I 4%

Others  IEEEG— 5%

Usage of various Intellectual Property protection measures

SMEs that register IPRs use mostly alternative measures of protection followed by registration
of national trade marks and European Union trade marks (EUTMs). The alternative protection
measures mainly relate to domain name or trade secrets.

12| www.euipo.europa.eu
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80%

72%
68%
60%
48%
23%
21%

20%

15%

0% |
Alternative  National ~ European Patent National Utility  Community — Breeder
protection Trade Mark  Union design model design  right(s)/ plant
measures Trade Mark variety right(s)

Stages in the innovative process where IPR registration is thought to be crucial for SMEs

Inventing and marketing/commercialising a product, processes or services are the two crucial
phases where IPR registration is deemed important by SMEs that have registered IPRs. The
innovation process can be generally characterised as having four stages, explained below, out
of which stage 2 and 4 are considered to be the most relevant for registering IPR.

www.euipo.europa.eu |13
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Stage 4 Undertaking the risks anc N S S N

costs of making, selling and 70%
marketing a commercial product 69%
RS  Bg
or processes to build or ’
implement final products, 58%
processes or services 55%
e
Stage 2: Inventing new products, 72%
processes or services 65%
I N ;7
Stage 1: Conducting research . ’
and development 57%
54%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
@ Medium Small Micro

Reasons for registering IPR
Preventing others from copying their products or services, followed by better legal certainty
and an increase in the value and image of the SME are the top three reasons why SMEs

register IPRs.

90%

. 79%

80% 74% 53%

70%

60%

50%

50% 45%

40% 38%

30%

) 23% 22%

20%

10% 7%

o |
Prevent  Better legal Increases More Improves  Common Obtain Improves Other
copying certainty  value and effective  negotiation  practice licensing chance of

image  enforcement position revenues financing
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Assessment of the level and type of difficulty during the process of registration

Almost half of the SMEs interviewed did not experience any difficulties when registering IPRs;
however when difficulties did occur, cost and length of procedure were the most common
difficulties encountered. Alternative measures such as Internet domain registration are mostly
described as ‘easy or ‘very easy, with a greater proportion of micro SMEs finding it ‘very easy’.

The most effective and desired ways to support SMEs in registering IPR

Simplification and shortening of procedures and better access to IPR databases are seen as
the most effective support measures to help SMEs protect their Intellectual Property assets.
Less important, but nevertheless generally considered moderately effective are reduction of
costs or financial support (25 % high effectiveness), and information, guidance and support
services to SMEs (19 %).

| 15%
Simplification and - 35%
shortening of procedures 26%
16%
10%
= 31%
0
Better access to IPR databases _ 29% o
o 16% @ No opinion
0 .
. ® High
® Medium
0,
Reduction of costs 2256/8/
B ‘ 0 Low
or financial support ‘
i Not effective
Information, guidance
and support, services to SMEs 35%

when applying for IPRs

www.euipo.europa.eu |15
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Reasons for not registering IPR

Belief that intellectual assets are not innovative enough, lack of knowledge about how to
register IPRs and belief that there are no additional benefits stemming from IPR protection are
three top reasons for refraining SMEs from IPR registration.

Reasons that SMEs refrain from registering IPRs are different depending on the size of an SME.
Micro SMEs clearly state lack of knowledge as an important barrier compared to small SMEs
where predominantly there is a belief that IPR does not bring any benefits. Whilst medium
sized companies state that their intellectual assets are not innovative enough.

REASON FOR NEVER OR . COMPANYSIZE
STOPPING REGISTERING § Micro i Small i Medium

Lack of knowledge 32% 26% 21%
!ntellect_ual asset not 27% 250 30%
Jnnovativeenough . T T T
Did not meet requirements 5% 21% 4%

of IPR regulations !

!PR not .avallable for my 150 16% 17%
InOVatON St e
Too costly and burdensome 19% 15% 15%
‘Procedurewould delay
introduction of product/ 10% 8% 8%
serviceonmarket i S ]
No benefits 26% 27% 26%
Potential difficulties in 150 150% 12%
enforcement
Do not want to reveal crucial : ; ;

details and prefer Trade 21% 19% 21%
L S (S S
Other 25% 28% 27%

16| www.euipo.europa.eu
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Conditions under which SMEs would consider registering IPRs

SMEs would register IPRs if they would be assured of receiving adequate protection, if it would
be easier to take legal action and if the process would be easier to understand and access.

These results indicate that a combination of changes would be needed to encourage SMEs to
register IPRs, as no single solution stands out. The same importance was given to improving the
process (understanding, access, and cost) and to making it more reliable (adequate protection,
ease of taking action). There are many different factors, which have to be taken into account
notably the size, location, industry, turnover, strategy and so on of the given SME.

CONDITIONS FOR COMPANYS|ZE ___________________________
REGISTERING IN THE FUTURE Micro i Small . Medium
Reductionofcosts . 2/% 1% 21%
Easiertoaccess 20% 1 25% 26%
Easiertounderstand | 31%  28% | 26%
Certitudeofadequateprotection | 32% | 29%  30%
Easier to take legal action ~ 31% 2% 0%
oter 2% | 3% 2%

Source of advice on issues related to the company

Lawyers (or other advisor) and accountants are the two most important sources of advice
for company matters, however micro businesses with no IPRs are just as likely to consult
accountants as they are their lawyers while large companies prefer lawyers.

www.euipo.europa.eu |17
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COMPANY SIZE (with IPR)
SOURCES OF ADVICE
Micro 5 small 5 Medium ;

Accountant i 41% i 32% ; 22%

‘Lawyer (or other advisor) | 6% | 7% 8%
‘Chamber of Commerce | 2% L 2% 19% |
Industry Association | Mm% e %
P Offices | 6% L 1e% L 21% |
Other 18% 16% | 15% ‘

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

]

Micro Small Medium
‘Accountant C s L sow 0%
Lawyer (or other advisor) | sow . es% | 79% |
Chamber of Commerce 21% | 26% . 24% |
Industry Association | 6% | 2% | 5% |
P Offices 0% o% | 1%
Other 17% | 18% | 16% :

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Interest in receiving information on IP and preferred means of communication

Over one third of SMEs (those who register IPR and those who do not) would like to receive
information about IP. The Internet is the preferred means of communication.

RECEIVE INFORMATION S COMPANY SIZE (with IPR)
ABOUT IPR Micro Small Medium
Yes i 40% i 39% i 41% i

g g A g g

18| www.euipo.europa.eu
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RECEIVE INFORMATION COMPANY SIZE (no IPR)
ABOUT IPR ' -

COMPANY SIZE (no IPR)
BEST SOURCES FOR ADVICE S R SRR S i
Micro i Small i Medium ;

Internet / social media 83% 83% 5 83%
Localadvisors 4% 0 30% . 31% |
‘Local media | 5% s% . 13%
Local administration | 2% | 2% L 6% |
Local Chambers of Commerce - 36% | 39% | 43%

Local Industry Association r 24% ' 29% ' 28%

IP Office ' 37% i 39% i 44%

Others r 3% i 9% i 5%

www.euipo.europa.eu |19
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Impact of IPR registration

The majority of SMEs who registered an IPR believe that it had either a‘very positive’ or ‘positive’
impact on their businesses. Increased reputation or image of reliability, strengthening of
long-term business prospects and increased turnover were the top three positive outcomes

of IPR registration.

53%
45% 45%
42%
38%
27%
17%
12%
8%
I 1% 1% Q%
Yes, in a very Yes,ina No impact Yes, ina
positive way positive way negative way

Positive aspects of IPR registration reported by SMEs

Increased reputation or image of reliability

Strengthening of long-term
business prospects

Increased turnover

Expanded markets

New opportunities of collaboration
with other companies

Boost of profitability
Increased employment
Easier access to financing

Other

20| www.euipo.europa.eu

I /3%

@® Micro
Small
Medium

4%
0, 0,
1% 0% 0% % 3%
Yes, in a very Don't know
negative way

I 5300

I 5 /%0

I /%

W0

I 3%

I 196
I 6%
I %
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IPR infringements

Almost one third of SMEs registering IPRs declare having suffered an infringement. This
proportion increases with the size of the SME, with medium-sized SMEs being affected most
(39 %) and micro SMEs suffering least from IPR infringement (24 %). The top three of IPRs
infringed are trade marks, patents and designs.

SUFFERED FROM ... COMPANYSIZE

INFRINGEMENT OF IP T Mico Small " Medium
Yes 24% | 2% 39% |
N % esw . se%
Dontknow 4% % L 5% |

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Impact of infringement on a company performance

Loss of turnover, damage to the reputation or a loss of competitive edge are the top
consequences reported by SMEs of IPR infringement.

MOST FREQUENT NEGATIVE | COMPANYSIZE |

IMPACT OF INFRINGEMENT Micro Small Medium

Loss of turnover 42% 38% 35%

Damage to reputation 38% 5 37% 34%

Release staff / stop hiring 9% 3% 2%

Loss. of incentives to innovative 139% 8% 6%
andinvest T

Loss of competitive edge 34% 29% 35%

Increase awareness of my 19% 18% 18%
products

Other 36% 31% 30%

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Www.euipo.europa.eu |21
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Most common means to solve IPR infringement conflicts

Bilateral negotiations followed by a court procedure are the most often mentioned ways
of solving IPR infringement conflicts. SME size is strongly linked to the likelihood to fight IPR
infringement and the method used. Compared to SMEs in general, micro SMEs are more likely
not to fight the infringement (17 % compared to 12 % on average) and less likely to choose a
court procedure (27 % compared with 35 %). Small SMEs are less likely to enter into bilateral
negotiations (37 %) or arbitrations (5 %) and more likely to mention other dispute resolution
methods. In contrast, medium SMEs are more likely to act with higher than average proportions
of bilateral negotiations (51 %), court procedures (40 %) and arbitration (16 %) usage.

51%
40% 40%
37%
32%
2504 27%
21% 22%
18% 9
16% 16% 7%
13%  12% 13% 13%
8% 8% 8%
I5%
Bilateral Mediation Arbitration Court Request for Other I did not
negotiations procedures intervention  alternative fight the
of authorities dispute  infringement
resolutions
® Micro Small Medium

Reasons to refrain from court procedures as a mean to solve IPR infringement conflict

Although the likelihood to start a court procedure increases with the size of the SME, no
significant differences appear in terms of barriers.

22| www.euipo.europa.eu
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Costs and lengthy procedures are the key reasons why SMEs refrain from court procedures as
a means to solve IPR infringement conflict

Too expensive court fees NN 53%
Too lengthy I 5%
Too expensive lawyers' fees I 530

Low likelihood of being compensated I /%

Risk of losing the case and
having to pay high fees or compensation

Difficulty in dealing with legal actions taking GG 330

I 1 %0

Low likelihood of stopping the infringement  IE————EE 370

Insufficiency of available legal remedies EE—G—G——EE ()

Small chance of succeding against

big companies or organisations

Reluctance to publicly expose the case and suffer
potential damage to the company’s reputation

Risk of losing company | 15%
trade secrets disclosed to the court

Other I 6%

I 33%
I | 3%

Issues that could be improved in the court procedures

Quicker, simpler and less expensive procedures together with special procedures and
mechanisms for IPR litigation are the most important means mentioned by SMEs to improve
court procedures. Micro SMEs in particular are in favour of special procedures and mechanisms
for IPR litigation, with 83 % selecting this answer in comparison with 66 % for all SMEs that used
court procedures to fight IPR infringement.

Quicker procedures I 3 1%
Special procedures and mechanism 0
for IPR litigation 66%
Less expensive procedures I 0070
Simpler procedures I 306
T O A T e <1
to support SMEs in litigation 0
Don't know HEE 6%
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INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP)
SME SCOREBOARD - 2016

Incidence of SMEs suffering from unjust allegation of IPR infringement

A minority of SMEs declare having suffered unjust allegations of IPR infringement. Most
allegations relate to trade marks, patents and designs.

Out of all SMEs surveyed, 9 % say they have suffered from such unjust allegations of
infringing another company’s IPR. When asked which type of IPR they experienced an ‘unjust’
infringement allegation, SMEs most often mention trade marks (37 %), patents (23 %) and
designs (14 %). These are also the top three IPR types mentioned by SMEs who reported IPR
infringements in general.

Interest in participating in an SME network
One third of SMEs declared willingness to participate in an SME network.

Out of all of the SMEs surveyed, 29 % said they would be interested in participating in a network
that would bring together innovative and IP minded SMEs that would meet and discuss best
practice and challenges faced with creating, using, enforcing or litigating IP rights. Some
differences exist between those who register IPRs and those who do not, with 39 % of IP using
SMEs reporting an interest in the network compared to 22 % amongst those with no IPR.

WILLING COMPANY SIZE (with IPR) COMPANY SIZE (no IPR)
TO JOIN R R T
NETWORK Micro i Small i Medium Micro Small Medium i
39% 37% 40% Yes 21% 20% 24%
No 61% 63% 60% No 79% 80% 76%
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1. Introduction

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP)
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Smart, sustainable and inclusive growth is one of the European Commission’s priorities. The
EU's flagship ‘Innovation Union'is a Europe 2020 Initiative, which ‘is the European Union strategy
to create an innovation-friendly environment that makes it easier for great ideas to be turned 5.y eceuropacw
into products and services that will bring our economy growth and jobs.” Innovation as a way — research/innovation-

. , - . o . . . 2 union/index_en.cfm
to enhance businesses' competitiveness is gaining importance, especially for EU enterprises.* , i . ec ouropaews
Intellectual Property (IP) is a tool that not only defines, but more importantly protects human  growttvindustry/

. . . oy . . . e i -
innovations and creations® and facilitates innovative businesses to create competitive 4%222'53;]%? ery/
advantage. Furthermore, via licensing, other companies can build on others’ creations and 5 - https/euipo.europa.
ideas to develop or improve their products or services, while avoiding dispute and possibly m
expensive litigation®. 6 - http://www.wipo.int/
sme/en/ip_business/
. . . . importance/relevant.
Thus, the use of the IP system can provide many benefits, particularly helping Small and
Medium-Sized Enterprises (SMEs) exploit their assets, as described by the World Intellectual 7-http/Asww.wipoint/

o 7. sme/en/ip_business/
Property Organization (WIPO)” D asset/sme market

value.htm

I By generating income through licensing, sale or commercialisation of IPR-protected
products or services.

1 By enhancing value or worth of the SME as perceived by investors and financing
institutions.

0 By raising value of the SME through IPR assets in case of a sale, merger or acquisition.

The European citizens and intellectual property survey shows that EU citizens are indeed
convinced of the advantages of IPRs: 96 % of them think IPRs are important because they
support innovation and creativity by rewarding inventors, creators and artists®. Nevertheless, 8- https/euipo.europa.
SMEs often do not maximise the gains from their assets; either by not registering or licencing ~ &4enimeartaren/
i ) . ) } } i web/observatory/
IPRs, or by not enforcing their IPRs, especially in comparison to larger companies. According  ip_perception
to a report of the EUIPO? through the European Observatory on Infringements of Intellectual - hites//eupo.curopa.
) ) ) ] ) eu/ohimportal
Property Rights, large companies are four times more likely to own registered IPRs than smaller
companies - 40 % of larger firms have registered rights, compared with 9 % of SMEs. It also
shows that companies that own registered IPRs have in general 29 % higher revenue per
employee, about 6 times as many employees and pay wages that are up to 20 % higher than
firms that do not own IPRs. Moreover the SMEs that own IPRs have 32 % higher revenue per

employee (compared to the 29 % for all companies).

WwWw.euipo.europa.eu |25


http://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/index_en.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/index_en.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/index_en.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/growth/industry/intellectual-property/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/growth/industry/intellectual-property/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/growth/industry/intellectual-property/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/growth/industry/intellectual-property/index_en.htm
https://euipo.europa.eu/ohimportal/en/intellectual-property
https://euipo.europa.eu/ohimportal/en/intellectual-property
https://euipo.europa.eu/ohimportal/en/intellectual-property
http://www.wipo.int/sme/en/ip_business/importance/relevant.htm
http://www.wipo.int/sme/en/ip_business/importance/relevant.htm
http://www.wipo.int/sme/en/ip_business/importance/relevant.htm
http://www.wipo.int/sme/en/ip_business/importance/relevant.htm
http://www.wipo.int/sme/en/ip_business/ip_asset/sme_market_value.htm
http://www.wipo.int/sme/en/ip_business/ip_asset/sme_market_value.htm
http://www.wipo.int/sme/en/ip_business/ip_asset/sme_market_value.htm
http://www.wipo.int/sme/en/ip_business/ip_asset/sme_market_value.htm
https://euipo.europa.eu/ohimportal/en/web/observatory/ip_perception
https://euipo.europa.eu/ohimportal/en/web/observatory/ip_perception
https://euipo.europa.eu/ohimportal/en/web/observatory/ip_perception
https://euipo.europa.eu/ohimportal/en/web/observatory/ip_perception
http://documents/11370/80606/Intellectual+property+rights+and+firm+performance+in+Europe
http://documents/11370/80606/Intellectual+property+rights+and+firm+performance+in+Europe

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP)
SME SCOREBOARD - 2016

This survey was carried out on behalf of the European Union Intellectual Property Office
(EUIPO), acting through the European Observatory on Infringements of Intellectual Property
Rights in collaboration with the European Commission's Directorate General for Internal
Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and SME (DG Growth). The aim of the study is to capture
the perception of Intellectual Property Rights (IPRs) amongst SMEs in terms of their knowledge
and use of IPRs. The insights from this study will form the basis for a greater understanding of
how to adapt the IP environment to the needs of SMEs. The survey provides these insights with
a focus on differences between companies that have registered IPRs and those that have not.
Furthermore, this study not only describes the behaviour of SMEs with respect to intellectual
property, but also examines the reasons behind their behaviour.

In this report, the first sections cover the methodology and sampling. In the following four
sections, the survey results are discussed. First, the SME's level of innovation is assessed. Related
to the protection of the innovation, the behaviour of SMEs towards IPRs is examined in terms
of awareness, timing, business strategy and effective support measures. In addition, the state
of play in terms of licensing and SMEs' perceptions of the impact that registering IPR has on the
company are discussed. The last chapter covers SMES' respect of IPRs and enforcement of IPRs.
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2. Methodology

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP)
SME SCOREBOARD - 2016

2.1. Overview of the approach

The fieldwork took place in each of the 28 EU Member States, with a total of 8 970 interviews
completed between June and September 2015. Interviews were completed using Computer-
Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI), with an option for SMEs to complete the survey online
on request. The CATI approach with an online option is particularly suitable for a business
audience as it allows for optimal response rates among a target group that is typically
hard-to-reach and has little time for surveys.

2.2. Sampling

The sampling approach aimed at achieving a sufficient number of interviews with SMEs
that have registered an IPR and those that have not, while ensuring a spread of interviews
across company size and sector. A sample of SMEs was selected in the ORBIS (Bureau Van
Dijk'%) database and matched with the EUIPO and PATSTAT" databases of companies having
registered IPRs in order to identify companies with and without IPR use upfront. This method
allowed the specific targeting of companies across company size and IPR use.

Given that there was an oversampling of companies that have registered IPRs (43 % in the
sample compared to 9 % in the population) when the analysis discusses aggregate results
this is not representative of the population of SMEs in Europe as such. Within the size groups
of SME (i.e. micro, small, medium) the sample data was weighted on country level so that the
proportions of SMEs according to size were proportionate to the number of SMEs of that
size in each EU country. Given that characteristics of IP users and non-users in the general
population are unknown, generally it is not possible to extrapolate findings to each of these
populations. Nevertheless, the oversampling and weighting on the basis of the size of the
SME permitted the analysis to obtain a sufficient sample of IPR users to draw representative
conclusions for the different subsamples of micro, small and medium-sized companies within
the groups of IPR users or non IPR users. Furthermore, the oversampling of IPR users ensures
a sufficient sample for meaningful results and insights into the attitudes and behaviours of
SMEs with IPRs.

10 - The ORBIS database

provides financial and
other information on
millions of European
companies, collected
from the filings

and accounting
reports made by the
companies in the
commercial registers
of all EU Member
States.

11 - The PATSTAT

database is also
known as the EPO
Worldwide Patent
Statistical Database. It
contains information
on more than 90
million applications
of more than 80
countries.
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2.3. Questionnaire

In each SME, the target respondent was the person ‘responsible for legal matters and company

12"2;2;;?5? policies within [the] organisation.’ The introduction to the questionnaire includes a screening
Luxembourg Matia, Section that allowed interviewers to reach and recruit the most relevant respondent. The
andslovakiathe 17 minyte long questionnaire can be found in Annex 8.3. The English master questionnaire

questionnaire was ’ ) :
made available intwo - Was translated into the languages of each country'? prior to fieldwork.

languages.

2.4. Set up and data collection

Supervisors and interviewers were briefed on the project and the questionnaire was scripted
in all relevant languages. The quality was controlled with automated and manual checks prior
to the pre-test. 10 % of all interviews were completed during the pre-test phase. All data was
thoroughly checked and interviewers had the opportunity to provide feedback before the main
phase of the fieldwork. The progress of the fieldwork was closely monitored by the project
team throughout the data collection phase.

Interviews were conducted in two stages:

I Telephone recruitment: respondents were recruited over the phone and either took part
in the survey straight away or were sent the survey questionnaire by email.

I Questionnaire completion: respondents who received the questionnaire by email either

booked an appointment at a later date to complete the survey over the phone or completed
the survey via an online link.
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The interview flow is summarised in the figure below.

Figure 1 Fieldwork approach

Fieldwork approach

First recruitment contact

made by telephone

Optional:
Email with web link

Appointment

No response

Reminders by email
and telephone
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2.5. Final sample characteristics

The 8 970 completed interviews are spread across company size and sector as per the
table below.

Table 1 Sample size by size and sector of SME

SECTOR ©COMPANYSIZE
Micro Small Medium OTAL
(1 -9 employees) (10-49 employees) (50-249 employees)
Manufacturing 276 794 481 1551
Construction 221 463 205 889
Transportation, ; ; : :
accomodation, 272 521 309 L1102
~and food services ¢ ¢ 0
Wholesale and retail trade 415 582 352 1349
Financial and insurance ! , : ; :
actl\{ltles and. real est‘.':\te: 297 £33 249 1069
services and information :
~and communication .0
Other sectors 807 1549 654 3010
Total 2288 4432 2250 8970

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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In order to have a sufficient and comparable amount of companies per sector, it was chosen
to group the sectors into six broader categories. This is shown in the table below:

Table 2 Grouping of sectors

SECTOR ' Grouping
Manufacturing Manufacturing
Construction Construction ;
Transportation and storage Transportation,
accommodation
Accommodation and food service activities i and food services

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Financial and insurance activities Financial and insurance
P I gctivities and real estate

Information and communication L o 4 .
_______________________________________________________________________________________ : activities and information

Real estate activities i and communication !

Agriculture, forestry and fishing

Mining and quarrying

Electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply : -

Water supply, sewerage, waste management and remediation activities

Professional, scientific and technical activities ; ;

Administrative and support service activities

Public administration and defence, compulsory social security Other sectors

________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________
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For the purpose of convenience, throughout the report, the different sectors shall mainly be
addressed in general as following:

B Manufacturing: Manufacturing

B Construction: Construction

B Transportation, accommodation and food services: Transportation

B Wholesale and retail trade: Wholesale

I Financial and insurance activities and real estate activities and information and
communication: Financial activities

I Other services: Other services

Overall, 26 % of interviews were conducted with Micro companies (2 289 interviews), 49 % with
Small companies (4 432 interviews) and 25 % with Medium companies (2 249 interviews).

Figure 2 Share of company size in the sample

25% @® Micro

Small
Medium
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Interviews were spread across sectors, with more than 900 interviews conducted in each of
Six major sectors, as per the chart below.

Figure 3 Share of industries in the sample

Manufacturing I | 7%
Wholesale and retail trade  IEEEE—————— | 50,
Financial and insurance activities I 120
Transportation, accomodation and food services I 2%
Construction NG 10%

Other sectors I 5400

A full breakdown of the sample characteristics by country is available in Annex 8.5.

2.6. Indicating significance 13- ‘Statistically
significant' means

that an observed

Throughout this report, differences between the groups of companies are highlighted. The  differencein the
groups of IPR users and IPR non-users are often compared. When the differences between ~ *2mPe =2 fue
them are statistically significant'® they are indicated in the tables and figures using boldface  corresponding

i population with 95 %
or an asterisk. probability, so that the

probability that the

In some cases, differences by company size (micro, small, medium) are also analysed. In such S;;eervaeb‘;(j‘fpeurfe“‘fby
cases, significance is illustrated using a letter scheme whereby each size group is marked  chanceis5%.

with a letter (a for micro, b for small, ¢ for medium) and statistically significant differences

between the size groups are indicated using those letters. For example, the first line of table

28 in Section 4.1.7 shows that 32 % of micro companies, 26 % of small companies and

21 % of medium-sized companies give ‘lack of knowledge’ as the reason for not registering

IPRs. The letters bc adjacent to the figure for micro companies indicate that the difference

between their figure of 32 % and the figures of the other two groups is statistically significant.

Conversely, the difference between the figures for small and medium-sized companies (26 %

vs. 21 %) is not statistically significant.
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3. Assessment of innovation

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP)
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3.1. Perceptions of innovation amongst SMEs

When looking at the perception of innovation between SMEs that register IPRs and those that
don't, nearly 80 % of the IPR users think their company is innovative which is different from
those who have not registered an IPR. Slightly more than half (53 %) of the companies that do
not register an IPR consider themselves as innovative.

Figure 4 Perception of innovation Figure 5 Perception of innovation
within IPR users within No IPR users

@ VYes Yes
No 24% No
Don't know (2%) Don't know (3%)

The differences indicate that SMEs that have registered an IPR are more likely to hold positive
perceptions of innovation in their company. In order to understand what characteristics are
associated with better or worse perceptions of innovation within the categories of SMEs who
registered an IPR and those that did not, the analysis looks at company size and sector.

Concerning company size, the analysis concludes that amongst those who have registered
an IPR, 80 % of medium-sized businesses say their company is innovative. The figure falls to
78 % of small businesses (those with 10-49 workers) and to 71 % of micro businesses (up to
9 workers). For those who have not registered an IPR, 59 % of medium-sized businesses say
their company is innovative compared to 80 % amongst the same size companies that have
registered an IPR. The figure falls to 55 % of small businesses and to less than half (45 %) of
micro businesses.
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As for sector analysis there is again a gap between those who registered an IPR (with
higher perception of innovation) and those that did not - though the gap is smallest in the
transportation sector.

These differences dependent upon company size and sector, and registration of an IPR are

presented in the tables below. 14-The columns are
indicated with letters.
The significant
differences are
highlighted using
the column letters

Table 3 Perceptions of innovation amongst SMEs according to size and registering an IPR™

COMPANY SIZE (with IPR) | wihich highlight
L T Ly which figures are
Micro i Small i Medium significantly different
S meGECUEL CECLELEELERTORPEE PR ERT SEREEEROEREREERE e EEEEE from one another. For
E 71% - 78% - 80% i example, amongst
e ettt ettt ittt Aottt SMESs that have
No | 27% | 21% | 19% registered an IPR,
"'""“"""""“""""'““""'""“?"'"““"""""““?"""""““““'""'?""“"""""""“"‘; small and medium
Don't know | 2% | 1% | 1% i sized companies
oSS ooooSSoooooooooodoosssosoooooooooooooood different significantly
] in comparison to
_______________________ COMPANYSIZE(noIPR) ' microcompanies.
_ Micro _ Small _ Medium
Yes 45% 55% 59%
No 51% 43% 38%
Don’t know 4% 2% 3%

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

L

OF ' Financial !

INNOVATION I\/Ianufactunng Construction : Transportaﬂon Wholesale activ ities | Otheré
Yes ss% a% e | e | 7% | 79%
No w0 x% B% 31% | 20% | 20% |
Dontknow | 1% 1% % % 1% 1%
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PERCEPTION S SECIORGO B
OF i o o Fi jal |
INNOVATION BEUCIEEtiy: Construction Transportation Wholesale Z?t?v?t?g ther
Yes 61% 47% 49% 44% 62% 54%
No 36% 49% 48% 54% 35% | 43%
Don't know 3% 4% 3% 2% 3% 3%

3.2. The reality of innovation

Whilst the above indicates the perception amongst SMEs of their level of innovation, it was
deemed important to analyse how this matches the reality. SMEs were asked a number of
questions in order to measure the actual level of innovation. These aspects covered whether
there had been new or significantly improved changes in the previous three years for the
following four aspects:

I Products

I Processes

1 Organisational changes; and
I Marketing changes.

The analysis concluded that companies that register IPRs indicate having introduced new
products (69 %), processes (53 %), organisational changes (49 %) and marketing changes
(45 %) significantly more than companies that do not register IPRs. Moreover, the difference
between introducing new products or processes is much higher, compared to introducing
organisational changes.

Also a significantly higher percentage of non IPR users indicate not knowing whether their
company has introduced new or significantly improved changes over the last three years.
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These differences are displayed in the following figures.

Figure 6 Proportion of IPR users who have innovated in the previous three years

Type of innovation

80%

0% 69%*

60% 53%%*

50% 49%* 45%*

40%

30%

20% .

o 8% 11%
O N

Products Processes Organisational Marketing Other Don't know /

changes changes Not applicable

Figure 7 Proportion of No IPR users who have innovated in the previous three years

Type of innovation
80%
70%
60%

50%

40% 37% 36% 36%
op*
30% 27% 31%
20%
10%*
10%
[]
Products Processes Organisational Marketing Other Don't know /
changes changes Not applicable
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As was the case for the perceptions of innovation, there are significant differences in the reality
of innovation amongst those that registered an IPR and those that did not. The differences
indicate that SMEs that have registered an IPR are more likely to not only hold positive
perceptions of innovation in their company, but also are more innovative in reality - reflecting
the fact that their innovativeness has likely led them to register an IPR.

This result can be further broken down into both the size and sector of the SME amongst both
those with an IPR and those without.

The size of the SME

1 The likelihood of having introduced innovation increases with the size of the company,
regardless of whether they have an IPR or not.

B It is those SMEs that have registered an IPR that are also introducing innovations in their
companies regardless of their size. That is, SMEs that are more innovative are also more likely
to have registered an IPR. This is unsurprising given the likely scenario that SMEs that are
innovative are using IPRs to protect that innovation. Table 5 highlights that the highest level of
innovation amongst companies with no IPRs are amongst medium sized companies - 78 %,
which is below the lowest level of innovation found for companies that have registered an IPR
(83 % amongst micro companies)

The sector of the SME

It is the manufacturing industry which has the greatest perception of being innovative and the
construction industry with the lowest perception amongst IPR users and non IPR users. Again
there is a gap between those who registered an IPR (with higher levels of innovation) and those
that did not. The smallest gap between IPR users and non IPR users in their levels of innovation
is in the financial activities sector and the largest gap is found in the construction sector.
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15 - The columns are

These differences are highlighted in the following tables.

Table 5 Reality of innovation amongst SMEs according to size and registering an IPR'®

indicated with letters.
The significant
differences are
highlighted using
the column letters

COMPANY SIZE COMPANY SIZE which highlight
Fl\fﬁl(_jl\-l;X'l(')l(l;N _________ (with IPR) FI\EIGI(-)I\-I;X'I'OI(F)N (no IPR) i which figures are
: T S N S S A ST significantly different
Micro | Small | Medium | Micro i Small i Medium (0 Sotner For
| 83% | 89% | 93% L 619% | 71% | 78% S
e ----------------'"'"*""“"""“""' """""""" registered an IPR,
No 17% 11% 7% No 39% 29% 22% small and medium

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

' Financial

INNOVATION Manufacturlng Construction ! Transportann Wholesale ' activities | . Other
Yes 93% 86% 90% 87% 89% | 88% !
No 7% 14% 10% 13% 11% 12%

_____________________________________ 5_?_C_IQR_(£‘9_'PB)______________

- Financial :

INNOVATION Manufacturlng Construction ! Transpor’tann | Wholesale | activities | : Other
Yes 74% 62% 69% 68% 73% 70%
No 26% 38% 31% 32% 27% 30%

3.3. Importance of various Intellectual protection measures

In this section SMEs were asked whether they use protection measures and if yes, which
of them they perceive to be of importance for their company's ability to derive competitive
advantage from their innovative activities. The results clearly indicate that there are some core
measures deemed important amongst SMEs surveyed.

sized companies
different significantly
in comparison to
micro companies.
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For the purpose of this report protection measures are divided into two main groups:

B Intellectual Property Rights: an Intellectual Property Right can be defined as a right given
to a person or a company over their creations or innovations. It provides them the exclusive
right over the use of this creation of innovation for a fixed period of time.

B Alternative measures: alternative measures such as registration of Internet domain names
or confidentiality.

The analysis showed that the single most important kind of protection measure for SMEs,
regardless of size, is most likely to be a company’s internet domain name(s). The table below
indicates the top three IPR measures and top three alternative measures that obtained the
highest scores amongst SMEs (irrespective of their size) that register an IPR.

Table 7 Top three most important IP protection measures

Intellectual Property Rights
Importance of IPR - IPR Users

Geographical

37% J§ Trademarks 21%  Designs 13% indications

Alternative measures
Importance of alternative measures - IPR Users

Internet : . Leveragin

_ Confidentiality \ ging

47% B domain 42% B TradeSecrets)y  23% ~ complementary
names assets

Looking at the importance of measures amongst SMEs that have registered an IPR, the
following tables highlight the differences depending upon the size of the SME. Each number is
calculated based on the importance of each protection measure assessed by SMEs, ranging
from 1 (1 do not use this at all' - no importance at all) to 4 (High importance’). Therefore each
'score’ provides insights on the importance of that specific protection measure and allows
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comparison with other Intellectual Property Rights and alternative protection measures. The
three measures generally assessed as most important are highlighted in blue. The analysis
clearly highlights that the same Intellectual Property Rights and Alternative measures were
chosen as being important regardless of company size.

MICRO

T et ropery Rgis L Arernatve messures
""" 285 | Trdemark | 245 | Confidentilty(Trade Secrets
""" 73 | paent | 207 | Complexiyof product design
B SR s0 | Leveraging my compiementary
o cesgn 104 | atsbase law |
7 Geogephcalmdcamon | 213 | Tmetomarket
s | Breedersrignt/PR | 307 | intemet domain namels)
T3 Topogmphyofsemiconductor | 143 | omer
""" 3 L uymese
SMALL

T ecrval ropery Rgis L Arernatve messores
o Trademark | 274 | Confidentilty (rade Secrets) |
T et | 2106 | Complexty ofproduct desgn |
""" 190 | copmgnt 2@ | Leveragingmy compiementary
""" 208 oessn | 216 Dwabwselw
74| Geogephcalmdcamon | 228 | Tmetomarket
T4 | Breetersrignt/PR | 309 | intemet domain namets)
0 Topogphyofsemiconauctor | 158 | omer
Tha siymodel |

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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MEDIUM
Intellectual Property Rights Alternative measures
3,00 Trademark 2,96 Confidentiality (Trade Secrets)
2,02 Patent 2,34 Complexity of product design
197 Copyright 2,56 Leveraging my complementary
______________________________________________________________________________________________ cbses ]
2,20 Design 2,23 Database law
16 - Complementary 1,85 Geographical indication 2,44 Time to market
assets refer to the e e Rt
firmsassetsor 1,17 Breeder’s right / PVR 3,11 Internet domain name(s)
CaPabililies MeCES Sy e e e
for successfuly 1,11 Topography of semmonductor 1,48 Other
COMMEICIAlIZING <= == === == o e o o o o o e
technologies, 1,51 Utility model
WHICH INCIUdE === m e oo oo o e e e e e
manufacturing
capabilities,  The following tables give an overview of the assessment of the importance of IP protection

distribution
channels, after-sales
service, brands and
complementary
technologies (Teece,
1986).

measures on country level’, which show that there are quite some differences between
Member States. These differences can be related to the fact that the legal conditions and
business environment of Member States can condition SMEs to use a certain type of protection
measure over another.

Table 8 IPR protection measures assessed as important

Protection Measures that are assessed as important

I S i e e e

MEMBER

i | Breeder's | Topography !

STATE Trademarks De5|gn : G?ﬂiﬁggg'ﬁal Copynght Patent ! anJtllcljt)e/l right / ' of i

_ _ _ ! . PVR: semiconductor
Austria 30% 27% :  23% ¢ 23% 21% : 9% | 5% 3%
Belgium 32% 13% 6% 10% 13% © 3% - -
Bulgaria 45% | 32% | 14% 12% 23%: 6% | 3% 29%
Croatia 59% 50% 26% 30% 22% 1 12% 2% 3%
Cyprus 67% 31% 15% 12% & 11% + 19% 7% 8%
czech 40% 0 22% | 5% 21% | 11% | 12% | - .
Republic

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________

i Geographical !

indication

i Utility
i model !

L ]

e e e e e e e e e e

L ]

g gy T Sy S R

L A ]

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

L ]

g gy Sy Sy R

A A ]

g gy T Sy S IR

L A A A ]

g gy T Sy S R

L A ]

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

L ]

e e e e e e e m e -

A ]

g gy T Sy S R

L A ]

g Iy T S S ST S U ST S

L ]

United
Kingdom
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Table 9 Alternative protection measures assessed as important

Alternative protectlon measures that are assessed as |mportant

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

STATE | oy | g | ompity| D30 | Tmew | BT o
design i assets i : © names

"Al];t'r'[;"""‘"""5'5% _________ 25% | 24% | 15% | 20% | 48% | 25%
‘Belgium | 28% | 2% . 20% | 16% | 21% | 44% | 47% |
Bulgaria | 47% | 33% . 3% | 39% | 47% | S7% | - |
Croatia |  62% | a7% 45% | 59% | 57% | 73% | - -
oyprus 33% 2% | 38% | 30% | 53% | 62% | -
Czech 41% 26% 36% 13% | 23% | 55% :

Republic ¢ "~ ¢~ ¢ 7 T T
IBenman i 37% | 20% © 13% . 16% | 18% | 47% . 100%
Estonia | 57% | 20% | 7% | 28% | 29% | 71% | 9%
Finland | 35% | 202% | A% | 6% | 14% | A6% | 16% |
France | 19% | 159 | 14% | 15% | 12% | 30% | 4% |
Germany | 63% 20% | 24% | 27% | 25% | 51% | 17% |
Greece | 33% | 23% | 24% 5% | 49% | 65% | _6_2&5/(;"_:
Hungary | 33% | 25% | 21% | 18% | 24% | 38% | 29%
Jreland | 33% | 20% | 7% | 18% | 23% | 55% | . .
Ttaly . 11% | 1% | 16% | 12% | 16% | 30% | 7%
Latvia | S8% | 20% | 19% | 47% | 31% | S7% | -
Lithuania | 73% | 2% | 57% A9% | 71% | 70% | 16% |
Luxembourg | 30% | 19% | 11% L 7% | 16% | 44% | .
Malta | 37% | 29% . 7% | 28% | 28% | 48% | 47% |
‘Netherlands | 33% | 25% | 25% A% | 18% | 52% | 33% |
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Alternative protection measures that are assessed as important (continued)

STATE | Confidentalty §i?’;1%‘§i§¥§ complenenty Dﬁjiﬁ@ Tmeto | o O
' i design assets A i names

Poland | 48% | 18% | 30% | 25% | 28% | 47% | 26% |
Portugal | 2% L 2% | 24% | 15% | 20% | 61% | 12% |
‘Romania | 50% . 19% | ¢ o% | 36% | 11% | 47% | - |
Slovakia | 65% | 42% | 27% | 30% | 40% | S4% | 40% |
‘Slovenia | - 47% | 51% | 53% | 19% | 67% | 58% | 31% |
‘spain | . % | o21% | 30% | 32% | 29% | 52% | 5% |
‘Sweden | 28% | 36% | 29% | 17% | 30% | 39% | 11% |
United 43% 22% 16% 22% | 26% | 44% | 17%

Kingdom &
EUtotal 2%  29% | 23% | 22% | 24% | 47% | 13% |

3.4. Reasons why SMEs do not take any measures to protect their innovation

The analysis shows that the most common reason for refraining from taking any measures to
protect innovations, put forward by 35 % of SMEs was the fact that the companies don't see
any benefit of doing so. A further 13 % say they do not have enough knowledge on how to
protect innovations, while 10 % say the procedures are too costly. Other answers range from
the feeling that procedures are too long and burdensome (8 %) or that SMEs want to avoid any
potential enforcement difficulties (7 %) or litigation (5 %).

Looking at companies’ size, micro businesses in particular, point to the fact that they feel they
have insufficient knowledge (15 %) and that the processes take too long (9 %) in order to put
these measures in place. Medium-sized businesses also complain about lack of knowledge about
IP protection (17 %). Samples are too small to make a meaningful country-by-country analysis.
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Figure 8 Reasons for not taking protective measures according to SME size
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3.5. Collaboration between SMEs and other entities

The analysis shows that 33 % of SMEs declare working with other companies, research
institutes or academia to develop innovations together. Medium-sized businesses are more
likely to enter into collaboration, with 42 % of such companies taking part. Less than a quarter
(23 %) of micro businesses chooses this route. Those who collaborate do it mostly at national
level with other SMEs or universities and as a result of such collaboration one third register
an IPR which in the majority of cases they are the owners of. Smaller businesses are more
likely to collaborate at a local level, while larger businesses tend in general more towards
national level collaborations.
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Ficure 9 Collaboration and innovation amongst SMEs

National (55%)
— LEVEL Regional (33%)
Local (31%)

SMES (57%)
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___ collaboration with...

.- 51% own IPR ownership

22% IPR co-ownership

However, the degree of collaboration varies within the EU. Forging collaborations with other
companies, research institutes or academia in the pursuit of innovation is more often found
among Finnish and Lithuanian companies (both 51 %), while this way of working is less reported
in Romania (15 %), Malta (19 %), Italy (19 %) and Portugal (21 %).

Therearevarious levelswhere collaboration can take place notably showing country specificities:

B Localandregional level: Italian SMEs prefer to cooperate mostly with local (58 %) and regional
partners (50 %). Slovakian SMEs, on the other hand, are least likely to look for partners at local
level (11 %). Similarly, SMEs in Bulgaria are the least likely to collaborate on the regional level
(9 % of Bulgaria SMEs report collaborating at this level);

B National level: most collaboration between SMEs and other partners is at the national level
(i.e. within the same EU country);

I EU level: SMEs in some of the smaller Member States such as Malta (52 %), Estonia
(50 %), Cyprus (49 %), Ireland (44 %) and Slovakia (43 %) tend to work to a larger extent with
organisations in other EU countries.

1 Outside the EU: SMEs in the United Kingdom collaborate with entities in countries outside
the EU to a greater extent than others (28 %).
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Table 10 Level of collaboration of SMEs on Member State level

Level of collaboration

_____________________________________________________________________________________________

MEMBER : : : . .

STATE lw | Regons | Moo | Overty | Nonty
Austia 7% 2% | s90% | 2% | 14% |
Belgium | i6% 29% | s8% | 36 | 4%
Bulgaia | 36% . o% . 6% | 27% | 7%
Croatia | 39% | 32% | 50% | 23% | 1% |
oprus 7% o% | - 8% | 49% | 15% |
‘CzechRepublic | 21% | 19%  70% | 24% | 8%
Denmark 25% | 20% | 65% | 20% | 11% |
Estonia | 50% 20% | 8% so% | 17% |
Finland | 39% | 34% . 67% | 30% | 20%
France | 30% | 7% s6% | 2% | 0% |
Germany | 21% | 36% | 59% | 21% | 13% |
Greece | 26% | 14% | 66% | 4% | 18%
Hungary T 34% v 38% v 34% v 24% ' 2%

Ireland . S1% . 38% . 65% | A% | 19%
@y 58% 50% | 6% 6% | 8% |
lavia % 7% 3% L 27% | 7%
Lithuania | 34% | 23% . 30% | 30% | 9%
Luxembourg | 17% | 6% | 54% | 39% | 16% |
Malta as% 7% 2a% 52% | 6% |
Netherlands 2% | 3% | S:% | 33% | 14%
‘Poland | 26% | 27% | 54% | 15% % |

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Level of collaboration (continued)

MEMBER s
STATE |l regona ORI O e | comires

‘Portugal | 35% | 31% | 53% | 27% 20% |
‘Romania IV 6% | 2% | 9% | 3%
Slovakia o 3% | 3% 3% 3% |
‘Slovenia | 2% 8% | S5/% . 43% | 9% |
Spain """ 430/ """ 4 40/ """" 4 80/ """ 170/100/ """"
Sweden 33% 22% 56% 27% 15%

UnitedKingdom  38% | 32% | 51% | 37% | 28%
EUtotal 31% 3% | 550 | 25% | 13%

Types of partners

In general, most collaborations on innovations are with other SMEs and with academia
(reported by 57 % and 55 % of SMEs respectively), though Danish companies in particular
work equally with large companies, research institutes and government/public institutions.
Micro businesses are more likely to collaborate with other SMEs (63 %), while small and
medium-sized businesses have a tendency to favour collaborations with academia or
research institutes (respectively 32 % and 44 %).

Outcomes of SME collaboration
One in three SMEs who collaborated, say that registered Intellectual Property Rights (such as
patents, trade marks and designs) resulted from their collaborations. Austrian and Portuguese

SMEs are the most likely to have found their collaborations fruitful in this regard, with 46 % and
43 % respectively saying their collaborations resulted in registered IPRs.

WWw.euipo.europa.eu |49



INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP)
SME SCOREBOARD - 2016

Table 11 Types of partners and outcome of collaboration

; Types of partners to collaborate with ] cl(ljlllqarbeosrualiig]r: ]

STATE i Large ' | Universities/ | Research | Government/ i :
companies SMEs academia institutes iI’]SFt)i?Ltl)tlilgﬂs : ves No
Austria | 37% 60% 65% | 38% 22% 46% 549%
Belgium 27% 48% 58% 35% 22% 29% 71%
Bulgaria 26% 64% 33% 18% 7% 29% 72%
Croatia | 41% 67% 51% | 26% 24% 25% 76%
Cyprus L 50% 65% 40% | 24% 19% 22% 78%
Czech ' 279 | 46% 63% | 35% 22% 20% 80%

Republic
Denmark 42% 38% 52% 41% 42% 22% 78%
Estonia 33% 65% 48% 22% 32% 33% 67%
Finland | 35% 59% 56% 34% 35% 37% 63%
France L 30% | 59% 47% | 43% 31% 36% 64%
Germany 24% 59% 61% | 36% 17% 39% 62%
Greece 48% 49% 53% 35% 21% 29% 71%
Hungary 30% 48% 48% 25% 7% 29% 72%
Ireland L 35% 44% 65% 24% 50% 25% 75%
Italy 23% 62% 61% 40% 24% 21% 79%
Latvia 25% 63% 44% 26% 19% 23% 77%
Lithuania 31% 70% 34% 20% 22% 21% 79%
Luxembourg 26% 74% 23% 20% 22% 27% 73%
Malta L 42% 49% 40% 7% 26% 39% 61%
Netherlands | 34% 59% 48% 33% 26% 40% 60%

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Types of parmers to co\laborate with \PR result ofcoHaborann
STATE | compies | SVE Eualéiif‘miif/; et | pﬁﬁi\éf’néﬁiﬁﬁéﬁsi ves i Mo
Poland | 21% | 45% | SO0% | 33% | 6% | 30% | 70%
Portugal | 40% | 58% | 6A% | 37% | 31% | . 43% | 57% |
‘Romania | 28% | 42% | 44% | 33% | 13% | 7% | 73%
Slovakia | 23% | 64% | 36% | 15% | 6% | 25% | 75% |
Slovenia | 31% | 66% | 44% | 40% |  28% | 3% | 68%
Spain 28% | 51% | 61% | 44% | 24% | 26% | 74% |
Sweden | 32% | 5% | 4% | 23% . 20% | 27% | 73%
Eirr‘]‘;fjﬂm 40% | 65% | 52% | 25% 31% 37% 63%
EUtotal | | 20% | 57% | 55% | 34% | 22% | 33% | 67%
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4. Usage of IPRs

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP)
SME SCOREBOARD - 2016

4.1. Behaviour towards Intellectual Property Rights

4.1.1. Familiarity of IPRs among SMEs

The degree of familiarity with the term ‘Intellectual Property Rights (IPRs) varies amongst SMEs
in the sample. SMEs were asked to rate their familiarity with the term from 0 - not at all familiar,
to 10 - very familiar. These familiarity ratings can be grouped into three categories of familiarity:

B Those with low familiarity (rating from 0-4) - 35 % of all SMEs
B Those with medium familiarity (rating 5-7) - 44 % of all SMEs
B Those with high familiarity (rather 8-10) - 21 % of all SMEs

Should the analysis only look at the aggregate level of familiarity, at first glance it appears
that the degree of familiarity of the term IPR is not very high (i.e. 35 % of all SMEs have low
familiarity). However, familiarity with the term is mostly likely to be related to whether SMEs
have registered an IPR or not. Therefore, the analysis breaks down the degree of familiarity
amongst both types of SMEs.

There is a big difference in familiarity of the term between SMEs that have registered an IPR
on the one hand and those that have not on the other. As would be expected, SMEs that have
registered an IPR are more familiar with the term (see Table 12). It is the lack of familiarity of this
term amongst businesses with no registered IPRs that lowers the average.

There is also variability within these two groups of SMEs depending upon the size of the SME
and the sector. In general, the bigger the SME the more familiar they are with the term IPR
(amongst both those that have an IPR and those that do not).

Given that both the size and whether the SME has registered an IPR are both associated with
a greater degree of familiarity with the term IPR, it is not surprising that medium-sized
businesses that have registered IPRs have the greatest familiarity with the term Intellectual
Property Rights (35 % of these companies gave a high familiarity score), with many small and
micro businesses not far behind (respectively 28 % and 25 % having high familiarity amongst
those who have registered an IPR).

52| www.euipo.europa.eu



R EVIPO

EUROPEAN UNION
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY OFFICE

Table 12 Familiarity with IPR on size level

COMPANY SIZE (Wlth IPR) COMPANY SIZE (no IPR)
FAMILIARITY e e St /A IV A R Y e e

WA HL \icro | Small :I\/Ied|um; WIREERLEEEE Micro | Small :I\/Ied|um;

gy A S A S

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

gy gy

Nevertheless, these figures indicate an overall lack of familiarity with the term IPR which is also
reflected in the various sectors in which the SMEs work. The sector analysis notes that mainly
SMEs that do not register IPRs in the transportation (52 %) and construction sector (54 %) show
a low level of familiarity with the term. However, SMEs that register IPRs and are active in the
financial sector profess to be the most familiar with the term (36 % ranking with high familiarity).

Table 13 Familiarity with PR on sector level

SECTOR (with IPR) :
FAMILI AR TY S e EanEEEE R R

WITH IPR  SVEEiFaillflal¥ ; Construction ;Transportatlon ; Wholesale | Zlgt(iavri]t?ei Other
2% L 21% L 25% i 23% | 19% | 18%
49% 61% 53% 54% 45% 48%
29% 18% 22% 23% 36% 34%
FAM LI ARITY S R T |
WITH IPR | Finandial { o
| activities | -

___________________,_________________+____________________;______________+____________ ...........

g AR

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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On a country level, the same tendency can be observed: companies that do not register IPRs
show a lower level of familiarity with the term (see Table 14).

Table 14 Familiarity with [PRs on Member State level

MEMBER Familiarity with IPRs - IPR users

STATE .\ Low  Medium : High | Llow : Medium | High

Austria | 26% | A% . 26% | A% . 38% | 14%
Belgium | 14% . 55% | 31% | 38% a7% 15% |
Bulgaria | 16% | 53% | 3% | 35% | aa% | 21% |
Croatia | 20% | 34% | 46% | 40% | 39% | 21% |
cyprus U 3% L 4% | 26% L 3% | 4% | 26% |
Czech 24% 40% 35% 58% 28% 14%

Republic ¢+ ~ " . ¢ 0 T 0 T
Denmark | 40% | 26% | 34% | 55% . 20% 5% |
‘Estonia | 2% | 46% | 3% | 8% | 3506 | 23% |
Finland | 8% | 4% . 48% | 55% | 33% | 13%
France | 22% | 4% | 30% | 43% | 42% | 16%
‘Germany | 26% | 4% | 27% | 55% | 32% | 13% |
Greece | 26% | 4% | 30% | 55% | 33% | 12%
Hungary 8% | 45% . 27% L 47% | 4% L 1% |
reland 29% | n% 29% | A% | 43% | 15% |
aly . 2% | 5% 21% | 53% . 36% | 11%
Llatia | 21% | 48% | 31% | . A% | 50% | 0% |
Lithuania | 13% | s0% | 3% | 28% | 51% | 2% |
Luxembourg | 9% | S0% | 41% | 37% . S0% | 13%
Malta | 17% | 61% | 20 | 34% | a9% | 17% |
‘Netherlands | 6% 46% | 38% | 4d% | 41% | 15% |

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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continued
MEMBER ..... i i 212 - )2 e ...... il ety iy IFRE 0o [P weeis
STATE . Low i Medium ! High Low Medium High
‘Poland  24% | 58% | 18% | 41% 46% 0 14% |
Portugal | 17% | 60% | 23% | 33% | 571% | 10% |
‘Romania | | 6% 40% | 54% | 23% | 51% | 26%
Slovakia 22% | 39%  39% | 40% . 46% | 14% |
‘Slovenia | 20% | 55% | 25% | 2% | 55% | 23% |
spain 19% | 61% | 20% | 36% | 56% | 8% |
Sweden 8% 3% | 4 | 4% | 3% | 20%
UnitedKingdom | 11% 43% | 47% | 40% | 34% | 25% |
EUtotal | 21% 50% | 25% | 45% | 39% | 16% |

4.1.2. Usage of protection measures
This section outlines what types of protection measures SMEs in the sample are using. As shown

in the table below, besides registering an IPR, 72 % of the surveyed SMEs also indicate that they
use an alternative protection measure such as internet domain names or trade secrets.

Figure 10 Types of protection measures

80%
72%
68%
60%
48%
23%
21%

20%

15%

0% |
Alternative  National ~ European Patent National Utility  Community  Breeder
protection Trade Mark  Union design model design  right(s)/ plant
measures Trade Mark variety right(s)
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When looking at what types of IPRs were registered on Member State level it stands out that
trade marks, both EU and national, are most used overall when it comes to IPR protection
measures. Overall alternative protection measures are used most but it should be noted
that this can differ when looking at a Member State individually. As mentioned before, the
situation in a given Member State could influence the decision to either register an IPR or refer
to alternative protection measures.

Beyond the registration of an IPR, alternative measures such as the registration of Internet
domain names are widely used, with only 28 % of SMEs in the sample having not put in place
alternative protection measures. Larger SMEs have rather more experience in using alternative
measures than their smaller counterparts.

On average, a quarter of SMEs (24 %) say they last applied for an IPR to be granted more than
5 years ago. Micro businesses and small companies are most likely to say that their last IPR
registration was more than 5 years earlier, whereas medium-sized businesses are twice as
likely as micro businesses to have applied for a registration in the previous 12 months.

Table 15 Types of IPRs

' Micro : Small i Medium !
‘Patent 3% . 36% i 4%
utilitymodel 8% 20% | 25% |
‘European Union Trade Mark | 2% 48% | 54% |
National Trade Mark | 66% 8% | 7%
Community design . 16% 1% . 17%
‘National design | 2% 23% | 26% |
‘Breeder right(s)/ Plant variety rights . 1% 2% | 3%
Alternative protection measures 68% | 73% | 76% |
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Table 16 Types of IPRs on Member State level

e TYPESOTIPR
g{lril\-;l-EER Patent i Utility Eu&g%er?n National Commumtyl Nat|onal Breeders | /Slsgtrgcatfg/ﬁ

; i model ' Trade Mark i Trade Mark | design i design | r|ght/PVR: measures |
Tn |4 sm | e | o | U2 ok & | o
Belgium | 42% | 11% | 59% | 50% | 17% | 8% | 3% | 81% |
Bulgaria | 25% | 13% | 66% | 74% . 26% | 34% | 0% | 63% |
Croatia | 26% | 2% | 38% | 50% | 33% | 31% | 0% . 70% |
Cyprus | 15% | 13% . 37% | 58% | S% | 14% | 16% . 83%
Ezizhbnc 21% | 33% | 53% 57% 1% © 14% | 0% 66%
Denmark | 32% | 11% | 44% | 58% . 20% | 23% | 4% | 81%
Estonia | 28% | 5% | 34% | 68% | 10% | 12% | 2% | 82% |
Finland | 64% | 5% | 74% | 68% | 20% | 19% | 2% & 76%
France | 39% | 14% | 48% | 63% | 22% | 25% | 2% | 65% |
‘Germany | 43% | 30% | 43% | 61% | 11% | 26% | 1% | 75% |
‘Greece | 21% | 11% | 34% | 68% | 8% | 11% | 3% & 93% |
Hungary | 37%  19% | 35% | 49% . 6% | 7% | 1% | 53%
dreland | 30% | 3% | 42% | 58% | 12% | 23% | 0% | 81% |
aly 40% | 12% | 54% | 79% | 12% | 14% | 3% & 63% |
Latvia | 33% | 12% | 48% | S2% . 18% | 12% | 2% | 80% |
Lithuania | 12% | 3% | 36% | 56% | 6% | 18% | 0% .| 68% |
Luxembourg | 26% | 21% | 73% | 55% | 2% | 20% | 5% | 61%
Malta 3% | 7% | 6% | S8% | 20% | 17% | 4% | 76%
Netherlands | 38% | 19% | 37% | 44% . 8% | 9% | 6% | 84% |
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Types of IPR (continued) :
S i | | : I I ' | Alternative !

STATE | paen | U | U | N oy | el | s | o |
Poland T"é_7_<3/}{_T"Zt_é%"T_mlié_t%""h_"éé%___?_"__19_%""}"56%"%___%_%____{____é_z_%""‘
Portugal | 32% | 14% | 40% | 91% | 11% | 29% | 2% | 75% |
‘Romania | 19% | 8% | 63% | 88% | S% | 3% | 0% | 4%
Slovakia | 19% | 19% | 71% | 55% | 19% | 12% | 3% | 42% |
‘Slovenia | 22% | 15% | 39% | 5% | 5% | 6% | 0% | 92% |
Spain | 31% | 13% | 52% | 84% | 28% | 46% | 1% | 80% |
Sweden | 4% | 5% | 45% | 74% | 12% | 27% . 2% | 78%
::i’:‘i;‘zl‘im 34% | 5% | 46% 71% 13% | 17% | 2% 74%
EUtotal | 36%  21% | 48% | 68% | 15%  23% @ 2% | 72%

4.1.3. The importance of registering IPRs during the stages of the innovative process
The innovation process generally can be characterised as having four stages:

1. Conducting research and development.

2. Inventing new products, processes or services.

3. Creatinginternal tools or processes to build orimplement final products, processes or services.
4. Undertaking the risks and costs of making, selling and marketing a commercial product.

The analysis shows that 72 % of SMEs moderately or strongly expressed that registering of
IPRs is particularly important in stage 2. Almost as crucial is Stage 4, where 71 % of SMEs
moderately or strongly express the importance of IPRregistration. 57 % feel that IPR registration
is moderately or strongly important at Stage 3 while the figure for Stage 1 is only slightly less
at 56 %. Micro businesses deviate slightly from these trends, laying less importance upon
inventing new products, processes and services (Stage 2). Based on these results it could be
concluded that registering an IPR plays a vital role in Stages 2 and 4, according to SMEs who
have registered an IPR.
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Figure 11 Four stages of the innovative process
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4.1.4. Reasons for registering IPRs

There is a broad consensus amongst SMEs which registered an Intellectual Property Right as
to the main reasons why they did so (as illustrated in the figure below). Primarily, 79 % of SMEs
who have registered an IPR did so as they believe that it helps prevent others from copying
their products or services. Similar proportions (74 %) did so as they say it guarantees better
legal certainty or increases the value and image of the company (73 %).

WWw.euipo.europa.eu |59



INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP)
SME SCOREBOARD - 2016

Ficure 12 Reasons for registering an IPR
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There are some country differences in terms of the reasons to register an IPR. For instance, as
many as 94 % of SMEs (who registered an IPR) in Ireland did so to prevent others from copying
their products or services. While, only 61 % of Cypriot SMEs who registered an IPR expressed this
view. Registering an IPR in order to guarantee better legal certainty of the extent of protection is
aview expressed by 93 % of SMEs in Portugal, but just 41 % in Cyprus. More details are provided
in the table below.

Table 17 Reasons for registering IPRs on Member State level

i Reasons to register IPR ;

STATE e | SE e Mo 0008 | common | OB o

| OPIE | cortaty | image | enforcement | posion | PP | reverwes | fianang | |
Austria | 77% | 76% | 71% | 59% | A6% | 38% | 28% | 21% | 8%
Belgium | 86% | 72% | 72% | 46% | 47% | 46% | 28% | 30% | 13%
Bulgaria | 71% . 63% | 54% | 31% | 30% . 25% 9% . 15% | - |
Cyprus | 61% | 41% | 61% | 25% | 36% | 27% | 17% | 21% | 1%
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E Reasons to register IPR (continued) E
MEMBER e el St et S Sty U R R

! Prevent ! Better 3SeS 1 \1ore effective | Improves 1 Obtain 1 Improves !
STATE - { Moreeffective | o

|
- i

. + Common 1

! 1 legal [ [
! copying ! ‘ '+ enforcement ! ! practice !
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In terms of differences related to the company size, micro companies are less likely to mention
better legal certainty and increased value and image, while both micro and small SMEs mention
a more effective enforcement less often than average.

In terms of the different sectors, the reasons given to register an IPR are in line with what SMEs
say in general and for the majority of the reasons there are few differences between the sectors.
However, there are some variations. For example, 82 % of SMEs in the manufacturing and
wholesale sectors registered an IPR to help them prevent others from copying their products
or services whereas only 70 % of SMEs in the construction industry gave this reason. These
differences could be expected given the focus of manufacturing being on products in comparison
to the construction industry who was most concerned with increasing the value and image of
their company (73 % of SMEs in this sector gave this reason for registering an IPR).

Table 18 Reasons to register IPRs by size and sector

Company size

REASONS i (with IPR) i Sector (with IPR) :
TOREGISTER | 71 1
IPR i Micro | Small | Medium | Manfacturing | Constrution | Transportation | Wholesale | Zlgtiav?t%as‘ i Other |
A T e )

?::tt:i:]';ga' 70% | 73% | 79%b i 73% 72% 73% 77% | 76% | 73%
cpgz;?:;s 76% | 78% | 8204 | 82040 70% 79%e 82040 | 74% | 79%¢
valueand | 70% i 72%: 77%® | T77% | 73% | T76% | 74% | 67% | 72% !
Amage
More

effective A5% | 47% | 56% | 49%p 40% 56040¢ 54% | 47% | 50%°
enforcement |\ i
Improves : : : : : : : : :
negotiation | 45% :45%: 47% | 48%c | 43% | 43% | 49%° | 39% : 46% |
position
gf:c‘n"l‘;“ 3506 1 37% | 420 | 38% 37% 34% A4% | 35% | 39%

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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continued
REASONS | Comparysire(ith PR} Secor(ithPR)
TOREGISTER | \jicro ! i Small + Medium 1 : !\/mﬁ(rmmg Constrution : Tmm%por‘[amom : Wmo\@sﬂel Financial 1 Other (f
IPR ; @i o @ § O i © L@ | acivities(e) | OTer @)
Obtain —: & ! ! ! ! ! ! !
licensing | 22% {24% | 22% | 22% | 15% | 22% | 18% | 24%° |27%®d;
NI S S S S S S S S '
Improves | | | | | | | |
chanceof | 250 23 20% | 22% | 16% | 20% 2% . 21% ;25%b
Minancing | i
Other 5% 7% 7% 5% 5% 8% 5% 9% 8%

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

4.1.5. IPRs in SMEs business strategy

In this section both SMEs that have registered an IPR and those that have not, were asked to
indicate whether they include IPRs in their business strategy or plan. The results show that
30 % of all SMEs in the sample include IPRs in their business strategies, although this is most
common in Greece and Cyprus where almost half of SMEs include it in their plans.

As might be expected, the incidence of including IPRs in a business strategy or plan is higher
amongst SMEs that have registered an IPR. However it is not the case that the majority of SMEs
that have registered an IPR also include IPRs in their business strategy — on average half of
all SMEs that have registered an IPR include IPRs in their business strategy. On the contrary,
amongst SMEs that have not registered an IPR, only 15 % on average include IPRs in their
business strategy.

The size of the SME also plays a role in whether IPRs are included in the business strategy of
the SME with medium sized companies most likely to include IPRs in their business strategy
(amongst those who registered an IPR and those who did not).

There are some sector differences with SMEs in the manufacturing industry who have registered

an IPR the most likely to say they include IPRs in their business strategy (53 %) whereas only
10 % of SMEs in the construction industries that have not registered an IPR do so.
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Table 19 IPRs included in business strategy on size level

INCLUDE IPR IN BUSINESS S _C_QM_F_’AN_Y__S_[Z_E__(_V_V_i_th_lvF_’_Fﬂ)_____________________§
STRATEGY i § . Medium !

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

]

T g
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

IN[eRVIR[::9@ = SECTOR(withlPR)
IN BUSINESS ' Financial
STRATEGY activities !

g g Sy SR S
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

INCLUDE IPR

IN BUSINESS Financial ! Other |
STRATEGY activities | “0

g g A T

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

4.1.6. Source of information on IPR registration

Accurate information is crucial for successful registration of IPRs. As already indicated, there is
a considerable share of SMEs that are not very familiar with the term IPR (35 % of SMEs gave
a low familiarity score). Therefore, this analysis also looked at what sources of information were
utilised by those who registered an IPR.
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A variety of information sources are available to SMEs, such as the Chamber of Commerce, EU
IPR helpdesk, national IP offices, EU and International IP offices. However, the results indicate
that outside private counsel (55 %) and the internet (48 %) are the sources most used by SMEs
who have registered an IPR to know more about the registration process.

Figure 13 Information sources

Outside private counsel G 55

Internet G N /| 306

National IP Offices/similar national
bodies (incl. their helpdesk)

Chamber of Commerce I 7%

I %0

EU and International IP Offices s 1 1%

Industry federations or
professional associations

EU IPR Helpdesk mmmml 6%

I 0%

Other government organisation I 4%

Others  IEEEG—EE 5%

Table 21 Sources for information on registration of IPRs on Member State level

g

: : : i National ! ¢ Industry :

MEMBER : i Outside i Chamber | EUIPR i IPoffices/ 1 EUand | federations | Other | :
STATE ! Internet | private ! of ! Heldesk i similar ! International ! or i government | Other

: i counsel | commerce | elpdes i national i IPOffices  proffesional | organisation | i
b4y bodes o j@ssodatons: i
Austria C00% - 59% ¢ 27% ¢ 4% 0 260% ¢ 17% ¢ 11% o+ 4% 17%:
Belgium | 31% | 57% | 10% | 9% | 32% | 11% 8% | 4% 12%
Bulgaria | 35% | 59% | 7% | 5% | 27% | 10% | 1% | 1% | - |
Croatia | 35% | 39% | 15% | 7% | 39% | 10% | - | 2% |2%
Cyprus 29% : 50% 29% 6% | 15% 5% 8% 8% 10%
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> o...___...Sourcesofinformation (continued) |
‘CzechRepublic | 40% | 57% | 6% | 1% | 16% | 4% | 4% | 2% | 15%.
Denmark | 52% | 60% 8% | 3% | 26% | 11% | 24% | 14% | 11%.
Estonia | 65% | 35%  13% | 3% | 43% | 13% | 11% | 17% :20%
Finland | 75%  62% | 16% | 9% | 48% | 21% | 12% | 13% | 12%.
France | 46%  56% . 19% | 6% . 32% | 11% | 6% | 5% . 18%
‘Germany | 50% :54% 13% | 5% | 11% . 8% | 12% . 5% 19%
‘Greece | 52% | 54% | 34% | 11% . 18% | 9% | 7% | 6% | 5% |
Hungary | 44% 49% 9% | 7% | 20% | 5% | 3% | 2% . 14%
reland | 63%  53% . 7% | - . 29% | 10% | 24% | 17% |13%
taly 44% | 73% | 44% | 7% | 14% | 14% | 17% | 2% | 4% |
Latvia | A7%  33% . 14% | 8% | 25% | 7% | 8% | 1% 18%
Lithuania | 44%  36% | 4% | 1% | 27% | 3% | 2% | 4% 1%
Luxembourg | 43% | 66% | 24% | 8% | 20% | 17% | 12% | 5% | 9% |
Malta 28%  46%  12% | - | 6% | 5% . 6% | 13% |25%
‘Netherlands | 46% | 43% | 22% | 6% | 29% | 17% | 7% | - 4% | 14%
Poland  i50% (57% 7% | 3% | 32% | 15% | 7% | 3% 17%
Portugal 64% | 46% | 12% | 23% | 57% | 17% | 14% | 3% |10%
Romanla53%35%16%3%13%17% _____ 5 % _____ 3%
‘Slovakia | 38% | 48% | 1% | - | 7% | 2% S 0%
‘Slovenia | A7% 1 40%  12% | 6% | 22% | 3% | 3% | 1% 112%
‘spain | A1% 56% | 11% | 5% | 32% . 10% | 8% | | 3% | 15%
Sweden  39% 51% 6% 3% . 25% | 12% | 8% . 4% | 16%.
::i':]i;‘;im 54% 1 49% : 9% | 5% | 18% | 11% : 13% 6% | 22%
EUtotal | 48% 55%  17% | 6% @ 22% | 11% | 10% | 4% | 15%
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Assessment of a type and a level of difficulty during the IPR registration process

The majority of SMEs that have gone through the process of registering their IPR find the
process of registration reasonably easy. Aimost half of companies (45 %) say they did not
experience any difficulties when registering IPR. SMEs mention national trade marks, European
Union trade marks and alternative measures (e.g. internet domain name) as the easiest to be
registered. Any difficulty encountered is mostly ascribed to costs (29 %) or the length of time
taken (20 %), while some companies, particularly in Portugal, Ireland and Italy felt they did not
have enough knowledge or know where to go.

With regardstotheindustries, thereis a big difference between Transportation and Construction
(70 % and 44 % respectively). The experience of different sized SMEs is essentially comparable
in terms of ease of registration, with no significant differences between the experiences of
SMEs of various sizes. The registration of alternative measures such as internet domain(s) is
however seen as very easy by a greater proportion of micro SMEs with IPR use.

Table 22 Difficulties experienced when registering an IPR on size level

DIFFICULTIES EXPERIENCED COMPANYS|ZE
WHEN REGISTERINGAN IPR | Micro(a) @ Small(b) | Medium(c) |
Lackofknowledge 1% 1% 13%
Lackofguidance 4% 1% %
Time-consuming procedure 8% 1% 23we
Costyprocedure 2% | 2% . 30%
Difficult procedure 16% | 17% | 20% :
Invalidity of application | &% . o% et
Refusal from IP office 5% ® 6%
Insufficientinnovation 4% % 6%
other ox % 0%
Nodifficulties | a% AT 3%
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Table 23 Difficulties experienced when registering an IPR on Member State level

5 Difficulties experienced vvhen reg|ster|ng an IPR 5

i Lackof ! : Time : : Refusal :

STATE D kow Lack of consuming | Costly ; Difficult \nvahdltyof fomIp | \nsufﬂoent ! Other | No ;
' i guidance procedure | procedure | application | o i innovation !  difficulties
' ledge ! ! procedure ! 1 office ! ! '

.________________A________A_________A___________A___________L___________L-__________A________+___________+_______*__________q

A ]

e e e e e e e m e e

g S S Sy P PSP

]

mm e mmmmmmmedmmmmemmedmmmmmmmmmdmmmmmmmemm e mmmmmmmmmmhmmmmmmmm e mmmmmmmmmmdmmmmmmm e mmm e m e mmmmm b mm e m

]

]

France 13% @ 11% 15% 31% 25% 11% 7% 4% 11% : 43%
Germany 10% : 6% 22% 32% 22% 13% 6% 5% 11% 1 43%
Greece 5% : 10% 22% 17% 11% 5% 2% - 9% | 51%

mm e e e e e dmmmmmmmedmmmmmmmmmd e mmmmmmm e mmmmmmmmmmhmmmmmmmm e e mmmmmmmmmdmmmmmmm e mmm e mm e mmmmm b mm e m

A ]

e e mmm e e e jmmmmmmmed e e e mmmdmmmmmmmmmmmdmmmmmmmmmm—fmmmmmmm e e fmmmmmmmmmmmdmmmmmmm e mmm e m e mmm o mm

A A ]

e e e e e e e e e

.________________;________4_________4___________+___________,___________,---..______,________,___________,_______,__________4

._-_-__-_-_-_-_-_A_-__-_-_+_-_-_-__-é-_-_-_-_-_-é-__-__-__-_+__-_-_-_-_-+_-_-_-_-_-—+_-_-_-_-+_-_-_-_-_-_+_______é-__-_-_-_-¢

Malta P13% 0 12% ¢ 11% 8% 5% 6% = = 15% : 58%
Netherlands 20%  12% : 16% 28% 14% 10% © 4% 4% 8% : 52%
Poland 18% : 21% : 26% 27%  18% 6% 2% 4% 5% @ 45%

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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D\H\cumes expemenced when regstermo an IPR (commued)

Y e N e i ¥t L s S
| 1 1 1 USal 1 1 1
Lack of .1 Costly 1+ Difficult 1 Invalidity of 5 1 Insufficient bt No
AT { guidance ! %ﬂ;:%ﬁ ! procedure | procedure | application | ﬂouf;‘la ! innovation | e ! difficulties !

United

Kingdom

] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
_________________ ;-....--- _________+___________;___________;__________.+___________;________+___________;_______+__________¢
H '

EUtotal 14% : 11% @ 20% @ 29% | 18% @ 11% ' 5% @ 4% 10%: 45% |

Table 24 Perception of difficulty of registration procedure on Member State level (1)

Perceptlon of difficulty of registration procedure

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

MEMBER Patent Utility model Eugﬁgdeswpﬁon ! National Trade Mark !
STATE
E Easy : Difficult : No : Easy leﬂcult No : Easy leﬂcult No : Easy ! Dn‘ﬂcu\t : No '

! | opinion | opmlon ! . ! opinion | ! | opinion |

e e e m e e e mm e mmmmm e m e mmmm e mmmmmm e mmmmmm e mmmmm o mmmmmm e mmmmm e fmmmmm o
.________________;_______+________+_____-__+_________,_____-__+________ _____________________________________________________
g g Sy S ST S Sy T Sy RS PR S
]
s g S ST S S T Sy SRS PRI S

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

v g S S ST S S (PP Sy RS PR SR
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
e e e e e mmmmmmm e mmmmmdmmmmmmmmmhmmmmmm e mmmmmmmdmmmmmm e mmmmm e mmmmmm e mmm e mm o mmm
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

WWW.euipo.europa.eu |69



INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP)

SME SCOREBOARD - 2016
Perception of difficulty of registration procedure (continued)
MEMBER : Patent ' Utility model ' European Union Trade Mark ' National Trade Mark !
STATE
1 Easy 1 Difficult No 1 o Difficult o Easy  Difficult No % Easy | Dffficutt | N0
pinion opinio opINiol opini

]

s g Sy Sy S S Sy PPy Sy RS SRR SR

]

s g Sy Sy S S Sy PPy Sy RS SRR SR

]

e e e e e e mmmmmmm e mmmmm e fmmmmmmmm e mmmmmmmfmmmmmmmm e mmmmmfemmmmm e mmmmmmm e mmmm e mmm e fmmmmm

..._...._...__..-a--____.a.-.---_-+-_---_--+---....--+-_---_--+-_--_--_+-_.__-_+.-----_-+-------.+...----§---.-._. __________

.________________,_______+________+________;.--..____+________+________¢_______+________+________+_______;________ ..........

..._...._...__..-a--____.a.-.---_-+-_---_--+---....--+-_---_--+-_--_--_+-_.__-_+.-----_-+-------.+...----§---.-._. __________

Malta &82%&12%L 6% | 67% i - 133% 74% 16% i 10% i80% i 9% i 12%
'Riéii{é}u};;{a; 68% | 26% | 6% | | 80% | 10% | 10% | 83% | 15% | 2% | 91% 6% | 3% |
Poland _ _ L 70% | 25% | 5% | 73% | 11% | 17% | 80% | 16% | 4%
"ﬁl;&aga}i'"":"""':"""":"""":"é'é%':"2"71%'E"{il%':'é'z'%}"é'o'/(}":"{i'%':'é'é%:"é%":"é%"‘
‘Romania | 59% | 10% | 31% | 69% | 15% | 17% | 78% | 14% . 8% 75% 17% . 8% |
‘Slovakia | 46% | 54% | - | 54% | 40% | 6% | 56% | 31% | 13% | 68% | 24% | 9% |
"éia{;éﬁ'.s"""“"""'f""" 1% 919% | - | 9% | 78% 7% | 15% | 70% 12% : 19% |
spain | 68% | 26% | 6% | 58% | 20% | 14% | 76% | 13% | 11% | 83% | 10% | 8% |
Sweden | 63% | 20% | 18% | 55% | 22% | 22% | 74% | O% | 18% 70% 12% | 8% |
Llé’r‘]';ﬂm 520 ¢ 29% | 19% | 35% | 19% | 46% | 69% | 13% | 18%  76% : 8% | 16%
EUtotal  (57%  33% | 10% | 69%  19% | 12% | 76% | 13%  11% | 81%  11% | 9%

Table 25 Perception of difficulty of registration procedure on Member State level (2)

Perception of difficulty of registration procedure

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

MEMBER Commumty De5|gn Natonal Deswgn Breeders R|ght( s)/ PVR Alternative measures
STATE : """"""""""" l(l“"? """"""""""" ,;I""? """""""""" N""‘? """""""""" ,;‘""‘.
: Easy Dn‘ﬂcu\t o 1 Easy D|ff|cu\t o ' Easy leﬂcult o ! Easy D|fﬂcu|t o :

! opinion ! ! opinion ! ! opinion ! i opinion |

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

.--_----_---_----a..____-a------_.a._..._..a..------.a._..._..a-_.-_.-_+-_-__._a---.-._.a....---. ___________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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e e e o

MEMBER | Communypesgn | NetonalDesgn |
A Fasy Eumu\- E ﬁ”m+ Eas Eo-’mw Opﬂ;’;ﬁf i i

Bulgaria | 74% | 20% | 6% | 69% | 27% | 5% | - | - | - | 82% 8% | 10%
Croatia [ 86% 14% . - | 72% 28% - | - | - | - 7% 2% 1%
Cyprus | 40% | 40% | 20% | 78% 15% 7% | 47% = 20%  85% | 4% | |
ﬁgﬁi‘hb"c 47% | 53% | - | 53% |23% :25% @ - - -

‘Denmark | 62% | 28% | 9% | 69% | 8% | 22% {100% - | - |78% 2% | 20% |
Estonia 7% 23% - | 50% 38% 13% 100% - | - 84% 8% | 7%
Finland | 54% | 20% | 25% | 73% 16% : 11% | 50% | - | 50% :74%: 2% | |
France | 71% | 12% | 17%  84% | 4% | 12% | 62% | - | 38% |68% A% | 28% |
‘Germany | 71% | 6% | 23%  76% | 15% . 9% | 25% | 50% | 25% | 82% 5% | 13% |
‘Greece | 70% | 17% | 13% | 52% | 28% | 20% | - | 81% | 19% | 85% | 5% | 10% !
‘Hungary | 65% | 35% | - | 62% | 17%  21% 100% - | - | 73%: 5% | 22% |
dreland  100% - | - | A7% 24% {29% - . - | - 191% 3% 6% |
taly  77% 19% | 6% | 86% | 8% | 6% | 57% | 28% | 15% |86% 3% | 11%
Latvia 66% 26% 9% | 87% 13% | - 100% - | - [80% 6% | 14%
Lithuania | 88% (13% | - | 91% : % | 4% | - . - | - | 78% 4% | 18%
Luxembourg | 85% | 15% | - | 83% | - | 17% . - 100% . - 91% @ 2% | 7% |
‘Malta | 73% | 16% | 11% | 69% | 18% | 13% | 40% | - | 60% | 85% :10% | 5% |
‘Netherlands | 84% | 16% | - | 82%  18% . - | 80% | 10% | 10% :92% @ 2% | 6% |
Poland | 64% | 13% | 23% | 81% | 17% | 2% | - 100%: -
‘Portugal | 66% | 29% | 4% | 79% : 8% | 13% | 57% | 22% | 21% 84% @ 3% | 10% !
‘Romania | 50% | 25% | 25% | 61% | - | 39% | - | - | - 8% €% | 12% |
Slovakia | 52% | 30% | 18% | 45% | 36% | 19% | 67% | - | 33% |58% 11% | 31% |
Slovenia | 8% | 20% . - | 23% | 37%  41% - | - . - . 79%; 3% | 18%
Spain | 69% | 17% | 14% | 80% | 12% | 8% | 48% | 19% | 33% | 79% | S% | 16% |
Sweden 81% - 0% 70% 13% 18%  70% 31%: - 79% 5% | 16%
E{;‘;ﬁﬂm 59% | 21% | 21% | 65% | 8% | 27% | 73% | - | 27%

EUtotal | 69% | 16%  15%  76% | 13%  11%  52% & 26% | 22% 79% 4%  17% |
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4.1.7. The most effective and desired ways to support SMEs in IPR registration

SMEs that had registered an IPR were asked about their experiences and effectiveness of
various measures of support that they use or would like to use if they were available. The results
show that there were some measures which were seen as being more effective than others.
Simplification and shortening of procedures (35 % of high effectiveness) and better access to
IPR databases (31 %) are seen as the most effective support measures. Less important, but
nevertheless generally considered moderately effective are reduction of costs or financial
support (25 % high effectiveness), and information, guidance and support services to SMEs
(19 %).

Figure 14 Effectiveness of support measures

e 15%
Simplification and 35%
shortening of procedures
16%
10%
15%
Better access to IPR databases o
o 16% @ No opinion
0 .
i ® High
1% ® Medium
0,
Reduction of costs 22SE£/
o | 0 Low
or financial support .
‘ 13% Not effective

Information, guidance
and support, services to SMEs
when applying for IPRs

35%
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Table 26 Effectiveness of support measures on size level
' Company size

EFFECTIVENESS SUPPORT MEASURES oot P

Micro (a) Small (b) Medium (c)
R Low i 16% | 4% 17%
simplification an - Medium | 27% | 26% | 24% |
shortening of procedures :--------=- i S et E T
e High [ 30% 3% 7%
__________ ow iM% L 7% 16%
PR database Medum TT30% L 30% i o8%
o Migho D 31% G 30% | 33%
tuction of L Low 18% 1% i 2%
Reduction of costs or . Medium | 25% | 26% |  25% |
financial support
U S High S <=2 R SO L SO SO -~ N
I o tow 18% . 18% 2%
In ormatlon,.gwdance and | Medium : 350 ! 36% : 34% :
support services
High 21% ! 20% ! 18% !

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

EFFECTIVENESS S ) S WO,
SUPPORT MEASURES i Manufacturing ! Construction ; Transportation | Wholesale ! Financial ! Other !
___________________________________ L@ i B i @ i () Gadhidese)i O
Simplification oW 14% © 18% . 14% : 15% . 16% :16%
andshortening | Medium: 25% i 31% | 24% | 27% | 21% 26%
ofprocedures | High | 38%™ | 28% | 37% | 31% | 38% :34%

Cotow o 1% 7% o 1/% 0 15% G 17% 1 16% |
Better accessto [yroqum | 31% | 30% | 28% | 27% | 27% | 30%
IPR database
________________________ | High o 29% i 29% i 36% 1 32% i 31% |32%
Reductionof | Low i 19% i\ 20% : 22% : 20% : 23% :20%
costs or Medium | 26% | 26% i 27%  25% i 22% :27%
financialsupport | High | 29%' | 23% | 25% | 25% | 25% :23%
Information, | tow  20% i 19% | 20% i 19% ; 18% :18%
guidanceand Medium{ 34% i 40% | 35% ! 35% i 32% 35%:
supportservices | igh  17% ©  15% 25%® | 19%  21% : 20%
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Reasons for not registering

As previously mentioned, it is a minority of SMEs that register their IPRs in the European Union.
The aim of this survey was to look at those SMEs that have registered an IPR in relation to those
that have not. The above sections have outlined the types of IPRs that are registered, reasons
why those SMEs registered their IPRs and support measures that they found or would find
effective. However, given that the majority of SMEs do not register their IPRs it is also important
to understand what reasons are behind that decision. The survey asked SMEs to indicate the
reasons why they never registered or stopped registering an IPR. The results show that amongst
the SMEs that never registered or stopped registering an IPR, the five main reasons given are:

B | think my intellectual asset was not innovative enough (27 %),

B | do not have enough knowledge about registered IPRs (27 %),

I | think there are no additional benefits stemming from formal IPR protection (26 %),

B | did not believe that my intellectual property met the requirements of the IPR regulations
(23 %), and

B | prefer not to reveal the crucial details regarding my intellectual asset and use trade
secrets protection (20 %).

This shows that a perceived lack of relevance is as important as insufficient knowledge of IPRs.
However, barriers are also dependent upon the size of the SME. For instance significantly
more micro SMEs lack sufficient knowledge about IPRs than medium sized SMEs (32 % v.
21 %). Medium-sized SMEs are significantly more likely to think their asset was not sufficiently
innovative. In contrast, micro SMEs with no IPR use are more likely to mention an insufficient
knowledge of IPRs, not believing that their IPRs met the requirements or finding the process too
costly and burdensome. Differentiated approaches depending on the company size and sector
are needed to address barriers to IPRs.
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Table 28 Reasons for not registering an [PR on size level

REASON FOR NEVER OR .. COMPANYSIZE
STOPPING REGISTERING . Micro(@ | Small (b) . Medium(q)
Lack of knowledge 32%®¢ 26% 21%

L ]

Intellectual asset not

. . 27% 25% 30%?
Jdnnovativeenough ¢ ¢ T T
Did not meet requirements of 250 1% 4%

IPR regulations ! ! !

!PR not favallable for my 150 16% 17%
Jnnovation steps
Too costly and burdensome 19%:¢ 15% 15%
Procedurewould delay
introduction of product/ 10% 8% 8%
serviceonmarket i i
No benefits 26% 27% 26%
Potential difficulties in 150 150 120
enforcement i
Do not want to reveal crucial : ; :

details and prefer Trade 21% 19% 21%

Other 25% 28% 27%
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There are some variations on a country level which are provided in the table below.

Table 29 Reasons for not registering an IPR on Member State level

Reasons for not registering IPR

- Not
i : i Didnot | : : : ' . o
MEMBER | Uintelectual | meet | IPRnot ; Too ; Procedure ; No ; P_otenqa\ ; revea!mg ;
1 Lackof ! sssetnot | requre avallable : costly : woulddelay ! benefits 1 difficulties :  crucial !
STATE i know- 1 ot 1 req i formy | and | introduction i inIPR | in i detals i Other
' i innovative 1+ ments 1 A ' ' ' ' ' '
ledge ! eroush | Of PR innovation | burden-;  tothe | protec- ! enforce- ! andprefer !
: g reoulations | S€PS i some i market i ton i ment | Trade
|18 . . . . . Secrets
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Reasons for not registering IPR (continued)

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Did not i i 1 i i
IPRmot + Too + Procedure + No t . . 1
MEMBER 1 Lackof | J(T?_ | avallable | costly ! would delay ! benefits | ,“ff‘_r' o 1
STATE 1 know- 'i[’ f and | introduction | iNIPR | .- . d Other
i oledge 1! mens iNnove ! burden- ¢ tothe i protec | € i o i
of IPR . ' o ' ment 1+ prefer Trade 1
L steps ' some ' market I tion [ !
! regulations ! ! ! ! Secret
Malta 126% 1 18% 19% 1% | 4% 4% 16% : 5% 5% 41%
Netherlands 32%: 39% 18% 18% | 16% 9% 22% © 14% 15% ' 35%
Poland 23%: 47%  27% ¢ 26% 1 21% : 14% 21% : 21% @ 40%  15%

]

e e e e m e mmmmmmmmmm e mmmmmm e e mmmmm e mmmm e mmmmm e mmmmm e mmm e m e mm e m

A ]

fmmmmmmmmmmm e medmmmmmemdmmmmmmmmmmdmmmmmmmmm e mmmmmmmmmdmmmmmmmmbmmmmmmmmmmm e m e mdmmmmmmmmm e m e mm e m e m

NN DD DN, NN SNEDLEND NN SNDNRRNREDD RGNS SENDEDNENDDD S,

Spain 34% 1 31% | 22% | 10% | 14% | 6% | 22% | 10% | 12% | 26%
Sweden 10% ' 13% | 10% @ 5% | 7% | 4% 6% | 6% | 7% | 56%
United ' ' '

v A g S S P Sy U RSP PP |

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Conditions under which SMEs would consider registering an IPR

When asked under what conditions companies would consider registering an IPR, the main
factors mentioned are:

1 if | could be sure of adequate protection (30 %),

B if it would be easier to take legal action against infringers and get appropriate compensation
and other remedies (30 %),

B if the process could be easier to understand (28 %),

B if the registration would be easier to access (26 %), and

B if it would be cheaper to register or renew an IPR (22 %).
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Table 30 below indicates size variations.

Table 30 Conditions for registering and IPRS in the future on size level

CONDITIONS FOR REGISTERING COMPANYS|ZE ____________________________
IN THE FUTURE L Micro(@) | Small (b) L Medium ()
Reductionofcosts . 27/%< . 1o% | 21%
Easiertoaccess 9% 5% . 26%
Easiertounderstand  31% | 28% 26%
Certitude of adequate protection | 32%° | 29% | 30%
Easier to take legal action 3% 0 2% 0%
Other o8 3% . 29%

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

These results indicate that a combination of changes would be needed to encourage SMEs
to register IPRs, as no solution stands out. The same importance was given to improving the
process (understanding, access, and cost) and to making it more reliable (adequate protection,
ease of taking action). There are many different factors, which have to be taken into account
notably the size, location, industry, turnover, strategy and so on of the given SME. Importantly,
micro businesses are significantly more likely than small or medium sized companies to look for
areduction in costs, better access, ease of understanding or a guarantee of adequate protection.

4.1.8. Sources of advice on issues related to the company

SMEs were asked about whom they turn to for advice on issues related to their company. In
general, most SMEs say they would call upon a lawyer or other advisor as a source of advice on
company matters, followed by an accountant, though accountants are preferred ahead of lawyers
in Ireland, Sweden, Romania, Croatia and the Netherlands. Micro businesses with no IPRs are more
likely to consult their accountant in comparison to micro businesses with IPR (59% compared to
41%) - who are more likely to consult their lawyer in comparison to micro businesses with no IPR
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(66% compared to 59%). Lawyers are, however, the overwhelming choice of larger companies,
(82 % of medium-sized companies with IPRs for instance). The Chamber of Commerce, Industry
Associations and IP Offices are considered secondary sources.

Table 31 Sources of advice on company related issues on Member State level

COMPANY SIZE (with IPR)
SOURCES OF ADVICE
Micro 5 small 5 Medium ;

Accountant i 41% ; 32% ; 22%

‘Lawyer (or other advisor) | 6% | 7% 8%
‘Chamber of Commerce | 2% | 3% 19% |
Industry Association | Mm% ew %
P Offices | 6% L 6% L 21% |
Other 18% 16% | 15% ‘

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

T N N e AN NN MDD NN,

Micro 5 Small Medium
Accountant D se% L so% L do% |
Lawyer (or other advisor) . 59% . es% . 79%
Chamber of Commerce | 2% | 26% . 24% |
ndustry Association | 6% | 2% | 25% |
P Offices 0% o% . 1% |
Other 17% | 18% | 16% ‘

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Preferences differ on the country level which is indicated in the table below.

Table 32 Preferred sources of advice on company issues on Member State level

MEMBER e Sourceso‘cadv'ce

STATE Accountant otlﬁaevgyaedrv(ig(r)r) char;nrrk?grrc%f Agggizttr%n IP Offices Other
Austria | 22% | 8% | 45% | 16% | 16% | 18%
‘Belgium | 0% | 54% 12% 14% | 17% 15% |
Bulgaria | 5% | 73% | 0% | 8% | 0% | 10% |
Croatia | S9% | Se% . 27% . 11% | 11% . 21%
Cyprus | 65% | 80% | 8% 7% 6% 7%

Czech 14% 75% 7% 3% 16% 12%

Republic _ _ _

Denmark | 63% | 68% | 5% 2% | A% 15% |
Estonia | - 4% | 65% | 19% 7% | 19% 28% |
Finland | 43% | 60% 19% L 19% | 27% | 14% |
France | 61% | 65% | 24% | 2% | 8% | 17% |
‘Germany | 14% | 83% | 0% | 14% | 0% 18% |
Greece | 73% | 8% . 19% . 7% | 7% . 6%

Hungary Coso% L 72% i 12% | 8% | 4% | 27% |
reland . 71% | 67% . 13% . 3% | 5% . 17%
daly . 49% . 76% . 53% | 36% | 28% | 8%
Latvia | 47% | 62% | 6% | 6% | 6% | 20% |
Lithuania | 41% | S1% . 7% . 9% | 9% . 24%
Luxembourg | 47% | 69% | 25% | 15% 7% 17% |
‘Malta 3% L 73% 6% | 120 | 0% | 18% |
‘Netherlands | 579% | a% 18% | 28% | 19% | 14% |
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Sources of advice (continued)

MEMBER ... Soucesofadvice(continued) |
SIATE | Accountane | oWyl (orother { chamber of 4 ndusty ' § poffices | other
Poland | 3% L 77% 6% | 0% | 15% | 8%
Portugal | 6 1%76% _____ 12% _____ 2 3% _____ 6% | 26% |
‘Romania | 67% | 66% | 21% | 1% 3 120 |
Slovakia |- 44% | 54% 506 L 4% | 5% 36% |
e 69% | 0% 1o 2% % 23%
‘spain _____ 0% | 70% 1% 2% . 1% | 23% |
Sweden | 58% | 4% | 6% | 22% | 7% | 18%
United 57% 65% 12% 23% 12% 22%
Kingdom  : ~—~ . "7 o 7T 7m0 T

EUtotal | . 2% 1% 23% | 19% | 13% 17%

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Interest in receiving information on IP and preferred means of communication

Over one third of SMEs who register IPRs and those that do not would like to receive information
about IP. Amongst those who would like to be more informed about IPRs, the Internet is
generally considered to be the source of information for both companies who have registered
IPRs and those who don't. Companies that register IPRs express a significantly bigger wish to
receive information about IPRs across all company sizes. Looking at the preferred sources for
advice, very few significant differences can be observed between companies registering IPRs
and those who don't.

Table 33 Willingness to be informed and preferred sources for information about IPRs
onsize level
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RECEIVE INFORMATION COMPANY SIZE (no IPR)
ABOUT IPR ' -

COMPANY SIZE (no IPR)
BEST SOURCES FOR ADVICE 2 S T
Micro i Small i Medium ;

Internet / social media 83% 83% 5 83%
Localadvisors 3% L 30% | 31%
‘Local media | 5% s% . 13%
Local administration | 2% | 2% L 1% |
Local Chambers of Commerce - 36% | 39% | 43%

Local Industry Association r 24% ' 29% ' 28%

IP Office ' 37% i 39% i 44%

Others r 3% ' 9% ' 5%
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Member States variations are indicated in the table below.

Table 34 Willingness to be informed and preferred sources for information about IPRS

on Member State level

Received !
¢ information Best sources for advice
MEMBER | aboutlIP
STATE ] : ' ] i ' T | |
! i ' Internet i i i + Local i !
; ! ! ' local ! Local ! Local 1 Chambers ! P i
poYes No /n?gé'g ! acvisors | media | administration | of :/Qgggta%gé ! Office | Other i
: . f f : f +_Commerce : :
Austria 34%: 66% 77%  42% © 9% 9% 43% 17%  25% | 6%

B e T e e b ]
Lt e e et CE L LT Py ]
e e L et e e e b ]
e e e m i m e m i mm m b mmmm mmhm i m b mmm i mmmmmm o mmmmmm b

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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]
g S S S S S ST (ST SR
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VEMBER : Re(e‘vgg!)ﬂ%maﬂm : Best sources for advice (continued) !
A R | el | admbsantion | : e
Malta 1 48% 1 52% 18% 1 12% 6%
Netherlands | 16% |  84% 6% | 6% 3%
Poland  135% ! 65% 15% | 24% 3%
Portugal | 54% | 46% 48% 49% 9%
Romania :55%: 45% | 94% | 7% | 5% | 3% 14% 2% | 2% | 3%
Slovakia 132%: 68% | 82% | 15% | 2% | 1% 4% 1% 1 22% | 6%
Slovenia  135%: 65% | 96% | 4% | 6% | 4% 11% 6% | 10% | 2%
Spain 42% ! 58% | 85% | 36% {19%  39% 50% | 33% | 54% : 4%
Sweden 15%: 85% | 60% : 40% | 6% | 12% 20% | 25% | 30%: 6%
United ,240/, 76% v82(V 7420/ 1150/; 15% T 31% , 31% T45ty ,210/
Kingdom 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

e e e m e e m i m

4.2, Licensing

Only 19 % of all SMEs in this sample have ever signed a licensing agreement including IPRs.
The larger the SME the more likely it is to have been involved in such licensing agreements,
with much higher proportions having experience with licensing amongst SMEs who use IPRs -
37 % of medium-sized companies with IPRs. The financial activities sector is most accustomed
to such agreements with 28 % having used them, contrasting with only 11 % of companies in
the transportation sector.

The role of the company in most such agreements has been as Licensee (license-in, 46 %)
rather than Licensor (license-out, 25 %). Most agreements involve trade mark licensing (37 %),
particularly in Portugal and Italy where the figures rise to 69 % and 61 % respectively. This is
followed by confidential know-how or trade secret licensing agreements (36 %), copyright license

84| www.euipo.europa.eu



R EVIPO

EUROPEAN UNION
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY OFFICE

agreements (39 %) and patent license agreements (24 %). The wholesale industry values trade
mark licensing the most among other industries (62 %), while only 29 % of the construction
companies are involved in trade mark licensing agreements. Financial activities sector is mostly
involved in copyright license agreements (41 %), whereas only 19 % of the wholesale companies
enter into those agreements.

Figure 15 Types of licensing agreement

Trademark licensing - p—— 37

Confidential know-how or trade secret
license agreement

Copyright license agreement G 300

I S0%

Patent license agreement G /),
Designs licensing n. 1%
Franchising agreement mEE 3%
Cucey RV

Therefore a minority of SMEs signs licensing agreements that include IPRs and they tend to do
so as the Licensee rather than the Licensor. The following explores those SMEs that did sign
these types of agreements in order to look at who they enter into agreements with, when they
do so and why.

Out of all the companies surveyed, 36 % have entered into license agreements with companies
or other organisations from another EU country, with the figure rising to 67 % in Slovenia. Small
and medium SMEs with IPRs use are more likely to have entered in such an agreement. In
the Manufacturing sector 39 % of the companies have entered into license agreements with
companies or other organisations from another EU country, while only 17 % of the construction
sector companies have done so.

In terms of timing, 42 % of companies entered into such agreements within the past year with
medium-sized companies with IPR use and SMEs in Slovenia, Estonia, the United Kingdom and

WWw.euipo.europa.eu |85



INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP)
SME SCOREBOARD - 2016

Croatia being the most active during this period. Medium SMEs with no IPR use are also more
likely than average to have entered a license agreement for the last time at the creation of the
company. For wholesale sector, 44 % of the companies entered in such agreements in the last
5 years, while only 30 % of the companies in the financial activities sector did so.

Of those companies who licensed out an IPR, 53 % say it was to obtain revenues, while for
46 % of companies the motive was to collaborate and develop new products and services with
others. The first aspect is crucial for financial activities sector, where 61 % of the companies
are concerned with revenues, while only 36 % of the wholesale sector companies are. The last
aspect is more important for medium-sized businesses with IPR use (52 %). Again, among all
the sectors, financial activities, values this factor the most (51 %), and on contrary only 36 % of
the transportation companies are concerned with collaborating and developing new products
and services with others. A total of 43 % of companies say they licensed out an IPR in order to
expand their business into new sectors and geographical zones while saving costs. For 37 % the
motive was to expand into new areas and markets while retaining quality control and 29 % say it
was to expand their business without bearing extra risk. This factor is especially important in the
wholesale and retail trade. Revenue is particularly important in Denmark, Lithuania and Finland,
while Hungarian companies are more concerned about exploiting new sectors and geographical
zones, though this finding should be treated with caution since the sample surveyed is relatively
small in this category.

Figure 16 Reasons for licensing-out and IPRs

Obtain revenues from iNNovations . N 535

0T T ey O Y | p— /%
products/services with others 0

Expand business in new areas 43%
i i |
without bearing related costs 0

Expand business in new areas
while retaining quality control

EXPANG DUSINESS 1N D A€ | e 29%
without bearing extra risks

I 3 /%

Settle dispute IEEEGE— 1%
Other IEEEGGGGEGEGEE 5%
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Among those companies who licensed in an IPR the motive for 46 % was to gain advantage
compared to competitors (a motive particularly important in Portugal and in the wholesale and
retail trade sector) while 41 % said it was in order to get their services and products more quickly
to market. 40 % said the motive was to collaborate and develop new products and services and
34 % wanted to tap into expertise they could not otherwise access.

Motives behind the license-in agreement differ depending on the company size. Small SMEs with
IPR use are particularly interested in gaining a competitive advantage or getting more quickly to
the market. Micro and small SMEs who do not use IPRs originating from their own company are
more likely to have entered a license-in agreement in order to fulfil a customer condition, while
small SMEs also mention more often implementing a standard. Medium SMEs are more likely
to say a license-in IPRs was a way to settle a dispute over their potential infringement of IPRs.
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5. Impact of registering Intellectual
Property Rights

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP)
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Amongst those SMEs that have registered an IPR, the results of the study have so far shed light
on their perceptions and behaviours in relation to IPR and innovation. These findings have
been highlighted in comparison to SMEs that have not registered an IPR. This section focusses
on those SMEs that have registered at least one IPR to uncover the impact and outcomes of
having done so.

Amongst those that have registered an IPR, the majority (60 %) believe that it had either a very
positive or positive impact on their business (13 % of SMEs think IPR protection had a very positive
impact on their business, with a further 47 % mentioning a positive impact). It is very rare that
an SME thinks it had a negative or very negative impact (less than 1 % of SMEs mention a (very)
negative impact).

Micro and small SMEs are more likely than average to say IPRs had no impact on their business
(45 % and 38 % respectively), while medium SMEs are more likely to report a positive impact (53 %).

Figure 17 Impact of registering IPRs according to SME size

53%
45% 45%
42% ‘
38% ® Micro
Small
270 Medium
17%
12%
8%
4%
o) 0,
I 1% 1% 0o 1% 0% 0% % 3%
Yes, in avery Yes, in a No impact Yes, ina Yes, in a very Don't know
positive way positive way negative way negative way
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Country variations are shown in the table below.

Table 35 Impact of IPR protection on Member State level

MEMBER ... lmeactoflPprotecton |

TR posive | Positve | Noimpact | Negaive | o, |Dontknow
Austria 10% 52% 32% 2% - 4%
Belgium 10% 49% 38% 1% - 2%
Bulgaria 25% 55% 16% = = 4%
Croatia 38% 44% 21% - - 2%
Cyprus 17% 62% 16% = = 5%
ngacuhblic 199% 46% 319% 39% ! 19
Denmark 14% 49% 33% - - 4%
Estonia 10% 62% 21% 2% - 5%
Finland 18% 50% 26% 2% - 4%
France 10% 46% 41% 1% 1% 1%
Germany 12% 51% 33% 0% 0% 4%
Greece 15% 52% 28% 1% 1% 3%
Hungary 13% 40% 37% = = 10%
Ireland 3% 73% 24% - - -
Italy 12% 42% 45% - - 1%
Latvia 13% 48% 38% 1% - 1%
Lithuania 8% 43% 43% - - 6%
Luxembourg 7% 36% 54% - - 3%
Malta 5% 449% 51% - - -
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MEMBER L Impact of IP protection (continued) |
STATE i Verypositive {  Positive | Noimpact i Negative ! Verynegative ! Don'tknow !
‘Netherlands | 2% 3% | 9% T T 6% |
TPoland (R 8% | 53 | - 3% I % L 3% |
Portugal . 1% | 45% | 42% - - 2%
Romania | 26% | 58% | 10% | - % 5% |
Slovakia | 13% | 58w | 2% | 3% T 2%
Er 13% s0% | 6% | o ~ %
spain . 9% . 35% . 51% | 1% . 0% | 4% |
Sweden | 20% | 56% . 20% | 1% . - . 3%
United Kingdom | 15% | 50% | 29% | - | 1% | 5% |
EUtotal | 13% | 47% 36% 05% 05% | 3% |

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Positive aspects of IPR registration reported by the SMEs are presented below (Figure 18).

Figure 18 Positive impacts of IPR registration
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The results indicate that the positive impact of IPRs on businesses can be direct (increased
turnover, profitability or employment) but is more often indirect (increased reputation, prospects
or opportunities). Micro businesses are less likely to mention positive impacts in terms of
increases in employment or turnover, or expanded markets. The analysis shows some sector
differences too. Increased reputation is mentioned by 89 % of companies in the transportation
sector, while the financial activities sector is less likely to say IPRs led to an increased turnover or
expanded markets (51 % and 38 % respectively).
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6. Infringement and enforcement of
Intellectual Property Rights
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IPRs provide companies a competitive advantage only if they are properly enforced. This section
looks into the SMES’ experiences with IPR infringement and enforcement of these rights.

6.1. Incidence and impact of IPR infringements (SMEs who suffered from IPR
infringement)

Among the SMEs that have registered at least one IPR, almost one in three (31 %) mentions
having suffered from IPR infringement. This proportion increases with the size of the SME,
with medium-sized SMEs being affected most (39 %) and micro SMEs suffering least from IPR
infringement (24 %). In terms of industries, the manufacturing industry in particular noted a high
incidence of IPR infringement (38 %). Detailed figures by size and country are indicated in the
tables below.

Table 36 IPR infringement on size level

SUFFERED FROM R COMPANYSIZE |
INFRINGEMENT OF IP . Micro@@ | Smallp) | Medium (0)
Yes 24% | 28% | 30%> |
No T 68% | 56% |
Dontknow . % A 5% |

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Table 37 IPR infringement on Member State level

SUFFERED FROM INFRINGEMENT OF IP

MEMBER STATE s 0 Ne | pontknow
T - S S
egum  Tmw T Tew TR
sugaria FET RS w
oatia T T
o T T B e S w0
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SUFFERED FROM INFRINGEMENT OF IP (continued)

____________________________________________________________________________

Yes No

34% 64%
36% 64%
20% 69%
44% 45%
30% 68%
40% 54%
31% 61%
24% 48%
36% 64%
20% 79%
30% 67%
20% 77%
46% 54%
9% 87%
26% 73%
31% 65%
16% 82%
35% 64%
29% 57%
29% 64%
23% 73%
43% 51%
33% 63%
31% 65%
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When asked what 5 types of IPRs are most often infringed, SMEs indicated these:
B Trade marks (55 %)
B Patents (24 %)
B Designs (15 %)
B Copyright (14 %)
B Utility models (12 %).

On the other hand, incidence of IPR infringement is rather limited for:
B Non-registered trade marks (5 %);
B Non-registered designs (5 %);
B Trade secrets (5 %);
B Breeder/plant variety rights (1 %); and
B Geographical indication (1 %).

Looking at company size, medium enterprises are more likely than SMEs of other sizes to
report an IPR infringement related to a trade mark (60 % compared with 55 % overall). In terms
of type of industry infringement is an issue for the transportation sector in particular (85 %
compared with 55 % overall).

Theimpact of IPRinfringement was mostly negative, with around a third of SMEs who suffered
IPR infringement reporting a loss of turnover (37 %), damage to their reputation (36 %),
or a loss of their competitive edge (32 %). However, 18 % of SMEs suffering IPR infringement
report an increased awareness of their product or activity.

Only small proportions mention the loss of incentives to innovate and invest (8 %) or having

to release staff or stop hiring (4 %), although micro SMEs are more affected by these negative
consequences, with respectively 13 % and 9 % micro SMEs mentioning them.
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The tables below indicate differences by size and country.

Table 38 Negative impact of IPR infringement on size level

MOST FREQUENT NEGATIVE | COMPANYSIZE |

IMPACT OF INFRINGEMENT Micro Small Medium

Loss of turnover 42% 38% 35%

Damage to reputation 38% 37% 34%

Release staff / stop hiring 9% 3% 2%

Loss.of incentives to innovative 13% 3% 6%
andinvest

Loss of competitive edge 34% 29% 35%

Increase awareness of my 19% 18% 18%
products

Other 36% 31% 30%

Table 39 Negative impact of IPR infringement on Member State level

Most frequent negative impact of infringement

g g gy <}

MEMBER ! | i Realease ! Loss of i

STATE i Lossof |Damageto:! staff/ | incentivesto ! Ir_r(szst(i)t];v Vlvncrrer? sed f! Other

! turnover ! reputation ! stop ! innovateand ! €0 egee € ?ﬂa erocejasc?s : €
b hirng b nvestp S ]
Austria 27% 28% 2% 9% 50% 17% 39%
Belgium 25% 32% 4% 10% 31% 12% 55%
Bulgaria 30% 66% 3% 3% 37% 21% 17%
Croatia 57% 12% - 20% 31% - 10%
Cyprus 37% 46% = 6% 28% 23% 11%
gze‘;cuhb"c 39% 42% 3% . 9% 14% 40%
Denmark 49% 25% 11% 11% 26% 44% 37%
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e Most frequent negative impact of infringement (continued)
STATE | losol | Danagero | Pt {igmeleues  Lowol T hewed T

p o turnoverw TEpULation g0 hiring invest i _edge ! myproducs ! ,
Estonia . 60% | 31% . - . 13% | 36% | 58% . 25%
Finland | 50% | 38% | 7% | 13% | 48% | A% 1% |
France | - as% | oA42% | o% . 12% 8% | 26% | 33% |
Germany | 34% | 23% | 1% | 6% . 32% 8% | 37%
Greece | 27% | 36% | 6% | 9% | 33% | 14% | 28%
Hungary 52% | 11% | - | - | 27% | 19% | 31%
reland | 2% | 60% | 8% | 8% 2% | 20% | 28% |
Ty i A% | sa% | 8% | 11% | 8% | 2% | 12% |
Latvia | 30% | 36% | - N
Lithuania | 35% | 54% | - T 3% | 8% | 16% |
Luxembourg | 52% | 44% | 7% | 19% | 20% | 15%6 | 12% |
Malta | 2d% | 24% | 24% | 24% . - - | 76% |
‘Netherlands | 12% | 27% | - S 3% | 26% | 14% | 60% |
TRoland i 3% | 57% | 2% | 10% | 0% 24% | 13%
Portugal | 33% | 38% | 3% | - . 30% | 33% | 35%
‘Romania | 43% | 49% | 2% | 4% 20% | 8% | 18%
Slovakia | 4% | 50% | 21% | 9% % 2% | 30% |
Slovenia | 58% | 34% | - . 12% . 25% | 13% | 42%
‘spain | 40% | 56% | 8% | 10% | A% | 24% | 20% |
Sweden | 24% | 19% | - . 9% . 30% | 20% | 47%
United 42% 28% 50 10% 28% 13% 38%
Kingdom . — . ~—— o~ T T
EUtotal | 37% | 36% | 4% | 8% 32% | 18% | 32% |

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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6.2. Most common means to solve IPR infringement conflicts

SMEs that experienced IPR infringement were asked which procedure they most frequently used
to fight it. Only 12 % report not fighting the infringement at all. Bilateral negotiations (43 %) and
court procedures (35 %) are the most often mentioned ways of fighting IPR infringement. Smaller
proportions mention mediation (18 %), arbitration (10 %), and a request for the intervention of
authorities (11 %) or another measure (18 %).

Figure 19 Means to solve IPR infrineement on size level

51%
40% 40%
37%
32%
25% 27%
2194 22%
18% 0
16% 16% 17%
13% 120 13% 13%
8% 8% 8%
I5%
Bilateral Mediation Arbitration Court Request for Other I did not
negotiations procedures intervention  alternative fight the
of authorities dispute  infringement
resolutions
® Micro Small Medium

SME size is strongly linked to the likelihood to fight IPR infringement and the method used.
Compared to SMEs in general, micro enterprises are more likely to say they did not fight the
infringement (17 % compared to 12 % on average) and less likely to choose a court procedure
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(27 % compared with 35 %). Compared with micro and medium-sized SMEs, small enterprises
are less likely to enter into bilateral negotiations (37 %) or arbitrations (5 %) and more likely to
mention other dispute resolution methods. In contrast, medium enterprises are more likely
to act, with higher than average proportions of bilateral negotiations (51 %), court procedures
(40 %) and arbitration (16 %) usage.

Looking at country differences in how IPR infringement is fought, court procedures are used
more frequently in Portugal (51 %) and Italy (54 %), and less often in Estonia (6 %), Slovenia
(13 %) and Ireland (16 %). SMEs who suffered IPR infringement in Slovenia (34 %) and Malta
(26 %) are more likely to say they did not fight the infringement, while SMEs in Romania and
Latvia (both 4 %) are less likely to select this answer.

More details are given in the table below.

Table 40 Procedures to fight IPR infrineement on Member State level
Procedures to fight infringement

R e e R e e et

MEMBER

STATE proccgggres CEE%S,EE]EEQS neBgl(lga;St:?)lns | Mediation ! | Arb|trat|on | Other ia]lcﬂggog rzir;wtt
T R % | 36% | 1% | i'{é/;"" """ 16% | 13% |
‘Belgium | 9% | 4% | A6% | 26% | 9% | 12% | %
‘Buigaria i 2% 10% | 5e% | 10% | 8% | 0% | % |
Croatia | 32% | 12% | 22% . 21% | 12% | 35% | 10%
Cyprus | A% | 0% | 28% | - S % | 1% | 11% |

Ezzcuhbnc 37% 33% 32% 3% 12% 26% 10%
Denmark | 35% | 5% | 44% | 25% | 3% | 49% | 5% |
Estonia | 6% | - 6% | 3% | - | 39% | 6%
Finland | 23% | 14% | 68% | 23% | 7% | 11% | 14%
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Reasons to refrain from court procedures as a mean to solve IPR infringement conflicts

In order to identify the main barriers to starting a court procedure in case of IPR infringement,
those who have previously used court procedures to fight IPR infringement were asked about
what could be the reasons for refraining from the procedure in particular cases in the future.
Most answers relate to the duration and cost of the procedure: too expensive court fees (58%),
too lengthy court procedures (55%), and too expensive lawyers' fees (53%). Another 38 %
mention the difficulty in dealing with legal actions (court procedures) taking place in a different

EU country.

Figure 20 Reasons to refrain from court procedures

Too expensive court fees
Too lengthy
Too expensive lawyers' fees

Low likelihood of being compensated

Risk of losing the case and
having to pay high fees or compensation

Difficulty in dealing with legal actions taking
Low likelihood of stopping the infringement

Insufficiency of available legal remedies

Small chance of succeding against

big companies or organisations

Reluctance to publicly expose the case and suffer
potential damage to the company’s reputation
Risk of losing company

trade secrets disclosed to the court

Other

I 5500
I 55%
I 530
I /%
I 1%
I 33%
I 3 /%
I 50%
I 33%

I (3%

I 15%

Hl 6%
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For some SMEs that have suffered from IPR infringement, the fear of a negative outcome is also
a barrier:

B Risk of losing the case and having to pay high fees or compensation (41 %),

I Reluctance to publicly expose the case and suffer potential damage to the company’s
reputation (18 %), and

I Risk of losing trade secrets disclosed to the court (15 %).

Although the likelihood to start a court procedure increases with the size of the SME, no
significant differences appear in terms of barriers. This seems to indicate that the barriers are
the same for all SMEs but more strongly affect the likelihood of smaller companies to initiate
court procedures.

Areas of improvement in the court procedures

When asked which aspects of court procedures could be improved, large proportions of SMEs
who experienced IPR infringement and subsequently started a court procedure mention
quicker (81 %), less expensive (66 %) or simpler (63 %) procedures. Two in three (66 %) support
the idea of special procedures and mechanisms for IPR litigation by SMEs with reduced
formalities and costs, while around half (54 %) agree that there should be funds or insurance
schemes available to support SMEs in litigation.

Figure 21 Areas of improvement in the court procedures

Quicker procedures I 310
Special procedures and mechanism 0
for IPR litigation 66%
Less expensive procedures I 0670
Simpler procedures I 620
TS O S e T ey /0
to support SMEs in litigation 0
Don't know HEE 6%
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Micro SMEs in particular are in favour of the special procedures and mechanisms, with 83 %
selecting this answer in comparison with 66 % for all SMEs that used court procedures to fight
IPR infringement.

Experience with enforcement authorities

SMEs who mentioned requesting the intervention of authorities to deal with IPR infringement
were asked about their experience with three types of authorities: customs, the police and other
enforcement authorities such as trading standards. Perceptions are similar for the three types
of authorities with large majorities reporting ‘neutral experiences (60-66 %). Around one in five
of these SMEs had a positive experience (23 % for customs, 24 % for the police and 27 % for
other authorities) while 12 to 14 % report a negative experience.

Figure 22 Experience with authorities

Customs Police Other authorites

3% 4% 39 3% 3% 5%

7% 10% 8%
® Very bad
Bad
Neutral
66% 63% 59% ® Good

@ \/ery good

Perceptions are fairly similar across SME sizes, although small enterprises are more likely to
report a ‘good’ experience with the police (36 %) and medium enterprises less likely to do so
(10 %), compared with an overall figure of 21 %.
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6.3. IPR infringement monitoring and prevention

Regardless of whether SMEs have suffered from IPR infringement or not, those with at least
one registered IPR were asked how they monitor the market for possible infringement of
their IPR. Only a minority of companies have a structured approach, with 23 % saying they
outsource systematic monitoring to a dedicated company and 17 % saying they have a person/
unit dedicated to this systematic monitoring. Importantly, a quarter of SMEs with registered IPR
(25 %) say they do not actively monitor the market. The figure below shows the frequency of the
different methods used to monitor the market for IPR infringement.

Fieure 23 IPR infringement monitoring

42% 42%

0, 0,
25% 23% 25%
17%
Customers Incidental Outside Outsources Person/unit No monitoring
feedback information from counsel systematic monitoring  dedicated to of the market
business partners to an external systematic
company monitoring

The smaller the SME, the less likely it is to monitor the market for IPR infringement: 31 % of
micro enterprises, 27 % of small enterprises and 18 % of medium enterprises with IPR registered
indicated they do not monitor for infringement of their IPR. Micro enterprises are less likely to
have a dedicated person/unit or to outsource the task, while medium enterprises are more likely
to use these monitoring methods. In terms of sector, 31 % of the construction companies do not
monitor market, while this is the case for 20 % of SMEs in the manufacturing industry. In contrast,
customers’ feedback as a way to monitor IPR infringement is most often used in SMEs in the
manufacturing (49 %), while only 36 % of the financial activities companies use this method.
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Table 41 Ways of monitoring the market for IPR infringement on size level

COMPANY SIZE
IP INFRINGEMENT MONITORING - ooy s oo oo R
Micro (a) Small (b) Medium (c)
Customers feedback 42% 40% 45%°P
Incidental information from 43% 39% 44%p

business partners

e o

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

15% 22% 29%2°
loanexternalcompany i
Person/uplt ded.lcat.ed to 13% 16% 20%
systematic monitoring : : :
No monitoring 31%¢ 27% 18%

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

SMEs in Ireland (49 %), Slovenia (42 %), Lithuania (38 %) and Portugal (38 %) are most likely to
say they do not monitor the market, while SMEs in Romania (8 %) and Bulgaria (9 %) are least
likely to say so.

For more details on country specificities see the table below.

Table 42 Ways of monitoring the market for IPR infringement on Member State level

IPR infringement monitoring

gy gy gy

: ! Incidental ! i Outsources | L
MEMBER : L o : . i Person/unit |
- " information ! 1 systematic . -
STATE . Customers ! » Outside ! o ! dedicated to ! No ,
feedback bjg(ijnn;ss icounseli n;%nétﬁrelpr%aﬁo systematic imonitoringi
e pertners G company OO
Austria 53% 50% 24% 17% 16% 20%
Belgium 40% 41% 28% 36% 8% 26%
Bulgaria 46% 21% 19% 22% 20% 9%
Croatia 19% 29% 17% 5% 34% 21%
Cyprus 38% 36% 27% 6% 29% 21%

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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MEMBER i P incidental | Outsources | Person/unit |
STATE R L T B L O—
monitoring

‘CzechRepublic | 23% | 30% | 11% . 8% | 23% | 17%
Denmark . 56% | 53% | 39% 0% | 21% | 29% |
Estonia | 53% | 53% | 18% | 0% | 24% | 16% |
Finland | 54% | 50% | 33% | %% | 12% | 20% |
France 4% | 5% | 17% 6% | 12% | 26% |
Germany | 34% | 33% | 15% | 21% | 19% | 23% |
‘Greece | 38% | 3% | 23% | % 2% 20% |
Hungary | 36% | 31% | 16% | 1% | 17% | 21% |
reland  47% | S4% 2% | 7% 10% |- 4% |
aly . SS% | SO% | 36% . 24% | 21% | 30%
latvia 0 30% | 41% | 11% | S 20% 30% |
Lithuania  © 27% | 35% | 10% | 3% | 12% | 38% |
Luxembourg | 26% | 37% | 18% | 36 L 2% | 6% |
Malta | 33% | 34% | 1% | 1% | 18% | 20% |
Netherlands  34% | 40% | 20% . 28% | 18% | 26% |
Poland | 61% | 57% . 21% | 2% | 24% 17%
‘Portugal | 0% 66% | 57% | 18% . 15% | 38% |
‘Romania | 35% | 3% | 20% | 2% | 2% | 8% |
Slovakia | 42% | 43% | 13% | 1% | 17% | 24%
Slovenia | 50% | 46% | 8% | 10% | 0% | - 2% |
Spain | 3% | 3% | 37% | 6% 0% 28% |
Sweden . 38% | 3% | 38% . 33% | 17% | 19%
UnitedKingdom | 41% | 46% | 24% | 17% . 10% | | 28% |
EUtotal 2% | 4% | 25% @ 023% | 17% 25%

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Measures undertaken to avoid infringing IPR of others

When asked about measures taken to ensure the company is not infringing IPR of others, 28 %
of all surveyed SMEs indicated that they don't take any measures. This could be linked to a lack
of familiarity with IPR, given around a third of all respondents reported a low familiarity with
the concept. The most common methods to avoid infringing other companies’ IPR are Internet
searches (38 %) and seeking external legal counselling (37 %), while 23 % of all SMEs mention
researching IPR databases and 22 % consulting their company’s legal department.

Micro (41 %) and small (38 %) enterprises that do not use IPR are more likely than average not
to take any measures. Medium enterprises which do not use IPR are more likely to consult the
legal department of their company (29 % compared with 22 % on average). SMEs that use IPR
are overall more likely to take measures to avoid infringing others’ IPR. Micro enterprises tend
to use Internet or IPR database searches. Small enterprises are more likely to use these two
methods as well as to consult external legal counselling, while medium SMEs are more likely to
use all available methods. These differences are most probably linked to the resources available
to companies of different sizes, with larger enterprises having more access to an internal legal
department or more budget for an external legal counsellor.

6.4. Incidence of SMEs suffering from unjust allegations of IPR infringement

Companies that try to protect their own IPRs may in some instances wrongly accuse other
companies of IPR infringements. Of all SMEs surveyed, 9 % say they have suffered from such
unjust allegations of infringing another company’s IPRs.

SMEs that do not use IPRs are much less likely to report ‘unjust’ infringement allegations. The
likelihood to report such allegations increases with the size of the SME among companies who
use IPRs, with 13 % of small SMEs who use IPRs and 23 % of medium SMEs who use IPRs
reporting ‘unjust’ allegations. In terms of sectors, 15 % of the manufacturing companies suffered
from unjust allegations of infringing another company’s IPRs, while this is only true for 4 % of the
transportation companies.
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SMEs in Germany (18 %), Austria (17 %) and the Czech Republic (13 %) are more likely to report
‘unjust’ allegations, while SMEs in Lithuania, Cyprus and Romania (all 2 %) are less likely to do so.

When asked for which type of IPR they experienced an ‘unjust’ infringement allegation, SMEs
most often mention trade marks (37 %), patents (23 %) and designs (14 %). These are also the
top three IPR types mentioned by SMEs who reported IPR infringements in general.

Micro SMEs who do not use IPRs are less likely to mention allegations linked to a patent (2 %).
Small SMEs who do not use IPRs are less likely to mention allegations linked to a trade mark
(19 %) but more likely to mention non-registered designs (12 %) or trade secrets (5 %).

Most SMEs who reported an ‘unjust’ infringement allegation say the IPR owner was another
SME (47 % of cases), although a large proportion (38 %) mentions a large company. 11 %
mention a physical person as the IPR owner.

Atotal of 40 % of SMEs say the case was settled through bilateral negotiations. This proportion is
similar to the one obtained when asking SMEs how they fought IPR infringements they suffered.
The reported proportion of court procedures is however lower in the case of ‘unjust’ allegations,
with only 21 % of SMEs selecting this dispute resolution procedure.

Medium SMEs with IPR use are more likely to mention bilateral negotiations (46 %), while micro
SMEs with IPR use and small SMEs without IPR use are more likely to have used alternative
dispute resolution methods. SMEs in the financial and transportation sectors tend to use
bilateral negotiations the most (45 % and 43 % respectively).
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/. Interest in participating in an SME
network
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Almost a third of all surveyed SMEs (29 %) would be interested in a network of innovative
and IP-minded SMEs defined as a forum to meet and discuss best practice and challenges
faced with creating, using and enforcing or litigating IP rights. This proportion is stable across
SME size but is much higher among companies who use IPRs, with 39 % of IP-using SMEs
reporting an interest in the network compared to 22 % amongst those with no IPRs. Amongst
the different sectors, companies active in manufacturing and other sectors (both 40 %) express
a significantly higher willingness to join a network.

Table 43 Willingness to join network on size level

WILLING SOl __5_'_Z__E__(_.V_V_'Ph_'f’f§2__5 n _C_Q!\_/'_F_’!W_Y__S_'Z_E__(.'?Q_'_PBE _____
TO JOIN | | | | |
NETWORK __V_'_C_r_?__i___s_fﬂ?_”___i_V_e__d_'fT_f ENECLTR Micro ; Small | Medium
39% 37% 40% Yes 21% 20% 24%
No 61% 63% 60% No 9% 80% 6%

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

RN @ SECTOR(withiPR)
TO JOIN | Financial |
NETWORK actMtles

g g g
A A A S S

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

| Financial |

RALCLIg "on1eciurng | tonstruction; Transportation | Wholesaie t activties | O |
Yes 27% 19% 21% 18% 24% 20%
No 73% 81% 79% 82% 76% 80%
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8. Annexes
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8.1. Sampling Stratification

Random sampling was considered but rejected as this approach would have required data
on the full universe of SMEs in the EU, which was not available, and would have made it very
difficult to get a representative and sufficient sample of micro companies using IPRs.

The final sampling approach relies on a stratified sample of SMEs instead. The first approach
was based on stratification on company size, sector and IPR use. The sector stratum was
removed from the sampling plan at a later stage as it appeared not to be compatible with
achieving the target number of interviews in the IPR use stratum. Indeed, completing 50 % of
interviews with companies who use IPRs was made difficult by the lower incidence rate of IPR
use in some sectors and the small size of the available sample in some countries.

The final sample targets are stratified on company size and IPR use within each country. IPR
use was measured by question SO0 (Has your company registered any Intellectual Property
Rights (such as patents, trade marks or designs?)). The company size was assessed via two
questions on staff numbers (S02. What is the approximate total number of staff employed at
your organisation at the end of 20147) and turnover (S03. What was the approximate size of
your total annual turnover (total sales minus rebates and taxes) in 2014?).

8.1.1. Sampling targets

The sampling plan groups EU Member States in four categories depending on their size,
number of SMEs and available sample. Four target sample sizes were implemented.

;" Group 1 “; ,-" Group 2 “; ;" Group 3 ‘\, ;" Group 4 “;
V' N=720 / \ N=368 / " N=208 / \ N=136 /
Germany, Italy, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus,
Spain, UK The Netherlands, Croatia, Czech Republic, Luxembourg
& France Poland, Portugal Denmark, Estonia, Finland, and Malta
& Sweden Greece, Hungary, Ireland,

Lithuania, Latvia, Romania,
Slovenia & Slovakia
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This approach ensured realistic targets were set for small countries while reflecting the actual
geographic dispersion of SMEs in the EU.

Within each sampling group, targets were set by company size (25 % micro, 50 % small and 25 %
medium) and IPR use (50 % yes and 50 % no) as per the tables below.

Sampling group 1: Germany, ltaly, Spain, UK & France

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

SECTOR Micro Small Medium Total
‘Manufacturing 28 . 56 28 | 112
Comstruction . 28 s | 28 . 112

Z;a:jn:g:(jrt:;:sirl,ezccommodation )8 56 o3 112
‘Wholesale and retail trade 4 68 | 4 136
‘Financial and insurance activities| 28 56 28 | 112 |
Otherservices | 34 6 | 34 . 1%
Total 180 | %0 | 180 | 720
‘QuotalP/NONIP %0 | 180 | o

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

SECTOR Micro Small Medium Total _
Manufacturing 14 _ 28 _ 14 ! 56
Construction 14 28 14 56

.________________________________________________a__________________+________________+_________________+_________________4

Transportatlon accommodatlon

and food services 14 28 14 >0

Wholesale and retail trade 18 3% 18 | 72
Financial and insurance activities. 14 28 14 565
Otherservices 18 36 18 L 72 |
Total . e . 184 . 9 | 368
QuotalP/NONIP | 46 92 | w6
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Sampling group 3: Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Lithuania, Latvia, Romania, Slovenia & Slovakia.

SECTOR _ Micro _ Small Medium Total !
Manufacturing 8 16 8 32
Construction 8 16 8 32

Transportation, accommodation |

and food services _ 8 _ 16 _ 8 _ 32 .
‘Wholesale and retail trade 0 20 0 0
‘Financial and insurance activities 8 | 6 s 2
Other services | 0 20 | 0 w0
Total s i s 208
QuotalP/NONIP | 26 52 1 %

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

SECTOR Micro Small Medium Total
Manufacturing 4 10 4 18
Comstruction 4 0 a 18
Transportation, accommodation |, "1 g,
Wholesaleand retail trade ~~ + 8 . 16 . 8 . 2
Financial and insurance activities 4 0 i a 18
Otherservices | 8 | 6 8 | 2
Total R
QuotalP/NONIP | 6 i 36 6

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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8.2. Data processing

Following the end of the fieldwork, both automated and manual quality controls were
implemented on the final data.

Given the stratified sampling approach implemented during the fieldwork, weighting the data

back to the universe profile was a necessary step to ensure the representativeness of the

results. Sub-groups which were over-sampled (for instance small companies) were weighted

_— . down on Member State level to obtain proportions in line with the universe data available
- Annual enterprise ) )

statistics by size dass 0N EU SMES. Annex 9.3 presents the target proportions used to weight the data, based on

for spedial aggregates | njverse data from Eurostat.!”?
of activities (NACE

Rev. 2) [sbs_sc_sca_r2]

- Please note some 8.3. Questionnaire

data points had to be

estimated for Cyprus,

France, Ireland, Italy, INTRODUCTION
and Hungary.

Interviewer instruction:

Good morning/afternoon, my name is ... from GfK. We are conducting a survey on behalf of the
European Union Intellectual Property Office, which protects intellectual property in the European
Union. This survey is conducted to understand the driving factors about the use of Intellectual
Property Rights amongst small and medium sized companies.

We would like to talk to the person responsible for legal matters and company policies within your
organisation; if this is not you, could you please put me in contact with that person?

1. The respondent is this person [start interview]
2. The respondent is not this person [obtain information about new respondent]

Would you please give me the telephone number of that person?
Name:

Direct telephone number (including city code):
The interview will last about 15 minutes. For all questions, please provide your best estimate if you do
not know the exact answer.
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I would also like to remind you that this questionnaire is anonymous and your answers will be kept
confidential, treated in full compliance with the privacy laws and will not be disclosed to third parties.

SCREENER

S00 [S]

Has your company registered any Intellectual Property Rights such as patents, trade marks
or designs?

1. Yes

2.No

Base: all respondents with answer ‘Yes' for SO0 (S00=1)

S001 [S]

Do you have any involvement in the Intellectual Property policy within the company?
1.Yes

2. No

S01[S]

Can you confirm that you will be answering this questionnaire on behalf of [COMPANY
NAME]?

1. Yes, for the company/company part mentioned by GfK

2. No, for a smaller company/company part, please specify [O]

3. No, for a bigger company/company part, please specify [O]

4. Other (please specify) [O]

S02 [Q]
What is the approximate total number of staff employed at your organisation at the end
of 2014?

Interviewer instruction: Each employee is counted as one person, regardless of whether they are
working full-time or part-time. Seasonal workers having a temporary contract of at most six months
and persons hired temporarily from work agencies should not be included, but please include
apprentices.

1.1 (one man business)

2.2-9
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3.10-49
4,50-249

5. 249+

6. Don't know

S03 [S]

What was the approximate size of your total annual turnover (total sales minus rebates
and taxes) in 2014?

1. Up to EUR 500 000 [LOCAL CURRENCY]

2. More than EUR 500 000 [LOCAL CURRENCY] and up to EUR 2 million [LOCAL CURRENCY]

3. More than EUR 2 million [LOCAL CURRENCY] and up to EUR 10 million [LOCAL CURRENCY]
4. More than EUR 10 million [LOCAL CURRENCY] and up to EUR 50 million [LOCAL CURRENCY]
5. More than EUR 50 million [LOCAL CURRENCY]

6. Do not know/will not answer

S05 [S]

Which sector fits the main area(s) of your business best?

1. Agriculture, forestry and fishing

2. Mining and quarrying

3. Manufacturing

4, Electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply

5. Water supply, sewerage, waste management and remediation activities
6. Construction

7. Wholesale and retail trade, repair of motor vehicles and motorcycles
8. Transportation and storage

9. Accommodation and food service activities

10. Information and communication

11. Financial and insurance activities

12. Real estate activities

13. Professional, scientific and technical activities

14. Administrative and support service activities

15. Public administration and defence, compulsory social security
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16. Education

17. Human health and social work activities

18. Arts, entertainment and recreation

19. Other service activities

20. Activities of households as employers, undifferentiated goods and service
21. Activities of extraterritorial organisations and bodies

QS05 [S]

Which geographic market generates the majority of your turnover?
1. Local

2. Regional

3. National (in one EU Member State)

4, Other EU countries

5. Non-EU countries

MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Assessment of SME's innovation

Base: all respondents

Q1.1.[5]

Is your company innovative?

1. Yes

2. No

3. Don't know

Base: all respondents

Q1.2.[M]

In the last 3 years, did your enterprise introduce new or significantly improved...
Interviewer instruction: please indicate all options that apply, do not read out option 6 ‘Don’t know/
Not applicable’

1. Products

2. Processes

3. Organisational changes
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4. Marketing changes
5. Other
6. Don't know/Not applicable[S]

Base: all respondents
Q1.3.[SGRID]

What measures did you take and what is their importance for your company’s ability to
derive competitive advantage from your innovation activities?

Interviewer instruction: please select one response for each measure (both Intellectual Property Rights
and Alternative measures for protection) going from ‘1 do not use it at all to ‘High'.

Measures in row:

Intellectual Property Rights

1. Trade mark

2. Patent

3. Copyright

4. Design

5. Geographical indication

6. Breeders' right/Plant variety right

7. Topography of semiconductor

8. Utility model

Alternative measures for protection

1. Confidentiality (trade secrets)

2. Complexity of product design

3. Leveraging my complementary assets (production, implementation or marketing capabilities | have)
4, Database law

5. Time to market

6. Internet domain name(s)

7. Other [O]

8. My company does not takes any measures to protect its' innovation outputs [S]

Answers in column:

1.1do not use it at all

2. Low

3. Medium

4. High
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Base: respondents who do not take any measure to protect their innovation (Q1.3.=16)
Q1.4.[M]

Why don't you take any measures to protect your innovation?

1.1 do not have enough knowledge on how to protect innovations

2. The procedures are too costly

3. The procedures are too long and burdensome

4.1 want to avoid any potential difficulties enforcing these measures

5. Iwant to avoid any risk of potential litigation.

6. | don't see any benefits in protecting innovations

7. Other (please specify) [O]

Base: all respondents

Q1.5.[S]

Are you collaborating with other entities, such as companies, research institutes, academia
etc. to develop an innovation together?

1.Yes

2.No

Base: respondents who collaborate with other entities (Q1.5.=1)

Q1.6.[M]

On which level are you collaborating with other entities to develop an innovation together?
Interviewer instruction: please indicate all that apply

1. Local

2. Regional

3. National (in one EU Member State)

4. Other EU countries

5. Non-EU countries

Base: respondents who collaborate with other entities (Q1.5.=1)
Q1.7.[M]

Are they...

Interviewer instruction: please indicate all that apply

1. Large companies

2. SMEs
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3. Universities, academia

4, Research Institutes

5. Government/public institutions
6. Other [O]

Base: respondents who collaborate with other entities (Q1.5.=1)

Q1.8.[S]

Are registered Intellectual Property Rights such as patents, trade marks and designs a result
of this collaboration?

1. Yes

2.No

Base: respondents who registered an IPR as result of a collaboration (Q1.8.=1)
Q1.9.[M]

Who is the owner of the Intellectual Property Right(s)?

1. My company

2. Partner

3. Both (in co-ownership)

4. Either 1, 2 or 3 depending on the case

2. Usage of IPRs

Base: all respondents
Q2.1.[SGRID]

How familiar are you with the term Intellectual Property Rights (IPRs)?

Interviewer instruction: please indicate how familiar you are with the term Intellectual Property Rights
on a scale from 0-10 where O means not at all familiar (don’t know what IP is), 10 means very familiar
(formulated an IP strategy) and 5 is the midpoint.

1.0 - Not at all familiar

2.1

3.2

4.3
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5.4

6.5

7.6

8.7

9.8

10.9

11. 10 - Very familiar
99. Don't know

Base: respondents who register [P (S00=1)

Q2.2.[SGRID]

You previously indicated that your company has registered IPRs. Could you please indicate
which type of IPR and how many of each you registered?

Type IPR in row:

. Registered a patent

. Registered a utility model

. Registered a European Union trade mark

. Registered a national trade mark

. Registered a community design

. Registered a national design

. Registered a breeder right(s)/plant variety right(s)

. Other alternative measures for protection like internet domain name(s)
. Never registered an IPR (no column answers for this option)

Answers in column:

1. None

2.1

3.2-5

4.6-10

5. 10+

O oo NOoO U~ WN =

www.euipo.europa.eu | 119



INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP)
SME SCOREBOARD - 2016

Base: respondents who have at least registered 1 IPR (Q2.2=1-8)

Q2.3.[9]

When did your company most recently apply for the registration/granting of an IPR?
1. When the company was started

2. Within the past year

3. Within the last 5 years

4. More than 5 years ago

Base: respondents who have at least registered 1 IPR (Q2.2=1-8)

Q2.4.[SGRID]

How important is it to have registered Intellectual Property (IP) in each of the following
stages of the innovative process?

Interviewer instruction: please select one answer for each stage going from ‘Not at all’ to Strong’.
Please do not read out option 5 ‘No opinion’.

Stages of innovative process in row:

1. Conducting research and development

2. Inventing new products, processes or services

3. Creating internal tools or processes to build or implement final products, processes or services
4. Undertaking the risks and costs of making, selling and marketing a commercial product
Answers in column:

1. Not at all

2. Weak

3. Moderate

4. Strong

5. No opinion

Base: respondents who have at least registered 1 IPR (Q2.2=1-8)
Q2.5.[M]

Why did your company register |P?

Interviewer instruction: please indicate all reasons why you registered IP
1. It guarantees better legal certainty of extent of protection

2. It helps me prevent others from copying my products or services
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3. Itincreases the chances of effective enforcement

4. It improves chances of financing

5. This is the common practice among the firms | deal with

6. It improves my negotiating position with other companies and institutions
7. ltincreases the value and the image of my company

8. To obtain licensing revenues

9. Other (please specify) [O]

Base: all respondents

Q2.6.[5]

Does your company include IP in its business strategy/business plan?

Interviewer instruction: examples of including IP in your business strategy or business plan could be
systematically aiming at obtaining patents, systematically registering trade marks for your products
and their packaging or using IP licensing as an integral part of your strategy.

1.Yes

2. No

Base: respondents who have at least registered 1 IPR (Q2.2=1-8)
Q2.7.[M]

Where did you search for information to register IP?

Interviewer instruction: please indicate all that apply

1. Internet

2. Outside private counsel

3. Chamber of Commerce

4. EU IPR Helpdesk

5. National IP offices/similar national bodies (including their helpdesk)
6. EU and international IP offices (World Intellectual Property Organization, European Patent 7.
Office, European Union Intellectual Property Office)

7. Industry federations or professional associations

8. Other government organisation

9. Others (please specify) [O]
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Base: respondents who have at least registered 1 IPR (Q2.2=1-8)
Q2.8.[M]

Where did your company register its IP?

Interviewer instruction: please indicate all that apply

1. National IP office of the EU Member State where my company has its principal seat
2. Other National IP offices of one EU Member State

3. National IP offices of more than one EU Member State

4. European Patent Office

5. Through the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO)
6. European Union Intellectual Property Office

7. Other channels [O]

Base: respondents who have at least registered 1 IPR (Q2.2=1-8)
Q2.9.[SGRID]

How difficult was it for your company to register an IPR?

Interviewer instruction: please select one response for each type of IPR you registered, going from
very easy to very difficult. Please do not read out option 5 ‘No opinion’.
Type of IPR in row:

1. Patent

2. Utility Model

3. European Union trade mark

4. National trade mark

5. Community design

6. National design

7. Breeders right(s)/plant variety right(s)

8. Other alternative measure for protection such as internet domain(s)
Answers in column:

1. Very easy

2. Easy

3. Difficult

4. Very difficult

5. No opinion
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Base: respondents who have at least registered 1 IPR (Q2.2=1-8)
Q2.10.[M]

What kind of difficulties did you experience when registering an IPR?
Interviewer instruction: please indicate all difficulties you experienced when registering an IPR.
1. Not enough knowledge/ | didn't know where to go

2. Not enough guidance

3. It took too long to have my Intellectual Property Right registered

4, Costly procedure

5. Difficult procedure

6. Invalidity of the application (conflict with an earlier right of a competitor)
7. Upfront refusal to register from IP office (or equivalent instance)

8. Absence of sufficient innovation (of a patent)

9. Others (please specify) [O]

10. I did not experience any difficulties [S]

Base: respondents who have at least registered 1 IPR (Q2.2=1-8)
Q2.11.[SGRID]

How do you rate the effectiveness of different measures of support that you use or that
you would like to use if available?

Interviewer instruction: please select one response for each measure, going from ‘Not effective’ to
‘High’. Please do not read out option 5 ‘No opinion’.

Measures of support in row:

1. Information, guidance and support services to SMEs when applying for IPRs

2. Reduction of costs or financial support

3. Simplification and shortening of procedures

4. Better access to IPR databases

5. Other (please specify) [O]

Answers in column:

1. Not effective

2. Low

3. Medium

4. High

5. No opinion
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3. Why have you not registered/stopped registering an IPR?

Base: respondents who have not registered [P (92.2.=9 OR Q2.2=1 (none) on 1,2,3,4,5,6,7AND8)
Q3.1.[M]

Why have you never registered or stopped registering an intellectual property right?
Interviewer instruction: please indicate all reasons why you never registered or stopped registering an IPR.
1.1 do not have enough knowledge about registered IPRs.

2. | didn't think that my intellectual asset was innovative enough.

3. 1did not believe that my intellectual property met the requirements of the IPR regulations.

4. IPRs were not usually available for my innovation steps or Intellectual Property rights or their
scope were too narrow for my needs.

5. | prefer not to reveal the crucial details regarding my intellectual asset and use the trade
secrets protection.

6. It was too costly and burdensome.

7. Procedures involved in IPR registration would have overly delayed the introduction of my
product/service in the market.

8. I think that there are no additional benefits stemming from formal IPR protection.

9. Potential difficulties in enforcement of IPRs/the potential cost of litigation.

10. Other (please specify) [O].

11. Don't know (do not read out).

Base: respondents who have not registered IP (92.2.=9 OR Q2.2=1 (none) on 1,2.3,4.5,6.7ANDS)
Q3.2.[M]

Under what conditions would you in the future consider registering an IPR?

1. If it were cheaper to register or renew an IPR

2. In case the registration would be easier to access

3. If it were easier to understand the process

4. If | could be sure of having adequate protection for my IPR

5. If it were easier to take legal action against infringers and get appropriate compensation and
other remedies

6. Other (please specify) [O]

7. Don't know (do not read out)
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Base: all respondents

Q3.3.[M]

Who would normally advice you on issues related to your company?
Interviewer instruction: please indicate all options that apply

1. Accountant

2. Lawyer (or other advisors)

3. Chamber of Commerce

4. Industry association

5. IP Offices

6. Other (please specify) [O]

Base: all respondents

Q3.4.[S]

Would you like to know more and receive information about IP?
1. Yes

2. No

Base: respondents who like to be informed about IP (Q3.4.=1)
Q3.5.[M]

How do you feel you could best get information about IP? Through...
Interviewer instruction: please indicate all options that apply

. Internet/Social media

. Local advisors

. Local media

. Local administration

. Local Chambers of Commerce

. Local Industry Associations

. IP offices

. Other (please specify) [O]

0o NdOoOYUTL DM WN =
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4. Licensing

Base: all respondents

Q4.1.[8]

Have you/your company ever signed a license agreement including IPRs?
1.Yes

2.No

Base: respondents who licensed an IPR (Q4.1.=1)
Q4.2.[5]

What was your company’s role in the agreement?
1. Licensor (license-out)

2. Licensee (license-in)

3. Both licensed-out and licensed-in different IPRs.

Base: respondents who licensed an IPR (Q4.1.=1)

Q4.3.[M]

What kind of licensing agreement did your company either use or sign?
Interviewer instruction: please indicate all types of licensing agreement that you used
1. Patent license agreement

2. Confidential know-how or trade secret license agreement

3. Trade mark licensing

4., Franchising agreement

5. Copyright license agreement (except software licenses for final products e.g. for an office 6. software)
6. Designs licensing

7. Other (please specify) [O]

Base: respondents who licensed an IPR (Q4.1.=1)

Q4.4.8]

Have you entered in license agreements with companies or other entities from another EU country?
1.Yes

2.No

3. Don't know
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Base: respondents who licensed an IPR (Q4.1.=1)

Q4.5.[S]

When did your company enter in a license agreement for the last time?
1. At the creation of the company

2. Within the past year.

3.In the last 5 years.

4. More than 5 years ago.

Base: respondents who licensed-out IP (Q4.2.=1 OR 3)

Q4.6.[M]

Why has your company licensed-out an IPR?

Interviewer instruction: please indicate all reasons why you have licensed-out an intellectual
property.

1. To obtain revenues from my innovations (licences)

2. To expand my business in new areas (new sector or new geographical zone) without having
to bear the related costs

3. To expand my business in new areas without having to bear extra risks

4. To expand my business in new areas and markets while retaining quality control

5. To collaborate and develop new products and services with others

6. It was a way to settle dispute over infringement of my IPR

7. Other (please specify) [O]

Base: respondents who licensed-in IP (Q4.2.=2 OR 3)

Q4.7.[M]

Why has your company licensed-in an IPR?

Interviewer instruction: Please indicate all reasons why you have licensed-in an intellectual property
1. To reduce research and development costs

2. To get my services and products more quickly to the market

3. To gain advantage compared to competitors

4. To tap into expertise that | cannot access otherwise

5. To collaborate and develop new products and services

6. It was a way to settle dispute over my potential infringement of other party’s IPR
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7. To fulfil a condition by a new or existing customer
8. To implement a standard
9. Other (please specify) [O]

5. The impact of registering and licensing an intellectual property?

Base: respondents who have at least registered 1 IPR (Q2.2=1-8)

Q5.1.[5]

Do you think that having IP protection has had an impact on your company’s business?
1. Yes, in a very positive way

2.Yes, in a positive way

3. No impact

4. Yes, in a negative way

5.Yes, in very negative way

6. Don't know

Base: respondents who have experienced a positive impact (Q5.1.=1 OR 2)
Q5.2.[M]

What was the positive impact?

Interviewer instruction: please indicate all forms of positive impact you have experienced.
. Increased employment

. Increased turnover

. Increased reputation or image of reliability

. Expanded markets

. Easier access to financing

. Boost of profitability

. New opportunities of collaboration with other companies

. Strengthening of long-term business prospects

. Other (please specify) [O]

O o0 NOoOuUl b~ WN =
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Base: respondents who have experienced a negative impact (Q5.1.=4 OR 5)

Q5.3.[M]

What was the negative impact?

Interviewer instruction: please indicate all forms of negative impact you have experienced.

1. Spent too much time and/or money on registration process

2. Registration did not prevent infringement of intellectual property

3. Managing and monitoring my IP portfolio is additional administrative burden and increases
my COsts

4. was dragged into legal disputes and litigation which were either expensive, time consuming
or did not pay off

5. Delayed market entry of new product (loss of potential revenue)

6. Other (please specify) [O]

6. Infringement and enforcement of intellectual property

Base: respondents who have at least registered 1 IPR (Q2.2=1-8)

Q6.1.[M]

How does your company monitor the market for possible infringement of its I1P?
Interviewer instruction: please indicate all forms of positive impact you have experienced.
1.1 have a person/unit dedicated to systematic monitoring of usage of my intellectual property
2. | outsource systematic monitoring to a dedicated external company

3. Irely on the incidental information | receive from my business partners

4. Customers' feedback

5. I rely on outside counsel

6. | do not monitor the market

7. Other (please specify) [O]

Base: respondents who have at least registered 1 IPR (Q2.2=1-8)
Q6.2.[S]

Has your company ever suffered from infringement of your IP?
1. Yes

2.No

3. Don't know
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Base: respondents who have suffered from infringement (96.2.=1)
Q6.3.[M]

What kind of IP was infringed?

Interviewer instruction: please indicate all types of IPRs that were infringed.
1. Patent

2. Utility model

3. Trade mark

4. Non-registered trade mark

5. Design

6. Non-registered design

7. Copyright

8. Breeders right(s)/plant variety right(s)

9. Trade secret

10. Geographical indication

11. Other (please specify) [O]

Base: respondents who have suffered from infringement (96.2.=1)
Q6.4.[M]

How did infringement affect your company’s business?
Interviewer instruction: please indicate all options that apply.
1.1 had to release staff or stopped hiring as much

2. Loss of turnover

3. Loss of incentives to innovate and invest

4. Loss of competitive edge

5. Damage to my reputation (brand/company image)

6. Increased awareness of my products or activity

7. Other (please specify) [O]
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Base: respondents who have suffered from infringement (96.2.=1)

Q6.5.[M]

What procedure was used most frequently to fight infringements your company suffered?
Interviewer instruction: please indicate all procedures you used to fight the most recent infringement.
1. Bilateral negotiations

2. Mediation

3. Arbitration

4., Court procedures

5. Request for intervention of authorities (like customs or police authorities)

6. Other alternative dispute resolutions (please specify) [O]

7.1did not fight the infringement [S]

Base: respondents who used court procedures to fight infringement (Q6.5.=4)

Q6.6.[M]

What would be the reasons for refraining from court procedures?

Interviewer instruction: please indicate all reasons why you would refrain from court procedures.
1. Too lengthy

2. Too expensive court fees

3. Too expensive lawyers' fees

4. Low likelihood of being compensated (get damages)

5. Low likelihood of stopping infringing goods

6. Difficulty in dealing with legal actions taking place in a different EU country

7. The available legal remedies are not sufficient (for example to stop infringement or obtain
adequate compensation for damages)

8. Risk of losing the case and having to pay high fees and compensation

9. Reluctance to publicly expose the case, because of potential damage to our reputation.

10. Risk of losing company trade secrets, as there is little reassurance that confidential
information disclosed to the court would not be exposed

11. We would have little chance of succeeding against big companies or organisations

12. Other (please specify) [O]

13. None [S]
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Base: respondents who used court procedures to fight infringement (Q6.5.=4)
Q6.7.[M]

What could be improved in the court procedures?

Interviewer instruction: please indicate all answer options that apply.

1. Procedures should be simpler

2. Procedures should be quicker

3. Procedures should be less expensive

4. There should be special procedures and mechanisms for IP litigation by SMEs with reduced
formalities and costs

5. There should be funds or insurance schemes available to support SMEs in litigation
6. Don't know [S]

Base: respondents who have used intervention of authorities to fight infringement (Q6.5.=5)
Q6.8.[SGRID]

In terms of IPR enforcement, what was your experience with the following authorities?
Interviewer instruction: please select one answer for each authority going from Very bad’ to Very
good.

Authorities in row:

1. Customs

2. Police

3. Other authorities ex. trading standards

Answers in column:

1. Very bad

2.Bad

3. Neutral

4. Good

5. Very good

Base: respondents who had a bad experience with authorities (96.8.=1 OR 2)
Q6.9.[0]
Why was your experience negative?
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Base: all respondents
06.10. [O]

What do you think are the main threats for your IP (registered or non-registered) in the
coming year?
Interviewer instruction: please name three threats.

Base: all respondents
Q6.11AIM]

What measures do you take to insure that you don't infringe IP of others?
Interviewer instruction: please indicate all answer options that apply.

1. Consult legal department of your company

2. Consult external legal counseling

3. Research patent or trade mark/designs databases

4. Research on the internet (general and specialised websites)

5. Other (please specify) [O]

6. | do not take any measures to avoid infringing IP of others [S]

Base: all respondents
Q6.11.[S]

Have you ever suffered from unjust allegations of infringing another company’s I1P?
1.Yes
2.No

Base: respondents who suffered from allegations of infringing third party [PRs (Q6.11.=1)
Q6.12. [M]

For which IP did you suffer from unjust allegations of infringing another company’s 1P?
Interviewer instruction: please indicate all types of IPRs

1. Patent

2. Utility model

3. Trade mark

4. Non-registered trade mark

5. Design
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6. Non-registered design

7. Copyright

8. Breeders right(s)/plant variety right(s)
9. Internet domain

10. Trade secret

11. Geographical indication

12. Other (please specify) [O]

Base: respondents who suffered from allegations of infringing third party IPRs (Q6.11.=1)
Q6.13.[M]

Who was the owner of the IP that you were accused of infringing?

1. Large company

2. SME

3. University

4. Public institution

5. Physical person

6. Other (please specify) [O]

Base: respondents who suffering from allegations of infringing third party IPRs (06.11.=1)
Q6.14.[M]

How was the case settled?

Interviewer instruction: please indicate all answer options that apply.

1. Bilateral negotiations

2. Mediation

3. Arbitration

4. Court procedures

5. Other alternative dispute resolutions (please specify) [O]

Base: all respondents

Q7 [S]

The EUIPO is considering setting-up an network assembling innovative and IP minded SMEs
Would you be interested in joining other SMEs and start-ups, in such a network, and be
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invited to participate at events and platforms where best practices and challenges faced
with creating, using, enforcing or litigating IP rights would be discussed?

1.Yes
2.No
18 - Annual enterprise
8.4. WEightS statistics by size class
for special aggregates
) ) ) of activities (NACE
The target proportions used to weight the data, based on universe data from Eurostat.'® Rev. 2) [sbs_sc_sca_r2]
- Please note some

e R EEEH e CeiellgS] yrcle (o) elS

MEMBER STATE 5 Total 5 Micro 5 Small 5 Medium i estimated for Cyprus,
"""" .'"""""""""'"'f'"'""'""'""";’""""""""""'"‘;"""""“"""""‘;"'"'""""""'“": France, Hungary,

Belgium ; 2,5% ; 2,6% ; 2,0% ; 1,9% ! Ireland, Italy.

Bulgaria 1,4% 1,4% 1,6% 1,9%

Czech Republic 4,5% 4,7% 2,4% 3,0%

Denmark 1,0% 0,9% 1,4% 1,5%

Germany 9,8% 8,7% 23,6% 24.8%

Estonia 0,3% 0,3% 0,4% 0,4%

Ireland 0,7% 0,6% 1,0% 0,7%

Greece 3,3% 3,4% 1,5% 1,1%

Spain 10,7% 10,9% 8,4% 6,6%

France 12,9% 13,2% 9,6% 9,1%

Croatia 0,7% 0,7% 0,7% 0,8%

Italy 17,1% 17,5% 13,1% 8,5%

Cyprus 0,2% 0,2% 0,2% 0,2%

Latvia 0,4% 0,4% 0,5% 0,6%

Lithuania 0,6% 0,6% 0,8%% 1,0%

Luxembourg 0,1% 0,1% 0,2% 0,3%

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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continued
MEMBERSTATE | Total | Moo | Smal | Medium |
Hungary . 24% . 24% 18% . 22%
Malta . 01% . 01% . 01% | 01% |
Netherlands | 39% | 39% | 31% | 38%
Austria 4% 13% . 25% | 23%
Poland | 68% | 70% | 41% | 67% |
Portugal | 35% | 36% | 24% | 20%
Romania | 19% | 18% . 3% | 36%
Slovenia . 0S% . 0S% . 04% | 05% |
Slovakia . 18% | 19% . 08% | 10%
Finland . 10% 0% 0 1% 12%
Sweden ¢ 30% . 30% . 22% | 23%
United Kingdom | 7,6% | 73% . 115% | 117%
EUtotal 100% 100% 100% 100%

8.5. Sample characteristics

A full breakdown of the sample characteristics in terms of SME size by country is available
below.
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SME siz
'MEMBERSTATE | Mico | Smal | Medum
Austria o 75 93
Belgum sa w07 52
Bulgaria 60 i 100 2
cyprus % 71 26
CzechRepublic | s . 105 51
Denmark s o1 52
Estonia 52 04 s
Finland 2 04 52
France 180 B9 181
Germany 180 %0 180 |
Greece ss . 16 55
Hungary T 52 R 52
reland 52 04 54
w2y 14 %s 188
Llavia N o4 52
Lithuania 55 104 52
Luxembourg | TN R - T - T
Malta s 7 zm
Netherlands 0 184 95
Poland 0 | 184 | 92 |
Portugal I 185 | o1
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""""""""""""""""""""""""""" SME size (continued) |
MEMBERSTATE | | Mco L Smal i | Medium

Romania s> . 15 . 52
Slovakia 52 03 55
Slovenia R 03 52|
spain 79 32 181
Sweden o4 187 . 93
UnitedKingdom 196 205 182
Croata . 104 52
EUtotal 2289 . a2 2249

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

The table below presents a breakdown of interviews by detailed sector. A majority of interviews
were conducted in the manufacturing, wholesale and retail trade, other services and

construction sectors.

SECTOR COUNT | PERCENTAGE !
Manufacturing 4551 L 17%
Other service activities 1469 | 16% |

ngz);ﬁz;::?eind retail trade, repair of motor vehicles and 1349 150
Comstruction 880 . 10% |
\nformation and communication | s88 %
Accommodation and food service activities | 564 6% |
Transportation and storage 539 | &% |
Professional, scientific and technical activities | 35 L a%
Financial and insurance activities | 274 1 3%
‘Human health and social work activities 274 | 3% |
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_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

SECTOR (continued) { COUNT | PERCENTAGE !
Agriculture, forestry and fishing 1 235 i 3% |
s e e se e e ¢ 208 2w
‘Real estate activities . 206 i 2% |
e T
Electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply | - 06 1%
'_\_I\_I;t_é}_:s_l;b_b_li/_,_;e:—\_r\_/é;ééé:_\;\;é_s_t_é_aa;ﬁé_g_é_rﬁé_r;{;r;&"__m""m*E'"mm_5"5""""_‘5"""""1_(;/-

remediation activities : i 0 .
‘Miningand quarrying 30 . <l% |
Public administration and defence, compulsory social security| 23 | <1% |
“Activites of households as employers, undifferentiated | .1 Lo

goods and service _____________ O
Activities of extraterritorial organisations and bodies | 3 <
Total " g0 | 100% |

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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