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Headnot e:

1

Havi ng technical character is an inplicit requirenent of
the EPC to be nmet by an invention in order to be an
invention within the nmeaning of Article 52(1)EPC
(follow ng decisions T 1173/97 and T 935/97)

Met hods only involving econom c concepts and practices of
doi ng business are not inventions within the nmeaning of
Article 52(1) EPC. A feature of a method which concerns the
use of technical nmeans for a purely non-technical purpose
and/ or for processing purely non-technical information does
not necessarily confer a technical character to such a

met hod.

An apparatus constituting a physical entity or concrete
product, suitable for perform ng or supporting an econonic
activity, is an invention within the nmeaning of

Article 52(1) EPC

There is no basis in the EPC for distinguishing between
"new features” of an invention and features of that

i nvention which are known fromthe prior art when exam ning
whet her the invention concerned may be considered to be an
invention within the neaning of Article 52(1) EPC. Thus
there is no basis in the EPC for applying this so-called
contribution approach for this purpose.

(follow ng decisions T 1173/97 and T 935/97)
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Summary of Facts and Subm ssi ons

2073.D

The appeal is directed agai nst a decision of the
exam ni ng division, posted on 7 July 1995. refusing
Eur opean patent application No. 88 302 239. 4.

The reason for the refusal was that the application
related to a nethod for doing business, |acking any
techni cal character and thus being excluded from
patentability under Article 52(2) and (3) EPC

According to the decision the closest prior art

consi sted of existing private pension plans as
described at page 1, lines 18 to 24 of the
application. It was, however, not possible to deduce
fromthe application any technical contribution
provi ded by the clainmed subject-matter to the prior
art.

More in particular the subject-matter as clai ned,
consi dered as a whole, did not provide any
contribution to the art in a field not excluded from
patentability under Article 52(2) EPC ie the
application related to non-patentable subject-matter
as such, and here the decision also referred to
Article 52(3) EPC

Because the features of existing private pension plans
were not nentioned in the application, no objective
probl em of technical character could be deduced from
the difference between the clainmed subject-matter and
the closest prior art.

Furthernore the decision under appeal pointed out that
any skills necessary to understand what was realised
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by the invention were not of a technical character
since the application dealt with schenes, rules and
nmet hods for doing business w thout any technical

pr obl em bei ng sol ved.

Apart fromthe data processing neans, the clains of
the then main request contained expressions |ike
average age conputing neans, life insurance cost
conmputing neans, adm nistrative cost conputing neans
and the clains of the then auxiliary request nentioned
additionally first to fourth mathematical conponent
means and first to second mat hematical product neans.

In the decision under appeal these expressions were
considered as mi ssing any technical definitions; said
means were considered as hinting only at their

pur pose, nanely to serve for division of |abour taking
into account commercial or nmanagerial considerations
and not defining the features of the techni cal

equi pnent used; the whol e description did not suggest
or indicate any technical considerations.

The appellant filed a notice of appeal on 8 Septenber
1995, requesting reversal of the first-instance

deci sion. The appeal fee was paid the same day and a
statenment setting out the grounds of appeal was filed
on 15 Novenber 1995.

Wth the statenent of grounds the appellant submtted
a mai n request, corresponding, apart fromtwo
corrected mnor errors, to the main request as refused
by the decision under appeal, a first auxiliary
request, and a second auxiliary request, the latter
corresponding to the auxiliary request as refused by

t he deci si on under appeal .
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| ndependent clains 1 and 5 of the main request read as
foll ows:

"1l. A nethod of controlling a pension benefits program
by adm nistering at |east one subscriber enpl oyer
account on behal f of each subscriber enployer's
enrol |l ed enpl oyees each of whomis to receive periodic
benefits paynments, said nmethod conpri sing:

providing to a data processing nmeans information from
each said subscriber enpl oyer defining the nunber,
earnings and ages of all enrolled enpl oyees of the
sai d subscri ber enpl oyer;

determ ning the average age of all enrolled enpl oyees
by average age conputing neans;

determ ning the periodic cost of life insurance for

all enrolled enployees of said subscriber enployer by
life insurance cost conputing neans; and

estimating all admnistrative, legal, trustee, and
governnent prem um yearly expenses for said subscriber
enpl oyer by adm nistrative cost conputing neans;

t he net hod producing, in use, information defining
each subscriber enployer's periodic nonetary
contribution to a master trust, the face anmount of a
life insurance policy on each enrolled enployee's life
to be purchased froma life insurer and assigned to
the master trust and to be maintained in full force
and effect until the death of the said enpl oyee, and
peri odi c benefits to be received by each enrolled

enpl oyee upon death, disability or retirenent."”

"5. An apparatus for controlling a pension benefits
system conpri si ng:

a data processing neans which is arranged to receive
information into a nenory from each subscri ber

enpl oyer defining the nunber, earnings and ages of al
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enrol | ed enpl oyees, said data processing neans

i ncluding a processor which includes:

A. average age conputing nmeans for determning the
average age of all enrolled enployees;

B. life insurance cost conputing neans for determ ning
the periodic cost of said life insurance for al
enrol | ed enpl oyees of said subscriber enployer;

C. adm nistrative cost conputing nmeans for estimating
all admnistrative, legal, trustee, and governnent
prem um yearly expenses for said subscriber enployer

t he apparatus being arranged to produce, in use,

i nformati on defining each subscriber enployer's
nonetary contribution to a master trust; the face
anount of each life insurance policy to be issued and
made payable to said master trust by a life insurer on
the life of each enrolled enpl oyee and to be
maintained in full force and effect until the death of
t he sai d enpl oyee; and periodic benefits payabl e by
said master trust to each enrolled enpl oyee upon
death, disability, or retirenent."

Dependent claim 6 of the main request read as foll ows:

"6. An apparatus as clainmed in claim5, wherein the
processor is arranged to produce

a first mathematical conponent for estimating the

m ni mum nunber of years of benefits liability to a
master trust for each said subscriber enployer

i ncludi ng reduci ng the m ni num expected age for each
enrol |l ed enpl oyer to receive benefits by said average
age of enrolled enployees for each subscri ber

enpl oyer;

a second mat hemati cal conponent for estimating the
future value of all life insurance proceeds from each
of said subscriber enployer's enrolled enpl oyees;
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a third mat hematical conponent for estimating the

i mredi ate future assets of all |ife insurance policies
i ssued for all enrolled enployees for each said
subscri ber enpl oyer;

a fourth mat hematical conmponent for estinmating a cash
reserve to fund contingent disability benefits;

a first mathematical product neans for conputing a
predi vi dend conponent of each subscriber enployer's
nonetary contribution for said procuring of alife

i nsurance policy for each enrolled enpl oyee including
reduci ng said second mat hemati cal conponent by said
third mat hemati cal conponent, then dividing by said
first mathemati cal conponent to produce a first

di vidend which is then divided by said subscriber

enpl oyer's periodic payroll; and

a second mat hemati cal product neans for computing said
subscri ber enployer's said periodic nonetary
contribution including sunmng said first mathenmatical
product neans, said fourth mathematical conponent,
said periodic cost of said |life insurance, and said
expenses. "

The only independent claimof the first auxiliary
request, claiml, is identical with claim5 of the
mai n request.

The only claimof the second auxiliary request
corresponds in substance to claim®6 of the main

request .

Oral proceedi ngs before the Board took place on
8 Decenber 1999.

The appel |l ant submtted the follow ng requests:
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t he deci sion under appeal be set aside and a patent be
granted on the basis of the main request or the first
or second auxiliary requests, all requests as filed
with the statenent of grounds;

subsidiarily, the foll ow ng question of |aw should be
referred to the Enl arged Board of Appeal:

"Does the term'technical' enbrace the conputerized
activities of the actuarial profession working in an
i ndustrial context?"

At the end of the oral proceedings the Board decl ared
that it had decided that the debate was cl osed and
that the decision of the case was reserved.

The appel | ant expl ai ned that the data processing and
conputing neans according to the all eged invention
formed the technical basis for inplenenting a new
pensi on system which was radically different fromthe
pensi on systens in existence before the filing date of
the application. The pension system according to the
application was a full and reliable funding schene,
reduci ng the financial and adm ni strative burdens for
bot h sides, the enployers and the enpl oyees, and

achi eving significant advantages over the forner
pensi on systens.

The appel |l ant argued that a distinction should be nmade
bet ween "doi ng business” in terns of Article 52(2)(c)
EPC and the present invention, which consisted of a
techni cal tool serving an actuary when doing its job
in the industry of business and fund managenent.

Furthernore, the clainms were directed to the
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processing of data which were related to physi cal
entities, as was the case in decision T 208/ 84
Conputer-rel ated i nvention/VICOM (QJ 1987, 14) and thus
not directed to a pension system"as such", so that in
the light of Article 52(3) EPC the exclusion

provi sions did not apply.

Moreover, in view of decision T 1002/92 Queueing
systeni PETTERSSON (QJ 1995, 605), the exam ni ng

di vi si on should not have applied the contribution
approach when judgi ng upon an invention with regard to
t he exclusions under Article 52(2) and (3) EPC,

In addition, relying on the "technical character"” of

i nventions was not justified, since such a criterion
was not set up by the European Patent Convention as a
requi renent for patentability.

Apart fromthis the interpretation of the term
"technical" as applied in the present case was

outdated and did not correspond to the ordinary
meani ng of this term

The practice to exclude business nethods from
patentability had been abandoned in several non-

Eur opean countries; with regard to the United States
of Anmerica, the appellant cited the decision State
Street Bank & Trust Co. v. Signature Financial G oup,
Inc., 1998, of the Court of Appeals for the Federal
Circuit of the United States of Anerica and pointed
out that the USPTO had granted a patent on the
appel l ant's pension systemin accordance with the
present European patent application.

Furthernore, follow ng decisions T 769/92, Ceneral
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pur pose managenent systenf SOHEI (QJ 1995, 525) and

T 1002/ 92, Queuei ng systen PETTERSSON t he practice of
t he EPO had al so changed, opening the field of

busi ness nethods to patent protection. The facts of
the case in decision T 1002/92, Queueing system/
PETTERSSON resenbl ed those of the case at present
before the Board so closely, that the decision had to
be foll owed when assessing patentability in the
present case.

However, if the Board neverthel ess woul d deci de that
techni cal character was a requirenent for non-
exclusion frompatentability, it was clear that the
present invention as clained had a technical
character. This applied certainly to the apparatus
clainms, but also to the nmethod cl ains which conprised
the use of data processing neans, the latter
constituting technical neans.

Reasons for the Deci sion

1

The appeal conplies with the requirenents of
Articles 106 to 108 and Rules 1(1) and 64 EPC and is
t hus adm ssi bl e,

The requirement of technical character

2073.D

According to the case | aw of the boards of appeal the
use of the term"invention” in Article 52(1) EPC in
conjunction with the so-called "exclusion provisions"
of Article 52(2) and (3) EPC, which nmention subject-
matter that "in particular shall not be regarded as
inventions within the nmeani ng of paragraph 1", is
understood as inplying a "requirenment of technical
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character" or "technicality"” which is to be fulfilled
by an invention as clained in order to be patentable.
Thus an invention may be an invention within the
meani ng of Article 52(1) if for exanple a technical
effect is achieved by the invention or if technical
considerations are required to carry out the invention
(Case Law of the Boards of Appeal of the European
Patent O fice, 3rd edition, 1998, chapter I.A 1;

Qui delines for exam nation CIV.2.2).

For instance also in its nost recent decisions
concerning cases T 1173/97, Conputer program
product/1BM (Q) 1999, 609) and T 935/97, Conputer
program product I1/1BM (not published in the QJ) the
Board of Appeal assuned that technical character of an
invention was to be considered as a generally accepted
requi renent of patentability.

Thus, in those cases the Board decided that a conputer
program product (for instance the programitself) that
had technical character was not a conputer program as
such and was, therefore, not excluded from
patentability under Article 52(2) and (3) EPC It
consequently represented a patentable invention
(Reasons, par. 5).

Mai n request : Method claim

2073.D

Fol | ow ng these decisions the question to be answered
in the present case is, whether the nethod according
to claim1 represents a nethod of doing business as
such. If the nmethod is technical or, in other words,
has a technical character, it still my be a nethod
for doing business, but not a nmethod for doing

busi ness as such.
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Claim1l1l of the main request is, apart fromvarious
conputing neans nentioned in that claim directed to a
"method for controlling a pension benefits program by
adm ni stering at |east one subscriber enployer
account”. All the features of this claimare steps of
processi ng and producing information having purely
adm ni strative, actuarial and/or financial character.
Processi ng and produci ng such information are typical
steps of business and econoni ¢ net hods.

Thus the invention as clainmed does not go beyond a

nmet hod of doi ng busi ness as such and, therefore, is
excluded frompatentability under Article 52(2)(c) in
conbination with Article 52(3) EPC, the claimdoes not
define an invention within the nmeaning of

Article 52(1) EPC

The appellant referred to the data processi ng and
conputing neans defined in the nmethod claim arguing

t hat the use of such neans conferred technical
character to the nethod cl ai mred. However, the

i ndi vi dual steps defining the clainmed nmethod anpbunt to
no nore than the general teaching to use data
processi ng neans for processing or providing
information of purely adm nistrative, actuarial and/or
financial character, the purpose of each single step
and of the nmethod as a whole being a purely econonic
one.

The feature of using technical neans for a purely non-
t echni cal purpose and/or for processing purely non-
techni cal information does not necessarily confer
techni cal character to any such individual steps of
use or to the nethod as a whole: in fact, any activity
in the non-technical branches of human culture
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i nvol ves physical entities and uses, to a greater or
| esser extent, technical neans.

Argunents or facts which indicate that the individual
steps of the nethod or the nethod itself solves any
particul ar technical problem or achieves any technical
effect, are not derivable fromthe patent application
and have not been submtted to the Board.

The Board notes that the mere occurrence of technical
features in a claimdoes thus not turn the subject-
matter of the claiminto an invention within the
meani ng of Article 52(1). Such an approach woul d be
too formalistic and woul d not take due account of the
term"invention".

The Board, therefore, concludes that:

Met hods only invol ving econom c concepts and practices
of doi ng business are not inventions within the
meani ng of Article 52(1) EPC.

A feature of a nethod which concerns the use of
techni cal neans for a purely non-techni cal purpose
and/ or for processing purely non-technical information
does not necessarily confer a technical character to
such a net hod.

Case law cited by the appellant

2073.D

I n support of his request, the appellant cited
decisions T 208/84, T 769/92 and T 1002/ 92.

In T 208/ 84 Conputer-related invention/VICOM a
"method for digitally processing inmages" was
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considered to be a technical process essentially for
the reason that it was carried out on a physi cal
entity. The nmethod did not nerely add information, but
it produced a technical result by applying particular
digital image processing nethods for exanple for
enhanci ng and restoring i mages. This technical
character distinguishes the fornmer case fromthe case
at present before the Board.

In T 769/92, GCeneral purpose managenent systeni SOCHEI
the nethod claimas allowed opened with the words
"met hod for operating a general -purpose conputer
managenent systeni, the steps of the method being
closely related to functional features defining the
conput er system operated by this nmethod. The board in
that case found that the invention had technica
character because it inplied a need for technical
consi derations when carrying out that invention. A
technical invention could not |oose its technical
character, because it was used for a non-techni cal
purpose, |ike, for instance, financial managenent.
Therefore, the purpose of such a nethod and of its

i ndi vi dual steps remmined a technical one, nanely
operating a technical system which ensured the
techni cal character of the nmethod itself.

In T 1002/ 92, Queuei ng systenl PETTERSSON, a "system
for determ ning the queue sequence for serving
custoners at a plurality of service points" was
decided to be a three-dinensional apparatus and,
therefore, clearly technical in nature, which clearly
di stingui shes the subject-matter of this case from
that of the nethod clains of the present case.

First auxiliary request : Apparatus claim

2073.D Y A
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The first auxiliary request seeks protection for an
apparatus for controlling a pension benefits system
In view of the pension systemto which the application
relates the term "apparatus” may well be understood to
refer to an organi zational structure. In addition, the
term"neans” as used in the claimdoes not necessarily
refer to hardware el enents, or hardware functions or
conbi ned hardware/ software functions but its scope may
i ncl ude organi zati onal subunits and substructures for
perform ng any particular function having an econom c
or business character. Therefore, the claim when read
in isolation, is anenable to be construed as clai m ng
a schenme for doing business only ie as such, which,
according to Article 52(2)(c) and 52(3) EPC shoul d not
be regarded as an invention within the neaning of
Article 52(1) EPC

The appel l ant's argunents, however, are based on an
apparatus consisting of a suitably programred conputer
or system of conputers. This interpretation of the
claimand in particular of the term"apparatus” is
supported by the manner the "conputing neans" are
described with reference to figure 3 in the
application itself. This basis is accepted by the
Board in the framework of the present considerations.

In the Board's view a conputer system suitably
programmed for use in a particular field, even if that
is the field of business and econony, has the
character of a concrete apparatus in the sense of a
physical entity, man-made for a utilitarian purpose
and is thus an invention within the neaning of

Article 52(1) EPC

This distinction with regard to patentability between
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a nmethod for doing business and an apparatus suited to
performsuch a nmethod is justified in the [ight of the
wordi ng of Article 52(2)(c) EPC, according to which
"schenes, rules and nethods" are non-patentable
categories in the field of econony and busi ness, but
the category of "apparatus"” in the sense of "physical
entity” or "product” is not nmentioned in Article 52(2)
EPC.

This means that, if a claimis directed to such an
entity, the formal category of such a claimdoes in
fact inply physical features of the clainmed subject-
matter which may qualify as technical features of the
i nvention concerned and thus be relevant for its
patentability.

Therefore the Board concl udes that:

An apparatus constituting a physical entity or
concrete product suitable for perform ng or supporting
an econom c activity, is an invention within the
meani ng of Article 52(1) EPC.

The appel |l ant's objections

2073.D

The appel | ant has enphasi zed that technical character
is not a requirenent for patentability under the EPC
and that it is wong to apply the so-called
contribution approach when deci di ng whet her the

subj ect-matter concerned is an invention within the
meani ng of Article 52(1).

The Board agrees with the appellant that in order to
be patentable there is not an explicit requirenent of
techni cal character of an invention under Article 52
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EPC or under any other provisions in Part Il of the
EPC which is concerned with substantive patent |aw.

Article 52, in particular in its paragraph 1, only
makes it clear that for something to be patentable, it
nmust be an invention.

However, having regard to the case | aw of the Boards
of Appeal and taking into account the frequent use of
the term"technical"” in the EPC and the | npl enenting
Regul ations, which are an integral part of the EPC,

and having due regard to the context in which the term
"technical" is used there, the Board is of the
opinion, contrary to the appellant's, that the

requi renment of technical character is inherent to the
notion "invention" as it occurs in Article 52(1).

Thus the Board concl udes that:

Havi ng technical character is an inplicit requirenent
of the EPC to be nmet by an invention in order to be an
invention within the neaning of Article 52(1)EPC,
followi ng decisions T 1173/97 and T 935/ 97.

Consequently the Board fully agrees to the follow ng
passages in the Cuidelines for exam nation in the EPO

CIlV, 1.1 which it reads as stating that Article 52(1)
EPC conprises four basic requirenents for
patentability, nanmely first of all that there nust be
an invention, and furthernore that if there is an
invention, that invention nmust satisfy the

requi renments of susceptibility of industrial
application, novelty and inventive step,
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the | ast sentence of C 1V, 2.2 stating that the basic
test of whether there is an invention within the
meani ng of Article 52(1), is separate and distinct
fromthe questions whether the subject-matter is
suscepti bl e of industrial application, is new and

i nvol ves an inventive step and

ClV, 1.2, stating that "in addition to these four
basi c requirenents” the EPC and the | npl enenting

Regul ations contain inplicitly the further requirenent
that "the invention nust be of technical character”

It may very well be that, as put forward by the
appel l ant, the neaning of the term"technical" or
"technical character” is not particularly clear.
However, this also applies to the term"invention". In
the Board's view the fact that the exact neaning of a
termmay be disputed does in itself not necessarily
constitute a good reason for not using that termas a
criterion, certainly not in the absence of a better
term: case law may clarify the issue.

The Board agrees with the appellant that the
contribution approach is not appropriate for deciding
whet her sonething is an invention within the neaning
of Article 52(1) EPC as the Board already noted in the
earlier decisions just nentioned.

According to the Board:

There is no basis in the EPC for distinguishing

bet ween "new features"” of an invention and features of
t hat invention which are known fromthe prior art when
exam ni ng whether the invention concerned may be
considered to be an invention within the neani ng of
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Article 52(1) EPC. Thus there is no basis in the EPC
for applying this so-called contribution approach for
t hi s purpose.

The Board sees sone contradiction in the Guidelines
bet ween, on the one hand, the |ast sentence in C1YV,
2.2, just cited, where it says that the basic test of
whet her there is an invention within the neaning of
Article 52(1), is separate and distinct fromthe
guestions whether the subject-matter is susceptible of
i ndustrial application, is new and involves an

i nventive step, and, on the other hand, the earlier
part of the sane paragraph, where the application of
the contribution approach is explained as foll ows:

"the exam ner should disregard the formor kind of

cl aimand concentrate on its content in order to
identify the real contribution which the subject-
matter clainmed, considered as a whole, adds to the
known art. If this contribution is not of a technical
character, there is no invention within the nmeaning of
Article 52(1)". This confuses the requirenment of
"invention" wth the requirements of "novelty" and
"inventive step".

Havi ng regard to the desirabl e harnoni sati on of patent
law it seens appropriate to nention here the decision
of the German Federal Court of Justice (BGH) in case
XZB 15/ 98, "Sprachanal yseeinrichtung", dated 11.05. 00,
whi ch, although it points out that "technical

character " as a distinctive criterion between
pat ent abl e and non-patentabl e subject-matter is a

rat her vague notion, applies it itself. It points out
furthernore that distinguishing between new and known
features of a claimis not appropriate for determ ning
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whet her an invention is excluded frompatentability or
not .

| nventive step

7. The Board, in the exercise of its discretional power
pursuant to Article 111(1) EPC, considers it
appropriate to decide itself on the issue of inventive
step, without remtting the case to the exam ning
di vision for further prosecution.

The facts and argunments necessary for deciding on

i nventive step have been produced in the proceedi ngs
before the first instance in the context of the
"“contribution" approach as applied by the exam ning
division in order to decide that the invention as
clainmed did not constitute an invention within the
meani ng of Article 52(1). This approach is so very
closely related to exam nation wth regard to the
requi renent of inventive step that the exam ning

di vision decided in fact inplicitly that there was
| ack of inventive step under Article 56 EPC.

Aremttal to the first instance for formal reasons
only seens, therefore, unacceptable in view of the
overall tinme of procedure already passed in the first
i nstance and before the Board.

The Board considers it not necessary to reopen the
debate in order further to discuss inventive step
since the facts and argunents necessary for deciding
on inventive step have al so been di scussed before the
Board in the same context as before the exam ning
division and to the full extent.
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Apart fromthis, the appellant's requests are directed
to grant of the patent which inplies a ful

consi deration of the requirements of the EPC by the
Boar d.

Al t hough the subject-matter of claiml of the first
auxi liary request may be considered to represent an
invention within the nmeaning of Article 52(1) EPC, it
does not involve an inventive step in the sense of
Article 56 EPC.

In the decision under appeal the closest prior art is
identified as the "existing private pension plans”
described in the application. The decision furthernore
explains that it would not be possible to understand
fromthe application any technical problem or
contribution provided by the clainmed subject-matter to
the prior art.

| ndeed, the inprovenent envisaged by the invention
according to the application is an essentially
economc one ie lies in the field of econony, which,

t herefore, cannot contribute to inventive step. The
regi me of patentable subject-matter is only entered

wi th programm ng of a conputer system for carrying out
the invention. The assessnent of inventive step has
thus to be carried out fromthe point of view of a

sof tware devel oper or application progranmer, as the
appropriate person skilled in the art, having the
know edge of the concept and structure of the inproved
pensi on benefits system and of the underlying schenes
of information processing as set out for exanple in
the present nethod cl ains.

Regardi ng that the technical features of the apparatus
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clainmed are functionally defined by precisely those
steps of information processing which formpart of the
know edge of the skilled person and that the
application of conputer systens in the econom c sector
has al ready been a general phenonenon at the priority
date (filing date) of the application, it nust be
concl uded that the clained subject-matter does not

i nvolve an inventive step (Article 56 EPC)

Considering that in its second auxiliary request the
appel  ant adds only further functional features
defined by steps of processing econonmic data the sane
conclusion regarding Article 56 EPC as for the first
auxi liary request holds for this second auxiliary
request .

The further auxiliary request of the appellant to
refer the question to the Enlarged Board of Appeal

whet her the term"technical"” enbraces the conputerized
activities of the actuarial profession working in an
industrial context is rejected since this question has
in the foregoing al ready been answered by the Board
itself, in the sense that it depends on the specific
circunstances of the case under consideration whether
the reply will be confirmative or not.
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Or der

For these reasons it is decided that:

The appeal is dism ssed.

The Regi strar: The Chai r man:

M Ki ehl P. K J. van den Berg
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