IP-Backed Finance in Europe: Executive Brief

The Challenge: Why Europe’s Innovation Finance System Needs
IP- Rich Firms

Europe excels at producing knowledge but fails to scale innovative firms at the pace
of global competitors. The EU-US GDP gap expanded from 17% in 2002 to 30% in
2022. In the last 50 years, Europe has not produced a company valued over EUR 100
billion, while the United States has created six firms with market capitalisation
exceeding USD 1 ftrillion. Only four of the world’s top 50 technology companies are
European.

Europe does not lack entrepreneurial talent, technology or ideas. Between 2016 and
2025, Europe has consistently seen more founders’ start-ups than the United States.
The constraint is the ability to finance their commercialisation and scale-up.

Intellectual property rights (IPRs) represent a special category of intangible assets with
potential economic value for firms and entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurs holding such
intangible assets (e.g. trade marks, designs, or patents) frequently encounter
constraints in obtaining bank credit for business expansion. These entrepreneurs face
limited access to finance, reflecting a persistently low level of understanding and
acceptance of IPRs as eligible collateral in credit allocation practices.

Europe is now designing the most ambitious mobilisation of capital in its history
through the Savings and Investment Union (SIU). Whether capital reaches the
innovative firms that need it most depends on one thing: the right infrastructure.
Without urgent reforms in innovation financing systems to identify, value, and finance
IP-rich companies before they seek funding, capital will not be allocated effectively.

Quantitative impact projections

Europe’s IP-intensive industries already generate approximately 48% of EU GDP and
around 31% of employment, demonstrating that a large share of the economy
depends on intangible assets. At the same time, a persistent financing gap limits the
ability of IP-rich firms to scale. The SME credit gap in the EU, estimated at up to €365
billion annually, highlights a structurally underserved market with high growth
potential®.

' https://www.eif.org/files/records/eib-group-support-for-eu-businesses-evidence-of-impact-in-
addressing-market-failures.pdf



Conservatively assuming that only a portion of this gap is attributable to IP-rich firms
(estimated at 20-40%), the addressable market for IP-backed finance reaches €70-
€150 billion per year. If appropriate infrastructure (disclosure, valuation, guarantees)
is implemented, IP-backed instruments could realistically capture 40-80% of this
segment over time, implying a market of €30-€120 billion annually in new financing
flows.

Over a 10-year horizon, this translates into €150-€580 billion of additional mobilised
financing, depending on the level of market adoption and policy effectiveness.
Applying conservative investment-to-growth multipliers (1.0-1.6), the resulting
cumulative GDP is estimated between €70 billion to €750 billion. This
corresponds to approximately 0.4% to 4.2% of EU GDP.

Crucially, these outcomes depend on implementation. Without a functional IP finance
infrastructure, the Savings and Investment Union capital may not reach IP-rich firms
entirely. Establishing this infrastructure would transform market failure into a
quantifiable growth opportunity, with clear macroeconomic returns.

Structural barriers to IP-backed finance

The relatively low level of uptake of IP-backed finance in Europe stems from mutually
reinforcing barriers. These can be grouped into three categories.

First, IP assets do not behave like conventional collateral. Information asymmetry
between innovators and financial institutions makes risk assessment difficult. IP assets
are often inseparable from the firms that created them — their value depends on
complementary assets, tacit knowledge and human capital that cannot be easily
transferred. Their economic life is uncertain, subject to technological disruption,
infringement and legal challenge. And each IP asset is unique: unlike tangible assets,
comparable transaction data rarely exists.

Second, fragmented rules and missing markets reinforce the problem.
Secondary markets for IP are weak, depriving lenders of external benchmarks for
value. Accounting standards restrict the recognition of internally generated intangibles,
leaving most IP assets invisible on balance sheets. Legal provisions governing
security rights in IP are not harmonised across Member States, creating costly
uncertainty. The Basel Il framework reduce the attractiveness of IP as tangible
collateral, limiting access to bank financing.

Third, IP valuation remains costly. There is a general lack of information on IP
valuation approaches among entrepreneurs and financial institutions alike. The pool
of qualified IP valuation experts is small. Bespoke valuations are expensive — often
disproportionately so for small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). Limited data on
past transactions makes it difficult to validate valuation outcomes.



Together, these barriers form a vicious circle: without transactions, no data
accumulates; without data, risk assessment remains conservative; without credible
risk assessment, no instruments can scale.
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Vision: Towards A Functional European IP Finance Market

Europe faces a decisive moment in its competitive trajectory. It should aim to have a
functional market for IP-backed finance, enabling innovative firms to use their
intellectual property to access credit, with lenders from the private-sector routinely
integrating IP into financing decisions, and institutional frameworks that support this
process. For the substantial pools of capital released by Savings and Investment
Union (SIU) to benefit Europe’s most innovative companies, those companies must
be ready: visible to investors, credibly valued, and supported by instruments that allow
lenders to act on that value.

This is not merely an IP policy question. It is a core competitiveness imperative.

This Executive Brief identifies five priorities for action, each of which prepares IP-rich
firms to become the primary beneficiaries of Europe’s coming capital mobilisation. The
detailed analytical underpinning for these proposals is set out in the companion report
IP-Backed Finance in Europe: State of Play.



Five Priorities

Breaking this circle requires coordinated action across five priorities, following the
logic of the IP-backed finance lifecycle:

1. Make IP visible so that financial actors can see what they are assessing.

2. Build the valuation infrastructure that assigns credible economic meaning to
disclosed IP.

Deploy the financial instruments that convert valuation into actual lending.

4. Capture the transaction evidence that reduces conservative assumptions over
time.

5. Anchor these functions in a permanent institutional structure that ensures
quality, consistency and scale across Member States.

These five priorities are the prerequisite infrastructure for European innovating firms
to benefit from the large-scale mobilisation of capital that the SIU is designed to deliver.
Capital will only flow if firms are visible, credibly valued, and supported by instruments
that lenders can use. Building that readiness now is what allows to employ SIU capital,
once unlocked, where it can best support innovation and productivity growth.
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Priority 1: Make IP visible

Before IP can be used for financing, it must be visible, structured and understandable
by financial actors. Today, most IP assets, even high valued ones, are not properly
identified in accounting documents. As a result, intangible-rich firms are often
misrepresented in their financial statements, and the information available to financial
institutions is incomplete.

Most intellectual property right (IPR)-active SMEs do not realise how they can use
their IP assets to secure financing. Only 13% of IPR owners have tried to obtain
financing through their IP assets, and a large majority have never conducted a
professional valuation. Information asymmetry between innovators and lenders
suppresses the credibility, liquidity and measurable value of IP.

What needs to happen. introduce a voluntary comprehensive disclosure framework
on financing, screening and valuation. It would be a structured way for companies to
share information about their IP and intangible assets in a clear, consistent and usable
format for financial actors. This framework would complement existing reporting
standards, without creating new reporting obligations or interfering with accounting or
sustainability standards.

This framework would enable screening to identify innovation- and IP-driven firms,
including for public financial support. The IP Scan, already delivered through the
European Union Intellectual Property Office (EUIPO)'s SME Fund, constitutes the
natural entry point. It could be progressively adapted into a financing-oriented
disclosure tool, covering both registered IP rights and other relevant intangibles. This
would allow SMEs to access the system at low cost and generate standardised
disclosure outputs reusable across financing contexts.

Firms that have completed structured disclosure are immediately more legible to the
investors and lenders that SIU reforms will mobilise — disclosure is the first step in
becoming a bankable proposition for the capital Europe is about to release.

Key stakeholders. European institutions and public authorities; financial institutions
and intermediaries; international accounting and reporting standards bodies; IP offices
and national IP networks; and other relevant public and private entities.

Priority 2: Assign credible value to IP




Once IP is visible, financial institutions need to assign it credible economic value
before integrating it into any financing decision. Today, valuation approaches differ
depending on intended use, type of intangible asset and geographical location,
reflecting varying local practices. There is litle knowledge about IP valuation
approaches among entrepreneurs and IP valuation services are generally not easily
accessible or affordable. Bespoke valuations are tailor-made, require extensive
research into specific features of each company and IP, and are particularly expensive
for SMEs.

Research has demonstrated that firms were able to borrow more when pledging IPRs.
The potential is substantial — but realising it requires valuation that lenders trust.

What needs to happen. A European International Valuation Standards (IVS)-
aligned IP valuation architecture should be developed. It should be built on common
principles and documentation standards aligned with international standards,
operational workflows that translate those principles into financing-ready valuation
outputs, and sector-specific guidance that adapts to different industries, company
profiles and financing instruments.

Delivering this architecture requires dedicated institutional capacity at European level
based on professional capacity and tools:

¢ Regulation of IP valuation practice. The proposed coordination institution
would serve as that anchor, an EU-level body responsible for governance,
quality assurance and professional standard-setting for IP valuation across
Member States. The Centre could take the responsibility for developing a
comprehensive framework for IP valuation and IP-backed financing envisaged
under the EU Startup and Scaleup Strategy.

¢ A training and certification framework for IP valuation professionals.
Educational programmes should be developed for prospective IP valuation
professionals, providing knowledge on professional ethics standards and
approaches to valuation of intellectual property. At the later stages, once the
ecosystem matures, certification or accreditation pathways may be explored.

e Direct subsidies for IP valuation. Subsidy programmes for IP valuation
services may be considered. For such programmes to be effective, an
adequate pool of certified valuers must be established, consensus on
endorsed methodologies must be reached, and robust data infrastructure
must be developed.

Key stakeholders. Professional valuation bodies, European Commission and public
authorities, EUIPO, national IP offices, industry associations; and other relevant
public and private entities.




Priority 3: Leverage IP value into lending

Disclosure makes IP visible. Valuation assigns it credible economic value. However,
until enough trust is built in the value of IP assets, it will be difficult to convince lenders
to provide financial resources against the IP collateral. Structured IP information
captures forward-looking dimensions of borrower quality — innovation capacity,
competitive positioning and possible revenue trajectory- that standard financial
statements may not sufficiently reflect. However, its contribution to loss-given-default
calculations is often much more limited, due to uncertainty around enforceability,
transferability, market liquidity and recovery costs. Financial institutions therefore
apply conservative assumptions — high haircuts or outright exclusion of IP from
recoverable value.

Guarantee schemes bridge this gap. By absorbing part of the credit risk, they allow
lenders to integrate structured information on intellectual property into their credit
assessments while mitigating residual risk. As the loans covered by guarantees benefit
from the risk weighting of the guarantor rather than the risk weighting of the collateral,
they can substantially reduce the capital burden for participating banks under the
Basel Ill framework.

What needs to happen. Risk-sharing instruments should be positioned as structural
enablers of IP-backed finance in the initial phase. Their role is to bridge the gap
between conservative recovery-based risk logic applied by financial institutions and
the broader innovation and business value signalled by disclosure, screening and
valuation outputs. This requires action across three fronts:

e Credit guarantee products targeting IP-backed loans. Specific credit
guarantee products should be created for loans secured with IPR pledges.
Such products should be carefully designed and strategically implemented to
address the substantial costs associated with IP valuation, the absence of
established secondary markets, and limited expertise among financial
institutions in structuring IP-backed lending. Instrument eligibility and
assessment should be progressively aligned with lifecycle outputs such as
structured evidence generated through disclosure frameworks, screening
outputs, and purpose-driven valuation.

o Dedicated public lending against IPR collateral. Discussions should be
launched with the European Investment Bank (EIB) Group and national public
development banks on the creation of specific loan programmes where credits
could be secured with IPRs. A pilot programme of IP-backed lending would
demonstrate feasibility and help gather valuable data on the performance of
loans collateralised with IPRs. As an alternative or complement, public funds




could be allocated to improve terms of credits offered by private financial
institutions, providing favourable conditions such as interest rate subsidies,
extended loan maturities and expert-led valuation support.

¢ |P insurance products. The legal and regulatory framework governing IP
collateral insurance should be assessed. New IP insurance products should
be explored in collaboration with industry representatives, focusing on
coverage for specific risks such as infringement, enforcement or default on
credit collateralised with IPR. Pilot IPR insurance products or partial risk-
sharing schemes should be developed with selected insurers and guarantee
agencies. These pilots would demonstrate the value of IP insurance, address
legal uncertainties, and build confidence among financial institutions and
SMEs.

Guarantee schemes and risk-sharing instruments are the mechanism that converts
SIU capital from an aspiration into actual lending: they give institutional investors and
banks a safe entry point into IP-backed finance while the market is still maturing,
ensuring that freed capital reaches innovative firms rather than flowing to safer, less
productive destinations.

Key stakeholders. European Commission, EIB Group, European Investment Fund
(EIF), national public development banks, national guarantee institutions; and other
relevant public and private entities.

Priority 4: Build the evidence base

The absence of a reliable, standardised and accessible data foundation means
financial actors cannot assess risk or make |IP-related information usable at scale.
Relevant data is dispersed across registries, programmes and private datasets, much
of it is not harmonised, and reliable outcome-based evidence remains limited. Without
data on recovery rates, default outcomes and transaction costs, conservative
assumptions persist as a rational response — but they prevent the market from
developing.

Data on secondary market transactions involving tangible assets give lenders a high
degree of confidence regarding asset value. Without well-developed secondary
markets and transaction repositories, there is no transparent marketplace to serve as
an external benchmark for the realisable value of IP, further reinforcing conservative
assumptions.

What needs to happen. Four actions are identified, sequenced to build on what
already exists:




o Establish a targeted data requirements framework (use-case first).
Define a limited set of data elements required to support IP-relevant risk
assessment, developed in close collaboration with financial institutions and
focused strictly on operational needs.

¢ Interconnect existing datasets before creating new databases. Prioritise
reuse and limited interconnection of existing datasets already held by EU and
national partners (IP registries, commercial registries, guarantee programme
records), where this directly supports financing instruments.

e Build a privacy-respecting transactions dataset through instrument
partners. Capture a small, comparable set of outcome indicators linked to real
transactions, primarily through public instruments (guarantees, blended
lending), including whether repayment or default occurred, whether recovery
action was required, its duration, and broad categories of recovery costs.
Anonymised and aggregated data create structured evidence to support
learning, calibration and better instrument design over time. Availability of
transaction data is important not only for lowering the costs of IP valuation but
also for promoting any regulatory changes in the future.

e Create a centralised register of IP pledges and improve visibility of
existing security interests. In several Member States, pledges or rights in
rem over |IP are recorded inconsistently across IP registries and commercial
registries or remain voluntary. The creation of a centralised register of IP
pledges would enable financial institutions to verify whether an IP asset has
already been used as collateral, its status, and priority of claims.

Transaction data is the evidence base that makes IP-rich firms investable at scale:
as performance records accumulate, institutional investors mobilised by SIU will be
able to price IP-related risk with the same confidence they apply to traditional asset
classes, enabling capital to flow freely and efficiently to Europe’s most innovative
companies.

Key stakeholders. European Commission, EIB Group, national guarantee
institutions, financial market supervisory authorities, EUIPO, national IP offices,
Ministries responsible for pertinent legislative changes; and other relevant public and
private entities.

Priority 5: Reinforce institutional support

The challenge is not only the absence of IP valuation experts, but also fragmentation
of practices, limited convergence in methodologies, uneven access for SMEs, and lack



of common training and quality reference points. Without coordination, this
fragmentation undermines trust in valuation outcomes and limits scalability.

The lifecycle developed under Priorities 1-4 requires a permanent coordination
function to sustain quality, consistency and uptake across Member States and sectors.

What needs to happen. Clear assignation of competences related to IP-backed
finance to coordinating institution is proposed. This coordinating institution would
perform several core functions:

e Disclosure delivery through existing mechanisms, progressively adapting
IP Scan into a financing-oriented disclosure tool, delivered through national
networks and intermediaries at low cost for SMEs. Comprehensive IP-related
information and educational programmes should be provided for beneficiaries
of European Innovation Council (EIC) instruments, including references to IPR
management strategy standards such as ISO 56005 or DIN 77006, for
instance in the form of an “IP Investment Readiness” support programme
targeting early-stage companies with tailored training on IP management, IP
assets valuation and legal advisory services.

¢ Quality control and gateway into screening, verifying completeness and
internal coherence of disclosure inputs and providing guidance on their quality
before further steps. Screening would serve three practical purposes: helping
firms understand how their IP profile aligns with available financing
instruments; enabling matchmaking between companies and relevant support
measures; and identifying firms that could benefit from existing public
initiatives. Screening outputs would be strictly non-binding. Where disclosures
fall short, feedback loops allow SMEs to improve or update information,
preserving inclusiveness while protecting system integrity.

e Screening coordination, defining screening use cases and entry criteria,
ensuring that screening remains non-binding, and maintaining clear
separation between screening and financing decisions. Screening outputs
should not rank companies and should not create eligibility rights or
exclusions, they should support orientation and matchmaking.

e Valuation expertise and ecosystem coordination, supporting convergence
in valuation practices across Member States, facilitating access to a European
ecosystem of qualified IP valuation experts, and developing harmonised
guidance, modular training, and exploration of certification pathways. The
coordination institution should also be responsible for assessing the quality of
valuations performed by certified experts.

e Development of digital tools supporting the full IP-backed finance
lifecycle. Digital tools lower the threshold at which IP owners first engage with
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disclosure and valuation and serve as a first step in a two-stage process — as
indicative estimates that can subsequently be validated by professionals.

o Stakeholder engagement and policy dialogue, facilitating structured
dialogue between financial institutions, valuation experts, intermediaries and
national IP offices, and providing technical input into EU-level policy
discussions. This includes engagement with existing networks and
international organisations (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development, OECD; World Bank/International Finance Corporation, IFC;
World Intellectual Property Organization, WIPO) and structured cross-policy
dialogue bringing together innovation and industrial policy actors, financial and
guarantee institutions, valuation and professional bodies, and national IP
offices.

e Training and capacity building are essential complements that may create
EU-wide convergence without introducing new licensing requirements.
Beyond finance professionals, dedicated training programmes should target
venture capital fund managers, private equity analysts and business angels —
equipping them to assess IP portfolios as part of investment due diligence and
to interpret IP rights as signals of market potential and technological
defensibility. A complementary programme should target founders and
management teams of innovative start-ups, focusing on preventing the early-
stage IP errors that most commonly impede fundraising and preparing firms
for investor IP due diligence.

Without a permanent institutional anchor, the readiness built through the first four
priorities risks remaining fragmented and uneven across Member States — precisely
the condition that would prevent SIU capital from reaching IP-rich firms consistently
and at scale. Institutional capacity is what makes the system durable enough to
absorb and deploy the capital Europe is about to mobilise.

Key stakeholders. National IP offices, professional valuation bodies, financial
institutions and intermediaries, European Commission and innovation support
bodies; EUIPO and other relevant public and private entities.

Enabling Conditions: Secondary Markets, Legal Frameworks and
Capital Mobilisation

Beyond the five priorities, progress depends on sustained attention to enabling
conditions that improve the broader environment for IP-backed finance. These
conditions are not framed as priorities because they cannot be delivered through
administrative action alone — they depend on legislative processes, market evolution,
and macro-level policy reforms that extend beyond any single institution or
programme. Some of them depend also to large extent on the prior establishment of
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the IP-backed finance infrastructure and sufficient transactions volume. Nonetheless,
they are essential for the system to reach its full potential and must be actively
monitored and shaped.

Development of secondary markets. Well-functioning secondary markets for IP
assets would give lenders external benchmarks for realisable value, reducing their
reliance on conservative assumptions and gradually diminishing the need for public
guarantees. This condition sits outside the five priorities because secondary markets
cannot be created by policy design alone — they emerge as transaction volumes grow,
data infrastructure matures, and investor confidence builds, all of which depend on the
priorities delivering first. A comprehensive analysis of the current state of play of
secondary markets for IP rights should be undertaken to identify optimal strategies for
strengthening the market. Collaborations should be established with specialised IP
brokerage firms and intermediaries to facilitate exchange of information, best practices
and transactional expertise. The feasibility of a centralised digital marketplace
connecting IP right holders, brokers, investors and potential buyers should be
investigated, including features such as standardised transaction terms and data
analytics to inform pricing and valuation.

Securitisation of IP-backed loans. |P-backed securitisation offers a long-term
pathway to ease regulatory burdens on banks and channel institutional capital into IP-
intensive lending at scale, amplifying the impact of the lending instruments developed
under Priority 3. It is treated as an enabling condition rather than a priority because it
requires a sufficient pool of seasoned IP-backed loans to exist before structured
finance products become viable —it is the downstream benefit of the priorities working,
not a precondition for starting them. The 2025 EU Securitisation Framework reform
removes frictions that may benefit IP asset securitisation efforts, though without
creating a dedicated enabling environment. Developments in distributed ledger
technology (DLT) and tokenisation of IP rights should be monitored and advocated as
tools to ease structural frictions, including through future amendments to the DLT Pilot
Regime.

Harmonisation of insolvency frameworks. Predictable recovery of IP assets in
insolvency is a precondition for lenders to treat those assets as genuine collateral
rather than a theoretical claim. This condition is placed outside the five priorities
because the primary legislative action is already substantially underway and the
immediate task is implementation monitoring rather than priority-setting. New legal
provisions create procedural conditions under which |IP assets are more likely to retain
their productive value throughout insolvency proceedings. Implementation at Member
State level should be monitored, including early transposition practice and case law,
to identify whether additional guidance on IP-specific valuation in pre-pack contexts is
needed.

Mobilising savings into innovation. Channelling Europe’s substantial household
and institutional savings into patient, risk-bearing capital is the macro-level fuel that
allows the IP-backed finance system to operate at meaningful scale. This condition
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sits outside the five priorities because it is driven by EU-wide structural reforms
pension regulation, capital markets integration, prudential rules for institutional
investors — that lie beyond the remit of IP and innovation policy actors. The SIU,
supplementary pension reforms, enhanced Pan-European Personal Pension Product
(PEPP) regulation, and the EIB’s EUR 70 billion TechEU platform represent essential
macro-level conditions. These initiatives must be monitored to ensure that adopted
solutions address the necessities of innovative firms investing in IP assets. Crucially,
the impact of these initiatives depends on whether the underlying infrastructure for IP-
backed finance is in place: firms that have disclosed their IP, undergone credible
valuation, and engaged with guarantee-backed lending instruments are far better
positioned to attract and absorb the capital that SIU reforms will release.

Conclusions

Developing a functional market for IP-backed finance is not a technical initiative with
impact limited to IP specialists — it is a core competitiveness imperative for the next
decade.

There is an important reason to act now: the Savings and Investment Union is under
construction. The Commission is designing the reforms that will release substantial
pools of long-term capital across Europe. But freed capital does not automatically
reach innovative firms. It flows to where it can be assessed, priced and deployed with
confidence. Without proper disclosure, valuation and risk-sharing mechanisms, capital
will tend to flow to sectors with established collateral or to markets with more mature
infrastructure, rather than to Europe’s knowledge-intensive firms. The five priorities
determine how effectively the SIU dividend can support European innovators.

Together, they unlock growth, mobilise private capital, and strengthen Europe’s
innovation sovereignty.
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