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WIPO/Supreme People's Court of the People's 
Republic of China 

Patent Trial Course 

(Beijing, December 9 to 18, 1986) 

NOTE* 

At the invitation of the Supreme People's Court of 
the People's Republic of China, WIPO organized, with 
the assistance of the United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP), a course on patent trial proce- 
dures in Beijing from December 9 to 18, 1986. This 
course was the second WIPO course1 of its kind in China 
to deal specifically with the role of legal proceedings in 
the enforcement of industrial property rights, a subject 
of great importance in China in view of the new Patent 
Law which entered into force on April 1, 1985. 

The course was opened by Mr. Ren Jianxin, Vice- 
President of the Supreme People's Court and Dr. Arpad 
Bogsch, Director General of WIPO. The course was 
attended by approximately 300 judges and officials 
from different courts in Beijing and other municipalities 
and in the provinces and autonomous regions of China. 
Furthermore, judges and officials from High Courts and 
District   Courts   of   Bangladesh,   India,   Malaysia, 

* Prepared by the International Bureau of WIPO. 
1 The first course on judicial aspects of industrial property was 

organized in Beijing from August 13 to 17. 1984; see Industrial 
Property, 1984, p.408. 

Pakistan, Sri Lanka and Thailand participated in the 
Course. 

The purpose of the course was to give information on 
patent trial procedures in the Federal Republic of 
Germany and in the United States of America, in order 
to acquaint the participants with different patent liti- 
gation systems and to train them in handling patent 
cases under the Patent Law of the People's Republic of 
China. 

The course comprised lectures followed by discus- 
sions between each lecturer and the participants. Patent 
litigation procedures in the United States of America 
were the subject of lectures by Mr. Malcolm Lucas, 
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of California, and 
two attorneys at law, Mr. Thomas F. Smegal, San Fran- 
cisco, and Mr. Don W. Martens, Newport Beach, Cali- 
fornia. Professor Dr. Fritz Traub, Presiding Judge of the 
Intellectual Property Senate of the Court of Appeals in 
Frankfurt am Main, Dr. Ulrich Fritze, attorney at law, 
and Mr. Ludwig Schaafhausen, patent attorney, both 
also from Frankfurt am Main, gave lectures on the 
patent trial system in the Federal Republic of Germany. 
In order to illustrate the different systems, each group of 
lecturers, from the United States of America and the 
Federal Republic of Germany, separately performed 
demonstration trials, each trial showing the procedure 
in a typical patent infringement case. 
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Committee of Experts on the International Registration of Marks 

Third Session 
(Geneva, November 11 to 14, 1986) 

NOTE* 

The Committee of Experts on the International 
Registration of Marks (hereinafter referred to as "the 
Committee of Experts") held its third session in Geneva 
from November 11 to 14, 1986.' 

The following States were represented at the session : 
Austria, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Czecho- 
slovakia, Denmark, Egypt, France, German Demo- 
cratic Republic, Germany (Federal Republic of), 
Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, Ireland, 
Japan, Luxembourg, Monaco, Morocco, Netherlands, 
Norway, Panama, Portugal, Republic of Korea, 
Romania, Saudi Arabia, Soviet Union, Sudan, Sweden, 
Switzerland, Togo, United Kingdom, United States of 
America, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia (36). In addition, 
representatives of three intergovernmental organiza- 
tions and 24 non-governmental organizations partici- 
pated as observers. The list of participants follows this 
Note. 

The discussions were based on a memorandum by 
the Director General of WIPO entitled "Detailed 
Outline of a Proposed Treaty on International 
Trademark Applications and the Centralized Renewal 
and Modification of National Trademark Registrations 
(Trademark Cooperation Treaty' (TCT))," document 
IRM/CE/III/2, hereinafter referred to as "the Memo- 
randum." The text of the Memorandum is reproduced 
after this Note. 

The task of the Committee of Experts was different 
from that of the Working Group on Links Between the 
Madrid Agreement and the Proposed (European) 
Community Trade Mark; even though both are 
concerned with marks, the latter deals with the possi- 
bility of revising the Madrid Agreement Concerning the 
International Registration of Marks (hereinafter 
referred to as "the Madrid Agreement") and forging 
links between that Agreement and the future European 
Community trademark system. The task of the 
Committee of Experts, on the other hand, was to 
consider the possibility of introducing an international 
trademark system that would prove universally 
acceptable to a far greater number of countries than 
those at present party to the Madrid Agreement or likely 
to become party to it. 

First there was a general debate in the course of 
which the delegations of 20 States, the representative of 

* Prepared by the International Bureau. 
1 For a Note on the second session, see Industrial Properly, 1986, 

p. 56. 

one intergovernmental organization and the representa- 
tives of 14 non-governmental organizations made state- 
ments. 

The Director General said that the Committee of 
Experts would not be convened again until the 
Governing Bodies of WIPO and of the Unions admin- 
istered by WIPO had pronounced at their next ordinary 
sessions, to be held in September 1987, on the question 
of continuing to examine the possibility of a new 
treaty. 

After the general debate, the participants made a 
detailed examination of the outline of the proposed 
Treaty. The summary of the comments made by the 
participants in the course of the examination of specific 
items in the Memorandum—which is the one that 
appeared in the report of the Committee of Experts 
approved by the Committee itself—is reproduced 
opposite the corresponding text of the Memorandum. 

At the end of the session, the Chairman summarized 
the discussions of the Committee of Experts as 
follows: 

(a) It had been useful and worthwhile to undertake a 
discussion of the specific proposals contained in the 
Memorandum, even in view of the skepticism 
expressed by many participants. The discussions had 
led to a useful exchange of views and to a better under- 
standing of the problems involved in an attempt to 
develop, in addition to the Madrid Agreement, an inter- 
national agreement on cooperation in trademark 
matters. These problems resulted primarily from the 
differences between the various national legal systems 
in respect of which there was little desire to envisage 
substantial changes. 

(b) The discussions had shown that there was little 
enthusiasm to create a new international trademark 
application system. The proposals on centralized 
renewal were generally seen as overly ambitious and 
raising practical difficulties. There was, however, 
growing interest from many sides in improving the 
administration of trademarks worldwide. The acqui- 
sition of trademarks in foreign countries and the 
management of trademark portfolios might be made 
easier than at present. The discussions had, in 
particular, related not only to the advantages of 
centralized modifications, but also to further simplifi- 
cation features, such as uniform application forms and 
the like. 

(c) As far as the future was concerned, it would be for 
the competent Governing Bodies to decide, in their 
sessions of September 1987, what the further work in 
this field was to be. As the Director General had already 
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announced, "trademark harmonization" would be 
included in his proposal for the program for the 
biennium 1988/1989. The Director General, in 
preparing his proposals, and the Governing Bodies, in 
making their decisions, should consider the results 
reached in the three meetings of this Committee of 
Experts and the prospects for the future that discussions 
in this Committee had demonstrated. 

(d) The Chairman closed by stating that the discus- 
sions, in spite of the differences in approaching them, 
had been held in a spirit of cooperation from all sides. 
They had demonstrated that there were prospects for 
finding common ground in the future, which might 
provide the basis for improving the presently unsatis- 
factory situation and in the end lead to a worldwide 
cooperation in the field of trademarks. 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS** 

III. Non-Governmental Organizations 

American Bar Association (ABA): C.W. Lackert. Asian Patent 
Attorneys Association (APAA): F. Hirose. Association française des 
praticiens du droit des marques et des modèles (APRAM ) : C. Sautory ; 
J. Charrière. Bundesverband der Deutschen Industrie e.V. (BDI): F. 
Winter. Center for the International Study of Industrial Property 
(CEIPI): J.R. Gusmao. Committee of National Institutes of Patent 
Agents (CNIPA): T.L. Johnson. European Association of Industries of 
Branded Products (AIM): G.F. Kunze. European Communities Trade 
Mark Practitioners' Association (ECTA): G. Peters. European Feder- 
ation of Pharmaceutical Industries' Associations (EFPIA): D.T. 
Rossitter. Institute of Trade Mark Agents (ITMA): G.A.A. Ball ; D.G. 
Turner. International Association for the Protection of Industrial 
Property (AIPPI): A. Briner: R. Harlé: D.H. Tatham. International 
Chamber of Commerce (ICC): F. Winter ; G.F. Kunze ; J.M.W. Buraas. 
International Federation of Industrial Property Attorneys 
(FICPI): R.G. Jenkins. International Federation of Pharmaceutical 
Manufacturers Associations (IFPMA): D.T. Rossitter; F. Winter. 
Licensing Executives Society (International) (LES): CG. Wickham. 
Max Planck Institute for Foreign and International Patent, Copyright 
and Competition Law (MPI): H.P. Kunz-Hallstein. New York Patent, 
Trademark and Copyright Law Association (NYPTC): J.B. Pegram. 
Pharmaceutical Trade Marks Group (PTMG): D.T. Rossitter; S. 
Grandjean. The Chartered Institute of Patent Agents (CIPA): T.L. 
Johnson. The United States Trademark Association (USTA): R.A. 
Rolfe. Trade Marks, Patents and Designs Federation (TMPDF): D.G. 
Parsons. Union des fabricants (UNIFAB): H. Grünig. Union of Indus- 
tries of the European Community (UNICE): G.F. Kunze. Union of 
European Practitioners in Industrial Property (UEPIP): C. Kik. 

I. States 

Austria: O. Leberl; G. Mayer-Dolliner. Bulgaria: P. Karayanev. 
Canada: D.J. Martin ; J.L. Chouinard. Chile: S. Monsalve. Costa Rica: 
E. Soley Soler; J. Rhénan Segura. Czechoslovakia: J. Prosek; L. 
Dokoupil. Denmark: L. 0sterborg; I. Sander; C. B. Schmidt. Egypt: S. 
Alfarargi; W. Zaher Kamil. France: B. Vidaux; J.B. Mozziconcci. 
Germany (Federal Republic of): A. von Miihlendahl; M. Biihring. 
German Democratic Republic: K. Stoecker. Greece: P. Geroulakos. 
Guatemala: L. Gonzales-Pinto. Honduras: J.M. Maldonado; M. 
Narvaez. Hungary: G. Puztai. Ireland: V. O'Reilly. Japan: R. Ohashi ; 
Y. Masuda. Luxembourg: F. Schlesser. Monaco: M. Tripodi. Morocco: 
M.S. Abderrazik; A. Bendaoud. Netherlands: H.R. Fürstner; M.C. 
Geuze. Norway: S.J. Bostad. Panama: I. Aizpürua Perez. Portugal: J. 
Mota Maia ; R. Serrào ; A. de Sampaio. Republic of Korea: T.C. Choi. 
Romania: V. Stefanescu; V. Faur. Saudi Arabia: A. Omair. Soviet 
Union: A. Grigoryev. Sudan: S.Y.A. Mahmoud. Sweden: A. Monter; 
K. Sundström. Switzerland: J.D. Pasche. Togo: K.A. Kato. United 
Kingdom: A. Sugden ; M. Todd. United States of America: R. G Bowie ; 
R.M. Anderson; G. Blynn. Viet Nam: Tran Viet Hung; Vu Huy Tan. 
Yugoslavia: M. Manigodic. 

IV. Officers 

Chairman: A. von Mühlendahl (Germany (Federal Republic of)). Vice- 
Chairmen: A. Grigoryev (Soviet Union); M. Manigodic (Yugoslavia). 
Secretary: L. Baeumer (WIPO). 

V. International Bureau of WIPO 

A. Bogsch (Director General); L. Baeumer (Director, Industrial 
Property Division); P. Maugué (Senior Counsellor, Industrial Property 
(Special Projects) Division); H. Lom (Senior Legal Officer, Industrial 
Property Law Section, Industrial Property Division); Y. Takagi 
(Consultant, Industrial Property Law Section); M. Weil-Guthmann 
(Consultant, Industrial Property Division). 

II. Intergovernmental Organizations 

Benelux Trademark Office (BBM): L. Van Bauwel. Commission of the 
European Communities (CEC): B. Schwab. Secretariat of the Council 
of Ministers of the European Communities (CMEC): J. Breuls. 

** A list containing the titles and functions of the participants may 
be obtained from the International Bureau. 
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MEMORANDUM BY THE DIRECTOR GENERAL 
OF WIPO* 

1. The present Memorandum is intended as the working paper on 
which the Committee of Experts on the International Registration of 
Marks may wish to base its discussions when it meets in what will be its 
third session at the headquarters of the World Intellectual Property 
Organization from November 11 to 14, 1986. 

2. The said Committee of Experts met twice so far, once in 
February 1985 and once in December 1985. It is still called 
"Committee of Experts on the International Registration of 
Marks" (emphasis added) because that is the name it bore 
during its first two sessions and because, at the conclusion of 
the second session, it was agreed that a third session of that 
Committee would be convened. However, what is proposed in 
this Memorandum is less ambitious than registration if that 
term is understood as meaning that international registration 
replaces national registrations. The system proposed in this 
Memorandum goes less far: that system would only provide 
for international application (not international registration) 
whose effect, as a rule, would be the effect of national appli- 
cation (rather than national registration). The name of the 
Committee of Experts should probably be changed in the light 
of what might be the conclusions of its third (November 1986) 
session. 

3. The third session of the Committee of Experts is expected to 
continue the discussions of the first two and, particularly, the second 
session, and it is assumed, for the purposes of this Memorandum, that 
what was said in those sessions and their documents, particularly in 
document IRM/CE/II/2 (which was the preparatory document for the 
second session) generally needs no repetition. This is why the present 
Memorandum does not repeat, among other things, the arguments that 
call for a new treaty, the advantages of a new treaty, and the alleged 
dangers of any international trademark registration system. Those 
questions were discussed in Parts II, IV and V of the preparatory 
document of the second session (IRM/CE/II/2). Copies of that 
document and the report of the second session (document 
IRM/CE/II/3) may be obtained, on request and free of charge, from the 
secretariat of WIPO. 

4. It is di fficult to give a proper title to the proposed new treaty 
before its contents become clearer. For the moment, and in this 
Memorandum, it will be called "the New Treaty." 

5. It should be emphasized that this Memorandum does not deal, and 
the third session of the Committee of Experts is not expected to deal, 
with the question of "links" between the Madrid Agreement 
Concerning the International Registration of Marks (hereinafter 
referred to as "the Madrid Agreement") and the proposed (European) 
Community Trade Mark Regulation nor with the question of any 
possible revision of or amendment to (in the form of one or more 
protocols or in some other form) the Madrid Agreement. Those ques- 
tions are dealt with in the Assembly of the Madrid Union and a 
working group whose membership is limited to countries members of 
the Madrid Union or the European Community. To the Committee of 
Experts for which this Memorandum has been prepared, ail countries 
are invited since the new treaty is intended to be a worldwide treaty, 
looking for global solutions, that is, solutions that should be acceptable 
to all countries that have a national trademark registration system 
and/or which are party to a regional trademark registration system 
(e.g.. the future European Community system, the Benelux system and 
the OAPI system). 

REPORT BY THE COMMITTEE 
OF EXPERTS 

* Detailed Outline of a Proposed Treaty on International 
Trademark Applications and the Centralized Renewal and Modifi- 
cation of National Trademark Registrations ("Trademark Cooper- 
ation Treaty" (TCT)) (document IRM/CE/III/2 of July 14, 1986). 



Summary of the Proposals 

6. Under the proposed New Treaty, the owner of a trademark could, 
through the filing of one single request, accomplish in some or all of the 
contracting countries any of the following effects: 

(i) where the request (called "international trademark appli- 
cation") asks for the registration of the trademark, as if an 
application fora national registration had been filed separately 
in each of the countries, 

(ii) where the request asks for the renewal of the registration of the 
trademark, as if renewal had been asked for and effected 
separately in each of the countries, 

(iii) where the request asks for the recordal of a change ("modifi- 
cation") in the national registrations (for example, for 
recording that the ownership of the registered trademark has 
been transferred from A to B ("assignment"), as if the recordal 
had been asked for and effected separately in each of the 
countries. 

7. In each case, the countries would be those countries party to 
the New Treaty, in which the owner of the trademark is inter- 
ested and which he identifies in his request. 

8. In other words, what the New Treaty would provide for is : 

(i) centralized application, 
(ii) centralized renewal, 
(iii) centralized modification. 

9. The single request for any of the said actions (registrations in the 
national register, renewals of the national registrations, modifications 
of the national registrations) would be filed with the International 
Bureau of the World Intellectual Property Organization in Geneva. 
Each request would be subject to the payment of the sum total of the 
applicable national fees (registration fees, renewal fees, or fees for 
recording modifications)plus a fee for the International Bureau ("inter- 
national fee") to cover the cost of the publication, in an international 
trademark gazette of that Bureau, of the requests and the cost of the 
individual notification of each request to each of the interested 
national Offices. 

10. Consequently, and as far as the national Offices are 
concerned, the proposed system would cause no change either 
in their work load or in their fee income. As far as the 
trademark owner is concerned, his expenses in fees would 
increase (by the amount of the international fees) but his 
expenses for what, without the proposed system, would be the 
cost of the preparation of individual, national requests, and of 
the monitoring of renewals, would disappear, and the security 
of doing the right things at the right moment would be virtually 
total. 
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[Memorandum by the Director General] [Report by the Committee] 

Chapter I 
International Application and Publication 

11. Basic Provision. The New Treaty should provide for the possi- 
bility for filing what will be called "international trademark applica- 
tions" with the International Bureau. 

49. One of the participants suggested that one should speak of 
"centralized trademark applications" instead of "international 
trademark applications," which would correspond more closely to the 
real essence of what was proposed and would be in keeping with the 
terminology used for renewals and modifications. 

12. Meaning  of "Trademark." In   this  Memorandum,  the  term 
"trademark" covers also service marks. 

50. With regard to service marks, the Secretariat explained that it 
would be possible to file international applications for service marks 
but that the countries whose legislation made no provision for the 
registration of service marks would be under no obligation to accept 
them or to treat them in every respect in the same way as trade- 
marks. 

13. Entitlement. The New Treaty should give the right to file an 
international trademark application to residents, and non-resident 

51. The Secretariat made it clear that the requirements laid down in 
the proposed New Treaty were the same as those of the Paris 
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[Memorandum by the Director General] [Report by the Committee] 

nationals, of countries party to the New Treaty ("Contracting States"). 
Both notions should be defined in the New Treaty. 

14. For example, a legal entity would have to be regarded as a 
resident of a Contracting State if it has a real and effective 
commercial establishment in that State; it would not be 
necessary that that establishment be the legal entity's only, or 
the main, establishment m the world; it could be one of its 
establishments, provided it is a commercial establishment 
which is "real and effective." Where there are several appli- 
cants or owners, it would be enough if one of them were 
eligible. 

Convention. A distinction was to be made in that connection between a 
commercial establishment and a subsidiary which was an entity in its 
own right with its own legal personality. Opinions diverged on the 
question whether it was sufficient, when there were several applicants, 
for only one of them to be eligible. One could either not allow that 
possibility at all or allow it and at the same time give those countries 
whose legislation was opposed to it the option of refusing regis- 
tration. 

15. Where and How to File International Trademark Applica- 
tions? Filing would be with the International Bureau in Geneva. Any 
international trademark application could be mailed or telecopied 
(provided it is later confirmed by a copy bearing the required signature 
and received by the International Bureau within, say, one month from 
the receipt of the telecopy). 

16. One could consider the possibility of the New Treaty 
allowing any Contracting State to require that any applicant 
who in the international trademark application claims resi- 
dence in or nationality ofthat State must file his international 
trademark application via the national Office of that State 
("indirect filing"). "National Office" here and hereafter means 
the government authority that in the Contracting State is in 
charge of the registration of trademarks (Trademark Office, 
Trademark Registry, etc.). 

17. Particulars of the International Trademark Application. The New 
Treaty should require that an international trademark application 
contain the usual particulars : a reproduction of the trademark ; the list 
of the goods and/or services for which the registration is applied for 
(grouped according to the International (Nice) Classification of Goods 
and Services for the Purposes of the Registration of Marks); the name, 
the country of the residence or nationality of the applicant and his 
address ; the name and address of the agent, if the applicant chooses or 
is required to have an agent. The furnishing of possible other partic- 
ulars (for example, claims of color, sound, three dimensions; trans- 
literations and/or translations) would also be regulated. 

52. A number of participants said that it would be essential to accord 
any Contracting State the right to demand of any applicant who, in the 
international trademark application, claimed residence in or nation- 
ality of that State, that he file his application through the national 
Office of that State. In such a case, the national Office should be 
authorized to charge a transmittal fee. The question of the effective 
date (filing with the national Office or receipt by the International 
Bureau) would have to be examined further. 

53. A number of participants pointed out that the application would 
become complicated if it were necessary to comply with different 
requirements, depending on the national laws involved, on matters of 
printing blocks, lists of goods and services, declarations of intention to 
use the trademark or of actual use of the trademark and agents. It would 
be desirable to achieve the maximum possible uniformity between 
countries with regard to those questions. 

54. The International Bureau made it clear that every international 
trademark application would be assigned a number but that the time at 
which that number would have to be assigned, and the way in which it 
would be assigned, would be matters for the Regulations. 

55. One delegation approved of the proposal according to which the 
filing of international trademark applications should not be allowed for 
collective marks, as national requirements concerning such marks were 
very different. Several other delegations, on the other hand, stressed 
the need to be able to effect international filings of collective marks, as 
under the Madrid Agreement. 

18. The New Treaty should also require that the international 
trademark application indicate the Contracting States in which the 
applicant wishes his application to have the effects provided for in the 
New Treaty. (See paragraphs 59 to 71, below, for such effects.) He could 
designate also the State of which he is a resident or national. Such 
indications are hereafter called "designations." Designations could be 
made also later than the filing of the international application (see 
paragraphs 72 to 76, below). 

19. The New Treaty should not allow the filing of international 
trademark applications in respect of collective marks. The 
number of such marks is relatively low, and applications 
covering them are usually required (by laws, etc.) to be accom- 
panied by voluminous documentation (by laws, etc.) whose 
handling, on the international level, would be too 
cumbersome. 

56. One delegation pointed out that the filing of a mark for goods 
belonging to several classes of the International Classification would be 
contrary to its national legislation, which required one filing for each 
class. The Secretariat pointed out that it should be possible to find a 
solution to that problem ; for instance, the national Office could divide 
the application and, in any case, could require payment of fees corre- 
sponding to the number of national filings that it would otherwise be 
necessary to make. 

57. On the subject of sound marks and three-dimensional marks, one 
delegation said that, while it was not opposed to the filing of such 
trademarks under the proposed New Treaty, it should be up to national 
law to determine whether or not to grant protection to such trade- 
marks. In any case, the filing of such marks was relatively rare and not 
recognized by all countries. As for marks embodying a claim of color, 
the same delegation requested that the notification of such marks to 
designated States include a reproduction of the colors. 

20. Any international trademark application could claim the priority 
of an earlier (national or regional) application, and it could contain a 
declaration of intent to use or a declaration of actual use for the 

58. The Secretariat declared that it should be possible to substitute a 
seal for a signature, as in the case of the PCT, but that the question was 
more a matter for the Regulations. 
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[Memorandum by the Director General] [Report by the Committee] 

purposes of designated States where such declarations are necessary or 
may be useful. The texts of the declarations would be standard. They 
would be spelled out in the Regulations under the New Treaty. 

21. Any international trademark application would be subject to the 
payment of fees (see paragraphs 26 to 34, below) and would have to be 
signed. 

22. International trademark applications would, as a rule, have to be 
written on a pre-printed form, whose content and layout would be 
provided for in the Regulations. 

23. Languages. The New Treaty should provide that international 
trademark applications must be in English or French. 

24. It could also provide for other languages that are frequently used. 
For example, the New Treaty could provide that if, in a calendar year, 
1,000 or more international trademark applications have shown, as the 
applicant's residence or nationality, a country or countries whose 
official language (or one of whose official languages) is a given language, 
international trademark applications could thereafter (and as long as 
the yearly minimum number of 1,000 is maintained) be filed also in 
that language. For example, if, in 1991. the number of international 
trademark applications coming from applicants in Argentina, Mexico, 
Spain and Venezuela reaches or surpasses 1,000, Spanish would be a 
language in which international trademark applications may be filed. 
As to the use of other languages, see paragraphs 35 to 43, below. 

25. The New Treaty should allow each Contracting State to require 
that the list of goods and services (but not the other elements of an 
international application) be translated into its (or one of its) national 
language(s) at the time of the notification of the international 
trademark application to its national office (see paragraphs 35 to 43, 
below). 

59. With regard to the criterion that should be applied for the selection 
of languages other than English and French, one delegation declared 
unacceptable the proposal contained in the Memorandum. The Secre- 
tariat said that the proposed criterion was intended to make the use of 
other languages contingent on purely practical (statistical) criteria but 
that any other criterion that might be proposed would be 
considered. 

60. In reply to a delegation that had mentioned the problem of 
languages that used characters other than Latin ones, the Secretariat 
said that, if the international trademark application could be filed in 
one of those languages in accordance with the criterion to be estab- 
lished, the Office of any designated Slate could demand a transliter- 
ation of whatever was not in Latin characters, including the trademark 
itself. 

61. The Secretariat made it clear that, whatever the language of the 
international trademark application, the national Office of a desig- 
nated State would correspond with the applicant in the national 
language ofthat State. It also pointed out that every designated Office 
could not only demand that the list of goods and services be translated 
into its national language at the time of notification of the application, 
but also, where appropriate, request the provision of a translation and a 
transliteration of the trademark itself. 

26. Fees. The New Treaty should provide for the payment of two 
kinds of fees: an "international fee," that is, a fee belonging to the 
International Bureau, and "national fees" belonging to the designated 
States or the national Offices of the designated States. 

27. The international fee would be payable in Swiss francs. The 
amount of the international fee payable in connection with an inter- 
national trademark application would vary according to the number of 
the designated States, the number of classes into which the goods 
and/or services listed in the international trademark application 
belong according to the International (Nice) Classification and— 
perhaps—also according to the number of the terms used in that list 
(above, say, 50). 

28. The basic amount of the international fee could be around 
1,000 Swiss francs (around US$ 500) and could go up to the 
double ofthat amount depending on the said factors causing a 
variation in the amount. 

29. As to national fees, two alternative solutions are proposed. 

30. Alternative A. The New Treaty would provide that national fees 
must be paid by the applicant direct to each designated national Office. 
The currency, amount and other conditions would be the same as if the 
application had been filed as a national application in the said national 
Office. The only difference would be that the applicant would have a 
certain period of time—for example, three months—to pay to the 
designated national Offices. That period would be counted from the 
notification of the international trademark application to the desig- 
nated national Offices, and its publication, by the International Bureau 
(see paragraphs 50 to 58, below). 

31. For the advantages and disadvantages of this Alternative, 
as compared with Alternative B, see paragraph 34, below. 

62. The Secretariat explained that there should be no loss of revenue 
for the Offices since they would receive the whole national fees that 
they received for national filings, whether the fees had been paid 
directly by the applicant to each designated national Office or to the 
International Bureau for transfer to each designated national Office. 

63. Numerous delegations spoke in favor of Alternative B, requiring 
national fees to be paid by the applicant to the International Bureau, 
which would then transfer to each national Office the amount due to it 
as a designated Office, since that solution was simpler for the applicant. 
However, one delegation objected to the proration of national fees 
when a designated country's term was other than 10 years. In those 
cases where the national law required fees to be paid at different stages 
of the procedure, the Secretariat explained that it would be desirable, in 
respect of applications filed under the proposed New Treaty, for all 
those fees to be paid at one time in order to avoid administrative 
complications. An applicant who did not wish to make such a single 
payment (that system could have drawbacks if the application were 
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32. Alternative B. The New Treaty would provide that national fees 
must be paid by the applicant to the International Bureau which would 
transfer the amounts to which each national Office is entitled as a 
designated Office to that Office. 

refused) would still have the possibility of not designating the country 
concerned and of filing a national application with the office of that 
country. Furthermore, one delegation said that some relief measures 
should be created for cases where the fee was not received by the 
International Bureau in due time for some unavoidable reason such as 
delay in the mail. 

33. The procedure under this Alternative would consist of the 
following two steps : 

(i) Each national Office would communicate the amounts of its 
national fees when its State becomes a party to the New Treaty and 
every time thereafter when those amounts change. The designation fee, 
for each country, would be the same as the fees payable in connection 
with a national application (basic application fees, supplements for 
classes, publication fee, etc.). Where the national fees are established 
for a period that is shorter (e.g., seven years) or longer (e.g., 20 years) 
than the period under the New Treaty ( 10 years), the amount of the 
designation fee would be proportionately higher or lower. Each Office 
would, from time to time, agree on the Swiss franc equivalents of the 
said amounts. 

(ii) Once the International Bureau receives an international 
trademark application, it would calculate, in Swiss francs, the total 
amount of all the national fees payable and would invite the applicant, 
by letter, telex or telecopier, to pay that amount to the International 
Bureau within two months (in other words, the International Bureau 
would, in fact, '"bill" the applicant). The International Bureau would be 
responsible for the correctness of the billing. If, by mistake, it bills less 
than it should have billed, the International Bureau would bear the loss 
since it would still have to transfer the required amount to the desig- 
nated national Office. (If, by mistake, the International Bureau bills 
more than it should have, it will reimburse the difference to the 
applicant.) If the International Bureau does not receive the full, billed 
amount within two months of the said invitation or billing, the inter- 
national trademark application would be considered as abandoned. 

34. Comparison of the Two Alternatives. Alternative B is by 
far simpler for the applicant since he has to pay only once on 
the basis of a bill for whose correctness the International 
Bureau is responsible. The administration of Alternative B 
causes more work to the International Bureau, and the cost of 
such work will have to be taken into account when fixing the 
amount of the international fee. The two Alternatives give the 
same income for the national Offices. Alternative B will 
simplify procedures in national Offices in respect of the 
receiving and handling of payments. Alternative B carries with 
it a guarantee of the International Bureau that any designated 
Office will receive the full amount of the fees it is entitled to in 
respect of any international trademark application communi- 
cated to it, even where the applicant has paid no national fees in 
respect ofthat Office or has paid less than he should have paid. 
The only disadvantage, from the viewpoint of designated 
national Offices, of Alternative B—as opposed to Alternative 
A—is that Alternative B would require the handling of two 
different fee systems: one would be the new one, under the New 
Treaty, the other would be the old, existing system. 

35. Translation of List of Goods and Services. If there is among the 
designated national Offices one or more whose official language (or one 
of the official languages) is not the language of the international 
trademark application, it seems to be inevitable to have, at some stage, 
that list translated into the corresponding languages. 

36. It is believed that all the other data contained in interna- 
tional trademark applications need no translation since each 
data will be identified, on the application form, with a code 
(e.g., (1) for the name of the applicant, (2) for his address, 
etc.). 

37. Two alternative solutions are proposed. 

38. Alternative A. The New Treaty would provide that the applicant 
has to furnish the required translation to the designated national Office 

64. The Secretariat explained that Alternative B, which required the 
amount of national fees to be charged fora period corresponding to 10 
years (whatever the term for which the national fee was set), did not 
need the terms of protection under the various national laws to be 
harmonized; it was only for trademarks that were filed or renewed 
under the proposed New Treaty that each period would be of 10 years. 
Several participants observed that harmonization would be necessary 
in practice. 

65. The question concerning the developing countries, in which the 
national fee was frequently extremely low, was raised by some delega- 
tions. The proposed principle of payment of the national fee could 
cause those countries to increase substantially the amount of their fees. 
The Secretariat mentioned that one solution could be to set a minimum 
amount that would be charged where the amount of the national fee 
was less. 

66. Most of the delegations that spoke considered that the choice 
between the two alternatives (Alternative A which required the 
applicant to file the prescribed translation with the designated national 
Office and Alternative B which required the necessary translations to 
be made by the International Bureau) could be left to the applicant (see 
paragraph 43 of the Memorandum). 

67. Some delegations also proposed that the applicant should have the 
possibility of furnishing the translation at the time of filing the inter- 
national trademark application. A further delegation requested that the 
implications of failure to pay the translation fee by the applicant should 
be clearly specified. Yet another delegation wished that any text matter 
accompanying a trademark should also be translated. 

68. The Secretariat further confirmed that, where a translation of the 
list of goods and services had been made and a difference was found 
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at the same time as he pays the national fees to that Office, as foreseen 
in Alternative A under "Fees" (see paragraph 30. above). 

39. For the advantages and disadvantages of this Alternative, 
as compared with Alternative B. see paragraph 42. below. 

40. Alternative B. The New Treaty would provide that the necessary 
translations are to be made by the International Bureau. For each 
translation, a fee would have to be paid by the applicant to the Inter- 
national Bureau. The International Bureau would, if the applicant so 
requests, communicate to him the draft of the translation, and if the 
applicant wishes changes, they would be followed if communicated to 
the International Bureau within, say, one month from the communi- 
cation of the draft. If there is any inconsistency between the list in its 
original language and the translation, any possibility of correction 
would depend on the law and practice of the designated national 
Office. 

between the original language version of the list and the translation, the 
corrective action would be determined by the national law of the 
designated country and the practice of its national Office. It also stated 
that a translation of the trademark should be furnished where the 
trademark had a meaning. 

41. Any translation would be communicated to the interested desig- 
nated Office(s) by the International Bureau within three months from 
the date of the filing of the international trademark application. 

42. Comparison of the Two Alternatives. Alternative A would 
be much more burdensome for the applicant than Alternative 
B. Alternative A would put the responsibility for the 
correctness of the translation exclusively on the applicant. 
Under Alternative B. the International Bureau would be 
morally (although not legally) responsible except for any 
changes that the applicant wishes in the draft translation of the 
International Bureau. 

43. Possibility of Leaving the Choice to the Applicant. One 
could provide for both Alternatives in the New Treaty and. at 
the same time, provide that the applicant may. according to his 
wish, use Alternative A or Alternative B. 

44. Corrections. The New Treaty should provide that the Interna- 
tional Bureau must check every received international trademark 
application to see: 

(i) whether the applicant is. on the basis of his own declaration 
concerning his residence or nationality, eligible for filing inter- 
national trademark applications under the New Treaty, 

(ii) whether the international trademark application contains all 
the required data, 

(iii) whether the required fees have been paid, 
(iv) if Alternative B under "Fees" is followed (see paragraphs 32 

and 33. above), whether the designation fees have been 
paid. 

45. Where the International Bureau finds that the said eligibility is 
absent or that any of the required data is missing, it would invite the 
applicant to furnish corrections or make the payments within two 
months from the date of the invitation; in the absence of reply or 
adequate correction, the International Bureau would—provided the 
international fee has been paid and. in the case of Alternative B under 
"Fees." the designation fees have been paid—still communicate the 
international trademark application to the designated Offices and 
would publish it in its Gazette, but would do both with an appropriate 
note calling attention to the uncorrected defects. What consequence, if 
any, any defect so signalled would have in any designated State would 
depend on the law of that State. 

46. Where the international fee has not been paid, the International 
Bureau would invite the applicant to pay it. together with a surchage of. 
say. 20%. within two months from the date of the invitation to pay: if 
the required payment is not made, or not made in full, within that 
period, the international trademark application would be considered as 
abandoned. As to possible defects in the payment of national fees under 
Alternative B. see paragraph 33(ii). above. 

47. Any international trademark application could, at any 
time, be withdrawn by the applicant. 

69. The proposed New Treaty stipulates that for as long as the Inter- 
national Bureau has not completed preparations for publishing the 
international trademark application, the applicant can modify the list 
of goods and services by reducing it. The Secretariat further pointed out 
that it would be necessary to examine whether substantial modifica- 
tions could be made or just simple corrections. 

70. In response to a question put by one delegation, the Secretariat said 
that the possibility of withdrawing the international trademark appli- 
cation at any time had yet to be specified in detail in order to determine 
up to which point in time the withdrawal could take place. 

71. As for the possibility of the International Bureau modifying the 
classification indicated by the applicant in the international trademark 
application, the Secretariat explained that, in the event of a difference 
of opinion between the International Bureau and the national Office, 
the views of the national Office would prevail. 
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48. The list of goods or services could be changed by the 
applicant any time before the International Bureau completes 
the preparations for the publication of the international 
trademark application. However, if in the opinion of the Inter- 
national Bureau, a change—rather than restricting the coverage 
of the list of goods or services—extends such coverage, the 
International Bureau would call this fact to the attention of the 
applicant (allowing him to correct the change) and, if the 
applicant insists, would call the said fact also to the attention of 
the designated national Offices. 

49. The classification, according to the International (Nice) 
Classification of the Goods and Services effected by the 
applicant in the international trademark application, could be 
changed by the International Bureau, after consultation with 
the applicant, to make it conform to that Classification. 

50. Notification to the Designated Offices. The New Treaty should 
provide that the International Bureau has to notify separately each 
designated national Office of its having been designated. The notifi- 
cation would be effected through the transmittal of a copy of the 
international trademark application. The notification would have to be 
effected within six months from the date on which the International 
Bureau has received the international trademark application. 

51. If Alternative B concerning translations (see paragraphs 40 
and 41, above) is followed, the transmitted copy would be 
accompanied by any required translation. 

52. On each copy transmitted, the International Bureau would certify 
the date on which it has received the original ("filing date"). 

53. Notification would be effected by registered mail or tele- 
copier. If telecopier is used, the transmittal of a copy by mail 
would be required too and would have to be effected within 10 
days from the date of the telecopying. 

72. Various delegations held that the six-month time limit as from the 
filing of the international trademark application, proposed for notifi- 
cation of the application to the designated Offices, was too long. 
Problems could arise, in particular, where an international trademark 
application was accompanied by a priority claim under the Paris 
Convention. In such cases, the international trademark application 
which was received by a designated Office could take effect 12 months 
earlier than the date of receipt of the corresponding notification by that 
Office, and thus it was feasible that the international trademark appli- 
cation could enjoy rights that were older than those of trademarks 
already registered in the country at the time of the notification. 

73. The Secretariat stated that there were two solutions that could be 
envisaged : either to shorten the period for notification, for example, to 
three months, or to accept the priority period being calculated as from 
the date of notification, although the latter solution was likely to make 
the proposed New Treaty less attractive to users. 

54. It is to be noted that, under the New Treaty, the Interna- 
tional Bureau would not register trademarks and it would not 
keep an international trademark register. 

55. International Publication. The New Treaty should provide that a 
gazette, entirely devoted to that New Treaty, must be published by the 
International Bureau (hereinafter referred to as "the Gazette"). 

56. The periodicity of the Gazette (probably, weekly) would be 
fixed in the Regulations. 

57. Each international trademark application would have to be 
published in the Gazette at the latest within one week (if the Gazette is 
published weekly) from the date of the notification, mentioned in 
paragraph 50, above, to the designated national Offices. 

58. The Gazette would be bilingual : English and French, provided that 
the list of goods and services would be published also in the language of 
the international trademark application if that language is other than 
English or French. For the purposes of the publication in the Gazette, if 
the language of the international trademark application is English, the 
French translation would have no legal effect, and, if the language of the 
international trademark application is French, the English translation 
would have no legal effect. 

59. Effect of the Notification and the Publication of the International 
Trademark Application. Two alternatives are proposed. Alternative A 
provides for a simple national application effect, an effect that is much 
less than what is provided for in either the Madrid Agreement or the 
Trademark Registration Treaty (TRT). Alternative B provides for the 
same as Alternative A plus, where there is no action by the designated 
Office within a certain period of time, for a national registration 
effect. 

60. The details are as follows. 

74. Certain participants asked whether publication had of necessity to 
be linked to notification since they felt it desirable that publication be 
made as rapidly as possible after the filing of the application, even if it 
were to comprise only a limited number of data. It was pointed out that 
the aim of publication was to inform the public within the shortest 
possible time and that rapid publication was important to enable 
reliable anticipation searching to be carried out. 

75. The Secretariat stated that it was possible to imagine publication 
following a simple formal examination. Such publication could be 
made in paper form or could use data-processing means, whereby the 
information relating to international trademark applications could be 
accessed on-line. 

76. The Secretariat pointed out that the question was the most 
important of those dealt with in Chapter I and explained that the effect 
of the international trademark application, of which a copy was sent to 
the designated Offices, was the same as that of a national application 
for trademark registration filed with the national Office. That effect 
started from the date on which the application had been filed with the 
International Bureau even if the notification to the national Office 
required a certain amount of time for checking that formalities had 
been complied with and that fees had been paid. 
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61. Alternative A. The New Treaty should provide that any interna- 
tional trademark application notified by the International Bureau to 
the designated national Office and which has been published in the 
Gazette of the International Bureau would have the same effect as 
national applications for trademark registration have, provided—if 
Alternative A under "Fees" (see paragraph 30, above) is followed—that 
the fees have been paid as provided in that Alternative. 

62. If Alternative B under "Fees" (see paragraphs 32 and 33, above) is 
followed and the fees are not paid in time, the international trademark 
application will neither be notified nor published. 

63. Naturally, if, as to the form and contents of the interna- 
tional trademark application, the time limits, or the fees, there 
is a difference between the national law of the designated State 
and the New Treaty (and its Regulations), the latter would 
prevail. 

64. It is to be noted that the effect would be that of a national 
application, not a national registration. In other words, the 
procedures would be the same, in each designated Office, as if 
what has been filed were a national application filed in that 
Office. This means, in particular, that the application would be 
examined (to the extent provided in the national law) and 
published for opposition (if opposition is provided for in the 
national law) as if it were a national application, that it could be 
denied for the same reasons as any national application may be 
denied, and that, if granted, the trademark would be registered 
in the national (regional) register and published in the national 
(regional) gazette. 

77. Several participants felt that it could be premature, to say the least, 
to discuss Alternative B under which a national registration effect 
would join the national application effect in those cases where the 
national Office did not act within a given time limit (forexample, three 
years as from the date of notification to the designated Office, as 
proposed in the draft). 

78. Some delegations nevertheless spoke in favor of Alternative B, 
whilst wishing that the time limit could be reduced to two years or even 
to 18 months. One delegation noted, in that context, that it would be 
possible to provide for reciprocity that also took into account the 
duration of the time limit. 

79. One delegation asked whether, in the event of an international 
trademark application being transformed into a national application, 
the latter could enjoy the date of the international trademark appli- 
cation. Such a situation could in fact occur where the owner had 
modified the reproduction of the trademark during the procedure and a 
national application was substituted for the international trademark 
application. It was explained that, in such case, the proposed New 
Treaty did not prevent the date of the international trademark appli- 
cation from applying and that it was a matter for the national legis- 
lation. 

65. The effect would be retroactive to the date on which the interna- 
tional trademark application was filed with the International 
Bureau. 

66. Alternative B. Should it be found possible to go one step further in 
the interest of the applicant, the New Treaty could provide that the 
effect will be as under Alternative A (that is. "national application 
effect") but that the effect will also be as if the trademark had been 
registered (rather than merely applied for) in the national register if, 
within, say, three years from the date of the notification to the desig- 
nated Office, that Office does not notify the applicant of any of the 
following, namely: 

(i) that the application is refused, 
(ii) that one or several oppositions have been filed, oppositions 

whose copies would have to be attached to the notification, 
(iii) that the Office considers the possibility of refusing the appli- 

cation on one or more grounds, grounds that are indicated in 
the notification. 

67. In connection with (i), it is to be noted that, naturally, any 
decision of refusal—whatever its grounds—by a national 
Office could be attacked by the applicant on the same grounds 
as refusals of national applications are attackable. It is 
proposed that the New Treaty expressly say so. 

68. In connection with (ii), it is to be noted that any opposition 
would not have to be decided upon within the three-year time 
limit; the mere existence of an opposition, notified within the 
three-year time limit, would exclude the registration effect. 

69. In connection with (iii), it is to be noted that refusal, on any 
grounds, would not have to be effected within the three-year 
time limit; the mere notification, within that time limit, of a 
possible refusal, that may occur at any time later, or may not 
occur at all, would exclude the registration effect, provided that 
such a notification ("notice of possible refusal") does identify 
the possible grounds for refusal (e.g., identity or similarity with 
a given mark or given marks ; lack of distinctiveness ; the sign is 
a generic term or a sign refusable for grounds of public order or 
morality; lack of use of the mark; absence of declaration of 
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intent to use; etc.) and is effected within the three-year time 
limit. 

70. Comparison of the Two Alternatives. The difference 
between the two Alternatives is that whereas under Alternative 
A the effect of an international trademark application can 
never go beyond the effect of national applications, under 
Alternative B the effect of an international trademark appli- 
cation will, in those countries in which the designated national 
Office does not, for three years, react in any way to its desig- 
nation, be that of a national registration ("registration effect by 
default"). 

71. Possible Reciprocity in Case of Alternative B. One might 
consider that Alternative B should be optional for any 
Contracting State. Furthermore, one might consider that any 
Contracting State that accepts to follow Alternative B would 
have the right to apply Alternative A only (and not Alternative 
B) to the residents and nationals of any Contracting State that 
would accept only Alternative A (and not Alternative B). Such 
a solution would amount to reciprocity. 

72. Later Designation. The New Treaty should allow the applicant or 
his successor in title to designate any Contracting State that he did not 
designate in the international trademark application when it was 
filed. 

73. Such a designation, called "later designation," once communicated 
to the designated national Office, would have the same effect as any 
designation made in the international trademark application itself, 
except that the effective date of designation would be the date on which 
the International Bureau has received the later designations. 

74. Such a possibility of "later designation" would be useful 
when the owner of the trademark becomes interested in 
protection in countries in which he was, at the time of filing the 
international application, not yet interested. 

75. Furthermore, the possibility of later designation would be 
useful also when a country which, at the time of the interna- 
tional application, did not exist or was not a party to the New 
Treaty, becomes a party to the New Treaty. 

76. Any later designation would be promptly notified by the Interna- 
tional Bureau to the designated national Offices and published in the 
Gazette of the International Bureau. 

80. No exchange of views took place on the question of the later 
designation of a Contracting State that had not been designated in the 
international trademark application at the date of filing. The Secre- 
tariat explained that such a designation was to be assimilated to any 
designation made in the international trademark application proper, 
except that the effective date of designation would be that on which the 
later designation reached the International Bureau. 

Chapter II 
Centralized Renewal 

77. Basic Provision. The New Treaty should provide that any national 
registration of a mark registered in the national register of marks of a 
Contracting State may be renewed through the intermediary of the 
International Bureau ("centralized renewal"). 

78. Such a possibility should be open whether the national registration 
was effected on the basis of an international trademark application 
under the New Treaty or on the basis of a national application. (The 
national registration may have been effected at any time.) If Alter- 
native B concerning the effect of the notification and publication of the 
international trademark application (see paragraphs 66 and 69, above) 
is followed—that is, where lack of action on behalf of the designated 
Office eventually results in a national registration effect—the 
trademark would be considered as if it had been registered in that 
Office, and thus could be renewed through the proposed centralized 
renewal system. 

79. The term "centralized"— rather than "international"— 
renewal is used since, as there would be no international regis- 
tration, one could hardly speak of the international renewal of 
the (non-existent) international registration. But it is expected 

81. Several participants referred to the proposal, contained in para- 
graph 77 of the Memorandum, according to which "any national regis- 
tration of a mark registered in the national register of marks of a 
Contracting State" could be the subject of a centralized renewal. They 
said that a more precise definition of the subject matter of the renewal 
was required since it frequently happened that the owner of a 
trademark had obtained registrations in various countries for 
somewhat different forms of the trademark (e.g., representations with 
ornaments, representations in small letters, in large letters, etc.) and for 
diverging lists of goods and services and that, therefore, the coverage of 
registrations could be different in various countries. In reply to this 
statement, the Secretariat indicated that, in its view, when effecting the 
centralized renewal under the proposed New Treaty, an owner of a 
mark would refer to specific national registrations owned by him, each 
containing its own list of goods and services, that, like under the 
Madrid Agreement, it was not necessary that the lists be identical for all 
designated countries and that the fact that the trademark had been 
registered with slight variations was not an obstacle to centralized 
renewal. 
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that, when renewal under the New Treaty is requested, it will 
usually relate to several States and, since one request would 
cover all those States, and since that request would be filed in 
one place (the International Bureau), the term "centralized" 
seems to be fairly descriptive of the essence of the proposed 
system. 

80. Entitlement. The New Treaty should give the right to request 
centralized renewal to residents, and non-resident nationals, of 
Contracting States. 

81. Where and How to Request Centralized Renewal? The request 
would have to be in writing and would have to be addressed to the 
International Bureau. The considerations advanced in connection with 
the tiling of international trademark applications (telecopying, having 
to go through one's own national Office) and contained in paragraphs 
15 and 16, above, would apply mutatis mutandis. 

82. Where the basis of the national registration to be renewed was an 
international application filed under the New Treaty, or where the 
centralized renewal was preceded by another centralized renewal, the 
International Bureau would warn, several months in advance, the 
applicant of the need to renew. 

83. Particulars of the Request for Renewal. The request would have to 
identify the trademark through giving the international publication 
number, if any; if no such publication took place, or if the request 
relates also to States that were not designated in the international 
application (or in a later designation), the request would have to 
indicate the serial numbers of the relevant national registrations. The 
request would have to name the Contracting States in which the 
renewal is desired to have effect. It would have to give the name and 
address of the requestor and of his agent, if there is an agent. If the 
requestor is other than the owner of the national registration in any 
given Contracting State, the name of the owner in that State would have 
to be indicated too. The request could not modify the list of goods or 
services ; such modification would require a separate request for modi- 
fication (see paragraph 108, below). Any request would be subject to 
the payment of fees (see paragraphs 87 to 94, below). 

84. Requests for centralized renewals would, as a rule, have to be 
written on a pre-printed form, whose content and layout would be 
provided for in the Regulations. 

85. Concerning countries in which certain facts—particularly 
actual use—have to be alleged, and evidence supporting the 
allegation has to be produced, the allegations could be made on 
forms whose content (following the national requirements) 
would be provided for in the Regulations; both the filled-in 
forms and the material offered as evidence could be forwarded 
to the interested national Offices through the intermediary of 
the International Bureau. 

86. Languages. The New Treaty should provide that requests for 
centralized renewal must be in English or French. In respect of national 
registrations based on an international trademark application filed in a 
language other than English or French, the New Treaty should allow 
the request to be in the language of the international trademark appli- 
cation. 

87. Fees. The New Treaty should provide for the payment of two 
kinds of fees: an "international" renewal fee, that is, a fee belonging to 
the International Bureau, and "national" renewal fees belonging to the 
States or the national Offices. 

88. The international renewal fee would be payable in Swiss francs. Its 
amount would vary according to the number of States for which 
renewal is requested. 

89. It is not proposed that the amount of the international 
renewal fee vary according to the number of classes or the 
number of terms contained in the list of goods or services. 

82. In respect of proposals contained in paragraphs 87 to 94 (see, in 
particular, paragraph 92) of the Memorandum, according to which the 
renewal would have effect for a period of 10 years, independently of the 
expiration date of various national registrations, doubts were 
expressed whether such a system would be workable. In particular, 
attention was drawn to different periods of duration of trademark 
registrations under national laws (e.g., seven years for the first period 
after filing and 14 years for all subsequent periods, under the law of the 
United Kingdom). The Secretariat drew attention to the fact that the 
Madrid Agreement, providing for a duration of 20 years, would raise 
the same problems—if there were problems—as the present proposal, 
and in the discussions on the revision of the Madrid Agreement it was 



68 INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY- FEBRVARY 1987 

[Memorandum by the Director General] [Report by the Committee] 

90. The basic amount of the international renewal fee could be 
around 1,000 Swiss francs (around US$ 500) and would be 
augmented according to the number of the States to which the 
renewal relates by, say, 5% (or 50 Swiss francs (US$ 25)) per 
State. 

91. The amount, mode of payment and other particulars concerning 
the national fees would follow the same principles as are proposed in 
Alternative B under "Fees" concerning international trademark appli- 
cations (see paragraphs 32 and 33, above). 

92. Where the national renewal fees concern a period other 
than 10 years, this amount would have to be prorated for 10 
years. In any other respect, the fee that each national Office 
would receive for each renewal would be the same as what it 
would receive if the renewal had been effected directly with 
that Office. 

not mentioned that the term of initial protection and of subsequent 
renewals would cause problems. In respect to the additional argument 
that, because of the different lengths of the validity of the initial regis- 
tration, the centralized renewal might not be attractive at the occasion 
of the first renewal because it would imply, in certain cases, the 
payment of fees for periods of time in respect of part of which the owner 
of national registrations had already paid the required national fees, the 
Secretariat indicated that the disadvantage of not fully exploiting the 
payment made for the initial period would be minimal and would by 
far be outweighed by the advantage of the simplification achieved 
through the said system. 

83. One delegation suggested that the system of centralized renewal 
should permit the possibility, provided for under Article 5bis of the 
Paris Convention, of a period of grace of not less than six months for 
the payment of renewal fees, subject to the payment of a surcharge. 

93. It is not proposed even to consider a system that would 
correspond to Alternative A under "Fees" concerning interna- 
tional trademark applications (see paragraph 30, above) since 
the essence of the centralized renewal system is that everything 
needed for renewal, including the payment of all the fees, can 
be effected centrally, that is, in one place. Alternative A under 
"Fees" concerning international trademark applications is the 
very negation of a centralized renewal action. 

94. The principles of the said Alternative B would, in 
particular, carry with them the same guarantees, namely, that 
the International Bureau guarantees that every national Office 
will receive the renewal fees it is entitled to under its national 
law, even if what the owner has paid, in fact, is less than what he 
would have had to pay. 

95. Corrections. The principles advanced in connection with correc- 
tions of international trademark applications (paragraphs 44 to 49, 
above) would apply, mutatis mutandis, also in the case of requests for 
centralized renewal. 

96. Notification to the Interested National Offices. The New Treaty 
should provide that the International Bureau has to notify the request 
for centralized renewal to each interested national Office within six 
months from the date on which it (the International Bureau) has 
received the request. Every notification would be accompanied by a 
copy of the original request. 

97. On each such copy, the International Bureau would certify the date 
on which it has received the original request. 

98. Notification would be effected by registered mail or tele- 
copier. Where telecopier is used, the transmittal of a copy by 
mail would also be required and would have to be sent within 
10 days from the date of the telecopying. 

99. International Publication. The New Treaty should provide that 
the International Bureau must publish, in the Gazette, details 
concerning each centralized renewal. 

100. The details would include: (i) the identification of the countries 
concerned together with the serial numbers of the national registrations 
renewed, and where applicable, the publication number of the inter- 
national publication of the international trademark application, (ii) the 
reproduction of the trademark, (iii) the name and address of the 
owner(s) of the registrations and his (their) agent(s), if any, and (iv) the 
expiration date of the renewal. 

101. Such details would have to be published in the Gazette by the 
International Bureau not later than within one week (if the Gazette is 
published weekly) from the date of the sending of the notifications to 
the interested national Offices (see paragraphs 96 and 97, above). 
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102. Effect of the Notification and the Publication of the Centralized 
Renewal. The New Treaty should provide that each centralized 
renewal notified to an interested Office has the effect of renewing for 10 
years the validity of the national registration. The 10-year period 
would run from the date on which the International Bureau has 
received the request for centralized renewal. 

103. The above rules would apply also when there is national 
registration effect without national registration (see paragraph 
66, above). 

104. The New Treaty would not provide when the request 
would have to be filed. It could be filed at any time but, natu- 
rally, if it is filed after the national registration (or its latest 
renewal) has expired in any Contracting State, the central 
renewal will have no effect (since there is no registration to 
which it could relate). 

105. The national registrations whose renewal is requested 
through a request for centralized renewal may expire on 
different dates. The requestor may file one or several requests, 
and if he files several requests, he would file them on different 
dates so that he can take full advantage of the period for which 
each national registration is still valid. But he will probably 

-find that it »s simpler and safer to file only one request relating 
to all the States he is interested in even if that request is 
"premature" in respect of certain among the national registra- 
tions. After the first centralized renewal, the expiration date of 
all national registrations so renewed will be the same, so that, 
for the second and any subsequent centralized renewal, the 
date of filing the request can be so chosen that it fully exhausts 
all the valid, running periods of protection in all the 
Contracting States in which the requestor is interested. 

84. With respect to paragraph 102 of the Memorandum, it was noted 
that the words "and the Publication " in the title of that paragraph 
should be deleted because the effect of the centralized renewal 
depended only on its notification to the interested national Offices. 

85. Several participants recalled the provisions, existing in some coun- 
tries, according to which the request for renewal of a trademark regis- 
tration must be made at the latest before a certain period (e.g., six 
months) preceding the date of expiration of the existing registration. 
They also drew attention to certain requirements of national laws in 
connection with the renewal of trademark registrations, for example, 
the requirement that a renewal could only be effected after the exam- 
ination of certain substantive conditions. The question was raised 
whether the centralized renewal would have the effect that such 
national requirements could not apply. In reply to this question, the 
Secretariat expressed the view that a distinction ought to be made 
between formal requirements (which would include the requirement 
concerning the time of making the renewal request), on the one hand, 
and, on the other, substantive requirements, such as the requirement 
that trademarks the registrations of which were to be renewed had been 
effectively used. The proposed solution would be that the provisions 
on centralized renewal would prevail in respect of all formal require- 
ments provided for in the proposed New Treaty, whereas substantive 
requirements would continue to be governed by the national laws of the 
interested countries. 

86. Some of the participants raised the question whether a system of 
centralized renewals would be attractive since even centralized renewal 
may. in certain cases, not obviate the need of appointing agents in 
certain countries. The Secretariat expressed the view that the same 
situation existed to some extent under the Madrid Agreement and that 
it was generally admitted that international renewal was still very 
useful. 

106. A corollary of the proposed system is that Contracting 
States would have to allow the renewal of their national regis- 
trations, for 10 years, at any time during the validity of the 
national registration (and not only near the expiration of that 
validity). Contracting States should have no hesitation in 
allowing "premature" renewals since they can only result in an 
increase in their fee income. 

107. Since centralized renewal would be available even for 
national registrations that are not based on an international 
application under this Treaty, a "switchover," from the need 
for separate individual actions in each Contracting State, to a 
single action (the request for centralized renewal) in the Inter- 
national Bureau, would become a possibility in any 
Contracting State as soon as it becomes bound by the New 
Treaty. 

Chapter III 
Centralized Modifications 

108. Basic Provision. The New Treaty should provide that any modi- 
fication desired in any national registration of a trademark registered in 
a national register of trademarks of a Contracting State may be effected 
through the intermediary of the International Bureau ("centralized 
modifications"). 

109. The system for centralized modifications would, in 
essence, be the same as for centralized renewal. The statements 
made in paragraphs 78 and 79, above, apply also to centralized 
modifications. 

87. Several participants said that the proposals contained in Chapter 
III of the Memorandum were relatively the most interesting. They 
drew attention to the enormous complications which occur when the 
name or address of the owner of trademark registrations had changed 
and this change had to be recorded in all national registrations of the 
trademark, which could mean that the owner had to make 100 or more 
separate requests, each complying with the specific formalities and 
using the required language. Such an operation represented an unrea- 
sonable burden in time and money compared to the result to be 
achieved (namely, recordal of the change in the name and address of 
the owner). The said participants said that the proposal for centralized 
modifications contained in the Memorandum should be further 
studied with priority. 

88. The question was raised whether the procedure of centralized 
modifications should apply even before the publication of the appli- 
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cation of the international trademark application. With reference to 
paragraph 48 of the Memorandum, it was suggested that, until the said 
publication, modifications could be effected through communication 
to the International Bureau, without putting into operation the 
centralized modification procedure, which entailed notification to the 
interested national Offices and an international publication on its own. 

89. Some of the participants said that the computerization of 
trademark operations could have an important effect on the system 
under consideration, in particular as regards centralized modifications. 
For example, the notification to be effected by the International Bureau 
could be made through electronic transmission to the computerized 
trademark registers of Contracting States. When examining this possi- 
bility, it should be borne in mind that the system under consideration 
should be financially self-sufficient and that only such systems would 
be viable which, although they would simplify the procedures, did not 
increase costs and did not cost any money to member States. The 
Director General said that all proposals are, and any future proposals 
will be, based on the understanding that the system would be self- 
supporting, that is, its costs would be borne by the fees paid by the user, 
and that the member States would undertake no financial obliga- 
tions. 

110. Meaning of " Modification. " The modification of a national regis- 
tration may consist of any of the following: 

(i) change in the identity of the owner of the national registration 
("assignment"), 

(li) change in the (corporate) name, address, telephone, telex, 
telecopier number,  of the owner of the  national  regis- 
tration, 

(iii) change in (restriction of) the goods and/or services, 
(iv) cancellation, on the request of the owner, of the regis- 

tration. 

111. The modification may relate to all. some or only one of the 
national registrations. 

112. Entitlement. The New Treaty should give the right to request 
centralized modification to residents, and non-resident nationals, of 
Contracting States. 

113. Where and How to Request Centralized Modification? The 
request would have to be in writing and would have to be addressed to 
the International Bureau. The considerations advanced in connection 
with the filing of international trademark applications (telecopying, 
having to go through one's own national Office) and contained in 
paragraphs 15 and 16, above, would apply mutatis mutandis. 

114. Particulars of the Request for Modifications. The request would 
have to identify the serial number of the international trademark 
application, if any. and the serial numbers of all national registrations 
to which the request relates. It would have to give the name and address 
of the requestor and of his agent, if there is an agent. If the requestor is 
other than the person who is the owner of any of the national regis- 
trations to which the request relates, the request would have to contain 
a statement indicating the legal basis which, according to the requestor, 
entitles him to ask for the modification. In such a case, the notification 
to the interested national Offices, and the publication, by the Interna- 
tiona] Bureau, will have to reproduce the statement. 

115. Any request would be subject to the payment of fees (see para- 
graphs 118 to 122, below). 

116. Requests for centralized modifications would, as a rule, have to 
be written on a pre-printed form, whose content and layout would be 
fixed in the Regulations. 

117. Languages. The New Treaty should provide that requests for 
centralized modifications must be in English or French. 

118. Fees. The New Treaty should provide for the payment of an 
"international" fee (belonging to the International Bureau) and of 

90. Attention was drawn to the specific nature of the various elements 
of a registration in respect of which modifications could occur. On the 
one hand, there were changes concerning the name and address of the 
owner, including the case where the name had changed because of the 
merger of two companies. On the other hand, there was the case where 
a trademark had been assigned and the assignment had to be recorded 
in all countries in which the trademark had been registered. Attention 
was drawn to specific conditions of national laws with respect to the 
validity of assignments, for example, the condition that an assignment 
of a trademark was valid only if, together with such assignment, the 
business or goodwill to which the mark belonged was assigned (see 
Article 6quater(l) of the Paris Convention) or if the assignment is 
approved by the competent government agency. The Secretariat said 
that any such substantive conditions of national laws should and would 
remain unaffected by a system of centralized modifications. 
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"national" modification fees according to the principles proposed in 
Alternative B concerning "Fees" in respect of international trademark 
applications (see paragraphs 32 and 33, above). 

119. In other words, each national Office would be entitled to 
and would, through the intermediary of the International 
Bureau, receive, for each modification affecting its register, the 
same amount as if the modification had been requested 
through a request filed direct with that Office. 

120. The principles of the said Alternative B would carry with 
them the guarantee mentioned in paragraph 34, above. 

121. The amount of the international modification fee would 
vary according to the nature of the modification and the 
number of the national registrations to which it relates. 

122. The international modification fee could, depending on 
the nature of the modification, be between, say. 500 and 1,000 
Swiss francs (around US$ 250 to 500) and would be 
augmented, according to the numbers of the States concerned, 
by, say, 5% per State. 

123. Notification to the Interested National Offices. The New Treaty 
should provide that the International Bureau has to notify the request 
for centralized modification to each interested national Office within 
15 days from the date on which it (the International Bureau) has 
received the request. For a surcharge, transmittal within three days 
could be effected. The notification would be accompanied by a copy of 
the said request. 

124. On each copy, the International Bureau would certify the date on 
which it has received the original request. 

125. Notification would be effected by registered mail or tele- 
copier. Where telecopier is used, the transmittal of a copy by 
mail would also be required and would have to be sent within 
10 days from the date of the telecopying. 

126. International Publication. The New Treaty should provide that 
the International Bureau must publish, in the Gazette, details 
concerning each centralized modification. 

127. The details would include the following: (i) identification of the 
countries concerned, together with the serial numbers of the national 
registrations affected and. where applicable, the publication number of 
the international publication of the international trademark appli- 
cation, (ii) the reproduction of the trademark and (iii) the description of 
the modification. 

128. Such details would have to be published in the Gazette by the 
International Bureau not later than within one week (if the Gazette is 
published weekly) from the date of the sending of the notifications to 
the interested national Offices (see paragraphs 96 and 97. above). 

129. Effect of the Notification and the Publication of the Centralized 
Modification. The New Treaty should provide that each centralized 
modification notified to an interested national Office and published by 
the International Bureau in its Gazette would have the same effect as if 
the modification had been recorded in the national trademark register, 
and published in the national trademark gazette, of each interested 
national Office, provided that any such Office may. within six months 
from the receipt of the notification, refuse the effect thereof on the same 
grounds on which it could have refused the recordal of the modification 
had such recordal been requested in a request submitted direct to the 
national Office, that is, without using the centralized modification 
system. 

130. Naturally, each national Office could, if it so wishes, 
record in its own register any modification. However, even 
without such recordal, the modification would have effect in 
the Contracting State concerned. 
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Chapter IV 
Miscellaneous 

131. Regional Trademark Systems. It is proposed that the possible 
application or extension, if any, of the proposals contained in this 
Memorandum to the existing (Benelux, OAPI) and future regional 
trademark systems should be discussed only at a later stage, namely 
when the proposed system's relations to the national systems become 
clearer and when the likely content of the proposed Community 
(European) Trade Mark Regulation (or Treaty) will be better 
known. 

132. Representation. The New Treaty should allow any international 
trademark application, any request for centralized renewal, and any 
request for centralized modification, to be signed by a representative 
(trademark agent or other) of the applicant of an international 
trademark application or the person who, in the relevant national 
registrations, is shown as the owner ofthat registration or those regis- 
trations. 

133. Furthermore, the New Treaty should provide that any such 
applicant or owner may be represented before the International Bureau 
by a representative of his choice. (See, however, paragraph 136, 
below). 

134. The Regulations would provide for the filing and with- 
drawal of powers of attorney. 

135. It is to be considered whether the Regulations should not 
provide that any agent of a principal must be a resident or 
national of a Contracting State of which the principal is a 
resident or national. The International Bureau would not 
examine the veracity of any allegation in this respect but if the 
address of the agent is in a State other than in which the prin- 
cipal's address is, it would refuse to recognize the power of 
attorney. 

136. The New Treaty would not affect the requirement of any national 
law according to which applicants for registration, or owners of regis- 
trations, particularly if they are foreigners, need to be represented by a 
local (professional) agent, it being understood that such requirement 
would be applicable only from a certain period (e.g., one month) after 
the time at which a communication by the national Office to the 
applicant or the owner becomes necessary or when the applicant or the 
owner directly addressed the national Office. 

137. Correspondence with the International Bureau. Any correspon- 
dence between the International Bureau, on the one hand, and the 
applicant or owner and interested national Office, on the other hand, 
would be in the language of the international application. Any corre- 
spondence between the applicant or owner and any national Office 
would be in the official language, or one of the official languages, of the 
national Office. 

138. Current Accounts with the International Bureau. Trademark 
owners who expect to use the New Treaty, and trademark agents who 
represent clients who expect to use the New Treaty, could open a 
current account with the International Bureau of WIPO, and that 
Bureau would calculate (or recalculate) the fees and debit, under the 
control of the owner of the current account, the appropriate amounts 
on that account. 

91. The Committee of Experts examined the questions referred to in 
paragraphs 131 to 143 of the Memorandum and noted that those 
questions would have a particular importance for the system under 
consideration. 

92. Some of the participants recalled that, in certain countries, a 
foreign applicant must designate a local agent at the time of filing and 
not only at a certain time thereafter as proposed in the Memorandum. 
One delegation said that, in its country, foreign applicants were obliged 
to appoint a domestic representative for the purpose of service of 
judicial process, that is, even when there were no aspects of the 
procedure which necessitated the representation of applicants by local 
agents. 

93. With respect to paragraph 135 of the Memorandum, one of the 
participants opposed the restriction contained in that paragraph and 
according to which any agent before the International Bureau must be 
from the same country as the applicant. 

139. Regulations and Other Administrative Matters. It is proposed 
that the New Treaty provide that details, including those subject to 
relatively frequent changes (in particular, the amount of fees), be left to 
Regulations under the New Treaty. 

140. The first version of such Regulations—that is, the version that 
would be applicable from the date the New Treaty comes into effect- 
would be adopted by the same diplomatic conference that would adopt 
the New Treaty. This would allow States whose ratifications or acces- 
sions would bring into effect the New Treaty to know, when they decide 
to ratify or accede, what the Regulations contain. 
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141. The Regulations could be amended later by the States which, at 
the time the amendment is decided, are party to the New Treaty. 
Depending on the nature of the provisions of the Regulations to be 
amended, decisions on amendments would require a simple majority, 
a qualified (e.g., two-thirds) majority or that no country vote against it 
(unanimity). 

142. For the purposes of amending the Regulations and for super- 
vising the finances of the International Bureau of WIPO as far as 
operations under the New Treaty are concerned, the States party to the 
New Treaty would meet, at least once every second year, in what could 
be called their "Assembly." 

143. It is to be noted that all the expenses of the International Bureau 
covering the administration of the New Treaty would have to be 
covered from the fees that applicants and owners of international 
registrations would pay to the International Bureau (other than any fees 
destined for the designated States). Contracting States would assume 
no financial obligations under the New Treaty. 
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Books and Articles 

Book Reviews 

L'Etat et l'invention: histoire des brevets—Institut national de la 
propriété industrielle, by Y. Plasseraud and F. Savignon. La Documen- 
tation française, Paris. 1986.—264 pages. 

This study is certain to be extremely useful to all those who are 
interested in the future of patent law. 

MWG 

This book contains a very interesting account of the history of the 
relations between the State and the field of inventions at the interna- 
tional level : it shows how varied the reactions of States have been in the 
face of invention, alternately following opposite trends throughout 
history. For instance, at one moment the State encourages the inventor 
by protecting his activity, at another it controls that activity to the 
point of limiting it. It was in the nineteenth century, a period of relative 
peace and economic growth, that patent systems took shape (Chapters I 
to VII) ; then it deals with the internationalization of patent law and the 
development of international means of protection (Chapters VIII and 
IX); this is followed by a presentation of the major types of national 
protection system in existence (Chapter X), an analysis of the chal- 
lenges facing the system on account of the technical and economic 
transformation that the contemporary world is undergoing (Chapter 
XI ). and a study of the function of a patent as a tool of national policy or 
corporate policy (Chapter XII). 

Authors Yves Plasseraud and François Savignon, both leading 
experts in industrial property law who regard a patent as an institution 
that "must remain open to the whole of research," end on a cautionary 
note: "... the main risk that may yet threaten the future of the patent 
would be—precisely on account of its success—that of its enclosing 
itself in intangible rules, of becoming sluggish through bureaucratic 
drift, and ultimately of imagining that history' could have an end and 
institutions remain changeless in a world in flux." 

Opposit: n on Basis of Non-Registered Rights. European Commu- 
nities Trade Mark Practitioners' Association, London, 1986.—62 
pages. 

This is a collection of papers given at the conference organized by 
the European Communities Trade Mark Practitioners' Association 
(ECTA) which was held in Cologne on March 21, 1985. 

The lectures, and the lively discussion which followed, are 
concerned with the question of whether oppositions under the 
proposed new European Community trademark system should be 
confined to oppositions based on registered rights, or whether oppo- 
sitions based on non-registered rights should also be allowed. This 
collection of papers shows the considerable divergence of opinion on 
this question in the interested circles in the European Community. 

Papers were presented by an official of the Commission of the 
European Communities, by speakers from three Member States of the 
European Community, and by a speaker from the United States of 
America. The book provides a useful reference on the arguments for 
and against allowing, in a European Community system, oppositions 
on the basis of non-registered rights. The book should be of interest to 
all those who follow the progress being made towards the estab- 
lishment of a European Community trademark system. 

CR 
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News Items 

CHAD 

Director of Industry, 
National Service of Industrial Property 

We have been informed that Mr. Yamtebaye Nadjitangar has been 
appointed Director of Industry, National Service of Industrial 
Property. 

MALTA 

Comptroller of Industrial Property 

We have been informed that Mr. John F.X. Muscat has been 
appointed Comptroller of Industrial Property. 

MEXICO 

Director General, 
Directorate General of Inventions, Marks 

and Technological Development 

We have been informed that Mr. Juan de Villafranca has been 
appointed Director General, Under-Secretariat for Foreign Invest- 
ments and Transfer of Technology. 
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Calendar of Meetings 

WIPO Meetings 
(Not all WIPO meetings are listed. Dates are subject to possible change.) 

1987 

March 9 to 13 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee for Development Cooperation Related to Copyright and Neighboring Rights 
March 18 to 20 (Stockholm) — Group of Experts on the Preparation of the IPC Seminar 
March 23 to 27 (Geneva) — Committee of Experts on the Harmonization of Certain Provisions in Laws for the Protection of Inventions (Third 

Session) 
March 30 to April 3 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee on Patent Information (PCPI): Working Group on General Information 
April 6 and 7 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee on Patent Information (PCPI) 
April 27 to 30 (Geneva) — Committee of Experts on Intellectual Property in Respect of Integrated Circuits (Third Session) 
May 4 to 15 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee on Patent Information (PCPI): Working Group on Search Information 
May 5 to 8 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee for Development Cooperation Related to Industrial Property 
May 11 to 13 (Geneva) — Vienna Union: Working Group on the International Classification of the Figurative Elements of Marks 
May 11 to 15 (Paris) — Committee of Governmental Experts on Dramatic, Choreographic and Musical Works (convened jointly with Unesco) 
May 18 to 23 and 26 (Geneva) — Consultative Meeting on the Revision of the Paris Convention (Third Session) 
May 25 to 29 (Geneva) — Committee of Experts on the Protection Against Counterfeiting (Second Session) 
May 28 (Geneva) — WIPO Coordination Committee (Extraordinary Session) 
June 11 to 19 (Washington) — Permanent Committee on Patent Information (PCPI): Working Groups on Special Questions and on Planning 
June 22 to 26 (Geneva) — Madrid Union: Working Group on Links Between the Madrid Agreement and the Proposed (European) Community Trade 

Mark 
June 22 to 30 (Geneva) — Berne Union: Executive Committee (Extraordinary- Session) (sitting together, for the discussion of certain items, with the 

Intergovernmental Committee of the Universal Copyright Convention) 
June 29 to July 3 (Geneva) — Committee of Experts on Biotechnological Inventions and Industrial Property (Third Session) 
July 1 to 3 (Geneva) — Rome Convention: Intergovernmental Committee (Ordinary Session) (convened jointly with ILO and Unesco) 
September 2 to 4 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee on Patent Information (PCPI): Working Group on Patent Information for Developing Coun- 

tries 
September 7 to 11 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee on Patent Information (PCPI) and PCT Committee for Technical Cooperation 

(PCT/CTC) 
September 14 to 19 and 22 (Geneva) (to be confirmed) — Consultative Meeting on the Revision of the Paris Convention (Fourth Session) 
September 21 to 30 (Geneva) — Governing Bodies (WIPO General Assembly, Conference and Coordination Committee; Assemblies of the Paris, 

Madrid, Hague, Nice, Lisbon, Locarno, IPC, PCT, Budapest, TRT, Vienna and Berne Unions; Conferences of Representatives of the Paris, 
Hague, Nice and Berne Unions ; Executive Committees of the Paris and Berne Unions ; Committee of Directors of the Madrid Union ; Council of the 
Lisbon Union): Ordinary Sessions 

October 5 to 9 (Geneva) — Committee of Governmental Experts on Works of Applied Art (convened jointly with Unesco) 
November 2 to 6 (Geneva) — Committee of Experts on the Harmonization of Certain Provisions in Laws for the Protection of Inventions (Fourth 

Session) 
November 23 to December 4 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee on Patent Information (PCPI): Working Group on Search Information 
November 30 to December 4 (Geneva) — Committee of Governmental Experts on the Printed Word (convened jointly with Unesco) 

UPOV Meetings 

1987 

March 17 to 20 (Kiryat Anavim) — Technical Working Party for Fruit Crops, and Subgroup 
March 23 to 26 (Kiryat Anavim) — Technical Working Party for Ornamental Plants and Forest Trees 
March 30 (Geneva) — Subgroup on Biotechnology 
March 31 and April 1 (Geneva) — Administrative and Legal Committee 
April 2 (Geneva) — Consultative Committee 
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June 2 to 4 (Bamberg) — Technical Working Party for Vegetables 
June 10 to 12 (Copenhagen) — Technical Working Party on Automation and Computer Programs 
June 23 to 25 (Geneva) — Technical Working Party for Agricultural Crops 
October 13 and 14 (Geneva) — Technical Committee 
October 15 and 16 (Geneva) — Administrative and Legal Committee 
October 17 (Geneva) — Subgroup on Biotechnology 
October 19 (Geneva) — Consultative Committee 
October 20 (Geneva) — Meeting with International Organizations 
October 21 and 22 (Geneva) — Council 

Other Meetings Concerned with Industrial Property 

1987 

March 25 (London) — Pharmaceutical Trade Marks Group: 34th Conference 
June 1 to 5 (Vienna) — European Patent Organisation: Administrative Council 
June 7 to 11 (Dublin) — Union of European Practitioners in Industrial Property: Congress 
July 20 to 22 (Cambridge) — International Association for the Advancement of Teaching and Research in Intellectual Property: Annual 

Meeting 
September 4 to 6 (Stockholm) — International League for Competition Law: Journées d'études 
December 7 to 11 (Munich) — European Patent Organisation : Administrative Council 

1988 

September 15 to 18 (Angers) — International League for Competition Law: 30th Congress 
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