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BACKGROUND 

1. At its twenty-third session, held in Geneva from September 22 to 26, 2025, the Working 
Group on the Legal Development of the Madrid System for the International Registration of 
Marks (hereinafter referred to as “the Working Group” and the “Madrid System”) discussed 
document MM/LD/WG/23/2 on the possible introduction of a requirement for Offices of 
designated Contracting Parties to issue a national or regional certificate when granting 
protection and upon renewal of an international registration.   

2. The Working Group requested the International Bureau to conduct a survey among 
Offices of Contracting Parties and users of the Madrid System on the need and practical 
advantages of the envisaged certificate and present a document with its findings1.   

3. To meet the Working Group’s request, on March 16, 2026, the International Bureau 
invited Offices of Contracting Parties and users of the Madrid System to respond to 
questionnaires.  Two separate questionnaires were designed, one for Offices of Contracting 
Parties, focusing on their current practices concerning the issuance of national or regional 
certificates for international registrations;  and one for users of the Madrid System focusing on 
the need for, and practical advantages of, those certificates.  Both questionnaires are available 
on the website of the current session2.   

 
1  Document MM/LD/WG/23/14, paragraph 8.   
2  Documents MM/LD/WG/24/SURVEY/OFFICES and MM/LD/WG/24/SURVEY/USERS.   

https://www.wipo.int/edocs/mdocs/madrid/en/mm_ld_wg_23/mm_ld_wg_23_2.pdf
https://www.wipo.int/edocs/mdocs/madrid/en/mm_ld_wg_23/mm_ld_wg_23_14.pdf
https://www.wipo.int/edocs/mdocs/madrid/en/mm_ld_wg_24/mm_ld_wg_24_survey_offices.pdf
https://www.wipo.int/edocs/mdocs/madrid/en/mm_ld_wg_24/mm_ld_wg_24_survey_users.pdf
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4. This document summarizes the responses received from 36 Intellectual Property (IP) 
Offices of Contracting Parties and 397 users to the questionnaires referred to in paragraph 3, 
above.  Documents compiling the replies received are available on the website of the current 
session3.   

SUMMARY OF THE RESPONSES PROVIDED BY OFFICES OF CONTRACTING PARTIES 

5. The survey received responses from 36 Offices of Contracting Parties representing 
diverse geographic regions4.  The responses reveal disparities in three areas, namely, how 
Offices handle certificates for international versus domestic registrations;  how they make 
information about international registrations publicly available;  and what documentary evidence 
may be required to enforce rights derived from international registrations.   

6. The questionnaire explored current administrative practices across four main areas.  
The survey first collected information on domestic registration practices, including issuance of 
registration and renewal certificates for marks filed directly with Offices.  It then examined 
parallel practices for international registrations, exploring whether Offices issue certificates for 
protected international registrations and, if so, in what language, by what delivery method, and 
under what conditions.   

7. The questionnaire also addressed how information about international registrations is 
made available, including the assignment of domestic numbers, public accessibility of 
information regarding the status of protection, and available search methods.  Finally, it 
examined enforcement requirements, asking whether statements of grant of protection and 
extracts from the International Register provide sufficient evidence for initiating proceedings, or 
whether additional documentation, such as locally issued certificates, is required.   

FINDINGS OF THE SURVEY 

8. The survey reveals a disparity in treatment between domestic and international 
registrations, with nearly all responding Offices issuing certificates for domestic registrations 
while only a minority doing so for international registrations.   

9. Offices are divided on whether current Madrid System documentation provides sufficient 
evidence for enforcement purposes.  While several Offices consider statements of grant of 
protection or extracts from the International Register sufficient, others consider that additional 
documentation, such as locally issued certificates, attestations or extracts from domestic 
registers, is required.   

Widespread Issuance of Certificates for Domestic Registrations but Not for International 
Registrations 

10. A majority of responding Offices issue registration certificates for marks filed directly with 
their Office, with 35 out of 36 Offices (97.2 per cent) confirming this practice.  However, current 
practices diverge when it comes to international registrations, with only eight Offices 
(22.2 per cent) issuing registration certificates for marks in international registrations protected 
in their jurisdictions, while 28 Offices (77.8 per cent) do not issue such certificates.   

11. The gap between domestic and international registration practices indicates that holders 
of international registrations generally do not receive the same documentary evidence of 
protection that holders of domestic registrations routinely obtain.  Among the eight Offices that 
issue certificates for international registrations, most do so automatically once protection has 

 
3  Documents MM/LD/WG/24/REPLIES/SURVEY/OFFICES and MM/LD/WG/24/REPLIES/SURVEY/USERS.   
4  The Offices of the following Madrid members responded to the survey:  Australia, Austria, Brazil, Canada, 
Colombia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Egypt, Finland, Georgia, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Mauritius, Mozambique, North Macedonia, Norway, Portugal, Republic of Moldova, Russian Federation, Serbia, 
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sint Maarten (Dutch Part), Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland, Syrian Arab Republic, 
Trinidad and Tobago, United States of America, Viet Nam, Zambia.   

https://www.wipo.int/edocs/mdocs/madrid/en/mm_ld_wg_24/mm_ld_wg_24_replies_survey_offices.pdf
https://www.wipo.int/edocs/mdocs/madrid/en/mm_ld_wg_24/mm_ld_wg_24_replies_survey_users.pdf
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been granted with no further requirements, though practices vary regarding language, delivery 
method, and whether fees are required.   

Limited Issuance of Renewal Certificates 

12. The disparity between domestic and international registrations extends to renewal 
certificates.  For domestic registrations, 21 Offices (58.3 per cent) issue renewal certificates 
while 15 Offices (41.7 per cent) do not.  In contrast, four Offices (11.1 per cent) issue renewal 
certificates for marks in international registrations protected in their jurisdictions, while 
32 Offices (88.9 per cent) do not issue such documents.   

13. Among the few Offices issuing renewal certificates for international registrations, half do 
so automatically upon notification of renewal with no further requirements, while the other half 
issue certificates only upon request and payment of a fee.  The near absence of domestic 
renewal certificates for international registrations means that holders typically lack formal 
documentary evidence confirming that their rights have been renewed in designated 
jurisdictions beyond the information maintained in the International Register.   

Varied Practices Regarding Assignment of Domestic Numbers and Public Access to Information 

14. Offices have diverse approaches to integrating international registrations into their 
domestic systems.  Eleven Offices (30.5 per cent) assign a domestic application number to 
international registrations designating their jurisdiction, while 25 Offices (69.5 per cent) do not.  
Similarly, nine Offices (25 per cent) assign a domestic registration number to protected 
international registrations, while 27 Offices (75 per cent) do not.   

15. Despite the limited assignment of domestic numbers, 28 Offices (77.8 per cent) make 
information about international registrations and their status of protection publicly available, 
while eight Offices (22.2 per cent) do not.  Offices that make this information publicly available 
primarily do so through free online databases (23 Offices) and free online gazettes (16 Offices).  
The most common search methods include using the international registration number, verbal 
elements of the mark, and the name of the holder, though availability and completeness of 
information vary across jurisdictions.   

Divergent Views on Sufficiency of Current Documentation for Enforcement 

16. Offices are divided on whether statements of grant of protection issued under the Madrid 
Protocol provide sufficient evidence for holders to initiate enforcement proceedings without 
additional documentation.  Among the 36 responding Offices, 19 (52.8 per cent) indicated that 
statements of grant of protection are sufficient, while 15 (41.7 per cent) stated they are not 
sufficient, and two Offices did not answer.   

17. Among those who consider them sufficient, 14 Offices noted that their statements are 
already issued in locally accepted languages, removing the need for translation, while 
four Offices indicated that official translations into locally accepted languages are required.  
For situations where no statement of grant of protection is available, such as cases of tacit 
acceptance, 18 Offices (50 per cent) indicated that extracts from the International Register 
issued by WIPO constitute sufficient evidence, while 12 Offices (33.3 per cent) stated they do 
not, with six Offices providing no answer.   

Certificates and Alternative Documentation Required Where Current Evidence Is Insufficient 

18. Among Offices indicating that statements of grant of protection or extracts from the 
International Register are insufficient for enforcement purposes, either in all cases or in specific 
circumstances, several alternative forms of documentation were identified as necessary.  These 
include certificates of registration, attestations confirming that rights remained in force, extracts 
from domestic trademark registries, and verification through databases available online.   
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19. These responses highlight that in several jurisdictions holders of international registrations 
face documentation requirements beyond what the Madrid System currently provides, 
potentially creating real barriers to the effective enforcement of their rights.   

SUMMARY OF THE RESPONSES PROVIDED BY USERS OF THE MADRID SYSTEM 

20. An online survey, designed for both holders and representatives of international 
registrations, examined documentation acceptance across seven scenarios where proof of 
rights derived from international registrations may be needed, namely, judicial proceedings, 
customs proceedings, business or commercial transactions, guarantees or collateral 
arrangements, conducting business on online platforms, initiating infringement procedures on 
online platforms, and other difficulties encountered.   

21. For each scenario, respondents indicated whether they had needed to prove their rights 
and, if yes, which documents were accepted to prove those rights, including statements of grant 
of protection issued by designated Contracting Parties, WIPO attestations or extracts from the 
International Register, official translations, certificates issued by Offices of the designated 
Contracting Parties in the locally accepted language, attestations confirming that their rights 
remained in force, and other documents.  In addition, respondents were asked to specify the 
relevant jurisdictions where each document type was accepted.   

22. The survey concluded by asking respondents whether receiving a certificate issued by 
the Office that granted protection, in a locally accepted language, would be advantageous for 
holders of international registrations, with respondents being asked to explain either the 
practical advantages of receiving such certificates or the reasons why it would not be beneficial.   

23. The survey received 397 complete responses.  Most respondents were trademark 
representatives (77.1 per cent or 306 respondents), with the remainder being holders of 
international registrations (22.9 per cent or 91 respondents).  Respondents represented a 
diverse global distribution across 60 jurisdictions.  The largest single group came from 
Japan at 13.1 per cent (52 respondents), followed by China at 10.1 per cent (40 respondents) 
and Germany at 9.6 per cent (38 respondents).  The United Kingdom contributed 7.8 per cent 
(31 respondents), the United States of America 7.1 per cent (28 respondents), and 
Italy 6.8 per cent (27 respondents).  France accounted for 5.8 per cent (23 respondents), 
Spain 5 per cent (20 respondents), and Switzerland 4 per cent (16 respondents).  
The remaining 31.9 per cent of responses came from 51 other jurisdictions, including significant 
representation from Brazil (2 per cent), Belgium (1.8 per cent), Cameroon (1.5 per cent), 
Sweden (1.5 per cent), Denmark (1.3 per cent), and Finland (1.3 per cent).  This geographic 
diversity ensures that the survey captures experiences and perspectives from users across all 
regions covered by the Madrid System.   

FINDINGS OF THE SURVEY 

24. The survey reveals strong agreement (85.9 per cent) that national and regional certificates 
would be advantageous, driven primarily by practical enforcement challenges, business 
requirements, and country-specific needs.  The data shows that national or regional certificates 
are the most frequently accepted document across all the scenarios examined, suggesting a 
gap between what the Madrid System provides and what users need in practice.  A minority 
voice emphasized that the solution should be the universal acceptance of WIPO-issued 
documentation rather than fragmenting the system with national or regional certificates.   

Document Types  

25. Across all the scenarios examined, certificates issued by Offices in locally accepted 
languages were consistently the most frequently accepted document.  In customs proceedings, 
57.3 per cent of respondents reported requiring certificates, the highest percentage across all 
scenarios, followed by judicial proceedings at 54.3 per cent, business and commercial 
transactions at 52.3 per cent, online platform infringement procedures at 52.2 per cent, online 
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platform business transactions at 49.6 per cent, and guarantees or collateral arrangements 
at 43.5 per cent.  Under “other” scenarios reported by respondents, certificates were also 
mentioned most frequently as the preferred document, at 48.5 per cent.  This pattern contrasts 
with lower percentages for WIPO attestations or extracts, which ranged from 17.4 per cent 
to 35.9 per cent, and statements of grant of protection, which ranged from 22.7 per cent 
to 47.7 per cent, demonstrating that national or regional certificates exceed other documents in 
practical utility and acceptance.   

26. Less frequently accepted documents included attestations confirming rights remained in 
force, official translations, and other specialized documents such as notarized copies, legalized 
powers of attorney, and documents proving use of the mark.   

Geographical Distribution of Issues 

27. Across all the scenarios examined, certain jurisdictions were more frequently mentioned 
as requiring a local certificate than others.  It should be noted that some of the jurisdictions most 
frequently mentioned by users either do not issue a national or regional certificate for 
international registrations or issue them only upon request.  Nevertheless, jurisdictions across 
all regions covered by the Madrid System were mentioned as requiring a local certificate across 
all the scenarios examined, with some Asian jurisdictions mentioned more frequently for 
customs proceedings, e-commerce platforms, business transactions, and regulatory 
requirements.  Regarding African jurisdictions, concerns were raised about whether 
international registrations were being properly recorded in national registries.  This geographic 
spread suggests that the need for a national or regional certificate is not limited to any single 
region but affects users globally.   

Other Difficulties Encountered 

28. Respondents who reported encountering other difficulties described challenges faced in 
several practical contexts.  In the regulatory sphere, pharmaceutical and healthcare companies 
reported being unable to advance approval processes without local certificates, as international 
registration certificates and statements of grant of protection were not considered sufficient.  
At the border, customs and enforcement authorities were said to routinely require locally issued 
certificates rather than accepting statements of grant of protection, making it harder for rights 
holders to prevent counterfeit goods from entering the market.  In day-to-day commercial 
settings, respondents reported facing difficulties when seeking to open a retail shop, apply for a 
business license, and start any other administrative procedures where local proof of registration 
was expected.   

29. Online platforms presented a further challenge, with some major e-commerce platforms 
moving away from accepting international registration certificates and statements of grant of 
protection and now requiring national or regional certificates instead.  In legal proceedings, 
courts consistently require certificates in a locally accepted language, leaving some holders of 
international registrations at a disadvantage.   

30. On a broader level, some respondents noted that the absence of a national or regional 
certificate led clients to perceive international registrations as less reliable or less valuable than 
domestic ones.  Finally, portfolio management was cited as a recurring difficulty, with holders 
struggling to track the status of their rights and calculate non-use vulnerability periods 
accurately in the absence of clear local registration dates.   

Other Systemic Issues Identified 

31. Beyond the specific challenges described above, the survey also uncovered some 
systemic issues that affect the reliability of the Madrid System.  A recurring concern was 
the failure of databases to stay synchronized, with national or regional decisions not being 
timely reflected in the International Bureau’s online information systems, leaving users 
uncertain about the status of protection of their trademarks in the jurisdictions concerned.  
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Moreover, in the absence of a statement of grant of protection, tacit acceptance creates 
genuine confusion about whether and when protection has been established in the jurisdiction 
concerned.   

32. A further gap arises in jurisdictions that do not timely communicate to the International 
Bureau final or further statements of grant of protection, after the mark has been provisionally 
refused, leaving holders without any formal confirmation of their rights in those territories.  Even 
when provisional refusals have been successfully overcome, uncertainty persists about when 
protection takes effect.  This connects to a broader problem of protection date ambiguity, 
namely, without a clear local protection or registration date, holders find it difficult to determine 
which date governs the calculation of non-use vulnerability periods.   

Support for National or Regional Certificates 

33. When asked whether receiving certificates issued by designated Offices in locally 
accepted languages would be advantageous, 85.9 per cent responded affirmatively 
(341 respondents), while 14.1 per cent (56 respondents) indicated it would not be 
advantageous.   

34. Respondents who considered that a national or regional certificate would not be 
advantageous focused their concerns on preserving the Madrid System’s principles, with the 
central argument being that the International Register should remain the sole authoritative 
source with universal acceptance of documentation issued by the International Bureau.  Other 
issues raised were fear of increased costs and complexity for users of the system.   

35. Respondents supporting national or regional certificates identified a wide range of 
practical advantages spanning legal, commercial, and client relations concerns.  From a legal 
standpoint, locally issued certificates provide greater certainty and stronger evidentiary weight, 
particularly for enforcement purposes.  They eliminate confusion around tacit acceptance and 
meet the expectations of local courts, customs authorities, and police, who routinely require 
certificates issued in locally accepted languages.  On the practical side, certificates would 
remove the need for expensive certified translations and help avoid the delays that come with 
them.  Commercially, certificates were described as essential for mergers and acquisitions, 
licensing, and banking arrangements, while e-commerce platforms are increasingly requiring 
them as part of their brand protection programs.   

36. Beyond these core advantages, respondents pointed to several additional benefits.  
Certificates simplify portfolio management by making it easier to track rights and calculate 
non-use vulnerability periods;  they may provide clarity when online databases show uncertain 
or ambiguous status information;  and they may help dispel the perception that international 
registrations are somehow less valuable than domestic ones.  Finally, several respondents 
noted that rights holders simply expect and value a tangible certificate as proof of their rights.   

37. The Working Group is invited to 
consider the information presented in 
this document.   

[End of document]  
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