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1.
The Working Group on the Development of the Lisbon System (hereinafter referred to as
“the Working Group”) met in Geneva, on June 11 and 12, 2018.
2.
The following Contracting Parties of the Lisbon Union were represented at the session:
Algeria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Democratic People's Republic of Korea, France, Gabon,
Georgia, Hungary, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Israel, Italy, Mexico, Peru, Portugal (14).
3.
The following States were represented as observers: Australia, Democratic Republic of
the Congo, Dominican Republic, Ethiopia, Germany, Guatemala, India, Japan, Kuwait,
Morocco, Nigeria, Republic of Korea, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,
Spain, Switzerland, Thailand, Turkey, Uganda, United States of America, Zimbabwe (23).
4.
Representatives of the following international intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) took
part in the session in an observer capacity: African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States
(ACP GROUP), Economic Community of West African States (UEMOA), European Union (EU),
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), Organization of Islamic
Cooperation (OIC), World Trade Organization (WTO) (6).
5.
Representatives of the following international non-governmental organizations (NGOs)
took part in the session in an observer capacity: Association romande de propriété intellectuelle
(AROPI), Centre for International Intellectual Property Studies (CEIPI), Health and Environment
Program (HEP), International Intellectual Property Commercialization Council (IIPCC),
International Trademark Association (INTA), International Wine Law Association (AIDV),
Organization for an International Geographical Indications Network (oriGIn) (7).
6.

The list of participants is contained in Annex III.
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AGENDA ITEM 1: OPENING OF THE SESSION
7.

Mr. Francis Gurry, Director General, opened the session.

8.

He started the meeting by providing a few updates on the Lisbon System.

9.
First, he indicated that the International Bureau had received the deposit of the first
instrument of accession to the Geneva Act of the Lisbon Agreement (hereinafter referred to as
“the Geneva Act”) by the Kingdom of Cambodia in March 2018. Upon pointing out that
Cambodia had very successfully deployed geographical indications, he more particularly
referred to the great success encountered by the geographical indications Kampot Pepper and
Kampong Speu Palm Sugar. As he was aware that a number of Lisbon Union members were
actively considering accession to the Geneva Act, he encouraged them to expedite that process
so that the Geneva Act be brought into effect.
10. Secondly, regarding the operations of the Lisbon Registry, he pointed out that in the past
biennium the International Bureau had received a total of 61 new applications and that since the
beginning of the year 15 new applications had been received, two from Bosnia and
Herzegovina, seven from Iran (Islamic Republic of), five from Italy, and one from Mexico. Those
additional registrations brought the total number of international registrations recorded in the
International Register to 1,112.
11. Thirdly, referring to the financial situation of the Lisbon Union, he indicated that in the
previous 2016/17 biennium the total revenue of the Lisbon Union had amounted to
2,358,000 Swiss francs, while the total expenses had amounted to 2,434,000 Swiss francs,
which in turn had translated into a small deficit for the Lisbon Union of 75,000 Swiss francs.
When compared to previous years that outcome constituted a positive result largely due to the
payment of subventions under Article 11(3)(iii) of the Lisbon Agreement by several Lisbon
Union members whom he wished to thank in particular. Upon recalling that those subventions
had amounted to a total of 1.3 million Swiss francs for the previous biennium, he pointed out
that the Program and Budget for the current 2018/19 biennium, as adopted by the WIPO
Assemblies, stated that “fee-financed Unions with a projected biennial deficit in the
2018/19 biennium should examine measures in accordance with their own treaty to address that
deficit”. The Lisbon Union being one of those Unions, the examination of such measures
constituted the main thrust of the work of the present session.
12. He further indicated that there were two elements for consideration before the members of
the Working Group. First, they would have to consider and discuss the proposed fee reduction
for least-developed countries (LDCs). In that regard, he pointed out that other international
registration systems administered by WIPO, such as the PCT, the Madrid System or the Hague
System, had already put in place a system for granting fee reductions to LDCs. He indicated
that the proposal put forward by the Secretariat was a fee reduction of 50 per cent for users and
right holders of appellations of origin or geographical indications from LDCs. He therefore
invited the members of the Working Group to consider and comment on that proposal while
taking into account the financial situation of the Lisbon Union so as to make a recommendation
to the Assembly of the Lisbon Union regarding the implementation of Article 7(3) of the Geneva
Act.
13. The second element was one that had been with the members of the Working Group for
some time now, namely the further consideration and discussion of the financial sustainability of
the Lisbon Union. In that regard, he pointed out that one of the documents before them invited
the Lisbon Union members to continue their discussions on the financial sustainability of the
Lisbon Union. He concluded by saying that even if 2018 was not a budgetary year, it would be
opportune to take advantage of the present session to make some progress on that very
important question.
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AGENDA ITEM 2: ELECTION OF A CHAIR AND TWO VICE-CHAIRS
14. Mr. Nikoloz Gogilidze (Georgia) was unanimously elected as Chair of the Working Group
and Mr. Alfredo Rendón Algara (Mexico) and Mr. Cristóbal Melgar (Peru) were unanimously
elected as Vice-Chairs.
15.

Ms. Alexandra Grazioli (WIPO) acted as Secretary to the Working Group.

AGENDA ITEM 3: ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
16. The Working Group adopted the draft Agenda (document LI/WG/DEV-SYS/1/1 Prov.)
without modification.
AGENDA ITEM 4: FEE REDUCTIONS PRESCRIBED BY ARTICLE 7(3) OF THE GENEVA
ACT OF THE LISBON AGREEMENT ON APPELLATIONS OF ORIGIN AND
GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATIONS
17.

Discussions were based on document LI/WG/DEV-SYS/1/2.

18.

The Chair opened the discussions on Item 4 of the Agenda.

19. The Delegation of France inquired as to why the proposed rate of reduction of 50 per cent
had not been aligned with the 90 per cent rate of reduction allocated to LDCs under other
intellectual property rights treaties.
20. In response to the question raised by the Delegation of France, the Secretariat indicated
that the proposal before them took into account the financial situation of the Lisbon Union and
had been designed to avoid further weighing down the deficit of the Lisbon Union. The proposal
also took into account the specificities of the international System for the registration and
protection of appellations of origin and geographical indications as provided for under the
Geneva Act, in particular the one time registration fee, the non-renewal system, and the ensuing
potentially unlimited protection in time contrary to the features of other international registration
systems administered by WIPO, such as the Madrid System.
21. The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of) referred to the fee reduction prescribed by
Article 7 of the Geneva Act and to the proposal to amend the schedule of fees under Rule 8(1)
of the Common Regulations under the Lisbon Agreement and the Geneva Act for purposes of
introducing the 50 per cent reduction of the amount of fees for those international registrations
originating in LDCs. Although the Delegation supported the proposal under consideration as it
was of the view that it would most likely attract further accessions and applications from LDCs,
the Delegation invited the Working Group to consider the implementation of the proposal during
a transitional period of three or five years following the entry into force of the Geneva Act.
22. The Delegation of Italy regarded the proposed reduction of 50 per cent of the prescribed
amount of fees as a good incentive for new members to join the System, but also as an
adequate tool to foster the economic development of LDCs. Nevertheless, the Delegation also
recalled that they also had to take into consideration the ongoing issue of the financial
sustainability of the Lisbon System. In consequence, the Delegation suggested that a fee
reduction regime under Article 7(3) of the Geneva Act, for a transitional period of three years
only, be recommended to the next session of the Assembly of the Lisbon Union. In the future,
new discussions on the matter could be re-opened to evaluate the possible extension of the
proposed economic facilitation.
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23. The Delegation of Gabon also supported the proposed fee reduction under consideration
as it sent a good message by taking into account those countries which encountered a number
of difficulties, such as LDCs. Meanwhile, the Delegation also expressed the view that the
official classification as LDC somehow failed to take into account the particular situation of
Gabon which had been officially classified as a middle-income country and would therefore be
prevented from benefiting from the proposed fee reduction. Under those circumstances, the
Delegation inquired as to whether countries with a difficult economic situation such as Gabon,
would be able to benefit from the proposed fee reduction with regard to their international
registrations from time to time.
24. The Delegation of Portugal considered the proposal for a reduction of fees in favor of
LDCs as an adjusted measure that took into account the asymmetries between the different
members of WIPO and would therefore support it. The Delegation further expressed the view
that, besides the proposed fee reduction, the interests of the LDCs could also be achieved to a
great extent through promotion and technical assistance activities provided by WIPO. Upon
recalling that only one country had acceded to the Geneva Act so far and that it would be
difficult to predict when the Geneva Act would enter into force, the Delegation expressed the
view that the best option would be to introduce a transitional period as had been proposed by
the Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of), as that solution would also take into consideration
the financial constraints encountered in the past.
25. The Delegation of Bulgaria believed that the Lisbon System constituted a reliable
instrument to protect and promote those products with unique quality and characteristics directly
attributable to their geographical origin. As such, the System had to be made affordable to all
producers, either from developed, developing or least-developed countries. The Delegation
expressed the view that the international protection of geographical indications was a useful tool
that could greatly benefit farmers who lived and worked in rural areas as it would help them
protect their products in the global market. The Delegation would therefore support a
development strategy designed for LDCs aimed at increasing the number of geographical
indications under the Lisbon Agreement and the Geneva Act for purposes of achieving a more
sustainable development for LDCs. The Delegation concluded by saying that it would also be
ready to consider different options to encourage producers from all countries to use the Lisbon
System, thereby increasing the number of registrations in order to ensure the financial
sustainability of the Lisbon System.
26. The Delegation of Israel said that it could support a time-limited reduction of fees for LDCs
but also recalled that the Lisbon Union members had to focus on their primary goal, namely
achieving the financial sustainability of the Union. In that regard, the Delegation considered the
proposed fee reduction as only one measure that could still be accompanied by other measures
relating to other Lisbon Union members.
27. The Delegation of the United States of America remained concerned about the open
question of whether the Lisbon System could become financially sustainable. The Delegation
maintained its position that the Geneva Act could not automatically be considered as a WIPOadministered treaty and that an affirmative decision had to be taken on that important matter by
all WIPO members. The Delegation further recalled that the Director General had not submitted
that issue to the WIPO Coordination Committee and the Assemblies for a determination that the
Geneva Act of the Lisbon Agreement should be regarded as a WIPO-administered treaty. The
Delegation reminded the Working Group that promotional activities to attract membership to the
Geneva Act could not be paid for or staffed by WIPO because there had been no agreement by
the Member States of WIPO to do so and all such expenses had to be borne by the Lisbon
Union. The Delegation remained concerned about the solutions that would be adopted to
address those concerns. The Delegation welcomed interventions from other countries, both
Lisbon members and WIPO members on creative ways forward to solve that persistent problem.
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28. On the particular issue of reduction of fees for LDCs, the Delegation supported the
proposed reduction but remained concerned that the overall problem of the financial
sustainability of the Lisbon System had not been addressed. In particular, the Delegation not
only deplored the lack of economic analysis showing the impact that the proposed fee reduction
would have on the anticipated filings, but also that no fee increase had been envisaged to
compensate for the revenue loss due to the fee reduction. The Delegation cautioned, that even
though a fee reduction could be seen as an incentive for LDCs to join the Geneva Act, whether
LDCs would actually accede to the Geneva Act was still unknown. The Delegation further
pointed out that although one LDC had acceded to the Geneva Act, none of the current LDC
members of the Lisbon Union had yet registered any appellation of origin under the Lisbon
Agreement. In that regard, the Delegation expressed the view that one possible reason was
that it took resources to develop and promote distinctive products and perhaps LDCs simply did
not have those resources.
29. It was the understanding of the Delegation that WIPO had been providing some technical
assistance to WIPO members to enhance producers' abilities to use the Lisbon System. The
Delegation was concerned that such technical assistance might inappropriately divert resources
of other Unions to attempt to increase both the use of the Lisbon System and the Lisbon Union
membership. Moreover, the Delegation was concerned that such technical assistance
represented a missed opportunity to encourage further use of the trademark system, a much
more widely accepted system for the protection of intellectual property rights associated with
distinctive signs. The Delegation believed that it was time for WIPO members to come together
to bridge the differences between the Lisbon System and trademark systems to meet the needs
of all producers and distinctive signs.
30. The Delegation of Bulgaria sought clarification from the Secretariat on a discrepancy
between the proposal under consideration and the text of Article 7 of the Geneva Act since the
proposal only concerned LDCs and the reduction of two types of fees, whereas Article 7
referred to both developing and least-developed countries and only concerned the registration
fee.
31. In response to the question raised by the Delegation of Bulgaria, the Secretariat clarified
that the proposal only covered LDCs to address some of the concerns regarding the financial
situation of the Lisbon Union. The proposal applied both to registration and modification fees
since the text of Article 7(3) referred to “fee reductions” in plural.
32. In an attempt to summarize the discussions under Item 4 of the Agenda, the Chair noted
that the majority of those delegations that had expressed themselves on the issue had given
their general consent to the proposed fee reductions. Yet, there were still two issues to be
discussed, namely the amount of the fee reduction and the proposed transitional period of three
or five years. He therefore proposed to have an informal session on those issues right after the
plenary session of the Working Group.
[Suspension]
33. The Chair re-opened the Plenary meeting to inform the members of the Working Group of
the outcome of the informal session.
34.

The Working Group decided to recommend to the Lisbon Union Assembly:
(i)

to amend the Schedule of Fees included in the Common Regulations under the
Lisbon Agreement and the Geneva Act of the Lisbon Agreement, in order to
introduce a reduction to 50 per cent of the prescribed amount of fees to be paid
by least developed countries (LDCs), as proposed in
document LI/WG/DEV-SYS/1/2;
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(ii) to apply the fee reductions mentioned in (i) for a period of three years starting
from the entry into force of the Geneva Act of the Lisbon Agreement; and
(iii) to re-assess the question of fee reductions under the Lisbon System a year
before the expiry of the period mentioned in (ii).
35. For ease of reference, Annex I contains the amendments to the Schedule of Fees as
recommended by the decision set out in paragraph 34, above.
AGENDA ITEM 5: FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY OF THE LISBON UNION
36.

Discussions were based on document LI/WG/DEV-SYS/1/3.

37. The Chair started the discussions by thanking those Lisbon Union members that had paid
subventions the previous year and that had made it possible to cover almost the entire deficit of
the Lisbon Union in the 2016/17 biennium. He more specifically thanked Congo, the Czech
Republic, France, Georgia, Hungary, Israel, Italy, Mexico, Montenegro, Peru, Portugal, Serbia
and Slovakia. He was aware that other countries had also wished to make individual
contributions but that they had ultimately been prevented from doing so given the time-limit
foreseen was given by the International Bureau for the payment of such contributions. He
nonetheless believed that the fact that they managed to fund the operations of the Lisbon Union
with only a small deficit of 75,000 Swiss francs constituted a great success, as it had been the
first time that Lisbon Union members had decided to cover such deficit with voluntary
contributions.
38.

The Chair then opened the discussions on Item 4 of the Agenda.

39. Regarding the financial sustainability of the Lisbon Union, the Delegation of Iran (Islamic
Republic of) acknowledged the political determination and willingness of the members of the
Lisbon Union to find a long-term financial solution to the problem. Meanwhile, the Delegation
also stressed the importance of a robust and focused promotion of the Lisbon System, including
the Geneva Act, which could help to further develop potential geographical indications in the
Contracting Parties. The Delegation was convinced that the protection of geographical
indications not only had the potential to contribute to sustainable development but could also
help preserve cultural heritage and foster the international trade of specialty products. Since
geographical indications were important national assets which encountered many difficulties
when attempts were made to obtain recognition in foreign markets, the Delegation indicated that
a system for the international recognition and protection of geographical indications such as the
Lisbon System should not be undermined.
40. The Delegation stated that it fully supported the long-standing principles of solidarity and
equality of treatment for each area of intellectual property and the importance of placing the
Lisbon Union on an equal footing with all other WIPO-administered Unions. The Delegation
remained committed to the standard process in an international organization, where solidarity,
trust and equal treatment had always been the basic principles of functioning and
decision-making. From the Delegation’s perspective, the most appropriate means to ensure the
long-term financial sustainability of the Lisbon Union was a robust promotion of the Lisbon
System, including the Geneva Act.
41. The Delegation of Bulgaria reiterated the importance that Bulgaria attached to the
effective protection of geographical indications and stated that it was eager to contribute to
finding a long-term solution for the financial sustainability of the Lisbon System. The Delegation
recognized and appreciated the political determination and the willingness of the member states
of the Lisbon Union to address and to find a long-term solution to the issue. Lisbon Union
members were carefully considering the different options that would allow the System to
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become self-sustainable according to the principle that the amount of the fees should be
sufficient under normal circumstances to cover the expenses for maintaining the international
registration service without requiring the payment of contributions by Lisbon Union members as
provided for under Article 11(4)(b) of the Lisbon Agreement. At the same time, the Delegation
pointed out that the need to maintain an accessible and attractive system for the users excluded
the introduction of exorbitant fees.
42. The Delegation further indicated that it recognized the importance of conducting active
promotion activities concerning the benefits offered by the international System of protection of
geographical indications and appellations of origin, as well as the necessity of reviewing the
applicable fees on a regular basis. The Delegation cautioned, however, that there were limiting
factors preventing the permanent growth of the number of registrations. In comparison to the
other registration systems in respect of intellectual property rights, the Delegation recalled that a
continuous and progressive inflow of new applications for the registration of geographical
indications and appellations of origin could not be expected due to the limited number of
geographical names and the compulsory link that had to exist between a geographical name
and the specific characteristics of the products. The Delegation therefore supported the idea of
combining an active promotion of the Lisbon System by WIPO among potential users of the
System with a periodical revision of the applicable fees.
43. Meanwhile, the Delegation encouraged Lisbon Union members to seek and consider
additional sources of financing for the Lisbon Union since the international registration fee alone
would be insufficient to cover the operating expenses of the Lisbon Union. The Delegation
favored further examination of the options for optimizing the financial resources of the Lisbon
System, including the establishment of a combined system, for example. The Lisbon System
would thus become a system of mixed-financing, partially financed by fees and partially
financed by the funds paid by WIPO Member States under WIPO's unitary contribution system.
The Delegation concluded by saying that it would support the extension of the mandate of the
Working Group with a view to allowing further discussions on the financial sustainability of the
Lisbon System to be able to reach a satisfactory agreement on the issue.
44. The Delegation of the United States of America recalled that each fee-financed WIPO
treaty incorporated an article affirming that the budget of the Union would fund all of its
operational expenses and that the Union would contribute towards the common expenses of the
Organization. The document prepared by the Secretariat referred to the decision of the Lisbon
Union Assembly to adopt measures to eliminate the Lisbon Union projected biennual deficit of
1.5 million Swiss francs and to approve a loan from the reserves of the contribution-financed
Unions in order to fund the operations of the Lisbon System. The decision specifically stated
that the loan would be repaid when the Lisbon Union reserves would allow it to do so. The
Delegation expressed the view that the uncertainty of when the loan would be repaid brought
into question whether the Lisbon Union would ever resolve its financial deficit issues. Moreover,
the fact that the document under consideration did not address measures to prevent a deficit
was equally troubling. The Delegation looked forward to the discussions on the issue at the
present session and hoped that the Lisbon Union members would come forward with some
creative solutions to find a way to address that serious problem.
45. Upon taking note of the information provided in the document that over 1.3 million Swiss
francs in subventions had been received from the Lisbon Agreement Contracting Parties, the
Delegation pointed out, however, that 200,000 Swiss francs of the projected 2016/17 deficit still
remained unaccounted for. In that regard, the Delegation wondered why the document under
consideration only referred to a 75,000 Swiss francs deficit. The Delegation recalled that in as
much as the Lisbon Union is a fee-financed Union, the Working Group was encouraged to look
into how the fee revenues could be increased so as to eliminate the deficit. According to the
Delegation, one way to research solutions to the issue would be to look at the finances of the
other fee-financed Unions. Whether the Lisbon Union would ever attain financial sustainability
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without the need to resort to stop-gap methods such as subventions and loans was
questionable from the Delegation’s perspective. The Delegation further pointed out that, unlike
other registration Unions, geographical indications were by their very nature an extremely
limited subset of intellectual property. Firstly, a geographical component was mandatory and
secondly “a quality or reputation or other characteristic of the good essentially attributable to its
geographical origin” was also required.
46. Upon pointing out that other Unions had an infinite number of possible international
applications being filed – and by way of illustration the Delegation more specifically referred to
the Madrid Protocol which had received 55,000 international applications in 2017 – the
Delegation recalled that the fee for a basic application under the Madrid Protocol was
653 Swiss francs, which in turn meant that 36 million plus Swiss francs had been collected the
previous year in filing fees only. The Delegation went on to state that since the fee for
designated extensions of protection of the international registration in members of the Madrid
System was 100 Swiss francs, even if only one country was designated in an international
application filed in 2017, an additional 5.5 million Swiss francs would be collected for those fees.
Moreover, the fact that the basic renewal fee was 653 Swiss francs also meant that every ten
years additional income would be received by the Madrid Union in payment for those
registrations that the right holders wished to renew. In sum, there were other fees that
generated income, including fees for subsequent designations, none of which the Lisbon Union
collected. By contrast, the current number of appellations of origin and geographical indications
recorded in the Lisbon Express database was about 1,000. The Delegation further pointed out
that of that number, only 85 were registrations from the 15 countries outside of Europe.
Although the Lisbon Union could never expect to approach the revenue of the Madrid Protocol,
the Delegation said that it might prove helpful to look at the fee structure of the Madrid System
to see whether any fees would be amenable under Lisbon, for example renewal fees, even
without proof of use, and fees for extending protection to other members.
47. The Delegation of Mexico echoed the comments of the Delegation of Iran (Islamic
Republic of), Bulgaria and other delegations regarding the importance of promoting the Lisbon
System, and therefore agreed that action had to be taken, both in Lisbon and WIPO Member
States, to enhance the promotion of geographical indications and the Lisbon System. The
Delegation observed that the ongoing discussions took them back to the discussions they had
in 2015, when they were assessing the financial viability of the Lisbon Union. The Delegation
was of the view that the Working Group had to revert to the analysis to determine the resources
that would be needed to ensure the financial sustainability of the Lisbon Union, not only with
subventions but also with other available mechanisms.
48. Upon expressing its support for the previous statements regarding the importance of
promoting the Lisbon System, the Delegation of France was surprised by the statement made
by the Delegation of the United States of America as it went back to old debates that had
already taken place, in particular as regards the possible introduction of a renewal fee for the
protection of geographical indications. The Delegation recalled that those debates were now
behind them and should not be re-opened at the present session. The Delegation favoured the
examination of various options for purposes of ensuring the financial viability of the Lisbon
Union provided the Working Group did not go back to debates that had already been concluded.
49. Upon agreeing with the position expressed by other delegations regarding the promotion
of the Lisbon System, the Delegation of Italy said that it was open to new discussions on the fee
regime and on other possible means to ensure the financial sustainability of the Lisbon System.
50. The Delegation of Australia continued to support and encourage the Lisbon Union to
ensure the long-term financial sustainability of the operations of the Union. The issue of
introducing maintenance or renewal fees for geographical indications had, of course, already
been discussed during the revision of the Lisbon Agreement but had not been agreed at that
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stage by Lisbon Union members. Nonetheless, the Delegation expressed the view that
maintenance or renewal fees remained part of the mechanisms that could be used to address
the financial situation of the Lisbon Union. In that regard, the Delegation pointed out that one of
the functions of the maintenance fee was to spread or amortize what could represent significant
costs over a long period of time, which in turn facilitated the initial access to the System with
reasonably spaced downstream payments set at a level that would not be a deterrent to users.
The Delegation concluded by saying that more of the costs of sustaining the Lisbon System
could be borne by the beneficiaries if costs could be recovered at regular intervals in amounts
that would be within the reach of users.
51. Upon indicating that Russia paid great attention and efforts to developing the
establishment of geographical indications, the Delegation of the Russian Federation pointed out
that a National Seminar on geographical indications had been organized in cooperation with
WIPO a few weeks before in Velikiy Novgorod. The Delegation went on to state that Russia
was about to introduce geographical indications in its national legislation and that it hoped to be
able to participate further in the Lisbon System. The Delegation added, however, that one of
the most important factors regarding Russia’s possible accession to the Lisbon System would
be the financial sustainability of the System. The Delegation therefore fully supported the
proposals aimed at improving the financial situation of the Lisbon System to make it more
attractive.
52. Regarding the long-term financial sustainability of the Lisbon System, the Delegation of
Israel emphasized its view that the Lisbon Union had to become a self-financed Union, either by
increasing user fees, reducing operating expenses or through other interesting ideas that had
been presented at the present and in previous Working Group sessions. As mentioned by
some member States, the Delegation agreed that the attractiveness of the Lisbon System
should also be taken into consideration when discussing long-term solutions for its financial
sustainabilty. In that regard, the Delegation pointed out, however, that the attractiveness of the
System was influenced not only by the cost of fees for the applicants, but also by the cost of
financing the Lisbon System for its member States, in particular when compared with their
actual utilization of the Lisbon System.
53. The Chair invited the members of the Working Group to continue the discussions on
Agenda item 5 during an informal session right after the plenary session of the Working Group.
[Suspension]
54. The Chair re-opened the Plenary meeting to inform the members of the Working Group of
the outcome of the informal session.
55.

The Working Group decided:
(i)

to take note of the declarations made under Agenda Item 5; and

(ii) to further discuss different options concerning the financial sustainability of the
Lisbon Union in future Working Group meetings or informal meeting(s) that the
Chair of the Working Group might request the Secretariat to organize.
AGENDA ITEM 6: ADOPTION OF THE SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR
56. The Chair introduced the discussion on Agenda item 6 concerning the adoption of the
Summary by the Chair and opened the floor for comments by delegations.
57. The Working Group approved the Summary by the Chair, as contained in Annex II
to the present document.
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AGENDA ITEM 7: CLOSING OF THE SESSION
58.

The Chair closed the session on June 12, 2018.

[Annexes follow]
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AMENDMENT TO THE SCHEDULE OF FEES UNDER THE COMMON REGULATIONS
UNDER THE LISBON AGREEMENT AND THE GENEVA ACT OF THE LISBON AGREEMENT

Rule 8
Fees
(1) [Amount of Fees] The International Bureau shall collect the following fees, payable in
Swiss francs:
(i)
fee for international registration ∗
1000
(ii) fee for each modification of an international registration ∗
500
(iii) fee for providing an extract from the International Register
150
(iv) fee for providing an attestation or any other written information
100
concerning the contents of the International Register
(v) individual fees as referred to in paragraph (2).
[…]

[Annex II follows]

∗

For an international registration referring to a geographical area located in a least developed country (LDC), in
accordance with the lists established by the United Nations, the fee is reduced to 50 per cent of the prescribed amount
(rounded to the nearest full figure). In such case, the fee will amount to 500 Swiss francs for an international registration
referring to a geographical area of origin located in an LDC, and to 250 Swiss francs for each modification of an
international registration referring to a geographical area of origin located in an LDC. These fee reductions will aply for a
period of three years following the date of entry into force of the Geneva Act fo the Lisbon Agreement.
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Working Group on the Development of the Lisbon System
First Session
Geneva, June 11 and 12, 2018

SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR
adopted by the Working Group

1.
The Working Group on the Development of the Lisbon System (hereinafter referred to as
“the Working Group”) met in Geneva, on June 11 and 12, 2018.
2. The following Contracting Parties of the Lisbon Union were represented at the session:
Algeria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Democratic People's Republic of Korea, France, Gabon,
Georgia, Hungary, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Israel, Italy, Mexico, Peru, Portugal (14).
3. The following States were represented as observers: Australia, Democratic Republic of the
Congo, Dominican Republic, Ethiopia, Germany, Guatemala, India, Japan, Kuwait, Morocco,
Nigeria, Republic of Korea, Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Spain,
Switzerland, Thailand, Turkey, Uganda, United States of America, Zimbabwe (23).
4. Representatives of the following international intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) took
part in the session in an observer capacity: African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States
(ACP GROUP), Economic Community of West African States (UEMOA), European Union (EU),
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), Organization of Islamic
Cooperation (OIC), World Trade Organization (WTO) (6).
5. Representatives of the following international non-governmental organizations (NGOs) took
part in the session in an observer capacity: Association romande de propriété intellectuelle
(AROPI), Centre for International Intellectual Property Studies (CEIPI), Health and Environment
Program (HEP), International Intellectual Property Commercialization Council (IIPCC),
International Trademark Association (INTA), International Wine Law Association (AIDV),
Organization for an International Geographical Indications Network (oriGIn) (7).
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6. The list of participants is contained in document LI/WG/DEV-SYS/1/INF/1 Prov. 2 *.
AGENDA ITEM 1: OPENING OF THE SESSION
7. Mr. Francis Gurry, Director General, opened the session.
AGENDA ITEM 2: ELECTION OF A CHAIR AND TWO VICE-CHAIRS
8. Mr. Nikoloz Gogilidze (Georgia) was unanimously elected as Chair of the Working Group
and Mr. Alfredo Rendón Algara (Mexico) and Mr. Cristóbal Melgar (Peru) were unanimously
elected as Vice-Chairs.
9. Ms. Alexandra Grazioli (WIPO) acted as Secretary to the Working Group.
AGENDA ITEM 3: ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
10. The Working Group adopted the draft agenda (document LI/WG/DEV-SYS/1/1 Prov.)
without modification.
AGENDA ITEM 4: FEE REDUCTIONS PRESCRIBED BY ARTICLE 7(3) OF THE GENEVA
ACT OF THE LISBON AGREEMENT ON APPELLATIONS OF ORIGIN AND
GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATIONS
11. Discussions were based on document LI/WG/DEV-SYS/1/2.
12.

The Working Group decided to recommend to the Lisbon Union Assembly:
(iv) to amend the Schedule of Fees included in the Common Regulations under the
Lisbon Agreement and the Geneva Act of the Lisbon Agreement, in order to
introduce a reduction to 50 per cent of the prescribed amount of fees to be paid
by least developed countries (LDCs), as proposed in document
LI/WG/DEV-SYS/1/2;
(v) to apply the fee reductions mentioned in (i) for a period of three years starting
from the entry into force of the Geneva Act of the Lisbon Agreement; and
(vi) to re-assess the question of fee reductions under the Lisbon System a year
before the expiry of the period mentioned in (ii).

13. For ease of reference, the Annex to this Summary by the Chair contains the amendments
to the Schedule of Fees as recommended by the decision set out in paragraph 12, above.
AGENDA ITEM 5: FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY OF THE LISBON UNION
14.

Discussions were based on document LI/WG/DEV-SYS/1/3.

*

The final list of participants will be made available as an Annex to the Report of the session.
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15.

The Working Group decided:
(iii) to take note of the declarations made under Agenda Item 5; and
(iv) to further discuss different options concerning the financial sustainability of the
Lisbon Union in future Working Group meetings or informal meeting(s) that the
Chair of the Working Group might request the Secretariat to organize.

AGENDA ITEM 6: ADOPTION OF THE SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR
16. The Working Group approved the Summary by the Chair, as contained in the
present document.
AGENDA ITEM 7: CLOSING OF THE SESSION
17.

The Chair closed the session on June 12, 2018.

[Annex follows]
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AMENDMENT TO THE SCHEDULE OF FEES UNDER THE COMMON REGULATIONS
UNDER THE LISBON AGREEMENT AND THE GENEVA ACT OF THE LISBON AGREEMENT

Rule 8
Fees
(1) [Amount of Fees] The International Bureau shall collect the following fees, payable in
Swiss francs:
(i)
fee for international registration ∗
1000
(ii) fee for each modification of an international registration ∗
500
(iii) fee for providing an extract from the International Register
150
(iv) fee for providing an attestation or any other written information
100
concerning the contents of the International Register
(v) individual fees as referred to in paragraph (2).
[…]

[Annex III follows]

∗

For an international registration referring to a geographical area located in a least developed country (LDC), in
accordance with the lists established by the United Nations, the fee is reduced to 50 per cent of the prescribed amount
(rounded to the nearest full figure). In such case, the fee will amount to 500 Swiss francs for an international registration
referring to a geographical area of origin located in an LDC, and to 250 Swiss francs for each modification of an
international registration referring to a geographical area of origin located in an LDC. These fee reductions will aply for a
period of three years following the date of entry into force of the Geneva Act fo the Lisbon Agreement.
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DATE: LE 12 JUIN 2018 / JUNE 12, 2018

Groupe de travail sur le développement du système de Lisbonne
Première session
Genève, 11 et 12 juin 2018

Working Group on the Development of the Lisbon System
First Session
Geneva, June 11 and 12, 2018
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LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

établie par le Secrétariat
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I.

MEMBRES/MEMBERS

(dans l’ordre alphabétique des noms français des États)
(in the alphabetical order of the names in French of the States)
ALGÉRIE/ALGERIA
Fayssal ALLEK (M.), premier secrétaire, Mission permanente, Genève

BULGARIE/BULGARIA
Rayko RAYTCHEV (Mr.), Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission,
Geneva
Andriana YONCHEVA (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

FRANCE
Nathalie MARTY (Mme), responsable, Service juridique et international, Institut national de
l’origine et de la qualité (INAO), Paris

GABON
Edwige KOUMBY MISSAMBO (Mme), premier conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève

GÉORGIE/GEORGIA
Nikoloz GOGILIDZE (Mr.), Chairman, National Intellectual Property Center of Georgia
(SAKPATENTI), Mtskheta
Temuri PIPIA (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

HONGRIE/HUNGARY
Csaba BATICZ (Mr.), Head, Legal and International Department, Hungarian Intellectual
Property Office (HIPO), Budapest

IRAN (RÉPUBLIQUE ISLAMIQUE D’)/IRAN (ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF)
Reza DEHGHANI (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

ISRAËL/ISRAEL
Sharon NIR SHALOM (Ms.), Team Leader, Trademarks and Appellations of Origin Division,
Israel Patent Office, Ministry of Justice, Jerusalem
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ITALIE/ITALY
Renata CERENZA (Ms.), Expert, Trademarks, Designs and Geographic Indications, Italian
Patent and Trademark Office (UIBM), Directorate General for the Fight Against Counterfeiting,
Ministry of Economic Development, Rome
Bruna GIOIA (Ms.), Administrative Officer, International Trademarks, Italian Patent and
Trademark Office (UIBM), Directorate General for the Fight Against Counterfeiting, Ministry of
Economic Development, Rome
Matteo EVANGELISTA (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
Luigi BOGGIAN (Mr.), Intern, Permanent Mission, Geneva

MEXIQUE/MEXICO
Alfredo Carlos RENDÓN ALGARA (Sr.), Director General Adjunto, Instituto Mexicano de la
Propiedad Industrial (IMPI), Ciudad de México
Karla JUÁREZ BERMÚDEZ (Sra.), Especialista en Propiedad Industrial, Instituto Mexicano de
la Propiedad Industrial (IMPI), Ciudad de México
María del Pilar ESCOBAR BAUTISTA (Sra.), Consejera, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
Raúl VARGAS JUAREZ (Sr.), Primer Secretario, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
Paulina CEBALLOS ZAPATA (Sra.), Asesora, Misión Permanente, Ginebra

PÉROU/PERU
Cristóbal MELGAR (Mr.), Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

PORTUGAL
Rui SOLNADO DA CRUZ (Mr.), Legal Expert, External Relations and Legal Affairs Directorate,
National Institute of Industrial Property (INPI), Ministry of Justice, Lisbon
João PINA DE MORAIS (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

RÉPUBLIQUE POPULAIRE DÉMOCRATIQUE DE CORÉE/DEMOCRATIC PEOPLE'S
REPUBLIC OF KOREA
Myong Hak JONG (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

RÉPUBLIQUE TCHÈQUE/CZECH REPUBLIC
Katerina DLABOLOVA (Ms.), Expert, International Department, Industrial Property Office,
Prague
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II.

ÉTATS OBSERVATEURS/OBSERVER STATES

(dans l’ordre alphabétique des noms français des États)
(in the alphabetical order of the names in French of the States)
ALLEMAGNE/GERMANY
Stefan GEHRKE, Expert (Mr.), Trademark Law, Law Against Unfair Competition, Design Law,
Combating of Product Piracy, Federal Ministry of Justice and Consumer Protection, Berlin
Jan POEPPEL (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

ARABIE SAOUDITE/SAUDI ARABIA
Nasser Abdulaziz ALMUQBIL (Mr.), Deputy Commercial Attaché, Ministry of Commerce and
Investment, Geneva

AUSTRALIE/AUSTRALIA
Tanya DUTHIE (Ms.), Director, International Policy and Cooperation, IP Australia, Canberra

ESPAGNE/SPAIN
Victoria DAFAUCE MENÉNDEZ (Sra.), Jefe, Departamento de Coordinación Jurídica y
Relaciones Internacionales, Oficina Española de Patentes y Marcas (OEPM), Ministerio de
Industria, Energía y Turismo, Madrid

ÉTATS-UNIS D’AMÉRIQUE/UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Nancy OMELKO (Ms.), Attorney-Advisor, Office of Policy and International Affairs, United States
Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), Alexandria
Kristine SCHLEGELMILCH (Ms.), Intellectual Property Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva

ÉTHIOPIE/ETHIOPIA
Yidnekachew Tekle ALEMU (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

FÉDÉRATION DE RUSSIE/RUSSIAN FEDERATION
Tatiana ZMEEVSKAYA (Ms.), Head, Means of Individualization Division, Federal Service for
Intellectual Property (ROSPATENT), Moscow
Maria KARABANOVA (Ms.), Deputy Head, Federal Institute of Industrial Property
(ROSPATENT), Moscow
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GUATEMALA
Flor de María GARCĺA DĺAZ (Sra.), Consejera, Misión Permanente ante la Organización
Mundial del Comercio (OMC), Ginebra

INDE/INDIA
Sumit SETH (Mr.), Counsellor, Economic Division, Permanent Mission, Geneva
Debanjan CHAKRABERTTY (Mr.), Senior Examiner, Department of Industrial Policy and
Promotion (DIPP), Ministry of commerce, Kolkata

JAPON/JAPAN
Masaki EMA (Mr.), Deputy Director, International Policy Division, Japan Patent Office (JPO),
Tokyo
Kenji SAITO (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

KOWEÏT/KUWAIT
Abdulaziz TAQI (Mr.), Commercial attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva

MAROC/MOROCCO
Khalid DAHBI (M.), conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève

NIGÉRIA/NIGERIA
Benaoyagha OKOYEN (Mr.), Minister, Deputy Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission,
Geneva

OUGANDA/UGANDA
George TEBAGANA (Mr.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

RÉPUBLIQUE DE CORÉE/REPUBLIC OF KOREA
Jung DAE SOON (Mr.), Intellectual Property Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva
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RÉPUBLIQUE DÉMOCRATIQUE DU CONGO/DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF THE CONGO
Pascal KASONGO MBUYI (M.), membre du cabinet, Cabinet du vice-premier ministre, Ministère
des affaires étrangères et de l’intégration régionale, Kinshasa
Lory NDAVA LUZOLO (Mme), membre du cabinet, Cabinet du vice-premier ministre, Ministère
des affaires étrangères et de l’intégration régionale, Kinshasa
Philippe NDJONDJO ETSHINDO (M.), membre du cabinet, Cabinet du vice-premier ministre,
Ministère des affaires étrangères et de l’intégration régionale, Kinshasa

RÉPUBLIQUE DOMINICAINE/DOMINICAN REPUBLIC
Michelle Marie GUZMAN SOÑÉ (Sra.), Directora, Signos Distintivos, Oficina Nacional de la
Propiedad Industrial (ONAPI), Ministerio de Industria, Comercio y Mipymes, Santo Domingo

ROUMANIE/ROMANIA
Gratiela COSTACHE (Ms.), Head, Legal, International Cooperation and European Affairs
Department, State Office for Inventions and Trademarks (OSIM), Bucharest

SÉNÉGAL/SENEGAL
El Hadji Talla SAMB (M.), conseiller technique, Agence sénégalaise pour la propriété
industrielle et l'innovation technologique (ASPIT), Ministère de l’industrie et des mines, Dakar

SUISSE/SWITZERLAND
Erik THÉVENOD-MOTTET (M.), expert, Indications géographiques, Institut fédéral de la
propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne
Reynald VEILLARD (M.), conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève

THAÏLANDE/THAILAND
Sudkhet BORIBOONSRI (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission to the World Trade
Organization (WTO), Geneva
Jittima KLINSUWAN (Ms.), Trade Officer, Intellectual Property Promotion and Development
Division, Department of Intellectual Property (DIP), Ministry of Commerce, Nonthaburi

TURQUIE/TURKEY
Hakan KIZILTEPE (Mr.), Head, Geographical Indications Department, Turkish Patent and
Trademark Office (TURKPATENT), Ministry of Science, Industry and Technology, Ankara
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ZIMBABWE
Vimbai Alice CHIKOMBA (Ms.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

III.

ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES INTERGOUVERNEMENTALES/
INTERNATIONAL INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

GROUPE DES ÉTATS D’AFRIQUE DES CARAÏBES ET DU PACIFIQUE (GROUPE DES
ÉTATS ACP)/AFRICAN, CARRIBEAN AND PACIFIC GROUP OF STATES (ACP GROUP)
Marwa Joel KISIRI (Mr.), Ambassador, Permanent Observer, Permanent Delegation, Geneva
Felix MAONERA (Mr.), Deputy Head, Permanent Delegation, Geneva
Emmanuel LAO (Mr.), Expert, Permanent Delegation, Geneva

ORGANISATION DE COOPÉRATION ISLAMIQUE (OCI)/ORGANIZATION OF ISLAMIC
COOPERATION (OIC)
Halim GRABUS (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Delegation, Geneva

ORGANISATION DES NATIONS UNIES POUR L’ALIMENTATION ET L’AGRICULTURE
(FAO)/FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ORGANIZATION OF THE UNITED NATIONS (FAO)
Ahmad MUKHTAR (Mr.), Economist, Trade and Food Security, Geneva

ORGANISATION MONDIALE DU COMMERCE (OMC)/WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION
(WTO)
Wolf MEIER-EWERT (Mr.), Counsellor, Intellectual Property Division, Geneva

UNION ÉCONOMIQUE ET MONÉTAIRE OUEST-AFRICAINE (UEMOA) / ECONOMIC
COMMUNITY OF WEST AFRICAN STATES (UEMOA)
Iba Mar OULARE (M.), délégué permanent, Genève
Koffi Addoh GNAKADJA (M.), conseiller, Genève
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UNION EUROPÉENNE (UE)/EUROPEAN UNION (EU)
Oscar MONDEJAR (Mr.), Head, Legal Practice Service, International Cooperation and Legal
Affairs Department, European Union Intellectual Property Office (EUIPO), Alicante
Klaus BLANK (Mr.), International Relations Officer, Geographical Indications and World Trade
Organization (WTO) Legal issues, Directorate-General Agriculture, European Commission,
Brussels
Oliver HALL ALLEN (Mr.), Minister Counsellor, Permanent Delegation, Geneva
Florin TUDORIE (Mr.), Minister Counsellor, Permanent Delegation, Geneva
Angela PESTALOZZI (Ms.), Intern, Permanent Delegation, Geneva

IV.

ORGANISATIONS NON GOUVERNEMENTALES/NON-GOVERNMENTAL
ORGANIZATIONS

Association romande de propriété intellectuelle (AROPI)
Alliana HEYMANN (Ms.), IP Attorney, Geneva
Éric NOËL (Mr.), IP Attorney, Geneva
Centre d’études internationales de la propriété intellectuelle (CEIPI)/Centre for International
Intellectual Property Studies (CEIPI)
François CURCHOD (M.), chargé de mission, Genolier
Association internationale pour les marques (INTA)/International Trademark Association (INTA)
Bruno MACHADO, Geneva Representative, Rolle
Association internationale des juristes pour le droit de la vigne et du vin (AIDV)/International
Wine Law Association (AIDV)
Matthijs GEUZE (Mr.), Representative, Divonne-les-Bains
Douglas REICHERT (Mr.), Representative, Geneva
Health and Environment Program (HEP)
Madeleine SCHERB (Ms.), President, Geneva
Pierre SCHERB (Mr.), Legal Advisor, Geneva
International Intellectual Property Commercialization Council (IIPCC)
Johnson KONG (Mr.), Board Member, Government of Hong Kong Special Administrative
Region (Hong Kong SAR of P.R.C)
Ronald YU (Mr.), Board Member, Government of Hong Kong Special Administrative Region
(Hong Kong SAR of P.R.C)
Organisation pour un réseau international des indications géographiques (oriGIn)/Organization
for an International Geographical Indications Network (oriGIn)
Massimo VITTORI (Mr.), Managing Director, Geneva
Ida PUZONE (Ms.), Project Manager, Geneva
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modèles/Senior Director, Department for Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical
Indications, Brands and Designs Sector
Chitra NARAYANASWAMY (Mme/Ms.), directrice, Finances et planification des programmes
(contrôleur), Département des finances et de la planification des programmes, Secteur
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