HBEwE (KRG - HAfl)

U T BAAREBSTEgR S EE
Hx/MH (APEC/IPEG)

B2 REZBRRAHRHE G L Wi

|
=

At - AR S A
FlALe S ARl
Gl e C S SR
BRIGHT e
MR REB
IRELERZE © H#TNH
HHEHARE @ 98 AT H 26 HE 98 F 8 H 1 H
e HE : 98449 H 28 H



AL

AKX APEC/IPEG %5 29 K Erfk S AHRRAMRS & /Y 2009 4 7 H 27 HE 8 H 1
HAFTIIERT » T A R E A RBRER RapER R aRR T > $HE TR BT
i IR IR R B IR NPHE TR b B A
FEREE S TEE [ R B RINGEGR AR [ # (AEP) Z 3 TaEp i s - oot
R S GH B AR B SV A A e MR B RS I 2 AR e - $1E
TR SR 7 2 (3R B SR I T R, -

BHARKN G R AR R S R s - INHEMR ) » ST B
T R Feo BT AR R T T 22 it T > Bk e At ey S e
P 7 H BT e R FERECRAEE A SR T I IR, » e — 2 (e (7 L AR
JH -

MW APEC M- BRFHH HAYE(E: - ARHHIE] - /7 IPEG &3t BT T
LRI FERE G &7 (WIPO High-Level Forum) @ BREFAASHE SIEE# 2 AR S
Hh o REEGEIEN ~ R~ BTSN~ iR S - 243 200 AL R
T i PRI A R A I - AR R T SR /S K Ry B ) UK et
TR AR TR R R R E T -



all

v AR oo 4

BL Y EB 29 R IPEG B H T a cveevee e esee et see s saeesne s 4
22~ B 29 RIPEG R TET vt 5

E‘T



T - HRVEERE

AR APEC/IPEG 55 29 R @ags SHRAMART &R 2009 47 H 27 HE 8 H 1
FUART IS T CREBRRERZANMT: 1~ 2) 5 A (R BRI R SE SR B e e
IR » AR S S R SR AR e B LRI 2 BB gg » IS HA S
R A RIS TR R

AR S a2 T IR

o 7 H 27T I 4 REEBAZS 29 K IPEG SHTEH -

o 7 H 28 H EA4-9 R HBHES 29 K IPEG €3 > BERH T 6 ko -

o 7 H 30 HEg9REMT " Trading Ideas | W& » B2RH N 7 BhS
ﬁ o

BEAt > PR E R T 2R o IR LIS ~ SRPE A RN ~ T
Y~ Uk~ 5B FIJE ~ ik ~ 8 - HARFEIREHE T s ak -

DU 5t APEC/IPEG 25 29 Reask S ftad €72 Z28E]E - HGEIRTR
TIREETHEZER N -

= 55 29 R IPEG &&=

5 29 X IPEG ®RTERAN 7 1 27 HNAF 4 INEEHETT > Errp ke e
M7 JT R A Bl S A Wit — D BOR Ao B K ek
7 A 29 H _E4-Eil WIPO #h& £ (Director General) Dr. Gurry JEf T HE S EAANE
HEFTHERY. -



W

» 55 29 R IPEG & 1EE

520 X IPEG @266 7 H 28 HZE 29 H& APEC T —Grand Copthorne
Waterfront Hotel 2817 - 3 g Tam e oAt ~ GERRAIMHE 1 Ssic skl
FffE 3)

— - BRfE 1 FEPEEGH  RBIEH ERTE I AH BRI H A (4e-il)
FABEET (6b ~ 8) I MR TR L HRIR - Tl EA I HEST -
atehe DHRHET M EED - B 7 H 29 HEL WIPO B S (Director General) Dr.
Francis Gurry S5 &GRSR - ERS G B AREERALE
ShEE S BRI ARH AR A Dr. Gurry £ - FEE AR E R

T~ il 2a 0 IPEG BAEEREGH APEC S BRARM TR IIAI A €& B G T R GY
Z APEC &1 (Rfe%a 185 HSEE IPEG i Bl (Relevance) ~ &1 # s B
[ A5 ol PR 119 A S0 (Effectiveness) ~ 3¢ A i AR B PR s 4 ] ) 38 2 L
(Efficiency) ~ UM 25 8 Sl ~ AHBRZE S 52 B (Impact) K & A8 [ ]
REME(Sustainability) S5 A AR EEHEET TREAG (R LREAHIA] - MEFFTE e A
18 ) > DUFIE Blie 2 FHGR RS » S0BBaE it APEC MEUN# S ERR
RERCAREE LT e s SRR -

=~ #fE2b:TILF
(—) SHThnselalsR 2009 4 2 HISHTIEs " e asiiss « Bl
{EEREL € (APEC-IPEG Seminar  “From Mind to Market: The Highs
and Lows of Technology Transfer” ) Z &/ @ Brinb i SE6k] ~ PN
R R R HE B RS 2 BRI & RS & B
AR AR+ QO BELAH B S LAY 15 1 B i T 1 e 7 S 8 Py E 2 —

5



(=)

(=)

B QAT MR R A WA R s B OKIE
FHIERIRH ~ B AN FIF SR E & o BT &g S stit
o AE B R A — DA 1 - 0 TP 3P0 TP & FERES
PREGE EL SRS MR8 S B -

RIMIETE 2009 47 4 H AR SR AT b MR A RO A
I EEMEZE B8 #E | (Conducting Effective Intellectual Property Rights
Public Education & Awareness Campaigns for SMEs)[&1F : Ak 3 H
AR ~ HTII BB R U A B B LA - 51 17
(e B2 0 > B e B - e IR N2
OB ~ BT ARG R FTTRTE TO BRER AL RS HACER /> S H B
ol BRI EE B — D A L - phAh o BRI AT
B RN P B -~ DIONESRE TR SR A
et L BRSNS A8 - WRLE YA 2009 AR APEC

s ] (0] T APEC (ke HE H i A A I o Al R — A I B R
(IP-Xpedite ) ; ZHFERTGIE « ATHZARRE R LiffE (2 7 H 24
H RS - AT 19 félEy B SRy 500 f7EE B 5E e R ) K
HERAGRARTE (FHER 8 H 24 H 2 28 MRl b 1P it
W o REEEHE 21 (I 2HE 42 GZAIED - BOGREEIGEAIR
s L A2 ARG IR S WA T 30 (72 Bl |
AR 2RI S IRZEPRFOIE RS N 2 (JCHUE in house ST
RERAS R ) A APt < SRAAT E AT RHARRA ELBRR T - e ER
SCMRERTE S (certificate ) HBIATHSL > T SBREHT ~ TEsCIS
PRGN ~ BRI~ BIJE ~ B ~ FEEE ORI G RS R LR
A AEFORZAN N B R B - R Bl T AR P TR e
DRI -

pufy

il



ehE 2c ¢ HERSEHEETE (self-funded )

(—) ZEBERE 6 H 9 HE 11 HF " s s K alib N B TR
RE BT S ) 1B« AR iR S 2k Pa a8 - 5145 APEC
T S ASEAN RORZRPEESIAE IR 115 (7 N 5280 $1¥ H T PR
VT L EEEE ~ BSEA ) E R T AR L A TR R R S A A
iH -~ ESEPUIEAHRK ~ #dpsE T FRER T A f s K ~ TS R AT
FrrHBARE ~ Frimfdi ~ FEARE S AT 7 FH & 33T
TTEPIAE ~ BRI EE = (B R = UG 7R
EEMBR S EE P L ) ©

(=) EBEHE 7 H 20 HAE 23 HEH iR N SR S A i T
TS ) BT L ARSI E PR - 51 APEC & &S
ASEAN KRR IR W Is 120 (2 N S22 8L - SPAREETR T+ i ~
B TAHBET SR AR~ WHAE R ps SRR & i KA
B~ BT WA IR A YR BRI e A1 - 5 E
BB T ORI S5 AR T T ~ B A S = kb
R s < MR SOB S OR A B B It 225 (PR (R E A G R
FURa ) 2 AZ[EY S i) -

612 3 1 IPEG My & B (CTI) RAMEEELEL A Bl : IPEG EJi Mr.
Selby i#GH CTI R B & F R HAEr i E i CTLT IR SEE B HE S » 581 IPEG
IRER A S M TEa B2 -

A2 da-1 HIFRAR( Geographical Indications DA N f&f@ GI): 25 EFit” APEC
GBS R AUR (GRS ) SR - FORZIERIR IR E
GBS R L TR - TSI IBRR H A 4 & BESRHEE R, (PR3
) » 7 S HARE SRS RE AR ol R FRAG AR

athe 4b-ii (S IMESEREI TR RIHESNS ) © e R/

7



AN

o
T

SERZEURTE M TR ) (RS TR S e
TSV ) s IS B2

B B A AR B

=5

atelte dc-1 1 (APEC {5 EshiBag ) « 5L " APEC & EBG AT BPATRHE
RS RS BTE T L T T RS s ) TS i
Iy s 2R A B > A7 HIRRE2 S W AT L e Bl - 7]
IRFHEGHL 25 S M BT SR AH B R R - TP R B R B R
R BRI R E S SIE > SR T R EET T ) (Best
Practice ) MM > HATRR BT TR RN R B IR A A
[F#iEE, o SEBIARFRNNEIHEARZLE 2005 FFEMHELIK - &8 SigERE
e ARSI &R ZIEE - WARSRH & B E R IR T
TSI T 5k > B HAR T ChER A -

REAE 4c-ii * APEC BRI FERERRZS L0+ B H A L .2 APEC 25
FERENR 0 » SEBIAERAEGE H BTC. HARE N o G R & i B
1% HAFORBINE R THRL - IPEG MAEEHRIFR IS » ZERTE
G AR B AR BAH RS 50 RO EHE » AV SE R G D B
e -

R de-iil  FHRRER TG

(—) B " BRI FERE AR R OB S ORI | ¢ Fh 2SR
K 3% b fr i J5) (US. Customs and Border Protection) 4k 5 $% & #t
(recordation) ~ FTAEAAE RS ~ Ao ERE KRR ~ BLSE SR A HIrY
EFEHET T - REAREEE T S e S SR Ll FH %
RESFERR TR > SET IR R § EHNZRITEIRR N B EeAd
R R TR - S8 T RN A 17 S ME PR G AN F] - S
TR Bl AR EE R A XS I 4 -

(=) HAHE " HEWEMSSEREBRITIBP ) - BRI s

8



(=)

(Py)

Bt TRy ~ AR T Bkt T B AR o R Tl

B REREL TRIPS (HEEOREFA AR S B ERER 2T T e 1K
PRH TS > SR AR - ST IS C AR AR
sl S Z Bt AT o H TR BRI G ik A et (215
FRE RIS BB RS 27 7F) > BIRERLZ IR - IR e S il s Sk
SN BT BRI AR - FEEE SR H JTFR TRIPS AT2iR. 2 A
BaEHIIS s SV R AR A — D < G -
Tkl T DOGRBURG T8 - UV AERESE L IR |« s
RERFOIGRH F R S T T RE TR > TR ARE A IR BT
AT BIAFHRR TP ARSI W E AR — i A
F > FafAtiR i i Cexhibition ) (RAE. RUHTTRSIE & Sl TEI B (Fast
Action Scheme) | » /T ARFFHITHHRHEIEHERE &5 S s iR (R
W S ) ZEIF i ? D BARREE M (mall quantity) s
REF ARSI ISP AMAE TR AR A 2 RER AT R T I
A TEIH] ) Z1SIE 7 TR RIS R R AR R A 2
> HAHENGE IR TE) /)M (Special Task) iR & AHBAZT + 2
RRERI AR GRS - W bR 2N N sas S - I
IHERERI N G > REEM R R RER& k. » R ERS EaloR 450
FIETE (RIEEL U —Frighioetl - WEaikinihfioe ) ARIRER]
NEHT TSR TEI] ) ZIEIPORERER] - FEAE RN s
JistEREHERre SRR 5

HHER R TR AR R SRR TR ) ¢ s L
YRR AT p A B 2 RS - DUBETEIA R R
IBAEE R ESE LRI UL AT i - MEERERI A G - Bty
HETTEAHOP > LULEIBG TR o sRvbaf Qe v b 2ot 2 DU
RERENS T > SRR G SRS 7 el B AR B v b s 1 7 TR
JERIEEAO 5= 2 5 I SRR TB AT 9920 Il Bl - IR



HAP T TR B ek L WK AL AR &
oo BAREFOR > EIRHHBARG R > BT Z (postal channel)iE £
IR REE RS (5 67% ) > BLELRAM TR LU Rt
fift (10%) gfiz=Eid (3%) SRV EEABTEENEEAR
RECSCEEE - R 15 1 L B4 A o A A B A AE T ) Z W]
BE ? RSN e EH R E A A R Rl R e - A iR ]
AR TR LA EL o

(7L) EREHT " sRb R b N IR LG Bk ) (BRR Sl Eeer St
BEHGRARE T DU L ATRA 205 it es & B RS RIE 2O AT R
WE S o KB E AR B B S De i SRR D LR T 5 M TR
AL BRE R HAGSS > BERIGYEET o 1 H RN - A E
H AR B E B AR RN T vk (FEAYE RS AP g ) -
A A BB R A« TPBIRRERER R - PEHREE AN
RAGFEll A A TR E SR > AFANVE + ERERETD
IFHBRE 222 Fr AN > HASE BB 5 (HhEOR st 7o Ja PE il
e b VERE R B BRI RIS ) > BT B ek - (kAR IT
SePUEF ~ B~ FNJESZR IR EARE R, » R — i sEill
AR RZ S IARERE 20 am © INIEEA ~ A~ HAR - JRERE -
BNATS R R - B EFoR > ARARNE S 207l
KRBT R 2y EREATE S > I 2Rk
EMEREATERR L 3 HEE > B ORGER > Sl e
FIRASERE NI BRI ISR » YIRS 58 AR 2ot
s o EISTERMI AT TR TR o kS B BB 2 St T A e
TEBCEEEERTR  JIARIEE— 5T -

s BRRE Ac-iv - BRI AR S ORI < ERHA
(—) BFEHIEEL " APEC-IPEG A FHE L IR B NS |« B

10



(=)

(ry)

(1)

AR A g P S S O SRR A AR A i B I JE R R L
{EZE » ARG A B BiG 2 G R EREL 0 s AP - 28
BRI EZ BRI EZEA B SR T RAEFE AR RS  E RS
B B SRS ABHTUE N ML CE R R - Ry RaEasA
T AT e AR H T E e e Bt e B A B - AR ETAH
R 25 B BB AR TR G -

P[] K I B S 5 1 SRR SUF 2 G R AR (Survey on - Prevention of
Abuse of IP Right) i £ Kz £ &R0 i i R G 1R 1k 2 BRHE AL A o7
(Seminar on Practices of IPR Protection in Standardisation) iy ¥t 4 © H
[ R e I BRI T A PRI I O R AT 1T AR ARt
A SR RE (e AE o B L L ACHA - BE W SEAR R SRS T ~ B
AT DA T 5CRr 1 SRR i — D B R 2
= (B LTTHINEEEARS & 2R IIRESCE - HEBTHER]
A2 A DR Z s e S AR RE L 38 RIS A )
TN A EE A T H — U - S BRI E AR A
R LSS B AET TR » MERR S e — 2D adam -
FETEET | MARRENE K T REM GEVIE R RS RSP
LR O EE B (ARERED) ZEA - i SR KE Bl
AT B - P TR B BHGIEES I s et
G - G B s ihten -

PRNER L T RO A FRE SO B AR 8 e, =2 > 1B R
i H RIS e F U ERE ~ BURHER S EEAEAL B < SRR
A SRR S AT B IR W (digital economy)WFHE 2 e - HR H22 5%
(R - TR AN Jry 8 {FARERHAET ThAHT -

B E D@, " RIS R A KRR AR B H i (ISP &
Z<) ) FITHINLEE 5 RN A S RIS 3 s e ISP %%
MRS IHER P B 2 SR Z [RIRE > AR oA RER BI5GB ISP 2

11



# o TR BT H A = R BT LB LR - Rk
17« BIAERBEAEE R EELD 20k WAGE— PR > =
PRI T TATREE LR - R R AT CEENE ) 2
HITREKIE » IR TIE IS FHE - B e R A
S K SRS B . ISP Bk rig L 1E N s 2 A 3
1 = HRAGE K B0 TR IE R FR TIPO SR TR =X T ahER A
B85 fe ISP S AL, - AR LASTES 4 ISP 355 » (%
ARG A R T AN o B iR T T
FGEAT 2 DA AR T AT ) BT, © T
TIRESERE > NI E AR - EdR s gt b RN
(EAPATIA I 2 N AN SRR g S AL iR s -
RITEAR RS P AL MR T T TR | RMENAS 1T R (G TG
(P2P) (AT TR UM » AL S ol s SRR i S %
TATRN » LIRS LB R « 24 TIPO (A THUEE - HEFIA
[ K2 ISP S8 2 F A B H (rely heavily on)TIPO .2 5 > HLkIL
st 2o TIPO fe gl s Z U RE - PRI T b0 SEAI 5 -
RIS RL I T E R B BT R ) PR EREEE
IEZEREAAAE T H 23 HAR (FERSEr i afiiietig - AMEIEZHET
129 HAEZS RIS S S M B AT B B ) - AHBRE ARG T AR
HEORREE ) BIEAA TR | RIS R 22 e B A A A
HECRF#EZ: B ¥ (the Korea Copyright Commission, KCC) » DL FSFiHIHE
FEARRET TR - BIERUE - OF(FRE: BB (SUb ~ s BB
Ministry of Culture, Sports and Tourism, MCST ) #lEE#IIEE FEREZR
1T #&%5 KCC HAnimihfg » 15-amigi g 2%+ (Online Service
Provider, OSP)¥HMli FH##G T &5 » BHRERLFR LD NELH - &
MCST #b/& 5 BT IR 2550 KCC FATmis » MCST ##ay OSP 71
%R log i) FAERR 6 fifl 1 - @EHAHEEK R (message board)fkAT

12



(ZHEENG > MCST #5550 KCC @it - foaidigamie i M2
REZGR » WRZm PR RZ 2 A N 3 KPAESS > &8 MCST St s
Wrisikedsizan KCC FAnditd s  15am OSP WIRF B PHRm RN A ATE 15
FE o RIS W U5 (eraduated  response) fhe
A MEBLI BT E 1R A EHERE = IREIA R E 225 RS
B25HE > N PR BTCYE ERRZ BB RN > 5 H &k
FHEAERHRF GRS FRERL P AT - SR L — a5 IR S [ B R
FALATRTE > PTREE SRS AR ~ B - REEFIEI AR E
EWAFTEL » XL HARERINE R I3 S E H et ISP 54
BANE » RO EEEREE - SRS et (Rl
BT ) LA IMEFTELE - MBI E R R Ry 5 2L
et 227 - WiAr B B B 5 T ERHAS © Ak BOHT
IAFIRES TG ISP WA R B HGIRDAT R - S w3tk

— AL I

* AR do-v TR RS ERIGE ALRHTREIL L IR HEAS TR - SCEIBEHT " BT R

ARSI RE I e R T ) etz ARSCER IR (28
28 ) Gagktm o BRI AT A ~ i e R AR o SE
REEYT - TUERALE 12 H 14 HE 15 HFEIE ERHENBER A X
AR o AEEGHEERE ~ A3 - RIS « SRS IR - MR
PRBH B BE BB N B A B - SRR S TR RS (signal piracy)
PR GAGTEE RN AT It PRI A e T - SRt E o
HEEE > A2 d AiSReti IR Q20 (AR RS L SR
ZEGNCORM » 728 CIRERAIR 5 22 BB R AT B < IR
G ANaZER LIRS ST T NCC A -

R Sa-ii - HAIEUES RS TEE#% (APEC Cooperation Initiative on Patent

13



RRAR

Acquisition Procedures )

(—)

(—)

FBIHHT "2 (gap analysis) ) #its (RZBIEIHE " APEC £
P HAS R SR ERE T S ERE 2 & E( "Patent
Cooperation Initiative on Patent Acquisition Procedures - Roadmap for
Further Cooperation” ) j 22,273 ) » EHIAIIT F B H AR E
e SR A R A EEIRE )] (capacities and capabilities ) » DA AEZE
A8 (examination capacity ) ~ & aH % i A% i ( information
technology infrastructure ) A 2 % BH 17T ECE /A J1E 5 (office
administration/human resources ) FJREMRLZ HFCEEELE I G IHH - HETT
AT ELE (GEEERR - H TS A 8 B (AR IR &

— AR -

H AT HER BT APEC A is A ISR o S TEERE N i —EE:
(More Coherence under the APEC Cooperation Initiative on Patent
Acquisition Procedures) ; $22€ » SR ATHEE 2 F 2EH A CHUSFEH .2
TR (e IR AR ~ PO S8 BIHIIEE IPO il ERHACHL ) -
AP S S s SRR A ) A S ML A o 8 A B R G R e e e
1 DUHRE M TR e A e e AR e A om0 - LG
T E iR et U E B — PR REA RUH AR 2 T2 - SRR
FAIEREZE > WA RBEGE — G > i~ B R A
FEAE B NSV P RE (T o T SR Al e T HE ) S - /%
H ARG WA A G 5 I E T 08T 12 FE A & Bt
[ R LR AT R A2 > AN S E R - etk TR RSt
AFHBRTER] - s H A ASER B IS 5

AR Sacii ¢ SPUBEAIERL U R AR

PPN ECIT T T AR AL ) BENE » FORREE S
FIFEAREE IR &R PR HAFR A ESE AT > TP Australia

14



(REFRIRESHL) % Bt A MR B pa 2 VR TR I
W TERERE SRR e FR SR A L 2 — 70 S B A L (Melbourne
Patent Examination Centre) » LAWK 5 s E5E A\ I3 ABA A >
RHR LRI » =5 B HoAt B3 180 S A R D T REME © 5
BEFF AL S R MR B BB ORI ~ R AR
B5) » BRI ESISRL AR - TSR IR IS R ]
USPTO (ZAEZKFSE -

Wt TR E R B, o I ERER R A ER AR
B R EUIH H AT A A b R - AHAR AR R DI
0 GER I RER I AR B AT < B RS S R B AR
Pl i A (Technical Examination Officer, TEO) - it flisk
A HEERY) - R B R R SO SR ERRA T R 1P
REFIZ AR MARH TG R REE » I > TBERAH IS
LS NG e aani itk SR < S U VAP i AV A AV v 5
BERHEUR LB B > HEC RIS, [P 2203522 ZRE - If2
SR — R MR S AHEE TP Z P — e H A » 1R
R T REEGH B B R R D RE R - R A JEAEE
S ~ R R ENFE AR Bk SR S A TR ) - AR il
YmkEb R A AR - SNBSS R R R AT F R[]
AN FC Tl @A IP IEREE THREE  IP A E R AT
TR~ AR AR BASER DU TP SR B A Rk B
HPFEAEER KGR B RN DL B SE N AR R TIPO (2 HE
B SIS WA T SRR P Rk - FAL TP (A BB g ST 18
HAFAAEE I ~ TP MBI i LR TP S A BRAR [ S P RGN
LAV IR ~ TP iR B S AT S B AR B B E > UK TP B
FRBUEEE RIS P iR B R TR MBS AIR F st et st - iAo
AN BRI TR AL E R AR g - PREE TR E R

B¢ H0 EE I
iyl
(&

&

A

15



i

T
() BRI 2008 T AN AR EORARE | s © FoRi

HELLEWE MMT IP SEEE BRI L S B PR B RE A 2 Ak
G o SR ERANERR - rI R P8 1P iP5
FIEEIEIE > e R AR i o A LUE I

(=) I8 " HAnsEAG R AP, TSP - SiWIEE 6 Hin5

1k 0 B 218 FRHGHE » HABR 11 PRRE AR ERR B a4t

fitl 207 PEHIGEEZET - BISMREEEEMSE 138 1 > HSEE] ~ HARTPESS
— ~ BT o AR approved corresponding cases o FREG AL 0 HI
FH IS BRI  J 55— (0 S AL o (BT e RSl 5 Hh A Al
[IRERTARE - P AR C SRR ) -

st Sb-ii PR LRI © SRPUAHEHE | IMPI e ks 0 AR
PEBURF AR - TR AR > S85% 3 F43tE SIGA Hguh - fit
PORER EABIBUT A8 - R 136 FELURBURF A sE RS i E A
ERUR AR AR - L SHEEL TP AHBH . S IHE A (ATER ~ B2
PURELEEST ) - DIE TPO R AR RO EZOR R - (AL ARBEH] - 37
JIASAEELY ViDoc AEuL I R T2 LARER - F i MRzl 2 A 5 5L
ERH AR - SRPUEHAEREOR > HRTEAR RS IS RS
IR BT F A b SR i RO — 20 BTG

R ScHi - HEEE

2008 SEHIEFHERGR - 258 YR SV AERERIS R 2005 SEEET T
7% - AT E R SRR IRARA 796 © BEIR DA B A28
R E B B BRI T (A VUS54 el R B
i CD AR MP3 (I A A (FEE PR AR BT MANE Tk -
ENAHI AL A2 A EE - REETE E 2 -

(=) FAdsbE 12008 ARS8 R I A REFT R B RE A ) s

16



(=)

(Py)

FORIRRIGIARTR (ARG A SN FIFERIE - 3R 1001
{3 [EIBCRE =) » AU BRI SE SN I A 1) I
fige - (A VURASHIRSERR S BUN ER B R 33 » BT
AEHOUR Y TP RRET TS - B8 2000 A RS IRIRHE 996 5 TikA B4l
FER PR E M N R A B B A% SR I3 AT » 8 2000 A3
P e — = HKAG R RIS E R B H8k 5 U n L B4
SRR B E ARG ELR] R LG R T DA e
7 EIRGE -

NS T e N ZE RN 2 #fe— P Australia BLADZEHLL &
TE ) RS TRFoR - ERFARYNA A2 CURR R SR ATHA 5 2 R 1]
HIP & - i/ MU SRS LT E < MR & 2 L85 - TP
Australia B RS SEPRAUR IS R BE 5 = 0 B8 NI S A ATt
Rig a2 30 (Business Enterprise Centre) J[F &5 » f2iE/]N
HUASEEE PR A B2 1 e M 25 ) -
By TRER S ERE TEIRTE L PITIE  BSDL  fEEE
FET > S KEBEHE R U IRBR K B i s & &
ORI BRI TR > PLAYGE - e o TR
P TR A B - Bl ST BT S BN A TR M (A
P B A R TR IR B Bz ) - BT
HE A MG EETRDE R R ~ #HIE - PIAISECE EE N s EL S
TSR R EORN R IRER ] - B R B S AN P
IPR S5AMETE H > R TR « A S A 2 H i - BT
Y~ R PO ERE  FIR AR IR ERRE AL i
ZIEVETEIE » RATR T RE AT S AT L SRELIRE - BT HRERDT
P GE AR MBS BT L S - FFT e 7 o A TR R (S
GEEAER SCEAE 20% (R i REEFI S S g i) - HullRzEG
e R -

17



e
(—)
(=)

L

At Sc-iv ¢ P2 ~ FIH] KAt

sl fiieR AR E R 1P AIE SR SR o AR R AT TP
City = FER S BN g MRS | Rl H iirgdias IP City HOSEN
T RE - WS TRkIE 1P City U551 2 IR R KR 2
Hl] - BRI > Rke TR SRR P R JE TR A 1

(ANEESE ~ FERBEESE) ~ RO S8 e R AR B 17 > 7 SER LA
R A0 o RIS AT > FTERINZ A e B i B e
MR (KIPO) 7 1F - BUN A N BER IR EY s < Za ot
A% IP Academy Feft & 1= PR ZLa ik - slihjm K A TP AlliE
Kepeftonds 1P asl > BARFRE LT B & oA 8 » WA Bl a A

N KK

BRPY iR T 45 RA Tequila Sz Michoacan . Bl |» SAH G RE
Mgl 7 > HAS S R SRS R HE R RS BIORHIARE LA Tequila F554HK
£ BRI DA ZE #4478 Appellation of Origin i EI#EFS % Collective
Mark & 205744 o FEHY Michoacan B3R PH SFIEL 20 - F3 R
13 RASYREE > BURFAS PR AL A SRS BT ~ 78 bt T RE it RoAH R
BN > (91 RS SR 28—l DURE T ~ 48405 ~ R T2y - fZh
i s P SRR R T SR AR ORGE & s, -

SRR 5 1 BRINBLCPEEARETET TIPR AEJJEREGT & RIS M Bl )

T TR (H ATE DS > iG] > CEERAHRE R -

+JL - R Se -
(—) FuBd IPEG HAT#TH 13 iEs -
(=) 5 IPEG £EiE17EhEE (Collective Action Plan) » StHH 1 BEEREV.Z
178 & HRIHRRE -
T~ R 6b RS TE

18



(—)

(=)

(=

IR BT AR R ~ P R TAHBA AN B
PREENE R 8 e | Gt HBIRRE R AR Sk - HH A ~ 3/
IR B R R AT T 35 2 B S AR & A NI Nl - e —
L REENN FOEEZER TS - PR FRNAR ST BT
sHE A HA - SEIEEEE  FFRWH — R s HIEAL -

s R Wik 25 & B TR 28 L U FRERE N B H R AT AR T -

HERRR 7/29 SRt - B REERRHME IERSE 200 - Bhaidifih
B 2010 e FE THRH R B T

SRR T IR 4% One Village One Brand ; &t

AL RS B B (Branding - Strategy)f: 1P & e & B EAVEZN: - B
RE#SHE IPR MUE ARG @ WRERE ErA TP & < HH - B MR
e AT FCER B o MER R p ARG Y AR A2 AN ELfi L o e
JERRETT  Fe g g e 2 ad ik ~ (e EAHRR BN RaE S A -
DU A amALF TEE TS > BIEIA 2010 45 4 H AR e o Frgtai e
FOR IR AL S H AL - W TP R e ek o R
Feiamopbc ey DRSS i S LA et o ATHBE 2R e i ~

MO ~ A8 Je H AR R SRy » RS UG - £ ASF Bl GHETH -
HASRZE T ILEIE 1P 25k (P Academy Collaborative Initiative) |
WIF) © B ERIR A AT [P 22he s A1F - BLEHE )RR
AU~ eETE I A RGE ~ L RIREIRERE A A - # EE
AR ~ BT IP ERBE SRR - SR L R TP HTask BRI
ENFWER - P FJE R s R IR E RN R
RFIE R HERR 7 RS e s 1P B2 £82% »

AGERIFTRIELS GRS [P B2he i HIRI— 80 ~ 2 L FITT
&) ? Mt n] DLEES &« T Bk e < BB G » (HAAR B HA S e
{F 72 HJ5nlEER RIS ) » BRI EFRIE ARG

ScfRRl ) o PRI S ol 23 TR A] -

19



. Rl 7 GH ABAC BLAVIHAR THL[RI Bk © 48 ABAC AUERHIIIN
BRI PR L I 72 - DRt > W0EE ABAC BUFTIEIEA
R 2 S AN -

== atehte 8 ¢ LA BRPNERH T AR BN ) SR SRR
AR 1P MEFIZER HIY > 1P Australia # FHAEIE IEB AL ~ 04
FAABHRCERAAE ~ A5 Rt E bl ~ N EFIR ~ B B A
PRI E T SR T RS o ET TRZ ST R

= RRIE O ¢ RTRRIRE AR ERE A T SRR A PRI E

TP R 10 B e AR S
(—) PREH 30 KEEH 33 REyak 1« ASUGE - HEarE 8 Mr. Jorge
Amigo (SEVHEFREIME MR R ) EHEEE 30 KR 33 RE# T
(=) Blam PREREZAHBI S © 55 30 R sl E H AR B i it - 7
2201043 H 5 HE 6 HEB (&g 3 H 4 HEE) -
(=) G B AR By HOACER 17,2 WIPO I 7 5% (High-Level
Forum) : 48R [P AMIVTIRENIFAR P 5/, 2 Wl > THER 2010
31 AE 2 FBER G WIPO [SIE ke » Sah 2 AN E
55 IP VAR i R AR BT RIS AT AR B
T S AH AR HE R R e S S T o

ll

e oA 2 BN 98 £ 7 A 29 H B4 8 IFZE 10 B WIPO b1
Dr. Francis Gurry €52 F&88r ¢ FERSE BH#5H Dr. Gurry &7&m WIPO H
HiTRE R 25 TR SOR AR AT e e T 170 - A & BSOS H TS H
A A AR > B2 WIPO 25 > Dr. Gurry #o - # H s
fiti » 2009 FFHYVEIBCRZIHD 1.6% - & L AN EeH R » 1 2010 47~ 2011
AT WGEMYG FR e WIPO Ryl AR 22 SUANEGR 1 - /i

20



8 [ S U R 27 I BT ARG e PR B G A AT 3 25 (Rl A 3 R LG
AR R HOERE ? 1A WIPO HRILRES AL Bt — D AYHE
35 o Dr. Gurry [ IRENE B AAF IR - SR ilE RIS 1 ~ Bzl
S YIA - S WIPO AT RIE R AR RIRAS T WA - hY
WIPO HHTFRAIH L3 > Dr. Gurry ¥HHNFT 2 Riidiie 4755 k) - /50
AERU SRR > BRI TR EGIR - SRS - RS RSB R

CIEBASEIREAETR S

B~ Trading Ideas | THETE B

HTNIBE 5o 1P HEJ /e i e S s i A e S B B » AR (25 29 )
APEC/IPEG & #2230 | Trading Ideas ey &7 » S} IP 457 P9 F R S (L 355
WG B~ B RPN B R I B WG WIPO 43 1 Dr. Francis Gurry
Je HAMBI PR AHARA ABAC 228 » PERAZRIE A - AKWETE R APEC/IPEG fH

it — Furama Revierfront Hotel #3877 (GBFZEFMIEE2) -

— - ERRIHP T ARG R R o IR RS L R T oy
Hatamaed , (S AN RTHTHEEA RS ) R - 50K
B 2 2 3 AL e 1 A ERF GET TR -

= RENE
(—) HB—H (7 H30 H) LA 228k 2 R et magie
F 1 G EGREREET R FE R - DEEEY TP B FTHER
W MR AR T T Th AT
75 2 SR DA SR e P AN R LG - R TP AT e R A
SEEEHIRT G - BUTHEAT B3 TP ~ 28 AEWE 1P

21



PR R T SR 208 fe T PTMERRIT . SRS LURC AT e ) i e 2%
RS H AR 1P fRrs e b ME S Tt
(=) 5—H (7T H 30 H) T2k 2 50 Biafaas - W5 5]
AR B EHE 3 08
SIMIES 1 55K - NG EIREAERR e - T AR i s ~ il fet
SEHERZIRINZ 5 5 SRS
SORIES 2 55K+ s SRS 8 e RPPRT 1035 ] DUN RO # i
AREE 2RI S » PP R RE2E SRR
BT DARREN) SR S AHBH SRS AT RESEE AN B - SCHp
B A E R BB iy S EAR LT IR RS B 2 T %
PEREIRE . B0 > SRS > WHE(T: Patent Trolls(HAER)
il LAl o
RAERES 1 552K ¢ AWV B SSERG - FR ~ MR R R
i » e A BRAGAS I o, Ve B SR B A PR - A
MTEZERIL SRR T RE R T -
FAREER 2 SR+ AT R A A T LA B PR - RS R i Y
EAAYN TR YRR | g ey T YNk
T2 AR PR B A 75 R AR AR AR T S T T
FAEHE 1 5K ¢ $HE Web 2.0 IR ERERITETHE - S am{s A1
1PN (UGC, User Generated Content)Z = afif FH FHER & {FHELR
T2 ~ BB ERE S 7 S DA MR [ SR 2
HEVI TR R EGREE
HAEE 2 52K ¢ ST ARG B G DR RE A 208 Fre P HEE PR HLL < SRS - 1
MRS ZRERF ~ B — T 2R R ERERERE A H o PIA T1E
DAR 8 o B FREE B R -
(=) B2H (TH31H) B LHeaiiE ko mnlimasies 1 5K
SRS ¢ R TP AERERVPENR I - SHESE SN IP AN TP B IR

22



/

WP FERR A RE I B ] 2 A S AHBR I IR 5 i B 2 SR
RIS TSR IS IR S S » B TAHBH AT -
SyVeETE ¢ nEAME TP B EAEE B S A~
P SR N B2 R R IR 05
%1% 0 FEIEKECRF & B, Food and Beverage)3E
5255 1 B RIS
5538 AR
(1) %H (7 H 31 H) MFLfribamtamaits 2 5K (&35 1P #iE
b~ 1P A E K BRCAERIE 28 T IP3 SRR ) » IR PR
IP #AEAES 1 355K ¢ 1 IP AR & A M ERYEREEMEH G - WaT IP &
FEAVIIE S RATHEES ~ TP H A M A 725~ DU
BRI IP G &AM S HE -
IP HEEAVER 2 552K ¢ ST IP @l vl R S KT ffad TP
R AR ~ SEERR DR AT e S e
IPAHES 1 55K 0 SHAEBRDSEATIERRI . B R RN » B amA ik
1~ PSR SR G e 1o ST MR ~ TR AR 38
FATHATERIE ~ DURGZ 8 TP b i L A3 -
1P AHHER 2 $52K © $1F IP FERERTIY A0 A HE S (due diligence) » B
JEEH A oI Sl ~ FPATRE N (HHREN ) AELEIEmE
AT RE A AR AT R\ ~ AR T R R AR M B P
e S8 - DUVIBIES i K ZEAE -
BRI A (open source and open innovation)#§fEE N IP &5 1 352k © $F
TP Ot S BRI B R R P - 55 [P PR A
U RS B MR 28 R R R IV ~ 0 #5725 R 5K
W AEEE ST IR ~ AR AR SRR HE S
BHJCE B (open source and open innovation)#EfE N IP 25 2 B3k © 4F

SR IS (patent commons) & 75 A BE S 12 TL R 4~

23



T MR ERIC AT ~ AEPa ks S AT E nT e AL
FOBET B8 ~ DA 328 SR S e O S S5 P Mk
it S RTAE A ] TR B It St

= BT

(—) EEEEE L - IARKGER LR ~ Gl B a1k |
Yoy u] BRI AL - BRI
1~ R LR EAEE B RN » FRe SRR A HE <2 21 B 5 s B i g
LR BHERIRZET « BURT SO SRR S 2 SN TP B re
B AR SR IEAT < G ~ DIFEES SR S %E - PEAEER S -
2~ EEEZERE L AARATHIEG 2 BB R WHEGHSEE] ~ S -
S D SER R EYE S N B ALE AR - AEATam Ry b
HEBEAZR -
3~ SR IS AKX T )L R RO e - SRR ) BRI R
Frals i B Rl i S NENGZE4] - A4 - WIPO MhES% Dr.
Gurry ~ #) A FEHF]fFj(Hungarian Patent Office)/m)f% Dr. Miklos Bendzsel
BN EFfE) (Buropean Patent Office, EPO) EI##/E & Mr. Wim van der
Eijk ~ PRI 7 JRy(IP Australia)fmj5 Mr. Philip Noonan ~ FEAEE FEE

7

p=(i11

W 7E Ji) (Intellectual Property Office of Philippines) faj = Mr. Adrian
Cristobal ~ 8% md 2 £ Bf 7 Joy (National Office of Intellectual Property of
Vietnam) &% Mr. Tran Viet Hung ~ {220 7 Ay (Korean Intellectual
Property Office, KIPO)/&% Dr. Jung-Sik Koh ~ =75 SR £ 77 o) (Mexico
Institute of Industrial Property)faif Mr. Jorge Amigo ~ H[Ed A 2 e B 1% 7
MEJ=)(State Intellectual Property Office, SIPO)HH JJ % fai i ~ MIZE AR £ A
Jry (Canadian Intellectual Property Office)/mjds Ms. Mary Carman ~ B HEA]
e MEZS 5 Mr. Stephen Selby » #5075 5 — 5 - J B - BT
A TIPS R R R SR I T P A [ L

24



4~ JLEH R G i o RUGAGEMEET H B T G 2o Pk « B AE
AP LR G Mg i e (et wla MBS/ NI
Pl R R O P2 | Gk < Rlam A L PR TR R P
LD B 5L o IR ARG AT DR S - S DU I 4 i
Rt AEBRBSIUR TANE Ry GRRAIMSPREPURE ) -
(=) A ESHE AR ET I -
I~ HR BRSPS N S e 7F I IR & B 2 IR
el s BEAh > IEIE R 55 K & e G e R 2 B S T P sk - )
% K5t e N IR B IR T > B E B2 B e N RS -
2~ IR & E I AL FEGH ] TP B B R S R e
EEFFA > AR E A ERINFE S RETI M - s E R A 2
A& RIS HE A o B R
(=) HRAXREARES 2 (AR - R i 2P R E
FII ~ Rt ~ A VEHE 3 28 RS RREIR R A B > A
SBT3 - BRIl -
(PY) HHARZKAHBA TR > FTLIEERAS BN 1P &AL ~ TP R A58
JE PRI TR 5 H 2 B L HAERS IR AYIRF Q- B B RO S e
SEMRE R A b E - AT R H R8¢ TP By — (e AL 51y -

{h ~ ESERER

— - BEAREEEEER
(—) HRIBEETTHR 2009 4 2 [ APEC Sagbik s JLask - B S5 filiees B 5605
FEBIAA - BINBREE ST SR T L L g -
(=) BIFERRER 2000 4F 10 ALER AR & - S50
A PEE NN AR AR REPHHEGH TS HE AR T

25



FHEHE BT B » G2 780G - LIt s B
(RS RIR B R PRAEE R ET TELR T -

(=) G PEREE 5 IR EE S A AR A AR s ARl > I
FRFE

(VW) BHRYEE a5 IP SRSk - DT RS RrRGET TR -

BLERPH RS TR - e a LRV AERES TR —#T > S T C e At e
T FNEHAR R AMCEE R R - IHCs Ciskan s 703 Mr.
Amigo JAHHAE 2 FHIAHHEAE H S T2 25 30 Jie IPEG Hafkik » RENEEZR S
58I MOU %% » Amigo Jei RIKAAIAE

B EE 5 ek

(—) IEEWREQO)E 10 H#E.s " TS G ER RN S8
ASRIERERARQO0NFE LR 2 Arpatidds N StbRZ B
JERlllik > SRS RE 2 o B N BARE Azl > RN
JRAH B I SRR TR DT S 5 i B VSN Rl 15 A2 Al RS e S5 A
F o M A o SORTTFRORB iR A B A R
khaZ A2 EEIRR - AR E RS e A B AR ezl -

(=) BEERIFFHANQO09AF 10 AR TR kRl e & - B 3adamitiy
PR TRERE (AR AEE - MG ATSEETG T HEE 5 HIHIIRES AT > Al
Wit B 7 SRR 132 2 R > DN TG NRIRE - 37
O R A AR iR T B s -

(=) BNAESH 10 28 —Ee s WIPO & " IREMrats ) el e
GEOR WIPO BRI - SeRTERBIZ2 N - GG RAA - a3
5 o

(W) S5 HRE )5 > SR GRS SRR Y 2010 4F 10 A% Itz
REHSTT R B RSB E TG EZ MR - W3R

26



Py~

WA ATLAE F—I@ (55 30) APEC Sraitef Fomii ok, Mmie
B -

GEBIRESL 53 I

(—) MZEHRAEN 7 HEEBIEREY M EREFE Ms.
Catherine Estrada 2522111 " M HE R BT & (Symposium on
Contributory Patent Infringement)  » W38GHIE 7 AHE A& ZINAAE 9
H 24 HZ 27 HEAM T2 2009 TIPS I A AC 2 e o SEE
S ER RN R TN B ARG TR = -

(=) HRIEJIF IPRMOU GEsfTaTE » T RmA ) L arA g -
T H N E R T AR IR E A AR T (B HIE IR
AR SR T MOU » G EEN e g A )

BT HE RS S

(—) FWRIEIIIR T A BIRal ) B i L CeE RS R
BTN 2010 FRFUETRENR T W 7 = I S (B > (fieitE TP
AU © W T HITEER AR R A2 PU M CIARIT) JL[m)5R
i MAEBH TP FE EUUREEERE T2 -

(=) BTGRGEMETIALE 6 Y el Z o n el -

(=) BJRERAREMTE AN B RCHA] ~ pteE 1 WG R i e
P (28 3 TR AR ) BB Tl & E -

iz
i
|

RO -

() REBFTHITIZ H A5 PR A ISP HhE - Sy mms s 1k
BRI « S R R R R AR TR R~ SR
VS B T T S0 ] -

(=) SIEHESERANIREEFI » HIIY Ms. Elaine Wu AZKI RIS

27



» SRR AR < T SR USPTO B B4 -

BAEIJR Sk « FIG 30 BN ERE GRS sk L 2 AlREH
#6016 HAEMENE AP 3 =R aHEfRSFESII G IFE# ) %
o MEN R S AT TR T ke o MR TR R T T AR IEBA A
S -

BT S e« A EOR  BIGINA RS i H9a S
FEBLER > AR AT hIsm N B A8 fotE— 25 1F -

BB HE K
(—) FSFor - 8577 H 7 HiERH MOU S48 5 IELERmi -
7R T IR (speed up) AR PR R AR % & R H. -
(=) 59 JITIRE B R R A A 2009 AR EaAR > ST
JERRE BRI IR T M BHEIERIE -

B ACEE S o - AT T H SRR S0 PR T2 S T £
H520R - 8578 1 TS S O S BEpir S P RE A RS I 776 - AR
1L FHEHAREPZE 34 JEt HASE Ergrh - TSRS
Z< © Mr. Omachi RpplIRHFHIET S HRYAT TR (MERERI T 2L
B~ HERT > R B LR - BOGRIZORIURER TR -

28



B - 0B R

— L

AKX 228 T Trading Ideas ; BFR Er B Aty W] DA E 25 S 7Y
P &AL ~ TP AR R AR S S AR Al S H A Bl > I HAEAS I EER A
KPR B B RO R SE IR L AR RS 1 > ] R kB H A fe TP Fy—{JA]
R i1 o

AR RS G AT 2 AR - R R 2P i R
FII ~ Pt ~ B 3 JERRE - ER S AR IR AR LA B A B
Hpe e 18 > ATl -

o R

(—) EEBERA (98) 412 H 14 HE 15 HAHE ERHENER L "1
I R S RS SARS f  PR BRE I S kT T Wha T & - BT HAT & B
He A B B FHAEREI N (signal piracy) ZSUE ~ FHRHRHEE R R A5 BT ~
B VR S B e T AT o IR 5 R S T T Ty A 2 B

M AR AR BB ZERA R 2 B (NCC) HYIBHEE AL > Aifiz il >
DUGEE— 200 A SR I (S HE R BRI B RAT T > BT
A

(=) BFEE . " APEC-IPEG # {FHEZ BRAIBGISNR Ao o B 2%
RS HEE - WHNAR G 25 & SR It AR - AR L
A R AR G B H R 2

(=) AR " sl bk ) MBS > SEYASE W - eI

29



SERCAHBAZ ERER N BIBERR R - PLFR AR IS sk P 5 ZRamiRid > w]
DI AR AR I R R AT S 72 i a - AR A il IEa IR A U H
FEERE R ERRG R AT - DITHESYES -

(P4) S APEC b FBIRFH HAHE(T: - MIHKIE] - 11 IPEG Sk AR T4
R EERE SIS (WIPO High-Level Forum) @ BREFAKS S EEr sk < BEA
B, REEGEEFEN ~ HER ~ B T SE ~ IndnEeig s - AR 200 A
DLEZEIN » 5 P R R B RSk A A e, A B R R - AU T8 /5K
BB ) ORISR AR B R R ok R E ] -

K ~ Mk

B 1~ 268 29 R IPEG ridsasifE

ff4: 2 ~ " Trading Ideas , W& Erife
Bf¢E 3 ~ 25 29 % IPEG @raghc sk (HIF)
b 4 ~ T Trading Ideas | fffaS & &7 &K

30



WHF—

APEC Intellectual Property Rights Experts’ Group (IPEG)

Agenda for the 29" IPEG Meeting
28- 29 July 2009

Singapore
1. Opening
(1a) IPEG Chair
e  The IPEG Chair will open the 29th IPEG meeting.
2. Report on Previous Activity of IPEG

(2a) APEC

Update/ information from APEC Secretariat

Update by Programme Director of Project Management Unit on the
new project approval sessions

Update by Programme Director of APEC Communication and Public
Affairs

(2b) TILF

Update by Singapore on "From Mind to Market - The Highs and Lows
of Technology Transfer" Seminar

Update by Australia on “Conducting Effective Intellectual Property
Rights Public Education & Awareness Campaigns for SMEs”
(CTI06/2008T)

Update by Korea on “APEC Project for Training Intellectual Property
Right Information Facilitators Using e-Learning Content — I[P Xpedite”
(CTI21/2009T)

(2¢) Self-funded

APEC Colloquium for Public Prosecutors and the Judiciary on
Intellectual Property Enforcement (IPEG 03/2009S )
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B APEC Workshop on IP Border Enforcement for Customs Officials
(IPEG 04/2009S)

(2d) Other matters

Any member that wishes to identify its interests and make presentations will be

invited to do so.

Interactions with CTI

e To be advised.

CTI Priorities

(4a) Support for WTO

Deepening the Dialogue on Intellectual Property Policy and Protection of
Emerging Fields in IPR (Lead Economy: Convenor)

(4a-1) Protection for Geographical Indications (Lead Economy: Mexico)

B Update by Mexico on a “Report on the Geographical Indications
Regimes in APEC Economies”

(4a-i1)  Protection of Genetic Resources, Traditional Knowledge and

Folklore (Lead Economy: Peru)

Any member that wishes to identify its interests and make presentations will

be invited to do so.

(4a-ii1)  Protection of Plant Variety Protection Systems

B Presentation by Singapore on a “Report on Survey of Plant Variety

Protection Regimes in APEC Economies”

(4b) Support for APEC Investment Facilitation Action Plan

Utilising new technology to improve investment environments
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(4b-1)  Providing adequate and effective protection of technology and

related intellectual property rights

Any member that wishes to identify its interests and make

presentations will be invited to do so.

(4b-i11))  Developing strategies to meet intellectual property needs of
SMEs.

® Paper by Chair on “Marking IPR Works for SMEs — Report of the
IPR Enforcement Expert Group to the European Commission”
(information paper)
(4c) Trade and Investment Facilitation
(4c-1) APEC Anti-Counterfeiting and Piracy Initiative
Members will report the progress on implementation of the Initiative, and
discuss how the IPEG should contribute to implement the initiative. (Lead

Economy: Japan, Korea and USA)

® Update by the US on the “Best Practice Paper on Innovative

Techniques for IPR Border Enforcement”

(4c-i1))  APEC IPR Service Centre (Lead Economy: Japan)

® Presentation by Japan on the Progress of Establishment of IPR

Service Centres.
(4c-iii))  Enforcement Related Activities
® Update by the U.S. on the initiative on addressing the illegal use
of recording devices to record or transmit movies off the screen.

® Presentation by Japan Customs on the IPR Border Enforcement

(4c-iv)  Exchange of Information Concerning IPR Measures/ Policies
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(4c-v)

Update by Chile on the final report for the “APEC IPEG Survey
on Copyright Limitations and Exceptions”

Update by China on a proposal for a “Survey on Prevention of
Abuse of IP Right”

Update by China on a proposal for an “APEC IPEG Seminar on
Practices of IPR Protection in Standardisation”

Update by the U.S. on “APEC IPEG Survey on Opposition
Proceedings”

Update by the U.S. on the “APEC IPEG Survey on Certification
and Collective Marks”

Paper by Australia on recent Australian copyright cases and
developments (information paper)

Paper by Chinese Taipei on "An Introduction to the Newly
Adopted ISP Bill of Chinese Taipei" (paper with presentation)
Presentation by Korea on the recent development in copyright

policy of Korea

Responding to Cable and Encrypted Satellite Signal Theft

Update by the US on a proposal for an APEC satellite and cable
signal theft initiative”

Update by the U.S. on the “APEC Workshop on Effective
Implementation of Best Practices Concerning Cable and Satellite

Signal Piracy and Enforcement”

(4d) Implementation of Pathfinder Initiatives

Any member that wishes to identify its interests and make presentations will be

invited to do so.

(4e) Implementation of Transparency Standards

Any member that wishes to identify its interests and make presentations will be

invited to do so.

(4f) Regional Trade Agreements (RTAs) / Free Trade Agreements (FTAs)

Presentation by Australia on “RTA/FTA Matrix”

34



S.

Other Collective Actions of IPEG

(5a) Support for Easy and Prompt Acquisition of Rights

(5a-1) Establishing Internationally Harmonized IPR system (Lead

economy: Japan)

Any member that wishes to identify its interests and make presentations will

be invited to do so.

(5a-ii))  APEC Cooperation Initiative on Patent Acquisition Procedures

(Lead Economies: Japan, Korea, Singapore, and USA)

® Update by the U.S. on “gap analysis” as part of its proposed
“Patent Cooperation Initiative on Patent Acquisition Procedures -
Roadmap for Further Cooperation”

® Presentation by Japan for more coherence under the APEC

Cooperation Initiative on Patent Acquisition Procedures

(5a-ii1)  Papers related to Easy and Prompt Acquisition of Rights and

Protection

® Paper by Australia on Australia’s new Patent Examination Centre
(information paper)

® Paper by Chinese Taipei on "Intellectual Property Litigation
Developments in Chinese Taipei" (paper with presentation)

®  Paper by Chinese Taipei on "Update of the Accelerated

Examination Program in Chinese Taipei" (information paper)

(5b) Electronic Processing of IPR-related Procedures

(5b-1)  Electronic Filing Systems (Lead Economy: USA)

Any member that wishes to identify its interests and make presentations will

be invited to do so.

(5b-11)  Dissemination of Information by Electronic Means: APEC IPEG
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Website (Lead Economy: Australia)

Any member that wishes to identify its interests and make presentations will

be invited to do so.

(5¢) IP Asset Management and Utilization

(5¢-1) Promoting IP Asset Management in APEC Economies (Lead
Economy: USA)

Any member that wishes to identify its interests and make presentations will

be invited to do so.

(5¢c-i1)  Raising Public Awareness (Lead Economies: Australia and Hong
Kong, China)

® Paper by Hong Kong, China on "Survey on Public Awareness of
Intellectual Property Right Protection 2008"  (information
paper)

® Paper by Hong Kong, China on "Survey on Business Attitudes to
Intellectual Property 2008" (information paper)

® Paper by Australia on a new collaboration to promote small
business growth in Australia (information paper)

® Paper by Chinese Taipei on "Chinese Taipei IP Protection on

Campus” (information paper)

(5¢c-ii1)  Facilitation of Technology Transfer through Ensuring of IP

Protection (Lead Economies: Australia)

Any member that wishes to identify its interests and make presentations will

be invited to do so.

(5¢-iv)  IP Creation, Utilization and Dissemination (Lead Economy:

Korea)

e Presentation by Korea on its support for the creation of IP in local

communities, “IP City: from IP to Regional Wealth”
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(5d) Capacity-building

e  Update by Australia and China on “Survey of Strategic Consideration
of IPR Capacity Building in APEC Economies”

(Se) Strategic Development of IPEG
e Review of Inventory List of IPEG’s Surveys (IPEG Chair)
e  Discussion on development of IPEG Collective Action Plan (IPEG
Chair)
New Project Proposals

(6a) Formation of new Quality Assessment Framework Team

Any member that wishes to identify its interests and make presentations will be

invited to do so.

(6b) Call for new project proposals

e Presentation by Korea on its proposal for APEC Project on
One-Village-One-Brand Seminar

e  Presentation by Japan on the Intellectual Property Academy
Collaborative Initiative

e  Presentation by Russian of the APEC project "Organization and
development of the system on national personnel training in the field

of protection, use and enforcement of intellectual property objects".

Cooperation with Other Fora/ Stakeholders

Any member that wishes to identify its interests and make presentations will be

invited to do so.
Other Business
e  Paper by Australia on IP Australia’s approach to quality management

(information paper)

e  Update by Russian on the new legislation in the Russian Federation in the
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10.

11.

field of intellectual property
Document Access

Members will decide whether each document is to be made public or to be

restricted.

Future Meeting

e  Anew chair for the 30™-33" IPEG Meeting.

e Invitation to APEC 30" IPEG Meeting in Japan
e Invitation to WIPO High-Level Forum in Japan

Report to the Next CTI

The Chair will provide CTI with the Convenor’s Report on the IPEG and

forward that to IPEG Members for information.

38



b —

Frading ideas

3 1P I

THURSDAY 30 JULY (DAY 1)

0830 Registration
0900 Welcome and Opening Address
Ms Liew Woon Yin, Director General, Intellectual Property Office of Singapore
0915 Plenary Session 1
Keynote Speech: The Current Financial Crisis — Opportunity for the IP Landscape?
Will internal financing demands reduce the appetite of companies to invest in IP in the
current financial climate? Will the emerging optimism of IP as an attractive asset class for
financiers diminish?
This session seeks to explore the following issues:
Impact of the financial crisis on the value of IP
Impact of the financial crisis on the market for IP Exploitations
Liquidity of IP
Business models and strategies
Moderator: Mr lan Fletcher, Chief Executive, The UK Intellectual Property Office
Keynote Speakers:
Dr Francis Gurry, Director General, World Intellectual Property Organisation (WIPO)
Mr Hisamitsu Arai, President & CEO, Tokyo Small and Medium Business Investment &
Consultation Co. Ltd
1045 Morning Tea
1100 Plenary Session 2
Keynote Speech: Businesses in the Global IP Ecosystem: Initiatives to Foster Innovation
There is a clear need for economies to relook their guidance policy for businesses and
development strategies in line with the new requirements of operating in today’s volatile
marketplace, while maintaining the underlying vision of building economies into
first-class environments for business growth and development.
This session explores the following issues:
-Why and how IP may serve as an emerging platform in the business sector?
-How the government’s business guidance policy on Intellectual Property may evolve in
the future?
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-What are the business directions in light of evolving IP models and regional trade
developments?

-How to leverage on treaties/FTAs for effective commercialization of IP for businesses?

Moderator: Ms Liew Woon Yin, Director-General, Intellectual Property Office of Singapore

(IPOS)

Keynote Speakers:

Prof Dr Joseph Straus, Emeritus Scientific Member, Max Planck Institute for Intellectual
Property, Competition and Tax Law, Munich

Mr Stephen Selby, Director of Intellectual Property, Intellectual Property Department, The

Government of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region

1230

Networking Lunch *
Share your thoughts with like-minded people on IP issues at this session for close-up

networking with eminent IP professionals and practitioners.

Concurrent Sessions 1 - 3

Session 1: The Economics of Patents — A white elephant for businesses?

Patent application is often seen as an expensive proposition to businesses. The returns may not

be immediate nor obvious. With the increasingly aggressive patent litigations initiated by

non-practicing entities also know as Patent Trolls, businesses can no longer ignore patents in

their business activities. This session demystifies the Patent Prosecution Process and looks at

the opportunities and threats that Patent Trolls may pose to businesses.

1400

Patent Prosecution Today: From Application to Grant
-Putting The Latest Changes To Patent Law Into Perspective
-Attempts of harmonization policies to address patent issues

-Patent strategy and business considerations

Moderator: Ms Audrey Yap, Managing Partner, Yu Sarn Audrey & Partners

Speakers:
Mr Wim van der Eijk, Vice President, European Patent Office
Prof. Dr. Heinz Goddar, Partner, Boehmert & Boehmert, Germany

Mr Koichi Minami, Deputy Commissioner, Japan Patent Office (JPO)

Panel dialogue

Moderator & All Speakers

1530

Afternoon Tea

1600

Patent Trolls — Good or Evil?
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-Opportunities and threats to businesses: Current cases involving patent trolls
-Legal, Business or Technological strategies

-Advantages and disadvantages of these strategies

Moderator: Mr Joff Wild, Editor, Intellectual Asset Management (IAM) Magazine

Speakers:
Professor Liu Shang-Jyh, National Chiao Tung University, Chinese Taipei & Visiting
Professor, Engineering and Technology Management Division, National University of
Singapore
Mr Dedar Singh Gill, Head, Intellectual Property Department and Trade mark Business

Group, Drew & Napier LLC

Panel dialogue

Moderator & All Speakers

Session 2: Badges of Honour? - Trade Marks for Businesses in the Internet Age

In today’s Internet Age, brand management has moved to an international level. How can

businesses leverage on this new opportunity? Is current Trademark Law sufficiently equipped to

operate in this new level of globalization? Is there a need for an International Trademark Law?

This session seeks to explore brand management in a global context and the unique challenges

that the internet poses to trade mark owners.

1400 Valuing, Leveraging and Defending Bands - An Expert’s Business Perspective on Brand
Management
- Challenges in brand strategy formulation
-Managing brands in a globalised economy
-Legal issues in managing a global brands portfolio
Moderator: Dr. Miklos Bendzsel, President, Hungarian Patent Office
Speakers:
Ms. Ivy Phuong Tran, Vice General Director, Saigon Cosmetics Corporation, Vietnam
Mr Owen Malone, Intellectual Property Director, Fosters Group Ltd
Panel dialogue
Moderator & All Speakers
1530 Afternoon Tea
1600 Seeing Double — The Challenges of Trade Mark Law on the Internet

-Trade marks on the internet — Who is in-charge?
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-Domain Name system vs Rights of trade mark owners

-The way forward - Internationalizing trade mark law?

Moderator: Dr Jorge de Paula Costa Avila, President, National Institute of Industrial

Property, Brazil

Speaker(s):

Ms Rhonda Steele, Senior MPM/Marketing Properties Manager - Asia Pacific

Mars Incorporated Legal Department, (Former President, International Trademark
Association (INTA))

Ms Tessa Lam, Chief Information Officer and Co-Founder, IP Mirror

Panel dialogue

Moderator & All Speakers

Session 3: Right Copy? — Copyright Issues for Businesses in the Media Sector
The Internet is moving towards User-Centered Content. The success of Web Portals such as
YouTube has put content introduction into the hands of the users. This has been seen as a
hotbed for dissemination of copyright infringing materials. Is the copyright battle futile? What

are the options for digital media copyright owners? Is compulsory licensing the solution?

1400 Web 2.0 and its Impact on Digital Copyright Business

-Host Site protection against uploading of copyright infringing materials by users
-Restricting dissemination of infringing materials on Web 2.0 websites

-Is the current Copyright Law adequate to protect digital copyright business in the Web
2.0 world?

Moderator: Ms Helen Daniels, Assistant Secretary, Copyright Law Branch,

Attorney-General’s Department, Australia

Speakers:

Mr Michael Ellis, President and Managing Director, Motion Picture Association, Asia
Pacific

Mr Lau Kok Keng, Partner, Rajah & Tan LLP

Panel dialogue

Moderator & All Speakers

1530 Afternoon Tea

1600 Collective Management of Rights in the Online Environment

-Organizing cross-border licensing of rights in the online environment
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-Positioning for a community wide license?

-Technology in support of collective management of Rights.

Moderator: Mr Geoffrey Yu, Senior Specialist Adviser, Ministry of Foreign Affairs,

Singapore

Speaker(s):

Mr Ang Kwee Tiang, Regional Director and Counsel, Asia-Pacific International
Confederation of Societies of Authors and Composers (CISAC)

Dr Stanley Lai, Partner & Head of IP/IT Dept, Allen & Gledhill

Panel dialogue

Moderator & All Speakers

1730

End of Day 1

1900

Gala Dinner @ MEGU Event Hall, Singapore Flyer
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FRIDAY 31JULY (DAY 2)

0930 Plenary Session 3
Keynote Speech: IP Services for the Next Century — An Opportunity for Businesses?
The IP Ecosystem is evolving rapidly. Innovative IP services are introduced to protect
and exploit IP. How should businesses approach these new services? Are these new
services only for the big companies?
This session explores the following issues:
-Relevance of the evolving IP services industry to businesses in hard times
-Establishing and incentivising IP services to meet business needs in a cost —effective
manner
-Policies to encourage growth of IP services
-Regulation of IP Services — Professional Standards & Ethics
Moderator: Mr Philip Noonan, Director- General, IP Australia
Keynote Speakers:
Mr James Kelly, Global Head of Business Development, Invention Development
Fund,Intellectual Ventures
Mr Brad Huther, President & CEO, International Intellectual Property Institute (1IPI),
Washington
1000 Morning Tea

Concurrent Sessions 4 - 6

Successful commercialisation strategies and models
This sharing session on best practices with companies in the Asia Pacific Region seeks to explore
the role of IP in improving enterprise profitability through the strategic exploitation of IP in

specific industry sectors.

Session 4: Retail and F&B Industry

1030

Moderator: Mr Adrian Cristobal, Director General, Intellectual Property Office of

Philippines

Speakers:
Financial Consultant/Expert — Mr Luke Lim, CEO,A.S Louken
Government Official/Legal - Ms Amy Roy, General Counsel, Boost Juice Bars Australia

Industry — Mr Ricky Chew, CEO, Fish & Co

Panel dialogue

Moderator & All Speakers

Session 5: Education and Media Services
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1030 Moderator: Mr Tran Viet Hung, Director-General, National Office of Intellectual Property
of Vietnam
Speakers:
Financial Consultant /Expert — Dr Royce Yuen, Chairman, The Association of Accredited
Advertising Agencies of Hong Kong
Government Official/Legal — Ms Joyce Tan, Managing Director, Joyce A. Tan & Partners
Industry — Ms Donna Lee, Founder & CEO, Kindergolf
Panel dialogue
Moderator & All Speakers

Session 6: IT/Engineering Services Industry

1030 Moderator: Dr Jorge de Paula Costa Avila, President, National Institute of Industrial
Property, Brazil
Speakers:
Financial Consultant /Expert — Dr Han Byung Joon, Executive Vice President & Chief
Technology Officer, STATS ChipPAC Ltd
Government Official/lLegal — Mr Walter Lee, Senior Vice President and
FellowExploit-Technologies, Agency for Science, Technology and Research (A*STAR)Head,
Technology Transfer Network (TTN) Secretariat
Industry — Mr Kevin Theseira, Managing Counsel, Legal Department, Agilent Technologies
Panel dialogue
Moderator & All Speakers

1215 Networking Lunch *

Share your thoughts with like-minded people on IP issues at this session for close-up

networking with eminent IP professionals and practitioners.

Concurrent Sessions 7-9

Session

7: Monetizing Intellectual Property

IP assets are increasingly being recognised as key business assets. Furthermore, there is a desire

on part of most IP owners to turn them from being a cost to a profit centre. As such, IP-backed

securitization is being viewed with much optimism in recent years. This session discusses the

potential and unique challenges that IP securitization presents to companies.

1345

IP — An Increasingly Important Asset Class
-Pros & cons of using IP to back monetization
-Is valuation for securitization different?

-Are all forms of IP suitable for monetization?
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Moderator: Ms Mary Carman, Commissioner of Patents, Registrar of Trade-marks and
Chief Executive Officer, Canadian Intellectual Property Office

Speakers:

Mr Keoy Soo Earn, Partner, Deloitte & Touche, Singapore

Professor Gordon Smith, Chairman, AUS Inc

Panel dialogue

Moderator & All Speakers

1515 Afternoon Tea

1530 IP Financing — The new Elixir?
-The attractions of IP Financing
-IP Financing Options

-Using IP Assets to finance growing Enterprises

Moderator: Mr James Nurton, Managing Editor, Managing Intellectual Property (MIP)
Speaker(s):

Prof. Dr. Alexander J. Wurzer, Director, Institute for Intellectual Property Management,
Steinbeis University, Berlin

Dr. Miklés Bendzsel, President, Hungarian Patent Office

Panel dialogue

Moderator & All Speakers

Session 8: IP Management
To derive maximum benefit from IP assets in terms of revenue, reputation and market share, it

is crucial to have dynamic portfolio management strategies and robust systems in place.

1345 Dynamic Portfolio Management Strategies for Today’s Businesses

-A balanced portfolio management strategy - Legal, Business and Technology priorities
-Forecasting future trends and adapting accordingly

-Building competitive advantage through IP Rights

Moderator: Dr. Kajit Sukhum, Assistant Director General, Department of Intellectual
Property, Thailand

Speakers:

Dr lan Heath, Managing Consultant, FIRST THOUGHTS (Former Director-General, IP
Australia)

Mr Horacio Gutiérrez, Vice President & Deputy General Counsel, Intellectual Property &

Licensing, Microsoft

46




Panel dialogue

Moderator & All Speakers

1515

Afternoon Tea

1530

IP Licensing Due Diligence That Creates Value
-What to look for when presented with a licensing opportunity?
-Evaluating potential risks associated with the licensee and their business

-Aligning licensing with overall corporate strategy

Moderator: Mr Jeffrey Chan, Deputy Solicitor-General, Attorney General’s Chambers,
Singapore

Speakers:

Mr Adam Liberman, President, Licensing Executive Society International (LESI)

Dr Andrew Serafini, Partner, Fenwick & West LLP

Panel dialogue

Moderator & All Speakers

Session 9: IP in the Age of Open Source and Open Innovation

Do IP rights contradict the spirit of Open Source and Open Innovation in promoting innovation

and scientific advancement? How can IP rights complement this movement?

1345

Balancing IP Protection and Open Innovation
-IP Protection an obstacle for Open Innovation?
-Balancing the needs of competitiveness with cooperation

-IP Protection and industrial standards

Moderator: Dr Jung-Sik Koh, Commissioner, Korean Intellectual Property Office
Speakers:

Professor Lim Yee Fen, National University of Singapore (NUS)

Dr Stanley Lai, Partner & Head of IP/IT Dept, Allen & Gledhill

Panel dialogue

Moderator & All Speakers

1515

Afternoon Tea

1530

Patent Commons — A possible platform for business leverage?
-Navigating the Patent Commons — Types of Commitments by Contributors
-Opportunities in Open Software and Open Standards

-Protecting Open Software and Open Standards through Patent Commons

Moderator: Mr Jorge Amigo, Director General, Mexican Institute of Industrial Property

Speaker(s):
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Dr Cynthia Cannady, Principal & Founder, IPSEVA, USA

Associate Professor Susanna Leong, National University of Singapore

Panel dialogue

Moderator & All Speakers

Session 10:

Roundtable Discussion — Business and IP in 2015: Inseparable Friends or Distant Bedfellows?

1715

This final session looks at IP alongside regional trade developments, global financial
issues and government policies, which may affect the success of businesses in the future.
It will focus on some of the world’s most important regions, including:

-The North American landscape in five years’ time

-The Latin American landscape in five years’ time

-The East Asian landscape in five years’ time

-The ASEAN landscape in five years’ time

Moderator: Ambassador Ong Keng Yong, Ambassador-at-Large, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Singapore

Speakers:

Mr Tian Lipu, Commissioner, State Intellectual Property Office (SIPO), China

Mr Adrian Cristobal, Director ~ General, Intellectual Property Office of Philippines

Mr Jorge Amigo, Director General, Mexican Institute of Industrial Property

Ms Mary Carman, Commissioner of Patents, Registrar of Trade-marks and Chief Executive

Officer, Canadian Intellectual Property Office

Panel dialogue

Moderator & All Speakers

1845

End of Day 2
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(FIRST DRAFT)
APEC Intellectual Property Rights Experts” Group
Riverfront Ballroom,
Grand Copthorne Waterfront Hotel, Singapore

Meeting notes of the 29th IPEG Meeting

July 28th, 2009 9:00 -18:00
July 29th, 2009 10:00 -18:00

Introduction

1. The 29th meeting of the APEC Intellectual Property Rights
Experts” Group (IPEG XXIX) was held on 28-29 July 2009 at the
Riverfront Ballroom, Grand Copthorne Waterfront Hotel, Singapore.

2. The Meeting was attended by representatives from the
following APEC Member economies: Australia, Brunei, Canada, Chile,
China, Hong Kong, China, Indonesia, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Mexico,
New Zealand, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Russia, Singapore,
Chinese Taipei, Thailand, the U.S. and Viet Nam. The Chair of the IPEG,
the Program Director of IPEG, the Assistant to the IPEG Chair also
attended the meeting. A representative from the APEC Business
Advisory Council also attended the 29th IPEG Meeting.

Agenda Item 1: Opening

3. The Chair opened the 29th IPEG Meeting and welcomed all

Members and guests back to Singapore.

Agenda Item 2: Report on Previous Activity of IPEG

(2a) APEC

Update / Information from APEC Secretariat

49



4. The APEC Secretariat thanked the IPEG Chair and his assistant
for their support in the preparation for the Meeting and thanked
Singapore for their excellent organisation of the “Trading Ideas 2009”
Symposium, which would take place after the IPEG Plenary Meeting. The
Secretariat informed Members that the APEC Secretariat Report on APEC
Development (2009/SOM2/IPEG/002) had not been printed out for
Members but made available on IPEG area of AIMP. The report would
also be posted to the Meeting Document Database after the meeting.

5. APEC Project Management Unit Team Leader, Ms. Evelyn Loh,
gave a brief presentation on the latest updates of the Project Management
Reform Agenda, and its implications for Project Approval Session Three
to be carried out by the Budget Management Committee (BMC). Ms.
Loh also put forward a Quality Criteria document for Assessing APEC
Project Proposals for Members to consider.

(2b) TILF

Trading Ideas 2009 (CTI04/2009T) and “From Mind to Market — The
Highs and Lows of Technology Transfer” Seminar (IPEG02/2009S)

6. Singapore gave a brief summary of “From Mind to Market — The
Highs and Lows of Technology Transfer” Seminar, held in February 2009
together with a preview of “Trading Ideas 2009”, scheduled immediately
after the Plenary Meeting. The Chair thanked Singapore for the

excellent organisation and preparation for these well-received events.

Conducting Effective Intellectual Property Rights Public Education &
Awareness Campaigns for SMEs (CTI06/2008T)

7. Australia concluded the joint project on IPR public education
and awareness by Australia, Hong Kong, China and Singapore, for which
the Seminar had been the final phase of the joint project. Australia
thanked Members for their active participation. All materials from the
Seminar would be made available on the website of the IPEG Public

Education and Awareness Resources.

8. Hong Kong, China thanked Australia and Singapore for this
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tripartite collaboration, as well as the active participation of Economies in
the three projects. The final deliverable of the joint project, IPR
Resource Tool for SMEs, would be available by the end of this year.

APEC Project for Training Intellectual Property Rights Information
Facilitators Using e-Learning Content — IP Xpedite (CTI21/2009T)

9. Korea reported the progress of the Project IP Xpedite, which
was well-received.  Australia, Brunei, China and Chinese Taipei
thanked Korea for this Project, and commented that the response had

been overwhelming.

10. Malaysia and Viet Nam thanked Korea for the Project, and
brought out some technical issues to Korea on this e-learning platform.
Korea would contact Malaysia and Viet Nam to offer necessary technical

assistance.

11. Philippines thanked Korea and would like to know the
sustainability of the Project. Korea replied all materials of the Project
would be available to the public, which would facilitate the
dissemination of IP knowledge. The Chair also thanked Korea.

(2¢) Self-funded
APEC Colloquium for Public Prosecutors and the Judiciary on

Intellectual Property Enforcement (IEPG03/2009S) & APEC Workshop
on IP Border Enforcement for Customs Officials (IPEG04 /2009S)

12. The U.S. gave a brief oral update on two Projects. Materials for
the two Projects would be available on the website of the USPTO
Academy, APEC Secretariat and ASEAN Secretariat.

13. Australia, Japan, Mexico and Peru thanked the U.S. for these
capacity building and experience sharing activities for the APEC
Economies. ~The Chair thanked the U.S. for their generosity in

sponsoring both Projects.

Agenda item 3: Interactions with CTI
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14. The CTI Chair, Ms. Elizabeth Chelliah, attended the Meeting
and gave an oral update on the FTA/RTA and the interaction between
APEC and ASEAN. She also noted that supply chain connectivity
remained an important topic in CTL. CTI Chair also noted that it was
her last term as CTI Chair.

15. The Chair thanked the CTI Chair for her comprehensive
overview of the CTI's work. He pointed out to the CTI Chair the
importance of having representatives from customs authorities in the
IPEG Meeting.

(2d) Other Matters

There were no discussions or interventions on this item.

Agenda item 4: CTI priorities

(4a) Support for WTO - deepening the dialogue on intellectual
property policy and protection of emerging fields in IPR

(4a-i)  Protection for geographical indications

Report on the Geographical Indications Regimes in APEC Economies

16. Mexico gave a brief update on the development of the
Report. Four Economies had already responded. Mexico and the
Chair encouraged Members to respond the Report.

(4a-ii) Protection of genetic resources (GR), traditional
knowledge (TK) and folklore

Protection of Genetic Resources, Traditional Knowledge and
Folklore

17. Peru gave an oral update on the initiative on developing a
living document summarising the protection of genetic resources,

traditional knowledge and folklore, and invited Members to provide
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comments.
(4a-iii) Protection of Plant Variety Protection System
There were no discussions or interventions on this item.
(4b) Support for APEC Investment Facilitation Action Plan
Utilising New technology to Improve Investment Environment

4(b-i) Providing Adequate and Effective Protection of
Technology and Related Intellectual Property Rights

There were no discussions or interventions on this item.

(4b-ii) Developing Strategies to Meet Intellectual Property
Needs of SMEs

Making IPRs Work for SMEs — Report of the IPR Enforcement Expert

Group to the European Commission

18. The Chair put forward an information paper about the
European Commission Report, kindly summarized and made
available by the Scottish Intellectual Asset Centre, for Members’
information.

(4c) Trade and investment Facilitation

(4c-i)  APEC Anti-counterfeiting and piracy initiative

Best Practice Paper on Innovative Techniques for IPR Border

Enforcement

19. The U.S. gave a brief oral presentation on the Paper and
invited Members to give updates to the Paper.

20. China thanked the U.S. for their efforts and reiterated
China’s concern on the title of the Paper, where the phrase “Best
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Practice” used in the title might leave an impression of norm-setting.
The Chair appreciated the remark made by China, and emphasised
the importance of working on the basis of IPEG’s previous

achievements and agreements.

21. To clarify the purpose of the Paper, China prompted
Members to consider re-naming the Paper as an “Experience Sharing
Paper”. The Chair suggested Members should avoid any paper or
initiative that would leave an impression of setting norms and
standards in future. It was understood the current Paper was
experience-sharing in nature and the existing title would remain
unchanged since it had already been endorsed by the AMM in 2007. .

22. The U.S. encouraged Members to provide feedback on the
Paper, and noted that the purpose of the Paper was elaborated in the
second paragraph, which stressed that the Paper was intended to
give an opportunity to Members to share experience, without

suggesting any particular techniques for other Economies to adopt.

23. Thailand appreciated the effort of the U.S. in updating the
Paper, and pointed out that the U.S. had an excellent computer
programme for use in IPR border enforcement. A representative
from the U.S. Customs and Border Protection would introduce the
computer programme in the coming Agenda Item on IPR

Enforcement.

(4c-ii) APEC IPR Service Centre

Progress of Establishment of IPR Centres

24. Japan gave a brief update on their initiative on up-dating
information on the IPR Service Centres. The Secretariat thanked
Japan for its continuous effort on maintaining the IPR Service
Centres and encouraged Members to inform Japan of any relevant

updates.

25. The U.S. asked what proportion of IPR service centre
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handled enquiries were answered manually and what proportion
weas handled automatically. Japan would supply relevant statistics
to the U.S. after the Meeting. The Chair appreciated the kind effort
of Japan.

(4c-iii) Enforcement related activities

U.S. Customs and Border Protection’s Enforcement Efforts Related to

Intellectual Property Rights

26. A representative from the U.S. Customs and Border
Protection gave a brief introduction to the enforcement efforts in
relation to intellectual property rights protection. The Chair
thanked the U.S. for the comprehensive presentation and asked
which control points witnessed the largest number of seizures of
good related to the IPR infringements. The U.S. responded the
control points on the West Coast had the largest number of seizures.

27. Thailand thanked the U.S. and noted that during a previous
WCO Meeting the U.S. had demonstrated a computer programme,
which calculated the risk factors associated with a particular
shipment and boosted effectiveness in identifying counterfeit
shipments. Thailand wondered if this computer programme could
be made available to Members.

28. Thailand would also like to know the difference between
the existing trademark registration system provided by IP offices
and the trademark recordation system provided the Customs; as
well as the ex-officio powers currently enjoyed by the U.S. Customs
and Border Protection.

29. The U.S. responded that the request to share the computer
software, Pro-Logic, among Members would be relayed to their
Headquarters. The U.S. explained the trademark recordation
system provided rights-owners better protection for deterring
counterfeit shipments, while the registration system was a vital in
establishing legal protection of trade marks. The U.S. also noted
there were differences on the ex-officio powers enjoyed by customs
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authorities across the Asia Pacific Region.

30. The Chair asked if a foreign trademark owner could register
his trademark in the online recordation system of the U.S. Customs
and Border Protection. The U.S. replied all foreign trademark
owners were able to register trademarks in the online recordation
system. The Chair suggested that Members informed their local

enterprises of this trademark recordation system.

31 Thailand asked what fees were charged for using the
trademark recordation system. The U.S. said that the fees should be

nominal and would supply the exact amount after the Meeting.

32. The Chair noted that under the current U.S. copyright
provisions, copyright owners should provide copies of their
publications to the Library of Congress. He asked the difference
between the trademark recordation system and the system for
registering copyright with U.S Library of Congress. He asked
whether similar recordation arrangements were required for
copyright works. The U.S. responded further information would be
available after the Meeting. Thailand and the Chair thanked the
presentation on the trademark recordation system of the U.S.
Customs and Border Protection.

33. Indonesia noted that the TRIPS Agreement played an
important role in IPR-related border enforcement, and wondered
why only trademark and copyright infringing activities on a
commercial scale were currently covered, and hence required to be
criminalised according the TRIPS Agreement. The Chair
appreciated the comments made by Indonesia and pointed out the
historical backgrounds of the differences in protection of different
intellectual property rights across world economies. The Chair
pinpointed that the TRIPS Agreement provided for ex-officio action
against trademark and copyright infringement on a commercial scale.
Economies were free to extend their existing ex-officio authority to
combat infringement of or IP rights if they deemed it necessary to do
SO.

56



Japan Customs Report on IPR Border Enforcement

34. A representative from Japan Customs gave a brief
presentation on its IPR border enforcement. The Chair thanked
Japan and would like to know if the existing forum with Korea and
China would also invite participation of other Economies. Japan

replied the forum would continue its existing format.

35. Chinese Taipei thanked Japan for the presentation and
asked about the annual number of inspections performed for
suspected patent infringements and who carried out the inspections.
Japan replied in 2008, there were 70,000 inspections performed for
suspected patent infringements; before the inspections were carried,
Japan Customs would consult experts for their opinion first.
Indonesia also thanked Japan for the presentation, and her efforts in

combating patent infringement.

36. Mexico also appreciated the effort of Japan Customs in
combating patent infringement, which had exceeded the
enforcement requirements as specified in the TRIPS Agreement.
Furthermore, despite not having ex-officio powers, the enforcement
authority in Mexico worked closely with the private sector and

rights-owners on gathering intelligence on IPR-infringements.

37. Philippines echoed the views of Indonesia and Mexico, and
noted that domestic customs laws could supplement the TRIPS
Agreement and provide a more comprehensive protection against
IPR-infringement. On the other hand, Philippines would like to
know how Japan Customs would screen her export goods against
IPR-infringements. Japan replied that both import and export were

subject to similar screening and inspection procedures.

38. The Chair acknowledged that the coverage of the TRIPS
Agreement was limited and encouraged more experience-sharing
amongst Members on the latest IPR-protection and enforcement
strategies. = Thailand suggested patent infringement could be
criminalised. The Chair encouraged Members to have a general

discussion on customs enforcement.
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Hong Kong Customs’ Perspective — Strategic Partnership with the
IPR Industry

39. A representative from Hong Kong Customs gave a brief
presentation on the partnership between Hong Kong Customs and
the local IPR industry in combating IPR-infringement. The Chair
thanked Hong Kong, China and asked if the partnership covered
areas other than trademark and copyright. Hong Kong, China
replied only trademark and copyright infringements were criminal

offences in Hong Kong, China.

40. Japan thanked Hong Kong, China and would like learn
how the Hong Kong Brand Protection Alliance (HKBPA) partnered
with the Hong Kong Customs. Hong Kong, China replied that
since there was no pre-recordation system in Hong Kong, China,
HKBPA maintained a list of rights-owners and provided intelligence
on suspected infringing behaviour in trade fairs and exhibitions to

Hong Kong Customs.

41. The Chair followed up the question and asked what kind of
assistance the HKBPA'’s lawyers would provide to the Hong Kong
Customs. Hong Kong, China replied the lawyers from the HKBPA
would prepare necessary documents, such as the registration
certificates of trademarks, to facilitate the operations of the Hong
Kong Customs.

42. Chinese Taipei thanked Hong Kong, China for the
presentation and asked if this partnership with local IPR industries
targeted also the online infringement. Chinese Taipei would also
like to know if there were rights-owners who refused to enforce their
IPRs even if there were sufficient evidence; and if there was any
abuse of the existing reporting mechanism for the online auction
websites. Hong Kong, China replied there was a dedicated team to
combat online infringements. And from experiences of Hong Kong,
China, most rights-owners were willing to provide assistance in
identifying suspected goods. Hong Kong, China replied there was

no evidence of the abuse of the reporting mechanism for the online
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auction websites.

43. Indonesia asked if Hong Kong Customs had any measures
to monitor export goods. Hong Kong, China replied that all control
points would hold all suspected infringing goods, regardless of
import or export. Furthermore, Hong Kong Customs appreciated
any intelligence from the rights-owners for both import and export
goods. The Chair supplemented that according to a 2008 UNCTAD
Report, Hong Kong, China was an important re-exporter of creative

products.
44. Philippines added a final suggestion that Economies could
share intelligence of the international movements of suspected

infringing goods.

China Customs on IPR Border Enforcement

45. A representative from the China Customs gave a
presentation on the border enforcement strategies relating to IPR
protection. The Chair thanked China for the comprehensive
overview of the efforts of China Customs on the IPR protection.

46. Mexico appreciated the presentation and asked the
inspection rate for export containers performed by the China
Customs. Furthermore, Mexico would like to know the issue of
legality of performing inspection and the international cooperation
in sharing intelligence to combat IP infringements. China replied
the exact inspection rate could be provided after the Meeting, while
the China Customs performed the inspections based on the ex-officio
authority. Under the US-China Memorandum of Understanding
and Korea-Japan-China Fake Zero Project, there were mechanisms to
allow Economies to exchange intelligence for combating IP

infringements.

47. Indonesia thanked China for the presentation, and
suggested that international buyers should place orders only for
genuine goods. The Chair reckoned that in a long run, all purchase
orders placed should only be for genuine goods. China replied that
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many factories in China produced goods according to the orders of
purchase. China Customs had tried his best to address the
problem.

48. Chinese Taipei thanked China for the presentation.
Chinese Taipei suggested that postal channel had become one of the
major ways to smuggle infringing goods. The Chair echoed this
view, adding that with the proliferation of e-commerce in small
items — particularly fake medicines — use of postal services for

smuggling was a significant issue worldwide..

49, To conclude, the Chair thanked customs authorities for
their active participation in the IPEG meeting. With no intention of
norm-setting, the Chair encouraged Members to give more
experience-sharing presentations on “TRIPS-PLUS” enforcement
efforts. In discussing the enforcement efforts against patent
infringement, the Chair encouraged Members to take the potential

cost that might be incurred in cross-border trade into consideration.

Initiative on Addressing the Illegal Use of Recording Devices to

Record or Transmit Movies off the Screen

50. The U.S. thanked the co-sponsors of the Initiative. To
allow more time for discussion, the U.S. did not propose any text for
inclusion into the Statement of the Chair of the Meeting of APEC
Ministers Responsible for Trade.

51. The U.S. reiterated that IPEG was an appropriate forum to
discuss and examine the Initiative, while the U.S. aimed at proposing
a text for inclusion into the Joint Declaration of the APEC Ministerial
Meeting with possible inter-sesisonal discussion and then
endorsement.

52. The U.S. reported that they had addressed all the
preliminary responses from Members and acknowledged that the
availability of DVD-burning devices and the high penetration of the
broadband Internet also contributed to the proliferation of the

unauthorised camcording.
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53. The U.S. said that the proposed text was general in
describing the situation of the unauthorised camcording without any
concrete recommendations. The U.S. would appreciate to address
the issue through diverse approaches.

54. The U.S. commented that the rapid development of
information and communication technology contributed to the
proliferation of unauthorised camcording activities. ~With the
assistance of digital watermark technology, it had been found that
80-90% of the pirated DVD or pirated copies on the Internet
originated from unauthorised camcording activities. As the date of
movie screenings differed between Economies, there was evidence
that the pirated copies of the latest movies could be transferred from

one Economy to another within 24 hours.

55. Unauthorised camcording activities could easily migrate
from one Economy to another. After the U.S. had introduced a new
provision to combat unauthorised camcording in cinemas on the
Federal level, it was found that the authorised camcording activities
had moved from the U.S. to Canada. Consequently, the U.S. called
on Members to make joint efforts in combating unauthorised

camcording in the APEC Region.

56. The U.S. acknowledged that the current copyright
provisions, based on the TRIPS Agreement, offered some protection
against unauthorised camcording. Given the devastating effect of
unauthorised camcarding across the movie industries on a
multinational level, the U.S. noted that a dedicated provision would
facilitate Economies in combating the unauthorised camcording

activities.

57. The U.S. explained that the Initiative had adopted a
multidimensional approach to combat the unauthorised camcording,
including suggestions on public education programmes, better

enforcement and dedicated legislative provisions.

58. The Chair thanked the U.S. for its explanation. The Chair

61



recognised that Member Economies could choose to adopt different
approaches to combat the unauthorised camcording since, APEC

operated on the basis of non-binding, voluntary commitments.

59. China thanked the U.S. for the introduction to the Initiative.
China would like to have more discussion on the Initiative
inter-sessionally, such as on the definition of unauthorised
camcording, before making any proposal to the APEC Ministerial
Meeting. China noted that the issue of unauthorised camcording
was a multidisciplinary topic where IPEG alone would be not able to
resolve the issue in full. As such China advised the U.S. to take a
step-by-step approach to address the issue.

60. Russia thanked the U.S. for the presentation and asked for
more time to study the issue from different perspectives before

concluding any recommendation to Ministers.

61. The U.S. supplemented that unauthorised camcording was
defined as “the wunauthorised shooting and transmitting a

copyrighted work off the screen in cinemas”.

62. Canada thanked the U.S. for the presentation and had
offered to be a co-sponsor of the Initiative. Canada appreciated a
further discussion on the Initiative and shared that Canada had
legislation in place to combat the unauthorised camcording. In
June 2007, a provision had been passed in Canada to make
unauthorised camcording inside cinemas a criminal offence. The
provision was aimed at fighting against pirated copies of movies.
There had been three convictions since the legislation came into
effect.

63. Hong Kong, China thanked the U.S. and had offered to be a
co-sponsor of the Initiative. Hong Kong, China had a dedicated
provision for combating bootlegging of movies inside cinemas,
where the unauthorised possession of recording devices inside the
premise of cinemas was made illegal. Hong Kong, China stressed
that both effective public education and consistent enforcement were

essential. Hong Kong, China was in a close partnership with
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rights-owners and cinema operators in conducting public education.
Hong Kong Customs conducted over 1,100 patrols in cinemas in
2008.

64. Japan thanked the U.S. and offered to be a co-sponsor of the
Initiative. Japan had a specific legislation in place since 2007.
Japan was convinced that specific legislation was effective in

deterring unauthorised camcording activities.

65. Mexico agreed and regarded specific legislation as an
effective way to address the issue of unauthorised camcording.
Mexico was trying to revise some of its relevant legislation. Mexico
would appreciate more time for Members to discuss before

proposing any text to Ministers.

66. Philippines thanked the U.S. and shared that the relevant
legislation were under revision so as specifically to combat the
unauthorised camcording activities. Chinese Taipei reckoned the
proposed text to the Ministers had addressed all concerns raised by
Chinese Taipei, and appreciated the multidimensional approach
adopted by the U.S.

67. Australia welcomed the Initiative and reckoned that
damage of the unauthorised camcording to the film industry was
significant. Australia thought that general copyright legislation
could be enough to deter unauthorised camcording, as long as
copyright infringement was a criminal offence. Chile thanked the
U.S. and appreciated a further discussion on the Initiative before

recommending a text to Ministers.

68. The Chair summarised that unauthorised camcording was
recognised as a challenge in a number of Economies. Some of them
had already taken action to tackle the challenge. The Chair also
summarised that there was more than one approach to address the
challenge and encouraged Members to identify effective examples of

practices to combat unauthorised camcording.

69. The U.S. reported there were media coverage of the
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unauthorised camcording in the National Geographic magazine, a
television programme broadcast on the Australian Channel 7, and a
book published by an American non-profit institute, RAND
Corporation.

70. The Chair thanked the U.S. for the information on media
coverage and acknowledged the concerns of China. The Chair
encouraged the U.S. to discuss the proposed text with Members in
detail.

71. China thought that progress of the Initiative was too fast
and would appreciate more time for discussion. Indonesia echoed
the views of Mexico and China requesting more time to discuss the
proposed text before recommending to the Ministers. The Chair
thought that the U.S. had been sincere in consulting Members fully
and encouraged Members to discuss actively with the U.S. Japan
reiterated her support to the Initiative.

72. The U.S. appreciated Members’ active discussion on the
Initiative and acknowledged the importance of having a further
discussion. The U.S. proposed to recommend a text to the Ministers,
which acknowledged the situation of the unauthorised camcording

without suggesting specific remedies.

28. In particular, the U.S. would like to understand the view of
China that IPEG alone was not able to discuss the Initiative in full.
China explained the definition of unauthorised camcording was
unclear while the issue of copyright was administrated under more

than one ministry in many Economies.
74. The Chair thanked Members’ for their active discussion and
encouraged Members to pocket the points of consensus reached so

far and develop them during the inter-sessional discussion.

(4c-iv) Exchange of information concerning IPR Measures/
Policies

Final Report for APEC IPEG Survey on Copyright Limitations and
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Exceptions

75. Chile gave a brief introduction to the Final Report and
thanked Members’ for their comments and input during drafting of
the Final Report. The Chair thanked Chile for their great effort on
summarising the copyright limitations and exceptions in various
Economies and regarded the Final Report as being of great value to
external parties, such as academia. The Chair recommended
Members to endorse the Final Report to enable the public access.

China thanked Chile and supported the Chair’s

recommendation.

76. Chile noted that copyright legislations were changing
according to the social development, while the Final Report was a
snapshot of the current development in the copyright limitations and
exceptions. The U.S. suggested Chile to put a time-stamp on the
Final Report, with an intention to maintain the Report as a living

document.

77. Thailand agreed to endorse the Final Report despite
difficulties in finalizing translation into Thai for internal consultation.
Chile agreed to put a time-stamp on the Final Report. IPEG
endorsed the Final Report for APEC IPEG Survey on Copyright

Limitations and Exceptions.

Consultation on Copyright Legislation in Canada

78. Canada noted that a new round of consultation on its
copyright legislation had commenced in July 2009, with an intention
to revise the current legislation. Members could visit the website
below to see the development of the consultation:

http:/ /www.copyrighteconsultation.ca/

Survey on Prevention of Abuse of IP Rights

79. China gave a brief update on the development of the
Survey on Prevention of Abuse of IP Rights. The Chair thanked
China for the update.
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80. The U.S. thanked China and invited China to highlight any
changes made to the Paper and the proposed Survey. China
explained the introduction to the Survey was substantiated while the
format of the Survey had been re-organised. The expression of the

questions in the Survey had also been revised.

81. Russia thanked China for their efforts and regarded the
issue of abuse of IP Rights was an important topic. Chinese Taipei
supported the Survey in principle, since the IPR system should serve
the interests of the general public. Chinese Taipei regarded the
data collection exercise of the Survey as an important step. Peru
also supported the Survey.

82. The U.S. suggested that the definition of “abuse of IP
right”s was not clear and the U.S. was not able to respond to the
Survey. Furthermore, the U.S. explained that competition law and
the IPR system were two different concepts and the U.S. was not able
to endorse the Survey.

83. Japan echoed the view of the U.S. and called for more
discussion on the Survey. Mexico had some concerns over the
Survey since the idea of “IP right abuse” was not distinguished from

competition law in the Survey.

84. Viet Nam supported the Survey. Chile suggested the issue
of the abuse of IP right should be discussed in the context of Article
8.of the TRIPS Agreement

85. China thanked Peru, Russia, Chinese Taipei and Viet Nam
for their support; and thanked Japan, Mexico and the U.S. for their
questions and concerns. China thought that the Survey itself would
allow Members to gain a better understanding of the issue of the IP
rights abuse, while competition and monopoly law could be
discussed together with the IP rights.

86. Thailand suggested there were some cases in the U.K.
discussing competition and IPR abuse. Philippines suggested that
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it was vital to establish a definition of the” IPR abuse” and the items
in the Survey should be revised. China reckoned different
stakeholders would have different understandings of IPR abuse.

87. The Chair concluded that no consensus had been reached
and encouraged Members to continue the discussion on this Agenda

Item.

Seminar on Practices of IPR Protection in Standardisation

88. China gave a presentation on IPR protection in
standardisation. The U.S. supplemented that they had had regular
communication with China on the proposed Seminar, and would

like work further with China through bilateral meetings.

89. Chinese Taipei thanked China for the clear presentation
and noted that the proposed Seminar had been discussed for a long
time. Chinese Taipei acknowledged that the proposed Seminar did
not intend to set any norm and hence would like to co-sponsor the
proposed Seminar. Chile and Russia also offered to be co-sponsors
of the proposed Seminar.

90. The Chair encouraged China and the U.S. to discuss the
proposed Seminar bilaterally. The U.S. proposed to discuss the
proposed Seminar inter-sessionally with China, and invited the
Secretariat to explain the project proposal submission procedures.
The Chair replied that all project proposals endorsed by IPEG should
be submitted to CTI for consideration by 19 August 2009.

91. China encouraged the U.S. to actively participate in the
discussion with agencies and reiterated that the proposed Seminar

had no norm-setting intention.

APEC IPEG Survey on Opposition Proceedings

92. The U.S. gave an oral update on the Survey, for which the
data collection exercise had completed by June 2009. The U.S.
would circulate a draft summary of the completed Survey by
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September 2009 for comments.
93. Thailand had sent a request to the U.S. for explaining the
definitions of some terms used in the Survey. The U.S. would check

the request and provide the definitions as soon as possible.

APEC IPEG Survey on Certification and Collective Marks

94. The U.S. gave an oral update on the Survey, to which
Members were invited to respond by September 2009. After the
data collection exercise, the U.S. would circulate a draft summary for

comments.

95. Thailand requested to extend the consultation period of the
Survey items for a week, as they would like to comment on the
Survey items. The U.S. replied that the consultation period had
passed. and some Economies had already responded to the Survey.
The Chair encouraged Thailand and the U.S. to work together on a
best-effort approach.

96. Thailand would like to suggest additional items into the
Survey without changing the existing ones. The U.S. agreed to add
additional items into the Survey. The Chair thanked the U.S. for its
flexibility.

Australian Copyright Cases and Developments

97. Australia gave an oral update on a court judgement on
copyright in compilations , such a timetable of television
programmes, and a ruling made by a court in New South Wales
regarding the use of copyrighted works by the Government.
Australia also introduced some government reports regarding
various copyright issues, such as copyright enforcement, use and
re-use of the public information, copyright issues in contract laws
and reporting copyright infringement in the online environment.
The Chair thanked Australia for the information.

An Introduction to the Newly Adopted ISP Bill of Chinese Taipei
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98. Chinese Taipei gave a brief presentation on the new bill for
the Internet service providers. The Chair thanked Chinese Taipei
for their follow-up on the topic.

99. The U.S. thanked Chinese Taipei and praised the ISP bill a
very progressive legislation. Besides, The U.S. asked if the
enforcement of the “graduated response” provision would be
incorporated into the implementation regulation. Chinese Taipei
replied that due to the implementation regulation authorized by the
ISP bill has been limited to the details of the “notice and take down”
mechanism, the “graduated response” would be fulfilled otherwise
by the consensus reached by the ISPs, copyright holders and
subscribers. And TIPO would provide assistance in the negotiation
between the parties.

100. Japan thanked Chinese Taipei and asked about why only
the Internet Access Provider(IAP)s are to apply the
Notice-and-Notice System and how could TIPO provide assistance
in the abovementioned agreement. Chinese Taipei explained that
IAPs provide only access to the Internet and hence only the
Notice-and-Notice System was applied to IAPs. The other 3
categories of ISPs were required to join the Notice-and -Take-down
System, whereby ISPs would take down all infringing contents from
the server. As to the implementation module of the “graduated
response” provision, the copyright holders and the ISPs both rely
heavily on TIPO’s opinion and have expressed their strong will to
have TIPO’s assistance. Thus Chinese Taipei would actively engage
IAPs and ISPs during the consultation and offer assistance to them.

Recent Development in Copyright Policy of Korea

101. Korea gave a brief oral update on the latest development of
the copyright policies in Korea. The Chair thanked Korea and
encouraged Members to communicate with Korea on the copyright
developments after the Meeting.

New IP Legislation in Viet Nam
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102. Viet Nam introduced the developments in their IP
legislation. After the joining the WTO in 2007, Viet Nam had been
modernising its legal system; and in June 2009, the National
Assembly of Viet Nam passed the new IP legislation. The new IP
legislations were up to international standards and covered a wide
range of IPRs. The penalties for IP infringements had been
increased while the definitions of IP infringements used by the

criminal courts were now on par with WTO standards.

103. The Chair thanked and encouraged Viet Nam to submit a
written report on these developments. The U.S. appreciated the
efforts made by Viet Nam as the U.S. had been working closely with
Viet Nam on modernising the legal frameworks and the enforcement

capacity.
(4c-v) Responding to cable and encrypted satellite signal theft

APEC Workshop on Effective Implementation of Best Practices

Concerning Cable and Satellite Signal Piracy and Enforcement

104. The U.S. gave a brief oral update on the Workshop. The
Workshop had been endorsed by TELWG, which provided an
opportunity for various stakeholders to share experience and
opinions. The Workshop was now scheduled on 14-15 December
2009 in Jakarta, Indonesia. The Chair thanked the U.S. and
encouraged Members to participate in the Workshop and
understand the issue of cable and satellite piracy.

105 China suggested that the title of the Workshop should be
changed to “Experience Sharing” instead of “Best Practices”; and
noted that “copyright theft” and “copyright piracy” were used
interchangeably. China expressed that “theft” was a mere stealing
behaviour and “piracy” was stealing assets for other commercial

purposes.
106. The Chair noted the preference of “piracy” over “theft”.

Indonesia regarded the scope of copyright piracy was too board.
Thailand echoed the view of Indonesia and invited the U.S. to
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provide speakers from the academic field at the Workshop. The
Chair encouraged Members to have a more substantial discussion on
the technical aspects during the Workshop.
107. China reiterated her concern over the title of the Workshop.
The Chair emphasised the Workshop had already been endorsed by
IPEG and appreciated any flexibility the U.S. might offer. The U.S.
would consider the suggestions from China, and emphasised that
representatives from all relevant disciplines would be invited to
participate in the Workshop. The Chair encouraged the U.S. to
address Members’ concerns.

(4d) Implementation of Pathfinder Initiatives

There were no discussions or interventions on this item.

(4e) Implementation of Transparency Standards

There were no discussions or interventions on this item.

(4f) Regional Trade Agreements (RTAs) / Free Trade Agreements
(FTAs)

108. Recognising RTAs/FTAs was a priority of CTI, Australia
encouraged those who had not responded or wished to submit an update
to do so.
Agenda item 5: Other Collective Actions of IPEG
(5a) Support for Easy and Prompt Acquisition of Rights
(5a-i)  Establishing Internationally Harmonized IPR system

There were no discussions or interventions on this item.

(5a-ii) APEC Cooperation Initiative on Patent Acquisition
Procedures
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Patent Cooperation Initiative on Patent Acquisition Procedures —

Roadmap for Further Cooperation: Gap Analysis

109. The U.S. gave a brief oral update on the Gap Analysis.
Nine Economies had responded to the Gap Analysis, which covered
mainly factual aspects of the capacity and resources of each patent
office. The Gap Analysis would assist Economies in identifying
such capacity and resources and hence the U.S. encouraged
Members to participate in the Gap Analysis. The U.S. would use
the findings of the Gap Analysis to correlate with the Roadmap.

110. The Chair thanked the U.S. and encouraged Members to
participate in the Gap Analysis. Thailand thanked the U.S. and
noted that there were similar exercises being conducted in other
organisations, such as the EU-US Gap Analysis. The U.S. reckoned
that the Gap Analysis conducted in IPEG was complementary to
other efforts. The IPEG Gap Analysis was a snapshot of patent

offices, with an intention to share experiences.

111. Chinese Taipei thanked the U.S. TIPO had been handling
patent applications in Chinese Taipei and there was a discussion on
changing the status of TIPO from a government agency into a
statutory trading fund. Chinese Taipei would like to know the
statutory status of the IP offices in APEC Economies.

112. The Chair noted that there were many variations, ranging
from a government to a private institute. Philippines shared that
their IP office was a government agency operating as a trading fund.
Singapore said that their IP office was self-funded organisation with
a independent statutory status. Mexico said that their IP office was
self-funded. Australia said that their IP office was a federal

government agency on a self-funding basis.
113. The Chair concluded that there was a range of possibilities.
Chinese Taipei appreciated all the information provided by

Members.

More Coherence under the APEC Cooperation Initiative on Patent
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Acquisition Procedures

114. Japan gave a presentation on their initial ideas on more
coherence under the APEC Cooperation Initiative on Patent
Acquisition Procedures. The Chair thanked Japan and noted that
the directions given by Ministers were less extensive than the
proposals from Japan. The Chair expressed his impression that
these initial ideas came mainly from the business community. The
Chair noted that IPEG would give first priority to the directives from
Ministers.

115. China noted that the format of search reports was different
from Economy to Economy. China reckoned that harmonisation
was important, and regarded WIPO as a better forum to work on the
harmonisation of the format of search reports. China further noted
that applicants from developing Economies often encountered
difficulties during patent applications in the developed Economies.

116. The U.S. thanked Japan for the presentation and was glad to
see the progress on the Patent Acquisition Survey. Chile promised
to provide comments to Japan, and noted that Members should
observe the autonomy of each Economy in the patent application
process. Thailand suggested that any analysis on the formality of
the patent application should also discuss the advantages and
disadvantages of different approaches.

117. Japan thanked Members for their comments. Japan
reiterated that the initial ideas suggested a harmonised application
format for a search report on patent, instead of a harmonised search
report itself. Japan had no intention of harmonising the systems of
patent acquisition, nor to compare the system of patent acquisition of
one Economy with another. Rather, each Economy could have its

own autonomy in designing the system of patent acquisition.

118. China further expressed their concerns over difficulties
encountered by the patent applicants from the developing
Economies while filing a patent application in the developed
Economies. The Chair encouraged China and Japan to conduct
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turther discussion on the Agenda Item.

Patent Prosecution Highway

119. Russia gave an oral presentation on the Patent Prosecution
Highway. Russia shared some of their views on the Patent
Cooperation Treaty, especially on recognising search reports
conducted by International Search Authority and other foreign IP
offices. The Patent Prosecution Highway offered an opportunity
for Russia to recognise foreign search reports, and hence shorten the

time for processing a patent application.

120. Russia had signed Memorandums of Understanding with
Japan and Korea on the Patent Prosecution Highway, and was in
discussion with some European Economies. The Chair thanked
Russia for sharing their view on increasing use of the Patent

Prosecution Highway.

121. China shared a similar view with Russia, where under
Patent Cooperation Treaty, the long application lead time and high
application fee were the major obstacles for patent applicants from
developing Economies. The Chair reassured China that Japan had
no intention to seek any endorsement from IPEG on the previous
Agenda Item, and encouraged Members to approach Japan to
further discuss the previous Agenda Item.

122. Mexico thanked Japan, Korea, Russia and the U.S. for
bringing up this Agenda Item, and exchanged their views on the
development of the Patent Cooperation Treaty on the international

search and the preliminary examination.
123. The Chair thanked Members for their participation and
encouraged inter-sessional discussion on the Agenda Item, with

possible participation from ABAC.

(5a-iii) Papers related to Easy and Prompt Acquisition of Rights
and Protection
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Australia’s New Patent Examination Centre

124. Australia gave a brief introduction to the new Patent
Examination Centre in Melbourne. Mexico and Chile asked if the
Patent Examination Centre carried out only patent examination.
Australia replied the Patent Examination Centre conducted only
patent examinations, while the main office in Canberra carried out

other functions.

Intellectual Property Litigation Developments in Chinese Taipei

125. Judge Lin from Chinese Taipei gave a presentation in the
intellectual property litigation developments. The Chair thanked
Judge Lin and asked what other cases the IP Court handled. Judge
Lin replied that the IP Court handled a variety of litigation, such as

those relating to competition.

126. Mexico thanked Judge Lin for the presentation and asked
about the “IP right validity in civil and criminal actions”. For
patent infringement, Judge Lin explained that patent owners could
file a civil action in the IP Court for monetary compensation. On
the other hand, Judge Lin noted a patent applicant could also file a
case in the IP Court against the administrative procedures carried
out by TIPO.

127. Mexico followed up the previous question on the criminal
action against patent infringement. Judge Lin clarified that patent
infringement was not criminalised and hence the IP Court did not

handle criminal cases relating to any disputes in patent law.

128. Philippines asked the difference between filing a case in the
District Court and IP Court. Judge Lin replied that the IP Court
had technical experts to expedite the process of litigation.
Philippines followed and asked the cost of filing a case in IP Court.
Judge Lin replied that the cost would depend on the nature of the

case, which was largely similar to the cost in ordinary courts.

129. The U.S. thanked Chinese Taipei and commented that
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rights-owners would tend to file in IP Court as the court of first
instance. The U.S. would like to know the capacity of the IP Court.
Judge Lin replied that the statistics would be available after the
Meeting, and said that the IP Court had eight judges and was
already working at full capacity.

130. China shared their experience in IP litigation handled by IP
Tribunals, and asked if there were any dedicated training
programmes provided to IP judges. Judge Lin replied that the IP
Court adopted case management procedures where evidence was
requested to be submitted in advance. Furthermore, Judge Lin
added that annual training courses and other overseas opportunities
were provided to IP judges, while a familiarisation programme was

available to new judges.

131. Indonesia shared that there was a dedicated IP court in
Indonesia, and suggested a special meeting on the latest
development of IP courts. Furthermore, Indonesia proposed to add
a new agenda item on IP courts development in the coming IPEG
Meeting. The Chair thanked Indonesia for the proposal and agreed

to add a new agenda item.

Update on the Accelerated Examination Programme in Chinese

Taipei

132. Chinese Taipei gave an oral update on the accelerated
examination programme. Chinese Taipei encouraged Members to
utilise the accelerated examination programme. The Chair thanked
Chinese Taipei for the presentation.

(5b) Electronic Processing of IPR-related Procedures
(5b-i)  Electronic Filing Systems

There were no discussions or interventions on this item.

(5b-ii) Dissemination of Information by Electronic Means: APEC
IPEG Website
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IMPI’s New Electronic Services

133. Mexico gave a brief introduction to their newly launched
electronic services. The Chair thanked Mexico and asked if the
system was available in languages other than Spanish and capable of
text or image search. Mexico replied that the system was in Spanish,
with an intention to provide also English in future. Mexico also
noted that all documents were searchable with a user-friendly

interface.
(5¢) IP Asset Management and Utilization
(5¢c-i)  IP Asset Management and Utilization

APEC HRD-CBN Strategic Intellectual Asset Management for
Emerging Enterprises Projects

134. Japan gave an oral introduction to the Projects and invited
IPEG Members to participate in this Project endorsed by HRD-CBN.
The Chair thanked Japan for the information and provided a brief
description of HRD-CBN.

(5¢-ii)  Raising Public Awareness

Survey on Public Awareness of Intellectual Property Right

Protection 2008 & Survey on Business Attitude to Intellectual
Property 2009

135. Hong Kong, China gave an oral introduction to both
Surveys. The Chair thanked Hong Kong, China for the update.

A New Collaboration to Promote Small Business Growth in

Australia
136. Australia gave an oral introduction to a new collaboration

to promote small business growth. The Chair thanked Australia for

the information.
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Chinese Taipei IP Protection on Campus

137. Chinese Taipei gave an oral introduction to the IP
protection on campus. The Chair thanked Chinese Taipei for the

effort on promoting IP awareness on campus.

138. China appreciated the “carrot-approach” adopted by
Chinese Taipei and asked how Chinese Taipei evaluated its
effectiveness. ~ Chinese Taipei replied there was a complex
evaluation system in place to monitor the progress and hence

effectiveness of the Project. China appreciated the information.

139. Indonesia asked why the IP curricula only applied to
university students. Chinese Taipei replied that the Project targeted
illegal photocopying shops, which were rampant around universities.
Indonesia continued to question if the copyright collective societies
were responsible for collecting royalties. Chinese Taipei replied
that there were copyright collective societies but their service was
limited.

(5¢c-iii) Facilitation of Technology Transfer through Ensuring of
IP Protection

There were no discussions or interventions on this item.
(5c-iv) IP Creation, Utilization and Dissemination

Support for the Creation of IP in Local Communities “IP City: from
IP to Regional Wealth”

140. Mayor Il Bong HWANG, of Nam-Gu Gwangju, Korea, gave
a presentation on the IP City in Korea. The Chair thanked Mayor

Hwang for this interesting and innovative presentation.
141. Mexico thanked Mayor Hwang and asked how the

Academy in the IP City delivered training. Korea replied the
Academy had a physical establishment while the class-size was
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around 400. Mexico asked Korea how to vet the patent application
for subsidies. Korea replied that all patent applications were
subsidised without vetting. Mexico asked if the IP City had
targeted to attract any particular industries. Korea replied that the

education and medical sectors were targeted.

142. Thailand thanked Mayor Hwang and asked if the Academy
had collaborated with any organisations. Korea replied that the
education centre of KIPO had provided assistance to the Academy.
Korea would be able to provide more information on the

collaboration after the Meeting.

143. Korea clarified that the presentation was the initial idea
from the IP City Government for Members’ information. The Chair
thanked Mayor Hwang for the presentation and encouraged
Members to discuss further with Mayor Hwang after the Meeting.

Use and Dissemination of IP “The Case of Tequila and Michoacan on
Collective Marks”

144. Mexico gave a presentation on collective marks. The Chair
thanked Mexico for the presentation.

145. China thanked Mexico for the presentation and asked the
difference between geographic indications, appellations of origin
and collective marks. Mexico explained the difference between
these rights, and provided historical background of the discussion
conducted in WIPO on geographic indications and appellation of
origins. China further questioned if geographic indications and
appellations of origin were parallel systems. Mexico emphasised
that different Economies had adopted different systems.

146. Philippines shared their experience in collective marks,
where small and medium enterprises had difficulty in obtaining the
collective marks. Mexico shared the Mexican appellation of origin
system, where 13 authorities were allowed to endorse an appellation

of origin of tequila.
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(5d) Capacity Building

Survey of Strategic Consideration of IPR Capacity Building in APEC

Economies

147. Australia gave an oral update on the development of the
“Survey of Strategic Consideration of IPR Capacity Building in APEC
Economies”. Australia and China encouraged Members to participate
in the Survey. Members could submit responses online or through e-mail.
Australia and China would report back to Members during the coming
Meeting in Japan.

148. China thanked Australia for the update and encouraged
Members to participate in the Survey, which would provide a basis for
future work. The Chair thanked Australia and China and noted that the
project proposal from Russia suggested a similar framework of training,

which made reference to the result of the Survey.
(5e) Strategic Development of IPEG (continuation)

List of Surveys in Progress in IPEG

149. The Chair invited Members to update the List of Surveys in
IPEG.

IPEG Collective Action Plan

150. The Chair invited Members to update the IPEG Collective
Action Plan.

Agenda item 6: New Project Proposals
(6a) Formation of New Quality Assessment Framework Team
There were no discussions or interventions on this item.

(6b) Call for New Project Proposals
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APEC Project on One-Village-One-Brand Seminar

151. Korea gave a presentation on the Project Proposal for an APEC
Project on One-Village-One-Brand Seminar. The Chair thanked Korea
for the Project Proposal and queried whether the Seminar, targeting rural
audiences some of whom may have limited foreign language skills,
would be conducted only in English. Korea supplemented that local
participants were encouraged to join the Seminar, while English to

Korean translation service would be provided.

152. Japan, Mexico, Peru, Philippines, Russia and Thailand offered to
be co-sponsors of the Project Proposal. Thailand would like to know if
the Project Proposal followed by other projects for the sake of
sustainability. Korea replied that a step-by-step approach was being
adopted, while the proposed Seminar was a pilot project where other

activities would follow.

153. Chile shared a similar concern on the language issue and would
like to know if the Secretariat had a separate budget for translation
services. Secretariat replied that APEC did not usually approve a
budget for translation but encouraged Members to request an exception
for the translation budget when submitting a Project Proposal.

154. The Chair encouraged Members to take a best-effort approach to
make project materials as accessible to the local communities as possible.
Chile suggested Korea could translate the project materials to Korea after

the Seminar.
155. With six co-sponsors and no other concerns, the Chair
concluded that IPEG endorsed the Project Proposal and recommended it

to CTI for consideration.

Intellectual Property Academy Collaborative Initiative (iPAC)

156. Japan gave a presentation on some initial ideas for developing a
collaborative initiative on intellectual property training. Japan
emphasised that this was not a project proposal but just initial ideas, and
invited Members to provide comments. The Chair thanked Japan and
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noted that lawyers, as patent agents, were required to participate in

continuous learning programmes in many jurisdictions.

157. China thanked Japan for these initial ideas and wondered if
these initial ideas covered only patents. And if only patent was covered,
China suggested renaming the Initiative as a Patent Academy. China
also had concerns on the possible impacs on the Patent Prosecution
Highway. The Chair noted that Japan proposed covering all types of
intellectual property.

158. Chinese Taipei thanked Japan for their creative ideas and
supported the Initiative as it also had an IP Academy. Chinese Taipei
asked about the operation of the proposed IP Academy and the possible
costs involved. The Chair suggested that Members could further

comment on these project ideas inter-sessionally.

159. Indonesia had just established an IP Academy and would like to
share experience with other IP academies on courses and programmes.
As such, Indonesia supported the Initiative. Singapore appreciated the
initial ideas from Japan and noted that the IP Academy in Singapore had

some connections with other IP academies in the Asia Pacific Region.

160. Thailand noted that there was an IP centre in Thailand and
supported the Initiative. Viet Nam also had a similar organisation
which functioned as a training base in the IP field. Viet Nam supported

the Initiative.

161. Philippines supported the Initiative and noted Philippines was
setting up an IP Research and Training Institute. Philippines asked if
the Initiative also covered research. Australia appreciated the Initiative
and was interested to learn if Japan had any existing collaboration with

other IP academies.

162. Japan replied to China that the proposed IP Academy would not
touch on the Patent Prosecution Highway. Japan replied to Chinese
Taipei that the IP Academy would rely on a web-based information
exchange platform while Japan would consider financing the hosting cost
of the IP Academy Homepage. Japan replied to Singapore that Japan
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was considering having collaboration with the Global Network on
Intellectual Property Academies of WIPO. Japan replied to Philippines
that a research element would be included, while the exchange of

research fellows was under consideration.

163. China expressed concern on the possible duplication of effort
with other initiatives in other IP fora. China encouraged Japan to
develop a concrete project proposal in 2010. Russia would support all
training initiatives in general and echoed the view of China to avoid any
duplication of effort. The Chair noted that the IP Academy proposed by
Japan was not a separate entity but a platform leveraging on the existing
facilities and extracting added values from established IP academies.
Japan added that the Initiative would also mutually benefit the Global
Network on Intellectual Property Academies of WIPO.

Creating APEC Framework for Intellectual Property Protection and Use:

Training for Officials

164. Russia gave a brief presentation on the Project Proposal of the
“Creating APEC Framework for Intellectual Property Protection and Use:
Training for Officials”. The Chair thanked Russia and noted all Project
Proposal should be submitted to CTI by 19 August 2009.

165. China supported the Project Proposal and commented that the
Project Proposal was well-organised. = China encouraged a further

discussion on other logistical issues.

166. Japan asked for details of the proposed training and had
concerns on the proposed legal harmonisation. Russia reiterated the
Project Proposal would follow standards envisaged in the TRIPS
Agreement.

167. Viet Nam supported the Project Proposal and looked forward to
participating in the Project. Indonesia supported the Project Proposal

and regarded it as good for capacity building amongst Members.

168. Australia thanked Russia and echoed the views of Japan that the
scope of the Project Proposal was unclear, especially on the proposed
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harmonisation of IP. Since there were a number of capacity building
projects in place, Australia would like to know if there were any added
values of the Project Proposal. The Chair also asked how this Project
Proposal would be distinctive from the WIPO Academy. Russia replied
the proposed training offered a more flexible programme with a wider

scope in content.

169. The U.S. appreciated the efforts of Russia and noted that the
concept of harmonisation of IP protection was unclear. As the intention
of the proposed training was left unexplained, it was not clear how the

proposed training was distinctive from other training activities.

170. Russia expressed its willingness to make changes in the wording
of the Project Proposal. The Chair appreciated more capacity building
programmes in general, and encouraged Russia to refine and be flexible
about the expressions used in the Project Proposal.

171. The U.S. commented that there were unanswered questions on
many issues and would appreciate a further discussion on the Project
Proposal. The U.S. suggested revisiting the Project Proposal in the
coming Meeting.

172. Australia appreciated the efforts of Russia and echoed the views
of the U.S. on conducting further discussions, in order to avoid any
duplication with other IPEG activities.

173. The U.S. further explained that it was unacceptable to the U.S. to
have phrases such as “APEC Framework” and “harmonisation”
repeatedly appearingin the Project Proposal. The U.S. would appreciate
more explanations of these phrases.

174. Mexico noted that there were many IP training courses available,
and Members should examine the Project Proposal carefully.
Furthermore, Mexico pointed out that WIPO had already offered
distant-learning courses, and invited Russia to investigate the
cost-effectiveness of these distant-learning courses. Mexico also felt that

the concepts of “APEC Framework” and “harmonisation” were unclear.
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175. Russia noted the differences in the IP systems between
Economies, and further clarified that the concepts of the “APEC
Framework” was to allow officials to acquire IP knowledge at an

advanced level.

176. Both Australia and the U.S. requested inter-sessional discussions
with Russia on the Project Proposal. The Chair encouraged Members to
discuss the Project Proposal further.

177. Korea thanked Russia for the Project Proposal and offered to be
co-sponsor. Russia would consider comments from Members and
re-submit the Project Proposal to IPEG.

Agenda item 7: Cooperation with Other Fora/ Stakeholders

ABAC Representative to IPEG on a Further Collaboration

178. A representative from ABAC proposed to hold a dialogue session
with ABAC, at the margin of the coming 30 IPEG Meeting in Japan. The
Chair thanked ABAC for their proposal and noted that it was the duty of
IPEG to engage ABAC. The Chair further suggested a morning session
would be a reasonable timeslot for the proposed dialogue, and emphasised
that the proposed dialogue should have a focussed topic for discussion.

179. Japan supported the proposal and suggested inviting experts from
the enforcement authorities and SCCP to attend the dialogue. The Chair
concluded that IPEG endorsed a dialogue session with ABAC at the margin of
the 30t IPEG Meeting, and invited ABAC to propose a topic for discussion
after the Meeting.

Agenda item 8: Other business

IP Australia’s Approach to Quality Management

180. Australia gave an oral presentation on their quality management
systems. The Chair thanked the presentation. ~Hong Kong, China
appreciated the presentation and would further discuss with Australia after
the Meeting.
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New Legislation in the Russian Federation in the Field of Intellectual Property

181. Russia gave a brief presentation on the new intellectual property

legislation in Russia. The Chair thanked Russia for the presentation.

182. Mexico thanked Russia for the presentation and asked who would be
the owner of an appellation of origin. Russia replied the owner of the
appellation of origin was Rospatent (the national patent office) of the Russian
Federation.

Agenda item 9: Document Access

183. Members decided at the meeting which documents could be made
public or to be restricted.

Agenda item 10: Future Meeting

New Chair for the 30th — 33d JPEG Meeting

184. Mexico offered Mr. Jorge AMIGO as a candidate for the Chair for the
30th — 33rd IPEG Meetings. The Chair reiterated the importance of providing
an assistant to handle daily administrative matters of IPEG.

185. There were no other candidate and the Chair concluded that IPEG
endorsed to recommend to CTI that Mr. AMIGO be appointed as next

Convenor of IPEG for 2010-2011.

Invitation to 30t IPEG Meeting in Japan

186. Japan gave a presentation on the logistics of the 30t IPEG Meeting.
The 30t IPEG Meeting would be held on 5% — 6t March 2009 in Hiroshima,
Japan, with the Pre-meeting on 4t March 2009. Japan cordially invited
Members to attend the Meeting.

Invitation to the WIPO High-Level Forum in Japan

187. Japan gave a presentation on the “WIPO High-Level Forum on the
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Global Intellectual Property Infrastructure for Promotion of Innovation”,
scheduled on 1st — 2nd March 2009 in Tokyo, Japan. Japan cordially invited
Members to participate in the Forum.

Agenda item 11: Report to the Next CTI

188. The Chair would prepare an IPEG Chair’s Report to CTI by
September 2009. Before submitting to CTI, the Chair would solicit comments
and feedback from Members.

Closing remarks

189. The Chair thanked Members for actively participating in the two-day

meeting, and expressed Members appreciation for Singapore’s hospitality

arrangements.
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