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Introduction

1. Established by the WIPO General Assembly at its meeting in September 1999, the 
Working Group on Constitutional Reform (“the Working Group”) held its sixth session at the 
Headquarters of WIPO from June 24 to 26, 2002.

2. The following 52 States participated:  Algeria, Austria, Bangladesh, Belarus, Burkina 
Faso, Cameroon, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Côte d’Ivoire, Denmark, Egypt, Equatorial 
Guinea, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran 
(Islamic Republic of), Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Latvia, Lithuania, Madagascar, 
Mexico, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Republic of Korea, 
Romania, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Spain, Sri Lanka, Switzerland, 
Thailand, The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Tunisia, Ukraine, United Kingdom, 
United States of America and Viet Nam.

3. The list of participants is contained in Annex II to this report.
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4. The Working Group at its fifth session had unanimously elected Mr. Marino Porzio 
(Chile) as Chair, and Ms. Michèle Weil-Guthmann (France) and Mr. Jānis Kārkliņš (Latvia) 
as Vice-Chairs for the fifth and sixth sessions.  Mr.Edward Kwakwa (WIPO) acted as 
Secretary to the Working Group.

5. Discussions were based on documentsWO/GA/WG-CR/6/2 (“Status of Work”), 
WO/GA/WG-CR/5/2 (“Convention Establishing the World Intellectual Property Organization 
– Draft Texts of Amendments Agreed in Principle”) and WO/GA/WG-CR/5/3 (“Paris 
Convention for the Protection of Industrial Property – Draft Texts of Amendments to 
Administrative and Financial Provisions Agreed in Principle”). 

Discussion on Outstanding Items (Role and Composition of the Coordination Committee, and 
Unitary Assembly

6. The Chair recalled that there had already been agreement to discontinue five historical 
bodies, as indicated in paragraph 4 of document WO/GA/WG-CR/6/2 (“Status of Work”).  
The Working Group had also taken certain decisions in principle, namely to recommend:  
(i) annual ordinary sessions of the Assemblies and other bodies;  (ii)  abolition of the WIPO 
Conference;  and  (iii)  the formalization of the unitary contribution system and changes in 
contribution classes.  There were still two pending issues, namely:  the status of the 
Coordination Committee and the creation of a unitary Assembly.  On those two issues, 
various views had been expressed in the Working Group.  The Chair urged the Working 
Group to find a solution concerning those issues, and to decide clearly whether to accept, 
reject or defer the adoption of the outstanding issues.

7. The Delegation of the United States of America recalled that it had been prepared, in 
earlier meetings, to participate in the Working Group’s exploration of the question of revising 
the composition of the Coordination Committee. The instructions subsequently received by 
the Delegation of the United States of America no longer permitted that flexibility.  The 
United States was firmly in favor of the status quo.  The Delegation of the United States of 
America took exception with the Chairman’s conclusion in paragraph 13 of working 
document WO/GA/WG-CR/6/2 (“Status of Work”) that “the Working Group has agreed in 
principle that the Executive Committees of the Paris, Berne and PCT Unions served no useful 
function and should be abolished.”  The Delegation of the United States of America wished to 
state that it did not agree with the conclusion that the Executive Committees served no useful 
function.  In the Delegation’s view, the Executive Committees of Paris and Berne served a 
useful function inasmuch as they served as a means for constituting the executive or 
Coordination Committee of WIPO.  The Delegation of the United States of America also 
expressed its belief that the list of reforms upon which agreement had been reached did in fact 
exhaust the list of recommended reforms that was possible at this time.  The three areas on 
which agreement had been reached (i.e. (i)  annual ordinary sessions of the WIPO General 
Assembly and other Assemblies,  (ii)abolition of the WIPO Conference and  (iii)  
formalization of the unitary contribution system and changes in contribution classes), were 
important and substantive enough for the Working Group to propose a formalization of the 
relevant texts in accordance with the laid-down amendment procedures in the relevant WIPO 
treaties.

8. The Delegation of the Netherlands stated its readiness to go ahead with a formalization 
of the list of agreed items of reform, as specified in paragraphs 6, 7 and 8 of document 
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WO/GA/WG-CR/6/2 (“Status of Work”).  With regards to the role and composition of the 
Coordination Committee, the Delegation of the Netherlands disagreed with the view that the 
Executive Committees of the Paris and Berne Unions served a useful purpose.  The 
Delegation would have liked to see a different method or means of determining the 
composition of the Coordination Committee.  The Delegation of the Netherlands agreed, 
however, that given the amount of time that had already been devoted to the issue, there was 
no need to spend more time at this stage on the issue of the Coordination Committee.  The 
Delegation expressed its disappointment that the Working Group had been unable to make 
more far-reaching and fundamental recommendations on constitutional reform of the 
Organization.

9. The Delegation of Mexico recalled that it had stated in earlier meetings its support for 
the list of reforms proposed in paragraphs 6, 7 and 8 of the working document, among others.  
The Delegation was disappointed that the Working Group was unable to agree on the 
establishment of a unitary Assembly and the elimination of the Coordination Committee.  In 
the Delegation’s view, there was one additional topic that could be dispensed with in this 
session, namely the immediate abolition of the Executive Committee of the PCT Union.  That 
Executive Committee had no impact on the composition of the Coordination Committee, and 
could therefore be separated from the Paris and Berne Union Executive Committees.

10. The Delegation of Algeria, speaking on behalf of the African Group, wished to reiterate 
its position on the issue of constitutional reform. The Group was of the view that any 
discussion on constitutional reform should be based on or guided by two important principles, 
namely, that of sovereign equality of Member States, and that of equitable geographical 
distribution.  These two principles would ensure full participation of Member States with 
respect to the maintenance of equality, and would also enable a favorable development of the 
concept of intellectual property.  The African Group also wished to reiterate its position on 
previous occasions on points of consensus – it was in favor of annual ordinary sessions of the 
Assemblies, formalization of the unitary contribution system and changes in contribution 
classes, and the abolition of the WIPO Conference.  The African Group also maintained its 
preference for the creation of a unitary Assembly.  The abolition of the Conference, in the 
view of the African Group, would also reduce the number of functions of the Coordination 
Committee. A more detailed consideration of the actual role of the Coordination Committee 
would therefore be needed in future.  The Delegation of Algeria, speaking on behalf of the 
African Group, also advocated that the Coordination Committee should evolve into an 
administration and proposal body, as is the case in other intergovernmental organizations.  
The African Group considered that the Coordination Committee should function according to 
the same principles of sovereign equality of States and equitable geographical distribution, in 
order to enable full representation of all Member States.  The criteria for composition of the 
Committee needed further reflection.  The Delegation further drew the Secretariat’s attention 
to the fact that meetings at WIPO and at WTO were taking place simultaneously, and that 
adequate measures should be taken in the future to avoid such overlapping, particularly when 
the WTO meetings involved the TRIPS Council.  Such overlaps had more adverse effects on 
delegations that had smaller missions and had to cover both WIPO and WTO.  

11. The Delegation of Germany also stated its support for the list of three recommended 
reforms.  In particular, the Delegation was of the view that the unitary contribution system 
should be formalized.  The Delegation would have liked to see more ambitious and far-
reaching recommendations emanate from the Working Group.  The Delegation expressed its 
support for the proposal by the Delegation of Mexico on the need to abolish the PCT 
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Executive Committee.  The Delegation of Germany stated that it had also been in favor of 
abolishing the Executive Committees of the Paris and Berne Unions, but recognized that there 
was no consensus on the issue at this time.

12. In response to a question from the Delegations of Germany and Mexico, the Secretariat 
explained that the PCT Assembly had already taken an action similar to that taken by the 
conferences of representatives.  When the time came to form the Executive Committee of the 
PCT Union, the PCT Assembly decided not to proceed to that practical formation. The 
Secretariat recalled that there was an ongoing exercise for the reform of the PCT.  While that 
exercise had to date been limited to amendment of the PCT Regulations only, it was possible 
that the PCT reform process would, in the future, also examine the reform of the treaty itself.  
In light of that, the Working Group might wish to consider recommending to the PCT 
Assembly that, if and when it undertakes a process of reform or revision of the treaty, it 
should also review the question of formally abolishing the Executive Committee of the PCT 
Union.

13. The Delegation of Switzerland expressed its support for the proposal to recommend 
formal treaty amendment in respect of the list of three items on which agreement had been 
reached in principle.  The Delegation also endorsed the proposal to recommend to the PCT 
Assembly that it consider a formal dissolution of the Executive Committee of the PCT Union.  
In respect of the two pending matters, the Delegation of Switzerland also cautioned that they 
were not ripe for decision, so it was better to maintain the status quo.

14. The Delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran considered that in view of the 
importance of the reform proposals, the items on which there was agreement should be 
submitted to the General Assembly in September for its approval.  In the Delegation’s view, 
there was no need for a diplomatic conference. 

15. The Delegation of France endorsed what had been said by the other delegations.  In 
particular, it noted that when the constitutional reform exercise began three years ago, there 
was consensus on the fact that the system was too complex and needed simplification.  The 
Delegation of France noted that there were reasons to rejoice over the considerable progress 
made to date.  The Delegation admitted, however, that on the periodicity issue, the 
Assemblies had practically met each year, even if the sessions were not referred to as ordinary 
annual sessions;  on the abolition of the Conference, that was almost automatic, insofar as 
there were very few WIPO Members that were not also member of one or the other Union;  
and on the unitary contribution system and changes in contribution classes, that had been in 
practice since 1994.  The Delegation of France expressed its disappointment that some 
delegations professed a desire to simplify things, but at the same time were hostile to the idea 
of having a unitary Assembly and a unitary budget.  In the Delegation’s view, when the 
WIPO Member States agreed to the unitary contribution system and the changes in 
contribution classes, they were implicitly accepting a unitary or single budget.  The 
Delegation of France stressed the fact that the criteria for the composition of the Coordination 
Committee still had to be decided, and it did not think that doors should be closed in relation 
to the discussion of outstanding imperative issues.

16. The Delegation of Egypt recalled that the mandate of the Working Group was to 
simplify the governance structure of the Organization.  It was of the view that the three items 
on which there was consensus for reform would help simplify the governance structure of the 
Organization.  While the Working Group had been unable to make any recommendations in 
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respect of a unitary Assembly or the Coordination Committee, the Group’s discussions in 
previous sessions had been very comprehensive and informative and should serve as the basis 
for any future work on reform of the Organization.  The Delegation of Egypt endorsed the 
statement made by the Delegation of Algeria, speaking on behalf of the African Group.

17. The Delegation of Indonesia expressed its support for recommending a formalization of 
the items on which agreement had been reached.  The Delegation stated its view that the issue 
of the unitary Assembly was closely related to any decision concerning changes in respect of 
the Coordination Committee.  Any further discussions on the matter should therefore be 
continued only after the WIPO General Assembly were to decide to renew or extend the 
mandate of the Working Group.

18. The Delegation of China endorsed the list of recommended items for formal 
amendment, and expressed its regret that the Working Group had been unable to reach 
consensus in respect of the Coordination Committee or the establishment of a unitary 
Assembly.  The Delegation of China opined that constitutional reform of an Organization was 
a long-term project, and agreement might therefore be reached in the course of time.  The 
Delegation reiterated its position, stated in earlier meetings, in favor of establishing a unitary 
Assembly and retention of the Coordination Committee.  In the Delegation’s view, the 
Working Group’s decision not to recommend abolition of the Coordination Committee was 
also an achievement of the Working Group.  It meant that the Working Group had carefully 
analyzed and studied the suggestion concerning the abolition of the Coordination Committee.  
The decision was also proof of the fact that the Coordination Committee had a certain 
function.  In respect of the composition of the Coordination Committee, the Delegation of 
China expressed its preference for a larger and more representative Committee.

19. The Delegation of Guatemala expressed general support for a formalization of the 
treaties in respect of agreed reform items, and also reiterated its statements in earlier Working 
Group meetings on the need for as broad and representative a Coordination Committee as 
possible.

20. The Delegation of Costa Rica also expressed its support for a formalization of the 
agreed reform proposals, and the submission of the necessary recommendations to the 
General Assembly at its September 2002 meeting in order to set the amendment process in 
motion.

21. At the invitation of the Chair, and in response to a question from the Delegation of 
Egypt, the Secretariat recalled the procedure that would need to be followed to effect treaty 
amendments to implement the three recommended reforms on which agreement had been 
reached: 

- the Working Group would submit a report to the Assemblies of Member States at 
their meeting in September 2002.  That report would recommend to the Assemblies the 
adoption and formalization of texts in respect of annual ordinary sessions of the 
Assemblies, abolition of the WIPO Conference and formalization of the unitary 
contribution system and changes in contribution classes.  The report would be submitted 
together with preliminary draft text of the proposed amendments (Draft list of Articles 
proposed for Amendments attached as Annex I), in order to provide Member States 
with an indication of what the final text to be submitted in January 2003 for their 
approval would look like;
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- the Assemblies of Member States would need to adopt the Working Group’s 
recommendations at their September 2002 meeting and authorize the Director General 
to proceed with the formalities required for treaty amendment;

- in January 2003, the Director General would communicate the proposed 
amendments, in the form of final draft texts, to the Member States, for their 
consideration at their September 2003 meeting;

- in September 2003, the amendments would need to be formally adopted by a 
special majority (usually three-fourths of the Member States) of the competent 
Assemblies;  and

- the adopted amendments would enter into force after receipt by the Director 
General of written notifications of acceptance of the adopted amendments, effected in 
accordance with their respective constitutional processes, by three-fourths of the States 
that are members of the competent Assemblies at the time the amendment is adopted.

22. The Delegation of Egypt recalled that under Article 17 of the WIPO Convention, the 
body that is competent to adopt amendments is the WIPO Conference.  By adopting the 
proposed amendments, the Conference would, in effect, be abolishing itself and ensuring the 
eventual transfer of constitutional competence to the General Assembly.  The Delegation of 
Egypt also suggested that, in view of the recommendation to abolish the Conference, some of 
the tasks currently assigned to the Conference, such as supervision of the Permanent 
Committee on Cooperation for Development Related to Intellectual Property (PCIPD) and 
establishment of the biennial program of legal-technical assistance, might usefully be 
transferred to other competent bodies.

23. The Chair stated that the Working Group’s mandate was such that it called for a 
meticulous look at the legality of decisions being taken, as a way of ensuring that there is 
legal certainty in the future.  In the Chair’s view, the Working Group had completed the task 
that was assigned to it by the General Assembly.  The Group had been realistic enough to 
realize that there were certain items on which recommendations could not be made because 
the prevailing political conditions dictated otherwise.  The very creation of the Working 
Group was recognition by the WIPO General Assembly of the fact that the Organization’s 
governance and constitutional structures were anachronistic in many respects and had to be 
reformed.

24. The Chair concluded that the Working Group had worked with patience on some 
sensitive subjects and had reached results which, for some delegations, were less than 
satisfactory.  But the Chair was of the view that the conclusions and the work of the 
Working Group should not be underestimated.  The Group’s decision to go ahead and 
make recommendations for the formalization of treaty amendments in three specific 
areas was a good and effective decision that would enable it to wrap up its work 
effectively.  The Group’s discussions on other topics would also not be lost.  Sometime 
in the future, the General Assembly would no doubt be called upon to take decisions 
relating to the governance and constitutional structures of the Organization.  The Chair 
finally invited members of the Working Group to ratify the items that had already been 
completed by the Group as well as the three areas relating to periodicity of the ordinary 
sessions of the Assemblies, abolition of the WIPO Conference and formalization of the 
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unitary contribution system and changes in contribution classes.  The Secretariat would 
establish a report of the Working Group for the Assemblies for their consideration at the 
September 2002 meeting.  Draft provisions for the amendments of the relevant treaties 
would be made available, in conjunction with that report, for the information of the 
Assemblies. 

25. The report was unanimously adopted by 
the Working Group on June 26, 2002.

[Annexes follow]
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ANNEX I

Draft list of Articles of the Convention Establishing the World Intellectual Property 
Organization (WIPO Convention) and Paris Convention for the Protection of Industrial 

Property (Paris Convention) proposed for amendment by the Working Group on 
Constitutional Reform

WIPO Convention

- Art. 6(1)(a) 
- Art. 6(2)
- Art. 6(3) (a)
- Art. 6(4) (a)
- Art. 6(5)
- Art. 7
- Art. 8(1)(c)
- Art. 8(3)(i) and (iii)

Art. 9(6)
- Art. 11(1), (2), (3), (4), (5) and (6)
- Art. 11(8) (c)
- Art. 17
- Art. 20(2) and (3)
- Art. 21(1) and (2)(a), (b) and (c)

Paris Convention

- Art. 13(7)(a)
- Art. 15(3)
- Art. 16(1) to (4)

[Annex II follows]
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LISTE DES PARTICIPANTS/LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

I. ÉTATS MEMBRES/MEMBER STATES

(dans l’ordre alphabétique des noms français des États)
(in the alphabetical order of the names in French of the States)

ALGÉRIE/ALGERIA

Nor-Eddine BENFREHA, conseiller à la Mission permanente, Genève

ALLEMAGNE/GERMANY

Li-Feng SCHROCK, Senior Ministerial Counsellor, Federal Ministry of Justice, Berlin

Mara Mechtild Wesseler (Ms.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

ARABE SAOUDITE/SAUDI ARABIA

Abdullah M. AL-ZAMIL, Director, Technical Services, General Directorate of Patents, King 
Abdul-Aziz City for Science and Technology (KACST), Riyadh

AUTRICHE/AUSTRIA

Robert ULLRICH, Head of Department, Austrian Patent Office, Ministry of Transport, 
Innovation and Technology, Vienna

Peter STORER, Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

BANGLADESH

Toufiq ALI, Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission, Geneva

Kazi Imtiaz HOSSAIN, Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

Taufiqur RAHAMAN, Third Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

BÉLARUS/BELARUS

Irina EGOROVA (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
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BURKINA FASO

Saidou ZONGO, conseiller des affaires étrangères à la Direction des organisations 
internationales, Ministère des affaires étrangères, Ouagadougou

CAMEROUN/CAMEROON

Alphonse BOMBOGO, chargé d’études assistant au Ministère de la culture, Yaoundé

Jean Marie NJOCK, chargé d’etudes assistant à la Cellule juridique, Ministère de la culture, 
Yaoundé

CHILI/CHILE

Marino PORZIO, Abogado, Asesor Principal en Propiedad Intelectual, Ministerio de 
Relaciones Exteriores, Santiago

CHINE/CHINA

HAN Li, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

COSTA RICA

Alejandro SOLANO, Ministro Consejero, Misión Permanente, Ginebra

CÔTE D’IVOIRE

Bosson-Désiré ASSAMOI, conseiller à la Mission permanente, Genève

DANEMARK/DENMARK

Preben GREGERSEN, Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

ÉGYPTE/EGYPT

Hussein MUBARAK, Counsellor, Director of International Legal Affairs, Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, Cairo

Ahmed ABDEL-LATIF, Third Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
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ESPAGNE/SPAIN

Antonio GUISASOLA GONZÁLEZ DEL REY (Sra.), Subdirector General, Propiedad 
Intelectual, Ministerio de Educación, Cultura y Deporte, Madrid

María Jesús UTRILLA UTRILLA, Vocal Asesora, Propiedad Intelectual, Ministerio de 
Educación, Cultura y Deporte, Madrid

Emilia ARAGÓN SÁNCHEZ (Sra.), Consejera Técnica, Propiedad Intelectual, Ministerio de 
Educación, Cultura y Deporte, Madrid

David GARCÍA LÓPEZ, Técnico Superior Jurista, Departamento de Coordinación Jurídica y 
Relaciones Internacionales, Oficina Española de Patentes y Marcas, Madrid

Ana PAREDES (Sra.), Consejera, Misión Permanente, Ginebra

ÉTATS-UNIS D’AMÉRIQUE/UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Michael MEIGS, Economic Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

Arezoo RIAHI (Ms.), Intern, Permanent Mission, Geneva

EX-RÉPUBLIQUE YOUGOSLAVE DE MACÉDOINE/THE FORMER YUGOSLAV 
REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA

Liljana VARGA (Ms.), Head, Legal Department, Industrial Property Protection Office, 
Ministry of Economy, Skopje

FÉDÉRATION DE RUSSIE/RUSSIAN FEDERATION

Maxim MUSIKHIN, Third Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

FRANCE

Benjamine VIDAUD-ROUSSEAU (Mme), conseiller juridique à la Direction générale de 
l’Institut national de la propriété intellectuelle (INPI), Paris

Michèle WEIL-GUTHMANN (Mme), conseiller à la Mission permanente, Genève

GRÈCE/GREECE

Adamantia NIKOLAKOPOULOU (Ms.), Head of Section, General Secretary for Commerce, 
Directorate of Commercial and Industrial Property, Trademark Office,  Ministry of 
Development, Athens
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GUATEMALA

Andrés WYLD, Primer Secretario, Misión Permanente, Ginebra

GUINÉE ÉQUATORIALE/EQUATORIAL GUINEA

Vicente NZE ONDO MITOGO, Asesor Jurídico, Consejo de Investigaciones Científicas y 
Tecnológicas, Malabo

Ramón NDONG ESONO, Ingeniero Agrónomo, Jefe, Servicios Técnicos, Instituto de 
Ciencias Aplicadas y Tecnololgía, Consejo de Investigaciones Científicas y Tecnológicas, 
Malabo

HONDURAS

Karen CIS ROSALES (Sra.), Segunda Secretaria, Misión Permanente, Ginebra

HONGRIE/HUNGARY

Szilvia TÓTH BAJTAY (Ms.), Deputy Head, Legal and International Department, Hungarian 
Patent Office, Budapest

Béla TIDRENCZEL, Head, International Relations Section, Hungarian Patent Office, 
Budapest

INDE/INDIA

Homai SAHA (Ms.), Minister, Permanent Mission, Geneva

INDONÉSIE/INDONESIA

Iwan WIRANATA-ATMADJA, Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

Dewi M. KUSUMAASTUTI (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

Ramadansyah HASAN, Third Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

IRAN (RÉPUBLIQUE ISLAMIC DE)/ IRAN (ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF)

Seyed Hassan MIR HOSSEINI, Deputy Head, Registration Organization of Deeds and 
Property, Registration Office for Companies and Industrial Property, Tehran

Ali HEYRANI NOBARI, Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
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IRLANDE/IRELAND

Vincent LANDERS, Assistant Principal Officer, Intellectual Property Unit, Department of 
Enterprise, Trade and Employment, Dublin

ISRAËL/ISRAEL

Mayer GABAY, Chair, Patents and Copyright Laws Revision Committee, Ministry of Justice, 
Jerusalem

ITALY

Umberto ZAMBONI DI SALERANO, ambassadeur au Ministère des affaires étrangères, 
Rome

JAPON/JAPAN

Takashi YAMASHITA, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

Toru SATO, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

KENYA

Juliet GICHERU (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

LETTONIE/LATVIA

Jānis KĀRKLIŅŠ, Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission, Geneva

Zigrīds AUMEISTERS, Director, Patent Office, Riga

LITUANIE/LITHUANIA

Rimvydas NAUJOKAS, Director, State Patent Bureau, Vilnius

MADAGASCAR

Olgatte ABDOU (Mme), premier secrétaire à la Mission permanente, Genève

MAROC/MOROCCO

Khalid SEBTI, premier secrétaire à la Mission permanente, Genève
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MEXIQUE/MEXICO

Alfredo RENDÓN, Director General Adjunto, Instituto Mexicano de la Propiedad Industrial 
(IMPI), México

Alma ARAIZA (Sra.), Directora General Adjunto, Servicios de Apoyo, Instituto Mexicano de 
la Propiedad Industrial (IMPI), México

Karla ORNELAS LOERA (Sra.), Tercer Secretaria, Misión Permanente, Ginebra

NIGÉRIA/NIGERIA

Aliyu Mohammed ABUBAKAR, Counsellor, Nigeria Trade Office to the World Trade 
Organization (WTO), Permanent Mission, Geneva

PAYS-BAS/NETHERLANDS

Jennes DE MOL, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

PHILIPPINES

Ma. Angelina STA. CATALINA (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

POLOGNE/POLAND

Jaroslaw STREJCZEK, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

PORTUGAL

José Sérgio DE CALHEIROS DA GAMA, Consejero jurídico, Misión Permanente, Ginebra

RÉPUBLIQUE DE CORÉE/REPUBLIC OF KOREA

Jae-Hyun AHN, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

ROUMANIE/ROMANIA

Constanta Cornelia MORARU (Ms.), Head, Legal and International Cooperation Section, 
State Office for Inventions and Trademarks (OSIM), Bucharest

Alice POSTĂVARU (Ms.), Head, Legal Affairs Section, State Office for Inventions and 
Trademarks (OSIM), Bucharest

Alima POPESCU (Ms.), Attaché, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Bucarest
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ROYAUME-UNI/UNITED KINGDOM

Susan Jayne COTTON (Ms.), Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva

SENEGAL

André BASSE, premier secrétaire à la Mission permanente, Genève

SRI LANKA

Prasad KARIYAWASAM, Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission, 
Geneva

G. INDIKADAHENA (Ms.), Counsellor, Economic and Commercial Affairs, Permanent 
Mission, Geneva

SUISSE/SWITZERLAND

Alexandra GRAZIOLI (Mme), conseiller juridique à la Division du droit et des affaires 
internationales, Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle, Berne

Juerg HERREN, conseiller juridique à la Division du droit et des affaires internationales, 
Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle, Berne

Rita ADAM (Mme), collaboratrice diplomatique, Division politique III, Section des 
organisations internationales, Département fédéral des affaires étrangères (DFAE), Berne

THAÏLANDE/THAILAND

Supark PRONGTHURA, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

TUNISIE/TUNISIA

Mounir BEN RJIBA, conseiller à la Mission permanente, Genève

UKRAINE

Vladyslav ZOZULIA, Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

VIET NAM

VU Huy Tan, Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
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II. BUREAUX/OFFICERS

Président/Chair:  Marino PORZIO (Chili/Chile)

Vice-présidents/ Michèle WEIL-GUTHMANN (Mme) (France)
Vice-Chairs: Jānis KĀRKLIŅŠ (Lettonie/Latvia)

Secrétaire/Secretary:Edward KWAKWA (OMPI/WIPO)

III. BUREAU INTERNATIONAL DE L’ORGANISATION MONDIALE DE LA 
PROPRIÉTÉ INTELLECTUELLE (OMPI)/

INTERNATIONAL BUREAU OF
THE WORLD INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY ORGANIZATION (WIPO)

Francis GURRY, sous-directeur général, conseiller juridique/Assistant Director General,
Legal Counsel

Edward KWAKWA, conseiller juridique adjoint, chef de la Section des affaires juridiques et 
statutaires, Bureau du conseiller juridique/Assistant Legal Counsel, Head of Legal and 
Constitutional Affairs Section, Office of the Legal Counsel

Florence ROJAL (Ms.), juriste au Bureau du conseiller juridique/Legal Officer, Office of the 
Legal Counsel

[Fin de l’annexe et du document/
End of Annex and of document/
Fin del Anexo y del documento]
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