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The Patent Cooperation Treaty Working Group held its thirteenth session in Geneva from October 5 to 8, 2020.  The session took place as a hybrid meeting due to the COVID‑19 pandemic.
The following members of the Working Group were represented at the session:  (i)  the following Member States of the International Patent Cooperation Union (PCT Union):  Algeria, Armenia, Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Brazil, Cameroon, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Ghana, Guatemala, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Israel, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Lithuania, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mexico, Morocco, New Zealand, Nigeria, North Macedonia, Norway, Panama, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Republic of Korea, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Singapore, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United States of America, Uzbekistan, Viet Nam, Zimbabwe (65);  and (ii) the following intergovernmental organizations:  the European Patent Office (EPO), the Nordic Patent Institute (NPI), the Visegrad Patent Institute (VPI) (3).
The following Member States of the International Union for the Protection of Industrial Property (Paris Union) participated in the session as an observer:  Bolivia (Plurinational State of), Burundi, Pakistan, Uruguay (4).
The following intergovernmental organizations were represented by observers:  Eurasian Patent Organization (EAPO), European Union (EU), South Centre (SC) (3).
The following international non-governmental organizations were represented by observers:  Asian Patent Attorneys Association (APAA), Institute of Professional Representatives Before the European Patent Office (epi), Intellectual Property Owners Association (IPO), International Association for the Protection of Intellectual Property (AIPPI), International Federation of Intellectual Property Attorneys (FICPI), Patent Information Users Group (PIUG) (6).
The following national non-governmental organizations were represented by observers: American Intellectual Property Law Association (AIPLA), Japan Intellectual Property Association (JIPA) (2). 
Other observers participating in the session:  Palestine (1).
The list of participants is contained in the Annex.
Opening of the Session
Mr. Daren Tang, Director General of WIPO, opened the session, together with the thirty‑first session of the Committee for Technical Cooperation, and welcomed the participants.  Mr. Michael Richardson (WIPO) acted as Secretary to both meetings.
The Director General informed the Working Group that, since its twelfth session, Samoa had acceded to the PCT, becoming the 153rd Contracting State on October 2, 2019.  While Samoa had no confirmed cases or deaths from COVID-19 reported to the World Health Organization, it had experienced the damaging social and economic impact from the pandemic like the other States.  Referring to his acceptance speech following his appointment in May, the Director General emphasized that the most important challenges faced simply could not be tackled or solved without a common global effort.  The present circumstances highlighted the call to work together in developing an IP ecosystem that could continue to encourage creativity and innovation in the current crisis and other situations in the future.  Considering the particular global challenge of COVID‑19, it was necessary to look at the IP ecosystem and at how to meet this challenge by encouraging innovation and by sharing technical information.  This was a broad issue and during the week ahead, it would only be possible to touch on a few aspects.  The PCT System itself had so far stood up fairly well to the current situation, both in demand and in performance.  The strong rise in international applications in recent years had moderated somewhat so far, but overall levels of applications had not fallen, though the picture varied across receiving Offices and areas of technology.  Many IP Offices had maintained their processing effectively, typically by moving to largely remote working and using online systems.  The International Bureau had maintained productivity in almost all areas through the swift and effective adaptation of new IT systems and the dedication of processing staff, allowing a smooth transition to home working with little disruption.  However, the International Bureau was aware that some Offices had to shut down for significant periods and many applicants suffered difficulties and disruptions.  That particular point was the reason behind the proposal on the draft agenda for the Working Group on Strengthening PCT Safeguards, but other items of the agenda were also relevant and the overall situation would need careful monitoring for some time to come.
The Director General continued by stating that the joint sessions of the Working Group and Committee for Technical Cooperation marked several firsts.  As the first meeting of the WIPO Member States during his mandate as Director General, he was pleased to open the sessions that were dedicated to the development of the PCT, which had been a critical part of WIPO since its inception in 1970.  Since then, the PCT had grown to become a key element of the international patent system and a beacon of success in multilateral cooperation, serving not just members, but also the enterprises, entrepreneurs and innovators in its member States.  The PCT had experienced record numbers of filings in almost every year since operations had begun in 1978, reaching 265,800 in 2019, an increase of 5.2 per cent over the previous year.  Early in 2020, the PCT System had received its four millionth international application, less than four years after the three millionth application.  In recent years, around 57 per cent of non‑resident patent filings worldwide had originated from an international application filed under the PCT.  The PCT was also a vital organ in ensuring the healthy financial state of WIPO, making up nearly three quarters (74 per cent) of revenue to the Organization.  The Director General paid tribute to his predecessors, especially his immediate predecessor, Mr. Francis Gurry, whose leadership had brought the PCT System to what it was today, both as Director General over the past 12 years, and in his earlier posts in charge of the Sector.  The Director General also thanked his colleagues at the International Bureau as well as Member States for their support for the PCT System over the past decades.  He underlined his wish to work with all stakeholders to improve the PCT System to optimize further the services it provided to users, and facilitate its accessibility to innovators, notably in developing and least developed countries. 
The Director General also stated that the sessions were the first in a new series of meetings scheduled to take place over the coming weeks in hybrid format, postponed from earlier in the year due to the pandemic.  The WIPO Assemblies and the Program and Budget Committee the previous month had both on-site and remote participation.  Building on the success of both these meetings, the PCT Working Group and PCT Committee for Technical Cooperation would be the first WIPO meetings of a more technical nature to take place in hybrid format.  The Director General looked forward to the discussions and hearing from experts based in IP Offices around the world participating remotely and their national delegations, as well as the views from users representing observer organizations participating in the Working Group.  With a single two-hour session each day, he thanked all the remote participants in advance for their efforts in attending the meetings.  Referring to the agenda for the two sessions, due to the hybrid nature of the meeting and a single two-hour session each day, there was a reduced number of items.  Nonetheless, there were several important subjects. 
The Director General continued by highlighting some of these subjects.  First, the Committee for Technical Cooperation was invited to provide its advice on the Appointment of the Eurasian Patent Office as an International Searching and Preliminary Examining Authority under the PCT.  The Eurasian Patent Office had submitted its application for appointment as an International Searching and Preliminary Examining Authority in March with the request for the application to be considered by the PCT Assembly at its session in September.  Unfortunately, due to the postponement of the session of the Committee that had been due to meet in May, the PCT Assembly had not been able to consider the appointment.  However, the week ahead brought the opportunity for the Committee to consider the application and provide its advice to the extraordinary session of the PCT Assembly, which would be held in the first half of 2021. Second, there was the implementation in the PCT of WIPO Standard ST.26 for the presentation of sequence listings.  The new standard would bring the format of nucleotide and amino acid sequence listings in patents into line with that used in the wider scientific community.  Implementation in the PCT would therefore make it easier for applicants to disclose sequence listings in their patent applications, and for listings to be provided to public databases.  The Committee on WIPO Standards had decided that all IP Offices would transition to ST.26 on January 1, 2022.  For successful implementation in the PCT on this date, the Working Group would need to reach a consensus on the necessary changes to the PCT Regulations at this session to allow their adoption by the PCT Assembly before the end of June next year.  Third, as previously mentioned, the Working Group needed to consider how the International Bureau and IP Offices acting in their various capacities under the PCT had dealt with the COVID-19 pandemic, looking at lessons learnt and what changes could be made to deal with any future disruptions that might happen at a national, regional or global level.  Furthermore, the Working Group needed to review how parts of the PCT System were working and activity with regard to training and technical assistance.  Items in these areas included a review of the supplementary international search system and a report on the review of the PCT minimum documentation.  Furthermore, there were reports on coordination of patent examiner training and the coordination of technical assistance.  Together, these aimed to improve the ability of national Offices and the PCT System to provide effective services to the benefit of all Member States.
The Director General concluded by stating that he looked forward to the discussions on these subjects over the next few days, and hoped that, despite the physical separation, the Working Group and Committee for Technical Cooperation would be able to make progress and reach decisions on the matters under consideration.
Election of a Chair and Two Vice‑Chairs
The Working Group unanimously elected Ms. Dong Cheng (China) as Chair and Ms. Rekha Vijayam (India) and Mr. Charles Pearson (United States of America) as Vice-Chairs for the session.
Adoption of the Agenda
The Working Group adopted the revised draft agenda as set out in document PCT/WG/13/1 Prov. 3.
Implementation of WIPO Standard ST.26 in the PCT
Discussions were based on document PCT/WG/13/8.
The Secretariat introduced the document by explaining the background of the proposals to amend the PCT Regulations to require the use of WIPO Standard ST.26 for the presentation of sequence listings in international applications, instead of WIPO Standard ST.25.  In 2017, the Committee on WIPO Standards agreed on a simultaneous translation to ST.26, with effect for all national and international applications filed on or after January 1, 2022 in a so-called “big bang”.  Many Member States and Offices had been preparing their laws and IT systems accordingly and these changes were required to implement the PCT parts of these arrangements.  Twenty‑three IP Offices had already provided the International Bureau with their implementation roadmap for ST.26.  The changes to the Regulations reflected two issues, as set out in paragraph 6 of the document.  First, it would no longer be possible to file a sequence listing on paper or in an electronic format other than an XML file.  The document therefore proposed to delete the provisions relating to handling of paper sequence listings.  This change would not prevent applicants from obtaining a filing date for international applications with sequences on paper or in other formats that were not part of an ST.26‑compliant sequence listing, and the proposal retained parts of Rule 13ter to allow an International Searching Authority to invite the applicant to furnish an ST.26‑compliant sequence listing this situation.  Second, the proposal removed the requirement for the applicant to repeat language‑dependent free text contained in the sequence listing in the main body of the description.  Rather, the free text should be included in the sequence listing itself, where it could be properly understood in the context of the related sequences and fed into public databases.  The proposed amendments to Rule 12 allowed receiving Offices to specify the languages in which they would permit the submission of language-dependent free text.  By default, this would be the languages permitted for the main body of the description, but Offices would be free to offer more flexible options if they so wished.  Moreover, in some cases, the Office might allow an applicant to submit the sequence listing in two languages at the time of filing, most likely in order to match the language of filing and to provide a second language accepted by the competent International Searching Authority.  Proposed amendments to Rules 12.3 and 12.4 would ensure that translated sequence listings would be provided in case the sequence listing as filed did not include the free text in a language acceptable to the International Searching Authority, or else in a language of publication.  For the national phase, Rule 49 provided for any designated Office to require a translated sequence listing if the language required for national processing was not already included in a listing provided during the international phase.  In addition, a special provision was included to allow designated Offices to invite a translation into English if that language was not already available and was needed for the Office to supply the listing to database providers.  The WIPO Sequence software tool would assist with preparation of sequence listings, and it was hoped that this would make translations easier to handle than the present arrangements, both for applicants and Offices.  The language-related provisions were dependent on technical revisions to WIPO Standard ST.26, which had been provisionally agreed and were expected to be adopted by the Committee on WIPO Standards at its eighth session, scheduled to take place from November 30 to December 4, 2020.  The Secretariat highlighted that WIPO Sequence, WIPO Sequence Validator and ePCT would offer significant assistance to Offices in processing sequence listings.  However, receiving Offices that did not have the infrastructure and expertise would not be expected to check the contents of sequence listings received.  Most potential defects should be identified and eliminated prior to filing through effective use of the relevant tools by applicants and integration of validations into the main filing tools.  However, if occasional defects did occur without being noticed by the receiving Office, Rules 13ter and 28 allowed them to be handled by the International Bureau and International Authorities with minimal assistance from the receiving Office.  Moreover, Rule 19.4 allowed for applications to be transferred to the International Bureau as receiving Office for certain cases where the Office was not able, or not permitted for language reasons to process the application.  All of the proposed changes had been discussed over the last two years, both in the Working Group and the Sequence Listings Task Force of the Committee on WIPO Standards, taking into account a wide range of concerns over linguistic and procedural issues.  The Secretariat believed that the Rules as presented would allow a successful implementation of WIPO Standard ST.26 in line with the requirements expressed by Member States.
The Delegation of China stated that the proposed amendments to the Regulations gave a clear direction for the implementation of WIPO Standard ST.26, and the Delegation had no objection to the proposals in the document.
The Delegation of Singapore supported the proposed implementation of WIPO Standard ST.26 in respect of international applications filed on or after January 1, 2022 and the proposed amendments to the PCT Regulations in the document.  The Delegation, however, requested clarification on the wording of the proposed amendments.  The definition of free text was currently in paragraph 33 of Annex C of the Administrative Instructions, but there was no definition of language‑dependent free text.  The Delegation therefore requested this term to be defined in the Administrative Instructions for clarity.
The Delegation of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of the Group of Central Asian, Caucasus and Eastern European Countries (CACEEC) noted that the PCT had maintained filings over the first six months of 2020 despite the COVID‑19 pandemic and hoped that the PCT System would continue to develop and achieve new heights.  CACEEC also acknowledged that the activities of the Working Group had had considerable impact on progress in meeting current and strategic challenges for the development of the PCT System.  CACEEC also supported the efforts of the International Bureau and Member States to improve further the PCT legal framework, develop IT services and carry out new and ongoing patent cooperation, technical assistance and training projects.  With regard to the document, CACEEC supported the proposed amendments to Rules 5.2 to require sequence listings in compliance with WIPO Standard ST.26 with language‑dependent free text in the listing.  CACEEC also agreed with the amendments to Rule 12 in relation to the requirements of receiving Office for the language of the free text, and for the amendments to Rule 49 to require translations at the designated Office for national phase processing, or in English for database providers. 
The Delegation of the United States of America thanked the European Patent Office for leading the Sequence Listings Task Force, which had worked diligently over several years to arrive at the proposals in the document.  The proposals addressed all the issues raised at the twelfth session of the Working Group, especially those related to the language of free text.  The Delegation looked forward to working with the International Bureau and the Task Force on the drafting of modifications to the Administrative Instructions that would be necessary for implementation of WIPO Standard ST.26.
The Delegation of Germany welcomed the proposed amendments to the Regulations, which provided a sufficient degree of flexibility for receiving Offices in applying the new rules.  The Delegation had submitted some detailed comments to the International Bureau before the session, mainly related to the wording of the proposed amendments, and it thanked the International Bureau for having taken these comments into account and providing further clarification.
The Delegation of the United Kingdom confirmed its support for the proposed amendments to the Regulations in the document, and stated that it had been pleased to work in the Sequence Listings Task Force in the implementation of WIPO Standard ST.26 in the PCT System.
The Delegation of Japan supported the proposed amendments to the Regulations in the document and enquired about the timescale for the consequent modifications to the Administrative Instructions.  The Delegation stated that changes to the DTDs for the needed to be fixed well in advance, as this would affect the development of IT systems at the Japan Patent Office that would be required to be in place from January 2022.
The Delegation of Portugal supported the proposal, adding that this would result in the presentation of sequence listings in patent applications in a machine‑readable form that would allow examiners to perform better searches.  However, the Delegation had minor concerns regarding the implementation of WIPO Standard ST.26, both for the Portuguese Institute of Industrial Property and applicants that were not accustomed to XML.  It would therefore be helpful if IP Offices could be provided with training in the WIPO Sequence software tool, which would allow Offices to provide support to applicants.
The Representative of the European Patent Office (EPO), as leader of the Sequence Listings Task Force, thanked the International Bureau and all Task Force members for their work in the implementation of WIPO Standard ST.26.  A major achievement in this regard concerned the development of the WIPO Sequence authoring and validation tool.  A first stable version of the tool had been released and the Task Force continued actively to provide feedback to fine tune it.  The second major milestone, the proposed amendments to the PCT regulations in the document, were the results of intensive rounds of discussions within the Task Force, in particular, on the handling of free text in sequence listings.  The EPO was confident that the proposal combined with the technical progress made on the WIPO Sequence tool would contribute to simplifying the procedure for applicants, while at the same time contributing to the wider dissemination of sequences in English by third party database providers.  The EPO supported the proposal and hoped it could be adopted at the next session of the Assembly to enter into force on January 1, 2022.
The Delegation of India expressed support for the proposed amendments to the Regulations in the document.
The Delegation of Egypt supported the proposed amendments to the Regulations in the document, based on the recommendations of the Sequence Listings Task Force of the Committee on WIPO Standards.
The Secretariat, in response to the comment on free text from the Delegation of Singapore, confirmed that the International Bureau intended to propose a definition of language‑dependent free text in the Administrative Instructions.  WIPO Standard ST.26 included definitions of the terms relating to free text.  The Secretariat believed that the Administrative Instructions should include explicit mention of the terms by referring to ST.26, and that this would be part of the next draft of the Administrative Instructions.  In terms of a work schedule for the preparation of the modifications to the Administrative Instructions and forms that had been requested by the Delegation of Japan, the Secretariat would continue work after this session, building on earlier drafts that it had circulated to the Task Force.  The Secretariat hoped that there would be few changes to the forms, if any, but it would make this a priority and inform the Japan Patent Office and other Offices at the earliest possible stage to allow for necessary changes to IT systems.  The Secretariat also confirmed that the International Bureau intended to provide training on the WIPO Sequence software tool, as requested by the Delegation of Portugal.  The International Bureau would propose a program of training and allow the opportunity for Offices to give feedback to ensure that the training would be sufficient.
The Working Group approved the proposed amendments to Rules 5, 12, 13ter, 19 and 49 of the Regulations, as set out in the Annex to document PCT/WG/13/8, with a view to their submission to the Assembly for consideration at its next session in the first half of 2021.
Strengthening PCT Safeguards in Case of General Disruption
Discussions were based on document PCT/WG/13/10.
The Representative of the European Patent Office (EPO) introduced the document by explaining that the proposal aimed to complement existing safeguard mechanisms in the PCT based on experiences from the COVID-19 pandemic.  As described in paragraphs 4 to 7 of the document, the Representative explained that the legal remedies available in cases where an applicant could not meet a time limit set in the PCT Regulations had unfortunately fallen short in addressing the extraordinary circumstances of the COVID‑19 outbreak in an efficient manner.  Under Rule 82quater.1, applicants were required to present a request in order to be excused for not having met a time limit, which must, in turn, be assessed by the competent Office.  This safeguard mechanism proved to be so incomplete and such a burden for applicants in the extraordinary situation of COVID‑19 that the International Bureau issued the Interpretative statement and Recommended Patent Cooperation Treaty (PCT) Practice Changes in light of the COVID‑19 Pandemic on April 9, 2020.  The Interpretative statement, first, confirmed that the pandemic should be considered as a force majeure falling under the purview of Rule 82quater.1 and, second, recommended Offices to adopt a flexible practice under that Rule, namely by waiving the requirement for applicants to provide evidence when submitting a request.  Under this more flexible and open approach, applicants needed to submit a request for an Office to process.  The Representative believed that this was still too heavy a burden for applicants and Offices confronted with a general disruption due to the COVID-19 outbreak.  Moreover, the case‑by‑case excuse mechanism under Rule 82quater.1 was not adapted to a situation where an Office remained open for business, with online filing tools fully functioning, whilst the State in which it was located suffered from a general disruption to public life following a lockdown decided by local or national authorities.  In other words, in a situation where the Office was not officially closed, but business was heavily disrupted, Offices might face great difficulties in dealing with many requests under Rule 82quater.1.  It was also burdensome and costly for applicants to prepare such requests.  The Representative therefore considered it apparent that PCT applicants and Offices alike needed an automatic safeguard mechanism in addition to the existing case‑by‑case safeguard mechanism.  The document therefore proposed changes to Rule 82quater to align Rule 82quater.1 to the Interpretative statement of April 9, 2020.  In addition, the document proposed a new Rule 82quater.3 to provide for an automatic safeguard mechanism through a general extension of time limits.  As far as the proposed changes to Rule 82quater.1 were concerned, the document proposed adding the word "epidemic" in the list of cases of force majeure in paragraph (a).  An epidemic could happen at national level, at regional level, or even at global level, in which case it would be a pandemic, as experienced since March 2020.  The proposal also added a paragraph (d), which would ensure that Offices could waive, if they so wished, and under certain conditions, the need for applicants to provide evidence when requesting a time limit to be excused.  Offices would have to notify the International Bureau accordingly if they wished to use this possibility.  As for the proposed Rule 82quater.3, this new Rule was based on the principles of legal certainty, predictability and transparency.  Offices could extend the time limits set under the PCT Regulations in a standardized and transparent manner, thus ensuring that the rights of applicants who had benefitted from such extension of time limits would be protected throughout the international and national phases.  As the extension of time limits would apply only if Offices notified the International Bureau, users and third parties could rely and refer to the corresponding publication by the International Bureau at any point in time.  The proposal was also based on the principles of proportionality and subsidiarity.  Each Office would have full discretion to decide whether to apply this automatic safeguard mechanism under the circumstances at stake in the State where that Office was located.  The decision by an Office to trigger Rule 82quater.3 could be based, for example, but not necessarily, on a comparable extension of time limits applicable for national applications.  The reason could be to ensure equal treatment among national and PCT applicants, which would also greatly facilitate the operations of the Office in question.  In terms of the construction of proposed Rule 82quater.3, paragraph (a) provided that an Office could extend time limits which were set under the PCT Regulations if it experienced, in the State where it was located, a general disruption caused by events of force majeure listed in Rule 82quater.1, now explicitly extended to epidemics, and thus to pandemics.  The scope was limited to the State where the Office was located since extending the approach to other States would be too far‑reaching and difficult to administer in practice, for example, if the disruption only applied to a State other than the one where the Office was located, or if there were multiple applicants residing in different States.  The extension of a time limit in paragraph (a) of the proposed Rule 82quater.3 would be limited to two months, but could be further extended.  This aimed to prevent abuse even though it would be unlikely that Offices would extend time limits including the payments of fees for a period longer than was strictly necessary under the circumstances.  The need for users to comply with their legal obligations one day after the period ended followed the wording of Rule 82quater.2.  As the information on the end of the period would be widely available in advance, applicants would have enough time to put their affairs in order.  After the safeguard mechanism under Rule 82quater.3 no longer applied, the Rule 82quater.1 extension became applicable for Offices to use if desired.  Both mechanisms were therefore complementary.  Paragraph (b) of the proposed Rule 82quater.3 aimed to replicate the provision under Rule 82quater.1(c) to ensure that designated Offices would not be bound by decisions taken during the international phase after the entry into the national phase.  However, some designated Offices allowed completion of certain acts under Articles 22 and 39 after national phase processing had begun, for example, the provision of an English translation at the United States Patent and Trademark Office.  Rule 82quater.3(b) had therefore been modified compared to Rule 82quater.1(c) in order to ensure that designated Offices were not bound by decisions taken by Offices in the international phase and published after the start of the national stage processing when not yet all acts under Article 22 or Article 39 had been completed before that designated Office.  If the wording in Rule 82quater.3(b) were accepted, there might be a need to align Rule 82quater.1(c) and Rule 82quater.2(b) with this provision.  If the new Rule were adopted, the Administrative Instructions and Receiving Office and International Search and Preliminary Examination Guidelines could provide detailed information along the lines of the explanations contained in the document PCT/WG/13/10.  The Representative stated that the proposed legal remedy could help many applicants and Offices as the COVID-19 pandemic continued to unfold and believed that the earlier the provision would be adopted, the better.  The document also proposed for the PCT Assembly to adopt an Understanding concerning the extension of time limits due to general disruption in a State in which the Office or organization was located.  Such an Understanding would cover the timeframe prior to the entry into force of the proposed new Rule 82quater.3 and provide legal certainty and predictability to applicants where Offices had extended time limits by applying a more favorable national or regional law.  The Understanding would also provide clear guidance and transparency for designated Offices dealing with such files later in the national phase procedure.  The Representative therefore hoped that the Assembly could adopt the proposed changes to Rule 82quater at its next session.
The Delegation of the United Kingdom was pleased to co‑sponsor the proposal in the document.  During the pandemic, the United Kingdom Intellectual Property Office had adopted a similar approach for its domestic applications by declaring a period of interruption to normal operations with the effect of extending deadlines on domestic patent applications until the end of the period.  Customer feedback to these measures had been positive;  92 per cent were pleased with the measures to help stakeholders during these difficult times.  However, some customers wanted the period of interruption also to include international applications for a consistent approach on deadlines, which the proposal intended to provide for.  The Delegation therefore supported the proposed modifications to Rule 82quater.
The Delegation of France, as a cosponsor to the proposal, believed that the proposal was well‑developed and added that it would provide receiving Offices with more possibilities to excuse delays in meeting time limits on a case‑by‑case basis by allowing them to waive the requirement for evidence.  The proposal also enabled Offices to extend time limits for PCT applications, for instance, in a pandemic situation, until the end of the disruption, given that it was not possible to apply national provisions that extended such time limits to the PCT.  The National Institute of Industrial Property (INPI) in France had extended time limits for national applications during the pandemic, which users had appreciated.  The Delegation supported the changes to add epidemics to the list in Rule 82quater.1 and to allow for flexibility and legal certainty in the PCT in light of the Interpretative statement issued by the International Bureau in April 2020.  The Delegation believed that the proposal was appropriate to ensure legal certainty for international applications, which could allow for a uniform approach to time delays.  The Delegation also pointed out that delays under the Madrid and the Hague Systems could also be considered, which would allow for a uniform approach to time delays.
The Delegation of Switzerland supported the proposal to strengthen the safeguards in case of general disruptions such as the present COVID‑19 pandemic.  The Delegation believed that the current framework did not have sufficient regulations to deal with the present situation.  The proposal would enhance both legal certainty and predictability for applicants and users alike while at the same time providing Contracting States and IP Offices with the necessary discretion and desirable degree of flexibility to decide when to make use of the proposed Rule 82quater.3.  The Delegation emphasized that the decision to declare a period of general disruption rested at the discretion of each Office, which was a pragmatic and well‑balanced approach.  In conclusion, the Delegation was pleased to co‑sponsor the proposal to amend Rule 82quater.1 and introduce Rule 82quater.3.
The Secretariat welcomed the proposal as a step towards identifying and addressing problems where applicants and Offices faced difficulties in the PCT that were outside their control.  While the International Bureau had been generally aware of these issues for many years, the COVID-19 pandemic had thrown them into sharp relief.  In particular, the scale of the recent disruptions had emphasized that the provisions in Rule 82quater.1 were only suitable for isolated problems.  It was impractical for an Office to excuse delays in meeting time limits on a large scale with applicants remaining uncertain of their position until they had received a notification from the Office that it had excused the delay.  Consequently, in principle the International Bureau would agree that it was desirable to allow an extension of time limits in suitable situations.  However, the Secretariat wished to point out a number of concerns about the specific details of the proposal.  The Secretariat reminded the Working Group that the former Director General had considered making similar proposals, save that the extensions of time limits would have been subject to a notification by the Director General on the request of Member States or Offices, rather than unilateral decisions by the Offices.  However, in informal discussions on this idea, Member States had raised the following significant concerns about the proposal:  there needed to be a more consistent definition of emergency to ensure that the powers would be used consistently;  there needed to be a limit on the duration of extensions that could be made without seeking approval from the Member States for further extensions;  and there needed to be careful consideration on which time limits should be extended beyond a limited period, noting the effects that some actions had on other Offices and on actions whose timing was set by the Articles of the Treaty and could not be changed by the Rules.  All of these issues deserved further consideration as the PCT was an international system and the actions of the receiving Office, International Searching or Examining Authority, or of the International Bureau had consequences for other States and Offices, not only on the Office wishing to extend a time limit.  The International Bureau had an additional concern about this proposal in that it referred to national law in order to help define the scope of an Office’s ability to extend time limits.  The Secretariat stated that it was desirable for both applicants and Offices to have sufficient flexibility for an Office to announce extensions that were, as far as possible, the same for both national and international applications.  However, the international phase should not depend on differences in national laws to determine whether Offices could offer a particular form of relief to applicants when facing equivalent levels of disruption.  Moreover, with respect to paragraph (b) of proposed Rule 82quater.3, the effect of any action or failure to take an action in the international phase on designated Offices was a complicated issue.  Further consideration therefore needed to be given both to the question of potential extensions of time limits beyond the 30‑month period referred to in Article 22, and to the case of applicants requesting national processing to begin before that period had expired.  In summary, the Secretariat welcomed input on this issue to determine the extent and conditions that Member States considered appropriate for the extension of time limits, but believed that the drafting and details needed further consideration before submitting a proposal to the Assembly.  Ideally, this would build on the analysis in paragraph 22 of the document to consider whether the complex set of existing provisions, with their overlaps and holes, could be addressed to deliver a simpler and more complete and consistent approach across the board.  The Secretariat nevertheless recognized that speed of review was also important to bring new safeguards into force so that they could be useful.
The Delegation of Singapore supported the efforts to strengthen the safeguards to protect applicants' rights in the midst of a general disruption.  The COVID 19 pandemic had caused major inconveniences to work routines and to Offices maintaining business continuity.  In order to help applicants through difficult situations brought about by the pandemic, the Intellectual Property Office of Singapore had declared excluded days for two months and made legislative changes to national law to put in place relief measures allowing extensions to pending deadlines in special circumstances and to provide alternative modes of filing and serving of documents.  The Delegation agreed that the proposed amendment to the PCT Regulations would provide legal certainty and transparency for applicants and Offices for the handling of PCT applications.  However, the Delegation sought clarification on the definition of the term “national processing” in the wording of the proposed Rule 82quater.3(b).  In addition, the Delegation enquired whether, after Rule 82quater.3 had entered into force, the Understanding in paragraph 21 of the document would prevent the Office or Authority from applying its national law for providing for such a relief, or would there would still be flexibility for the Office or Authority to decide on which law should apply in such circumstances.
The Delegation of the United States of America agreed on the need to be able to provide appropriate relief to applicants wherever possible in dealing with situations like the current global pandemic, especially in meeting time limits for both international and national applications before Offices.  With this in mind, the United States of America passed the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security Act (CARES Act).  Under the CARES Act, the United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) provided relief for applicants affected by the COVID‑19 and who, as a result, were unable to take certain actions before the USPTO such as meeting time limits or submitting fees.  The general relief provided under the CARES Act was largely directed to national applications filed at the USPTO, with CARES Act relief in PCT applications primarily limited to the waiver of certain fees.  For relief with respect to time limits in international applications, the USPTO had relied upon Rule 82quater.1 following the guidance issued by the International Bureau.  The application of Rule 82quater.1 had been smooth.  The number of requests for relief had been manageable with very few issues or problems arising. With this in mind, the Delegation supported the adoption of the proposed changes to Rule 82quater.1, which would make the application of the rule even easier.  However, regarding proposed Rule 82quater.1(d), it needed to be understood that an Office’s waiver of any requirement for the submission of “evidence” under proposed Rule 82quater.1(d) was not a waiver of the fact that an applicant must have been affected by the event in order to request relief under that Rule, and that it would be expected that any applicant not affected by an event must continue to meet the time limits of the Treaty.  The Delegation therefore urged that this principle be made clear in the Administrative Instructions upon adoption of the proposed Rule.  Regarding proposed Rule 82quater.3, while the Delegation agreed with and supported the intended outcome, it had some concerns and questions with regard to the proposed language that it believed needed to be addressed before the proposal was forwarded for adoption.  First, the Delegation noted that the proposed Rule 82quater.3 provided for extending time limits under the Regulations, whereas under Rules 82quater.1 and 82quater.2, the delay in meeting time limits were excused.  The Delegation questioned the distinction between the language of the two provisions, and requested the Secretariat whether extending a time limit, as opposed to merely excusing the delay, could have unintended downstream consequences.  The Delegation also noted that the deadline could only be extended “up to the first day following the end of the disruption”, only providing a single day for applicants to get affairs in order and submit whatever was necessary.  This would be especially problematic for large law firms who could have numerous applications affected.  Additionally, the structure of the provision regarding the extension could be problematic.  Specifically, the proposed rule provided for the Office to be able to issue a notice extending the period for up two months, which could be renewed, but it also provided that it could only be extended up to the first day following the end of the disruption. This could lead to a situation where an Office, expecting a disruption to exist for an extended period, issued a notice providing for a two-month extension, but then the disruption unexpectedly ceased after only a month.  Under that scenario, it was not clear which time limit an applicant would legally need to meet.  The proposal also only provided for an Office to offer this blanket relief if the disruption was in the State where it was located.  The USPTO had issued a Notice providing relief to the victims of the 2011 earthquake and resulting tsunami in Japan.  Under the present wording, the USPTO could not issue a general notice in PCT applications under this proposal.  Further, it would seem that the proposal would be similarly constricting on regional Offices if there were a wide scale disruption in several of their Member States, but not in the State where their Offices were physically located.  The questions raised by the EPO in its introduction concerning events in other States regarding the location of the applicant and whether they should be entitled to relief applied equally to the present wording, and needed to be addressed in either situation.  The proposed language was also silent as to whether an Office could require that an applicant actually be affected by disruption in order to receive the provided relief.  Under the CARES Act, applicants were required to indicate that the reason for requesting the relief was that they had been affected by the COVID-19 pandemic.  It was not clear from the wording of the present provision whether such a requirement would be permissible.  In general, when the USPTO provided relief for such events, the Office required an applicant to have been affected by the event;  otherwise, applicants were expected to meet their obligations.  The Delegation expected this to apply under the PCT, and this should be reflected in the proposed Rule.  Furthermore, the Delegation requested clarification to the wording in Rule 82quater.3:  “in particular where the national law applicable by that Office or Authority provides, in respect of national applications, for a comparable extension of time limits.”  The European Patent Office had indicated that such language was merely exemplary of an “other like reason”.  However, it could also be interpreted as a requirement of the Rule, and therefore that an Office could only provide such relief in international applications if the national law applicable to the Office provided similar relief under its national practice.  In that regard, the Delegation questioned whether such wording was appropriate.  In the past, it had been an underlying principle to ensure, as much as possible, that PCT practice was not dependent on national practice in order to provide as much uniformity as possible for applicants across all Contracting States.  Finally, the Delegation expressed concern with the proposed Understanding of the Assembly in paragraph 21 of the document. Specifically, the Understanding would apply to situations “where the national or regional law applicable by such Office provided for relief”.  This was not a requirement for relief to be provided under Rule 82quater.1.  As such, it was not clear why it had been included as a requirement for the proposed Understanding.  Inclusion of such language might in fact create legal uncertainty, contrary to the purpose for adopting the Understanding, by suggesting such national or regional laws were a prerequisite for providing relief provided under Rule 82quater.1.  Furthermore, as Rule 82quater.1 provided for “excusing delay” in meeting time limits fixed in the Regulations, the Delegation questioned whether, in line 4, “extending time limits” should be changed to “excusing delay in meeting time limits” for accuracy.  In principle, the Delegation fully supported changes to the PCT Regulations that would make it easier for Offices to provide relief to applicants in situations such as the current worldwide pandemic.  However, for the time being, Rule 82quater.1 appeared to be functioning satisfactorily.  The Delegation therefore proposed to continue to operate under Rule 82quater, while working to get the drafting of this proposal correct.
The Delegation of Japan supported the proposed amendments to Rule 82quater.1 to clarify that an epidemic falls within the scope of this provision since the COVID‑19 pandemic could continue to affect PCT procedures and the amendments would improve predictability for users if a similar epidemic happened in the future.  The Delegation also supported the amendment to waive the need for evidence by the receiving Office since it would contribute to the effectiveness of remedies in a situation of emergency such as the COVID-19 pandemic, whose critical situation was crystal‑clear.  Establishment of Rule 82quater.3 would also contribute to the effectiveness of remedies for users.  In particular, the wording of the provision defined the conditions of general disruption and the extension period.  In addition, the proposal clarified the obligations of an Office to publish information related to remedies and to notify the International Bureau accordingly.  The Delegation could support these provisions in terms of transparency.  However, the Delegation had concerns that, if the extension period were renewed repeatedly, it would affect PCT procedures including the publication of international patent applications.  It would therefore be advisable to establish a condition in the PCT Administrative Instructions to monitor whether the renewal of the extension period had properly been done by the Office.  In addition, the Delegation proposed some modifications to the drafting of the proposed amendments for consistency with existing provisions and clarification of their scope.  With regard to the final sentence of Rule 82quater.1(d) and Rule 82quater.3(a), the Delegation proposed that the phrase: “the International Bureau shall be notified by the Office or Authority” be replaced with the phrase: “the Office or Authority shall notify the International Bureau”, in light of the wording of Rule 82quater.2.  In addition, the phrase: “Office or Organization” in the second sentence of Rule 82quater.3(a) could be replaced with the phrase “Office or Authority” in light of the first sentence.  With regard to the wording of Rule 82quater.3(b), the Delegation stated that it was not clear if the proposed amendments dealt with each international application individually and therefore proposed that the phrase: “With respect to an international application” be added at the beginning of the sentence, and the phrase: “for that application” be added after “national processing”.
The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of) noted the effects of the COVID‑19 pandemic on the functioning of national IP Offices, International Searching and Preliminary Examining Authorities and the International Bureau and underlined the need to undertake any necessary initiatives and measures to help relevant stakeholders better respond to the constraints and restrictions imposed by the pandemic.  The Working Group should therefore spare no efforts to provide applicants and rights holders with the opportunity to have their rights be well protected nationally and internationally in the time of the emergencies, including the pandemic.  The Delegation concluded by stating the view that some kind of flexibility should be given to national Offices for application of such a rule due to the potentially different situations in any given country in the case of emergency.
The Delegation of Saudi Arabia expressed support for the proposals to amend the regulations in order to ensure the protection of rights of applicants in extreme situations.  The Delegation also informed the Working Group that Saudi Arabia would be holding a specialized forum in the margins of the G20 summit.  This forum would pay close attention to intellectual property and within the framework of COVID‑19 pandemic in order to highlight initiatives of the Saudi Authority for Intellectual Property (SAIP), including extending time limits for receiving applications and the payment of fees.
The Representative of the European Patent Office (EPO) responded to the questions and comments on the proposal.  First of all, regarding the concerns with regard to an Office having comparable extensions for national applications to draft Rule 82quater.3(a), the Representative agreed that this should not be a requirement.  To clarify this matter, the words "in particular" could be replaced by "for instance" in order to highlight that it would be left to the discretion of Offices to decide whether the circumstances were met for them to trigger the proposed new safeguard mechanism.  The reference to the national laws was only illustrative.  As to the length of the period of extension, the Representative believed that two months appeared reasonable, and an Office could decide on a shorter period when notifying the International Bureau that it intended to use the provision.  The period could also be longer if the Office notified an extension of the first period of extension if the circumstances still required the safeguard mechanism to be in place.  The Representative did not expect an Office to trigger such mechanism, or extend the period, unless the situation was difficult as this might severely affect incoming work and payments.  Besides, the information would be available on the WIPO website.  In terms of the questions from the Delegation of Singapore, the Representative agreed that the definition of "national processing" in the proposed Rule 82quater.3(b) could be further clarified in the Administrative Instructions, or Receiving Office or International Search and Preliminary Examination Guidelines, if need be, and could leave this matter to the International Bureau to consider.  As to the Understanding contained in paragraph 21 of the document, the Representative confirmed that the aim was to protect rights for applicants prior to the entry into force of the proposed safeguard mechanism.  Once the safeguard mechanism under Rule 82quater.3 had entered into force, Offices could trigger it and thus ensure a similar protection for PCT applicants.  In relation to the comments from the Delegation of Japan, the Representative noted their support for the proposal.  The EPO would address the comments from the Delegation, which were all drafting issues, and would improve the wording of the provision, if necessary.  The Representative continued by providing some clarifications to the comments from the Delegation of the United States of America.  First, the distinction between the language of the Rule 82quater.3 and Rules 82quater.1 and 82quater.2 could be explained by the different underlying concepts.  The safeguard mechanism of Rule 82quater.3 followed the concept of an "automatic" extension of periods and did not require a request, whereas Rules 82quater.1 and 82quater.2 provided for an excuse requiring an "individual" request.  The aim of Rule 82quater.3 was to provide for a safeguard mechanism involving minimal administrative burden with no need for applicants to submit a request, and therefore no need for Offices to decide on such individual requests.  The publication of the notification by the International Bureau, including the period in which the safeguard mechanism applied, ensured transparency and offered predictability and reliability for Offices, applicants and third parties alike.  Whilst the safeguard mechanism was different between Rule 82quater.3 and Rule 82quater.1, the legal effect in terms of protection of the rights of the applicant was similar.  In other words, the extension of time limits was comparable to a general excuse mechanism with no need to submit a request.  The experience in Europe had been positive with such a relief system in place for national applications.  At the EPO, the extension of time limits until May 4, 2020, did not significantly affect incoming work and payments, as most users managed to perform their acts within the time limits.  However, those who could not, because of the situation, did not have the additional burden of submitting requests for a delay to be excused.  Besides, as the proposed safeguard mechanism was optional, no Office would be obliged to trigger that Rule. The practice at the USPTO could therefore continue, unchanged.  The Representative repeated the explanation to limit the scope of the approach to the State where the Office was located as the measure would otherwise be too far‑reaching and difficult to administer.  As to the requirement for applicants to comply with their legal obligations one day after the period was taken from the wording of Rule 82quater.2.  Offices defined the period when the safeguard mechanism applied, and information of the public would be ensured through the notification of the International Bureau and the respective Offices' own channels of information.  This information would be available well in advance and it would be reasonable to assume that applicants had enough lead-time to put their affairs in order.  Besides, the proposal used the same concept agreed under Rule 82quater.2.  Finally, once the safeguard mechanism under Rule 82quater.3 no longer applied, the safeguard mechanism under Rule 82quater.1 became applicable for Offices to use.
The Delegation of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of the Group of Central Asian, Caucasus and Eastern European Countries (CACEEC), noted the restrictions on the movement of people, the dramatic changes in public life and the suspension of many services due to the COVID‑19 pandemic.  There had also been a major impact on economic activity, causing significant changes in international trade and ways of working.  While the PCT System provided safeguards in protecting applicants’ rights, including the restoration of the priority right, excuse of delays and the extension of time limits under numerous circumstances, CACEEC believed that the COVID-19 emergency had shown that the PCT Regulations did not take into account all possible circumstances that might create a need to extend time limits.  The proposal would allow Offices, International Authorities and the International Bureau, depending on circumstances, to take independent decisions and waive the need to provide evidence of failure by applicants to meeting the time limits specified by them, notifying the International Bureau accordingly.  Obtaining or providing evidence justifying the failure to meet time limits could be nearly impossible given the epidemic and might entail additional costs and be time-consuming for applicants, as well as generating extra work for the Offices themselves to process the relevant correspondence.  By introducing Rule 82quater.3, it would be possible to extend PCT time limits when the State in which the Office was located was undergoing a general disruption owing to, for instance, an epidemic.  Time limits fixed in the Regulations could be extended to the first working day following the interval of the disruption, but not exceeding two months from the date of notification of any such disruption, but allowing for further extension.  CACEEC therefore supported the inclusion of Rule 82quater.3 as it would benefit applicants and Offices.  It would allow Offices to decide independently on time limit extensions and would lay the groundwork early on for working under the conditions arising as a result.  Offices could decide to apply, or not, the provisions of the rule depending on the particular circumstances.
The Delegation of China acknowledged the global issues and the impact on applicants resulting from the COVID‑19 pandemic.  The China National Intellectual Property Administration (CNIPA) had issued orders to extend time limits and adopt other measures, as well as easing the burden on applicants under the framework of the PCT.  The Delegation believed that the proposal would generally help to phase the problems brought by the COVID‑19 pandemic and protect the rights of applicants impacted by a general disruption.  The Delegation therefore supported the intent and principle of the proposal.  However, it requested further clarification and discussion on certain issues, such as the extent of the duration of the extension, coordination between the international and national phases, as well as how to provide relevant documents.  The Delegation supported the principle of transparency and fairness and believed in taking into account the interest of applicants and making the procedure as easy as possible for them.
The Delegation of Denmark considered the proposal to be a sensible one, and provided two comments for further consideration.  First, in the proposed wording of Rule 82quater.3, the phrase “any time limit extended under this paragraph may be extended up to the first day following the end of the disruption” could increase the risk of many deadlines arriving at the same time, on the first day following the end of the disruption.  This might potentially give rise to practical and technical challenges for applicants, receiving Offices or the International Searching and Preliminary Examining Authority.  Second, the lack of a clear cutoff date or provision on how many times a deadline could be extended or to what point in time a deadline may be extended, might prompt a challenge, for instance, that deadlines should not be extended beyond the deadline for national phase entry.  However, the Delegation had a positive view of the proposal, as it was flexible and addressed local circumstances.
The Delegation of Australia acknowledged the worldwide difficulties for patent applicants due to the COVID‑19 pandemic.  IP Australia had publicly announced its relief measures on April 22, 2020.  In the same spirit as the proposal, IP Australia offered streamlined extensions of time limits by up to three months and eased the requirements for evidence from the applicant.  The availability of these relief measures was currently set to expire on October 31, 2020, but the expiry date was reviewed every month.  The Delegation further thanked the International Bureau for issuing the Interpretative statement of April 9, 2020, which provided guidance and certainty on the application of Rule 82quater.1 during the current crisis.  The Delegation supported the intent behind the proposal and believed that it showed how the PCT could adapt to current challenges, but raised two points that it believed were not clear in the wording of proposed PCT Rule 82quater.3(a).  First, in the term “renews” towards the end of the provision, it was not clear whether the time limit or the notification was being renewed.  Second, the provisions were not clear on whether a time limit would be extended relative to the due date of an associated deadline or the notification date of the general extension of deadlines. 
The Delegation of Germany supported the proposed amendments to the PCT Regulations in the Annex of the document, which would extend the legal remedies available under the PCT in emergencies.  They would also increase legal certainty and transparency for the users of the PCT System and provide more flexibility for Offices in the interest of users.  Since the proposed Rule 82quater.3 was a far‑reaching granting of powers to the Offices, the Delegation stated that this provision should only be applied in exceptional and strictly limited cases.  As both the proposed Rule 82quater.1(d) and Rule 82quater.3 were drafted as “may” provisions, the Delegation understood that Offices would not be obliged to apply these provisions and would be able to take into account all relevant aspects when deciding to apply these provisions, such as the legitimate interests of users, third parties, and Offices.  Overall, the Delegation believed the proposal to be a welcome contribution to the further development of the PCT System in the interest of users and Offices.
The Delegation of India agreed that the current pandemic arising from the spread of COVID‑19 had presented hurdles in meeting the time limits.  In principle, the Delegation agreed on the need for a mechanism to take care of the timelines and to ensure that PCT applications did not lose their legal effect in certain situations.  However, the Delegation noted that the proposed Rule 82quater.3 allowed an Office, International Authority or the International Bureau to issue notifications in case of general disruption for the same reasons as those listed in Rule 82quater.1.  As disruptions might happen in different States at different times due to reasons of force majeure, many Offices and Authorities could issue such notifications at different times, resulting in an unpredictable situation regarding timelines in the PCT.  Rule 82quarter.1 provided a remedy to an interested party to address the hurdles in meeting time limits in cases of force majeure.  In order to address the situation of the COVID‑19 pandemic, the International Bureau issued the Interpretative statement to make use of this possibility without the need to ask for evidence.  The Delegation suggested that the International Bureau should assess the experiences of IP Offices in implementing the Interpretative statement so that any future changes to the PCT Regulations could be based on this experience.  As the underlying reasons behind the proposed Rule 82quater.3 were the same as Rule 82quater.1, it might be possible to address hurdles in meeting time limits by amending Rule 82quater.1 without introducing a new provision.  In relation to the wording of proposed Rule 82quater.3, the possibility to extend any time limit up to the first day following the end of the disruption might not be a practical solution as it could result in a huge burden on applicants and electronic systems of Offices if many pending actions needed to be performed on a single day.  The Delegation therefore suggested that the time limit could run for a longer period after the end of the notification period, for example, 15 days.  An applicant would therefore not face the uncertainty of waiting until the end of a notification period before knowing whether an Office would extend the period and then facing many deadlines on the same day.  Moreover, it was not clear whether national laws required amendment to implement the proposal given the reference in the drafting to applicable national law.  In addition, it was not clear in the draft whether the proposed Rule 82quater.3 was without prejudice to Rule 82quater.1.  While a notification under Rule 82quater.3 issued by one Office could be presented as evidence under Rule 82quater.1 in another Office, such a notification should not be a requirement for excuse under Rule 82quater.1.  A further paragraph in Rule 82quater.1 could state that an applicant could use a notification under Rule 82quater.3 as evidence under Rule 82quater.1.  Furthermore, the existing Rule 82quater.1 and the proposed Rule 82quater.3 did not address the problems arising from the inability of an office to comply with certain time limits that affected the time for an applicant to comply with future actions.  Any changes in Regulations could address such hurdles when the Office, even when open for business, was unable to comply with the timelines.  In conclusion, the Delegation suggested further consultation to ensure that any changes to the Regulations were clear and addressed all concerns.
The Delegation of Spain noted that there were different aspects to take into account, with regard to disruptions caused by the COVID‑19 pandemic.  The Spanish Patent and Trademark Office needed to establish special measures in dealing with the pandemic, and the proposals in the document provided greater flexibility to Offices to respond to crises.  The Delegation therefore supported the proposal.
The Delegation of the Philippines supported the principle behind the proposal.  The Delegation recognized the need to consider expanding Rule 82quater, not only due to the recent experience of the COVID‑19 pandemic, but also in recognition of some other intermittent circumstances that may happen in the future, which might cause general disruptions.  These events could limit normal operations at an IP Office as well as pose restrictions on applicants being able to comply with procedural and documentary requirements within the prescribed periods.  The Delegation agreed that both IP Offices and applicants should not be further burdened by the effects of such occurrences.  Similar to the experiences of other patent Offices, the Intellectual Property Office of the Philippines (IPOPHL) had issued adjustments and extensions to deadlines for applicants in recent months to alleviate the extraordinary conditions and restrictions suffered by applicants.  While IPOPHL had expanded its electronic systems to alleviate the effects in terms of access to its services, the Delegation recognized that situations and access conditions were not the same for applications considering that the Philippines was an archipelago.  The Delegation therefore believed that there should be relief given to applicants and that patent Offices should have the flexibility to extend time limits in light of the prevailing conditions.  In view of the experiences with the current pandemic and future unprecedented circumstances that might occur, the Delegation believed that this proposal had merits to eliminate or lessen possible operational issues.  While the PCT System functioned exceedingly well and had been at the core in promoting innovation globally, any system had limitations, and the amendment offered a solution to both applicants and patent Offices in cases of general disruption, providing relief to applicants and flexibility to Offices.  The Delegation therefore supported the amendments, which would provide greater legal certainty and predictability for both the PCT users so that they could continue with their PCT applications and for the Patent Offices that had to contend with administrative challenges and constraints. 
The Delegation of the United States of America pointed out the difference between the need for an applicant to perform an action on the next working day after an electronic means of communication had become available again under Rule 82quater.2, and the proposal in Rule 82quater.3 to extend a time limit to the day following the end of a disruption.  Rule 82quater.2 concerned an event affecting an Office, so the applicant should be able to perform the action as soon as the electronic service became available at the Office to allow submissions again.  By contrast, Rule 82quater.3 related to events affecting applicants.  In this case, a one‑day period for an applicant to meet a time limit after the events no longer affected the applicant would appear too short, a point that the Delegations of Denmark and India had also raised.  Further, the Delegation noted that the explanation of the European Patent Office did not address the apparent discrepancy as to what happens if there were a difference between the period set in a notice by the Office and in the one day following the end of the event.  The Delegation further underlined a fundamental difference that the United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) had with the European Patent Office (EPO) in terms of excusing a delay in meeting a time limit.  The proposal appeared to intend to make the relief provided by Rule 82quater.3 available to an applicant regardless of whether that applicant had been affected by an event listed in Rule 82quater.1.  By contrast, the Delegation emphasized that the USPTO required an applicant at least to make a statement with the reason for a late submission, even supporting evidence was not required.  If an applicant that had not been affected by the event, the applicant would still be required to meet the time limits. 
The Delegation of the Republic of Korea agreed with the proposals in the document, which would help applicants in situations such as the COVID‑19 pandemic and further improve the usefulness of the PCT System.
The Delegation of Canada supported the principle of the proposal, which would strengthen safeguards in cases of outages due to general disruptions such as the COVID‑19 pandemic and further protect applicants.  The Delegation did, however, have some concerns related to the drafting of the proposed amendments to Rule 82quater and had passed its suggestions for improvement to the provisions to the European Patent Office for consideration. 
The Delegation of Egypt agreed with the proposed amendments to the PCT regulations to strengthen safeguards in cases of outages due to general disruptions.
The Representative of the European Patent Office (EPO) stated that the EPO believed that there was consensus to act in support of the user community, to protect applicants’ rights and provide them with relief in these difficult times of the COVID‑19 pandemic.  The Representative also noted the full support to the proposed changes to Rule 82quater.1, subject to clarifications in the Administrative Instructions, in the Receiving Office Guidelines and/or in the International Search and Preliminary Examination Guidelines, as the case may be.  The International Bureau could deal with this matter.  As far as Rule 82quater.3 was concerned, the Representative suggested to turn the words “in particular” into “for instance” in Rule 82quater.3(a) in order to make it clear that there was no direct linkage with national laws, thus dealing with the concerns expressed, in particular, by the International Bureau and the Delegation of the United States of America.  In addition, the Representative stated that the EPO was open to minor adjustments in the language of Rule 82quater.3 in order to address drafting issues raised by some delegations.  The Representative also observed that some issues raised by delegations would be included in the Administrative Instructions, Receiving Office Guidelines and/or International Search and Preliminary Examination Guidelines.  For example, with respect to the comments raised by the Delegation of Australia, the Representative confirmed that it was the notification from the Office that needed to be renewed and the Administrative Instructions could indicate this process, as had recently happened with the implementation of Rule 82quater.2.  In addition, where the Office had extended a time limit, the due date was the date on which the notification under Rule 82quater.3 was no longer applicable.  In terms of the concerns expressed by the Delegation of the United States of America about an applicant only having one day to make submissions after the period was no longer applicable, the Representative clarified the procedure under the proposal.  An Office would notify the International Bureau about the period during which time limits would be extended (or about the extension of the period for another period).  The period could be up to two months.  The safeguard under Rule 82quater.3 would cease to have effect on the following working day after the end of the period.  However, this would be a smooth transition, as Rule 82quater.1 would then be applicable, should an Office decide to make use of it.  Therefore, in particular cases where the applicant could not comply with the “new” time limit as extended under Rule 82quater.3, it would be possible for the applicant to request the Office to excuse the delay under Rule 82quater.1.  The Representative explained that the transition at end of the period for extension of time limits, which happened at the EPO on May 4, 2020, went smoothly for both applicants and the EPO.  In relation to comments from the Delegation of India regarding the applicability of Rule 82quater.1 and Rule 82quater.3, there was no overlap between the two provisions.  An Office would apply one or the other, but could not apply both at the same time.  The Administrative Instructions, Receiving Office Guidelines and/or International Search and Preliminary Examination Guidelines should indicate that a notification under Rule 82quater.3 by an Office should serve as evidence under Rule 82quater.1 before another Office.  Finally, the Representative addressed the question of the need for applicants to inform the Office that they had been affected by the situation of force majeure in order to benefit from the safeguard, as raised by the Delegation of the United States of America.  The Representative stated that an Office would not trigger the safeguard mechanism under Rule 82quater.3 unless it was clear that this would potentially affect a majority of the user community, like the COVID‑19 pandemic.  As small and medium‑sized enterprises and individual applicants did not have the resources of large companies, the provision intended to dispense with the need for applicants to use the mechanism of Rule 82quater.1 which the EPO considered was too formalistic and not helpful for applicants or Offices in such extreme situations.  The experience in Europe with extending time limits had been positive, and only applicants in clear difficulty had paid fees or submitted documents after the expiry of the normal time limit.  As the proposed mechanism was optional, no Office was obliged to trigger it if it believed Rule 82quater.1 to be sufficient.  The Representative believed that there was consensus on the principle of the proposal, with only minor drafting improvements needed in light of feedback.  In order not to delay the proposal, the Representative proposed that the International Bureau conduct a written consultation with a final revised version of the proposed changes to the Regulations by the end of 2020.  If this text were agreeable, it could be possible to table the proposal at the session of the Assembly, to take place in the first half of 2021.
The Delegation of the United States of America underlined that it continued to have concerns with the proposal.  In particular, it stressed the importance of an applicant needing to be affected by an event in order to get relief due to that event.  This had been standard long‑standing legal practice at the United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) when dealing with natural emergencies, hurricanes, tornadoes, and the like.  The Delegation did not believe this to be substantial burden on applicants;  for the most part, the USPTO accepted a statement of a few sentences to explain that the applicant was affected, which would go on the record.  If an applicant had not been affected by a situation, the Delegation strongly believed that that applicant should be required to meet its obligations with regard to the Treaty.  Moreover, the Delegation disagreed with the European Patent Office that the outstanding drafting issues were only minor in nature.  Some of the issues that the Delegation had raised along with other delegations were significant drafting problems.  Furthermore, the Delegation reminded the Working Group that in agreeing on a truncated hybrid session for the meeting, Regional Coordinators had understood that there would be no substantive exchanges with regard to legal drafting;  discussions on any proposal that did not meet with outright agreement would be deferred to the following session.  On this basis, the Delegation could not support the consultation and tabling of amendments at the next session of Assembly proposed by the European Patent Office.  The Delegation emphasized that the application of Rule 82quater.1 was working well at the USPTO in its capacity as a receiving Office.  There had been no problem dealing with the numbers of requests for relief under this provision, and it believed that the International Bureau, in its capacity as a receiving Office, did not have any difficulties with this provision during the current emergency arising from the COVID‑19 pandemic.  The Delegation therefore did not perceive a need to make the proposed changes to Rule 82quater at the next session of the Assembly in the first half or 2021, and underlined that further work was necessary on the provision.  The Delegation therefore proposed to suspend discussions on the proposal and return to the matter at the next session of the Working Group in 2021, which it hoped would take place in person.  The Delegation supported the concept of the proposal, but Rule 82quater.3 was not ready to adopted or passed to the International Bureau to resolve drafting issues.
The Chair acknowledged that all delegations supported the principle that the PCT legal framework should provide adequate mechanisms to safeguard against the loss of rights of an application from failure of an applicant to meet a time limit fixed in the PCT Regulations due to the COVID‑19 pandemic and similar situations such as those listed in Rule 82quater.1(a).  Some concerns had, however, been raised with regard to details of safeguard measures, such as how to maintain flexibility for Offices, and how to ensure they work in practice.  The European Patent Office had addressed these concerns and proposed a written consultation on the proposal.  However, some delegations had underlined that the concerns would require further consideration at the next session of the Working Group.  The Chair therefore proposed that the European Patent Office and the cosponsors of the document submit a revised proposal to the next session of the Working Group, and that the International Bureau assess the experiences of Offices in the implementation of the Interpretative statement issued on April 9, 2020.
The Working Group expressed support for the principle of providing for better safeguards for applicants and Offices in cases of general disruption outside their control and:
(a) invited the European Patent Office, France, Switzerland and the United Kingdom to submit a revised proposal to the next session of the Working Group, taking into account the comments made by delegations;  and
(b) requested the International Bureau, in cooperation with the Member States, to assess the experiences of Offices in the implementation of the Interpretative statement and Recommended Patent Cooperation Treaty (PCT) Practice Changes in light of the COVID-19 Pandemic that it issued on April 9, 2020 and to submit a report to the next session of the Working Group.
Review of the Supplementary International Search System
Discussions were based on document PCT/WG/13/4 Rev.
The Secretariat introduced the document by explaining the supplementary international search had been available to applicants since January 1, 2009.  Since then, there had been two reviews of the supplementary international search system, the first in October 2012 and the second in October 2015.  At the more recent of these reviews, the Assembly had decided to review the supplementary international search system again in 2020.  As the session of the Assembly that had taken place from September 21 to 25, 2020 did not consider any substantive items on the PCT System, the review would pass to the extraordinary session of the Assembly due to take place in the first half of 2021.  Paragraph 17 of the document presented two options for the Assembly to consider in the review.  The first in paragraph 17(a) was to maintain the status quo and set a future date for the next review.  The second in paragraph 17(b) was to abolish supplementary international search, probably from July 2023 at the earliest, noting the number of requests had always been very low.  The Working Group was invited to comment on the supplementary international search system and issues relevant to its future, and consider the decision that the PCT Assembly could adopt following the review.  In this regard, there were draft decisions in the document corresponding to the two options that the Working Group could recommend to the Assembly.  The decision to continue supplementary international search in paragraph 21 proposed the latest date for the next review to be 2027, but leaving the possibility for the International Bureau or Contracting State to request this review to take place at an earlier date.
The Representative of the European Patent Office (EPO) believed in continuing to monitor supplementary international search, despite the low uptake.  Since the amendments entered into force in July 2017 to allow an applicant to request supplementary international search up to 22 months from the priority date, the number of supplementary international search requests at the EPO had more than doubled, from 40 in 2017 to 93 in 2019.  Moreover, for the first time, nine out of the ten Authorities offering supplementary international search had received requests, showing some interest across the board.  Even if the volumes were low, they were not negligible either, and supplementary international search could be an alternative for users who wished to have a second International Searching Authority to search their application.  The costs to provide supplementary international search were significant in terms of IT development and staff training;  abolishing supplementary international search would require additional IT costs to decommission modules providing support for supplementary international search, which the EPO was not ready to undertake at this stage.  The EPO therefore strongly believed that supplementary international search should be maintained and further monitored, as proposed in paragraph 21 of the document.
The Representative of the Nordic Patent Institute (NPI) explained that it had offered supplementary international search since 2009 when the service had been launched.  At the time, it was foreseen that the system would be a success, to the point that the NPI had added a safeguard clause to limit the number of requests to 500 per year.  However, despite two reviews and efforts to increase interest from users, there have been very few requests.  The NPI had performed five supplementary international searches:  one in 2010, two in 2012, and two in 2019.  The most recent requests presented several challenges in processing them due to the sporadic nature of requests.  While the NPI had up‑to‑date processes for all its services, the resources required to handle the two recent cases involving supplementary international search had raised questions on whether to continue offering this service.  The Representative suggested that an increase in the quality of international search and preliminary examination could be reason behind the low uptake of supplementary international search.  The increased availability of commercial searching and free online resources coupled with quality of search tools, databases and increased reliability of machine translation could play a big part as well.  In view of future IT development costs at the International Bureau, which would be disproportionate to the low volume of requests, the Representative believed that the Assembly should address the issue of whether to maintain the supplementary international search.  The NPI was in favor of option (b) in paragraph 17 of the document, namely to abolish the supplementary international search system at this time.
The Delegation of China recognized that the uptake of supplementary international search had been low, but several regularly used the option and therefore found the supplementary international search system valuable and meaningful.  Given the continuing interest from these applicants, the Delegation wished to maintain the system at this time, with the International Bureau continuing to monitor and assess the functioning of the system as necessary.
The Delegation of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of the Group of Central Asian, Caucasus and Eastern European Countries (CACEEC), acknowledged that the extension of the period for requesting supplementary international search had made little difference to its use.  However, despite the low update, CACEEC believed that the service should be retained because it enhanced the quality of international search, which could increase the probability of a patent being granted in the national phase.  The Delegation added that the Federal Service for Intellectual Property (ROSPATENT) offered supplementary international search in some areas of subject matter listed in Rule 39 and had received supplementary search requests for international applications containing methods of treatment of humans and animals where the main International Searching Authority had not performed a search.  In these cases, supplementary international search was the only way an applicant could obtain prior art information from a search during the international phase.  CACEEC therefore believed that it would be expedient to continue to monitor the uptake of supplementary international search and defer the decision on whether to discontinue the service at least until completion of the collaborative search and examination pilot by the IP5 Offices. 
The Delegation of Spain stated that the Spanish Patent and Trademark Office had never participated in supplementary international search.  The Delegation believed that offering the option of a second international search gave a negative image of the PCT to users as it suggested that the main international search could be inadequate.  It was important to ensure that the quality of international search was sufficiently high not to require a supplementary search.  Despite efforts of various Offices to popularize supplementary international search, it had never taken off in a big way.  Nevertheless, this might not be linked to the quality of patents, or to the use of human and financial resources in maintaining supplementary international search. 
The Delegation of Norway supported the statement made by the Nordic Patent Institute.  While the Delegation was in favor of measures that could increase the quality of services offered to applicants, with regard to supplementary international search, it was important to consider both the low number of requests since the start of the service in 2009 and the possible rise in costs in the future.  The Delegation therefore was of the opinion that the Working Group should recommend to abolish supplementary international search.
The Delegation of Egypt stated that while the Egyptian Patent Office, in its capacity as an International Searching Authority under the PCT, did not yet offer the supplementary international search service, the Delegation believed in maintaining this option and performing a further review in the future.  Despite the low use of supplementary international search, there could be a useful role regarding the language specializations of the International Authorities willing to offer the service as a supplementary international search could cover documents of particular languages understood by the examiners at a particular International Searching Authority.  Although search engines and machine translation facilities for reading documents in other languages had improved in recent years, data entry in some languages still resulted in a search examiner not being able to retrieve some relevant documents.  The Egyptian Patent Office faced this issue with Arabic keywords, which could be represented in different ways in another language and therefore required examiners dealing with the Arabic language to perform the search.  Supplementary international search could also be helpful for applicants seeking extra information during the international phase, for example, if the applicant were interested in a particular area of subject matter or technical field not searched by the main International Searching Authority in accordance with Article 17(2), such as methods of treatment in Rule 39.1(iv).  The supplementary international search report could therefore expand on both the linguistic and technical scope of the main international search and reduce the risk of new prior art being cited in the national phase.  The Delegation therefore agreed to continue monitoring the supplementary international search system and trying to make further developments.  While moving the deadline for requesting supplementary international search from 19 to 22 months from the priority date had not significantly increased the number of requests, it was still possible to explore other ways to improve the service, rather than abolishing it.  In addition, although there had been no agreement previously to provide the option for an Authority to issue a written opinion with its supplementary international search reports, this could be an incentive for applicants to request the service.  In addition, the Authority specified for supplementary search was not obliged to agree with the main International Searching Authority on unity of invention, and need not invite the applicant to pay additional fees if it determined that the international application complied with the requirement of unity of invention.  Furthermore, the Delegation suggested exploring the option of allowing applicants to pay additional fees for extra inventions during supplementary international search where the applicant had missed this possibility in an invitation from the main International Searching Authority.  In this case, the examiner could provide comments on the extra inventions searched during supplementary international search, which supported the need for the option to issue a written opinion with the supplementary international search report.  The Delegation also hoped that other Authorities that did not offer supplementary international search could reconsider whether to offer the service in the near future in view of increasing the linguistic and technical scope of supplementary international search.
The Delegation of the United Kingdom stated that the supplementary international search system had been a worthy initiative, and was a useful way of an applicant obtaining information on prior art arising from different approaches of International Searching Authorities to the subject matter listed in Rule 39.  However, given the very low usage of the system and need for special IT developments to achieve further automation of data transfer, the Delegation believed that most appropriate option was that stated in paragraph 17(b) of the document to abolish supplementary international search.
The Delegation of Denmark agreed with the comments from the Nordic Patent Institute and the Delegations of Norway and the United Kingdom.  While Denmark had initially supported introducing supplementary international search, given the low uptake and the current state of the service, the Delegation supported the option to abolish supplementary international search in paragraph 17(b) of the document. 
The Delegation of France stated that it was premature to abolish supplementary international search before the outcome of the collaborative search and examination pilot.  European applicants regularly used the option of supplementary international search and a survey conducted by the National Institute for Industrial Property (INPI) in France had shown that users were in favor of maintaining this possibility for applicants.  The Delegation therefore supported the option in paragraph 17(a) of the document to continue maintaining the system, as had been expressed by the European Patent Office.
The Delegation of Chile stated that the National Institute of Industrial Property (INAPI) of Chile did not provide the supplementary international search service.  The Delegation believed that Contracting States should carefully study the option of eliminating supplementary international search.  The service had seen very low use over more than 10 years of operations and the International Bureau had raised concerns about disproportionate costs of IT development to maintain the system.  Furthermore, International Searching Authorities had achieved high search quality, which the Delegation considered was a key factor for applicants not regularly requesting supplementary international search.
The Chair summarized that some delegations were of the view that the costs of maintaining the supplementary international search were disproportionate to the use of the service and favored abolishing the service.  Other delegations, however, wished to retain supplementary international search, recognizing that the option could be beneficial to the applicant and noted the ongoing work in the collaborative search and examination pilot and the possibility to provide more options in the system.  The Chair noted that, in the absence of consensus, it was unlikely that agreement could be reached on amendments to the PCT Regulations.  The Chair therefore suggested the Working Group to adopt the proposal in paragraph 21 of the document, noting that doing so maintained the possibility for any Contracting State to request a further review when it deemed that there was consensus for change.
The Working Group agreed to recommend to the Assembly to adopt the following decision:
"The PCT Assembly, having reviewed the supplementary international search system in 2012, 2015 and 2021, decided:
"(a)	to invite the International Bureau to continue to monitor the system and report to the Meeting of International Authorities and the Working Group on significant developments;  and
"(b)	to review the system again at a time to be recommended by the International Bureau, or on request by a Contracting State, but no later than 2027."
PCT Minimum Documentation:  Status Report
Discussions were based on document PCT/WG/13/12.
The Representative of the European Patent Office (EPO) recalled that the PCT Minimum Documentation Task Force mandate was to undertake comprehensive review of the PCT minimum documentation for both patent and non-patent literature (NPL).  The work of the Task Force had been divided into four objectives, namely:  Objective A, creating an up-to-date inventory of the current PCT minimum documentation;  Objective B, setting out criteria and standards for national patent collections in the PCT minimum documentation;  Objective C, addressing bibliographic and text components of patent data in the collections;  and Objective D, the establishment of criteria and standards for NPL and traditional knowledge‑based prior art for inclusion in the PCT minimum documentation.  Regarding Objective A, the discussions had successfully concluded in the last quarter of 2017, with an up‑to‑date inventory to be published soon on the WIPO website.  Regarding Objectives B and C, the EPO had posted two documents for comments on the PCT Minimum Documentation Task Force wiki, namely document PCT/MD/1/2 Rev. 2 containing revised proposals for amendments to the PCT Regulations, and document PCT/MD/1/3 Rev., containing revised proposals for the technical accessibility requirements.  The proposals in these documents were summarized in Annexes I and II of document PCT/WG/13/12.  First, it was proposed to include in the PCT minimum documentation the patent collections of all International Searching Authorities, irrespective of their official languages, and to make it a requirement for International Searching Authorities to make their patent collections available for consultation under clearly‑defined technical and accessibility requirements.  These requirements still needed to be agreed.  Second, it was proposed to include in the PCT minimum documentation the patent collection of an Office not appointed as an International Searching Authority, provided the Office had made its collection available in accordance with the technical and accessibility requirements and had expressly notified the inclusion of its collection to the International Bureau.  Third, it was proposed to include utility model documents in the PCT minimum documentation only as an optional recommended part in view of the practical concerns expressed by several Authorities.  Fourth, it was proposed to define a mechanism for patent Offices to publish relevant details about their collections and for International Authorities to search those collections.  Under this mechanism, each IP Office whose patent collection belonged to the PCT minimum documentation would be required to provide the International Bureau with an Authority File of their patent documents conforming to WIPO Standard ST.37, at least annually.  Finally, it was proposed to include the technical and accessibility requirements for patent and utility model data in an Annex to the Administrative Instructions, which Rule 34.1 would refer to.  Regarding the next steps, the EPO would be preparing further revisions to the proposals in Annexes I and II of the document for discussion at a virtual meeting of the Task Force, due to take place from December 7 to 11, 2020.
The Delegation of the United States of America stated that the face-to-face meeting of the Task Force in 2019 had been successful and beneficial in making significant progress on the Task Force objectives, and looked forward to this continuing at the upcoming virtual meeting.  Regarding the discussion in paragraph 19 of the document as to the status of Objective D led by the United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), the USPTO was reviewing the comments received on the initial draft for criteria and standards regarding NPL and traditional knowledge‑based prior art.  The Delegation explained that the USPTO would post a revised draft on the Task Force wiki in time for the Task Force members to consider prior to the virtual meeting.
The Delegation of Japan thanked the European Patent Office and the United States Patent and Trademark Office for their work in the PCT Minimum Documentation Task Force.  The Japan Patent Office would take part in the discussions during the virtual Task Force meeting and via the wiki.
The Delegation of France highlighted the differences between French utility certificates and utility models issued by other countries such as China, Germany or Japan.  An applicant could file a utility certificate in France for the same kinds of invention as a patent application, while other utility models generally only protected products.  The relevant prior art for issuing a utility certificate was the same as a patent, there was no specific grace period for utility certificates, and the inventive step requirements were no less stringent than patents.  The Delegation further indicated that a recent change in the French law had extended the protection period for utility certificates to 10 years, with a possibility to turn a utility certificate into a patent until the beginning of the technical preparations for publication, that is, about 16 months from the filing date.  The differences between patents and the utility certificates were small, and related primarily to the length of the protection period, which the Delegation believed justified the inclusion of French utility certificates in the PCT minimum documentation.  The Delegation acknowledged that the integration of several millions of utility models in the minimum documentation could be a burden for certain Offices, but French utility certificates were already part of the minimum documentation, and only about 500 to 600 French utility certificates were filed each year.  The Delegation therefore proposed to maintain French utility certificates in the mandatory part of the PCT minimum documentation.
The Delegation of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of the Group of Central Asia, Caucasus and Eastern Europe Countries (CACEEC) thanked the European Patent Office and the United States Patent and Trademark Office for their work leading the Task Force, and noted the significant progress in improving the minimum documentation, especially with regard to Objective A.  With regard to objectives B and C, CACEEC supported the proposal to include patent collections of all the International Searching Authorities in the PCT Minimum Documentation, regardless of their official language(s).  It also favored the easing of the language criteria set forth in Rule 34.1 and the inclusion of the patent collections of any Office that did not function as an International Searching Authority in the PCT Minimum Documentation, provided that such Offices had made their collections accessible in line with the technical and accessibility requirements to be specified in an annex to the Administrative Instructions.  On objective D, CACEEC supported the continued development of criteria for the evaluation of non-patent literature, including traditional knowledge-based prior art, for inclusion in the Minimum Documentation list.  CACEEC believed that all patent collections belonging to the PCT Minimum Documentation should be available free of charge to all International Searching Authorities.
The Delegation of China thanked the European Patent Office and United States Patent and Trademark Office for the work in leading the PCT Minimum Documentation Task Force, and stated that the China National Intellectual Property Administration looked forward to the further discussions in the Task Force.
The Delegation of India appreciated the work by the European Patent Office on Objectives A, B, and C.  The Delegation suggested that the proposed revisions regarding the requirement of the availability in machine-readable form should apply to patent documents published as of the date of entry into force of the amended Rules 34 and 36.  However, any Office appointed for the first time as an International Searching Authority could have the choice only to be required to make documents in machine‑readable form from the date of appointment.  Regarding Objective D, the Delegation reiterated that the special nature of traditional knowledge (TK) databases should be considered in establishing the criteria for the PCT minimum documentation.  The Delegation underlined that TK resources were first considered for addition in the minimum documentation by the WIPO Intergovernmental Committee on Intellectual Property and Genetic Resources, Traditional Knowledge and Folklore (IGC), which had discussed how to avoid erroneous grant of intellectual property rights on TK without adversely affecting the interests of the TK owners due to dissemination of TK data.  The Delegation hoped the Task Force would consider these points in the development of criteria and standards for the inclusion of TK‑based prior art in the PCT minimum documentation.
The Representative of the European Patent Office (EPO) announced that the comments from the Delegation of France would be taken into account in the future discussions in the Task Force wiki and during the upcoming virtual meeting in December 2020.
The Delegation of the United States of America stated that the United States Patent and Trademark Office would take the comments of the Delegation of India into consideration when drafting the next version of the document relating to Objective D.
The Working Group noted the contents of document PCT/WG/13/12.
Coordination of Patent Examiner Training
Discussions were based on document PCT/WG/13/6 Rev.
The Secretariat provided an update on the project for improving the efficiency of donor sponsored examiner training carried out by the Regional Bureau for Asia and the Pacific (ASPAC).  In light of the COVID‑19 pandemic, work on the coordination of patent examiner training was proceeding through the commencement of a comprehensive review of existing competency‑based patent examiner training models and examination means within the Asia and Pacific region.  This was with a view to obtaining further information in order to facilitate the development of a strategic framework for possible linkage or alignment of these earlier patent examiner training models in the region with previous tools that had been developed, including the existing patent examiner skill framework in the existing learning management system (LMS) project.  This work would be used to further benefit an understanding of how any existing competency models and training frameworks employed by the patent examination offices in the region may potentially interact or align with the generic competency model that would form part of any possible LMS.  Referring to the “Work-sharing in the PCT national phase” e-learning module in paragraph 7 of the document, this was based on training workshops conducted onsite over the past few years.  The International Bureau was consolidating the different skills that were part of this training to develop a module, which was due to be tested in November 2020.  The Secretariat also described a remote course on computer‑implemented inventions where 60 pending applications had been compiled for developing skills in examining applications in this field, taking into account work products available from the national phase in other jurisdictions.
The Delegation of the Philippines thanked the International Bureau and the bilateral partners of the Intellectual Property Office of the Philippines (IPOPHL) for their continued collaboration and support for patent examiner capacity building programs.  The proficiency and competence of patent examiners were one of the critical elements that made the PCT an efficient and effective platform for protection of patent rights.  IPOPHL valued the importance of a competency framework in providing capacity building for patent examiners developed through the support of IP Australia, as well as ongoing collaboration with the International Bureau in developing a Learning Management System (LMS) to track the progress of examiners’ competence.  As a newly operating International Searching and Preliminary Examining Authority, it was important for IPOPHL to sustain an effective training program for patent examiners.  The objective of exploring Moodle as an LMS tool complemented the current training infrastructure for IPOPHL patent examiners.  The training for new patent examiners was based on the principles and concepts of the Regional Patent Examination Training (RPET) program developed and implemented by IP Australia.  The RPET concepts and principles had been most useful for the institutionalization of capacity building programs for patent examiners.  The LMS tool complemented the RPET e-learning contents, tracked the participation and completion of courses and generated reports, which were useful in managing the training of patent examiners.  IPOPHL was currently maintaining a local Moodle site containing learning materials and modules accessible to patent examiners through the IPOPHL intranet.  IPOPHL had also created another competency framework for new patent examiners based on the RPET principles and concepts.  Moreover, IPOPHL continued to configure the functionalities and features to further develop such content and explore assessment techniques to track and monitor individual progress in learning and competencies.  The Delegation looked forward to continuing the collaboration between IPOPHL and the International Bureau in developing a custom site of the LMS appropriate for the IPOPHL organizational structure and training needs.  The Delegation also encouraged the International Bureau to continue developing the LMS and reporting to future meetings, and indicated that IPOPHL would be willing to share its experiences on this matter.
The Delegation of the United States of America stated that the United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) continued to provide examiner training programs on search and examination procedures both at its headquarters and in various locations, often in the western hemisphere.  The Delegation recognized the growing demand for such training programs and supported the continuing technical assistance to developing and least developed countries in the interest of improving the quality of both PCT and national work products.  In view of the COVID‑19 pandemic, the USPTO expressed support for expanded use of distance learning and web‑based schemes, as well as the efforts of the International Bureau in coordinating this training.
The Delegation of Australia supported the development of the competency framework and learning management system to improve the coordination of training of patent examiners.  The Delegation noted that many aspects of the project were being completed with the creation of the competency framework.  There were many competences in the framework.  From the experience of IP Australia, this might present a problem in determining whether an examiner had met all the competencies.  However, with more competencies, it could be easier to ensure that the training delivered by a donor office had been appropriately tailored.  The Delegation stressed that any potential beneficiary office that already had a tailored competency‑based training framework needed to ensure the framework was consistent with what was envisaged under the project;  a generic framework would not necessarily align with an existing tailored competency based training framework.  The Delegation appreciated the update on the project carried out by the ASPAC Bureau for improving the efficiency of donor sponsored examiner training and looked forward to the future work in this area.
The Delegation of China appreciated the efforts by International Bureau in the coordination of patent examiner training and continued to support this work.  The Delegation reported that the China National Intellectual Property Administration (CNIPA) would continue to make use of Funds‑in‑Trust to provide training to examiners in developing countries.  The content of the training included some material and course in the English, which CNIPA also used internally in training its patent examiners.
The Delegation of Saudi Arabia thanked the donor offices for providing training and expressed interest in benefitting from training programs to enhance examination at the Saudi Authority for Intellectual Property.  The Delegation looked forward to cooperation to imporove the learning management system.
The Delegation of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of the Group of Central Asia, Caucasus and Eastern Europe Countries (CACEEC), appreciated the progress achieved in the work on creating a model of a competency framework in the field of substantive examination, as well as a learning management system.  The Delegation also expressed satisfaction with the implementation of the proposal to improve coordination of the activities of beneficiary offices and donor offices for training patent examiners, originally presented at the tenth session of the Working Group.
The Delegation of Egypt expressed interest in representatives at the Egyptian Patent Office having test accounts to access the web‑based learning management system referred to in the document.
The Working Group noted the contents of document PCT/WG/13/6 Rev.
Coordination of Technical Assistance Under the PCT
Discussions were based on document PCT/WG/13/7 Rev.
The Secretariat introduced the document by highlighting the PCT‑related technical assistance activities in its Annexes I and II.  In 2019, 64 activities had been delivered, attended by more than 5,000 participants from over 80 States.  In 2020, 35 events had been organized so far, attended by more than 3,000 participants from over 70 States.  While Annex II listed certain activities for 2020 as cancelled due to the COVID‑19 pandemic, since the publication of the document, some of these had been rescheduled for the remainder of 2020 due to excellent coordination from the relevant stakeholders.  As a result, only four events had to be cancelled without any alternative solution having yet been found.  Considering the main highlights and lessons learnt from the transition from on-site to remote delivery of PCT technical assistance activities set out in paragraphs 5 to 7 of the document, the Secretariat stressed four main points.  First, remote events had attracted more participants from a wider range of locations.  Second, it had been possible to adjust the delivery format to allow effective virtual participation by showing flexibility and agility at all ends in the selection of delivery platforms, building on expertise and taking into account the needs of the audience as well as IT capacities and concerns.  Third, the substantive content of some activities needed to be revisited to shorten the program for webinars and virtual study visits.  And fourth, the COVID‑19 pandemic had been an impetus for some IP Offices to migrate their PCT services to WIPO PCT online services at full speed with the International Bureau having received more than 100 requests for technical assistance to date in relation to PCT IT tools, some of which were reflected in Annexes I and II of the document.
The Delegation of Indonesia stated that the document showed how WIPO and Member States had been be able to adapt to the challenges from the COVID‑19 pandemic, mainly using online platforms.  The document noted certain drawbacks in delivering technical assistance in a virtual format, but also highlighted that with adequate preparation, the virtual format offered advantages that would otherwise not be available.  Earlier that week, in collaboration with the Technology and Innovation Support Division in the Global Infrastructure Sector, Indonesia had launched the Commercialization and Technology Transfer Training under the Development Agenda Framework.  This training, which would normally be held for two to three full days, had been broken down into six webinar sessions to be held within three weeks from October 6 to 20, 2020.  Out of the 11 subjects to be discussed, four were PCT‑related, namely patent specification, key concept in patent search, patent search tools and strategies, as well as patent search demonstration.  One important point was that the training was originally planned for 80 participants, but by using an online platform, over 160 people could participate, more than double the original number.  It was important for WIPO to continue be innovative in its delivery of technical assistance.  With adequate preparation and strong commitment from both Member States and International Bureau, delivering technical assistance in the virtual format could provide advantages over traditional delivery of technical assistance.  The Delegation therefore encouraged virtual delivery of technical assistance to continue, even when the situation had returned to normal.
The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of) expressed appreciation for presentation of the document, in particular the technical assistance provided during the COVID‑19 pandemic.  The Delegation recalled the importance of technical assistance as a tool to enable IP Offices of the PCT Contracting States to better use of their IP for development and to increase the technical capacities of such Offices.  Delivery of technical assistance stemmed from the mandate of WIPO, which was, inter alia, to promote the protection of IP throughout the world through cooperation among States.  Cluster A of the Development Agenda recommendations was devoted to technical assistance and capacity building and PCT Article 51 mandated the Assembly to establish a Committee for Technical Assistance.  In addition to the development divide, the digital divide had added a new dimension to the vulnerabilities in States, and the Delegation urged WIPO to expand the scope of technical assistance programs aimed a bridging the ever‑increasing digital divide.  Being mindful of the pandemic effects, the Delegation further encouraged WIPO to continue assisting Member States to develop and improve the capacities of national IP institutions through further development of infrastructures and other facilities with a view to making them more efficient.
The Delegation of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of the Group of Central Asian, Caucasus and Eastern European Countries (CACEEC), noted the coordinated efforts of various WIPO committees to develop services for facilitating access to patent documents and the results of search and examination.  In this regard, CACEEC highlighted the PATENTSCOPE database, the WIPO CASE system, and the effective work of the WIPO Academy.  CACEEC also noted how well the WIPO external offices and the network of technology and innovation support centers (TISCs) were working.  CACEEC was particularly grateful to WIPO Office in the Russian Federation for its essential work in raising awareness and promoting the global IP systems in the region.  Since the COVID‑19 pandemic, training programs had moved to a virtual format, but this possibility had made a considerable contribution in helping to sustain demand for services under the PCT at a time of economic instability.
The Delegation of India highlighted the major role of Technology and Innovation Support Centers (TISC) in India in delivering technical assistance.  The eight TISCs in India were involved in conducting online webinars amidst the COVID‑19 pandemic and thereby providing technical assistance to the public.  The Indian Patent Office was also a depositing and accessing Office in WIPO Digital Access Service (DAS) and a providing and accessing Office in WIPO CASE.  Regarding Program 11, the Indian Patent Office made use of the services provided by the WIPO Academy. 
The Working Group noted the contents of document PCT/WG/13/7 Rev.
Other Matters
The International Bureau indicated that the fourteenth session of the Working Group was tentatively scheduled to take place in May/June 2021.
Summary by the Chair
The Working Group noted the contents of the Summary by the Chair in document PCT/WG/13/14 and that the official record would be contained in the present report of the session.
Closing of the Session
The Chair closed the session on October 8, 2020.
The Working Group adopted this report by correspondence.
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(in the alphabetical order of the names in French of the States)

ALGÉRIE/ALGERIA

Mohamed BAKIR (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

ALLEMAGNE/GERMANY

Bernd LÄSSIGER (Mr.), Head, Patent Division 1.27 (Packaging, Printing, Paper, Vibration Mechanics, Refrigeration), Patents and Utility Models Section, German Patent and Trademark 
Office (DPMA), Munich

Jan TECHERT (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

ARABIE SAOUDITE/SAUDI ARABIA

Areej ALSAADI (Ms.), Intellectual Property Operations Office Manager, PCT Department, Intellectual Property Operations, Saudi Authority for Intellectual Property (SAIP), Riyadh
asaadi@saip.gov.sa 

Mohammed ALTHROWI (Mr.), Head, PCT Department, Saudi Authority for Intellectual Property (SAIP), Riyadh
mthrowi@saip.gov.sa 

ARMÉNIE/ARMENIA

Vardan AVETYAN (Mr.), Chief Specialist Examiner, Inventions and Utility Models Department, Ministry of Economy, Yerevan
vardan.avetyan@inbox.ru 

AUSTRALIE/AUSTRALIA

Martin DEVLIN (Mr.), Assistant Director, International Policy and Cooperation, IP Australia, Melbourne
martin.devlin@ipaustralia.gov.au 

Ritesh THATTE (Mr.), Assistant Director, International Policy and Cooperation, IP Australia, Canberra
ritesh.thatte@ipaustralia.gov.au 

AUTRICHE/AUSTRIA

Hannes RAUMAUF (Mr.), Head, Patent Services and PCT, Austrian Patent Office, Federal Ministry of Climate Action, Environment, Energy, Mobility, Innovation and Technology, Vienna
hannes.raumauf@patentamt.at 

Julian SCHEDL (Mr.), Expert, Austrian Patent Office, Federal Ministry of Climate Action, Environment, Energy, Mobility, Innovation and Technology, Vienna
julian.schedl@patentamt.at 

AZERBAÏDJAN/AZERBAIJAN

Gulnara RUSTAMOVA (Ms.), Advisor to the Chairman of the Board, Intellectual Property Agency of the Republic of Azerbaijan, Baku

GULSHAN AGAYEVA (Ms.), Lead Examiner, Patent and Trademarks Examination Office, Intellectual Property Agency of the Republic of Azerbaijan, Baku
g.aghayeva@patent.gov.az 

BÉLARUS/BELARUS

Aleksandr MAZANIK (Mr.), Leading Specialist, Examination Center of Industrial Property, National Center of Intellectual Property (NCIP), Minsk
alex-mazanik@yandex.ru 

BRÉSIL/BRAZIL

Gisela NOGUEIRA (Ms.), Deputy Coordinator, National Institute of Industrial Property (INPI), Rio de Janeiro
nogueira.gisela@gmail.com 

Leonardo SOUZA (Mr.), Patent Examiner, National Institute of Industrial Property (INPI), 
Rio de Janeiro
leonardogomesdesouza@gmail.com 

Lais TAMANINI (Ms.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
lais.tamanini@itamaraty.gov.br 

CAMEROUN/CAMEROON

Ngah ASSE (M.), Expert, Département du développement technologique et de la propriété industrielle, Ministère des mines, de l’industrie et du développement technologique (MINMIDT), Yaoundé
ngahasse@gmail.com 



CANADA

Tania NISH (Ms.), Program Manager, International (PCT-PPH), Innovation, Science and Economic Development Canada, Canadian Intellectual Property Office (CIPO), Gatineau
tania.nish@canada.ca 

Anne-Julie BOIVIN (Ms.), Project Coordinator, PCT, Innovation Science Economic Development Canada, Canadian intellectual Property Office (CIPO), Gatineau
anne-julie.boivin@canada.ca 

Nicolas LESIEUR (Mr.), First secretary, Permanent Mission to the World Trade Organization (WTO), Geneva
nicolas.lesieur@international.gc.ca 

CHILI/CHILE

Henry CREW ARAYA (Sr.), Jefe, Departamento PCT, Subdirección de Patentes, Instituto Nacional de Propiedad Industrial (INAPI), Santiago
hcrew@inapi.cl 

Maria Pilar RIVERA AGUILERA (Sra.), Encargada de Calidad, Subdireccion de Patentes, Departamento PCT, Instituto Nacional de Propiedad Industrial (INAPI), Ministerio de Economía, Santiago de Chile
mrivera@inapi.cl 

Paloma HERRERA (Sra.), Asesora, Division de Propiedad Intelectual, Subsecretaria de Relaciones Económicas Internacionales, Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores, Santiago
pjherrera@subrei.gob.cl 

Martin CORREA (Sr.), Consejero, Misión Permanente ante la Organización Mundial del Comercio (OMC), Ginebra
macorrea@subrei.gob.cl 

CHINE/CHINA

DONG Cheng (Ms.), Deputy Director General, Patent Examination Cooperation, Guangdong Center of the Patent Office, China National Intellectual Property Administration (CNIPA), Beijing

ZHANG Ling (Ms.), Deputy Director, International Cooperation Division I, International Cooperation Department, China National Intellectual Property Administration, (CNIPA), Beijing

SUN Hongxia (Ms.), Consultant, International Cooperation Department, National Intellectual Property Administration, (CNIPA), Beijing

ZHANG Zheng (Mr.), Assistant Consultant, Law and Treaty Department, China National Intellectual Property Administration (CNIPA), Beijing



COLOMBIE/COLOMBIA

Edna Marcela RAMIREZ OROZCO (Sra.), Directora, Dirección de Nuevas Creaciones, Superintendencia de Industria y Comercio, Botogá

Juan ESCOBAR (Mr.), Superintendencia de Industria y Comercio (SIC), Ministerio de Industria, Comercio y Turismo, Bogotá

DANEMARK/DENMARK

Flemming Kønig MEJL (Mr.), Head, International Secretariat, Danish Patent and Trademark Office, Ministry of Industry, Business and Financial Affairs, Taastrup

Theis Bødker JENSEN (Mr.), Senior Adviser, Danish Patent and Trademark Office, Ministry of Industry, Business and Financial Affairs, Taastrup

DJIBOUTI

Oubah MOUSSA AHMED (Mme), conseillère, Mission permanente, Genève 
moussa_oubah@yahoo.fr 

ÉGYPTE/EGYPT

Mona Mohamed YAHIA (Ms.), Head, Egyptian Patent Office, Academy of Scientific Research and Technology (ASRT), Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific Research, Giza
monayahia@hotmail.com 

EL SALVADOR

Diana HASBÚN (Sra.), Ministra Consejera, Misión Permanente ante la Organización Mundial del Commercio (OMC), Ginebra

ÉMIRATS ARABES UNIS/UNITED ARAB EMIRATES

Shaima Nasser AL-AKEL (Ms.), International Organizations Executive, Permanent Mission to the World Trade Organization (WTO), Geneva

ESPAGNE/SPAIN

Elena LADERA GALÁN (Sra.), Técnico Superior Jurista, Departamento de Patentes e Información Tecnológica, Oficina Española de Patentes y Marcas (OEPM), Ministerio de Energía, Turismo y Agenda Digital, Madrid
elena.ladera@oepm.es 

Javier VERA ROA (Sr.), Consejero Técnico Unidad Apoyo Dirección, Oficina Española de Patentes y Marcas (OEPM), Ministerio de Energía, Turismo y Agenda Digital, Madrid
javier.vera@oepm.es 
ÉTATS-UNIS D'AMÉRIQUE/UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Charles PEARSON (Mr.) Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), Department of Commerce, Alexandria
charles.pearson@uspto.gov 

Valencia MARTIN WALLACE (Ms.), Deputy Commissioner, Office of International Patent Cooperation, United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), Department of Commerce, Alexandria

Richard COLE (Mr.), Deputy Director, Office of International Patent Cooperation, International Patent Legal Administration, United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), 
Department of Commerce, Alexandria

Michael NEAS (Mr.), Deputy Director, International Patent Legal Administration, United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), Department of Commerce, Alexandria
michael.neas@uspto.gov 

Paolo TREVISAN (Mr.), Patent Attorney, United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), Department of Commerce, Alexandria
paolo.trevisan@uspto.gov 

Marina LAMM (Ms.), Intellectual Property Attaché, Multilateral Economic and Political Affairs, Permanent Mission, Geneva

Kristine SCHLEGELMILCH (Ms.), Intellectual Property Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva

FÉDÉRATION DE RUSSIE/RUSSIAN FEDERATION

Andrey ZHURAVLEV (Mr.), Director, International Cooperation Center, Russian Federal Institute of Industrial Property (ROSPATENT), Moscow

Evgeniia KOROBENKOVA (Ms.), Lead Specialist, International Cooperation Department, Russian Federal Institute of Industrial Property (ROSPATENT), Moscow
rospat198@rupto.ru 

Maria RYAZANOVA (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

FINLANDE/FINLAND

Jani PÄIVÄSAARI (Mr.), Head, Patents and Trademarks Division, Finnish Patent and Registration Office (PRH), Helsinki
jani.paivasaari@prh.fi 

Mika KOTALA (Mr.), Head of Unit, Patents and Trademarks, Finnish Patent and Registration Office (PRH), Helsinki

FRANCE

Jonathan WITT (M.), conseiller juridique et examinateur de brevets, Affaires juridiques internationales, Institut national de la propriété industrielle (INPI), Courbevoie

GÉORGIE/GEORGIA

Merab KUTSIA (Mr.), Head, Inventions, New Varieties and Breeds Department, National Intellectual Property Center of Georgia (SAKPATENTI), Mtskheta
mkutsia@sakpatenti.org.ge 

GHANA

Grace ISSAHAQUE (Ms.), Chief State Attorney, Industrial Property Office, Registrar General's Department, Ministry of Justice, Accra
graceissahaque@hotmail.com 

GUATEMALA

Flor de María GARCÍA DIAZ (Sra.), Consejera, Misión Permanente ante la Organización Mundial del Comercio (OMC), Ginebra
flor.garcia@wtoguatemala.ch 

HONGRIE/HUNGARY

Katalin MIKLO (Ms.), Head, Patent Department, Hungarian Intellectual Property 
Office (HIPO), Budapest
katalin.miklo@hipo.gov.hu 

INDE/INDIA

Rekha VIJAYAM (Ms.), Deputy Controller of Patents and Designs, Indian Patent Office, Ministry of Commerce and Industry, New Delhi
rekha.ipo@nic.in 

Bimi G. B. (Ms.), Assistant Controller of Patents and Designs, Office of the Controller General of Patents, Designs and Trademarks, Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Ministry of Commerce and Industry, Dwarka
bimigb.ipo@nic.in 

INDONÉSIE/INDONESIA

Ditya Agung NURDIANTO (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
ditya.nurdianto@mission-indonesia.org 

Indra ROSANDRY (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
indra.rosandry@mission-indonesia.org 
IRAN (RÉPUBLIQUE ISLAMIQUE D')/IRAN (ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF)

Reza DEHGHANI (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

ISRAËL/ISRAEL

Tamara SZNAIDLEDER (Ms.), Adviser, Permanent Mission, Geneva
project-coordinator@geneva.mfa.gov.il
 
JAPON/JAPAN

ENOMOTO Fumio (Mr.), Deputy Director, International Policy Division, Japan Patent 
Office (JPO), Tokyo

MUNAKATA Tetsuya (Mr.), Assistant Director, International Policy Division, Japan Patent Office (JPO), Tokyo

UEJIMA Hiroki (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

KAZAKHSTAN

Yermek KUANTYROV (Mr.), Director, National Institute of Intellectual Property of the Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan

Makpal SHUGAIPOVA (Ms.), Deputy Director, National Institute of Intellectual Property of the Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan

Altynay BATYRBEKOVA (Ms.), Head, Department on Inventions, Utility Models and Selection Achievements, National Institute of Intellectual Property of the Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan

Dana ALIMZHANOVA (Ms.), Head, Division on Formal Examination of Applications for Inventions and Selection Achievements, Department on Inventions, Utility Models and Selection Achievements, National Institute of Intellectual Property of the Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan

Bahytzhan IMANBAYEV (Mr.), Head, Division on the Preparation of Patent Documentation and Publications, Department of State Registries and Publications and Examination of Agreements, National Institute of Intellectual Property of the Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan

Aibek OMAROV (Mr.), Acting Head, Division of International Law and Cooperation, National Institute of Intellectual Property of the Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 
Nur-Sultan

Daniyar KAKIMOV (Mr.), Chief Specialist, Division of International Law and Cooperation, National Institute of Intellectual Property of the Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan

Ainur SATANOVA (Ms.), Chief Examiner, Division on Formal Examination of Applications for Inventions and Selection Achievements, National Institute of Intellectual Property of the Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan

Aizhan SAUTOVA (Ms.), Chief Specialist, Division of Legal Affairs and Monitoring of Government Services, National Institute of Intellectual Property of the Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan

Lyazzat TUTESHEVA (Ms.), Senior Examiner, Division on Formal Examination of Applications for Inventions and Selection Achievements, National Institute of Intellectual Property of the Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan 

KOWEÏT/KUWAIT

Abdulaziz TAQI (Mr.), Commercial Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva

LITUANIE/LITHUANIA

Rasa SVETIKAITE (Ms.), Justice and Intellectual Property Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva
rasa.svetikaite@urm.lt 

MACÉDOINE DU NORD/NORTH MACEDONIA

Luljeta DEARI (Ms.), Adviser of the Director, State Office of Industrial Property, Skopje
luljeta.deari@ippo.gov.mk 

MADAGASCAR

Narisoa RABENJA (M.), directeur de la promotion de l'activité inventive, Office malgache de la propriété industrielle (OMAPI), Ministère de l’industrie, du commerce et de l'artisanat, Antananarivo
rabenja.narisoa@gmail.com 

Hanta Niriana RAHARIVELO (Mme), chef du service de brevet et de dessin ou modèle industriel, Office malgache de la propriété industrielle (OMAPI), Ministère de l’industrie, du commerce et de l'artisanat, Antananarivo

MALAISIE/MALAYSIA

Meriam Nur HANBALI (Ms.), Assistant Director, Policy and International Affairs Division, Intellectual Property Corporation of Malaysia (MyIPO), Kuala Lumpur

Norahzlida BUSRAH (Ms.), Intellectual Property Officer, Intellectual Property Corporation of Malaysia (MyIPO), Kuala Lumpur

Vincent LEJAU (Mr.), Intellectual Property Officer, Assistant Registrar of Patent, Formality Patent and International Registration Division, Intellectual Property Corporation of Malaysia (MyIPO), Kuala Lumpur

Nur Azureen MOHD PISTA (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva


MAROC/MOROCCO

Karima FARAH (Mme), directeur, direction brevets, Office marocain de la propriété industrielle et commerciale (OMPIC), Casablanca

MEXIQUE/MEXICO

Ayari FERNANDEZ SANTACRUZ (Sra.), Especialista en Propiedad Intelectual, Dirección Divisional de Relaciones Internacionales, Instituto Mexicano de la Propiedad Industrial I(IMPI) Ciudad de México

Hosanna MORA GONZÁLEZ (Sra.), Especialista en Propiedad Intelectual, Dirección Divisional de Relaciones Internacionales, Instituto Mexicano de la Propiedad Industrial (IMPI), Ciudad de México

Claudia Lynette SOLÍS ÁLVAREZ (Sra.), Especialista en Propiedad Intelectual, Dirección Divisional de Patentes, Instituto Mexicano de la Propiedad Industrial (IMPI), Ciudad de México
claudia.solis@impi.gob.mx 

María del Pilar ESCOBAR BAUTISTA (Sra.), Consejera, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
pescobar@sre.gob.mx 

NIGÉRIA/NIGERIA

Jane IGWE (Ms.), Assistant Chief Registrar (Patents), Patents and Designs Registry, Commercial Law Department, Federal Ministry of Industry, Trade and Investment, Abuja
jaklint16@gmail.com 

NORVÈGE/NORWAY

Mattis MÅLBAKKEN (Mr.), Higher Executive Officer, Norwegian Industrial Property Office (NIPO), Oslo
mma@patentstyret.no 

Inger RABBEN (Ms.), Senior Examiner, Patent Department, Norwegian Industrial Property Office (NIPO), Oslo
ira@patentstyret.no 

NOUVELLE-ZÉLANDE/NEW ZEALAND

Neroli AYLING (Ms.), Team Leader, Chemistry Team, Intellectual Property Office of New Zealand (IPONZ), Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment, Wellington
neroli.ayling@iponz.govt.nz 

Warren COLES (Mr.), Patents Team Leader, Intellectual Property Office of New Zealand (IPONZ), Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment, Wellington
warren.coles@iponz.govt.nz 

OUGANDA/UGANDA

Allan Mugarura NDAGIJE (Mr.), Third Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
alanndagije@gmail.com 

OUZBÉKISTAN/UZBEKISTAN

Ikrom ABDUKADIROV (Mr.), Head, Department of Inventions and Utility Models, Intellectual Property Agency, Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Uzbekistan, Tashkent
i.abdukadirov@ima.uz 

Karel-Ieronim MAVLYANOV (Mr.), Senior Patent Examiner, Group of Industrial Technologies and Construction, Department of Inventions and Utility Models, Intellectual Property Agency, Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Uzbekistan, Tashkent

PANAMA

Krizia MATTHEWS (Sra.), Representante Permanente Adjunto, Misión Permanente ante la Organización Mundial del Comercio (OMC), Ginebra
deputy@gmail.com 

PHILIPPINES

Lolibeth MEDRANO (Ms.), Director, Bureau of Patents, Intellectual Property Office of the Philippines (IPOPHIL), Department of Trade and Industry, Taguig City
lolibeth.medrano@ipophil.gov.ph 

Maria Cristina DE GUZMAN (Ms.), Chief, Division, Bureau of Patents, Intellectual Property Office of the Philippines (IPOPHIL), Department of Trade and Industry, Taguig City
cristina.deguzman@ipophil.gov.ph 

Ronil Emmavi REMOQUILLO (Ms.), Intellectual Property Rights Specialist IV, Intellectual Property Office of the Philippines (IPOPHIL), Department of Trade and Industry, Taguig City
ronilemmavi.remoquillo@ipophil.gov.ph 

Jayroma BAYOTAS (Ms.), Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva
jayroma.bayotas@dfa.gov.ph 

POLOGNE/POLAND

Piotr CZAPLICKI (Mr.), Director, Patent Examination Department, Patent Office, Warsaw
piotr.czaplicki@uprp.gov.pl 

Jolanta WAZ (Ms.), Head, International Application Division, Receiving Department, 
Patent Office, Warsaw
jolanta.waz@uprp.gov.pl 

Lukasz JANKOWSKI (Mr.), Specialist, International Application Division, Patent Office, Warsaw

PORTUGAL

Susana ARMÁRIO (Ms.), Head, External Relations Department, National Institute of Industrial Property (INPI), Ministry of Justice, Lisbon
Vanessa COUTO (Ms.), Executive Officer, External Relations Department, National Institute of Industrial Property (INPI), Ministry of Justice, Lisbon 
QATAR

Muna ALNOAIMI (Ms.), Patent Examiner, Ministry of Industry and Commerce, Doha
malnoaimi@moci.gov.qa 

RÉPUBLIQUE DE CORÉE/REPUBLIC OF KOREA

LEE Hyeonseok (Mr.), Deputy Director, Patent System Administration Division, Korea Intellectual Property Office (KIPO), Daejeon
hslee13@korea.kr 

PARK Si-young (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

RÉPUBLIQUE DOMINICAINE/DOMINICAN REPUBLIC

Carlos ESPAILLAT (Sr.), Representante Permanente Adjunto, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
cespaillat@mirex.gob.do 

RÉPUBLIQUE TCHÈQUE/CZECH REPUBLIC

Eva SCHNEIDEROVA (Ms.), Director, Patent Department, Industrial Property Office, Prague
eschneiderova@upv.cz 

Eva KRAUTOVÁ (Ms.), PCT Officer, Patent Department, Industrial Property Office, Prague
ekrautova@upv.cz 

ROYAUME-UNI/UNITED KINGDOM

Andrew BUSHELL (Mr.), Senior Legal Advisor, Legal Section, UK Intellectual Property 
Office (UK IPO), Newport
andrew.bushell@ipo.gov.uk 

Max EMERY (Mr.), Senior Policy Adviser, Patents Policy, Intellectual Property Office (UK IPO), Newport

Jan WALTER (Mr.), Senior Intellectual Property Adviser, Permanent Mission, Geneva
jan.walter@fcdo.gov.uk 

Nancy PIGNATARO (Ms.), Intellectual Property Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva
nancy.pignataro@fcdo.gov.uk 


SINGAPOUR/SINGAPORE

Lily LEE (Ms.), Principal Assistant Director, Registry of Patents, Designs and Plant Varieties, Intellectual Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Ministry of Law, Singapore
lily_lee@ipos.gov.sg 

Genevieve KOO (Ms.), Senior Executive, Registry of Patents, Designs and Plant Varieties Protection, Intellectual Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Ministry of Law, Singapore
genevieve_koo@ipos.gov.sg 

WANG Jiayi (Mr.), Senior Patent Examiner, Intellectual Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Ministry of Law, Singapore

LO Seong Loong (Mr.), Principal Patent Examiner, Patent Search and Examination, Intellectual Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Ministry of Law, Singapore
seongloong.lo@iposinternational.com 

CHEN Jiahe (Mr.), Patent Examiner, Intellectual Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), 
Ministry of Law, Singapore
jiahe.chen@iposinternational.com 

Hon Seng Javier WONG (Mr.), Patent Examiner, Intellectual Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Ministry of Law, Singapore
javier.wong@iposinternational.com 

CHEN Xiuli (Ms.), Patent Examiner, Search and Examination Unit, Intellectual Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Ministry of Law, Singapore

Benjamin TAN (Mr.), Counsellor (IP), Permanent Mission, Geneva
benjamin_tan@ipos.gov.sg 

SLOVÉNIE/SLOVENIA

Stanislav KALUZA (Mr.), Patent Examiner, Patent Department, Slovenian Intellectual Property Office, Ljubljana

SUÈDE/SWEDEN

Marie ERIKSSON (Ms.), Head, Legal Affairs, Patent Department, Intellectual Property Office (PRV), Stockholm
marie.eriksson@prv.se 

SUISSE/SWITZERLAND

Renée HANSMANN (Mme), chef, Service des brevets, Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne

Peter BIGLER (M.), conseiller juridique, Division droit et affaires internationales, 
Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne

Tanja JÖRGER (Mme), conseillère juridique, Division droit et affaires internationales, 
Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne

THAÏLANDE/THAILAND

Wiyaphan WIYAPORN (Ms.), Trade Officer, Department of Intellectual Property, Ministry of Commerce, Nonthaburi

TOGO

Kokuvi Fiomegnon SEWAVI (M.), deuxième secrétaire, Mission permanente, Genève

TUNISIE/TUNISIA

Riadh SOUSSI (M.), directeur général, Institut national de la normalisation et de la propriété industrielle (INNORPI), Ministère de l’industrie et des petites et moyennes entreprises, Tunis
riadh.soussi@innorpi.tn 

TURQUIE/TURKEY

Serkan ÖZKAN (Mr.), Patent Expert, Patent Department, Turkish Patent and Trademark 
Office (TURKPATENT), Ministry of Science, Industry and Technology, Ankara
serkan.ozkan@turkpatent.gov.tr 

VIET NAM

NGUYEN Thu Hang (Ms.), Deputy Manager, Registration Division, Intellectual Property Office of Viet Nam (IP Viet Nam), Hanoi
nguyenthuhang@ipvietnam.gov.vn 

DAO Nguyen (Mr.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
nguyennoip@gmail.com 

ZIMBABWE

Tanyaradzwa MANHOMBO (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva


II.	ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES INTERGOUVERNEMENTALES/
INTERNATIONAL INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS
INSTITUT NORDIQUE DES BREVETS (NPI)/NORDIC PATENT INSTITUTE (NPI) 

Grétar Ingi GRÉTARSSON (Mr.), Vice-Director, Taastrup
ggr@npi.int 

Anne JENSEN (Ms.), Principal Technical Adviser, Taastrup
asj@dkpto.dk

OFFICE EUROPÉEN DES BREVETS (OEB)/EUROPEAN PATENT OFFICE (EPO) 

Camille-Rémy BOGLIOLO (Mr.), Head, Department of PCT Affairs, Munich
cbogliolo@epo.org 

Johanna GUIDET (Ms.), Administrator, Department of Patent Procedures Management, Munich
jguidet@epo.org 

Emmanuelle TANG (Ms.), Lawyer, Department of PCT Affairs, Munich
etang@epo.org 

VISEGRAD PATENT INSTITUTE (VPI) 

Johanna STADLER (Ms.), Director, Budapest
director@vpi.int 

Młynarczyk MARIUSZ (Mr.), VPI coordinator, Warsaw
mariusz.mlynarczyk@uprp.gov.pl 

III.	OBSERVATEURS/OBSERVERS
1.	ÉTATS MEMBBRES DE L’UNION DE PARIS/MEMBER STATES OF THE PARIS UNION
BOLIVIE (ÉTAT PLURINATIONAL DE)/BOLIVIA (PLURINATIONAL STATE OF)

Aneliz NINAHUANCA TERÁN (Sra.), Responsable de Patentes, Servicio Nacional de Propiedad Intelectual, Desarrollo Productivo y Economía Plural, La Paz
aninahuancat@gmail.com 

Mariana NARVAEZ (Sra.), Segundo Secretario, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
BURUNDI

Déo NIYUNGEKO (M.), directeur, Département de la propriété industrielle, Ministère du commerce, du transport, de l'industrie et du tourisme, Bujumbura
niyubir@gmail.com 

PAKISTAN

Muhammad Salman Khalid CHAUDHARY (Mr.), Third Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
salman_khalid9@hotmail.com 

URUGUAY

Lucia Estrada ECHEVARRIA (Sra.), Directora Técnica de la Propiedad Industrial, Dirección Nacional de la Propiedad Industrial (DNPI), Ministerio de Industria, Energía y Minería, Montevideo
lucia.estrada@miem.gub.uy 

Fernanda Andrea GIANFAGNA GAUDIOSO (Sra.), Encargada de División Gestión Tecnológica, División Gestión Tecnológica, Dirección Nacional de la Propiedad Industrial (DNPI), Ministerio de Industria, Energía y Minería, Montevideo
fernanda.gianfagna@miem.gub.uy 

Sandra VARELA COLLAZO (Sra.), Encargada de área Patentes y Tecnología, Área de Patentes y Tecnología, Dirección Nacional de la Propiedad Industrial (DNPI), Ministerio de Industria, Energía y Minería, Montevideo

Nestor MENDEZ (Sr.), Asesor de Asuntos Legales, Dirección Nacional de la Propiedad Industrial (DNPI), Ministerio de Industria, Energía y Minería, Montevideo
nestor.mendez@miem.gub.uy 

Juan Carlos DIGHIERO SCREMINI (Sr.), Departamento de administración y gestión, Dirección Nacional de la Propiedad Industrial (DNPI), Ministerio de Industria, Energía y Minería, Montevideo
juan.dighiero@miem.gub.uy 

2.	ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES INTERGOUVERNEMENTALES/ INTERNATIONAL INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS
CENTRE SUD (CS)/SOUTH CENTRE (SC) 

Viviana MUNOZ (Ms.), Coordinator, Health, Intellectual Property and Biodiversity Program, Geneva
munoz@southcentre.int 

ORGANISATION EURASIENNE DES BREVETS (OEAB)/EURASIAN PATENT ORGANIZATION (EAPO) 

Saule TLEVLESSOVA (Ms.), President, Moscow
int@eapo.org 

Dmitry ROGOZHIN (Mr.), Director, Examination Department, Moscow

Andrey SEKRETOV (Mr.), Director, International Relations Department, Moscow
asekretov@eapo.org 

Anton OVCHINNIKOV (Mr.), Deputy Director, Patent Information and Automation Department, Moscow

Valentin PANKO (Mr.), Deputy Director, Mechanics, Physics and Electrical Engineering Division, Examination Department, Moscow

UNION EUROPÉENNE (UE)/EUROPEAN UNION (EU) 

Oscar MONDEJAR ORTUNO (Mr.), First Counsellor, Permanent Delegation, Geneva
3.	ORGANISATIONS Internationales NON GOUVERNEMENTALES/
International NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS
Association asiatique d'experts juridiques en brevets (APAA)/
Asian Patent Attorneys Association (APAA) 
HORIE Tetsuhiro (Mr.), Patent Committee, Tokyo
horie_t@yki.jp 
NAGAOKA Shigeyuki (Mr.), Co-chair, Patent Committee, Tokyo
snagaoka@konishinagaoka.com 

Association internationale pour la protection de la propriété intellectuelle (AIPPI)/ 
International Association for the Protection of Intellectual Property (AIPPI) 
Calab GABRIEL (Mr.), Managing Partner, Lex IP Care LLP, Patent, Gurgaon
Catherine BONNER (Ms.), Patent Attorney, Southampton
Elisabetta PAPA (Ms.), European Patent and Design Attorney, Rome

Fédération internationale des conseils en propriété intellectuelle (FICPI)/
International Federation of Intellectual Property Attorneys (FICPI) 
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Institute of Professional Representatives Before the European Patent Office (EPI) 
Emmanuel SAMUELIDES (Mr.), Member, European Patent Practice Committee (EPPC), Athens
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Dean HARTS (Mr.), Co-Chair, International Patent Law and Trade Committee, St Paul
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American Intellectual Property Law Association (AIPLA) 
Mary DRABNIS (Ms.), Vice Chair, PCT Issues, Baton Rouge
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Daren TANG (M./Mr.), directeur général/Director General
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Ken-Ichiro NATSUME (M./Mr.), directeur principal, Département des affaires juridiques et internationales du PCT/Senior Director, PCT Legal and International Affairs Department

Christine BONVALLET (Mme/Ms.), directrice, Division de la coopération internationale du PCT/Director, PCT International Cooperation Division

Matthew BRYAN (M./Mr.), directeur, Division juridique et des relations avec les utilisateurs du PCT/Director, PCT Legal and User Relations Division

Michael RICHARDSON (M./Mr.), directeur, Division du développement fonctionnel du PCT/
Director, PCT Business Development Division

Konrad Lutz MAILÄNDER (M./Mr.), chef, Section de la coopération en matière d’examen et de formation, Division de la coopération internationale du PCT/Head, Cooperation on Examination and Training Section, PCT International Cooperation Division
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