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1.

The Standing Committee on the Law of Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical
Indications (hereinafter referred to as “the Standing Committee” or “the SCT”) held its
twenty-third session, in Geneva, from June 30 to July 2, 2010.

2.

The following Member States of WIPO and/or the Paris Union for the Protection of
Industrial Property were represented at the meeting: Algeria, Angola, Argentina,
Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China,
Colombia, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
El Salvador, Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, India,
Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Latvia, Lesotho, Lithuania, Madagascar,
Mali, Montenegro, Mexico, Morocco, Myanmar, Nicaragua, Norway, Oman, Peru, Poland,
Portugal, Qatar, Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldova, Romania, Russian Federation,
Saudi Arabia, Serbia, Singapore, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, Sudan, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland, Syrian Arab Republic, Turkey, United Arab Emirates, United
Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania, United States of America, Ukraine, Uruguay,
Viet Nam, Zambia (78). The European Union was represented in its capacity as a special
member of the SCT.

This report was adopted at the twenty-fourth session of the SCT.
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3.

The following intergovernmental organization took part in the meeting in an observer
capacity: Benelux Organization for Intellectual Property (BOIP), African Intellectual
Property Organization (OAPI) (2).

4.

Representatives of the following non-governmental organizations took part in the meeting
in an observer capacity: American Intellectual Property Law Association (AIPLA),
Association of European Trademark Owners (MARQUES), Brazilian Intellectual Property
Association (ABPI), European Brands Association (AIM), European Communities Trade
Mark Association (ECTA), European Law Students’ Association (ELSA International),
Inter-American Association of Industrial Property (ASIPI), International Chamber of
Commerce (ICC), International Federation of Industrial Property Attorneys (FICPI),
International Trademark Association (INTA), Japan Patent Attorneys Association (JPAA),
Japan Trademark Association (JTA), Organization for an International Geographical
Indications Network (OriGIn), Union of European Practitioners in Industrial
Property (UNION) (14).

5.

The list of participants is contained in Annex II of this Report.

6.

The Secretariat noted the interventions made and recorded them on tape. This report
summarizes the discussions on the basis of all observations made.

Agenda Item 1: Opening of the Session
7.

Ms. Binying Wang, Deputy Director General, opened the twenty-third session of the
Standing Committee on the Law of Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical
Indications (SCT) and welcomed the participants.

8.

Ms. Binying Wang reported on the work done by the International Bureau in preparation
for the twenty-third session of the SCT in connection with each of the topics proposed for
discussion.

9.

Mr. Marcus Höpperger (WIPO) acted as Secretary to the SCT.

Agenda Item 2: Election of a Chair and two Vice-Chairs
10.

Mr. Adil El Maliki (Morocco) was elected as Chair of the twenty-third session of the
Standing Committee on the Law of Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical
Indications (SCT), and Messrs. Imre Gonda (Hungary) and Joseph Kahwagi
Rage (Mexico) were elected as Vice-Chairs for the twenty-third session of the SCT.

Agenda Item 3: Adoption of the Agenda
11.

The SCT adopted the Draft Agenda (document SCT/23/1 Prov.) without modifications.

Agenda Item 4: Adoption of the Revised Draft Report of the Twenty-Second Session
12.

Discussion was based on document SCT/22/9 Prov.2.

13.

The SCT adopted the Report of the Twenty-Second Session based on
document SCT/22/9 Prov.2, with modifications to paragraphs 126, 127, 143 and 213 as
requested by the Representative of INTA.
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Agenda Item 5: Industrial Designs

POSSIBLE AREAS OF CONVERGENCE IN INDUSTRIAL DESIGN LAW AND PRACTICE
14.

Discussion was based on document SCT/23/5.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS DERIVING FROM CONVERGENCE AMONG MEMBER STATES IN
INDUSTRIAL DESIGN LAW AND PRACTICE
15.

The Delegation of Japan stated that important progress had been made by the
Committee in the discussion of industrial design law and practice and that the Committee
should continue its effort towards harmonization in this area, for the benefit of users.

16.

The representative of FICPI said that the potential benefits set out in document SCT/23/5
reflected the concerns of users about filing formalities.

POSSIBLE AREAS OF CONVERGENCE
(a)
17.

There were no comments on this matter.
(b)

18.

Form of Reproduction

Number of Copies of Reproduction

There were no comments on this matter.
(c)

Views

19.

The representative of FICPI suggested that it be made clear in the text of this possible
area of convergence that the views were needed exclusively for the purpose of fully
disclosing the industrial design for which protection was sought.

20.

Responding to an intervention of the Delegation of Spain as to the maximum number of
views, the Chair indicated that, at this stage, the text aimed at setting a general principle,
and not at fixing an actual number of views.
(d)

21.

There were no comments on this matter.
(e)

22.

Other Contents of the Application Generally Required

Formalities Where There is a Requirement to File the Application
in the Name of the Creator

There were no comments on this matter.
(f) Division of Applications

23.

There were no comments on this matter.
(g)

24.

Communications

There were no comments on this matter.
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COMMON TRENDS
(a)

Filing-Date Requirements

25.

The Delegation of Japan expressed the view that offices should be given the possibility of
requiring that, for the purpose of according a filing date, the applicable elements be
submitted in a language acceptable to the office concerned. The Delegation further
indicated that, in Japan, an indication of the product was a filing-date requirement.

26.

The Delegation of the United States of America, observing that in its country only a clear
reproduction and a claim were required to obtain a filing date, asked how the filing-date
requirements listed in this document and those under the Geneva Act of the Hague
Agreement, which comprised an indication of the identity of the creator and a claim, could
be reconciled.

27.

The Delegation of the Russian Federation indicated that, in order for a filing date to be
accorded in its country, an indication of the product incorporating the design, the field of
use and a representation of the design were required. The Delegation expressed the
view that the elements set out in part III(d)(iii) of the document should be included in
part IV(a).

28.

The Delegation of Brazil, observing that Brazilian legislation required a claim, a
reproduction of the design, and an indication of the identity of the creator where he or she
was not the applicant, expressed the view that all those elements should be reflected in
the document.

29.

The Secretariat indicated that the list of filing-date requirements mentioned in
document SCT/23/5 reflected the common trend, as it resulted from the responses to the
questionnaires on industrial design law and practice. With respect to the Geneva Act of
the Hague Agreement, the Secretariat pointed out that Contracting Parties to that Act
could, through a declaration, require certain elements, namely a claim, a description and
an indication of the identity of the creator, for the purpose of according a filing date.
However, the Geneva Act considered those elements as an exception to the standard
filing-date requirements under that Act, applicable only to certain Contracting Parties
under certain specific circumstances.
(b)

30.

Deferment of Publication and Secret Design

The Delegation of Peru said that national legislation did not provide for deferment of
publication.
(c)

Grace Period for Filing in the Event of Disclosure

31.

The Delegation of Australia said that national legislation did not provide for a grace period
in the event of disclosure.

32.

The Delegation of China pointed out that national legislation allowed for a six-month
grace period, but only in a limited number of situations.
(d)

Structure of Period of Protection

33.

The Delegations of Chile and Peru said that protection for an industrial design was
granted in their countries for a single ten-year period.

34.

The Delegation of the United States of America observed that designs were granted
protection in its country for a non-renewable period of 14 years, which would be raised to
15 years once its country implemented the Geneva Act of the Hague Agreement.
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35.

The Delegations of Uruguay and Kyrgyzstan said that industrial designs were registered
for an initial 10-year term from the date of filing, and could be renewed for five more
years.

36.

The Delegation of China said that the term of protection for industrial designs was 10
years. It was not compulsory for applicants to pay annuities on a year-by-year basis,
which meant that an applicant might either make a payment every year or make a
payment covering several years. If the annuities were to be paid once every five years
when the period of protection actually needed for the industrial design was shorter than
five years, the applicant would end up paying more. The mode of payment in China was
therefore more flexible and economical for applicants.

37.

The Delegation of the Russian Federation, pointing out that protection was presently
granted in its country for 15 years, renewable for 10 more years, informed that the new
legislation which was currently under preparation reflected the structure set out in
document SCT/23/5.

38.

The Delegation of Japan said that industrial designs were protected for a maximum of
20 years, subject to the payment of maintenance fees, which could be paid every year or
for several years, up to 20, at the choice of the holder.

39.

The Delegation of Nicaragua said that national legislation provided for a protection of
10 years, renewable for another 10 years.
(e)

40.

Relief Measures

The Representative of OAPI, while agreeing in principle with the text of this common
trend, expressed the view that a distinction should be made concerning the availability or
not of relief measures, depending on the type of procedure and, in particular, on whether
or not failure to comply with a time limit resulted in a total loss of rights.

NO COMMON TREND AT PRESENT
41.

There were no comments on this matter.

42.

The Delegation of Argentina, indicating that photographs were not accepted under
national law, said that the outcome of the discussion should not be a binding instrument.

FUTURE WORK
43.

The Delegation of the United Kingdom, introducing a non-paper on future work on
harmonization of designs law, said that document SCT/23/5 could be viewed as a key
transitional paper, moving from a position where the SCT discussed factual procedures
and differences between countries, to a position where the SCT categorized areas of
convergence and common trends.

44.

The Delegation of Spain, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its Member
States, referred to possible areas of convergence in industrial design law and practice
and considered that efficient and effective design protection was becoming increasingly
important. The Delegation stated that harmonization and simplification of design
registration formalities and procedures would bring significant benefits both to users and
administrations. The European Union and its Member States acknowledged that the SCT
had already carried out substantial and valuable work in relation to industrial design law
and practice and, in particular, made very promising progress in identifying possible
areas of convergence in this field. Therefore, the Delegation, on behalf of the European
Union and its Member States, supported intensifying related discussions in the
Committee with the aim of recommending to the General Assembly the convening of a
diplomatic conference in the biennium 2012-2013, which would consider an international
instrument harmonizing and simplifying design registration formalities and procedures.
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45.

The Delegation of Norway, noting that a Design Law Treaty would be of great benefit for
applicants, designers, trade circles, agents and national offices, expressed support for
the way further indicated in the non-paper by the United Kingdom.

46.

The Delegation of Japan said that it considered important to hold discussions towards
harmonization and that it basically shared the view expressed in the non-paper submitted
by the United Kingdom. The Delegation considered, however, that it was premature to
decide at this stage on the type of instrument that would result from the discussion, and
proposed to continue the discussion based on specific draft articles, without prejudging a
time limit or type of output.

47.

The Delegation of Mexico, noting that it would be beneficial to establish firstly the
minimum elements required for the filing of applications, declared that it would be in a
position to support a proposal to recommend to the General Assembly the convening of a
Diplomatic Conference for the biennium 2012-2013, subject to the Committee attaining
specific progress on the matter.

48.

The Delegation of Morocco said that its country was committed to creating a modern and
flexible legal framework for industrial designs to accompany the implementation of
national strategies relating to, in particular, the promotion of the handicraft industry.
Considering that harmonization of industrial design formalities would contribute to that
strategy, as it would result in a reduction of administrative burdens and an increase of
legal certainty, for the benefit of users, the Delegation declared that it supported the
statement made in the non-paper submitted by the United Kingdom.

49.

The Delegation of Switzerland, expressing its support for the proposal made by the
United Kingdom, stated that it considered it important to continue the discussion on
industrial designs within the SCT.

50.

The Delegation of Uruguay declared that it concurred with the views expressed by the
Delegation of Mexico.

51.

The Delegation of Brazil, supporting the continuation of the discussion on industrial
designs within the SCT, stated that it considered it to be premature to convene a
Diplomatic Conference at this stage.

52.

The Delegation of the United States of America, considering that additional work was
required, expressed support for the continuation of the work on industrial designs. The
Delegation was of the view that, although it was premature to decide what would be the
outcome of the discussion, it would be reasonable to recommend to the General
Assembly to allocate funds for a Diplomatic Conference in the budget for the
biennium 2012-2013.

53.

The Delegation of China stated that some issues, although seemingly formal, might
involve substantive issues, for instance dotted or stippled lines in relation to the protected
subject matter. It further stated that China hoped that the meetings of the SCT could
discuss in greater depth the “Possible Areas of Convergence” and the “Common Trends”
and that China was willing to participate actively in discussions and studies in this regard.

54.

The Delegation of Brazil declared that, at this stage, it did not support recommending to
the General Assembly the allocation of funds for a Diplomatic Conference in the budget
of the biennium 2012-2013.

55.

The Delegation of Germany said that it could be advantageous to allocate funds for the
convening of a Diplomatic Conference in the budget of the biennium 2012-2013. Such
funds would thus be already available, should progress be achieved by the SCT.

56.

The Delegation of the Russian Federation said that it considered document SCT/23/5 to
be a good basis for an international instrument, the type of which could be decided later.
The Delegation further said that, in its view, the type of instrument could be an
international agreement similar to those existing in the sphere of patents and trademarks.

SCT/23/7
page 7
57.

The Representative of MARQUES introduced a submission to the SCT on possible areas
of convergence in industrial design law and practice. The Representative pointed out that
the submission presented to the SCT reflected the input of different groups of users, from
frequent filers to occasional users. The Representative further highlighted some recent
changes in society which were particularly relevant to the filing of industrial designs on
the international level, such as market internationalization, rapid development of new
products, instant communication, development of exact reproduction technology without
loss of clarity and the global economic crisis. Those changes explained the interest of
users for more simplified and cost-effective formalities to file on the international level.

58.

Referring to the common trends set out in document SCT/23/5, the Representative
highlighted, in particular, the importance of keeping filing-date requirements to a
minimum, as the failure to obtain a filing date in a design application could lead to an
irrevocable loss of rights. Provision for, and harmonization of, deferment and grace
periods were also important for users. With respect to the structure of the period of
protection, the Representative pointed out that many products developed very quickly
and had a short life cycle. For those products, long periods of protection for a single fee
covering the entire period were less attractive. Finally, pointing out that modern
reproduction technology rendered unnecessary the use of specimens, the Representative
said that the issue of specimens did not agitate users.

59.

The Representative of ECTA stated that ECTA fully agreed with the document presented
by MARQUES, without prejudice of producing its own position document in the future.
The Representative further expressed the full agreement of ECTA with the non-paper
submitted by the Delegation of the United Kingdom.
60.

The Chair concluded that all delegations attached great importance to the work of
the SCT on possible convergences in the industrial design law and practice of
Member States and that the SCT supported the advancement of that work. To that
effect, the Secretariat was requested to prepare a revised working document, for
th
consideration and future work of the SCT at its 24 session, taking into account the
conclusions presented in document SCT/23/5, as well as the comments made by
delegations at the twenty-third session of the SCT.

DIGITAL ACCESS SERVICE FOR PRIORITY DOCUMENTS
61.

The Delegation of the United States of America, pointing out that extension of the “Digital
Access Service for Priority Documents” (“DAS”) to trademarks and designs would be
beneficial for users in terms of time and money, expressed support for such extension
and requested the Secretariat to provide information, at the next session of the SCT, on
the status of the project to establish it.

62.

The Delegations of the United Kingdom and Switzerland, as well as the Representative of
FICPI, expressed their interest for an extension of the “DAS” to trademarks and designs,
and supported the request made by the Delegation of the United States of America for an
update on the state of the project on such extension at the next session of the SCT.
63.

The Chair noted that the Secretariat was requested to make a presentation at the
next session of the SCT concerning the current state of work on the WIPO Digital
Access Service for Priority Documents for industrial designs and trademarks.
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Agenda Item 6: Trademarks
GROUNDS FOR REFUSAL OF ALL TYPES OF MARKS
64.

Discussion was based on document SCT/23/2.

65.

The Delegation of Uruguay requested that in the Spanish version of Annex I of
document SCT/23/2 the following clarifications be made. In paragraph 6, the phrase
“esté desprovista de carácter descriptivo” should be changed for “tenga carácter
descriptivo” and in paragraph 8, second sentence; the phrase “de carácter descriptivo, de
carácter genérico y de carácter engañoso” be changed for “o la presencia de carácter
descriptivo, genérico o engañoso”.

66.

The Delegation of the Russian Federation requested that the document include examples
of scent marks that are not descriptive. The Delegation felt that some examples
presented in the document did not represent the practice of the Russian Federation and
suggested that other examples included in that delegation’s submission be included in
the document.

67.

The Delegation of Germany expressed support for the proposal to publish
document SCT/23/2 as a SCT reference document. The Delegation noted that some of
the examples presented in the document did not represent the practice of Germany
either, but it understood that this was mainly due to the legislation applying in different
jurisdictions. As stated in paragraph 73 of Annex I, document SCT/23/2 cannot serve as
a reference for addressing specific issues in particular jurisdictions. The Delegation
requested that this paragraph be inserted in a more prominent part of the document.

68.

The Delegation of the United States of America believed that document SCT/23/2 was
ready for publication and noted that the document would be useful in illustrating different
practices around the world. The United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO)
would use this document as reference material for the examination training classes
conducted at the USPTO. In response to the question raised by the Delegation of the
Russian Federation, regarding an example of scent mark registered by the USPTO, the
Delegation pointed out that with regard to the application of a scent mark, two different
analyses were made: firstly as to the distinctiveness of the sign and secondly as to the
functionality of the sign. Applicants were required to show that the mark was distinctive
and not functional with regard to the goods or services for which it was applied.
Supporting evidence to be submitted could consist of affidavits, surveys, and proof of use
in commerce.

69.

The Delegation of Brazil noted that the examples submitted by its Office and presented in
paragraphs 49, 50, 61 and 64 of document SCT/23/2 were hypothetical and not actual
applications submitted or registrations accepted by that Office. The examples were
meant to explain how those particular grounds for refusal would apply in Brazil, and
asked the Secretariat to clarify this point in the final version of the document prior to
publication.

70.

The Delegation of Montenegro noted that only a few examples were included in the
document in relation to bad faith as a ground for refusal. In the view of the Delegation,
the lack of an international definition of bad faith was an area of concern and it would be
helpful to provide elements of that definition to assist national administrations and courts.

71.

The Delegation of Ecuador drew the attention of the Standing Committee to
paragraphs 62 and 63 of the document and noted that according to the Andean
Community legislation a mark that consists of or includes copyrighted material can be
registered if it does not cause confusion in the market. As a practical example of the
application of Andean Community law, the Delegation noted that the trademark
“Terminator” had been registered and used for medicines. In such a case, the Andean
Court of Justice determined that the consumer could not be confused between the
trademark and the character protected by copyright.
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72.

The Delegation of Spain considered that the document was complete and well illustrated
with examples. The Delegation informed the Standing Committee that the following
trademark applications were refused in relation to sunglasses and jewelry, because the
graphical elements used on the words were considered identical to those of the famous
brands “Chanel” and “Dolce & Gabbana”.

73.

The Delegation of Slovenia noted that the document provided an overview of the grounds
for refusal most commonly found in the trademark legislation of SCT Members. The
Delegation considered that the document was ready for publication although grounds for
refusal which were not common to all SCT Members were not discussed.

74.

The Delegations of Australia, Brazil, Germany, Japan, Mexico, Nicaragua, Norway and
the Russian Federation supported the notion that document SCT/23/2 be published as a
SCT reference document, taking into account all comments made by delegations at this
session. The document would provide useful insight to IP owners, professionals and
researchers about how various jurisdictions consider different aspects of trademark
protection.

75.

While supporting the suggestion made by the preceding delegations, the Representative
of OAPI added that it would be useful to update the document in the future.

76.

The Delegation of Kyrgyzstan suggested that the document be published in all six
working languages of WIPO.
77.

The Chair concluded that the Secretariat was requested to finalize
document SCT/23/2 on grounds for refusal of all types of marks, by taking into
account the comments made by delegations during the session, and to publish it
as a reference document.

TECHNICAL AND PROCEDURAL ASPECTS RELATING TO THE REGISTRATION OF
CERTIFICATION AND COLLECTIVE MARKS
78.

Discussion was based on document SCT/23/3.

79.

The Delegation of Australia, supported by the Delegations of Brazil and Spain stated that
in its current form, the document was comprehensive and informative, and it should be
published on the WIPO Website for future reference purposes.

80.

The Delegation of the Russian Federation noted that, while it also supported the
publication of the document for reference purposes, it still wished to request that two
additional clarifications be inserted in the document. Firstly, the Delegation pointed out
that paragraph 22 of document SCT/23/3 referred to the distinguishing character of a
mark and the possibility that signs, which may serve in trade to designate the
geographical origin of the products or services may, as an exception to the usual grounds
for refusal of ordinary marks, be granted as collective and certification marks. In that
context, it did not seem appropriate to include in footnote number 24 to that paragraph, a
reference to legislation in the Russian Federation allowing the transformation of a
collective mark into an individual mark and vice versa. The Delegation believed that a
new paragraph should be added after paragraph 12 in the section dealing with collective
marks in national systems, reflecting this specific feature of national legislation which was
described in the second submission of the Russian Federation.

81.

Secondly, and in relation to paragraphs 55 and 56 of document SCT/23/3, concerning
licensing and assignment of collective and certification marks, the Delegation declared
that in the Russian Federation, national law contains a prohibition to grant licenses in
respect of collective marks, as this leads to confusion about the nature of the products
covered by the mark. In fact, if a product meets all the requirements stated in the
regulations, the mark holder may authorize the producer to use the collective mark, but
not on the basis of a license. According to national legislation, the assignment of a
collective mark to any other person is forbidden.
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82.

The Chair concluded that the Secretariat was requested to finalize
document SCT/23/3 on Technical and Procedural Aspects Relating to the
Registration of Certification and Collective Marks, by taking into account the
comments made by delegations during the session, and to publish it as a reference
document.

PROTECTION OF NAMES OF STATES
83.

Discussion was based on document SCT/23/4.

84.

The Delegation of Switzerland requested that two sub-questions be added in question 1
as follows: “excluded from registration as trademark for goods if they can be considered
as incorrect in respect of the origin of the products for which registration is sought” and
“excluded from registration as trademark for goods for other reasons; if yes, specify the
reasons”. The Delegation also suggested that the choice “not applicable” be removed as
it was uncertain how the answers to that question would be interpreted. Moreover, the
Delegation proposed the addition of two sub-questions in question 2: “excluded from
registration as trademark for services if they can be considered incorrect as to the origin
of the services for which registration is sought” and “excluded from registration as
trademark for services for other reasons; if yes, specify the reasons”. In respect of
questions 3 and 4, the Delegation noted that the idea of a possible conflict between a
State name and a trademark for goods or for services was not clear and therefore
suggested the following reformulation of the introductory sentences in those questions to
read: “If the name of a State is excluded from registration as trademark…”. In addition,
the Delegation proposed to add a sub-question to questions 3 and 4: “if the answer to
the sub-question above is in the affirmative, can this ground be raised independently from
other grounds or only together with other grounds?”. Finally, and for the sake of
coherence with questions 1 and 2, the Delegation requested that question 6 be
reformulated to read: “if under the applicable legislation, names of States are generally
excluded from registration as trademark for goods and/or services, are there any
exceptions to such exclusion? If yes, specify”.

85.
The Delegation of France said that national legislation did not provide for any particular
regime for the protection of names of States because it protected them as other geographical
references and names. The Delegation indicated that recent decisions of the Court of Appeal of
Paris approved refusals by the national Office of denominations using an English translation of
“Morocco”, for being easily understandable by the French public and therefore not being
distinctive for the products concerned, since Morocco is renowned for the production of products
like leather and jewels. If the products concerned did not actually come from Morocco, the
denominations could be deceptive for the consumers. Finally, the Delegation requested a
modification of the French version of sub-question 4 in question 2, to read “excluded from
registration as a trademark if they otherwise lack any distinctive character”.
86.

The Delegation of Peru suggested the following changes affecting the Spanish version of
the document. In question 2 sub-questions number 3 and 4, second line, the term
“productos” should be replaced by “servicios”. In addition, the Delegation requested
adding the word “o nulidad” next to “cancelación” in sub-question 4 of questions 3 and 4,
to reflect those systems that provide for invalidation, such as the Andean Community
legislation.

87.

The Delegation of Spain stated that, provisionally, and in view of the absence of legal
provisions in its jurisdiction, the term “Spain” could be registered as a trademark when it
formed part of a verbal or graphic group which is sufficiently characteristic and distinctive
if it does not deceive the public or suggests a guarantee or an official recognition of which
it lacks, and could never be registrable in isolation.
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88.

The Delegation of Ukraine suggested including historical names of States in the general
part of the questionnaire, as well as taking into account international country codes.

89.

The Representative of INTA suggested amending the last part of question 5 so that it
would read “the goods and/or services on or in connection with the trademark…”.
Moreover, he supported the view of the Delegation of Switzerland concerning the
indication “non applicable”, in particular in question 1, and suggested that the SCT review
whether that option was pertinent in each case.

90.

The Delegation of China said that national legislation excluded not only the registration of
names of States as trademarks but also the registration of marks connected with or
including names of States. The Delegation suggested that a question reflecting this
absolute prohibition be included in the questionnaire.

91.

The Representative of INTA expressed the view that some of the changes requested in
the first part of the questionnaire would have to apply to the second part as well. He
noted in particular that in the first part of the questionnaire the wording “is excluded from”
was used, while in the second part the wording used was “protected against”. In addition,
question 12 should specify that it referred to the use of names “as trademarks”.

92.

The Delegation of Jamaica recommended including in question 10 the possibility to
specify exceptions.

93.

The Secretariat noted that, as requested by the Standing Committee, the option “non
applicable” would be removed. A reference to the historical names of States would be
added in footnote number 1. Regarding country codes it seemed that these were often
seen as an abbreviation of State names, and were therefore covered by that concept.

94.

The Delegation of the United States of America suggested reviewing the draft
questionnaire on the basis of the interventions made during the current session and
presenting it back to the Standing Committee for approval.

95.

The Chair proposed that the questionnaire be finalized and circulated by July 15 and that
replies be submitted to the Secretariat before September 15, 2010. A compilation of the
replies would be presented to the twenty-fourth session of the SCT.

96.

The Delegation of Jamaica agreed with the proposed timelines and expressed the view
that the outcome of that process should not prejudge the continuation of the discussion
on the possible need to amend Article 6ter of the Paris Convention, or a negotiation of a
multilateral treaty protecting names of States.

97.

The Delegation of Barbados thanked the Secretariat for preparing the revised Draft
Questionnaire Concerning the Protection of Names of States against Registration and
Use as Trademarks. The Delegation noted that using country names without the
authorization of the country concerned as trademarks on products which bore no relation
to the country in which the products were manufactured was a matter that affected not
only developed countries, but developing as well. Indeed such use was particularly
detrimental to some small island developing states with small economies such as
Barbados. Barbados faced challenges, such as the high cost of labor and the lack of
economies of scale which rendered manufactured products uncompetitive both at home
and abroad. Manufacturers had to therefore rely on Barbados’ reputation as a tourist
destination which produces good quality products to facilitate the sale of their products.

98.

The Delegation indicated that Barbados’ economy was based on vulnerable sectors and
the need to diversify was clear. The tourism sector, Barbados’ main foreign exchange
earner, was highly susceptible to natural disasters and other climate change impacts in
the region, airline decisions, international security issues, the changing tastes of tourists
and possible pandemics. The existence and operation of the international business
sector was largely dependent on decisions taken by major developed countries. More
reliance had to be placed on the manufacturing sector notwithstanding the challenges
that Barbados faced as a small economy. It was therefore important for Barbados to use
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IP as a tool for economic development. To this end the Barbados Government continued
to encourage persons to produce and to brand their products and to export these
products. The trademark on these products could consist of the Barbados name as an
element thereof.
99.

The efforts of the Barbados Government to use IP as a tool for economic development
were being undermined by the use of the Barbados name by manufacturers in countries
with more favorable economic conditions. Such manufacturers were branding their
products with trademarks that consisted of the Barbados name. In one country, for
example, a product called “Barbados Tender Calming Care – Delicate Oily Skin Balm”
was advertised as the flagship product of the corporation. From the website of this
corporation it appeared that the word “Barbados” was registered. The use of the
Barbados name in this and other ways might, amongst other things, make it difficult, if not
impossible, for Barbadians to have products of the same class registered in the country in
which the trade mark is registered or is recognized as a well-known mark.

100.

The Delegation said that there were a number of things that WIPO Member States could
do to assist Small Island Developing States with small economies such as Barbados for
whom the country name was part of the manufacturers’ trademark and who would like the
use of their country names to be subject to authorization of a competent authority in their
country. In the report of the twenty-first session of the SCT, Jamaica suggested and
some WIPO Member States supported amending Article 6ter of the Paris Convention.
Others were reluctant to amend this article on the basis that a large number of
trademarks already contained the names of countries as elements of those trademarks
and any amendment could create legal uncertainty with respect to the validity of those
marks. This concern could be addressed by providing that any solution to be arrived at
could be prospective in nature rather than retrospective.

101.

Other reasons advanced for not wanting to amend Article 6ter included that provisions
already existed in the Paris Convention and the TRIPS Agreement dealing with this issue.
These provisions did not specifically provide that country names could not be registered
as elements of a trademark without the authorization of the country concerned. Indeed
Article 6quinquies B(2) spoke to the denial of registration where the trademark consisted
exclusively of signs or indications that might serve in trade to designate the place of
origin. It did not deal with the situation where the country name was but one element of
the trademark. Further, this Article seemed to deal with cases where the product had
been produced in the country whose name was on the product. As in the case of signs
which were devoid of distinctive character, this provision spoke to marks which simply
indicated the true origin of the good. It was these marks that might be denied
registration.

102.

With respect to the argument that the TRIPS Agreement, a minimum standards
agreement, already contained provisions dealing with this issue, the Delegation was of a
different view. Its view was that with respect to goods other than wines and spirits the
TRIPS Agreement spoke to a situation where the mark was misleading and not to the use
of the mark without the authorization of the country concerned. The costs of proving that
marks were misleading were prohibitive for a number of small economies. More
noteworthy, however, was that the TRIPS Agreement authorized the use of country
names, and Jamaica’s proposal as the delegation understood it was for there to be a
prohibition on the use of country names without the authorization of the competent
authority of the country concerned.

103.

Another reason offered for not wanting to amend Article 6ter to prohibit the use of country
names was that such a prohibition would go beyond the original intent of this provision.
The Delegation did not agree with this view as the rationale for protecting the names of
international organizations in Article 6ter could be applied to country names. The
Delegation remained however, flexible and was willing to consider a solution based on
another article of the Paris Convention should that be acceptable to all Member States.
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104.

Still another reason advanced was that this issue of the use of a country name was
covered under the law against unfair competition. In this regard, the Delegation wished
to point out that in the absence of an explicit provision at the international level stating
that the use of country names without authorization from the competent authority in the
country in question was deemed to be unfair competition and therefore prohibited, the law
on unfair competition would not provide a practical and workable solution. The reason
was that small manufacturers in Barbados who relied on the Barbados name for the sale
of their products and the Barbados Government simply did not have the resources to
challenge the large manufacturers in other countries who used their country name to
facilitate the sale of their products.

105.

It had also been stated in the report of SCT/21 that an amendment of Article 6ter
requiring permissions from national authorities would create bureaucratic procedures and
obstruct free trade of products. In this regard, the Delegation wished to state that
bureaucratic procedures which obstruct the free trade of products being marketed under
the Barbados name without the approval of a competent authority in Barbados would in
fact be a welcomed safeguard to prevent the misappropriate use of the Barbados name
by persons who had no connection to Barbados but used the name to the detriment of
Barbadian manufacturers. Members had also stated that in their countries registration of
designations containing an indication of geographical origin could be refused if such were
misleading. Provisions which authorized the use of country names except where such
use was misleading would in effect authorize countries to use the name of Barbados
regardless of whether that use was misleading given that Barbadian manufacturers and
the Barbados Government did not have the necessary resources to challenge each and
every trademark which consisted of the Barbados name and was misleading in nature.

106.

The Delegation of Barbados was aware that the issue before the SCT concerned the
approval of the questionnaire; however, it wished to make some preliminary comments
on what it considered to be possible next steps following receipt of the responses to the
questionnaire. The Delegation noted that WIPO’s Program and Budget 1998-99,
contained in document WO/BC/18/2, recognized the need to review all the options
available for the progressive development of international intellectual property law to
ensure that the interests of Member States were served in a timely, flexible and effective
manner. While noting that the binding character of a treaty gives its signatories the
strongest guarantees as to the implementation of its subject matter, the document stated
that the WIPO General Assembly (or another Assembly) could adopt a resolution
recommending that Member States implement certain principles and rules, that the
recommendation in question created no legal obligation for any country, but following
such a recommendation would produce practical benefits. Quite rightly it was stated that
the various approaches, for example adopting a resolution containing a recommendation
and/or negotiating a treaty, would not necessarily exclude each other.

107.

The Delegation of Barbados saw a Joint Recommendation of both the Paris Union
Assembly and the WIPO General Assembly, prohibiting the use of country names without
the authorization of the country concerned as a possible next step to address this issue
which affected various countries, particularly small economies like Barbados. The
Delegation said that it would develop this proposal at the appropriate time.

108.

The Delegation of Barbados supported the approval of the questionnaire on the
understanding that the questionnaire was not an end in itself but a means to an end. The
Delegation looked forward to discussing the next steps in detail in the SCT once the
questionnaire would be approved and the responses received. As the issue of protecting
country names from being used without authorization was of importance to a number of
small economies, it looked forward to this matter being placed on the agenda of the SCT
until a solution which would address its concerns was found. This solution could be a
carve-out for Small Island Developing States, small economies, developing countries
taking into account their special circumstances or could apply to all countries.
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109.

The Delegation of Mexico, supported by the Delegations of Australia, Barbados, Brazil,
Jamaica, Switzerland, the United States of America and the Representative of OAPI
stated that, since some of the proposed amendments affected the content of the draft
questionnaire, the document would need to be approved by the Committee at the current
session.

110.

As requested by the Standing Committee, the Secretariat presented an informal
document on the next day of the meeting containing a redrafted questionnaire in the three
working languages.

111.

The Delegation of Mexico requested that, in the Spanish version of question 1, the term
“inexacto” be replaced by “incorrecto”.

112.

In reply to a request for clarification made by the Delegation of Peru, the Secretariat
explained that the term “incorrect” had been introduced following a request by the
Delegation of Switzerland.

113.

The Delegation of Switzerland explained that the term incorrect had been proposed to
take into account grounds of refusal that would go beyond deception.

114.

The Delegations of Australia, Spain and Uruguay agreed with the use of the term
“incorrect” in this context.
115.

The Chair concluded that, following the adoption of the draft questionnaire by the
Committee, the questionnaire would be circulated to Member States with
September 15, 2010, as the deadline for returns. The Secretariat was requested
to compile the returns to the questionnaire and to present that compilation as a
working document for the next session of the SCT.

TRADEMARKS AND INTERNET
116.

The Chair, noting that the SCT had finished work on two out of three trademark-related
items on its Agenda, suggested that the SCT give consideration to work on a new item
concerning trademarks, namely trademarks and the Internet. In particular, he indicated
that work on that issue could be initiated at the next session of the SCT on the basis of a
background document to be prepared by the Secretariat and summarizing past and
current developments in that area, in particular, the WIPO Joint Recommendation
Concerning Provisions on the Protection of Marks, and Other Industrial Property Rights in
Signs, on the Internet, and recent developments within ICANN on domain name issues.
SCT members and observers were invited to present their contribution to that work to the
Secretariat by September 15, 2010.

117.

The Delegations of Australia, Brazil, China, Jamaica, Mexico, Morocco, Spain, Ukraine,
Uruguay, the United Kingdom, and the Representative of FICPI supported the proposal
made by the Chair.

118.

The Delegation of the United States of America, supported by the Delegation of Romania
and the Representative of OAPI suggested that the work to be carried out by the
Secretariat include the issue of top level domain names.
119.

Noting that a large number of delegations supported his suggestion, the Chair
concluded that it was agreed by the SCT.
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Agenda Item 7: Geographical Indications
120.

The Chair recalled that the Summary by the Chair of the twenty-second session of the
SCT had noted that delegations would be given an opportunity to express their opinions,
at the present session, as to whether they wished to pursue work under that agenda item
on the basis of a specific working document.

121.

The Delegation of Uruguay supported the proposal by the Chair to pursue work on the
basis of a specific working document prepared by the Secretariat.

122.

The Delegation of Switzerland, supported by the Delegations of France and Slovenia,
expressed concern regarding a possible dispersion of the work of the SCT, and said that
it reserved its position on the proposal made by the Chair.

123.

The Delegation of OAPI expressed the view that all proposed topics could be addressed
concurrently by the SCT, through the creation of working groups.

124.

The Delegation of the European Union, considering that work on industrial designs was a
matter of priority and that trademarks and the Internet was a vast topic, declared that it
agreed with the Delegation of Switzerland.

125.

The Delegation of Spain stated that it would prefer focusing on trademarks and the
Internet as a new topic, instead of initiating work on two new topics.

126.

Indicating that it did not support breaking down into working groups, the Delegation of
Australia stated that priority should be given to moving forward the work on industrial
designs, as well as to work on trademarks and the Internet.

127.

The Delegations of Germany and the United Kingdom concurred with the views
expressed by the Delegation of the European Union.

128.

The Delegation of Nicaragua, highlighting the importance of the subject, expressed the
view that the question of geographical indications should be discussed by the committee.

129.

The Delegation of the Russian Federation, observing that several documents on
geographical indications had already been discussed by the Committee and that a
significant number of questions remained to be resolved, pointed out that a general
method for the examination of this topic should be adopted, prior to preparing any further
document.
130. Having noted the concerns as expressed by a number of delegations over the
workload of the SCT as well as the priorities that they wished to accord to work on
industrial designs, names of States and trademarks and the Internet, the Chair
concluded that the item on geographical indications would remain on the agenda
for the next session of the SCT, at which moment delegations might wish to revisit
this issue.

[Annexes follow]
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SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR
adopted by the Committee

Agenda Item 1: Opening of the Session
1.

Ms. Binying Wang, Deputy Director General, opened the twenty-third session of the
Standing Committee on the Law of Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical
Indications (SCT) and welcomed the participants on behalf of the Director General.

2.

Mr. Marcus Höpperger (WIPO) acted as Secretary to the SCT.

Agenda Item 2: Election of a Chair and two Vice-Chairs
3.

Mr. Adil El Maliki (Morocco) was elected Chair and Mr. Imre Gonda (Hungary) and
Mr. Joseph Kahwagi Rage (Mexico) were elected Vice-Chairs of the Committee.

Agenda Item 3: Adoption of the Agenda
4.

The SCT adopted the Draft Agenda (document SCT/23/1 Prov.) without modifications.
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Agenda Item 4: Adoption of the Revised Draft Report of the Twenty-Second Session
5.

Discussion was based on document SCT/22/9 Prov.2.

6.

The SCT adopted the Revised Draft Report of the twenty-second session based on
document SCT/22/9 Prov.2, with modifications to paragraphs 126, 127, 143 and 213 as
requested by the Representative of INTA.

Agenda Item 5: Industrial Designs

Possible Areas of Convergence in Industrial Design Law and Practice
7.

Discussion was based on document SCT/23/5.

8.

The SCT considered document SCT/23/5 in detail.

9.

The SCT took note of a non-paper originally circulated by the Delegation of the United
Kingdom and presented by the European Union and its member States, and of a
contribution presented by the Representative of MARQUES.

10.

The Chair concluded that all delegations attached great importance to the work of the
SCT on possible convergences in the industrial design law and practice of Member
States and that the SCT supported the advancement of that work. To that effect, the
Secretariat was requested to prepare a revised working document, for consideration and
future work in this area by the SCT at its twenty-fourth session, taking into account the
conclusions presented in document SCT/23/5, as well as the comments made by
delegations at the twenty-third session of the SCT.

Agenda Item 6: Trademarks

GROUNDS FOR REFUSAL OF ALL TYPES OF MARKS
11.

Discussion was based on document SCT/23/2.

12.

A number of delegations underlined the importance of this document as a body of
reference for their trademark administrations and users.

13.

The Chair concluded that the Secretariat was requested to finalize document SCT/23/2
on grounds for refusal of all types of marks, by taking into account the comments made
by delegations during the session, and to publish it as a reference document in all six
official languages.

TECHNICAL AND PROCEDURAL ASPECTS RELATING TO THE REGISTRATION OF
CERTIFICATION AND COLLECTIVE MARKS
14.

Discussion was based on document SCT/23/3.

15.

The Chair concluded that the Secretariat was requested to finalize document SCT/23/3
on technical and procedural aspects relating to the registration of certification and
collective marks, by taking into account the comments made by delegations during the
session, and to publish it as a reference document.
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PROTECTION OF NAMES OF STATES
16.

Discussion was based on document SCT/23/4.

17.

A number of delegations and representatives of observer organizations made drafting
suggestions to the draft questionnaire, which were incorporated by the Secretariat and
presented to the Committee in the form of an unofficial document. Following the adoption
of the draft questionnaire by the Committee, the Chair concluded that the questionnaire
would be circulated to Member States with September 15, 2010, as the deadline for
returns. The Secretariat was requested to compile the returns to the questionnaire and to
present that compilation as a working document for the next session of the SCT.

TRADEMARKS AND INTERNET
18.

The Chair, noting that the SCT had finished work on two out of three trademark-related
items on its Agenda, suggested that the SCT give consideration to work on a new item
concerning trademarks, namely trademarks and the Internet. In particular, he indicated
that work on that issue could be initiated at the next session of the SCT on the basis of a
background document to be prepared by the Secretariat and summarizing past and
current developments in that area, in particular, the WIPO Joint Recommendation
Concerning Provisions on the Protection of Marks, and Other Industrial Property Rights in
Signs, on the Internet, and recent developments within ICANN on domain name issues.
SCT members and observers were invited to present their contribution to that work to the
Secretariat by September 15, 2010.

19.

Noting that a large number of delegations supported his suggestion, the Chair concluded
that it was agreed by the SCT.

Agenda Item 7: Geographical Indications
20.

The Chair recalled that the Summary by the Chair of the twenty-second session of the
SCT had noted that delegations would be given an opportunity to express their opinions,
at the present session, whether they wished to pursue work under that agenda item on
the basis of a specific working document.

21.

Having noted the concerns as expressed by a number of delegations over the workload
of the SCT as well as the priorities that they wished to accord to work on industrial
designs, names of States and trademarks and the Internet, the Chair concluded that the
item on geographical indications would remain on the agenda for the next session of the
SCT, at which moment delegations might wish to revisit this issue.

Digital Access Service for Priority Documents
22.

The Chair noted that the Secretariat was requested to make a presentation at the next
session of the SCT concerning the current state of work on the WIPO Digital Access
Service for Priority Documents for industrial designs and trademarks.

Twenty-Fourth Session of the Standing Committee on the Law of Trademarks, Industrial Designs
and Geographical Indications (SCT/24)
23.

The Chair announced the week from November 1 to 5, 2010, as tentative dates for
SCT/24.
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Agenda Item 8: Summary by the Chair
24.

The SCT approved the Summary by the Chair as contained in the present document.

Agenda Item 9: Closing of the session
25.

The Chair closed the session on July 2, 2010.

[Annex II follows]
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Office (IPTO), Department for Enterprise and Internationalization, Ministry of Economic
Development, Rome
<sante.paparo@sviluppoeconomico.gov.it>
Daniela A. R. CAROSI (Mrs.), XII Division, Designs and Models, European and International
Patents, General Directorate for the Fight Against Counterfeiting, Italian Patent and Trademark
Office (IPTO), Department for Enterprise and Internationalization, Ministry of Economic
Development, Rome
<daniela.carosi@sviluppoeconomico.gov.it>
JAMAÏQUE/JAMAICA
Kai-Saran DAVIS (Miss), Manager, Trademarks Division, Jamaica Intellectual Property
Office (JIPO), Kingston
<kai-saran.davis@jipo.gov.jm>
JAPON/JAPAN
Kazuyuki TAKANO, Deputy Director, International Affairs Division, General Affairs Department,
Japan Patent Office (JPO), Tokyo
<takano-kazuyuki@jpo.go.jp>
Masashi OMINE, Deputy Director, Design Division, Trademark, Design and Administrative Affairs
Department, Japan Patent Office (JPO), Tokyo
<omine-masahi@jpo.go.jp>
Kazuhiro KIMURA, Deputy Director, Trademark Division, Trademark, Design and Administrative
Affairs Department, Japan Patent Office (JPO), Tokyo
<kimura-kazuhiro@jpo.go.jp>
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JORDANIE/JORDAN
Khaled M. A. ARABEYYAT, Director, Industrial Property Protection Directorate, Ministry of
Industry and Trade, Amman
<khled.a@mit.gov.jo>
KAZAKHSTAN
Maksat MUSSAPIRBEKOV, Expert, Department for Realization of the State Policy Industrial
Property, Committee for Intellectual Property Rights, Ministry of Justice, Astana
KIRGHIZISTAN/KYRGYZSTAN
Abdikalil TOKOEV, Head, Examination Department, State Intellectual Property Service, Bishkek
<inter@patent.kg>
LESOTHO
Sentsuoe N. MOHAU (Mrs.), Registrar General, Ministry of Law and Constitutional Affairs,
Maseru
<sentsuoemohau@yahoo.co.uk>
LETTONIE/LATVIA
Dace LIBERTE (Ms.), Director, Trademarks and Industrial Designs Department, Patent Office of
the Republic of Latvia, Riga
<dace.liberte@lrpv.gov.lv>
LITUANIE/LITHUANIA
Digna ZINKEVIČIENÉ (Ms.), Head, Trademarks and Designs Division, State Patent Bureau of the
Republic of Lithuania, Vilnius
<d.zinkeviciene@vpb.gov.lt>
MADAGASCAR
Nirina RASOANAIVO, Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
MALI
Mamadou DOUCOURE, directeur du Centre malien de la propriété intellectuelle (CEMAPI),
Bamako
<doukdouc@yahoo.fr>
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MAROC/MOROCCO
Adil EL MALIKI, directeur général de l’Office marocain de la propriété industrielle et commerciale,
Casablanca
<adil.elmaliki@ompic.org.ma>
Karima FARAH (Mme), chef du Département des marques, Office marocain de la propriété
industrielle et commerciale, Casablanca
<farah@ompic.org.ma>
Mohamed EL MHAMDI, conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève
<elmhamdi@mission-maroc.ch>
MEXIQUE/MEXICO
Joseph KAHWAGI RAGE, Director Divisional de Marcas, Instituto Mexicano de la Propiedad
Industrial (IMPI), México
<jkahwagi@impi.gob.mx>
José Alberto MONJARÁS OSORIO, Subdirector Divisional de Servicios Legales Regístrales e
Indicaciones Geográficas, Instituto Mexicano de la Propiedad Industrial (IMPI), México
<amonjaras@impi.gob.mx>
Ana María VALLADOLID DÍAZ (Sra.), Subdirectora Divisional de Procesos de Propiedad
Industrial, Instituto Mexicano de la Propiedad Industrial (IMPI), México
<avalladolid@impi.gob.mx>
MONTÉNÉGRO/MONTENEGRO
Dusanka PEROVIĆ (Mrs.), Deputy Director, Intellectual Property Office of Montenegro, Podgorica
<dusankaperovic@gmail.com>
MYANMAR
HTITE Yamin (Miss), Assistant Director, Intellectual Property Section, Ministry of Science and
Technology, Nay Pyi Taw
<most22@myanmar.com.mm> <ht.yamin@gmail.com>
NICARAGUA
Julio César PARAJÓN RODRÍGUEZ, Director de Marcas y Otros Signos Distintivos, Ministerio de
Fomento, Industria y Comercio (MIFIC), Managua
<j.parajon@mific.gdo.ni>
NORVÈGE/NORWAY
Solvår Winnie FINNANGER (Ms.), Senior Legal Advisor, Design and Trademark Department,
Norwegian Industrial Property Office, Oslo
<swf@patentstyret.no>
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OMAN
Muna MOHAMMED AL-WAHAIBI (Miss), Trademark Examiner, Ministry of Commerce and
Industry, Muscat
<muna1677@hotmail.com>
PÉROU/PERU
Hugo Fernando GONZÁLEZ CODA, Vice-Presidente de la Comisión de Signos Distintivos,
Instituto Nacional de Defensa de la Competencia y de la Protección de la Propiedad
Intelectual (INDECOPI), Lima
<hgonzalez@indecopi.gob.pe>
Giancarlo LEÓN COLLAZOS, Segundo Secretario, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
POLOGNE/POLAND
Marta Donata CZYŻ (Mrs.), Director, Trademark Department, Patent Office of the Republic of
Poland, Warsaw
<mczyz@uprp.pl>
Andrzej SZCZEPEK, Expert, Trademark Department, Patent Office of the Republic of Poland,
Warsaw
<aszczepek@uprp.pl>
PORTUGAL
Luís Miguel SERRADAS TAVARES, Legal Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
<legal@missionportugal.ch>
QATAR
Ahmed Yusef AL-JUFAIRI, Director, Trademarks Department, Ministry of Business and Trade,
Doha
<ajufairi@mbc.gov.qa>
Fatima Mohamed AL KHAYAREN (Mrs.), Administrative Researcher Affairs, Ministry of Business
and Trade, Doha
<falkayaren@mbc.gov.qa>
RÉPUBLIQUE ARABE SYRIENNE/SYRIAN ARAB REPUBLIC
Hiam DIAB (Miss), Head, International Registration of Marks Section, Directorate of Commercial
and Industrial Property Protection (DCIP), Ministry of Economy and Trade, Damascus
<ipri@syrecon.org>
RÉPUBLIQUE DE CORÉE/REPUBLIC OF KOREA
PARK Min Jung, Judge, Patent Court of Korea, Daejeon
<seohyeon21@hanmail.net>
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RÉPUBLIQUE DÉMOCRATIQUE POPULAIRE LAO/LAO PEOPLE’S DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC
Souligna SISOMNUCK (Miss), Senior Trademark Examiner, National Authority for Science and
Technology (NAST), Department of Intellectual Property Standardization and Metrology,
Vientiane
<sisomnuck_ligna@yahoo.com>
RÉPUBLIQUE DE MOLDOVA/REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA
Victoria BLIUC (Mrs.), Director, Trademark and Industrial Design Department, State Agency on
Intellectual Property (AGEPI), Chisinau
RÉPUBLIQUE DOMINICAINE/DOMINICAN REPUBLIC
Ivette Yanet VARGAS TAVÁREZ (Sra.), Directora del Departamento de Signos Distintivos,
Oficina Nacional de la Propiedad Industrial (ONAPI), Santo Domingo
<i.vargas@onapi.gob.do>
RÉPUBLIQUE TCHÈQUE/CZECH REPUBLIC
Radka STUPKOVÁ (Ms.), Law Section, Industrial Property Office, Prague
Ludmila ČELIŠOVÁ (Ms.), Head, Industrial Designs Division, Patent Department, Industrial
Property Office, Prague
<lcelisova@upv.cz>
RÉPUBLIQUE-UNIE DE TANZANIE/UNITED REPUBLIC OF TANZANIA
Loy Janet MHANDO (Miss), Assistant Registrar, Business Registrations and Licensing
Agency (BRELA), Dar Es Salaam
<loymhando@yahoo.com>
ROUMANIE/ROMANIA
Constanta Cornelia MORARU (Mrs.), Head, Legal International Affairs Cooperation Division,
State Office for Inventions and Trademarks (OSIM), Bucharest
<cornelia.moraru@osim.ro>
Oana MĂRGINEAUNU (Mrs.), Counsellor of the Director General, State Office for Inventions and
Trademarks (OSIM), Bucharest
Liliana DRAGNEA (Mrs.), Legal Advisor, State Office for Inventions and Trademarks (OSIM),
Bucharest
ROYAUME-UNI/UNITED KINGDOM
Mike FOLEY, Principal Hearing Officer, Trade Marks Directorate, Intellectual Property Office,
Newport
<mike.foley@ipo.gov.uk>
Edward Stephan SMITH, Assistant Principal Hearing Officer, Trade Marks Directorate, Intellectual
Property Office, Newport
<edward.smith@ipo.gov.uk>
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SERBIE/SERBIA
Igor GRUJIĆ, Counsellor, Trademark Department, Intellectual Property Office, Belgrade
<vmaric@yupat.sv.gov.yu>
SINGAPOUR/SINGAPORE
TAN Mei Lin (Ms.), Senior Deputy Director, Legal Counsel, Registry of Trade Marks, Intellectual
Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Singapore
<tan-mei-lin@ipo.gov.sg>
SLOVAQUIE/SLOVAKIA
Jozef SUJA, Director, Trademarks and Designs Department, Intellectual Property Office, Bystrica
<jozef.suja@indrpop.gov.sk>
SLOVÉNIE/SLOVENIA
Vesela VENIŠNIK (Mrs.), Head, Trademark and Design Department, Slovenian Intellectual
Property Office, Ministry of Economy, Ljubljana
<v.venisnik@uil-sipo.si>
SOUDAN/SUDAN
Souad EL NOUR (Mrs.), Legal Advisor, Intellectual Property Department, Ministry of Justice,
Khartoum
<souad-elamin@hotmail.com>
SUÈDE/SWEDEN
Anneli SKOGLUND (Ms.), Deputy Director, Division for Intellectual Property and Transport Law,
Ministry of Justice, Stockholm
<anneli.skoglund@justice.ministry.se>
Michael RAMM-ERICSON, Attorney at Law, Division for Intellectual Property and Transport Law,
Ministry of Justice, Stockholm
<michael.ramm-ericson@justice.ministry.se>
SUISSE/SWITZERLAND
Stefan FRAEFEL, chef adjoint de la Division des marques, Institut fédéral de la propriété
intellectuelle (IPI), Berne
<stefan.fraefel@ipi.ch>
Alexandra GRAZIOLI (Mme), conseillère juridique, Institut fédéral de la propriété
intellectuelle (IPI), Berne
David LAMBERT, conseiller juridique à la Division des marques, Institut fédéral de la propriété
intellectuelle (IPI), Berne
<david.lambert@ipi.ch>
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TURQUIE/TURQUEY
Seher AÇIKEL (Ms.), Trademark Examiner, Turkish Patent Institute, Ankara
<seher.acikel@tpe.gov.tr>
Ilker UZUNLAR, Trademark Examiner, Turkish Patent Institute, Ankara
<ilker.uzunlar@tpe.gov.tr>
UKRAINE
Vasyl BANNIKOV, Head, Division of Examination of Applications of Symbols and Industrial
Designs, Ukrainian Industrial Property Institute, State Department of Intellectual Property (SDIP),
Ministry of Education and Science, Kyiv
Iryna VASYLENKO (Mrs.), Head, Industrial Property Legal Provision Division, State Department
of Intellectual Property (SDIP), Ministry of Education and Science, Kyiv
<i.vasylenko@sdip.gov.ua>
Tamara SHEVELEVA (Mrs.), Director Assistant, Ukrainian Industrial Property Institute, State
Department of Intellectual Property (SDIP), Ministry of Education and Science, Kyiv
<sheveleva@sdip.gov.ua>
URUGUAY
Blanca Iris MUÑOZ GONZÁLEZ (Sra.), Encargada de la División de Marcas, Dirección Nacional
de la Propiedad Industrial (DNPI), Ministerio de Industria, Energía y Minería, Montevideo
VIET NAM
TRAN Huu Nam, Deputy Director General, National Office of Intellectual Property, Hanoi
<tranhuunam@noip.gov.vn>
ZAMBIE/ZAMBIA
Anessie M. BANDA-BOBO (Mrs.), Registrar, Patents and Companies Registration Office, Lusaka
<bobo@zamnet.zm>
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UNION EUROPÉENNE ∗ /EUROPEAN UNION ∗
Tomas Lorenzo EICHENBERG, Principal Administrator, Directorate General Market, European
Commission, Brussels
<tomas.eichenberg@ec.europa.eu>
Vincent O’REILLY, Director, Department for Intellectual Property Policy, Office for Harmonization
in the Internal Market (Trade Marks and Designs) (OHIM), Alicante
<vincent.oreilly@oami.europa.eu>

∗

∗

Sur une décision du Comité permanent, les Communautés européennes ont obtenu le statut de
membre sans droit de vote.
Based on a decision of the Standing Committee, the European Communities were accorded member
status without a right to vote.
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II.

ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES INTERGOUVERNEMENTALES/
INTERNATIONAL INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

ORGANISATION AFRICAINE DE LA PROPRIÉTÉ INTELLECTUELLE (OAPI)/
AFRICAN INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY ORGANIZATION (OAPI)
Hamidou KONE, chef du Service des signes distinctifs, Yaoundé
<kone_hamidou@yahoo.fr>
ORGANISATION BENELUX DE LA PROPRIÉTÉ INTELLECTUELLE (OBPI)/ BENELUX
ORGANISATION FOR INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (BOIP)
Camille JANSSEN, juriste, Département des affaires juridiques,La Haye
<cjanssen@boip.int>

III.

ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES NON GOUVERNEMENTALES/
INTERNATIONAL NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

Association américaine du droit de la propriété intellectuelle (AIPLA)/American Intellectual
Property Law Association (AIPLA)
Janet FUHRER (Ms.), Chair, Trademark Treaties and International Law Committee, Arlington
Association brésilienne de la propriété intellectuelle (ABPI)/Brazilian Intellectual Property
Association (ABPI)
Alvaro LOUREIRO OLIVEIRA, Chairman, Rio de Janeiro
<abpi@abpi.org.br>
Association communautaire du droit des marques (ECTA)/European Communities Trade Mark
Association (ECTA)
António Andrade, Lawyer, Chair of the Design Committee, Brussels
<info@jpcruz.pt>
Association des industries de marque (AIM)/European Brands Association (AIM)
Jean BANGERTER, Representative, Brussels
<bangerter.jean@citycable.ch>
Association des propriétaires européens de marques de commerce (MARQUES)/Association of
European Trademark Owners (MARQUES)
David STONE, Member of MARQUES Council, Chair of the Designs Team, Partner and IP
Lawyer at Simmons & Simmons, United Kingdom
Association européenne des étudiants en droit (ELSA international)/European Law Students’
Association (ELSA International)
Joni HATANMAA, Representative, Turun
<joni.hatanmmaa@utu.fi>
Helen LEHTO (Ms.), Representative ,Helsinki
<helleh@utu.fi>
Martin PULTZNER, Representative, Prague
<pultzner@elsa.cz>
Leena SAASTAMOINEN (Ms.), Representative, Finland
<leenasaastamoinen@hotmail.com>
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Association japonaise des conseils en brevets (JPAA)/Japan Patent Attorneys
Association (JPAA)
Katsuhide AKAZAWA, Vice Chairman, Design Committee, Tokyo
<akazawa@taniabe.co.jp>
Hideki TANAKA, Member, International Activities Center, Tokyo
<BQX10473@nifty.com>
Association japonaise pour les marques (JTA)/Japan Trademark Association (JTA)
Kurumi TSURU (Ms.), Co-chair, International Activities Committee, Tokyo
Association interaméricaine de la propriété industrielle (ASIPI)/Inter-American Association of
Industrial Property (ASIPI)
Juan VANRELL, Secretary, Montevideo
<jvanrell@bacot.com.uy>
Chambre de commerce internationale (CCI)/International Chamber of Commerce (ICC)
Ana Lúcia DE SOUSA BORDA (Ms.), Partner, Rio de Janeiro
<borda@dannemann.com.br>
Fédération internationale des conseils en propriété industrielle (FICPI)/International Federation of
Industrial Property Attorneys (FICPI)
Andrew PARKES, Special Reporter (Trade Marks and Designs), Dublin
<andrew.parkes@ficpi.org>
Robert WATSON, Reporter of Design Study Group, London
<robert.watson@mewburn.com>
International Trademark Association (INTA)
Bruno MACHADO, Geneva Representative, Rolle
<bruno.machado@bluewin.ch>
Organisation pour un réseau international des indications géographiques/ (origin)Organization for
an International Geographical Indications Network (oriGIn)
Ida PUZONE (Mme), coordinatrice de projet, Versoix
<staff@origin-gi.com>
Union des praticiens européens en propriété industrielle (UNION)/Union of European
Practitioners in Industrial Property (UNION)
Jean-Jacques CANONICI, Vice-President, Designs Commission, Brussels
<canonici.jj@pg.com>
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IV.

BUREAU/OFFICERS

Président/Chair:

Adil EL MALIKI (Maroc/Morocco)

Vice-présidents/Vice-chairs

Imre GONDA (Hongrie/Hungary)
Joseph KAHWAGI RAGE (Mexique/Mexico)

Secrétaire/Secretary:

Marcus HÖPPERGER (OMPI/WIPO)
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V.

SECRÉTARIAT DE L’ORGANISATION MONDIALE DE LA PROPRIÉTÉ
INTELLECTUELLE (OMPI)/SECRETARIAT OF THE WORLD INTELLECTUAL
PROPERTY ORGANIZATION (WIPO)

Francis GURRY, directeur général/Director General
Binying WANG (Mme/Mrs.), vice-directrice générale/Deputy Director General
Marcus HÖPPERGER, directeur par intérim de la Division du droit des marques et des dessins et
modèles/Acting Director, Trademark and Design Law Division
Martha PARRA FRIEDLI (Mme/Mrs.), chef de la Section du droit des marques, Division du droit
des marques et des dessins et modèles /Head, Trademark Law Section, Trademark and Design
Law Division
Marie-Paule RIZO (Mme/Mrs.), chef de la Section du droit des dessins et modèles et des
indications géographiques, Division du droit des marques et des dessins et modèles /Head,
Design and Geographical Indication Law Section, Trademark and Design Law Division
Nathalie FRIGANT (Mme/Mrs.), assistante juridique à la Section du droit des dessins et modèles
et des indications géographiques, Division du droit des marques et des dessins et
modèles/Design and Geographical Indication Law Section, Trademark and Design Law Division
Noëlle MOUTOUT (Mlle/Ms.), assistante juridique à la Section du droit des marques, Division du
droit des marques et des dessins et modèles/Legal Assistant, Trademark Law Section,
Trademark and Design Law Division
Kateryna GURINENKO (Mlle/Ms.), consultante à la Section du droit des marques, Division du
droit des marques et des dessins et modèles/Consultant, Trademark Law Section, Trademark
and Design Law Division
Violeta JALBA (Mlle/Ms.), juriste adjointe à la Section du droit des dessins et modèles et des
indications géographiques, Division du droit des marques et des dessins et modèles/Assistant
Legal Officer, Design and Geographical Indication Law Section, Trademark and Design Law
Division
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