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INTRODUCTION
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 thirty-fifth
session, in Geneva, from April 25 to 27, 2016.
2.
The following Member States of WIPO and/or the Paris Union for the Protection of
Industrial Property were represented at the meeting: Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina,
Australia, Austria, Azerbaidjan, Bahamas, Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Brazil, Cambodia,
Cameroon, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Côte d’Ivoire, Cuba, Czech Republic,
Denmark, Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Egypt, El Salvador, Estonia, Finland, France,
Georgia, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq,
Iran (Islamic Republic of), Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Latvia,
Lebanon, Libya, Lithuania, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Monaco, Mongolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Myanmar, Nepal, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Paraguay, Philippines,
Poland, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldova, Romania, Russian Federation,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Slovakia, South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden,
Switzerland, Tajikistan, Thailand, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Trinidad and
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukraine, Uruguay, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom,
United States of America, Zambia, Zimbabwe (95). The European Union was represented in its
*
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capacity as a special member of the SCT. Palestine was represented in its capacity as
Observer.
3.
The following intergovernmental organizations took part in the meeting in an observer
capacity: African Intellectual Property Organization (OAPI), African Union (AU),
South Centre (SC), World Trade Organization (WTO) (4).
4.
Representatives of the following non-governmental organizations took part in the meeting
in an observer capacity: Association des Industries de marque (AIM), Association française des
practiciens du droit des marques et modèles (APRAM), Centre for International Intellectual
Property Studies (CEIPI), China Trademark Association (CTA), European Law Student’s
Association (ELSA International), Health and Environement Program (HEP), International
Association for the Protection of Intellectual Property (AIPPI), International Center for Trade and
Sustainable Development (ICTSD), International Wine Law Association (AIDV), International
Federation of Intellectual Property Attorneys (FICPI), International Trademark
Association (INTA), Japan Patent Attorneys Association (JPAA), Japan Trademark
Association (JTA), Knowledge Ecology International, Inc. (KEI), MARQUES European
Association of Trade Mark Owners, Organization for an International Geographical Indications
Network (oriGIn) (16).
5.

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

6.

The Secretariat noted the interventions made and recorded them.

AGENDA ITEM 1: OPENING OF THE SESSION
7.
Mr. Francis Gurry, Director General of the World Intellectual Property
Organization (WIPO), opened the thirty-fifth session of the Standing Committee on the Law of
Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical Indications (SCT) and welcomed the
participants.
8.

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

AGENDA ITEM 2: ELECTION OF A CHAIR AND TWO VICE-CHAIRS
9.
Mr. Adil El Maliki (Morocco) was elected Chair. Mr. Imre Gonda (Hungary) and
Mr. Alfredo Carlos Rendón Algara (Mexico) were elected Vice-Chairs of the Committee.

AGENDA ITEM 3: ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
10.

The SCT adopted the draft Agenda (document SCT/35/1 Prov.).

AGENDA ITEM 4: ADOPTION OF THE REVISED DRAFT REPORT OF THE
THIRTY-FOURTH SESSION
11. The SCT adopted the revised draft Report of the thirty-fourth session
(document SCT/34/8 Prov.2).
General Statements
12.

The Delegation of Bahamas, speaking on behalf of the Group of Latin American and
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Caribbean States (GRULAC), was confident that consensus could be reached at the current
session on the outstanding issues related to the text of the basic proposal for the Design Law
Treaty (DLT), in compliance with the mandate received from the General Assembly, so that a
Preparatory Committee could be convened. The Group reiterated that effective technical
assistance and strengthening of national capacities remained a vital concern of the Latin
American and Caribbean region, made up of developing countries. Therefore, the Group
supported the inclusion in the Treaty of provisions concerning technical assistance, regardless
of their nature. The Group considered that the protection of country names was a very
important issue that provided States with a valuable opportunity to design nation branding
schemes that brought value through the use of trademarks, especially for developing countries.
However, the Group noted that there was a lack of internationally-consistent protection of
country names, as it had been confirmed during the twenty-ninth session of the SCT and in the
Study prepared by the Secretariat to determine possible best practices for the protection of
country names against registration as trademarks or elements of trademarks. In response to
the invitation made at the thirtieth session of the SCT, member delegations had submitted
written proposals to the Secretariat and a draft Joint Recommendation regarding the protection
of country names against registration and use of trademarks had been presented at the
thirty-first session of the SCT, and a revised version thereof presented to the thirty-second
session. The Group believed that this Joint Recommendation could guide Member States in the
examination of trademark applications consisting of or containing country names and would
help to promote a coherent and comprehensive treatment of this issue. Therefore, the Group
supported continued discussions on the protection of country names. In addition, and pursuant
to the General Assembly decision, the Group looked forward to discussing and examining the
different systems of protection of geographical indications within the current mandate of the
SCT and covering all aspects of the issue.
13. The Delegation of Nigeria, speaking on behalf of the African Group, recognized the
particular significance of the thirty-fifth session of the SCT towards the conclusion of a
draft DLT. The Group underlined its commitment to fulfilling the decisions of the General
Assembly and noted that a Preparatory Committee was scheduled to take place on April 28
and 29, 2016. The Delegation noted that the African Group’s understanding of the decision by
the General Assembly was that a diplomatic conference for the adoption of the DLT could be
convened only if the discussions on technical assistance and disclosure had been completed
during the thirty-fourth and thirty-fifth sessions of the SCT and that the text of the basic proposal
of the DLT would be finalized by the SCT during those sessions. The Group considered that
the Committee needed to reach consensus on the pending issues before taking further steps. It
would therefore be incumbent on all Member States participating in the SCT to work towards
completing discussions on the key pending issues of the DLT. The African Group believed that
no Member State could consciously seek to convene a diplomatic conference without having
the confidence of an expected success. In recent sessions of the SCT, and in particular during
the thirty-fourth session, the African Group responded with several written and visual samples to
questions about the rationale and merits of including a disclosure element in Article 3 of the
draft DLT. The Group wished to hear the rationale for the continued resistance of those
delegations that opposed the inclusion of a disclosure requirement in the draft DLT, which was
a valid and verifiable interest of a remarkable number of WIPO’s membership. The Group
believed that a better appreciation of issues that had different levels of priority in the diverse
membership of the SCT could only yield positive results for the Committee. As it had been
stated during the 2015 General Assembly, the African Group appreciated the exponential
growth of industrial designs and their role in the intellectual property ecosystem. The Group
believed that the proposed DLT should balance the needs of its intended signatories, including
the preservation of national policy space for the protection of industrial designs and a provision
on technical assistance and capacity building to cater for the needs of the intellectual property
frameworks of developing and least developed countries. The African Group was ready to
engage constructively on other equally important aspects of the Committee’s work related to
trademarks and geographical indications. The Group took note of the proposal on industrial
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designs presented by the Delegations of the United States of America and Japan and contained
in document SCT/35/6. The Group awaited the presentation of that proposal before providing
further comments.
14. The Delegation of Latvia, speaking on behalf of the Group of Central European and Baltic
States (CEBS Group), attached great importance to the adoption of the DLT. The CEBS Group
considered that the most important task of the session was achieving the work mandated
through a General Assembly decision, namely removing any remaining obstacles for the
convening of the diplomatic conference. In this regard, the Group urged all WIPO Member
States to approach those remaining issues with an open mind and with full commitment to
holding the diplomatic conference. The DLT had been mature for several years, and it was thus
high-time to complete the discussions on the outstanding issues. The CEBS Group was also
ready to engage in a pragmatic manner in the discussions of other important questions of the
agenda, namely on the protection of country names and geographical indications.
15. The Delegation of Greece, speaking on behalf of Group B, noted that the current session
of the SCT was the second consecutive meeting after the successful conclusion of the WIPO
forty-seventh General Assemblies, which directed the SCT to finalize the text of the basic
proposal of the DLT and to examine the different systems of protection of geographical
indications, covering all aspects of these issues, while remaining within the Committee’s current
mandate. Given the direction provided by the General Assembly decision and the proposed
time frame, Group B expected that with regard to the convening of a diplomatic conference for
the adoption of the DLT, priority would be given to technical assistance and the proposed text
on disclosure. The Group would welcome a pragmatic outcome of the discussions on the
disclosure requirement, in order to achieve the already agreed objective of simplifying
registration procedures for designs. Group B considered that the clear objective of the DLT was
the simplification of procedures for applicants in multiple jurisdictions, thus facilitating
international trade and investment. Concerning the other remaining issue of technical
assistance, the Group reiterated that WIPO had been successfully delivering technical
assistance and would continue to do so within its mandate, irrespective of whether or not a
provision was included in a treaty. Concerning the issue of geographical indications, Group B
looked forward to a constructive discussion and reiterated the commitment of Group B
delegations to having a constructive and supportive spirit during the session.
16. The Delegation of India, speaking on behalf of the Asia-Pacific Group, expressed the view
that intellectual property had gained significant importance in the current interconnected and
interdependent world. A contemporary intellectual property regime provided the bedrock for
innovation, which was crucial to building the economy and helping the development of any
country. At the same time, a robust intellectual property ecosystem needed to be sensitive and
conscious of the diverse developmental needs of the Member States. The normative work of
the Committee should not lose focus on maintaining that crucial balance between the interests
of the right holders and the larger public good. The SCT was working towards bridging the
position gaps among the Member States on the text of a possible DLT, whose implementation
should be accompanied with the enhanced capacity of member countries to carry out their new
obligations. To realistically achieve the desired outcome, the proposed Treaty should include
adequate provisions for building capacity within the intellectual property infrastructure of
developing countries and LDCs. The Asia-Pacific Group therefore reiterated its strong support
to the provision on technical assistance in the proposed DLT through an article to be included in
the main body of the text, so as to suitably reflect the importance of the issue. The Group called
for a decision on the matter through consensus at the current session, which would satisfy all
Member States. Most of the members of the Asia-Pacific Group supported the principle of
disclosure of source that had an impact on the appearance of the industrial design. As
sovereign Member States of WIPO, countries should have the flexibility to include as part of the
design eligibility criteria, elements that were considered important to complete the formalities for
protection of industrial designs within their jurisdiction. The Group welcomed the direction that
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the last WIPO General Assembly had given in relation to the DLT, and expressed its readiness
to engage with other groups towards finding a constructive and complete resolution of the
outstanding issues, which would enable the SCT to convene a diplomatic conference within the
prescribed time frame. In addition, the Group stated that there was a need for international
action to prevent the undue registration or use of country names as trademarks and generally
supported the proposal made by the Delegation of Jamaica for the development and future
adoption of a Joint Recommendation on country names. The Group supported the proposal
made by the Delegation of the United States of America to develop a survey on existing national
geographical indications regimes to enhance the understanding of the commonalities and
different approaches to the protection of geographical indications that have been adopted by
various Member States. The Group hoped to see progress towards consensus on the issue of
the protection of country names and geographical indications. In addition, the report of the
Secretariat relating to trademarks in the Domain Name System (DNS) provided very useful
information about various services and procedures available to trademark owners to prevent
bad faith registration or use of domain names. However, the Asia-Pacific Group requested the
Secretariat to provide a more detailed report about the specific tools and mechanisms deployed,
if any, to facilitate affordable access and use of such services by users from developing and
least developed countries. The Delegation indicated that some members of the Group had
different national positions on the issue of disclosure and would make their own statements in
that regard. Finally, the Group reminded all the Members of the Committee that it was essential
for the SCT to resolve all issues in a consensual manner before the Preparatory Committee, in
order to ensure optimum results.
17. The Delegation of China said that the present session of the SCT was of key importance
for the timely convening of a diplomatic conference in 2017. The delegations and the
Secretariat had made a great deal of effort that had provided initial results. The Delegation
hoped that additional efforts by all parties would further advance the process and allow the SCT
to reach substantive progress on the key issues of technical assistance and disclosure of
source, so as to create the necessary conditions for the convening of a diplomatic conference.
At the same time, the Delegation called upon all relevant parties to demonstrate greater
flexibility and fully understand and respect each other’s aspirations to render the DLT more
flexible and more inclusive. The Delegation hoped that the article on reservations would have
adequate provisions to bridge the differences and eliminate legal and technical obstacles to the
acceptance of the proposed DLT. In that manner, the proposed DLT would enjoy wider
acceptance and have a greater influence. With regard to trademarks and geographical
indications, the Delegation would take an active and constructive approach during the
respective discussions.
18. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, recalled that during the previous session of the SCT and as mandated by the
General Assembly, the discussions in relation to the DLT were focused on two remaining
issues. During the current session, the SCT should concentrate on reaching a common
understanding on those issues, as that would enable the Committee to move forward to the
Preparatory Committee that was scheduled for two days following the SCT session and then on
to the diplomatic conference. In relation to country names and geographical indications, the
Delegation looked forward to holding constructive discussions. The Delegation indicated its
interest in conducting a study on geographical indications in the DNS, as this would fall within
the scope of the decision by the General Assembly to examine the different systems for the
protection of geographical indications within its current mandate and covering all aspects.
19. The Delegation of Sri Lanka aligned itself with the statement made by the Delegation of
India on behalf of the Asia-Pacific Group. As the SCT had the mandate to discuss the
international development of the law of trademarks, industrial designs and geographical
indications, including the harmonization of national laws and procedures, the Delegation
believed that a balanced outcome of the Committee was vital to ensure that all countries
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benefited from its work. In an increasingly interconnected and interdependent world, it was
essential that the contemporary intellectual property system should be responsive to the
diversity of needs and the development of all Member States. In that context, while
acknowledging the need for timely international action to prevent the undue registration or use
of country names as trademarks, the Delegation supported the proposal made by the
Delegation of Jamaica for the development and future adoption of a Joint Recommendation
(document SCT/32/2) and hoped that the Committee would work constructively with all
Members to find a balanced approach to address the issue. While the Delegation took note of
the progress made in the discussions regarding the draft DLT, it highlighted that further work
was still needed to reflect in the text of the Treaty the different levels of development of the
Member States. The Delegation believed that the implementation of the proposed Treaty
required augmented capacity of the States to carry out their obligations. In this regard, the
Delegation considered that adequate capacity building provisions to meet the obligations of the
draft Treaty would contribute to realistically achieve its desired outcome. The Delegation also
noted the progress made by the Committee on the discussions relating to geographical
indications, as well as the efforts made to enhance the understanding of the commonalities and
different approaches adopted by various Member States on the protection of geographical
indications. In Sri Lanka, the Intellectual Property Act No. 36 of 2003 aimed at facilitating the
registration of geographical indications and safeguarding the interests of producers and
exporters of Ceylon Tea and Ceylon Cinnamon. Sri Lanka recognized the importance of
intellectual property as a tool for technological advancement and as socio-economic
development. Sri Lanka was currently in the process of integrating intellectual property into its
national policy formulation, with special emphasis on innovation, science and technology, as
well as creativity, to promote economic development and empowerment through the
implementation of a 10 Point Action Plan in cooperation with WIPO. The plan had come into
force in 2014 following the visit of Francis Gurry, Director General of WIPO to Sri Lanka in
November 2013. The Delegation wished to place on record its sincere appreciation of the
valuable cooperation extended by WIPO in developing and supporting the implementation of the
Action Plan, which could serve as a model to countries that were similar to Sri Lanka. A
coordination mechanism had been created in 2015 to implement the Action Plan, a National
Steering Committee on Intellectual Property (SCIP) had been convened in July 2015, and since
then, there was a frequent exchange of views between the SCIP and WIPO officials through
video conferences that were held every two months to assess the progress in implementation of
the 10 Point Action Plan. The Delegation thanked the Director General for his continued
support and the cooperation extended to Sri Lanka in its intellectual property related activities,
and expected that such cooperation would continue. The Delegation looked forward to fruitful
deliberations during the session, to which it would contribute with a constructive spirit.
20. The Delegation of Oman supported the statement made by the Delegation of India on
behalf of the Asia-Pacific Group. With regard to geographical indications, the Delegation
believed that the Committee had a role to play in facilitating an agreement among
Member States. Concerning the DLT project, the Delegation called on all Members to hold
discussions on capacity building, in order to enable developing countries to face the challenges
of implementing the Treaty and making full use of it. Oman believed in the importance of the
disclosure of origin requirement, which had an impact on the details to be provided with the
application, but sufficient flexibility was necessary in designing the form of disclosure. The
Delegation welcomed the guidance provided by the General Assembly during its forty-seventh
session and said it would actively participate in order to reach a constructive decision that would
allow the SCT to recommend the convening of a diplomatic conference during the identified
dates. Regarding trademarks, the Delegation considered that there was a dire need for
international action to face the unlawful use of country names in trademarks and believed that
an agreement on this matter could be reached. Concerning geographical indications, the
Delegation believed that priority should be given to finding a balanced approach that would be
compatible with the mandate of both the Organization and the Standing Committee.
21. The Delegation of Trinidad and Tobago supported the statement made by the Delegation
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of Bahamas on behalf of GRULAC and said that the discussions on the proposed DLT were of
particular interest to it, as Trinidad and Tobago had agreed in principle to accede to the Hague
Agreement. The issue of the protection of country names was also of particular importance,
especially to countries in the Caribbean region, as each country possessed its own distinctive
identity with respect to culture, food, traditions and even sports. That unique identity provided
an opportunity for country branding, which in turn would increase international trade and export
markets for Caribbean countries. As Trinidad and Tobago sought to diversify its economy,
discussions on the protection of country names were of particular importance and therefore, the
delegation supported the efforts deployed by the Delegation of Jamaica. The Domain Name
System (DNS) raised a number of challenges for intellectual property protection, due to the
global nature of the Internet, for example, the bad-faith registration and use of domain names
corresponding to trademark rights. Therefore, an international approach to addressing the
issue was particularly important, as was also significant to explore effective measures against
misuse of geographical indications and other important geographical names in the operations of
DNS, especially in relation to local products such as the Trinidad and Tobago cocoa which had
international reputation of being a premium cocoa used to make some of the world’s finest
chocolates. In 2016, eleven varieties of cocoa were in the process of registration under the new
Plant Variety Act of Trinidad and Tobago.
22. The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of) associated itself with the statement made by
the Delegation of India on behalf of the Asia-Pacific Group. The Delegation considered that it
was important to establish a balance between the costs and benefits of concluding the
proposed DLT, also taking into consideration the different levels of development among
countries. It was highly important that developing countries and LDCs received appropriate
technical assistance and capacity building in order to advance their capacity in the area of
industrial designs so that they become capable of implementing their obligations under the
proposed DLT, and are empowered to effectively participate and benefit from it. Thus, the
inclusion of provisions on technical assistance and capacity building in the main body of the
proposed treaty would ensure certainty, predictability and strike a balance between rights and
obligations in the draft text. The Delegation reiterated that technical assistance and capacity
building should be part of the DLT, in the form of a legally binding provision, so as to pave the
way for developing countries and LDCs to make effective use of the treaty and facilitate their
accession. In addition, the Delegation supported the inclusion of the disclosure requirement in
Article 3 of the DLT and stated that such a requirement was merely a procedural formality. The
Delegation pointed out that there were still some outstanding issues in the DLT that needed to
be resolved before convening a diplomatic conference. The Delegation believed that in
particular, divergences relating to technical assistance and capacity building for developing and
least-developed countries, and the inclusion of the disclosure requirement should be
successfully settled in accordance with the 2015 General Assembly mandate. The General
Assembly had agreed that the text of the basic proposal of the DLT should be finalized by the
SCT at its thirty-fourth and thirty-fifth sessions, with a view to convening a diplomatic conference
for the adoption of the DLT in the first half of 2017. The Delegation held the view that those
issues should be resolved before taking a decision to convene a diplomatic conference in 2017.
23. The Delegation of the Republic of Korea supported the statement made by the Delegation
of India on behalf of Asia-Pacific Group and said that the DLT would be a precious tool for
design creators around the world, as the Treaty could benefit not only large enterprises but also
small and medium-sized companies and individuals in developing and least-developed
countries, since its objective was to simplify design application and registration procedures.
Recalling the decision of the last WIPO General Assembly, the Delegation considered that the
SCT should focus on finalizing the text of the basic proposal for the DLT during the current
session, so that a diplomatic conference for the adoption of the DLT could be convened at the
end of the first half of 2017. In addition, the Delegation believed that the disclosure requirement
in design applications for subject matter based on traditional knowledge, traditional cultural
expressions or genetic resources would not be appropriate in the process of harmonizing

SCT/35/8
page 8
formalities, considering that disclosure was a substantive requirement which would affect the
registrability of a design rather than a formality and therefore, fell outside of the scope of
the DLT. The Delegation was concerned by the fact that inserting the disclosure requirement in
the DLT would place an undue burden on applicants of industrial design rights. The Delegation
hoped that the meeting could be used as a platform to facilitate the holding of the diplomatic
conference and bring those long ongoing discussions to a fruitful conclusion. With regard to the
protection of country names, the Delegation considered that document SCT/35/4 would provide
the Committee with valuable information on the matter and stated that trademarks containing
country names should be protected if current users of marks legitimately used the country
names and the trademarks had even become well-known or acquired recognition in the
domestic market. The Delegation fully supported the proposals made by the Delegation of the
United States of America and contained in documents SCT/30/7, SCT/31/7 and SCT/34/5.
Considering the limitation in the recently adopted new Act of the Lisbon Agreement which did
not take into account all the various national geographical indication regimes that were
implemented by the Member States, the Delegation deemed necessary to conduct a further
study on geographical indications and to carefully review the feasibility of an international
geographical indications filing system under the SCT. The Republic of Korea expressed its full
commitment to the success of the session.
24. The Representative of INTA noted that although the word trademark was prominent in the
name of the organization, it went beyond addressing only trademark rights and as part of its
current strategic plan had established a number of new Committees to properly reflect its work.
One of those Committees was the Designs Committee, which included 50 members from all
continents, representing a wide variety of views on designs and design patents across the
globe. The Design Committee developed and advocated the association’s policy positions
relating to designs. Design rights were therefore included in the association’s work and INTA
was proud to support design rights owners and the practitioners that represented them. INTA
had long been a proponent of international harmonization in relation to intellectual property
rights. Harmonization of filing and registration procedures made it easier for right owners to
protect their rights. This was particularly important for individual designers and small to
medium-sized enterprises where the absence of harmonization in design filing practices
increased costs and acted as a barrier to intellectual property protection. For example,
concerning the drawings to represent a design, an individual designer faced multiple problems
and significant costs attempting to obtain registration for design protection around the world.
Harmonizing and simplifying the requirements for design registration would benefit design
owners and users of the various national and regional systems, as well as the authorities who
administered those systems. Rapid technological advancements made the harmonization
significantly more urgent. Three-dimensional printing technology was now readily available and
in many places it was domestically affordable. As the risk of infringement rose, so did the need
for protection. INTA supported the significant efforts made by WIPO Members to date for
moving towards simplified filing procedures that would help create more efficient, more rapid
and more cost-effective protection for designs. Such a harmonized system would also mean
less of a likelihood that the designers would lose their rights through inadvertent disclosure or
for missing or misunderstanding complicated filing requirements in different jurisdictions. INTA
believed that resolving the remaining issues was within reach and appealed to the
Member States to complete their discussions on those issues so that in the interest of
designers, government authorities and other stakeholders, a diplomatic conference could be
convened to finalize and adopt the proposed DLT.
25. The Representative of HEP affirmed that its members expected the SCT would take into
account all the registration procedures around the world and on this understanding, supported
the provision on disclosure. The Representative was firmly in favor of convening a diplomatic
conference within the deadline set by the General Assembly.
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AGENDA ITEM 5: INDUSTRIAL DESIGNS
Industrial Design Law and Practice – Draft Articles and Draft Regulations
26. The Chair suggested to focus the discussion on the proposal on a disclosure requirement,
as reflected in Article 3(1)(a)(ix) of document SCT/35/2, and the question of technical assistance
and capacity building, as reflected in [Article 22][Resolution] of the same document.
27. The Representative of CEIPI recalled that, at the previous session of the SCT, the
Delegation of Mozambique had drawn the attention of the Committee to the fact that the
draft DLT did not contain a provision similar to Article 2(2) of the Patent Law Treaty (PLT). This
lacuna was however now filled by the introduction of Article 1bis in the draft DLT. Considering
that the disclosure requirement was a matter of substantive law, more specifically a matter
concerning the right to the design, the Representative said that he disagreed with the view that
item (ix) dealt with a mere formality that needed to be included in Article 3(1)(a). In his view,
such reasoning would lead to an inconsistency, as the absence of such a provision in the PLT
had not prevented some contracting parties to that treaty from providing for a disclosure
requirement in their national legislation, which proved that, in the field of patent law, such
requirement was a matter of substantive law. In the Representative’s view, what related to
substantive law in patent law could likewise only relate to substantive law in design law.
Reiterating his conviction that omitting item (ix) from Article 3(1)(a) would not prevent any party
from introducing or maintaining a disclosure requirement in its national or regional legislation,
the Representative said that he regarded Article 1bis as the beginning of a compromise. The
Representative suggested complementing that Article with a note or, if a note was not
considered to be sufficient, an agreed statement by the diplomatic conference. To conclude,
the Representative expressed the hope that an acceptable compromise would be attained.
28. The Delegation of Greece, speaking on behalf of Group B, referred to the recent
expansion of the Hague System to highlight the increasing importance of industrial designs.
The Delegation indicated that the proposed treaty would be beneficial for users of the
intellectual property system, as it would harmonize and simplify procedures for applicants in
multiple jurisdictions, facilitating international trade and investment. The Delegation wondered
how a disclosure requirement concerning genetic resources (GRs), traditional knowledge (TK)
and traditional cultural expressions (TCEs) could fit within the objective of the DLT to simplify
design formalities, insofar as the content of a design was a substantive issue not addressed by
the DLT. Expressing the view that the version of the draft DLT presented to the thirty-first
session of the SCT provided sufficient flexibility for Member States, the Delegation said that a
clear distinction should be made between, on the one hand, the patent system and the
discussions on a disclosure requirement in patent applications and, on the other hand, the
industrial design system. While acknowledging that Member States could make proposals at
any time, the Delegation declared that Group B regretted that the proposed language for a
disclosure requirement, which was dissimilar to the rest of Article 3, had been presented at a
late juncture, after the emergence of a consensus on the article’s text and purpose. Reiterating
the view that Article 3(1)(a)(ix) did not contribute to the objective of the treaty or serve the
purpose stated by its proponents, the Delegation said that Group B appealed to the proponents
to reconsider their proposal. In conclusion, Group B hoped that a focused negotiation
environment would be restored and that SCT members would find a satisfactory solution in
order to complete the discussions on technical assistance and capacity building and on a
disclosure requirement, as mandated by the WIPO General Assembly.
29. The Delegation of Latvia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, said that the DLT was a
procedural treaty not addressing substantive issues, aimed at facilitating access to the
protection of industrial designs by harmonizing and simplifying the required formalities for
registration. The Delegation recalled that the treaty would be beneficial to users as it would
offer them predictability at national and international levels. Observing that the proposal made
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by the African Group was a substantial requirement, the Delegation expressed the view that the
current provisions of the draft treaty and regulations offered the necessary policy space for
Member States to adopt provisions according to their national needs. The Delegation
concluded by expressing its readiness to engage in constructive discussions to find a mutually
acceptable compromise.
30. The Delegation of Saudi Arabia appealed to the Committee to move speedily and make
progress in a positive manner on the two pending issues. Inviting Member States to
demonstrate openness in order to reach consensus, the Delegation expressed the view that the
text on the disclosure requirement, as proposed by the African Group, could be maintained in
the draft DLT, as it would enable Member States to have more flexibility.
31. The Delegation of Nigeria, speaking on behalf of the African Group, declared that the
African Group was not in a position to withdraw the proposed inclusion of item (ix) in
Article 3(1)(a). Wondering about the reasons why some delegations opposed to the proposal,
the Delegation recalled that the African Group had provided explanations at the previous
session of the SCT and was ready to provide further clarification if sought by SCT members.
The Delegation pointed out that, for the African Group and other SCT members supporting the
proposal, the latter dealt with a question of eligibility. Observing that neither the draft basic
proposal nor the working methods of the Organization prevented a Member State from making a
proposal even before a diplomatic conference, the Delegation stated that it disagreed with the
view that a consensus had been reached before the proposed inclusion of item (ix) in
Article 3(1)(a) put forward by the African Group.
32. The Delegation of Colombia, recalling the importance of facilitating the access to
protection to designers who were the principal beneficiaries of the DLT, considered that it was
not desirable to include norms that were not part of the substantive unity of the treaty. While
recognizing that, in the field of patents, the origin of a genetic resource or of a TK could be
disclosed, the Delegation wondered how genetic resources, traditional knowledge or
expressions of folklore could concern industrial designs. Expressing the view that a provision in
this area could even be prejudicial to indigenous populations, the Delegation reported that, in its
jurisdiction, an attempt to use industrial property to protect expressions of folklore had been
made. The Delegation declared that, although it was not sure of the relevance of the proposed
provision, it remained open to hear further explanations on the proposal.
33. The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of), lending its support to the statement made by
the Delegation of Nigeria on behalf of the African Group, said that Member States were entitled
to make proposals at any time, even during the diplomatic conference. The Delegation
declared that it was in favor of the inclusion of a disclosure requirement in Article 3, as it viewed
such requirement as a mere formality, insofar as the disclosed information would not be
examined. The Delegation expressed the wish to reach a consensus on this issue before the
preparatory committee.
34. The Delegation of the European Union, on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, expressed the view that the main body of the draft DLT had been stabilized for
some time. Welcoming the opportunity to discuss the two remaining issues as mandated by the
WIPO General Assembly, the Delegation considered that resolving them was an essential step
to move to the preparatory committee. Recalling that the purpose of the DLT was the alignment
and simplification of design registration, the Delegation remained unconvinced that the proposal
on a disclosure requirement, as included in Article 3 of the DLT, was relevant for industrial
designs, which protected the appearance of a product. In its view, a disclosure requirement
was linked to the patent system. The Delegation pointed out that the question of a disclosure
requirement had been addressed in the first meeting of the Intergovernmental Committee on
Intellectual Property and Genetic Resources, Traditional Knowledge and Folklore (IGC) in
February 2016, where fruitful and open substantive discussions had been held in order to gain
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understanding of the different issues on the table. The Delegation looked forward to continuing
the discussions at the next IGC session in May 2016, underlining the fact that the European
Union and its member states had contributed constructively to those discussions with a
significant proposal on a patent disclosure requirement for GRs and, pending further
discussions, for TK associated with GRs. The Delegation stated that, from its viewpoint,
the IGC was the appropriate forum to discuss the underlying substantive issues in relation to
disclosure requirement.
35. The Delegation of Mexico, expressing its support for the statement made by the
Delegation of Colombia, reported that, in its jurisdiction, the protection of industrial designs was
working properly and, consequently, the number of national registrations had increased. In its
view, providing for an additional requirement would entail a setback in the use of the intellectual
property right.
36. The Delegation of Switzerland, expressing its support for the statement made by the
Delegation of Greece on behalf of Group B, said that it also endorsed the key statement made
by the Representative of CEIPI. The Delegation expressed the view that a disclosure
requirement was not a formality, but a matter of substantive law. While it acknowledged the
importance of the requirement, for which provision was made in its national patent law, the
Delegation stressed the fact that the requirement did not have a place in the field of designs,
where only the appearance mattered. Declaring that it agreed with Article 1bis, as proposed by
the Chair, the Delegation pointed out that the inclusion in the DLT of that provision would be a
good compromise and would allow the African Group to withdraw its proposal.
37. The Delegation of Canada, reaffirming its support for the normative work of the SCT on
the development of the DLT, expressed the opinion that the text of the treaty had already
reached a sufficient level of maturity prior to the thirty-second session of the SCT in
November 2014. The Delegation recalled that, at that time, it had been willing to work
constructively with other Member States to reach a decision for a recommendation for a
diplomatic conference. Since then, a new provision had been proposed by the African Group,
which created the possibility of new substantive requirements for applicants and, therefore,
went against the goal of the DLT, aiming at minimizing administrative requirements related to
industrial design applications. Regretting the recent addition of a new language on a disclosure
requirement in industrial design applications under the DLT, the Delegation held the view that
adding such requirement to the DLT was not appropriate in the context of negotiations aiming at
harmonizing formalities, as this would create the possibility of a new substantive obligation.
Concurring with the statements made by the Delegations of Greece, on behalf of Group B, and
of the European Union, as well as with the statement by the Representative of CEIPI, the
Delegation stated its flexibility and openness to continue working in collaboration with other
Member States to achieve a positive outcome.
38. The Delegation of Japan, expressing its support for the statement made by the Delegation
of Greece on behalf of Group B, stated that the proposed item (ix) of Article 3(1)(a) was not
necessary as it provided for a substantive requirement that did not fit into the objective of
the DLT. Observing that the concern of the African Group was now addressed by Article 1bis,
as proposed by the Chair at the previous session of the SCT, the Delegation announced its
willingness to continue the discussion on this item in a constructive manner.
39. The Delegation of the Republic of Korea, recalling that the objective of the DLT was to
simplify design application procedures, said that the Committee should focus on said
simplification. From the Delegation’s viewpoint, the disclosure requirement constituted a
substantive requirement - rather than a formality - that would affect the registrability of a design.
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Consequently, the inclusion of such a requirement in the DLT would not be appropriate in the
framework of harmonizing formalities. Finally, the Delegation endorsed the views expressed by
the Delegation of the European Union that this issue should be discussed at the IGC.
40. The Delegation of China, while aligning itself in principle with the proposal made by the
African Group, stated that it could show flexibility on the issue. Considering that the proposal
related to an optional provision and that Article 3(2) of the DLT prohibited other requirements
than those referred to in Article 3(1) and in Article 10, the Delegation expressed the hope that
SCT members could consider the addition of the proposed provision, so as to enable countries
wishing to introduce this requirement in their laws to do so.
41. The Delegation of Nigeria, speaking in its national capacity, aligned itself with the
statements made by the African Group and the Delegations of China and Iran (Islamic Republic
of). As proposals reflected the national interests of creators, the Delegation said that it was not
correct to describe a proposal put forward by any country in an intergovernmental forum as
inappropriate. The Delegation also considered that asking for the withdrawal of a proposal was
disrespectful of the national sovereignty and the responsibility of sovereign States to ensure that
their creators’ interests were represented in a forum. Pointing out that the proposed disclosure
requirement would not change the nature or spirit of the draft DLT, since it strove to preserve
existing policy space at the national level, the Delegation said that requiring the indication of the
source of a design was part of ascertaining its novelty or originality. Furthermore, the
Delegation considered that every formalities treaty had substantive implications and that some
provisions of the draft DLT, for example Article 9, had substantive effects. Finally, the
Delegation expressed its openness and interest in maintaining constructive and helpful
conversations to move forward and achieve consensus.
42. The Representative of AIPPI said that, in his view, the inclusion of the proposed
disclosure requirement in Article 3 of the DLT would add a layer of uncertainty, cost,
administration and complexity. Whereas a design right protected the overall appearance of a
design and did not extend to any of its particular parts, the proposed provision seemed to
extract elements, as it required the disclosure of the origin of the components of a design.
Observing that the word “traditional” could be substituted by the word “old”, as something
traditional implied pre-existence, the Representative pointed out that identifying portions of a
design, which were traditional or old, would be an issue. In addition, the terms TCEs and TK
were vague and would need to be defined to enable applicants to know what should be
disclosed to satisfy the requirement.
43. The Delegation of Mozambique, lending its support to the statement made by the
Delegation of Nigeria, on behalf of the African Group, supported by the Delegations of China,
India and Iran (Islamic Republic of), recognized that the goal of the DLT was to minimize
requirements to be fulfilled by an applicant to obtain protection, and thus to facilitate protection
for designs globally. As applicants would not need to be familiar with different laws in order to
obtain protection, more applications would be filed around the world, including in developing
and least-developed countries. If a registered design included a TCE, local communities and
indigenous groups would have to fight within more jurisdictions at great expenses. The
Delegation, seconding the statement by the Delegation of Nigeria, also considered that some
provisions of the DLT seemed more substantive than formal and could hamper identification
and redress of misappropriation in the design context. The Delegation referred to Articles 6, 13
and 17 of the DLT, as well as to the Rule allowing the use of dotted lines to indicate
non-claimed subject matter, which in its view contained requirements with substantive effects.
In light of those substantive provisions, which could negatively impact least-developed and
developing countries, the Delegation believed that the proposal by the African Group for policy
space seemed consistent with the protection necessary for local designers to facilitate
determining whether their designs had been misappropriated.

SCT/35/8
page 13
44. The Delegation of Indonesia stated that a middle ground solution should be found, as it
considered that there was a space for discussion between Article 1bis, proposed by the Chair,
and the African Group’s proposal. The Delegation informed the Committee that, in the
framework of the revision of the design law in Indonesia, the implementation of a compulsory
disclosure requirement for TCEs was currently being discussed at national level. Stressing the
lack of connection between the IGC and the DLT, the Delegation stated that those issues would
need to be discussed separately. While understanding the difficulty to define TK, TCEs or GRs
or folklore, the Delegation said that it was convinced that the African Group’s proposal was of a
procedural nature. The Delegation concluded by saying that, in its jurisdiction, procedural and
substantive elements were connected to each other.
45. The Delegation of Colombia suggested modifying the wording of Article 3(1)(a)(ix), so as
to provide for a declaration in which the applicant would state that his/her design was new and
that he/she was at the origin of the design. From the Delegation’s viewpoint, such wording
would be in line with Article 1bis, as proposed by the Chair, and would be applicable where the
national law so required.
46. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, aligning itself with the Delegation of Greece, on
behalf of Group B, said that the proponents of the proposal had failed to convince
Member States that item (ix) of Article 3(1)(a) was a crucial element of the DLT. The Delegation
observed that some of the key questions raised at the previous session by members of Group B
remained unanswered or partially responded. As, in its opinion, the DLT would not take away
the freedom of Member States to legislate in their jurisdictions, the Delegation wondered which
provisions of the treaty would limit policy space. Finally, the Delegation expressed the wish to
find a reasonable middle ground solution.
47. The Delegation of Costa Rica lent its support to the statements made by the Delegations
of Colombia and Mexico.
48. The Delegation of the Republic of Moldova, pointing out that the disclosure requirement
proposed in Article 3 was a substantial requirement, stated that SCT members should focus
their attention in applicants, who needed to easily obtain protection for their designs in many
countries using the same application and documents.
49. The Delegation of Hungary, thanking the Delegations of Mozambique, Nigeria and
South Africa for the explanations provided at the thirty-fourth session of the SCT, said that , as
per the discussions concerning the implementation of a disclosure requirement held at the
thirty-fourth session of the SCT, only South Africa had implemented such disclosure
requirement in its national legislation. The Delegation asked whether the situation had
changed.
50. The Delegation of Nigeria, on behalf of the African Group, stated that neither the
African Group nor any country had to persuade Member States about the legitimacy of a
preferred policy principle. Reiterating the support of the African Group for Article 1bis, the
Delegation believed that SCT members should work together so as to bridge the gap between
the interests of the African Group and the opponents’ interests. Recalling that the Swakopmund
Protocol had entered into force in May 2015 and that six countries had ratified it at that time, the
Delegation explained that member states of ARIPO were now beginning to experience the
processing of applications implementing the provision in question. Referring to Article 3(1)(a),
the Delegation observed that not every contracting party would implement in its law all of the
indications or elements listed in that provision, so that some degree of disharmony would still
remain. Finally, the Delegation came to the conclusion that the idea was to facilitate and
simplify the process to obtain international protection for designs which were not based on the
misappropriation or use of other people’s knowledge.
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51. The Delegation of Greece, speaking in its national capacity, aligned itself with the
statements made by the European Union and by Group B. Although some countries considered
that a disclosure requirement was required to assess whether a design was eligible for
registration, the Delegation reiterated that it failed to see how such a substantive requirement
would fit in a formalities treaty. The fact that a provision had substantive implications did not
mean that elements other than formal ones could be introduced in the text of the DLT. The
Delegation was persuaded that the DLT did not prevent a party to introduce a disclosure
requirement provision in its national legislation.
52. The Chair noted the fruitful discussions held on the question of a disclosure requirement
and opened the floor to delegations on the question of technical assistance.
53. The Delegation of Brazil reiterated its position that technical assistance should be a legally
binding provision of the DLT in the form of an article, since an article provided legal certainty
and predictability for the parties. Observing that an article was in line with the spirit of the
Development Agenda, considering in particular Recommendations 1, 12 and 15, the Delegation
pointed out that Article 51 of the Patent Cooperation Treaty had had positive effects regarding
technical assistance for developing countries.
54. The Delegation of Latvia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, reiterated the Group’s
long standing flexible position on the manner in which technical assistance delivery would be
incorporated into the DLT. Inviting Member States to show a maximum flexibility in finding a
solution, since no delegation objected to the principle to include technical assistance in the
future treaty, the CEBS Group suggested moving to the diplomatic conference to discuss and
agree on the modalities of such assistance.
55. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, stated that it remained flexible with respect to the form of the technical
assistance provision. Underlining its support for the effective delivery of technical assistance in
implementing the DLT, the Delegation considered that whichever form was agreed should be
geared to the requirements of end-users.
56. The Delegation of Nigeria, speaking on behalf of the African Group, endorsed the
statement made by the Delegation of Brazil.
57. The Delegation of the Russian Federation stated that it remained flexible on technical
assistance and its status. The Delegation believed that the text of the provision was ready for a
diplomatic conference and that the decision on holding a diplomatic conference should not be
based on whether or not an agreement on the status of this provision had been reached.
58. The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of) associated itself with the statement made by
the Delegations of Brazil and Nigeria, on behalf of the African Group, to include technical
assistance and capacity building in the main body of the proposed draft DLT, in order to ensure
legal certainty and predictability.
59. The Delegation of Canada stated that it remained supportive of a commitment on
technical assistance and capacity building in relation to the DLT. The Delegation was confident
that a diplomatic conference resolution on technical assistance would provide sufficiently clear
commitment regarding the provision of technical assistance and capacity building measures in
the context of the DLT. However, the Delegation reiterated its flexibility in terms of whether this
provision should be an article or a resolution, as long as an agreement on an article would not
be a precondition to proceed to a diplomatic conference.
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60. The Delegation of Greece, speaking on behalf of Group B, reiterated the view that WIPO
had been successfully delivering technical assistance and would continue to do so within its
mandate, irrespective of a provision in the DLT.
61. The Delegation of Bahamas, speaking on behalf of GRULAC, said that the majority of the
GRULAC member states considered that effective technical assistance and the strengthening of
national capacities remained of vital concern to them, regardless of the nature of the provision.
62.

The Delegation of China stated that it remained flexible, although it preferred an article.

63. The Delegation of Japan, aligning itself with the statement made by the Delegation of
Greece, on behalf of Group B, stated that it fully understood the importance of technical
assistance and capacity building in developing and least developed countries in the field of
intellectual property. The Delegation indicated that the Government of Japan had been
financing a number of activities based on the voluntary contribution under the funds in trust
arrangement with WIPO for almost 30 years, including in the field of industrial designs. Those
activities had been carried out taking into account individual needs and requests of the recipient
countries and had been well received by stakeholders in those countries. Based on that
experience, the Delegation was of the view that a resolution was mostly suitable for setting forth
the subject of technical assistance and capacity building, as those activities, by their nature,
should be broadly implemented in a flexible manner, based on the evolving needs of recipient
countries.
64. The Chair, noting that most delegations were in favor of the provision of technical
assistance, pointed out that there were two approaches regarding its nature. A group of
countries was in favor of an article on technical assistance, while other delegations had
expressed their preference for a resolution. The Chair also underlined the positive spirit of the
discussions and the wish expressed by the delegations to attempt to make progress on this
issue. In that context, the Chair proposed to further discuss the issue in informal consultations.
65. The Chair resumed the work of the Committee after the informal consultations, informing
the Committee that a Chair non-paper on Article 3 had been presented to delegations.
66. The Delegation of India, speaking on behalf of the Asia-Pacific Group, declared that,
although the Group saw merits in the proposal, some members of the Group had reservations
on the language, which could further be discussed in the framework of informal consultations.
The Delegation, highlighting the crucial nature of the final day of the thirty-fifth session of
the SCT, expressed the wish of the Asia-Pacific Group to play an important role in the process
and conveyed the Group’s flexibility and willingness to engage constructively with the other
delegations.
67. The Delegation of Bahamas, speaking on behalf of GRULAC, reported that, although
some members of GRULAC had raised particular concerns, the Group wished to move forward
with the discussions and negotiate in a constructive manner.
68. The Delegation of Nigeria, speaking on behalf of the African Group, indicated that the
Group had had a positive look at the Chair non-paper, but needed to further discuss the
proposal.
69. The Delegation of Greece, speaking on behalf of Group B, said that the Group had held
discussions on the Chair non-paper and would revert to the SCT with its comments.
70. The Delegation of Latvia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, announced that the
CEBS Group wished to elaborate on the comments to the Chair non-paper, and reiterated its
commitment to engage in a constructive manner.
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71. The Delegation of China, holding the view that progress had been made with regards to
the Chair’s proposal, stated that it would also take an active and constructive approach in the
future negotiations.
72. The Delegation of Moldova, supporting the Chair’s proposal, expressed its willingness to
work hard with a view to finalize the document and send it to the diplomatic conference.
73. The Delegation of the Republic of Korea, while raising concerns about the inclusion of the
discussed provision which would go against the harmonization nature of the treaty, requested
more time to consult with its capital.
74. The Chair, expressing its gratitude to all delegations for their commitment to work in a
constructive manner, said that he felt confident that the SCT would be able to overcome the
difficulties. He recalled that the Treaty would not prevent any country from considering
industrial designs in its own way and from looking at the substance and the subject matter in
different manners, as this was the case with the PLT and the TLT. The Chair proposed to
continue the discussion in informal consultations.
75. The Chair, resuming the work after the informal consultations, reported that a Chair
non-paper containing a draft new Article 3(2)(b), as well as a draft agreed statement, had been
discussed during the informals. The Chair observed that almost all delegations had agreed with
the principle reflected in the proposed draft Article 3(2)(b), subject to some further work.
Nevertheless, some delegations had expressed the wish to discuss that provision together with
the agreed statement while others had not approved the draft agreed statement. As there was
still a major gap between the delegations’ viewpoints on this issue, the Chair informed the
Committee that he had drafted another Chair non-paper on Article 1bis, renumbered Article 2,
aiming at leaving policy space to contracting parties. The Chair reported that the latter nonpaper had also been discussed during the informal consultations. He added that, while some
delegations had seen a solution in the proposal related to Article 2, some others had required
more time to consider it.
76. The Delegation of Bahamas, speaking on behalf of GRULAC, expressed its support to the
proposal made by the Chair in relation to draft Article 2.
77. The Delegation of Nigeria, speaking on behalf of the African Group, expressed its
preference for the initial proposal of the Chair on Article 3 as a basis for discussions.
78. The Delegation of India, speaking on behalf of the Asia -Pacific Group, informed the
Committee that it agreed with the proposal of the Chair on Article 2. With regard to Article 3,
most of the members of the Group could go along with the Chair non-paper. The Delegation
invited other delegations to show flexibility in the spirit of multilateralism.
79. The Delegation of Latvia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, stated that it was still
trying to understand the concerns of the African Group, as, in its view, they were already
addressed in the text. In the spirit of flexibility and so as to reach the objective of a diplomatic
conference, the Delegation declared that it considered the proposal of the Chair on Article 2 in a
positive manner.
80. The Delegation of China, expressing its openness, said that it could go along with the
Chair non-paper and the initial proposal.
81. The Delegation of Greece, speaking on behalf of Group B, said that it considered the
proposal of the Chair in a positive manner.
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82. The Chair noted that no delegation opposed to draft Article 2. As it seemed difficult to go
further with draft Article 3, the Chair proposed to continue the informal consultations on Article 2.
83. The Chair resumed the work of the SCT after the informal discussions. He informed the
Committee that he had prepared a Chair non-paper on Articles 2 and 3, aiming at
accommodating all delegations, since, in his view, this was the last chance of complying with
the mandate given by the WIPO General Assembly.
84. The Delegation of Bahamas, speaking on behalf of GRULAC, announced that GRULAC
was willing to work with the Chair’s proposal at the diplomatic conference and, consequently,
wished to move forward to the preparatory committee.
85. The Delegation of China, expressing its appreciation for the efforts of the Chair, declared
that, in principle, it could go along with the text proposed by the Chair and appealed to other
delegations to show flexibility.
86. The Delegation of India, speaking on behalf of the Asia-Pacific Group, reported that no
consensus among the Group members had been reached on the proposed text, although the
Group felt that some elements from Articles 2 and 3 could constitute a good basis for further
negotiations.
87. The Delegation of Greece, speaking on behalf of Group B, declared that Group B
welcomed the proposal by the Chair, subject to the deletion of Note 3.08. The proposed text,
except Note 3.08, was considered as a path forward to a diplomatic conference, where the
language could be further elaborated and finalized.
88. The Delegation of Latvia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, declared that the
CEBS Group welcomed the latest proposal by the Chair and could work on the whole text, with
the exception of Note 3.08, in a diplomatic conference.
89. The Delegation of Nigeria, speaking on behalf of the African Group, reported that no
consensus had been reached among the African Group with regard to the latest text proposed
by the Chair. The African Group held the view that, while some elements should not be
included in the text, some others were not reflected. Stressing the fact that more work was
needed, the Delegation stated that the African Group felt that the text was not in a stage to go to
a diplomatic conference.
90. The Delegation of Spain, supported by the Delegation of Colombia and Hungary, sought
clarification as to the parts of the latest proposal by the Chair which created difficulties for the
African Group.
91. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, expressing its great flexibility to explore alternative options and further
opportunities for consensus, stated that the text proposed by the Chair was a good basis.
92. The Representative of AIPPI recalled that, worldwide, users were waiting for an
agreement, as a treaty such as the DLT would affect real people and real rights. If the
proposed text still raised issues, the Representative announced its readiness to assist to try to
find a solution.
93. The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of) expressed its support for the statement made
by the Delegation of India on behalf of the Asia-Pacific Group. The Delegation expressed its
readiness to work on the positive elements of the proposal or, as an alternative, to focus on the
previous one. The Delegation declared that it looked forward to finalizing the text and
continuing work within the framework of the preparatory committee of the diplomatic conference.
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94. The Chair, noting that the discussion focused mainly on language issues in his non-paper,
requested the SCT to advise him how to finalize the text.
95. The Delegation of Spain, reiterating the question to the African Group on which elements
of the proposal were difficult for it to accept, stated that the mandate of the WIPO General
Assembly had been for the SCT to finalize the work, not to reach an agreement. The
Delegation considered that the Committee had finalized its work, as mandated by the WIPO
General Assembly, in spite of the absence of an agreement, and believed that it would be for
the WIPO General Assembly to ultimately decide whether the SCT had finalized the work.
Therefore, the Delegation believed that the text of the Chair non-paper could be included in the
document, within brackets.
96. The Delegation of Indonesia suggested that each opposing party to the Chair’s proposal
be given the possibility to state the reasons of such an opposition.
97. The Chair asked the Committee whether it agreed to present the text as it stood to the
preparatory committee and let the WIPO General Assembly decide whether the SCT had
completed its work on it.
98. The Delegation of Chile, aligning itself with the statement made by the Delegation of
Spain, declared that, in its view, the SCT had fulfilled its mandate and all the delegations had
done their outmost in exploring every possibility to reach an agreement.
99. The Delegation of the United States of America lent its support to the interventions made
by Group B, the European Union and its member states, and other delegations with respect to
the text proposed by the Chair, subject to the deletion of Note 3.08. The Delegation believed,
however, that, in spite of the delegations’ engagement, the brackets around the language that
had not obtained consensus did not solve the problem.
100. The Chair noted the proposal to delete Note 3.08 and asked whether there were any other
proposals.
101. The Delegation of Nigeria, speaking on behalf of the African Group, said that there was no
convergence on a fundamental question, recalling that Group B had requested to remove from
the text the reference to expressions of traditions, whereas the African Group wanted to see the
disclosure of source or origin of traditional knowledge, traditional cultural expressions and
genetic resources used or incorporated in industrial designs. The Delegation expressed its
readiness to engage constructively, but wondered whether those two divergent views could be
reconciled.
102. The Chair, recalling his various proposals on Articles 3 and 1bis, said that he had tried to
find language that would make everyone comfortable. He reminded the Committee that the
mandate of the WIPO General Assembly was just to finalize the text of a basic proposal.
103. The Delegation of Colombia reaffirmed its flexibility with regard to the text and expressed
its readiness to discuss further in a diplomatic conference. The Delegation aligned itself with
the statement made by the Delegation of Spain, echoed by the Delegation of Chile.
104. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, reaffirmed that the European Union was one of the main proponents of
the DLT. The Delegation said that it was prepared to carry on the discussions late into the night
if required and see whether the delegations could bridge the differences. Indicating that the text
was solid, the Delegation expressed its regret to see that it had fallen at the last hurdle. The
Delegation expressed its readiness to continue the discussion and hoped that a success would
crown the efforts of the Chair.
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105. The Delegation of Greece, speaking on behalf of Group B, reiterated its firm position that
the text of the DLT was mature enough and agreed to present the text to the diplomatic
conference for further elaboration.
106. The Chair thanked all delegations for their efforts at trying to find a way to finalize the basic
proposal for the draft DLT, as requested by the WIPO General Assembly of WIPO, with the aim
to convene a diplomatic conference. He recalled that he had offered a number of suggestions
on the basis of discussions held in Plenary and in informal meetings in order to reach a
consensus. A certain number of delegations had expressed the view that the work carried out
had enabled the Committee to finalize the basic proposal for a DLT. Other delegations believed
that the work had led to a basic document, but there were still some elements that required
further elaboration. Other delegations had expressed the view that the text had not been
sufficiently completed to form the basis for a proposal for a DLT, as requested by the General
Assembly.
107. The Delegation of Spain pointed out that, in its understanding, the Committee could not
decide whether or not it had completed its work, since that decision belonged to the WIPO
General Assembly.
108. The Chair recalled that his role was to report on all the points of view expressed within the
Committee when there was not a consensus. Therefore, since different views had been
expressed on the fact that the work of the SCT had been achieved or not, he wished to reflect
those views in his Summary, in the interest of transparency.
109. The Chair noted that the SCT had been working throughout the session with the objective
to finalize the basic proposal for the DLT as requested by the WIPO General Assembly
decision, with a view to convene a diplomatic conference for the adoption of a DLT at the end of
the first half of 2017. To that end, the Chair has presented a number of suggestions to the SCT.
110. The Chair concluded that a number of delegations were of the opinion that the work
of the SCT was sufficient to consider that the basic proposal was finalized. Other
delegations considered that the work of the SCT constituted a sufficient ground for
finalizing the basic proposal and that a few elements needed further work. Other
delegations considered that the work of the SCT was not sufficient to finalize the basic
proposal.

Proposal by the Delegations of the United States of America and Japan as contained in
document SCT/35/6
111. Discussion was based on document SCT/35/6.
112. The Delegation of the United States of America, thanking the Delegation of Japan for its
contribution to document SCT/35/6, recalled that for many years, industrial design had focused
on traditional physical wares. However, the prevalence and importance of new technology and
emerging designs related to user interfaces, icons, and other electronic goods had driven
design into new areas. Those new designs were not only among the most prevalent in the
United States of America, but in many other jurisdictions across the globe. For the last few
years, those classes of designs had been the most commonly filed design applications at the
USPTO and that number continued to grow. Similar observations had been heard across the
globe. The Delegation considered that the SCT was the appropriate WIPO Committee for
discussion of those industrial design issues. The Delegation considered that the time was right
for the Committee to discuss new technological designs, taking the opportunity to study those
designs before jurisdictions which had developed long-standing and entrenched positions on
those quickly evolving technologies. The Delegation believed that the topic held great promise
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to applicants and design offices across the globe, observing that document SCT/35/6 reflected
some examples on which topics were contemplated for discussion. To conclude, the Delegation
said that it looked forward to discussing and exploring what the current practice was on those
topics in each jurisdiction.
113. The Delegation of Israel, expressing support for the proposal made by the Delegations of
the United States of America and Japan in document SCT/35/6, declared that it joined those
Delegations as co-sponsor of the proposal. The Delegation observed that the issues raised in
the proposal were very relevant for Israel and that some were included in the context of a bill for
a new designs law which was currently pending in the Parliament of Israel. The Delegation
informed the Committee that the current design statute in Israel was based on the
United Kingdom design law from 1919 and that the new bill was largely derived from the current
United Kingdom and European Union design law. The Delegation added that in the course of
preparing the bill and in the parliamentary hearings to date, one of the most heated debates
between private practitioners, academics, judges and government officials in Israel revolved
around the question of whether or not the digital products, such as graphic user interfaces, were
eligible for design protection under current law of Israel. The Delegation explained that under
the proposed bill, graphic user interfaces (GUI) would be design subject matter, eligible for
protection of design, provided that all the criteria were met. In addition, the bill would specify
that digital graphics, typefaces and fonts would also be design subject matter. Under current
law, the Delegation indicated that there were claims where it was not clear whether digital type
graphic typefaces were design subject matter or copyright subject matter. The Minister of
Justice of Israel, who is in charge of Intellectual Property legislation had always maintained the
position that electronic or digital products could and should be protected like any other tangible
product, that is to say as a design. The Delegation did not believe that the change brought on
by technology should change the substance of the law and maintained the position that even
the design ordinance could and should be interpreted as applying to digital designs. The
system of Israel would also prevent overlapping copyright protection for such digital products, as
for any other product, on the reasoning that an industrial design protection regime would
provide both adequate protection and promote competition and creation of new digital products.
In light of its experience, the Delegation concurred with the Delegation of the United States of
America that the time was right to conduct the suggested research and declared that it wanted
to join the proposal as cosponsors. In addition, the Delegation suggested that the research also
take into account the protection of digital type graphic typefaces or fonts.
114. The Delegation of Japan, thanking the Delegation of the United States of America for its
explanations, welcomed the Delegation of Israel as co-sponsor of the proposal contained in
document SCT/35/6. The Delegation observed that, while the creation of new and emerging
technological designs, including designs for graphic images such as GUI and icons, had spread
with the rapid advance of information and communication technology in recent years, there was
not sufficient information on how protection was provided for such designs in jurisdictions
around the world. Consequently, gathering information in this respect would be beneficial for
users of Member States, including Japan. Stressing the importance of conducting a survey at
the SCT for the purpose of collecting such information and sharing it among Member States and
users, the Delegation had made this joint proposal with the Delegations of the United States of
America and Israel. The Delegation explained that, in Japan, graphic images had been subject
of protection under the national law since April 2007. Nevertheless, before April 1, 2016, the
scope of protection had been limited to graphic images used for enabling the article to function
and previously recorded with the article, such as digital cameras and graphic images of
software. The Delegation indicated that the new examination guidelines for designs had been
amended and applied, since April 1, 2016, to designs containing graphic images. In addition to
graphic images that had been previously recorded with the article, the images of an application
software that were afterward installed and recorded on computers, such as smartphones and
tablet computers, also became subject of protection as part of the configuration of appearance
of the article.
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115. The Delegation of Australia expressed its interest in learning about the considerations of
other members concerning the protection of virtual and non-physical designs. The Delegation
stated that Australia was currently evaluating its own policies for the protection of virtual or
nonphysical designs, adding that such evaluation was part of a broader review of the design
system and not solely in relation or in response to concerns over protection for virtual or
nonphysical designs. The Delegation also pointed out that a recent independent review of its
design system recommended that the treatment of virtual or nonphysical designs be
reconsidered, for example by allowing consideration of the product in its active and not just its
resting state when considering validity. The Delegation said that it would be happy to provide
information on the approaches of its current system for protecting those types of designs,
pointing out that it did not yet know the position of its government in regard to the future policy.
In conclusion, the Delegation stressed the usefulness of an exchange of information on the
topic.
116. The Delegations of Canada, Chile, Colombia, France, Hungary, Mexico, Spain and the
European Union, on behalf of the European Union and its member states thanked the
Delegations of the United States of America, Japan, and Israel for the joint proposal and
expressed their support for a discussion and an exchange of opinions on those topics at the
next session of the SCT.
117. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, stating that it was very interested in those new
areas of industrial designs, expressed its wish to provide information on the Russian
experience.
118. The Chair noted that a number of delegations had responded positively to the joint
proposal contained in document SCT/35/6 and had expressed the wish to include this topic on
the agenda of the SCT. Certain delegations also expressed their desire to share their
experience and their concerns.
119. The Chair requested the Secretariat to prepare a questionnaire, based on
document SCT/35/6, to be addressed to all Member States of WIPO. He further
requested the Secretariat to prepare a document containing replies to that questionnaire,
to be presented at the next session of the SCT.
WIPO Digital Access Service (DAS)
120. The Delegation of the United States of America expressed interest in hearing information
on the WIPO Digital Access Service (DAS). The Delegation recalled that the service, utilized in
the patent context, was ready to be used in the industrial design context. Furthermore, the
Hague Working Group had inserted language in the Regulations and Administrative
Instructions, paving the way for the WIPO DAS System to be used. However, in spite of all that,
the service was not yet utilized in the industrial design context. Thus, the Delegation requested
the Secretariat to present information on the DAS at the next session of the SCT.
121. The Chair took note of the request submitted by the Delegation of the United States
of America.
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AGENDA ITEM 6: TRADEMARKS
Trademarks
Protection of Country Names Against Registration and Use as Trademarks: Practices,
Approaches and Possible Areas of Convergence and Revised Proposal by the Delegation of
Jamaica
122. The Delegation of Jamaica recalled that in 2009, it had proposed an amendment of
Article 6ter of the Paris Convention in order to improve the protection to country names, in a
manner similar to the existing provision concerning State symbols, flags, etc. However,
recognizing that the time was not ripe for such an amendment and after constructive
consultations with several Member States, the Delegation proposed an alternative, asking the
Secretariat to prepare a study. The Delegation noted that developing countries, which had
certain vulnerabilities relied on branding to provide weak and vulnerable users with strong
branding campaigns. Highly industrialized and middle income countries had been able to enter
global commerce with appropriate branding and marketing campaigns and therefore, the
Delegation sought measures to strengthen the ability of SMEs in small developing countries to
enter and effectively participate in global commerce where they could benefit from the
recognition and market appeal provided by a collectively managed and well promoted national
brand which required the effective protection of country names in order to be successful. The
capacity of large enterprises, especially those in developed countries, to brand and market their
products and services might not suffer from such problems as did enterprises in small and
vulnerable economies. That was the reason why the Delegation sought a solution through the
discussions in the Committee. The Delegation had analyzed document SCT/29/5, which
confirmed that although in theory, protection was available for country names, under certain
circumstances, there was an opportunity for persons and entities to nevertheless abuse and
unfairly free ride on the good will and reputation of a country's name. In practice, the protection
that theoretically existed for country names was not comprehensive, inadequate and often
insufficient. All the countries that responded to the previous study had indicated that their
legislation provided protection to names of States only if they were considered as descriptive of
the region where the goods were produced. This was the most commonly used ground to
refuse trademark applications. However, the situation was different where the mark consisted
exclusively of the country name than when it included additional words or figurative elements.
In practice, trademarks which comprised or contained country names were often accepted for
registration where the country name was combined with other elements which rendered the
trademark distinctive as a whole. Numerous examples were presented during the side event to
the thirty-third session of the SCT. In fact, in the vast majority of WIPO Member States, all an
applicant had to do to trademark a country name was to stylize the name or add words or other
elements to overcome the basic protection offered in theory to country names. This current
state of affairs was clearly evidenced by examples of trademarks including country names that
were found on the trademark register of several States. The side event to the thirty-third
session and document SCT/35/4 confirmed the need for a comprehensive and
internationally-consistent protection of country names. The aim of the proposed draft Joint
Recommendation was not to prescribe rules to be followed but establish a coherent and
consistent framework to guide intellectual property offices in the use of trademarks and
identifiers consisting of or containing country names. The Delegation found document
SCT/35/4 to be very useful as it outlined possible areas of convergence. However, in its
opinion, the document could benefit from empirical data regarding the trademark practice and
interpretation of Member States, so as to identify possible areas of convergence and
divergence. The Member State survey that had been carried out in previous years was not
precise enough, as it showed that in theory many countries protected country names under the
rubric of false or misleading trademarks, but there were many exceptions or interpretations
which permitted the registration of country names as trademarks although the applicant had no
connection to the country named in the trademark. Therefore, the Delegation requested that
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the convergence document prepared by the Secretariat be revised to incorporate a new survey
with expanded questions to gather more practical information from States. Additional questions
or issues could include, for example, what circumstances amounted to misleading, deceptive or
false trademarks and who was allowed to file oppositions to trademark applications including
country names. Thus, the Delegation proposed that the Secretariat conduct another survey
among Member States on experiences with country name applications and look at the gaps
between the law and practice on the protection of country names. The Delegation also
requested the SCT to agree on a deadline for suggestions or questions to be included in a new
survey and said that it remained ready and willing to work with all Member States and the
Secretariat in order to find solutions for the effective protection of country names.
123. The Delegation of Switzerland supported the statement made by the Delegation of
Jamaica and its revised proposal contained in document SCT/32/2. The Delegation believed
that document SCT/35/4 showed that convergence could be envisaged on a number of
principles regarding the protection of country names. Area of convergence number 3 of the
document suggested there was a possible convergence around not-registering a mark if the use
of a country name was misleading, deceptive or false in relation to the origin of the goods or
services. This possible area of convergence would apply in the national law of most countries.
However, in document WIPO/Strad/INF/7, the notion of deceptiveness appeared to be vague
and different from one country to another. Although document SCT/35/4 presented the
principles of protection, the content of the areas of convergence was insufficient to ensure
coherent and specific protection to country names. The Delegation called for non-binding
guidelines at the international level and held the view that a study of the reasons behind the
divergent practices would enable the SCT to move the debate forward. In addition, a
questionnaire should be prepared concerning the factors to be considered when determining
the deceptive, false or misleading use of country names.
124. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, took note of document SCT/35/4, which confirmed several opportunities were
available to third-parties before, during, and after the trademark registration process at which
the protection of country names might be invoked. The Delegation suggested to focus on
awareness-raising activities about the available mechanisms to obtain the refusal or invalidation
of trademarks containing country names. There were several grounds to refuse or invalidate
trademarks, namely the lack of any distinctiveness, descriptive character and the fact that
trademarks were contrary to public policy, misleading, deceptive or false. The Delegation
renewed its interest in the proposal contained in document SCT/34/2 to address the protection
of country names in examination manuals, in order to raise awareness of the already existing
possibilities to refuse or invalidate the registration as a trademark of signs consisting of or
containing country names. With respect to the possible areas of convergence found among the
laws and practices of different Members, the Delegation said it was not opposed to continue
work in those areas, but believed that areas of a substantive nature such as areas number 3
and 4, should be outside the scope the work, since it would be difficult to achieve progress on
them.
125. The Delegation of Latvia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group appreciated the
overview of the status of protection of country names. Document SCT/35/4 showed different
approaches that were adopted by the Member States regarding the registration of country
names as trademarks and contained information on ways to oppose such registration. The
Delegation took note of the possible areas of convergence that were identified in the document
and looked forward to constructive and positive discussions on the way forward.
126. The Delegation of Monaco expressed support for any initiative designed to advance the
work of the Committee on the issue of country names, and in particular regarding the possibility
of harmonizing national practices in this area. For more than fifteen years, national authorities
in Monaco had been trying to protect the names of Monaco and Monte Carlo around the world.
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The Delegation noticed that the protection of country names was neither uniform nor
exhaustive, it required considerable human and extraordinary financial resources although it did
not always help local operators or consumers to ensure such protection. For that reason, the
Delegation supported the statements made by the Delegations of Jamaica and Switzerland and
their proposals to advance the work of the Committee on this issue.
127. The Delegation of Italy supported the revised proposal made by the Delegation of
Jamaica, and in particular Articles 6 and 7 of the draft Joint Recommendation, which could be
applied by national offices when examining trademarks containing country names. A Joint
Recommendation would remind all Member States of the need to be more careful when
considering this aspect.
128. The Delegation of Chile understood that the possible areas of convergence contained in
document SCT/35/4 constituted a benchmark or point of reference that could be used by offices
when trying to resolve issues connected with the registration or use of marks consisting of or
containing country names. The Delegation supported this approach because it not only covered
the concern of the Delegation of Jamaica and other SCT members but also provided the
necessary flexibility to deal with the diversity of ways in which this issue was handled by
members of the Committee. The Delegation believed that area of convergence number 4 on
“Consideration of Other Elements of the Mark”, could be included in area of convergence
number 3, as in its view, if a mark consisted of a country name, it could not contain other
elements. On the contrary and as per area of convergence number 4, if a mark contained other
elements, it could be said that it contained the country name and therefore that case was
already covered by area of convergence number 3. So it was necessary to clarify the
hypothesis that was covered by area number 4. The Delegation agreed with area of
convergence number 5 on Invalidation and Opposition Procedures, as along with areas
number 2 and 3, it was considered a ground for refusal under national legislation, but such a
refusal could not be decided by the Office and was subject of a request for opposition. The
Delegation understood that possible area of convergence number 6 (Use as a Mark) found its
rationale in Article 10 of the Paris Convention; however, the wording differed from that provision.
First, the scope of the possible embargoes or seizures could go beyond the case provided in
the Paris Convention, and secondly, the area of convergence referred to certain attributes of the
products and services such as their quality or nature, which was vague and depended on a
subjective appreciation. On the contrary, if the geographical place of origin were included, this
could be proven by the rules of origin.
129. The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of) attached great importance to the work of
the SCT on the issue of the protection of country names. The studies undertaken by WIPO,
which compiled national laws and practices, indicated there was a need for international action
to prevent the registration or use of country names as trademarks. Therefore, the Delegation
supported the proposal made by the Delegation of Jamaica for the development of a Joint
Recommendations in this area.
130. The Delegation of Spain supported the declaration made by the Delegation of the
European Union on document SCT/35/4 and noted its interest in exploring the refusal of
trademarks including country names, as well as exploring the proposal to include the protection
of country names in trademark examination manuals, and to look at possible convergence of
practices. The Delegation supported the continuation of discussions on this topic.
131. In relation to area of convergence number 2, the Delegation of Colombia held the view
that in many countries, a trademark was considered lacking any distinctive character when it
included the name of a country. The Delegation noted that in the laws of Latin American
countries, a sign which lacked distinctive character could or could not be descriptive and this
was a separate assessment. However, if the sign was not distinctive it could not be considered
a valid trademark. When the trademark consisted solely of a country name, in association with
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products, this was rather an issue of geographical indications. Therefore, a division was
necessary in area of convergence number 2 between the descriptive nature of the trademark on
the one hand, as well as the confusion that might cause if the product did not come from the
country named, and on the other hand, the case where there was a complete lack of distinctive
character.
132. The Delegation of the Republic of Korea explained that the national Trademark Act
provided for protection of country names included in trademarks. Trademark applications were
refused where the use of a country name might be seen as insulting or was likely to cause
disrepute to the country named in the trademark. Whenever necessary, interested parties could
oppose such applications and request their invalidation. If product names misled customers as
to the origin of the product, such use would be restricted under the Prevention of Unfair
Competition Act. The Delegation appreciated the possible areas of convergence contained in
document SCT/35/4 but said that it would need clarifications on several issues covered in the
document, particularly the divergences that existed among Member States and how to
overcome them. The Delegation endorsed the proposal made by the Delegation of Jamaica
that a survey be conducted to identify the existing gaps.
133. The Delegation of Hungary believed that the existing international, regional, and national
legal framework provided sufficient protection for country names especially in trademark
applications that consisted solely of the name of a country. Concerning trademark applications
where the country name was combined with other distinctive elements, further criteria should be
used in the assessment of registrability, namely the knowledge of the average local consumer.
For instance, when the consumer understood the country name as designating a place
associated with the product covered by the mark. As such a determination would depend on
the marketplace and the information available to the relevant consumers, practices concerning
the determination of deceptive trademark applications remained divergent. Nevertheless, the
expanded use of the Internet might change the picture and under that light, the Delegation saw
merit in continuing work with a view to either identifying principles or finding common points that
could be formulated in an abstract manner within the context of deceptiveness of trademark
applications, as regarded the geographical origin of products.
134. The Delegation of South Africa expressed its willingness to engage in future discussions
in relation to the suggested possible areas of convergence on the protection of country names
but reiterated the view that it would not support a document in the format of a Joint
Recommendation. The Delegation recalled that it had always been willing to consider and
support a non-binding document.
135. The Delegation of Georgia commended the Secretariat for the reference document on the
protection of country names against registration and use as trademarks and thanked the
Delegation of Jamaica for its proposal, which highlighted the importance of the protection of
country names. The Delegation shared the views of the CEBS Group, which had thoroughly
studied the possible impact of adopting the proposed instrument and was ready to participate in
future discussions on the issue, including a revised draft reference document considering
national practice as well as the proposal presented by the Delegation of Jamaica.
136. The Delegation of the Russian Federation considered that document SCT/35/4, which
proposed six areas of convergence, duly reflected the work of the Committee. The Delegation
stood ready to work in further detail on the issue of the protection of country names as proposed
by the Delegation of Jamaica.
137. The Chair noted that all statements concerning document SCT/35/4 would be recorded in
the Report.
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138. The Chair concluded that this item would remain on the Agenda and that the SCT
would revert to it at its next session with sufficient time to enable a full discussion.

Update on Trademark-Related Aspects of the Domain Name System
139. Discussion was based on document SCT/35/5.
140. The Delegation of Hungary thanked the Secretariat for the update contained in the
document. Concerning the Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (UDRP) review
initiated at the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN), the Delegation
highlighted uncertainties associated with the review process and expressed concerns. The
Delegation further noted the lack of protection of geographical names as such in the Domain
Name System (DNS). The Delegation concluded by expressing strong support for the
continued monitoring of developments, and input by the Secretariat as appropriate.
141. The Delegation of Switzerland expressed support of the statement made by the
Delegation of Hungary.
142. The SCT requested a further update at the next meeting.

AGENDA ITEM 7: GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATIONS
143. The Delegation of Hungary, referring to the joint proposal contained in
document SCT/31/8 Rev.5 on the protection of country names and geographical indications in
the DNS, recalled that the proposal had been introduced in detail in the last three meetings of
the SCT. However, the Delegation wished to highlight two important objectives that the
proposal aimed to reach. The first objective concerned the possible extension of the
WIPO UDRP to country names and geographical indications, currently limited to trademark
rights only. In its opinion, country names and geographical indications, including appellations of
origin, were subject matter of protection and individual States or holders of geographical
indications should have the possibility to invoke those rights in the framework of the UDRP. The
second objective related to means to render or enhance the protection of geographical
indications and country names in the new DNS of ICANN. The Delegation recalled that more
than a thousand of new top level domain names have been introduced by ICANN, which had
attracted over 17 million second level registrations. The volume of this phenomenon
demonstrated the size of the area where those prior rights could be misused. The Delegation
believed that the demand from beneficiaries of geographical indications to have guarantees that
their legitimate interests would be preserved was an argument in support of the proposal. At
the same time, the Delegation, noting that the scope of the proposal was limited to a specific
area of geographical indications and the protection of country names, believed that it would not
be difficult to conduct work in that area. The Delegation also noted that the proposal was
co-sponsored by ten delegations and its discussion within the SCT had generated positive
reaction and broad support from Member States of the SCT. Finally, declaring its openness to
discuss other proposals, the Delegation expressed the view that the SCT should first agree on
the working method and its principles.
144. The Delegation of France declared that it was ready to go forward on the questions under
discussion in a constructive spirit. Recalling the mandate given by the General Assembly on
geographical indications, the Delegation acknowledged that the mandate to achieve an
outcome on the DLT was more pressing. The Delegation therefore considered that the
discussion on geographical indications could be deferred to a session of the SCT where more
time would be available, so as to ensure convergence. The Delegation believed that all
proposals could be reconciled and that an agreement on the working methodology and further
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steps was needed. Finally, recalling that France was a Lisbon Union Member and that some
questions remained open regarding the Lisbon Union, the Delegation reiterated its readiness to
be constructive in discussing those questions.
145. The Delegation of Latvia, on behalf of the CEBS Group, recalled that the General
Assembly had directed the SCT to examine different systems for protection of geographical
indications within the current mandate and covering all aspects. At the outset, the CEBS Group
had expressed its support to the Delegations of the Czech Republic, France, Germany,
Hungary, Italy, Poland, Portugal, Republic of Moldova, Spain and Switzerland to study the
protection of geographical indications in the DNS on the Internet. Believing that the proposal
was in line with the work of the SCT, the Delegation considered it crucial to have an in-depth
analysis of the current situation. As conceptual gaps on this issue had been discovered during
the expansion of the Top Level Domain Space, the Delegation believed it was important to
better understand the complexities surrounding geographical indications and their protection in
the DNS. Regarding other proposals under Agenda Item 7, the CEBS Group position remained
unchanged. Though a number of tabled proposals had suggested examining geographical
indication protection systems, it was known that geographical indications were protected either
through trademark systems or through sui generis systems. Noting that some proposals went
beyond the analysis of national systems, the Delegation concluded that those proposals would
not fit into the SCT mandate.
146. The Representative of OriGIn reiterated its interest in a discussion on the protection of
geographical indications in the DNS, especially in the context of the DNS expansion.
Expressing the regret that a GI was not considered a valid title to contest a second level domain
registration, the Representative stressed the importance of including it under the UDRP
mechanism, mostly in light of the fact that one thousand new first level domains were
operational and 17 million second level domains were registered. The Representative further
expressed his concerns related to the costs of monitoring and enforcing geographical indication
rights on the Internet, also in view of a new expansion of top level domains in future years.
Noting that the number of disputes related to new top level domains under the UDRP was
rising, the Representative wondered how to improve the legal protection of intellectual property
rights so that Intellectual Property owners could benefit from the Internet, which was also an
incredible tool to promote trademarks and geographical indications and to sell products all over
the world. In conclusion, the Representative believed that the UDRP should comprise
geographical indications and expressed the wish that cost effective systems for both
geographical indication and trademark protection be studied within the SCT.
147. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, recalled that the work on GIs was guided by the decision of the General
Assembly to direct the SCT to examine the different systems for protection of geographical
indications within its current mandate and covering all aspects. Taking that decision into
account, the European Union and its member states believed that work on geographical
indications should be focused on the DNS, which was a very relevant and topical subject. The
Delegation announced that it looked forward to the discussions on a study on GIs and the DNS,
as proposed in document SCT/31/8 Rev.5. The study should investigate whether the need of
users for the protection of geographical indications in the DNS had changed, whether the
available measures for holders of geographical indications against infringing domain names
were effective enough and how the existing legal and procedural framework could be improved.
In relation to the other proposals on the table, the Delegation stated that the SCT had no legal
mandate to touch upon, review or interpret the Lisbon Agreement or the Geneva Act of the
Lisbon Agreement. As a consequence, the examination of the different systems for protection
of geographical indications within the current mandate and covering all aspects could not be
based upon the proposals contained in documents SCT/30/7 and SCT/31/7, as they related to
the Lisbon Agreement and the Geneva Act of the Lisbon Agreement. The Delegation stressed
the fact that any future revision of the Lisbon Agreement or the Geneva Act was the exclusive
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prerogative of parties to these agreements. The Delegation also believed that a study in the
area of geographical indications based on the proposal of the Delegation of the United States of
America would add little as, in essence, it would only reiterate the obvious fact that some
countries protected geographical indications through the trademark system and others,
including the European Union, through a sui generis system. However, for the sake of
consensus, the Delegation expressed its readiness to initiate a dialogue on national and
regional regimes of geographical indications protection at SCT/36.
148. The Delegation of the United States of America, recalling that at the last session of the
SCT the delegations had been very close to reach an agreement on a work plan on
geographical indications, reiterated its proposal, with the intent to start from a simple base by
soliciting questions from SCT member delegations to explore and share information on national
systems for the protection of geographical indications. Pointing out that there were many issues
to be identified during the examination process of a geographical indication, the Delegation
considered that it could be useful to discuss many of those and to share experiences. The
Delegation explained that its intent was to create a Member State-driven dialogue within
the SCT so that all be a resource for each other. The Delegation was uncertain about the
outcome of that dialogue and believed that proposing a series of further steps was difficult.
However, as an initial matter, the idea of gathering questions by delegations would be very
useful. The Delegation said that during the negotiation of the Trans-Pacific Partnership
Agreement (TPP) that dialogue had occurred as the negotiators were working through
complicated geographical indication systems around the world, involving multiple agencies with
multiple competencies. Many of those agencies were not functioning as intellectual property
registries. The Delegation noted that the TPP partners had found common ground and agreed
to fundamental principles, thus achieving a broad geographical indication framework
agreement. The dialogue was complicated but it had been enriching to be able to sit across the
table, ask questions about another regime, get answers and then try to draft around that.
Taking into account that experience, the Delegation believed that a similar dialogue within
the SCT would be very valuable to understand each other’s system and would make a big
difference in finding a way forward. Considering that proposing to start that dialogue on
examination practices was of each country’s interest and benefit, the Delegation recalled that an
agreement had been almost reached last time and expressed the hope to start the work on
geographical indications.
149. The Delegation of Switzerland, referring to the mandate conferred by the General
Assembly to the SCT, expressed the hope that the discussion on geographical indications
would result in the adoption of a roadmap so that the SCT could resume its work on
geographical indications. In this perspective, the Delegation believed that the discussion should
be focused on the different national and regional systems for protection of geographical
indications and take into account the issues raised by the Member States. Referring to the
issue of geographical indications and country names within the DNS, the Delegation noted the
support and interest to that proposal expressed by many delegations. The Delegation was of
the view that those subjects could be combined and an agreement on the work plan could be
reached. The Delegation concluded by reaffirming its commitment towards reaching that
agreement.
150. The Delegation of Colombia, while expressing its openness for a dialogue and study of the
different issues raised in the proposals, believed that they were all equally important for the
development and general understanding of how each system worked. Referring to the
concerns expressed by the Representative of OriGIn, the Delegation believed that the subject of
geographical indications and country names within the DNS should be part of a wider
discussion on the scope and protection of geographical indications. Expressing support for the
statement made by the Delegation of Switzerland, the Delegation believed that it was worth to
establish a work plan based on a questionnaire. The Delegation also aligned itself with the
proposal made by the Delegation of the United States of America. The Delegation was of the
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view that this subject was still of interest to Member States, irrespective of the work on
geographical indications conducted previously within the framework of the SCT. The
Delegation stressed the fact that different protection systems were not limited to sui generis or
to the trademark systems, but also included unfair competition, consumer protection and other
more general regulatory systems. The Delegation, noting the importance of finding common
grounds in those systems, wished also to find answers to specific questions related to the
requirements for registration of collective and certification marks, proof on the link between the
product and its geographical origin, protection of geographical indications within the DNS, prior
rights and the concept of misleading consumers. Therefore, the Delegation believed that it was
crucial to agree on a work plan, which would tackle each of those questions.
151. The Delegation of Chile, expressing its support for the proposal made by the Delegation of
the United States of America, underlined the importance of adopting a balanced work plan on
geographical indications and of fulfilling the mandate given by the General Assembly.
Supporting the idea of a constructive dialogue, the Delegation welcomed with great interest the
proposal according to which SCT members could raise questions regarding national systems for
the protection of geographical indications. For the same reason, the Delegation commended
the proposal on a study on the protection of geographical indications and country names within
the DNS. The Delegation shared a part of the concerns indicated in the proposal and
acknowledged its specific interest in investigating the needs of users on the protection of
geographical indications in the DNS, which could be done through a study or, alternatively, a
seminar. The Delegation concluded by stating that it was important to be realistic, to take into
account all the interests expressed by the Member States and to achieve a consensus, without
prejudging the results of that exercise.
152. The Delegation of Spain aligned itself with the statement by the Delegation of the
European Union.
153. The Delegation of Indonesia, expressing its interest in a discussion on geographical
indications, informed the SCT that Indonesia was currently reforming its national legislation and
creating an effective system to protect geographical indications, although it was not a member
of the Lisbon Agreement. The Delegation further said that Indonesia was negotiating bilateral
and regional agreements with a number of countries. Therefore, stressing the importance of
sharing the information, the Delegation was interested in the Committee looking into the various
different national systems for protecting geographical indications. The Delegation pointed out
the usefulness of having a full picture of the protection of geographical indications in most of the
countries of the world. The Delegation believed that such a picture would be useful for
harmonization purposes and for a better understanding of the commonalities and differences in
approaches to geographical indication protection adopted by various Member States. Referring
to the statement made by the Delegation of the United States of America, the Delegation
wished to know more about the TPP or other bilateral or regional agreements on geographical
indications. In conclusion, noting that geographical indications were not only on WIPO’s
Agenda but also in WTO, the Delegation supported the carrying out of an analysis of various
national legislations on geographical indications.
154. The Delegation of Australia expressed its support for adopting a work program on
geographical indications in the SCT. Observing that geographical indications were a significant
and contentious area of International intellectual property law, the Delegation believed that there
could only be advantages in a discussion on specific issues of policy interest to SCT members
on the different national systems for the protection of geographical indications as well as the
different mechanisms for obtaining international protection. The Delegation was of the view that
the SCT was well placed for that discussion because of the diversity of geographical indication
regimes established in its membership. Even though the SCT had already spent some years
discussing various aspects of geographical indication protection in detail, those discussions had
ceased 10 years ago. National and international circumstances had changed in the interim.
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Some WIPO members had developed, implemented or amended their national geographical
indication systems since then and might be better placed to discuss their legal and policy
settings. Finally, the Delegation stated that it was open to the idea of inviting Member States to
identify specific issues and to agree on a work program that would make headway on the
interests of all SCT members.
155. The Delegation of Japan expressed its support for a study to examine various national
legal approaches to specific geographical indication topics. Considering that such study would
help to deepen the understanding of various geographical indication issues, the Delegation lent
its support to the proposal of the Delegation of the United States of America.
156. The Delegation of Israel, expressing its support for the statements made by the Delegation
of the United States of America and Chile, reiterated the view that an exchange of information
regarding geographical indications between Members States in the form of an inclusive
dialogue would be beneficial to all.
157. The Delegation of Georgia, expressing its support for the joint proposal presented by the
Delegations of the Czech Republic, France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Poland, Portugal,
Republic of Moldova, Spain and Switzerland on the protection of geographical indications in
the DNS, believed that such a study could only benefit countries and users.
158. The Delegation of the Republic of Korea believed that there was an added value in
studying various approaches for the protection of geographical indications, considering that
such systems differed from country to country. The Delegation announced that it would be
pleased to share with WIPO Member States its experiences in implementing various
geographical indication protection systems. The Delegation, lending its support to the proposal
made by the Delegation of the United States of America, was of the view that a survey on each
Member State’s geographical indication protection system and practice would help to
understand how other SCT Member States handled geographical indication issues such as, for
example, conflicting interests between trademarks and geographical indications.
159. The Delegation of Canada believed that there was value added in studying the various
geographical indication protection systems at national/regional levels and expressed its support
for the statements made by Australia and the United States of America.
160. The Delegation of Argentina, lending its full support to the discussion of issues related to
the different national systems for the protection of geographical indications, believed that
comprehensive information on the complex international panorama of geographical indications
would be useful for all SCT members. In this regard, the Delegation supported the proposal put
forward by the Delegation of the United States of America to carry out studies on national
systems for the protection of geographical indications based on a questionnaire, considering it
as a first step in a geographical indication work program.
161. The Delegation of Mexico echoed the statement made by the Delegation of the United
States of America, supported by the Delegations of Canada and Japan.
162. The Delegation of Uruguay reiterated that the SCT was the appropriate forum to discuss
geographical indications. As ten years had gone by since the last time that the SCT had
discussed geographical indications, the Delegation presumed that many legislations had
changed and therefore considered that it would be useful to have updated information on the
existing systems of protection of geographical indications.
163. The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of) lent its support to the proposal made by the
Delegations of the Czech Republic, France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Poland, Portugal,
Republic of Moldova, Spain and Switzerland.
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164. The Chair concluded that all points in this item would remain on the Agenda and that
the SCT would revert to this item at its next session, with sufficient time to enable a full
discussion on a work program on geographical indications at the Committee.

AGENDA ITEM 8: ADOPTION OF THE SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR
165. The SCT approved the Summary by the Chair as presented in document SCT/35/7.

AGENDA ITEM 9: CLOSING OF THE SESSION
166. The Delegation of Greece, speaking on behalf of Group B, expressed its disappointment
about the fact that, despite the tireless efforts and considerable flexibility demonstrated by most
members to contemplate solutions, the SCT was not able to finalize the text and reach an
agreement. The Delegation further expressed its gratitude to the Chair for its perseverance in
helping SCT members to find common solutions during the negotiations
167. The Delegation of Latvia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, congratulated the Chair
on his determination, patience and commitment to advance the work. The Delegation extended
its thanks to the delegations that demonstrated flexibility throughout the negotiations and to the
Secretariat and interpreters for the support provided.
168. The Delegation of India, speaking on behalf of the Asia and the Pacific Group, expressed
its disappointment about the fact that, despite the work done on the DLT, the SCT was not able
to reach a consensus. The Delegation believed that, as a general principle, the mandate of any
treaty should reach out the groups with diametrical views and help them to bridge gaps, taking
into consideration their concerns. While it acknowledged that reaching consensus was a
difficult and painstaking task, the Delegation expressed the view that it was very important,
especially in a system where consensus was the final barometer of success. The Delegation
expressed the hope to see positive movement and consensus to take the draft DLT to the
diplomatic conference.
169. The Delegation of Bahamas, speaking on behalf of GRULAC, thanked the Chair and
Vice-Chairs for their tireless efforts during the discussions. The Delegation stated that it looked
forward to the General Assembly, where a further exchange among all members would take
place and where a consensus could be reached. The Delegation was convinced that GRULAC
had done its best towards reaching an agreement. With regard to other Agenda items, the
Delegation expressed gratitude for the discussion on trademarks and geographical indications,
indicating that it was committed to consider the proposals put forward on those topics and to
further contribute to the process.
170. The Delegation of Nigeria, speaking on behalf of the African Group, expressed its
gratitude to the Chair for his hard work and immense efforts to try to reach consensus on
divergent issues. The Delegation, expressing its regret for the lack of a desired outcome,
considered that delegations should try to listen better to each other. Expressing its confidence
on the future, as there were several options on the table, the Delegation said that there would
be opportunities to work towards an agreement. The Delegation concurred with the Delegation
of Bahamas in that the General Assembly would be the appropriate body to make decisions and
conclude areas of divergence in the work of the Committee.
171. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, wished to thank the Chair for his tireless and ceaseless efforts and expressed
the regret that his bravura performance had not been crowned at the end of the day. The
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Delegation regretted that the Committee had not been able to conclude on DLT, though all
delegation had vested interest in achieving success that day. The Delegation stated that it
would continue its endeavors to see whether the possibility existed for an agreement at a later
stage.
172. The Delegation of China, thanking the Chair for his assiduous efforts on the work,
declared that it looked forward to the future and hoped that progress would be made to the
benefit of all Member States.
173. The Delegation of Latvia, speaking in its capacity as Vice-Chair of the WIPO General
Assemblies, said that failing to agree on the request of the decision of the General Assembly,
which was within the reach of the Committee, made everyone a loser, starting with the
designers who were losing the prospect of obtaining an international agreement on the subject
in the near future. The losers were, not only the Organization, which had failed to conclude
work on the legislative base, and every delegation, but also the atmosphere, which had been
the main achievement of the last General Assemblies. Expressing the hoping that the situation
would not have any ripple effect, the Vice-Chair noted that damage had nevertheless been done
to the Organization. He added that the General Assemblies would assume all responsibilities
and try to find a solution in order to meet the decision and convene the diplomatic conference
in 2017, although it would probably be more difficult than if an agreement had been reached
today. To conclude, the Vice-Chair of the General Assembly hoped that a solution would be
found, and expressed his personal thanks to the Chair for his outstanding work.
174. The Representative of HEP, regretting that States had not been more flexible, expressed
the hope that good results would be achieved in the future.
175. The Representative of AIPPI expressed the wish that, in the future, SCT members would
reach an accord, as valuable time had already been wasted. He noted that, in the meantime,
users and clients represented by AIPPI remained without a system. The Representative
reported to the Committee that, of the millions of designs which had been filed, not one single
AIPPI user had been able to identify a design for which biological or genetic resources would
have any impact whatsoever.
176. The Chair, referring to the statement made by the Vice-Chair of the WIPO General
Assembly, said that, as opportunities were often counted on the fingers of one hand, he
regretted that the Committee had missed this opportunity. He stated that, despite this outcome,
he remained optimistic and wished the WIPO General Assembly good luck in resolving the
situation.
177. The Chair closed the session on April 27, 2016.
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ORIGINAL: ENGLISH
DATE: APRIL 27, 2016

Standing Committee on the Law of Trademarks, Industrial Designs
and Geographical Indications
Thirty-Fifth Session
Geneva, April 25 to 27, 2016

SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR

AGENDA ITEM 1: OPENING OF THE SESSION
178. Mr. Francis Gurry, Director General of the World Intellectual Property
Organization (WIPO), opened the thirty-fifth session of the Standing Committee on the Law of
Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical Indications (SCT) and welcomed the
participants.
179. Mr. Marcus Höpperger (WIPO) acted as Secretary to the SCT.

AGENDA ITEM 2: ELECTION OF A CHAIR AND TWO VICE-CHAIRS
180. Mr. Adil El Maliki (Morocco) was elected Chair. Mr. Imre Gonda (Hungary) and
Mr. Alfredo Carlos Rendón Algara (Mexico) were elected Vice-Chairs of the Committee.

AGENDA ITEM 3: ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
181. The SCT adopted the draft Agenda (document SCT/35/1 Prov.).
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AGENDA ITEM 4: ADOPTION OF THE REVISED DRAFT REPORT OF THE
THIRTY-FOURTH SESSION
182. The SCT adopted the revised draft Report of the thirty-fourth session
(document SCT/34/8 Prov.2).

AGENDA ITEM 5: INDUSTRIAL DESIGNS
183. The Chair noted that the SCT had been working throughout the session with the objective
to finalize the basic proposal for the DLT as requested by the WIPO General Assembly decision
with a view to convene a diplomatic conference for the adoption of a Design Law Treaty at the
end of the first half of 2017. To that end, the Chair has presented a number of proposals to the
SCT.
184. The Chair concluded that a number of delegations were of the opinion that the work
of the SCT was sufficient to consider that the basic proposal was finalized. Other
delegations considered that the work of the SCT constituted a sufficient ground for
finalizing the basic proposal and that a few elements needed further work. Other
delegations considered that the work of the SCT was not sufficient to finalize the basic
proposal.
185. An exchange of views took place on the proposal by the Delegations of the United States
of America, Japan and Israel, contained in document SCT/35/6.
186. The Chair requested the Secretariat to prepare a Questionnaire, based on
document SCT/35/6, to be addressed to all Member States of WIPO. He further
requested the Secretariat to prepare a document containing the replies to that
Questionnaire, to be presented at the next session of the SCT.

AGENDA ITEM 6: TRADEMARKS
Protection of Country Names Against Registration and Use as Trademarks: Practices,
Approaches and Possible Areas of Convergence (document SCT/35/4) and Revised Proposal
by the Delegation of Jamaica (document SCT/32/2)
187. The Chair noted that all statements concerning documents SCT/35/4 and SCT/32/2 would
be recorded in the Report.
188. The Chair concluded that this item would remain on the Agenda and that the SCT
would revert to it at its next session with sufficient time to enable a full discussion.

Update on Trademark-related Aspects of the Domain Name System
189. The SCT considered document SCT/35/5 and the Secretariat was requested to keep
Member States informed of future developments in the Domain Name System.
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AGENDA ITEM 7: GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATIONS
190. The Chair noted that all statements concerning this Agenda item would be recorded in the
Report.
191. The Chair concluded that all points in this item would remain on the Agenda and that
the SCT would revert to this item at its next session, with sufficient time to enable a full
discussion on a work program on geographical indications at the Committee.

AGENDA ITEM 8: SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR
192. The SCT approved the Summary by the Chair as contained in the present
document.

AGENDA ITEM 9: CLOSING OF THE SESSION
193. The Chair closed the session on April 27, 2016.

[Annex II follows]
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MEMBRES/MEMBERS

(dans l’ordre alphabétique des noms français des États/in the alphabetical order of the names in
French of the states)
AFRIQUE DU SUD/SOUTH AFRICA
Fleurette COETZEE (Ms.), Senior Manager, Trademarks Division, Department of Trade and
Industry, Companies and Intellectual Property Commission (CIPC), Pretoria
fcoetzee@cipc.co.za
Victoria DIDISHE (Ms.), Manager, Patents and Designs, Department of Trade and Industry,
Companies and Intellectual Property Commission (CIPC), Pretoria
vdidishe@cipc.co.za

ALBANIE/ALBANIA
Rajta REZARTA (Ms.), Lawyer, Coordination, Intellectual Property Promotion and Training,
General Directorate of Patents and Trademarks, Tirana
rezarta.rajta@dppm.gov.al
Darian SULI (Ms.), Lawyer, Coordination, Intellectual Property Promotion and Training, General
Directorate of Patents and Trademarks, Tirana
sdarianas@gmail.com

ALGÉRIE/ALGERIA
Naima KEBOUR (Mme), examinatrice spécialiste, Département des marques, Institut national
algérien de la propriété industrielle (INAPI), Ministère de l’industrie, de la petite et moyenne
entreprise et de la promotion des investissements, Alger
Zakia BOUYAGOUB (Mme), assistante technique principale, Département des marques, Institut
national algérien de la propriété industrielle (INAPI), Ministère de l’industrie, de la petite et
moyenne entreprise et de la promotion des investissements, Alger
zakia.bouyagoub@gmail.com
Fayssal ALLEK, premier secrétaire, Mission permanente, Genève
allek@mission-algeria.ch

ALLEMAGNE/GERMANY
Christian POSSELT, Head, Trademarks Team 3.2.4, Trademarks and Designs Department,
German Patent and Trade Mark Office (DPMA), Munich
christian.posselt@dpma.de
Jan TECHERT, Senior Counsellor, Trademarks Law Division, Federal Ministry of Justice and
Consumer Protection, Berlin
techert-ja@bmjv.bund.de
Pamela WILLE (Ms.), Counsellor, Economic Division, Permanent Mission, Geneva
wi-2-io@genf.diplo.de
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ANGOLA
Alberto Samy GUIMARÃES, Second Secretary, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Luanda
Joe Luís FEIJÓ SAMBO, Third Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

ARABIE SAOUDITE/SAUDI ARABIA
Mohammed AL-YAHYA, Deputy Director General, Administrative Affairs, Saudi Patent Office,
King Abdulaziz City for Science and Technology (KACST), Riyadh
Rana AKEEL (Ms.), International Trade Officer, Commercial Attaché Office, Ministry of
Commerce and Industry, Geneva
rakeel@mci.gov.sa
Mashhor AL ALI, Commercial Attaché, Commercial Attaché Office, Ministry of Commerce and
Industry, Geneva
mash.alali@mco.gov.sa
Mohammed AL AYITH, Expert, Saudi Patent Office, King Abdulaziz City for Science and
Technology (KACST), Riyadh
malaeath@kacst.edu.sa

ARGENTINE/ARGENTINA
María Inés RODRÍGUEZ (Sra.), Consejera, Misión Permanente, Ginebra

AUSTRALIE/AUSTRALIA
Celia POOLE (Ms.), General Manager, Trade Marks and Designs Group, IP Australia, Canberra
Tanya DUTHIE (Ms.), Assistant Director, International Policy and Cooperation, IP Australia,
Canberra
tanya.duthie@ipaustralia.gov.au

AUTRICHE/AUSTRIA
Young-Su KIM, Legal Advisor, The Austrian Patent Office, Federal Ministry for Transport,
Innovation and Technology, Vienna
young-su.kim@patentamt.at

AZERBAÏDJAN/AZERBAIJAN
Ramin HAJIYEV, Head, Trademark Examination Department, State Committee for
Standardization, Metrology and Patents of the Republic of Azerbaijan, Baku
rhajiyev@azstand.gov.az
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BAHAMAS
Bernadette BUTLER (Ms.), Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

BÉLARUS/BELARUS
Natalia SHASHKOVA (Ms.), Head, Trademarks Department, National Center of Intellectual
Property (NCIP), State Committee on Science and Technologies, Minsk
icd@belgospatent.by

BOSNIE-HERZÉGOVINE/BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA
Josip MERDZO, Acting Director, Institute for Intellectual Property of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Mostar
j_merdzo@ipr.gov.ba
Lidija VIGNJEVIĆ (Ms.), Assistant Director, Institute for Intellectual Property of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Mostar
l_vignjevic@ipr.gov.ba

BRÉSIL/BRAZIL
Caue OLIVEIRA FANHA, Secretary, Permanent Mission to the World Trade
Organization (WTO), Geneva
caue.fanha@itamaraty.gov.br

CAMBODGE/CAMBODIA
THOUK MUCH Theary (Ms.), Deputy Director, Department of Industrial Property (DIP), Ministry
of Industry and Handicraft (MIH), Phnom Penh
dipr.moc@gmail.com

CAMEROUN/CAMEROON
Nadine Yolande DJUISSI SEUTCHUENG (Mme), chef, Service de la coordination de la
recherche, Division des politiques scientifiques et de la planification (DPSP), Ministère de la
recherche scientifique et de l’innovation (MINRESI), Yaoundé
Sylvie NKEPTCHOUANG NGUEFANG EP LEKAMA (Mme), chargée d’études, Ministère des
mines, de l’industrie et du développement, Yaoundé

SCT/35/8
Annex II, page 5
CANADA
Pierre MESMIN, Director, Copyright and Industrial Designs Branch, Canadian Intellectual
Property Office (CIPO), Gatineau
Dean FOSTER, Deputy Director, Intellectual Property Trade Policy Division, Global Affairs
Canada, Ottawa
Nicholas GORDON, Senior Trade Policy Officer, Intellectual Property Trade Policy Division,
Global Affairs Canada, Government of Canada, Ottawa
Sandra NEWSOME (Ms.), Manager, Legislation and Practices, Copyright and Industrial Design
Branch, Canadian Intellectual Property Office (CIPO), Ottawa
Frédérique DELAPRÉE (Ms.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

CHILI/CHILE
Nelson CAMPOS, Asesor Legal, Departamento de Propiedad Intelectual, Dirección General de
Relaciones Económicas Internacionales, Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores, Santiago
ncampos@direcon.gob.cl
Denisse PÉREZ (Sra.), Asesora, Departamento Internacional y de Políticas Públicas, Instituto
Nacional de Propiedad Industrial (INAPI), Ministerio de Economía, Santiago
dperez@inapi.cl
Marcela PAIVA (Sra.), Consejera, Misión Permanente ante la Organización Mundial del
Comercio (OMC), Ginebra
mpaiva@minrel.gov.cl

CHINE/CHINA
SHENG Li (Ms.), Director, International Cooperation Department, State Intellectual Property
Office of the People’s Republic of China (SIPO), Beijing
YANG Hongju (Ms.), Director, State Intellectual Property Office of the People’s Republic of
China (SIPO), Beijing
ZHOU Jia (Ms.), Director, Industrial Design Examination Department, State Intellectual Property
Office of the People’s Republic of China (SIPO), Beijing
QIU Junchang (Ms.), Expert, International Cooperation Department, State Intellectual Property
Office of the People’s Republic of China (SIPO), Beijing
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COLOMBIE/COLOMBIA
Gabriel DUQUE MILDENBERG, Embajador, Representante Permanente, Misión Permanente
ante la Organización Mundial del Comercio (OMC), Ginebra
gabriel.duque@colombiaom.ch
Beatriz LONDOÑO SOTO (Sra.), Embajadora, Representante Permanente, Misión
Permanente, Ginebra
María José LAMUS BECERRA (Sra.), Directora de Signos Distintivos, Superintendencia de
Industria y Comercio, Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores, Bogotá, D.C.
José Luis LONDOÑO FERNÁNDEZ, Superintendente Delegado, Propiedad Industrial,
Superintendencia de Industria y Comercio (SIC), Ministerio de Industria, Comercio y Turismo,
Bogotá, D.C.
Heidi BOTERO HERNÁNDEZ (Sra.), Primer Secretario, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
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Elayne WHYTE (Sra.), Embajadora, Representante Permanente, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
Marcelo VARELA-ERASHEVA, Embajador, Representante Permanente Alterno,
Misión Permanente, Ginebra
Norman LIZANO, Ministro Consejero, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
Cristián MENA CHINCHILLA, Director, Registro de Propiedad Industrial, Registro Nacional,
Ministerio de Justicia y Paz, San José
Andrea QUEVEDO (Sra.), Pasante, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
Katherine SCHLINDER (Sra.), Pasante, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
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Kumou MANKONGA, premier secrétaire, mission permanente, Genève

CUBA
Madelyn RODRÍGUEZ LARA (Sra.), Primer Secretario, Ginebra

DANEMARK/DENMARK
Kristensen TORBEN ENGHOLM, Special Legal Advisor, Danish Patent and Trademark
Office (DKPTO), Ministry of Business and Growth, Taastrup
Astrid Lindberg NORS (Ms.), Legal Advisor, Danish Patent and Trademark Office (DKPTO),
Ministry of Business and Growth, Taastrup
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Hoda Helmy Gorgy EL SHAMMAS (Ms.), Director, Trademark Administration Department,
Trademarks and Industrial Designs Office, Ministry of Trade and Industry, Cairo
monaazaaki@gmail.com
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Shaima AL-AKEL (Ms.), Advisor, International Organizations Executive, Office of the United
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of Industrial Property of the Republic of Macedonia, Skopje
slobodankat@ippo.gov.mk

FÉDÉRATION DE RUSSIE/RUSSIAN FEDERATION
Olga KOMAROVA (Ms.), Director, Trademarks Department, Law Department, Federal Service
of Intellectual Property (ROSPATENT), Moscow
Olga ALEKSEEVA (Ms.), Deputy Director, Law Department, Federal Service of Intellectual
Property (ROSPATENT), Moscow
Anna ROGOLEVA (Ms.), Counsellor, Law Department, Federal Service of Intellectual
Property (ROSPATENT), Moscow
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FINLANDE/FINLAND
Tapio PRIIA, Deputy Director, Trademarks and Designs, Finnish Patent and Registration Office,
Helsinki
tapio.priia@prh.fi
Nina SANTAHARJU (Ms.), Legal Officer, Finnish Patent and Registration Board, Helsinki
nina.santaharju@prh.fi

FRANCE
Olivier HOARAU, chargé de mission, Service des affaires européennes et internationales,
Institut national de la propriété industrielle (INPI), Courbevoie
Yann SCHMITT, conseiller, Affaires économiques internationales, Ministère des affaires
étrangères et du développement international, Paris
Olivier MARTIN, conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève

GÉORGIE/GEORGIA
Medea TCHITCHINADZE (Ms.), Chief Specialist, Department of Trademarks, Geographical
Indications and Designs, National Intellectual Property Center of Georgia (SAKPATENTI), Tbilisi

GRÈCE/GREECE
Myrto LAMBROU MAURER (Ms.), Head, International Affairs, Industrial Property
Organization (OBI), Athens
Dimitrios GIAGTZIDIS, Trademarks Examiner, General Secretariat of Commerce, Direction of
Commercial and Industrial Property, Ministry of Economy, Competitiveness and Tourism,
Athens
dgiagtzidis@gmail.com
Paraskevi NAKIOU (Ms.), Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva

GUATEMALA
Flor de María GARCÍA DÍAZ (Srta.), Consejera, Misión Permanente ante la Organización
Mundial del Comercio (OMC), Ginebra
flor.garcia@wtoguatemala.ch
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HONDURAS
Giampaolo RIZZO ALVARADO, Embajador, Representante Permanente Adjunto, Encargado de
Necogios a.i., Misión Permanente, Ginebra
mission@hondurasginebra.ch
Gilliam Noemi GOMÉZ GUIFARRO (Sra.), Primer Secretario, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
gilliam.gomez@hondurasginebra.ch
Gerson RUÍZ GUITY, Pasante, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
humanitarian@hondurasginebra.ch

HONGRIE/HUNGARY
Imre GONDA, Deputy Head, Trademark, Model and Design Department, Hungarian Intellectual
Property Office (HIPO), Budapest
Peter MUNKACSI, Senior Advisor, Department for Codification of Competition, Consumer
Protection and Intellectual Property, Ministry of Justice, Budapest

INDE/INDIA
Sumit SETH, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
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INDONÉSIE/INDONESIA
Triyono WIBOWO, Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission to the World
Trade Organization (WTO), Geneva
Robert Matheus Michael TENE, Deputy Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission to the
World Trade Organization (WTO), Geneva
Parlagutan LUBIS, Director, Directorate of Intellectual Property Cooperation and Empowerment,
Directorate General of Intellectual Property Rights (DGIP), Ministry of Law and Human Rights,
Jakarta
Christine REFINA (Ms.), Head, Directorate of Trade, Industry, Investment and Intellectual
Property Rights, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Jakarta
crefina@gmail.com
Erni WIDHYASTARI (Ms.), Head, Industrial Property or Copyright Office, Directorate General of
Intellectual Property Rights (DGIP), Ministry of Law and Human Rights, Jakarta
ewidhyastari@yahoo.com
Andrieansjah ANDRIEANSJAH, Head, Foreign Affairs Cooperation Division, Directorate
General of Intellectual Property Rights (DGIP), Ministry of Law and Human Rights, Jakarta
Denny ABDI, Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
Erik MANGAJAYA, Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
erik.mangajaya@mission-indonesia.org
Rina SETYAWATI (Ms.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
rina.setyawati@mission-indonesia.org

IRAQ
Haqi HILAL, Expert, Ministry of Industry and Minerals, Baghdad
hakiismaeel21@gmail.com
Baqir RASHEED, Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

IRAN (RÉPUBLIQUE ISLAMIQUE D’)/IRAN (ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF)
Nabiollah AZAMI SARDOUEI, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
azaminabi@yahoo.com

IRLANDE/IRELAND
David COOMBES, Executive Officer, Intellectual Property Unit, Department of Jobs, Enterprise
and Innovation, Kilkenny
david.coombes@djei.ie
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ISRAËL/ISRAEL
Na’ama DANIEL (Ms.), Attorney, Legislation and Legal Counsel, Intellectual Property Law
Department, Ministry of Justice, Jerusalem
naamada@justice.gov.il
Yehudit GALILEE METZER (Ms.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
counsellor@geneva.mfa.gov.il

ITALIE/ITALY
Bruno MASSIMILIANO, Expert, Italian Patent and Trademark Office, Directorate General of
Combating Counterfeiting, Ministry of Economic Development (UIBM), Rome
massimiliano.bruno@mise.gov.it
Bruna GIOIA (Ms.), Senior Examiner, Italian Patent and Trademark Office, Directorate General
of Combating Counterfeiting, Ministry of Economic Development (UIBM), Rome
bruna.gioia@mise.gov.it
Matteo EVANGELISTA, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
matteo.evangelista@esteri.it
Alessandro MANDANICI, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
alessandro.mandanici@esteri.it
Francesca MARIANO NARNI (Ms.), Intern, Permanent Mission, Geneva
wipostage.ginevra@esteri.it

JAMAÏQUE/JAMAICA
Marcus GOFFE, Acting Deputy Director, Legal Counsel, Jamaica Intellectual Property
Office (JIPO), Kingston
marcus.goffe@jipo.gov.jm

JAPON/JAPAN
Shinichiro HARA, Deputy Director, International Procedure Administration Section, International
Policy Division, Japan Patent Office (JPO), Tokyo
Hideo YOSHIDA, Deputy Director, Design Policy Section, International Cooperation Division,
Japan Patent Office (JPO), Tokyo
Masataka TAKENOUCHI, Specialist for Trademark Planning, Trademark Division, Japan Patent
Office (JPO), Tokyo
Kenji SAITO, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
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JORDANIE/JORDAN
Saja MAJALI (Ms.), Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission, Geneva
Mohammad AL-JAGHBEER, Legal Researcher, Industrial Property Protection Directorate,
Ministry of Industry and Trade, Amman
Zeid ABUHASSAN, Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

KENYA
Peter KAMAU, Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
pmkamau2012@gmail.com

KOWEÏT/KUWAIT
Abdulaziz A. TAQI, Commercial Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva

LETTONIE/LATVIA
Janis KARKLINS, Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission, Geneva
Liene GRIKE (Ms.), Advisor, Economic and Intellectual Property Affairs, Permanent Mission,
Geneva

LIBAN/LEBANON
Wissam EL AMIL, Head, Intellectual Property Rights, Office of Intellectual Property, Department
of Intellectual Property, Directorate General of Economy and Trade, Ministry of Economy and
Trade, Beirut
wamil@economy.gov.lb

LIBYE/LIBYA
Ahmed Almabrouk Alsadiq WADI, Tripoli
Mohamed Ali Mansour ASAR, Tripoli

LITUANIE/LITHUANIA
Lina MICKIENÈ (Ms.), Deputy Director, State Patent Bureau of the Republic of Lithuania, Vilnius
lina.mickiene@vpb.gov.lt

MALI
Amadou Opa THIAM, ministre conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève
amadouopa@yahoo.fr
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MALTE/MALTA
Roberto PACE, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

MAROC/MOROCCO
Adil EL MALIKI, directeur général, Office marocain de la propriété industrielle et
commerciale (OMPIC), Casablanca
adil.elmaliki@ompic.org.ma

MAURITANIE/MAURITANIA
Salka MINT BILAL YAMAR (Mme), ambassadeur, représentant permanent, Mission
permanente, Genève

MEXIQUE/MEXICO
Jorge LOMÓNACO, Embajador, Representante Permanente, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
Raúl HEREDIA ACOSTA, Embajador, Representante Permanente Alterno, Misión Permanente,
Ginebra
Alfredo Carlos RENDÓN ALGARA, Director General Adjunto, Instituto Mexicano de la
Propiedad Industrial (IMPI), Cuidad de México
Karla JUÁREZ BERMÚDEZ (Sra.), Especialista en Propiedad Industrial, Instituto Mexicano de
la Propiedad Industrial (IMPI), Cuidad de México
Pilar ESCOBAR BAUTISTA (Sra.), Asesora, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
Sara MANZANO MERINO (Sra.), Asesora, Misión Permanente, Ginebra

MONACO
Gilles REALINI, premier secrétaire, Mission permanente, Genève

MONGOLIE/MONGOLIA
Sarnai GANBAYAR (Ms.), Head, Administration and Management Division, Intellectual Property
Office of Mongolia (IPOM), Ulaanbaatar
sarnai@ipom.mn

MOZAMBIQUE
Margo A. BAGLEY (Ms.), Expert Advisor, Government of Mozambique (Professor of Law,
University of Virginia School of Law), Charlottesville
mbagley@virginia.edu
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MYANMAR
Su WIN (Ms.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

NÉPAL/NEPAL
Khanal LAKSHUMAN, Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

NIGÉRIA/NIGERIA
Ruth OKEDIJI (Ms.), Expert Advisor, Nigerian Copyright Commission (NCC), Federal Ministry of
Information and Culture, Abuja
rokediji@umn.edu
Chichi UMESI (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
NORVÈGE/NORWAY
Trine HVAMMEN-NICHOLSON (Ms.), Senior Legal Advisor, Norwegian Industrial Property
Office (NIPO), Oslo
thv@ patentstyret.no
Marthe Kristine Fjeld DYSTLAND (Ms.), Acting Legal Advisor, Legislation Department, Ministry
of Justice and Public Security, Oslo
marthe.dystland@jd.dep.no

OUGANDA/UGANDA
Maria NYANGOMA (Ms.), Senior Registration Officer, Uganda Registration Services Bureau,
Ministry of Justice and Constitutional Affairs, Kampala

PAKISTAN
Tehmina JANJUA (Ms.), Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission, Geneva
Aamar Aftab QURESHI, Deputy Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission, Geneva
mission.pakistan@ties.itu.int
Fareha BUGTI (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
mission.pakistan@ties.itu.int

PARAGUAY
Hector BALMACEDA, Director General, Industrial Property, National Directorate of Intellectual
Property, Asunción
hectorbalmaceda@hotmail.com
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PAYS-BAS/NETHERLANDS
Saskia JURNA (Ms.), Policy Officer, Innovation and Knowledge, Economic Affairs, The Hague
s.j.jurna@minez.nl

PHILIPPINES
Arnel TALISAYON, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
agtalisayon@gmail.com
Jayroma BAYOTAS (Ms.), Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva
jheng0503bayotas@gmail.com

POLOGNE/POLAND
Elzbieta DOBOSZ (Ms.), Head, Design Division, Trademark Department, Patent Office of the
Republic of Poland, Warsaw
edobosz@uprp.pl
Wojciech PIATKOWSKI, Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
Piotr KRZYZANSKI, Intern, Permanent Mission, Geneva
piotr.krzyzanski1@gmail.com
Marta LUTOMSKA (Ms.), Intern, Permanent Mission, Geneva
marta.lutomska@msz.gov.pl

PORTUGAL
Inés VIEIRA LOPES (Ms.), Director, External Relations and Legal Affairs Directorate, National
Institute of Industrial Property (INPI), Ministry of Justice, Lisbon
João PINA DE MORAIS, First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

RÉPUBLIQUE DE CORÉE/REPUBLIC OF KOREA
SONG Kijoong, Deputy Director, Trademark Examination Policy Division, Korean Intellectual
Property Office (KIPO), Daejeon
kisog111@korea.kr
KWON Changwan, Advisor, Trademark Examination Policy Division, Korean Intellectual
Property Office (KIPO), Daejeon
kisog111@korea.kr

RÉPUBLIQUE DE MOLDOVA/REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA
Simion LEVITCHI, Director, Trademarks and Industrial Designs Department, State Agency on
Intellectual Property of the Republic of Moldova (AGEPI), Chisinau
simion.levitchi@agepi.gov.md
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RÉPUBLIQUE POPULAIRE DÉMOCRATIQUE DE CORÉE/DEMOCRATIC PEOPLE’S
REPUBLIC OF KOREA
KIM Myong Hyok, Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
kim.myonghyok@gmail.com

RÉPUBLIQUE TCHÈQUE/CZECH REPUBLIC
Světlana KOPECKÁ (Ms.), Director, International Affairs Department, Industrial Property Office,
Prague
skopecka@upv.cz

ROUMANIE/ROMANIA
Cătălin NITU, Director, Legal, Appeals, International Cooperation and European Affairs
Directorate, State Office for Inventions and Trademarks (OSIM), Bucharest
catalin.nitu@osim.ro
Alice Mihaela POSTĂVARU (Ms.), Head, Designs Division, Legal, Appeals, International
Cooperation and European Affairs Directorate, State Office for Inventions and
Trademarks (OSIM), Bucharest
postavaru.alice@osim.ro
Livia PUSCARAGIU (Ms.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

ROYAUME-UNI/UNITED KINGDOM
Clare HURLEY (Ms.), Head, Brands and International Trade Mark Policy, Intellectual Property
Office, Newport

SÉNÉGAL/SENEGAL
Lamine Ka MBAYE, premier secrétaire, Mission permanente, Genève

SINGAPOUR/SINGAPORE
Mei Lin TAN (Ms.), Director, Trade Marks, Intellectual Property Office of Singapore (IPOS),
Singapore
tan_mei_lin@ipos.gov.sg
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SLOVAQUIE/SLOVAKIA
Tomáš KLINKA, Head, Legal and International Affairs, Industrial Property Office of the Slovak
Republic, Banská Bystrica
tomas.klinka@indprop.gov.sk
Jitka MIKULIČOVÁ (Ms.), Expert, Legal and International Affairs, Industrial Property Office of
the Slovak Republic, Banská Bystrica
jitka.mikulicova@indprop.gov.sk

SOUDAN/SUDAN
Azza MOHAMMED ABDALLA HASSAN (Ms.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

SRI LANKA
Ravinatha P. ARYASINHA, Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission,
Geneva
Kumudu Bandara TENNEKOON MUDIYANSELAGE, Secretary, Ministry of Industry and
Commerce, Colombo
tmkbtennekoon@yahoo.com; secretarymid@gmail.com
Dilini GUNASEKERA (Ms.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

SUÈDE/SWEDEN
Marie-Louise ORRE (Ms.), Legal Advisor, Swedish Patent and Registration Office (SPRO),
Söderhamn
marie-louise.orre@prv.se
Josefin PARK (Ms.), Legal Advisor, Division for Intellectual Property and Transport Law,
Ministry of Justice, Stockholm
josefin.park@gov.se
Sanna SAHLQVIST (Ms.), Legal Intern, Division for Intellectual Property and Transport Law,
Ministry of Justice, Stockholm
sanna.sahlqvist@gov.se
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SUISSE/SWITZERLAND
Nicolas GUYOT YOUN, conseiller juridique, Division du droit et des affaires internationales,
Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne
Marie KRAUS (Mme), conseillère juridique, Division du droit et des affaires internationales,
Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne
Erik THÉVENOD-MOTTET, conseiller juridique, expert en indications géographiques, Division
du droit et des affaires internationales, Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne
Reynald VEILLARD, conseiller, Division du droit et des affaires internationales, Institut fédéral
de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne

TADJIKISTAN/TAJIKISTAN
Parviz MIRALIEV, Head, Division of International Registration of Trademarks, State Institution,
National Center for Patents and Information (NCPI), Ministry of Economic Development and
Trade of the Republic of Tajikistan, Dushanbe

THAÏLANDE/THAILAND
Udomsit PATTRAVADEELUCK, Legal Officer, Department of Intellectual Property (DIP),
Ministry of Commerce, Nonthaburi
udomsitp@gmail.com

TRINITÉ-ET-TOBAGO/TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO
Regan ASGARALI, Controller, Intellectual Property Office, Ministry of Legal Affairs,
Port of Spain
Anesa ALI-ROGDRIGUEZ (Ms.), Chargé d’affaires a.i., Permanent Mission, Geneva

TUNISIE/TUNISIA
Mokhtar HAMDI, directeur, Département de la propriété industrielle, Institut national de la
normalisation et de la propriété industrielle (INNORPI), Ministère de l'industrie et de la
technologie, Tunis
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TURQUIE/TURKEY
Saadet DEMIRDÖKER (Ms.), Director, International Affairs Division, Turkish Patent
Institute (TPI), Ankara
saadet.demirdoker@tpe.gov.tr
Murat DONERTAS, Trademark Examiner, Department of Trademark, Turkish Patent
Institute (TPI), Ankara
Osman GÖKTÜRK, Second Secretary, Permanent Mission to the World Trade
Organization (WTO), Geneva
osman.gokturk@mfa.gov.tr

UKRAINE
Volodymyr SENCHUK, Head, Department of Examination on Claims for Marks and Industrial
Designs, Ministry of Economic Development and Trade, State Intellectual Property Service,
State Enterprise “Ukrainian Institute of Industrial Property” (SE UIPV), Kiyv
senchuk@sips.gov.ua
Mariia VASYLENKO (Ms.), Head, Department of the Management of Methodology of the Law
Intellectual Property, Ministry of Economic Development and Trade, State Intellectual Property
Service, State Enterprise “Ukrainian Institute of Industrial Property” (SE UIPV), Kiyv
m.vasilenko@ukrpatent.org

URUGUAY
Juan BARBOZA, Segundo Secretario, Misión Permanente ante la Organización Mundial del
Comercio (OMC), Ginebra

ZAMBIE/ZAMBIA
Margret KAEMBA (Ms.), Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

ZIMBABWE
Taonga MUSHAYAVANHU, Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission,
Geneva
Rhoda Tafadzwa NGARANDE (Ms.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
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UNION EUROPÉENNE ∗/EUROPEAN UNION ∗
Oliver HALL-ALLEN, First Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
Oscar MONDEJAR, Head, Legal Affairs Department, European Union Intellectual Property
Office (EUIPO), Alicante
Fernando MARTÍNEZ TEJEDOR, Senior Administrator, Customer Services Department,
European Union Intellectual Property Office (EUIPO), Alicante
Margreet GROENENBOOM (Ms.), Legal and Policy Affairs Officer, Directorate General for the
Internal Market and Services, European Commission, Brussels

II.

OBSERVATEURS/OBSERVERS

PALESTINE
Ibrahim MUSA, Counsellor, Permanent Observer Mission, Geneva

III.

ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES INTERGOUVERNEMENTALES/
INTERNATIONAL INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

CENTRE SUD (CS)/SOUTH CENTRE (SC)
Nirmalya SYAM, Program Officer, Development, Innovation and Access to Knowledge Program,
Geneva
syam@southcentre.int
Viviana MUÑOZ TELLEZ (Ms.), Coordinator, Development, Innovation and Intellectual Property
Program, Geneva
munoz@southcentre.int
Carlos CORREA, Special Advisor, Trade and Intellectual Property, Geneva
Juneja NEHA, Intern, Development, Innovation and Intellectual Property Program, Geneva
juneja@southcentre.int

∗

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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ORGANISATION AFRICAINE DE LA PROPRIÉTÉ INTELLECTUELLE (OAPI)/AFRICAN
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY ORGANIZATION (OAPI)
Jacqueline Taylord BISSONG EPSE HÉLIANG (Mme), chef du Service des affaires juridiques
et du contentieux, Yaoundé
jheliang@yahoo.fr

ORGANISATION MONDIALE DU COMMERCE (OMC)/WORLD TRADE
ORGANIZATION (WTO)
Wolf MEIER-EWERT, Counsellor, Geneva

UNION AFRICAINE (UA)/AFRICAN UNION (AU)
Georges Remi NAMEKONG, Senior Economist, Permanent Delegation, Geneva

IV.

ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES NON GOUVERNEMENTALES/
INTERNATIONAL NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

Association des industries de marque (AIM)
Hubert DOLÉAC, conseiller juridique principal en propriété intellectuelle, Vevey
Association européenne des étudiants en droit (ELSA International)/European Law Student’s
Association (ELSA International)
Leda BARKAI (Ms.), Member, Brussels
Arantxa CORDÓN MUÑOZ (Ms.), Member, Brussels
Veronica FORTINO (Ms.), Member, Brussels
Aikaterini KANELLIA (Ms.), Member, Brussels
Justine OFFRE (Ms.), Member, Brussels
Association française des praticiens du droit des marques et modèles (APRAM)
Giulio MARTELLINI, Representative, Torino
g.martellini@ip-skill.it
Association internationale des juristes pour le droit de la vigne et du vin (AIDV)/International
Wine Law Association (AIDV)
Matthijs GEUZE, Representative, Divonne-les-Bains
matthijs.geuze77@gmail.com
Douglas REICHERT, Advisor, Geneva
Association internationale pour la protection de la propriété intellectuelle (AIPPI)/International
Association for the Protection of Intellectual Property (AIPPI)
Christopher CARANI, Observer, Zurich
Association internationale pour les marques (INTA)/International Trademark Association (INTA)
Bruno MACHADO, Geneva Representative, Rolle
Lori SCHULMAN (Ms.), Senior Director, Internet Policy, Washington, D.C.
David STONE, Chair, Design Committee, London
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Association japonaise des conseils en brevets (JPAA)/Japan Patent Attorneys
Association (JPAA)
Tetsuya FUSE, Expert, Design Committee, Tokyo
gyoumukokusai@jpaa.or.jp
Yoko SAKUMA (Ms.), Expert, International Activities Center, Tokyo
info.jpaa@jpaa.or.jp
Association japonaise pour les marques (JTA)/Japan Trademark Association (JTA)
Katsuyuki KOBAYASHI, Member, Tokyo
kobayashi@karin-ip.com
Centre d’études internationales de la propriété intellectuelle (CEIPI)/Centre for International
Intellectual Property Studies (CEIPI)
François CURCHOD, chargé de mission, Genolier
francois.curchod@vtxnet.ch
Centre international pour le commerce et le développement durable (ICTSD)/International
Center for Trade and Sustainable Development (ICTSD)
Pedro ROFFE, Senior Associate, Geneva
proffe@ictsd.ch
Jimena SOTELO (Ms.), Junior Program Officer, Geneva
China Trademark Association (CTA)
FENG Chao, Trademark Attorney, Beijing
charles_feng@east-concord.com
Fédération internationale des conseils en propriété intellectuelle (FICPI)/International
Federation of Intellectual Property Attorneys (FICPI)
Toni ASHTON (Ms.), CET Group 1, Toronto
ashton@simip.com
Health and Environment Program (HEP)
Madeleine SCHERB (Ms.), Chair, Geneva
madeleine@health-environment-program.org
Pierre SCHERB, Legal Advisor, Geneva
avocat@pierrescherb.ch
Knowledge Ecology International, Inc. (KEI)
Thiru BALASUBRAMANIAM, Managing Director, Geneva
Claire CASSEDY (Ms.), Research Associate, Washington, D.C.
MARQUES (Association européenne des propriétaires de marques de commerce)/MARQUES
(European Association of Trade Mark Owners)
Inga GEORGE (Ms.), Expert, Hamburg
Organisation pour un réseau international des indications géographiques (oriGIn)/Organization
for an International Geographical Indications Network (oriGIn)
Massimo VITTORI, Managing Director, Geneva
Ida PUZONE (Ms.), Project Manager, Geneva
Céline MEYER (Ms.), Focal Point Project Worldwide Geographical Indications Compilation,
Geneva
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Société pour l’attribution des noms de domaine et des numéros sur Internet (ICANN)/
Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN)
Nigel HICKSON, Vice President, Europe and Middle East, Geneva
nigel.hickson@icann.org

V.

BUREAU/OFFICERS

Président/Chair:

Adil El MALIKI (Maroc/Morocco)

Vice-présidents/Vice-chairs:

Imre GONDA (Hongrie/Hungary)
Alfredo Carlos RENDÓN ALGARA (Mexique/Mexico)

Secrétaire/Secretary:

Marcus HÖPPERGER (OMPI/WIPO)
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VI.

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

Francis GURRY, directeur général/Director General
WANG Binying (Mme/Ms.), vice-directrice générale/Deputy Director General
Marcus HÖPPERGER, directeur, Division du droit et des services consultatifs en matière de
législation, Secteur des marques et des dessins et modèles/Director, Law and Legislative
Advice Division, Brands and Designs Sector
Brian BECKHAM, chef, Section du règlement des litiges relatifs à l'Internet, Centre d'arbitrage et
de médiation de l'OMPI, Secteur des brevets et de la technologie/Head, Internet Dispute
Resolution Section, WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center, Patents and Technology Sector
Martha PARRA FRIEDLI (Mme/Ms.), chef, Section du droit des marques, Division du droit et
des services consultatifs en matière de législation, Secteur des marques et des dessins et
modèles/Head, Trademark Law Section, Law and Legislative Advice Division, Brands and
Designs Sector
Marie-Paule RIZO (Mme/Ms.), chef, Section du droit des dessins et modèles et des indications
géographiques, Division du droit et des services consultatifs en matière de législation, Secteur
des marques et des dessins et modèles/Head, Design and Geographical Indication Law
Section, Law and Legislative Advice Division, Brands and Designs Sector
Marina FOSCHI (Mme/Ms.), juriste, Section du droit des dessins et modèles et des indications
géographiques, Division du droit et des services consultatifs en matière de législation, Secteur
des marques et des dessins et modèles/Legal Officer, Design and Geographical Indication Law
Section, Law and Legislative Advice Division, Brands and Designs Sector
Violeta GHETU (Mme/Ms.), juriste, Section du droit des dessins et modèles et des indications
géographiques, Division du droit et des services consultatifs en matière de législation, Secteur
des marques et des dessins et modèles/Legal Officer, Design and Geographical Indication Law
Section, Law and Legislative Advice Division, Brands and Designs Sector
Nathalie FRIGANT (Mme/Ms.), juriste adjointe, Section du droit des dessins et modèles et des
indications géographiques, Division du droit et des services consultatifs en matière de
législation, Secteur des marques et des dessins et modèles/Assistant Legal Officer, Design and
Geographical Indication Law Section, Law and Legislative Advice Division, Brands and Designs
Sector
Noëlle MOUTOUT (Mme/Ms.), juriste adjointe, Section du droit des marques, Division du droit
et des services consultatifs en matière de législation, Secteur des marques et des dessins et
modèles/Assistant Legal Officer, Trademark Law Section, Law and Legislative Advice Division,
Brands and Designs Sector

[End of Annex II and of document]

