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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”, “the Committee” or “the SCT”)
held its forty-third session, in Geneva, from November 23 to 26, 2020. The session was held in
hybrid mode, with some delegations attending physically in Geneva, and others participating via
the Interprefy platform (see document SCT/43/INF/2).
2.
The following Member States of WIPO and/or the Paris Union for the Protection of
Industrial Property were represented at the meeting: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina,
Australia, Bangladesh, Belarus, Bolivia (Plurinational State of), Brazil, Brunei Darussalam
Bulgaria, Burundi, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic,
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt,
El Salvador, Estonia, Ethiopia, Finland, France, Gabon, Georgia, Germany, Ghana, Greece,
Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq,
Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Lithuania, Malaysia, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, Nicaragua,
Nigeria, North Macedonia, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland,
Portugal, Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldova, Romania, Russian Federation, Rwanda,
Saudi Arabia, Serbia, Singapore, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Switzerland,
Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates,
United Kingdom, United States of America, Uruguay, Viet Nam, Zimbabwe (98). The European
Union was represented in its capacity as a special member of the SCT. Palestine was
represented in its capacity as Observer.
*
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3.
The following intergovernmental organizations took part in the meeting in an observer
capacity: African Intellectual Property Organization (OAPI), Benelux Organization for
Intellectual Property (BOIP) (2).
4.
Representatives of the following non-governmental organizations took part in the meeting
in an observer capacity: American Bar Association (ABA), Association française des indications
géographiques (AFIGIA), Centre for International Intellectual Property Studies (CEIPI),
Consortium for Common Food Names (CCFN), European Brands Association (AIM), European
Communities Trade Mark Association (ECTA), European Law Students’
Association (ELSA International), Health and Environment Program (HEP), Intellectual Property
Latin American School (ELAPI), Inter-American Association of Industrial Property (ASIPI),
International Association for the Protections of Intellectual Property (AIPPI), International
Chamber of Commerce (ICC), International Federation of Intellectual Property
Attorneys (FICPI), International Wine Law Association (AIDV), Japan Patent Attorneys
Association (JPAA), MARQUES – The Association of European Trade Mark Owners,
Organization for an International Geographical Indications Network (oriGIn) (17).
5.

The list of participants (document SCT/43/INF/3) is contained in Annex I to this document.

6.

The Secretariat noted the interventions made and recorded them.

AGENDA ITEM 1: OPENING OF THE SESSION
7.
Mr. Daren Tang, Director General of the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO),
opened the forty-third 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. Alfredo Carlos Rendón Algara (Mexico) was elected Chair. Mr. Willie Mushayi
(Zimbabwe) and Mr. Jan Techert (Germany) were elected Vice-Chairs.
AGENDA ITEM 3: ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
10.

The SCT adopted the draft Agenda (document SCT/43/1 Prov. 4).

AGENDA ITEM 4: ADOPTION OF THE DRAFT REPORT OF THE FORTY-SECOND
SESSION
11. The SCT adopted the draft Report of the forty-second session
(document SCT/42/9 Prov.).
General Statements
12. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of the Group of Central
Asia, Caucasus and Eastern European Countries (CACEEC), thanked the Secretariat for the
organization of the SCT session and emphasized the great interest attached by the Group to
the agenda items pertaining to the session. With respect to the protection of graphical user
interface (GUI), icon, typeface and type font designs, after having thanked the Secretariat for
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the preparation of the documents and Member States for their inputs, the Group highlighted the
importance of exchanging experiences on the matter, since GUIs were becoming more popular
thanks to technical developments. For that reason, the Group stressed the need to continue
working on the issue. Turning to the protection of country names and nation brands, after
having thanked Member States for their proposals on the issue, the Group highlighted the
importance of finding a balanced approach to the question, which would respect everyone’s
interests. Finally, as the Group was also interested in the discussions concerning trademarks
and domain names, as well as in the issue of geographical indications, the Delegation thanked
the Secretariat for the organization of Information Sessions on Geographical Indications, which
would provide a useful overview of national and regional protections. The Delegation concluded
by expressing the Group’s readiness to work in a constructive way and to take the floor on all
agenda items during the session.
13. The Delegation of China thanked the Secretariat for the preparation of the Committee’s
session and the documents. Observing that trademarks, industrial designs and geographical
indications had been playing an important role for long, the Delegation expressed its
appreciation for the important achievements accomplished by the Committee in those fields.
While stating that it continued to pay attention to, and support, the Committee’s work, the
Delegation announced that it would actively participate in the discussions on the various agenda
items during the session. In its view, under the Chair’s leadership and through the joint efforts
of all members, the current session would achieve new outcomes. With respect to the Design
Law Treaty (DLT), the Delegation called upon all members to adopt a cooperative attitude, to
demonstrate further flexibility and to fully understand and consider all parties’ concerns in view
of achieving substantive results at the WIPO Conference. The Delegation expressed the hope
to discuss further divergent provisions on the DLT in view of reaching more convergence. With
respect to the protection of GUI, icon, typeface and type font designs, while thanking the
Secretariat for its efforts, the Delegation noted that the topic had gained new attention from all
parties and expressed its willingness to participate in the discussions to share its experience. At
the same time, the Delegation encouraged members to take part in those discussions to gain a
more in-depth understanding of the developments in the area and to lay a solid foundation for
further work on the topic. The Delegation also informed the Committee that it continued to pay
attention to the update on the Digital Access Service (DAS) for priority documents. Then,
turning to trademark-related topics, the Delegation considered that the discussions on country
names and well-known marks would contribute to a better understanding of the practices in
various countries. Finally, with respect to geographical indications, the Delegation pointed out
that it supported countries’ efforts in relation to the respect of national conditions. The
Delegation indicated that it looked forward to further exchanges during the session, expressing
the view that the Information Session on Geographical Indications would further strengthen SCT
members’ understanding in the field.
14. The Delegation of Zimbabwe, speaking on behalf of the African Group, expressed the
Group’s confidence in making positive progress during the Committee’s deliberations, under the
Chair’s leadership, and extended the Group’s appreciation to the Secretariat and the
conference services for their strenuous efforts in the preparation of documents and conference
facilities in the current difficult conditions. Recalling that it attached great importance to the
Committee’s work on trademarks, industrial designs and geographical indications, the Group
reiterated its desire to conclude the discussions on the DLT, which should be balanced and
include the concerns and interests of all Member States. However, the Group regretted the lack
of substantive discussions on the convening of a diplomatic conference on the DLT, due to
the COVID-19 pandemic. The Group looked forward to the analysis of the returns to the
Questionnaire on Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs, as well
as to the revised proposal for a Joint Recommendation put forward by the Delegations of Japan
and the United States of America. Although it welcomed discussions on the matter, the Group
expressed the view that those processes were not meant to culminate in any normative, soft or
binding law. In the Group’s view, the Committee should continue to conduct information-sharing
discussions in an open and inclusive manner. The Group also welcomed, and looked forward
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to, the discussions on the Questionnaire on the Temporary Protection Provided to Industrial
Designs at Certain International Exhibitions under Article 11 of the Paris Convention for the
Protection of Industrial Property. Turning to the trademark area, the Group reaffirmed its strong
support for all proposals and discussions on the protection of country names and geographical
names of national significance against registration or use as word marks by private persons, as
well as on the protection of country names and geographical names of national significance in
the Domain Name System (DNS). In the Group’s view, country names should neither be
monopolized by private persons, nor be used in a misleading manner in connection with
products and services not originating in the country concerned. Lastly, while looking forward to
the Information Session on Geographical Indications, the Delegation announced the
Group’s willingness to participate actively, constructively, and in good faith in view of reaching
successful Committee’s deliberations.
15. The Delegation of Panama, speaking on behalf of the Group of Latin American and
Caribbean Countries (GRULAC), considered that, under the Chair’s experience and guidance,
the Committee would be able to have productive discussions during the current SCT session,
held in very peculiar times due to the COVID-19 pandemic. After having thanked the
Secretariat for the preparation of the session and the documents, the Delegation reiterated the
Group’s interest in continuing to work constructively in all the discussions of the Committee
during the session. With regard to industrial designs, recalling the Group’s interest in having a
decision on the convening of a diplomatic conference on the DLT, as soon as the conditions
would permit it, the Group invited all delegations to reflect, in the meantime, on the way to
address the issue to reach an agreement that would benefit all. The Group said that it would
listen carefully to the discussions related to the Compilation of the Returns to the Questionnaire
on Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs and to the
Questionnaire on the Temporary Protection Provided to Industrial Designs at Certain
International Exhibitions under Article 11 of the Paris Convention for the Protection of Industrial
Property. With regard to trademarks, the Delegation stressed the importance attached by the
Group to the protection of country names, as they provided a valuable opportunity for national
branding schemes that could bring value through the use of trademarks, especially in
developing countries. Observing the lack of consistent protection for country names at the
international level, the Group reiterated its commitment to continue discussing the protection of
country names, based on the revised proposal by the Delegation of Jamaica, as contained in
document SCT/43/9, and on the proposal concerning the protection of country names and
geographical names of national significance in the DNS, submitted by the Delegations of Brazil,
Georgia, Iceland, Indonesia, Jamaica, Liechtenstein, Malaysia, Mexico, Monaco, Peru, Senegal,
Switzerland and United Arab Emirates, as contained in document SCT/41/6 Rev. In that
respect, the Group reiterated its concern about the domain name “Amazon”, a term recognized
as part of the culture, identity and heritage of the Amazon region, which had affected the
cultural and linguistic heritage of each of the eight Amazonian countries. The Group called on
Member States to take into account the interests and the impact on the patrimonial and cultural
aspects of other Member States, when granting domain names. That also applied to decisions
involving country and regional names. Noting with interest the proposal by the Delegations of
Ecuador and Peru to conduct a survey on nation-brand protection in Member States, the Group
took note of the responses to the questionnaire. Announcing that it would participate in a
constructive manner in the discussions on geographical indications, the Group expressed its
commitment to work hand-in-hand with the Chair and the other Member States in the
development of the Committee’s agenda.
16. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, stated that
Group B looked forward to working together, under the Chair’s leadership, and expressed its
gratitude to the Secretariat for its hard work in organizing the SCT session, considering the
challenges in light of the COVID-19 pandemic. Thanking Member States for their commitment
to making the session a success, the Group observed that the continued adaptability of all
involved, including the Member States, was essential to ensure the continuation of the important
intergovernmental work of WIPO in those unprecedented times. Although it would follow a
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truncated schedule, the Committee had a very full agenda reflecting the delegations’ ambition to
make good progress on the SCT work at the session. The Group showed appreciation to the
Secretariat for the compilation and analysis of the returns to three questionnaires on the
session’s agenda, namely the Questionnaire on Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and
Typeface/Type Font Designs, the Questionnaire on Temporary Protection Provided to Industrial
Designs at Certain International Exhibitions under Article 11 of the Paris Convention for the
Protection of Industrial Property and the Questionnaire on Nation-Brand Protection in Member
States. In addition, the Group expressed its gratitude to the Member States and
Intergovernmental Intellectual Property Organizations for having completed those
questionnaires. Considering that developing an evidence base was essential to understand the
issues discussed within the Committee, the Group observed that questionnaires were a good
way to gather evidence to support the SCT work, as they gave an excellent overview of the
approaches in various jurisdictions. The Delegation added that information sessions were also
an effective way of sharing perspectives. In that respect, the Group thanked the Secretariat for
the organization of the Information Sessions on Geographical Indications and on the Temporary
Protection Provided to Industrial Designs under Article 11 of the Paris Convention, which would
assist in enhancing the Committee’s understanding of the topics at stake. While thanking all
delegations for their proposals pertaining to the Committee’s work, the Group looked forward to
productive discussions on those proposals. Finally, reiterating its commitment to work
constructively to pursue the Committee’s objectives, the Group said that it remained strongly
supportive of the SCT as an important forum to discuss issues, facilitate exchange of views and
provide guidance on the progressive development of international intellectual property law on
trademarks, industrial designs and geographical indications.
17. The Delegation of Bangladesh, speaking on behalf of the Asia and the Pacific Group,
expressed confidence in the Chair’s ability and skills to guide the SCT session towards a
successful conclusion and expressed its appreciation for the Secretariat’s work. In the area of
industrial designs, after having thanked the Secretariat for the update of the Compilation of the
Returns to the Questionnaire on Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and Typeface/Type Font
Designs, as reflected in document SCT/41/2 Rev., the Group noted that the document now
included further or revised replies by delegations. While appreciating Member States’ inputs to
the questionnaire, the Group expressed the hope that document SCT/43/2, containing an
analysis of the returns to that questionnaire, would help the Committee in its further
deliberations. Turning to the area of trademarks, the Group highlighted the importance of
providing sufficient protection for country names, to prevent undue registration or usage as
trademarks. Expressing support for the revised proposal by the Delegation of Jamaica on the
matter, the Group looked forward to an appropriate action in that respect. Welcoming the
revised proposals tabled by the Delegations of Georgia, Iceland, Indonesia, Jamaica,
Liechtenstein, Malaysia, Mexico, Monaco, Peru, Senegal, Switzerland and the United Arab
Emirates Concerning the Protection of Country Names and Geographical Names of National
Significance, the Group announced that it would continue to engage constructively on those
issues. The Group added that it looked forward to the discussions on the proposal submitted by
the Delegations of Ecuador and Peru to Conduct a Survey on Nation-Brand Protection in
Member States, as well as on the proposal submitted by the Delegations of Japan and the
United States of America for a Joint Recommendation on Industrial Design Protection for
Designs for Graphical User Interfaces. The Group concluded by stating that it looked forward to
constructive discussions and productive deliberations in the session of the SCT.
18. The Delegation of Bolivia (Plurinational State of), thanking the Secretariat for the
preparation of the documents and the organization of the SCT session, endorsed the statement
made by the Delegation of Panama on behalf of GRULAC. As part of the Amazon Cooperation
Treaty Organization (ACTO), the Delegation expressed its deep concern regarding the
assignment of the domain name “Amazon” by the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and
Numbers (ICANN). In the Delegation’s viewpoint, the registry agreement, concluded in
December 2019, had not taken into consideration the legitimate interests of the eight
Amazonian countries, affecting their cultural and linguistic heritage and compromising the
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continued well-being of the societies living in the Amazon region, by limiting future possibilities
regarding recognition, competitiveness and sustainable development. As it considered that
decision as an illegal and unjust expropriation of the culture, tradition, history and image of the
Amazon region, the Delegation called on Member States not to allow similar situations to occur
in relation to other cities or regions in other countries.
19. The Delegation of Nigeria, aligning itself with the statement delivered by the Delegation of
Zimbabwe on behalf of the African Group, expressed its confidence in the Chair’s leadership to
make concrete progress in the Committee’s deliberations. The Delegation also extended its
appreciation to the Secretariat and the conference services for the efforts put into the
preparation of the documents and conference facilities for the Committee’s work in the current
challenging times. With respect to industrial designs, as it attached great importance to
the SCT work, the Delegation reiterated its desire to conclude discussions on a DLT, which
would be just, fair and balanced and would reflect a disclosure requirement on traditional
knowledge, traditional cultural expressions and genetic resources, including technical
assistance issues. However, the Delegation had taken note that, due to the global pandemic,
no substantive discussions could take place on a possible diplomatic conference on the DLT.
Aligning itself with the African Group’s position on the Analysis of the Returns to the
Questionnaire on Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs, as well
as the revised proposal for a Joint Recommendation by the Delegations of Japan and the
United States of America, the Delegation welcomed discussions on those matters, but
underlined, at the same time, that those processes were not meant to culminate in any
normative or binding law. In its viewpoint, the Committee should continue conducting
information-sharing discussions and sessions in an open and inclusive manner. The Delegation
also welcomed future discussions on the temporary protection provided to industrial designs at
certain international exhibitions under Article 11 of the Paris Convention for the Protection of
Industrial Property. With respect to trademarks, the Delegation reaffirmed its strong support for
all proposals and discussions on the protection of country names and geographical names of
national significance against registration, appropriation or use as word marks by private
persons, as well as on the protection of country names and geographical names of national
significance in the DNS. In the Delegation’s opinion, country names should neither be
monopolized by private persons, nor be misappropriated or used in a misleading manner, in
connection with products and services not originating in the country concerned and without due
permission or authorization. Finally, looking forward to the two information sessions, the
Delegation concluded by stating that it would constructively engage in related discussions and
that it stood ready to participate actively, constructively and in good faith in all discussions
towards a successful outcome of the Committee’s work.
20. The Delegation of Trinidad and Tobago, lending its support to the statement made by the
Delegation of Panama, on behalf of GRULAC, joined others in applauding the tireless work of
the SCT. Turning to key domestic developments relevant to the SCT work, the Delegation
announced that, in 2020, its Trade Marks Act No. 8 of 2015 and concomitant Regulations had
been proclaimed, reflecting the most modern global developments in trademark legislation.
Furthermore, the previous month, Trinidad and Tobago had deposited its instrument of
accession to the Protocol Relating to the Madrid Agreement Concerning the International
Registration of Marks (Madrid Protocol), which would become operational in the country on
January 12, 2021. In the field of industrial designs, the Delegation reported that its Intellectual
Property Office was assiduously working on the finalization of the draft legislation related to the
accession, in 2021, to the Geneva Act (1999) of the Hague Agreement Concerning the
International Registration of Industrial Designs. Referring to the DLT, the Delegation fully
supported the statement of GRULAC regarding a decision on the convening of a diplomatic
conference on the DLT, when circumstances would permit it. Turning to GUI design, icon,
typeface/type font designs, the Delegation indicated that it would listen carefully to the
discussions on the matter. In the field of trademarks, the Delegation shared the views
expressed by the Delegation of Panama, on behalf of GRULAC, on the commitment to continue
the discussion on the revised proposal put forward by the Delegation of Jamaica, as contained
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in document SCT/43/9, as well as the discussion on document SCT/41/6 Rev. Concerning the
Protection of Country Names and Geographical Names of National Significance in the DNS. In
that respect, the Delegation indicated that it anticipated a balanced approach to those issues.
Looking forward to future Committee’s work, which sought to support and guide Member States
along their developmental paths, the Delegation concluded by expressing its continued
gratitude to WIPO for its assistance in respect of its domestic legislative agenda.
AGENDA ITEM 5: INDUSTRIAL DESIGNS
Analysis of the Returns to the Questionnaire on Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and
Typeface/Type Font Designs (documents SCT/41/2 Rev. and SCT/43/2)
21. Discussions were based on document SCT/41/2 Rev (Compilation of the Returns to the
Questionnaire on Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs) and
document SCT/43/2 (Analysis of the Returns to the Questionnaire on Graphical User Interface
(GUI), Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs).
22. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of CACEEC, welcomed the
exchange of experiences on the registration of GUIs as industrial designs, pointing out that the
documents contained a large quantity of material showing the different practices in Member
States. Expressing its interest in GUI, icon, typeface/type font designs, the Delegation
underlined the fact that a legal definition of the term “GUI” was currently lacking. At the same
time, the Delegation noticed that GUIs were broadly used. While noting that information on
graphical elements of GUIs was provided in national standards, the Group considered that rules
on the visual representation of GUIs needed to be elaborated. Pointing out to the specificities
of GUIs, which associated visual elements with other elements, the Delegation highlighted the
complexity of the legal governance of GUIs. For that reason, the Delegation considered that it
would be useful to pursue the examination of the question, with a view to gaining a better
understanding thereof. Reporting that, in countries belonging to the Group, the representation
was mostly in two dimensions, the Delegation expressed the view that, with the development of
new technologies, three-dimensional designs could go forward. In conclusion, the Delegation
expressed the Group’s interest in researches on the topic.
23. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, thanked the
Secretariat for the preparation of documents SCT/41/2 Rev. and SCT/43/2 and all parties for
their replies to the Questionnaire on Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and Typeface/Type
Font Designs. In the Delegation’s view, the topic was particularly relevant and important since
the use of GUIs in the modern economy continued to develop and to evolve. The Group
observed that, with the pandemic resulting in an increased use of virtual platforms and
applications relying on GUIs to differentiate themselves in the market and to be user-friendly, an
analysis of that issue was even timelier. The pandemic could further encourage innovative
breakthroughs in the area from virtual communication technologies, such as Zoom and Webex,
to e-health platforms, resulting in more GUI innovators seeking protection to be able to make
their efforts helpful to the public. Underlining the usefulness of the replies’ analysis carried out
by the Secretariat, the Group took note of the trends, as set out in paragraph 105 of
document SCT/43/2.
24. The Delegation of Chile, thanking the Secretariat for the preparation of
documents SCT/41/2 Rev. and SCT/43/2, pointed out that the analysis of the returns to the
questionnaire showed a diversity in the ways of dealing with GUI, icon, typeface/type font
designs. In addition, the analysis was a very useful tool in evaluating the question at issue
within Member States. Noting the limited number of replies from Member States, the Delegation
considered that getting a broader view of the situation in SCT members would be useful and,
therefore, proposed keeping the questionnaire open to collect additional replies.
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25. The Delegation of China, after having thanked the Secretariat for the tremendous efforts
allocated to the questionnaire and Member States for their returns, underlined the usefulness of
the questionnaire to understand the diverse practices in different Member States. The
Delegation added that the questionnaire enabled all SCT members to be aware of, and
understand, the latest developments and problems in the area, to learn from each other and
seek new ideas to address those challenging developments. As it considered that the
questionnaire would lay a solid foundation for future work in the area, the Delegation said that it
looked forward to sharing its experience and to hearing from other Member States on the topic.
26. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, recalled that, at the last SCT session, it had welcomed the decision to leave
open the Questionnaire on Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and Typeface/Type Font
Designs to collect additional responses with a view to expanding further the volume of
information available. After having thanked SCT members for their further contributions and the
Secretariat for the preparation of the analysis of the returns to the questionnaire, as contained in
document SCT/43/2, the Delegation indicated that the analysis provided a very valuable
summary and lent its support to the conclusions reflected in paragraph 105 of
document SCT/43/2. Referring to paragraph 102 of the document, the Delegation observed
that the indication of the percentage of offices that accepted documents for priority claim
purposes in paper format only, as indicated in the first bullet point (98 per cent) was not in line
with the corresponding indication underneath (31 per cent). Reiterating that it saw in all the
responses a wealth of information, which would prove useful in further debates on GUI, icon
and typeface/type font designs within the Committee, the Delegation expressed its full support
for document SCT/43/2 to be used as reference for further work on selected pertinent issues for
such designs.
27. The Delegation of Japan, expressing its gratitude to the Secretariat for its hard work in
preparing the session and the documents and to Member States and Intergovernmental
Organizations for their valuable replies, reported that, in Japan, the revision of the Design Act,
aiming at expanding the scope of protectable GUI designs, had entered into force on
April 1, 2020. The revised Design Act regarded GUI designs per se as protectable subject
matter. In other words, in Japan, GUI designs not recorded or displayed on an article, provided
via a network, or projected onto a road or a wall, were all considered as protectable industrial
designs under the revised Design Act. The Delegation informed the Committee that, under the
revised Design Act, the Japan Patent Office (JPO) had established registration for such GUI
designs for the first time in November 2020. While observing that the analysis of the returns to
the questionnaire had shed light on significant differences in the ways of protecting GUI designs
in the respective jurisdictions, the Delegation hoped that discussions on the protection of GUI
designs would deepen further at the Committee, with a view to ensuring international
consistency of the protection of those designs, for the benefit of the users of the design system.
28. The Chair concluded that the Secretariat was requested to re-open the
Questionnaire on Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs
until January 29, 2021, for further replies by delegations.
Revised Proposal by the Delegations of Japan and the United States of America
(document SCT/43/10)
29.

Discussions were based on document SCT/43/10.

30. The Delegation of the United States of America, expressing its confidence in the
Chair’s ability to guide the SCT work, in the current virtual format too, thanked the Secretariat
for the rapid translation of the revised proposal for consideration at the session of the SCT,
particularly under those challenging conditions. The Delegation recalled that, over several
past SCT sessions, the Committee had studied industrial designs in the context of new
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technological environments in relation to GUI designs, which seemed to be more and more
used by all SCT members in the virtual world. In the Delegation’s viewpoint, the revised
proposal for a Joint Recommendation, as reflected in document SCT/43/10, would be of
assistance to users and intellectual property offices across the globe since it aimed at providing
guidance for jurisdictions looking to adopt commonly used or best practices in relation to those
designs. Although the current version of the proposal was substantially similar to the previous
one, contained in document SCT/42/6, the Delegation drew the Committee’s attention to the
updates, which addressed comments made during the forty-second session of the SCT: firstly,
the revised proposal further emphasized the non-obligatory nature of the Joint
Recommendation; secondly, it highlighted, in the footnotes, the correlating questions and
responses from SCT questionnaires relating to the subject matter, such as
document SCT/37/2 Rev.; thirdly, it incorporated suggestions on drafting language made by
other delegations. The Delegation further pointed out that two new recommendations,
Recommendations Nos. 6 and 7, had been added and that, consequently, other
recommendations had been renumbered, where appropriate. Although not reflected in the
document yet, the Delegation said that it understood that the Delegation of Israel intended to
become a co-proponent of the revised proposal, along with Japan and the United States of
America, and invited the Delegation of Israel to confirm and elaborate on that matter. Finally,
while thanking the Delegation of Japan for its continued collaboration and support as a
co-proponent and developer of the proposal, the Delegation looked forward to listening to
comments and views from SCT members on the revised proposal.
31. The Delegation of Israel thanked the Secretariat, not only for the preparation of the
documents for the session, but also for ensuring the continuity of the work during those
challenging times. Referring to the statement made by the Delegation of the United States of
America, the Delegation confirmed that it wished to become a co-sponsor of the Revised
Proposal for a Joint Recommendation on Industrial Design Protection for Graphical User
Interface (GUI) Designs, as contained in document SCT/43/10. In addition, the Delegation
thanked the Delegations of Japan and the United States of America for the fruitful dialogue
following the suggestions and observations made during the forty-second session of the
Committee, which had led to the accommodation of certain substantive issues in the revised
proposal. In the Delegation’s viewpoint, the ongoing exchange of information between Member
States on the topic and the development of common practices, as proposed in the document
under consideration, would be useful tools for all Member States to elaborate their approaches
to the protection of GUIs as designs. The Delegation concluded by encouraging offices to
adopt an advanced approach to emerging technologies.
32. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of CACEEC, thanked the
Delegations of Japan and the United States of America for the revised proposed Joint
Recommendation, contained in document SCT/43/10. The Delegation expressed the Group’s
support for the initiative aiming at generalizing effective regional and national practices for the
protection of GUI designs. As the revised proposal had been published a few days before the
session, the Delegation suggested deferring discussions until the next SCT session, to enable
members to study it in details.
33. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, thanked the
Delegations of Japan and the United States of America for their proposal setting out a Joint
Recommendation on Industrial Design Protection for Graphical User Interface (GUI) Designs.
In addition, the Delegation expressed its appreciation to those delegations for the proposals
update, which emphasized the non-obligatory nature of the recommendations and included two
new recommendations allowing the use of a verbal description to supplement drawings for GUIs
and providing for electronic filing systems and databases for registered design rights for GUI
designs. In the Delegation’s viewpoint, the revised proposal was wide ranging, covering a
series of issues, from definitions to enforcement. Although there were different approaches with
regard to formalities and the scope of protection, the Delegation observed that the analysis of
the returns to the questionnaire had highlighted that most jurisdictions granted protection to
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GUIs through industrial design registrations or patents. The Delegation considered that
non-binding recommendations, such as those proposed by the Delegations of Japan and the
United States of America, would provide a useful framework on the protection of GUIs to ensure
that designers across the globe were supported in that evolving field.
34. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, while thanking the Delegations of Japan and the United States of America for
the recently released new version of their proposal, regretted the lack of time to study and
discuss internally document SCT/43/10. For that reason, the Delegation informed the
Committee that its opinion would be delivered on the basis of the former version of the proposal,
contained in document SCT/42/6. With respect to GUI, icon and typeface/type font designs, the
Delegation shared the common understanding that existing divergences should be directly
addressed and that further work on those issues could pave the way for a more harmonized
approach. As regards future work on the topic, the Delegation recalled that, at the previous
SCT session, it had noted with much interest the proposal submitted by the Delegations of
Japan and the United States of America, as reflected in document SCT/42/6. Welcoming that
new initiative, the Delegation endorsed the aim of adopting the Joint Recommendation as a
practical way forward to achieve a more harmonized approach in relation to industrial design
protection for GUI designs. While reiterating its support for the rationale to provide for, at least,
a common baseline for GUIs protection, the Delegation considered that the recommendations
should leave it open for legislations to provide for a protection for GUIs more tailored or more
advanced than such a baseline. In other words, the recommendations should only establish a
common floor but not a ceiling. For the Delegation, such a concept was relevant in particular in
the context of the two following recommendations: Recommendation No. 6, according to which
GUI design applications should be examined under the same criteria as other types of design
applications, and Recommendation No. 8, according to which rights granted to GUI designs
should not differ from rights granted to designs for other products. In the Delegation’s
viewpoint, the recommendations should not inhibit or prevent members from providing a
specialized protection for GUIs. Lending its support to the observation made by the Delegation
of Spain at the previous SCT session about the importance of addressing divergences as to
formal requirements, the Delegation welcomed the fact that Recommendation No. 3 already
covered some formal requirements with respect to formats of representation. Pointing out that
the required minimum and maximum numbers of views for industrial design applications for GUI
designs should permit an accurate design representation, the Delegation added that formal
aspects were relevant, not only for the appropriate representation of GUIs, notably with respect
to animations, but also for the interoperability of jurisdictions by means of priority claims.
Referring to questions contained in the questionnaire on the methods of representations and the
applicable formal requirements, the Delegation wondered whether the recommendations could
cover those aspects as well. Finally, the Delegation sought clarification as to
Recommendations Nos. 2 and 4. Firstly, with regard to Recommendation No. 2, the Delegation
said that the wording “how the GUI was installed on a product” was not clear and its
interpretation was uncertain. While that was mentioned as a criteria irrespective of which
design protection should be afforded to GUIs, the Delegation understood that the other two
such criteria – namely “operating status of the underlying electronic device” and “the amount of
time the design is visually available” – were related merely to the transitional display of a GUI.
The Delegation wondered, in particular, whether the wording referred to the concept of
protection for the underlying software that did not extend to the graphic display produced by it,
and vice versa. Secondly, with regard to Recommendation No. 4, it was not clear whether the
provision allowed for a party to require a product indication where such indication did not affect
the scope of protection afforded to the GUI design, as was the case in the European Union
design system. Thirdly, while it concurred with the overarching idea of having an independent
design protection for GUIs, pursuant to Recommendations Nos. 2 and 4, the Delegation pointed
out that aspects such as the amount of time the design was visually available or the use in
multiple screen display environments could play a crucial role in the examination of the material
requirements for design protection. The visibility of a design, and the way it was used and
presented in different display environments, could be important in determining whether the
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design was new or had individual character, as well as for assessing infringement. For that
reason, the Delegation believed that a clarification on that point could also be helpful. Looking
forward to continuing discussions on the revised proposal, the Delegation announced that it
stood ready to work together with the proponents and other delegations to foster a more
harmonized approach.
35. The Delegation of Japan, thanking the Delegation of the United States of America for
having revised the draft Joint Recommendation, welcomed the participation of the Delegation of
Israel as a co-sponsor of the proposal. Due to the negative impact of the COVID-19 pandemic,
making close contact with others had been restricted. As a result, with the advancement of
digitalization, the Delegation of Japan was of the view that the utilization of GUI designs would
continue to expand and that the importance of international protection for those designs would
grow. Pointing out that document SCT/43/10 had been prepared based on the discussions on
GUI designs held at the previous SCT session, the Delegation indicated that the revision aimed
at clarifying the non-obligatory and non-normative nature of the recommendations. The
Delegation added that new Recommendations Nos. 6 and 7 would be useful because they
would add to the clarity of GUI designs by allowing the requirement of a description and would
establish a framework for searches through electronic databases. Reiterating the view that
those recommendations would be beneficial to users of the design system worldwide, the
Delegation announced its willingness to contribute, in cooperation with the Delegations of Israel
and the United States of America, to the advancement of the discussions towards a Joint
Recommendation on Industrial Design Protection for Graphical User Interface (GUI) Designs.
36. The Delegation of China, thanking the Delegations of Japan and the United States of
America for their proposed Joint Recommendation, observed that the protection of GUIs was a
trendy topic in the field of industrial designs and that users were calling for greater protection of
those designs. In the Delegation’s viewpoint, studying and discussing the strengthening of
GUIs protection would deepen the understanding of various Member States on the issue. The
Delegation was therefore keen to learn from others’ experience to improve the design regime.
Referring to its domestic legislation, the Delegation reported that its examination guide had
been amended in 2014 and in September 2019 to further protect GUIs and address the need of
GUIs’ users. Adding that its patent law had also been modified to extend the duration of
protection for GUIs to 15 years, the Delegation indicated that the newly amended patent law
would come into force on June 1, 2021. The Delegation announced its willingness to share its
domestic practices and legislation and to listen to advice provided by other countries, in order to
learn from their useful experiences. With regard to the proposed Joint Recommendation, the
Delegation expressed the view that countries’ domestic regimes had to be considered within
the SCT and stressed the need to listen to various parties’ suggestions.
37. The Delegation of Chile, thanking the Delegations of Israel, Japan and the United States
of America for the revised proposal, indicated that its capital was currently reviewing the new
version of the proposal. The Delegation concurred with the statement made by the Delegation
of the Russian Federation on behalf of CACEEC, concerning the need to continue the
discussions on the matter at the next SCT session, taking into account the short time given to
review the revised proposal. Finally, the Delegation expressed the hope that the dialogue
would allow SCT members to find the best way to address the issue.
38. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking in its national capacity, looked forward to
working with the Chair throughout the session to progress the important work of the Committee.
While thanking the Delegations of Japan and the United States of America for their proposal
and the Secretariat for the preparation of the compilation of the returns to the questionnaire, the
Delegation recognized the increasing importance of GUIs in the ever-expanding digital economy
and noted that creators of those designs were spread across the globe serving global markets.
As design law was not fully harmonized internationally, the Delegation believed that reaching a
decision on agreed minimum standards of protection for GUIs would be beneficial. Therefore,
the Delegation welcomed the proposal put forward by the Delegations of Japan and the United
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States of America, now co-sponsored by the Delegation of Israel. While looking forward to a
constructive discussion on the recommendations contained in document SCT/43/10 and to
making progress towards an agreement on that important area, the Delegation believed that the
design system in the United States of America already largely met the minimum standards set
out in the recommendations. The Delegation pointed out that its national law did not allow for
mixed formats of representations. Referring to Recommendation No. 3, the Delegation sought
clarification as to the scope of the terms “other electronic or digital means of visual
representation”. In that respect, the Delegation reported that, in its country, online applications
by those means were currently accepted. However, moving images as representations for
design applications were not accepted, so that GUIs or animated sequences needed to be
represented by screenshots or a sequence of still images. Referring to the analysis of the
returns to the questionnaire, contained in document SCT/41/2 Rev, the Delegation noted that
most respondents had indicated that they did not accept moving images. The Delegation
welcomed clarification on that point and looked forward to hearing views of other delegations on
the issue. Then, turning to Recommendation No. 9, the Delegation reported that its Office was
able to provide applicants with a digital version of paper-certified priority documents, but not with
a digital-only service.
39. The Delegation of Australia, expressing confidence in the Chair’s leadership to undertake
positive and constructive discussions during the session, thanked the Secretariat for the
organization of the session and the Delegations of Israel, Japan and the United States of
America for the preparation of their revised proposal. While observing that the preamble was
helpful to indicate the intention of the draft Joint Recommendation, the Delegation considered
the latter very informative and appreciated the useful framework that it provided. Reporting that,
in the context of the ongoing holistic review of its national design system, its Office was notably
considering ways to better accommodate newer types of designs, such as GUIs, in the design
system, the Delegation expressed its interest in discussing manners in which the Joint
Recommendation could support designers to protect their new technologies.
40. The Delegation of the United States of America, after having expressed gratitude to the
delegations for their remarks on the revised proposal and to the co-sponsors for their
comments, addressed the questions raised by the Delegations of the European Union and the
United Kingdom. Firstly, underlining the non-obligatory nature of the draft Joint
Recommendation, the Delegation considered that the revised proposal contained
recommended practices, which were theoretically neither a floor nor a ceiling. Secondly,
referring to the questions on Recommendations Nos. 2 and 4, the Delegation highlighted that
the recommendations aimed at ensuring that applicants focused their protection on the design
itself, without being required to incorporate various limitations of particular products covered by,
or used on or in, the GUI design. As such, the design claimed in one application would be able
to cover a single protected GUI design on different electronic devices made by different
manufacturers with different shapes, particularities or electronic features. Thirdly, with regard to
Recommendation No. 4, the Delegation believed that the recommendation, as currently drafted,
would allow for a product indication practice, as the one applicable in European Union member
states, where multiple designs could be protected with a common product indication as long as
they belonged to a common or related class. Similarly, as it appreciated that many European
Union member states did not restrict the particular device or computer that a GUI was housed
on for protection, the Delegation said that it saw many ways in which the practice, mentioned by
the Delegation of the European Union, would be blessed by those recommendations. Finally,
turning to the comment made by the Delegation of the United Kingdom, the Delegation
observed that both countries had similar practices with respect to transitional or moving GUI
designs. Indeed, in the United States of America, those designs were also protected by
submitting a sequence of individual screenshots showing the transitional elements. Therefore,
the Delegation was of the view that the draft Joint Recommendation covered the concern raised
by the Delegation of the United Kingdom.
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41. The Chair concluded that the SCT would continue the discussion on
document SCT/43/10 at its forty-fourth session.
Compilation of the Returns to the Questionnaire on Temporary Protection Provided to Industrial
Designs at Certain International Exhibitions Under Article 11 of the Paris Convention for the
Protection of Industrial Property (document SCT/42/2)
42.

Discussions were based on document SCT/42/2.

43. The Chair drew the attention of the Committee to the fact that document SCT/42/2, which
compiled the returns to the Questionnaire on the Temporary Protection Provided to Industrial
Designs at Certain International Exhibitions under Article 11 of the Paris Convention for the
Protection of Industrial Property, contained 52 replies from Member States and two from
Intergovernmental Organizations. The Chair recalled that the questionnaire had been kept
open until January 10, 2020, for further or revised replies by delegations. The Chair announced
the holding of an information session on that topic on Thursday, November 26, 2020.
44. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, thanked the
Secretariat for having prepared document SCT/42/2, as well as all respondents to the
questionnaire. The Group looked forward to more substantive analysis of the responses by
the SCT Secretariat, and to ideas on how that work might be taken forward. The Delegation
said that it counted on the Information Session on Article 11 of the Paris Convention to provide
better understanding of the issue.
45. The Delegation of Spain, thanking the Secretariat for the compilation of responses to the
questionnaire, welcomed the holding of an information session in the framework of the SCT on
the topic under consideration. Moreover, the Delegation, in the interest of users, proposed to
develop a database based on the responses received from Member States. The Delegation
believed that making the database publicly available would be useful and would give Member
States the possibility to get ahold of the information. The Delegation concluded by stating that it
would submit a written proposal with regard to future discussions in the Committee.
46. The Delegation of the Republic of Moldova welcomed the holding of an information
session on Article 11 of the Paris Convention on the margins of the Committee’s session and
expressed the wish to continue discussing the topic in the next Committee.
47. The Delegation of China, thanking the Secretariat for the questionnaire and for compiling
the returns, considered that document SCT/42/2 would help offices and users to better
understand the different practices in Member States. The Delegation expressed its willingness
to participate in the discussion and to share its practice under Article 24 of the Chinese patent
law. Reporting that in China the creator benefitted from a temporary protection during six
months before the grant of the patent protection, the Delegation indicated that the applicable
exhibitions were limited to those recognized by the Government of China.
48. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of CACEEC, thanked the
Secretariat for the document on the application of Article 11 of the Paris Convention and was of
the opinion that the issue was also relevant for filings for trademarks. Noting that, during the
exhibitions, companies showed their developments and obtained information on the trends in
their sector, the Delegation believed that the question was to determine which exhibitions were
targeted, at what level, but also who could take part in such exhibitions. The Delegation added
that, in the current circumstances, it was necessary to direct the Committee’s efforts towards a
definition of universal criteria for users, in order to know which exhibitions were covered by the
provisions of Article 11 of the Paris Convention.
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49. The Delegation of the United Kingdom thanked the Secretariat for the preparation of
document SCT/42/2, summarizing the replies to Questionnaire on the Temporary Protection
Provided to Industrial Designs at Certain International Exhibitions under Article 11 of the Paris
Convention, and extended its gratitude to all delegations for having provided valuable
information to progress further work in that area. The Delegation said that it looked forward to
the Information Session and to further discussions on the issue under consideration.
50. The Chair concluded that the SCT would revert to document SCT/42/2 at its
forty-fourth session to discuss the way to advance work on this topic.
Update by Member States on the Digital Access Service (DAS) for Priority Documents
51. The Secretariat informed the Committee of the fact that WIPO DAS had been
implemented, as of January 15, 2020, free of charge, for applications under the Hague System
for the International Registration of Industrial Designs.
52. The Delegation of Israel, announcing that the digital library on the DAS had been
expanded on July 1, 2020 to include industrial designs, expressed the view that the DAS would
benefit users, as it would streamline processes when seeking protection in other countries and
would reduce costs for the applicants. The Delegation added that, at the same time, the DAS
would benefit IP offices, as it would facilitate paperless transactions, especially during the
current challenging period. Finally, the Delegation thanked WIPO for its continued support and
looked forward to continuing contributing to the work of the Committee.
53. The Delegation of Brazil said that the Brazilian Office had notified WIPO that it would
extend the scope of its participation in the DAS for priority documents to trademark and
industrial design applications, as a depositing office, from August 3, 2020.
54. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of CACEEC, underlined the
importance of the DAS in the current COVID-19 pandemic context and looked forward to
working on the development and spreading of the DAS.
55. The Delegation of France said that, from December 1, 2020, its office would join the DAS
as a receiving office for patents. Subsequently, the French Office would decide on a date
in 2021 for the opening of the service for trademarks and industrial designs.
56. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, underlined the
importance of the DAS for industrial design applications. Group B expressed its gratitude to the
Member States for the updates on their experience using the DAS, showing that the system was
delivering clear benefits for innovators around the globe.
57. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, informed the Committee that the European Union Intellectual Property
Office (EUIPO) had been implementing the WIPO Digital Access Service as office of first filing
since July 2020, and as office of second filing since last September.
58. The Delegation of China, stating that it would continue to support the extension of the
system to industrial design applications, expressed the hope that the DAS would gain more
support and be further used, as the system was helpful to increase the efficiency of examination
and lower the burden on applicants.
59. The Delegation of the United States of America noted the increase of jurisdictions using
the WIPO DAS System and the work particularly important and fruitful on that topic in light of the
present COVID-19 pandemic. The Delegation observed that applicants had been able to use
the WIPO DAS system in order to avoid issues that could have arisen in their priority claims with
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certified priority documents of earlier filed applications. The Delegation expressed its
appreciation for the updates on the topic and continued to recommend Member States to
consider WIPO DAS in the context of industrial design priority document exchanges.
Underlining its positive experience with the DAS service, the Delegation encouraged Member
States to also share information on their experience. The Delegation added that if Member
States were joining the Hague System, that often provided a particularly convenient time to also
implement WIPO DAS for industrial designs, as some of the same legislation or IT aspects
might be implicated and might provide some efficiencies. The Delegation also congratulated
the Delegation of the United Kingdom and applauded their continued work towards looking
at WIPO DAS and similar electronic priority document environments.
60. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, recognizing the potential efficiencies
of WIPO DAS for users and national offices, informed the Committee that its office was currently
developing its digital transformation program, which included the extension of the DAS to
industrial designs.
61. The SCT noted the progress in the implementation of the DAS for industrial designs
by members and the Chair concluded that the SCT would revert for an update to this item
at its next session.
AGENDA ITEM 6: TRADEMARKS
Proposal by the Delegations of Georgia, Iceland, Indonesia, Jamaica, Liechtenstein, Malaysia,
Mexico, Monaco, Peru, Senegal, Switzerland and the United Arab Emirates Concerning the
Protection of Country Names and Geographical Names of National Significance
(document SCT/43/6)
62.

Discussions were based on document SCT/43/6.

63. The Delegation of Switzerland explained that the new proposal contained in
document SCT/43/6 had drawn from the large volume of information resulting from the
discussions on the protection of country names, which had taken place for several years. The
Delegation recalled that the replies to the Questionnaire Concerning the Protection of Names of
States Against Registration and Use as Trademarks, received from more than 70 members, had
been compiled in document SCT/24/6. Further, reference document (WIPO/Strad/INF/7) had
been adopted by the Committee and published, and in 2016, the Secretariat had prepared
document SCT/35/4 on the Protection of Country Names Against Registration and Use as
Trademarks: Practices, Approaches and Possible Areas of Convergence. The Delegation
explained that those convergences had been transcribed in the form of non-binding examination
guidelines in document SCT/43/6. Recalling that 94 per cent of the respondents to the
questionnaire had indicated that a country name was excluded from registration as a trademark
if it was devoid of distinctive character, the Delegation said that these terms should remain fully
available to all and indicated that point 4 of the proposal reflected that principle. Pointing out
that 98.5 per cent of the respondents had indicated that a country name was excluded from
registration as trademark if the use of that name could be considered misleading as to the origin
of the goods, the Delegation referred to point 5 of the proposal, which mirrored that principle.
The Delegation highlighted the fact that, despite a near unanimity on the general principles, the
implementation of those principles differed considerably from one office to another, as it had
transpired in the information session held in the framework of SCT/39. The Delegation said
that, in order to reflect the diversity of practices, the proposal now contained several exceptions
to the general principles. It mentioned in particular that a geographical name should remain
fully available and was in principle misleading if used with products originating from another
place. However, a country name included in a combined trademark could have a predominantly
non-geographical meaning and, in such a case, the principle would not apply. Similarly, a
geographical name referring to a well-known company could be registered as a trademark,
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since there was no geographical deception. The Delegation indicated that a country name
written in a language unknown to the target public would not be descriptive and therefore not
deceptive. Expressing the view that those exceptions, which were new compared to the
previous proposals, reflected the diversity of practices applied by the members of the
Committee, the Delegation expressed the hope that the document could be accepted. The
Delegation stressed the fact that the proposal contained examination guidelines and did not
intend to bind, nor to create additional burdens on, the Member States. The proposal only
sought to reflect the consensus of Member States and facilitate the examination of trademarks
that consisted of, or contained, country names or geographical names of national significance.
The Delegations and the co-sponsors of the proposal stood ready to answer any question from
the delegations.
64. The Delegation of Iceland, thanking the Delegation of Switzerland for the presentation of
the proposal, underlined the fact that it was of great importance as it set out principles followed
by a number of countries. The Delegation acknowledged that dealing with trademark
applications that contained country names or geographical names of national significance was
not necessarily straightforward, and stressed the fact that the proposal consisted of guidelines
allowing certain space for interpretation. The Delegation pointed out that there were some
examples of strict enforcement on behalf of proprietors of registered marks that consisted of, or
included, country names, against market players from the country or the area of which the mark
consisted. The Delegation saw it as paramount that even though a trademark registration
consisted of a country name, such proprietary rights should not be without limitations. In
addition, the Delegation stated that IP rights should not override the fundamental rights of a
national to claim in a mark the origin of the product or service. The Delegation believed that the
trademark system should safeguard co-existence when appropriate, as well as responsibility of
the right holders themselves. The Delegation reiterated that a trademark registration containing
a country name should not prevent others to use it as a reference to the origin of goods or
services, provided that the reference was correct. The Delegation considered unacceptable
that some countries should consistently stand before courts defending their own nationals which
sought to indicate the origin of the product in their trademarks, as such actions were costly, time
consuming and detrimental to the trademark system. The Delegation therefore requested
the SCT to carefully consider the proposal at hand, and looked forward to more in-depth
discussions.
65. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, thanked the
Delegation of Switzerland for presenting the proposal contained in document SCT/43/6 and took
note of the proposed examination guidelines for trademarks that consisted of, or contained,
country names and geographical names of national significance. The Group looked forward to
a constructive discussion on that topic.
66. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of CACEEC, thanked the
co-sponsors for the proposal concerning examination guidelines for trademarks containing
country names and geographical names of national significance. The Delegation indicated that
countries of the region used very similar guidelines at national level. Noting a trend in a number
of countries towards splitting off categories of designations and a use of those names as a
means of differentiation, the Delegation expressed the view that designations that were identical
or confusingly similar to protected geographical indications or appellations of origin should not
be permitted as trademarks.
67. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, thanked the proponents for the proposal contained in document SCT/43/6.
Having studied the new proposal with interest, the European Union sought clarification from the
co-sponsors about its relationship with the proposal contained in document SCT/39/8 Rev.3.
The European Union would welcome an attempt to merge some concepts underlined in the
proposals, as well as the simplification of discussions by reducing the number of competing
revised proposals. Commending the spirit of seeking consensus reflected in the new joint
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proposal, the European Union expressed its continued appreciation for any endeavor that would
neither imply a legislative exercise nor envisage any disruption of existing practices on
descriptiveness and distinctiveness. The European Union and its member states sought
clarification from the co-sponsors as to whether the revised proposal aimed at establishing new
grounds for refusal in trademark laws. Expressing concern that the proposal put on equal
footing country names and geographical names of national significance for the purpose of
examination of trademark applications, the Delegation said that, although the EUIPO had
adapted its practice to enhance protection for country names, it appeared problematic to have
the same approach for the much broader and less homogeneous category of geographical
names of national significance. The Delegation pointed out that examination practices were
supported by the case law of the Court of Justice, which differentiated the concept of
geographical indications from a simple indication of a geographical provenance. The
Delegation considered that there was no direct link between a specific quality, reputation or
other characteristics of the product and its specific geographical origin. In addition, the
Delegation wondered why the criteria listed in points 5.B i) to iv) to be applied in respect of
misleading signs were not referred to in respect of non-distinctive signs under point 4. Noting a
difference between a stronger protection in case of trademarks consisting solely of a country
name or a geographical name of national significance and a more flexible approach in case of
trademarks containing such a name, the Delegation expressed the view that considerations
such as whether or not the name had lost its geographical meaning or was perceived as a
fanciful name, were of equal relevance in assessing both non-distinctiveness and misleading
character. Furthermore, in its opinion, the goods and services should not be considered
irrelevant in the case of non-distinctive signs, but instead should be taken into consideration like
in the case of misleading signs under points 5.A) and 5.B)ii). The European Union and its
member states looked forward to continuing discussion on the new proposal and stood ready to
further explore it in cooperation with the co-sponsors and other delegations.
68. The Delegation of Jamaica recalled that, for over 40 years, States had expressed
concerns regarding the lack of international protection for country names. Since 2009, the
Delegation of Jamaica had advocated in the Committee for more consistent, adequate and
effective protection for names of States, similar to equally important symbols of statehood, such
as flags and armorial bearings, which were protected under the Paris Convention. The
Delegation firmly believed that names of States constituted verbal symbols and indicia of
statehood similar to State flags and national symbols and emblems, which ought to be protected
by the international intellectual property system. The Delegation reiterated that, although some
protection was available for country names through existing national trademark laws of some
Member States, such protection was inadequate and inconsistent, often leaving country names
available and vulnerable to free ride on the goodwill and reputation of a country, without any
genuine connection to the country name. The Delegation explained that the guidelines
contained in document SCT/43/6 had taken into account the perspectives of other SCT
members and reflected the diversity of practices applied in Member States with regard to
examination of trademarks consisting of, or containing, country names or geographical names
of national significance. The Delegation explained that the most recent joint proposal drew from
the earlier proposal made by that Delegation and from the previous joint proposal. It provided a
succinct list of principles and approaches that could be used by IP offices as guidelines for the
examination of trademarks, which consisted of, or contained, country names or geographical
names of national significance. The Delegation supported the Joint Proposal contained in
document SCT/43/6, and looked forward to constructive engagement at future sessions of
the SCT.
69. The Delegation of Japan, expressing its appreciation to the co-sponsors of the proposal
for their efforts in preparing the working document, highlighted the importance of protecting
country names and geographical names. The Delegation however considered that the
definition of “geographical names of national significance” contained in the proposed guidelines
was too broad. It was of the opinion that national systems and examination practices in each
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country should be considered in determining whether to provide for absolute protection to
country names and geographical names and remove them from trademark registration, or to
regard them as issues related to distinctiveness or misleading character, and decide whether
they were registrable as a trademark or not. The Delegation considered that even if the draft
Joint Recommendation would not legally bind the Member States, it would substantially compel
their practices. In addition, although the draft Joint Recommendation prescribed an exception
for fair use, in principle, it would restrict the use of country names without the permission of the
relevant country’s authorities. The Delegation stated that this differed from its trademark
system, which refused registration to trademarks lacking distinctiveness or which were
misleading as to the origin of the products, and not only because they contained country names.
70. The Delegation of Brazil, thanking the proponents of document SCT/43/6, explained that
Brazilian law explicitly affirmed the right to register a geographical name as a trademark, as long
as it did not lead to confusion as to the origin of the products and services. Moreover, Brazilian
law did not differentiate among types of geographical names, such as country names and
geographical names of national significance, for the purpose of registration of a trademark. The
Delegation remained available for further clarifications if necessary.
71. The Delegation of the United Kingdom thanked the proponent delegations for their work
on the proposal Concerning the Protection of Country Names and Geographical Names of
National Significance. Recalling that the issue had been discussed in the Committee for some
time, the Delegation supported the efforts to ensure effective protection to country names and
geographical names of national significance. Nevertheless, it stressed that legal means existed
to secure appropriate protection in national legislation. While recognizing that nation branding
and the protection of country names were issues that deserved further consideration in
the SCT, the Delegation remained unconvinced that the creation of a new norm-setting
instrument was desirable or feasible. The Delegation thanked the proponents for the
preparation of the proposal as well as the Delegations of Jamaica and Switzerland for
presenting it. It however expressed interest in hearing more about how the proposed guidelines
would deal with issues that were not already addressed in the domestic legislation of WIPO
Members. The Delegation indicated that the law of the United Kingdom already prevented
geographical names, including those of countries, cities, towns and localities, from registration
as trademarks where there was a likelihood of association between the place name and the
product in question. The Delegation also mentioned national provisions that limited the effect of
a registered trademark by protecting third parties’ rights to use signs denoting the geographic
origin of products. The Delegation also expressed concern about the prescriptive nature of the
proposed examination guidelines, which may curtail the flexibility that many national offices had
in protecting country names and geographical names. The Delegation thanked the Delegation
of Jamaica for the revised proposal on the Protection of Country Names contained in
document SCT/43/9 and for similar reasons set out in relation to document SCT/43/6,
expressed interest in better understanding how current protections for country names and
geographical names in trademark systems were insufficient. Recalling that the proposal had
been on the table since 2014, the Delegation believed that the work carried out by the
Committee since then had not revealed a need for additional action other than awareness
raising. It recommended that such action focused in particular on the availability of grounds for
refusal or invalidation of trademarks containing country names and geographical names and on
the possibility of addressing the relevant issues in trademark examination manuals. Welcoming
the opportunity to continue discussions on the proposal contained in SCT/41/6 Rev., concerning
the Protection of Country Names and Geographical Names of National Significance in the DNS,
the Delegation expressed its interest in hearing how the sponsors of the proposal saw it fitting in
the clear delineation of responsibilities between WIPO and ICANN. The Delegation also sought
information on how the proposal now intended to fit with ICANN processes concerning ccTLDs,
given that the timetable had moved on since the proposal was originally presented to the
Committee.
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72. The Delegation of Australia, thanking the co-sponsors for preparing the proposal
contained in document SCT/43/6 and the Delegation of Switzerland for presenting it, took note
that the proposal had moved from recommendations to examination guidelines and more clearly
defined some of the core terms and concepts therein. The Delegation was of the view that
certain elements of the proposal had been clarified. While the Delegation was still considering
its contents, the Delegation noted that the proposal appeared to address some of the
Delegation’s previous concerns, including concerning the registrability of a trademark where it
was not likely to be perceived by the public as a country name or geographical name of national
significance. Although it could potentially support future discussions on a non-binding set of
guidelines to assist examiners, the Delegation observed that the proposed examination
guidelines used mandatory language, which it could not endorse. The Delegation further
expressed concern about the fact that the protection of country and geographical names of
national significance in the proposed examination guidelines was too broad and potentially
created problems and costs that could prove larger than the issue the proposal was trying to
address. Echoing the statements made by other delegations, the Delegation remained unclear
of the nature or size of the issue under consideration and called for a better understanding of
the issue.
73. The Delegation of the United States of America expressed its appreciation for the revised
proposal contained in document SCT/43/6. The Delegation observed that the proposal
reflected an understanding that country names were not always perceived as such by the
average consumer, and that the perception of the local average consumer determined whether
a mark was non-distinctive or deceptive. The Delegation held the view that it was not for any
international list to make that decision for national offices, and thanked the delegations for the
proposal, which was a constructive way forward. The Delegation however raised concerns
about the scope of the proposed examination guidelines as they currently stood, and did not
believe that there was a common understanding of the meaning of geographical names of
national significance. While it would welcome an exchange of information in that matter, the
Delegation considered that geographical names of national significance should be excluded
from the text of any examination guidelines discussed by the Committee. In addition, it believed
that the proposed definition of country names contained a language that was too broad in
nature. Concerning translations in transliterations into any language, the Delegation
recommended that the proposal considered only the six official UN languages for greater
certainty. In addition, the Delegation held that the inclusion of former names of countries was
extensive and unnecessary from a public policy perspective, and would be challenging to
administer. Noting that the proposal captured abbreviations and adjectival use of country
names, the Delegation considered that this might go too far. The Delegation believed that the
scope of the proposal needed further discussion in the Committee before diving into discussions
on the substantive text concerning the registrability of non-distinctive and misleading signs, and
looked forward to working with the co-sponsors on the proposal.
74. The Delegation of the Republic of Moldova, thanking the proponents, expressed its
interest in the discussion and the elaboration of examination guidelines that would be useful for
national offices. The Delegation stood ready to find the best solution and work on the
substantive text of the document.
75. The Delegation of China, thanking the co-sponsors for their work, highlighted the
existence of formal and informal country names, which scope of protection might differ. The
Delegation stressed the need to further clarify the definition of country names before defining
the scope of their protection. Considering the objectives of the proposal, the Delegation
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suggested a further study on that issue. With regard to geographical names of national
significance, the Delegation sought clarification as to what such concept meant. The Delegation
suggested to conduct further studies for a better understanding of the diverse practices in
different countries on the matter.
76. The Delegation of Israel thanked the proponent delegations for the interesting proposal,
which it was currently analyzing, and looked forward to contributing to the discussion at the next
session.
77. The Delegation of Switzerland, thanking the delegations that had expressed positions and
commented the proposal, responded to four points raised. First, the Delegation reiterated that
this non-binding proposal did not introduce new grounds for refusal or any obligation to amend
internal legislations. Therefore, the fears raised would not materialize, since the members
would not be required to adapt their legislation to be in line with the proposal. Secondly, stating
that the proposal constituted a minimum, which sought to reflect consensus, and was not an
exhaustive regulation of the problem, the Delegation clarified that national laws would still apply
if they went beyond. Thirdly, the Delegation confirmed that exceptions were based on the
perception of the relevant public and that national legislation determined how the country or
geographical name was understood. Finally, with regard to the language and definitions issue,
the Delegation explained that it was not up to the SCT to determine what a country name was,
as such name remained a country name whatever the language. However, that did not imply
that it should be protected in all languages and all jurisdictions. The Delegation referred to one
exception, which clearly and expressly stated that when the name was used in a language
which was not understood by the target public, it was irrelevant to protect it. Wondering whether
new studies or questionnaires would be useful and bring new information, the Delegation
suggested continuing discussions in future sessions to find understanding and consensus.
78. The Delegation of Iraq, expressing the view that the proposal was important, considered
that no country name should be monopolized as a trademark, and that criteria should be
established to define brands, country names and geographical indications. The Delegation
proposed that general guidelines be drafted in that matter, to guarantee an appropriate
implementation of those criteria by the countries. The Delegation recalled that in certain cases,
the name of a country might have a specific geographic significance, which prevented it from
being monopolized, as it would create a conflict and problems for registration offices.
79. The Representative of the Japan Patent Attorneys Association (JPAA) held the view that,
under Japanese law, trademarks that consisted of, or contained, country names or geographical
names of national significance were already carefully handled in connection with issues of
distinctiveness and misleading character as to the origin or quality of the goods and services.
The Representative thus expressed concern that the adoption of new examination guidelines
could create unexpected difficulties for Japanese users. In particular, allowing the State
identified by a country name or a geographical name of national significance, or a legal person
authorized by the relevant State, to invalidate the registration of such trademarks could cause
unnecessary conflicts or otherwise place Japanese trademark owners in an unstable position.
This could also create unexpected disadvantages to right holders whose trademarks had
already been lawfully registered. The Representative expressed the fear that the proposed
examination guidelines would impose additional burden on applicants and increase examiners’
workload, since applicants would have to verify, before filing applications, whether the
trademarks contained country names or geographical names included in the United Nations
Group of Experts on Geographical Names (UNGEGN) list, ISO 3166, the World Heritage List or
the like. The Representative therefore urged the Committee to consider the proposal very
carefully.
80. The Representative of the Health and Environment Program (HEP), expressing support
for the proposal contained in document SCT/43/6, underlined the importance of avoiding
abusive use of country names in trademarks, as well as misleading use of geographical names
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of national significance. The Representative suggested that delegations should share their
respective experiences in order to help others understand the matter, and hoped for progress of
the work in the SCT.
81. The Representative of the Inter-American Intellectual Property Association (ASIPI),
expressing support for the proposal contained in document SCT/43/6, said that country names
of national significance required a better protection that they currently enjoyed, and stood ready
to collaborate with the Committee on its future work on the matter.
82. The Chair concluded that the SCT would continue the discussion on
document SCT/43/6 at its forty-fourth session.
Revised Proposal by the Delegation of Jamaica (document SCT/43/9)
83.

Discussions were based on document SCT/43/9.

84. The Delegation of Jamaica recalled that since the thirty-second session of the SCT
in 2014, it had placed on the table a draft Joint Recommendation for the Protection of Country
Names, so as to facilitate focused discussion, within the SCT, on this important intellectual
property issue. As indicated at the forty-second session of the SCT, the Delegation said that it
had prepared a Revised Draft Joint Recommendation for the Protection of Country Names, as
had been done in relation to other trademark areas of common importance and convergence,
which could guide and be used by Member States in trademark examination manuals at the
national and regional level, in order to promote consistent and comprehensive protection of
country names. The Delegation stressed the fact that, like the two previous versions, the
Revised Draft Joint Recommendation incorporated language and definitions largely taken from
the previous Joint Recommendations (including well-known marks and marks on the Internet),
as well as from Article 6ter of the Paris Convention, the WIPO Study (document SCT/29/5) and
the Revised Draft Reference Document on the Protection of Country Names Against
Registration and Use as Trademarks (document SCT/30/4). It also incorporated the definition of
“nation brand” taken from document SCT/43/3 Rev. 2, Compilation of Questions on
Nation-Brand Protection in Member States, and document SCT/43/8, Returns to the
Questionnaire on Nation-Brand Protection in Member States. Pointing out that the revised
proposal sought to positively respond to previous comments from Member States at the SCT,
the Delegation indicated that it had narrowed somewhat the definition of “country name”.
Articles 2 to 5 addressed trademarks that conflicted with country names and essentially
provided for the same protection as was provided for well-known trademarks. Turning to
Article 2 of the revised draft Joint Recommendation, the Delegation pointed out that it related to
bad faith applications for registration and would only be for guidance purposes. Article 3 of the
revised draft Joint Recommendation detailed what should qualify as conflicting marks, that is,
trademarks which conflicted with a country name. With respect to Articles 4 and 5, the
Delegation stated that the provisions were drafted based on the SCT Study and Report on
Country Names and sought to recommend acceptable grounds for refusal and acceptable
grounds for acceptance of trademarks which consisted of, or contained, country names. The
Delegation drew the Committee’s attention to the fact that the revised proposal placed the onus
on applicants, rather than on intellectual property offices, to establish the legitimacy of the use
of the country name. The Delegation added that Article 6 covered oppositions and invalidations
and Article 7 covered unfair competition and passing off. Finally, Article 8 outlined factors for
determining a false connection to a State. This provided the express flexibility desired by many
delegations, as it gave additional grounds and factors for applicants to establish a genuine
connection to a State and, therefore, a valid basis to use a country name in a trademark. The
Delegation also pointed out that it had streamlined the articles to refer to trademarks only, and
not business identifiers and domain names, and that the language had also been simplified,
which resulted in a shorter and more readable text. The Delegation reiterated that the aim of
the revised Proposal for a Draft Joint Recommendation was not to prescribe rules that
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intellectual property offices must follow, nor to create additional obligations, but to establish a
coherent and consistent framework to guide intellectual property offices, competent authorities
and trademark applicants, regarding trademarks which consisted of, or contained, country
names. While both proposals were complementary and helpful, the Delegation said that its
proposal for a Draft Joint Recommendation differed from the Joint Proposal by Switzerland and
other co-sponsors in that it provided more detail and guidance regarding how IP Offices might
treat country name protection in their examination of trademarks. In addition, the Draft Joint
Recommendation was drafted as a Joint Recommendation of the Paris Union and the
WIPO Assembly, whereas the Joint Proposal set out proposed examination guidelines.
Considering that several possible solutions had been presented to the SCT, the Delegation
continued to believe that convergence among Member States on an agreed approach to the
protection of country names in the trademark system was possible. The Delegation remained
hopeful that a solution could be found, which could enjoy the consensus among SCT member
States. The Delegation concluded by saying that it looked forward to the Member States’
constructive engagement at future sessions of the SCT, in order to find the most practicable
expression of international convergence regarding the protection of country names in the
trademark system.
85. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of CACEEC, thanked the
Delegation of Jamaica and the co-sponsors of the proposal concerning the Protection of
Country Names and Geographical Names of National Significance. Welcoming the information
given on the global practice regarding methods of examination of trademarks consisting of, or
containing country names, the Delegation said that its Group was interested in a balanced
approach to the issue.
86. The Delegation of Switzerland, thanking the Delegation of Jamaica for its revised and
streamlined proposal, reiterated its support for the proposal, which provided a set of relevant
examination guidelines to prevent the registration of misleading trademarks. Observing that the
mechanisms on which that proposal were based to exclude deception were not identical to
those presented in document SCT/43/6, the Delegation highlighted the complementary nature
of the new proposal with the one contained in document SCT/43/6, to propose responses to the
problem of the registration of misleading trademarks in relation to country names.
87. The Delegation of the United States of America, thanking the Delegation of Jamaica for its
revised proposal, stated that it needed more time to review in depth the proposed revision.
88. The Delegation of Japan, expressing its appreciation to the Delegation of Jamaica for its
efforts in preparing the revised proposal, was of the view that the revised proposal would still
impose a heavy burden on trademark applicants and restrict the use of registered trademarks
since it would still restrict registration and use of trademarks which included country names,
even when they would not be likely to be misunderstood by consumers as to the origin of goods
or services. Because imposing excessive restrictions on the registration and the use of
trademarks could hinder economic activities by companies, the Delegation believed that the
matter should be discussed carefully.
89. The Delegation of Canada, thanking the Delegation of Jamaica for the revision of the
proposal, concurred with the views placed on that agenda item by other members of the
Committee. The Delegation expressed concerns with the deceptive use of the name “Canada”,
which affected consumers in Canada and abroad. However, it added that such deceptive use
did not occur as part of registered trademarks, but was often more akin, in Canada’s
experience, to an act of unfair competition such as referred to in Article 10bis of the Paris
Convention. Even having experienced, and experiencing, issues relating to the deceptive use
of the name “Canada”, the Delegation believed that an approach based on best practices,
capturing a broad range of concerns was most suitable. For example, developing awareness
raising tools or approaches that would provide direction in examination and grounds for
opposition and invalidation regarding geographically descriptive trademarks. In that respect,
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although the Delegation required more time to consider the revision to the proposal and looked
forward to discussing it at the next session of the Committee, the Delegation wished to share
some preliminary comments and questions on the revised proposal. The Delegation underlined
the fact that, in Article 1(ix), the inclusion and definition of “nation brand” addressed subject
matter that had been already covered by an international treaty, namely Article 6ter of the Paris
Convention. Thus, members of the Paris Convention would have already implemented
obligations in respect of state symbols or emblems, irrespective of whether they were intended
to promote national identity and/or the image of a country. Additionally, the Delegation sought
clarification on whether the text of Article 3(ii) was attempting to address any misdescriptive
trademarks, or misdescription that had been deceptive. For example, in the context of
geographical descriptiveness, the Delegation said that, in Canada, the legal test to determine
whether the use of a geographic term was found to be deceptive took into account consumer
perception in the Canadian marketplace. A trademark might be deceptively misdescriptive of
the place of origin if the trademark, or a portion of the trademark, was a geographic name that
was not the place of origin of the associated goods or services. It would also be considered
deceptively misdescriptive if the average Canadian consumer or dealer would be misled into the
belief that the associated goods or services had had their origin in the location of the geographic
name in the trademark. As such, the Delegation observed that it was possible, given the facts
of a given case, that while the trademark had been misdescriptive of origin, it would not be
deceptively misdescriptive from the perspective of a Canadian consumer. For example, on
Article 3(2) concerning opposition procedures, a trademark would not be registrable in Canada
solely because the trademark was misdescriptive, but because it would be deceptively
misdescriptive. Additionally, with respect to Article 3(3), in Canada, invalidity in the context of
geographic descriptive trademarks would require deceptive misdescriptiveness or
non-distinctiveness. In that regard, the Delegation considered that that provision seemed to
suggest invalidity on the basis of pure misdescriptiveness. Additionally, in the Delegation’ view,
Article 5 appeared to underscore the potential differences in approaches for the protection of
country names among members. Canadian law was clear that geographical descriptiveness
should not be deceptive, including for country names. However, the Delegation’s position,
which was of course reflected in Canadian law, was that no one single entity, including
governments, should have exclusive trademark rights that were clearly descriptive of
geographic origin. For example, turning to Article 5(1) (i) through (iii) , the Delegation pointed
out that in Canada, if the applicant confirmed that the goods or services originated from the
country, then under Canadian law the trademark was not registrable if clearly descriptive of the
place of origin. Additionally, since June 17, 2019, with the implementation of Canada’s
modernized legal framework, trademarks which were primarily geographic locations were
generally not inherently distinctive even if the place was not known for those goods or services,
and such trademarks might be refused on that ground. The Delegation added that compliance
with foreign law did not have an effect on whether the trademark was registrable in Canada.
With respect to Article 5(2), the Delegation stated that that provision was at odds with Canadian
law, which prohibited the registration of a trademark that clearly described the place of origin of
the goods or services in the application. As had been demonstrated by members of the
Committee, the examination of country names in trademark applications by many members
excluded country names from registration either because they lacked distinctive character, were
descriptive or because they were considered deceptive. For that reason, the Delegation held
the view that it was crucial that countries had scope to support the ability of judicial authorities to
stay current and interpret legislative provisions based on the constantly evolving state of trade.
Indeed, Courts were meant to provide interpretation of legislative provisions that might remain
fixed, but for which context evolved. The Delegation of Canada, recalling that Canadian judicial
authorities had considered the current nature of trade and amended the legal test for
geographically descriptive trademarks, indicated that such clarification provided further certainty
that there was a sufficient level of protection in Canada to prevent bad faith use of country
names. Finally, the Delegation said that it would be pleased to further share its experiences in
the area under discussion. It also encouraged members to consider the current tools available
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on the Canadian Intellectual Property Office’s website, which explained in detail Canada’s
practices, including a Guide to Trademarks and an Examination Manual listing all applicable
case law on place of origin in Canada.
90. The Delegation of China, thanking the Delegation of Jamaica for presenting a revised
proposal, was of the view that the subject needed to be studied carefully, and looked forward to
the views and opinions of other Member States.
91. The Delegation of Jamaica, thanking all delegations for their comments and expressing
appreciation for the constructive responses, said that it would reflect on the comments going
forward. The Delegation looked forward to deepening the Committee’s discussions on the
proposal, both bilaterally and during the next meeting of the SCT, as the Delegation deemed
that the issue was one of global importance.
92. The Chair concluded that the SCT would continue the discussion on
document SCT/43/9 at its forty-fourth session.
Proposal by the Delegations of Brazil, Georgia, Iceland, Indonesia, Jamaica, Liechtenstein,
Malaysia, Mexico, Monaco, Peru, Senegal, Switzerland and the United Arab Emirates
Concerning the Protection of Country Names and Geographical Names of National Significance
in the DNS (document SCT/41/6 Rev.)
93.

Discussions were based on SCT/41/6 Rev.

94. The Delegation of Switzerland recalled that the proposal contained in
document SCT/41/6 Rev., aimed, first of all, at preventing the monopolization in the DNS, by a
private person, of a country name or a geographical name of national significance, without the
agreement of the country concerned. The proposal provided also for a recommendation
contained in document SCT/31/8, namely, the establishment of a protection mechanism for
geographical Indications at the second level of the DNS, as it already existed for trademarks in
the Uniform Dispute Resolution Policy (UDRP). Regarding the first point, the Delegation stated
that, since the first proposal, the process which was going to lead to a new wave of delegations
in the first level generic domain names had well advanced. The Delegation indicated that the
consensus found within the ICANN community regarding geographical names consisted in
maintaining most of the 2012 rules, meaning that the protection for country names would not be
modified, increased or reduced. Therefore, the Delegation observed that the issues that had
been encountered during the 2012 delegation might reoccur. For example, as in 2012, the
adjective version of a country name would be unprotected and could be delegated to a private
person. The Delegation, which had already experienced this, expressed its interest in hearing
the opinion of other delegations as to such a possibility. In addition, the Delegation, pointing out
that there was no rule for geographical names of national significance and observing that that
aspect remained central for several delegations, invited delegations to actively engage with the
co-sponsors of the proposal. Regarding the second aspect of the proposal, the Delegation said
that the presentations made during the Information Session had shown that the current
protection mechanism of the second level of the DNS for geographical indications were clearly
insufficient and several problems had been highlighted. Finally, underlining the relevance of the
proposal, the Delegation reiterated its wish to discuss it more in depth.
95. The Delegation of Brazil, reiterating its support for the proposal contained in
document SCT/41/6 Rev., expressed the view that the recommendations therein addressed the
concerns of a significant number of Member States with regard to the use of country names and
geographical names of national significance as top level and second level domain names.
The Delegation stated that members had the legitimate right to prevent private companies from
monopolizing geographical designations of national significance in the DNS, depriving the
concerned communities from their use. Unlike trademarks, which could be owned by two or

SCT/43/12
page 25
more different companies if they referred to different economic activities, domain names were
exclusive in nature. The Delegation explained that, as there was no sharing of a top-level
domain name, it was necessary, for its innumerous public policy implications, to advance the
discussions of legitimate criteria for those concessions in an open, transparent and multilateral
way. The Delegation, referring to the confirmation of the assignment by ICANN of the generic
top-level domain “.Amazon” to the American e-commerce Company, reiterated its disagreement
with ICANN’s decision. The Delegation considered that the assignment had taken place in spite
of the explicit objection of the Amazon States and the ACTO and was not conform with the
advice of ICANN’s Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC), which underlined the need for a
negotiated solution agreed upon by Amazon countries and by the Company. According to the
Delegation, that case had revealed an imbalance in Internet governance structures, in which
public policy concerns expressed by the governments of sovereign States and by the relevant
communities had not duly been taken into account. The Delegation indicated that the proposal
contained in document SCT/41/6 Rev. sought to address this imbalance in calling attention to
UDRP and how it could be updated in order to give an adequate response to the
aforementioned concerns. In conclusion, the Delegation invited members to engage
constructively with the proposal and share their views on how the issue under consideration,
which had important implications for the public interest, could be better addressed.
96. The Delegation of Jamaica believed that allowing private companies to register country
names and geographical names of national significance as top-level domain names resulted in
the monopolization of those names and deprived the concerned countries of the possibility of
using such domain names. The Delegation considered that country names and geographical
names did not benefit adequately from the current rights protection mechanism under
the UDRP. In addition, the Delegation explained that the proposal contained in
document SCT/41/6 Rev. was to primarily use existing lists of country names, capitals, regions
and rural heritage sites for protection purposes. Each country would have the right, within a
timeframe of 18 months, to submit to the WIPO Secretariat, a list of geographical names of
national significance according to its relevant public policy or applicable national laws. The list
would be published on the WIPO website. In order to seek an effective protection for country
names and geographical names of national significance against registration and use as domain
names, the Delegation emphasized that the objective of the proposal was to agree on possible
language that would capture the areas of convergence, while leaving policy space for divergent
approaches. Therefore, with a view to agreeing a workable solution to the pervasive problem of
lack of protection of country names and geographical names of national significance in
the DNS, the Delegation encouraged Member states to review the proposal contained in
document SCT/43/6 Rev.
97. The Delegation of Ecuador, concurring with the view expressed by the Delegation of
Panama, on behalf of GRULAC, underscored the importance of the cultural and patrimonial
aspects of Member States when assigning domain names. The Delegation expressed its
concerns about, and rejected, ICANN’s decision regarding the assignment of the top-level
domain name “.Amazon” to the Amazon Company. Such decision had been objected by ACTO
and had not been in conformity with the GAC’s advice, which had underlined the need to reach
a mutually acceptable solution. Thus, the Delegation stressed the importance of defending the
interests regarding the protection of geographical and cultural names, as well as the right to
cultural identity which, in that situation, had shown a structural imbalance of Internet
governance in which public policy concerns, expressed by the governments of sovereign States
and by the relevant communities, had not been taken into account. Consequently, the
Delegation was of the view that it would be appropriate to convey to ICANN the concerns of
WIPO members, such as those expressed, so that the aspects addressed regarding the
registration of country names and geographical names could be reviewed. In conclusion, the
Delegation, stating that it would follow closely the discussion on the protection of country names
and geographical names of national significance in the DNS, thanked the delegations, which
had submitted a proposal along those lines, with a firm commitment of continuing constructively
with the work of the Committee.
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98. The Delegation of Peru endorsed the statements made by the Delegations of Brazil,
Ecuador, Jamaica and Switzerland, in particular, concerning the allocation of the “Amazon”
domain name by ICANN, despite a contrary recommendation issued by the GAC. The
Delegation recalled that the Heads of State and Representatives of Bolivia (Plurinational State
of), Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, Guyana, Peru and Suriname, who had met in Colombia in
August 2020, had reiterated their disagreement with said decision, which had set a serious
precedent in placing the private commercial interests above the public policy considerations of
States, such as the rights of indigenous peoples and the preservation of the Amazon. The
Delegation urged ICANN to promote a negotiating process, which would lead to a mutually
agreed solution and asked the Permanent Secretariat of ACTO to continue joining the
necessary efforts, so that the entity and the company would assume a formal commitment to
respect and guarantee such rights.
99. The Representative of the Intellectual Property Latin American School (ELAPI) highlighted
the legal challenges resulting from the Internet, such as among others, the violation of
Intellectual Property Rights and cybersquatting. Underlining the work of the WIPO Arbitration
and Mediation Center since December 1, 1999, and the application of the UDRP, the
Representative stated that from January to November 2020, more than 3,717 disputes had
been handled. The Representative believed that it was necessary to generate trust, not only for
consumers, but also to protect the holders of industrial property rights on the Internet. Inviting
the countries of the GRULAC Group to disseminate the use of such tools as UDRP in their
territories, the Representative urged those countries to check whether their internal rules met
the identity verification requirements at the time of domain name registration, in order not to
affect the intellectual property rights of third parties. In conclusion, the Representative
expressed its willingness to collaborate with GRULAC countries by building bridges for
mitigating the occurrence of IP infringements on the Internet.
100. The Chair concluded that the SCT would continue the discussion on
document SCT/41/6 Rev. at its forty-fourth session.
Update on Trademark-Related Aspects of the Domain Name System (document SCT/43/4)
101. Discussions were based on document SCT/43/4.
102. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of CACEEC, expressed its
interest in discussing trademark-related aspects of the DNS. Thanking the Secretariat for the
preparation of document SCT/43/4, the Delegation took note of the updated information with
regard to trademark-related aspects of the DNS, as well as of the evolution of policy in that
regard. Acknowledging WIPO’s regular updates on the growth of cybersquatting and taking into
account the increase of e-commerce, the Delegation believed that the role of mechanisms that
guarantee an effective protection of rights on the Internet would only increase. Noting a regular
growth in the number of complaints in relation to which UDRP procedures applied, the
Delegation expressed the view that the demand for resolution of such disputes would also
increase.
103. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, thanked the
Secretariat for preparing the update on trademark-related aspects of the DNS, as contained in
document SCT/43/4. Taking note of policy developments in the DNS, the Delegation believed
that it was important to maintain light touch on effective ways for right holders to manage their
rights. Acknowledging the ongoing process in ICANN to review rights protection mechanisms,
the Delegation recognized the interest of WIPO in it. Noting that the review would be moving to
phase two in due course, the Delegation encouraged all relevant stakeholders to participate
actively to help ensure that rights protection mechanisms remained effective.
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104. The SCT considered document SCT/43/4 and requested the Secretariat to keep
members informed of future developments in the DNS.
Proposal by the Delegations of Ecuador and Peru to Conduct a Survey on Nation-Brand
Protection in Member States (document SCT/42/4 Rev. and SCT/43/3 Rev. 2)
Questionnaire on Nation-Brand Protection in Member States (document SCT/43/7)
Returns to the Questionnaire on Nation-Brand Protection in Member States
(document SCT/43/8)
105. Discussions were based on documents SCT/42/4 Rev., SCT/43/3 Rev. 2, SCT/43/7
and SCT/43/8.
106. The Delegation of Peru, thanking the SCT members for replying to the questionnaire and
the Secretariat for the preparation of document SCT/43/8, said that the members that had
responded to the questionnaire were a representative sample, although not exhaustive, of the
Organization, both in terms of geographic diversity and of the different conceptual and legal
approaches to the issue of nation brand. The Delegation expressed the view that the
responses had confirmed that there was a great interest from many members in developing
country brands. In the Delegation’s view, country brands were an instrument that allowed
countries to generate significant value for various facets of their international activity, for their
identification and positioning in front of other international actors and, in many cases, for the
identification and positioning of their citizens and companies in international markets.
Presuming that the restrictions imposed by the COVID-19 pandemic had prevented many
members to respond to the questionnaire in the expected time frame, the Delegation asked the
Committee to open a second period for the admission of responses, in order to give all
members an opportunity to reply and to enable the Committee to have the most complete
information possible for discussion at the next session of the SCT.
107. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, speaking on behalf of CACEEC, thanked the
Delegations of Ecuador and Peru for the proposal to conduct a survey on nation brand
protection and the Secretariat for compiling the information in a document. Noting that neither
international treaties, nor the national legislation of CACEEC countries had legally formalized
the notion of a nation brand, the Delegation believed that, in a broader sense, a nation-brand
comprised registered geographical indications, appellations of origin and trademarks consisting
of elements that indicated a geographical region for the production of goods or the provision of
services. Noting the importance of promoting regional brands, the Delegation expressed the
view that the regional aspect presented interest, not only for local producers, but also for
regional public authorities who were interested in promoting their economy and the access to
international market for products under individualization means that reflected their traditions,
values, originality and uniqueness. In conclusion, the Delegation believed that it was important
to ensure that both public and private interests were respected when granting legal protection to
those means of individualization.
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108. The Delegation of the European Union, on behalf of the European Union and its member
states, thanked the Delegations of Australia, Brazil, Ecuador, Peru and Switzerland for their
contributions to the draft Questionnaire on Nation-Brand Protection in Member States and the
Secretariat for preparing the compilation of questions and for taking on board comments from
members and observers in its finalized version. The Delegation welcomed document SCT/43/8,
which contained the returns to the questionnaire by 45 respondents, including the European
Union. Having studied the returns to the questionnaire with interest, the Delegation had the
impression that the nation brands identified in the responses benefited from protection as
trademarks and by means of Article 6ter of the Paris Convention and that significant problems
relating to their protection were not immediately apparent from the responses. The Delegation
said that it remained open to continue exploring the state of play with regard to nation-brand
protection in Member States and that it looked forward to hearing views of other delegations on
the matter.
109. The Delegation of the United States of America, thanking the Secretariat for the
preparation of document SCT/43/8, said that it had reviewed the returns to the questionnaire
and found them very interesting. Lending its support to the proposal made by the Delegation of
Peru to re-open the questionnaire for additional replies, the Delegation noted that Member
States were using nation brands primarily for commercial purpose, for example, to promote
tourism or domestic goods and services. Observing that many respondents had already used
both domestic and foreign trademark systems to protect their nation brands and that the returns
did not appear to report extensive problems with unauthorized or infringing uses of nation
brands abroad (about 20 per cent of the respondents had indicated such occurrence), the
Delegation considered that there was no problem that WIPO needed to resolve.
110. The Delegation of China, thanking the proponent countries for the Questionnaire on
Nation-Brand Protection in Member States, said that it was important to study the matter.
Expressing the view that the notion of nation brand was vague and different countries
understood it in different ways, the Delegation believed that, from that perspective, it was
difficult to identify and protect a nation brand. Noting that the Paris Convention contained
precise provisions allowing to identify a nation brand, the Delegation urged all delegations to
refer to that text.
111. The Delegation of Ecuador, thanking the countries that had proposed to conduct a survey
on nation-brand protection in Member States and the countries that had responded to the
questionnaire, said that it had reviewed with great interest the replies reflected in
document SCT/43/8. Lending its support for the proposal made by the Delegation of Peru to
re-open the questionnaire for additional replies, the Delegation expressed the interest to have
broader information on the matter, in order to analyze and discuss it at the next meeting of
the SCT.
112. The Delegation of Jamaica, thanking the Secretariat for compiling the returns to the
Questionnaire on Nation-Brand Protection in Member States in document SCT/43/8, stated that
the survey had shown the essential importance of country name protection for nation brands.
Expressing the view that the issue of protection of nation brands was intrinsically related to the
protection of country names and geographical names of national significance, the Delegation
said that many countries had devised and employed nation branding schemes to harness the
good will that all countries possessed and to channel that good will into marketing strategies to
the benefit of State economies and people. Without the ability of States to control and protect
use of country names and geographical names of national significance, nation-branding
schemes were futile and not capitalizing on the returns of investment expected by Member
States employing such schemes. Continuing to advocate for the need to protect country names
and other geographical names of national significance, symbols, trademarks and slogans used
in nation-brand schemes, the Delegation joined to the request to re-open the questionnaire to
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allow additional Member States to submit answers, so that the survey data could be
strengthened. In the Delegation’s view, having relevant information from more Member States
would improve the survey and benefit the SCT as all Member States were seeking solutions to
intellectual property issues of international importance.
113. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, thanked the
Secretariat for the preparation of document SCT/43/8, following on the proposal of the
Delegations of Ecuador and Peru to conduct a survey on nation-brand protection. Considering
that the compilation of returns provided a factual basis for further reflections on the issue, the
Delegation looked forward to the analysis of the returns and to the identification of trends, which
might form the basis of the future work of the Committee on the matter.
114. The Representative of ELAPI, observing that many countries used distinctive signs to
implement policies aimed at promoting their national identity, attributes, values and positive
image to compete in the international arena, noted that those types of signs were used in
various forms and modalities. However, the absence of a harmonized international conceptual
and normative framework had resulted in the treatment of nation brands differently from one
country to another. In many cases, they had not yet been given recognition, taking into account
their sui generis nature. The Representative believed that the results of the questionnaire, as
well as a seminar on the matter carried out by ELAPI, had shown that most of the countries had
made the decision to create and use a sign that could be considered as a nation brand.
Countries used it to promote tourism, obtain greater visibility, promote national products and
services, promote culture, values and traditions, among others. Based on existing evidence on
the use of nation brands, the Representative believed that it would be convenient to have a
uniform regulation on nation brands at the international level, which would provide due
protection to them. Currently, each country treated nation brands differently and the signs were
not recognized as a category of Industrial Property, although they were used in that area.
115. The Chair concluded that the Secretariat was requested to:
–
re-open the survey tool on the Questionnaire on Nation-Brand Protection in
Member States until January 29, 2021, for further replies by delegations; and,
–
finalize document SCT/43/8 thereafter and present it for consideration at the
forty-fourth session of the SCT.
AGENDA ITEM 7: GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATIONS
116. The Delegation of the United States of America, expressing its interest in hearing about
other SCT members’ practices on specific geographical indication examination issues,
explained that the United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) was refining its
examination procedures and aligning them with international practices, where possible.
Lending its support to conducting additional Geographical Indication Information Sessions,
including on the margins of the forty-fourth session of the SCT, the Delegation proposed the
following topic for discussion: “Examination of geographical indications in sui generis systems
and trademark systems, including combination with graphic elements, the weight given to
descriptive elements, conflicts and scope of protection”. Explaining that the proposed topic was
a combination of the proposal made by the Delegation of the United States of America in
document SCT/41/7 and the proposal made by the Delegation of Switzerland in
document SCT/41/8, the Delegation wished to explore how IP Offices weighed the various
components of a multicomponent geographical indication term when evaluating conflicts with
prior marks or prior geographical indications. Making an analogy with trademark practices
where there was usually a dominant element that was given more weight in determining
likelihood of confusion for infringement or examination, the Delegation said that it would be
interested to know whether the same applied in cases of evaluating conflicts between
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geographical indications versus other geographical indications or geographical indications
versus trademarks. Referring to the virtual Information Session on Geographical Indications,
the Delegation believed that, for future sessions, it would be advisable to have fewer speakers
who would offer shorter presentations focused specifically on the targeted issue, so that time for
questions and answers would be allowed, which was crucial in making those information
sessions work for everybody. In conclusion, the Delegation expressed the wish to use the chat
function for future sessions in order to allow everyone to submit questions to the moderator.
117. The Delegation of the Russian Federation proposed two topics for consideration at the
Information Session on Geographical Indications within the framework of the forty-fourth session
of the SCT, namely:
(1) The possibility and advisability of including, in national legislations, a temporary right
to use a registered geographical indication by persons who do not have the right to the
corresponding geographical indication, but who had used such an indication before its
registration, and;
(2) The possibility of granting legal protection to geographical indications consisting of,
or containing, a figurative element.
118. The Delegation of the European Union, on behalf of the European Union and its member
states, suggested the following topic for the next information session on geographical
indications: “Ways to prevent bad faith registration of domain names consisting of, or
containing, geographical indications”. The Delegation said that the idea behind the proposed
topic was to discuss the risk that the allocation of a geographical indication, as a “domain name”
within the DNS, to bad-faith operators might bring to the geographical indication’s reputation or
might otherwise undermine the geographical indication. The Delegation expressed the wish to
address, for example, questions on what kinds of risks would stem from the allocation of the
new generic top-level domains or how many of those generic-top-level domains were being
released and when.
119. The Chair concluded that the SCT would revert to the proposals at its forty-fourth
session for discussion.
AGENDA ITEM 8: SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR
120. The SCT agreed to the Summary by the Chair as presented on the screen.
121. The SCT approved the Summary by the Chair as contained in the present
document.
AGENDA ITEM 9: CLOSING OF THE SESSION
122. The Delegation of Panama, speaking on behalf of GRULAC, thanked the Chair for his
capability and professionalism in leading the work of the SCT. Reiterating the position of
GRULAC to continue the work in the forthcoming session, the Delegation looked forward to
discussions on the protection of country names, the protection of country names and
geographical names of national significance in the domain name system and the proposal made
by the Delegations of Ecuador and Peru on nation-brand protection in Member States.
Expressing its gratitude for the organization of the Informal Session on Geographical
Indications, the Delegation said that it had appreciated the opportunity of getting familiar with
the different ways of evaluation of the conditions that created the basis for the geographical
indication protection and with the ways to prevent operators profiting from bad faith use and
registration of geographical indication intellectual property rights in the DNS.
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123. The Delegations of China, expressing its appreciation to all SCT members for the
successful completion of the session in hybrid mode, thanked the WIPO Director General, the
Deputy Director General, the Secretariat, the Chair, the Conference Service and the interpreters
for their efforts directed to a smooth running of the meeting. Reiterating the statement on
the DLT, made in the opening of the session by the WIPO Director General, Mr. Daren Tang,
the Delegation urged all members to conduct discussions in a cooperative and constructive
manner on that issue and to demonstrate their flexibility to promote substantive progress at the
next session of the SCT.
124. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, thanked the Chair
for his guidance during the Committee, the Vice Chairs, the Secretariat, the Conference
Services and the interpreters for the hard work and professionalism. Reiterating the
commitment to continuing work, while acknowledging the challenges faced by all colleagues on
site and in the capitals, the Delegation said that the combination of discussions under the formal
agenda items and the information sessions had been valuable in improving the understanding
of various positions and views. In conclusion, the Delegation expressed Group B’s full support
and constructive spirit to contribute to the fruitful discussions taking place during the SCT.
125. The Delegation of Bangladesh, speaking on behalf of the Asia and Pacific Group,
commended the Chair and the Vice Chairs on their able and effective leadership in the
discussions and thanked the Secretariat, the Conference Service and the interpreters for their
excellent work in supporting the Committee. Taking note on the re-opening of the
Questionnaire on Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs until
January 29, 2021, the Delegation believed that additional replies would contribute to strengthen
the discussion on that topic. Looking forward to continuing the discussions on the revised
proposal by the Delegations of Japan and the United States of America (document SCT/43/10)
and to hearing updates on trademark-related aspects of the DNS and on the DAS for priority
documents, the Delegation also reiterated the importance of discussions on country names.
Welcoming the re-opening of the Questionnaire on Nation-Brand Protection in Member States,
the Delegation looked forward to the consideration of the final document compiling the returns
at the next session of the SCT. Expressing its appreciation for the successful organization of
two fruitful Information Sessions on Geographical Indications and on the Temporary Protection
Provided to Industrial Designs at Certain International Exhibitions under Article 11 of the Paris
Convention, the Delegation said that those sessions had provided an opportunity to share best
practices. The Delegation looked forward to continuing that sharing of experience in the future.
Finally, regretting that the current extreme circumstances had not allowed the Committee to
discuss the Design Law Treaty, the Delegation expressed the hope to resume those
discussions in due course.
126. The Delegation of Zimbabwe, speaking on behalf of the African Group, extended its
appreciation to the Chair and the Vice Chairs for guiding the deliberations in an efficient and
amicable manner, and to the Secretariat for providing the Committee with a conducive
atmosphere for deliberations. In spite of the restrictions due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the
Delegation was pleased to note that the Organization and the SCT had been able to continue its
work. Observing that the two Information Sessions on Geographical Indications and on the
Temporary Protection Provided to Industrial Designs at Certain International Exhibitions under
Article 11 of the Paris Convention had provided invaluable information to policymakers, the
Delegation looked forward to such sessions in the future. Noting the various discussion topics
in the Agenda, the Delegation stood ready to carry the work of the Committee forward by
constructively engaging in future SCT sessions.
127.

The Chair closed the session on November 26, 2020.
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Sergey RENZHIN (Mr.), Head, Trademarks and Industrial Designs Department, Federal Service
for Intellectual Property (ROSPATENT), Moscow
renzhin@rupto.ru
Zara GADZHIEVA (Ms.), Specialist-Expert, International Cooperation Department, Federal
Service for Intellectual Property (ROSPATENT), Moscow
zaragzh@mail.ru
FINLANDE/FINLAND
Sara HENRIKSSON (Ms.), Senior Legal Officer, Patents and Trademarks, Finnish Patent and
Registration Office (PRH), Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment of Finland, Helsinki
sara.henriksson@prh.fi
Päivi HOLMA (Ms.), Legal Counsel, Finnish Patent and Registration Office (PRH), Ministry of
Economic Affairs and Employment of Finland, Helsinki
paivi.holma@prh.fi
Stiina LOYTOMAKI (Ms.), Expert, Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment, Helsinki
stiina.loytomaki@tem.fi
FRANCE
Alexandre LEVY (M.), directeur adjoint, Service juridique, Institut national de l’origine et de la
qualité (INAO), Lyon
a.levy@inao.gouv.fr
Élise BOUCHU (Mme), chargée de mission, Institut national de la propriété industrielle (INPI),
Courbevoie
Josette HERESON (Mme), conseillère (affaires économiques et environnement), Mission
permanente, Genève

GABON
Gildas Borrys NDONG NANG (M.), directeur général adjoint, chef de l’office de propriété
industrielle et du bureau du droit d’auteur, Ministère du commerce, des petites et moyennes
entreprises et de l’industrie, Libreville
darlinfran@yahoo.fr
Edwige KOUMBY MISSAMBO (Mme), première conseillère, Mission permanente, Genève
premierconseiller@gabon-onug.ch
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GÉORGIE/GEORGIA
Irakli KASRADZE (Mr.), Head, Trademarks, Geographical Indications and Designs Department,
National Intellectual Property Center (SAKPATENTI), Mtskheta
iraklikasradze@sakpatenti.org.ge
Tamar MTCHEDLIDZE (Ms.), Acting Head, International Relations Department, National
Intellectual Property Center (SAKPATENTI), Mtskheta
tmtchedlidze@sakpatenti.gov.ge

GHANA
Cynthia ATTUQUAYEFIO (Ms.), Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

GRÈCE/GREECE
Myrto LAMBROU MAURER (Ms.), Head, Department of International Affairs, Hellenic Industrial
Property Organisation (HIPO), Athens
Leonidas HARITOS (Mr.), First Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
haritos.leonidas@mfa.gr

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

GUINÉE-BISSAU/GUINEA-BISSAU
Adex Watena UNA DA SILVA (M.), technicien supérieur, marques, dessins et modèles et
gestion, Ministère du commerce et de l’industrie, Bissau
silva.adex@gmail.com
HONGRIE/HUNGARY
Eszter KOVÁCS (Ms.), Legal Officer, Industrial Property Law Section, Hungarian Intellectual
Property Office (HIPO), Budapest
eszter.kovacs@hipo.gov.hu
Veronika CSERBA (Ms.), International Trademark Examiner, International Trademark Section,
Hungarian Intellectual Property Office (HIPO), Budapest
veronika.cserba@hipo.gov.hu
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INDE/INDIA
Susheel Kumar PANDEY (Mr.), Senior Examiner, Trade Marks and Geographical Indications,
International Division of Trade Marks Registry, Department for Promotion of Industry and
Internal Trade, Ministry of Commerce and Industry, Mumbai
Animesh CHOUDHURY (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
eco.genevapmi@mea.gov.in

INDONÉSIE/INDONESIA
Fitria WIBOWO (Ms.), Deputy Director, Trade Disputes Settlements and Intellectual Property,
Directorate of Trade, Commodities and Intellectual Property, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Jakarta
wibowo.fitria@gmail.com
Reyhan PRADIETYA (Mr.), Officer, Trade Disputes Settlements and Intellectual Property,
Directorate of Trade, Commodities and Intellectual Property, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Jakarta
reyhan.pradietya@kemlu.go.id
Erry Wahyu PRASETYO (Mr.), Officer, Trade Disputes Settlements and Intellectual Property,
Directorate of Trade, Commodities and Intellectual Property, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Jakarta
Agung INDRIYANTO (Mr.), Trademark Examiner, Directorate General of Intellectual Property,
Ministry of Law and Human Rights, Jakarta
agung_indriyanto@yahoo.com
Marchienda WERDANY (Ms.), Trademark Examiner, Directorate General of Intellectual
Property, Ministry of Law and Human Rights, Jakarta
marchienda@gmail.com
Indra ROSANDRY (Mr.), Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
indra.rosandry@mission-indonesia.org
Ditya Agung NURDIANTO (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
ditya.nurdianto@mission-indonesia.org
IRAQ
Raghda ALASWADI (Ms.), Director of Electronic Systems and Trademark Examiner,
Trademarks Department, Ministry of Industry and Minerals, Baghdad
raghdamohyya@gmail.com
Maitham ZUBAIDY (Mr.), Chief Engineer, Ministry of Industry and Minerals, Baghdad
maitham_adham@yahoo.com
Fawzi IDAN ALI ALI (Mr.), Head, Technical Division, Trademark Department, Ministry of
Industry and Minerals, Baghdad
fouzialiraqi@gmail.com
Amel HAMOOD (Ms.), Patent Examiner, Industrial Property, Ministry of Planning, Baghdad
amalhashim27@gmail.com
Jaber AL-JABERI (Mr.), Senior Agent, Ministry of Culture, Baghdad
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Thanaa MOHAN (Ms.), Consultant, Trademark Department, Ministry of Industry and Minerals,
Baghdad
thanaamohan72@gmail.com
Suha GHARRAWI (Ms.), Third Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
suhaalgarrawi@gmail.com
IRAN (RÉPUBLIQUE ISLAMIQUE D’)/IRAN (ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF)
Bahareh GHANOON (Ms.), Legal Officer, Legal Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Tehran
bahareghanoon@gmail.com
Reza DEHGHANI (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

ISLANDE/ICELAND
Gautur STURLUSON (Mr.), Specialist, Directorate for External Trade and Economic Affairs,
Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Reykjavík
gautur.sturluson@utn.is
Brynhildur PALMARSDÓTTIR (Ms.), Legal Expert, Department of Energy, Industry and
Business, Ministry of Industries and Innovation, Reykjavík
brynhildur.palmarsdottir@anr.is
Margret RAGNARSDÓTTIR (Ms.), Head of Legal Affairs, Icelandic Intellectual Property
Office (ISIPO), Reykjavík
margretr@isipo.is

ISRAËL/ISRAEL
Ayelet FELDMAN (Ms.), Advisor, Ministry of Justice, Jerusalem
Nitzan ARNY (Mr.), Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
Tamara SZNAIDLEDER (Ms.), Advisor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

ITALIE/ITALY
Basilio Antonio TOTH (Mr.), Counsellor, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and International
Cooperation, Rome
basilio.toth@esteri.it

JAMAÏQUE/JAMAICA
Cheryl SPENCER (Ms.), Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission, Geneva
Marcus GOFFE (Mr.), Deputy Director, Legal Counsel, Jamaica Intellectual Property
Office (JIPO), Ministry of Industry, Investment and Commerce, Kingston
marcus.goffe@jipo.gov.jm
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Craig DOUGLAS (Mr.), Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
mc@jamaicamission.ch
Rashaun WATSON (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
firstsecretary2@jamaicamission.ch

JAPON/JAPAN
NAKAMURA Yoshinori (Mr.), Deputy Director, International Cooperation Division, Policy
Planning and Coordination Department, Japan Patent Office (JPO), Tokyo
nakamura-yoshinori@jpo.go.jp
NAITO Takahito (Mr.), Specialist for Trademark Planning, Trademark Policy Planning Office,
Trademark Division, Trademark and Customer Relations Department, Japan Patent
Office (JPO), Tokyo
naito-takahito1@jpo.go.jp
UEJIMA Hiroki (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

JORDANIE/JORDAN
Akram HARAHSHEH (Mr.), Deputy Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission, Geneva
akram.h@fm.gov.jo
KAZAKHSTAN
Zaure ORYNBEKOVA (Ms.), Director, Branch of the National Institute of Intellectual Property,
Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Almaty
Aidyn ARTYKOVA (Mr.), Head, Division of International Law and Cooperation, National Institute
of Intellectual Property, Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan
Gulnara KAIMULDINA (Ms.), Head, Division of Industrial Property, Department for Intellectual
Property Rights, National Institute of Intellectual Property, Ministry of Justice of the Republic of
Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan
g.kaimuldina@adilet.gov.kz
Assemgul KAZIYEVA (Ms.), Head, Department of Trademarks, Appellations of Origin and
Industrial Designs, National Institute of Intellectual Property, Ministry of Justice of the Republic
of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan
Ayagul ABITBEKOVA (Ms.), Deputy Head, Department of Trademarks, Appellations of Origin
and Industrial Designs, National Institute of Intellectual Property, Ministry of Justice of the
Republic of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan
Fatima KENZHEKHANOVA (Ms.), Deputy Head, Division of Legal Support, National Institute of
Intellectual Property, Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan
Adema SHOMAKOVA (Ms.), Expert, Division of Industrial Property, Department for Intellectual
Property Rights, National Institute of Intellectual Property, Ministry of Justice of the Republic of
Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan
adema.shomakova@mail.ru
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KENYA
Dennis MUHAMBE (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
dmuhambe@kenyamission.ch

KIRGHIZISTAN/KYRGYZSTAN
Kemel Kyzy ASEL (Ms.), Industrial Property Examination Department, State Service of
Intellectual Property and Innovation under the Government of the Kyrgyz
Republic (Kyrgyzpatent), Bishkek
asel.kemel@patent.kg
Mirlan BAKIEV (Mr.), Industrial Design Examination Department, State Service of Intellectual
Property and Innovation under the Government of the Kyrgyz Republic (Kyrgyzpatent), Bishkek
mirlan.zarlyk@patent.kg
Dariha IMANALIEVA (Ms.), Trademarks Examination Department, State Service of Intellectual
Property and Innovation under the Government of the Kyrgyz Republic (Kyrgyzpatent), Bishkek
dariha.imanaly@patent.kg
Gulnaz KAPAROVA (Ms.), Industrial Property Examination Department, State Service of
Intellectual Property and Innovation under the Government of the Kyrgyz
Republic (Kyrgyzpatent), Bishkek
gulnaz.kapar@patent.kg
Sulpukor OMOKEEV (Mr.), Trademarks Examination Department, State Service of Intellectual
Property and Innovation under the Government of the Kyrgyz Republic (Kyrgyzpatent), Bishkek
sulpukor.omokeev@patent.kg
Tinatin OSMONALIEVA (Ms.), Trademarks Examination Department, State Service of
Intellectual Property and Innovation under the Government of the Kyrgyz
Republic (Kyrgyzpatent), Bishkek
tinatin.osmonaly@patent.kg
KOWEÏT/KUWAIT
Abdulaziz TAQI (Mr.), Commercial Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva

LESOTHO
Mmari MOKOMA (Ms.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

LIBAN/LEBANON
Wissam EL AMIL (Mr.), Director, Office of Intellectual Property, Department of Intellectual
Property, Directorate General of Economy and Trade, Ministry of Economy and Trade, Beirut
wamil@economy.gov.lb
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LITUANIE/LITHUANIA
Lina MICKIENE (Ms.), Deputy Director, State Patent Bureau of the Republic of Lithuania, Vilnius
lina.mickiene@vpb.gov.lt
Rasa SVETIKAITE (Ms.), Justice and Intellectual Property Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva
rasa.svetikaite@urm.lt
MACÉDOINE DU NORD/NORTH MACEDONIA
Goran GERASIMOVSKI (Mr.), Director, State Office of Industrial Property (SOIP), Skopje
goran.gerasimovski@ippo.gov.mk
Luljeta DEARI (Ms.), Head of Information Technology, State Office of Industrial Property (SOIP),
Skopje
luljeta.deari@ippo.gov.mk
Dardan SULEJMANI (Mr.), Advisor, Trademark, Industrial Design and Geographical Indication,
State Office of Industrial Property (SOIP), Skopje
Dardan.Sulejmani@ippo.gov.mk

MALAISIE/MALAYSIA
Azahar ABDULRAZAB (Mr.), Senior Director, Trademark and Geographical Indication Division,
Intellectual Property Corporation of Malaysia (MyIPO), Ministry of Domestic Trade and
Consumer Affairs, Kuala Lumpur
azaharazab@myipo.gov.my
Sharuji FAIIZUDIN (Mr.), Director, Industrial Designs Division, Intellectual Property Corporation
of Malaysia (MyIPO), Ministry of Domestic Trade and Consumer Affairs, Kuala Lumpur
faiizudin@myipo.gov.my
Badiah ABBAS (Ms.), Head, Trademark and Geographical Indication Division, Intellectual
Property Corporation of Malaysia (MyIPO), Ministry of Domestic Trade and Consumer Affairs,
Kuala Lumpur
Zaiton HARIS (Ms.), Assistant Registrar, Trademark and Geographical Indication Division,
Intellectual Property Corporation of Malaysia (MyIPO), Ministry of Domestic Trade and
Consumer Affairs, Kuala Lumpur
zaitonh@myipo.gov.my
Ahmad ZAHIDI (Mr.), Assistant Registrar, Trademark and Geographical Indication Division,
Intellectual Property Corporation of Malaysia (MyIPO), Ministry of Domestic Trade and
Consumer Affairs, Kuala Lumpur
zahidi@myipo.gov.my
Muhammad Azfar AB. MALEK (Mr.), Intellectual Property Officer, Policy and International Affairs
Division, Intellectual Property Corporation of Malaysia (MyIPO), Ministry of Domestic Trade and
Consumer Affairs, Kuala Lumpur
azfar@myipo.gov.my
Siti Salwa HAJI GHAZALI (Ms.), Intellectual Property Officer, Trademark and Geographical
Indication Division, Intellectual Property Corporation of Malaysia (MyIPO), Ministry of Domestic
Trade and Consumer Affairs, Kuala Lumpur
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Ryzul OSMAN BASAH (Mr.), Intellectual Property Officer, Trademark and Geographical
Indication Division, Intellectual Property Corporation of Malaysia (MyIPO), Ministry of Domestic
Trade and Consumer Affairs, Kuala Lumpur
ryzul@myipo.gov.my
Nur Azureen MOHD PISTA (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

MAROC/MOROCCO
Nafissa BELCAID (Mme), directrice, Direction des signes distinctifs, Office marocain de la
propriété industrielle et commerciale (OMPIC), Casablanca
Khalid DAHBI (M.), conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève

MEXIQUE/MEXICO
Alfredo RENDÓN ALGARA (Sr.), Director General Adjunto de Propiedad Industrial, Instituto
Mexicano de la Propiedad Industrial (IMPI), Ciudad de México
alfredo.rendon@impi.gob.mx
Eunice HERRERA CUADRA (Sra.), Subdirectora Divisional de Negociaciones y Legislación
Internacional, Dirección Divisional de Relaciones Internacionales, Instituto Mexicano de la
Propiedad Industrial (IMPI), Ciudad de México
eunice.herrera@impi.gob.mx
Karla Priscila JUÁREZ BERMÚDEZ (Sra.), Especialista “A” en Propiedad Industrial, Dirección
General Adjunta de Propiedad Industrial, Instituto Mexicano de la Propiedad Industrial (IMPI),
Ciudad de México
karla.juarez@impi.gob.mx
Gilberto TIRADO LÓPEZ (Sr.), Especialista en Propiedad Industrial, Dirección Divisional de
Relaciones Internacionales, Instituto Mexicano de la Propiedad Industrial (IMPI), Ciudad de
México
gilberto.tirado@impi.gob.mx
María del Pilar ESCOBAR BAUTISTA (Sra.), Consejera, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
pescobar@sre.gob.mx
MONGOLIE/MONGOLIA
Angar OYUN (Ms.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
mongolie@bluewin.ch

NÉPAL/NEPAL
Bhuwan PAUDEL (Mr.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
mofabhuwan2065@gmail.com
Chandika POKHREL (Ms.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
chandikapokhrel50@gmail.com
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NICARAGUA
María Fernanda GUTIÉRREZ GAITÁN (Sra.), Consejera, Misión Permanente, Ginebra

NIGÉRIA/NIGERIA
Amina SMAILA (Ms.), Minister, Permanent Mission, Geneva
smailaamira@gmail.com
Adamu Yauri SHAFIU (Mr.), Head, Trademarks Registry, Industrial Property, Federal Ministry of
Industry, Trade and Investment, Abuja
sayauri@yahoo.com
Stella EZENDUKA (Ms.), Registrar, Patents and Designs Registry, Commercial Law
Department, Federal Ministry of Industry, Trade and Investment, Abuja
Stellaezenduka@yahoo.co.uk
Jane IGWE (Ms.), Assistant Chief Registrar, Patents and Designs Registry, Commercial Law
Department, Federal Ministry of Industry, Trade and Investment, Abuja
Jaklint16@gmail.com
Chimezie Bright ONYEBINANMA (Mr.), Senior Assistant Registrar, Patents and Designs
Registry, Commercial Law Department, Federal Ministry of Industry, Trade and Investment,
Abuja
brightc764@gmail.com
Esther AKINLAWON-IBRAIMOH (Ms.), Assistant Registrar, Patents and Designs Registry,
Commercial Law Department, Federal Ministry of Industry, Trade and Investment, Abuja
eibraimoh1@gmail.com

NORVÈGE/NORWAY
Trine HVAMMEN-NICHOLSON (Ms.), Senior Legal Advisor, Norwegian Industrial Property
Office (NIPO), Oslo
thv@patentstyret.no
OMAN
Hilda AL-HINAI (Mr.), Deputy Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission to the World
Trade Organization (WTO), Geneva

OUGANDA/UGANDA
Scovia ATUGONZA (Ms.), Officer, Search and Examination, Uganda Registration Services
Bureau (URSB), Ministry of Justice and Constitutional Affairs, Kampala
scovia.atugonza@ursb.go.ug
Maria NYANGOMA (Ms.), Senior Registration Officer, Uganda Registration Services
Bureau (URSB), Ministry of Justice and Constitutional Affairs, Kampala
maria.nyangoma@ursb.go.ug
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Sarah RUKUNDO (Ms.), Senior Registration Officer, Uganda Registration Services
Bureau (URSB), Ministry of Justice and Constitutional Affairs, Kampala
sarah.rukundo@ursb.go.ug
Mugarura Allan NDAGIJE (Mr.), Third Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
alanndagije@gmail.com
PAKISTAN
Saima KANWAL (Ms.), Expert, Intellectual Property Organization of Pakistan (IPO-Pakistan),
Islamabad
saimakanwal.ipo@gmail.com
Muhammad Salman Khalid CHAUDHARY (Mr.), Third Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
salman_khalid9@hotmail.com

PANAMA
Krizia MATTHEWS (Sra.), Representante Permanente Adjunta, Misión Permanente ante la
Organización Mundial del Comercio (OMC), Ginebra
deputy@panama-omc.ch
PAYS-BAS/NETHERLANDS
Saskia JURNA (Ms.), Senior Policy Advisor, Intellectual Property Department, Ministry of
Economic Affairs and Climate Policy, The Hague
s.j.jurna@minezk.nl
Margreet GROENENBOOM (Ms.), Policy Officer, Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food
Quality, The Hague
m.m.groenenboom@minlnv.nl

PÉROU/PERU
Cristóbal MELGAR PAZOS (Sr.), Ministro, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
cmelgar@onuperu.org
PHILIPPINES
Lolibeth MEDRANO (Ms.), Director, Bureau of Patents, Intellectual Property Office of the
Philippines (IPOPHL), Taguig City
lolibeth.medrano@ipophil.gov.ph
Arnel TALISAYON (Mr.), Minister, Permanent Mission, Geneva
arnel.talisayon@dfa.gov.ph
Ann EDILLON (Ms.), Assistant Director, Bureau of Patents, Intellectual Property Office of the
Philippines (IPOPHL), Taguig City
ann.edillon@ipophil.gov.ph
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Amelita AMON (Ms.), Division Chief (IPRS V), Industrial Design Examining Division, Bureau of
Patents, Intellectual Property Office of the Philippines (IPOPHL), Taguig City
amelita.amon@ipophil.gov.ph
Maria Katrina RIVERA (Ms.), Attorney, Intellectual Property Office of the Philippines (IPOPHL),
Taguig City
mkatrina.rivera@ipophil.gov.ph
Kristinne Dianne VILORIA (Ms.), Senior Consultant, Policy and International Affairs Office,
Intellectual Property Office of the Philippines (IPOPHL), Makati
kristinne.viloria@ipophil.gov.ph
Jayroma BAYOTAS (Ms.), Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva
jayroma.bayotas@dfa.gov.ph
POLOGNE/POLAND
Anna DACHOWSKA (Ms.), Director, Cabinet of President, Patent Office of the Republic of
Poland, Warsaw
Anna.Dachowska@uprp.gov.pl
Daria WAWRZYŃSKA (Ms.), Head, Opposition Division, Trademarks Department, Patent Office
of the Republic of Poland, Warsaw
daria.wawrzynska@uprp.gov.pl
Agnieszka HARDEJ-JANUSZEK (Ms.), First Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

PORTUGAL
Rui SOLNADO DA CRUZ (Mr.), Director, Extinction of Rights Directorate, National Institute of
Industrial Property (INPI), Ministry of Justice, Lisbon
Sandra SILVA (Ms.), Executive Officer, External Relations Department, National Institute of
Industrial Property (INPI), Ministry of Justice, Lisbon
Francisco SARAIVA (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

RÉPUBLIQUE DE CORÉE/REPUBLIC OF KOREA
KIM Ji Hoon (Mr.), Deputy Director, Design Policy Division, Korean Intellectual Property
Office (KIPO), Daejeon
dr.kimjihoon@korea.kr
SEO Nari (Mr.), Deputy Director, Trademark Policy Division, Korean Intellectual Property
Office (KIPO), Daejeon
sehr@korea.kr
JEONG Hee Young (Ms.), Judge of Daejeon District Court, Daejeon
sunwill03@gmail.com
PARK Si-young (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
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RÉPUBLIQUE DE MOLDOVA/REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA
Simion LEVITCHI (Mr.), Head, Trademarks and Industrial Design Department, State Agency on
Intellectual Property (AGEPI), Chisinau
Alexandru SAITAN (Mr.), Head of Industrial Designs Division, State Agency on Intellectual
Property (AGEPI), Chisinau
Alexandru.Saitan@agepi.gov.md

RÉPUBLIQUE DOMINICAINE/DOMINICAN REPUBLIC
Bernarda BERNARD (Sra.), Consejera, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
bbernard@mirex.gob.do

RÉPUBLIQUE POPULAIRE DÉMOCRATIQUE DE CORÉE/DEMOCRATIC PEOPLE’S
REPUBLIC OF KOREA
Myong Hak JONG (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
RÉPUBLIQUE TCHÈQUE/CZECH REPUBLIC
Katerina DLABOLOVA (Ms.), Legal, International Department, Industrial Property Office, Prague
kdlabolova@upv.cz
Petr FIALA (Mr.), Third Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
ROUMANIE/ROMANIA
Alice Mihaela POSTĂVARU (Ms.), Head, Designs Division, State Office for Inventions and
Trademarks (OSIM), Bucharest
Mihaela UHR (Ms.), Legal Advisor, Legal Department, State Office for Inventions and
Trademarks (OSIM), Bucharest
mihaela.uhr@osim.ro

ROYAUME-UNI/UNITED KINGDOM
Jeff LLOYD (Mr.), Head, Trade Marks and Designs Policy, Intellectual Property Office, Newport
jeff.lloyd@ipo.gov.uk
Fiona WARNER (Ms.), Head of Designs Policy, Trade Marks and Designs Policy, Intellectual
Property Office, Newport
fiona.warner@ipo.gov.uk
Susan WILLIAMS (Ms.), Senior Policy Advisor, Trade Marks and Designs Policy, Intellectual
Property Office, Newport
sue.williams@ipo.gov.uk
Tom TWEEDY (Mr.), Advisor, Intellectual Property Office, Newport
tomos.tweedy@ipo.gov.uk
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Jan WALTER (Mr.), Senior Intellectual Property Advisor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
jan.walter@fco.gov.uk
Nancy PIGNATARO (Ms.), Intellectual Property Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva
nancy.pignataro@fco.gov.uk
RWANDA
Marie-Providence UMUTONI HIBON (Ms.), Counsellor, Multilateral Officer, Permanent Mission
to the World Trade Organization (WTO), Geneva
pumutoni@embassy.gov.rw

SERBIE/SERBIA
Marija BOZIC (Ms.), Assistant Director, Distinctive Signs Sector, Intellectual Property Office of
the Republic of Serbia, Belgrade
mbozic@zis.gov.rs

SINGAPOUR/SINGAPORE
Sharmaine WU (Ms.), Director, Intellectual Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Singapore
sharmaine_wu@ipos.gov.sg
Isabelle TAN (Ms.), Director, Trademarks and Geographical Indications Department, Intellectual
Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Singapore
isabelle_tan@ipos.gov.sg
Genevieve KOO (Ms.), Senior Executive, Registry of Patents, Designs and Plant Varieties,
Intellectual Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Singapore
genevieve_KOO@ipos.gov.sg
Lily LEE (Ms.), Principal Assistant Director, Registry of Patents, Designs and Plant Varieties,
Intellectual Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Singapore
Lily_Lee@ipos.gov.sg
Wee Ying FOO (Ms.), Senior Trademark Examiner, Registry of Trade Marks, Intellectual
Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Singapore
foo_wee_ying@ipos.gov.sg
Samantha Phui Ling YIO (Ms.), Senior Trademark Examiner, Registry of Trade Marks,
Intellectual Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Singapore
samantha_yio@ipos.gov.sg
Mei Hui CHAN (Ms.), Trademark Examiner, Registry of Trade Marks, Intellectual Property Office
of Singapore (IPOS), Singapore
Benjamin TAN (Mr.), Counsellor (Intellectual Property), Permanent Mission, Geneva

SCT/43/12
Annex I, page 22
SLOVÉNIE/SLOVENIA
Savina DERNOVŠEK (Ms.), Slovenian Intellectual Property Office (SIPO), Ministry of Economic
Development and Technology, Ljubljana
Jan MERC (Mr.), Slovenian Intellectual Property Office (SIPO), Ministry of Economic
Development and Technology, Ljubljana

SOUDAN/SUDAN
Iman ATABANI (Ms.), Head, Office of Registrar General of Intellectual Property (IPO-SUDAN),
Ministry of Justice, Khartoum
iman.atabani.58@gmail.com
Ammar ABUZAID (Mr.), Legal Counsel, Office of Registrar General of Intellectual
Property (IPO-SUDAN), Ministry of Justice, Khartoum
ammar12abuzaid@gmail.com
Nadia ABUBAKER MUDAWI (Ms.), Registrar of Trademarks, Office of Registrar General of
Intellectual Property (IPO-SUDAN), Ministry of Justice, Khartoum
nadiamudawi@hotmail.com
Sabino AKONYDIT (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
ssud.mission.geneva@outlook.com
Sahar GASMELSEED (Ms.), Third Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

SUÈDE/SWEDEN
Asa COLLETT (Ms.), Head, Legal Department, Designs and Trademarks Department, Swedish
Intellectual Property Office (PRV), Stockholm
Martin BERGER (Mr.), Legal Advisor, Designs and Trademarks Department, Swedish
Intellectual Property Office (PRV), Stockholm
bergermartin@hotmail.com

SUISSE/SWITZERLAND
Irene SCHATZMANN (Mme), directrice adjointe, Service juridique, Droit général, designs et
mise en œuvre du droit, Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne
Charlotte BOULAY (Mme), conseillère juridique, Relations commerciales internationales, Institut
fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne
Nicolas GUYOT YOUN (M.), conseiller juridique, Droits de propriété industrielle, Institut fédéral
de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne
Erik THÉVENOD-MOTTET (M.), conseiller juridique, Relations commerciales internationales,
Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne
Reynald VEILLARD (M.), conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève
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THAÏLANDE/THAILAND
Pornpimol SUGANDHAVANIJA (Ms.), Deputy Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission
to the World Trade Organization (WTO), Geneva
pornpimol@thaiwto.com
Navarat TANKAMALAS (Ms.), Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission to the World Trade
Organization (WTO), Geneva
navarat@thaiwto.com
Pavinee NAKORNPAT (Ms.), Legal Officer, Department of Intellectual Property (DIP), Ministry
of Commerce, Nonthaburi
pavinee.nkp@gmail.com

TRINITÉ-ET-TOBAGO/TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO
Kavish SEETAHAL (Mr.), Legal Officer, Intellectual Property Office, Ministry of the Attorney
General and Legal Affairs, Port of Spain
Steffi MOHAMMED (Ms.), Trademark Systems Specialist, Intellectual Property Office, Ministry
of the Attorney General and Legal Affairs, Port of Spain
Allison ST BRICE (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

TUNISIE/TUNISIA
Khalid SOUSSI (M.), directeur général, Institut national de la normalisation et de la propriété

industrielle (INNORPI), Ministère de l’industrie et des petites et moyennes entreprises, Tunis

TURQUIE/TURKEY
Mustafa Kubilay GÜZEL (Mr.), Head, Trademarks Department, Turkish Patent and Trademarks
Office (TURKPATENT), Ministry of Science and Technology, Ankara
mustafa.guzel@turkpatent.gov.tr
Dilan KARATEPE YILMAZ (Ms.), Intellectual Property Rights Expert, Department of
Geographical Indications, Turkish Patent and Trademarks Office (TURKPATENT), Ministry of
Science and Technology, Ankara
dilan.karatepe@turkpatent.gov.tr
Erman VATANSEVER (Mr.), Intellectual Property Expert, Trademarks Department, Turkish
Patent and Trademarks Office (TURKPATENT), Ministry of Science and Technology, Ankara
erman.vatansever@turkpatent.gov.tr
Tuğba CANATAN AKICI (Ms.), Legal Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
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UKRAINE
Tetiana TEREKHOVA (Ms.), Deputy Head, Department of Rights for Indications, State
Enterprise Ukrainian Intellectual Property Institute (Ukrpatent), Ministry of Economic
Development and Trade of Ukraine, Kyiv
t.terehova@ukrpatent.org
Yuliia HROMOVA (Ms.), Department of Rights for Indications, State Enterprise Ukrainian
Intellectual Property Institute (Ukrpatent), Ministry of Economic Development and Trade of
Ukraine, Kyiv
j.gromova@ukrpatent.org
Andriy NIKITOV (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
andriy.nikitov@mfa.gov.ua
URUGUAY
Lucía ESTRADA ECHEVARRÍA (Sra.), Directora Técnica, Dirección Nacional de la Propiedad
Industrial (DNPI), Ministerio de Industria, Energía y Minería, Montevideo
Gabriela ESPÁRRAGO (Sra.), Jefa del Área Signos Distintivos, Dirección Nacional de la
Propiedad Industrial (DNPI), Ministerio de Industria, Energía y Minería, Montevideo
gabriela.esparrago@miem.gub.uy
Fernanda Andrea GIANFAGNA GAUDIOSO (Sra.), Encargada, División Gestión Tecnológica,
Dirección Nacional de la Propiedad Industrial, (DNPI), Ministerio de Industria, Energía y
Minería, Montevideo
fernanda.gianfagna@miem.gub.uy
VIET NAM
DAO Nguyen (Mr.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
nguyennoip@gmail.com
ZIMBABWE
Willie MUSHAYI (Mr.), Deputy Registrar, Zimbabwe Intellectual Property Office (ZIPO), Ministry
of Justice, Legal and Parliamentary Affairs, Harare
wmushayi@gmail.com
Pearson CHIGIJI (Mr.), Minister Counsellor, Deputy Permanent Representative, Permanent
Mission, Geneva
mikechigiji@yahoo.com
Tanyaradzwa MANHOMBO (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
tanyamilne2000@yahoo.co.uk
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UNION EUROPÉENNE1/EUROPEAN UNION*
Asta LUKOSIUTE (Ms.), Head, Legal Practice Service, European Union Intellectual Property
Office (EUIPO), Alicante
asta.lukosiute@euipo.europa.eu
Susana PALMERO (Ms.), Team Leader, International Cooperation and Legal Affairs (ICLAD),
European Union Intellectual Property Office (EUIPO), Alicante
susana.palmero@euipo.europa.eu
Oscar MONDEJAR ORTUNO (Mr.), First Counsellor, Permanent Delegation, Geneva

II.

OBSERVATEURS/OBSERVERS

PALESTINE
Rajaa JAWAADA (Ms.), General Director, Intellectual Property Department, Ministry of National
Economy, Ramallah
rajakh@met.gov.ps
Nada TARBUSH (Ms.), Counsellor, Permanent Observer Mission, Geneva

III.

ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES INTERGOUVERNEMENTALES/
INTERNATIONAL INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

ORGANISATION AFRICAINE DE LA PROPRIÉTÉ INTELLECTUELLE (OAPI)/ AFRICAN
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY ORGANIZATION (OAPI)
Issoufou KABORE (M.), directeur, Direction des marques et autres signes distinctifs, Yaoundé
Jacqueline Taylord HELIANG (Mme), cheffe, Service des marques, Yaoundé
jacqueline-taylord.heliang@oapi.int

ORGANISATION BENELUX DE LA PROPRIÉTÉ INTELLECTUELLE (OBPI)/BENELUX
ORGANIZATION FOR INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (BOIP)
Camille JANSSEN (M.), juriste, Département des affaires juridiques, La Haye
cjanssen@boip.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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IV.

ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES NON GOUVERNEMENTALES/
INTERNATIONAL NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

Association communautaire du droit des marques (ECTA)/European Communities Trade Mark
Association (ECTA)
Barbara ABEGG (Ms.), Representative, Zurich
Association des avocats américains (ABA)/American Bar Association (ABA)
Shane DELSMAN (Mr.), Chair, Trademark Division, Intellectual Property Law Section,
Milwaukee
sdelsman@gklaw.com
Cheryl STEPLIGHT (Ms.), Attorney, Intellectual Property Law Section, Washington D.C.
csteplightlaw@gmail.com
Association des industries de marque (AIM)/European Brands Association (AIM)
Marie PATTULLO (Ms.), Senior Trade Marks and Brand Protection Manager, Brussels
marie.pattullo@aim.be
Association européenne des étudiants en droit (ELSA International)/European Law Student’s
Association (ELSA International)
Jordi ADRIÀ VERDENY (Mr.), Head of the Delegation, Brussels
jordiadriav@gmail.com
Yoana IVANOVA (Ms.), Delegate, Brussels
joana_a_ivanova@abv.bg
Jalmari MÄNNISTÖ (Mr.), Delegate, Brussels
jalmari.mannisto@gmail.com
Noemi MILANESIO (Ms.), Delegate, Brussels
noemi.milanesio95@gmail.com
Association française des indications géographiques industrielles et artisanales (AFIGIA)
Audrey AUBARD (Mme), secrétaire générale, Bordeaux
audrey.aubard@gmail.com
Association interaméricaine de la propriété industrielle (ASIPI)/Inter-American Association of
Industrial Property (ASIPI)
Jorge CHÁVARRO (Mr.), Vice-President, Bogota
jorgechavarro@cavelier.com
Association internationale des juristes pour le droit de la vigne et du vin (AIDV)/International
Wine Law Association (AIDV)
Matthijs GEUZE (Mr.), Representative, Divonne-les-Bains
matthijs.geuze77@gmail.com
Douglas REICHERT (Mr.), Representative, Geneva
Association internationale pour la protection de la propriété intellectuelle (AIPPI)/International
Association for the Protection of Intellectual Property (AIPPI)
Christopher CARANI (Mr.), Zurich
Ari LAAKKONEN (Mr.), Zurich
Maria SCUNGIO (Ms.), Zurich
Irmak YALCINER (Ms.), Zurich
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Association japonaise des conseils en brevet (JPAA)/Japan Patent Attorneys
Association (JPAA)
Kotaro ITO (Mr.), Expert, Tokyo
ito@ipworld.jp
Jiro MATSUDA (Mr.), Expert, Tokyo
jiro-matsuda@kioizaka-themis.com
Centre d’études internationales de la propriété intellectuelle (CEIPI)/Centre for International
Intellectual Property Studies (CEIPI)
François CURCHOD (M.), chargé de mission, Genolier
f.curchod@netplus.ch
Chambre de commerce internationale (CCI)/International Chamber of Commerce (ICC)
Danny GRAJALES (Mr.), Knowledge Manager, Commission on Intellectual Property, Paris
danny.grajales@iccwbo.org
Consortium for Common Food Names (CCFN)
Allen JOHNSON (Mr.), Representative, Washington
aljohnson@afjandassociates.com
Fédération internationale des conseils en propriété intellectuelle (FICPI)/International
Federation of Intellectual Property Attorneys (FICPI)
Toni ASHTON (Ms.), Reporter, Trademarks and Designs, Toronto
toni.at.toronto@gmail.com
Health and Environment Program (HEP)
Madeleine SCHERB (Ms.), President, Geneva
madeleine@health-environment-program.org
Pierre SCHERB (Ms.), Legal Advisor, Geneva
avocat@pierrescherb.ch
Intellectual Property Latin American School (ELAPI)
Juan Carlos SALAZAR CAMARGO (Mr.), Secretary-General, Bogotá
juan.salazarcamargo@gmail.com
Juan Sebastián SÁNCHEZ POLANCO (Mr.), Chief Executive Officer (CEO), Buenos Aires
direccion@elapi.org
Oscar CABALLERO HINOSTROZA (Mr.), Chief Operating Officer (COO), Lima
elapiperu@hotmail.com
Laura Stephanie Claret HERNÁNDEZ BETHERMYT (Ms.), Chief Operating Officer (COO),
Santiago
lhbethermyt@gmail.com
Juan Luis ASTUDILLO MARTÍNEZ (Mr.), Member, Caracas
juanluisam1474@gmail.com
Johana CALDERÓN VALENCIA (Ms.), Member, Lima
johana29@gmail.com
Lina María RODRÍGUEZ FERNÁNDEZ (Ms.), Member, Quito
linamarodriguez@gmail.com
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MARQUES  Association des propriétaires européens de marques de commerce/
MARQUES  The Association of European Trademark Owners
Jessica LE GROS (Ms.), Member, Chair of International Trademark Law and Practice Team,
London
David BIRCHALL (Mr.), Member, Geographical Indications Team, London
Alessandro SCIARRA (Mr.), Member, Geographical Indications Team, Milan
Inga GEORGE (Ms.), Member, Designs Team, Hamburg
Gavin STENTON (Mr.), Member, International Trademark Law and Practice Team, Oxford
Organisation pour un réseau international des indications géographiques (oriGIn)/Organization
for an International Geographical Indications Network (oriGIn)
Massimo VITTORI (Mr.), Managing Director, Geneva
massimo@origin-gi.com
Ida PUZONE (Ms.), Project Manager, Geneva
ida@origin-gi.com
Solène BLANC (Ms.), Consultant, Geneva

V.

BUREAU/OFFICERS

Président/Chair:

Alfredo Carlos RENDÓN ALGARA (M./Mr.)
(Mexique/Mexico)

Vice-présidents/Vice-chairs:

Willie MUSHAYI (M./Mr.) (Zimbabwe)
Jan TECHERT (M./Mr.) (Allemagne/Germany)

Secrétaire/Secretary:

VI.

Marcus HÖPPERGER (M./Mr.) (OMPI/WIPO)

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

Daren TANG (M./Mr.), directeur général/Director General
WANG Binying (Mme/Ms.), vice-directrice générale/Deputy Director General
Marcus HÖPPERGER (M./Mr.), directeur principal, Département des marques, des dessins et
modèles industriels et des indications géographiques, Secteur des marques et des dessins et
modèles/Senior Director, Department for Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical
Indications, Brands and Designs Sector
Brian BECKHAM (M./Mr.), 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
Marie-Paule RIZO (Mme/Ms.), chef, Section des politiques et des services consultatifs en
matière de législation, Département des marques, des dessins et modèles industriels et des
indications géographiques, Secteur des marques et des dessins et modèles/Head, Policy and
Legislative Advice Section, Department for Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical
Indications, Brands and Designs Sector
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Martha PARRA FRIEDLI (Mme/Ms.), conseillère juridique (Marques), Département des
marques, des dessins et modèles industriels et des indications géographiques, Secteur des
marques et des dessins et modèles/Legal Counsellor (Trademarks), Department for
Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical Indications, Brands and Designs Sector
Gonzalo Manuel BLEDA NAVARRO (M./Mr.), juriste, 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/Legal Officer, Internet Dispute Resolution Section, WIPO Arbitration and Mediation
Center, Patents and Technology Sector
Marina FOSCHI (Mme/Ms.), juriste principale, Section des politiques et des services consultatifs
en matière de législation, Département des marques, des dessins et modèles industriels et des
indications géographiques, Secteur des marques et des dessins et
modèles/Senior Legal Officer, Policy and Legislative Advice Section, Department for
Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical Indications, Brands and Designs Sector
Violeta GHETU (Mme/Ms.), juriste, Section des politiques et des services consultatifs en
matière de législation, Département des marques, des dessins et modèles industriels et des
indications géographiques, Secteur des marques et des dessins et modèles/Legal Officer,
Policy and Legislative Advice Section, Department for Trademarks, Industrial Designs and
Geographical Indications, Brands and Designs Sector
Nathalie FRIGANT (Mme/Ms.), juriste adjointe, Section des politiques et des services
consultatifs en matière de législation, Département des marques, des dessins et modèles
industriels et des indications géographiques, Secteur des marques et des dessins et
modèles/Assistant Legal Officer, Policy and Legislative Advice Section, Department for
Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical Indications, Brands and Designs Sector
Noëlle MOUTOUT (Mme/Ms.), juriste adjointe, Section des politiques et des services
consultatifs en matière de législation, Département des marques, des dessins et modèles
industriels et des indications géographiques, Secteur des marques et des dessins et
modèles/Assistant Legal Officer, Policy and Legislative Advice Section, Department for
Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical Indications, Brands and Designs Sector
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DATE: NOVEMBER 26, 2020

Standing Committee on the Law of Trademarks, Industrial Designs
and Geographical Indications
Forty-Third Session
Geneva, November 23 to 26, 2020

SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR
adopted by the Committee

AGENDA ITEM 1: OPENING OF THE SESSION
1.
Mr. Daren Tang, Director General of the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO),
opened the forty-third session of the Standing Committee on the Law of Trademarks, Industrial
Designs and Geographical Indications (SCT) and welcomed the participants.
2.

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

AGENDA ITEM 2: ELECTION OF A CHAIR AND TWO VICE-CHAIRS
3.
Mr. Alfredo Carlos Rendón Algara (Mexico) was elected Chair. Mr. Willie Mushayi
(Zimbabwe) and Mr. Jan Techert (Germany) were elected Vice-Chairs.
AGENDA ITEM 3: ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
4.

The SCT adopted the draft Agenda (document SCT/43/1 Prov. 4).
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AGENDA ITEM 4: ADOPTION OF THE DRAFT REPORT OF THE FORTY-SECOND
SESSION
5.
The SCT adopted the draft Report of the forty-second session
(document SCT/42/9 Prov.).
AGENDA ITEM 5: INDUSTRIAL DESIGNS
Analysis of the Returns to the Questionnaire on Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and
Typeface/Type Font Designs (documents SCT/41/2 Rev. and SCT/43/2)
6.

The SCT considered documents SCT/41/2 Rev. and SCT/43/2.
7.
The Chair concluded that the Secretariat was requested to re-open the
Questionnaire on Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs
until January 29, 2021, for further replies by delegations.

Revised Proposal by the Delegations of Japan and the United States of America
(document SCT/43/10)
8.

The SCT considered document SCT/43/10.

9.
The Delegation of Israel stated that it wished to co-sponsor the proposal contained in
document SCT/43/10.
10. The Chair concluded that the SCT would continue the discussion on
document SCT/43/10 at its forty-fourth session.
Compilation of the Returns to the Questionnaire on Temporary Protection Provided to Industrial
Designs at Certain International Exhibitions Under Article 11 of the Paris Convention for the
Protection of Industrial Property (document SCT/42/2)
11.

The SCT considered document SCT/42/2.
12. The Chair concluded that the SCT would revert to document SCT/42/2 at its
forty-fourth session to discuss the way to advance work on this topic.

Update by Member States on the Digital Access Service (DAS) for Priority Documents
13. The SCT noted the progress in the implementation of the DAS for industrial designs
by members and the Chair concluded that the SCT would revert for an update to this item
at its next session.
AGENDA ITEM 6: TRADEMARKS
Proposal by the Delegations of Georgia, Iceland, Indonesia, Jamaica, Liechtenstein, Malaysia,
Mexico, Monaco, Peru, Senegal, Switzerland and the United Arab Emirates Concerning the
Protection of Country Names and Geographical Names of National Significance
(document SCT/43/6)
14.

The SCT considered document SCT/43/6.
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15. The Chair concluded that the SCT would continue the discussion on
document SCT/43/6 at its forty-fourth session.
Revised Proposal by the Delegation of Jamaica (document SCT/43/9)
16.

The SCT considered document SCT/43/9.
17. The Chair concluded that the SCT would continue the discussion on
document SCT/43/9 at its forty-fourth session.

Proposal by the Delegations of Brazil, Georgia, Iceland, Indonesia, Jamaica, Liechtenstein,
Malaysia, Mexico, Monaco, Peru, Senegal, Switzerland and the United Arab Emirates
Concerning the Protection of Country Names and Geographical Names of National Significance
in the DNS (document SCT/41/6 Rev.)
18.

The SCT considered document SCT/41/6 Rev.
19. The Chair concluded that the SCT would continue the discussion on
document SCT/41/6 Rev. at its forty-fourth session.

Update on Trademark-Related Aspects of the Domain Name System (documents SCT/43/4)
20.

The SCT considered document SCT/43/4.
21. The SCT considered document SCT/43/4 and requested the Secretariat to keep
members informed of future developments in the DNS.

Proposal by the Delegations of Ecuador and Peru to Conduct a Survey on Nation-Brand
Protection in Member States (document SCT/42/4 Rev. and SCT/43/3 Rev. 2)
Questionnaire on Nation-Brand Protection in Member States (document SCT/43/7)
Returns to the Questionnaire on Nation-Brand Protection in Member States
(document SCT/43/8)
22. The SCT considered documents SCT/42/4 Rev., SCT/43/3 Rev. 2, SCT/43/7
and SCT/43/8.
23.

The Chair concluded that the Secretariat was requested to:
–
re-open the survey tool on the Questionnaire on Nation-Brand Protection in
Member States until January 29, 2021, for further replies by delegations; and,
–
finalize document SCT/43/8 thereafter and present it for consideration at the
forty-fourth session of the SCT.

AGENDA ITEM 7: GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATIONS
24. The SCT took note of the proposals for topics for an Information Session on Geographical
Indications, made by the Delegations of the Russian Federation, the United States of America
and the European Union (EU).
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25. The Chair concluded that the SCT would revert to the proposals at its forty-fourth
session for discussion.
AGENDA ITEM 8: SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR
26. The SCT approved the Summary by the Chair as contained in the present
document.
AGENDA ITEM 9: CLOSING OF THE SESSION
27.

The Chair closed the session on November 26, 2020.

[End of Annex II and of document]

