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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-fourth session, in Geneva, from May 17 to 19, 2021. The session was held in
hybrid mode, with some delegations attending physically in Geneva, and others participating via
the Interprefy platform (see document SCT/44/INF/1).
2.
The following Member States of WIPO and/or the Paris Union for the Protection of
Industrial Property were represented at the meeting: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola,
Argentina, Australia, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Belarus, Benin, Bolivia (Plurinational State of),
Brazil, Bulgaria, Cambodia, Cameroon, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Côte d’Ivoire, Croatia,
Czech Republic, Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Denmark, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt,
El Salvador, Estonia, Ethiopia, Finland, France, Gabon, Georgia, Germany, Ghana, Greece,
Guatemala, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Israel,
Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Lao People’s
Democratic Republic, Lesotho, Lithuania, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,
Myanmar, Namibia, Nepal, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay,
Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldova, Romania,
Russian Federation, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Serbia, Singapore, Slovakia, Slovenia,
South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and
*
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Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom,
United States of America, Uruguay, Uzbekistan, Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of), Zambia,
Zimbabwe (107). The European Union was represented in its capacity as a special member of
the SCT. Palestine was represented in its capacity as Observer.
3.
The following intergovernmental organizations took part in the meeting in an observer
capacity: African Union (AU), Benelux Organization for Intellectual Property (BOIP), Eurasian
Patent Organization (EAPO), South Centre (SC) (4).
4.
Representatives of the following non-governmental organizations took part in the meeting
in an observer capacity: ActionAid, Arab Society for Intellectual Property (ASIP), Brazilian
Association of Intellectual Property (ABPI), Centre for International Intellectual Property
Studies (CEIPI), China Trademark Association (CTA), Consortium for Common Food
Names (CCFN), European Brands Association (AIM), European Communities Trade Mark
Association (ECTA), European Law Students’ Association (ELSA International), French
Association of Industrial and Artisanal Geographical Indications (AFIGIA), German Association
for the Protection of Industrial Property (GRUR), Intellectual Property Owners Association (IPO),
Inter-American Association of Industrial Property (ASIPI), International Association for the
Protection of Intellectual Property (AIPPI), International Federation of Intellectual Property
Attorneys (FICPI), International Trademark Association (INTA), International Wine Law
Association (AIDV), Japan Patent Attorneys Association (JPAA), Japan Trademark
Association (JTA) (19).
5.

The list of participants (document SCT/44/INF/1) 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.
The Chair opened the forty-fourth session of the Standing Committee on the Law of
Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical Indications (SCT) and welcomed the
participants.
8.
Ms. Wang Binying, Deputy Director General of the World Intellectual Property
Organization (WIPO), welcomed the participants on behalf of Mr. Daren Tang, Director General
of WIPO.
9.

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

AGENDA ITEM 2: ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
10.

The SCT adopted the draft Agenda (document SCT/44/1 Prov.2).

AGENDA ITEM 3: ACCREDITATION OF AN OBSERVER
11.

The SCT considered document SCT/44/4.
12. The SCT approved the accreditation of the Intellectual Property International
Forum-Québec (FORPIQ).
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AGENDA ITEM 4: ADOPTION OF THE DRAFT REPORT OF THE FORTY-THIRD SESSION
13. The SCT adopted the draft Report of the forty-third session
(document SCT/43/12 Prov.).
General Statements
14. The Delegation of Peru, speaking on behalf of the Group of Latin American and
Caribbean Countries (GRULAC), thanked the Secretariat for the preparation of the SCT
session. The Delegation expressed the Group’s interest in continuing to work constructively
with other regional groups in all the discussions of the Committee during the session. With
regard to industrial designs, the Group took note of the final report of the facilitator of the Design
Law Treaty (DLT) process and endorsed its conclusions and recommendations. The Group
called on delegations to evaluate them carefully and to reconsider their positions so that the
issues remaining to be resolved could be addressed in an open and constructive manner at the
diplomatic conference that would be convened as soon as the necessary minimum conditions
were met. The Group said that it would be attentive to the presentation of the revised Analysis
of the Returns to the Second Questionnaire on Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and
Typeface/Type Font Designs and on the Temporary Protection of Industrial Designs at Certain
International Exhibitions. With regard to trademarks, the Delegation stressed the importance
attached by the Group to the protection of country names and geographical names of national
significance. They constituted a valuable opportunity for national brand schemes that added
value through the use of registered trademarks, which could be used appropriately in promoting
the image, goods, services and investment opportunities of and for developing countries, and
even for a few developed countries. Observing the lack of a consistent protection for country
names at the international level, the Group reiterated its commitment to continue discussing the
protection of country names, based on documents SCT/43/6 and SCT/43/9, as well as of
country names and geographical names of national significance in the Domain Name
System (DNS), as proposed in document SCT/41/6 Rev. The Group held that the discussion on
those issues during the session would give the Committee a better understanding of the scope
of the proposals and enable members to move towards points of convergence that would
contribute to facilitate the work of intellectual property offices, ensure greater legal certainty for
producers and service providers and generate consumer confidence. With regard to the DNS,
the Group reiterated its concern about the current state of the allocation process, which directly
affected the interests of many countries in the region and limited their ability to adequately
protect their historical, cultural and linguistic heritage. As stated during the previous session,
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. In that
regard, the Group indicated that it would listen with interest to the Update on
Trademark-Related Aspects of the DNS, as contained in document SCT/44/2. Reiterating the
Group’s interest for the proposal by the Delegations of Ecuador and Peru to conduct a survey
on nation-brand protection in Member States, contained in documents SCT/42/4 Rev. and
SCT/43/3 Rev.2, the Delegation said that the Group would take full note of the replies to the
questionnaire contained in document SCT/43/8 Rev. The Delegation announced that the Group
would pay particular attention to the discussions on geographical indications, on
which GRULAC members had been engaged constructively, and expressed its commitment to
work hand-in-hand with the Chair and the other Member States in the development of the
Committee’s agenda.
15. The Delegation of South Africa, speaking on behalf of the African Group, thanked the
Chair and the Secretariat for the preparatory work for the SCT session. The Group expressed
confidence in making significant progress on all agenda items through constructive
engagements from all Member States, despite the truncated nature of the session organized in
hybrid mode due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Recalling that it attached great importance to the
Committee’s work, the Group commended the work done, which had contributed to the
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progressive development of the international law on trademarks, industrial designs and
geographical indications, including the substantive work on the Design Law Treaty (DLT). The
Delegation remained hopeful that the persisting divergences on the DLT would be addressed,
thereby paving the way for the adoption of that important treaty. Regarding the items on the
Agenda, the Group looked forward to informed and rich discussions that would enhance
collective understanding of the issues. Recalling that some of the proposals before the
Committee had been on the agenda of the SCT for a long time, the Group urged Member
States to work together to conclude those discussions. The Group looked forward to
discussions on the Analysis of the Returns to the Questionnaire on GUI, Icon and
Typeface/Type Font Designs; on the updated proposal by the Delegation of Israel, Japan and
the United States of America for a Joint Recommendation on Industrial Design Protection
for GUIs; on the proposal by the Delegation of Spain concerning the creation of a database
compiling 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; and on the update by Member States on the Digital Access
Service (DAS) for priority documents. The Group expressed the hope that those issues would
be examined carefully before considering any particular future course of action. Recognizing
the value of the proposals on the protection of country names and geographical names of
national significance against registration and use as trademarks, as well as on the protection of
country names and geographical names of national significance in the DNS, to which it
reiterated its support, the Group cautioned against attempts to monopolize sovereign countries’
names and misleading use of those names by private entities. Taking note of the Committee’s
work on geographical indications, mainly in the form of information sessions, the Group looked
forward to future engagements on that subject. The Group thanked the delegations that had
submitted topic proposals for an information session on geographical indications, and
considered that the finalization of topics during the session would allow timely preparations for
the information session to be held during the forty-fifth session of the SCT. The Delegation
concluded by expressing the Group’s readiness to contribute constructively to the deliberations
of the Committee.
16. The Delegation of China thanked the Secretariat for the substantial work done in
preparing the session and the various documents, and appreciated that the SCT had long
played an important role in setting out multilateral rules on trademarks, industrial designs and
geographical indications, and had achieved remarkable results. Reaffirming its support to the
work of the SCT, to which it attached importance, the Delegation said that it was ready to
actively engage in the discussions on various issues, trusting that the session would achieve
new progress under the leadership of the Chair and with the engagement of all parties. With
regard to the drafting of the Design Law Treaty (DLT), the Delegation hoped that all parties
concerned would show flexibility during the consultations in the Diplomatic Conference, take
into full consideration the concerns of developing countries and work together to advance the
agenda of the consultations. With regard to the GUI-related issues, which were receiving
increasing attention, the Delegation expressed its appreciation to the Secretariat for the large
amount of work it had done. Affirming its readiness to actively engage in the discussion and
share its experience, the Delegation called on more members to participate in the discussions,
so that all parties could have a more comprehensive and in-depth understanding of the trends in
the relevant areas and the concerns of countries, thereby laying a solid foundation for further
work on those issues. The Delegation said that it would continue to monitor the latest
developments on the DAS for priority documents. With regard to trademarks, the Delegation
looked forward to further discussions related to country names and well-known trademarks,
which would help to promote the understanding of national practices. With regard to
geographical indications, the Delegation supported the continuation of discussions and
exchanges, considering that they would deepen the understanding of issues related to
geographical indications by SCT members.
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17. The Delegation of Trinidad and Tobago expressed full support to the statement delivered
by the Delegation of Peru on behalf of GRULAC, underscoring the commitment of the Group to
the important work of the SCT. The Delegation informed the Committee that the
Madrid Protocol had become operational in Trinidad and Tobago on January 12, 2021, and
expressed gratitude for the legislative assistance and organizational arrangements provided
by WIPO, which had led to a successful Madrid Protocol Seminar for local stakeholders in
January 2021. With respect to industrial designs, the Delegation conveyed the appreciation of
the Trinidad and Tobago Intellectual Property Office (TTIPO) for WIPO’s assistance in the
preparation of the draft legislation to facilitate the country’s accession to the Geneva Act (1999)
of the Hague Agreement Concerning the International Registration of Industrial Designs. The
Delegation informed the Committee that the draft legislation would be finalized by the Office of
the Chief Parliamentary Counsel and submitted to the Cabinet as part of the process towards
accession to the Geneva Act. In addition, the Delegation expressed its full support to
GRULAC’s position regarding the convening of a diplomatic conference on the Design Law
Treaty (DLT), when circumstances permitted. In conclusion, the Delegation looked forward to
the continuing work of the Committee as it sought to guide Member States along their
developmental paths.
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.2 and SCT/43/2 Rev.)
18.

The SCT considered documents SCT/41/2 Rev.2 and SCT/43/2 Rev.

19. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, thanked the
Secretariat for preparing documents SCT/41/2 Rev.2 and SCT/43/2 Rev. The Group thanked
the 52 Member States and two Intergovernmental Organizations who had replied to the
Questionnaire on GUI, Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs, and stressed the particular
relevance and importance of the topic, as the use of GUIs in the modern economy continued to
develop and evolve. With the pandemic resulting in an increased use of virtual platforms and
acts relying on graphic user interfaces to differentiate themselves in the market and to be user
friendly, an analysis of that issue was particularly timely. The Group further noted that the
pandemic might further encourage innovative break rules in that area, from virtual
communication technologies to electronic platforms, resulting in more GUI innovators seeking
protection for their creative efforts. Considering that the analysis of the replies by the
Secretariat was particularly helpful, the Group took note of the trends as set out in
paragraph 106 of document SCT/43/2 Rev.2.
20. The Delegation of Belarus, speaking on behalf of the Group of Central Asia, Caucasus
and Eastern European Countries (CACEEC) thanked the Secretariat for the revised document
containing the returns to the second Questionnaire on GUI, Icon and Typeface/Type Font
Designs, as well as the delegations who had provided answers and made comments. The
Group held the view that an exchange of information on practices in that area was essential,
since GUIs were particularly useful in the development of modern technology. In addition, the
Group underlined the necessity to look at the information of expanding domain names, and
looked forward to the forthcoming information session on geographical indications.
21. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, thanking the Secretariat for the work done,
underscored the importance of exchanging information on the issue of GUIs, icon and type
face/type font designs. The Delegation expressed the hope for further work on that issue, which
could help protecting property rights and creations, as digital technology developed widely and
very fast. The Delegation considered that the answers to the questionnaire constituted a good
basis for further detailed investigation into that issue, as well as on infringement in respect of
the use of GUIs. The Delegation informed the Committee that a Federal Law, which had come
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into force a few years earlier, provided protection for those designs, therefore granting
appropriate protection to inventors and rights holders. The Delegation expected that the
Committee would continue to look into the specific protection for designs in graphical form.
22. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, said that it had welcomed the decision, during the previous SCT session, to
keep the questionnaire open for additional responses with a view to expanding the volume of
information available. The Delegation thanked SCT members for further contributions
containing 21 new or updated replies, and the Secretariat for revising the analysis of the returns
to the questionnaire, as contained in document SCT/43/2 Rev. The Delegation indicated that
the analysis provided a very valuable summary and lent its support to the conclusions reflected
in paragraph 106 of the revised document. Reiterating the view that the responses provided a
wealth of information, which would prove useful in further debates on GUI, icon and
typeface/type font designs within the Committee, the Delegation welcomed the highly relevant
information, which was used as a reference in the revised joint proposal by the delegations of
Israel, Japan and the United States of America, as contained in document SCT/43/10 Rev. The
Delegation expressed its full support for document SCT/43/2 Rev. to be used as reference for
further work on selected pertinent issues for GUI designs.
23. The Delegation of Georgia, speaking on behalf of the Group of Central European and
Baltic States (CEBS), thanked the Secretariat for compiling the replies to the Questionnaire
on GUI, Icon and Typeface/Typefont Designs contained in document SCT/41/2 Rev.2, as well
as for the analysis of the replies as outlined in document SCT/43/2 Rev. Indicating that those
documents were helpful to understand the practices of different Member States and facilitate
future discussions, the Delegation thanked the Member States and intergovernmental
intellectual property organizations for their replies and inputs to the questionnaire. The Group
reiterated its support for further discussions on GUI.
24. The Delegation of South Africa, speaking on behalf of African Group, thanked the
Secretariat for the compilation of the returns to the second Questionnaire on GUI, Icon and
Typeface/Typefont Designs and the analysis of those returns, as contained in
documents SCT/41/2 Rev.2 and SCT/43/2 Rev. The Group welcomed the 21 new and/or
updated responses received on the questionnaire following the forty-third session of the SCT,
which brought the total number of replies to 44. Considering that those replies would assist the
Committee in its ongoing efforts to gather as much information as possible on the subject, the
Group also expressed its appreciation for the clear and useful analysis prepared by the
Secretariat on the replies. Noting that the replies to the questionnaire provided valuable
information to the Committee’s deliberations on that subject, the Group however observed that
they still did not reflect the wide and diverse membership of WIPO, since only three Member
States from the African region had responded to the questionnaire and a relatively low number
of respondents came from other regions. Although it did not suggest leaving the questionnaire
open indefinitely, the Group believed that it would be beneficial for the Committee to have the
inputs of as many members of WIPO as possible, and particularly from developing countries,
before moving towards any concrete action or proposal directly based on the responses. The
Group therefore encouraged the Secretariat to continue collecting information on the subject,
not necessarily in the form of questionnaires. Indicating that it would continue to study the
responses provided as well as the analysis prepared by the Secretariat, the Group stood ready
to engage constructively on the subject.
25. The Delegation of China, thanking the Secretariat for the preparation of the meeting and
for the documents, held the view that the joint efforts of Member States would help achieving
new outcomes. The Delegation considered that documents SCT/41/2 Rev.2
and SCT/43/2 Rev. would help all parties to fully understand the practices in different countries
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and enable Member States to be aware of the latest development in the area and learn from
each other. Expressing the view that the compilation would lay a solid foundation for future
work, the Delegation expressed its willingness to share its experience with other
Member States.
26. The Delegation of Japan, expressing its appreciation to the Secretariat for its work in
preparing the documents and to the Member States and intergovernmental organizations for
their valuable replies, said that the analysis of the responses would provide useful information to
jurisdictions at the time of reviewing their design system. The Delegation noted that, according
to paragraph 106 of document SCT/43/2 Rev., the majority of the responding jurisdictions did
not require a link between a GUI design and an article. The Delegation also observed that the
methods of protecting GUI designs differed among jurisdictions. With a view to ensuring
international consistency with respect to the protection of GUI designs, and for the benefit of the
design system users, the Delegation expressed the hope that the Committee would deepen the
discussions on the protection of GUI designs.
27. The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of), thanking the Secretariat for preparing
document SCT/42/2 Rev., held the view that the current international framework provided
adequate flexibility for ensuring the protection of new technological designs. Therefore, further
discussion on the issue should be limited to sharing best practices and preserving Member
States’ policy space to adapt their national legislation to their needs and priorities.
28. The Delegation of the Republic of Korea thanked the Secretariat for the hard work in
conducting the questionnaire and collecting information to help understand countries’ protection
systems for GUIs. Considering that continued discussions on the issue would improve
members’ design systems for the convenience of users, the Delegation said that there was a
huge interest in the protection of GUI design, as applications containing GUIs were expected to
increase even further in the future. The Delegation informed the Committee of the revision of
the Act on the protection of GUIs in the Republic of Korea, which would come into force on
October 21, 2021. Expressing its appreciation for the discussions in the Committee, which had
constituted a great help for the revision of the Korean Act, the Delegation announced that it
would provide the Secretariat with answers to the questionnaire, reflecting that legal
amendment. The Delegation expressed the hope that the questionnaire would not be a
one-time event and that it would be carried out in the future to provide users with up-to-date and
appropriate information on Member States’ systems.
29. The SCT considered and took note of documents SCT/41/2 Rev.2
and SCT/43/2 Rev.
Updated Proposal by the Delegations of Canada, Israel, Japan, the United Kingdom and the
United States of America (document SCT/44/6 Rev.2)
30.

Discussions were based on document SCT/44/6 Rev.2.

31. The Delegation of the United States of America thanked the Secretariat for the rapid
translation of the revised document for consideration at the session of the SCT, especially
under the current difficult conditions. The Delegation recalled that over the last several
sessions the Committee had studied the protection of industrial designs in the context of new
technological environments in relation to GUI designs, which seemed to be used more in the
virtual world. In the Delegation’s opinion, as reflected in document SCT/44/6 Rev.2, the revised
proposal for a Joint Recommendation, would be of assistance to users and intellectual property
offices across the globe as it aimed at providing guidance for jurisdictions looking to adopt
commonly used or best practices in relation to those designs. In particular, as noted by the
Deputy Director General at the beginning of the session, the proposal would benefit to small
and medium enterprise entities, as well as to all applicants and designers. Although the current
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version of the Joint Recommendation was substantially similar to the previous one, contained in
document SCT/43/10 Rev., the Delegation drew the Committee’s attention to the updates,
which incorporated comments made during the forty-third session of the SCT. The proponents
had revised the draft recommendations to enhance the consistency of terminology used in the
recommendations and to further clarify the intentions of certain provisions to address questions
specifically from delegations at the forty-third session of the SCT. The Delegation indicated that
amendments had been made to Recommendation 3, which dealt with representations or
images in application, where the language in reference to reproductions had been better aligned
with the text and terminology used in relation to the Hague Agreement Concerning the
International Registration of Industrial Designs and in particular Rule 9 of the Common
Regulations. For Recommendation 5, concerning transitional and moving images, the
Delegation pointed out that a single phrase had been updated to better clarify the subject matter
of the provision, as well as a typographical error had been corrected. With regard to
Recommendations 8 and 9, on examination and priority documents respectively, certain
phrases had been deleted to improve and clarify the text. Although a few minor language
improvements had been made, the Delegation said that the proposal was substantially identical
to the text considered at the last session of the SCT. Moreover, the Delegation was pleased to
note that the Delegations of Canada and the United Kingdom had joined Israel, Japan and the
United States of America as co-sponsors of the proposal. Finally, while thanking all delegations
that had engaged during and between sessions for their interest and contributions, the
Delegation said that it looked forward to listening to comments and views from SCT members
on the revised proposal.
32. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, while thanking the Delegations of Canada,
Israel, Japan, the United Kingdom and the United States of America for the proposal, said that,
in its view, the proposal for a Joint Recommendation contained in document SCT/44/6 Rev.2
reflected properly the requirements for the filing of GUI designs within the framework of national
practices.
33. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, thanked the
co-sponsors for the updated proposal contained in document SCT/44/6 Rev.2. In the
Delegation’s view, the revised proposal was wide ranging, covering a number of issues from
definitions to enforcement. The Delegation observed that although most jurisdictions granted
protection to GUIs through industrial design registration or patents, there was an inconsistency
with regard to formalities and the scope of protection. The Delegation considered that
non-binding recommendations, such as those put forward in the proposal, would provide a
useful framework for the protection of GUIs and would assist in ensuring that designers across
the globe were supported in that evolving field.
34. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking in its national capacity, said that it looked
forward to positive and productive discussions and expressed its thanks to the Chair and the
Secretariat for organizing the session. While thanking the Delegations of Israel, Japan and the
United States of America for their continued work on the proposal for a Joint Recommendation,
the Delegation recognized the increasing importance of GUIs in the rapidly expanding market
for digital devices. Observing that the technical queries raised at the previous session had been
addressed in the latest version, the Delegation thanked the proponents and expressed its
appreciation for being added as a co-sponsor. The Delegation said that it looked forward to
continuing discussions on the proposal and to hearing the views of other delegations.
35. The Delegation of Canada, thanking the Delegations of Israel, Japan, the United Kingdom
and the United States of America for their work on the updated proposal, which Canada was
pleased to join as a co-sponsor, looked forward to collaborating with delegations over the next
few days. The Delegation observed that the updated proposal reflected the Canadian industrial
design practice and supported its objective of working collaboratively with Member States to
advance innovation through increased harmonization of the global intellectual property system.
The Delegation was of the view that continued work on new technologies, including the
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development of best practices for the protection of GUI designs, would both bolster support for
all WIPO Member States interested in developing or improving upon their own approaches
to GUI designs protection. Pointing out that the recommendations would also provide
applicants and innovators greater transparency and predictability in the registration procedures,
the Delegation said that it looked forward to engaging and working constructively with Member
States to advance the valuable work on the protection of GUI designs.
36. The Delegation of Australia, expressing confidence in the Chair’s leadership to undertake
productive discussions during the session, thanked the Secretariat for organizing the meeting in
these difficult circumstances and the co-sponsors for preparing the revised proposal. The
Delegation considered the updated draft Joint Recommendation very informative and
appreciated the useful framework that it provided. Reporting that a holistic review of the
national design system in Australia was taking place, the Delegation indicated that the
Australian Office was considering ways to better accommodate newer types of designs, such as
GUIs, in the design system. Finally, the Delegation expressed its interest in discussing
manners in which the Joint Recommendation could support designers to protect their new
technologies.
37. The Delegation of Japan, thanking Member States that had provided comments on the
joint proposal, announced its willingness to contribute, in cooperation with the Delegations of
Canada, Israel, the United Kingdom and the United States of America, to the advancement of
the discussions towards a Joint Recommendation on Industrial Design Protection for GUI
Designs. Pointing out that document SCT/44/6 Rev. 2 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, encouraging Member States to provide their comments on
the non-binding recommendation, said that through the recommendation, discussions on the
modernization of GUI design protection should be expected to be conducted actively within
each jurisdiction.
38. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, informed the Committee that its comments would be delivered on the basis of
the proposal contained in document SCT/43/10 Rev. With respect to GUI, icon and
typeface/type font designs, the Delegation shared the common understanding that currently
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 welcomed the proposal submitted
by the Delegations of Japan and the United States of America, as reflected in
document SCT/42/6. 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 recalled that it had made some
technical comments on the initial proposal at the previous session. The Delegation thanked the
Delegations of Israel, Japan and the United States of America for the revised proposal
contained in document SCT/43/10 Rev. Welcoming, in general, the revised proposal and the
amendments that had been made, the Delegation supported the fact that the revised draft
recommendations emphasized the non-obligatory nature of the joint recommendation and that
the footnotes highlighted the correlating questions and responses from SCT questionnaires
relating to the particular subject matter. The Delegation also appreciated the fact that the
proponents had incorporated some recommendations on drafting language. Thus, the
Delegation endorsed the new Recommendations Nos. 6 and 7. As to Recommendation No. 2,
providing that industrial design protection was independent of operational, temporal limitations,
the Delegation thanked the proponents for inserting endnote 6 to clarify that sufficiency of
disclosure requirements regarding the visual characteristics of the design itself in the Party still
would not be affected. The Delegation recalled that, at the last session of the SCT, it had
pointed out that aspects such as “the amount of time the design was visually available” or “the
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use in multiple screen display environments” could play a crucial role in the examination of the
material requirements for design protection. The Delegation also noted that the visibility of a
design, and the way it was used and presented in different display environments, could be
important for determining whether the design was new or had individual character. In that
regard, the Delegation considered that the clarification in endnote 6 was helpful, but not
sufficient. Thus, it suggested the following language for endnote 6: “For greater clarity,
sufficiency of disclosure or visibility requirements regarding the characteristics of the design
itself in the Party still would not be affected”. As to Recommendation No. 3 on the format of
representation, the Delegation thanked the proponents for inserting additional text providing
flexibility for a Member State to require that a design for a GUI be represented by a single type
of format of representation in each application. The Delegation also appreciated the insertion of
endnote 8 to clarify that Member States might require applicants to avoid mixing formats of
representation, such as combining color and black and white photographs, or combining line
drawings and photographs, at their discretion. With regard to Recommendation No. 4, the
Delegation recalled that, at the last session, the Delegation had requested clarification as to
whether the provision allowed 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. Thus, the Delegation said that it had appreciated the insertion
of endnote 10 with the clarification that it was recommended that the applicant would be able to
claim the design without having to claim the product itself as part of the design. Considering
that the revised text was an improved version of the original proposal, the Delegation said that it
looked forward to working together with the proponents and other delegations to finalize the
recommendations in order to foster a more harmonized approach.
39. The Delegation of Georgia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, thanked the
Delegations of Israel, Japan and the United States of America for the revised proposal
contained in document SCT/44/6 and informed the Committee that its statement would be
delivered based on the previous version of the document. The Delegation added that, in the
Group’s view, the framework for the protection of GUIs would be beneficial for the relevant
stakeholders. The Group thus looked forward to further discussing the proposal for a Joint
Recommendation on industrial design protection of GUIs.
40. The Delegation of Pakistan, thanking the co-sponsors for providing the revised proposal,
indicated that its national authorities continued to study the updated Joint Recommendation.
The Delegation added that, in light of its national Ordinance on designs, in Pakistan, a design
was inseparable from the article to which it applied and could not exist merely as a scheme of
surface ornamentation.
41. The Delegation of China, pointing out that its statement would be delivered based on the
previous version of the proposal, observed that the protection of GUIs was a sensitive topic and
that creators were calling for greater protection of those designs. The Delegation believed that
studying and discussing the strengthening of GUIs protection would deepen the understanding
of all countries, in order to mutually learn from each other and promote the protection of
industrial designs. The Delegation expressed its willingness to share its domestic practices and
legislation and to listen to the views provided by other parties. Reporting that, in China, black
and white photographs, color photographs and drawings were allowed to represent GUIs, the
Delegation indicated that the use of screen or other electronic means of representations were
not allowed. In addition, the examination was only done on paper and at least one physical
representation of the GUI was required. Finally, with regard to document SCT/44/6, the
Delegation said that it needed to make further studies.
42. The Representative of the Japan Patent Attorneys Association (JPAA), commending the
Chair for its leadership and the Secretariat for the meeting and the documents, expressed its
support for the updated proposal made by the Delegation of Canada, Israel, Japan,
the United Kingdom and the United States of America. Reporting that in Japan GUI designs
were protected under the Japanese Design Act revised in 2020, the Representative said that,
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as a result of the revision, the number of applications filed for GUI designs had increased.
Thus, better design protection for new technologies, such as GUIs, was important for users,
including harmonized design protection systems among Member States.
43. The Representative of the International Trademark Association (INTA) congratulated the
Secretariat for organizing the meeting and for preparing all documents. From a user
perspective, the Representative expressed its appreciation for the efforts made for
harmonization, especially regarding the formal requirements for protection and in relation with
the scope of protection. Underlining the extreme importance to reach a user-friendly protection
ecosystem, the Representative asked the Committee to keep working and to maintain the
harmonization efforts that had been made.
44. The Delegation of the United States of America, after having expressed gratitude to the
delegations for their remarks, made two observations. Firstly, although a number of delegations
had commented on previous versions of the proposal, the Delegation observed that those
comments were very useful as the document, while improved, was substantially similar to the
previous one. The Delegation hoped that members would have time to study the last version
for the next session. Secondly, the Delegation wished to thank the delegations that had raised
specific textual comments, including those of the European Union, Pakistan, China and
Australia. The Delegation affirmed its willingness to take on board comments from members
and observers in order to find a workable language, allowing delegations to join the proposal, as
it had been done by the Delegations of Canada and the United Kingdom. Finally, turning to the
comment made by the Delegation of Pakistan and observing that the practice of Pakistan and
the United States of America seemed to be similar, the Delegation said that the wording of the
proposal could be improved, so as to address some of the concerns raised by the Delegation of
Pakistan.
45. The Chair concluded that the SCT took note of the various positions and would
continue the discussion on document SCT/44/6 Rev. 2 at its next session.
Compilation of 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 (document SCT/42/2)
Proposal by the Delegation of Spain Concerning the Creation of a Database Compiling 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 (document SCT/44/5)
46.

Discussions were based on documents SCT/42/2 and SCT/44/5.

47. The Secretariat indicated that document SCT/42/2 compiled 52 replies from Member
States and two from Intergovernmental Intellectual Property Organizations 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. Then, recalling
that, at the previous SCT session, the Delegation of Spain had declared its intention to submit a
written proposal about future discussions on the matter, the Secretariat drew the
Committee’s attention to document SCT/44/5, which contained that proposal.
48. The Delegation of Spain expressed its gratitude to the Secretariat for the compilation of
the replies to the questionnaire and to Member States and observers for their contributions.
Expressing its appreciation for the Information Session on the Temporary Protection Provided to
Industrial Designs at Certain International Exhibitions, held in conjunction with the
previous SCT session, the Delegation was of the opinion that that session had been very
interesting from all points of view. The Delegation explained that its proposal, contained in

SCT/44/8
page 12
document SCT/44/5, aimed at creating a database to collect the responses to the questionnaire
in an ordered manner and to facilitate the sharing of information, which would be useful to users
of the system. Furthermore, the proposal aimed at encouraging Member States to keep the
database up-to-date, by communicating information to the Secretariat in the event of any
changes, such as the modification of their legislation. Finally, the Delegation pointed out that it
would be useful that countries having a formalized procedure for declaring a trade fair as
international would communicate the list of such fairs to WIPO, for the information of users and
States.
49. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B and expressing its
gratitude to the Secretariat for the preparation of document SCT/42/2 and to the Member States
and Intergovernmental Organizations for their replies to the questionnaire, looked forward to a
more substantive analysis of the responses by the Secretariat. Turning to document SCT/44/5,
the Group thanked the Delegation of Spain for its proposal. While noting that compiling
information to make it easily searchable was useful, the Group requested the Secretariat to
provide an outline of the resources required to set up such a database, to be able to assess the
undoubtable benefits against the effort to build it. The Delegation added that, in deciding
whether to take the proposal forward, the Group wished to understand who would host the
database and its objectives.
50. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, after having thanked the Secretariat for the
preparation of document SCT/42/2, underlined the relevance of the question of the temporary
protection provided to industrial designs at certain international exhibitions, under Article 11 of
the Paris Convention, as the temporary protection affected a number of designers. Noting that
certain international exhibitions did not necessarily fall into the category of “official or officially
recognized international exhibitions” in accordance with the Paris Convention, the Delegation
further observed that the pandemic conditions had limited the organization of international
exhibitions. For that reason, the Delegation underlined the importance, in the current
circumstances, to focus the Committee’s efforts on stipulating universal criteria as regards the
protection of industrial designs exhibited at international exhibitions to avoid prejudicing any
intellectual property right of stakeholders. Turning to document SCT/44/5, the Delegation
considered that the proposal by the Delegation of Spain was significant because it aimed at
protecting designers’ interests. Providing information about industrial designs at international
exhibitions would avoid any risk to intellectual property rights holders in the framework of those
exhibitions. The Delegation concluded by underlining the usefulness of the exchange of
information on Article 11 of the Paris Convention.
51. The Delegation of Pakistan thanked the Secretariat for the preparation of
document SCT/42/2 and the Delegation of Spain for its proposal contained in
document SCT/44/5. As it had noticed that, although its office had replied to the questionnaire,
document SCT/42/2 did not reflect those replies, the Delegation suggested re-submitting them
to the Secretariat.
52. The Delegation of Georgia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, thanked the
Member States and the Intergovernmental Organizations for their replies to the questionnaire,
the Secretariat for the compilation of the returns and the Delegation of Spain for its proposal, as
contained in a document SCT/44/5. The Delegation expressed the Group’s wish to learn more
about the specifics of a database intended to serve the users of the system.
53. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking in its national capacity, thanked the
Secretariat for the preparation of document SCT/42/2. As it remained supportive of the work on
that agenda item, the Delegation looked forward to participating in further discussions on the
topic. After having thanked the Delegation of Spain for its proposal, reflected in
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document SCT/44/5, the Delegation expressed its keenness to understand how the Delegation
of Spain and other delegations would see the work progressing, if any such database was
set up. The Delegation concluded by stating that it looked forward to hearing the views of the
Delegation of Spain and other delegations on that point.
54. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, thanked the Delegation of Spain for its proposal regarding further steps based
on the compilation of the returns to the questionnaire. In line with its previously expressed
support for the compilation prepared by the Secretariat, deemed as a useful tool for further
work, the Delegation endorsed the proposal by the Delegation of Spain. In the
Delegation’s viewpoint, having a compilation of the returns to the questionnaire in an easily
accessible and searchable format would be beneficial to users. Nevertheless, the Delegation
specified that it was in favor of the proposal with the caveat that the database should serve
merely for information purposes, as a repository of information. In the Delegation’s
understanding, the proposed database should not have any other further ramifications on a
policy or administrative level.
55. The Delegation of China thanked the Secretariat for the compilation of the returns to the
questionnaire, as presented in document SCT/42/2, and Member States for their responses.
The Delegation underlined the usefulness of the compilation that would enable the Committee
to better understand the different practices in Member States. Recalling that, under the Paris
Convention, Member States were allowed to choose an appropriate regime to provide
temporary protection to industrial designs exhibited at international exhibitions, the Delegation
noted the variety of practices in different countries. The Delegation concluded by expressing its
willingness to participate in further discussions on the topic.
56. The Chair, in light of the statements made by the delegations, asked the Secretariat if it
was feasible to prepare a prototype of a database for the consideration by the Committee at the
next session of the SCT.
57. The Secretariat recalled that the Committee had previously adopted a similar approach as
regards databases compiling the returns to two questionnaires on geographical indications, with
the great benefit of having now all the information available on the SCT webpages and
searchable online. The Secretariat confirmed that, following that model, it could prepare a
prototype of a database, including a few returns to the questionnaire for example purposes, and
make available the information requested about the resources needed and the technical details
on the host of the database.
58. The Delegation of Spain thanked all delegations for their useful and valuable comments
and expressed its gratitude to the Secretariat for the upcoming preparation of a prototype of a
database. In the Delegation’s opinion, if the Secretariat used its experience in creating
databases, the prototype would turn out to be very useful for users.
59. The Chair suggested requesting the Secretariat to create a prototype of a database,
including a number of replies to the questionnaire, and to present it at the next SCT session.
60. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, thanking the Chair
for the suggested prototype, expressed the wish to have the Group’s request for an outline of
resources required to set up the database expressly reflected in the Chair’s conclusion on the
agenda item.
61. The SCT requested the Secretariat to create a prototype of a database including a
number of replies 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, and to present the prototype, as well as resources
required, at the next session of the SCT.
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Update by Member States on Digital Access Service (DAS) for Priority Documents
62. The Chair, recalling that the SCT continued to take stock of the progress made in the use
of the DAS for priority documents in respect of industrial design applications, invited delegations
to inform the Committee on the latest developments.
63. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, drew the
Committee’s attention to the proposal, contained in document SCT/44/6 Rev.2, which included
a recommendation on the electronic priority document exchange for industrial design
applications, such as exchange via the DAS. After having expressed the Group’s gratitude for
the updates from Member States on their experience in using the DAS, the Delegation
underlined that the role of the DAS in supporting protection of industrial designs showed that the
system was delivering clear benefits for innovators around the world.
64. The Delegation of China reported that it continued expanding the DAS for industrial
designs. The Delegation observed that, based on its experience, the system improved the
examination efficiency and reduced the burden for applicants. The Delegation concluded by
expressing the hope for further support for, and use of, the DAS.
65. The Delegation of Georgia, speaking in its national capacity, thanked the Secretariat for
the preparation of the session and informed the Committee that its country had already
implemented the DAS for industrial design and patent applications. In a near future, after the
completion of inner work and the approval of relevant changes to the legislation, the system
would be applicable also to trademark applications. The office would decide on a date for the
availability of the service for trademark applications in 2021 and inform WIPO accordingly. The
Delegation concluded by expressing the hope that more countries would join the DAS, for the
benefit of applicants, especially during the pandemic period.
66. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, underlining the relevance of the DAS in the
current difficult times, reported that its country had prepared modifications to the legislation
governing the matter in the areas of industrial designs and trademarks. The changes would
allow the use of the DAS by both Russian and foreign applicants. The Delegation declared that,
once its legislation modified, users would be able to utilize the system in the most appropriate
manner possible.
67. The Delegation of Japan informed the Committee that, since last year, the Japan Patent
Office (JPO) had begun operating the DAS for industrial design applications. As a result, the
convenience for applicants in submitting priority documents had considerably improved. In
addition, the Delegation highlighted that, under the current pandemic situation, the usefulness of
the electronic exchange of documents was increasing. Therefore, the Delegation stated that it
would continue to strongly support the expansion of the system, in particular in the industrial
designs area.
68. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking in its national capacity, lent its support to
the enhancement of digital IP services and recognized the potential efficiencies offered by
the DAS to users and national offices. Reporting that its national office (UKIPO) continued to
develop its digital transformation agenda, the Delegation announced that the first phase of the
transformation was currently well underway. While stating that the Office currently provided
access to the DAS for patent applications, the Delegation informed the Committee that it would
continue exploring options around extending the system to industrial designs while further
developing its digital strategy.
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69. The Delegation of France, thanking the Secretariat for the organization of the session,
informed the Committee that, based on the tests and results obtained, its country had
implemented the DAS for patent applications as depositing office in December 2020. The
Delegation announced that the National Institute of Industrial Property (INPI) would extend the
service to industrial design and trademark applications by the end of June 2021.
70. The Delegation of the United States of America, recalling that it belonged to those that,
early on, had declared their interest in the DAS for industrial design applications, said that it
appreciated discussions on the topic within the SCT. The Delegation reported that it continued
receiving extremely favorable comments on the system from both national and foreign
stakeholders. The Delegation observed that the network was expanding,
counting 18 jurisdictions currently using the DAS for industrial design applications. Although
priority documents on paper – sometimes burdensome to get – could still be required in its
country, the Delegation pointed out that its office was using the DAS for the benefit of applicants
globally, in particular during the pandemic period.
71. 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)
72.

The SCT considered document SCT/43/6.

73. The Delegation of the Russian Federation expressed its gratitude for the proposal
containing examination guidelines for trademarks that consisted of, or contained, country names
or geographical names of national significance. The Delegation informed the Committee that
the registration of such trademarks was not allowed under the Russian Federation legislation if
they included a geographical location, for example the capital of a State or of a region or
administrative district, where this was not the place where the product concerned was produced.
Indicating that this was also the case for service marks, the Delegation observed that several
companies owned trademarks including geographical names, used them in their activity and
issued licenses to third parties. The Delegation held the view that further work and
consultations were necessary with stakeholders on that issue.
74. The Delegation of Jamaica, thanking the Secretariat for the preparation of the working
documents and the organization of the meeting, expressed its satisfaction of being a cosponsor
of the proposal. The Delegation held the view that names of States constituted verbal symbols
of States similar to State flags and national symbols and emblems, which were protected by the
international intellectual property system. Reiterating that, although some protection was
available for country names through the 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 proposal contained
examination guidelines for trademarks that consisted of, or contained country names or
geographical names of national significance, and reflected the diversity of practices applied in
Member States with regard to the examination of such trademarks. The Delegation looked
forward to the response of Member States to the proposal and to further engagement on the
issue.
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75. The Delegation of Pakistan thanked the cosponsors of the proposal and expressed its
support for the protection of country names against registration or use by persons with no link to
the country concerned. The Delegation looked forward to the debate on the matter.
76. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
Member States, expressed its interest in further discussing the proposal contained in
document SCT/43/6. While seeking clarification from the co-sponsors about the relationship
between the new proposal and previous proposals contained in documents SCT/32/2
and SCT/39/8 Rev.3, the Delegation said that it would welcome an attempt to merge some
concepts underlying previously submitted and long-debated proposals. The Delegation
reiterated that it would appreciate that any endeavor would neither imply a legislative exercise
nor envisage a disruption of existing practices on descriptiveness and distinctiveness. Seeking
clarification from the co-sponsors as to whether the revised proposal aimed at establishing new
grounds for refusal in trademark laws, the Delegation expressed the concern of the
European Union and its member states about the fact that the proposal put on an equal footing
country names and geographical names of national significance for the purpose of examination
of trademark applications. 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. 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. 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.
77. The Delegation of Georgia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, expressed its
appreciation for the proposal contained in document SCT/43/6. The Delegation held that the
non-binding approach of the document would facilitate future discussions and help finding a
consensus to make country names less vulnerable, ensuring a balance between the necessity
to protect them and the risk of broadening their protection beyond existing practices on
descriptiveness and distinctiveness. The Group reiterated its support for the proposal and
looked forward to constructive discussions.
78. The Delegation of South Africa, speaking on behalf of the African Group, thanked the
proponents of document SCT/43/6. The Group understood that the proposed non-binding
examination guidelines for trademarks that consisted or contained country names or
geographical names of national significance would assist Member States. Welcoming the
productive discussions that had been undertaken previously, the Group noted that a number of
concerns and questions raised in the last session of the SCT had been responded to. The
Group looked forward to further deliberations on the proposal, with the objective of finding
common ground among all Member States.
79. The Delegation of Switzerland recalled that the proposal provided for non-binding
guidelines for trademark examination when the mark either exclusively consisted of a country
name or a geographical name with national significance, or contained one of those names with
another distinctive element. The Delegation explained that the document had drawn from the
discussions in the Committee as well as from the replies to the Questionnaire Concerning the
Protection of Names of States Against Registration and Use as Trademarks
(document SCT/24/6) and the reference document WIPO/Strad/INF/7. The Delegation was
convinced that convergences in those documents could be transcribed in examination
guidelines. The Delegation indicated that Articles 1 and 2 of the proposal provided for
definitions of country names and geographical names of national significance, which could be
discussed further. Considering that the definition and the notion of protection should not be
confused, the Delegation said that, although a country name could be defined as such, it might
not be protected as a country name when it was included in a mark. That would be the case
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when the name had another non-geographical meaning or was applied for in a language
unknown to the public concerned. By contrast, a trademark consisting exclusively of a country
name or another geographical name in a language known to the target public would not be
distinctive and therefore not registrable. The Delegation mentioned the case of the mark
Iceland, which had been referred to by the Delegation of Iceland. The Delegation explained that
Article 4 provided for exceptions concerning country names, which would not be protected if
applied for in a language or alphabet unknown to the target public. As regards to Article 5 of the
proposal and the likelihood of deception concerning trademarks that contained a country name
or a geographical name of national significance together with a distinctive sign, the Delegation
referred to the statement made by the Delegation of the European Union, acknowledging that
examination practices diverged between countries. The proponents expressed their willingness
to further discuss the matter to find a common denominator. Adding that Article 6 covered
invalidation and opposition procedures for signs that were deceptive or devoid of distinctive
character, the Delegation was confident that convergence was possible, since those procedures
already existed in the majority of the jurisdictions. Responding to the concern raised by the
Delegation of the European Union, the Delegation recalled that the proposed guidelines were
not intended to be binding, nor to put an additional burden on Member States, but rather aimed
at reflecting the consensus among Member States and facilitating the examination of marks
consisting of, or containing, country names or geographical names of national significance. The
Delegation expressed the willingness of the co-sponsors of the proposal to respond to any
questions.
80. The Delegation of the United States of America expressed its appreciation for the revised
proposal contained in document SCT/43/6, as it answered several concerns raised by the
Delegation in past sessions. In addition, the Delegation thanked the co-sponsors and
considered that the work undertaken was a constructive way forward in discussing non-binding
examination guidelines for country names. The Delegation raised concerns about the scope of
the proposed examination guidelines as they currently stood, considering that there was not 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. 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 further discussions with the co-sponsors on the way forward.
81. 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. With regard to geographical names of national significance, the
Delegation suggested a study on the different practices in the countries. The Delegation
informed the Committee of the fact that under Chinese trademark law, foreign names known by
the public could not be protected and trademarks containing geographical names of national
significance or country names should be refused.
82. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking in its national capacity, thanked the
proponent delegations for their continued work on the proposal concerning the protection of
country names and geographical names of national significance. While recognizing that nation
branding and the protection of country names were issues that deserved further consideration in
the SCT, the Delegation stressed the fact that legal means existed to secure appropriate
protection in national legislation. The Delegation also expressed concern about the fact that,
despite their non-binding nature, the proposed examination guidelines might curtail the flexibility
that many national offices had in protecting country names and geographical names. The
Delegation remained open to further discussions on the issue, particularly with respect to how
the proposal addressed issues that had not already been addressed in the domestic legislation
of Member States.
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83. The Delegation of Israel expressed its appreciation to the co-sponsors for their efforts in
preparing the document and indicated that, in Israel, a mark perceived as geographical was not
registrable unless it was represented in a special manner or otherwise had acquired a distinctive
character. The Delegation indicated that national law did not differentiate among types of
geographical names for the purpose of registration of trademarks. However, while it was
relatively easy to recognize country names as geographical signs, it might be less clear to local
consumers when a geographical sign consisted of, or contained, a geographical name of
national significance. The Delegation also pointed out that a trademark containing a
geographical element could not be registered if it was misleading as to the origin of the product
or service. Believing that a consensus approach consisting in the creation of non-binding
examination guidelines was a constructive way to pursue the discussions on the subject, the
Delegation said that such guidelines should reflect existing practices on descriptiveness and
distinctiveness in Member States. The Delegation looked forward to continuing the discussion
and giving attention to the various comments and observations made by Member States.
84. The Delegation of Switzerland, thanking the delegations that had made comments on the
proposal, noted that its scope had given rise to several questions and doubts, which it was
ready to discuss further. Recognizing that, as stated by the Delegation of the United Kingdom,
the national law of the majority of countries provided for mechanisms protecting country names,
the Delegation highlighted the fact that the proposal did not intend to create new rights, but
rather to find a consensus reflecting the practice of the vast majority of countries and
legislations.
85. The Delegation of France indicated that, according to national practice, trademarks
consisting exclusively of country names were not systematically refused and that the
assessment was always made in relation to the goods and services.
86.

The Delegation of Sri Lanka supported the proposal contained in document SCT/43/6.
87. The Chair concluded that the SCT would continue the discussion on
document SCT/43/6 at its next session.

Revised Proposal by the Delegation of Jamaica for a Joint Recommendation Concerning
Provisions on the Protection of Country Names (document SCT/43/9)
88. The Delegation of Jamaica recalled that at the forty-third session of the SCT, it had
presented a revised draft Joint Recommendation for the Protection of Country Names, 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. Pointing out that the revised proposal sought to positively respond to previous
comments from Member States at the SCT, the Delegation indicated that the aim of the
proposal was not to prescribe rules that 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 that
consisted of, or contained, country names. The Delegation said that its proposal differed from
the joint proposal of Switzerland and other co-sponsors in that it provided more detail regarding
how intellectual property offices might treat country name protection in their examination of
trademarks incorporating pre-existing trademark law and flexibilities. In addition, the draft Joint
Recommendation dealt with country names only, whereas the Joint Proposal set out more
succinct procedural examination guidelines in relation to country names and names of
geographical significance. 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 also remained hopeful that some way forward could be
found, which could enjoy the consensus of SCT Member States. The Delegation, reiterating its

SCT/44/8
page 19
engagement with Member States regionally and bilaterally, in order to find the most practicable
solution to the long standing issue regarding the inadequate protection of country names in the
international trademark system, looked forward to the views of Member States and to continuing
the process in such a way as to find solutions.
89. The Delegation of South Africa, speaking on behalf of the African Group, thanked the
Delegation of Jamaica and reiterated its support for the draft Joint Recommendation for the
Protection of Country Names. Underlining the importance of the topic, which deserved the full
attention of the Committee, the Group noted that the Delegation of Jamaica had taken on board
suggestions and comments made by different delegations and had revised the proposal
accordingly. The Delegation believed that the revisions made to the proposal had brought it to
the point where consensus should be reached. In the Group’s viewpoint, the proposed Joint
Recommendation could be a step in the direction towards a coordinated international approach
on the issue, while not imposing binding obligations on the part of Member States. The
Delegation concluded by reiterating its support for the proposal and looked forward to further
constructive engagements.
90. The Delegation of China, thanking the Delegation of Jamaica for presenting a revised
proposal, was of the view that the committee should first decide on a more detailed definition of
country names, particularly as regards historical names and international country codes, in
order to address the issue of their protection and the level of such protection. The concept of
country names and its scope of protection should be limited. Stressing the importance of the
protection of country names as well as the ambiguity of the notion, the Delegation held the view
that, during examination, it was difficult to define the modalities of protection. Furthermore,
considering that the law and practice on the topic varied from country to country, and although
that the Paris Convention already contained detailed articles on the protection, the Delegation
indicated that the subject needed to be studied carefully, in particular as regards the conditions
under which the protection could be rejected. The Delegation, outlining the practice followed in
China, indicated that the grounds for refusing protection depended on whether the name
offended or not the sovereignty of the country. Indicating that it looked forward to learning from
the practices of other Member States, the Delegation said that in China, for example, if the
trademark consisted of, or contained, a country name with other distinctive elements in the
trademark, and the country name was independent or dissociated from those elements, only
used to indicate the origin of the product or service, the trademark could be accepted. Finally,
reiterating the need to define country names to provide a better basis for discussions, the
Delegation looked forward to learning from other experiences.
91. The Delegation of Trinidad and Tobago, on behalf of GRULAC, expressed support for a
balanced approach in respect of the revised proposal of the Delegation of Jamaica for a Joint
Recommendation Concerning Provisions on the Protection of Country Names, as contained in
document SCT/43/9.
92. The Delegation of the United States of America thanked the Delegation of Jamaica for its
revised proposal, which took into account some comments previously provided by its
delegation. However, the Delegation continued to have concerns regarding the scope of that
proposal. While the introductory text in the revised proposal noted that the proposed Joint
Recommendation “could guide and be used by Member States in trademark examination
manuals […]”, the text still appeared to purport to prevent use and, as such, appeared to aim to
have a broader reach than trademark examination guidelines. Furthermore, in its view, as there
was no international instrument that said that governments could prevent any unauthorized
uses of their country name, the Delegation continued to have concerns regarding the proposal.
In addition, the Delegation expressed other concerns regarding the scope and substance of the
proposal and agreed with the comments raised by other delegations at the previous
SCT session regarding the burdens that that proposal would impose. The Delegation indicated
that the Committee should consider the burden on both sides of seeking consent to register a
country name. For instance, the Delegation wondered how governments would decide when to
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authorize and when would examiners decide whether to accept the authorization. The
Delegation also continued to believe that the definitions of “country name”, the “denomination”,
the “international code”, the “standard abbreviation” and “the adjectival use of the country name”
needed further refining. Furthermore, the Delegation was of the view that the inclusion of
translations and transliterations without any scope parameters was too broad and
recommended limiting it to the six official UN languages, for greater clarity. Finally, while
sharing the concerns voiced by other delegations regarding the reference to “nation brands” in
the proposal, the Delegation continued to believe that the Committee should focus upon
discussing trademark examination tests for country names that were perceived by consumers
as country names and when such country names might not be distinctive or might be
descriptive.
93. The Delegation of Switzerland, thanking the Delegation of Jamaica for its revised
proposal, reiterated its support for the proposal, which provided more detailed mechanisms to
prevent the registration of misleading trademarks than 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 and stood ready to discuss it in further details.
94. The Delegation of Georgia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, thanked the
Delegation of Jamaica for its revised proposal concerning the protection of country names,
considering that it would serve as a good base for future discussions on the topic.
95. The Delegation of Jamaica, thanking all delegations for their comments and for
expressing additional concerns, said that it would reflect on the comments going forward. The
Delegation said that it looked forward to engaging constructively with delegations on the topic.
96. The Chair concluded that the SCT would continue the discussion on document
SCT/43/9 at its next 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.)
97.

Discussions were based on document SCT/41/6 Rev.

98. The Delegation of Georgia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, reiterated its support
for the Proposal Concerning the Protection of Country Names and Geographical Names of
National Significance in DNS made by the Delegations of Brazil, Georgia, Iceland, Indonesia,
Jamaica, Liechtenstein, Malaysia, Mexico, Monaco, Peru, Senegal, Switzerland and the United
Arab Emirates. As the proposal aimed at addressing the concerns of a significant number of
Member States about the use of country names and geographical names of national
significance as top level and second level domain names, the Group fully supported the
objective to protect country names and geographical names of national significance against
their delegation as top-level domain names in the DNS. In the Group’s opinion, the existing
protection was clearly insufficient at the second level and geographical names did not benefit
adequately from the current rights protection mechanisms.
99. The Delegation of Switzerland recalled that the proposal, contained in
document SCT/41/6 Rev., had originally been submitted in 2019, in the context of the
preparation by the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) of new rules
for the registration of new generic top-level domain names. The proposal aimed firstly at
preventing the monopolization of a country name or a geographical name of national
significance, by a private person, without the consent of the country concerned. The Delegation
reported that, since the submission of the proposal, the ICANN community had found a
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consensus regarding geographical names. That consensus consisted in maintaining most of
the rules adopted in the 2012 gTLD Applicant Guidebook, meaning that the protection for
country names had not been modified, neither reduced, nor increased. Consequently, the
Delegation believed that the problems that had arisen during the wave of delegations in 2012
were likely to re-occur, in particular because there was no rule for geographical names of
national or regional significance, such as the name of a river or of a cross-border region.
Stressing the need for further consultations on those issues, the Delegation urged other
delegations to engage actively alongside the proposal’s proponents. Furthermore, the
Delegation pointed out that the proposal provided also for a recommendation concerning
geographical indications, contained in document SCT/31/8, namely the establishment of a
protection mechanism for geographical Indications at the second level of the DNS. Similar
mechanisms already existed for trademarks in the Uniform Dispute Resolution Policy (UDRP).
The Delegation underlined the timeliness of that recommendation since the working group
within ICANN, responsible for evaluating the rights protection mechanism, had just started its
work on the UDRP. In that respect, the Delegation recalled that the current UDRP mechanisms
were inspired from recommendations made by WIPO in the Report of the WIPO Internet
Domain Name Process, published in April 1999. In the Delegation’s opinion, recommendations
from WIPO on the UDRP would not constitute any inappropriate interference in ICANN matters;
on the contrary, as regards the protection of intellectual property rights and the UDRP, WIPO
had played a central role and would continue to do so, through the WIPO Arbitration and
Mediation Center. In the Delegation’s view, it was therefore right for WIPO to look into the
shortcomings of the UDRP mechanisms that deprived beneficiaries of geographical indications
of means to defend their intellectual property rights in domain names. In most countries, those
beneficiaries were not in a position to obtain a trademark registration because of the descriptive
nature of the geographical indication. The Delegation noted that, as evidenced by various
information sessions organized during previous SCT sessions, the lack of protection for
geographical indications in the DNS was an ongoing concern for many production sectors, such
as the meat, cheese or wine sectors. In conclusion, the Delegation expressed its confidence in
the Committee’s ability to find a balanced solution, which would take all the interests at stake
into account and address the needs and legitimate concerns of users.
100. The Delegation of Brazil, referring to its previous interventions on the agenda item,
reaffirmed its support to the proposal tabled in document SCT/41/6 Rev. The Delegation
remained convinced that current Internet governance structures should be revised in order to
provide States with mechanisms to safeguard inherently sensitive interests of their communities
relating to country names and geographical names of national significance. At present,
governments had little margin to impede the monopolization of geographical names in the DNS.
In the Delegation’s view, the designation of geographical names as top level and second level
domain names had many public policy implications. For that reason, such designation should
be subject to special procedures, through which the legitimate concerns of communities would
need to be adequately taken into account. The Delegation stressed the need to advance the
discussions, in multilateral for a, on the legitimate criteria for those designations. Recalling that,
at the previous SCT session, it had referred to the unilateral decision by the ICANN to concede
the top-level domain “.amazon” to the company Amazon, the Delegation reported that Brazil,
the Amazon States and the Amazon Cooperation Treaty Organization had objected that
decision. Considering that that designation reaffirmed the need to discuss review mechanisms
and safeguards, such as those proposed in document SCT/41/6 Rev., the Delegation renewed
the invitation for an in-depth discussion on the matter by the SCT. The Delegation concluded
by welcoming the members’ views and perspectives in order to advance on that very important
issue.
101. The Delegation of Jamaica pointed out that the latest Update on Trademark-Related
Aspects of the DNS, as reflected in document SCT/44/2, showed that country names and
geographical names, including cities, communities and cultures, were currently being allowed to
be registered as domain names by the ICANN. That raised rights protection questions in
connection with the Second WIPO Internet Domain Name Process. In the Delegation’s views,
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allowing private companies to register country names and geographical names of national
significance as domain names deprived the concerned countries of the possibility of using such
domain names. Turning to document SCT/41/6 Rev., the Delegation emphasized the fact that
the proposal primarily aimed at using a list of country names, capitals, regions and World
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
then be published on the WIPO website. In order to obtain effective protection for country
names and geographical names of national significance against registration and use as domain
names, the proposal’s objective was to agree on a possible language that captured the areas
and issues of convergence, while leaving policy space for divergent approaches. Therefore, the
Delegation encouraged Member States to review the proposal, with a view to agreeing on a
workable solution to the pervasive problem of lack of protection of country names and
geographical names of national significance in the DNS. In conclusion, highlighting the
fundamental importance of the issue in the context of global trade, the Delegation was of the
view that the matter required the Committee’s urgent attention and resolution.
102. The Delegation of Australia, thanking the proponents for their revised proposal, said that it
considered the issues of domain name governance as important ones, to be considered by
the SCT. However, the Delegation raised practical concerns about the development of the
repository of country names and geographical names of national significance, as it would
impose a significant administrative burden on States and applicants. The definition of protected
country names and geographical names of national significance also raised concerns.
Furthermore, the Delegation sought clarification from the proponents on the application of the
proposal in certain situations, for example, where a name was common to more than one
jurisdiction, or where a name consisted of a descriptive word or a common name. In
conclusion, the Delegation expressed the view that the proposal required further consideration
by the Committee.
103. The Chair concluded that the SCT would continue the discussion on
document SCT/41/6 Rev. at its next session.
Update on Trademark-Related Aspects of the Domain Name System (DNS)
(document SCT/44/2)
104. Discussions were based on document SCT/44/2.
105. 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/44/2. 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. Referring to the ongoing process in ICANN to review rights protection mechanisms, the
Delegation acknowledged 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 in the process, to help ensure that rights protection mechanisms remained effective.
106. The Delegation of Jamaica, expressing concerns with regard to a possible release
by ICANN of previously-reserved country name domain names at the second level in new
generic Top-Level Domains (gTLDs), believed that such a procedure would be disadvantageous
to many WIPO Member States, with the onus resting on States to claim the domain name
instead of requiring the applicants to provide documentation of support or non-objection from
the relevant governments or public authorities. The Delegation therefore reiterated the need for
an urgent resolution of the question by the international community.
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107. The Delegation of Pakistan, taking into account the new gTLDs and the inherently
sensitive nature of terms with national, cultural, geographic and religious significance,
expressed the view that country or place names should not be allowed in the gTLD space,
unless otherwise agreed upon by the relevant government or public authorities.
108. The SCT considered document SCT/44/2 and requested the Secretariat to keep
members informed of future developments in the DNS.
Returns to the Questionnaire on Nation-Brand Protection in Member States
(document SCT/43/8 Rev.)
109. Discussions were based on documents SCT/42/4 Rev., SCT/43/3 Rev. 2, SCT/43/7
and SCT/43/8 Rev.
110. The Delegation of Colombia, as temporary President of the Andean Community, speaking
on behalf of the four member countries (Bolivia (Plurinational State of), Colombia, Ecuador and
Peru), presented Decision 876 on the common nation brand regime, recently adopted in the
Andean Community. Considering nation brands as essential means of communication and
implementation of national policies to promote the identity and positive image of each country in
different economic sectors, such as tourism, exports and investment, the Andean Community
issued Decision 876 on April 23, 2021, which regulates the common regime of nation brands.
Recalling that member countries had been discussing that regulatory proposal, initiated by the
Government of Peru and supported by the other member countries since 2016, the Delegation
said that the key objective of that regime was to protect nation brands and avoid their
non-authorized use. Available on the official website of the Andean community at
http://www.comunidadandina.org/DocOficialesFiles/Gacetas/Gaceta%204216.pdf, the
Delegation presented the main characteristics of Decision 876. First of all, nation brands were
not linked to any class of the international Nice Classification, they were imprescriptible and no
fees were required for protection. Furthermore, the procedure was simple, requiring only a
request for protection by an authorized entity. Nation brands were not susceptible to
cancellation for non-use. National intellectual property Offices would be able to refuse
distinctive sign applications, including trademark applications, where those signs were similar or
identical to protected nation brands; hence, a new cause of non-registrability was provided in
the Andean community regime. Administrative nullity of a registration would be established
when it had been granted in contravention to the provisions of Decision 876. Finally, each
intellectual property Office would be able to regulate specific subjects of Decision 876 according
to domestic legislation.
111. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, thanked the
Secretariat for the preparation of document SCT/43/8 Rev., following on the proposal of the
Delegations of Ecuador and Peru to conduct a survey on nation-brand protection. Thanking
all 57 Member States for their participation in the exercise, the Delegation noted that the
extension of the deadline to reply to the questionnaire allowed gathering 14 additional
responses. 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.
112. The Delegation of the Russian Federation thanked the Secretariat for compiling the
replies to the questionnaire in a document. Noting that its national legislation had not 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.
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113. 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 Rev., said
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 believed that the returns to the
questionnaires showed the need for a coordinated effort within WIPO and the SCT to afford
protection to nation brands in the global intellectual property system. Increasingly, Member
States were creating, investing and using branding schemes as integral components of their
international trade endeavors. Expressing the view that time was ripe for the international
intellectual property community to agree on international protection for nation brands, the
Delegation congratulated the Andean Community for adopting the nation-branding regime and
looked forward to the continued work on that issue within the Committee.
114. The Delegation of China thanked the Secretariat for its efforts in compiling the replies to
the Questionnaire on Nation-Brand Protection and the Member States for providing updated
information. Reiterating the position expressed at the previous session of the SCT, the
Delegation 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 to identify a nation brand, the Delegation
urged all delegations to refer to that text.
115. The Delegation of the European Union, on behalf of the European Union and its member
states, thanked the Secretariat for preparing the revised compilation of returns to the
Questionnaire on Nation Brand Protection in Member States. The Delegation welcomed
document SCT/43/8 Rev., which contained 14 new or updated responses and a total
of 57 returns to the questionnaire. 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.
116. The Delegation of Bolivia (Plurinational State of), thanking the Secretariat for the
preparation of the session and the Delegation of Colombia for introducing Decision 876, said
that the Andean Community had become the first regional block to provide for a special regime
for nation brands, which showed the importance that members attached to their protection. The
Delegation believed that nation brands were essential mechanisms which allowed countries to
effectively apply their national policies in terms of promotion of the identity and image of the
country and boost trade relations. Noting that for various reasons certain countries had not yet
responded to the questionnaire, the Delegation requested the Secretariat to re-open it and allow
Member States to submit additional replies in order to have an updated and complete document
for discussion at the next session of the SCT.
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117. The Delegation of the United States of America, thanking the Secretariat for the
preparation of document SCT/43/8 Rev., said that it had reviewed the returns to the
questionnaire and found them very interesting. Following new returns to the questionnaire, the
Delegation noted that Member States still 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, the Delegation considered that there
was no problem that WIPO needed to resolve. Thanking the Delegation of Colombia for the
presentation of Decision 876 on the common nation brand regime, the Delegation sought further
clarifications. Taking into account that country brands generally consisted of, or contained, a
country name, that premise being also confirmed by updated returns to the questionnaire, it
would seem that protection of country brands under Decision 876 would bar any registration of
a trademark containing a country name, as per Article 15. The Delegation wondered whether
that would pose a problem to trademark owners, who frequently used country names, or
variations thereof, as a part of their trademarks, and whether authorities would continue to allow
registration of trademarks containing country names or that would be prohibited for the future.
In addition, since Article 16 would allow competent national offices to administratively repeal a
granted registration if it violated Article 15, the Delegation wondered if that provision would
apply retroactively to previously registered trademarks.
118. The Delegation of Israel, noting that the results of the questionnaire demonstrated that
national laws and policies contained diverse approaches to the purpose and objectives of nation
brands and their protection, said that nation brands could serve as economic tools for public
relations, domestically or internationally, or for tourism, business or cultural purposes. For
example, the colorful and dynamic logo of Israel was part of a new branding approach that
exited from a specific brand and aimed to show the Israeli spirit. The Delegation concluded that
the questionnaire provided a starting point for discussion on nation brands and looked forward
to exploring further the various national approaches to that issue.
119. The Delegation of Peru, thanking the Secretariat for updating the document containing the
returns to the questionnaire, congratulated the Chair for his able leadership and expressed its
gratitude to the 57 delegations who had submitted their responses. Thanking the Delegation of
Colombia for presenting the key elements of Decision 876, the Delegation believed that the
responses had shown that nation brands were assets with the help of which many States
promoted their economic interests, the countries themselves, as well as their citizens,
companies and businesses. Noting that there were differences among countries as to the
definition and scope of nation brands, the Delegation believed that Member States considered
nation brands as an instrument of communication. Expressing the view that nation brands had
the capacity to enhance the competitive position of States and of businesses, in particular in
current pandemic circumstances where all efforts were directed to economic recovery, the
Delegation believed that it was necessary to find options to regulate and protect such
instruments. For those reasons and given the progress in recent sessions of the Committee,
the Delegation proposed conducting an information session on nation brands at the forty-fifth
session of the SCT on the following subjects: the importance of nation brands and their nature,
the reasons behind the creation of nation brands, the impact of using nation brands, the benefits
of their use and the problems encountered for their protection internationally.
120. The Delegation of Ecuador, thanking the delegations that had submitted replies to the
questionnaire, said that the outcome reflected in document SCT/43/8 Rev. evidenced the
relevance of that issue to countries. Lending its support to the proposal made by the Delegation
of Bolivia (Plurinational State of) to re-open the questionnaire for additional replies, the
Delegation expressed interest to have broader information on the matter, to analyze and

SCT/44/8
page 26
discuss it at the next meeting of the SCT, as well as to have an information session, as
proposed by the Delegation of Peru. Thanking the Delegation of Colombia for the presentation
of Decision 876, the Delegation invited interested countries to get acquainted with that decision
and remained available to hold bilateral discussions with those interested in getting further
details.
121. The Delegation of the United States of America, thanking the Delegation of Peru for the
proposal, expressed the view that the Committee should focus on the information session on
geographical indications prior to deciding on another information session.
122. The Delegation of Switzerland expressed its support for the proposal made by the
Delegation of Peru.
123. The Delegation of the Republic of Moldova, lending its support to the proposal made by
the Delegation of Peru, expressed its interest in the continuation of the discussion on the
matter.
124. The Delegation of Georgia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, thanked the
Delegation of Peru for the proposal to organize an information session on nation brands and
expressed its readiness to discuss possible topics.
125. The Delegation of Jamaica, lending its support to the proposal to organize an information
session on nation brands, looked forward to engaging with the Andean community on a
discussion of Decision 876 and other related issues.
126. The Delegation of Peru thanked all the delegations that had expressed support for the
proposal to organize an information session on nation brands and remained committed to its
preparation and successful holding.
127. The Delegation of Chile, thanking the Secretariat for the preparation of the session and
congratulating the Chair for his able leadership, proposed to defer the decision on the proposal
put forward by the Delegation of Peru to a later stage, so as to allow countries to deal first with
other Agenda items, as well as to give members the opportunity to discuss it bilaterally.
128. The Representative of ASIPI noted that ASIPI had supported and actively promoted the
recognition of nation brands as distinctive signs and the need for their international protection.
Recalling that ASIPI had cooperated with the Delegation of Peru in preparing the questionnaire
on nation-brand protection in Member States, the Representative congratulated the Andean
Community on the adoption of Decision 876 on April 23, 2021, which provided a system for
mutual recognition of nation brands in Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru and other countries on
the basis of reciprocity. Expressing the view that continuing the debate on that matter was
necessary, the Representative urged Member States to recognize the importance of nation
brands to benefit countries, especially developing ones, in terms of competitiveness. The
Representative said that ASIPI stood ready to cooperate in order to move the debate forward.
129. The Delegation of Peru, reiterating its gratitude to the 57 delegations that had responded
to the nation-brand questionnaire, thanked the Delegations of Bolivia (Plurinational State of),
China, Ecuador, the European Union, Israel, Jamaica, the Russian Federation, the United
Kingdom and the United States of America for their comments on document SCT/43/8 Rev.
Lending its support to the proposal made by the Delegation of Bolivia (Plurinational State of) to
re-open the Questionnaire on Nation-brand Protection in Member States, the Delegation
thanked all the delegations that supported the proposal to hold an information session on nation
brands. The Delegation indicated that it wished to amend its initial proposal. First, the
Delegation wished to propose that the Questionnaire on Nation-brand Protection be kept open
in order to enable other members to reply. Secondly, it wished to request the Secretariat to
make a presentation at the next session of the SCT on the main trends identified in the

SCT/44/8
page 27
responses to the questionnaire. In addition, the Delegation said that, at the forty-fifth session of
the SCT, it would submit, together with other interested delegations, a proposal containing
topics for an information session on nation brands, to be held at the forty-sixth session of
the SCT.
130. The Delegation of the United States of America, thanking the Delegation of Peru for its
constructive spirit and for providing further details regarding the proposed information session
on nation brands, said that it would need additional time to consider the proposal and to discuss
it internally. Expressing the view that the proposal should be discussed at the next session of
the SCT, after Member States had had the opportunity to study it, the Delegation stood ready to
provide its comments to the Delegation of Peru prior to the next session.
131. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, expressing its gratitude to the Delegation of Peru
for the amended proposal and for providing additional information on the manner of conducting
the session, said that it required further time, concurring with the statement made by the United
States of America to revisit it at the forty-fifth session of the SCT.
132. The Delegation of Switzerland, lending its support to both proposals to request a
presentation of the survey results by the Secretariat and to hold an information session on
nation brands, expressed the view that both actions would enable the Committee to get a better
understanding of the subject and decide whether or not to continue work on it. Expressing the
view that the new proposal by the Delegation of Peru was excellent and did not require any
further discussion, the Delegation believed that it would be more efficient to use the time saved
for information sessions and to study the new issues raised by Member States.
133. The Delegation of Japan, expressing its appreciation to the Delegation of Peru for
continued work on the proposal concerning the protection of nation brands, said that it would
like to consider it and discuss it at the next session of the SCT.
134. The Delegation of Germany, thanking the Delegation of Peru for the proposal and further
additional information, lent its support to the statement made by the Delegation of the United
States of America to discuss the proposal at the next session.
135. The Delegation of Sweden expressed support for the statement made by the Delegation
of the Unites States of America to discuss the proposal made by the Delegation of Peru at the
next session of the SCT.
136. The Chair concluded that the SCT agreed to:

request the Secretariat to re-open the Questionnaire on Nation-Brand
Protection in Member States until September 30, 2021, for further replies;

request the Secretariat to make a presentation, at the forty-fifth session of the
Committee, on the main findings and trends identified in the responses provided to
the Questionnaire; and

invite members to present, to the forty-fifth session of the SCT, proposals for
topics for an Information Session on Nation-brand Protection in Member States, to
be possibly held in conjunction with the forty-sixth session of the SCT.
AGENDA ITEM 7: GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATIONS
137. Discussions were based on document SCT/44/3 containing Proposals for Topics for an
Information Session on Geographical Indications.
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138. The Secretariat recalled that, at the previous SCT session, the Committee had taken note
of proposals for topics for an information session on geographical indications and had
concluded that the SCT would revert to those proposals at its forty-fourth session. Pointing out
that document SCT/44/3 reflected those proposals, the Secretariat reported that, after informal
consultations held by interested delegations, the proponents of the proposals at stake had
reached an agreement on two proposals for topics to be put forward.
139. The Delegation of the United States of America expressed support for conducting
additional information sessions on geographical indications in the future, as well as its interest in
seeking information from other delegations on specific geographical indications examination
issues. Reporting that it had had fantastic information exchanges on geographical indication
examination systems around the world, the Delegation declared its intention to continue that
important work. As mentioned in previous SCT sessions, the United States Patent and
Trademark Office (USPTO) was trying to refine its examination procedures to align them with
international practices, where possible. For the Delegation, information session exchanges
were therefore very important. The Delegation believed that they also mattered to other
delegations. Then, the Delegation informed the Committee that its proposal, as outlined in
document SCT/44/3, had been slightly revised to include concepts emanating from a portion of
the topics suggested by the Delegation of the Russian Federation, namely the possibility of
granting legal protection to geographical indications consisting of, or containing, a figurative
element. The Delegation pointed out that the new revised proposal read as followed:
“Examination of geographical indications in sui generis systems and trademark systems,
including words in combination with graphic elements and geographical indications consisting
solely of a graphic element, the weight given to descriptive elements, conflicts and scope of
protection”. In conclusion, the Delegation expressed the hope that the Committee would
support featuring that topic in the next information session on geographical indications.
140. The Delegations of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, thanked the
delegations for their proposals for topics for an information session on geographical indications,
as reflected in document SCT/44/3. The Group proposed that the Secretariat organize an
information session on geographical indications at the forty-fifth session of the SCT with the two
following topics: (1) “Examination of geographical indications in sui generis systems and
trademark systems, including words in combination with graphic elements and geographical
indications consisting solely of a graphic element, the weight given to descriptive elements,
conflicts and scope of protection”, and (2) “Ways to prevent bad faith registration of domain
names consisting of, or containing, geographical indications”. The Delegation further indicated
that those wordings had been shared with the regional coordinators, the Chair and the
Secretariat at an earlier time.
141. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, expressing its interest in an information
session on geographical indications, declared that it did not have any objection to the topics
proposed by the Delegations of the European Union and the United States of America. Since
the topic that it had suggested overlapped with the one proposed by the Delegation of the
United States of America, the Delegation lent its support to the revised proposal. In the
Delegation’s viewpoint, discussing those issues would help the Committee to better understand
the practices and approaches adopted by offices in carrying out examinations and to learn more
about examination of geographical indications containing graphic elements.
142. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its
member states, thanking the Secretariat and SCT members for their work in preparing and
delivering information sessions on geographical indications, considered that the process of
advancing the international debate on the subject had been a valuable and constructive
exercise. Therefore, the Delegation looked forward to continuing the exercise with topics to be
addressed in highly productive and informative information sessions. Having taken note of the
topic proposed by the Delegations of the Russian Federation and the United States of America,
as listed in document SCT/44/3, the Delegation recalled that it had proposed a topic on the
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treatment of geographical indications on the Internet, in particular in the DNS management. In
the Delegation’s opinion, the topic dealt with an area where there were significant lacuna and
unjustified divergences from treatment of other forms of intellectual property rights. The
Delegation pointed out that, insofar as the commerce on the Internet knew no boundaries, the
topic was a global challenge to be examined urgently by the Committee. The Delegation
observed that the current situation left geographical indications vulnerable to the exploitation by
operators acting in bad faith and, as such, failed to meet a fundamental purpose of IP rights. As
it looked forward to further exploring those matters in the framework of the information session,
the Delegation also considered that that session should address the relevance of geographical
indications for developing countries’ economies, because they constituted a unique form of
intellectual property, protecting local values at global level. The Delegation expressed its
readiness to facilitate such an information session, if proposed by an interested member. The
Delegation reminded the Committee of its proposed topic about “Ways to prevent bad faith
registration of domain names consisting of, or containing, geographical indications” for the next
information session. The Delegation concluded by lending its support to the proposal jointly
submitted by the Delegations of the Russian Federation and the United States of America.
143. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking in its national capacity, thanked the
delegations for their proposals for topics for an information session on geographical indications
and the Secretariat for their compilation. The Delegation informed the Committee that, on
January 1, 2021, it had launched its own sui generis system for the protection of geographical
indications. As it welcomed the opportunity to hear about the experiences of others through an
information session at the next SCT session, the Delegation looked forward to further
discussions at that session.
144. The Delegation of China, thanking the Secretariat and relevant parties for their work,
believed that discussing relevant topics would help enhancing the protection of geographical
indications and improve relevant mechanisms.
145. The Delegation of the United States of America thanked the Delegation of the Russian
Federation for its cooperation and expressed its deep appreciation for its co-sponsorship of the
revised proposal. The Delegation informed the Committee that it supported the proposal by the
Delegation of the European Union for the topic on “Ways to prevent bad faith registration of
domain names consisting of, or containing, geographical indications”, for the next information
session. Looking forward to working with Member States and the Secretariat to plan the next
information session, the Delegation expressed the hope that the Committee could continue the
important work of exchanging information to help each other.
146. The Delegation of South Africa, speaking on behalf of the African Group, thanking the
proponents for the proposed topics, said that the Group agreed on those proposals. However,
the Delegation requested to review the punctuation of the first proposed topic to make it clearer.
147. The Delegation of the United States of America said that it had envisioned the topic as the
examination of geographical indications in sui generis systems and trademark systems. To be
more specific, different areas of the examination in those systems had been listed out in order
to be highlighted in the discussions. The Delegation expressed its readiness to amend the
punctuation to provide greater clarity on the fact that those were different elements of the
broader topic, as long as other delegations, including its co-sponsor, would be open to such an
amendment.
148. The Delegation of Georgia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, expressed support for
the proposal made by the Delegation of the United Kingdom, on behalf of Group B, to organize
an information session on two topics, namely the topic proposed by the Delegation of the
European Union, and the topic combining the proposals of the Delegations of the Russian
Federation and the United States of America.
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149. The Delegation of South Africa, speaking on behalf of the African Group, pointed out that
it was not against the topic and that it did not suggest taking anything away from it. The
Delegation thanked the Delegation of the United States of America for its readiness to clarify the
wording.
150. The Chair, considering the request from the Delegation of South Africa, on behalf of the
African Group, and the flexibility from the proponents, proposed to note that, in principle, the
Committee had agreed on the proposals. Then, the Chair suggested that the amended drafting
of the topic be presented at a later stage during the session, for consideration by the SCT.
[Suspension]
151. Resuming the session, the Chair, after fruitful consultations, proposed a concluding
paragraph, including the requested amended drafting, which was approved by the Committee.
152. The Chair concluded that the SCT agreed:

to hold an Information Session on Geographical Indications in
conjunction with the forty-fifth session of the SCT;

that the program for that Information Session would comprise two panels
on the following topics:
(i)
examination of geographical indications in sui generis systems and
trademark systems, including

words in combination with graphic elements and geographical
indications consisting solely of a graphic element;


the weight given to descriptive elements;



conflicts; and



scope of protection.

(ii) ways to prevent bad faith registration of domain names consisting
of, or containing, geographical indications; and

to invite members to present, to the forty-fifth session of the SCT,
proposals for topics for an Information Session on Geographical Indications, to
be held in conjunction with the forty-sixth session of the SCT.
AGENDA ITEM 8: SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR
153. The SCT agreed to the Summary by the Chair as presented on the screen.
154. The SCT approved the Summary by the Chair as contained in Annex II of the
present document.
AGENDA ITEM 9: CLOSING OF THE SESSION
155. The Delegation of China commended the Chair on its excellent presiding over
the SCT session, the Vice-Chairs, the Deputy Director General of WIPO, the Secretariat and the
interpreters for their diligent work and contributions that ensured the smooth proceedings of the
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session. Observing that, with the concerted efforts of all members, the Committee had
successfully completed the discussions on all agenda items, the Delegation reiterated its
position on some topics. Firstly, in the area of industrial designs, and more specifically on the
Design Law Treaty (DLT), the Delegation expressed the hope that all relevant parties would
show flexibility in the consultation on the convening of a diplomatic conference on the DLT, take
into full consideration the concerns of developing countries and work together to advance the
agenda on the consultations. Moreover, as regards GUIs, the Delegation, expressing its
readiness to participate actively in relevant discussions and to share its experience, called on
more members to engage in discussions organized by the SCT to gain a comprehensive and
in-depth understanding of trends and interests of different countries. In the
Delegation’s opinion, that would lay a solid foundation for future work on the matter. Turning to
the area of trademarks, the Delegation was of the view that discussions on country names,
well-known trademarks and other relevant topics would help understanding the different national
practices. Therefore, the Delegation expressed its support for further discussions on those
matters within the SCT. Then, in the area of geographical indications, the Delegation believed
that, account taken of national situations and regimes in different countries, further discussions
and exchanges could be conducted by the SCT. Finally, recognizing that the SCT had long
played an important role in setting out multilateral norms on trademarks, industrial designs and
geographical indications and had made significant achievements, for which it expressed its
appreciation, the Delegation stated that it would continue to attach great importance to, and to
support, the work of the SCT. The Delegation concluded by expressing its readiness to
continue its active participation in discussions on the different agenda items of the Committee.
156. The Delegation of South Africa, speaking on behalf of the African Group, thanked the
Chair for his professionalism in presiding over the SCT session and the Secretariat, the
conference services, the technical support team and the interpreters for the organizational
arrangements, which had ensured the success of the meeting. Extending its appreciation to the
different regional groups and delegations for their cooperation and constructive engagements,
the Group believed that the session helped Member States to better understand the different
issues on the agenda, particularly the diverse proposals considered by the Committee.
Expressing the hope that the next SCT session would be held under normal circumstances and
that further progress on all agenda items would be achieved, the Group looked forward to the
information session on geographical indications to be organized in conjunction with the forty-fifth
session of the SCT.
157. The Delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of Group B, commended the
Chair on his guidance of the Committee and thanked the Vice-Chairs, the Secretariat, the
interpreters and the conference services for their hard work and professionalism. The Group
extended its appreciation to the Deputy Director General of WIPO for her introductory remarks,
which had highlighted the importance of the SCT in the international legal landscape of
trademarks, industrial designs and geographical indications. Sharing the views expressed by
the Deputy Director General of WIPO on the SCT significance, the Group congratulated her for
her re-appointment and looked forward to continuing their future cooperation. Emphasizing its
commitment to continue work, the Group was of the view that the session had enabled the
Committee to complete a significant amount of work thanks to both the smooth operation in the
background as well as productive discussions among delegations prior to, during, and on the
sidelines of the session. In conclusion, the Delegation indicated that the Chair could count on
the full support and constructive spirit of the Group to continue the fruitful discussions within the
Committee.
158. The Delegation of Georgia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, thanked the Chair for
his skillful guidance during the work of the Committee, as well as the Vice-Chairs, the
Secretariat, the conference services, the interpreters and any other stakeholders for their
contributions to the session. The Delegation declared that the Chair could count on the full
support of the members states of the Group in the future work of the Committee.
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159. The Delegation of Sudan, thanking the Chair, Vice-Chairs, the Secretariat and the
interpreters, as well as all delegations for their constructive contributions, emphasized the great
interest of the session. Seconding the statement made by the Delegation of China on
geographical indications, the Delegation expressed the hope for more meetings enabling
Member States to share their opinions on that matter.
160. The Delegation of Peru, speaking on behalf of GRULAC, commending the Chair on his
excellent work in guiding the Committee, expressed its gratitude to the noteworthy work carried
out by the Secretariat, the interpreters and the technical staff members that had allowed the
organization of the meeting during the period of restrictions imposed by the pandemic.
Thanking also all delegations for their constructive participation in the session, the Delegation
trusted that the Committee would be able to make progress at the next session on topics of
importance for GRULAC and other regional groups, such as the protection of country names
and geographical names of national significance. The Delegation concluded by expressing the
Group’s interest in actively participating in the information session on geographical indications
and others information sessions that could be agreed upon by the Committee.
161. The Chair closed the session on May 19, 2021.

[Annexes follow]

ANNEX I

SCT/44/INF/1
ORIGINAL: ENGLISH/FRENCH
DATE: 17 MAI 2021/MAY 17, 2021

Comité permanent du droit des marques, des dessins et modèles
industriels et des indications géographiques
Quarante-quatrième session
Genève, 17 – 19 mai 2021

Standing Committee on the Law of Trademarks, Industrial Designs
and Geographical Indications
Forty-Fourth Session
Geneva, May 17 to 19, 2021

LISTE DES PARTICIPANTS/
LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

établie par le Secrétariat/
prepared by the Secretariat

SCT/44/8
Annex I, page 2

I.

MEMBRES/MEMBERS

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

AFGHANISTAN
Jamal Nasir QAYOMY (Mr.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
j.qayomy@mfa.af

AFRIQUE DU SUD/SOUTH AFRICA
Batho MOLAPO (Mr.), Multilateral Trade Relations, Department of International Relations and
Cooperation, Pretoria
molapob@dirco.gov.za
Jan Mandla NKABENI (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
nkabenij@dirco.gov.za

ALBANIE/ALBANIA
Lindita MENERI (Ms.), Head, Trademark Sector, General Directorate of Industrial
Property (GDIP), Ministry of Finance and Economy, Tirana
lindita.meneri@dppi.gov.al
Dorina TERZIU (Ms.), Specialist, Trademark Sector, General Directorate of Industrial
Property (GDIP), Ministry of Finances and Economy, Tirana
dorina.terziu@dppi.gov.al

ALGÉRIE/ALGERIA
Naima KEBOUR (Mme), chef de service, Département des marques, Institut national algérien
de la propriété industrielle (INAPI), Ministère de l’industrie, de la petite et moyenne entreprise et
de la promotion des investissements, Alger
naimakebour2000@gmail.com
Mohamed SABBGAGH (M.), chef de service, Département des réglementations et des
informations, Institut national algérien de la propriété industrielle (INAPI), Ministère de
l’industrie, de la petite et moyenne entreprise et de la promotion des investissements, Alger
mh.sabbagh@inapi.org
Sara LAKROUT (Mme), examinatrice, Département des marques, Institut national algérien de la
propriété industrielle (INAPI), Ministère de l’industrie, de la petite et moyenne entreprise et de la
promotion des investissements, Alger
s.lakrout@inapi.org
Nadjia DJEDJIG (Mme), assistante technique, Département des marques, Institut national
algérien de la propriété industrielle (INAPI), Ministère de l’industrie, de la petite et moyenne
entreprise et de la promotion des investissements, Alger
ndjedjig@gmail.com

SCT/44/8
Annex I, page 3

Mustapha CHAKAR (M.), assistant technique, Département des dessins et modèles industriels,
Institut national algérien de la propriété industrielle (INAPI), Ministère de l’industrie, de la petite
et moyenne entreprise et de la promotion des investissements, Alger
etudiant1980@gmail.com
Mohamed BAKIR (M.), premier secrétaire, Mission permanente, Genève
bak_costoms@yahoo.fr

ALLEMAGNE/GERMANY
Tim WERNER (Mr.), Staff Counsel, Division for Trade Mark Law, Design Law, Law Against
Unfair Competition, Combating of Product Piracy, Federal Ministry of Justice and Consumer
Protection, Berlin
Sabine LINK (Ms.), Legal Examiner, Trademarks and Designs Department, German Patent and
Trade Mark Office (DPMA), Munich
sabine.link@dpma.de
Jan TECHERT (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

ANGOLA
Ana Paula PEREIRA MIGUEL (Ms.), Director General, Angolan Institute of Industrial
Property (IAPI), Ministry of Industry and Trade, Luanda
anapaulabolivar@yahoo.com.br
Carla Luísa LOURO PEREIRA DE CARVALHO (Ms.), Deputy Director, Angolan Institute of
Industrial Property (IAPI), Ministry of Industry and Trade, Luanda
carlalouro18@hotmail.com
Anatólio DOMINGOS (Mr.), Head, Legal Department, Angolan Institute of Industrial
Property (IAPI), Ministry of Industry and Trade, Luanda
amdsapo@gmail.com
Adelino NAQUARTA (Mr.), Head, Legal Department, Angolan Institute of Industrial
Property (IAPI), Ministry of Industry and Trade, Luanda
adelino.domingos@mindcom.gov.ao
Imaculada MANUEL (Ms.), Technician, Legal Department, Angolan Institute of Industrial
Property (IAPI), Ministry of Industry and Trade, Luanda
imacardoso21@gmail.com
Victor de Jesus Caetano MANUEL (Mr.), Technician, Legal Department, Angolan Institute of
Industrial Property (IAPI), Ministry of Industry and Trade, Luanda
victor4evervictor@hotmail.com

SCT/44/8
Annex I, page 4

ARABIE SAOUDITE/SAUDI ARABIA
Haifa BIN SALMAH (Ms.), Legislative and Regulations Analyst, Saudi Authority for Intellectual
Property (SAIP), Riyadh
hbinsalmah@saip.gov.sa
Khaled ALOREEJ (Mr.), Senior Industrial and Layout Designs Examiner, Saudi Authority for
Intellectual Property (SAIP), Riyadh
koreej@saip.gov.sa
Abdulrahman ALBASSAM (Mr.), Trademarks Examiner, Trademarks Department, Saudi
Authority for Intellectual Property (SAIP), Riyadh

ARGENTINE/ARGENTINA
Betina FABBIETTI (Sra.), Segundo Secretario, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
betina.fabbietti@missionarg.ch

AUSTRALIE/AUSTRALIA
Sarah JAMES (Ms.), Assistant Director, International Policy and Cooperation, IP Australia,
Canberra
Gavin PHILLIPS (Mr.), Assistant General Manager, Trade Marks and Designs Group,
Department of Industry, Science, Energy and Resources, IP Australia, Canberra
Ben GOLDSWORTHY (Mr.), Assistant Project Officer, Trade Marks and Designs Group,
Department of Industry, Science, Energy and Resources, IP Australia, Canberra
Dustyn TAYLOR (Mr.), Policy Officer, International Policy and Cooperation, IP Australia,
Canberra
Oscar Samuel GROSSER-KENNEDY (Mr.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
oscar.grosser-kennedy@dfat.gov.au

AZERBAÏDJAN/AZERBAIJAN
Anar HUSEYNOV (Mr.), Deputy Director, Patent and Trademarks Examination Centre, Baku
huseynov.a@hotmail.com

BANGLADESH
Md. Mahabubur RAHMAN (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
mahabub31@mofa.gov.bd

BÉLARUS/BELARUS
Dmitry DOROSHEVICH (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
utz@ncip.by

SCT/44/8
Annex I, page 5

BÉNIN/BENIN
Mathias AGON (M.), directeur général, Agence nationale de la propriété industrielle (ANaPI),
Ministère de l’industrie et du commerce, Cotonou
magon@gouv.bj
Jean-Baptiste LALEYE (M.), expert, Agence nationale de la propriété industrielle (ANaPI),
Ministère de l’industrie et du commerce, Cotonou
jeanbaptistelaleye@gmail.com

BOLIVIE (ÉTAT PLURINATIONAL DE)/BOLIVIA (PLURINATIONAL STATE OF)
Maira Mariela MACDONAL ALVAREZ (Sra.), Embajadora, Representante Permanente, Misión
Permanente, Ginebra
Mariana Yarmila NARVÁEZ VARGAS (Sra.), Segunda Secretaria, Misión Permanente, Ginebra

BRÉSIL/BRAZIL
Flávio ALCÂNTARA (Mr.), Head, Directorate of Trademarks, Industrial Designs and
Geographic Indications, Industrial Designs Division, Brazilian National Institute of Industrial
Property (INPI), Ministry of Economy, Rio de Janeiro
flavio.alcantara@inpi.gov.br
Renata PEREIRA (Ms.), Trademark Examiner, Directorate of Trademarks, Industrial Designs,
and Geographical Indications, Industrial Designs Division, Brazilian National Institute of
Industrial Property (INPI), Ministry of Economy, Rio de Janeiro
renata.pereira@inpi.gov.br
Laís LOREDO GAMA TAMANINI (Ms.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
lais.tamanini@itamaraty.gov.br

BULGARIE/BULGARIA
Rayko RAYTCHEV (Mr.), Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission,
Geneva
Tsvetislava LAKOVA (Ms.), Director, Patent Office of the Republic of Bulgaria, Ministry of
Economy, Sofia
tslakova@bpo.bg
Anton KAMENSKI (Mr.), Expert, Examination and Protection of Inventions and Industrial
Designs Directorate, Patent Office of the Republic of Bulgaria, Ministry of Economy, Sofia
akamenski@bpo.bg
Andriana BOGOMILOVA (Ms.), Examiner, Examination and Opposition of Trademarks and
Geographical Indications Directorate, Patent Office of the Republic of Bulgaria, Ministry of
Economy, Sofia
abogomilova@bpo.bg

SCT/44/8
Annex I, page 6

CAMBODGE/CAMBODIA
Socheata HANG (Ms.), Deputy Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission to the World
Trade Organization (WTO), Geneva
hang.socheata@ymail.com

CAMEROUN/CAMEROON
Gabriel DODO NDOKE (M.), ministre des mines, de l’industrie et du développement
technologique, Yaoundé
infos@minmidt.cm
Salomon EHETH (M.), ambassadeur, représentant permanent, Mission permanente, Genève
eheth@cameroon-ge.ch
Nadine Yolande DJUISSI SEUTCHUENG (Mme), sous-directrice chargée des procédures
d’innovation et de la réglementation, Division de la promotion et de l’appui à l’innovation (DPAI),
Ministère de la recherche scientifique et de l’innovation (MINRESI), Yaoundé
dnadineyolande@gmail.com
Théophile Olivier BOSSE (M.), deuxième conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève
bossethophileolivier@yahoo.fr

CANADA
Iyana GOYETTE (Ms.), Deputy Director, Policy and Legislation, Canadian Intellectual Property
Office (CIPO), Gatineau
iyana.goyette@canada.ca
George ELEFTHERIOU (Mr.), Senior Trade Policy Officer, Intellectual Property Trade Policy
Division, Global Affairs Canada, Ottawa
george.eleftheriou@international.gc.ca
Andrea FLEWELLING (Ms.), Senior Policy Advisor, Copyright and Trademark Policy
Directorate, Innovation, Science and Economic Development Canada, Ottawa
andrea.flewelling@canada.ca
Maxime VILLEMAIRE (Mr.), Senior Policy and Legislation Analyst, Trademarks and Industrial
Designs Branch, Canadian Intellectual Property Office (CIPO), Gatineau
maxime.villemaire@canada.ca

CHILI/CHILE
Sergio ESCUDERO CÁCERES (Sr.), Jefe, Departamento Internacional y de Políticas Públicas,
Instituto Nacional de Propiedad Industrial (INAPI), Ministerio de Economía, Santiago de Chile
sescudero@inapi.cl
Denisse PEREZ FIERRO (Sra.), Abogada, Departamento Internacional y de Políticas Públicas,
Instituto Nacional de Propiedad Industrial (INAPI), Santiago de Chile
dperez@inapi.cl

SCT/44/8
Annex I, page 7

Pablo LATORRE TALLARD (Sr.), Asistente, División de Propiedad Intelectual, Subsecretaría de
Relaciones Económicas Internacionales, Santiago de Chile
platorre@subrei.gob.cl
Martin CORREA (Sr.), Consejero, Misión Permanente ante la Organización Mundial del
Comercio (OMC), Ginebra
macorrea@subrei.gob.cl

CHINE/CHINA
ZHENG Haiyan (Ms.), Divisional Director, Trademark Office, China National Intellectual
Property Administration (CNIPA), Beijing
SUN Di (Mr.), Program Administrator, Law and Treaty Department, China National Intellectual
Property Administration (CNIPA), Beijing
WU Boxuan (Mr.), Program Administrator, International Cooperation Department, China
National Intellectual Property Administration (CNIPA), Beijing
YANG Wenjing (Ms.), Program Administrator, International Cooperation Department, China
National Intellectual Property Administration (CNIPA), Beijing

COLOMBIE/COLOMBIA
María José LAMUS BECERRA (Sra.), Superintendente Delegada para la Propiedad Industrial,
Superintendencia de Industria y Comercio (SIC), Ministerio de Industria, Comercio y Turismo,
Bogotá D.C.
mlamus@sic.gov.co
Juan Pablo MATEUS BERNAL (Sr.), Asesor para la Delegatura de Propiedad Industrial,
Superintendencia de Industria y Comercio (SIC), Ministerio de Industria, Comercio y Turismo,
Bogotá D.C.
jmateus@sic.gov.co
Primitivo BOLAÑOS (Sr.), Asesor para la Delegatura de Propiedad Industrial, Superintendencia
de Industria y Comercio (SIC), Ministerio de Industria, Comercio y Turismo, Bogotá D.C.
pbolanos@sic.gov.co
Yesid Andrés SERRANO (Sr.), Segundo Secretario, Misión Permanente, Ginebra

CÔTE D’IVOIRE
Guillaume Olivier GONAT (M.), conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève
guillaume2gonat@gmail.com

CROATIE/CROATIA
Tea MAJERSKI (Ms.), Head, Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical Indications
Department, State Intellectual Property Office of the Republic of Croatia (SIPO), Zagreb

SCT/44/8
Annex I, page 8

DANEMARK/DENMARK
Bjarke Pii KORREMANN (Mr.), Senior Legal Advisor, Danish Patent and Trademark Office,
Ministry of Industry, Business and Financial Affairs, Taastrup
Bo Oddsønn SÆTTEM (Mr.), Senior Legal Advisor, Danish Patent and Trademark Office,
Ministry of Industry, Business and Financial Affairs, Taastrup

DJIBOUTI
Kadra AHMED HASSAN (Ms.), Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission,
Geneva
mission.djibouti@djibouti.ch
Oubah MOUSSA AHMED (Ms.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
moussa_oubah@yahoo.fr

ÉGYPTE/EGYPT
Ahmed Mohamed IBRAHIM MOHAMED (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

EL SALVADOR
Katia CARBALLO (Sra.), Ministra Consejera, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
kcarballo@minec.gob.sv

ÉMIRATS ARABES UNIS/UNITED ARAB EMIRATES
Shaima AL-AKEL (Ms.), International Organizations Executive, Permanent Mission to the World
Trade Organization (WTO), Geneva

ÉQUATEUR/ECUADOR
María Cecilia GUTIÉRREZ MIDEROS (Sra.), Primera Secretaria, Misión Permanente ante la
Organización Mundial del Comercio (OMC), Ginebra
macecyg7@gmail.com

ESPAGNE/SPAIN
Gerardo PENAS GARCÍA (Sr.), Jefe de Área, Oficina Española de Patentes y Marcas (OEPM),
Ministerio de Industria, Comercio y Turismo, Madrid
gerardo.penas@oepm.es
Carmen ÁLVAREZ DE LAS ASTURIAS (Sra.), Jefe de Servicio, Examen de Fondo,
Departamento Signos Distintivos, Oficina Española de Patentes y Marcas (OEPM), Ministerio
de Industria, Comercio y Turismo, Madrid

SCT/44/8
Annex I, page 9

Elena BORQUE (Sra.), Jefe de Servicio de Diseños Industriales, Departamento de Patentes e
Información Tecnológica, Oficina Española de Patentes y Marcas (OEPM), Ministerio de
Industria, Comercio y Turismo, Madrid
elena.borque@oepm.es
María José RODRÍGUEZ ALONSO (Sra.), Jefe de Servicio, Examen de Marcas, Departamento
Signos Distintivos, Oficina Española de Patentes y Marcas (OEPM), Ministerio de Industria,
Comercio y Turismo, Madrid
mjose.rodriguez@oepm.es
Juan LUEIRO GARCÍA (Sr.), Consejero, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
juan.lueiro@maec.es
Rosa ORIENT QUILIS (Sra.), Oficial, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
rosa.orient@maec.es

ESTONIE/ESTONIA
Liina PUU (Ms.), Advisor, Trademark Department, The Estonian Patent Office, Tallinn
liina.puu@epa.ee
Cady RIVERA (Ms.), Head, Legal Services, Financial and Administrative Department,
The Estonian Patent Office, Tallinn
cadykaisa.rivera@epa.ee

ÉTATS-UNIS D’AMÉRIQUE/UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
David GERK (Mr.), Principal Counsel and Director for Patent Policy, Office of Policy and
International Affairs, United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), Alexandria, Virginia
david.gerk@uspto.gov
Nancy OMELKO (Ms.), Senior Attorney, Office of Policy and International Affairs, United States
Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), Alexandria, Virginia
nancy.omelko@uspto.gov
Laura HAMMEL (Ms.), Attorney-Advisor, Office of Policy and International Affairs, United States
Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), Alexandria, Virginia
John RODRIGUEZ (Mr.), Attorney-Advisor, Office of Policy and International Affairs,
United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), Alexandria, Virginia
john.rodriguez@uspto.gov
Lauren HUOT (Ms.), Economic and Commercial Officer, Office of Intellectual Property
Enforcement, Department of State, Washington, D.C.
Yasmine FULENA (Ms.), Intellectual Property Advisor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
Marina LAMM (Ms.), Intellectual Property Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva

SCT/44/8
Annex I, page 10

ÉTHIOPIE/ETHIOPIA
Ermias HAILEMARIAM (Mr.), Director General, Ethiopian Intellectual Property Office (EIPO),
Addis Ababa
yermiasyemane@gmail.com
Girma BEJIGA SENBETA (Mr.), Advisor, Ethiopian Intellectual Property Office (EIPO),
Addis Ababa
gsenbeta821@gmail.com
Tebikew Terefe ALULA (Mr.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
tebikew.terefe@mfa.gov.et

FÉDÉRATION DE RUSSIE/RUSSIAN FEDERATION
Maria KARABANOVA (Ms.), Deputy Head, Trademarks and Geographical Indications
Department, Federal Service for Intellectual Property (ROSPATENT), Moscow
otd1647@rupto.ru
Vladislav MAMONTOV (Mr.), Counsellor, International Cooperation Department, Federal
Service for Intellectual Property (ROSPATENT), Moscow
rospat041@rupto.ru
Anna FILIPPOVA (Ms.), Expert, Trademarks and Geographical Indications Department, Federal
Service for Intellectual Property (ROSPATENT), Moscow
anna.filippova@rupto.ru
Vadim SERGEEV (Mr.), Senior Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
politicalref.geneva@gmail.com
Maria RYAZANOVA (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
m.ryazanova@mail.ru
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FINLANDE/FINLAND
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
Vilma PELTONEN (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

FRANCE
Alexandre LEVY (M.), expert juridique, Service juridique, Institut national de l’origine et de la
qualité (INAO), Lyon
a.levy@inao.gouv.fr
Élise BOUCHU (Mme), chargée de mission, Service des affaires juridiques et internationales,
Institut national de la propriété industrielle (INPI), Courbevoie
ebouchu@inpi.fr
Olivia LE LAMER (Mme), chargée de mission (indications géographiques), Ministère de
l’agriculture et de l’alimentation, Paris
olivia.le-lamer@agriculture.gouv.fr
Josette HERESON (Mme), conseillère (affaires économiques et environnement), Mission
permanente, Genève

GABON
Edwige KOUMBY MISSAMBO (Mme), première conseillère, Mission permanente, Genève
premierconseiller@gabon-onug.ch

GÉORGIE/GEORGIA
Irakli KASRADZE (Mr.), Head, Trademarks, Geographical Indications and Designs Department,
National Intellectual Property Center (SAKPATENTI), Mtskheta
iraklikasradze@sakpatenti.org.ge
Khatuna TSIMAKURIDZE (Ms.), International Affairs Officer, International Relations
Department, National Intellectual Property Center (SAKPATENTI), Mtskheta
ktsimakuridze@sakpatenti.gov.ge
Ketevan KILADZE (Ms.), Legal and International Affairs Department, National Intellectual
Property Center (SAKPATENTI), Mtskheta
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GHANA
Grace ISSAHAQUE (Ms.), Head, Industrial Property Office, Registrar General’s Department,
Ministry of Justice, Accra
graceissahaque@hotmail.com
Cynthia ATTUQUAYEFIO (Ms.), Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

GRÈCE/GREECE
Myrto LAMBROU MAURER (Ms.), Head, Department of International Affairs, Hellenic Industrial
Property Organization (HIPO), Athens

GUATEMALA
Debora Raquel GONZALEZ RAMIREZ (Sra.), Encargada, Departamento de Marcas, Registro
de la Propiedad Intelectual, Ministerio de Economía, Guatemala
raquelyjulio@hotmail.es
Gloria Angélica JERÓNIMO MENCHÚ (Sra.), Examinadora de Marcas, Departamento de
Marcas, Registro de la Propiedad Intelectual, Ministerio de Economía, Guatemala
Flor de María GARCÍA DÍAZ (Sra.), Consejera, Misión Permanente ante la Organización
Mundial del Comercio (OMC), Ginebra
flor.garcia@wtoguatemala.ch

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

INDE/INDIA
Pawan Kumar PANDEY (Mr.), Deputy Registrar, Trade Marks and Geographical Indications,
International Division of Trade Marks Registry, Department for Promotion of Industry and
Internal Trade, Ministry of Commerce and Industry, Kolkata
pkpandey.tmr@nic.in
Jitendra Kumar PRADHAN (Mr.), Deputy Controller, International Division of Patents and
Designs Registry, Department for Promotion of Industry and Internal Trade, Ministry of
Commerce and Industry, Kolkata
jkpradhan.ipo@nic.in
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Prashanth Kumar S. BHIRAPPANAVAR (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, Kolkata
prashanth.ipo@nic.in
Garima PAUL (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
eco.genevapmi@mea.gov.in

INDONÉSIE/INDONESIA
Agung INDRIYANTO (Mr.), Head, Directorate of Trademark and Geographical Indication,
Directorate General of Intellectual Property, Ministry of Law and Human Rights, Jakarta
Rudjimin RUDJIMIN (Mr.), Coordinator, Trade Disputes Settlements and Intellectual Property,
Directorate of Trade, Commodities and Intellectual Property, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Jakarta
Reyhan PRADIETYA (Mr.), Officer, Trade Disputes Settlements and Intellectual Property,
Directorate of Trade, Commodities and Intellectual Property, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Jakarta
Erry Wahyu PRASETYO (Mr.), Officer, Trade Disputes Settlements and Intellectual Property,
Directorate of Trade, Commodities and Intellectual Property, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Jakarta
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

IRAN (RÉPUBLIQUE ISLAMIQUE D’)/IRAN (ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF)
Bahareh GHANOON (Ms.), Legal Officer, Legal Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Tehran
bahareghanoon@gmail.com
Bahram HEIDARI (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
b.heidari@mfa.gov.ir

IRAQ
Shaima’a ALHYALIE (Ms.), Senior Legal Advisor, Trademarks Department, Ministry of Industry
and Minerals, Baghdad
atheermalani32@gmail.com
Raghda ALASWADI (Ms.), Electronic Systems Officer, Trademarks Department, Ministry of
Industry and Minerals, Baghdad
raghdamohyya@gmail.com
Suha GHARRAWI (Ms.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
suhaalgarrawi@gmail.com
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IRLANDE/IRELAND
Patricia MOLLAGHAN (Ms.), Higher Executive Officer, Intellectual Property Unit, Department of
Enterprise, Trade and Employment, Thomastown
Martin O’FLAHERTY (Mr.), Advisor, Intellectual Property Unit, Department of Enterprise, Trade
and Employment, Thomastown
martin.oflaherty@enterprise.gov.ie

ISLANDE/ICELAND
Margrét HJÁLMARSDÓTTIR (Ms.), Head, Legal Department, Icelandic Intellectual Property
Office (ISIPO), Department of Energy, Industry and Business, Ministry of Industries and
Innovation, Reykjavík
margret.hjalmarsdottir@hugverk.is
Brynhildur PALMARSDÓTTIR (Ms.), Legal Expert, Icelandic Intellectual Property Office (ISIPO),
Department of Energy, Industry and Business, Ministry of Industries and Innovation, Reykjavík
brynhildur.palmarsdottir@anr.is
Gautur STURLUSON (Mr.), Legal Advisor, Directorate for External Trade and Economic Affairs,
Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Reykjavík
gautur@mfa.is

ISRAËL/ISRAEL
Jacqueline BRACHA (Ms.), Deputy Director, Israel Patent Office (ILPO), Jerusalem
jacquelineb@justice.gov.il
Ayelet FELDMAN (Ms.), Advisor, Ministry of Justice, Jerusalem
Tamara SZNAIDLEDER (Ms.), Advisor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
project-coordinator@geneva.mfa.gov.il

ITALIE/ITALY
Alfonso PIANTEDOSI (Mr.), Head, Italian Patent and Trademark Office (UIBM), Directorate
General for the Fight Against Counterfeiting, Ministry of Economic Development, Rome
Giuseppe LAGANÀ (Mr.), Administrative and Consular Officer, Italian Patent and Trademark
Office (UIBM), Directorate General for the Fight Against Counterfeiting, Ministry of Economic
Development, Rome
Tiziana ZUGLIANO (Ms.), Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva
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JAMAÏQUE/JAMAICA
Cheryl SPENCER (Ms.), Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission, Geneva
Lilyclaire BELLAMY(Ms.), Executive Director, Jamaica Intellectual Property Office (JIPO),
Kingston
lilyclaire.bellamy@jipo.gov.jm
Marcus GOFFE (Mr.), Deputy Director, Legal Counsel, Jamaica Intellectual Property
Office (JIPO), Ministry of Industry, Investment and Commerce, Kingston
marcus.goffe@jipo.gov.jm
Craig DOUGLAS (Mr.), Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
mc@jamaicamission.ch
Rashaun WATSON (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
firstsecretary2@jamaicamission.ch

JAPON/JAPAN
HIRAKAWA Yuka (Ms.), Deputy Director, International Policy Division, Japan Patent
Office (JPO), Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry, Tokyo
YOSHIDA Soichi (Mr.), Deputy Director, International Cooperation Division, Japan Patent
Office (JPO), Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry, Tokyo
ISHIDO Takuro (Mr.), Assistant Director, Trademark Division, Japan Patent Office (JPO),
Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry, Tokyo
MUNAKATA Tetsuya (Mr.), Assistant Director, International Policy Division, Japan Patent
Office (JPO), Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry, Tokyo
NAKAMURA Yoshinori (Mr.), Deputy Director, International Cooperation Division, Japan Patent
Office (JPO), Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry, Tokyo
NAITO Takahito (Mr.), Specialist for Trademark Planning, Trademark Division, Japan Patent
Office (JPO), Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry, Tokyo
ABE Tatsuhiro (Mr.), Trademark Examiner, International Cooperation Division, Japan Patent
Office (JPO), Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry, Tokyo
UEJIMA Hiroki (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

JORDANIE/JORDAN
Zain AL AWAMLEH (Ms.), Director, Industrial Property Protection Directorate, Ministry of
Industry, Trade and Supply, Amman
zain.a@mit.gov.jo
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KAZAKHSTAN
Asemgul ABENOVA (Ms.), Acting Director, Department for Intellectual Property Rights, National
Institute of Intellectual Property, Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan
as.abenova@adilet.gov.kz
Amina KURENKEEVA (Ms.), Chief Expert, Department on Analytical Researches of
Trademarks and Industrial Designs, National Institute of Intellectual Property, Ministry of Justice
of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Almaty
Meruyert MAKHANBETALIYEVA (Ms.), Chief Expert, Division of Legal Support, National
Institute of Intellectual Property Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan
Ayagoz SABYROVA (Ms.), Expert, Department for Intellectual Property Rights, National
Institute of Intellectual Property, Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan
a.sabyrova@adilet.gov.kz

KENYA
Paul CHEGE (Mr.), Assistant Manager, Trade Marks Division, Kenya Industrial Property
Institute (KIPI), Nairobi
pchege@kipi.go.ke
Dennis MUHAMBE (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
dmuhambe@kenyamission.ch

KIRGHIZISTAN/KYRGYZSTAN
Kymbat IMANGAZIEVA (Ms.), Senior Specialist, Industrial Property Examination Department,
State Service of Intellectual Property and Innovation under the Government of the Kyrgyz
Republic (Kyrgyzpatent), Bishkek
Gulnaz KAPAROVA (Ms.), Senior Specialist, Industrial Property Examination Department, State
Service of Intellectual Property and Innovation under the Government of the Kyrgyz
Republic (Kyrgyzpatent), Bishkek

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

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

MADAGASCAR
Lantoniaina Fanny RAKOTOMALALA (Ms.), chef, Service de l’appui aux labels, Ministère de
l’industrie, du commerce et de l’artisanat, Antananarivo
lanto.rahaga@gmail.com

MALAISIE/MALAYSIA
Dhiya DURANI ZULKEFLEY (Ms.), Assistant Director, Policy and International Affairs Division,
Intellectual Property Corporation of Malaysia (MyIPO), Ministry of Domestic Trade and
Consumer Affairs, Kuala Lumpur
dhiya@myipo.gov.my
Azahar ABDULRAZAB (Mr.), Senior Director, Trademark and Geographical Indication,
Intellectual Property Corporation of Malaysia (MyIPO), Ministry of Domestic Trade and
Consumer Affairs, Kuala Lumpur
azaharazab@myipo.gov.my
Norsaari NORDIN (Mr.), Examiner, Industrial Design, Intellectual Property Corporation of
Malaysia (MyIPO), Ministry of Domestic Trade and Consumer Affairs, Kuala Lumpur
norsaari@myipo.gov.my
Nur Azureen Mohd PISTA (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

MAROC/MOROCCO
Nafissa BELCAID (Mme), directrice générale par intérim, Direction des signes distinctifs,
Office marocain de la propriété industrielle et commerciale (OMPIC), Casablanca
belcaid@ompic.ma
Mouna KARIE (Mme), chef, Département des signes distinctifs, Office marocain de la propriété
industrielle et commerciale (OMPIC), Casablanca
karie@ompic.ma
Khalid DAHBI (M.), conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève
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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
Diana HEREDIA GARCÍA (Sra.), Directora Divisional de Relaciones Internacionales, Dirección
Divisional de Relaciones Internacionales, Instituto Mexicano de la Propiedad Industrial (IMPI),
Ciudad de México
diana.heredia@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 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

MONGOLIE/MONGOLIA
Angar OYUN (Ms.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
mongolie@bluewin.ch

MYANMAR
Aye Thiri WAI (Ms.), Director, Department of Intellectual Property (DIP), Ministry of Commerce,
Nay Pyi Taw
ms.ayethiriwai@gmail.com
Aye Aye MAW (Ms.), Director, Geographical Indications and Finance, Department of Intellectual
Property (DIP), Ministry of Commerce, Nay Pyi Taw
ayeaye.maw14@gmail.com
Seint THANDA TUN (Ms.), Director, Trademark Section, Department of Intellectual
Property (DIP), Ministry of Commerce, Nay Pyi Taw
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NAMIBIE/NAMIBIA
Vivienne KATJIUONGUA (Ms.), Registrar Chief Executive Officer, Business and Intellectual
Property Authority (BIPA), Ministry of Industrialization, Trade and SME
Development (MITSHED), Windhoek
vivienne@bipa.na

NÉPAL/NEPAL
Chandika POKHREL (Ms.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
chandikapokhrel50@gmail.com

NICARAGUA
María Fernanda GUTIÉRREZ GAITÁN (Sra.), Ministra Consejera, Misión Permanente, Ginebra

NORVÈGE/NORWAY
Karine Lutnæs AIGNER (Ms.), Senior Legal Advisor, Norwegian Industrial Property
Office (NIPO), Oslo
kai@patentstyret.no
Trine HVAMMEN-NICHOLSON (Ms.), Senior Legal Advisor, Norwegian Industrial Property
Office (NIPO), Oslo
thv@patentstyret.no

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

OUZBÉKISTAN/UZBEKISTAN
Abdujalil URINBOYEV (Mr.), Head, Industrial Design, Intellectual Property Agency under the
Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Uzbekistan, Tashkent
a-urinbaev@yandex.ru
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PAKISTAN
Muhammad ISMAIL (Mr.), Director, Intellectual Property Organization of
Pakistan (IPO-Pakistan), Ministry of Commerce, Islamabad
muhammad.ismail@ipo.gov.pk
Humaira SHAKEEL (Ms.), Deputy Director, Intellectual Property Organization of
Pakistan (IPO-Pakistan), Ministry of Commerce, Islamabad
humaira.shakeel@ipo.gov.pk
Umme SALMA (Ms.), Deputy Director, Trademarks Unit, Intellectual Property Organization of
Pakistan (IPO-Pakistan), Ministry of Commerce, Islamabad
umme.salma.ipo@gmail.com
Muhammad Salman Khalid CHAUDHARY (Mr.), Second 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

PARAGUAY
Walter CHAMORRO (Sr.), Segundo Secretario, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
wchamorro@misionparaguay.ch

PAYS-BAS/NETHERLANDS
Saskia JURNA (Ms.), Senior Policy Advisor, Intellectual Property Department, Ministry of
Economic Affairs and Climate Policy, The Hague
Margreet GROENENBOOM (Ms.), Policy Officer, Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food
Quality, The Hague
m.m.groenenboom@minlnv.nl
Marja VAN DER SLUIS (Ms.), Policy Officer, Intellectual Property Department, Ministry of
Economic Affairs and Climate Policy, The Hague
m.vandersluis@minezk.nl

PÉROU/PERU
Silvia ALFARO (Sra.), Embajadora, Representante Permanente, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
Sergio CHUEZ SALAZAR (Sr.), Director de Signos Distintivos, Instituto Nacional de Defensa de
la Competencia y de la Protección de la Propiedad Intelectual (INDECOPI), Lima
schuezs@indecopi.gob.pe
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Liliana Del Pilar PALOMINO DELGADO (Sra.), Subdirectora de la Dirección de Invenciones y
Nuevas Tecnologías, Instituto Nacional de Defensa de la Competencia y de la Protección de la
Propiedad Intelectual (INDECOPI), Lima
lpalomino@indecopi.gob.pe
Rosa Nelly CEBOLLA LECCA (Sra.), Gerente de Cooperación Técnica y Relaciones
Institucionales, Instituto Nacional de Defensa de la Competencia y de la Protección de la
Propiedad Intelectual (INDECOPI), Lima
sramos@indecopi.gob.pe
Carla TELLO BENAVIDES (Sra.), Ejecutiva, Gerencia de Cooperación Técnica y Relaciones
Institucionales, Instituto Nacional de Defensa de la Competencia y de la Protección de la
Propiedad Intelectual (INDECOPI), Lima
Jaicel ALFARO RAMIREZ (Sra.), Coordinadora Legal, Dirección de Invenciones y Nuevas
Tecnologías, Instituto Nacional de Defensa de la Competencia y de la Protección de la
Propiedad Intelectual (INDECOPI), Lima
jalfaro@indecopi.gob.pe
Angela Juliana VIZCARRA PACHECO (Sra.), Asesora de la Dirección de Signos Distintivos,
Instituto Nacional de Defensa de la Competencia y de la Protección de la Propiedad Intelectual
(INDECOPI), Lima
avizcarra@indecopi.gob.pe
Rocio FLORES MONTERO (Sra.), Especialista, Dirección de Invenciones y Nuevas
Tecnologías, Instituto Nacional de Defensa de la Competencia y de la Protección de la
Propiedad Intelectual (INDECOPI), Lima
rflores@indecopi.gob.pe
Cristóbal MELGAR PAZOS (Sr.), Ministro, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
cmelgar@onuperu.org

PHILIPPINES
Felipe CARIÑO (Mr.), Minister, Permanent Mission, Geneva
felipe.carino@dfa.gov.ph
Jayroma BAYOTAS (Ms.), Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva
jayroma.bayotas@dfa.gov.ph

POLOGNE/POLAND
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
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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.), Minister-Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
Catarina AFONSO (Ms.), Intern, Permanent Mission, Geneva

QATAR
Kassem Nasser K. D. FAKHROO (Mr.), Commercial Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva
geneva@moci.gov.qa

RÉPUBLIQUE DE CORÉE/REPUBLIC OF KOREA
SOHN Eunmi (Ms.), Senior Deputy Director, Korean Intellectual Property Office (KIPO),
Daejeon
eunmi.sohn@korea.kr
SEO Nari (Ms.), Deputy Director, Korean Intellectual Property Office (KIPO), Daejeon
sehr@korea.kr
PARK Siyoung (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva

RÉPUBLIQUE DE MOLDOVA/REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA
Simion LEVITCHI (Mr.), Head, Trademarks and Industrial Design Department, State Agency on
Intellectual Property (AGEPI), Chisinau
simion.levitchi@agepi.gov.md

RÉPUBLIQUE POPULAIRE DÉMOCRATIQUE DE CORÉE/DEMOCRATIC PEOPLE’S
REPUBLIC OF KOREA
KIM Hyon Il (Mr.), Vice Director General, Trademark, Industrial Design and Geographical
Indication Office (TIDGIO), Pyongyang
tidgio@star-co.net.kp
KIM In Sun (Ms.), Chief, Methodology, Trademark, Industrial Design and Geographical
Indication Office (TIDGIO), Pyongyang
payforanysoft@163.com
JONG Myong Hak (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
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RÉPUBLIQUE POPULAIRE DÉMOCRATIQUE LAO/ LAO PEOPLE’S DEMOCRATIC
REPUBLIC
SRITTHIRATH Souchitta (Ms.), Deputy Director, Patent Division, Department of Intellectual
Property (DIP), Ministry of Industry and Commerce, Vientiane
souchitta.s@gmail.com
SIHAVONG Khemdeth (Mr.), Counsellor (Economic and Commercial Affairs), Permanent
Mission, Geneva
ksihavong@hotmail.com

RÉPUBLIQUE TCHÈQUE/CZECH REPUBLIC
Kateřina DLABOLOVÁ (Ms.), Lawyer, 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
postavaru.alice@osim.ro
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, UK Intellectual Property
Office (UK IPO), Newport
jeff.lloyd@ipo.gov.uk
Fiona WARNER (Ms.), Head of Designs Policy, Trade Marks and Designs Policy,
UK Intellectual Property Office (UK IPO), Newport
fiona.warner@ipo.gov.uk
Katy SWEET (Ms.), Policy Advisor, Trade Marks and Designs Policy, UK Intellectual Property
Office (UK IPO), Newport
katy.sweet@ipo.gov.uk
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
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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
Lily LEE (Ms.), Principal Assistant Director, Registries of Patents, Design 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
Samantha YIO (Ms.), Senior Trademark Examiner, Registry of Trade Marks, Intellectual
Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Singapore
Mei Hui CHAN (Ms.), Trademark Examiner, Registry of Trade Marks, Intellectual Property Office
of Singapore (IPOS), Singapore
chan_mei_hui@ipos.gov.sg
Qiu Li LOH (Ms.), Manager, Intellectual Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Singapore
lohqiuli@gmail.com
Benjamin TAN (Mr.), Counsellor (Intellectual Property), Permanent Mission to the World Trade
Organization, Geneva

SLOVAQUIE/SLOVAKIA
Zdena HAJNALOVA (Ms.), Head, Trademarks and Designs Department, Industrial Property
Office of the Slovak Republic, Banská Bystrica
zdenka.hajnalova@indprop.gov.sk
Miroslav GUTTEN (Mr.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
miroslav.gutten@mzv.sk
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SLOVÉNIE/SLOVENIA
Savina DERNOVŠEK (Ms.), Counsellor, Slovenian Intellectual Property Office (SIPO), Ministry
of Economic Development and Technology, Ljubljana
nina.dernovsek@uil-sipo.si
Barbara REŽUN (Ms.), Advisor, Directorate for Internal Market Division of Commercial Law,
Ljubljana
Darja CIZELJ (Ms.), Senior Examiner, Trademarks, Designs and Geographical Indications,
Slovenian Intellectual Property Office (SIPO), Ministry of Economic Development and
Technology, Ljubljana
Mojca KUŠEJ (Ms.), Senior Examiner, Trademarks, Designs and Geographical Indications,
Slovenian Intellectual Property Office (SIPO), Ministry of Economic Development and
Technology, Ljubljana
mojca.kusej@uil-sipo.si
Jan MERC (Mr.), Senior Trademark Examiner, Slovenian Intellectual Property Office (SIPO),
Ministry of Economic Development and Technology, Ljubljana
jan.merc@uil-sipo.si
Saša POLC (Ms.), Senior Trademark Examiner, Trademarks and Designs Department,
Slovenian Intellectual Property Office (SIPO), Ministry of Economic Development and
Technology, Ljubljana
s.polc@uil-sipo.si
Maja ALBREHT STEINER (Ms.), Trademarks and Designs Department, Slovenian Intellectual
Property Office (SIPO); Ministry of Economic Development and Technology, Ljubljana
maja.albrehtsteiner@uil-sipo.si

SOUDAN/SUDAN
Iman ATABANI (Ms.), Head, Office of Registrar General of Intellectual Property (IPO-SUDAN),
Ministry of Justice, Khartoum
iman.atabani.58@gmail.com
Sahar Mohammed Isshag GASMELSEED (Ms.), Third Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva

SRI LANKA
Geethanjali RANAWAKA (Ms.), Director General, National Intellectual Property Office, Ministry
of Trade, Colombo
geeth565@gmail.com
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SUÈDE/SWEDEN
Asa COLLETT (Ms.), Head, Legal Department, Designs and Trademarks Department, Swedish
Intellectual Property Office (PRV), Stockholm
Asa.Collett@prv.se
Monica NOWICKA (Ms.), Legal Advisor, Designs and Trademarks Department, Swedish
Intellectual Property Office (PRV), Stockholm
monika.nowicka@prv.se
Johan EKERHULT (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
johan.ekerhult@gov.se

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
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
Kim LEMMENMEIER (Mme), stagiaire, Service juridique et relations commerciales
internationales, Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne
Christoph SPENNEMANN (M.), conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève
Reynald VEILLARD (M.), conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève

THAÏLANDE/THAILAND
Pimchanok PITFIELD (Ms.), Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission,
Geneva
princess@thaiwto.com
Pornpimol SUGANDHAVANIJA (Ms.), Deputy Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission
to the World Trade Organization (WTO), Geneva
Sukonthip SKOLPADUNGKET (Ms.), Senior Trademark Registrar, Department of Intellectual
Property (DIP), Ministry of Commerce, Nonthaburi
trademark.thailand@gmail.com
Naviya JARUPONGSA (Ms.), Legal Officer, Department of Intellectual Property (DIP), Ministry
of Commerce, Nonthaburi
naviyasan@gmail.com
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Pavinee NAKORNPAT (Ms.), Legal Officer, Department of Intellectual Property (DIP),
Ministry of Commerce, Nonthaburi
pavinee.nkp@gmail.com
Klinsuwan JITTIMA (Ms.), Trade Officer, Department of Intellectual Property (DIP), Ministry of
Commerce, Nonthaburi
jittima.klins@gmail.com
Tidalak NITIWATTANAVICHARN (Ms.), Trademark Examiner, Department of Intellectual
Property (DIP), Ministry of Commerce, Nonthaburi
Thinet SAKTRAKUN (Mr.), Trademark Examiner, Department of Intellectual Property (DIP),
Ministry of Commerce, Nonthaburi
thinet.s@ipthailand.go.th
Oraon SARAJIT (Ms.), Patent Examiner, Department of Intellectual Property (DIP), Ministry of
Commerce, Nonthaburi
oraon.s@ipthailand.go.th
Titapa PROMSAVAST (Ms.), Department of Intellectual Property (DIP), Ministry of Commerce,
Nonthaburi
titapa.prom@gmail.com
Pakwan CHUENSUWANKUL (Ms.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission to the World Trade
Organization (WTO), Geneva
pakwan@thaiwto.com

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

TRINITÉ-ET-TOBAGO/TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO
Steffi MOHAMMED (Ms.), Trademark Systems Specialist, Intellectual Property Office, Ministry
of the Attorney General and Legal Affairs, Port of Spain
steffi.mohammed@ipo.gov.tt
Sarah JAGESAR (Ms.), Trademark Operations Administrator, Intellectual Property Office,
Ministry of the Attorney General and Legal Affairs, Port of Spain
sarah.jagesar@ipo.gov.tt
Allison ST BRICE (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
bricea@foreign.gov.tt
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TUNISIE/TUNISIA
Lamia EL KATEB (Mme), directrice adjointe, Institut national de la normalisation et de la
propriété industrielle (INNORPI), Ministère de l’industrie et des petites et moyennes entreprises,
Tunis
lamia.elkateb@innorpi.tn
Haroun GRAMI (M.), directeur adjoint, Institut national de la normalisation et de la propriété
industrielle (INNORPI), Ministère de l’industrie et des petites et moyennes entreprises, Tunis
haroun.grami@innorpi.tn
Sami CHATTI (Mme), chef de service, Institut national de la normalisation et de la propriété
industrielle (INNORPI), Ministère de l’industrie et des petites et moyennes entreprises, Tunis
samiha.chatti@innorpi.tn
Wafa FERSI (Mme), chef de service, Département des dessins et modèles industriels, Institut
national de la normalisation et de la propriété industrielle (INNORPI), Ministère de l’industrie et
des petites et moyennes entreprises, Tunis
wafa.fersi@innorpi.tn
Sami NAGGA (M.), première secrétaire, Mission permanente, Genève
samifnagga@gmail.com

TURQUIE/TURKEY
Müge Münire ŞAHIN (Ms.), Expert, Design Department, Turkish Patent and Trademarks
Office (TURKPATENT), Ministry of Science and Technology, Ankara
Gonca ILICALI (Ms.), Intellectual Property Expert, Department of Geographical Indications,
Turkish Patent and Trademarks Office (TURKPATENT), Ministry of Science and Technology,
Ankara
Neşe İLOĞLU (Ms.), Industrial Property Specialist, Department of Geographical Indications,
Turkish Patent and Trademarks Office (TURKPATENT), Ministry of Science and Technology,
Ankara
nese.iloglu@turkpatent.gov.tr
Tuğba CANATAN AKICI (Ms.), Legal Counsellor, Permanent Mission to the World Trade
Organization (WTO), Geneva
tugba.akici@mfa.gov.tr

UKRAINE
Mariia VASYLENKO (Ms.), Director, Law and Administration of State Registers,
State Enterprise Ukrainian Intellectual Property Institute (Ukrpatent), Ministry of Economic
Development and Trade of Ukraine, Kyiv
m.vasilenko@ukrpatent.org
Bogdan PADUCHAK (Mr.), Deputy Director, Department for Development of Intellectual
Property, State Enterprise Ukrainian Intellectual Property Institute (Ukrpatent), Ministry of
Economic Development and Trade of Ukraine, Kyiv
bpaduchak@me.gov.ua
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Valentyna HAIDUK (Ms.), Head, Department of Rights for Indications, State Enterprise
Ukrainian Intellectual Property Institute (Ukrpatent), Ministry of Economic Development and
Trade of Ukraine, Kyiv
v.gayduk@ukrpatent.org
Yurii KUCHYNSKYI (Mr.), Head, Department of International and Public Relations, State
Enterprise Ukrainian Intellectual Property Institute (Ukrpatent), Ministry of Economic
Development and Trade of Ukraine, Kyiv
yk@ukrpatent.org
Dmytro NIKOLAIENKO (Mr.), Head, Department of Law, State Enterprise Ukrainian Intellectual
Property Institute (Ukrpatent), Ministry of Economic Development and Trade of Ukraine, Kyiv
d.nikolaenko@ukrpatent.org
Inna SHATOVA (Mr.), Deputy Head, Department of Industrial Property Law Division, State
Enterprise Ukrainian Intellectual Property Institute (Ukrpatent), Ministry of Economic
Development and Trade of Ukraine, Kyiv
ishatova@me.gov.ua
Andriy NIKITOV (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
andriy.nikitov@mfa.gov.ua

URUGUAY
Gabriela ESPÁRRAGO (Sra.), Encargada del Área Signos Distintivos, Dirección Nacional de la
Propiedad Industrial (DNPI), Ministerio de Industria, Energía y Minería, Montevideo
gabriela.esparrago@miem.gub.uy
Martín Andrés ALVEZ LEMOS (Sr.), Ministro Consejero, Misión Permanente ante la
Organización Mundial del Comercio (OMC), Ginebra
martin.alvez@mrree.gub.uy

VENEZUELA (RÉPUBLIQUE BOLIVARIENNE DU/VENEZUELA (BOLIVARIAN REPUBLIC OF)
Orlando Luis SALAZAR RAMIREZ (Sr.), Director, Dirección de Relaciones Internacionales,
Oficina de la Propiedad Intelectual, Ministerio de Comercio, Caracas
asuntosinternacionalessapi@gmail.com
Violeta Fátima FONSECA OCAMPOS (Sra.), Ministra Consejera, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
fonsecav@onuginebra.gob.ve
Genovena Trinidad CAMPOS DE MAZZONE (Sra.), Consejera, Misión Permanente, Ginebra
camposg@onuginebra.gob.ve

ZAMBIE/ZAMBIA
Muyumbwa KAMENDA (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva
kamendamuyumbwa6@gmail.com
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ZIMBABWE
Willie MUSHAYI (Mr.), Deputy Registrar, Zimbabwe Intellectual Property Office (ZIPO), Ministry
of Justice, Legal and Parliamentary Affairs, Harare
wmushayi@gmail.com
Tanyaradzwa Milne MANHOMBO (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva
tanyamilne2000@yahoo.co.uk
UNION EUROPÉENNE*/EUROPEAN UNION*
Oscar MONDEJAR ORTUNO (Mr.), First Counsellor, Permanent Delegation, Geneva
Krisztina KOVACS (Ms.), Policy Officer, Entrepreneurship and Small and Medium
Entreprises (SMEs), European Commission (EC), Brussels

*

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

OBSERVATEURS/OBSERVERS

PALESTINE
Nada TARBUSH (Ms.), Counsellor, Permanent Observer Mission, Geneva

III.

ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES INTERGOUVERNEMENTALES/
INTERNATIONAL INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

CENTRE SUD (CS)/SOUTH CENTRE (SC)
Nirmalya SYAM (Mr.), Senior Program Officer, Health, Intellectual Property and Biodiversity
Programme (HIPB), Geneva
syam@southcentre.int
Vitor IDO (Mr.), Program Officer, Health, Intellectual Property and Biodiversity Program (HIPB),
Geneva
syam@southcentre.int
Viviana MUÑOZ TÉLLEZ (Ms.), Coordinator, Health, Intellectual Property and Biodiversity
Program (HIPB), Geneva
munoz@southcentre.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
ORGANISATION EURASIENNE DES BREVETS (OEAB)/EURASIAN PATENT
ORGANIZATION (EAPO)
Julie FIODOROVA (Ms.), Director, Legal Department, Moscow
jfedorova@eapo.org
Aurelia CEBAN (Ms.), Deputy Director, Examination Department, Moscow
aceban@eapo.org
Nadira ASYLBEKOVA (Ms.), Leading Specialist, Legal Department, Moscow
nasylbekova@eapo.org
UNION AFRICAINE (UA)/AFRICAN UNION (AU)
Georges Remi NAMEKONG (Mr.), Senior Economist, Geneva
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IV.

ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES NON GOUVERNEMENTALES/
INTERNATIONAL NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

ActionAid
Manuela RIEGER-BAYER (Ms.), Magistrate, Austrian Patent Office, Federal Ministry for Climate
Action, Environment, Energy, Mobility, Innovation, and Technology (BMK), Vienna
manuela.rieger@patentamt.at
Association allemande pour la protection de la propriété industrielle (GRUR)/German
Association for the Protection of Industrial Property (GRUR)
Anselm BRANDI-DOHRN (Mr.), Coordinator, Berlin
abrandi-dohrn@boetticher.com
Maximilian SCHENK (Mr.), Representative, Berlin
schenk.maximilian@web.de
Sabine KOSSAK (Ms.), Representative, Hamburg
kossak@olbrichtpatent.de
Association communautaire du droit des marques (ECTA)/European Communities Trade Mark
Association (ECTA)
Barbara ABEGG (Ms.), Representative, Zurich
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
Annemieke DE KOSTER ARKESTEIJN (Ms.), Legal Advisor (Intellectual Property), Legal
Department, Société des Produits Nestlé S.A., Vevey
Association européenne des étudiants en droit (ELSA International)/European Law Student’s
Association (ELSA International)
Nikos FIFIS (Mr.), Head of Delegation, Brussels
marketing@elsa.org
Pınar BAKIRTAŞ (Ms.), Delegate, Brussels
Andrada CONSTANTINESCU (Ms.), Delegate, Brussels
k1922497@kcl.ac.uk
Maciej ŁODZIŃSKI (Mr.), Delegate, Brussels
lodzinski.maciek@gmail.com
Liza TSNOBILADZE (Ms.), Delegate, Brussels
liztsnobiladze@gmail.com
Daniel YILMAZ (Mr.), Delegate, Brussels
daniel.yilmaz@gmail.com
Association française des indications géographiques industrielles et
artisanales (AFIGIA)/French Association of Industrial and Artisanal Geographical
Indications (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 D.C.
jorgechavarro@cavelier.com
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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
Association internationale pour la protection de la propriété intellectuelle (AIPPI)/International
Association for the Protection of Intellectual Property (AIPPI)
Christopher CARANI (Mr.), Chair, Chicago
ccarani@mcandrews-ip.com
Giulio Enrico SIRONI (Mr.), Chair, Milano
giulioenrico.sironi@simmons-simmons.com
Graciela PEREZ DE INZAURRAGA (Ms.), Vice-Chair, Buenos Aires
gcperez@hbf.com.ar
Irmak YALCINER (Ms.), Patent and Trademark Attorney, Ankara
irmak@yalciner.com.tr
Klaudia BLACH MORYSINSKA (Ms.), Warsaw
Association internationale pour les marques (INTA)/International Trademark Association (INTA)
Tat-Tienne LOUEMBE (Mr.), Head of Delegation, New York
tlouembe@inta.org
Ivan MASSA (Mr.), Representative, Alicante
i.sempere@padima.es
Association japonaise des conseils en brevet (JPAA)/Japan Patent Attorneys
Association (JPAA)
Jiro MATSUDA (Mr.), Representative, Tokyo
Takuhiro SHINODA (Mr.), Representative, Tokyo
Kanako YOSHIRO (Ms.), Representative, Tokyo
Brazilian Association of Intellectual Property (ABPI)
Rodrigo A. DE OURO PRETO SANTOS (Mr.), Attorney and Director of the Executive Board,
Rio de Janeiro
rodrigo@ouropreto.adv.br
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
China Trademark Association (CTA)
Tianyi WANG (Ms.), Advisor, Beijing
international@cta.org.cn
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
Stephen PERRY (Mr.), President, Patent and Trademark Intellectual Property Firm (PCKIP),
Toronto
perry@pckip.com
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Intellectual Property Owners Association (IPO)
Elizabeth FERRILL (Ms.), Partner, Washington, D.C.
elizabeth.ferrill@finnegan.com
Bridget LABUTTA (Ms.), Attorney, Philadelphia
blabutta@panitchlaw.com
Alfonso SABAN (Mr.), Attorney, Madrid
asaban@herrero.es
Japan Trademark Association (JTA)
Abe KOGA (Mr.), Patent and Trademark Attorney, Tokyo
Société arabe pour la propriété intellectuelle (ASIP)/Arab Society for Intellectual Property (ASIP)
Majd KHADDASH (Ms.), Manager, Amman
mkhaddash@tagorg.com

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:

Marcus HÖPPERGER (M./Mr.) (OMPI/WIPO)
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VI.

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

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
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
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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

[Annex II follows]

ANNEX II
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SCT/44/7
ORIGINAL: ENGLISH
DATE: MAY 19, 2021

Standing Committee on the Law of Trademarks, Industrial Designs
and Geographical Indications
Forty-Fourth Session
Geneva, May 17 to 19, 2021

SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR
adopted by the Committee

AGENDA ITEM 1: OPENING OF THE SESSION
1.
The Chair opened the forty-fourth session of the Standing Committee on the Law of
Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical Indications (SCT).
2.
Ms. Wang Binying, Deputy Director General of the World Intellectual Property
Organization (WIPO), welcomed the participants on behalf of Mr. Daren Tang, Director General
of WIPO.
3.

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

AGENDA ITEM 2: ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
4.

The SCT adopted the draft Agenda (document SCT/44/1 Prov.2).

AGENDA ITEM 3: ACCREDITATION OF AN OBSERVER
5.

The SCT considered document SCT/44/4.
6.
The SCT approved the accreditation of the Intellectual Property International
Forum-Québec (FORPIQ).
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AGENDA ITEM 4: ADOPTION OF THE DRAFT REPORT OF THE FORTY-THIRD SESSION
7.
The SCT adopted the Draft Report of the forty-third session
(document SCT/43/12 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.2 and SCT/43/2 Rev.)
8.
The SCT considered and took note of documents SCT/41/2 Rev.2 and
SCT/43/2 Rev.
Updated Proposal by the Delegations of Canada, Israel, Japan, the United Kingdom and the
United States of America (document SCT/44/6 Rev.2)
9.

The SCT considered document SCT/44/6 Rev.2.
10. The Chair concluded that the SCT took note of the various positions and would
continue the discussion on document SCT/44/6 Rev.2 at its next session.

Compilation of 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 (document SCT/42/2)
Proposal by the Delegation of Spain Concerning the Creation of a Database Compiling the
Returns to the Questionnaire on the Temporary Protection Provided to Industrial Designs at
Certain International Exhibition Under Article 11 of the Paris Convention for the Protection of
Industrial Property (document SCT/44/5)
11.

The SCT considered documents SCT/42/2 and SCT/44/5.
12. The SCT requested the Secretariat to create a prototype of a database including a
number of replies 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, and to present the prototype, as well as resources
required, at the next session of the SCT.

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.
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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.
15. The Chair concluded that the SCT would continue the discussion on
document SCT/43/6 at its next session.

Revised Proposal by the Delegation of Jamaica for a Joint Recommendation Concerning
Provisions on the Protection of Country Names (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 next 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 next session.

Update on Trademark-Related Aspects of the Domain Name System (DNS)
(document SCT/44/2)
20. The SCT considered document SCT/44/2 and requested the Secretariat to keep
members informed of future developments in the DNS.
Returns to the Questionnaire on Nation-Brand Protection in Member States
(document SCT/43/8 Rev.)
21.

The SCT considered document SCT/43/8 Rev.
22.

The Chair concluded that the SCT agreed to:

request the Secretariat to re-open the Questionnaire on Nation-Brand
Protection in Member States until September 30, 2021, for further replies;

request the Secretariat to make a presentation, at the forty-fifth session of the
Committee, on the main findings and trends identified in the responses provided to
the Questionnaire; and

invite members to present, to the forty-fifth session of the SCT, proposals for
topics for an Information Session on Nation-brand Protection in Member States, to
be possibly held in conjunction with the forty-sixth session of the SCT.
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AGENDA ITEM 7: GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATIONS
23. The SCT considered document SCT/44/3 containing Proposals for Topics for an
Information Session on Geographical Indications.
24.

The Chair concluded that the SCT agreed:

to hold an Information Session on Geographical Indications in conjunction with
the forty-fifth session of the SCT;

that the program for that Information Session would comprise two panels on
the following topics:
(i)
examination of geographical indications in sui generis systems and
trademark systems, including

words in combination with graphic elements and geographical
indications consisting solely of a graphic element;


the weight given to descriptive elements;



conflicts; and



scope of protection.

(ii) ways to prevent bad faith registration of domain names consisting of, or
containing, geographical indications; and

to invite members to present, to the forty-fifth session of the SCT, proposals
for topics for an Information Session on Geographical Indications, to be held in
conjunction with the forty-sixth session of the SCT.
AGENDA ITEM 8: SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR
25. The SCT approved the Summary by the Chair, as contained in the present
document.
AGENDA ITEM 9: CLOSING OF THE SESSION
26.

The Chair closed the session on May 19, 2021.

[End of Annex II and of document]

