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I. INTRODUCTION

1. During the First Session of the Advisory Committee on Enforcement of Industrial Property
Rights (ACE/IP) held in Geneva on October 19 and 20, 2000, the ACE/IP proposed that the
International Bureau initiate four studies as set forth in paragraph 8(e)(i to iv) of WIPO document
ACE/IP/1/3 (Summary by the Chair).

2. The Joint Meeting of the Advisory Committee on Enforcement of Industrial Property Rights
(Second Session) and of the Advisory Committee on Management and Enforcement of Copyright
and Related Rights in Global Information Networks (Third Session), held in Geneva from
December 18 to 20, 2001, was concluded with a Summary by the Chair1.  In paragraph 1 of the
Summary by the Chair, adopted by the Advisory Committees, it was stated that “[T]he Advisory
Committees unanimously agreed that the issue of enforcement of intellectual property rights was
of great importance to all countries.  The Committees also agreed that the World Intellectual
Property Organization (WIPO) was in a particularly appropriate position to gather information
concerning enforcement of intellectual property rights and to coordinate activities undertaken by
the Committees jointly with various intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations
aiming at establishing adequate and effective enforcement systems.”

3. Pursuant to the above, the International Bureau transmitted a “Request for Information”2 to
Member States and Organizations invited as Observers to the ACE/IP meeting.  To date, responses
were received from 24 Member States3, two intergovernmental4 and 11 non-governmental
organizations5.  It was understood, following the Summary by the Chair6 subsequent to the Joint
Meeting of both Advisory Committees mentioned in paragraph 2 above, that the responses would
relate, horizontally, to the field of industrial property as well as to copyright and related rights.
Paragraph 1(c) of the Summary by the Chair7 reads as follows:

                                                
1 WIPO Document ACE/IP-ACMEC/3.
2 WIPO Circular 6562, dated July 17, 2001.
3 Australia, Austria, Barbados, Czech Republic, Colombia, Guatemala, Hungary, Ireland, Japan,

Kyrgyz Republic, Mexico, Netherlands, Pakistan, The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,
Spain, Russian Federation, Saint Lucia, Switzerland, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey,
United Kingdom, Ukraine, United States of America and Viet Nam.

4 The European Communities and the World Health Organization (WHO).
5 Brazilian Intellectual Property Association (ABPI);  Anti-Counterfeiting Group (ACG)

United Kingdom;  American Intellectual Property Law Association (AIPLA);  Asociación
Latinoamericana de Integración (ALADI), Uruguay;  CEDIQUIFA, Argentina;  European Writers’
Congress (EWC), Spain;  Fédération Internationale des Conseils en Propriété Industrielle (FICPI);
International AntiCounterfeiting Coalition (IACC), United States of America; International Chamber
of Commerce (ICC), France, on behalf of organizations from Colombia, Peru, and Morocco;
International Federation of the Phonographic Industry (IFPI), United Kingdom, on behalf of the
following organizations:  Business Software Alliance (BSA), International Federation of Film
Producers Associations (FIAPF), International Publishers Association (IPA), Interactive Software
Federation of Europe (ISFE), International Video Federation (IVF), Motion Picture Association
(MPA) and International Intellectual Property Society (IIPS), United States of America.

6 WIPO document ACE/IP-ACMEC/3.
7 WIPO document ACE/IP-ACMEC/3.
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“(c) as regards the preparation of model enforcement provisions and practices, and the
resolution of problems and difficulties, etc., in the enforcement field, the Advisory
Committees:

(i) recommended that Member States, in particular those which had not already
done so, and international, intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations in both
the industrial property and the copyright fields be invited to submit comments, observations
and suggestions to the International Bureau by February 28, 2002;

(ii) requested the International Bureau to prepare, primarily on the basis of the
information received from Member States and international, intergovernmental and
non-governmental organizations, a structured synthesis of issues concerning practices in the
enforcement field, including Internet enforcement issues, and relating to the possible future
work referred to in the introductory part to paragraph 1(c), which would serve as a basis for
discussion at the next WIPO meeting on enforcement in 2002.  That document should not be
confined to legal aspects only but also include all matters raised by the governments and
relevant organizations;

(iii) requested the International Bureau to establish a list of contact points on the
basis of the list of participants of the meeting and subsequently extended based on additional
information from governments.”

4. The current document is based on the responses to Request I “[I]dentify difficulties in
enforcement of industrial property in all Member States (industrialized countries, developing
countries and countries in transition), including difficulties in implementation of the provisions of
the TRIPS Agreement on enforcement of industrial property and questions related to ex officio
enforcement procedures” and Request II “[I]dentify effective or best practices for enforcement of
industrial property in Member States, including effective practices for implementation of the
provisions of the TRIPS Agreement on enforcement of industrial property, in particular, less
costly and time-consuming practices for effectively enforcing rights” of the Request for
Information, referred to in paragraph 3, above.  The purpose of the Request for Information was to
assist the ACE/IP-ACMEC to identify issues for discussion and areas where international
cooperation in the framework of WIPO appears to be both necessary and realistically achievable.
The present document also makes reference to interventions made during the Joint Meeting of the
Advisory Committee on Enforcement of Industrial Property Rights (Second Session) and of the
Advisory Committee on Management and Enforcement of Copyright and Related Rights in Global
Information Networks (Third Session), held in Geneva from December 18 to 20, 2001.  As was
requested in the Summary by the Chair, the present document establishes a list of contact points
on the basis of the list of participants of the first ACE/IP-ACMEC joint meeting.  The views and
opinions contained in the present document reflect only those which were expressed during the
ACE/IP-ACMEC meeting and in the responses received on account of the “Request for
Information”;  the Secretariat has neither embellished the content of those responses, nor inserted
its own views herein.

5. The phenomenon of counterfeiting and piracy of intellectual property rights is a serious
international problem, with confirmed links to other forms of organized crime.  Counterfeiting and
piracy have been shown to cause multi-billion dollar losses annually to right holders and industry,
and have had, in some instances, devastating consequences on public health and safety.  Member
States also suffer considerable losses in the form of lost tax revenues, lost employment
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opportunities, and lost investments.  The responses unanimously supported the proposition that
this problem, global in nature, can be fought more successfully if right holders have adequate legal
rights and remedies, including effective criminal and civil enforcement provisions.  A global
approach to address the problem was deemed necessary, because counterfeiters and pirates take
advantage of inconsistencies and weaknesses in national laws to organize their operations to avoid
detection, prosecution and sanctions.  The responses further asserted that counterfeiters and pirates
benefit from the lack of appreciation for intellectual property rights, not only on the side of law
enforcement agencies, but also on the side of the consumer public.

6. Holders of intellectual property rights often own and manage a portfolio of rights that
includes both industrial property and copyright and related rights.  Moreover, most of the practical
problems are the same in respect to the enforcement of industrial property rights and in respect to
the enforcement of copyright and related rights.  The responses suggested that the fight against
counterfeit goods and pirated copyright works should be a coordinated one, embracing all the
relevant stakeholders and including all the protectable intellectual property rights.  Therefore, in
the present document, unless expressly excluded, the term “counterfeit goods” also includes
“pirated copyright works” and vice versa.  Finally, references to “national intellectual property
offices” should be understood to incorporate both industrial property and copyright offices.

II. IDENTIFY DIFFICULTIES IN ENFORCEMENT OF INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY IN ALL
MEMBER STATES (INDUSTRIALIZED COUNTRIES, DEVELOPING COUNTRIES
AND COUNTRIES IN TRANSITION), INCLUDING DIFFICULTIES IN
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE TRIPS AGREEMENT ON
ENFORCEMENT OF INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY8 AND QUESTIONS RELATED TO
EX OFFICIO ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES

7. In general, the responses indicated that in many Member States, the principal barriers to
eliminating counterfeiting and piracy do not subsist in the substantive law9, but rather in the
remedies and penalties available (or not available) to stop and deter counterfeiting and piracy.  It
was stated that enforcement systems are, in many cases, ineffective due to a lack of human
resources, funding and practical experience in the enforcement of intellectual property rights;  a
general lack of training of enforcement officials, including the judiciary;  insufficient knowledge

                                                
8 Subsequent to the Summary by the Chair, WIPO document ACE/IP-ACMEC/3, the Request for

Information was not limited to issues of industrial property, but dealt horizontally with issues
relating to copyright and related rights.

9 To assist their member countries, the World Customs Organization (WCO) has developed model
legislation to give custom authorities power to implement the border measures provided for in the
TRIPS Agreement.  The model legislation took into account the need for flexibility and respect for
different legal and other traditions and had involved consultations with the governments and the
private sector.  The model legislation is currently under review and the updated draft model
legislation will be put through the Committee system to the Council for adoption in June 2003.
Should Member States be in doubt as to their enforcement obligations under the TRIPS Agreement,
the Secretariat of WIPO could make available a “Questionnaire on the Enforcement of Intellectual
Property Rights under the TRIPS Agreement,” which will assist Member States to self-evaluate their
legal systems, in general, and the protection provided thereunder.  International enforcement
obligations, arising from the WIPO Copyright Treaty (WCT) and the WIPO Performances and
Phonograms Treaty (WPPT), will be referred to under item IV, “INTERNET ENFORCEMENT
ISSUES,” below.
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on the side of right holders, as well as the general public, concerning their rights and remedies;
legislation not being drafted effectively or extensively;  and systemic problems resulting from
insufficient national and international coordination, including a lack of transparency.

8. In a number of Member States, the responses indicated that the system of justice is slow,
uncoordinated, with long delays, minimal positive results, and is costly and not uniform in
application, even within the borders of the same state.  Some Member States do not provide for
ex officio action at the border or, where they do, they do not always have the required cooperation
from the right holders to pursue the matter.  In some Member States, it was claimed, preliminary
injunctions are either granted too late or, where granted in time, were often difficult to enforce.
Alternatives proposed, such as arbitration or alternative dispute resolution systems, were seen as
too often under-developed, or their awards were not fully enforceable.  Many claimed that too
often, there was a failure to seize and destroy contraband;  infringing goods have been simply
resold, re-labelled or re-exported.  Further, some responses pointed out that a lack of judicial or
administrative orders to seize and destroy implements used in manufacturing contraband leads to
continued illegal commercial activities by the same infringer or his business partners.

9. Some responses asserted that an under-estimation of the value of intellectual property rights
has contributed to ineffective enforcement.  Some of those responses underscored some of the
related aspects of the problem:  the low level of knowledge of intellectual property rights and how
to manage these rights;  the cost and time involved in initiating and prosecuting an enforcement
action in the courts;  and the fear that parties with more resources can abuse the system and force
an unfair outcome on smaller parties.  The vast majority of responses stated that to be effective,
the enforcement system should be practicable, fast, not expensive and predictable, and the
outcomes of enforcement actions should be fair, just and independent of the financial strengths of
the parties to the dispute.  Education programs should be designed to help owners of intellectual
property rights to understand what their rights entail and how to manage these rights, including
which enforcement strategies to implement.  To enhance this aspect of the intellectual property
rights system, some felt that it would be useful for governments to assess the value of the
industries based primarily on intellectual property rights in terms of a percentage of the Gross
Domestic Product.  This could lead to an appreciation of the value of intellectual property rights in
terms of a country’s economic environment, as well as in respect to economic, social and cultural
growth and development.

10. Based on the information contained in the responses, the following is a summary of the
difficulties10 experienced by some Member States in their endeavors to effectively implement
international obligations in the field of the enforcement of intellectual property rights.

A. Lack of National Coordination

11. A national enforcement policy is effective if it takes into account that enforcement is a
coordinated effort among relevant branches of government.  Furthermore, it should also involve
the participation of right holders or associations of right holders, who are well placed to air their
experiences and needs in the area of enforcement and to assist in training and education programs.
Structured cooperation would also assist customs and police authorities in obtaining necessary or
relevant information concerning right holders or, alternatively, giving them access to intellectual
property databases, which would assist in establishing contact with right holders who, in turn,
                                                
10 Not listed in order of importance.
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could assist in product identification, and in judicial and administrative proceedings.  Finally, in
order to discourage public support for the illegal trade in counterfeit goods and pirated copyright
works, there should be an expanded public awareness of both the value of intellectual property
rights, and of the negative socio-economic impact of counterfeiting and piracy.

B. Need for International Cooperation

12. In addition to beneficial cooperation projects between governments and international
organizations, there is a particular need for governments to work in tandem to combat cross-border
infringements and illegal operations.  Such cooperation could be enhanced by harmonized legal
frameworks and implementing procedures.  The sharing of information among customs agencies
about exports, imports and the trans-shipment of goods could greatly contribute to tracking down
the source of infringing goods.  Similarly, exchange training programs for enforcement officials
have proven to be valuable in the fight against counterfeiting and piracy.

C. Close Connection with Private International Law

13. Enforcement issues are closely related to issues concerning private international law.  It was
stressed that there is a need for coordinated cooperation between Member States and international
organizations.  Internet pirates, in particular, have been able to hide behind the lack of harmonized
jurisdiction and choice of law regimes.

D. Lack of Public Awareness

14. One of the biggest problems Member States claimed is that consumers do not always realize
the real dangers linked with supporting illegal trade in counterfeite goods or pirated copyright
works.  In supporting this illegal trade, they are often directly supporting organized crime.  It often
escapes the public that not only will legal employment opportunities be reduced, but that
governments will not be able to realize certain taxes, a consequence effecting other vital areas
such as health and welfare.

E. Training Needs11

15. Responses cited the accelerated development of information and other technologies, and the
rapid pace of globalization, as compelling reasons for ongoing training and education programs.
Legislative and judical intellectual property issues, resulting from existing and newly negotiated
international legal instruments, can be complex and multifaceted.  To address these and other
related issues, several responses suggested that Member States should develop and maintain
integrated, long-term intellectual property education and training strategies, including related areas
such as private international law.

                                                
11 See WIPO document WIPO/CME/2, “Existing Needs for Training and for Development of

Enforcement Strategies;  Report on WIPO Activities in Favor of Developing Countries and
Countries in Transition, from July 2000 to June 2002, with Regard to Training, Technical Assistance
and Awareness Building in the Field of Enforcement.”
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F. Judicial Issues

(a) High cost of litigation

16. Some responses reflected that frequently, right holders feel discouraged by the high costs of
infringement litigation.  Evidentiary requirements to establish counterfeiting or piracy are often
time consuming and costly.  The costs of litigation are also increased by significant time delays in
obtaining interim and final relief against infringers.  A few responses claimed that in some
Member States, the lack of intellectual property expertise in the judiciary and in legal
representatives also have an adverse impact on gaining fair and timely outcomes in infringement
proceedings.  These foregoing factors, together with insufficient rights or procedures to recover
litigation costs, can serve to discourage right holders from attempting to enforce their rights
through the legal system.

(b) Complex and slow procedures

17. Complex and time consuming procedures can contribute to high litigation costs and result in
undue time delays in obtaining effective and timely relief.

(c) Back logs in intellectual property offices and the non-timely publication of registered
intellectual property rights

18. It was pointed out that back logs in the registration process of certain intellectual property
rights, and/or the failure or delay to publish such perfected rights within a reasonable time, can
have a negative impact on the protection of these rights and may further complicate infringement
actions, leading to longer time delays and additional wasted costs.

(d) Provisional measures

19. Many responses stated that proceedings inaudita altera parte are often not available, are
hindered by excessive restrictions and are sometimes used for abusive purposes.  The procedures
for obtaining effective provisional measures were often seen as unreasonably cumbersome, costly
and time-consuming.  Infringing material, or other evidence in cases involving the infringement of
intellectual property rights, by its nature can be easily removed or destroyed.  Acquiring evidence
is therefore often impossible in many cases unless searches and seizures can be conducted without
prior notice to the infringing party.  Responses noted that many Member States still do not provide
for civil ex parte search and/or seizure orders, or do provide for such orders but make them unduly
burdensome to obtain.  Disproportional demands for security bonds can also effectively inhibit
right holders from obtaining relief through provisional measures, whereas unreasonably short time
limits for initiating legal proceedings can undermine the effectiveness of provisional measures.
Infringement proceedings often involve substantial quantities of evidence and require highly
complicated preparation for their use in court proceedings.  Differing time periods in Member
States can exacerbate this problem, as more and more proceedings involve crossborder piracy and
must be brought at the same time in different Member States.

20. Counterfeiters and pirates often accrue considerable fortunes as a result of their illegal
activities.  There are two major obstacles preventing the use of these assets to compensate
aggrieved right holders.  Firstly, it was noted that although most Member States make asset-freeze
orders available to right holders, finding the assets is often difficult or impossible.  Financial
institutions are reluctant to disclose information about assets even after receipt of a validly issued
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freeze order;  in many Member States, orders can only be obtained concerning known and
specified bank accounts.  Secondly, ex parte orders issued in one state may not be enforceable in
another, giving the infringer time to transfer certain assets and/or incriminating evidence to
locations not reachable by the right holder or the court.

G. Damages

21. Several of the responses stated that legal provisions relative to establishing, calculating and
enforcing civil damages differ too widely from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, and therefore do not
provide an effective deterrent.  It is very difficult to prove actual losses and monetary damages in
most intellectual property rights infringement cases.  Infringers are engaging in illegal activity
and, therefore, most neither keep records nor easily discoverable supplies of goods to determine
the extent of counterfeiting and piracy.  Without sufficient deterrents on a national and global
level, counterfeiters and pirates, who are increasingly more sophisticated in their infringing
methods, will continue their criminal activities to the detriment of governments, right holders and
the public at large.

22. Some stated that too often, the legal provisions on damages not only fail to adequately
compensate right holders, but in fact provide powerful financial incentives for piracy.  For
instance, damages are sometimes limited strictly to the “lost profits” of the right holder, or are
calculated on the basis of “pirate prices” which, in practice, may produce a nominal sum that the
counterfeiter or pirate is willing to risk as a cost of doing business.  Sometimes, courts let
unlicensed pirates rectify their infringements simply by acquiring licensed copies after the
infringement.

23. The amount of actual damage suffered by the right holder is often difficult and/or
prohibitively expensive to prove.  By the very nature of counterfeiting and pirate activities,
infringers are rarely found in possession of anything but a small fraction of the total number of
infringing goods and often have incomplete or no records showing how many counterfeited or
pirated copies were manufactured, offered or distributed.

24. A few responses pointed out that in some cases, there was no real deterrent in terms of
monetary sanctions to effectively deal with flagrant cases of organized counterfeiting or piracy.  In
such cases, compensating the right holders only for direct economic injury or financial loss was
insufficient to remedy the total harm caused, to punish the infringers or to constitute an adequate
deterrent.  The fact that right holders often cannot recover the costs of their legal actions deters
right holders from attempting to enforce their rights.  Attorneys’ fees and costs of investigation
and litigation often exceed the amount of damages awarded by the courts.  Some responses
decried that while most Member States permit the right holder to apply for the recovery of fees
and costs from an infringer, the amounts awarded and recovered rarely cover the amounts spent.

H. Evidentiary Rules

25. Some responses underscored that in some Member States, the rules of procedure, and the
burden of proving the ownership and subsistence of rights, were unreasonably burdensome and
effectively hindered right holders from taking legal actions.  Right holders cannot always rely on
reasonable samples as a method of proving that goods in seized shipments are counterfeited or
pirated.  When seizures involve large amounts of infringing items, it is highly expensive and
burdensome for the right holders to prove that each and every item among the seized goods is
infringing.  To aggravate the matter, law enforcement authorities often are unsure about the extent
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to which they can share information and evidence with the private sector, professionals, or
relevant organizations.  These uncertainties also prevent law enforcement from benefiting from the
extensive resources and significant technical expertise that right holders can offer.  On the other
hand, right holders are unable to get from the infringers information about the sources of supply
and distribution chain.  Only a few Member States provide for the necessary right to information
which ensures that right holders can secure crucial information about the manufacture and
distribution of counterfeit or pirated goods.

26. Most counterfeiting and piracy takes place behind closed doors.  Law enforcement
authorities and right holders alike thus must often rely on informants for much of the initial
information that leads to the identification of an infringer and subsequent gathering of direct
evidence of infringement.  These informants are understandably reluctant to be identified, to
appear in court or to sign sworn affidavits.  Providing information of infringement could endanger
their career prospects or even their personal safety.  It was pointed out that some Member States
require sworn statements from named informants with direct information about infringement
before a court will issue search or and/or seize orders for the actual evidence of the infringement.
Such high evidentiary thresholds can discourage individuals from providing information about
criminal conduct of which they are aware.

27. Some responses described the need for workable legal presumptions in court proceedings.
This problem has become particularly acute now that hundreds of thousands of different infringing
optical discs (CDs, CD-ROMs, VCDs, DVDs) are regularly seized in raids on intellectual property
counterfeiters and pirates.  Requiring detailed and complicated proof of copyright and copyright
ownership for each disc, track or program, can cause unwarranted loss of time, effort and money
by the right holder, and further congestion for the judicial system as a whole.

I. Lack of Alternative Dispute Resolution Systems

28. Alternative dispute resolution mechanisms can provide the opportunity for more rapid and
less costly results in an area where time is normally of the essence.  Responses underscored that
such alternative dispute resolution systems are either not in place or, if so, they are often poorly
developed and of no particular use.

J. Border Enforcement

29. Responses asserted that for effective enforcement at the border, the challenge is to find the
proper balance between necessary inspections of the flow of goods between Member States by
Customs on the one hand, and the danger to obstruct this flow by the same inspections, creating a
barrier to free trade, on the other hand.  Less inspections can result in a better flow of goods but, at
the same time, increase the risk of more counterfeit goods or pirated copyright works entering the
channels of commerce.  Regarding border enforcement, the following items were noted as
difficulties which are experienced in the majority of Member States:

(a) The lack of cooperation from right holders following ex officio action

30. Frequently, customs officials, in their ex officio capacity, stop goods likely to be infringing;
afterwards, they have difficulty in tracing down the right holder or, where they do inform the right
holder about the ex officio action, he either fails to authenticate the infringing goods or,
alternatively, he omits to file an application for seizure or to institute proceedings against the
infringing goods.  Without cooperation from the right holder, there is a risk that the infringing
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goods will simply be re-sold, re-labelled or re-exported.  Responses indicated that for ex officio
action to be effective, right holders should render the required assistance to customs officials,
provide the necessary evidence and commence proceedings within the prescribed period.

(b) Lack of human resources, technical equipment and storing space for confiscated goods

31. A number of responses noted that Member States have limited funding to establish well
staffed customs units.  They lack computer-aided information systems, and financing for technical
equipment to create linkages with databases with information on right holders, for transport and
for storing space to house confiscated goods.  A concept known as “constructive seizure” of
contraband is often used due to a lack of official storing facilities.  This allows the infringer to
retain custody of the goods pending trial or the outcome of an administrative case.  Often the
goods are distributed anyway, causing harm to the right holder and possibly to the public, as well
as loosing evidence of both the infringement and of the volume of merchandise, which is
necessary to calculate damages.

(c) Infringing items are too often placed back in circulation

32. Some responses observed that infringing goods were often re-exported, returned to the
importer upon payment of a small fine, or auctioned to the public by the seizing authority,
sometimes without the obliteration of the offending marks.

(d) Requirements for excessive security bonds in provisional remedies

33. A few responses noted that the authorities require right owners to post unreasonable or
repeated security bonds in relation to the targeted shipment.  In situations where there are multiple
seized shipments, this can be cost-prohibitive and can deter recourse to border measures.

(e) No legal basis for ex officio action

34. It was mentioned that some Member States do not have, as yet, the required legal basis to
permit ex officio action by customs officials.

K. Criminal Action

(a) Instituting a criminal action

35. Several responses detailed that in most Member States, criminal actions have to be instituted
by the right holder.  Without such intervention by the right holder, it is not possible to obtain
criminal prosecutions or destruction orders.  Where, however, the legislature in a Member State
has designated offenses involving intellectual property rights as semi-public, in view of the fact
that public as well as private interests are often involved, the criminal prosecution may be
instituted without the immediate intervention of the right holder.  It was urged that, in order to
permit ex officio prosecution, the unlawful infringing practice should be contrary to the public
interest, or against the interests of two or more persons;  and in all other cases, there would have to
be a complaint filed by the aggrieved owner.  Officers would have to decide whether there is
prima facie evidence upon which they could act ex officio.
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(b) Criminal penalties do not provide effective deterrence

36. Many of the responses stated that statutory maximum penalties, and the penalties imposed
by courts in practice, are rarely high enough to have a deterrent impact on the actual infringers or
on persons that contemplate engaging in infringing activities.  Furthermore, the lack of statutory
minimum penalties can leave courts with too much discretion, and can lead to unacceptably
lenient sanctions.  Some responses observed that there is a lack of harmonized penalties for the
various intellectual property offences, including a lack of destruction orders and consistent
judgments within Member States.

(c) Law enforcement authorities do not have adequate investigatory and coercive powers

37. It was pointed out that the powers available to law enforcement authorities are often
dependent on the level of minimum and/or maximum penalties for the offence under investigation.
For instance, search warrants are sometimes only granted to investigate offenses where the
maximum penalty is a prison term of five years or longer.  Moreover, law enforcement authorities
might be empowered to arrest suspected infringers only if they are suspected to have committed
offences that carry a maximum penalty over and above a certain level, for example, a five year or
longer prison term.

(d) Lack of training and awareness

38. Some of the responses claimed that in many Member States, there was a general lack of
knowledge on the part of right holders, especially concerning the initiation of criminal actions, and
as well on the side of investigators and criminal prosecutors.  Even special intellectual property
infringement prevention units were sometimes not sufficiently trained;  and prosecutors
sometimes lacked the experience to draft intellectual property charges, present the evidence and
convince the courts about the seriousness of intellectual property crimes in order to secure
deterrent penalties, and seizing and/or destruction orders.

L. Information

(a) Legal procedures to obtain information from or about the infringers are missing

39. Counterfeiters and pirates deliberately organize their activities so as to minimize the risk that
those ultimately responsible for the whole operation will be detected.  Responses point out that,
therefore, unless the entire distribution chain and sources of supply are identified and targeted,
enforcement actions will only have a limited effect.  The ability to obtain information necessary to
detect and detain all actors in the distribution chain, and to identify the sources of supply of illegal
goods, is key if counterfeiting and piracy are to be fought effectively.  Such information is
obtainable if the infringer is compelled by law to disclose it to right holders or to the proper
authorities.

(b) The potential of court rulings in raising public awareness is not being used

40. Publication of judgements in counterfeiting and piracy cases can act as a deterrent for
potential infringers, can provide valuable information to the general public about intellectual
property rights, and can raise awareness about the nature and extent of counterfeiting and piracy.
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Responses note, however, that courts in many Member States do not currently have specific
authority to order the publication of judgements.

M. Regulation of Optical Media Manufacturing

41. It was asserted that “Optical disc” piracy, the unauthorized production of CDs, CD-ROMs,
VCDs and DVDs, is a dangerous form of piracy that is reaching epidemic proportions.  Current
global manufacturing capacity is estimated at 23 billion optical discs a year.  It was underscored
that this is 11 billion discs more than the demand for legitimate products.  Much of this
overcapacity is directed towards the manufacture of illegitimate products.  In some cases, optical
disc piracy is conducted by sophisticated, large-scale enterprises, often associated with an
organized criminal element.  The pirate production may take place in facilities that are established
specifically for the purpose of mastering and replicating pirate products.  In some instances,
however, optical disc plants that are otherwise primarily involved in legitimate production can be
involved in the manufacture of pirate discs, either unwittingly, negligently or even with full
knowledge of the illegal nature of the discs being produced.  The fact that right holders often have
great difficulty identifying the source of the pirate discs makes it extremely tempting for even
otherwise legitimate plants to accept orders from pirates.  Piracy in legitimate plants can also be
the result of reckless corporate culture or weak internal governance that allow manufacturing
plants to accept orders from pirate operators.

III. IDENTIFY EFFECTIVE OR BEST PRACTICES FOR ENFORCEMENT OF
INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY IN MEMBER STATES, INCLUDING EFFECTIVE
PRACTICES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE TRIPS
AGREEMENT ON ENFORCEMENT OF INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY12, IN
PARTICULAR, LESS COSTLY AND TIME-CONSUMING PRACTICES FOR
EFFECTIVELY ENFORCING RIGHTS

A. National Cooperation and Coordination

42. The responses were clear that the fight against counterfeiting and piracy would have much
greater chances for success if it is a coordinated one, involving all the relevant stakeholders, and
dealing with all the various intellectual property rights.  It was noted that a number of Member
States are involved in initiatives to establish and maintain national cooperation between all the
relevant stakeholders as well as the relevant government agencies.  Many Member States have
established, under the leadership of the national intellectual property offices, coordinating or
taskforce units involving, inter alia, the various relevant ministries and agencies, such as customs,
police and justice.  Also involved are members of such bodies as associations of right holders,
copyright societies, medicines control agencies and trading standard authorities, as well as leading
manufacturing, retail and consumer organizations.  These units sometimes have specialized
smaller committees, dealing with more specialized intellectual property issues such as the drafting
of new legislation and the development of frameworks for cooperation on enforcement action
against intellectual property crimes.
                                                
12 Subsequent to the Summary by the Chair, WIPO document ACE/IP-ACMEC/3, the Request for

Information was not limited to issues of industrial property, but dealt horizontally with issues
relating to copyright and related rights.
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43. The aims of such cooperation were noted as, inter alia, to coordinate enforcement activities;
to develop greater expertise among customs officers at all points of import and export;  to improve
liaison procedures with all national agencies involved in enforcement;  to enhance contacts with
right holders and their representative organizations;  to establish benchmarks with specialist anti-
counterfeiting units in other Customs administrations;  and to participate in public awareness
campaigns.  Exchanges of officials have produced good results, allowing them to measure their
performance and structure against specialist units that operate in other Member States.  Through
regular consultations, right holders have been encouraged to contribute to the training of customs
staff in the identification of counterfeit and pirated goods, and in intelligence reporting from their
own sources to assist officers in identifying consignments of counterfeit or pirated goods.

B. Intellectual Property Offices as Contact Points and Information Providers

44. For effective ex officio and normal actions, the security forces and customs authorities must
have access to information concerning the right holders.  In order to achieve this, the contact
points, in a number of Member States, have been established as the national intellectual property
offices, which under the right circumstances, can provide useful and fast information on
right holders and rights.  In some Member States, the intellectual property office plays a pivotal
role in the drafting of clear instructions to enforcement officials on how to proceed in these cases
and do studies and compile useful reports to assist in this aim.  The intellectual property office has
been called upon to give binding or non-binding reports, and other relevant information, to assist
the courts.

C. International Cooperation

45. Cooperation at the international level was underscored in several of the responses, mainly to
optimize the use of available resources and to integrate the efforts undertaken by the different
actors into a strategic action plan.

46. In some Member States, cooperation with international intergovernmental organizations was
seen as already having resulted in the creation of bilateral cooperation and support programs in the
field of enforcement.  To assist developing Member States, it was suggested that industrialized
Member States be requested to create an international computer network covering the ownership
of merchandise that passes through customs.  The creation of such an information exchange
network would be useful in the sense that the same intellectual property rights could be registered
in many different countries and could be affected by the same types of infringements.  Information
networks could consequently be useful for the exchange of information on infringement cases.

D. Public Awareness and Cooperation

47. It was suggested that an important strategy in the fight against counterfeiting and piracy
could be to involve the public more effectively through the establishment of hotlines where the
public can report crime anonymously.  This should be preceded by, or go hand in hand with,
national anti-counterfeiting and anti-piracy campaigns.  Posters and leaflets could be used that
indicate pictorially the link between intellectual property crime and job losses, public sector
funding cuts and the debilitating effects of organized crime;  they could also emphasize the
dangerous effects which some fake goods and products may have.
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E. Right Holder Cooperation

48. Some responses made mention of the fact that in some Member States, right holders were
made aware of their enforcement options through, inter alia, useful websites, which included
information on how to deal with criminal and civil enforcement, information on insurance
concerning litigation, and the use of security packaging, identifiers and other technical means to
protect their intellectual property rights.  Right holders have been encouraged to resolve civil
disputes out of court in order to curtail the high cost of litigation;  to enforce their rights in all
applicable countries, including those with micro-economies;  and to cooperate in official training
and awareness programs.

F. Judicial Procedure

49. Apart from implementing, in full, the enforcement provisions contained in Part III of the
TRIPS Agreement, several of the responses acknowledged that the following procedures in certain
Member States have delivered useful and efficient results:

(a) Provisional measures

50. Judicial authorities need to be able to order prompt provisional measures to preserve
evidence and to prevent infringements.  If counterfeiters and pirates are caught by surprise, there is
a better chance to find and preserve the necessary evidence.  Thus, to ensure effective
enforcement, Member States should authorize the judicial authorities to provide for ex parte
search orders and/or seizure orders, in both civil and criminal cases.  The applications for
ex parte orders should be acted upon and executed within a short time period and security
requirements should not unreasonably deter recourse to these procedures.

51. It was noted that in some jurisdictions, the right holders apply ex parte for an order13 to enter
the premises of the alleged infringer in order to attach and preserve evidence.  This can be done on
short notice, but right holders have to substantiate their claims and may have to provide security.
Similarly, the appropriate authorities should have the right to order the seizure of suspected
infringing goods and other relevant evidence as soon as there is reason to suspect that rights are
being or are about to be infringed.  The ability to seize or preserve should cover not only the
infringing articles themselves, but also the equipment and other materials used in the infringing
operation, including the production and distribution aspects.  This is needed to ensure that
right holders have an appropriate opportunity to prove the true extent of the infringing activity.

52. A few responses suggested that in order to assure funds to satisfy compensation awards and
judgments, the freezing of the defendant’s bank account(s) and other assets may be ordered14

pending the court’s consideration of the merits of the case.  Ex parte asset-freeze orders, available
in appropriate cases and enforceable internationally, could give right holders an opportunity to
ensure that infringers’ profits are confiscated and that monetary damages are recoverable.
Financial institutions might be obligated to freeze and disclose information on relevant assets held
in their accounts.

                                                
13 Often referred to as “Anton Pillar” orders.
14 Often referred to as “Mareva” injunctions.
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53. Some responses proposed that consideration be given, where this could be consistent with
the law of evidence, that certain evidence, provided by persons such as hotline operators and
qualified lawyers, could be a sufficient, or minimal, basis for courts to evaluate an application for
provisional measures.  This could encourage individuals to come forward and provide information
regarding infringements of intellectual property rights sufficiently detailed and reliable to warrant
issuance of the search order or other provisional measures; judges, of course, should retain
discretion to determine whether the evidence provided is credible and sufficient.  First-hand
witnesses to intellectual property infringements are often afraid to come forward, fearing
retaliation by defendants as well as loss of future employment prospects, social standing or
professional reputation.  In most instances, such witnesses will only come forward if they can be
assured that their identities will be protected.

(b) Damages

54. The responses urged that it is of paramount importance in cases involving infringements of
intellectual property rights that courts be empowered to award damages that both compensate the
right holders and deter potential infringers from engaging in illegal activities.  National laws
therefore should contain rules on the calculation of damages that allow courts to award such
damages as to create a deterrent, and adequately compensate right holders.  The assessment of
damages should result in complete indemnification of the injured right holder.  Right holders
could have the right to receive all profits from the infringement, i.e., the fruit of stolen creativity.
And the measure of damages should not provide an economic incentive for counterfeiting and
piracy.

55. Pre-established or statutory damages were viewed as offering an alternative and perhaps
more effective way to compensate right holders and thereby provide them with an expedient and
economical way to prove and recover the damage suffered through counterfeiting and piracy.  It
was suggested that such statutory damages be awarded, even where infringers did not knowingly,
or with reasonable grounds to know, engaged in infringing activity.  Exemplary damages, on the
other hand, were thought necessary to deter infringers in cases of flagrant counterfeiting and
piracy.  Additional damages in the form of aggravated or exemplary damages, or both, are also
needed to ensure that a court can award damages that provide an appropriate deterrent.  It was also
recommended that penal sums be fixed as conditional damages, in cases of non-compliance with
the court’s order.

(c) Evidentiary rules

56. It was noted that in some Member States,  the rules of civil procedure have been amended to
include a rebuttable presumption , that the judicial authorities shall presume that a person who has
infringed an intellectual property right had reasonable grounds to know he was infringing such
right.

57. Some responses suggested that, in order to speed up the justice system and to avoid
unnecessary and costly proceedings, Member States could make it easier to bring cases to a
conclusion by allowing for reasonable presumptions, for example, in respect of ownership and
subsistence of rights;  this could be applicable in both civil and criminal proceedings.  The
presumptions should be rebuttable, where the defendant were able to provide concrete proof to the
contrary.  Furthermore, even where these matters were validly in dispute, parties could be entitled
to present proof of rights by way of registration certificates, or by affidavit.  It was proposed that
in copyright matters, for example, the physical person or legal entity whose name was indicated as
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the author, producer, performer or publisher of the work, in the usual manner should, in the
absence of proof to the contrary, be presumed to be the lawful right holder of the work.  Similarly,
it should be easy for the party that claimed to have a copyright license to actually produce a true
copy of the license agreement, and thereby to prove his entitlement to use the intellectual property
in question.  For reasons of judicial economy, courts should oblige the person claiming to have a
license to produce a copy of the agreement.

58. Some responses suggested that sampling could be accepted as a method of providing
credible evidence of the infringing nature of goods in large seizures.  This method has already
been widely recognized in the customs field.  Where an adequate sample of seized copies (for
example, 10%) proves to be infringing, it could be regarded as prima facie evidence that the
remainder of a seized inventory is also infringing, thereby creating judicial economy.

(d) Surrender profits and destruction of goods and/or implements

59. Many responses underscored that court orders to surrender profits and for the destruction of
infringing goods and/or implements used in the manufacturing thereof, should be issued where the
defendant has acted in bad faith.  All such forfeiture and destruction should be without
compensation to the defendant.  Some felt that judicial authorities should also have the authority
to order the closure of commercial outlets and manufacturing plants that have been used to
manufacture or distribute counterfeit or pirate products.

(e) Recall of infringing goods and list of customers

60. It was suggested that judicial procedures may also be adopted whereby offending goods that
have been placed on the market are recalled at the infringer’s expense, as long as they were not
sold to consumers.

(f) Legal costs

61. Most responses supported the principle that in order to discourage counterfeiting and piracy,
the full recovery of legal costs, including attorney’s fees, investigatory costs, and litigation costs,
should be a matter of right for aggrieved right holders.

(g) Nullification of fraudulently acquired intellectual property rights

62. Some responses stated that it should be possible for the judicial authorities to nullify or
cancel intellectual property rights which were acquired or applied for fraudulently or in bad faith.

G. Border Measures

63. The responses generally agreed that Customs authorities play an important role in
preventing infringing goods from entering into commercial channels.  It was mentioned that
enhanced Customs control practices have, in some Member States, led to a considerable increase
both in the number of interventions and in the number of objects intercepted by Customs
administrations.

64. Concerning the amount of security, it was suggested that such amount be timely refunded
following the successful completion of proceedings.  Also, other responses suggested:  that
Customs authorities should permit right holders to post a single, continuous security bond, of a
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predetermined amount, that would “secure” all enforcement actions;  that right holder should not
be charged for the detention of infringing goods;  and that goods found to be infringing should not
be re-exported, but destroyed in order to prevent the goods from entering other channels of
commerce.

H. Criminal Procedures

65. The responses generally supported the notion that it is important that Member States grant
police and other law enforcement authorities appropriate powers to initiate criminal proceedings,
including in cases of deliberate infringement, of a professional or corporate character, in large,
commercial scale infringements, and especially where there is a substantial danger to the
economy, or to the public health and public security.

66. Several responses stressed that the statutory minimum fines for criminal infringements
should be set at a level that provided a true deterrent against further infringements.  Moreover,
there could be continuous monitoring of the level of fines actually imposed.  Where necessary,
authorities could issue sentencing guidelines to ensure that fines imposed by the judiciary acted to
remove all gain from the infringer and actually served to deter further infringements.

67. It was observed that whenever law enforcement authorities’ investigatory powers were
dependent on the level of minimum/maximum penalties available for criminal infringements,
criminal penalties should be set at a level that ensures that law enforcement authorities have
adequate powers to at least investigate infringements.  It was stressed that penalties should be set
at a level that ensures that criminal infringements are arrestable offences.

I. Information

68. Some responses commented that the availability of a “right to information” would be a
valuable instrument in the fight against counterfeiting and piracy, and that it would enable right
holders to identify the key persons involved in infringing activities, as counterfeiters and pirates
can often move their production sites and change their distribution channels quickly.  These
provisions could enable the right holder to receive information about the infringing goods as well
as about persons involved in the infringements.  These provisions could be accompanied by
adequate sanctions for non-disclosure, giving false information or other non-compliance
with the court’s orders.

J. Publication of Court Decisions

69. Several responses suggested that, in order to better protect the public, and to raise awareness
of the value of intellectual property rights, judicial authorities should have the power to order the
official publication of court decisions, particularly those with a deterrent effect.

K. Specialized Courts, Training and Intellectual Property Reference Library

70. A large number of the responses favored either establishing specialized intellectual property
courts or, alternatively, that consideration be given by governments to train a number of judges to
deal with intellectual property cases; taking this approach could assist in the adjudication of
complex intellectual property matters, as well as possibly being useful in obtaining well-calculated
damage awards.  To assist in particular developing countries with limited experience and
resources in intellectual property matters, several responses suggested that it could also be useful
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to establish intellectual property reference libraries with reading material and case law from
different jurisdictions.

71. Some responses commented on the difficulties involved in working out compensation for
infringements of patent rights and the difficulties inherent in the application of the reversal of the
burden of proof where there is prima facie evidence of the defendant’s infringement of patent
rights, regardless of whether or not process patents resulting in a new product are involved.  The
problems of protecting data in the market approval file on a pharmaceutical product were also
noted.  It was suggested that what may be considered is the adoption of a system of information on
the status of patents for active ingredients, or alternatively, a system whereby patents and
marketing approval are linked, and that free access be given to the non-confidential data,
in the file.

L. Accelerated Procedures

72. A number of responses urged that, in order to relieve the courts and their congestion, that
accelerated cost reducing procedures could be considered.  For example, after the customs
authorities have seized the goods, the applicant or the person who is entitled should have the
possibility to file a written objection within a short time limit.  If no objection is filed, the goods
would be destroyed or taken from the market in a different way.  If an objection is raised, the
seized goods would be handed over to the right holder, if the applicant cannot prove that he has
brought an action with the competent court within a time limit of, e.g., 10 or 20 days.  It was also
suggested that alternatively, intellectual property cases could be dealt with in interim, informal
procedures, which could be held on a very short notice and following which the infringement
might be stopped immediately.  This abbreviated procedure could be followed by proceedings on
the merits.  The right holder could make a reasonable case for having an urgent interest and he
should do so within reasonable time after the discovery of the infringements;  otherwise, he should
start proceedings on the merits.

M. Mediation and Arbitration

73. Some of the responses stated that greater use should be made of mediation and arbitration
procedures to resolve disputes as an alternative to legal proceedings.  Under such a scenario,
attention would have to be given to the role of alternative dispute resolution procedures and
preaction protocols that, inter alia, encourage the exchange of information in order to encourage
the settlement of disputes at an early stage.

N. Issue of Jurisdiction

74. It was suggested that worldwide conventions on international jurisdiction in regard to
intellectual property litigation, as is currently being prepared by, inter alia, the Hague Conference,
need to be concluded.

O. Infringing Goods at Exhibitions

75. One Member State commented that it has established guidelines for organizers of
exhibitions and trade shows to prevent intellectual property infringements, including how to deal
with infringing goods and how to more quickly resolve disputes involving intellectual property
rights.  Under these guidelines, the right holder alleges infringement before an established panel,
which immediately investigates the allegation(s).  This procedure could represent a non-costly,
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effective way of dealing with alleged infringements at exhibitions and trade shows, and possibly
in other situations.

P. Regulation of Optical Media Manufacturing

76. It was noted that optical disc regulation offers a cost-effective way to tackle the piracy
problem in this medium at the source.  Unlike most enforcement measures, the response noted that
optical disc laws work proactively against infringements of intellectual property rights.  Properly
implemented, these rules can make it much more difficult for rogue elements to manufacture
pirated optical discs, and can do so without placing undue regulatory burdens on legitimate plants.
Optical disc legislation can also help insure that the capacity of legitimate plants is not used by
criminals to manufacture pirated products.

77. It was proposed that the manufacture of all optical discs, including the manufacture of
master discs and stampers used to mould the discs, should be subject to a license from a competent
authority.  The same response also suggested that the manufacturers of optical discs should be
obligated to maintain complete and accurate records, which would enable right holders and public
authorities to trace the person or entity that ordered the infringing discs, and that right holders
should have easy access to these records, enabling them to start proceedings against these
infringers.

78. It was also stressed that manufacturers should be obligated to apply identification codes on
all optical discs, including master discs and stampers, which enable the tracing of the source of a
product and provide a deterrent against piracy.  It was noted that the industry standard for this
identifier has become the Source Identification Code (‘SID Code’), which was introduced on a
voluntary basis in 1993 and is now generally accepted as the worldwide standard for unique
identifiers.  Furthermore, the applicable regulations should incorporate provisions allowing
competent authorities to monitor the traffic in key raw materials, especially in optical grade
polycarbonate, and manufacturing equipment, as important tools in tracing pirate manufacture of
optical discs.

IV. INTERNET ENFORCEMENT ISSUES   

79.   Several responses noted that the sheer scale of the Internet problem (i.e., illegal
downloading, peer to peer file sharing, global dimension, etc.) means that meaningful enforcement
of intellectual property rights on the Internet cannot rely primarily on traditional civil or criminal
enforcement mechanisms.  Rather, the responses felt that right holders must be able to also rely on
take-down and/or blocking of infringing material by the Internet service provider(s) upon notice
from the right holder(s).  In certain limited cases, these notice and takedown procedures are
supplemented by civil and criminal enforcement actions, both as a specific deterrent against a
particularly problematic pirate, and as a general deterrent to others who would otherwise be
tempted to engage in such activities.  The success of these enforcement efforts rests largely on the
ability to determine the true name and contact details of the pirate, information that rests almost
entirely with publicly accessible Domain Name databases (WHOIS) or with the Internet service
providers.  Without access to contact details, the task of assigning responsibility for illegal
activities on the Internet is virtually impossible.  The responses which discussed this issue all felt
that timely and unfettered access to this information is thus absolutely essential if right holders are
to be able to enforce their rights on the Internet.
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80. Responses commented that the evidentiary standards for proving the amount of actual
damages involved in an Internet infringement are unworkable.  In most cases, it is very hard, if not
impossible, to show just how many copies have been made available and even harder to provide
evidence on the amount of downloads made from the illegal server.

81. Some responses observed that some laws provide adequate sanctions only if crimes are
committed on “a commercial scale” or if made for “profit making purposes.”  This issue raises two
related problems.  First, commercial enterprises sometimes engage in infringement on a large scale
that does not involve sales of the infringing products to third parties but nonetheless results in
increased profits and other financial benefits to the pirate company.  The second problem arises in
the context of mass distribution of intellectual property based materials over the Internet.  New
forms of infringement, including those committed by or through on-line file sharing services, have
arisen which are as destructive to the value of copyright as any conventional pirate business, but
do not necessarily conform to old notions of commercial activity, or infringements for profit.

82. These responses urged that Member States should provide that, at least in cases involving
significant willful infringements, such as the unauthorized posting of protected materials on the
Internet, are deemed to be piracy on a commercial scale, and treated as such, even though the
actor/pirate receives no financial gain, nor demands the same.  A response went further, and
suggested that Member States should provide criminal penalties for the possession of infringing
copies for the purposes of distribution or otherwise offering to the public, and unauthorized
copying by persons inside corporate, government or similar institutions in connection with the
institution’s activities.

83. Some responses commented that, with regard to the Internet, it has become increasingly
difficult to identify when and where an infringement took place and by whom it was committed.
Even when an infringement has been identified, one faces the question of applicable law,
jurisdiction and damages in terms of pursuing enforcement of intellectual property rights.  These
responses stressed that although there are no international, harmonized rules in this respect, the
issues of applicable law, jurisdiction and damages were critical in considering copyright
enforcement issues on the Internet.

84. List of contact points to the ACE/IP-ACMEC, Geneva, December 18 to 20, 2001, is
contained in the Annex to this document.

[Annex follows]
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CONTACT POINTS

Algérie  /  Algeria
Monsieur Nor-Eddine BENFREHA
Conseiller
Mission permanente de la République algérienne démocratique et populaire auprès

de l’Office des Nations Unies à Genève
308, route de Lausanne
CH-1293 BELLEVUE

Algérie  /  Algeria
Mademoiselle Nabila KADRI
Directrice des marques, dessins et modèles industriels et appellations d'origine
Institut national algérien de propriété industrielle (INAPI)
B.P. 403
Gare
ALGER
Algérie

marque@inapi.org

Allemagne  /  Germany
Mrs. Mara Mechtild WESSELER
Counsellor
Permanent Mission of Germany to the United Nations Office at Geneva
Case postale 171
CH-1211 GENEVA  19

Arabie saoudite  /  Saudi Arabia
Mr. Ibrahim AL-MUTAIRI
Patent Examiner
General Directorate of Patents
King Abdulaziz City for Science and Technology (KACST)
P.O. Box 6086
RIYADH  11442
Arabie saoudite

imutairy@kacst.edu.sa
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Argentine  /  Argentina
Sra. Marta L. GABRIELONI
Consejero
Misión Permanente de la República Argentina ante la Oficina de las Naciones Unidas

en Ginebra
Case postale 536
CH-1215 GENÈVE  15

mga@mrecic.gov.ar

Australie  /  Australia
Ms. Dara Anne WILLIAMS
Second Secretary
Permanent Mission of Australia to the World Trade Organisation
Case postale 172
CH-1211 GENEVA  19

dara.williams@dtat.gov.au

Barbade  /  Barbados
Mr. Randolph Leon GIBSON
Senior Management Valuation Division
Customs and Excise Department
Port Authority Building
University Row
BRIDGETOWN St. Michael
Barbados

Bélarus  /  Belarus
Mrs. Irina EGOROVA
First Secretary
Permanent Mission of the Republic of Belarus to the United Nations Office at Geneva
15, avenue de la Paix
CH-1211 GENEVA  20

Bélarus  /  Belarus
Mr. Valéry J. KUDASHOV
Director General
National Center of Intellectual Property
66, pr.F. Skoriny
220072 MINSK
Bélarus

kudashev@it.org.by
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Cameroun  /  Cameroon
Monsieur Jacques NGOS NGOS
Contrôleur à l'Inspection générale des services judiciaires
Magistrat en service à la Chancellerie
Ministère de la justice
YAOUNDÉ
Cameroun

Jacques_ngosngos@hotmail.com

Chili  /  Chile
Sr. Luis Wilfredo VILLAROEL VILLALON
Jefe del Departamento Jurídico
Ministerio de Educación
Ave. Libertador B. O'Higgins 1371
SANTIAGO
Chili

lvillarr@mineduc.cl

Chine  /  China
Ms.  HAN Li
First Secretary
Permanent Mission of the People’s Republic of China to the United Nations Office at

Geneva
Case Postal 85
CH-1213 PETIT-LANCY  2

c_hanlin@yahoo.com

Chine  /  China
Mrs.  YUHUA Deng
Deputy Section Chief
International Division
National Copyright Administration of China
85, Dongsi Nan Dajie
BEIJING  100703
Chine

dengncac@sina.com.cn

Colombie  /  Colombia
Sr. Luis Gerardo GUZMÁN VALENCIA
Ministro Consejero
Misión Permanente de Colombia ante la Oficina de las Naciones Unidas en Ginebra
17-19, chemin du Champ-d’Anier
CH-1209 GENÈVE

mission.colombia@itu.ch
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Croatie  /  Croatia
Mr. Dragan VUKADIN
Head
Department of Intellectual Property Rights, Enhancement and Enforcement
State Intellectual Property Office
Drzavni Zavod za Intelektualno Vlasnistvo
Ulica grada Vukovara 78
HR-10000 ZAGREB
Croatie

ipio.croatie@patent.tel.hr

Croatie  /  Croatia
Mr. Sasa ZATEZALO
Advisor
Intellectual Property Development Department
State Intellectual Property Office
Drzavni Zavod za Intelektualno Vlasnistvo
Ulica grada Vukovara 78
HR-10000 ZAGREB
Croatie

Danemark  /  Denmark
Mr. Niels Holm SVENDSEN
Chief Adviser
The Danish Patent and Trademark Office
Patentdirektoratet
Helgeshøj Allé 81
DK-2630 TAASTRUP
Danemark

nhs@dkpto.dk

Égypte  /  Egypt
Mr. Ahmed ABDEL LATIF
Third Secretary
Permanent Mission of the Arab Republic of Egypt to the United Nations Office at

Geneva
49, avenue Blanc
CH-1202 GENEVA

abdelatif@yahoo.com
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Égypte  /  Egypt
Mr. Ismail RASHED SEDIK
Judiciary Consultant to the Minister of Culture
Ministry of Culture
2, Shagreet El Dor Street
Zamalek
CAIRO
Égypte

Équateur  /  Ecuador
Sr. Nelson VELASCO IZQUIERDO
Presidente
Instituto Ecuatoriano de Propiedad Intelectual (IEPI)
Edificio Forum 300
Avda República # 396 y Diego de Almagro
QUITO
Équateur

velasco.preiepi@interactive.net

Espagne  /  Spain
Srta. Silvia NAVARES GONZÁLEZ
Técnico Superior
Departamento de Coordinación Jurídica y Relaciones Internacionales
Oficina Española de Patentes y Marcas (OEPM)
Panamá 1
E-28071 MADRID
Espagne

silvia.navares@oepm.es

États-Unis d'Amérique  /  United States of America
Mr. Mark A. COHEN
Attorney-Advisor
Office of Legislative and International Affairs
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office
U.S. Department of Commerce
Box 4
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20231
U.S.A.

mark.cohen@uspto.gov
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États-Unis d'Amérique  /  United States of America
Mr. Michael MEIGS
Counsellor
Permanent Mission of the United States of America to the United Nations Office at

Geneva
11, route de Pregny
Case postale
CH-1292 CHAMBÉSY

meigsma@state.gov

États-Unis d'Amérique  /  United States of America
Mr. Steven Marc TEPP
Policy Planning Advisor
Policy and International Affairs Office
Copyright Office
Library of Congress
Department 17
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20540
U.S.A.

step@loc.gov

États-Unis d'Amérique  /  United States of America
Ms. Elaine T.L. WU
Attorney-Advisor
Office of Legislative and International Affairs
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office
U.S. Department of Commerce
Box 4
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20231
U.S.A.

elaine.wu@uspto.gov

Éthiopie  /  Ethiopia
Mr. Esayas GOTTA SEIFU
First Secretary
Permanent Mission of Ethiopia to the United Nations Office at Geneva
Case postale 338
CH-1211 GENEVA  19

mission.ethiopia@ties.itu.int

Éthiopie  /  Ethiopia
Mr. Seleshi MENGESHA
Counsellor
Permanent Mission of Ethiopia to the United Nations Office at Geneva
Case postale 338
CH-1211 GENEVA  19

seleshi@hotmail.com
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Éthiopie  /  Ethiopia
Mr. Menberetsehai TADESSE
Vice-President and Judge
Federal Supreme Court
P.O. Box 6166
ADDIS ABABA
Éthiopie

fed.sup@telecom.net.et

Fédération de Russie  /  Russian Federation
Mr. Oleg ASHURKOV
Deputy Chief
Intellectual Property Protection Division
State Customs Committee
11/5, Novozavodskaya St.
MOSCOW
Fédération de Russie

gutnr_ashurkov@mail.customs.ru

Fédération de Russie  /  Russian Federation
Mr. Iouri KONONENKO
Head of Division
Russian Agency for Patents and Trademarks (Rospatent)
30-1, Berezhkovskaya nab.
MOSCOW  G-59 GSP-5, 123995
Fédération de Russie

kononenko@rupto.ru

Fédération de Russie  /  Russian Federation
Mrs. Olga PRONINA
Examiner
Federal Institute of Industrial Property
Russian Agency for Patents and Trademarks (Rospatent)
30-1, Berezhkovskaya nab.
MOSCOW  G-59 GSP-5, 123995
Fédération de Russie

proolga@rambler.ru

Fédération de Russie  /  Russian Federation
Mrs. Natalia RADTCHENKO
Acting Deputy Head of Division
Federal Institute of Industrial Property
Russian Agency for Patents and Trademarks (Rospatent)
30-1, Berezhkovskaya nab.
MOSCOW  G-59 GSP-5, 123995
Fédération de Russie

vorlova@rupto.ru
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Fédération de Russie  /  Russian Federation
Mr. Anatoli SAFRONOV
Head of Division
Russian Agency for Patents and Trademarks (Rospatent)
30-1, Berezhkovskaya nab.
MOSCOW  G-59 GSP-5, 123995
Fédération de Russie

Fédération de Russie  /  Russian Federation
Mr. Vladislav STARZHENETSKIY
Consultant
International Private Law Section of the Supreme Commercial Court
Supreme Commercial Court
M. Kharitonievsky per. 12
MOSCOU
Fédération de Russie

vvs@arbitr.ru

Finlande  /  Finland
Ms. Nina KORJUS
Legislative Counsellor
Ministry of Justice
Eteläesplanadi 10
FIN-00130 HELSINKI
Finlande

nina.korjus@om.fi

France  /  France
Madame Michèle WEIL-GUTHMANN
Conseiller juridique
Mission permanente de la France auprès de l’Office des Nations Unies à Genève
Villa "Les Ormeaux"
36, route de Pregny
CH-1292 CHAMBÉSY

michele.weil.guthmann@diplomatie.gouv.fr

Gabon  /  Gabon
Monsieur Abel MOULOUNGUI
Magistrat
Directeur des affaires civiles et du sceau
Ministère de la justice
B.P. 547
LIBREVILLE
Gabon

moulabel@ifrance.com
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Guatemala  /  Guatemala
Sr. Andrés WYLD
Primer Secretario
Misión Permanente de Guatemala ante la Organización Mundial del Comercio
17A,  route de Ferney
CH-1202 GENÈVE

andres.wyld@ties.itu.int

Honduras  /  Honduras
Sr. Olvin MEJÍA
Decano Derecho
Facultad de Derecho
Universidad Nacional Honduras
Ciudad Universitaria
SUPAYA
Honduras

Honduras  /  Honduras
Excma. Sra. Olmeda RIVERA RAMÍREZ
Embajadora
Misión Permanente de la República de Honduras ante la Oficina de las Naciones

Unidas en Ginebra
13, chemin de Taverney
CH-1218 GRAND-SACONNEX

olmembhon@hotmail.com

Hongrie  /  Hungary
Mrs. Anna LÖRINCZ
Legal Adviser
Hungarian Patent Office
P.O. Box 552
H-1370 BUDAPEST
Hongrie

anna.lorincz@hpo.hu

Hongrie  /  Hungary
Mr. Péter MUNKÁCSI
Legal Officer
Hungarian Patent Office
P.O. Box 552
H-1370 BUDAPEST
Hongrie

munkacsi@hpo.hu
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Inde  /  India

Mr. Asish Kumar RAHA
Commissioner of Customs
ICD
Tughlakabad
NEW DELHI  110023
Inde

akraha@yahoo.com

Inde  /  India
Mrs. Homai SAHA
Minister
Permanent Mission of India to the United Nations Office at Geneva
9, rue du Valais
CH-1202 GENEVA

Irlande  /  Ireland
Miss Jennifer CASEY
Higher Executive Officer
Intellectual Property Unit
Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment
Earlsfort Centre
Lower Hatch Street
DUBLIN  2
Irlande

jennifer_casey@entemp.ie

Italie  /  Italy
Dr. Vittorio RAGONESI
Conseiller juridique
Délégation italienne aux accords de propriété intellectuelle
Ministère des affaires étrangères
Palazzo Farnesina
I-00100 ROME
Italie

Japon  /  Japan
Mr. Masahi NAKAZONO
Deputy Director
Japan Copyright Office (JCO)
Agency for Cultural Affairs
3-2-2, Kasumigaseki
Chiyoda-ku
TOKYO  100-8959
Japon

nakazono@bunka.go.jp
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Japon  /  Japan

Mr. Toru SATO
First Secretary
Permanent Mission of Japan to the United Nations Office at Geneva
Case postale 337
CH-1211 GENEVA  19

toru.sato@mota.go.jp

Japon  /  Japan
Mr. Kazutaka SAWASATO
Assistant Director
International Affairs Office
Japan Patent Office (JPO)
Tokkyocho
4-3 Kasumigaseki 3-chome
Chiyoda-ku
TOKYO  100-8915
Japon

sawasoto-kazutaka@jpo.go.jp

Japon  /  Japan
Mr. Yuji TSURUYA
Director
Regional Policy Office
International Affairs Division
Japan Patent Office (JPO)
Tokkyocho
4-3 Kasumigaseki 3-chome
Chiyoda-ku
TOKYO  100-8915
Japon

tsuruya-yuji@jpo.go.jp

Japon  /  Japan
Mr. Takashi YAMASHITA
First Secretary
Permanent Mission of Japan to the United Nations Office at Geneva
Case postale 337
CH-1211 GENEVA  19

takashi.yamashita@mota.go.jp
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Jordanie  /  Jordan
Mr. Shaker HALASA
Assistant Director
Directorate of Trade Registration & Industrial Property Protection
Ministry of Industry and Trade
El-Difah El Madani Street
P.O. Box 2019
El-Difah El Madani Street
AMMAN
Jordanie

s_halasa@mit.gov.jo

Kenya  /  Kenya
Mr. Christian LANGAT
Trademarks Examiner
Kenya Industrial Property Office
Ministry of Trade and Industry
P.O. Box 51648
NAIROBI
Kenya

kipo@arc.or.ke

Lettonie  /  Latvia
Mr. Zigrids AUMEISTERS
Director
Patent Office of the Republic of Latvia
Latvijas Republikas Patentu valde
P.O. Box 124
LV-1010 RIGA
Lettonie

valde@lrpv.lv

Lettonie  /  Latvia
Mr. Sandis VOLDINS
Senior Specialist
Copyright and Neighboring Rights Division
Ministry of Culture
11a K.Valdemara St.
LV-1364 RIGA
Lettonie

sandis.voldins@km.gov.lv
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Lituanie  /  Lithuania
Mr. Rimvydas NAUJOKAS
Director
State Patent Bureau of the Republic of Lithuania
Valstybinis patentu biuras
Kalvariju g. 3
LT-2005 VILNIUS
Lituanie

spb@upb.lt

Mali  /  Mali
Madame Maiga Mouneissa DIALLO
Directrice générale
Bureau malien du droit d’auteur (BUMDA)
Ministère de la culture
B.P.E. 2735 BUMDA
BAMAKO
Mali

Maroc  /  Morocco
Monsieur Aziz BOUAZZAOUI
Directeur
Office marocain de la propriété industrielle et commerciale
B.P. 8072
CASABLANCA  Oasis
Maroc

azizb40@hotmail.com

Mexique  /  Mexico
Sra. María Guadalupe LAZCANO XOXOTLA
Subdirectora Divisional de Infracciones Administrativas de Comercio
Instituto Mexicano de la Propiedad Industrial (IMPI)
Av. Periférico Sur No. 3106
Col. Jardines del Pedregal
01900 MÉXICO D.F.
Mexique

glazcano@impi.gob.mx

Panama  /  Panama
Sra. Lilia CARRERA
Analista de Comercio Esterior
Misión Permanente de Panamá ante la Organización Mundial del Comercio
94, rue de Lausanne
CH-1202 GENÈVE

lilia.carrera@ties.itu.int
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Panama  /  Panama
Sr. Raúl Eduardo MOLINA
Director Nacional de Comercio
Ministerio de Comercio e Industrias
Ave. El Parral, Plaza Edison, piso 3
PANAMÁ  4
Panama

rmolina03@hotmail.com

Pays-Bas  /  Netherlands
Ms. Nicole HAGEMANS
Legal Advisor on Industrial Property
Ministry of Economic Affairs
P.O. Box 20101
NL-2500 EC THE HAGUE
Pays-Bas

n.hagemans@minez.nl

Philippines  /  Philippines
Mrs. Emma FRANCISCO
Director General
Intellectual Property Office (IPO)
Department of Trade and Industry
IPO Building
351 Sen. Gil Puyat Ave.
MAKATI CITY  1200
Philippines

mail@ipophil.gov.ph

Philippines  /  Philippines
Mrs. Ma. Angelina STA. CATALINA
First Secretary
Permanent Mission of the Philippines to the United Nations Office at Geneva
47, avenue Blanc
CH-1202 GENEVA

mission.philippines@ties.itu.int

Portugal  /  Portugal
Monsieur José Sérgio DE CALHEIROS DA GAMA
Conseiller juridique
Mission permanente du Portugal auprès de l’Office des Nations Unies à Genève
Case postale 425
CH-1211 GENÈVE  16

mission.portugal@ties.itu.int
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Qatar  /  Qatar

Mr. Abdulla Ahmed QAYED
Head
Copyright Office
Ministry of Finance, Economy and Commerce
P.O. Box 22355
DOHA
Qatar

qa.coprt78@yahoo.com

République de Corée  /  Republic of Korea
Mr. Jae-Hyun AHN
Intellectual Property Attaché
Permanent Mission of the Republic of Korea to the United Nations Office at Geneva
Case postale 42
CH-1211 GENEVA  20

iprkorea@orgio.net

République de Moldova  /  Republic of Moldova
Monsieur Andrei AFANASIEV
Directeur général
Agence d'État pour les droits d'auteur de la République de Moldova
P.O. Box 150
MD-277012 KISHINEV
République de Moldova

office@agepi.md

République-Unie de Tanzanie  /  United Republic of Tanzania
Mr. Maximinus Michael UBISIMBALI
Senior Superintendent of Police
Registrations and Licensing Agency
Ministry of Industry and Trade
P.O. Box 9393
DAR ES SALAAM
République-Unie de Tanzanie

Roumanie  /  Romania
Madame Rodica PÂRVU
Directeur général
Office roumain pour les droits d’auteur (ORDA)
91-93, Calea Victoriei, Etaj 1
Of. Post 22
71109 BUCAREST Sector 1
Roumanie

orda@kappa.ro
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Roumanie  /  Romania
Ms. Ruxandra URUCU
Legal Advisor
Office d’Etat pour les inventions et les marques
Oficiul de Stat pentru Inventii si Marci (OSIM)
Ion Ghica nr. 5,  Sector 3
70018 BUCAREST
Roumanie

liviu.bulgar@osim.ro
ruxandra.urucu@osim.ro

Royaume-Uni  /  United Kingdom
Mrs. Judith Alison SULLIVAN
Assistant Director, Copyright
The Patent Office
Harmsworth House
13-15 Bouverie Street
LONDON  EC4Y 8DP
Royaume-Uni

judith.sullivan@patent.gov.uk

Royaume-Uni  /  United Kingdom
Mr. Jeffery David WATSON
Senior Policy Advisor
The Patent Office
Concept House
Cardiff Road
NEWPORT  NP10 8QQ
Royaume-Uni

jeff.watson@patent.gov.uk

Sénégal  /  Senegal
Monsieur André BASSE
Premier secrétaire
Mission permanente de la République du Sénégal auprès de l’Office des Nations

Unies à Genève
93, rue de la Servette
CH-1202 GENÈVE

Slovaquie  /  Slovakia
Mr. Milan MÁJEK
First Secretary
Permanent Mission of the Slovak Republic to the United Nations Office at Geneva
Case postale 160
CH-1218 GRAND-SACONNEX

milan.majek@ties.itu.int
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Soudan  /  Sudan
Mr. Adil Khalid Hassan HILAL
Legal Counsellor
Ministry of Justice
Attorney General’s Chambers
P.O. Box 744
KHARTOUM
Soudan

Suède  /  Sweden
Mr. Henry OLSSON
Special Government Adviser
Division of Intellectual Property and Transportation
Ministry of Justice
Rosenbad 4
Fack
S-103 33 STOCKHOLM
Suède

henry.olsson@justice.ministry.se

Suisse  /  Switzerland
Monsieur Stefan LUGINBÜHL
Conseiller juridique
Division droit et affaires internationales
Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI)
Einsteinstrasse 2
CH-3003 BERNE

stefan.luginbuehl@ipi.ch

Suisse  /  Switzerland
Madame Catherine METTRAUX
Juriste
Division du droit d'auteur et des droits voisins
Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI)
Einsteinstrasse 2
CH-3003 BERNE

catherine.mettraux@ipi.ch

Thaïlande  /  Thailand
Mr. Supark PRONGTHURA
First Secretary
Permanent Mission of Thailand to the United Nations Office at Geneva
Rue Gustave Moynier 5
CH-1202 GENEVA

raknong@yahoo.com
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Ukraine  /  Ukraine
Ms. Svietlana POLACHEK
Deputy Head
Court Cases Section of the Legal Division
State Department of Intellectual Property
Ministry of Education and Science of Ukraine
8, Lvivska Ploscha
KYIV  53, 04655 MSP
Ukraine

svietlana.polachek@ukr.patent.org

Viet Nam  /  Viet Nam
Mr. Hoang VAN TAN
Deputy Director General
National Office of Industrial Property (NOIP)
P.O. Box 432
HANOI
Viet Nam

Viet Nam  /  Viet Nam
Monsieur Huy Tan VU
Conseiller
Permanent Mission of the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam to the United Nations Office

at Geneva
Chemin Francois-Lehmann 18a
CH-1218 GRAND-SACONNEX

vhtan2000@yahoo.com

Yougoslavie  /  Yugoslavia
Mr. Miodrag MARKOVIC
Head
Industrial Designs and Geographical Indications Division
Federal Intellectual Property Office
Savezni zavod za intelektualnu svojinu
Trg Nikole Pasica 11
11000 BELGRADE
Yougoslavie

yupat@gov.yu
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Yougoslavie  /  Yugoslavia
Mr. Blagota ZARKOVIC
Director
Federal Intellectual Property Office
Savezni zavod za intelektualnu svojinu
Trg Nikole Pasica 11
11000 BELGRADE
Yougoslavie

yupat@gov.yu

Organisation météorologique mondiale (OMM)  /  World Meteorological Organization
(WMO)

Mrs. Iwona RUMMEL-BULSKA
Legal Counsel
World Meteorological Organization (WMO)
Case postale 2300
CH-1211 GENÈVE  2

Rummel_I@gateway.wmo.ch

Organisation mondiale du commerce (OMC)  /  World Trade Organization (WTO)
Mr. Hannu WAGER
Counsellor
Intellectual Property and Investment Division
World Trade Organization (WTO)
Centre William Rappard
154, rue de Lausanne
CH-1211 GENÈVE  21

hannu.wager@wto.org

Commission européenne (CE)  /  European Commission (EC)
Monsieur Roger KAMPF
Conseiller
Délégation permanente de la Commission européenne (CE)
Case postale 195
CH-1211 GENÈVE  20

roger.kampf@cec.eu.int

Commission européenne (CE)  /  European Commission (EC)
Monsieur Patrick RAVILLARD
Administrateur principal
Internal Market and Financial Services
European Commission (EC)
200, rue de la Loi (C100 04/095)
B-1049 BRUXELLES
Belgique

patrick.ravillard@cec.eu.int
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Commission européenne (CE)  /  European Commission (EC)
Mr. Rogier WEZENBEEK
Administrator
Internal Market and Financial Services
European Commission (EC)
200, rue de la Loi (C100 04/095)
B-1049 BRUXELLES
Belgique

rogier.wezenbeek@cec.eu.int

Organisation mondiale des douanes (WCO)  /  World Customs Organization (WCO)
Mr. Will ROBINSON
Technical Attaché
World Customs Organization (WCO)
30, rue du Marché
B-1210 BRUXELLES
Belgique

will.robinson@wcoomd.org

Agence pour la protection des programmes (APP)  /  
Monsieur Xavier FURST
Chargé de mission
Agence pour la Protection des Programmes (APP)
10, route de l'Aéroport
CP41
CH-1215 GENÈVE

xfurst@idda.org

  American Intellectual Property Law Association (AIPLA)
Mr. Thomas T. MOGA
Chair
International Education Committee, AIPLA
c/o Powell Goldstein
1001 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Suite 600
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20004
U.S.A.

tmoga@pgfm.com

Association internationale pour la protection de la propriété industrielle (AIPPI)  /
International Association for the Protection of Industrial Property (AIPPI)

Mrs. Antonina PAKHARENKO-ANDERSON
Vice-Chairman, Ukrainian Group
International Association for the Protection of Industrial Property (AIPPI)
11, Gorodecky Str., Apr. 49
KIEV  01034
Ukraine

pakharenko@pakharenko.kiev.ua
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  Business Software Alliance (BSA)
Ms. Lisa PEETS
Counsel
c/o Covington & Burling
Leconfield House
Curzon St.
LONDON  WIJ 8H5
Royaume-Uni

lpeets@cov.com

Centre d'études internationales de la propriété industrielle (CEIPI)  /  Centre for
International Industrial Property Studies (CEIPI)

Monsieur François CURCHOD
Professeur associé à l'Université Robert Schuman
Route de Duillier
CH-1272 GENOLIER

francois.curchod@vtxnet.ch

  Coalition for Intellectual Property Rights (CIPR)
Mr. Peter B. NECARSULMER
President and Chief Executive Officer
Coalition for Intellectual Property Rights (CIPR)
2000 "L" Street, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036
U.S.A.

peter.necarsulmer@cipr.org

Confédération internationale des sociétés d'auteurs et compositeurs (CISAC)  /
International Confederation of Societies of Authors and Composers (CISAC)

Mr. David UWEMEDIMO
Confédération internationale des sociétés d’auteurs et compositeurs (CISAC)
20-26, Boulevard du Parc
F-92200 NEUILLY-SUR-SEINE
France

  Confederation of Indian Industry (CII)
Mr. Anbu VARATHAN
Deputy Director
The Confederation of Indian Industry (CII)
Gate No. 31, J.N. Stadium
NEW DELHI  110003
Inde

v.anbu@ciionline.org
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Fédération internationale de l'industrie phonographique (IFPI)  /  International
Federation of the Phonographic Industry (IFPI)

Mr. Allen N. DIXON
General Counsel and Executive Director
International Federation of the Phonographic Industry (IFPI)
54 Regent Street
LONDON  W1R 5PJ
Royaume-Uni

allen.dixon@ifpi.org

Fédération internationale de l'industrie phonographique (IFPI)  /  International
Federation of the Phonographic Industry (IFPI)

Mr. Lauri RECHARDT
Senior Legal Advisor
International Federation of the Phonographic Industry (IFPI)
54 Regent Street
LONDON  W1R 5PJ
Royaume-Uni

lauri.rechardt@ifpi.org

Fédération internationale de la vidéo (IVF)  /  International Video Federation (IVF)
Mr. Thomas DILLON
Legal Advisor
International Video Federation (IVF)
38, avenue des Arts
B-1040 BRUSSELS
Belgique

Fédération internationale des associations de producteurs de films (FIAPF)  /
International Federation of Film Producers Associations (FIAPF)

Madame Valérie LÉPINE-KARNIK
Directrice générale adjointe
Fédération internationale des associations de producteurs de films (FIAPF)
9, rue de l'Echelle
F-75001 PARIS
France

v.lepine@fiapf.org

Fédération internationale des musiciens (FIM)  /  International Federation of Musicians
(FIM)

Monsieur Thomas DAYAN
Adjoint du secrétaire général
Fédération internationale des musiciens (FIM)
21 bis, rue Victor Massé
F-75009 PARIS
France

fim.paris@compuserve.com
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Fédération internationale des musiciens (FIM)  /  International Federation of Musicians
(FIM)

Monsieur Jean VINCENT
Secrétaire général
Fédération internationale des musiciens (FIM)
21 bis, rue Victor Massé
F-75009 PARIS
France

fim.paris@compuserve.com

  Global Anti-Counterfeiting Group (GACG)
Mr. John Peter ANDERSON
Chairman
The Global Anti-Counterfeiting Group (GACG)
c/o ACG
P.O. Box 578
HIGH WYCOMBE, Bucks HP11 1YD
Royaume-Uni

john.anderson@a-cg.com

Institut Max-Planck de droit étranger et international en matière de brevets, de droit
d'auteur et de la concurrence (MPI)  /  Max-Planck-Institute for Foreign and

International Patent, Copyright and Competition Law (MPI)
Dr. Silke VON LEWINSKI
Head of Department, International Law
Max-Planck-Institute for Foreign and International Patent, Copyright and Competition

Law (MPI)
Marstallplatz 1
80539 MÜNCHEN
ALLEMAGNE

svl@intellecprop.mpg.de

  International Anti-counterfeiting Coalition, Inc. (IACC)
Mr. Timothy P. TRAINER
President
The International Anti-counterfeiting Coalition, Inc. (IACC)
Suite 1101
1725 K Street, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036
U.S.A.

timothy.trainer@iacc.org

  International Trademark Association (INTA)
Ms. Dany AMATE
Trademark Manager
c/o Procter & Gamble AG
47, rue St-Georges
CH-1211 PETIT-LANCY

amate.d@pgi
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  Japan Institute of Invention & Innovation (JIII)
Mr. Fumio HIROSE
Director
Research and Investigation Group
Japan Institute of Invention & Innovation (JIII)
9-14, Toranomon 2 chome
Minato-Ku
TOKYO  105-0001
Japon

f-hirose@jiii.or.jp

  Japan Patent Attorneys Association (JPAA)
Ms. Kei KONISHI
JPAA Copyright Committee Member
c/o Miyoshi & Miyoshi
Toranomon-Daiicchi Building
1-2-3 Toranomon, Minato-ku
TOKYO  105-0001
Japon

konishi@miyoshipat.co.jp

  Software Information Center (SOFTIC), Japan
Mr. Kensuke NORICHIKA
Executive Director
Software Information Center (SOFTIC)
Toto Building
5-1-4 Toranomon
Minato-ku
TOKYO  105-0001
Japon

ken@softic.or.jp

Union des confédérations de l'industrie et des employeurs d'Europe (UNICE)  /  Union of
Industrial and Employers’ Confederations of Europe  (UNICE)

Ms. Toe Su AUNG
Member of Trademarks Working Group, UNICE
4, Temple Place, Globe House
LONDON
Royaume-Uni

toe_su_aung@bat.com
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Union internationale des éditeurs (UIE)  /  International Publishers Association (IPA)
Mr. Carlo SCOLLO LAVIZZARI
Legal Counsel
Union internationale des éditeurs (UIE)
3, avenue de Miremont
CH-1206 GENÈVE

csl@ipa-uie.org
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