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INTRODUCTION 
 
1. The Standing Committee on the Law of Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical 
Indications (hereinafter referred to as “the Standing Committee”, “the Committee” or “the SCT”) 
held its thirty-eighth session, in Geneva, from October 30 to November 2, 2017. 
 
2. The following Member States of WIPO and/or the Paris Union for the Protection of 
Industrial Property were represented at the meeting:  Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, 
Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Bahamas, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Burundi, Cambodia, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Costa Rica, Côte d’Ivoire, Croatia, Czech Republic, Cyprus, Democratic Peoples’s Republic of 
Korea, Denmark, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Estonia, Ethiopia, Finland, France, Georgia, 
Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, 
Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mauritania, Mexico, Monaco, Morocco, Mozambique, 
Myanmar, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, 
Poland, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldova, Romania, Russian Federation, 
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Slovakia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, 
the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, 

                                                
*
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Turkmenistan, Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United States of 
America, Uzbekistan, Viet Nam and Zimbabwe (100).  The European Union was represented in 
its capacity as a special member of the SCT.  Solomon Islands were represented in their 
capacity as Observer. 
 
3. The following intergovernmental organizations took part in the meeting in an observer 
capacity:  African Intellectual Property Organization (OAPI), African Regional Industrial Property 
Organization (ARIPO), African Union (AU), Benelux Organisation for Intellectual Property 
(BOIP), South Centre (SC), World Trade Organization (WTO) (6). 
 
4. Representatives of the following non-governmental organizations (NGOs) took part in the 
meeting in an observer capacity:  American Intellectual Property Law Association (AIPLA), 
ASEAN Intellectual Property Association (ASEAN IPA), Association française des practiciens du 
droit des marques et modèles (APRAM), Centre for International Intellectual Property 
Studies (CEIPI), European Brands Association (AIM), European Law Students’ 
Association (ELSA International), Intellectual Property Owners Association (IPO), International 
Association for the Protection of Intellectual Property (AIPPI), International Federation of 
Intellectual Property Attorneys (FICPI), International Chamber of Commerce (ICC), Internet 
Society (ISOC), International Trademark Association (INTA), International Wine Law 
Association (AIDV), Japan Patent Attorneys Association (JPAA), Japan Trademark 
Association (JTA), MARQUES - Association of European Trade Mark Owners, Organization for 
an International Geographical Indications Network (oriGIn) (17). 
 
5. The list of participants is contained in Annex II of this document. 
 
6. The Secretariat noted the interventions made and recorded them.  This report 
summarizes the discussions on the basis of all observations made. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM 1:  OPENING OF THE SESSION 
 
7. Mr. Francis Gurry, Director General of the World Intellectual Property 
Organization (WIPO), opened the thirty-eighth session of the SCT and welcomed the 
participants. 
 
8. Mr. David Muls (WIPO) acted as Secretary to the SCT. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM 2:  ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA 
 
9. The SCT adopted the draft Agenda (document SCT/38/1 Prov.). 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM 3:  ADOPTION OF THE DRAFT REPORT OF THE THIRTY-SEVENTH 
SESSION 
 

10. The SCT adopted the draft Report of the thirty-seventh session 
(document SCT/37/9 Prov.). 
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General Statements 
 
11. The Delegation of Indonesia, speaking on behalf of the Asian and the Pacific Group, said 
that it attached great significance to intellectual property as an important catalyst to socio-
economic and technological development, as well as to an equitable and just international 
intellectual property regime, not only to promote innovation but also sensitive to the diverse 
developmental needs of Member States.  The work of the Committee should not lose sight of 
this important concept and should work towards maintaining the equilibrium between the 
interests of the right holders and the larger public welfare.  The Group, appreciating, and looking 
forward to, a successful information session on Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and 
Typeface/Type Font Designs, believed that the information session would further enhance the 
collective understanding and would allow delegations to hear from practices of offices as well as 
experiences of users with regard to GUI, Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs.  The Group 
hoped that future discussions and exchanges would also allow delegations to learn from a 
diverse array of speakers with different backgrounds and experiences.  On the Design Law 
Treaty (DLT), the Group considered that the work of the SCT was to focus on finding a common 
landing zone among the Member States on the text of a possible treaty.  Like any other 
international instrument, the implementation of the DLT should be accompanied with enhanced 
capacity of Member States to carry out the obligations arising out of the new Treaty.  The 
proposed Treaty should address the important issue of capacity building in the intellectual 
property regimes of developing countries and least developed countries (LDCs).  Although 
some members had expressed flexibility as to the placement of such a provision – either in the 
Treaty or in a resolution – most members of the Group favored placing the provision on 
technical assistance as an article in the main body of the proposed Treaty.  The Delegation 
hoped that a consensus decision could be reached on the matter, which would satisfy all 
Member States.  The Delegation noted that most of the members of the Group supported the 
principle of disclosure and were of the view that, as sovereign Member States of WIPO, 
countries should have the flexibility to include, as part of the design eligibility criteria, 
components that were deemed important to complete the formalities for protection of industrial 
designs in their jurisdictions.  However, some members of the Group had expressed different 
positions on the issue of disclosure of source.  Taking note of the decision by the 2017 WIPO 
General Assembly, the Group was optimistic that a mutually agreed outcome would be reached 
regarding the matter as soon as feasible and was ready to engage constructively towards 
resolving all outstanding issues and bridging the position gaps concerning Articles 3 and 22 of 
the DLT.  The Delegation stated that developing countries should have ample policy space to 
shape their industrial design protection system in accordance with national interests, as 
envisaged in the TRIPS Agreement.  The Group stood ready to discuss the proposal on 
industrial designs and new technologies and hoped that the Information Session on GUI, Icon 
and Typeface/Type Font Designs would enrich the discussion.  Regarding the extension of the 
Digital Access Service (DAS) for priority documents to trademarks and industrial designs, the 
Group held the view that it would reduce the burden on applicants when preparing the 
documents required for priority claims.  The Group welcomed further updates on the matter and 
its members were ready to take part in the related discussions.  Furthermore, the Group hoped 
to see progress towards consensus on the issue of the protection of country names and 
geographical indications.  There was a need for international action to prevent the undue 
registration or use of country names as trademarks and the Group, in general, supported the 
proposal made by the Delegation of Jamaica for the development and future adoption of a Joint 
Recommendation.  The different examples heard on the use of country names as word marks 
had also demonstrated the fact that country names seemed not to be offered sufficient 
protection in practice.  With regards to geographical indications, the Group was ready to engage 
constructively on the basis of the Chair’s proposal as reflected in document SCT/38/4, and as 
the Committee was very close at the last session, the Group was optimistic that a mutually 
acceptable solution could be found on the matter at the SCT session.  Considering that the 
update report provided by the Secretariat relating to trademarks and the Domain Name 
System (DNS) provided very useful information about various services and procedures available 
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to trademark owners to prevent bad faith registration or use of domain names, the Group 
requested the Secretariat to continue providing details about the specific tools and mechanisms 
deployed, if any, to facilitate the access and use of such services for users from developing 
countries and LDCs.  Finally, the Group looked forward to a constructive discussion and 
productive results in the deliberations during the thirty-eighth session of the SCT. 
 
12. The Delegation of Costa Rica, speaking on behalf of the Group of Latin American and the 
Caribbean Countries (GRULAC), reaffirmed its interest in continuing to work constructively in 
discussions on all outstanding issues during the course of the week.  Concerning industrial 
designs, the Group regretted that a decision to convene a diplomatic conference on the DLT 
during the 2017 WIPO General Assembly had been postponed until the upcoming 2018 WIPO 
General Assembly.  GRULAC expected that an agreement would be reached and reiterated that 
effective technical assistance and national capacity building continued to be of vital importance 
for the region.  The Delegation was of the view that the protection of country names was 
extremely important to GRULAC, as those names could be successfully used in country 
branding schemes that would add value to products and services through the use of marks, 
especially in developing countries.  As mentioned on previous occasions, GRULAC considered 
that consistent protection for country names at the international level was lacking, as it had 
been made clear in the Study prepared by the Secretariat for the twenty-ninth session of the 
SCT.  The Group was therefore committed to continuing the discussions on the topic.  The 
Group also looked forward to the discussion on geographical indications, with a view to 
continuing the analysis of the various proposals under that agenda item.  In the Group’s view, 
document SCT/38/4, containing the Chair’s proposal on geographical indications, contained a 
good basis for guiding the discussions. 
 
13. The Delegation of Senegal, speaking on behalf of the African Group, indicated that it 
continued to attach great importance to the discussions taking place within the SCT, which were 
all major challenges and constituted a matter of real interest for the world system of intellectual 
property.  The Group looked forward to the holding of the Information Session on GUI, Icon and 
Typeface/Type Font Designs, hoping that it would enrich the resources available to SCT 
members.  Concerning industrial designs, the African Group regretted that the WIPO 2017 
General Assembly had failed to reach agreement on the convening of a diplomatic conference 
with a view to adopting the DLT.  The Group, underlining its flexibility and constructive spirit in 
formulating specific proposals on the disclosure clause relating to genetic resources (GRs), 
traditional knowledge (TK) and traditional cultural expressions (TCEs), expressed its strong 
interest for the inclusion of an article in the main body of the Treaty.  The Group remained 
optimistic that the decision taken by the 2017 General Assembly would enable the 
standard-setting project under consideration to have a successful outcome in the near future, 
following an inclusive approach and taking into account the different concerns raised.  
Concerning GUI, Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs and the DAS, the Group welcomed the 
enlightening contributions made by Member States and the work done by the Secretariat.  With 
regards to trademarks, the Delegation took note of document SCT/38/2 containing the 
Secretariat’s analysis of Member States’ comments with respect to the protection of country 
names against their registration as trademarks.  The Group observed that the analysis excluded 
from its scope of application Areas of Convergence Nos. 3 and 4.  The Group also took note of 
document SCT/38/3 containing updated information on aspects of the DNS relating to 
trademarks, particularly focused on the administration of disputes and policy developments.  
Concerning geographical indications, the Group, thanking the Chair for his proposal contained 
in document SCT/38/4, hoped that the Committee would agree on a consensus-based work 
program in the area.  Underlining its support for, and confidence in, the Chair’s approach to the 
issue, the Group reaffirmed its commitment to work constructively in the discussions on the 
different agenda items of the thirty-eighth session of the SCT. 
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14. The Delegation of Georgia, speaking on behalf of the Group of Central European and 
Baltic States (CEBS), indicated that it was disappointed that Member States had failed to reach 
consensus during the previous series of sessions of the General Assemblies, based on 
considerations falling outside of the scope of the DLT.  Pointing out that the Group was not in 
favor of discussing the DLT at the SCT, the Delegation considered that there were a number of 
important issues on the Agenda, including the Questionnaire on GUI, Icon and Typeface/Type 
Font Designs and the work program on geographical indications.  The Group supported 
continuing the discussions on those issues in order to advance the SCT work in those areas.  
Additionally, the Group looked forward to constructive discussions to find convergences among 
the laws and practices of different Member States on the issue of country name protection.  In 
relation to geographical indications, the Delegation expressed its willingness to engage in 
discussions on the documents presented to the Committee, in order to work out a balanced and 
inclusive work program. However, the Group restated that the work of the SCT should in no way 
interpret or review the provisions of the Lisbon Agreement or the Geneva Act.  Finally, the 
Group reaffirmed its commitment to actively engage in discussions and expressed the wish that 
the work of the Committee would be carried out in a pragmatic and efficient manner. 
 
15. The Delegation of Switzerland, speaking on behalf of Group B, expressed its regret that a 
decision to convene a diplomatic conference on the adoption of the DLT had not been taken 
during the General Assembly.  The Delegation looked forward to devoting the Committee’s time 
to other issues on the Agenda, including the questionnaire and corresponding analysis of GUI, 
Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs, the protection of country names, and the examination of 
different systems for the protection of geographical indications.  Group B considered that new 
technologies related to designs, such as GUI, Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs in 
computer applications, were playing an increasingly important role in commerce and innovation 
and now formed a significant percentage of all industrial design filings.  Those numbers 
continued to increase and, accordingly, Group B welcomed the information session on GUI, 
Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs, which would provide the SCT with the necessary 
information and examples in order to have fruitful and informed discussions on the matter.  
Group B looked forward to discussing new technological designs and to hearing how intellectual 
property offices accommodated such designs.  The Delegation also looked forward to a 
constructive discussion and work on the protection of country names in the area of trademarks 
and domain names, informed by the Chair’s proposal  in document SCT/38/4.  Group B 
remained strongly supportive of the SCT as an important forum to discuss issues, facilitate 
coordination and provide guidance on the progressive development of international intellectual 
property law on trademarks, industrial designs and geographical indications.  The Delegation 
encouraged all delegations to join the discussions on each topic and expressed its constructive 
spirit. 
 
16. The Delegation of China, recalling that the SCT played an important role in terms of 
constructing balanced and effective multilateral rules, hoped that the Committee would play a 
better role in responding to the needs of users and that the efforts of Member States would 
make constant progress.  The Delegation, expressing the hope that a diplomatic conference for 
the adoption of the DLT would be convened, called on Member States to take good 
consideration of other Member States’ views, to be inclusive and open, in order to make 
substantial progress.  Welcoming the Information Session on GUI, Icon and Typeface/Type Font 
Designs, the Delegation supported the discussion on the topic, as well as the questionnaire and 
analysis, since the resulting information would help countries to improve their systems.  The 
Delegation also supported the extension of the DAS to industrial designs in order to reduce the 
burden of applicants in preparing relevant priority documents.  In terms of the protection of 
country names and geographical indications, the Delegation expressed the view that, within the 
framework of the Paris Convention and the TRIPS Agreement, more studies and surveys should 
be conducted in order to lay a good foundation for an inclusive system.  Finally, the Delegation 
hoped that the session would be crowned with success. 
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17. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its 
member states,  believed in the importance to hold fruitful discussions in all key areas covered 
by the SCT but, in the end, also to come to clear and tangible results that would have a positive 
impact on stakeholders.  With regard to trademarks, observing that the Committee had been 
discussing the protection of country names against their registration and use as trademarks, the 
European Union and its member states shared the view that it was important to ensure effective 
protection to country names and considered that there were legal means in place to secure 
appropriate protection in national legislations.  In this regard, the work carried out in the 
Committee so far had not revealed a need for additional action other than awareness raising, 
which should focus in particular on the availability of grounds for refusal or invalidation of 
trademarks containing country names and on the possibility of addressing the relevant issues in 
trademark examination manuals.  At the same time, the Delegation noted the calls for further 
work on the issue and remained open to paving the way for greater transparency of national 
practices.  In order to further explore the implications of diverging solutions currently in place 
and to mutually explain the various rationales, the European Union and its member states 
proposed that the Committee consider the possible merits of organizing an information session 
dedicated to country names.  As regards industrial designs, the Delegation said that the 
European Union and its member states had aimed to break the political deadlock of the last 
years at the General Assembly, which had prevented such Assembly from taking a decision on 
the convening of a diplomatic conference for the adoption of the DLT.  Regrettably, despite the 
best endeavors and unprecedented level of flexibility from the side of the European Union and 
its member states, and despite coming very close, an agreement had proved yet again out of 
reach.  Instead, the General Assembly had decided that at its next session in 2018, it would 
continue considering the convening of a diplomatic conference on the DLT.  In light of that 
unfavorable result, the Delegation referred to the discussions held during SCT/36 and the 
conclusion of the Chair that, while the DLT would remain on its Agenda, the SCT should abide 
by the decision of the General Assembly.  Accordingly, the European Union and its member 
states reiterated their position that discussions on the DLT should not be held in the Committee.  
In relation to GUI, Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs, the European Union and its member 
states looked forward to participating in the information session and learning about the practices 
of offices and the experience of users.  The Delegation said that it would also continue 
discussions on the work program in relation to geographical indications, specifically on the 
Chair’s proposal.  The European Union and its member states remained committed to 
developing a work program that would be acceptable to all WIPO members, in accordance with 
the SCT mandate and in line with the 2015 General Assembly decision that directed the SCT to 
examine the different systems for protection of geographical indications, within its current 
mandate and covering all aspects.  The Delegation noted, however, that the work of the SCT 
should respect the SCT mandate and framework, and should build on, and avoid duplication of, 
work already completed by the SCT or covered by existing Treaties and intellectual property 
systems administrated by WIPO.  Furthermore, the SCT should not aim to interpret or revise the 
provisions of the Lisbon Agreement or the Geneva Act.  Any future revision of the Geneva Act 
was the exclusive prerogative of the members of the Lisbon Union.  After having studied the 
Chair’s proposal in detail, the European Union and its member states observed that they found 
much in it to commend, notably the proposal to discuss the protection of geographical 
indications on the internet and in the DNS.  While not excluding a wider discussion, the 
European Union and its member states considered that the work should be focused on the 
issues faced by stakeholders today.  The Delegation looked forward to discussing the question 
under consideration further, with a view to reaching consensus, and to continuing work in all 
three key areas of the SCT. 
 
18. The Delegation of Jamaica recalled that since 2009, it had advocated within the 
Committee for more consistent, adequate and effective protection for the names of States, as 
they were of equal importance as the flags or armorial bearings, already protected under the 
Paris Convention.  The Delegation affirmed that, although protection was available in theory for 
country names through existing trademark laws, such protection was often limited to particular 
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circumstances, leaving ample opportunity for persons and entities to nevertheless abuse and 
unfairly free-ride on the goodwill and reputation of a country name.  In practice therefore, the 
protection theoretically existing for country names by existing trademark law interpretation and 
practice was incomprehensive, inadequate and insufficient.  The Delegation added that the 
results of the study prepared by the Secretariat to identify possible best practices for the 
protection of country names, at the twenty-ninth session of the Committee, had provided factual 
support to the inadequacy of existing mechanisms.  The problem of lack of protection of country 
names internationally was now exacerbated by the threat of the registration of new top level 
domain names which comprised country names, country adjectives or country codes.  The 
Delegation remained open to working constructively with all Member States and the Secretariat 
to find solutions for the effective protection of country names that would enjoy the consensus of 
the entire Membership, and looked forward to continued focused discussions and progress on 
those issues within the session. 
 
19. The Delegation of Trinidad and Tobago, indicating that it continued to support the dynamic 
strides and notable advances made by the SCT, said that it regretted that an agreement to 
convene a diplomatic conference on the DLT had not been reached during the General 
Assembly.  The Delegation added that the discussions on the DLT were of particular interest to 
Trinidad and Tobago as the country had agreed in principle to accede to the Hague Agreement.  
In this regard, the Delegation looked forward to continuing discussions on the DLT.  The 
Delegation was also interested in discussions on GUI, Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs, 
particularly in light of the growing number of software applications by the design sector in the 
country.  In addition, the issue of the protection of country names remained relevant and of 
particular importance to countries in the Caribbean, as each country in the region possessed its 
own distinctive identity with respect to culture, food, music, tradition and sport.  Such unique 
identity provided an increased opportunity for international trade.  As Trinidad and Tobago 
sought a diversified economy, discussions on the protection of country names, for example 
“Brand Trinidad and Tobago”, were essential.  Expressing its support for the proposals made by 
the Delegations of GRULAC and Jamaica on the importance of country names, the Delegation 
looked forward to the discussions on the topic.  The Delegation also looked forward to 
continuing discussions on an international harmonized approach for the filing and protection of 
geographical indications, as well as for the protection of geographical indications on the DNS.  
The topics were of particular importance to Trinidad and Tobago, as the country had embarked 
on initiatives with local stakeholders to encourage the filing of local geographical indications.  
The Delegation was pleased to report to the Committee that, in August 2017, the first 
geographical indication “Trinidad Montserrat Hills Cocoa”, which had an international reputation 
had been registered at the Trinidad and Tobago Intellectual Property Office.  The Delegation 
concluded by saying that it looked forward to the continued work of the SCT, which guided 
Member States towards enhancing their development. 
 
20. The Delegation of Brazil, aligning itself with the statement made by the Delegation of 
Costa Rica on behalf of GRULAC, regretted that a consensus to convene a diplomatic 
conference to adopt the DLT had not been reached in the General Assembly.  The Delegation 
hoped that Member States would show more flexibility to find common ground and eventually 
reach an agreement on the topic before the next General Assembly.  Indicating that an 
exponential growth in geographical indication registrations had been observed in Brazil over the 
last years, the Delegation said that geographical indications remained a topic of particular 
interest to its country.  Therefore, the Delegation would continue to engage constructively in the 
discussions.  The Delegation believed that the Chair’s proposal, contained in document 
SCT/38/4, was a good basis for guiding the discussions on the agenda item.  As for trademarks, 
without prejudice to the ongoing discussions in the Committee, the Delegation believed that 
there was room for initiating constructive and meaningful dialogues on other dimensions of the 
topic, such as sharing experiences on national programs regarding the expansion of a  
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trademark culture among small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), in line with WIPO 
Development Agenda (DA) Recommendation 4.  The Delegation looked forward to having 
fruitful discussions in the Committee. 
 
21. The Delegation of Uganda aligned itself with the statement delivered by the Delegation 
of Senegal on behalf of the African Group.  Regarding the DLT, the Delegation supported the 
convening of a diplomatic conference to adopt the Treaty and was hopeful that the 2018 
General Assembly would be able to build consensus on the matter.  However, in the current 
form of the DLT, the Delegation held the view that the draft text was not balanced and inclusive 
and did not cater for the interests of a broad section of the WIPO membership.  The Delegation 
observed that WIPO DA Recommendation 15 enjoined to ensure that norm-setting activities 
should be inclusive, take into account different levels of development and take into 
consideration a balance between costs and benefits.  The Delegation considered that a 
substantive article on the disclosure requirement, which was a procedural matter, would 
guarantee that the Treaty was balanced.  With regard to geographical indications, the 
Delegation strongly believed that the Committee had a mandate to discuss the progressive 
development of geographical indication protection systems.  The Information Session on 
Geographical Indications organized during the thirty-seventh session of the SCT, had shown 
that the different rules at play at national and regional levels caused significant challenges for 
producers pursuing international registration.  In some countries and regional systems, 
protected geographical indications could be regarded as a type of collective form of certification, 
while in others, trademarks could also be considered to protect geographical indications.  In that 
regard, there was a need to further explore the possibility of enhancing geographical indication 
protection in an inclusive manner at the international level.  Therefore, the Delegation supported 
the proposal made by the Chair contained in document SCT/38/4, as it would enable the 
Committee to take an informed view on issues relating to geographical indications.  The 
Delegation also expressed its support for the efforts to enhance the protection of country 
names.  The Delegation observed that a country should have the flexibility to either prevent 
misuse of its name or set conditions for its use by persons without any association with the 
country.  The digital revolution had enabled countries to step-up their efforts to promote 
business and attract investment and tourism, and most of them had created distinctive logos 
bearing their names.  In conclusion, the Delegation said that it remained ready to engage 
constructively in discussions on all issues. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM 4:  INDUSTRIAL DESIGNS 
 
Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs 
 
22. The Chair, highlighting the usefulness and educational nature of the Information Session 
on GUI, Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs held in the morning, thanked the Secretariat for 
the organization of the session and all SCT members for their participation in the event.  
Observing that the session had helped the Committee to consider the future of the question 
under discussion, the Chair invited delegations to express their opinion about it. 
 
23. The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of), expressing its gratitude to the Secretariat and 
to all speakers for the successful organization of the Information Session, was of the view that 
the session had positively contributed to the objective of reaching a common understanding 
among Member States, by addressing the features, experiences and practices of the different 
national and regional systems. 
 
24. The Delegation of Georgia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, thanked the 
Secretariat for its hard work and efforts to organize the Information Session and for bringing 
experienced speakers to share their knowledge and experience in the protection of GUI, Icon 
and Typeface/Type Font Designs.  The Delegation considered that the session had been a 
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good opportunity to help finding solutions to advance the Committee’s work in that area and to 
provide adequate and effective protection to GUI, Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs.   
Convinced that a comprehensive analysis of the current situation would facilitate a solution for 
the adequate protection of GUIs, the Delegation concluded by stating that it looked forward to 
the outcome of the discussions. 
 
25. The Delegation of China, expressing its gratitude to the Secretariat for the organization of 
the Information Session and to the speakers for their presentations, considered that the session 
had enabled the Committee to know more about the experiences and needs of users in different 
countries.  Noting that the current system was facing challenges, the Delegation highlighted the 
need to take active measures to meet such challenges, so as to improve the intellectual 
property system. 
 
26. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its 
member states, thanked WIPO Member States and NGOs for their additional input to the 
questionnaire, as well as the Secretariat for the preparation of a revised analysis of the returns 
to the questionnaire contained in document SCT/37/2 Rev. and the organization of the 
Information Session.  Considering that the Information Session had been a fruitful exercise, the 
Delegation held the view that the Committee had gained good insights on practices in different 
jurisdictions and had heard interesting experiences from relevant stakeholders, which would 
provide valuable input for the Committee’s subsequent discussions on the issue.  While 
recalling that, during the last SCT session, the European Union and its member states had 
appreciated that there was much common ground in the approaches taken on various issues 
addressed in the updated analysis of the replies to the questionnaire, the Delegation 
nonetheless noted that a number of areas with some divergences had been identified.  Those 
divergences remained relevant also on the basis of the revised analysis in 
document SCT/37/2 Rev.  The Delegation observed notably considerable differences in relation 
to additional or special requirements for the representation of GUI and icon designs appearing 
temporarily and the question of whether protection was granted regardless of the product.  The 
Delegation also observed a non-uniform tendency among jurisdictions concerning the eligibility 
of subject matter for protection and the scope of protection of GUI and icon designs.  
Recognizing the economic importance of ensuring adequate protection for new technological 
designs, the Delegation expressed its openness to consider further work on the topic, which 
could be regarded as one of the most forward-looking fields of intellectual property. 
 
27. The Delegation of France, expressing its gratitude to the Secretariat for the excellent 
organization of the Information Session, the Offices’ Representatives for having shared their 
practices concerning GUI, Icon, Typeface/Type Font Designs, and the users’ associations for 
having shed light on their expectations and experience, highlighted the constructive nature of 
the exchanges on practices within the Committee.  While recognizing that a video was a 
possible way to represent GUIs and icons, as it enabled seeing the sequence of movements, 
the Delegation recalled that many Offices of European Union member states did not accept the 
filing of videos because of technical reasons.  In order to maintain the constructive spirit 
resulting from the information sharing, the Delegation proposed presenting, at the next session 
of the SCT, the European Union common practice in relation to the graphical representation of 
designs.  That practice dealt with the applicable requirements for the graphical representation of 
designs, namely the use of visual disclaimers and of various types of views, and the 
representation of industrial designs against a neutral background.  The Delegation added that 
said practice also provided applicants with recommendations to better represent their designs 
and indicated quality standards applied by offices concerning applications filed electronically or 
in paper form.  Finally, aligning itself with the statement by the Delegation of the European 
Union, the Delegation expressed the hope to positively contribute to future discussions on 
industrial designs. 
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28. The Representative of INTA, associating itself with the delegations having congratulated 
the panels of the Information Session, considered that said session had been very informative 
and useful.  Declaring that users, and INTA members in particular, would definitely welcome 
further exploration of the protection of GUIs and icons, the Representative was of the view that 
two questions had emerged from the Information Session:  firstly, the Representative wondered 
whether the link between a GUI or icon and the article or product showing the design was still 
needed and, if so, to what extent.  Secondly, the Representative considered that SCT members 
should, to the extent possible, avail themselves of the new technologies at all stages of the 
process of filing, examination, publication, and searching for those subjects of protection. 
 
29. The Delegation of the United States of America, thanking the participants and the 
Secretariat for the very informative and constructive Information Session, declared that it had 
gained knowledge of both offices’ and users’ perspectives.  Expressing its gratitude to the 
Delegation of France for its follow-up, the Delegation lent its support to its proposal aiming at 
presenting the European Union practice with respect to GUIs and the accommodation of new 
technologies with audiovisual materials.  In this respect, the Delegation also expressed its 
interest in hearing from other delegations using technologies that accept transitional image files 
in moving picture files, beyond paper static image files.  Turning to the Information Session, the 
Delegation underlined the importance of those types of designs, which, as pointed out by the 
Japan Patent Office (JPO), were currently statistically among the most prevalent types of 
designs.  The Delegation was of the view that there was no reason to provide less protection for 
them than would be afforded to designs embodied in a physical product.  Echoing the statement 
made by the Representative of INTA, the Delegation considered that the Committee would 
benefit from further discussions and information on the questions concerning, on the one hand, 
the link between a GUI or icon and the article or product showing the design and, on the other 
hand, the way to accommodate new technologies at all stages in relation to filing, examination, 
publication, searching and registration. 
 
30. The Delegation of South Africa thanked the Secretariat for the organization of the 
Information Session, which had been enriching with respect to various complicated subject 
matters.  Pointing out that the session had shed some light on the practices of offices in relation 
to the protection of GUIs and icons, the Delegation observed that there were diverging views on 
the means of protection and the interpretation of legislations concerning the protection of GUIs 
and icons.  Reporting that South Africa had enacted a law containing provisions for the 
protection of logos, the Delegation stated, however, that the question of the enforcement of 
such provisions was still to be decided by the courts, given the requirements for a design to be 
an article of manufacture and to be multiplied through an industrial process.  Considering that 
the SCT should be conscious of the distinction between various arrangements - namely patents, 
trademarks, designs and copyrights - the Delegation expressed concerns as to the confusion 
that could be caused by the intersections of various protection regimes.  The Delegation 
expressed its commitment to discussing those issues more deeply in the future. 
 
31. The Delegation of Uganda, thanking the Secretariat for having organized the Information 
Session, declared that it had gained a good insight on GUIs and the best way to protect them.  
In its opinion, the discussions had highlighted the existence of convergence in some areas.  
Reporting that the Industrial Property Act of Uganda provided for the protection of GUIs, the 
Delegation indicated that there was a need to better understand the Act and its impact on 
SMEs. 
 
32. The Chair noted the SCT’s satisfaction with the Information Session on GUI, Icon, 
Typeface/Type Font Designs and its desire to continue discussing the topic. 
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33. As next steps, the Chair requested the Secretariat to: 
 

 prepare a document summarizing the main points emerging from the Information 
Session, with all presentations made at the Information Session to be included 
as an Annex; 

 

 invite Member States and accredited NGOs to propose aspects of GUI, Icon and 
Typeface/Type Font Designs on which further work would be desirable, and 
compile all such proposals in a document, for consideration by the SCT at its 
next session; 

 

 include on this agenda item, for the next session of the SCT, a presentation, by 
the Delegation of France, of the European Union “Convergence Programme 6:  
Graphical Representation of Designs”. 

 
 
Industrial Design Law and Practice – Draft Articles and Draft Regulations 
 
34. The Chair referred to documents SCT/35/2 and 3 and to the decision of the 2017 WIPO 
General Assembly. 
 
35. The Representative of OAPI, pointing out that the draft treaty did not contain a definition of 
industrial designs, wondered whether a minimum definition could be possible and whether the 
definition of “applicant” could be clarified.  The Representative also considered that the words 
“details concerning” in the titles of the draft Regulations were superfluous. 
 
36. The Chair, observing that no other delegation wished to take the floor, recalled that “the 
[2017] WIPO General Assembly decided that, at its next session in 2018, it will continue 
considering the convening of a diplomatic conference on the DLT, to take place at the end of 
the first half of 2019”. 
 

37. The Chair concluded that, while the DLT would remain on its Agenda, the SCT 
should abide by the decision of the General Assembly. 

 
 
Update by Member States on the Digital Access Service (DAS) for Priority Documents 
 
38. The Secretariat recalled that, at the previous SCT session, certain delegations had 
declared that they had been taking steps towards the implementation of the DAS for industrial 
design priority documents and that the Chair had concluded that the Committee would continue 
to take stock of the progress made in that regard at its future sessions. 
 
39. The Delegation of the United States of America recalled that the DAS was already being 
used by some countries, including the United States of America, in the utility patent context.  In 
its view, the benefits of the DAS in that context would also have benefits in the design context.  
Reporting that the DAS was not yet fully implemented in the United States of America for 
industrial designs, the Delegation announced that its IT/IP project aimed at starting using the 
service in June or July 2018.  The Delegation was confident that, at that point, the USPTO 
would be able to send priority documents, if requested, to other countries.  That would imply, in 
practice, that, where an applicant who had filed a first application in the United States of 
America subsequently filed another application in another jurisdiction, the Office of that 
jurisdiction would be able to request priority documents to the USPTO through the DAS.  The 
USPTO would then send them automatically, without the user’s involvement, other than the 
provision of an access code.  Sharing its optimism with the Committee and hoping that, shortly  
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after using the DAS to send priority documents, the USPTO would also be able to receive them, 
the Delegation expressed its interest in hearing other Members States’ plans with respect to 
the DAS for industrial design priority documents. 
 
40. The Chair, observing that the use of the DAS for patent priority documents was extremely 
useful for both offices and users, said that he was looking forward to progressing in the fields of 
industrial designs and trademarks.  Expressing the hope to see the DAS’ user community 
growing, the Chair noted with satisfaction that the DAS for industrial design priority documents 
would be operational in the United States of America by the middle of 2018. 
 
41. The Delegation of the Republic of Korea, pointing out that all WIPO Member States 
should enhance conveniences for applicants and establish accessible design application and 
registration systems, considered that the DAS was in line with such obligation and expressed 
full support for its adoption in the industrial design context.  Reporting that the Republic of Korea 
had revised its design law to introduce the DAS in design applications, with effect as from 
September 2017, and had finalized technical matters to facilitate the use of the service, the 
Delegation was pleased to announce that its country was ready to exchange priority documents 
through the DAS.  Convinced that expanding the service to industrial design applications would 
benefit applicants all over the world, the Delegation expressed its eagerness to participate in 
further discussions on the matter. 
 
42. The Delegation of Chile, valuing the initiative aiming at promoting the use of the DAS for 
industrial design and trademark priority documents, highlighted the DAS’ key importance to 
making the registration process more effective and efficient.  The Delegation reported that, 
since 2015, the ability to carry out trademark and design procedures online in Chile had brought 
flexibility to the process and had enabled the shortening of the registration timeline for 
trademarks and designs.  Adding that, since 2012, all titles and certificates issued by the 
National Institute for Intellectual Property of Chile (INAPI) were generated and signed 
electronically, the Delegation considered that WIPO DAS was in line with the modernization 
objectives of its Office.  Therefore, the Delegation expressed support for the DAS-related 
initiative. 
 
43. The Delegation of Canada, lending its support to the DAS and its objectives, informed the 
Committee that, under the current regulations applicable in Canada, implementing the DAS was 
not possible.  However, Canada was working towards implementing the Hague Agreement on 
the International Registration of Industrial Designs and was currently revising its regulations to 
allow the access to, and use of, the DAS.  Expressing the hope that the regulations would be 
revised and finalized next year, along with the Hague System implementation process, the 
Delegation announced its aim to use the DAS in early 2019. 
 
44. The Delegation of China, expressing support for the extension of the DAS to industrial 
design applications, was convinced that it would facilitate the applicants’ tasks and reduce their 
burdens.  Reporting that the State Intellectual Property Office of China (SIPO) had already 
worked on that topic and had had a very good feedback, the Delegation expressed its readiness 
to share its Office’s experience with other offices. 
 
45. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, stating that its national Office was currently 
considering the possibility of joining the DAS for patent priority documents, announced that a 
federal law on the ratification of the Geneva Act of the Hague Agreement on the International 
Registration of Industrial Designs had been ratified in October 2017.  Expressing the hope to 
deal with international applications next year, the Delegation indicated that its country was trying 
to speed up the procedure to join the DAS. 
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46. The Delegation of Japan, lending its support to the expansion of the DAS to industrial 
designs, observed that the service would enable applicants to skip the submission of priority 
documents when filing design applications.  Claiming priority in the DAS-participating offices 
would reduce the costs linked to the filing of applications overseas.  Stressing the need to 
expand the scope of use of the DAS and increase the number of participating offices, the 
Delegation indicated that, in Japan, adjusting both the legal framework and the computer 
systems was essential to participate in the System.  In that regard, the Delegation reported that 
the Japan Patent Office (JPO) had been conducting the necessary work on both aspects, 
towards its participation in the DAS in the field of industrial designs. 
 
47. The Delegation of Australia, recalling that the DAS was currently used in Australia for 
patent application priority documents, declared that it fully appreciated that the DAS could be 
extended to other intellectual property rights, to remove existing burdens on offices and 
applicants when accessing priority documents, if required to confirm a priority claim.  While 
recognizing the potential benefit to users of its involvement in the DAS, the Delegation informed 
the Committee that regulatory, technical and organizational changes could potentially delay the 
participation of IP Australia in the extension of the DAS to other intellectual property rights. 
 
48. The Representative of INTA, thanking the Delegations of Australia, Canada, Chile, China, 
Japan, the Republic of Korea, the Russian Federation and the United States of America for 
having highlighted the interest of the DAS for users of industrial property systems, expressed 
the hope that the steps taken by some countries to implement the DAS in the industrial design 
area would be concrete in a near future and that other countries would join.  The Representative 
added that the extension of the DAS to trademarks would also be very much welcomed. 
 
49. The Delegation of the United States of America, as regards the use of the DAS in relation 
to the Hague System, recalled that the Hague Working Group had anticipated the use of the 
DAS by Member States and had amended the Administrative Instructions in order to foresee the 
provision of the access code in applications under the Hague Agreement.  While noting that, so 
far, nobody used the DAS in relation to the Hague System, the Delegation was of the view that 
one of the Hague System’s benefits could be for small and medium-sized entities to be able to 
file internationally in many different jurisdictions, without the need to obtain expensive counsel 
or to go through burdensome procedures to submit priority documents.  However, the 
Delegation observed that, currently, if an international application claiming priority and 
designating the United States of America was filed under the Hague System, the applicant still 
had to file a certified copy of priority documents in the United States of America, as if it had filed 
its application directly with the USPTO.  Pointing out that the DAS could alleviate that burden 
and make the Hague System more efficient, the Delegation requested information on the plans 
of the International Bureau regarding the use of the DAS in the context of the Hague System. 
 
50. The Secretariat explained that, in the context of the Hague System, the DAS was relevant 
in two different situations.  The first related to the possibility to claim priority in an international 
application under the Hague System.  The Secretariat recalled that the Hague System’s legal 
framework did not require the filing of priority documents in support of such a claim, whereas the 
filing of priority documents could be a formality requirement under the law of certain designated 
Contracting Parties.  Hague applicants were however spared from having to comply with that 
formality, which was one of the benefits of the international procedure.  Nonetheless, because 
there would always be cases where, from a substantive point of view, the filing of priority 
documents became necessary to preserve the applicant’s rights in a designated Contracting 
Party, the Hague Registry had always been championing the DAS in bilateral discussions or in 
the context of ID5.  In that regard, the Secretariat recalled that, already in 2013, for the third 
session of the Working Group on the Legal Development of the Hague System for the 
International Registration of Industrial Designs, the Hague Registry had issued an invitation to 
member Offices to consider joining the DAS.  At that time, the Chair of the Hague Working 
Group had concluded that “it was premature for the Offices of Contracting Parties to consider 
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committing themselves to the uploading and retrieval of priority documents via DAS”.  Observing 
that the situation had evolved since, the Secretariat highlighted the recent announcement by the 
Korean Intellectual Property Office (KIPO) about its readiness to use the DAS for industrial 
design priority documents.  Pointing out that the DAS, being an exchange system, required the 
participation of a second member office in the system, the Secretariat noted that few Offices, 
among which the USPTO, were currently lining up to join the DAS.  As the legislative framework 
of the Hague System was already in place, the Secretariat was pleased to inform the Committee 
that the International Bureau was taking the necessary steps to be technically ready, in the first 
quarter of 2018, to allow Hague applicants to rely on the DAS.  However, as it would take time 
for the DAS network to grow, the Secretariat underlined the possibility for users to bypass 
entirely the issue of priority documents under the Hague System, by making their Hague 
applications their first application.  Admitting that the Hague route was not always the best one 
and that, in certain cases, making a first domestic application was advantageous - particularly 
when, in the jurisdiction of origin, a substantive examination of design applications was carried 
out by the intellectual property office – the Secretariat, looking at the relatively high rate of 
international applications containing a priority claim, observed that many international applicants 
were not availing themselves of the possibility of designating their home jurisdiction and were 
thus not using the Hague System to its full potential.  In most cases, therefore, international 
applicants had to provide priority documents.  The Secretariat said that the second situation 
related to cases where the Hague application was the first application and, hence, served as a 
basis for claiming priority with regard to a subsequent national or regional application made 
outside the realm of the Hague Union.  Although the International Bureau’s ambition was to 
foster the geographical expansion of the Hague System, the Secretariat recognized that many 
applicants filing second applications with Offices not yet members of the Hague Union could be 
required to file certified copies of their Hague applications in support of their priority claim.  In 
this respect, the Secretariat confirmed that the International Bureau was also taking the 
necessary steps to upload Hague applications in the DAS in the course of 2018.  The 
Secretariat announced that Hague users would then be able to enjoy the economical solution 
offered by the DAS in respect of Offices joining the DAS network before joining the Hague 
System. 
 
51. The Chair noted with satisfaction that the International Bureau was taking the necessary 
measures to implement the DAS in the context of the Hague System in 2018. 
 
52. The Delegation of the United States of America thanked the Secretariat for its work in the 
area under consideration, for the thorough information shared on that important topic and for the 
emphasis on the DAS attributes. 
 
53. The SCT noted the progress in the implementation of the DAS for industrial designs by 
several delegations, as well as indications by other delegations that they were actively 
considering implementation in the near future. 
 

54. While continuing to encourage a wider use of the DAS by Member States for both 
industrial designs and trademarks, the Chair concluded that the SCT would continue to 
take stock of the progress made in this regard at its future sessions. 

 
 
AGENDA ITEM 5:  TRADEMARKS 
 
Protection of Country Names Against Registration and Use as Trademarks 
 
55. Discussions were based on documents SCT/32/2, SCT/37/3 Rev. and SCT/38/2. 
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56. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its 
member states, shared the view that it was important to ensure effective protection of country 
names and that there were legal means in place to secure appropriate protection in national 
legislations.  In this regard, the work carried out in the Committee so far had not revealed the 
need for additional action other than awareness raising, which should focus in particular on the 
availability of grounds for refusal or invalidation of trademarks containing country names and on 
the possibility of addressing the relevant issues in trademark examination manuals.  At the 
same time, the Delegation noted calls for further work on this issue and remained open to 
paving the way for greater transparency of national practices.  In order to further explore the 
implications of diverging solutions currently in place and to mutually explain the various 
rationales, the European Union and its member states proposed that the Committee consider 
the possible merits of organizing an information session dedicated to the protection of country 
names both in the physical and digital environment, including the DNS. 
 
57. On behalf of the CEBS Group, the Delegation of Georgia thanked the Secretariat for the 
compilation of approaches described in document SCT/37/3 Rev., identifying different practices 
and possible areas of convergence regarding the protection of country names against 
registration and use as trademarks.  The Group expressed appreciation for the work of the 
Member States and the information provided in the document, which could be used to further 
advance the discussions.  The Group also took note of the analysis of the comments of Member 
States and possible areas of convergence, identified in document SCT/38/2.  The Group looked 
forward to constructive discussions, with a view to finding convergences among the rules and 
practices of different Member States on the issue of country name protection.  The Group also 
remained open for discussions on possible Areas of Convergence Nos. 1, 2, 5 and 6. 
 
58. The Delegation of Senegal, speaking on behalf of the African Group, thanked the Member 
States who had provided their comments on possible areas of convergence, and observed that 
document SCT/38/2 sought to describe trends and additional concepts which were contained in 
the comments and gave an overview of the support provided to each area of convergence.  The 
document covered some interesting points relating, in particular, to the official names of States, 
translations and transliterations of country names, descriptive marks from a geographical point 
of view, and cancellation and opposition procedures.  Underlining the fact that the document 
showed differences in the law and practice for protecting the names of countries against their 
registration and use as trademarks, the Group was hopeful that the areas of convergence 
envisaged would produce the expected results.  In addition, noting that the analysis excluded 
from its scope Areas of Convergence Nos. 3 and 4, the Group said that those areas could be 
integrated in due course.  In conclusion, the African Group remained ready to engage 
constructively in discussions on all issues. 
 
59. The Delegation of Indonesia expressed the wish to see progress towards consensus on 
an acceptable work program on the protection of country names, pointing out that, based on the 
examples and experiences shared within the Committee, country names were not offered 
sufficient protection.  The Delegation reaffirmed its commitment to join the discussion so that the 
Committee could develop a general recommendation for a more effective protection of country 
names. 
 
60. The Delegation of Iceland said that it was extremely pleased to hear that many 
delegations shared an understanding of the importance of ensuring effective protection for 
country names.  Discussion on the protection of country names against registrations as 
trademarks or in the DNS system was far from being just theoretical.  The Delegation, recalling 
the Iceland case, which revolved around the registration of the country name “Iceland” in the 
European Union for a large number of goods and services, observed that the proceedings on 
the case were still ongoing and would be for some time.  Indicating that Iceland had had to 
allocate considerable time and resources in order to protect its country name against trademark 
registrations all over the world, the Delegation highlighted the importance of legal means to 
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respond to an abuse in the registration of a country name, adding that such legal means were, 
in one way or the other, present in most countries.  Nevertheless, as already highlighted during 
the last session, the Delegation held the view that the differences in practices related to the 
registration of country names complicated the task. 
 
61. The Delegation of Switzerland, underlining the fact that the analysis of the comments put 
forward by the Secretariat showed that most of the countries agreed on priority areas of 
convergence, regretted that Areas of Convergence Nos. 3 and 4 were not considered as 
priorities, especially as they were closely linked to Areas Nos. 5 and 6.  The Delegation was of 
the view that it was necessary to clarify certain practices as previously stated by the European 
Union and its member states.  In particular, it would be useful to know how Offices determined 
whether a term was geographical and how important that determination was.  Observing the 
existence of an agreement on the importance of the issue of country names, the Delegation 
believed that the time was ripe for a more concrete use of the results achieved by the 
Committee on the subject.  To that end, both documents prepared by the Secretariat so far, and 
the revised Jamaican proposal supported by the Swiss Delegation, provided an excellent basis 
for work.  For the future, the Delegation stated that it was necessary to continue the work on the 
protection of country names in the Committee and supported the statement made by the 
European Union and its member states requesting the holding of an information session on the 
issue. 
 
62. The Chair called on delegations to give their comments on Areas of Convergence Nos. 1, 
2, 5 and 6. 
 
63. The Delegation of China noted that an important divergence still remained under possible 
Area of Convergence No. 1, the “Notion of country name”.  The Delegation observed that during 
the examination process, examiners would have difficulties to deal with some kinds of country 
names, in particular the translation and the transliteration of a country name, as examiners 
could not know all such translations or transliterations.  On possible Area of Convergence No. 6, 
“Use as a mark”, the Delegation said that if such use deceived the public, legal means should 
be made available and should not be limited to the area of trademark law.  In the Delegation’s 
view, unfair competition law should also be made available. 
 
64. The Delegation of Chile highlighted the importance of the topic and the work of the 
Committee on the subject.  The Delegation said that in Chile, the trademark legislation forbade 
expressly the registration of country names or their abbreviations.  In that sense, Chile went 
beyond the Paris Convention.  The practice of the Intellectual Property Office of Chile 
considered country names as descriptive of the origin of the goods or services.  Therefore, they 
were considered as lacking distinctive character when applied for as a trademark without any 
other distinctive element.  The Delegation explained that a few years ago, the words “Swiss 
tools”, alongside a white cross on a red background in a square, had been applied for in class 8.  
The Chilean Office had refused the trademark application because, although it contained a 
figurative element, the main element consisted of the name of a State and a sign used to 
indicate the origin of the products.  The decision had however been revoked by the Court of 
Appeal, which had considered that what was prohibited was the registration as a trademark of a 
country name, isolated or as a unique term, which was not the case in the application under 
consideration.  As a result, the Chilean Office had had to adjust its criteria and accept marks 
containing country names together with stylized images of their flags and emblems.  However, 
the Office included a comment or observation at the moment of granting the registration, to 
clarify that the protection of the whole did not grant protection to the name of the country on its 
own.  The Delegation believed that an appropriate way of looking at the issue should take into 
account the promotion and protection of nation brands, which were the positioning element of a 
country on the basis of the different characteristics of each State, in connection with the 
geography, tradition, culture, gastronomy and all the values of each country.  With regard to 
document SCT/38/2 on the way forward, the Delegation proposed that the Committee should 
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agree to continue the exchange of information on the basis of points 1, 2, 5 and 6, and that 
countries should be invited to present their national practice, so that the Secretariat could have 
an appropriate basis to draw up conclusions which were more solid.  The Delegation finally 
encouraged other countries, including Chile, to still send their comments. 
 
65. The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of), associating itself with the statement delivered 
by the Delegation of Indonesia on behalf of the Asian and the Pacific Group, indicated that the 
inconsistent protection of country names at an international level was a shortcoming in the 
international intellectual property system.  The Delegation continued to believe that the 
protection of country names was extremely important, as those names could be successfully 
used in country brand schemes that would add value to products and services through the use 
of marks, especially in developing countries.  Referring to document SCT/38/2, the Delegation 
noted that the majority of Member States shared the same position concerning possible Areas 
of Convergence Nos. 1, 2, 5 and 6 and seemed to agree that appropriate legal means should 
be made available to prevent the registration and use of country names as trademarks. 
 
66. The Delegation of El Salvador said that the law of El Salvador did not allow for the 
registration as a trademark of the name of a country, or of the abbreviations and symbols 
corresponding to a State.  However, Salvadorian law did not include the notion of common use, 
and the Delegation would appreciate having more information on such notion.  The Delegation 
added that there was a harmonization manual of registration criteria for Central America and the 
Dominican Republic, with examples concerning the prohibition and random registration of 
country names as trademarks.  The Delegation said that it would share the manual with the 
Committee to inform future discussions on the topic. 
 
67. The Delegation of the United States of America, while expressing its appreciation on the 
work made in document SCT/38/2, said that it was unclear what further information that  
document added to the discussions.  The Delegation underlined the fact that not all comments 
had been reflected in the document and that no modification had been made in the text of the 
areas of convergence.  In the Delegation’s view, the current text did not reflect any 
convergence.  Concerning Area of Convergence No. 1, the Delegation agreed that a country 
name could be considered a geographic term, but could also be considered a non-geographic 
term, depending on the context in which it was used.  With respect to Area of 
Convergence No. 2, the Delegation wondered what would happen if a country name was 
applied for as a trademark and had acquired distinctiveness over a long history of use as a 
geographical indication.  The Delegation observed that it would agree to refuse it when it was 
descriptive, but if it was a geographical indication then it would actually be registered as a 
trademark.  Thus, the Delegation could not agree on this area of convergence, and wondered 
whether it could be changed to read: “where the use of the name is non distinctive or incapable 
of distinguishing”.  On Area of Convergence No. 6, the Delegation was concerned that the 
proposed drafting had gone beyond the scope of Article 10bis of the Paris Convention.  It 
potentially set up countries and governments as interested parties for the purposes of unfair 
competition, and the Delegation wondered whether Member States wanted to be considered as 
an interested party.  The Delegation, suggesting to cut off the text after “likely to deceive the 
public”, expressed the view that it would make more sense to discuss how to evaluate the 
geographic significance of a mark, rather than common national practices.  The Delegation, 
recalling the previous information session on nation branding, country names and the DNS, 
requested clarity as regards the topics that would be discussed during the proposed information 
session on country names at the next session of the SCT. 
 
68. The Delegation of Norway, supporting the statement made by the Delegation of the United 
States of America, did not see convergence among Member States in the proposed text at this 
point.  As the comments made in its submission were not necessarily reflected in 
document SCT/38/2, the Delegation took this opportunity to restate the most important aspects 
of its arguments.  In its opinion, for the proposed text of the areas of convergence to have 
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adequate value as guidance to States, users of the trademark system and consumers, the 
scope of possible Area of Convergence No. 1 should be narrowed down.  The Delegation also 
considered that possible Area of Convergence No. 2 should reflect that a trademark that 
consisted of, or contained, a country name might be refused if it was perceived as a descriptive 
indication by the relevant public.  Such a clarification would also take into account the concept 
of acquired distinctiveness that, although rarely, could also apply to trademarks containing 
country names.  Furthermore, the Delegation said that document SCT/38/2 did not mention the 
aspect of use of country names in collective trademarks.  The system of collective trademarks 
was an important instrument for associations wanting to indicate to the public and control that 
the products of its members had a certain quality.  Consequently, exceptions to the general rule 
not to register a descriptive sign existed and should be reflected in the text.  Regarding possible 
Area of convergence No. 6, the Delegation drew attention to the fact that the text covered all 
uses of country names, not only as trademarks.  As was evident from 
document WIPO/Strad/INF/7, use of a country name might, under national law, be regulated by 
different sets of legislation, for instance, trademark laws, laws against unfair competition or 
consumer protection laws.  The Delegation believed that the proposed text touched upon 
several concepts covered by the text of the Paris Convention and appeared as an attempt to 
merge them, without fully reflecting the content of any of them, and might also interfere with the 
law or duties of government bodies on other areas than trademark law.  Accordingly, the 
Delegation of Norway was of the opinion that the proposed text, in its present form, might create 
more confusion than clarity. 
 
69. The Delegation of Australia held the view that country names should not be used in an 
inappropriate or misleading way in trademarks and that provisions under national law should be 
sufficient to provide for protection against such inappropriate use.  After considering the 
comments made by members and the analysis of those comments in document SCT/38/2, and 
appreciating the information provided by members on this issue, the Delegation expressed its 
support for the statemens made by the Delegations of Norway and the United States of 
America.  The Delegation echoed the concerns made previously about the sheer breadth of 
terms that would need to be taken into account if Area of Convergence No. 1 remained as 
currently worded.  In relation to Area of Convergence No. 2, the Delegation sought this 
opportunity to expand on the concern it had expressed at SCT/37 about its current wording.  In 
Australia, there was no category of trademarks that would be considered non-registrable if 
considered descriptive.  If consumer perception was that a trademark consisted of a term that 
signified a geographic place name, then that trademark would be considered misleading/not 
capable of distinguishing.  The issue was one of consumer perception.  If the use of a 
geographic place name, in the context, signified something other than the geographic place 
itself, it was possible to achieve registration.  To be clear, if the applicant could demonstrate that 
a geographic term had acquired a secondary meaning, lost its geographic significance and 
become capable of distinguishing, it could be registrable.  The Delegation suggested to 
approach the issue using well established TRIPS language and stated that a trademark was 
non-registrable if considered “not capable of distinguishing”.  The Delegation added that another 
way of addressing this concern would be to discuss the considerations involved in examination.  
For example, when did a geographical place name retain its geographical significance and what 
factors were involved in this, or when could the term acquire a secondary meaning?  The 
Delegation supported the view that work on examination guidelines could be useful.  
 
70. The Delegation of Jamaica, in relation to possible Area of Convergence No. 1, 
commended those Member States that had a specific provision in their national law, which 
allowed for the refusal of registration of trademarks consisting of the official name of a State.  
However, the Delegation noted that most Member States did not have such a provision in their 
trademark law.  The Delegation said that most Member States who had submitted comments 
agreed with the wording of possible Area of Convergence No. 1.  It also took note of the 
concerns raised by a few Member States that the variations of country names might not be 
known to trademark examiners and/or the general public, and commended the use of the 
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ISO 3166 standard published by the International Organization for Standardization (ISO), which 
defined codes for the names of countries, dependent territories, special areas of geographical 
interest, and their principal subdivisions.  The Delegation also said that, similar to the database 
of official symbols and armorial bearings of States maintained by WIPO pursuant to the Paris 
Convention, a centralized database of names of States established by WIPO would be useful 
for reference by intellectual property offices in the course of examination of trademark 
applications.   The Delegation suggested that Member States officially communicate to WIPO 
their country name and its various formulations for which protection was sought.  The 
Delegation was also of the view that issues of translation and transliteration could be addressed 
by requiring that applicants submit translations and transliterations where the trademark was not 
in the language(s) used by the intellectual property office.  That was already an existing practice 
of many intellectual property offices.  In relation to possible Area of Convergence No. 2, the 
Delegation agreed that trademarks consisting solely of a country name should be refused where 
the use of that name was descriptive of the place of origin of the goods or services.  The 
Delegation was of the view that trademarks consisting solely of a country name (that is, a simple 
word mark) should be refused per se as being descriptive, unless the registration of the mark 
was applied for by the State itself or an entity authorized by the State as part of a nation 
branding scheme.  It did not subscribe, however, to the opinion that a trademark containing a 
country name was considered descriptive only when the country was recognized as a place of 
production of the goods and services, and believed that any use of a country name in a 
trademark might be considered descriptive of the goods and services.  If the mark was not 
descriptive, it would then be considered misleading, unless the registration was applied for by 
the country concerned or an entity authorized by the country as part of a nation branding 
scheme.  It was for that reason that Article 2 of the Draft Joint Recommendation contained in 
Jamaica’s Revised Proposal in document SCT/32/2 proposed that Member States agree to 
“prevent use of indications consisting of, or containing country names in relation to goods or 
services which do not originate in the country indicated by the country name.”  Similarly, 
Article 3(1) of Jamaica’s Draft Joint Recommendation deemed trademarks which contain a 
country name in relation to goods or services which did not originate in the named country as 
marks which conflicted with country name protection.  For that reason, Article 3(1) provided that: 
“Irrespective of the goods and/or services for which a mark is used, is the subject of an 
application for registration, or is registered, that mark shall be deemed to be in conflict with 
protection for a country name where the mark, or a part thereof, consists of or contains a 
country name, and the mark is being used or intended to be used in relation to goods or 
services which do not originate in the country indicated by the country name.”  The Delegation 
noted the use of disclaimers and endorsements by some Member States and explained that the 
Jamaica Intellectual Property Office (JIPO) also used disclaimers and limitations to ensure that 
uses of country names were neither misleading nor deceptive.  The Delegation endorsed that 
approach as also affording a means of protection of country names.  In its view, that approach 
would provide better protection for country names than what was currently applied in most 
Member States and would not require any change in existing law, but only in interpretation.  
However, recognizing that there were exceptional circumstances, under most national 
trademark laws, in which a trademark with a country name in relation to goods or services not 
originating in the named country could nonetheless be registered, Jamaica’s Draft Joint 
Recommendation proposed language that would provide some agreed parameters for those 
exceptional circumstances.  Articles 6 and 7 of the Draft Joint Recommendation sought to 
outline those exceptional circumstances.  In relation to possible Area of Convergence No. 5, the 
Delegation agreed that the grounds for refusal in possible Areas of Convergence Nos. 2, 3 
and 4 should constitute grounds for invalidation of registered trademarks and also grounds of 
opposition.  Judging from the high number of respondent States which agreed with this possible 
area of convergence, the Delegation observed that there seemed to be a general consensus 
and convergence in that regard.  In that respect, Article 8 of Jamaica’s Draft Joint 
Recommendation provided possible language which sought to ensure that the grounds for 
refusing the registration of a trademark as being descriptive, non-distinctive, generic, 
misleading, deceptive or false, should apply to opposition and invalidity proceedings as well.  In 
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relation to possible Area of Convergence No. 6, the Delegation agreed that appropriate legal 
means should be made available for interested parties to prevent the use of country names 
when such use was likely to deceive the public.  It also concurred with the view that indications 
of geographical origin, which enjoyed a particular reputation, should benefit from additional 
protection against use for goods and services of a different origin.  In that respect, Articles 3(2), 
3(3) and 3(4) of Jamaica’s Draft Joint Recommendation provided possible language which 
sought to assure Member States of the right to oppose the registration or to request the 
invalidation, by a competent authority, of the registration of a mark which consisted of, or 
contained, a country name in relation to goods or services which did not originate in the country 
indicated by the country name.  Since the thirty-second session of the SCT in 2014, Jamaica 
had placed on the table a Draft Joint Recommendation of the Paris Union and the WIPO 
General Assembly for the protection of country names, so as to facilitate within the SCT more 
focused discussion on possible solutions to the problem.  The Delegation reiterated that the aim 
of the proposed Draft Joint Recommendation, contained in document SCT/32/2, was not to 
prescribe rules that intellectual property offices must follow, nor to create additional obligations, 
but to establish a coherent and consistent framework to guide intellectual property offices and 
other competent authorities and international traders, in their use of trademarks, domain names 
and business identifiers which consisted of, or contained, country names. The Delegation 
therefore encouraged Member States to again review the Draft Joint Recommendation with a 
view to agreeing possible language for the effective protection of country names against 
registration and use as trademarks.  The Delegation hoped that, through constructive 
engagement, the SCT could agree on a Joint Recommendation for the protection of country 
names, which reflected the consensus of WIPO Member States. 
 
71. The Delegation of the Russian Federation, on Area of Convergence No. 2, stated that 
under Russian legislation, it was previously not allowed to register as a trademark a descriptive 
indication of the place of production.  However, in 2014, following an amendment of the Russian 
legislation, it had been provided that descriptive signs could be registered as trademarks if they 
had acquired distinctiveness as a result of their use.  Therefore, the Delegation declared that it 
was prepared to continue discussing that area of convergence as well as all the others. 
 
72. The Representative of OAPI said that OAPI did not protect trademarks which contained 
official emblems of a State.  The Delegation observed that there were two alternatives with 
regards to country names.  Either the trademark contained the name of a country and the 
product originated from that country, in which case the trademark was descriptive, or the 
product did not originate from that country, in which case the trademark would be misleading.  
The Delegation said that these two elements were not examined, since a trademark, which is 
descriptive initially, could acquire distinctiveness through use.  The Delegation added that the 
basis on which OAPI refused the registration of trademarks consisting of country names was 
that the name of a country was for a collective use and that it was dangerous to allow a 
company to appropriate what was in the public domain. 
 
73. The Delegation of Iceland, observing that the protection of country names was highly 
relevant to Members States, said that it agreed with the definition of country name as set out in 
possible Area of Convergence No. 1.  It also expressed the view that a WIPO centralized 
database for examiners deserved a further look.  Noting the concerns of some delegations with 
regard to the fact that it might be difficult, during examination, to explore possible linguistic 
versions of a country name, the Delegation considered that the ISO 3166 standard could serve 
as a basis in determining the most common versions of country names in the languages most 
used in international trade.  Regarding Area of Convergence No. 2, the Delegation welcomed 
the fact that Member States’ comments demonstrated that country names were generally 
refused, as they were considered descriptive and non-distinctive.  With respect to the comments 
provided by Member States on the possibility of a country name acquiring distinctiveness 
through use before registration, taking into account the knowledge of the local consumer public, 
the Delegation considered that such assessments were subjective.  In the Delegation’s view, it 
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was a matter of principle that the public at large deserved the right to accurately identify the type 
of goods and services sold through the use of generic words.  Given the importance the 
Delegation attached to keeping country names in the public domain, the Delegation was of the 
view that country names should not be able to acquire distinctiveness through use, and any 
assessment as to the knowledge of the local consumer public needed to be measured against 
the reasonable interest for the public of a given country to have access to the use of its country 
name. 
 
74. The Delegation of the Republic of Korea held the view that, in possible Area of 
Convergence No. 1, identifiers which could be used as a country name were too broad and 
should be narrowed down.  With regard to possible Area of Convergence No. 2, the Delegation 
pointed out that it was necessary to protect the rights of current users that might legitimately use 
country names in trademarks which had become well known and had recognition and 
distinctiveness in the domestic market. 
 
75. The Chair, thanking the delegations who had answered the questionnaire and contributed 
to the useful debate on the issue of country names, called delegations for an exchange of views 
on the structure of the proposed information session at the next session of the SCT. 
 
76. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its 
member states, stated that it wished to show its openness to further work on the issue under 
consideration.  Given the comments made by other Member States, especially as regards 
examination practices, the Delegation felt that it would be useful to examine the different 
practices and divergences in order to  learn from them. 
 
77. The Delegation of Iceland lent its support to the proposal made by the European Union 
and its member states. 
 
78. The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of) was of the view that there was a necessity to 
continue the discussion on the protection of country names as a matter of priority and to 
develop a legal framework to prevent registration or use of country names as trademarks.  With 
regard to the next step, noting that the current analysis concerned only possible Areas of 
Convergence Nos. 1, 2, 5, and 6, the Delegation believed that action needed to be undertaken 
with regard to Areas Nos. 3 and 4, in order to have a full and clear picture on the matter.  
Concerning the proposal to have an information session on the matter at the coming session of 
the SCT, the Delegation considered it favorably. 
 
79. The Delegation of the Republic of Moldova, highlighting the interest of discussing the 
experiences and practices of different countries, supported the idea of a half-day information 
session. 
 
80. The Chair proposed to have a break to discuss the structure of the Information Session. 
 

[Suspension] 
 

81. The Chair thanked the delegations for their contribution in elaborating with the Secretariat 
the structure of the Information Session on country names.   
 
82. The Delegation of Indonesia agreed on the proposed format and expressed its interest in 
sharing its country’s practices and listening to other practices.  
 
83. Replying to a question by the Delegation of Indonesia, the Chair indicated that the 
Information Session would be organized for half a day. 
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84. The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of) proposed to leave the discussion open on 
Areas of Convergence Nos. 3 and 4, which had not been discussed, in order to have a better 
understanding of the situation. 
 
85. The Chair stated that Areas of Convergence Nos. 3 and 4 would remain open for 
discussion at the next session of the SCT.  
 
86. The Delegation of Indonesia asked whether Member States would be invited to send 
comments on Areas of Convergence Nos. 3 and 4. 
 
87. The Secretariat explained that document SCT/38/2 contained an analysis of all the 
comments received on all the areas of convergence. 
 
88. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its 
member states, said that it did not believe that the work on Areas of Convergence Nos. 3 and 4 
would result in a consensus approach.  Therefore, it questioned the need to pursue the analysis 
of those areas. 
 
89. The Delegation of Indonesia, stating that Indonesian trademark law had changed recently, 
said that it might want to send comments on Area of Convergence No. 3. 
 

90. Following an exchange of views, the Chair requested the Secretariat to organize a 
half-day information session in the form of a moderated roundtable at SCT/39, addressing 
the examination by offices of trademarks consisting of, or containing, country names and 
taking into account the perspectives of users, under the following structure:  
(i) Introduction;  (ii) Specific legislation;  (iii) Public domain versus distinctiveness;  (iv) 
Word mark versus composite mark;  (v) Perception of relevant consumer/secondary 
meaning/what is considered a country name;  (vi) Disclaimers/Limitations of goods and 
services/Exceptions/Other practices;  and (vii) Concluding remarks. 

 
91. Certain delegations stated that possible Areas of Convergence Nos. 3 and 4 should also 
be included in the analysis of document SCT/38/2 at the current stage, while others requested 
that the document remain unchanged. 
 
92. The Chair indicated that document SCT/37/3 Rev. remained open for further submissions 
and other contributions by delegations. 
 
 
Update on Trademark-Related Aspects of the Domain Name System (DNS) 
 
93. Discussions were based on document SCT/38/3. 
 
94. The Delegation of Switzerland thanked the Secretariat for the update contained in the 
document and expressed support for continued monitoring and updates by the Secretariat in 
the DNS.  The Delegation of Switzerland expressed concern regarding ICANN’s review of 
Rights Protection Mechanisms in the DNS.  The Delegation also noted that ICANN’s structure 
favors registration interests to the detriment of protecting country names and geographical 
indications, and further noted that this was unlikely to change insofar as the UDRP was 
concerned.  The Delegation expressed further concerns regarding country names and 
geographical indications sought by private entities in ICANN’s future DNS expansion. 
 
95. On behalf of the CEBS Group, the Delegation of Georgia thanked the Secretariat for 
maintaining this item on the agenda and for the continued update on trademark related aspects 
of the DNS.  Given the challenges posed by the global nature of the Internet, the CEBS Group 
expressed gratitude for rights protection mechanisms developed through the WIPO Internet 
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Domain Name Processes and encouraged ICANN’s cooperation in reviewing such 
mechanisms.  The CEBS Group expressed appreciation for WIPO’s continued administration of 
efficient dispute resolution mechanisms to address abusive domain name registrations and for 
its monitoring of reviews of the same.  The CEBS Group also expressed support for the 
Secretariat’s policy work and for keeping Member States informed of future developments.  
 
96. The Delegation of France also thanked the Secretariat for the update contained in the 
document.  The Delegation of France expressed its shared concerns with the Delegation of 
Switzerland regarding ICANN’s review of Rights Protection Mechanisms, including the UDRP.  
The Delegation of France noted the importance of seeking to protect country names and 
geographical indications in the DNS, particularly against the interests of commercial 
speculators. 
 
97. The Delegation of the United States of America thanked the Secretariat for the update 
contained in the document.  The Delegation of the United States of America noted that, with 
regard to the review of the UDRP, the system works well for the protection of trademarks, but 
recalled that there are those within the ICANN community who may want to see changes made 
to the UDRP.  The Delegation of the United States of America noted that the proposed inclusion 
in the UDRP of more identifiers could raise concerns for the current positive functioning of the 
UDRP for trademarks.  The Delegation of the United States of America also noted that 
geographic identifiers were to be discussed by the Governmental Advisory Committee at the 
ICANN meeting in Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates, and that the Delegation had 
representatives attending ICANN to advance its interests on such issues.  The Delegation urged 
other Member States to do the same, and raised questions about the relation of conversations 
at ICANN and the SCT. 
 
98. The Representative of INTA expressed support for the Secretariat regarding the review of 
Rights Protection Mechanisms in the DNS, and noted the importance of the UDRP for a 
well-functioning and reliable DNS.  The Representative expressed concern regarding the 
potential erosion of the UDRP’s effectiveness in ICANN’s review, noting that such a review may 
begin within the next year.  The Representative further noted that in a recent survey of its 
members, the UDRP ranked in first place in terms of effectiveness among Rights Protection 
Mechanisms in the DNS.  The Representative urged the Member States to work with the ICANN 
Governmental Advisory Committee to ensure that the benefits of the UDRP were well 
understood, asserting that governmental support is essential in the preservation of the UDRP as 
an effective means to adjudicate clear cases of cybersquatting and bad faith domain name 
registration.  The Representative noted that WIPO had maintained and should continue to 
maintain an efficient and fair international forum for the resolution of such cases. 
 
99. The Chair highlighted the importance of continued monitoring of DNS developments. 
 

100. The SCT considered document SCT/38/3 and the Secretariat was requested to 
keep Member States informed of future trademark-related developments in the DNS. 

 
 
AGENDA ITEM 6:  GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATIONS 
 
101. Discussions were based on documents SCT/30/7, SCT/31/7, SCT/31/8 Rev.7 and 
SCT/34/6. 
 
102. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its 
member states, thanked the WIPO Secretariat for organizing the interesting and fruitful 
information session at the last meeting, which it considered a good basis for the exchange of 
views on geographical indication protection systems, in particular on geographical indications in 
the DNS.  Thanking the Chair for its proposal for taking forward the work on that matter, the 
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Delegation stressed the fact that the work program, in compliance with the SCT mandate, 
should not aim to interpret or revise the provisions of the Lisbon Agreement or the Geneva Act.  
Furthermore, the work program should avoid duplication of work already completed by the SCT 
or covered by existing treaties and intellectual property systems administered by WIPO, and 
should not focus on general topics, such as the definition of the subject matter of protection.  
The European Union and its member states considered that some elements in the Chair’s 
proposal concerning the application and registration of geographical indications were of a 
procedural nature and therefore too remotely related to the proposals to be discussed in the 
Committee in accordance with the decision of the 2015 General Assembly.  The Committee 
should marshal its time and resources to add value to its work, and for that purpose, focus on 
specific topics, such as a substantive discussion on geographical indications in the DNS, a 
crucial topic of concrete concern for stakeholders.  The Delegation believed that the discussion 
during the previous session, addressing directly that issue for the first time in the last decade, 
set the scene for further in-depth discussions.  Welcoming the item concerning the DNS, the 
Delegation announced that it would suggest amendments to the Chair’s proposal, aimed at 
clarifying that the work should focus on the protection of geographical indications, country 
names and geographical terms on the Internet and in the DNS, including under TLDs, gTLDs 
and ccTLDs, based on the proposal contained in document SCT/31/8 Rev.7.  Expressing 
concern regarding the first item in the Chair’s proposal, which seemed rather general in scope, 
the Delegation held the view that it should instead be more concrete and targeted on specific 
issues.  In its opinion, the current text would result in an inventory of existing systems, which 
were already known to the Committee, as shown in documents SCT/8/4 and SCT/9/4, dating 
back to 2002.  The SCT should thus rather develop a targeted questionnaire aimed at collecting 
useful information, to allow meaningful discussions for the benefit of stakeholders.  The 
Delegation stressed the fact that the preparation of the questionnaire should be exclusively 
driven by WIPO Members.  The European Union and its member states believed that 
adjustments should be made to the text of the Chair’s proposal, in particular in the wording of 
items (i) and (ii).  In this regard, the Delegation suggested inserting specific references to 
geographical indications in each of the indents under point (i) of the proposal, and proposed the 
addition of a reference to “enforcement mechanisms”.  The Delegation also noted that the 
timeline needed to be modified to take into account the time passed since previous discussions 
on the proposal and to ensure that the agreed timetable corresponded to practical needs.  The 
European Union and its member states expressed support to some amendments proposed by 
the Delegation of Switzerland at the previous session, and said it would submit its own textual 
suggestions to be considered in further discussions during the meeting, hoping that they would 
facilitate discussions aimed at adopting a work plan for the continuation of discussions on the 
protection of geographical indications in the SCT. 
 
103. The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of), reiterated that the work of the SCT should 
not in any way interpret or review the provisions of the Lisbon Agreement and the Geneva Act 
of the Lisbon Agreement.  It expressed the view that the Committee should abide by its 
mandate and avoid duplication of the work already completed or covered by existing treaties 
and intellectual property systems administered by WIPO.  The Delegation observed that the 
Chair’s proposal on future work on the issue was a good basis for further discussion, and 
expressed appreciation for the proposal made by the Delegation of the European Union on 
behalf of the European Union and its member states.   
 
104. The Delegation of Georgia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, took note of the 
different proposals on the table, including the Chair’s proposal on the compilation of a list of 
questions, which would constitute a goods basis for a questionnaire for future work on 
geographical indications in the SCT.  Such approach could initiate an exchange of views on the 
features, experiences and practices of the different national and regional geographical 
indication protection systems and the protection of geographical indications on the Internet and 
geographical indications and country names in the DNS.  The CEBS Group expressed support 
for the proposal tabled by the Delegation of the European Union on behalf of the European 
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Union and its member states, which in its view complemented and amended the Chair’s 
proposal.  The Group looked forward to amendments to the Chair’s proposal accordingly, for a 
balanced work plan on geographical indications in the SCT.  
 
105. The Delegation of Brazil pointed out that discussions on geographical indications, in 
particular on the protection of country and geographic names in the DNS, were a matter of 
growing interest to Brazil.  The Delegation considered that the Chair´s proposal was in line with 
the interests of its country.  The Delegation observed that the assignment of new generic top 
level domains should be based on the principle of protection of geographic names.  It held the 
view that those names should thus be protected against undue registration when they involved 
peoples, communities, historic heritages and traditional social networks whose public interest 
could be affected by the assignment to private entities of gTLDs directly referring to those 
regions.  The Delegation recalled that in 1999, the Report of the First WIPO Internet Domain 
Name Process focused on issues relating to trademarks and domain names.  The 
recommendations from that Report had been largely applied by ICANN, and had resulted in the 
implementation of a successful administrative system for resolving domain name disputes 
involving trademarks, as well as a system of best practices for domain name registration 
authorities, designed to avoid such conflicts.  However, a number of issues, among which 
geographical indications, indications of source or geographical terms, had been identified as 
being outside of the scope of the First WIPO Report, thus requiring additional work.  The Report 
of the Second WIPO Internet Domain Name Process, published in 2001, addressed those 
outstanding issues.  The Delegation quoted one of the main conclusions of this second report:  
“the Report produces considerable evidence of the widespread registration of the names of 
countries, places within countries and indigenous peoples as domain names by persons 
unassociated with the countries, places or peoples.  However, these areas are not covered by 
existing international laws and a decision needs to be taken as to whether such laws ought to 
be developed”.  Following those recommendations presented to WIPO Member States and to 
ICANN, the ICANN Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC) elaborated in 2007 principles 
regarding new gTLDs and recommended that ICANN avoid country, territory or place names, 
unless authorized by the relevant governments or public authorities.  The Delegation held the 
view that, despite some progress, the issue of the protection of geographical indications and 
geographical sources in the DNS had not yet been properly addressed by ICANN.  In that 
context, the question was not whether there was enough protection for geographical indications 
and geographical sources, and the Delegation considered that it was clearly not the case, but 
rather a question of how to develop and implement a balanced proposal that took into account 
the competing interests between countries, domain name registrants and general Internet 
users. 
 
106. The Delegation of Iceland thanked the Chair for the proposal contained in 
document SCT/38/4 and expressed support for the compilation of a list of questions.  The 
Delegation also said that it wished to be added to the list of States supporting the proposal set 
forth in document SCT/31/8 Rev.7. 
 
107. The Delegation of Indonesia, speaking in its national capacity, expressed great interest to 
see progress on those issues in the Committee.  Indonesia was very proud of its long-standing 
and respected culinary practices, artisanal tradition and local expertise underlying product 
names.  The Delegation believed that geographical indications constituted a way of protecting 
those practices, while at the same time boosting economic development, contributing to job 
creation, increasing the incomes of farmers, as well as improving the social strengths of 
communities.  Considering that document SCT/38/4 was largely in line with its interests 
regarding the way in which the Committee could move forward under that agenda item, the 
Delegation looked forward to studying the new proposal made by the Delegation of the 
European Union.  Expressing interest in understanding and learning from the different 
protections adopted by various Member States, the Delegation called for a more focused way 
forward in the first part of document SCT/38/4.  Concerning the protection of geographical 
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indications on the Internet and geographical indications, geographical terms and country names 
in the DNS, the Delegation expected the SCT to address the registration and use of domain 
names infringing protected geographical indications and geographical terms, and hoped that the 
Committee would agree on a balanced work plan.  
 
108. The Delegation of Switzerland took note of the wish expressed by a number of 
delegations to exchange information on national and regional systems for the protection of 
geographical indications.  As had been the case in previous sessions of the Committee, 
Switzerland would contribute constructively to the discussions on that topic.  The Delegation 
informed the Committee that, on September 18, 2017, Switzerland had submitted to the WTO 
TRIPS Council an update of its replies to the questionnaire on examination, in accordance with 
Article 24(2) of the TRIPS Agreement relating to geographical indications.  Considering that the 
Chair’s proposal (document SCT/38/4) was a very good basis for work, the Delegation said that 
the amendment proposed by the Delegation of the European Union, subject to a detailed 
consideration of the text, seemed promising to reach consensus for substantive work in the 
Committee.  Switzerland supported the position expressed by the Delegation of Brazil 
concerning the importance of the protection of domain names, other geographical names and 
geographical indications in the DNS, and more generally on the Internet.  The work plan 
adopted by the Committee should thus take those different questions into account in a balanced 
way. 
 
109. The Delegation of Pakistan stated that discussions on geographical indications should be 
given time and consideration and should be dissociated from the related discussions in other 
fora.  The Delegation attached great importance to the protection of agriculture and traditional 
assets under the geographical indication system.  Pakistan expressed appreciation for the 
Chair’s proposal, as it elaborated on the experiences and practices of different national and 
regional geographical indication protection systems and the protection of geographical 
indications on Internet.  The Delegation believed that the compilation of questions and replies 
relating to different aspects of the topic would provide insight and knowledge to proceed further 
under the agenda item.  Pakistan wished to reiterate its support for the proposal contained in 
document SCT/31/8 Rev.7, and encouraged the extension of the Uniform Domain Name 
Dispute Resolution Policy (UDRP) to include geographical indications, which, like trademarks, 
were signs that gave information about the origin of products.  The reason was that domain 
names had become very important in the digital era as they built a link between trade and 
consumers.  It was therefore necessary to develop mechanisms to limit the misappropriation of 
geographical indications and country names as domain names.  The Delegation supported the 
proposed study, considering that it would highlight the need and significance of the inclusion of 
geographical indications in the DNS.  
 
110. The Delegation of Chile said that it valued and supported the Chair’s proposal, which 
touched on one of the main substantive elements of the three existing initiatives concerning 
geographical indications, in line with the mandate of the Committee.  It reaffirmed that, in Chile, 
geographical indications constituted a significant aspect of intellectual property, which added 
value to the industry.  The Delegation believed that an exchange of information on geographical 
indications would help understanding the specific characteristics of national systems and how 
they related to other topics, such as their protection on the Internet and in the DNS, as well as 
their connection with geographical terms and country names.  In that context, the Delegation 
considered as a valuable source of information the outcome of the International Symposium on 
Geographical Indications organized by WIPO in Yangzhou, China, in 2017, which brought 
together 290 delegates among which representatives of national administrations, producers and 
intellectual property specialists.  Chile supported the Chair’s proposal contained in document 
SCT/38/4, and urged the Committee to move forward with tangible action as proposed therein.  
The Delegation was committed to participating actively in the development of the questionnaire 
proposed by the Chair, and stated that it would consider carefully any requests circulated by the 
Secretariat related thereto.  
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111. The Delegation of Iran (Islamic Republic of) said that it supported the amendments 
proposed by the Delegation of the European Union, on behalf of the European Union and its 
member states.  
 
112. The Chair, noting that a number of Delegations had expressed support for his proposal, 
invited interested Member States to hold informal consultations on the basis of document 
SCT/38/4, also taking into consideration the amendments proposed by the Delegation of the 
European Union, on behalf of the European Union and its member states. 
 

[Suspension] 
 

113. Resuming the session, the Chair informed the Committee of the outcome of the informal 
consultations and read the proposed SCT workplan on geographical indications, as follows: 
 

“The Information Session, which took place on March 28, 2017, provided useful 
information on (i) the features, experiences and practices of the different national and 
regional geographical indication protection systems, and (ii) the protection of geographical 
indications on the Internet, and geographical indications and country names in the Domain 
Name System (DNS):  gTLDs and ccTLDs.  The Information Session was a good basis to 
initiate an exchange of views on points (i) and (ii) referred to above. 

 
Following discussions at the thirty-seventh and thirty-eighth sessions of the SCT, and in order to 
share more information and foster a constructive dialogue on those two topics, the Chair 
requests the Secretariat to compile a list of questions proposed by Members and 
Intergovernmental Intellectual Property Organizations with observer status†, for consideration by 
the SCT, which could form the basis of a questionnaire to be distributed to Members and the 
aforementioned Organizations‡.  The list of questions will be structured according to the 
following topics: 
 
I. The national and regional systems that can provide a certain protection to geographical 
indications: 

 

 Basis for protection (sign/indication subject of protection, goods/services covered, 
etc.). 
 

 Application and registration (entitlement to file, content of application, grounds for 
refusal, examination and opposition, ownership/right of use, requests for protection from 
other countries…). 
 

 Scope of protection, right to take action and enforcement. 
 

II. The use/misuse of geographical indications, country names and geographical terms on 
the Internet and in the DNS, including TLDs, gTLDs and ccTLDs (examples, cases, 
mechanisms to address misuse, basis for protection where appropriate). 
 
The Chair also requests the Secretariat to describe the existing state of play of geographical 
indications, country names and other geographical terms in the DNS, with a view to further 
discussions on the matter by the SCT.  Such description is to be added to the update on the 
DNS provided to the SCT. 
 

                                                
†
 i.e, organizations which, under their constituting treaty, have responsibility for the protection of industrial 

property rights. 
 
‡
 Review of multilateral agreements is outside the scope of this exercise. 
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The planning for the above is as follows: 
 

 In November 2017, the Secretariat will send a circular inviting Members and the 
aforementioned Organizations to propose the questions referred to above. 
 

 Members and the aforementioned Organizations are to propose their questions to 
the Secretariat by February 6, 2018. 
 

 The Secretariat will issue, by the end of February 2018, a document compiling the 
questions, for consideration of the SCT at its thirty-ninth session. 
 

 The SCT will consider, at its thirty-ninth session, the above-mentioned document, 
with a view to issuing the questionnaire to Members and the aforementioned 
Organizations, and, at its fortieth session, a document prepared by the Secretariat 
compiling all the replies to the questionnaire.  Furthermore, at its thirty-ninth session, 
the SCT will consider the above-mentioned description of the state of play.” 

 
114. The SCT adopted its workplan on geographical indications, as reflected above. 

 
 
AGENDA ITEM 7:  ADOPTION OF THE SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR 
 

115. The SCT approved the Summary by the Chair as presented in document SCT/38/5. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM 8:  CLOSING OF THE SESSION 
 
116. The Delegation of Costa Rica, speaking on behalf of GRULAC, thanked the Chair for his 
work during plenary sessions and informal meetings, the Secretariat for the preparation of the 
documents and the meeting, and the interpreters who allowed the Committee to achieve good 
results.  The Delegation expressed appreciation for the efforts invested in the successful 
Information Session on GUI, Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs.  Given the importance 
accorded by GRULAC to the protection of country names, the Group looked forward, with a 
special interest, to the information session on that topic and expressed its readiness to discuss 
future work at the next meeting of the Committee.  Concerning the proposed work program on 
geographical indications, GRULAC was very pleased to see convergence on that issue and 
hoped to continue working constructively on the workplan. 

 
117. The Delegation of Georgia, speaking on behalf of the CEBS Group, thanked the Chair for 
his skillful guidance through the work of the Committee, the Secretariat for the valuable effort 
invested in the preparation of the meeting and all the Delegations for their constructive 
statements, which enabled progress on different issues under the SCT Agenda and the 
adoption of future work on geographical indications.  The Delegation believed that the week had 
proved to be an opportunity for both formal and informal dialogue, which had helped to move 
forward the common objectives.  Thanking the Secretariat for its invested efforts in organizing 
the information session and bringing qualified speakers to share the experiences and practices 
of protection of GUI, Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs, the Delegation said that the 
session had been a perfect possibility to help find solutions to advance the work of the 
Committee.  The Delegation looked forward to the next session to address the agenda items in 
a constructive way. 
 
118. The Delegation of Senegal, speaking on behalf of the African Group, reiterated its 
gratitude and congratulations to the Chair for the significant results achieved during the session 
of the SCT, amongst which the agreement between Member States on the organization, at the 
next session, of an information session on examination by offices of trademarks consisting of, or 
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containing, country names, taking into account the perspectives of users, as well as on a work 
program on geographical indications.  The Group expressed satisfaction for the constructive 
spirit of cooperation that had prevailed during the meeting and hoped that it would continue to 
prevail in the next sessions of the SCT, as well as within WIPO.  The African Group was 
committed to bringing its positive contribution to enable various offices to have appropriate tools 
to carry out their work.  The Delegation finally thanked the Secretariat for its professionalism, as 
well as the interpreters who had facilitated informal and plenary sessions, and all delegations 
which had contributed to the discussions.  
 
119. The Delegation of the European Union, speaking on behalf of the European Union and its 
member states, congratulated the Chair for making the meeting such a success.  Achieving 
consensus on a future work program on geographical indications, a prize that had eluded the 
Committee for so long, was a significant milestone in the work of the SCT.  Stressing the fact 
that the Committee had also made good progress on furthering understanding on the issues 
surrounding country names, the Delegation looked forward to the information session at the 
next meeting and trusted that it would be as useful as the information session on GUI, Icon and 
Typeface/Type Font Designs.  The Delegation wished to salute the particularly constructive 
spirit shown by all delegations in the discussions, and highlighted the role of the Secretariat, 
whose excellent work had allowed proceedings to run smoothly, and the interpreters and 
translators for contributing to a better understanding.   

 
120. The Delegation of Indonesia, speaking on behalf of the Asian and the Pacific Group, 
thanked the Chair for his leadership in guiding the meeting towards a successful conclusion.  
Congratulating the Secretariat and the members of the Committee for the fruitful Information 
Session on GUI, Icon and Typeface/Type Font Design, the Delegation expressed appreciation 
to all the speakers in that session.  The Delegation stated that the Group remained committed 
to the work of the Committee.  Noting the conclusion that the Committee should abide by the 
decision of the General Assembly with regard to the convening of a diplomatic conference on 
the DLT, the Asian and the Pacific Group was optimistic that a mutually agreed outcome would 
be reached regarding that matter at the next feasible opportunity.  Welcoming the next step on 
the protection of country names and hoping that the planned information session would guide 
the Committee to move forward regarding that issue, the Group expressed its commitment and 
looked forward to participating actively.  The Asian and the Pacific group also commended all 
Member States in arriving to a mutually acceptable outcome on the work plan on geographical 
indications.  The Delegation considered that the SCT had made much progress and hoped that 
this could be sustained in future meetings as well as in other WIPO Committees.  In conclusion, 
the Asian and the Pacific Group thanked regional groups, regional coordinators and all Member 
States, as well as the Chair and the Secretariat for the preparation of the meeting, including 
conference services and the interpreters.   

 
121. The Delegation of China thanked the Secretariat for its work, which enabled a smooth 
meeting, and the Member States for their active participation.  Considering that the meeting had 
achieved positive results during the week, the Delegation was committed to participating 
actively in the future work of the Committee concerning the protection of country names, 
geographical indications and other topics.  

 
122. The Delegation of Brazil thanked the Chair, the Vice-Chairs and the Secretariat for the 
extremely positive and productive session, sharing the view that important advancements had 
been made, especially on geographical indications.  Considering the session as one of the 
smoothest and calmest sessions he had participated in, the Delegate personally attributed that 
outcome to a large extent to the constructive spirit of all delegations and to the Chair’s 
leadership and problem-solving approach.  The Delegation hoped for similar productive 
discussions on trademark-related matters at the next session.  The Delegation also said that, 
without prejudice to the ongoing discussions in the Committee, Brazil believed that there was 
room for initiating a constructive and meaningful dialogue on other dimensions of trademarks.  



SCT/38/6 
page 30 

 
Willing to contribute to that matter, the Delegation announced that Brazil would submit at the 
next session a proposal on trademarks and SMEs.  Brazil believed that all Member States could 
benefit from sharing experiences on national programs regarding the expansion of a trademark 
culture among SMEs, in line with recommendation 4 of the DA, and that this would contribute to 
building a more inclusive, balanced and effective intellectual property system, a desire shared 
by all Member States.   
 
123. The Representative of OAPI thanked the Chair and the Secretariat for the perfect 
organization of the work of the Committee.  Considering that the meeting had been extremely 
enriching, the Representative said that the Committee’s work would enable OAPI to improve its 
protection procedures, be it for geographical indications, trademarks or industrial designs.  
Pointing out that many issues remained to be addressed, the Representative expressed the 
hope that the next session would give the opportunity of dealing with other interesting 
questions.   
 
124. The Chair thanked all the delegations, which had committed to the common target of 
moving forward with the work.  Considering that the week had been successful, the Chair said 
that the work gave value to the Committee, since the issues dealt with were of interest to all 
users of the industrial property system.  Recalling the discussions during informal meetings that 
referred to small farmers in Morocco, the Chair believed that they had to be kept in mind as 
users of the intellectual property system.  The week had been an example of constructive spirit 
allowing concrete results.  Holding the view that other results could be reached in the future, the 
Chair thanked all the delegations and the Secretariat, as well as the conference staff and the 
interpreters.   

 
125. The Chair closed the session on November 2, 2017. 

 
 
 

[Annexes follow] 
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Standing Committee on the Law of Trademarks, Industrial Designs 
and Geographical Indications 
 
 

Thirty-Eighth Session 
Geneva, October 30 to November 2, 2017 
 
 
 

 
SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR 
 
adopted by the Committee 
 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM 1:  OPENING OF THE SESSION 
 
126. Mr. Francis Gurry, Director General of the World Intellectual Property 
Organization (WIPO), opened the thirty-eighth session of the Standing Committee on the Law of 
Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical Indications (SCT) and welcomed the 
participants. 
 
127. Mr. David Muls (WIPO) acted as Secretary to the SCT. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM 2:  ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA 

 
128. The SCT adopted the draft Agenda (document SCT/38/1 Prov.). 

 
 
AGENDA ITEM 3:  ADOPTION OF THE DRAFT REPORT OF THE THIRTY-SEVENTH 
SESSION 
 

129. The SCT adopted the draft Report of the thirty-seventh session 
(document SCT/37/9 Prov.). 
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AGENDA ITEM 4:  INDUSTRIAL DESIGNS 
 

Industrial Design Law and Practice-Draft Articles and Draft Regulations 

 

130. The Chair recalled that “the [2017] WIPO General Assembly decided that, at its next 

session in 2018, it will continue considering the convening of a diplomatic conference on the 

Design Law Treaty (DLT), to take place at the end of the first half of 2019”. 

 

131. The Chair concluded that, while the DLT would remain on its agenda, the SCT 

should abide by the decision of the General Assembly. 

 

Graphical User Interface (GUI), Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs 

 

132. The Chair noted the SCT’s satisfaction with the Information Session on Graphical User 

Interface (GUI), Icon and Typeface/Type Font Designs and its desire to continue its discussions 

of the topic. 

 

133. As next steps, the Chair requested the Secretariat to: 

 prepare a document summarizing the main points emerging from the 

Information Session, with all presentations made at the Information Session to 

be included as an Annex; 

 

 invite Member States and accredited NGOs to propose aspects of Graphical 

User Interface (GUI), icon and typeface/type font designs on which further 

work would be desirable, and compile all such proposals in a document, for 

consideration by the SCT at its next session;  and 
 

 include on this agenda item, for the next session of the SCT, a presentation, 
by the Delegation of France, of the European Union “Convergence 
Programme 6:  Graphical Representation of Designs”. 

 
Update by Member States on the Digital Access Service (DAS) for Priority Documents 
 
134. The SCT noted the progress in the implementation of the DAS for industrial designs by 
several delegations, as well as indications by other delegations that they are actively 
considering implementation in the near future. 
 

135. While continuing to encourage a wider use of the DAS by Member States for both 
industrial designs and trademarks, the Chair concluded that the SCT would continue to 
take stock of the progress made in this regard at its future sessions. 

 
 
AGENDA ITEM 5:  TRADEMARKS 
 
Protection of Country Names Against Registration and Use as Trademarks 
 
136. The SCT considered documents SCT/32/2, SCT/37/3 Rev. and SCT/38/2. 
 

137. Following an exchange of views, the Chair requested the Secretariat to organize a 
half-day information session in the form of a moderated roundtable at SCT/39, addressing 
the examination by offices of trademarks consisting of, or containing, country names and 
taking into account the perspectives of users, under the following structure:  (i) 
Introduction;  (ii) Specific legislation;  (iii) Public domain versus distinctiveness;  (iv) Word  
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mark versus composite mark;  (v) Perception of relevant consumer/secondary 
meaning/what is considered a country name;  (vi) Disclaimers/Limitations of goods and 
services/Exceptions/Other practices;  and (vii) Concluding remarks. 

 
138. Certain delegations stated that possible Areas of Convergence Nos. 3 and 4 should also 
be included in the analysis in document SCT/38/2 at the current stage, while others requested 
that the document remain unchanged. 
 
139. Document SCT/37/3 Rev. remains open for further submissions and other contributions by 
delegations. 
 
Update on Trademark-Related Aspects of the Domain Name System 
 
140. The SCT considered document SCT/38/3 and requested the Secretariat to keep Member 
States informed of future developments in the DNS. 
 

 
AGENDA ITEM 6:  GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATIONS 
 

141. The SCT adopted its workplan on geographical indications, as reflected in the 
Annex. 

 
 
AGENDA ITEM 7:  SUMMARY BY THE CHAIR 
 

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

 
 
AGENDA ITEM 8:  CLOSING OF THE SESSION 
 

143. The Chair closed the session on November 2, 2017. 
 
 
 

[Annex follows] 
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SCT Workplan on Geographical Indications  

 
November 1, 2017 

 
The Information Session, which took place on March 28, 2017, provided useful information on 
(i) the features, experiences and practices of the different national and regional geographical 
indication protection systems, and (ii) the protection of geographical indications on the Internet, 
and geographical indications and country names in the Domain Name System (DNS):  gTLDs 
and ccTLDs.  The Information Session was a good basis to initiate an exchange of views on 
points (i) and (ii) referred to above. 
 
Following discussions at the thirty-seventh and thirty-eighth sessions of the SCT, and in order to 
share more information and foster a constructive dialogue on those two topics, the Chair 
requests the Secretariat to compile a list of questions proposed by Members and 
Intergovernmental Intellectual Property Organizations with observer status1, for consideration by 
the SCT, which could form the basis of a questionnaire to be distributed to Members and the 
aforementioned Organizations2.  The list of questions will be structured according to the 
following topics: 
 
III. The national and regional systems that can provide a certain protection to GIs 

 

 Basis for protection (sign/indication subject of protection, goods/services covered, 

etc.). 

 

 Application and registration (entitlement to file, content of application, grounds for 

refusal, examination and opposition, ownership/right of use,  requests for protection from 

other countries…). 

 

 Scope of protection, right to take action and enforcement. 

 

IV. The use/misuse of geographical indications, country names and geographical terms on 

the Internet and in the DNS, including TLDs, gTLDs and ccTLDs (examples, cases, 

mechanisms to address misuse, basis for protection where appropriate). 

 
The Chair also requests the Secretariat to describe the existing state of play of geographical 
indications, country names and other geographical terms in the DNS, with a view to further 
discussions on the matter by the SCT.  Such description is to be added to the update on the 
DNS provided to the SCT. 
  

                                                
1
 i.e, organizations which, under their constituting treaty, have responsibility for the protection of industrial 

property rights. 
 
2
 Review of multilateral agreements is outside the scope of this exercise. 
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The planning for the above is as follows: 
 

 In November 2017, the Secretariat will send a circular inviting Members and the 

aforementioned Organizations to propose the questions referred to above. 

 

 Members and the aforementioned Organizations are to propose their questions to 

the Secretariat by February 6, 2018. 

 

 The Secretariat will issue, by the end of February 2018, a document compiling the 

questions, for consideration of the SCT at its thirty-ninth session. 

 

 The SCT will consider, at its thirty-ninth session, the above-mentioned document, 
with a view to issuing the questionnaire to Members and the aforementioned 
Organizations, and, at its fortieth session, a document prepared by the Secretariat 
compiling all the replies to the questionnaire.  Furthermore, at its thirty-ninth session, 
the SCT will consider the above-mentioned description of the state of play. 

 
 
 

[End of Annex and of document] 
 
 
 

[Annex II follows] 
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ORIGINAL : FRANÇAIS/ANGLAIS 

DATE : 2 NOVEMBRE 2017 / NOVEMBER 2, 2017 

 
 

 
 
 

Comité permanent du droit des marques, des dessins et modèles 
industriels et des indications géographiques 
 
 

Trente-huitième session 
Genève, 30 octobre – 2 novembre 2017 
 
 

Standing Committee on the Law of Trademarks, Industrial Designs 
and Geographical Indications 
 
 

Thirty-Eighth Session 
Geneva, October 30 to November 2, 2017 
 
 
 

LISTE DES PARTICIPANTS 
LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 

 
 
 
établie par le Secrétariat 
prepared by the Secretariat 
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I. MEMBRES/MEMBERS 
 
(dans l’ordre alphabétique des noms français des États/in the alphabetical order of the names in 
French of the states) 
 
AFRIQUE DU SUD/SOUTH AFRICA 
 
Thembani Godfrey MALULEKE (Mr.), Assistant Director, Multilateral Trade Issues, Department 
of International Relations and Cooperation (DIRCO), Pretoria 
malukeket@direco.gov.za 
 
Trod LEHONG (Mr.), Senior Manager, Companies and Intellectual Property Commission 
(CIPC), Department of Trade and Industry (DTI), Pretoria 
tlehong@cipc.co.za 
 
 
ALBANIE/ALBANIA 
 
Ledjana XHAFA (Ms.), Specialist, Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical Indications 
Sector, Examination Directorate, General Directorate of Industrial Property, Ministry of 
Economic Development, Tourism, Trade and Entrepreneurship, Tirana 
ledjana.xhafa@dppm.gov.al 
 
 
ALGÉRIE/ALGERIA 
 
Zakia BOUYAGOUB (Mme), assistante technique principale, Département des marques, Institut 
national algérien de la propriété industrielle (INAPI), Ministère de l’industrie, de la petite et 
moyenne entreprise et de la promotion des investissements, Alger 
zakia.bouyagoub@gmail.com 
 
Naima KEBOUR (Mme), examinatrice spécialiste, Département des marques, Institut national 
algérien de la propriété industrielle (INAPI), Ministère de l’industrie, de la petite et moyenne 
entreprise et de la promotion des investissements, Alger 
naimakebour2000@gmail.com 
 
Fayssal ALLEK (M.), premier secrétaire, Mission permanente, Genève 
allek@mission-algeria.ch 
 
 
ALLEMAGNE/GERMANY 
 
Sabine LINK (Ms.), Senior Trademark Examiner, Trademarks and Designs Department, 
German Patent and Trade Mark Office (DPMA), Munich 
sabine.link@dpma.de 
 
Karla BRAMBATI (Ms.), Staff Counsel, Federal Ministry of Justice and Consumer Protection, 
Berlin 
brambati-ka@bmjv.bund.de 
 
Jan POEPPEL (Mr.), Counsellor, Intellectual Property and WIPO Matters, Permanent Mission, 
Geneva 
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ANGOLA 
 
Augusto Sabatião MIRANDA (Mr.), Patent Examiner, Angolan Institute of Industrial Property, 
Ministry of Industry, Luanda 
muenga2003@yahoo.com.br 
 
Alberto Samy GUIMARÃES (Mr.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 
ARABIE SAOUDITE/SAUDI ARABIA 
 
Mohammed ALYAHIA (Mr.), Deputy Director, Administrative Affairs, Saudi Patent Office, King 
Abdulaziz City for Science and Technology (KACST), Riyadh 
 
Abdulaziz ALJTHALEEN (Mr.), Legal Counsellor, Ministry of Energy, Industry and Mineral 
Resources, Riyadh 
 
Rana AKEEL (Ms.), International Trade Officer, Commercial Attaché Office, Ministry of 
Commerce and Investment, Geneva 
rakeel@mci.gov.sa 
 
Nasser Abdulaziz ALMUQBIL (Mr.), Deputy Commercial Attaché, Ministry of Commerce and 
Investment, Geneva 
nmuqbil@mci.gov.sa 
 
 
ARGENTINE/ARGENTINA 
 
María Inés RODRÍGUEZ (Sra.), Ministro, Misión Permanente, Ginebra 
 
Betina Carla FABBIETTI (Sra.), Secretaria de Embajada, Dirección Nacional de Negociaciones 
Económicas Multilaterales, Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores y Culto, Buenos Aires 
ifb@mrecic.gov.ar 
 
 
AUSTRALIE/AUSTRALIA 
 
Tanya DUTHIE (Ms.), Director, International Policy and Cooperation, IP Australia, Canberra 
 
Celia POOLE (Ms.), General Manager, Trade Marks and Designs Group, IP Australia, Canberra 
celia.poole@ipaustralia.gov.au 
 
 
AUTRICHE/AUSTRIA 
 
Manuela RIEGER BAYER (Ms.), Legal Examiner, The Austrian Patent Office, Federal Ministry 
for Transport, Innovation and Technology, Vienna 
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AZERBAÏDJAN/AZERBAIJAN 
 
Ramin HAJIYEV (Mr.), Head, Trademarks, Designs and Geographical Indications Examination 
Department, State Committee for Standardization, Metrology and Patents of the Republic of 
Azerbaijan 
r.hajiyev@patent.gov.az 
 
 
BAHAMAS 
 
Bernadette BUTLER (Ms.), Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
bbutler@bahamasmission.ch 
 
 
BARBADE/BARBADOS 
 
Merlene WEEKES-LIBERT (Ms.), Deputy Registrar, Corporate Affairs and Intellectual Property 
Office, Ministry of Industry, International Business, Commerce and Small Business 
Development, Bridgetown 
mseweekes@gmail.com 
 
Dwaine INNISS (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
dwinniss@foreign.gov.bb 
 
 
BELGIQUE/BELGIUM 
 
Sandrine PLATTEAU (Mme), premier secrétaire, Mission permanente, Genève 
 
 
BÉNIN/BENIN 
 
Chite Flavien AHOVE (M.), conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève 
chiteahove@gmail.com 
 
 
BHOUTAN/BHUTAN 
 
Tempa TSHERING (Mr.), Head, Department of Intellectual Property, Ministry of Economic 
Affairs, Royal Government, Thimphu 
tempatshering@moea.gov.bt 
 
 
BOSNIE-HERZÉGOVINE/BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 
 
Josip MERDŽO (Mr.), Director, Institute for Intellectual Property of Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Mostar 
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BRÉSIL/BRAZIL 
 
Marcelo Luiz SOARES PEREIRA (Mr.), General Coordinator, National Institute of Industrial 
Property (INPI), Ministry of Development, Industry and Foreign Trade, Rio de Janeiro 
marcelol@inpi.gov.br 
 
Sarah FARIA (Ms.), Foreign Trade Analyst, Secretariat of Innovation, Ministry of Development, 
Industry and Foreign Trade, Rio de Janeiro 
sarah.faria@mdic.gov.br 
 
Samo GONCALVES (Mr.), Expert Foreign Affairs, Permanent Mission to the World Trade 
Organization (WTO), Geneva 
samo.goncalves@itamaraty.gov.br 
 
Caue OLIVEIRA FANHA (Mr.), Secretary, Permanent Mission to the World Trade 
Organization (WTO), Geneva 
 
 
BRUNÉI DARUSSALAM/BRUNEI DARUSSALAM 
 
Mohammad Yusri YAHYA (Mr.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
yusri.yahya@mfa.gov.bn 
 
 
BURUNDI 
 
Samson NIJIMBERE (M.), conseiller, Département de la propriété industrielle, Ministère du 
commerce, Direction générale de l’industrie et du tourisme, Bujumbura 
samnij007@gmail.com 
 
 
CAMBODGE/CAMBODIA 
 
Sombo HENG (Mr.), Deputy Director, Intellectual Property Department (IPD), Ministry of 
Commerce (MOC), Phnom Penh 
hengsombo@gmail.com 
 
 
CANADA 
 
Todd HUNTER (Mr.), Director, Innovation, Science and Economic Development, Intellectual 
Property Trade Policy Division, Global Affairs Canada, Gatineau 
todd.hunter@canada.ca 
 
George ELEFTHERIOU (Mr.), Senior Trade Policy Officer, Intellectual Property Trade Policy 
Division, Global Affairs Canada, Ottawa 
 
Frédérique DELAPRÉE (Ms.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
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CHILI/CHILE 
 
Marcela Carolina BELMAR GAMBOA (Sra.), Directora, División de Marcas, Instituto Nacional 
de Propiedad Industrial (INAPI), Santiago 
 
Alejandra NAVEA (Sra.), Asesora Legal, Departamento de Propiedad Intelectual, Dirección 
General de Relaciones Económicas Internacionales, Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores 
Santiago 
anavea@direcon.gob.cl 
 
 
CHINE/CHINA 
 
YANG Hongju (Ms.), Director, Law and Treaty Department, State Intellectual Property Office 
(SIPO), Beijing 
yanghongju@sipo.gov.cn 
 
GUO Jian Guang (Mr.), Principal Staff Member, State Administration for Industry and 
Commerce (SAIC), Beijing 
229905190@qq.com 
 
 
CHYPRE/CYPRUS 
 
Christina TSENTA (Ms.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 
COLOMBIE/COLOMBIA 
 
Beatriz LONDOÑO SOTO (Sra.), Embajadora, Representante Permanente, Misión 
Permanente, Ginebra 
 
Juan Carlos GONZÁLEZ VERGARA (Sr.), Embajador, Representante Permanente, Misión 
Permanente ante la Organización Mundial del Comercio (OMC), Ginebra 
 
Juan Camilo SARETZKI FORERO (Sr.), Ministro Consejero, Misión Permanente, Ginebra 
 
Manuel Andrés CHACÓN (Sr.), Consejero, Misión Permanente ante la Organización Mundial 
del Comercio (OMC), Ginebra 
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COSTA RICA 
 
Elayne WHYTE GÓMEZ (Sra.), Embajadora, Representante Permanente, Misión Permanente, 
Ginebra 
 
Gaudy CALVO VALERIO (Sra.), Ministro Consejero, Misión Permanente, Ginebra 
 
Jonnathan LIZANO ORTIZ (Sr.), Subdirector, Registro de Propiedad Industrial, Registro 
Nacional, Ministerio de Justicia y Paz, San José 
jlizanoo@rnp.go.vr 
 
Rocio CERVANTES BARRANTES (Sra.), Juez, Tribunal Registral Administrativo, San José 
rcervantes@tra.go.cr 
 
Guadalupe ORTIZ MORA (Sra.), Juez, Tribunal Registral Administrativo, San José 
gortiz@tra.go cr 
 
Mariana CASTRO HERNÁNDEZ (Sra.), Consejera, Misión Permanente, Ginebra 
 
Diana MURILLO SOLIS (Sra.), Consejera, Misión Permanente, Ginebra 
 
 
CÔTE D’IVOIRE 
 
Kumou MANKONGA (M.), premier secrétaire, Mission permanente, Genève 
 
 
CROATIE/CROATIA 
 
Višnja KUZMANOVIĆ (Ms.), Head, Trademarks and Industrial Designs Department, State 
Intellectual Property Office of the Republic of Croatia (SIPO), Zagreb 
 
 
DANEMARK/DENMARK 
 
Anja Maria Bech HORNECKER (Ms.), Head, Trademark and Design Department, Danish 
Patent and Trademark Office, Ministry of Trade and Industry, Taastrup 
abh@dkpto.dk 
 
Bo Oddsønn SAETTEM (Mr.), Legal Advisor, Trademark and Design Department, Danish 
Patent and Trademark Office, Ministry of Trade and Industry, Taastrup 
 
 
EL SALVADOR 
 
Diana HASBUN (Sra.), Ministra Consejera, Misión Permanente ante la Organización Mundial 
del Comercio (OMC), Ginebra 
 
 
ÉMIRATS ARABES UNIS/UNITED ARAB EMIRATES 
 
Shaima AL-AKEL (Ms.), Advisor, International Organizations Executive, Office of the United 
Arab Emirates to the World Trade Organization (WTO), Geneva 

mailto:gortiz@tra.go


SCT/38/6 
Annex II, page 8 

 
ESPAGNE/SPAIN 
 
Paloma HERREROS RAMOS (Sra.), Jefe, Servicio de Examen de Marcas, Oficina Española de 
Patentes y Marcas (OEPM), Ministerio de Energía, Turismo y Agenda Digital, Madrid 
paloma.herreros@oepm.es 
 
Gerardo PEÑAS (Sr.), Jefe de Sección, Oficina Española de Patentes y Marcas (OEPM), 
Ministerio de Energía, Turismo y Agenda Digital, Madrid 
 
Lourdes VELASCO GONZÁLEZ (Sra.), Jefe, Área de Examen de Signos Distintivos 
Nacionales, Oficina Española de Patentes y Marcas (OEPM), Ministerio de Energía, Turismo y 
Agenda Digital, Madrid 
lourdes.velasco@oepm.es 
 
 
ESTONIE/ESTONIA 
 
Karol RUMMI (Ms.), Head, Trademark Department, The Estonian Patent Office, Tallinn 
karol.rummi@epa.ee 
 
Cady RIVERA (Ms.), Lawyer, Financial and Administrative Department, Ministry of Justice, 
Tallinn 
cadykaisa.rivera@epa.ee 
 
Martin JÕGI (Mr.), Advisor, Private Law Division, Ministry of Justice, Tallinn 
martin.jogi@just.ee 
 
Evelin SIMER (Ms.), Counsellor, Ministry of Justice, Tallinn 
evelin.simer@mfa.ee 
 
 
ÉTATS-UNIS D’AMÉRIQUE/UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
 
Ioana DIFIORE (Ms.), Foreign Affairs Officer, Department of State, Economic Bureau, Office of 
Intellectual Property Enforcement, Washington D.C. 
difioreil@state.gov 
 
Amy COTTON (Ms.), Senior Counsel, Office of Policy and International Affairs, United States 
Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), Department of Commerce, Alexandria, Virginia 
amy.cotton@uspto.gov 
 
David GERK (Mr.), Patent Attorney-Advisor, Office of Policy and International Affairs, United 
States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), Department of Commerce, Alexandria, Virginia 
david.gerk@uspto.gov 
 
Yasmine FULENA (Ms.), Intellectual Property Advisor, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
Kristine SCHLEGELMILCH (Ms.), Intellectual Property Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 
ÉTHIOPIE/ETHIOPIA 
 
Yidnekachew Tekle ALEMU (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 



SCT/38/6 
Annex II, page 9 

 
EX-RÉPUBLIQUE YOUGOSLAVE DE MACÉDOINE/THE FORMER YUGOSLAV REPUBLIC 
OF MACEDONIA 
 
Biljana LEKIK (Ms.), Deputy Head, Trademark Department, State Office of Industrial Property 
(SOIP), Skopje 
biljanal@ippo.gov.mk 
 
 
FÉDÉRATION DE RUSSIE/RUSSIAN FEDERATION 
 
Anna ROGOLEVA (Ms.), Head, Department for the Provision of State Service, Federal Service 
of Intellectual Property (ROSPATENT), Moscow 
 
Anastasiia KOLOMIETS (Ms.), Researcher, Federal Service of Intellectual 
Property (ROSPATENT), Moscow 
 
 
FINLANDE/FINLAND 
 
Tapio PRIIA (Mr.), Senior Legal Counsellor, Customer Relations and Legal Affairs, Finnish 
Patent and Registration Office, Helsinki 
 
 
FRANCE 
 
Julie GOUTARD (Mme), conseillère juridique, Département juridique et administratif, Institut 
national de la propriété industrielle (INPI), Courbevoie 
 
Nathalie MARTY (Mme), responsable, Service juridique et international, Institut national de 
l’origine et de la qualité (INAO), Ministère de l’agriculture, Montreuil 
n.marty-houpert@inao.gouv.fr 
 
Indira LEMONT SPIRE (Mme), conseillère juridique, Service des affaires européennes et 
internationales, Institut national de la propriété industrielle (INPI), Courbevoie 
ilemontspire@inpi.fr 
 
 
GÉORGIE/GEORGIA 
 
Ana GOBECHIA (Ms.), Intellectual Property Advisor, International Affairs Unit, National 
Intellectual Property Center (SAKPATENTI), Mtskheta 
a.gobechia@sakpatenti.org.ge 
 
 
GHANA 
 
Cynthia ATTUQUAYEFIO (Ms.), Minister Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
Joseph OWUSU-ANSAH (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
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GRÈCE/GREECE 
 
Myrto LAMBROU MAURER (Ms.), Head, International Affairs Deparment, Industrial Property 
Organization (OBI), Athens 
 
Georgia ATHANASOPOULOU (Ms.), Expert, Department of Trademarks Reception and 
Control, Directorate of Commercial Property, General Secretariat of Commerce (GGE), Ministry 
of Economy and Development, Athens 
athanasopoulou@gge.gr 
 
Christina VALASSOPOULOU (Ms.), First Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
valassopoulouc@mfa.gr 
 
Sotiria KECHAGIA (Ms.), Intern, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 
GUATEMALA 
 
Flor de María GARCÍA DÍAZ (Srta.), Consejera, Misión Permanente ante la Organización 
Mundial del Comercio (OMC), Ginebra 
flor.garcia@wtoguatemala.ch 
 
 
HAÏTI/HAITI 
 
James MONZARD (M.), chef de service, Service de la propriété industrielle, Ministère du 
commerce et de l’industrie, Port-au-Prince 
monazardjames@gmail.com 
 
 
HONDURAS 
 
Carlos ROJAS SANTOS (Sr.), Representante Permanente, Misión Permanente, Ginebra 
 
 
HONGRIE/HUNGARY 
 
Eszter KOVACS (Ms.), Legal Officer, Legal and International Department, Hungarian Intellectual 
Property Office (HIPO), Budapest 
eszter.kovacs@hipo.gov.hu 
 
 
Katalin LADANYI (Ms.), Trademark Officer, Trademark, Model and Design Department, 
Hungarian Intellectual Property Office (HIPO), Budapest 
katalin.ladanyi@hipo.gov.hu 
 
 

mailto:katalin.ladanyi@hipo.gov.hu
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INDE/INDIA 
 
Paul VIRANDER (Mr.), Ambassador, Deputy Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission, 
Geneva 
 
Chandrakantha Sanjiva UCHIL (Mr.), Senior Examiner, Department of Industrial Policy and 
Promotion, Ministry of Commerce and Industry, Mumbai 
 
Sumit SETH (Mr.), First Secretary, Economic Affairs, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 
INDONÉSIE/INDONESIA 
 
Fathlurachman FATHLURACHMAN (Mr.), Director, Trademarks and Geographical Indications, 
Directorate General of Intellectual Property, Ministry of Law and Human Rights, Jakarta 
 
Sudaryanto Abdul CHALIK (Mr.), Head, Formulation of Planning and Budgeting Subdivision, 
Secretariat of Directorate General of Intellectual Property, Ministry of Law and Human Rights, 
Jakarta 
 
 
IRAQ 
 
Alaa ALSHUBBER (Mr.), Head, Industrial Property Department, Ministry of Industry, Baghdad 
 
Rasheed BAQIR (Mr.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
brnjar@gmail.com 
 
 
IRAN (RÉPUBLIQUE ISLAMIQUE D’)/IRAN (ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF) 
 
Reza DEHGHANI (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 
IRLANDE/IRELAND 
 
Michael GAFFEY (Mr.), Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
John NEWHAM (Mr.), Deputy Permanent Representative, Minister Counsellor, Economic 
Affairs, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
Mary KILLEEN (Ms.), Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
mary.killeen@dfa.ie 
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ISLANDE/ICELAND 
 
Harald ASPELUND (Mr.), Ambassador, Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission, 
Geneva 
ha@mfa.is 
 
Margrét HJÁLMARSDÓTTIR (Ms.), Head, Office of Legal Affairs, Icelandic Patent Office, 
Ministry of Education, Science and Culture, Reykjavik 
margret@els.is 
 
Brynhildur PÁLMARSDÓTTIR (Ms.), Legal Counsellor, Ministry of Industries and Innovation, 
Reykjavik 
brynhildur.palmarsdottir@anr.is 
 
Anna Katrin VILHJÁLMSDÓTTIR (Ms.), Counsellor, Directorate for External Trade and 
Economic Affairs, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Reykjavik 
akv@mfa.is 
 
 
ISRAËL/ISRAEL 
 
Daniel NAAMA (Ms.), Expert, Intellectual Property Law Department, Ministry of Justice, 
Jerusalem 
naamada@justice.gov.il 
 
Dan ZAFRIR (Mr.), Advisor, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 
ITALIE/ITALY 
 
Claudio DEL NOBLETTO (Mr.), Intern, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
Alfonso PIANTEDOSI (Mr.), Head, Italian Patent and Trademark Office, Directorate General of 
Combating Counterfeiting, Ministry of Economic Development (UIBM), Rome 
alfonso.piantedosi@mise.gov.it 
 
Michele MILLE (Mr.), Expert, Italian Patent and Trademark Office, Directorate General of 
Combating Counterfeiting, Ministry of Economic Development (UIBM), Rome 
michele.mille.ext@mise.gov.it 
 
Matteo EVANGELISTA (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
matteo.evangelista@esteri.it 
 
 
JAMAÏQUE/JAMAICA 
 
Sheldon BARNES (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 

mailto:margret@els.is
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JAPON/JAPAN 
 
Hiroyuki ITO (Mr.), Director, Design Division, Patent and Design Examination Department, 
Japan Patent Office (JPO), Tokyo 
ito-hiroyuki@jpo.go.jp 
 
Jun MEGURO (Mr.), Trademark Examiner, Trademark Policy Planning Office, Japan Patent 
Office (JPO), Tokyo 
meguro-jun@jpo.go.jp 
 
Kenji SAITO (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 
KENYA 
 
Chrisistim KHISA (Mr.), Manager, Market Research and Product Development, Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries, Nairobi 
wekesa.khisa@gmail.com 
 
Mwendia STANLEY (Mr.), Expert, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
kingamwendia@gmail.com 
 
Frankie WAMBANI (Ms.), Interim Head, Legal Affairs, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
frankiewelikhe@yahoo.com 
 
 
KIRGHIZISTAN/KYRGYZSTAN 
 
Siiapat BATYRKANOVA (Ms.), Executive Director, State Fund of Intellectual Property, State 
Service of Intellectual Property and Innovation under the Government of the Kyrgyz Republic 
(Kyrgyzpatent), Bishkek 
inter@patent.kg 
 
 
LETTONIE/LATVIA 
 
Liene GRIKE (Ms.), Advisor, Economic and Intellectual Property Affairs, Permanent Mission, 
Geneva 
 
 
LITUANIE/LITHUANIA 
 
Lina MICKIENÈ (Ms.), Deputy Director, State Patent Bureau of the Republic of Lithuania, Vilnius 
lina.mickiene@vpb.gov.lt 
 
 
MADAGASCAR 
 
Liva Harisendra RAVONIARIJAONA (Mme.), chef, Service des marques nationales, Office 
malgache de la propriété industrielle (OMAPI), Ministère de l’industrie, Antananarivo 
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MALAISIE/MALAYSIA 
 
Priscilla Ann YAP (Ms.), Advisor, Pemanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 
MAROC/MOROCCO 
 
Adil EL MALIKI (M.), directeur général, Office marocain de la propriété industrielle et 
commerciale (OMPIC), Casablanca 
adil.elmaliki@ompic.org.ma 
 
Khalid DAHBI (M.), conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève 
dahbi@ mission-maroc.ch 
 
 
MAURITANIE/MAURITANIA 
 
Salka MINT BILAL YAMAR (Mme), ambassadeur, représentant permanent, Mission 
permanente, Genève 
mission.mauritania@ties.itu.int 
 
 
MEXIQUE/MEXICO 
 
Juan Raúl HEREDIA ACOSTA (Sr.), Embajador, Representante Permanente Adjunto, Misión 
Permanente, Ginebra 
 
Alfredo Carlos RENDÓN ALGARA (Sr.), Director General Adjunto, Instituto Mexicano de la 
Propiedad Industrial (IMPI), Ciudad de México 
 
Karla Priscila JUÁREZ BERMÚDEZ (Sra.), Especialista en Propiedad Industrial, Instituto 
Mexicano de la Propiedad Industrial (IMPI), Ciudad de México 
 
María del Pilar ESCOBAR BAUTISTA (Sra.), Consejera, Misión Permanente, Ginebra 
 
 
MONACO 
 
Gilles REALINI (M.), premier secrétaire, Mission permanente, Genève 
 
 
MOZAMBIQUE 
 
Sheila Judite CANDA (Ms.), Head, Industrial Property Institute (IPI), Ministry of Industry and 
Commerce, Maputo 
sheila.canda@ipi.gov.mz 
 
Emidio RAFAEL (Mr.), Head, Industrial Property Institute (IPI), Ministry of Industry and 
Commerce, Maputo 
emidio.rafael@ipi.gov.mz 
 
 



SCT/38/6 
Annex II, page 15 

 
MYANMAR 
 
Kyi Pyar MOE (Ms.), Director, Intellectual Property Department, Department of Research and 
Innovation, Ministry of Education, Nay Pyi Taw 
 
 
NICARAGUA 
 
Hernán ESTRADA ROMÁN (Sr.), Embajador, Representante Permanente, Misión Permanente, 
Ginebra 
 
Nohelia Carolina VARGAS IDIÁQUEZ (Sra.), Primer Secretario, Misión Permanente, Ginebra 
nohelia.vargasi@gmail.com 
 
 
NIGER 
 
Didier Sewa LASSE (M.), deuxième secrétaire, Mission permanente, Genève 
 
 
NIGÉRIA/NIGERIA 
 
Benaoyagha OKOYEN (Mr.), Minister, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
benokoyen@yahoo.com 
 
NORVÈGE/NORWAY 
 
Karine L. AIGNER (Ms.), Senior Legal Advisor, Legal and International Affairs, Norwegian 
Industrial Property Office (NIPO), Oslo 
kai@patentstyret.no 
 
Trine HVAMMEN-NICHOLSON (Ms.), Senior Legal Advisor, Norwegian Industrial Property 
Office (NIPO), Oslo 
thv@ patentstyret.no 
 
 
OMAN 
 
Mohammed AL BALUSHI (Mr.), First Secretary, Commerce and Industry, Permanent Mission, 
Geneva 
abubashar83@hotmail.com 
 
 
OUGANDA/UGANDA 
 
Maria NYANGOMA (Ms.), Senior Registration Officer, Uganda Registration Services 
Bureau (URSB), Ministry of Justice and Constitutional Affairs, Kampala 
 
George TEBAGANA (Mr.), Third Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
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OUZBÉKISTAN/UZBEKISTAN 
 
Dilmurat SHERMATOV (Mr.), Head, Trademark Department, Agency on Intellectual Property, 
Tashkent 
d.shermatov@mail.ru 
 
 
PAKISTAN 
 
Zunaira LATIF (Ms.), Second Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
mission.pakistan@ties.itu.int 
 
 
PAYS-BAS/NETHERLANDS 
 
Saskia JURNA (Ms.), Policy Officer, Intellectual Property Department, Netherlands Patent 
Office, Netherlands Enterprise Agency, Ministry of Economic Affairs, The Hague 
s.j.jurna@minez.nl 
 
 
PÉROU/PERU 
 
Cristóbal MELGAR PAZOS (Sr.), Ministro Consejero, Misión Permanente, Ginebra 
cmelgar@onuperu.org 
 
Manuel Javier CASTRO CALDERÓN (Sr.), Director, Invenciones y Nuevas Tecnologías, 
Instituto Nacional de Defensa de la Competencia y de la Protección de la Propiedad Intelectual 
(INDECOPI), Presidencia del Consejo de Ministros (PCM), Lima 
mcastro@indecoppi.gob.pe 
 
 
PHILIPPINES 
 
Jayroma BAYOTAS (Ms.), Attaché, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
jheng0503bayotas@gmail.com 
 
Arnel TALISAYON (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
agtalisayon@gmail.com 
 
 
POLOGNE/POLAND 
 
Edyta DEMBY-SIWEK (Ms.), Director, Trademark Department, Patent Office of the Republic of 
Poland, Warsaw 
edemby-siwek@uprp.pl 
 
Anna DACHOWSKA (Ms.), Head, Cooperation with International Institutions, Trademark 
Department, Patent Office of the Republic of Poland, Warsaw 
adachowska@uprp.pl 
 
Agnieszka HARDEJ-JANUSZEK (Ms.), First Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
agnieszka.hardej-januszek@msz.gov.pl 
 
 

mailto:adachowska@uprp.pl
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PORTUGAL 
 
Inês VIEIRA LOPES (Ms.), Director, External Relations and Legal Affairs Directorate, National 
Institute of Industrial Property (INPI), Ministry of Justice, Lisbon 
 
Rogélia INGLÊS (Ms.), Jurist, Legal Affairs Department, National Institute of Industrial Property 
(INPI), Ministry of Justice, Lisbon 
 
João PINA DE MORAIS (Mr.), First Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 
RÉPUBLIQUE DE CORÉE/REPUBLIC OF KOREA 
 
KIM Minhee (Ms.), Deputy Director, International Trademark Examination Division, Korean 
Intellectual Property Office (KIPO), Daejeon 
minismile61@hanmail.net 
 
SONG Kijoong (Mr.), Deputy Director, Trademark Examination Policy Division, Korean 
Intellectual Property Office (KIPO), Daejeon 
kjsog111@korea.kr 
 
OH Hyeji (Ms.), Assistant Director, International Application Division, Trademark Examination 
Policy Division, Korean Intellectual Property Office (KIPO), Daejeon 
ohhyeji@korea.kr 
 
KIM In-Sook (Ms.), Assistant Deputy Director, International Application Division, Trademark 
Examination Policy Division, Korean Intellectual Property Office (KIPO), Daejeon 
kis0929@korea.kr 
 
KWON Kyongsun (Ms.), Advisor, Bucheon Branch Court of Incheon District Court, Bucheon 
ksk83@scourt.go.kr 
 
JUNG Dae Soon (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
ddaesoon@korea.kr 
 
NHO Yu Kyong (Ms.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
ddaesoon@korea.kr 
 
 
RÉPUBLIQUE DE MOLDOVA/REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA 
 
Simion LEVIȚCHI (Mr.), Head, Trademarks and Industrial Designs Department, State Agency 
on Intellectual Property (AGEPI), Chisinau 
simion.levitchi@agepi.gov.md 
 
Maira ROJNEVSCHI (Ms.), Head, Promotion and External Relations Department, State Agency 
on Intellectual Property (AGEPI), Chisinau 
maria.rojnevschi@agepi.gov.md 
 
Marin CEBOTARI (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
marin.cebotari@mfa.md 
 
 
  

mailto:ohhyeji@korea.kr
mailto:kis0929@korea.kr
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RÉPUBLIQUE DOMINICAINE/DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 
 
Ysset ROMAN (Sra.), Ministra Consejera, Misión Permanente, Ginebra 
 
 
RÉPUBLIQUE POPULAIRE DÉMOCRATIQUE DE CORÉE/DEMOCRATIC PEOPLE’S 
REPUBLIC OF KOREA 
 
CHOE Chi Ho (Mr.), Director General, Trademark, Industrial Design and Geographical 
Indication Office (TIDGIO), State Administration for Quality Management of the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea (SAQM), Pyongyang 
 
KIM Myong Nam (Mr.), Director, Department of International Registration, Trademark, Industrial 
Design and Geographical Indication Office (TIDGIO), State Administration for Quality 
Management of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (SAQM), Pyongyang 
 
IM Jong Thae (Mr.), Senior Examiner, Trademark, Industrial Design and Geographical 
Indication Office (TIDGIO), State Administration for Quality Management of the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea (SAQM), Pyongyang 
 
JONG Myong Hak (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 
RÉPUBLIQUE TCHÈQUE/CZECH REPUBLIC 
 
Katerina DLABOLOVA (Ms.), Legal, International Department, Industrial Property Office, Prague 
kdlabolova@upv.cz 
 
 
ROUMANIE/ROMANIA 
 
Mitriṭa HAHUE (Ms.), Deputy Director General, State Office for Inventions and 
Trademarks (OSIM), Bucharest 
mitrita.bularda@osim.ro 
 
Cătălin NIṬU (Mr.), Director, Legal, Appeals, International Cooperation and European Affairs 
Directorate, State Office for Inventions and Trademarks (OSIM), Bucharest 
catalin.nitu@osim.ro 
 
Carmen-Margareta SOLZARU (Ms.), Head, Appeals Division, State Office for Inventions and 
Trademarks (OSIM), Bucharest 
carmen.solzaru@osim.ro 
 
 
ROYAUME-UNI/UNITED KINGDOM 
 
Steve ROWAN (Mr.), Director, Tribunal, Trade Marks and Designs, Intellectual Property Office, 
Newport 
steve.rowan@ipo.gov.uk 
 
Andrew FELDON (Mr.), Head, Brands and International Policy, Intellectual Property Office, 
Newport 
andrew.feldon@ipo.gov.uk 
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SÉNÉGAL/SENEGAL 
 
Ndeye Soukeye NDIAYE (Mme), conseillère technique, Direction générale, Agence sénégalaise 
pour la propriété industrielle et l’innovation technologique (ASPIT), Ministère du commerce, de 
l’industrie et de l’artisanat, Dakar 
ctii.aspit@gmail.com 
 
 
SINGAPOUR/SINGAPORE 
 
Isabelle TAN (Ms.), Acting Director, Trade Marks, Intellectual Property Office of 
Singapore (IPOS), Singapore 
isabelle_tan@ipos.gov.sg 
 
Samantha Phui Ling YIO (Ms.), Trade Marks Examiner, Registry of Trade Marks, Intellectual 
Property Office of Singapore (IPOS), Singapore 
 
 
SLOVAQUIE/SLOVAKIA 
 
Anton FRIC (Mr.), Counsellor, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 
SUÈDE/SWEDEN 
 
Gustav MELANDER (Mr.), Legal Advisor, Swedish Patent and Registration Office (SPRO), 
Söderhamn 
gustav.melander@prv.se 
 
Marie-Louise ORRE (Ms.), Legal Advisor, Swedish Patent and Registration Office (SPRO), 
Söderhamn 
marie-louise.orre@prv.se 
 
 
SUISSE/SWITZERLAND 
 
Gilles AEBISCHER (M.), conseiller juridique, Division du droit et des affaires internationales, 
Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne 
 
Nicolas GUYOT YOUN (M.), conseiller juridique, Division du droit et des affaires internationales, 
Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne 
 
Marie KRAUS (Mme), conseillère juridique, Division du droit et des affaires internationales, 
Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne 
 
Erik THÉVENOD-MOTTET (M.), conseiller juridique, expert en indications géographiques, 
Institut fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne 
 
Ekaterina TRUFAKINA (Mme.), stagiaire, Division du droit et des affaires internationales, Institut 
fédéral de la propriété intellectuelle (IPI), Berne 
 
Reynald VEILLARD (M.), conseiller, Mission permanente, Genève 
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TRINITÉ-ET-TOBAGO/TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO 
 
Shiveta SOOKNANAN (Ms.), Senior Legal Officer, Intellectual Property Office, Ministry of the 
Attorney General and Legal Affairs, Port of Spain 
 
Garvin PETTIER (Mr.), Chargé d’Affaires, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
pettierg@foreign.gov.tt 
 
 
TUNISIE/TUNISIA 
 
Sami NAGGA (M.), ministre plénipotentiaire, Mission permanente, Genève 
 
Mokhtar HAMDI (M.), chef, Institut national de la normalisation et de la propriété industrielle 
(INNORPI), Ministère de l’industrie et de la technologie, Tunis 

 
 
TURKMÉNISTAN/TURKMENISTAN 
 
Menli CHOTBAYEVA (Ms.), Third Secretary, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 
TURQUIE/TURKEY 
 
Fatih KARAHAN (Mr.), Head, Design Department, Turkish Patent and Trademark Office 
(TURKPATENT), Ankara 
faith.karahan@turkpatent.gov.tr 
 
 
UKRAINE 
 
Valentyna HAIDUK (Ms.), Head, Department of Rights for Indications, State Intellectual Property 
Service, State Enterprise “Ukrainian Institute of Industrial Property” (Ukrpatent), Ministry of 
Economic Development and Trade, Kiyv 
v.gayduk@ukrpatent.org 
 
Valentyna SAVCHENKO (Ms.), Head, Department of Qualification Examination on Claims for 
Marks, State Intellectual Property Service, State Enterprise “Ukrainian Institute of Industrial 
Property” (Ukrpatent), Ministry of Economic Development and Trade, Kiyv 
savchenko@ukrpatent.org 
 
 
VIET NAM 
 
Thi Thanh Van NGUYEN (Ms.), Director, Trademark Division, National Office of Intellectual 
Property (NOIP), Ministry of Science and Technology, Hanoi 
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ZIMBABWE 
 
Cliford CHIMOMBE (Mr.), Head, Department of Deeds, Companies and Intellectual Property, 
Zimbabwe Intellectual Property Office (ZIPO), Ministry of Justice, Legal and Parliamentary 
Affairs, Harare 
 
Patience Ruvimbo DHOKWANI (Ms.), Law Officer, Policy and Legal Research Department, 
Zimbabwe Intellectual Property Office (ZIPO), Ministry of Justice, Legal and Parliamentary 
Affairs, Harare 
patiedhokwani@gmail.com 
 
 

UNION EUROPÉENNE/EUROPEAN UNION 
 
Oliver HALL-ALLEN (Mr.), First Counsellor, Permanent Delegation, Geneva 
 
Francis FAY (Mr.), Head, Directorate General Agriculture, European Commission, Brussels 
 
Oscar MONDEJAR (Mr.), Head, Legal Practice Service, International Cooperation and Legal 
Affairs Department, European Union Intellectual Property Office (EUIPO), Alicante 
 
Krisztina KOVACS (Ms.), Policy Officer, European Union, Brussels 
 
Jonas HÅKANSSON (Mr.), Assistant, Permanent Delegation, Geneva 
 
Alice PAROLI (Ms.), Intern, Permanent Delegation, Geneva 
 
 
 
 
II.  OBSERVATEURS/OBSERVERS 
 
ÎLES SALOMON/SOLOMON ISLANDS 
 
Richard MUAKI (Mr.), Legal Counsel, Registrar General’s Office, Ministry of Justice and Legal 
Affairs, Honiara 
rmuaki@rgo.gov.sb 
 
 
 
 

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

INTERNATIONAL INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
 
CENTRE SUD (CS)/SOUTH CENTRE (SC) 
 
Nirmalya SYAM (Mr.), Program Officer, Development, Innovation and Access to Knowledge 
Program, Geneva 
syam@southcentre.int 
 
Viviana MUÑOZ TELLEZ (Ms.), Coordinator, Development, Innovation and Intellectual Property 
Program, Geneva 
munoz@southcentre.int 
 
Mirza ALAS PORTILLO (Ms.), Research Associate, Development, Innovation and Intellectual 
Property Program, Geneva 
alas@southcentre.int 
 
 
ORGANISATION AFRICAINE DE LA PROPRIÉTÉ INTELLECTUELLE (OAPI)/AFRICAN 
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY ORGANIZATION (OAPI) 
 
Dosso MEMASSI (M.), directeur, Département de la protection de la propriété industrielle, 
Yaoundé 
dossomemassi@gmail.com 
 
 
ORGANISATION BENELUX DE LA PROPRIÉTÉ INTELLECTUELLE (OBPI)/BENELUX 
ORGANISATION FOR INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (BOIP) 
 
Camille JANSSEN (M.), juriste, Département des affaires juridiques, La Haye 
 
 
ORGANISATION MONDIALE DU COMMERCE (OMC)/WORLD TRADE 
ORGANIZATION (WTO) 
 
Wolf MEIER-EWERT (Mr.), Counsellor, Geneva 
wolf.meier-ewert@wto.org 
 
 
ORGANISATION RÉGIONALE AFRICAINE DE LA PROPRIÉTÉ INDUSTRIELLE 
(ARIPO)/AFRICAN REGIONAL INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY ORGANIZATION (ARIPO) 
 
John Ndirangu KABARE (Mr.), Intellectual Property Operations Executive, Harare 
 
Charles PUNDO (Mr.), Head, Formality Examination, Harare 
 
 
UNION AFRICAINE (UA)/AFRICAN UNION (AU) 
 
Georges Rémi NAMEKONG (Mr.), Senior Economist, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
Josseline NEMGNE NOKAM (Ms.), Intern, Permanent Mission, Geneva 
 
 
 

mailto:syam@southcentre.int
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IV. ORGANISATIONS INTERNATIONALES NON GOUVERNEMENTALES/ 
 INTERNATIONAL NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 
 
Association américaine du droit de la propriété intellectuelle (AIPLA)/American Intellectual 
Property Law Association (AIPLA) 
David EINHORN (Mr.), Head, New York 
deinhorn@sh-law.com 
Barnes DUSTAN (Mr.), Member, Industrial Designs Committee, Chicago 
 
Association de l’ANASE pour la propriété intellectuelle (ASEAN IPA)/ ASEAN Intellectual 
Property Association (ASEAN IPA) 
Tin Ohnmar TUN (Ms.), Counsellor, Nay Pyi Taw 
 
Association des industries de marque (AIM)/European Brands Association (AIM) 
Constance LAENNEC-CUNY (Ms.), Senior Intellectual Property Counsel, Paris 

 
Association européenne des étudiants en droit (ELSA International)/European Law Students’ 
Association (ELSA International) 
Sara BONOMI (Ms.), Representative, Brussels 
Maria-Christina PEPONA (Ms.), Representative, Brussels 
Laura ROLLAND (Ms.), Representative, Brussels 
Laura SCANZIANI (Ms.), Representative, Brussels 
 
Association française des praticiens du droit des marques et modèles (APRAM) 
Constance LAENNEC-CUNY (Mme), membre du Conseil d’administration, Paris 
 
Association internationale des juristes pour le droit de la vigne et du vin (AIDV)/International 
Wine Law Association (AIDV) 
Douglas REICHERT (Mr.), Representative, Geneva 
 
Association internationale pour la protection de la propriété intellectuelle (AIPPI)/International 
Association for the Protection of Intellectual Property (AIPPI) 
Irmak YALCINER (Ms.), Observer, Zurich 
 
Association internationale pour les marques (INTA)/International Trademark Association (INTA) 
Bruno MACHADO (Mr.), Geneva Representative, Rolle 
bruno.machado@bluewin.ch 
 
Association japonaise des conseils en brevets (JPAA)/Japan Patent Attorneys 
Association (JPAA) 
Mizue KAKIUCHI (Ms.), Expert, Tokyo 
info.jpaa@jpaa.or.jp 
Hiroki MATSUI (Mr.), Expert, Tokyo 
info.jpaa@jpaa.or.jp 
Kanako YASHIRO (Ms.), Expert, Tokyo 
info.jpaa@jpaa.or.jp 
 
Association japonaise pour les marques (JTA)/Japan Trademark Association (JTA) 
Myamoto YOKO (Ms.), Member, Design Committee, Tokyo 
 
Centre d’études internationales de la propriété intellectuelle (CEIPI)/Centre for International 
Intellectual Property Studies (CEIPI) 
François CURCHOD (M.), chargé de mission, Genolier 
francois.curchod@vtxnet.ch 
 



SCT/38/6 
Annex II, page 24 

 
Chambre de commerce internationale (CCI)/International Chamber of Commerce (ICC) 
Daphne YONG-D’HERVÉ (Ms.), Chief Intellectual Property Officer, Paris 
dye@iccwbo.org 
Lili WU (Ms.), Assistant President, CCPIT Patent and Trademarks Law Office, Beijing 
wull@ccpit-patent.com.cn 
José GODINHO (Mr.), Intellectual Property Officer, Paris 
jose.godinho@iccwho.org 
 
Fédération internationale des conseils en propriété intellectuelle (FICPI)/International 
Federation of Intellectual Property Attorneys (FICPI) 
Toni POLSON ASHTON (Ms.), Co-Chair, CET Group 1, Toronto 
ashton@simip.com 
 
Intellectual Property Owners Association (IPO) 
David EINHORN (Mr.), Head, New York 
deinhorn@sh-law.com 
 
Internet Society (ISOC) 
Nigel HICKSON (Mr.), Head, Geneva 
nigel.hickson@icann.org 
 
MARQUES - Association des propriétaires européens de marques de commerce/ 
MARQUES - The Association of European Trade Mark Owners 
Alessandro SCIARRA (Mr.), Chair, Geographical Indications Team, Milano 
 
Organisation pour un réseau international des indications géographiques (oriGIn)/Organization 
for an International Geographical Indications Network (oriGIn) 
Massimo VITTORI (Mr.), Managing Director, Geneva 
massimo@origin-gi.com 
Ida PUZONE (Ms.), Project Manager, Geneva 
ida.puzone@origin-gi.com 
 
 
 
 
V. BUREAU/OFFICERS 

 
Président/Chair:  Adil El MALIKI (M./Mr.) (Maroc/Morocco) 
 
Vice-présidents/Vice-chairs: Simion LEVITCHI (M./Mr.) (République de Moldova/Republic 
 of Moldova) 
 Alfredo Carlos RENDÓN ALGARA (M./Mr.) 
 (Mexique/Mexico) 
 
Secrétaire/Secretary: David MULS (M./Mr.) (OMPI/WIPO) 

mailto:massimo@origin-gi.com
mailto:ida.puzone@origin-gi.com
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VI. SECRÉTARIAT DE L’ORGANISATION MONDIALE DE LA PROPRIÉTÉ 

INTELLECTUELLE (OMPI)/SECRETARIAT OF THE WORLD 
INTELLECTUALPROPERTY ORGANIZATION (WIPO) 

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

[End of Annex II and of document] 
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