Comments by Intellectual Property Owners Association (IPO):
Other proposals addressed in response to the above Circular ("Other Proposals")
Two separate counterproposals were also submitted: 
(i) to allow Offices to accept any form of signature that is considered valid under the applicable national/regional law before that Office for the purposes of the international phase of the PCT procedure, provided that the Office had notified the International Bureau of the types of signature that it accepts; and 
(ii) to re-word the draft Section to recite “[w]here a document is submitted to an Office, Authority, or the International Bureau on paper, that Office, Authority, or International Bureau may permit the signature provided on such document to be handwritten, printed, typed, or stamped.”  
Regarding (i), IPO has a concern that this would conflate WIPO requirements in the international phase with those of the Offices, and also would fail to set a precedent that urges Office conformity to a common set of signature types.  Regarding (ii), this would seem to be in the spirit of urging, but not requiring, adoption of the proposed signature definition by the International Bureau and the various Authorities and Offices.  While this is certainly a worthy aspiration for the sake of procedural harmonization worldwide, it does not itself provide clarity as to what signatures would be accepted by any of these bodies.  Given the breadth of the language “handwritten, printed, typed, or stamped,” it is also unclear what existing practice this language would aspire to change.  For these reasons, IPO believes that adoption of either counterproposal (i) or (ii) would not achieve the intended goals of the current proposal.


