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s Work Type Percentage of Number Percentage of Value of
of Notifications Claims Payments
Fee Payments 40% 12%
Infringement Advice 2% 10%
Prosecution Errors 54% 72%
Opposition Errors 2% 3%
General Advice 1% 1%
Transaction Errors 1% 2%
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Work Type Percentage of Number Percentage of Value of
of Notifications Claims Payments =

Fee Payments
Infringement Advice

Prosecution Errors

Opposition Errors

General Advice

Transaction Errors




@ @PEPSICO M ®Kiewit ENBRIDGE % W '

| W/ 2 Y = sl T = ?a"@o e

9] f
#% Dal ;ig al
Y I IVI Clalms by [ype of Work
COTY > s
, - British DIAMOND AkzoNobel Ly Boise Cascade Kod ak
F3 Nuclear S SRARnR T BOC coowisemm A% Corporation
Tyco
Electronics KA c Group eer MULHMENEIE A Member of The Linde Group T CA(BII}\]@\N
- B 9
Birse Work Type Percentage of Number Percentage of Value of )ISM l‘) /é%y;d
Metro R RS TRUCTURE of Notifications Claims Payments

Neriiad FORSY'S

The Royol Society for the
Prevention of Accidents |G SN A

. IMITIE

Pernod Ricard

Petrofac € (A‘ Ol Fee Payments

Dubai Airports &Q‘{‘E& MAC'@/,

GLASGOW
&

B

Environment
@ Agency
BG GROUP Bﬁll('EGRHEs irst¥ Capital Connec A'B Cla)'ton ;p
— te l{'lo ? PANALPINA
o == (o) VEOLIA ( . \f*é%“' )Ster DIAGEO
WATER GLOBAL SUPPLY

Aspire IS .,
- e :-‘ SlBELCO MCFE"‘IES A BIS SALAMIS
a ml an .

¥ W Matthey
) /‘
7. - RE L. "1 m 'E\ 3 I‘am." P t







1. A Hair Ralsmg Mlstake

. e,

* Firm took over re%‘ﬁns\lbmty for a CTM foﬂ\alr products
* Firm failed to notify, QHIM—
* Revocation appllcatto’&ent)l’) for 2, ner at\torneys
« Forwarded to old addrg o nt 'S

- Revocation application '
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2 A Catalogue of Errors
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3 ° Cllent wanted to launch new range of clothes for catalogue | =
> e Sought advice from firm on availability of trade mark a0
.+ Insisted that advice was short and cheap

e Firm obliged, advising “should be OK”

e Firm did not advise about risks associated with a similar
trade mark

e Owner of similar trade mark took action following launch
= e Client decided to settle and pursued firm
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J 2 » Client wantéd to launch a range of offlce furmture
\ e‘ * Approached the firm for trade mark protection
¥ - Firm advised that marks were available
gl © Firm instructed to file
ie=s * Client'ordered stock and launched products
13 * Trade mark search-report<cited identical mark
« Mark was in use, so client decided to change brand
* PAMIA met associated costs
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4 A Very Large Bar Bill

‘ > Client wanted to launch a new bar concept
> Member advised that the mark was available
N ° Member missed identical mark in identical class
;‘."é e Conflicting mark belonged to a large chain
"'33 . * Conflicting mark was not in use, but could not be cancelled
A =  Client could not take the risk
| " o Client'shut down to re-brand
! ! | < PAMIA paid business interruption costs
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8de mark oppesition
'lgreed to withdraw opposition
dod agreement

t withdrawing client’s application

nedthe letter

bf money re-establishing its rights
ution to the associated costs
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46. A Sauce of‘Inspiration
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o Client wanted to launch a new brand of sauces

e Client was aware major manufacturer used a sequence of
words to describe a similar product

e The firm advised this sequence of words was not
protected

> Advice was based on a disclaimer in original trade mark
+ o Advice overlooked separate mark for sequence of words
* Major manufacturer took action and client settled
° PAMIA contributed to the cost of settlmg




Chif

dwa
gna

. -o

" the C jent

‘t'm'@

were éthr
Y OppOS|t
- .* PA BC
" -1e ¢ ti ¢
/

: falle
MRhikese oa’bl
<

&&

w




.

. /
MNO UCBaa
) ; . i

Entin atrade me
";irn'&-acce -
Bt (B OffdE
el the offe

‘ negotia
S/t pravig

Paid additional

-



igther the firm

' rthe client suffere
#hgto file agrappe

\I -
e jon gD We
TeR{l' o a0l

sefectedla compeétent
) iC o,‘ ’

o

¥

»



jailures -









