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JUDGMENT

(1] MICHEL, J.: The Appellant, Phillp Mords Produtts 8.4, is & Swiss company ergaged In
the manufackire, sale and disiibuticn of clgeralies, tobacto products and other refatad
preducts, inchudlng Marliono clgarstas.

2 The Respendent, British American Tobacce {Brands) Limited, i5 a Brilish company
engaged in the manufacture, sale and distribution of cigarettes and tobacco producls,
including Embassy cigareltes, '



1. The Respendent's mark is not cenfusingly similar to the Appellant's mark but is cleary
distinct-and, even at a glance, the ardinary consumer would nof associals one with The
other.

2. The Héspnndant’a mary bears the Brltish emblem aflsed a5 a crest on the nbbon
device with the end of the ribbon reflecting the naow " which [s the usual shape for
a ribben assoclated with oblects such s medzls and, unless the average consumer |s
likely to scrutinize the mark of the preduct 1o 283258 i3 similanties or differances
befora @umhashg the product, the consumer would not likely associate the end of the
ribbon with the substantive “roof device” for Martharo, The established principla i5 that
the average consumer normally percaives a mark s a whole and does not precead 1o
analysg its various delails,

3, The fack that the classes of goods are similer does not add or giva credence to ha
conenfion that the average consumer of tobacco will mors easily be confused than
any oiher consumer. Consumers are attracted to a product by its packaging and/or
reputalion and consumers of Marlbaro will not likely assume that the Embasey brand is
associated wilh it in any way because of the 1% simitarily in the deviscs.

4. Bolh marksidevices have cosxisted In the intemational world without any evidence of
mnfushjn between the two, Tha Respondent has a well estsblished reputation for
quallly lobaceo products since 1952 and e Embassy mark and device is 8 wall
astablished intematlonal mark since 1912,

The evidence for the Appellant in suppert of its opposition came by way of a Stalutory
Beclarstion by Irina Lucidi, a Senior Counsel &t Phillip Maris Intemational Managament
8.4 (a related company of the Appeliant) in charge of matters conceming fradermarks
registerad in the name of the Appellant, and & Statutory Declarafion by Mark Layne, the
Manager of ;Garnez Stationary & Anfigua Businass Inleriors, the authorized distributor of
wariboro products In Antiqua and Berbuda. The declarations were filed on 155 June and
&& July 2003 raspeclively,
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Ms. Lucidi|staled (hat the Appellants “roof device” Wrademark was first reglsterad in
Infernational Class 34; that Marboro cigaretios have been manufactured and sokd by the
Appellant gince 1924 and the Appellant introduced the Marlboro cigarette brand baaring
the distinctive roof design trademark in the Unlted States in 1855; and that the reaf design
is a five-sided figure with & horizontal top and two verlical sides with bwo upwardly and
imwardly sloping diagonals, She statad that the similarities of the rocf shape deskn, (s
posifigning of the regal crest, the polential for use in similar colours (including red), ha
icdantity of 1J'ie geads and the Intent of the Respandent to trade on the fame and natariely of
the Appaliant's werld-famous Marlboro roof device is highly ikely, She exhlbited fwo
reports e.nd: stated that the first repord shows that Madboro i3 the top world Brand for
tabacen p'udms and ranks Marlbore a5 the Ne. 1 elgaraits brand in the world and that the
second report ranks Marboro 109 amang the top 100 infemationa! brands. She slso
gxhibiled a é:ieclsﬁ::n of the Korean Infelleciual Property Office thal the Respondent's mark
and device :nn! be registered because, due fo the simllarty of the goods, consumers ara
iikely to be misled as to the soure of the goods,

hir. Layne gave evidence of the number of cases of Marboro cigarettes sold during a six-
manth pnrfc_;:d [n Anligua and Barbuda and exhibled photograpns which he tock of
Maribere products on sele at various lecations in Anfigua and Barbuda.

The evidencs for the Respondent in responss came by way of a Staiutory Declaration by
Clyde Ellict Woods, the Trade Mark Manager of BAT Mark Limited {a related company of
ke F'.e-ﬁpm::iﬂnt} in charge of maflers concerning rademarks registzred in fhe nama of he
Respondent The declaration was flled on 234 Qotober 2009,

In the demafatiun, Mr. Woods stated that the Slalutory Deciarations filed on behalf of the
Appeltant m]a!ed to trademark application Mo, 42 of 2008 and that the Respondent's
Irademark u.ias filed under application Mo, 7 of 2008, He stated that consumers request
lobacco pmi:lucta by name and therafore do rol Mentify the products by vidus of the
deslgne alone. He slaled thal e Respondent’s frademark fs entiely disafimilar
phonetically, visually and concepiually from the Appellant's fredamark. He stated that the
Fiﬁspclndanl:has secured in excess of 200 frademark regletraficns for its olhar cinaretts
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brands, \'.mi.::h all contaln a simitar or varied [nveriad design characterislic. He exilbited 2
repeit dalajling he reglsiralions. He also exhibited examples of packaging used on
clgarette and tobacco products which includs & “v" or an invertsd *v" shape design, which
thes Resporident contends is a common dasign in the tobacen industy, He stated that the
Hespnﬂden}‘ﬁ frademark s not subslanilally Wenlical o deceplively simiar fo the
Appelants trademark as there are numerous visual and assthelical differances between

them,

The Appellant thereafter submitied furher evidence in response to iha Statutory
Declaration|filed on behalf of the Respondant, The further evidence came in the form of 2
Statutory Declaration by Maximilizn Yzouang, @ Senior Counse] wilh one of fhe Appellan's
affiliated companies, in charge of the Appellants frademark matters in Latin Ametica &
Canada res:.;_iu-n. which Includes Anfigia and Barbuda. The declzration was filed on 2
March 2010,

In the decl:aralinn, Mr. Yaouans staled fhat, afthoush the reference number on the
Statutory D%Iclaraﬂﬂns of lina Lugidt and Mark Layne was incomeet, the Respondant did
have noticelof the preciss mark which was being opposed. He staled that the trademark
the Hespurident was geeking to register Incorporates & cofourable imitation of the
Appellant's :Fl'ﬂdﬂmﬂrh and thal its use In connection with goads identizal or related to
those muw:ad by the Appellant’s mark Is likely 1o cause consumer confusion or deceplion
as o the arlgln, sponsorship or affiliafion of the Respondent's geods, He statad that tha
inclusian nf;1ha word "EMBASSEY in Ihe Respondant's mark is inap! fo distinguish it from
the Appellant’s irademark. He stated thal the alleged visual differences pointad out by the
Respondent batween the Appellant's and fhe Respondent's frademarks are minor and
inapt 1> distinguish the marks. He stated fhat the Respordent's dascription of ifs
trademark '.*;:cuurd appear fo be inaccurate or at least Incomplata and the Respondent's
trademark isf cenfusingly and deceptively similar to the Appellant's prior deslan trademark,
He staled 1h;at the Respondent's allegation of peacelul coexisience of the Appellant's and
the F'-.EBpuﬁEiEnt's trademarks in distant foreign jurisdictions is whelly imelevant 1o (he |5sus
of confusion in Anfgua & Barbuda and should not therefre be given any cansideration
and, fufu'l':-":iiﬂ-ﬂrﬂ. tha Appellant is cirmently opposing the Respondent's cr its affiiated
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::a:rnpanias'é attempts 1o register the Embassy label in a form identical or substantialy
similar io whet it is seeking to register in Antigua and Barbuda in 12 named counlres,

On 18 m;n 2010 the Registrar of Intefleclual Property deliverad her decision 1o the affect
that the Reéspondent's trademark is allowed fo procsed to registration because it is not
confusinglyl simitar nor doss it resembla fhe earlier Irademark of the Appellant as te be
Ekely to deéeil.-a or cause confusion. The reasons given by the Registrar for her decision
were the l’n!'[uwimg:

1. Desp-ﬂrii the incorrel application number on some of the documents filed by the
Appeliani, the nolice of evidence given by the Appellant has the corect frademark
numberiand the affidavit of Maximilien Yaouans gives evidance conceming the comact
applicaﬁm number and the opposition will net be dismissed on thal basis.

2. The lssue of peacsful coexistencs of the trademarks of the Appellant and the
Hesr:-nni:rﬂnt has not been explorsd bacauss it is imalevant ta tha case at issua.

3. There alre twir issuss for defermination. Fivslly, whether the Respondent's mark and
device 13 ieniical or eonfusingly similar k1 or consfilies a iranslation of a mark or
trade name which is weil known in Antigua and Barbuda for identical or simitar goods
or aer'.lli:es of ancther enferprise.  Secondly, if fhe Respondent's mark so nearly
resembles the Appaliant's earfier device as to be likely to dacaive or causs confusion,

4. Its clear from several clied cases decided by the European Courd of Justics that {4)
tha IiB;eiiiim:J of cenfusion must be appreclated globally, taking account of alt relevant
factors; {5} the maltar must be judged through the eyss of the averaga consumer of
lhe: gc-::e;lia.’sﬂnric.es in quastion, who s deemed lo be reasonably well Informed and
reamnall:nhr circumsgect and observant, bul who rarely has the chance fo make direct
caurnparis:nns hetween marks and must Instead refy upon the imperfect picture of them
he has I%apt in hlg mind; {¢) the sverage consumer nomally percelves a mark as a
Witole EI':ld does not proceed o analyse ils various details; (d) the visual, aural and
cun-:apﬂ.ial simZarifies of lhe marks must thersfore be assessed by reference o the




overall itmprassinns. created by the marks beadng in mind thelr distinctive and
dominant components; (s} a lesser dagree of similarity betwsen the marks may be
offset by a groater degres of similzrty betwaen the goods &nd vice versa; () there ls &
gremuri!ihelimm of confusion where the eardier trademark has = highly distinctive
cheracter, gither per se or because of the use that has been made of it; {g) there is no
m|nfm1iiﬁ1 lnreshold keval of similarity that has to be shown; (b} the reputation of a
mark, whena it iz demaonslrated, i3 thus an element which amengst cihers may have 2
cartain !mpﬂrianuer, bul the reputation of s mark dees nol give grounds for presuming
the exis:tamaa of & likelihocd of esscciabion in the stict senss,

. The m%ln desin element of the Respondent's trademark |s the verlisal rbbon
c—:xterrcu?g from fop to boltem of the lzbel, being interarplad only by the posifoning of
iha wm:d "EMBAZSY." Further, the coleurs burgundy and gold appear on the label
aleng with a gold and Black crest.

. Tha main design In the Appeliant's frademark is he five-sided roof deslgn with 2
1
horizontal top and two verlica! sides wilh two upwardly and inwardiy sleping disgonals,

. The Reﬁiatrar i5 of the view that these designs are visvally and conceplually diszimilar,

. The v'FsL:fal differencs is reinforced by the difference in the colours of the rademarks
and the| word "EMBASSY" on the Respondent's frademark further disfinguishes the
mars ’rrc:u;rn tha Appellant's earlier radamark.
I

. The ma%h?r must be judged through the eves of {he average consumer of the gocds in
question, who i= decmed fo be reazonably we'l informed and reasonably cireumspest
and obsen/ant, but who rarely has the chance to make direct comparisans between
marks ahd must ingtead rely upon (e imperfect piclws of them he hag kep! In his
mand, ':F_hE.- Registrar is of the view that the average congumer will nat sanfuse the
HE'E:;IU'TE_:IEHI’E trademark with the Aposllant's earier trademark,
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10, The Agpetiant is well known in Antigua and Barbuda, but this does not give grounds

1.

for presuming the exislence of a lkelinood of confusion wilh the Respondant's
u*adem:ar}:. The Registrar Is of e view that the trade channels and fargatad
mnaun!'l:ers are the same, but does ot find that there is any likelhood of confuslon
betwaen the bwo marks,

The Haéﬁpmdcnt's Irademark is not confusingly similar t or constitiles a franslaticon of
the Ap;:nellani's zarlier tradamark and the Respondent’s trademark doss not resamble
tha .ﬁ.p;:-eEani’s tradamark as to be lixsly to deceive or cause confusion, There exisis
no Iikelilhmd of comfusion on the part of fhe puilic.

By fixed da:te claim filed on 18" June 2010, the Appeltant appesled to this Court against
fhe denisk}rﬁ ol the Registrar permittiag the registration of the Respondent’s trademark and

sought 2n arder setling aside the decisicn of the Reqisdrar, an order that the regisiration of
the: rademark ba not proceeded with or cancelled, cosls and such further or oiher rallef as
ta the Court seams Just.

The Appella:m's grounds of appesl conlained Iy the Fixed Data Claie Formn are a5 foliows:

]

The Registrar fated to consider, i concluding that there was no Visual similarity
mmreal% the Fespondents mark and the Appellants mark, the existence and
pnai:innling of the crest in Both marss and the polentiz! for the use of colours {Including
red) by Ithe Respondent's mark that are similar 1o these of the Appellant's mark.

in ma‘,-:i;fng her finding 1hat he marks wers wisually and conceplually dissimilar, the
Fla-gistrejr failed lu compane the dominant elemants of the marks and In particular faled
to mnsl%ier the lower part of Ihe Respondent's mark which carries the same five-sidad
deslgn ::ns ihe dominant characiariztic of he Appallant's mark.

The F'.eéis:m failed to give any reasons for har conclusion that the registratlon of the
1
F'.aspnm;iem‘s mark was unfikely 1o oause contuzion.
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In ﬁndfng thal the reglslraion of the Respondents mark was unlikely fo caues
cmmsi::m, the Registrar failed 1o consider or to give appropriate weight to the similarity
of the {;mds associaled with the Reapondent's mark and the Appellant's mark or that
iha gﬂq.-ds Wil b fikaly to be marketed at the same outlats,

In ﬁndlr:ﬁg that the averaga consumer will not confuse or associals the Respondent's
mark -.'.flh the Appellant’s mark, Ihe Registrar falled to address and thereby consider
tha atténtion level of the consumer who would purchass the products asscclated with
these n;yal!-is

On 16t ..Iul:af 2040 the Respondent filed a Reply opposing the Appellant’s appeal on the
fcllawing grounds;

1.

Tha Registrar did consider the design of bolh marks in accordance with seclion 3 (2) of
the Trade Marks Agt 2003 when she applied the teet of the averages consumer, which
iz internationally established by case law, and came fo the conclusion that the marks
were n-:laimer confusingly similar nor rggemble each ether 50 as to lkely decaive or

cause n}unﬂuslnn among the average consumers,
I

The HEIi;'IBtI.'Hr did compare the daminant elements of both marks whan she idenfified
“tira v&fti:al ribbon extending fram top to bottem of the label belrg interrupted only by
tha pnai!it:-nlng of the word, EMBASSY" gz the dominant {eature of the Respondent's
frademark and “ihe five-sided rmof design with & horizontal lop and two veriical sides
with two upwardly and Inwasdly sloping diagonalg’ 2s the dominant element of the
Appella it rademark and concluded fhat they were not confusingly simar. The end
af the ﬁtlrbm wasa nod deemed bo ba 5 daminant featurs in the Respondant's mark.

The Hag}ls!rar gava her reason for concluding that the registration of the Respondant’s
mar‘kwais unfikely to cause confusion, which was on the basls of the dissimilarity in the
visuat alnd conceptual design of the maiks. In examining the test of the average
consemar, the Roglstrar pointed out that *the averans consumer nermaly pereslves a
mark af-! a whale and does not proceed to analyse its various details,” which is a nule




[18]

that was established by cass law. On the basis of that test it was unlikely for the
FE'EQ]HI‘IFI fo conclude that the average consumer would nalurally focus on the minor
detail df one mark and compare it with the majer detall of another and be confused
aver !n;a identily of e good.

4, The Hégmr:ar rejected the argument of peaceful cosxistence of tha marks in many
marl-:nlls around $he worid as being relevant fo the issue of lkelhood of confuslan and,
altough the Respondent disagrees with the Registrar's findiceg in this regard, it is of
the view that the Regislrar rejected the argument on the basis that the marks were
disgimilar and woukd net confuse the average consumer gr food him inle purchasing the
WIONG {:mduﬂ_

5 The Heligis!rar adequately dealt vilh the issue beforg har in accordance with secticn 3
(23 {i), [i.']l and (vi} of the Trade Merks Act 2003 and a rsheasing of the matter wil rasult
Int tha E-iarne outcome. There |s no emor, misditectian or improper admission containad
in her declslon thai resulted in & substantial wrong or @ miscarizge of justice which
wouid :!nmpal the Court to allow the eppeal pursuant to Rule B08 (5) of the Chil
Fn:x:edr,lrr& Rules 2600,

8. Further) the Respondent ralizs on evidenca In the affidavil of Clyde Elllat Woods that
vras flled on 237 Ootober 2008,

7. The Respondent asks that the fixed dele claim fled by the Appellant be dismissed vilh
&oals,

I
At the firs! hearing of the fixed date clzim on 23 July 2010, the parties wens given Iberty

to filo further evidence by 15% Sepfember 2010, the Appsllant was ordared to file and
serve the Record of Appeal by 30 Seplember 2010, the partles wers ordered to file and
EMe \'.ritm;l submissions and aulhorities by 21* Oclober 2010 and the case was fixed for
hearing on 250 Octobar 2040,
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Mo further|evidence was flled by the pariss, the Record of Appeal was filed fand
| i

presumably served) on 300 September 2010, wilten submissions and aulhorifies werg

filed on 22# nd 25n October 2040 and the case was haard on 289 October 2010,

At the hearing, Counsel for both of fhe pardies supplementad their witten submissions with
oral presentations to the Court and bath partias indicated thelr reliance on the svidence
filed by theu;u in (ke proceedings before the Registrar,

The Gourt acespte entirely tha submission of Leernad Counsel for the Appellznt, which is
auhmanlialrr in socord with the submisslon of Leamed Counsel for the Respondent, that
the issus irju these procesdings i whather the registration of the Embassy mask by the
Registrar of Intelfecual Property shoukd be set aside on the ground thaf it was not validly
regisierad hler;ausa - contrary do seclion 2 of the Trade Marks Act 2003 = (&) it s idenlical
viilh ar cnnflusrngl].r similar o the Appallant's Marlboro Roof Deslon, which i wel known in
Antigua and Barbuda for similac guods, that 15, geods withln Class 34; (b} it so nearly
rgsambles "[ha Appellant’s mark fhat |5 alegady on e register in respest of the same
goods as t-::{ be likely to deceive or cause confusion. The Court also accepts the summary
of the facts };mli conlantions of e partias canfaimed in tha written and orsl submissions of
Leamed Counsel for the Appellant, the findings of the Regisirar ss summarised in the
wrilten submlssions of the Appellant and the statement of legal principles thergin
conteined, 25 amended in the course of the oral presentation of Counsel, none of which
differ signiflzanily from the submissions on the szms issues by Leamed Counsel for the
Hﬁﬂpmdenti. The Court, however, parls company with Leamad Counsal for the Appellani,
Mr. Caninglon, on some of his submissions eboul the emors made by the Ragistrar and on
what he urg?s upor the Court as a result.

The: suhmrs.:siun by Mr. Cardngton In his frealment of the emors of the Reglstrar that the
reasoning of the Registrar is at best pithy on the issue of comparison of the marks,”
suggosis that pihiness in the presentation of one’s reazening |s emonenus or olherwise
impraper, v@lnh view the Court dees not subscribe 10, In faet, the Court endorsas the pithy
pr&s.ental[nn';b:.-' the Reglstrar of her reasoning on ihis izsue and endorses feo the content
of the reasm;ﬂrtg and stales, wilh no less plthiness, that @ camparison of the rademarks of
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he .ﬁ.ppeua:nl and of the Respondent which are in izsue in this case, as judged by this
Court as bst es It can through the eyss of the average consumer of the products In
question, I{aa:rs the Court ineluctably fo conclude that the Respondent's Embassy
trademark |§ not ientical with or confusingly similar fo or constitutes a translation of the
Appedlant’s }ﬂaﬁbarﬂ Roof Design tredemark, which is well known In Antgua ang Barbieda
for iden!icail or simllar geods, and that i does nol so neady resemble the Appellant's

aforesaid mark as {o be likely to decaive or cause confusion.

The Court c:hn-::.rr-a with Leamed Counsel for the Appsliant that the tast is not ona of visual
and eonceplual dissimilarity, bul rather ene of whelher the marks so nearly resemble sach
other so aslto be likely to deceive or cause confusion, but doss not agree with Counsel's
suggestion Ithﬂ'n’: the Regisirar applied e formear 2nd not the later test. 18 would appear
that tha Registrar mada the defennination that the marks were visually and conceptually
dlgsimilar E‘fli rotte o making har finding that the marks did nol so nearly resemble each
olher so as|to be lkely to decelve or cause confusicn. [ any evend, this Court on the
refieanng l::f:1he matier on thls appeal, has found that the marks do not so resemble each
other as !néh-':s likely to deceive or cause confusian, a5 il has lkewise found thaf the
Respondent’s mark is nol [denfical wilh or confusingly slmiar to or constifutes & ranslation
of the Applicant’s mark, which mark is well known in Antigua and Barbuda for identical or
similar g-:m{i:s.

Learmed C‘-’.‘II;JHEEI for he Appellant criticiess the Registrar for concluding that the average
consumer Wil not confuse the marks or associzte the Respondent's mark with the
Appeliant's by stating that, in consldenng the charactenstics of the average consumer, fhe
Registrar doee not consider the special characterisfics of the average consumer who
purchases lc:lbamn products, e.g. that he iz fikely net to daliberate befora purchasing. But
thera is ned !nnw and thess was not baforg the Registras any evidence of these special
charactur‘mif;s of the average consumer wio purchases tobaceo preducts,

Learned Ct:ll.:1n55| also eriticisad v Registrar for indicating thal ke Irade channels and
largetad custorners of the products of the Appellant and tha Respondent are the same bul

failing lo maie the obuios finding and therefore to congider that the products ars also tha
|
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SEME. Eu! lhe Registrar did (al paragraph 24 of her Rullag) specifically find that “the
geods ... are identical.”

(28]  Leamned Ec;uunse-:i’s censequental conclusion, stemming frem his jus! stated crilleisms, that
‘the Regislrar therefore misdiracted herself on the law,” is as unjustified as were his
critivisms. |

[27]  Taking a r:elc—wan'lfaslurs into secount {including bolh the retevant facts and the applicable
law} and [udging the matter through the eyes of he average consumer of the goods in
question here, this Court finds that, atthough a pictorial image of the bottom part of &
rizbon separated from the top part (as depicled in the Respendent's Embassy frademark)
can vaguely resemble a roof (as depicted in the Appellants Marlboro roof design
h‘adamari]l'thﬁ resamilance iz nof such as 1o ba likely to decelve or cavse confusion even
to a hurred purchaser of tebacco products, neither ae the two marks Identical wilh or
confusingly similar fo each other such as to create any confugion,

(28]  Inihe resulf, the Registrar's decision slands emd the appeal is dismissed with cosils to the
Respondent 1o ba agreed ar pihenvise nssrssed,

78]  The fnllm'.idg authorities wers cilied and funished i the Court by Counsel and consklered
by the Courl:

By Counsel :f-:lr the Appellant -

1. The ‘E'ra:dn Marks Act 2003 [Mo. 18 of 2003);

2, The Eastern Caribbzan Supreme Court Civil Procedure Rulas 2000 (Parf 60}

3, The {El!'iﬁsh Virgin Istands) Watersports Centres Limited v (1) Repgistrar of
Gurpurz:ttu AffairsMrademarks & Patentz and (2) Royal Virgin Islands Yacht

Club;! i

4, Berlip [UK) Ltd v Bail Brassiers Co Inc2

FBVIHCV 2006/0039
o 2 ANBR 812,
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5. Sparlatta (Pty) Ltd v Namlbla Brewerles lid;?

6. asure :insuranca Ltd v Diract Line Insurance Ple4

7. Amazing Global Technologies Limited v Prudentia) Trustee Company Limited:5
o HE'Tl}"';‘ri Law of Trade Marks and Trade Names {twelfth Edition).

By Counsel for the Raspondent -

Calvin|Klein Trademarks Trustv QHIMS

LEEDTE}IEH‘E Lacharte SA v Armour-Dlal Inc;7

Puma 4G Rudolf Dassler Sport v Global Warming (Pty) Limited;?

Sabel :va Purma AG, Rudolf Dasslar Sport?

Re: Oppasition by Philip Moris Products Ine. ta redlsivation of trade mark

a]:piir;ﬁllt[nn numbsr 642151 in the name of NV Sumatra Tobacco Trading

Enmpz}ny; _

6. Inlhe Il'ﬁa‘:‘tnr of Application Ne. 5082.07 by Britieh American Tobazco (Brands)
LimitaT to register the frademark and the Qpposition therste by Phillp Mornls
Praducts S.A,; -

7. In the Matter of the Trade Marks Act, Cap, 257 Laws of Belize, Revisad Edition

2000 and In the Matter of Application No. 5082.07 by British American Tobacco

(Brands) Limltod to register the trademark and the Opposition thereto by Philip

Marriz :Pmdur,ts S.A

L L

i Il'ﬂarlu Michel

tiidge:

*[199%] LRC (Commy} 448
* [2005] Al ER (D) 313
*HOVAP 2008002 |

" Cnsee - 25409 P |

T 1T6 (2) SA 744 (T [South Africa]

(DRS00 [2005] ZASCA B9

* Case C- 251495 Buropean Cowt Reports Page 1 - 06191
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