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PRESIDENT’S LETTER  Dear Colleagues  What better way to prepare for Christmas than another FICPI-UK newsletter!  As always, Alan Senior has done a fantastic job in pulling this together, and there are numerous reports on events that have taken place since our last newsletter.  As you will see, we have a joint seminar planned with FICPI-China planned for 12 March, along with our AGM.  Please put this date in your diaries – it would be great to fill the room with FICPI-UK members.  I am always happy to receive feedback from members on any aspect of FICPI-UK’s activities, or views on any current consultations, such as that on Patent Qualification recently launched by IPREG, so do get in touch.  Happy Christmas.     
Robert Watson 
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REPORT ON FICPI EXCO MEETING - SORRENTO 29-2 October 2013  This Exco preceded the FICPI Forum in Sorrento.  It attracted 117 delegates and nearly 50 DGs (Delegates’ Guests, formerly accompanying persons).  There was of course plenty for the latter to do, as Capri, the Amalfi Coast, Pompeii and Herculaneum are all close by.  There were meetings of the CET before and after the Exco and a council meeting also took place.  This, as is usual, dealt with issues on which the Bureau hopes to take soundings and receive guidance before the Exco itself begins, which assists understanding and smooth running of the event.  The President, Bastiaan Koster, reported that there had been the annual visits to USPTO, EPO, OHIM, WIPO, WHO, WTO and several DGs of the Commission.  FICPI has also visited the CJEU and were well received everywhere.  Visits later this year will be to the POs in China, Korea, India and Japan.  He referred to the colloquium, joint with AIPPI and AIPLA in June in Paris, on privilege and representation.  The outcome was a helpful communiqué which was endorsed by one of our Resolutions – see below.  International development of FICPI continues with provisional sections in Malaysia, Turkey, Poland, Romania and Russia.  Julian Crump, the Secretary General, devoted much of his report to the question of frequency of Excos in future.  A number of delegates consider that there are one or two too many in each 3 year FICPI “term”, but finding a satisfactory pattern which allows the President and other Bureau members enough contact with each other and other members, and which gives the CET members sufficient opportunities to discuss things face to face is difficult.  Cost, quite apart from time out of the office, is a big factor in this and efforts continue to be made to contain them, for example by sending fewer, or more local, members on official visits.  The comprehensive financial presentations by the Treasurer General, Marc Chauchard, showed that the Federation managed a surplus of income over expenditure in 2012, and has good prospects of continuing the trend this year and next; much depending on the Forum in Sorrento which followed the Exco, and promised to be a financial success, and the one to be held in Barcelona next Autumn.  Bastiaan drew attention to the emerging “Global Dossier”, a single web based database of patenting activity.  It is being designed to allow one-click entry to the national/regional phase of PCT applications - FICPI are closely monitoring this project and providing comments whenever possible, in particular, highlighting the current need for local advice on entry to certain national/regional phases, e.g. the EPO.  With national phases in mind, the French members of FICPI are trying hard to have the possibility of a French national phase of PCT without going through the EPO.  Other countries with the same limitation, (IT and NL I think) do not seem so bothered, but another Resolution went to this point.  As usual a great deal of work had been done by the CET and there were many papers to ratify following submission.  These were   
• EXCO/IT13/CET 1101 by Andrew Parkes concerning a submission to OHIM regarding re-establishment of rights.  
• 1102 by Andrew Parkes, James Fish and Elia Sugranes being a submission to the European Parliament on TM Reform. 
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• 1104 Robert Watson’s paper to OHIM on TM View and Design View disclaimers.  
• 1105 and 1106 by Petter Rindforth being responses to IPC and ICANN.  
• 1201 a report by Andrew Parkes on the SCT session of WIPO in May.  
• 1302 by Patrick Erk to WIPO concerning PCT amendment.  
• 1501 a submission to The Australian Pharmaceutical Patents Review Panel by Roberto Pistolesi.   
• 1502 on FICPI’s request to intervene before the EU General Court in case T-73/13 (Intermune v. European Medicines Agency).    The surprising bit here was that, when questioned, FICPI had to admit that its statutes do not very clearly give basis for making interventions, or filing amicus briefs and the like.  The statutes were amended at this Exco in that and a couple of more minor respects following excellent work by the Statutes Commission led by David Bannerman.  Reverting to the CET, and in particular Group 4 which deals with European Patents, there has been a lot of activity, not surprisingly, and we ratified these papers:  

● 1401 concerning Rule 36; which seems to have borne fruit;  
● 1402 responding to the Tegernsee Experts Group on Patent Law Harmonization;  
● 1403 submission to EPO concerning proposals for Enhanced online Official Journal;   
● 1404 concerning EPO consultation on Rule 164 EPC, again bearing fruit;  
● 1405 SACEPO consultation on draft Rules relating to Unitary Patent Protection  (i.e. the procedure for securing Unitary Effect); and  
● 1407 a letter to the Preparatory Committee of the UPC.  Paper 1406, concerning the Draft Rules of Procedure of the UPC was finalised and approved by Exco and submitted on 1 October 2013 which was the last day for lodging submissions.  This had been discussed by a specially formed CET Group rather than the Group 4 as a whole.  1406 is a long paper, covering the multitude of proposed rules of procedure.  The question of representation (R 286.1) had proved very difficult to agree on and in the end comments on it were left out.  But we readily agreed that privilege for communications between clients, and lawyers on the one hand, and patent attorneys on the other, should be equal (R 287.1 and 287.2) and indeed there was a resolution about that.    Other key points: we objected to the opting out fee; opting out should be simpler and from the date of application, all decisions should be appealable without leave, and further consultation was strongly urged.  In sending the agreed paper to the UKIPO, Robert and I added submissions by FICPI-UK, which basically highlighted the most important points raised in 1406, and expanded on the representation and privilege issues.  A copy of the submission is available on the FICPI-UK website.  
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A representative from WIPO indicated that the SCP (Standing Committee on Patents) is presently concerned with exceptions and limitations to patent rights, quality, privilege, technology transfer and patents and health, so they are not able to get deeply into harmonisation at present.  However, PCT activity keeps going up, and the privilege issue (mentioned above) is on the agenda for the B Plus countries.  Points on UPC and UE progress.  DK needs a referendum or a 5/6 majority in Parliament.  Ireland needs one too, it will probably be attached to some other question on which they expect to vote in the affirmative.  Austria has already ratified.  The Poles, I was told, have backed away because they do not want their domestic industry too easily overwhelmed by patents cheaply obtained from elsewhere.  CET Visits  EPO in June, the usual topics were addressed; OHIM, Andrew Parkes discussed Cooperation Fund Projects, Convergence Projects and class headings and pressed them and others about having national court decisions or central records.  WHO and WTO were visited by Roberto Pistolesi, discussions on Patents and Health; while Jerome Collin with others spent a day at WIPO.  Coming up, the CET has many meetings to cover in the next few months at OHIM, WIPO (3 sessions), SACEPO (Liz Dawson will attend in November – see report below), the EPO on the UPC etc in December.  EXCO next meetings: 6-10 April 2014 in Kyoto, followed by FICPI – Japan symposium; 1-5 November 2014 Barcelona followed by another forum.  Capetown, April 2015 followed by Congress.  Expect, too, an EXCO in Zurich early in 2016, a forum later that year in St. Petersburg, an EXCO in China in 2017 and a forum in Istanbul that year.  Plenary Sessions  Plenary discussions on priority claiming in Designs and Patents showed (thanks mainly to Robert Watson and Michael Caine) there is much that remains un-harmonised; even more variation is found in national interpretations of PCT requirements, starting with the national phase entry data which stretches from 30 to 48 months - Markus Hossle spoke about this.  Miscellaneous  Switzerland now have a new patent attorney law; the Federal Patent Court there is going well.  Canadian courts are going back on their hard line as to “promise” (i.e. utility).  The government there has been sued by Lilly for failing to put right judge – made law and thus expropriating Lilly’s rights.  The patent in question had survived in other jurisdictions.    The three workshops went well as follows:  1. “International IP Qualifications” Exploring the point that agents operate internationally but only national qualifications are available.  2. “Bad Faith in Trademarks” in which it was agreed that bad faith should be a ground of action against a registration, but equally it was clear that defining bad faith is difficult.  3. “Patentable Subject Matter” This workshop was concerned with variation in eligibility for protection in different parts of the world.  In the end we agreed this could be presented in a resolution in a reasonable way, while avoiding the danger of criticising different courts for reaching different conclusions.  A resolution resulted.  
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SEAD  Recent SEAD (in Malaysia) and Eurosead (in Vienna) courses are being very successful, again with strong demand and now underpinned financially by helpful sponsorship.  We seek a sponsor for a proposed course in India.  Resolutions  The Resolutions passed were   
• Urging that communications of lawyers and Patent Attorneys should enjoy like privileges in UPC proceedings.  
• Following the Privilege colloquium, ratifying its communiqué and urging that appropriate laws be enacted.  
• Urging countries which do not allow PCT cases to enter their national phases directly (as opposed to regionally) to change their rules in that respect.  
• Urging authorities to exclude subject matter from eligibility for protection only when they have clear authority, statutory or judicial, to do so.  
• Concerning restoration of priority rights, encouraging that it be allowed on an “unintentional” basis.  
• Encouraging authorities to include in their publicly accessible information references to the IP attorney profession and the importance of consulting it.  Finally, UK attendees were particularly delighted when, at the conclusion of the Gala Dinner, the President awarded to David Bannerman ‘The Malcolm J Royal Award for Distinguished Service by the Presidents of Honour of FICPI’.  The award was made ‘In recognition of his outstanding contribution to the IP profession through his leadership and dedication as President of the CET from 2000 to 2009.  These efforts benefited the IP profession as a whole and enhanced the standing of FICPI worldwide’.    This was truly a well-deserved recognition of David’s extraordinary contribution to FICPI’s work over many years. We must repeat our congratulations, and our thanks, to David for doing so much to keep the UK group, and indeed the UK profession, prominent in FICPI and wider affairs.  Jan Modin, another loyal member, who has worked immensely hard and with great success for FICPI over many years, was similarly recognised, again to great acclaim.  
Alan Senior 
 
 
FICPI OPEN FORUM, SORRENTO 2-5 October 2013  Almost 400 delegates attended this successful event in Sorrento, including a UK contingent of 15 or so.  Many had guests with them which helped to make it a lively and enjoyable.  The presentations can be found on the FICPI.org website and the list shows that UK members played a significant part, with David Bannerman, James Fish, Huw Hallybone, Robert Watson and Keith Hodkinson amongst the Moderators and Speakers.  These sessions were well attended as was the prominent one on Enablement/Disclosure which included contributions from Professor 
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Dr Peter Meier-Beck, Presiding Judge of the German Federal Court’s patent senate and Chief Judge Randall Rader, now the chief Judge of the US CAFC to which court he was appointed in 1990.  
Alan Senior  As Alan reports above, the Open Forum was extremely well attended, with an especially high number of first time attendees.  Special efforts were made to welcome first time attendees, with a short pre-reception before the opening of the Forum and with set aside tables at lunchtime hosted by FICPI officers.  The working sessions were of the usual high quality - another innovation this year was the introduction of workshops to the Forum.  The ExCo workshops have always received feedback as one of the best sessions at an ExCo, so this was an attempt to replicate this success.  On the social side, the opening reception was held on the hotel balcony with the lights of Naples twinkling in the distance.  The lunches were held amongst the lemon & grapefruit trees in the hotel gardens, the dangling fruits causing some concern for those sitting directly underneath!  The initial dinner was held in a local restaurant, who impressed with their catering for such a large crowd.  The closing dinner was held in the Castellammare di Stabia, a Medieval Castle overlooking the Bay of Naples, complete with opera singing.  I would highly recommend the Forum to anyone given its mix of excellent working and social programmes.  
Robert Watson 
 
 
PPWG MEETING 14 October 2013  Liz Dawson and Simon Rees attended the meeting of this group on 14 October for FICPI UK. Some of the main points to emerge were as follows. 
 
Patent Prosecution Highway   It was explained that the documents underlying the plurilateral PPH had now been agreed and that the launch is expected soon. The IPO had taken a lead role in moving this forward. The offices involved in the plurilateral PPH will be the UK,  US, South Korea, Japan, Russia, Canada, Australia, Denmark, Finland, Portugal, Norway, the Nordic Patent Institute and Spain. The group noted that the EPO and the Chinese office are not involved in the plurilateral PPH but there are hopes for the inclusion of additional offices in the future. Although the IP5 PPH and plurilateral PPH are separate agreements the intention is for both to have the same requirements for users.  
Future filing trends/work in hand The increase in IPO input had been less dramatic over recent months than previously. The number of search requests for the financial year to date is up by 3% and the number of examination requests is up by 4% compared to the previous year.  The IPO is currently meeting the acceleration target and 90% of search reports are issued in 6 months and 3 days. The IPO is currently trying to find a balance in performing both search and examination work.  However, it may be necessary to shift the focus back to searches in order to prevent the search target slipping further.  It was suggested that a PPH agreement with China might have an effect and that this may provide useful information for examiners working on GB applications. 
 
E-renewals The IPO is working on online patent renewal as a top priority. Although the system was designed in a Gov.uk style it would be hosted by the IPO. The system was demonstrated and talked through.  
Patent informatics and commercial services 



FICPI-UK                                                                                                    Page 7

Mention was made of this and it may not be widely known about. The essential role of the informatics team lies in analysing patent data. The service has existed since 2006 and has been available to third parties since the beginning. The team is made up of 8 examiners who spend part of their time examining and part of their time on informatics work. The work includes providing intelligence and information to the IPO and other areas of government, such as to the Technology Strategy Board. Commercial informatics work often involves patent landscaping and although this is available elsewhere the IPO has the advantage of being able to use examiner expertise.  
EPO update The meeting was just before the AC meeting in October at which Rules 36 and 164 were discussed and decided on as is now widely known.  It was reported that the heads of the Tegernsee group had considered consultations by several offices on patent law harmonisation and had mandated experts to consider the results ahead of a further meeting in the spring. There seemed to be an increased willingness to consider the introduction of a grace period.  Appeal fee reimbursement had been discussed and work is going on with the UPC Rules.  
Other matters discussed  Sharing of documents with other offices, the IPO’s corporate plan and their customer visit programme, the 18 month publication issue: more cases than before are being published a bit late it seems.  The next meeting will take place on 28 January and doubtless FICPI UK will be there so concerns can be raised with Council particularly with Liz or Simon.  
Liz Dawson 
 
 
BRITISH DAY AT WIPO 12 November 2013  On 12 November 2013, I attended the third “British day” meeting at WIPO on behalf of FICPI-UK. ITMA , CIPA, an industry representative from GSK and the UK IPO were in attendance too.  The purpose of British day is to air specific concerns experienced by the practitioner representatives and hear how WIPO are addressing these. It is also an excellent opportunity to hear about developments and spread the word.  The high-level welcoming committee consisted of David Muls (Senior Director, Madrid Registry, Brands and Designs Sector), Asta Valdimarsdottir (Director, Operations Service), Neil Wilson (Director, Registries Support Division), Debbie Roenning (Director, Legal Division, Madrid Registry) and Roger Holberton (Head, Business Application Architecture Section, Registries Support Division). 
 David Muls (previously with the PCT for 10 years) opened the meeting by advising that WIPO is presiding over unprecedented Trade Mark growth: 4 per cent growth in 2012 and 6-7 per cent in 2013. Since July 2012, 5 new members had acceded to the Protocol including NZ, MX, CO, and IN. At present there are 92 Madrid Protocol members and WIPO believe it is a realistic possibility that there will be 100 members in 3-5 years. It was likely that OAPI would be joining as a member country soon and it was understood they were making preparations to propose – perhaps by end of 2014. This would provide for en bloc protection.  It was mentioned that the following new countries were likely to join in the next 5 years: Brunei, Barbados, Cambodia, Dominican Republic, Gambia, Indonesia, Jamaica, Laos, Malaysia (at an advanced stage) , South Africa, Thailand (at an advanced stage), Trinidad and Tobago, Zimbabwe, OAPI. 
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 WIPO is facing major challenge not only because of growth but also as a consequence of surrounding issues such as specification language.  Irregularity notices are running at a high. In US alone, there has been a shift from 92.4 per cent of designations receiving an irregularity notice to a staggering 99.6 per cent this month. You therefore have to question whether there is any logic in designating US particularly where irregularity notices arise in relation to previously accepted specification language. The US is attempting to resolve the situation by working with WIPO and their online Madrid Goods and Services Classification tool to show terms acceptable to the USPTO before filing.  Neil Wilson indicated that WIPO were open to more training possibilities. More outreach provided for more interaction, better feedback and tailored solutions.   The UKIPO was congratulated for rationalising their forms and also too for making clear which forms the IPO are responsible for and those that the holder should complete and send separately to WIPO. WIPO said that it was surprising how many member countries failed to provide any guidance whatsoever.  Ms Roenning was pleased to report that in 2012, more than 180,000 statements of grant had issued. This is despite increasing numbers of limitations found in applications and irregularity notices received.   There have been issues with technical term translation. This is particularly the case with regard to subtle variation in the local language (Mexican Spanish provided as an example).  The Law Division have made provision for “special services”; copies of certificates and extracts on an expedited basis. They have developed Web Forms making online filing of subsequent designations a possibility.  WIPO were asked whether it would be possible to make provision for a web print from ROMARIN to show the status of the grant of protection in a designated country. Neil Wilson indicated that this should be possible and could be opened up on official looking letterhead  but that care should be taken as a ROMARIN print has no legal effect (unlike the Official Journal).  
Working Group Report and Roundtable on Operation Aspects of the Madrid System  We were given to understand that the Madrid Working Group had given the green light to the introduction of continued processing in respect of missing the second part payment fee. The deadline in these circumstances will be extended by 2 months upon payment of a 200 CHF fine. A 2nd part payment fee is currently required in Cuba, Ghana and Japan.  There was discussion of short time limits. WIPO considered it important that the professional user associations fed comments into the SCT in order to achieve harmonisation.  There was a request from the meeting attendees that the due date for reply be made more visible in WIPO communications. There was an internal WIPO project to deal with this which was running in parallel with the migration of IT from their in-house suite called “mainframe” to allow for prettier letters.  Ongoing issues remain in Gambia, Ghana and Swaziland, Sierra Leone. Members should not designate these countries under the Madrid Protocol at this time and should file nationally. WIPO are continuing with their efforts to educate and press for legislation in order to give effect to designations in these territories.   
IT  Since British Day in 2011, WIPO have been steadily improving their suite of software tools. Considerable effort has been made with their online classification tool MGS (Madrid Goods and 
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Services) and Madrid Portfolio Management tool (MPF).  WIPO were keen to have attorney firms sign up to the MPF which they said could operate in parallel to existing back office systems. We were told that both Novartis and Red Bull had recently signed up. There is a dedicated manager and they would be prepared to conduct the necessary degree of due diligence to ensure all IR’s come across to the system in an orderly way.  Various countries had now signed up to MGS and the benefits are clearly there but who pays for crafting specifications will remain an area of debate. Thus it was felt by the user associations at least that the tool was only likely to be used when the client was paying. It would perhaps be of more benefit to SME’s.  
James Fish 
 
 
MEETING OF SACEPO WORKING PARTY ON RULES 14 November 2013  I attended this for CET Group 4.  Here are some notes.  
Rule 36   As has already been announced the change to Rule 36 was approved by the AC so that the 24 month time limit will longer apply as from 1st April 2013. The EPO was thanked by the users for this.  An additional fee for second and further generation divisional applications is TBD. The suggested fee is 210Euros for the second generation, 420 Euros for the third etc.  
Possible amendment of Rule 6 
 A proposal to amend Rule 6 was before B&F committee and was circulated prior to the meeting.  Amongst other things it would restrict the availability of a reduction in the examination fee for applicants using a non-official EPO language to SMEs, natural persons, universities and others.  A declaration as to the status of the applicant will be required on filing.   Users were almost all against the proposal, the main reason being that the possible sanction for a false declaration is inadequate, the system is open to what the EPO would consider to be abuse (as it is now), and it will be complicated to administer. Also mentioned was the fact that national governments can and do help SMEs if they wish. It is not the EPO’s job.  The EPO was undeterred by the negative reaction of users, and indeed has now put the amendment into effect.  
Possible amendment of Rule 126 etc. 
 The EPO proposes to change references in the EPC to “post” to “postal services” to allow for the use of private commercial delivery services as well as national postal authorities. The question was raised whether “delivery services” would be more appropriate for the English text.  It is also proposed to clarify rule 125 (1) to make it clear that the ten day rule applies also to electronic notification.  
Deposit accounts 
 
Proposals: 
 I. Repayment in the event of closure of an account should be only to account holder II. Mandatory use of Form 1010 to debit from account 
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III. Possibility to debit by use of diskette to be removed as no longer used IV. Possibility to post date debit orders V. Proposal to remove administrative fee in the event of insufficient funds on the ground that  account holders can easily check the up to date balance online  Users were vehemently against II and V. II will have the result that we will not be able to rely on a boilerplate clause in a letter or form to be sure that missed fees are debited. From the EPO’s point of view this practice places an administrative burden on staff. Such instructions are often hidden in letters and not noticed by staff until e.g. the applicant points it out.  Regarding the administrative fee a few applicants rely on this routinely. Those at the meeting emphasised that it was relied on as a very last resort but was nevertheless important. It was pointed out on behalf of users that the normal remedy for late payment of fees, e.g. further processing, is not possible for certain fees so the consequence of loss of the administrative fee would be HUGE.  
Tegernsee Process – Update by Sylvie Strobel 
 There was more participation in the consultation from outside EP than within – full results are to be published online.  Few respondents report patent thickets being a problem.  Consensus is that any changes must be in the context of global harmonisation – majority only use grace period in the event of catastrophe.  SMEs and universities were under represented – only one SME and no universities took part.  A new ESAB study is being tendered for in order to plug this gap.  Meanwhile according to Wikileaks a bilateral free trade agreement being is being negotiated between the EU and US and the grace period is one of the bargaining chips. Clearly this has become a political issue and we need to lobby our governments to avoid an unworkable situation being agreed. Politicians will not realise that the EPC includes non EU countries and an agreement they reach may not be possible to implement in practice.  Among matters being discussed it has been alleged that Europe benefits from not having to pay licence fees due to patents not being available in Europe where patents have been granted in US! 
 
UP rules – (i.e. the Rules about registering UE) 
 
 Apart from Rule 4 attention was focussed on Rules 12 onwards as the earlier rules had already been discussed by the select committee.  
 Rule 4 – 3 options for wording were discussed – noted the Malta and Croatia problem.   Different Applicants for different designated states – this is not a matter for the EPO to rule on - national law applies to the UP as an object of property.  Multiple proprietors – should office require a declaration that one proprietor represents all of them? They think no.   Rule 6 inconsistencies with PLT? – EPO says this is not inconsistent with PLT – PLT relates to the patent granting procedure and does not apply to the scenario of Rule 6.  Rule 17 – EPI is considering in detail which rules can apply mutatis mutandis.   Rule 18 – can we delete since corresponding EPC provision applies?  Why would oral proceedings at this point be necessary? – can appeal to UPC. 
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Symposium on Article 123(2) EPC – each organisation to nominate a delegate – 7 Feb 2014 
– bring examples – also will include delegates from outside Europe. 
 
Liz Dawson 
 
 
DINNER MEETING WITH NEIL FIENSON 20 November 2013  Fourteen members enjoyed dinner at Brasserie Blanc on 20 November.  Our guest was Neil Feinson, Director of International Policy at the IPO.  Neil has been involved at a very high level for the UK in the UPC and UE Regulation negotiations. The essential line on this is the widely used argument that we had to join in or the rest would have departed without us. There is also some praise for the Prime Minister for holding out against Arts 5-8.  Neil is now leading the UK’s contribution to the programme namely the IT system. Here he finds plenty of difficulty, trying to convince others that a simple off the shelf model may not do.  He does not envisage the system beginning until early 2016 at the earliest.  Neil made no formal presentation but circulated among us and made interesting contributions over the table.  Thus he referred to the success of the four IP attachés particularly in China and India, believing they make a significant difference.  He also indicated that there has been a big response to the call for technically qualified judges.  Those from the EPO, he suggested, have yet to realise their conflict of interest problem.   It was an interesting evening and Robert is congratulated for arranging it.  
Alan Senior 
 
 
FICPI CANADA ABC MEETING, BARBADOS 28 February – 2 March 2014  Only a few UK members have signed up for this so far but with Winter drawing on it looks increasingly attractive: a tonic for mind and body and a good reason to take a Caribbean trip next year.  The Canadians always put on a good show and deserve support.  Any UK member planning to attend or wondering whether to do so should let Robert Watson know.  There may well be a chance to test your presentation technique before a kindly and attentive audience.  
Alan Senior 
 
 
JOINT MEETING WITH FICPI CHINA 12 March 2014  Plans for our first joint event with a foreign section are moving on a pace.  We plan to welcome between 10 and 15 members of FICPI-CN to the UK on 11 and 12 March.  The main events will happen on 12 March, with a morning meeting between the councils of both FICPI-UK and FICPI-CN and the UKIPO, followed by a lunch and seminar in the afternoon.  We plan to open the seminar to FICPI-UK attendees only in the first instance – we will open up booking beyond our members if we don’t get the necessary numbers, so please put the date in your diaries now, and consider attending.  The topics for the seminar are yet to be fixed, but will be presented by both groups, so expect updates on the UPC (hopefully with IPO input), the IP bill, and Chinese issues such as Utility Models and upcoming law changes.  There will be plenty of networking time built in to the program.  Sticking with recent tradition, the day will finish with a brief AGM and our annual dinner.  
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The seminar will take place at 1 Victoria Street, with the AGM and dinner at Brasserie Blanc on the Southbank, only a short walk away.  On 11 March, we hope to host an informal drinks reception.   As soon as details are fixed, we will send them out, so please keep an eye on your in-boxes in January.   
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Council of FICPI-UK: 
 Robert Watson - President James Fish - Treasurer  Richard Howson - Secretary Alastair Neill - Immediate Past President David Bannerman Julian Crump John Dean Terry Johnson Rowena Price  Gareth Probert  Simon Rees Alan Senior  

Diary 2014  28 January PPWG Meeting  28 February –  ABC Meeting - Barbados 2 March    12 March Joint Meeting with  FICPI-China  6-10 April EXCO – Kyoto, Japan  10-12 April FICPI Japan & JPAA  Symposium, Kyoto  1 -5 Nov EXCO – Barcelona, Spain  5-8 Nov 15th Open Forum, Barcelona       
Editorial: 
 Alan Senior  J A Kemp 14 South Square  Gray’s Inn London, WC1R 5JJ Tel: 020 3077 8600 Fax: 020 7242 8932 Email: asenior@jakemp.com 

Publications: Simon Rees Haseltine Lake LLP Redcliff Quay 120 Redcliff Street Bristol, BS1 6HU Tel.: 0117 910 3200 Fax.: 0117 910 3201 Email: srees@haseltinelake.com     
 
Editorial Note.  The views expressed in this Newsletter represent the official views of FICPI-UK only where the 
individual item carries both the name of the contributor and an indication of an office held on the Council of FICPI-
UK.  All other contributions represent the personal views of the individual contributors, and publication does not 
imply endorsement of those views by the Council of FICPI-UK.      


