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FICPI ABC MEETING 

The FICPI ABC Meeting is a well-established joint meeting between the UK, US and 

Canadian FICPI groups. This year, FICPI-UK is organising the meeting. FICPI members 

from other countries are welcome to join in the meeting. Details of the meeting and the 

programme of events are given on the attached leaflet.  Online registration can be found at 
ficipiwales2016.com.

Simon Rees, President FICPI-UK 

UK PATENT PRACTICE WORKING GROUP 

Liz Dawson is one of FICPI-UK's representatives at Patent Practice Working Group (PPWG) 

meetings. Following last month's PPWG meeting, views from patent practitioners are sought 
on the topics below: 

FAX FILING 

The  IPO  is  actively  seeking  feedback  on  how  and  why  fax  filing  is  used  by 

practitioners.  Suggestions have included: 

a) When an internet connection is not available

b) For instances where online filing is not available.

If you wish to see fax filing maintained, or have other comments on fax filing to convey to the 
IPO through the FICPI-UK's participation in the PPWG, please contact Liz Dawson 

(EDawson@PearlCohen.com) 

"ADAPTED TO/SUITABLE FOR" CLAIM LANGUAGE 

The IPO is considering amendments to the Manual of Patent Practice section 2.12.3 (see 
attached MoPP extract) which relates to novelty in the light of the Brundle decision, to make 
it clear that the meaning of "adapted" should be considered on a case-by-case basis. The IPO 
is seeking views of FICPI-UK members on this proposed change which again may be 
channelled back to the PPWG through Liz.

FICPI 

http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/IPEC/2014/475.html
http://www.ficpiwales2016.com/


FICPI-UK News 

February 2016 

DIVERSITY 

Council is pleased to report that FICPI-UK has supported the recent IP Inclusive Initiative, 

promoted by CIPA's President Andrea Brewster. 

FICPI EXCO ZURICH 

Simon Rees and Alastair Neil will be representing the British national association of FICPI at 

the ExCo in Zurich. The materials for discussion in Zurich will be placed in the Library 

section on the FICPI website (http://ficpi.org/). 

FICPI URGES THE ADOPTION OF A GRACE PERIOD 

FICPI has long supported the universal adoption of a grace period as a "safety net" for 

inventors and inventions. FICPI-UK member Robert Watson has co-authored a recent paper 

on the topic, (see attached FICPI paper) which argues for a 12 month grace period without 

the need for any inventor declaration. 

Editorial Note.  The views expressed in this bulletin 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. Editorial: John Dean 

FICPI-UK 

DIARY 

2016: 

10-14 April EXCO, Zurich 

19-23 June

5-8 October FICPI Forum, St Petersburg 

2017: 

Spring EXCO, China 

Autumn FICPI Forum, Istanbul 

http://ficpi.org/
http://ficpi.org.uk/council/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/johndeanip




 


FICPI URGES THE ADOPTION OF A GRACE PERIOD 
CREATING A LEVEL PLAYING FIELD FOR INVENTORS 


Authored by: Robert Watson, United Kingdom; Jérôme Collin, France; Ivan Ahlert, Brazil; 
Philip Mendes da Costa, Canada; Michael Caine, Australia; Jan Modin, Sweden; and James 
Pooley, USA. 


Inventors often lose patent rights in Europe and many Asian countries by mistake. These losses 
happen because those jurisdictions impose an “absolute” novelty requirement: the invention 
must not have been made “available to the public” in any way at any time before an application 
is filed. Many inventors, particularly individuals and small entities engaged in 
commercialisation, are not aware of the requirement or misunderstand the nuances of its 
application, and as a result inadvertently lose their rights. This is much less likely to happen in 
countries such as Japan and the United States of America, which allow disclosures during a 
specific time before filing, called a “grace period”. 


Although most of Europe has insisted on absolute novelty since 1963, and all of it since 1973 
with adoption of the European Patent Convention, before then some individual countries, such 
as Germany, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, Austria and Italy, had included grace periods 
in their national laws.  


Countries which currently provide a grace period include some of the most productive and 
innovative national economies. The largest of these, the United States, applies a one-year grace 
period in advance of filing for disclosures made by an inventor or by someone who obtained 
the information from him. (Before the U.S. moved to first-to-file in 2013 it also recognised a 
one-year grace period for publications or public use of the invention.) Japan provides a six-
month grace period so long as the inventor files a declaration that disclosure during that time 
was not in a patent journal or was made without authorisation. The Republic of Korea allows a 
full year grace period, and also requires a declaration by the inventor who wishes to take 
advantage of it. Australia provides a one-year grace period but does not require an inventor’s 
declaration. Brazil also allows a one-year period before filing, and its law permits its patent 
office to require a declaration; however, it has declined to do so. Canada’s grace period is one 
year, and does not require a declaration. 


A common argument in opposition to a grace period is that it would create uncertainty for 
industry. However, this abstract assumption has not been supported by empirical proof. In 
contrast, studies carried out in jurisdictions with a grace period demonstrate no substantial 
prejudice to commercial interests, certainly not comparable to the permanent loss of inventor 
rights that results from imposition of absolute novelty. And absolute novelty itself is not 
absolutely predictable, but creates legal uncertainties, for example resulting from pre-filing 
experimentation, or disclosure within a standards body. 
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In a global economy where inventors wish to file in multiple jurisdictions, the benefits of a 
national grace period cannot be fully realised at present, because inventors must follow any 
stricter foreign standards. Therefore, harmonised acceptance of a grace period among all 
industrialised countries must be a high priority. 


Efforts to establish a harmonised grace period began at WIPO in 1983, as part of more general 
patent harmonisation efforts. A “Basic Proposal” including a grace period was rejected in 1991, 
but not because of its merits. Rather, the problem was that the U.S. at that time remained 
committed to its “first-to-invent” patent system. The consensus at the time was that a grace 
period made sense, but could be achieved politically only when the U.S. moved to the otherwise 
universally accepted “first-to-file” system. In the meantime, WIPO continued to recommend 
grace period as a best practice for countries developing their patent law frameworks. 


Within Europe, consultations over the grace period went on, informed largely by a pair of 
studies commissioned by the EPO in 2000. Professor Joseph Straus’ report urged that Europe 
follow the 38 countries that had already adopted a grace period. He pointed out that the 
experience of those countries had been uniformly positive. He argued that absolute novelty did 
not significantly increase legal certainty and that in any event the consequence of lost rights 
was clearly disproportionate. A grace period would provide substantial benefits to universities 
and research institutions, as well as small entities and individual inventors, while causing no 
discernable harm to large enterprises that could afford to closely police their pre-filing 
disclosures. 


A second report by Mr. Jan Galama argued primarily that unilateral allowance of a grace period 
would be premature, with no guarantee of “reciprocity” from other countries. A grace period, 
he added, would create a false sense of security within industry and might allow third parties to 
acquire intervening rights from early disclosure. He suggested instead that Europe pursue the 
possibility of allowing “provisional” applications and in general increase public education and 
awareness of the requirements of the patent system. 


Back at WIPO, the successful conclusion in 2000 of the Patent Law Treaty on formalities raised 
hopes for progress on substantive patent law harmonisation. By 2003 a draft treaty had been 
prepared that included a grace period, although agreement had not been reached on whether it 
should be six or twelve months and whether a declaration of the inventor should be required. 
Unfortunately, negotiations on substantive harmonisation then stalled, for political reasons 
unconnected to the grace period issue. 


Since that time, political discussions have continued in the plurilateral context, for example 
among the B+ group of industrialised countries, and among the three largest (Trilateral) and 
later five largest (IP5) patent offices. During 2012-14 the Tegernsee Group was formed by the 
U.S., Japan and Europe, to conduct a comprehensive user-based study of patent law 
harmonisation issues, including grace period. It issued its report in 2014. Although their systems 
differed to an extent, users in Japan and the U.S. reported positively on the effects of the grace 
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period, as well as pointing out the tragic results, for global filing purposes, of mistakes in pre-
filing disclosures. Within Europe, the study indicated a slight majority in favor of a grace 
period, but substantial skepticism remained due to the concern over legal uncertainty. 


While the Tegernsee Group process was ongoing, the EPO’s Economic and Scientific Advisory 
Board decided to take up the grace period issue. Following a study and workshop, the ESAB 
issued recommendations in March 2015. While it believed that a complete assessment of the 
economic effects was “not feasible at this point”, it concluded that Europe should consider 
introducing a grace period only if (1) it was a “safety-net” type, covering disclosures by the 
inventor and others deriving from him, but not third party disclosures, and (2) it was harmonised 
at least with the other major patent systems in the IP5. And the twelve countries participating 
in the Trans-Pacific Partnership negotiations have recently announced, in Article 18.38 of their 
draft agreement, endorsement for a “safety net” kind of grace period.  


While all of these governmental efforts were in progress, global professional organisations 
representing the user community, particularly FICPI and AIPPI, continued to survey and study 
the grace period issue. Their independent reports, issued in 2013, each urged the embrace of a 
global grace period of the “safety net” type. The reports recommended a twelve-month period 
using the filing date or the priority date as a reference, no mandatory inventor declaration, and 
recognition of third party rights for independent disclosures. See e.g. the FICPI White Paper on 
the Grace period at www.ficpi.org. 


All of this recent activity is evidence of an emerging consensus both on the wisdom of a global 
grace period, as well as its terms. 


Providing relief to inventors who have made an honest mistake is a natural and important part 
of any patent system that seeks to encourage innovation from all sources. Indeed, continuing to 
maintain the requirement of absolute novelty risks reinforcing public cynicism about the law, 
because users may see it as promoting only the convenience and opportunism of large 
corporations who can effectively mitigate their own risk of losing rights by inadvertent 
disclosure, while benefiting from the mistaken disclosures by smaller entities. Whether or not 
this is true is not the point; rather, it is the perception of this asymmetric situation that matters. 


In response to the fundamental fairness of a grace period and the unequal effects of the status 
quo, the classic argument about legal certainty is insufficient. It is an abstraction that fails to 
account for the very substantial uncertainty that already exists, independently of whether a grace 
period is provided, in any patent search. No empirical evidence has demonstrated that a grace 
period creates any significant incremental uncertainty. And the abstract concern stands in stark 
contrast to the clear and existential harm to innocent inventors, who can lose all their rights. 


Requiring an inventor declaration would effectively maintain a variation of the status quo, 
because it would put the inventor at risk of an insufficient statement. The declaration would 
become the focus of inquiry: did the inventor think of everything that might destroy novelty? 
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If an argument can be made that he has missed something, then the risk remains that he will be 
stripped of his invention. In this regard, the declaration would provide very little benefit while 
setting a trap for the unwary inventor. 


Although a proper concern for fairness and simplicity has led most stakeholders to conclude 
that a grace period is desirable, there also seems to be agreement that the inventor should not 
be rewarded for delay and should be encouraged to enter the patent system at the earliest 
reasonable time. For that reason, the majority viewpoint is that a “safety net” type of grace 
period should be provided, in which third parties would be able to preserve their intervening 
rights. 


Consequently, FICPI urges the relevant authorities to come to an agreement, at the earliest 
possible time, on the institution of a global grace period of the “safety net” type, measured from 
the filing date or the priority date for a period of twelve months, without any requirement for 
an inventor declaration. 


[End of document] 
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MoPP extracts 


 


2.12.3 
In FH Brundle v Perry [2014] EWHC 475 (IPEC) the judge considered the meaning of the 


phrase “adapted to” in the claims, and held that: 


 


I accept that as a matter of ordinary English usage, ‘adapted’ carries a connotation of 


adaption or modification in design to achieve the purpose stated in the feature. 


However in my view… these [features] are to be construed such that they contain no 


subjective element. To my mind it is irrelevant where the designer started and what 


adaptations were made in the design process. Because these features must be assessed 


objectively, it seems to me that ‘adapted to’ and ‘adapted in use to’ mean the same 


thing as ‘suitable for’ 


 


In light of this it is unlikely that amendment of a claim to include the term “adapted to” 


would be sufficient to overcome a novelty objection to an earlier version of the claim which 


used the term “suitable for”. 


 


2.12.3.1 
In Schenck Rotec GmbH v Universal Balancing Limited [2012] EWHC 1920 the judge 


considered the meaning of a claim to a device which was “constructed to receive” a plurality 


of balancing weights. The judge rejected the suggestion that the phrase “constructed to 


receive” referred to the intention of the device designer (or anyone else), because he found 


there was nothing in the specification that would lead the skilled person to that conclusion. 


Instead he found a skilled person would understand that the device was “constructed in such a 


way that it is capable of receiving” a plurality of balancing weights. That is, there has to be 


some physical construction of the device which achieves the claimed objective.  


 


27.11 
s.76(3) is also relevant 


The amendments must not add matter nor must they extend the protection conferred by the 


patent (see 76.24). Nor must they introduce any other objection into the specification; for 


example the description and claims must continue to be clear. Although s.14(5) does not 


provide grounds for revocation of a patent once granted, objections to non- compliance with 


s.14(5) can be raised if the patentee applies to amend his claim (judgment of Dillon LJ in 


Genentech Inc’s Patent [1989] RPC 147 at pages 248-249). The claims of a patent may be 


examined for compliance with s.14(5) only when, and then only to the extent that, an 


amendment introduces non-compliance with s.14(5) (see EPO Enlarged Board of Appeal 


decision G3/14). There is therefore no scope to object under s.14(5) where an amendment 


merely combines an independent claim with a claim dependent on it and where the 


noncompliance already existed in the claims as granted. In addition, objection is however not 


raised against proposed amendments on the ground that the claims as amended would lack 


unity of invention see 26.02. An application under s.27 to amend the specification of a 


granted European patent (Philips Electronic and Associated Industries Ltd’s Patent [1987] 


RPC 244) by (a) deleting French and German translations of the claims, (b) deleting 


reference numerals in the claims and (c) adding an omnibus claim to bring the specification 


into conformity with UK practice was opposed as regards (b) and (c) on the grounds that 


these amendments would extend the protection conferred by the patent, contrary to s.76(2)(b) 


of the Patents Act 1977 at the time (now s.76(3)(b)). The hearing officer considered that the 



http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/IPEC/2014/475.html

http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Patents/2012/1920.html

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/manual-of-patent-practice-mopp/section-76-amendments-of-applications-and-patents-not-to-include-added-matter/#ref76-24

http://rpc.oxfordjournals.org/content/106/8/147

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/manual-of-patent-practice-mopp/section-26-patent-not-to-be-impugned-for-lack-of-unity/#ref26-02





law under the 1949 Act, whereby reference numerals in claims are to be regarded as helpful, 


rather than restrictive, is unchanged in the 1977 Act, and that deletion of the numerals did not 


give rise to objection under s.76(2)(b) of the Patents Act 1977 at the time (now s.76(3)(b)) 


(see also 14.135). He also held that with the functional form of claim 1 in the present case, 


there was a distinction over that in Rotocrop International Ltd v Genbourne Ltd [1982] FSR 


241 in which it was held that an omnibus claim, even though tied to claim 1, covered obvious 


modifications of the illustrated structure. The addition of an omnibus claim of independent 


form was not objectionable in this case. As regards (a), since the authentic text of the claims 


in this case was the English version, the translations fulfilled no useful function in the UK 


and there was no reason to refuse to delete them. Hence changes (a) and (b) which concerned 


only presentational matters were allowed at the same time as substantive amendment (c); but 


whether presentational changes alone would have been allowed as amendments under s.27 


was undecided. 


 


Judgment extracts 


 


FH Brundle v Perry [2014] EWHC 475 (IPEC) 


44. As this first feature of claim 1 was not the subject of any dispute there is no need for me to 
discuss its construction at any length. Aside from construing it as a bracket 'suitable for' the 
stated purpose, I add only that I do not interpret this as introducing any subjective element. 
This feature is to be assessed objectively through the eyes of the person skilled in the art.  


45. Turning to features (ii), (iv), (vi) and (ix), I accept that as a matter of ordinary English usage, 
'adapted' carries a connotation of adaption or modification in design to achieve the purpose 
stated in the feature. However in my view, like feature (i) these are to be construed such that 
they contain no subjective element. To my mind it is irrelevant where the designer started and 
what adaptations were made in the design process.  


46. Because these features must be assessed objectively, it seems to me that 'adapted to' and 
'adapted in use to' mean the same thing as 'suitable for'. I am reinforced in this view by the 
judgment of Birss J in Schenck (cited above) in which he found 'constructed to receive' had 
the same meaning as 'suitable for receiving'. As in the present case the relevant claim was a 
product claim for a mechanical device: for fastening balancing weights to rotors.  


47. I do not say that in the context of other claims it will never be possible to discern a difference 
between 'suitable for' on the one hand and 'adapted to' or 'adapted in use to', or 'constructed 
to' for that matter, on the other. But I think in this claim the first three mean the same thing.  


 


Schenck Rotec GmbH v Universal Balancing Limited [2012] EWHC 1920 


 


79.  The point made by Floyd J in Qualcomm (paragraphs 72 to 74) is that although "for" in a 
patent claim is normally read as "suitable for" one has to be very cautious of any principle of 
construction which is said to codify the meaning of particular words. Although this statement was 
made before the Court of Appeal in Virgin v Premium decided that the skilled reader, probably 
with the benefit of skilled advice, would have in mind explicit drafting conventions, I do not see 
there being any difference in principle between Qualcomm and Virgin. While the skilled person 
will have conventions in mind (Virgin) one must nevertheless be cautious about blindly applying a 
generalised drafting convention to a particular case (Qualcomm). 


.... 


86. Pulling the various cases relied on by Mr Davis together and adding some observations of my 
own, I can state the following:  


i) There is a clear drafting convention in European patents. In a product claim the words 
"apparatus for achieving a result" almost always means "suitable for". The skilled reader 



http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/IPEC/2014/475.html

http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Patents/2012/1920.html





would be aware of that convention. In this context "suitable for" means "capable of" or "not 
incapable of" performing the function. This may give rise to difficult questions of fact but what 
can be said is that to satisfy such a claim the device must be capable of doing so without 
modification. 


ii) The matter of "suitable for" is different when one is considering a use claim or a method 
claim. For one thing the drafting conventions are different but in any case the considerations 
themselves differ. For example in a claim to a method of manufacturing an item there may 
well be a person performing the method to whom an intention can sensibly be attributed 
(Folding Attic Stairs). Words like "preset" or "predetermined" raise different issues from 
"suitable for". 


iii) To read intention into any product claim is capable of giving rise to problems. The 
monopoly associated with a product claim is absolute. There is no reference to intention in the 
definition of primary infringement. When the law seeks to make the intention of the putative 
infringer relevant the legislation says so (compare s60(1)(a) and (c) with s60(1)(b) and s60(2) 
of the 1977 Act). Further, what sort of intention would be required to satisfy a claim construed 
as "intended for" a given purpose? Does it include recklessness? How is the prior art to be 
judged against such a claim when one may have no idea what either the maker, seller or user 
of the prior product intended it for? Many of these problems arise in relation to use claims but 
they are (so far) confined to that field. At least in the context of medical use claims, which is 
the primary area in which they arise, the problem is alleviated by the fact that medicines are 
subject to product licensing legislation which has the intended purpose of the drug written on 
the label.  


iv) Finally however, there is no legal principle or canon of construction which actually prevents 
a claim being read as referring to intention. If that is the correct construction of the claim then 
so be it. 


87. The words in issue are that the gripper-like device is "constructed to receive" a plurality of 
balancing weights. They are part of a product claim. In my judgment no skilled person would 
think these words were used to refer to the intention of anyone. There is nothing in the 
specification which would lead a skilled reader to that conclusion. I asked Mr Davis whose 
intention was relevant. Was it the intention of the designer of the weld block, the weld gun 
(gripper-like device) or the balancing machine? It is clear that weld guns may be bought more 
or less off the shelf and so there is no doubt that the person who made the weld gun may 
have had very different views from the person who designed the balancing machine. Mr Davis 
submitted it was the intention of the balancing machine designer. I think that would have to be 
right but it seems to me that it illustrates a difficulty with this point in this case.  


88. The phrase in question does not use the word "for" but nevertheless the phrase is clearly a 
definition of an object by reference to its function or properties. In my judgement it means that 
the gripper-like device must be constructed in such a way that it is capable of receiving a 
plurality of weights. It is not a reference to the intention of its designer or anyone else.  


89. As for Mr Davis's four points which arise if his primary case is rejected, I agree that word 
"constructed" means there has to be some physical construction of the device which achieves 
the objective but I do not accept that this goes as far as Mr Davis intends. It seems to me that 
a device with a curved surface onto which can be piled two or three balancing weights has 
indeed been constructed to receive a plurality of weights. There is a physical construction of 
the device which achieves the objective – the upwardly directed curved surface. I also agree 
that, as a whole, the claimed device must work in practice. The skilled person would 
understand that the device has to be a device for fastening balancing weights. It need not be 
suitable for use on a production line, but it does need to work. I reject the third point. There is 
nothing in the claim about the service lifetime of the rotor. A device which works but is not 
very good will still be a device for fastening weights to rotors.  


 


 








  


 


 


 


FICPI ABC Meeting 
19 – 23 June 2016 / Celtic Manor Resort, South Wales 


FICPI-UK is delighted to announce preliminary details of the programme for the 2016 FICPI ABC Meeting, from Sunday 19th – Thursday 


23rd June.   


 


Venue: The Celtic Manor Resort    http://www.celtic-manor.com/ 


The Celtic Manor Resort is set in 2,000 acres of panoramic parkland in the beautiful Usk Valley in Wales, just off the M4 (J24), only 90 


minutes from London Heathrow, 45 minutes from Bristol or Cardiff Airports which both have links to major European hubs. The hotel is 


located close to intercity rail services at Newport, with direct trains to London Paddington, Cardiff and Birmingham. 


 


FICPI ABC Working Programme 


The sessions of the Working Programme will take place from 9am-12.30pm on Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday. We are delighted to 


confirm that one of our guest speakers will be The Rt. Hon. Professor Sir Robin Jacob, who will update us on latest developments about 


The Unified Patent Court in Europe.  


Topics in other sessions will include: Enforcement and Litigation in the US and Canada; What is considered Prior Art in the ABC countries 


– a comparative view; Hague and Madrid Agreements; Electronic Patent Offices; Latest updates from the UK, US and Canada.  


 


Further details of topics and speakers will be listed in due course on www.ficpiwales2016.com 


 



http://www.celtic-manor.com/

http://www.ficpiwales2016.com/





 Afternoon & Evening Group Programme 


Sunday 19th June :  


Delegates’ arrival and welcome BBQ on Terrace at 6.30pm. 


 


Monday 20th June: 


Afternoon - St Fagans National History Museum. An open-air museum in 


Cardiff chronicling the historical lifestyle, culture, and architecture of the 


Welsh people. 


 


Evening - The Hardwick. The group will dine at one of Wales’ best known 


restaurants with award winning head chef Stephen Terry, who recently 


had the honour of serving a banquet for Barack Obama, David 


Cameron and other world leaders at the 2014 NATO summit. 


 


Tuesday 21st June  


Afternoon - Big Pit National Coal Museum, World Heritage Site. You will 


be taken to this former coal mine and one of the world’s best preserved 


mining museums. The highlight of the visit is the hour-long underground 


tour, led by ex-miners. 


or,  


Roman Caerleon and Tintern Abbey. Caerleon, known as Isca Augustus 


to the Romans was the location of a Roman fortress and settlement. 


Visible remains include an amphitheatre, baths and barracks. Following 


this you will be taken to Tintern Abbey on the banks of the River Wye.  


 


Evening - Cardiff Castle. Located within beautiful parklands at the heart 


of the capital, Cardiff Castle’s walls and fairytale towers conceal 2,000 


years of history. Drinks will be served in the Library, complete with all its 


original furnishings. We will then take the impressive Octagon Staircase 


to reach The Banqueting Hall. 
 


Wednesday 22nd June 


Afternoon - Golf on the Montgomerie Course. Offering a spectacular par 


69 challenge, the legendary Colin Montgomerie has called on all his 


Ryder Cup experience to create a course with many exciting tests of 


strategy. Spectacular views abound with dramatic tee shots over valleys 


and breathtaking downhill shots.  


or, 


Cardiff Bay Cruise. The regeneration of Cardiff Bay is now widely 


regarded as one of the most successful regeneration projects in the 


United Kingdom. You will be able to take a relaxing afternoon cruise 


around the bay and see the sights of the bay area and the famous 


barrage. 


 


 


or, 


TeamSport Indoor Karting. Hop into state-of-the-art karts and put the pedal 


to the metal on this exciting multi-level circuit. A sweeping flyover, tight 


hairpin bends, corniches and fast straights – it's all here. Try to beat the 


average lap time or just have fun with your colleagues. 


 


Evening - Gala Dinner in the Augusta Suite at the Celtic Manor. 


 


Delegate Guests’ Morning Programme 


Monday 20th June morning 


The Royal Mint. Gain unprecedented access to The Royal Mint to discover 


the people and events behind the coins in your pocket, and hear some 


surprising stories from their history.  


or, 


Shopping in Cardiff. Cardiff is a capital for shopping, with a spectrum of  


charming Edwardian and Victorian arcades and ultra-modern shopping 


centres. There’s something for everyone.  


 


Tuesday 21st June morning 


Celtic Culinary Class. Join one of the talented chefs in the Celtic Manor 


kitchen to roll up your sleeves and get hands-on at a cookery masterclass.  


or,  


Stem Florist. Come and try your hand at becoming a florist and get to grips 


with the art of flower design with professional florist Jackie Williamson. This 


session is perfect for those wanting new ideas or anybody interested in 


learning new techniques in a relaxed environment. 
 


Wednesday 22nd June morning 


Tredegar House. You will have a private guided tour of Tredegar House. This 


is one of the architectural wonders of Wales and one of the most significant 


late 17th-century houses in the whole of the British Isles.  
 


Registration & Accommodation 


Registration will open shortly on the ABC meeting website: 


www.ficpiwales2016.com 


Accommodation will need to be booked directly with the hotel on +44 


(0)1633 410 226 before the 28 March, stating that you are part of the FICPI 


meeting in order to obtain the group room rate.   
 


Contact & Information: 
 


ABC Sessions & Content :               Registrations:  


Simon Rees                                                         Rob Buchanan    


SRees@haseltinelake.co.uk                              info@ficpiwales2016.com 


 



http://www.visitcardiff.com/seedo/royal-arcade-2/

http://www.visitcardiff.com/shopping/st-davids-dewi-sant/

http://www.visitcardiff.com/shopping/st-davids-dewi-sant/

http://www.ficpiwales2016.com/

mailto:SRees@haseltinelake.co.uk
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