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Trademark and Design Systems
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EUTM Applications and Designs - Countries 
EUTM applications Design Applications

Statistics: : https://euipo.europa.eu/ohimportal/de/the-office 
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EUTM appeals by top 5 countries + Greece 

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
1 GERMANY 662 770 614 528 639 547
2 USA 356 392 259 263 324 322
3 SPAIN 304 291 333 227 228 258
4 ITALY 153 180 151 139 163 170
5 UK 134 182 107 104 129 113
22 GREECE 27 20 19 17 21 8
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WORKLOAD  - APPEALS FILED 2023

TOTAL FILED: 2535

EX PARTE : 680 (26.82%)

INTER PARTES : 1855 (73.17%)

EUTM : 2423

RCD : 112
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Data until 31/05/2024
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WORKLOAD  - APPEALS FILED CURRENT YEAR UNTIL MAY 2024

TOTAL FILED: 1.071

EX PARTE : 267 (25%)

INTER PARTES : 804 (75%)

EUTM : 1,032

RCD : 39
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WORKLOAD – DECISIONS NOTIFIED IN 2023 

TOTAL DECISIONS: 2621

• EUTM: 2515

• RCD: 106

• EX PARTE: (746) 28.46%

• INTER PARTES: (1875) 71.53%

+5%
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Presentation Notes
If we compare 2022 and 2023 in terms of decisions notified, it can be noticed an important increase in productivity passing from 2490 to 2621. This represents an increase of +5%



WORKLOAD – DECISIONS NOTIFIED IN 2024

TOTAL DECISIONS: 1080

EX PARTE : 283 (26%)

INTER PARTES : 797 (74%) 

EUTM : 1042

RCD : 38

+12.73%

Data until 31/05/2024
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WORKLOAD – COMPLEXITY OF FILES/TYPE OF PROCEEDINGS
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WORKLOAD – APPEALS FILED BY LANGUAGE 

Data from 01/01/2024  to 31/05/2024

BOA DECISION-TAKING ACTIVIITIES
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GRAND BOARD OF APPEAL 

49 Total cases decided

5
6 Cases currently pending

Decisions in past 12 months

Some topics addressed by recent cases:
 Similarity of non-alcoholic and alcoholic beverages (Zoraya R0964/2020-G)
 Admissibility of a conversion request following revocation of the EUTM for non-use (Zara 

R1508/2019-G)
 Freedom of expression in public policy and morality objections (Covidiot

R0260/2021-G)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
ZARAWhat is the relationship between revocation for non-use and conversion?Art 139(2)(a) EUTMR: No conversion where the rights of the proprietor of the EU trade mark have been revoked on the grounds of non-use, unless in the Member State for which conversion is requested the EU trade mark has been put to use which would be considered to be genuine use under the laws of that Member State.Follows the GC line in T-337/20, Bittorrent, EU:T:2022:406, 



 REQUEST FOR A REASONED 
OPINION ON QUESTIONS on 
POINTS OF LAW GRAND 

BOARD
ED BINDING 

EFFECT

ARTICLE 157(4)(I) EUTMR    

GB opinion

2-month-period 
for external 
observations

A.37 EUTMDR

Publication of 
the referral in 
OJ by LD (5 

working 
languages)

R 1241/2020-4, ‘Nightwatch - First referral of questions by the 
Executive Director to the ‘Grand Board’ of Appeal

• Questions referred to the Grand Board by the Executive Director 
• Consistency between R331/2006-G, Optima and R1241/2020-4, Nightwatch
• Is conversion possible despite a not-yet-final decision refusing the mark? 
• Submissions from national offices and user associations

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Covidiotnighwatch



R 1508/2019-G, ZARA

What is the relationship between revocation for non-use and conversion?

Art 139(2)(a) EUTMR: No conversion where the rights of the proprietor of 
the EU trade mark have been revoked on the grounds of non-use, unless in 
the Member State for which conversion is requested the EU trade mark has 
been put to use which would be considered to be genuine use under the 
laws of that Member State.

Follows the GC line in T-337/20, Bittorrent, EU:T:2022:406, 



R 1508/2019-G, ZARA

Conversion request and revocation are different administrative proceedings.

No Res Judicata because “the applicable legal standards are different”

New evidence can be filed during conversion proceeding. 

Not limited to national decisions or national judgments only.  

Assessed under the national law on genuine use of the particular Member 
State for which conversion is requested. 



R 0260/2021 G COVIDIOT (fig.) 

Classes 6, 9 + 28 
(metal clamps, game software, mobile apps, board games, toys)

7(1)(f)

Ongoing proceedings
• Questions raised by judgment C-240/18 P, Fack Ju Göhte,
• Right to freedom of expression of the applicant?
• Relevance of commercial nature of trade mark registration?
• Use of a trade mark in political debate?

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Covidiotnighwatch



LITIGATION – APPEAL RATE

Average 11,5%

Data until 31/05/2024
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LITIGATION – ACTIVITIES BEFORE THE EU COURTS LAST 12 MONTHS

GC CASES: 306

ORAL HEARINGS: 101

CJEU CASES: 52
PRELIMINARY RULING: 4

2023 LITIGATION ACTIVITIES

2024 LITIGATION ACTIVITIES

GC CASES: 122

ORAL HEARINGS: 30

CJEU CASES: 17
PRELIMINARY RULING: 4 0
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LITIGATION – CONFIRMATION RATE OF BoA DECISIONS BY GC LAST 12 MONTHS

87.5 % Confirmed

Data until 31/05/2024
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LITIGATION – ACTIVITIES BEFORE THE EU COURTS 

Appeals to the Court of Justice admitted to proceed since 2019 = 7
Filed by EUIPO
 10/12/2021, C-382/21 P, EUIPO v KaiKai: appeal upheld (27/02/2024)
 07/04/2022, C-801/21 P, EUIPO v Indo European Foods (pending)
 16/11/2022, C-337/22 P, EUIPO v Nowhere (pending)
 11/07/2023, C 93/23 P, EUIPO v Neoperl (pending)

Filed by parties to EUIPO-proceedings
 30/01/2023, C-580/22P, bonnanwalt v EUIPO: appeal upheld (30/01/2024)
 18/04/2023, C-751/22 P, Shopify Inc v EUIPO (pending)
 08/05/2023, C-776/22 P Ughi e Nunziante v EUIPO (pending)

Appeals not admitted to proceed since 2019: > 200

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
10/12/2021, C-382/21 P, EUIPO v. KaiKai  In the present case, it follows from paragraph 56 of the judgment under appeal, cited by the appellant, that the General Court held that Article 41(1) of Regulation No 6/2002 does not provide for the situation in which an application for a design is lodged while claiming priority of a patent application and does not govern the period for claiming such priority. As stated in paragraph 66 of the judgment under appeal, also cited by the appellant, recourse to the Paris Convention is intended to fill a gap in that regulation, which is silent as to the priority period arising from an international application for a patent. Accordingly, the General Court interpreted the Paris Convention and, as the appellant points out, held, in paragraph 85 of the judgment under appeal, that the nature of the earlier right is decisive in determining the duration of the priority period. the General Court misinterpreted Article 41 of Regulation No 6/2002 as meaning that there is a gap in that provision, with regard to the priority period of an application for Community designs referring to an earlier international application for a patent, and filled that gap by conferring, in breach of the relevant case-law, direct effect on Article 4 of the Paris Convention, while also misinterpreting that provision.Secondly, the appellant complains that the General Court held that Article 41(1) of Regulation No 6/2002 authorises a priority period of 12 months for a subsequent Community design and, consequently, annulled the decision of the Board of Appeal of EUIPO which had limited to 6 months the period for claiming priority of an international patent application. the appellant identifies the issue raised by its single ground of appeal, which consists, in essence, in the question whether a possible legislative lacuna in an act of EU law can be made good by the direct application of a provision of international law which does not satisfy the conditions required by the case-law of the Court of Justice in order to have direct effect. 07/04/2022, C-801/21 P, EUIPO v Indo European Foods the issue raised by its single ground of appeal, which consists, in essence, in determining the date and circumstances to be taken into account in order to assess whether the purpose of the dispute and the interest in bringing proceedings subsist where, first, the dispute brought before the General Court relates to a decision adopted following opposition proceedings based on an earlier right protected only in the United Kingdom and, second, the transition period came to an end during the proceedings before the General Court. More generally, according to EUIPO, that issue concerns the impact of the disappearance, in the course of the proceedings, of the earlier right in question on the existence of the purpose of the proceedings and on Indo European Foods’ interest in bringing proceedings. 27/04/2023, C‑337/22 P, EUIPO v Nowherethe present case, concerning an appeal against the judgment under appeal, by which the General Court annulled the decision of the Second Board of Appeal of EUIPO of 10 February 2021, by which that Board of Appeal rejected an opposition based on earlier rights protected in the United Kingdom on the ground, in essence, that the opponent could no longer rely on the law of that State following its withdrawal from the European Union, raises the issue as to what date and circumstances are to be taken into account in assessing the interest of the proprietor in the success of an opposition based on such earlier rights to an EU trade mark application and in assessing EUIPO’s obligation to take those earlier rights into consideration. Second, that case raises the more general question of the effect of the earlier right ceasing, ex nunc, in the course of opposition or invalidity proceedings before EUIPO, to be capable of being relied upon on the outcome of those proceedings 11/07/2023, C-93/23 P, EUIPO v NeoperlIn the present case, it follows from paragraphs 47 and 48 of the judgment under appeal that the General Court identified, as a preliminary issue that had to be dealt with in order to examine the pleas of the action alleging infringement of Article 7(1)(b) and Article 95(1) of Regulation No 207/2009, the issue of whether the sign for which registration as an EU trade mark was sought fulfilled the conditions set out in Article 4 of Regulation No 207/2009 and whether it was a sign of which a trade mark may consist. The General Court held that it would have been neglecting its function as the arbiter of legality if, first, it had failed to make a finding, even in the absence of any challenge by the parties on that point, that the decision at issue had been adopted on the basis of a rule, namely Article 7(1)(b) of Regulation No 207/2009, that could have proven to be inapplicable in the case before it in the event that the sign in respect of which registration was sought was not a sign of which a trade mark may consist within the meaning of Article 4 of that regulation, an aspect which was not examined by the Board of Appeal, and, secondly, if it had been led to adjudicate on the dispute before it by applying that rule itself.It should be noted, in the first place, that EUIPO describes precisely and clearly its single ground of appeal, alleging infringement of Article 72(3) of Regulation 2017/1001. In particular, by that ground of appeal, EUIPO criticises the General Court for examining of its own motion the substantive applicability of the combined provisions of Article 7(1)(a) and Article 4 of Regulation No 207/2009. In particular, first of all, EUIPO emphasises the cross-cutting nature of the issue of whether the General Court exceeded the established limits of its jurisdiction by de facto altering the decision of the Board of Appeal after examining a plea raised of its own motion C-580/22 P, bonnanwalt v EUIPOthe issue raised is, in essence, whether, where a party is not, in the view of the General Court, duly represented by a lawyer within the meaning of Article 51(1) of the Rules of Procedure of the General Court in conjunction with the third and fourth paragraphs of Article 19 of the Statute of the Court of Justice of the European Union, Article 47 of the Charter implies that the General Court must, before adopting a decision to dismiss the action, draw those circumstances to the attention of the party concerned and enable it to be duly represented. C-751/22 Shopify v EUIPOthe issue of law raised by its single ground of appeal, in the present case whether, under Article 53(1) of Regulation No 207/2009, an applicant for a declaration of invalidity is required to establish the existence of a relative ground for refusal only on the priority date or the filing date of the contested mark, or whether it may be required to establish in addition the existence of such a ground on the date on which EUIPO takes its decision.it submits that that issue arises not only as regards the effects of the Withdrawal Agreement on pending proceedings, which potentially concern a significant number of invalidity and opposition proceedings relating to both earlier EU trade marks and earlier national trade marks, but also in all situations in which the earlier mark or the scope of the protection conferred by it is affected by events occurring after the priority date or the filing date of the contested mark, such as a loss of distinctiveness or reputation, or a change in the law applicable to the proceedings.  8/5/2023, C-776/22, Studio Legale Ughi e Nunziante v EUIPO   It is apparent from that request that the alleged error of law consists, in essence, in the fact that the General Court, after establishing the absence of independence of the three lawyers who represented the appellant before it, found that no possibility of rectification was expressly provided for in the Rules of Procedure of the General Court. Otherwise, the appellant would have had the opportunity to prevent its action from being declared inadmissible.In addition, first, the appellant identifies the question raised by its third ground of appeal, which consists, in essence, in determining whether, where a party is not, according to the General Court, duly represented by a lawyer, within the meaning of Article 19 of the Statute of the Court of Justice of the European Union, Articles 47 and 52 of the Charter imply that the General Court must, before adopting a decision dismissing the action, notify that party to that effect in order to allow it to be duly represented. Second, it is apparent from the request that the appeal be allowed to proceed that the significance of any obligation for the General Court to allow an appellant to rectify his or her action before finding that the action is inadmissible, without infringing the rights enshrined in the Charter, goes beyond the scope of the order under appeal alone. In that connection, it should be noted that such a question is not linked to a specific area of EU law, but concerns any type of dispute brought before the General Court in respect of which representation by a lawyer is required, within the meaning of the third paragraph of Article 19 of the Statute of the Court of Justice of the European Union.



 RCD holder filed a claim of priority for the RCD on the basis of an ‘international application’ under the Patent 
Cooperation Treaty [‘PCT’] pending with the European Patent Office. 

 The priority claim was refused by the Examiner.
 The refusal was confirmed by the Board of Appeal: 

→ the priority claim was based on a first application, the PCT-international application, whose date of filing had 
predated by more than six (6) months the date of the subsequent filing of the contested RCD [belated claim]. 

 The GC annulled the decision of the Board of Appeal.
 The Board of Appeal committed an error in law, when it found that the contested priority claim, which was based 

upon a PCT-international patent application, was subject to a priority claim period of six (6) months, because the 
priority claim period should be twelve (12) months.

 Single ground of appeal, alleging infringement of Article 41(1) CDR. It consisted of three (3) parts that were 
interrelated. 
1. The GC infringed Article 41(1) CDR, by finding non-existent gaps in law (lacunae legis) in this provision 

by a contra legem interpretation. 
2. The GC disapplied Article 41(1) CDR, by substituting its clear and exhaustive provision by a direct effect 

to Article 4 of the Paris Convention.
3. The GC infringed Article 41(1) CDR by an erroneous misinterpretation of the Paris Convention and the 

Patent Cooperation Treaty.

10/12/2021, C-382/21 P, EUIPO v KaiKai: appeal upheld (27/02/2024)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Article 41(1) of Regulation 6/2002: Right of priorityA person who has duly filed an application for a design right or for a utility model in or for any State party to the Paris Convention for the Protection of Industrial Property, or to the Agreement establishing the World Trade Organisation, shall enjoy, for the purpose of filing an application for a RCD in respect of the same design or utility model, a right of priority of six (6) months from the date of filing of the first application.RCD holder’s positionThe contested RCD benefits from a priority claim period of twelve (12) months. Interpretation of the legal framework. EUIPO’s design practice is illegal. Action for annulment before the General Court [‘GC’]. 



 10.12.2021: the CJEU allows the EUIPO’s pourvoi to proceed. 
 13.03.2023: oral hearing before the Grand Chamber.   
 27.02.2024: the CJEU issues the present judgment, which:

1. Sets aside the GC judgment; and
2. Dismisses Kai-Kai’s action before the GC. 

10/12/2021, C-382/21 P, EUIPO v KaiKai: appeal upheld (27/02/2024)

CJEU Findings:
• Article 4 of the Paris Convention has no direct effect 

• Article 41(1) CDR is clear and exhaustive
 It follows unequivocally from the clear wording of Article 41(1) CDR that only two categories of earlier 
application – namely (i) an application for registration of a design and (ii) an application for registration of a utility 
model – can form the basis of a right of priority for a subsequent application for registration of a Community design, 
solely within a period of six (6) months as of the date of filing of the earlier application concerned.
 

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Admission filter criteria Under Article 58a of the Statute of the CJEU, the request that an appeal be allowed to proceed must contain all the information necessary to enable the CJEU to give a ruling on whether the appeal should be allowed to proceed and to specify, where the appeal is allowed to proceed in part, the pleas in law or parts of the appeal to which the response must relate. Given that the objective of the mechanism provided for in Article 58a of the Statute is to restrict review by the Court to issues that are significant with respect to the unity, consistency and development of EU law, only grounds of appeal that raise such issues and that are established by the appellant are to be examined by the Court in an appeal.The appellant has the burden of proof. The appellant must demonstrate that, independently of the issues of law invoked in its appeal, the appeal raises one or more issues that are significant with respect to the unity, consistency or development of EU law, the scope of that criterion going beyond the judgment under appeal and, ultimately, its own appeal. A request that an appeal be allowed to proceed must, in any event, set out clearly and in detail the grounds on which the appeal is based, identify with equal clarity and detail the issue of law raised by each ground of appeal, specify whether that issue is significant with respect to the unity, consistency or development of EU law and set out the specific reasons why that issue is significant according to that criterion.29      First, the appellant identifies the issue raised by its single ground of appeal, which consists, in essence, in the question whether a possible legislative lacuna in an act of EU law can be made good by the direct application of a provision of international law which does not satisfy the conditions required by the case-law of the Court of Justice in order to have direct effect To be read together with §25 (summarizing EUIPO’s line of argument), pointing out that the Appellant ‘states where the alleged contradiction lies, identifying both the paragraphs of the judgment under appeal and those of the Court of Justice’s decision which were disregarded’30      Second, the appellant sets out the specific reasons why such an issue is significant with respect to the unity, consistency and development of EU law.31      In that regard, the appellant points out, first of all, that the point of law raised by its appeal goes beyond the scope of that appeal in that the allegedly erroneous interpretation of Article 41(1) of Regulation No 6/2002 will have repercussions on the admissibility of priority claims for Community designs and on the assessment of the novelty of a Community design. As regards the latter aspect, the appellant provides specific evidence to demonstrate the potential imbalance which would result from the extension from 18 to 24 months of the period during which, in accordance with Article 7(2)(b) of Regulation No 6/2002, the disclosure by the applicant itself is not to be taken into account where the priority claim is based on a patent application.32      Next, the appellant states that its appeal also goes beyond the context of the law applicable to Community designs in that the principle established by the judgment under appeal is liable to determine the system of priority claims applicable to other types of intellectual property rights. In that regard, it provides concrete examples of the consequences that the judgment under appeal could have for patent applicants and points to the risk of legal uncertainty and lack of reciprocity in certain third countries resulting from the recognition of a 12-month priority period for Community designs where the priority claim is based on a patent application.33      Last, the appellant highlights the systemic consequences, affecting the unity, consistency and development of EU law, of recognising that Article 4 of the Paris Convention has direct effect in that: first, the interpretation of that article by the EU judicature would be imposed on the EU legislature and the Member States of the European Union and,second, such recognition would run counter to the objectives of the Paris Convention and [the TRIPS agreement]34      In the light of the evidence adduced by the appellant, it must be held that the appellant’s request demonstrates to the requisite legal standard that the appeal raises an issue that is significant with respect to the unity, consistency and development of EU law.



30/01/2023, C-580/22P, bonnanwalt v EUIPO: appeal upheld (30/01/2024)

• Where the applicant before the GC is a legal person that is formally distinct 
from the law firm in which its representative works, the fact that the said 
representative is the only employee of the law firm whose owner and 
managing director is also the legal representative and managing director of 
the applicant and therefore they cooperate regarding the applicant’s 
representation before the court, cannot, in itself, and in the absence of concrete 
evidence demonstrating the dependence of the lawyer concerned, constitute a 
factor capable of calling into question the independence of that lawyer (§ 57-61)



Boards of Appeal Action Plan 2021-2026

https://euipo.europa.eu/ohimportal/en/web/guest/boards-of-appeal

https://euipo.europa.eu/ohimportal/en/web/guest/boards-of-appeal


Activity 1 Revision of the RoP

Activity 2 Revise first drafts

Activity 3 BoA internal consultation

Activity 4 Prepare second drafts

Activity 5 External consultation with 
relevant stakeholders

Activity 6 Prepare final drafts

Activity 7 Adoption

Activity 8 Publication

RULES OF PROCEDURE

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This project concerns the enhancement of transparency and predictability with regard to the procedural aspects of the appeal system.The Rules of Procedure of the BoA continue to be of critical importance for users. In order to ensure that these rules are frequently reviewed and updated when necessary, a regular, systematic, inclusive and transparent revision process has been established, involving a consultation phase among external stakeholders – especially User Associations – on the proposed changes to the Rules. The first Revision Cycle started in March 2023 and a consultation with the external stakeholders was organised in autumn last year. All the feedback received was taken into account when preparing the final version of the revised Rules, so thank you again for all the feedback received.The revised Rules were adopted by the BoA Presidium in December and entered into force on 1 March 2024 and are now available online.



BoA RoP – last changes entered into force on 1 March 2024 

 Alignment of the terminology throughout the document
 Enhance clarity of the competences assigned to different actors within 

the BoA
 Calculation and extension of time limits (Article 3 BoA RoP) 
 Procedures for suspensions (Article 44 BoA RoP) 
 Alternative Dispute Resolution (Articles 33 and 34 BoA RoP)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In this slide you can see the key changes proposed.Most of the changes concern the alignment of the terminology used throughout the document. So these are only minor changes to the wording.Some of the changes aim to enhance clarity of the competences assigned to different actors within the Boards. For example regarding the extension requests, whether it is the Registrar, Chairperson or Rapporteur who shall decide on the request for extension. And in terms of substantive modifications, particular focus has been placed on proposing amendments relating to the calculation and extension of time limits (Article 3 BoA RoP), procedures for suspension (Article 44 BoA RoP), as well as provisions concerning alternative dispute resolution (Articles 33 and 34 BoA RoP).



Improve eSearch Case Law projecteSEARCH CASE LAW 

 Part of the Boards’ Action Plan and  EUIPO’s Strategic Plan 

 Launched in 2022

Objectives

 New content 

 Judgments from EU TM and Designs National Courts 

 Decisions from IPOs

 Administrative and enforcement proceedings

 Develop new advanced search functionalities 

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
eSearch case law is the Office tool that contains EUIPO decisions,  judgments of EU Courts, National Courts, key enforcement decisions and preliminary rulings related to IP rights It’s available free of charge and in all EU languagesAs a part of the Boards Action Plan and EUIPO Strategic Plan, there is a project to improve the database. The project was launched in 2022 and one of its main objectives is to expand its content by including case-law from National Courts and IP Offices.
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BOARDS OF APPEAL COOPERATION – User Associations/Stakeholders

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The BoA regularly meet with the BoA User Focus Group and the last meeting took place in April this year,. Furthermore, the Customer Panel meeting were held and were a great success with strong participation from User Association representatives. The result of this interaction was extraordinarily fruitful, and we received very positive comments from the panelists. 



 Network of Appeal Bodies of EU Intellectual Property Offices was 

established last year

 1st meeting on 13 September  2023

 19 Appeal Bodies (either internal Boards of Appeal or external 

Courts)

 One meeting per year

 Exchange of best practices on procedures and substantive law

 Upcoming 2nd meeting on 12 September 2024

Network of Appeal Bodies of EU Intellectual Property Offices 

It is a forum of Appeal Bodies of EU IPOs for open discussions on trends in EU trade 
mark and design legal practices and procedures, part of which involves analysing recent 

Boards of Appeal and national case law

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The Network of Appeal bodies of EU IPOs was established at its 1st meeting on 13 September 2023 in Alicante. The network aims to bring together judges and experts of Appeal Bodies of EU Intellectual Property Offices and is a new forum for open discussions on trends in EU trade mark and design legal practices, part of which involves analysing Boards of Appeal decisional practice and EU case‑law. The methodology focuses on analysing decision-making practice and trends, with Case-law Research Reports serving as a basis for a panel of experts and judges of the Appeal Bodies of IPOs to discuss a given topic. The initiative also aims at facilitating the exchange of views on common topics of interest and fostering discussions about procedures, practices and tools.



• Last meeting –  28-29 May 2024

Judges  ́Quality Assurance and Legal Practice Panels  

It is a network of national IP judges from EUTM and RCD national courts who 
contribute to a mechanism to review the quality of legal practice, essentially focused 
on analysing decision-making practice of the EUIPO Boards of Appeal and trends in EU 

IP jurisprudence

• National IP Courts and the Boards of Appeal discuss 
specific legal topics set out in Case Law Research 
Reports

• Discussions in Panels 
• National judges bring judgments from their respective 

jurisdictions 
• Two meetings per year
• Hybrid format

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The Judges' Quality Assurance and Legal Practice Panels (J-QALPP) is a quality-review initiative. It is based on a network of national IP judges from EUTM and RCD national courts who contribute to a mechanism to review the quality of legal practice, essentially focused on analysing decision-making practice of the EUIPO Boards of Appeal and trends in EU jurisprudence. In this network, the Boards of Appeal and national judges discuss specific legal topics set out in Case Law Research Reports. The Boards also encourage participating national judges to bring forward judgments from their respective jurisdictions that can help deepen and expand the discussion, on a voluntary basis.



THANK YOU FOR YOUR 
ATTENTION!
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