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Trademarks Under the 12 Stars:
Comparison Between the EU and US
Trademark Laws
By Judit Marai
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New Resolution 56/2016 in Argentina: “The Fast Track Examination”
By Luciana Noli
The resolution No. 56/2016
issued by the Argentine
Patent and Trademark
Office (ARPTO) is now in
force. According to its
terms, the National Patent
Administration (ANP) has to
consider approved as done
the international search of
antecedents when the
priority invoked under the
terms of Section 4 A1 of the
Paris Convention has been
granted by a foreign Office
with similar patentability
standards. This provision
also applies if no priority is
claimed but there is proof
that a patent has been
granted for the same
invention after the date of

filing the application in
Argentina.
For this resolution to apply,
the scope of the claims in
the Argentine application
cannot broader than the
scope of the foreign patent
granted claims.
The advantage is that the
owner of a pending patent
application may voluntarily
submit, prior to the
substantive examination
report, a petition for the
application of this
Resolution to the case.
Applicant should
accompany the adjusted
claims translated into

Spanish with a copy of the
claims of the granted
patent. The petition for
application of this resolution
will be made by means of a
special Form. The
Argentine Patent Office is
required to issue its
decision within sixty (60)
days of filing of said
petition.
For more information about
the Patent Prosecution
Highway (PPH) in
Argentina and the
implications of the new
resolution 56/2016, please
contact me at luciana@noliipsolutions.com.

CONSENT OR NOT TO CONSENT: THAT IS NOT THE QUESTION
In re. Bay State Brewing Company, Inc.
On February 25, 2016, the TTAB (Trademark Trial and Appeal Board) issued a decision not to allow
registration of the mark TIME TRAVELER BLONDE for “beer” in International Class 32 because of
the previously registered mark TIME TRAVELER for “beer, ale and lager” in the same class. The
registration of both of these marks was likely to cause confusion among customers.

Regardless of the execution of a consent agreement between the parties, the TTAB found that the
specific consent agreement in this case was outweighed by the other relevant likelihood of confusion
factors, namely that the marks are virtually identical, and the goods, trade channels and purchasers
are identical.

