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Patent Decisions
 
Order o f  p roh i b i t i on  g ran ted  i n  respect  o f  crysta l l i ne  fo rm  I  ODV Succi na te

Pf i ze r Canada  Inc.  v.  Apo tex Inc. ,  2017  FC 774

Drug :  PRIST IQ o -desm ethyl -ven l a faxi ne  ("ODV" )

T h i s i s an  app l i ca t i on  pu rsuan t  to  the Pa ten ted  Med i ci nes (No t i ce  o f  Comp l i ance) Regu l a t i ons.  T he  Court  began  by no t i ng  a  re l a ted  deci si on  i n  wh i ch  a
d i ffe ren t  second  pe rson  sen t  a  separa te  No t i ce  o f  A l l ega t i on  m aki ng  d i ffe ren t  a l l ega t i ons.  T he  Court  i ssued  an  o rde r o f  p roh i b i t i on .

T he  pa ten t  re l a tes to  Fo rm  I  ODV succi na te ,  wh i ch  the  Court  accep ted  i s a  nove l  com posi t i on  o f  m a tte r.  Ven l a faxi ne  m etabo l i zes i n to  ODV, and  was
previ ousl y pa ten ted  and  approved  to  t rea t  depressi on .  T he  Court  se t  ou t  the  i nven t i on  sto ry,  i ncl ud i ng  the  experi m en ta t i on  wi th  ODV fum ara te  and
fo rm i ng  a  p ro -d rug .

T here  were  severa l  d i spu tes re l a t i ng  to  cl a i m  construct i on ,  wh i ch  the  Court  addressed  and  then  found  tha t  Apo tex’s a l l ega t i on  o f  non-i n f ri ngem ent was
no t  j ust i f i ed ,  a l though  som e cl a i m s were  no t  i n f ri nged  by a l l  Apo tex’s p roducts.  In  te rm s o f  obvi ousness,  the  a l l ega t i on  was found  no t  to  be  j ust i f i ed  on
the  basi s o f  a  de ta i l ed  ana l ysi s f i nd i ng  tha t ,  a l though  “the  new com posi t i on  o f  m a tte r be i ng  the  crysta l l i ne  Form  I  ODV succi na te ,  was ‘worth  a  t ry’”,  and
“the re  were  ‘possi b i l i t i es’ tha t  the  Ski l l ed  Person  wou l d  f i nd  the  i nven t i on ”,  th i s was no t  su ff i ci en t .  Wi th  respect  to  u t i l i ty,  the  Court  had  asked  the  pa rt i es
fo r subm i ssi ons i n  l i gh t  o f  the  Suprem e Court  o f  Canada  deci si on  i n  AstraZeneca  v Apo tex.  T he  Court  then  i nd i ca ted  tha t  i t  was app l yi ng  the  approach
se t  ou t  i n  tha t  deci si on ,  p roceed i ng  on  a  cl a i m  by cl a i m  basi s havi ng  regard  to  i ts p revi ous construct i on  o f  the  cl a i m s.

T he  Court  a l so  addressed  an  a rgum ent m ade  by Apo tex re l a t i ng  to  “ove rp rom i si ng ” i n  re l a t i on  to  subsect i on  27 (3 ) o f  the  Paten t  Act.  T he  Court  no ted :

I  a l so  observe  tha t  the  a l l eged  ove rp rom i ses resem b l e  the  p rom i se  a rgum ents advanced  by Apo tex,  wh i ch  a re  no  l onger va l i d  havi ng  regard  to
AstraZeneca .  I f  the  Suprem e Court  i n tended  to  say,  i n  e ffect ,  tha t  the  Prom i se  Doctri ne  was no t  good  l aw i n  te rm s o f  u t i l i ty under s.  2 ,  bu t  was good  l aw
i n  te rm s o f  pa ten t  speci f i ca t i ons under subsect i on  27 (3 ) i t  cou l d  have  done  so ;  i t  d i d  no t .

T he  Court  concl uded  by f i nd i ng  tha t  the  speci f i ca t i on  ana l ysi s pu rsuan t  to  sect i on  27 (3 ) requ i res the  pa ten tee  to  de f i ne  the  p reci se  exten t  o f  the
excl usi ve  p roperty cl a i m ed . In  te rm s o f  an t i ci pa t i on ,  a l though  i t  f i l ed  evi dence ,  P f i ze r d i d  no t  address an t i ci pa t i on  i n  i ts m em orandum  o f  fact  and  l aw,
a rgu i ng  tha t  Apo tex had  no t  f i l ed  evi dence  i n  th i s regard .  T he  sect i ons o f  the  expert  evi dence  tha t  Apo tex po i n ted  to  were  subm i t ted  i n  respect  o f
obvi ousness no t  an t i ci pa t i on ,  and  no  i nstruct i ons re l a t i ng  to  an t i ci pa t i on  were  g i ven  to  Apo tex’s experts.  T he  Court  d i d  no t  accep t  Apo tex’s a rgum ents
tha t  i t  cou l d  re l y on  th i s evi dence .  However,  the  Court  a l so  d i d  no t  ag ree  tha t  P f i ze r cou l d  sp l i t  i ts case  by fa i l i ng  to  dea l  wi th  an t i ci pa t i on  i n  i ts
m em orandum  bu t  addressi ng  i t  i n  o ra l  rep l y a t  the  end  o f  the  heari ng .  T he  Court  he l d  tha t  P f i ze r cou l d  no t  p roceed  on  the  basi s tha t  an t i ci pa t i on  was
no t  i n  i ssue  once  Apo tex f i l ed  i ts m em orandum  dea l i ng  wi th  an t i ci pa t i on .  T he  Court  d i d  no t  accep t  Apo tex’s expert  evi dence  on  an t i ci pa t i on .  T he  Court
a l so  re fused  to  accep t  Apo tex’s a rgum ent tha t  i ts a l l ega t i ons o f  an t i ci pa t i on  i n  i ts NOA were  su ff i ci en t  to  d i sp l ace  the  sta tu to ry p resum pt i on  o f  va l i d i ty.
T he  p resum pt i on  o f  va l i d i ty was found  to  p reva i l  i n  th i s case  and  the  a l l ega t i on  o f  an t i ci pa t i on  no t  j ust i f i ed .  T he  Court  a l so  found  Apo tex’s a l l ega t i on
o f  doub l e  pa ten t i ng  no t  to  be  j ust i f i ed .  Costs were  awarded  to  Pf i ze r.

Jud i ci a l  revi ew o f  the  M i n i ste r o f  Hea l th ’s deci si on  to  cance l  reconsi de ra t i on  o f  abbrevi a ted  new d rug  subm i ssi on  d i sm i ssed

Apotex Inc. v. Canada (Heal th), 2017 FC 857
T he  Court  d i sm i ssed  Apo tex’s j ud i ci a l  revi ew o f  the  M i n i ste r o f  Hea l th ’s deci si on  to  cance l  the  reconsi de ra t i on  o f  Apo tex’s subm i ssi on  i n  respect  o f  i ts
Apo-Om eprazo l e  tab l e ts.  T he  underl yi ng  facts o f  th i s deci si on  span  a  pe ri od  o f  ove r ten  years,  i n  wh i ch  Apo tex had  sough t  approva l  fo r i ts Apo-
Om eprazo l e  tab l e ts.  A b ri e f  ove rvi ew o f  som e o f  the  background  facts a re  as fo l l ows.

In  2003 ,  the  exam i na t i on  o f  Apo tex’s subm i ssi on  was understood  to  have  been  com p l e ted  bu t  p l aced  on  pa ten t  ho l d .  In  2008 ,  Hea l th  Canada  revoked
approva l  because  Apo tex’s abbrevi a ted  new d rug  subm i ssi on  (“ANDS”) l acked  a  study showi ng  b i oequ i va l ence  to  the  Canad i an  re fe rence  p roduct  (“CRP”)
when  the  d rug  i s taken  wi th  a  h i gh  ca l o ri e /h i gh  fa t  m ea l .  Apo tex chose  to  cha l l enge  the  M i n i ste r’s deci si on  bu t  was unsuccessfu l  be fo re  the  Federa l
Court  and  Federa l  Court  o f  Appea l .  In  2013 ,  Apo tex re f i l ed  i ts ANDS and  i ncl uded  i ts 15 -year o l d  h i gh  ca l o ri e /h i gh  fa t  study,  bu t  the  M i n i ste r re fused  to
i ssue  a  NOC because  she  was no t  sa t i sf i ed  wi th  the  resu l ts o f  the  study and  the  study desi gn .  In  2015 ,  Apo tex pu rsued  a  reconsi de ra t i on  p rocess o ffe red
by Hea l th  Canada .  In  Apo tex’s vi ew, the  reconsi de ra t i on  exe rci se  ough t  to  be  abou t  whe the r o r no t  i ts new d rug  i s sa fe  and  e ffect i ve ,  whereas the
M i n i ste r con tends tha t  the  m anu factu re r o f  a  new d rug  m ay f i l e  an  ANDS tha t  com pares the  CRP, such  tha t  the  new d rug  i s b i oequ i va l en t ,  based  on  the
pharm aceu t i ca l  and ,  when  the  M i n i ste r consi de rs i t  necessary,  b i oava i l ab i l i ty cha racte ri st i cs.  Desp i te  an  exchange  o f  co rrespondence  abou t  suggested
quest i ons fo r the  reconsi de ra t i on ,  the  pa rt i es cou l d  no t  ag ree  on  a  p roper quest i on  to  pu t  to  an  exte rna l  expert  pane l .  T he  Di recto r Genera l  u l t i m a te l y
re fused  reconsi de ra t i on .

In  i ts app l i ca t i on  fo r j ud i ci a l  revi ew, Apo tex ra i sed  two  a rgum ents:  1 ) the  M i n i ste r fe t te red  he r d i scre t i on  i n  deci d i ng  tha t  the  reconsi de ra t i on  exe rci se
had  to  focus on  b i oequ i va l ence  i nstead  o f  a l l owi ng  i t  to  estab l i sh  sa fe ty and  e ff i cacy;  and  2 ) the  M i n i ste r had  crea ted  expecta t i ons tha t  she  wou l d
fo l l ow a  p rocedure  tha t  i ncl uded  worki ng  wi th  a  sponsor to  d ra f t  the  quest i ons to  be  posed  to  the  Reconsi de ra t i on  Pane l  tha t  wou l d  address the  i ssues i n
d i spu te .

T he  Court  f i rst  revi ewed  the  doctri ne  o f  l eg i t i m a te  expecta t i ons.  T he  Court  no ted  tha t  Apo tex’s posi t i on  t rea ted  the  reconsi de ra t i on  p rocess as an
appea l  any i ssue ,  i ncl ud i ng  the  i ssue  o f  the  sa fe ty and  e ffect i veness o f  a  new d rug ,  usi ng  the  short  cu t  tha t  i s the  ANDS. T he  Court  concl uded  tha t  th i s
was no t  a  l eg i t i m a te  expecta t i on  abou t  p rocedure  o r p ract i ce  tha t  i s cl ea r,  unam b i guous and  unqua l i f i ed .  Ra the r,  the  Court  found  tha t  the
reconsi de ra t i on  po l i cy d i d  no t  a l l ow Apo tex to  ci rcum ven t the  requ i rem en t fo r b i oequ i va l ence  found  i n  the Food  and  Drug  Regu l a t i ons (“Regu l a t i ons”).

T he  Court  a l so  found  tha t  the re  was no  was fe t te ri ng  o f  d i scre t i on .  Wh i l e  i t  was com p l e te l y cl ea r wha t  d i scre t i on  was a l l eged  to  have  been  fe t te red ,  the
Court  concl uded  tha t  the re  was no  evi dence  tha t  the  M i n i ste r fe t te red  he r d i scre t i on  th rough  stri ct  adherence  to  the  gu i de l i nes.  Ra the r,  the  Court  found
tha t  the  M i n i ste r d i d  p reci se l y wha t  the  Regu l a t i ons requ i red  o f  he r and  focused  the  quest i on  on  b i oequ i va l ence  i nstead  o f  sa fe ty and  e ffect i veness.
T he  Court  a l so  found  tha t  i f  the  fe t te ri ng  was tha t  the  M i n i ste r had  to  ag ree  to  a  quest i on ,  the  M i n i ste r wou l d  have  had  to  have  tha t  d i scre t i on  i n  the
f i rst  p l ace ,  wh i ch  she  d i d  no t .  T he  Court  concl uded  tha t  a  reconsi de ra t i on  exe rci se  tha t  wou l d  excl ude  b i oequ i va l ence  i n  favour o f  sa fe ty and
e ffect i veness,  as a rgued  fo r by Apo tex,  wou l d  be  ou tsi de  o f  the  f ram ework o f  the  Regu l a t i ons.

ttp://decisions.fct-cf.gc.ca/fc-cf/decisions/en/item/235200/index.d
ttp://decisions.fct-cf.gc.ca/fc-cf/decisions/en/item/235392/index.d


Patent Related Decisions

Motion for a protective order drafted and agreed to by the parties dismissed
Live Face on Web, LLC v. Soldan Fence and Metals (2009) Ltd., 2017 FC 858
T he  Court  d i sm i ssed  the  pa rt i es’ m o t i on  fo r a  p ro tect i ve  o rde r.  T he  underl yi ng  d i spu te  i s a  pa ten t  i n f ri ngem ent act i on  and  the  P l a i n t i f f  m ade  an
i n fo rm a l  m o t i on  fo r the  i ssuance  o f  a  p ro tect i ve  on  consen t  o f  the  De fendan t .  In  d i sm i ssi ng  the  m ot i on ,  the  Court  concl uded :

[…] absen t  h i gh l y unusua l  ci rcum stances,  i t  i s no t  necessary fo r the  Court  to  i nco rpo ra te  i n  an  o rde r the  speci f i c o r add i t i ona l  p ro tect i ve  m easures
agreed  by the  pa rt i es fo r them  to  be  e ffect i ve ,  and  tha t  the  Court  ough t  no  l onger to  rou t i ne l y i ssue  p ro tect i ve  o rde rs on  consen t  o f  the  pa rt i es.

T he  Court  added  tha t  the  m a j o ri ty o f  the  p rovi si ons f rom  typ i ca l  p ro tect i ve  o rde rs a re  a l ready covered  by the  com m on l aw doctri ne  o f  the  i m p l i ed
undertaki ng  ru l e .  T he  Court  d i sm i ssed  the  pa rt i es’ a rgum ents tha t  the  p roposed  o rde r i s necessary desp i te  the  exi stence  o f  the  i m p l i ed  undertaki ng  ru l e .
Speci f i ca l l y,  the  pa rt i es a rgued  tha t  the  p roposed  o rde r expanded  on  the  ru l e  i n  two  ways:  1 ) i t  l i m i ts the  num ber o f  i nd i vi dua l s tha t  m ay access the
i n fo rm at i on ;  and  2 ) i t  p rovi des tha t  pa rt i es m ust  g i ve  each  o the r p ri o r no t i ce  o f  the i r i n ten t i on  to  f i l e  m a te ri a l  i n  Court ,  to  a l l ow the  d i scl osi ng  pa rty an
opportun i ty to  seek a  con f i den t i a l i ty o rde r to  ensure  the  con t i nued  p ro tect i on  o f  the  i n fo rm at i on .

In  respect  o f  the  f i rst  a rgum ent,  the  Court  no ted  tha t  a  b reach  o f  these  l i m i ts wi l l  no t  necessari l y const i tu te  an  i m proper use  o f  d i scovery evi dence ,  and
tha t  i t  was ce rta i n l y no t  obvi ous tha t  i t  shou l d  be  pun i shab l e  by con tem pt.  In  respect  o f  the  second  a rgum ent,  the  Court  ag reed  tha t  such  a  p rovi si on
was unquest i onab l y use fu l .  However,  the  Court  d i d  no t  consi de r tha t  i ts i nco rpo ra t i on  i n to  an  o rde r o f  the  Court  was necessary fo r i t  to  be  fu l l y e ffect i ve .
T he  Court  no ted  tha t  i t  cou l d  no t  “conce i ve  tha t  anyone  wou l d  th i nk tha t  a  so l i ci to r cou l d ,  wi th  i m pun i ty,  b reach  such  an  undertaki ng  si m p l y because  i t
has no t  been  m ade  pa rt  o f  an  o rde r o f  the  Court ”.

T he  Court  a l so  d i sm i ssed  the  no t i on  tha t  tha t  i n  the  absence  o f  a  p ro tect i ve  o rde r,  a  separa te  ag reem ent i s needed  to  b i nd  th i rd  pa rt i es to  the  i m p l i ed
undertaki ng  ru l e .  T he  Court  found  tha t  th i s no t i on  was si m p l y i nco rrect  i n  l aw.

M ot i on  to  am end  i n  l i gh t  o f  SCC’s deci si on  i n  AstraZeneca  a l l owed  i n  pa rt ;  am endm ents fo r a l l ega t i on  o f  f raud  wi thou t  pa rt i cu l a r facts d i sm i ssed

Apotex Inc. v. Shire LLC, 2017 FC 831
In  th i s m o t i on ,  Apo tex sough t  to  am end  i ts sta tem en t o f  cl a i m  i n  l i gh t  o f  the  Suprem e Court ’s deci si on  i n  AstraZeneca  Canada  Inc.  v Apo tex Inc. ,  2017
SCC 36.  T he  Court  found  tha t  the  m a j o ri ty o f  the  am endm ents p roposed  by Apo tex d i d  no t  i n t roduce  new facts,  bu t  si m p l y “recast” the  sam e factua l
a l l ega t i ons underl yi ng  Apo tex’s i nu t i l i ty p l ea .  In  descri b i ng  the  p roposed  am endm ents,  the  Court  no ted  tha t :

[…] T he  am endm ents a re  sl i pshod ,  i nconsi sten t  and  con fusi ng .  A l though  Apo tex po rt rays i ts am endm ents as be i ng  m ade  i n  acco rdance  wi th  the
Suprem e Court ’s teach i ngs on  the  co rrect  approach  to  u t i l i ty,  they re f l ect ,  i n  m y vi ew, an  ob tuse  app l i ca t i on  o f  se l ected  passages o f  the  Suprem e
Court ’s deci si on ,  a  re fusa l  to  com e to  te rm s wi th  and  em brace  the  essence  o f  the  Suprem e Court ’s teach i ngs,  and  a  fa i rl y despera te  a t tem pt to  shoehorn
Apo tex’s p rom i se  a l l ega t i ons i n to  each  and  eve ry g round  o f  i nva l i d i ty known to  l aw. T he  resu l t i ng  p l ead i ng  rem a i ns haun ted  by the  ghost  o f  the  now
de funct  p rom i se  doctri ne  and  i s ne i the r pa rt i cu l a rl y he l p fu l  no r i l l um i na t i ng .

No twi thstand i ng  the  fo rego i ng ,  the  Court  concl uded  tha t  the  factua l  a l l ega t i ons o f  the  sta tem en t o f  cl a i m  re l a t i ng  to  i nu t i l i ty shou l d  no t  be  st ruck as
d i scl osi ng  no  reasonab l e  cause  o f  act i on .

T he  Court  a l so  a l l owed  Apo tex’s p roposed  am endm ents tha t  a l l eged  new facts,  wi th  the  excep t i on  o f  the  am endm ents found  to  be  “a  ba re  p l ead i ng  tha t
“the  app l i can t  was aware ” tha t  the  i nven to rs had  no t  dem onstra ted  o r had  no  sound  basi s to  p red i ct  a  pa rt i cu l a r u t i l i ty”.  T he  Court  no ted  tha t  p l ead i ngs
o f  f raud  a re  a  se ri ous m atte r and  the  p roposed  p l ead i ng  con ta i ned  no  pa rt i cu l a r facts upon  wh i ch  a  Court  m i gh t  f i nd  any pa rt i cu l a r sta te  o f  m i nd  o r
knowl edge  i n  any pa rt i cu l a r pe rsons a t  any pa rt i cu l a r t i m e .

Appea l  o f  o rde r ad j ou rn i ng  app l i can t ’s m o t i on  fo r con f i den t i a l i ty o rde r d i sm i ssed

Innovator Company v. Canada (Attorney General), 2017 FC 864
T he  Court  d i sm i ssed  the  appea l  o f  the  Pro thono ta ry’s Order ad j ou rn i ng  the  App l i can t ’s m o t i on  fo r a  con f i den t i a l i ty o rde r un t i l  a f te r such  t i m e  tha t  the
Other Innova to r i s se rved  wi th  the  No t i ce  o f  App l i ca t i on ,  am ong  o the r th i ngs.  T he  underl yi ng  p roceed i ng  i s an  app l i ca t i on  seeki ng  j ud i ci a l  revi ew o f  the
M i n i ste r's deci si on  requ i ri ng  tha t  the  App l i can t  address pa ten ts l i sted  aga i nst  the  Othe r Innova to r's p roduct .  T he  Pro thono ta ry had  found  tha t  the  Othe r
Innova to r i s a  pe rson  d i rect l y a ffected  by the  o rde r sough t  i n  the  underl yi ng  app l i ca t i on ,  and  tha t  i t  ough t  to  have  been  nam ed as a  Responden t .

Copyright Decision

Copyright in registered plans of survey belongs to the Crown

Keatley Surveying Ltd. v. Teranet Inc., 2017 ONCA 748
Land  su rveyors b rough t  a  cl ass act i on  a l l eg i ng  copyri gh t  i n f ri ngem ent th rough  the  d i g i t i zi ng ,  sto ri ng  and  copyi ng  o f  the  p l ans o f  su rvey crea ted  by the
surveyors and  reg i ste red  i n  On ta ri o ’s e l ectron i c l and  reg i st ry system , Te rane t .

Teranet sought summary judgment on the issue of the impact of registration or deposit of plans
of survey under the Teranet system on Crown copyright as described in section 12 of the
Copyright Act. The motion judge held that copyright in the plans of survey registered or
deposited under the ELRS belonged to the Province of Ontario, and not to the surveyor who
created the plan.
T he  On ta ri o  Court  o f  Appea l  has uphe l d  the  deci si on  o f  the  m ot i on  j udge ,  a l be i t  f rom  a  sl i gh t l y d i ffe ren t  reason i ng .

T he  Court  recogn i zed  copyri gh t  i n  p l ans o f  su rvey,  no ted  they a re  a rt i st i c works,  and  the  l and  su rveyor i s the  au tho r o f  sa i d  work.  T he  Court  fu rthe r
no ted  tha t  su rveyors do  no t  have  to  reg i ste r a  p l an  wi th  the  p rovi nce  o f  On ta ri o ,  and  tha t  the re  a re  m easures tha t  can  be  taken  to  p reven t  tha t  f rom
happen i ng .  However,  the  Court  d i d  sta te  tha t  i f  the  su rveyor owned  copyri gh t  then  the re  i s a  b reach  o f  copyri gh t  regard l ess o f  whe the r a  governm ent
em p l oyee  o r a  th i rd -pa rty re ta i ned  by the  governm ent m akes a  copy.

Af te r revi ewi ng  the  who l e  o f  the  sta tu to ry schem e fo r p l ans o f  su rvey,  the  Court  he l d  tha t  the  Crown has com p l e te  con tro l  ove r reg i ste red  o r deposi ted
p l ans o f  su rvey and  com p l e te  con tro l  ove r the  “pub l i ca t i on ” o f  those  p l ans o f  su rvey wi th i n  the  m ean i ng  o f  the Copyri gh t  Act.  However,  the  Court  d i d  no t
f i nd  tha t  the  l eg i sl a t i on  t ransfe rs “ownersh i p ” o f  the  copyri gh t  to  On ta ri o .  Instead ,  On ta ri o ’s pub l i sh i ng  o f  p l ans o f  su rvey,  m aki ng  those  cop i es ava i l ab l e
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to  the  pub l i c,  i s done  under the  “d i rect i on  o r con tro l  o f  Her M a j esty”,  thus sect i on  12  o f  the  Copyri gh t  Act p rovi des tha t  copyri gh t  i n  the  reg i ste red  p l ans
o f  su rvey be l ongs to  the  Crown.

On th i s basi s,  the  deci si on  on  sum m ary j udgm ent to  d i sm i ss the  cl ass p roceed i ng  was uphe l d .

Industry Update

Health Canada released a Notice: Consultat ion on proposals for prescript ion drug transparency. The website indicates that the
consultat ion is  available online between September 28, 2017, and October 28, 2017, and that feedback is  to be submitted
exclusively through the consultat ion document.

By: Chan ta l  Saunders,  Beverl ey M oore,  Adri an  J.  Howard
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ttps://www.canada.ca/en/health-canada/services/drugs-health-products/public-involvement-consultations/drug-products/consultation-prescription-drug-transparency.htm
ttps://na1se.voxco.com/SE/?st=xwjTYxFyhQcC6n5Ov7xks4bPStU6g63DB3AVrgUgmJY%3d&p=%5b$PIN%5d&lang=e
https://www.blg.com/en/insights/2017/10/en/people/s/saunders-chanta
https://www.blg.com/en/insights/2017/10/en/people/m/moore-beverle
https://www.blg.com/en/insights/2017/10/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-propert
https://www.blg.com/en/insights/2017/10/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property/copyrigh
https://www.blg.com/en/insights/2017/10/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property/licensin
https://www.blg.com/en/insights/2017/10/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property/patent
https://www.blg.com/en/insights/2017/10/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property/trademark



