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Brexit webinar series 2016 – Programme Agenda  

1 
Brexit: Understanding the context and consequences of the UK 

referendum vote 

Tuesday, 18 

October 2016 

2 Trade, tariffs, and taxes 
Tuesday, 25 

October 2016 

3 Employment, data protection, and data transfers 
Tuesday, 1 

November 2016  

4 Antitrust, intellectual property, and environmental regulation 
Tuesday, 8 

November 2016 

5 Commercial contracts 
Tuesday, 15 

November 2016  

6 Securing the best legal framework for your businesses 
Thursday, 17 

November 2016 
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Today's agenda 

1 Article 50 litigation – the judgment and what happens next Karen Birch 

2 Impact of Brexit on antitrust law – EEA v. hard Brexit Antonio Bavasso 

3 Impact of Brexit on intellectual property law Nicola Dagg 

4 Impact of Brexit on environmental regulation 
Matthew 

Townsend 
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Article 50 – the judgment and what 

happens next  
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The Brexit process – a reminder 

Under Article 50 TEU, the UK must decide to leave “in accordance with its own 

constitutional requirements” then serve a notice to start the formal process 

The UK and EU 27 then have two years to negotiate a withdrawal agreement 

The UK and EU 27 may also negotiate a separate agreement about their future 

relationship  

The UK Prime Minister has indicated she intends to serve an Article 50 notice in 

March 2017 
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Article 50 litigation – background 

UK has a largely unwritten constitution 

Referendum Act was silent on what happens after the vote and referenda are 

generally only advisory under UK law 

Three day hearing in October before three senior judges 

Multiple legal challenges re whether Article 50 notice can be served by 

Government under prerogative powers or whether Parliamentary approval needed 

Judgment last Thursday (3 November), followed by media storm 
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Article 50 litigation – the judgment 

Usual constitutional principle = unless Parliament legislates to the contrary, Crown 

should not be able to vary the law of the land by prerogative powers 

 

Idea that Crown cannot use prerogative power to alter domestic law was 

decisively confirmed in 1688 and has been recognised ever since  

 

Crown’s prerogative power operates only on the international plane 

European Communities Act (ECA) 1972, which introduced EU law into domestic 

law, must be interpreted having regard to these principles 

NB. No consideration of whether parties were right to assert that an Article 50 

notice cannot be revoked 
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…Interpreting the ECA 1972 in the light of the constitutional background 

referred to above, we consider that it is clear that Parliament intended to 

legislation by that Act so as to introduce EU law into domestic law…in such a 

way that this could not be undone by exercise of Crown prerogative power…The 

Crown therefore has no prerogative power to effect a withdrawal from the 

relevant Treaties by giving notice under Article 50 of the TEU 

“
 

”
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This may prolong uncertainty for commercial parties but may also provide clarity 

as to the Government’s negotiating stance and allow time to plan 

Article 50 litigation – what happens next 

Appeal to UK Supreme Court (11 judges) due to be heard on 7 December, with a 

decision likely to be handed down in January  

If the Supreme Court upholds the High Court decision, a Parliamentary Act will 

likely be required before notice can be served, involving readings, debates and 

votes in both Houses 

 

The Supreme Court could also conceivably refer the question of whether an 

Article 50 notice can be revoked to the Court of Justice of the EU (CJEU) 

 

If the Supreme Court requires a Parliamentary Act, the Government’s proposed 

timetable for serving an Article 50 notice (and so Brexit date itself) may well slip  
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Impact on competition law: EEA v. 'hard 

Brexit' 
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Under the EEA model: business as usual? 

UK would be bound by EU competition rules 

In cases meeting the EUMR thresholds, the one-stop shop principle would 

continue to apply with EC having exclusive jurisdiction 

Theoretically, some cross-border mergers involving UK businesses may fall to 

be reviewed by EFTA Surveillance Authority (to the exclusion of CMA) – 

though in practice unlikely to be a large number 

In antitrust investigations initiated by EC, CMA would not have parallel 

jurisdiction 

CA98 provisions (section 60) requiring consistent application of UK 

competition law with EU law seem likely to be retained 

http://www.google.co.uk/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiv3fDL0_XLAhWGfg8KHYPcAaIQjRwIBw&url=http://enas-sport.net/&psig=AFQjCNGjQWheBVf14aGc_kCh5UtAry5n3w&ust=1459882310098264
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Life outside the EEA: potential areas of impact 

State aid 

Private 

antitrust 

enforcement 

Antitrust 

enforcement 
Merger 

control 

Public 

procurement 

Extent of impact will depend on terms of any cooperation agreement negotiated between 

EU and UK 
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Antitrust enforcement: parallel (but coordinated) probes  

Parallel 

investigations 

Divergence 
− Scope for gradual divergence between UK and EU law if UK repeals 

provisions requiring consistent interpretation 

Block 

exemptions 

− EU block exemptions would no longer be part of UK law, but would continue 

to apply to conduct affecting trade within the EU 

− Would UK enact domestic block exemptions? Would UK still give effect to 

parallel exemptions? 

− Pre-Brexit, EC and Member States can’t concurrently investigate 

− Post-Brexit, companies involved in cross-border cartels covering EU and UK 

may face parallel investigations 

− EC would lose power to carry out dawn raids in the UK, although UK has 

significant powers of its own  

− Dual filing of immunity/leniency applications would be necessary 

Cooperation 
− UK would no longer be part of ECN but in practice, UK likely to co-ordinate 

enforcement activities with EU and other member states in some form (plus 

cooperate closely in ICN and OECD) 

Potential impact 

− Additional cost/time for parallel probes 

− Possible fines in both EU and UK 
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Merger control: a dual system 

Parallel 

reviews 

Cooperation 

Referrals 

− Potential scope for duplication of merger reviews, as one stop shop would no 

longer apply 

− Upward/downward referral mechanism in EUMR would no longer apply to UK 

EC workload 

− Some cases that currently fall outside EUMR due to two-thirds rule could be 

caught by EUMR (and parallel UK regime) 

− With UK turnover removed from the calculation possible that some deals will 

fall outside EUMR 

− In practice, CMA would likely seek to align parallel reviews (as, e.g. EC 

currently does with US DOJ) 

Potential impact  

− Additional cost/time for extra merger filings 

− Uncertainty due to possible diverging 

outcomes 



© Allen & Overy 2016 15 15 

Enhanced scope for UK public interest interventions 

 

 Individual EU Member States may not apply national competition laws to transactions within the 

Commission’s jurisdiction under the EU Merger Regulation (EUMR) 

 However, the EUMR allows Member States to put in place national measures to protect ‘legitimate interests’ – 

other than competition – “compatible with the general principles and other provisions of EU law” 

 The UK’s existing merger control regime allows for Governmental intervention to protect certain specified public 

interests (broadly: national security, media plurality/free expression, and financial stability) 

 The UK Government has announced plans to review its existing merger control regime with a view to allowing a 

more interventionist stance to cross-border takeovers of / investments in strategic businesses and infrastructure  

“It depends entirely how a 

public interest test was 

framed.…crucially it would 

have to be capable of 

being accommodated 

within the European 

framework, otherwise it 

would have no legal force”  

         

          Secretary of State 

July  

2014 

“We need to look again at 

the UK’s takeover 

regime….there should be 

a stronger public interest 

test which encompasses 

cases such as 

[Pfizer/AstraZeneca]” 

  

 Leader of the Opposition 

May  

2014 

“It is hard to think of an 

industry of greater strategic 

importance to Britain than its 

pharmaceutical industry…A 

proper industrial strategy 

wouldn’t automatically stop 

the sale of British firms to 

foreign ones, but it should be 

capable of stepping in to 

defend a sector that is as 

important as pharmaceuticals 

is to Britain” 

                        

                       Prime Minister 

July  

2016 

“There will be reforms to 

the Government’s approach 

to the ownership and 

control of critical 

infrastructure to ensure that 

the full implications of 

foreign ownership are 

scrutinised for the purposes 

of national security. This 

will include a review of the 

[UK] public interest regime” 

 

Dept. for Business, Energy 

& Industrial Strategy 

September  

2016 

“I couldn’t believe my ears” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   Unnamed Minister’s 

assessment of DBEIS 

proposals 

October 

2016 
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Private enforcement: potential for significant change? 

Unclear status of EU 

court rulings vis-a-

vis UK courts  

Impact on stand-alone actions brought 

on basis of EU competition law if Article 

101/102 cease to have direct effect 

− What would cause of action be? 

− Would courts take jurisdiction? 

Impact on follow-on actions if rule 

that EC infringement decisions are 

binding on UK courts is repealed – 

unclear how they will be regarded by 

UK courts 

Brexit: a chilling 

effect?  

Likely to lead to complexities for potential claimants 

Will UK cease to be a forum of 

choice? 

Will UK judgments be more 

difficult to enforce in the EU? 
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State aid: likely to stay (in some form)? 

UK would no longer be subject to EU state aid rules 

Therefore in principle new state aid could be granted in the future 

UK Government’s automatic right to challenge EC state aid clearance decisions will fall away 

(though UK-based companies will still be able to challenge state aid given by EU Member 

States if their business in the EU is affected) 

Compliance with conditions attaching to existing authorised aid would still be required 

Depending on terms of Brexit, will likely be some constraint: UK may well agree to remain 

subject to similar or equivalent state aid principles – but open question of who would police 

“We would want to introduce a [competition] regime tailored for our requirements, obviously in the 

absence of the external constraints that we currently have on State aid…We would want to have a 

regime that allowed us to intervene appropriately but constrained us from intervening 

inappropriately” 

 

   Chancellor of the Exchequer, Philip Hammond, Treasury Select Committee, 19 October 2016 
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Shaping EU competition policy and laws: no further 

role for UK? 

No influence on 

EU legislation 

Outside 

decision-

making process 

for individual 

cases 

UK businesses 

operating in EU 

still subject to 

full force of EU 

rules 

But UK’s role in international bodies such as the ICN and OECD will not change: this will 

facilitate cooperation with antitrust agencies around the world and allow it to continue to 

play a key role in global competition policy 



© Allen & Overy 2016 19 19 

Impact of Brexit on intellectual property 

law 
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Unified Patent Court - does Brexit mean a UK exit?  

The UK view 

– UK probably won’t take part in 

the UPC 

– The UPC may be viewed as a 

threat to the UK industry in 

patent litigation 

– Development of IT systems for 

the UPC has halted (Luxemburg 

has taken over responsibility) 

– EPO is determined for the UPC 

to move ahead 

– if the UK does not ratify shortly 

the UPC may be driven forward 

without it 

– Life sciences division which was 

to be in London will  move 

elsewhere eg Milan, The Hague  

View from the continent 
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Remedies for IP infringement will not change in the 

short to medium term 

Remedies include injunctions (final and interlocutory), damages, account of 

profits, delivery up/destruction, injunctions against third party intermediaries, 

costs 

UK law already provides for the majority of remedies required by the IP 

Enforcement Directive 

Common law and the Senior Courts Act (Cartier v BSkyB) give the UK courts 

wide discretion to order remedies 

Most significant change will be the loss of the ability to obtain a pan-

European injunction in UK courts in respect of unitary rights (EUTM, CDR) 

Prior to Brexit there will be no change. Post-Brexit the types of remedies will still 

be available but the question will be the extent to which they can be claimed in 

the UK 
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Exhaustion of TM rights: EU-UK circulation of goods 

and services may become more burdensome 

Post-Brexit, the UK 

will be free to choose 

its approach. 

EU exhaustion may be 

maintained, or… 

Current “fortress 

Europe” approach 

focuses on protection of 

trade in the internal 

market 

TM rights in 

goods placed on 

the market in  

the EU  

with consent of 

the rights owner 

are “exhausted” 

International 

exhaustion would 

encourage  

ex-EU parallel 

importation 

EU Member States 

are prevented from 

adopting broader 

“international 

exhaustion” 

National exhaustion 

would protect UK 

industry but 

potentially isolate  

the UK 

EU-wide exhaustion of 

TM rights promotes  

parallel imports and 

trade within the EU  

Will be driven by what happens in respect of what is agreed on UK and the single market 
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Every form of IP has seen some degree of pan-EU 

harmonisation through EU instruments 

Copyright – e.g. InfoSoc Directive; Term Directive; Database Directive 

Patents – e.g. UPC Agreement; Biotech Directive; SPC Regulations 

Trade Marks – e.g. Trade Mark Directive; EU Trade Mark Regulations 

Designs – e.g. Designs Directive; Community Designs Regulations 

Remedies and IP generally – e.g. IP Enforcement Directive; Technology Transfer 

   Block Exemption; EU Customs Regulation 
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Carving UK rights out of unitary TM protection will 

be a major challenge and source of uncertainty 

– High administrative burden 

– Would require close communication between EUIPO and UKIPO 

– Cost to government/taxpayer 

– EUTM converted to European TM covering both UK and EU 

– Unclear how proposed model would work in practice 

– High level of complexity and burden on enforcement system 

– Places onus on rights owners 

– May “clean up” the register 

– Costs to rights holders 

– Irrespective of model, a system to deal with pending applications is 

required 

– How is TM prosecution and opposition to be handled? 

Automatic 

conversion to UK 

right 

“De-coupling” 

option 

Right to apply in 

UK with same 

priority date 

Pending 

applications 

– Harsh on rights owners; may lead to unjust outcomes or…priority lost 
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Copyright is a territorial right and is not fully 

harmonised but it will be affected by Brexit 

– Copyright infringement: generally a matter for 

national law 

– Defences: an area that is progressively being  

    harmonised  

– Other rights: moral rights (national treatment + Berne), 

performers and other ancillary rights (EU rules) 

– Copyright subsistence: once subject to purely 

national criteria, now heavily impacted by EU law 

 

Performers’ Rights, Database 

rights, some DRM measures: now 

harmonised by EU law 

Currently subject to harmonisation efforts at 

EU level (Infosoc Directive, Digital Single 

Market reform) 

 

Acts of infringement influenced by EU case law 

(Infopaq, Football Dataco), Infosoc Directive (e.g.. 

communication, distribution, reproduction), IP 

Enforcement Directive  

Qualification requirements depend on Berne Convention 

“Originality” has been reshaped by Infopaq decision 

Term Directive 
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Copyright reform in the digital sector: some 

uncertainty post-Brexit 

UK reviews of digital 

copyright 
Hargreaves Review (2011) 

Gowers Review (2006) 

  

Will UK choose to 

harmonise its laws 

with EU laws in this 

area post Brexit?  

** 

Will Brexit lead to 

reform in the UK that 

goes beyond EU 

reform? 

 

EU Digital Single Market 

Reform 
‒ Data Portability  end of 

2016 

‒ Cross-border access to 

supplied content, value 

chain and copyright 

exceptions  2017 

‒ Enforcement: role of 

intermediaries and cross-

border recognition of 

judgments  2017 but 

timeline still uncertain 
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Databases  

Copyright over databases 

Section 3A CDPA protects 

“a collection of independent works, data or other 

materials which: 

(a) are arranged in a systematic or methodical 

way, and 

(b) are individually accessible by electronic or 

other means” 

 

The database must be “original” = by reason of 

the selection or arrangement of the contents of 

the database, the database constitutes the 

author’s own intellectual creation 

 

 

Right unlikely to be much affected by Brexit 

but definition of originality might change to 

common law “sweat of the brow” doctrine. 

 

 

Sui generis database right 

Directive 96/9/EC Article 1(2) protects  

“a collection of independent works, data or other 

materials; arranged in a systematic or 

methodical way; and individually accessible by 

electronic or other means” 

 

The maker must show “substantial investment, 

whether human, technical or financial in 

obtaining, verifying or presenting the contents of 

the database” (Art 7(1) Database Directive) 

– The right is currently incorporated into UK 

law by the Copyright and Rights in 

Databases Regulations 1997 and 

Intellectual Property (Enforcement, etc) 

Regs 2006 

– However “maker” or rightholder must be 

based in an EU Member State 

– Council could extend but status of right in 

the UK post-Brexit is unclear 
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Designs: Brexit is a welcome opportunity for some 

reform and simplification in this area 

Unregistered Community 

Designs 
None in the UK post-Brexit: Arts. 11 and 

110a(5) of the Community Designs 

Regulation say unregistered community 

design must first be made available to the 

public in the European Union (German Cts 

interpretation in Gebäckpresse II) 

Registered 

Community Designs 
Same treatment as EUTMs 

post-Brexit: same registration 

and enforcement issues 

UK Unregistered Design 

Rights 
Little change but qualification criteria under 

CDPA may change as they include 

reciprocal protection for designs made by 

EU designers or in other EU Member States 

UK Registered Designs 
Very similar to UK Trade Marks in 

terms of changes to the law post-Brexit 
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Impact of Brexit on environmental 

regulation  
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The Great Repeal Act 

Disentangling EU 

& UK laws 

depends on 

negotiation 

outcome 

Main decision: 

which parts of 

EU law to retain 

Repeal of 

European 

Communities Act? 

Position of EU 

case law? 

Form of law: one Act 

or separate pieces 

of legislation? 

Regulations 

require express 

preservation 

Numerous issues: 

movement of goods & 

services; specific 

regulatory issues: 

REACH, ETS, health 

& safety 
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Environmental law and policy post-Brexit 

Divergence risk low in the near term 

Need to comply with rules of export market (e.g. CE marking) 

Loss of influence on policy and law making  

UK’s Customs Code(?) 

Impact of new trade deal with the EU (e.g. role of equivalence) 

Identification of cliff-edge regulatory concerns (e.g. loss of product passporting) 
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REACH  

Directly applicable Regulation will fall away post-Brexit unless replaced/retained 

Potential issues for Only Representatives based in the UK 

Existing registrations for UK entities (e.g. as an importer) 

Status of lead registrant may impact on existing substance registrations 

Consortium Agreements 

Authorisations 

Transitional arrangements will be needed 

Replacement (?) of ECHA guidance and the role of HSE 
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Increased politicisation of the climate change agenda? 

Ratification 

of Paris 

Agreement  

Domestic 

carbon 

budgets  

UK has been a leader in 

international climate 

change initiatives 

Calls for 

lighter-touch 

regime  

Unlikely to 

see step away 

from 

commitments 

in near term   

UK climate policy 



© Allen & Overy 2016 34 34 

The UK’s role in (or out of) the EU ETS 

Participate in EU ETS 

or link from UK ETS? 

Mechanics & timing of 

disentangling are key 

Adjusting burden 

sharing arrangements 

Access to Union 

Registry 

Other models (Swiss? 

Norwegian? FTA?) 

Treatment of 

existing allowances 

Impact on EUA 

value 

Cap allocations & 

compliance deadlines 
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Brexit webinar series 2016 – Programme Agenda  

1 
Brexit: Understanding the context and consequences of the UK 

referendum vote 

Tuesday, 18 

October 2016 

2 Trade, tariffs, and taxes 
Tuesday, 25 

October 2016 

3 Employment, data protection, and data transfers 
Tuesday, 1 

November 2016  

4 Antitrust, intellectual property, and environmental regulation 
Tuesday, 8 

November 2016 

5 Commercial contracts 
Tuesday, 15 

November 2016  

6 Securing the best legal framework for your businesses 
Thursday, 17 

November 2016 
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Contacts 

Antonio Bavasso  

Partner 

Partner Co-Head Antitrust 

Tel +44 (0)20 3088 2428 

antonio.bavasso@allenovery.com 

Antonio is co-head of the Global Antitrust practice. He advises on all aspects of antitrust law, practising primarily in London and 

Brussels.   

 Over the years Antonio has advised on a number of precedent-setting merger and behavioural investigations as well as regulatory 

and antitrust litigation.  These include: News Corp on the 2-1 merger which created Sky Italia and on the controversial regulatory 

aspects of its proposed acquisition of BSkyB; BSkyB on various matters including the acquisition of a stake in ITV (and following 

litigation up to the Court of Appeal) as well as on the UK litigation on use of foreign decoders cards; WPP on its acquisitions of Grey 

and TNS; 20th Century Fox on the EC investigations on use of MFN clauses and digital deployment agreements,  the CC reference on 

supply of movies to pay TV, the acquisition of EMI music publishing business by the Sony-led consortium, Paddy Power’s merger with 

Betfair and Orange Austria on the merger with Hutchinson which was cleared by the EC following a phase II review.  He has recently 

advised VimpelCom and Wind on their 4-3 mobile merger with H3G in Italy which was conditionally cleared by the EC.  He is currently 

advising 21st Century Fox on the EC investigation into supply of films. 

Antonio is dual-qualified in the UK and Italy and has practised in San Francisco. He holds a JD magna cum laude from the University 

of Florence, a Ph.D from University College London. He is visiting Professor at University College London (UCL) where he teaches the 

EU competition law and is a co-founder and director of the Jevons Institute at UCL. He has published widely in this area and is a co-

editor of Competition Policy International and consultant editor of Butterworths Competition Law Handbook. He is a non-governmental 

adviser to the International Competition Network of competition authorities on unilateral practices and merger control. 

Antonio comes recommended as a leading lawyer in his field in the Who's Who Legal directory and he is recommended by Chambers.   

He is described as “first class lawyer, you want him on your side for behavioural investigation and antitrust litigation”. 
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Contacts 

Nicola Dagg 

Partner 

Global Head, Intellectual Property Group 

Tel +44 (0)20 3088 3871 

Nicola.dagg@allenovery.com 

Nicola leads the IP Litigation practice in London. Whilst a significant proportion of her work 

involves the enforcement and licensing of patents, she has also acted on numerous disputes 

involving trade marks, copyright, designs and breach of confidence. In particular, she has 

experience in dealing with the legal and commercial aspects of matters with a high scientific and 

technological content.   

Nicola previously served as the Deputy Reporter General of AIPPI International. She is ranked as 

a leading IP partner in Chambers UK, Legal 500 and IAM Patent 1000. Nicola has also been 

selected as one of the 10 “Most Highly Regarded Individuals” in Europe by Who's Who Legal: 

Patents 2016 and was named as one of the “Top 50 women lawyers in London” in the 2015 Super 

Lawyers list. 

Nicola leads the team that was shortlisted for 'UK Patent contentious firm of the year' at Managing 

IP's Global Awards 2016. 



© Allen & Overy 2016 38 38 

Contacts 

Matthew Townsend  

Partner 

Global Environmental and Regulatory Law Group 

Tel +44 (0)20 3088 3714 

matthew.townsend@allenovery.com 

Matt advises on environmental and health and safety matters across a broad range of corporate and real estate 

transactions, projects and finance-related matters.  

He has particular experience in contaminated land, the management of legacy environmental liabilities, waste 

management, producer responsibility for recycling and the regulation of chemicals (including REACH). 

His clients include Shell, GE, AkzoNobel, Deutsche Bank, the World Bank, RWE Supply and Trading, JPMorgan, 

Petroplus and Vattenfall. 

Matt is recognised by independent legal directories as being one of the top environmental lawyers in Europe. 

"Matthew Townsend is a respected partner and the head of the firm's environment practice. He advises on 

environmental regulations, litigation, transactions and policy issues. A client said: 'He was just excellent in 

negotiating and making the commercial case for why our points should prevail'." Chambers UK 2015 

(Environment)  

The Legal 500 UK 2013 directory notes that "Department head Matthew Townsend is widely recommended" and 

is a "a cultured practitioner with an excellent client manner". 

He is also recognised as one of Europe's Most Highly Regarded Individuals in Who's Who Legal: Environment 

2014. 
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Contacts 

Karen Birch  

Counsel 

Tel  +44 20 3088 3737  

karen.birch@allenovery.com 

Karen is Counsel in Allen & Overy's London litigation practice. She has particular expertise 

in advising on cross-border governing law and jurisdiction issues and dispute resolution 

clauses in the context of complex international transactions. She advises clients globally 

across a wide range of sectors on the legal issues that arise in this area and on their 

practical implications for clients doing business internationally. Karen has recently been 

invited to edit the Conflict of Laws Chapter of Butterworths' Encyclopaedia of Banking Law. 

Karen also advises widely on other litigation and arbitration related issues, in particular on 

state immunity, English litigation procedure and legal privilege and on how clients can best 

manage their litigation risk. Karen is part of Allen & Overy's core Brexit team and has been 

heavily involved in advising clients on the legal implications of Brexit. Prior to that Karen was 

involved in advising clients on the risks arising from the eurozone crisis as part of a small 

team of Allen & Overy experts in this area. 
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Marjorie Chorlins 

Vice President, European Affairs 

+1 202-463-5305 

mchorlins@uschamber.com 

Garrett Workman 

Director, European Affairs 

+1 202-463-5639 

gworkman@uschamber.com 

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce's European Affairs team champions a 

pro-business agenda across Europe and in Washington to expand 

commercial opportunities for members by advancing open and 

competitive markets, economic growth, and transatlantic cooperation. 
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Questions? 

These are presentation slides only.  The information within these slides does not 

constitute definitive advice and should not be used as the basis for giving definitive 

advice without checking the primary sources. 

 

Allen & Overy means Allen & Overy LLP and/or its affiliated undertakings.  The term 

partner is used to refer to a member of Allen & Overy LLP or an employee or consultant 

with equivalent standing and qualifications or an individual with equivalent status in one 

of Allen & Overy LLP’s affiliated undertakings. 


