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His Royal Majesty, the Deji of Akure Kingdom, Oba Aladetoyinbo Aladelusi (3rd left); the
Olori of Akure (3rd right); L-R: Mr. Akinlabi Akingbade (Partner/Head of Chambers);
Chief Joe-Kyari Gadzama, SAN, Babajero of Akure; Mr. Mohammed Monguno
(Senior Partner) and Madu Joe-Kyari Gadzama (Junior Partner) during
the Deji’s courtesy visit to the firm.




EDITORIAL

Welcome to the 2™ quarter of the year 2019. We are pleased to

present this new edition of our newsletter.

The centrepiece of this edition is an analysis of the concept of
blurring, a growing threat to commercial identity both in

developed and emerging markets.

The 1° quarter of the year for the firm was quite eventful. The firm
played host to His Royal Majesty the Deji of Akure and held a
farewell party for a Partner Mr. Keffas Gadzama, who retired from
the partnership.This edition features few sights from the events.

We hope you find this edition informative and entertaining.

Happy reading.
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“What is blurring? Why is it a conceptually difficult area of
Trade Mark law?”

By Madu Joe-Kyari Gadzama, wciar.
20th April, 2015

Madu Joe-Kyari Gadzama, mciarb.

INTRODUCTION

The concept of intellectual property is a fascinating area of

law that covers generally; the protection of the expression of
ideas as 'works' under copyright; the protection of inventions
under patent; and the protection of logos under trademarks.
Nowadays, in the widely perceived 'information age' that we
live in, the wealth of nations comprises largely of intangible
assets, often maintained to represent the future of developed
economies, therefore demanding adequate protection for
national and even global prosperity.! These safeguards are
necessary for the adequate protection of intellectual
property, which has now become imperative for the
allowance of innovation to strive fairly and legitimately. The
protection of intellectual property through copyright, patent
and trademarks has, over the years, mobilized increased
popularity and an almost universal acceptance worldwide,
speaking in terms of developed countries, and for

undeveloped countries, arguably, thisis on the rise as well.

The distinctive and fascinating components of intellectual
property are all worth examining; nevertheless, the focus of
this paper shall be narrow, limited to the examination of

trademarks, and more specifically on the concept of
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'blurring'. An analysis of this concept is imperative in trying to
unravel the mysteries behind the reasons why blurring is such
a conceptually difficult area of trademark law. Reasoned
arguments in favour-of and against this concept shall be

providedin an attempt to unravel this conundrum.

The Concept of Trademarks

Trademarks play an important and vital role for businesses in
marketing their goods and services for the satisfaction of
consumers. For this reason, both federal and state laws have
been enacted for their protection.? Article 15 (1) of the
Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property

Rights® ('TRIPS') contains a general definition for trademarks:

“Any sign, or combination of signs, capable of
distinguishing the goods or services of one
undertaking from those of other undertakings, shall

be capable of constituting a trademark.”

This protection operates by providing owners of registered
trademarks exclusive rights over their investment, which lasts
in perpetuity, having an indefinite duration.* A registered
trademark may include any sign that is capable of being
represented graphically.> This also includes sounds and
shapes of products. Surprisingly, even an odour could be a
trademark.® Trademarks enable registered owners to prevent
others from using 'identical' signs on goods or services; the
use of 'similar' signs that has the likelihood of causing
confusion to the consumers; and also the use of identical or
similar signs that 'takes unfair advantage of, or is detrimental’
to the distinctive character or repute of the trademark.” This
brings about the presumption of validity, a reduction of the
possibility of disputes, and the possibility to protect a mark

beforeitis put onthe market.



Restricting the unfair use of registered signs will curtail the
production of non-original replicas of goods and services.
Unfair representation of a popular brand, usually at a cheaper
price, will attract consumers, facilitating the sale of such
misrepresented goods or services. It is necessary therefore
for consumers to be protected, however, this commitment
arguably extends to registered trademark owners as well.
One could easily contend that owners of misrepresented
trademarks will be affected in the long run. Consumers will
most likely lose interest in the brand, resulting from a lack of
satisfaction caused by the circulation of unsatisfactory
replicas, possessing inadequate quality. The reputation of
these brands will also be affected, reducing their chances of

luring future potential customers.

An application to register a trademark may be submitted by
anyone that is using, or permitting the use of the mark or has
intentions of doing so0.®2 When applying for registration in the
UK, there are three (3) options available under the terms of
the Trade Marks Act 1994 ('TMA'). An application can be
made for a UK trademark sent to the UK Intellectual Property
Office ('UKIPQ') effective throughout the UK; an application
can be made for a community trademark ('CTM') under the
terms of the Trade Mark Regulation sent to either the UKIPO
or with the Office for Harmonization in the Internal Market
('OHIM') effective throughout the EU; or the applicant may
have the trademark protected under the Protocol Relating to
the Madrid Agreement Concerning International Registration
of Marks (1989) of which UK is a member. This application will
then be forwarded to the World Intellectual Property
Organization ('WIPQ'), which enters the relevant mark in the

international register.®

Following from the provision above, parties therefore have
the option of deciding whether they want their mark
protected in the UK, in the EU, or Internationally. However, it
is arguably expected, that as this protection gets wider in
scale, the burden in proving such cases when a breach of such
right arises will equally increase. For example, when a mark is
entered into an international register, the contracting States
will have to be informed of such registration. These States

have a fixed period within which they are entitled to challenge

| 04

the registration on permissible grounds as specified in the
Paris Convention.'® Failure to object renders on them an
obligation to protect the mark as if it had been registered in
their own offices." So it is clear that, though registration on an
international level offers wider benefits, the challenges
attached with jurisdictional issues should be borne on the

minds of parties who wish to register their mark.

After registration and confirmation of a trademark, the next
challenge is enforcing the acquired rights against infringers.
Registration offers protection against trademark infringers
who illegitimately cause confusion to consumers regarding
goods and services bearing the mark of the registered
owners. This protection however, applies where there is
actual confusion. Trademark dilution on the other hand,
attempts to provide additional protection in instances where
a mark is used in a way that does not necessarily cause
confusion, but diminishes the uniqueness of the famous

mark.

Trademark Dilution
“Dilution...remains a somewhat nebulous

concept...”"?

There is a slight dissimilarity when the concept of ‘trademark
infringement' and 'dilution’ are concerned. While the former
occurs when there is a possibility of confusion between
trademarks, the latter occurs when there is an apparent
lessening of the capacity of a “famous” mark to identify and
distinguish goods or services.”™ Trademark dilution arises
when a person or company “uses a mark identical or
substantially similar to a pre-existing trademark, triggering a
mental association on the part of the consumer between the
two marks, thereby eroding the strength of the original
mark”.** This usually applies in instances where the goods or
services in question are not similar, for example, in a different
trade; however, the use of an identical or a substantially
similar mark is adopted by the trademark diluters. The fact
that this mark has to be famous or popular for the concept to

apply hasto be emphasized.

Trademark dilution takes two forms — Dilution by 'Blurring'
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and Dilution by 'Tarnishment'. Dilution by tarnishment occurs
when the distinctive features of a famous mark is weakened,
usually through inappropriate or uncomplimentary
associations.”™ This form of dilution may be considered as an
exception to the “fair use” exception to liability, and can also
possibly conflict with the free speech right protected in the

Constitution of the United States.'®

Blurring on the other hand has traditionally been
synonymous with the main concept of dilution itself.” With
this being the case, and for the purpose of this paper,
reference to the concept of dilution shall operate as reference
to blurring and vice versa. Blurring basically has an
interchangeable definition and application with the main
concept of dilution. It similarly occurs “when a consumer
views a junior, unauthorized use of a famous mark and is
reminded of the more famous mark”."® The negative effect of
this concept is that the strength or value of the registered
owner's mark, as an identifier of its goods or services will be
lessened.’ Consequently, this then arguably becomes
prejudicial to the marketability of such 'famous' brands. The
issue concerned with the lessening of the strength of such
brands regarded as popular is therefore the main area of
concentration for dilution, which calls for adequate
protection to avoid free riders in the market and
unauthorized users of the mark. Dilution therefore further

developsfrom the idea that:

“Some marks are so well known and “famous” that they
deserve an extra level of protection beyond the

likelihood of confusion analysis.”?°

Trademarks operate by acting as reminders for consumers
concerning future demands for the same goods or services.
They usually convey to consumers that they will receive the
same standard of goods that they have previously
purchased.?' This unsurprisingly creates an expectation on
the part of consumers who would understandably expect a
consistent level of quality from the goods and services they
then go on to purchase. This expectation tends to get higher
when the brand in consideration is very popular. When a

consumer associates with a certain mark on certain goods or

J-K GADZAMA LLP Newsletter

services, an unauthorized use of that mark on dissimilar
goods or services will result in the dilution of the recognized
brand or mark. The recognized mark will lose its exclusivity
and will thereafter be associated with more than one product.
Arguably, in this scenario, when consumers therefore come
across certain marks they are comfortably familiar with, what
will come to mind will not just be the recognized goods or
services associated with that mark, but also the unauthorized
goods or services that now bear the same mark. The issue
here is not confusion for consumers, which normally is
treated as trademark infringement. There is no confusion as
to what goods or services are being purchased. The issue here
bothers on concerns about the lessening of the capacity of

the recognized mark.

The advantage afforded by anti-dilution is the extra level of
protection against such lessening, and also “stealing” by
unregistered users. There is an imperative need to avoid
consumer deception. This basically translates to the
protection of the marks of registered owners, by avoiding the
diversion of a producers trade by a competitor. Avoiding
deception requires effective anti-dilution protection.
Consumers love their brands, and would want to invest in
certain brands knowing the brand has value — the
interpretation of which depends on each individual
consumer. When certain marks are diluted, this may arguably
lead to dissatisfaction to not just the owners of the mark, but
also to the consumers. For example, when one purchases a
Gucci bag, seeing the exact identical logo of the mark on a loaf
of bread will weaken the trademark of Gucci, depending on
the popularity of the bread company, which is detrimental to
both the registered owners of the mark and the consumers
who associate with the brand. The more recognition and
popularity the bread company gets, the more dissatisfied the
owners of the mark would be. And for some consumers,
arguably the more demeaning the dilution to their cherished
brand, therefore the more likely the chances of them
disassociating from the brand. This dilution will arguably be
the case if registered trademarks are left without this extra
protection. Competitors will be allowed to freely steal; having
the luxury of making the defense that there is no confusion

created by their goods or services. The benefit in advocating



for anti-dilution creates the extra protection required for

avoiding these types of issues from occurring.

On the other hand, it is worth investigating whether anti-
dilution is fair on matters of free choice and expressive
freedom? One could argue that it is somewhat flawed and
unfair. The argument about some marks being so famous or
popular hence deserving an extra level of protection beyond
the likelihood of confusion analysis could be contended to be
a paradox. One could argue; the fact that these marks are
considered to be famous or popular should consequently be
sufficient to avoid any erosion on the strength of the original
mark. Trademark infringements already justifiably exist to
deal with situations where there is any likely chance of
confusion. The addition of anti-dilution protection to simply
prevent the capacity of such famous marks from lessening so
as to protect the identity of such goods or services does not
appear fairly justified. This is evident in the argument that a
mark considered to be struggling for consumer recognition
might be impacted more by dilution than a mark that enjoys a
significant reputation with regards to the unauthorized use
on dissimilar goods or services.?? This point debatably speaks
truth in the sense that, famous marks already stand out,
whereas, marks struggling for recognition stand the
possibility of going out of business when any form of dilution
arises in relation to their product. It is therefore subject to
debate to assert that a change in focus might be required
following this line of argument for protection against dilution

to apply to marks struggling for recognition.

In the larger interest of society, and the world at large, the
more innovation is encouraged, the better for everyone. This
extra level of protection is therefore arguably superfluous. In
instances where there is no likely chance of confusion,
protection aimed solely at avoiding the lessening of a famous
mark, to simply maintain its popularity, appears unjustified.
The quote below therefore appears to be reasonable, stating

that:

“Actions for dilution pose a more significant risk to
expressive freedom than traditional infringement

actions.”??

| 06

In the absence of consumer confusion concerning goods and
services, anti-dilution actions arguably simply exists to
frustrate rather than serve as a solution to issues of
infringement. The series of lawsuits that resulted from the
1997 Aqua song titled “Barbie Girl” in Mattel INC v MCA
Records INC** is very relevant to this argument. Mattel alleged
that the song violated the copyrights and trademark rights of
'Barbie’, which impinged on their marketability. Of higher
relevance is the fact that this case was dismissed all through
the appeals. The ruling highlighted that the song was merely a
parody under the trademark doctrine of normative use. This
case seems to show an appreciation for the argument above
that the protection against dilution is somewhat flawed and
unfair. The court accepted that actions for dilution pose a
more significant risk to expressive freedom than traditional
infringement actions.® When consumers are actually not
confused as to their choices, protection of the mark on the
basis of trying to avoid the lessening of the mark is arguably
unprovoked. This concept arguably brings about limitations
for innovation, which is unhealthy for development, and

certainly notin the larger interest of society.

Justifying the Blurring Concept
“The economic justification for such protection is that
this prohibition reduces “imagination costs” for
consumers, by helping to preserve the clarity of brand
messages and hence preventing them from making
burdensome connections between unconnected

products”.?¢

Although the Mattel case was dismissed, the alleged
infringement in the case bears relevance to the blurring
concept. Judge Kozinski identified that “while a reference to
Barbie would previously have brought to mind only a Mattel's
doll, after the song's popular success, some consumers
hearing Barbie's name will think of both the doll and the song,
or perhaps of the song only. This is a classic blurring injury...”
This injury, as identified earlier, is the main area of
concentration for this concept. Nevertheless, efforts to try
and balance the lessening of the registered owner's mark

against free choice and expressive freedom by competitors is

arguably the most prevalent concern, which contributes in
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making this concept a conceptually difficult area of trademark
law. It has to be remembered that trademark protection lasts
in perpetuity unlike the other protections, which have a time
frame within which they operate. Encouraging the anti-
dilution protection might shut out innovation, inhibiting the
exercise of expressive freedom. However, though it is
accepted that innovation should be encouraged, this should
not be done at the expense of registered owners who have
worked hard for their intellectual property, and are

deservedly entitled to protection from free riders.

Burrell and Gangjee 2010 proposed an imagination costs
argument for dilution. They contend that dilution basically
has the likely chance of increasing the recall time for a pre-
existing brand association. This will cause delays in acquisition
deliberations by consumers, which arguably may result in a
change in purchasing behavior.?” The desire here is to protect
the owners of the earlier mark. The question however, is what
legal significance this bears? If this could be proved
practically, there might actually be a case to be answered.
Conversely, one could argue in the reverse that delays
resulting from this dilution might actually assist the
recognition of these famous marks that are being copied.
Delays in this sense might actually help promote the brand of
the famous company, so why fight against it? Making
reference to the Mattel case, the song that was subject to a
series of lawsuits, eventually ended up promoting the Barbie
brand as much as it criticizes it.2® Apparently, Mattel even
went as far as permitting the use of the song for its own Barbie
advertisements.?® Over time, the same unauthorized use
might actually benefit the recognized mark by elevating its
selling power. This therefore “complicates significantly the
brand-centric version of the imagination costs argument”.3°
This counter-argument therefore suggests that delays are
actually beneficial to the registered trademark owners as

opposed to having a negative effect.

From the argument above, it has to be stated that this
ultimately depends on the attitude and mindset of each
particular consumer. Such recall times would arguably
produce different subjective results, depending on the nature

of the consumer. Whether such delays in deliberation as a
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result of dilution would have the effect of changing the
consumer's purchase behavior or make the famous mark
stand out more depends on the nature of each individual
consumer. It should however, be pointed out that the one
most likely to occur is the actual strengthening of the mark —
making it stand out more. This underscores the argument
made earlier about marks that are already popular, rendering
the efforts for anti-dilution protection superfluous. This is
arguably as a result of the fact that a popular brand by its very

nature will already have firm footing in publicimagination.

The primary beneficiaries of protection against dilution are
registered owners of the mark. The concept looks beyond the
confusion analysis, entitling registered owners to the fruits of
their labour, especially those that are famous. The consumers
as well as the brand owners are responsible for constructing
the brand meaning. Not having adequate dilution protection
can sometimes inhibit consumers from connecting with the
brands with which they choose to identify themselves.
However, “dilution without limitations is a rogue law that
turns every trademark, no matter how weak, into an anti-
competitive weapon”.?' Setting a high benchmark for dilution
actions would do much to reduce the tension between

trademarks and expressive freedom.

There is the need to acknowledge that there are times when
the strength of the famous registered trademark's reputation
will serve to make confusion less likely. This will be the case
when the reasonable consumer can clearly differentiate
between diluted products. The imagination costs in this case
will almost therefore not be an issue. Drawing reference form
the case of Louis Vuitton Malletier S.A v Haute Diggity Dog,
LLC® no reasonable consumer would assume that Louis
Vuitton has started a canine subdivision selling cheap toys for
dogs under the mark Chewy Vuiton. The courts also seem to
place most trademark cases on the “parody” list. Dilution
actions are therefore not always successful. This goes to show
the views of the courts in their attempt to balance the
prevalent concern concerning the lessening of the registered
owner's mark against free choice and expressive freedom by

competitors.



Conclusion

What makes blurring a conceptually difficult area of
trademark law is manifest in the issues that have been
discussed so far. It is imperative to have a system that allows
innovation to strive fairly and legitimately. However, the same
innovators that have to be encouraged without being
restricted with too many limitations as to what they can work
with have to be encouraged to innovate knowing that their
innovations will be protected. The right balance therefore has
to be struck to achieve this goal. Anti-dilution as a concept for
additional protection appears to tip this balance unfairly as it
currently stands. A reexamination of this concept will
definitely do more justice than what the current concept
aspires to do. More focus on marks that appear to be
struggling with reputation as opposed to marks that are
famous appears to be the way forward for the adoption of a

more justified concept.
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PHOTO SPEAK

Courtesy visit of Deji of Akure Kingdom to the firm on 8th February, 2019

His Royal Majesty, the Deji of Akure Kingdom, Oba Aladetoyinbo Aladelusi (5th right); the Olori of Akure (4th right); Chief Joe-Kyari Gadzama, SAN,
Babajero of Akure (middle); Hon. Bernard Miko (4th left); Kayode Ajulo, Baa Mofin of Akure (3rd right); Akinlabi Akingbade, Partner/Head of
Chambers (left); Mr. Lamar Abagana (2nd right) and Madu Joe-Kyari Gadzama, Junior Partner (right) in a group photograph
with Partners and Counsel in Chambers, J-K Gadzama LLP

L-R: Chief Joe-Kyari Gadzama, SAN; Deji of Akure Kingdom,
Oba Aladetoyinbo Aladelusi with his wife the Olori of Akure
and Mr. Mohammed Monguno

AT -
' * o

Chief Joe-Kyari Gadzama, SAN, bidding farewell to Deji of Akure Kingdom, Chief Joe-Kyari Gadzama, SAN, Deji of Akure Kingdom,
Oba Aladetoyinbo Aladelusi and his wife the Olori of Akure Oba Aladetoyinbo Aladelusi with his wife and guest
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Law on the Warble

“Ethics is knowing the difference between what you have a right to do
and whatisrighttodo”
- Potter Stewart

“Laws and principles are not for the times when there is no temptation:
they are for such moments as this, when body and soul rise in mutiny
against their rigor... if at my convenience I might break them, what
would be their worth?”

- Charlotte Bronte

“The order of court in an annulled election has no retrospective effect on
the tenure and actions taken by the governor before the nullification order.
Therefore both the pre-nullification tenure and acts flowing from it are
recognizable by law as the valid legal effect of the annulled election. The
period spent in office as governor by the person concerned must count as
partofhistenure.”

- Adekeye,]JSC

News from the Firm

- Adamu Kumo, Esq., has completed his NYSC programme, the firm
wishes him the best in his future endeavours.

- Mrs.Olaitan Osalope joined the firm as anintern.

- The family of Mr. Akinlabi Akingbade (Partner/Head of Chambers)
welcomed a baby girl, Grace Ayodele Akingbade on 19th March, 2019.
The firm rejoices with the family.

- The family of Mrs. Nkechi Anyanwu (Associate) welcomed a baby boy,

Neriah Ikechukwu Anyanwu on 15th January, 2019. The firm rejoices
with the family.

J-K GADZAMA LLP Newsletter



I PHOTO SPEAK

Retirement Reception in Honour of Mr. Keffas Gadzama, (cp Rtd), ACIArb.(UK)
on Thursday, 11th April, 2019

R o
10 S 0%

L-R: Chief Joe-Kyari Gadzama, SAN; Samuel Keffas Gadzama, the honoree, Mr. Keffas Gadzama, his wife
Mrs. Ruth Keffas Gadzama and Mr. Samson Udah (CP th)

Chief Joe-Kyari Gadzama, SAN presenting the congratulatory
card to Mr. Keffas Gadzama and his wife

Mr. & Mrs. Keffas Gadzama with Partners and Counsel in
Chambers, J-K Gadzama LLP

Mr. & Mrs. Keffas Gadzama with Support Staff, J-K Gadzama LLP
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UPCOMING EVENTS

AND CONFERENCES

Training and Mentoring Programme for Young Lawyers will hold on

The Hon. Justice Chukwudifu Oputa Jsc, (Rtd) Professional
15th June, 2019, at ]-K Gadzama Court, Abuja, Nigeria.

4th International Chamber of Commerce (ICC) Africa Conference on
International Arbitration in Lagos, Nigeria, from 17th - 19th June 2019

will hold in Lagos from 23rd - 30th August 2019

COEX Convention & Exhibition Center in Seoul, South Korea, from
22nd - 27th September 2019

Chartered Institute of Arbitrators (CIArb.) Nigeria Branch Annual
Annual Conference Gala Nite 7th — 8th November, 2019

[ Annual General Conference of the Nigerian Bar Association }
L International Bar Association (IBA) Annual Conference will be held at the J
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OURPEOPLE

1.

Chief Joe-kyari Gadzama, OFR, MFR, SAN, FNIALS, DIPICArb, FCIArb. (UK), C.Arb

Principal/Founding Partner

Prof. Tahir Mamman, oon, san
Senior Partner

Mohammed Monguno, AClArb. (UK)
Senior Partner

Akinlabi S. Akingbade, Ac1arb. (UK), ChMc
Partner/Head of Chambers

Geraldine O. Mbah

Junior Partner

Francis O. Oronsaye

Junior Partner

Darlington Onyekwere, AC1Arb. (UK)

Junior Partner

Madu Joe-Kyari Gadzama, LL.M (Warwick), MCIArb.

Junior Partner

SENIOR ASSOCIATE

John Echezona Unachukwu

ASSOCIATES
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Chimdindu Onyedim-Etuwewe, AC1Arb. (UK)
Agbo Mark Chidi, MCIArb. (UK)

Anyanwu Elizabeth Nkechi

Dimson Diffiwuka Dimas, ACIArb. (UK)
Christopher Osejie Okougha, AC1Arb. (UK)
Amazing Ikpala, Ac1arb. (UK)

Ibrahim Jalike

Adegbemisoye A. Olasubomi

JUNIOR ASSOCIATES
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Faith Jonathan

Blessing Uchenna
Fatima Ummi Abba Aji
Wadzani Karagama
Ajarat Yinusa

Ifeoma Akpotue

Tracy Inegbenosun
Faith Igbinoghene
Ememobong Ekanem
Ewhomazino Otuorimuo

Samira Ladan Tsemiya
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JURIS CONSULT

1.

Hon. Justice Alfa Modibbo Belgore, cin D), Gcon
(FORMER CHIEF JUSTICE OF NIGERIA)

2. Hon.Justice George A. Oguntade,js.c (RTD), CON.



JICAM

JANADA INTERNATIONAL CENTRE FOR ARBITRATION & MEDIATION

Janada International Centre for Arbitration
and Mediation (JICAM) was established in
2015. It is a dispute resolution centre in Abuja
designed to promote a suitable forum for the
resolution of domestic and international
disputes. It is fully equipped with state-of-the-art
facilities. The rules and guidelines for JICAM
accommodate both ad hoc and institutional
arbitration.

VISION

Creating an avenue for independent, confidential
and efficient means of resolving disputes using
Alternative Disputes Resolution (ADR).

SERVICES
1. Recording Services
(360 Systems’ New Instant Replay2,
Networked Digital Audio, 1000 Audio Cuts at
your fingertips, Instant Sound Effect,

Instant Music)

2. Video Conferencing

3. Transcription

4. Case Management

5. Secretarial/ Administrative Services
6. Fund Managers

7. Accommodation (Studio & En Suite)

OUR LOCATION
Plot 1805, Damaturu Crescent By Kabo Way, Off Ahmadu
Bello Way, PO. Box 20304, Garki II, Abuja, FCT, Nigeria.
Tel: 09 6233 626

MISSION STATEMENT
To provide a neutral venue for the resolution of
both Domestic and International disputes; and
encourage the settlement of disputes from
Corporate, Domestic, International Trade,
Investmentand other Transactions.

FACILITIES
. Hearing Rooms
. Conference/Seminar Hall
. Arbitrators’ Retiring Room
. Claimants’/Respondents’ Meeting Rooms
. Waiting Room/Lounge
. Food Court (The Dome)
. Library/Resource Room
. Individual HP pro display desktop for
Tribunal Secretary/Registrar

[ B S T S \ S I

9. Wireless tabletop microphones
10. Projector screen

11. Transcriber

12. Shelving Units

13. Wi-Fi

14. 18-Seater bus

15. 24-Hour CCTV

16. Spacious car park with security

For enquiries and/or Reservation

Contact:
Mark Chidi Agbo, acias. vk Ojo Eniwonmi, aciar. uk)
(Acting General Manager) (I.C.T Administrator)
+234 803 445 7788 +234 803 661 8411

 @JicamCentre E @JICAM [ @JICAM

D info@jicam.org @ wwwijicam.org
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UBNGADZAMA LLP

LEGAL PRACTITIONERS * ARBITRATORS * MEDIATORS * REGULATORY CONSULTANTS

OFFICES/ASSOCIATE OFTICES OF THE FIRM

ABUJA: LAGOS
J-K GADZAMA COURT 136, Awolowo Road,
Plot 1805, Damaturu Crescent Falomo, South-West, Ikoyi,
by Kabo Way, off Ahmadu Bello Way, P. O.Box 53155, Lagos, Nigeria.
P. O. Box 20304, Garki 2, Abuja, Nigeria. +234 (0) 9 6233 600
+234 (0) 9 6233 600
MAIDUGURI LONDON SOUTH FLORIDA
15B, Circular Road, Great James Str. Chambers, 4501, San Mellina Dr,
Old G.R.A,P.O.Box 112, 31, Great James Street, Nw 39 Way,
Maiduguri, Borno, Nigeria. Chancery Lane, Coconut Creek City,
+234 (0) 9 6233 600 London, WCIN 3HB, UK FL 33073, U.S.A.

+44 (0) 734 074 9119 +1 (0) 561 569 5163

This publication among many other

PORT-HARCOURT

No. 66, Mbonu Street,

D/Line, P. O. Box 12395,
Port-Harcourt, Rivers, Nigeria.
+234 (0) 9 6233 600

LASSA

No. 22, Wamdeo Road,
Askira/Uba LGA, P. O.Box 33,
Lassa, Borno.

+234 (0) 9 6233 600

articles and news from the firm are accessible online on the office website.

P« info@j-kgadzamallp.com 0 www.j-kgadzamallp.com

n J-K Gadzama LLP @ J-K Gadzama LLP u @JKGadzamallp

DISCLAIMER: The information contained in this Newsletter is not
legal advice. Please consult a lawyer for legal assistance.
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