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Decision 

Summary of the facts 

1 On 7 June 2006, the Office registered on behalf of Formula One Licensing B.V. 

(‘the appellant’) European Union trade mark (EUTM) 

 

for goods and services in Classes 14, 16, 25, 28, 30, 41 and 42. The following 

goods and services are relevant for the current proceedings:  

Class 14 – Precious metals and their alloys and goods in precious metals or coated therewith, not 

included in other classes; jewellery, imitation jewellery, precious stones; horological instruments; 

keyrings and money clips of precious metals; photograph frames of precious metal; bottle openers 

and corkscrews of precious metals; pins of precious metals, brooches, tie pins and cufflinks; coins, 

except commemorative coins; key rings [trinkets or fobs]; medals; 

Class 16 – Photographs; stationery; adhesives for stationery or household purposes; artists' 

materials; paint brushes; typewriters and office requisites (except furniture); instructional and 

teaching material (except apparatus); playing cards; printers' type; printing blocks; sheets, bags of 

paper, cardboard or plastic not included in other classes; boxes and large containers of paper or 

cardboard for packing and packaging purposes; napkins; coasters, table cloths and covers, napkins 

and towels of paper; pamphlets, diaries, calendars; ball point pens and pencils; cards and greeting 

cards; wrapping paper; picture cards; stickers (stationery); labels; transparencies; engravings, 

etchings, transfers; marking chalk; photograph stands; trays for sorting and counting money; 

vignetting apparatus; wristbands for the retention of writing instruments; 

Class 25 – Clothing, footwear, headgear; coats and raincoats; waterproof clothing, waterproof 

sports jackets; jackets; blazers; impregnated coats; leisure clothing; trousers, underpants, jogging 

trousers, shorts, dresses, skirts, shirts, blouses; T-shirts, sweatshirts and jeans, knitwear, sweaters, 

jumpers, pullovers and cardigans; boots, shoes, sports socks; neckties, gloves; belts; hats, caps; 

Class 28 – Playthings; gymnastic articles not included in other classes; toys; ornaments and 

decorations for Christmas trees; dolls; electric and electronic games, except for those used in 

connection with a screen; scale model vehicles; darts; mobiles [toys]; kites, models and 

construction kits for making scale models; 

Class 30 – Coffee, tea, cocoa, sugar, rice, tapioca, sago, artificial coffee; flour and preparations 

made from cereals, bread, pastry and confectionery, ices; honey, treacle; yeast, baking-powder; 

salt, mustard; vinegar, sauces (condiments); spices; ice; pasta; chocolate drinks; sweets (non 

medicinal). small cakes; cakes; biscuits; chilled and frozen pastry and confectionery; ready-to-eat 

meals and ingredients for meals not included in other classes; sauces; salad dressings; pizzas; 

popcorn; waffles; sandwiches; snack products included in this class; 

Class 41 – Nightclubs; 

Class 42 – Restaurants, bars, cafes. tea shops, coffee shops, snackbars, cocktail lounges, bars, 

catering and take-away restaurants; photography. 

2 On 19 December 2016, Dieter A. Hang (‘the defendant’) filed an application for 

revocation in accordance with Article 58(1) EUTMR with respect to the goods 

mentioned above in paragraph 1 and ‘commemorative coins’ in Class 14.  
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3 With its submission of 27 October 2017, the appellant submitted evidence to 

prove genuine use of the EUTM.  

4 After an exchange of submissions, the appellant, in a further submission, claimed 

on 8 April 2019, for the first time, that the application for revocation was filed in 

abuse of law since it was filed as a personal ‘vendetta’ and not to safeguard the 

general interests protected under Article 58 EUTMR.  

5 The parties met the first time in connection with the registration of two trade 

marks in Germany back in 1998 and then again before the Office in 2010. The 

defendant even filed criminal charges against the appellant and its representatives, 

which were dismissed by the competent public prosecutor's office. Shortly after 

losing in cancellation proceedings initiated by the appellant, the defendant filed in 

2015 ten applications for revocation of EUTMs owned by the appellant. These 

proceedings clearly show the blatantly erroneous legal assessment and self-

perception of the defendant, who claims rights on the well-known trade mark 

‘Formel 1’ owned by the appellant and relied on the appellant’s reputation. In 

2018, another 60 EUTMs owned by the appellant were attacked in four waves by 

the defendant. Two further EUTMs were attacked in 2019. 

6 By decision of 18 March 2021, the Cancellation Division partly revoked the 

EUTM for the goods and services mentioned above in paragraph 1, order that the 

EUTM remains on the Register only for ‘commemorative coins’ in Class 14 and 

that both parties bear their own costs. 

7 Insofar as relevant for the current proceedings, the Cancellation Division held that 

the facts in the present proceedings were different from those which led to the 

decision  of 11 February 2020, R 2445/2017-G, Sandra Pabst; consequently, the 

application for revocation was not filed as abuse of law. 

Submissions and arguments of the parties 

8 The appellant filed a notice of appeal, followed by a statement of grounds 

requesting the annulment of the contested decision. 

9 It argues that the application for revocation was filed as abuse of law. Burdening 

not only the appellant but also the Office with 68 revocation proceedings, as in 

the case at hand, has nothing to do with the public interest underlying the non-use 

revocation proceedings under EU law. The objective and subjective 

circumstances of the present case clearly indicate that the revocation proceedings 

foreseen in Article 58 EUTMR are misused in an attempt to harm and, if possible, 

even destroy the appellant’s trade mark portfolio and business. 

10 The appellant did not bring forward a single argument with respect to the 

Cancellation Division’s assessment of the evidence concerning proof of genuine 

use. 

11 The defendant did not submit any reply. 
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Reasons 

12 The appeal is admissible, but not well founded.  

13 Filing a high number of applications of revocation against trade marks belonging 

to the same proprietor does not necessarily lead to an abuse of law. Each case 

needs to be assessed on its own merits. The facts of the current proceedings do 

not show that the application for revocation was filed in abuse of law. 

Furthermore, the conditions established in the decision of 11 February 2020, 

R 2445/2017-G, Sandra Pabst, are neither met.  

I. General remarks  

14 Since the appellant did not bring forward any reasons as to why the assessment of 

the evidence concerning proof of genuine use with respect to the goods and 

services mentioned above in paragraph 1 and which are the subject of the appeal 

was incorrect, and the Board cannot see any reasons either, it confirms the 

contested decision in this respect by referring to the reasoning therein. 

II. Abuse of law 

15 In accordance with recital 24 of the EUTMR, there is no justification for 

protecting EUTMs except where the trade marks are actually used. This principle 

is furthermore developed in Article 18 EUTMR, which provides that if, within a 

period of five years following registration, the proprietor has not put the 

EUTM trade mark to genuine use in the Union in connection with the goods or 

services in respect of which it is registered, or if such use has been suspended 

during an uninterrupted period of five years, the EU trade mark shall be subject to 

the sanctions provided for in the EUTMR. Pursuant to Article 58(1) EUTMR, the 

rights of the proprietor of the EU trade mark shall be declared to be revoked on 

application to the Office or on the basis of a counterclaim in infringement 

proceedings if, within a continuous period of five years, the trade mark has not 

been put to genuine use in the Union in connection with the goods or services in 

respect of which it is registered.  

16 It is common ground that a revocation request for non-use may be brought by any 

natural or legal person (Article 63(1)(a) EUTMR) and that that person does not 

have to demonstrate any particular reason, interest or motive for filing the request 

(08/07/2008, T-160/07, Color Edition, EU:T:2008:261, § 22-26; 30/05/2013, 

T-396/11, Ultrafilter International, EU:T:2013:284, § 24). However, the notion of 

abuse of rights or process is completely independent of the rules as to who is 

entitled to bring a cancellation request, and of whether or not such an interest in 

filing the request must be shown. The ‘Kratzer’ judgment (28/07/2016, C-423/15, 

Kratzer, EU:C:2016:604) precisely refers to a situation where despite the formal 

observance of the relevant legislation (here: no self-interest needs to be shown) 

the purpose of those legislative rules is not achieved (11/02/2020, 

R 2445/2017-G, Sandra Pabst, § 32).  
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17 The Court characterises this as a bar of genuine European Union law, as 

applicable to the relevant norms of EU law themselves, and there is no need to 

refer to the generally recognised principles of national procedural law, Article 107 

EUTMR (11/02/2020, R 2445/2017-G, Sandra Pabst, § 33).  

18 As regards the relationship between subjective and objective elements, 

paragraph 38 of the ‘Kratzer’ judgment (28/07/2016, C-423/15, Kratzer, 

EU:C:2016:604) refers to a ‘combination’ of these. Paragraph 40 of the judgment 

emphasises that the subjective element may become apparent from objective 

factors. Paragraph 41 of the judgment reiterates that the subjective element can be 

assessed by taking into account the nature of the transactions. It may be concluded 

that what is needed is an overall assessment of all factors relevant to the given 

case vis-à-vis both the subjective and the objective factors at hand but there is no 

necessity for a hard-and-fast separation between them. This is along the lines of 

settled case-law of the Court on bad faith, where it has also been held that 

subjective intentions of a party to the proceedings may well be inferred from 

objective elements (11/06/2009, C-529/07, Lindt Goldhase, EU:C:2009:361, 

§ 42; 08/05/2014, T-327/12, Simca, EU:T:2014:289, § 54; 07/07/2016, T-82/14, 

Luceo, EU:T:2016:396, § 31; 11/02/2020, R 2445/2017-G, Sandra Pabst,§ 33).  

19 The Grand Board, in its decision R 2445/20217-G, Sandra Pabst, established in 

paragraph 37 of that decision five conditions for an abuse of law when filing an 

application for revocation, namely: 

a) the number of revocation requests against the same EUTM proprietor;  

b) the retaliatory nature of the present revocation request;  

c) the virtual nature of the company which filed the revocation request, as well 

as of numerous similar companies controlled by the same person(s);  

d) the number of revocation requests in total, with this Office, and also with 

other offices, and;  

e) the excessive number of trade mark applications, company name registrations 

and domain names.  

20 It must be noted that the Grand Board did not state whether an abuse of law can 

only exist if all five conditions are fulfilled or whether other reasons could also 

lead to the conclusion that an application for revocation was filed in abuse of law.  

1. The number of revocation requests against the same EUTM proprietor 

21 In the proceedings concerning ‘Sandra Pabst’, the applicant for revocation filed in 

total 37 applications for revocation; these trade marks did not have any common 

pattern.  

22 While it is true that the defendant filed 68 different applications for revocation, 

and therefore, more than in the ‘Sandra Pabst’ case, this alone cannot prove abuse 

of law. Contrary to the situation in the latter, all trade marks attacked by the 

defendant have common patterns. They either contain or consist of the element 
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‘F1’ or ‘Formula 1’ or the element ‘Grand Prix’, in English or translated into 

other languages of the European Union. Furthermore, the appellant and its 

subsidiaries hold currently more than 100 EUTMs; a very large trade mark 

portfolio necessarily runs a higher risk of being faced with revocation requests, in 

particular when comprising variations of one and the same trade mark. 

23 First, the applications were not filed all at the same time, but in several waves, 

namely the first wave in 2015, four waves in 2018 and a last one in early 2019.  

24 Second, the defendant did not always file the application for revocation against all 

the goods and services for which the EUTMs enjoyed protection but filed it only 

with respect to specific goods and services; this implies that the defendant 

investigated and filed his application only with respect to the goods and services 

for which he – apparently – could not find any use.  

25 This can be seen also in the current proceedings. The application for revocation 

was not filed against all the goods and services, and furthermore, the request was 

successful with respect to the vast majority of the goods and services attacked. 

The Cancellation Division only found use for ‘commemorative coins’; since the 

defendant did not file either an appeal or an ancillary appeal, the question of 

whether genuine use for these goods was established is out of the scope of these 

proceedings.  

26 Third, the appellant relied on dozens of revocation proceedings initiated by the 

defendant. The information of the outcome of these proceedings is, first of all, not 

new for the appellant and is, second, available on the Register, which is open to 

the public and is therefore to be considered as a well-known fact. The Board takes 

note that in 53 of these 68 revocation proceedings lost their purpose since the 

appellant surrendered the EUTM attacked either in total or with respect to the 

goods and services attacked; an overview concerning these revocation 

proceedings is attached as an annex to this decision.  

27 While the Board cannot establish with accuracy the reasons why the appellant 

surrendered these trade marks, the fact remains that it did so. Several of these 

trade marks appear not to be used anymore. 

28 As an example, the Grand Prix of Luxemburg (EUTM 6 165 146, GROSSER 

PREIS VON LUXEMBURG) took place only in 1997 and 1998, i.e. more than 20 

years ago (https://www.motorsport-magazin.com/formel1/ergebnisse/1997/ 

session/luxemburg-gp-rennen-1151.html; https://www.motorsport-magazin.com/ 

formel1/ergebnisse/1998/-session/luxemburg-gp-rennen-1039.html; 04/02/2022); 

this information must be known to the appellant. The same holds true with respect 

to the Grand Prix of Rome (EUTM 819 8715, FORMULA 1 GRAN PREMIO DI 

ROMA; EUTM 8 198 699, GRAN PREMIO DI ROMA; EUTM 8 494 338 

GRAND PRIX OF ROME) which was organised only once as an event of the 

Formula 1 series nearly 60 years ago back in 1963 

(https://www.motorsportmagazine.com/database/races/1963-rome-grand-prix/; 

04/02/2022) and the last time as a Formula 3000 event back in 1991, more than 

30 years ago (https://www.motorsportmagazine.com/database/races/1991-rome-

grand-prix/; 04/02/2022). Again, these facts are neither new nor surprising for the 

https://www.motorsport-magazin.com/formel1/ergebnisse/1997/%20session/luxemburg-gp-rennen-1151.html
https://www.motorsport-magazin.com/formel1/ergebnisse/1997/%20session/luxemburg-gp-rennen-1151.html
https://www.motorsport-magazin.com/formel1/ergebnisse/1998/-session/luxemburg-gp-rennen-1039.html
https://www.motorsport-magazin.com/formel1/ergebnisse/1998/-session/luxemburg-gp-rennen-1039.html
https://www.motorsportmagazine.com/database/races/1963-rome-grand-prix/
https://www.motorsportmagazine.com/database/races/1991-rome-grand-prix/
https://www.motorsportmagazine.com/database/races/1991-rome-grand-prix/
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appellant, since it must be aware when it, or any of its affiliates, organised these 

events. 

29 Last, the appellant did not claim that the defendant filed an application for 

revocation against its core business, namely the organisation of a series of car 

races under the trade mark ‘F1’ or ‘Formula 1’, at least not with respect to word 

marks or figurative marks consisting of or containing the appellant’s logo used at 

that time. This also proves that the defendant pursued the legitimate interests of 

the revocation proceedings, namely to ensure that only trade marks which are 

actually used remain on the Register and that the Register is not cluttered by 

dormant trade marks. This fact alone excludes the possibility of an abuse of law. 

2. The retaliatory nature of the present revocation request 

30 It is undisputed that there is a long-lasting legal battle between the appellant and 

the defendant which started nearly 25 years ago, first in Germany and then before 

the Office. Ultimately, the defendant lost the rights on six trade marks or 

applications. As the appellant defends its interest and tries to invoke all legal 

remedies, the defendant is also allowed to defend his interests, whether 

successfully or not has no bearing on the case.  

31 The defendant apparently believed and probably still believes that he owned 

legitimate rights to his German trade marks, which were successfully cancelled by 

the appellant. It is an objective and legitimate means of defence for the defendant 

to file applications of revocation to (re-)obtain what he considers as his rights; it 

has no bearing on the outcome whether he will ultimately achieve his goal.  

32 It is common knowledge that conflicts in the business area may and often 

translate into multiple lawsuits. Logically, any successful lawsuit results in a 

‘harm’ for the unsuccessful party, which might include costs. Thus, the appellant 

cannot claim that it had to reimburse several thousand euros to the defendant for 

the proceedings which lost their purpose due to the surrender of the EUTMs.  

33 As already held above, it needs also to be taken into consideration that the 

defendant distinguished between the different trade marks and filed only an 

application for revocation in so far as he believed that these EUTMs were not 

genuinely used. Furthermore, as already held above, the vast majority of the 

EUTMs under attack were surrendered by the appellant.  

34 And also in the present case, the application for revocation is not directed against 

all goods and services for which the EUTM enjoys protection. The application of 

revocation was also successful with respect to the vast majority; it was only 

rejected with respect to ‘commemorative coins’ in Class 14.  

3. The virtual nature of the company which filed the revocation request, as 

well as of numerous similar companies controlled by the same person(s) 

35 In the ‘Sandra Pabst’ case, it was established that the applicant for revocation 

tried to hide the real person behind these applications and, at least partly, used 

companies apparently established a few days before the applications were filed. 
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By creating empty shells, there was, beyond the Office fees, no real cost risk 

(11/02/2020, R 2445/2017-G, Sandra Pabst, § 61).  

36 While it would have been up to the appellant to address this point in its 

submissions, it failed to do so. 

37 The current proceedings, as well as any of the 68 other proceedings were initiated 

by the same natural person, the defendant himself. At no stage did he try to hide 

who stands behind the application. In all these 68 cases the defendant himself 

bears the financial risk, not only with respect to fees to be paid to his 

representative but also with respect to the Office fees, which accumulated to more 

than EUR 40 000, and the costs of representation of the appellant, which could 

reach more than EUR 60 000.  

4. The number of revocation requests in total, with this Office, and also with 

other offices  

38 In the ‘Sandra Pabst’ case, it was established that the applicant for revocation 

filed more than 850 applications for revocation before the Office 

(11/02/2020, R 2445/2017-G, Sandra Pabst, § 63) and additionally a considerable 

amount of proceedings before the UK Intellectual Property Office.  

39 While it would have been for the appellant to address this point in its 

submissions, it, again, failed to do so, which is not surprising, since nothing in the 

file allows the conclusion that any other application for revocation was filed by 

the applicant for revocation before any national IP Office; neither did it attack any 

other party than the appellant or its affiliates, as the case may be.  

5. The excessive number of trade mark applications, company name 

registrations and domain names 

40 In the ‘Sandra Pabst’ case, it was established that more than 1 100 company 

names, 2 500 trade mark applications, and 5 300 domain names were linked to the 

applicant for revocation (11/02/2020, R 2445/2017-G, Sandra Pabst, § 69). 

41 The appellant addressed this point partly in its submission by referring to a 

company which was owned or controlled by the defendant but was liquidated and 

an internet address which was currently not used. It also referred to some trade 

marks, which ultimately could be identified by the Board as three applications for 

an EUTM, which were withdrawn and 3 German trade marks which were all 

cancelled.  

6. Conclusion 

42 As can be seen, the facts in the current proceedings differ quite importantly from 

those which led to the adoption of decision 11/02/2020, R 2445/2017-G, Sandra 

Pabst. Consequently, this case cannot serve as a precedent.  

43 There is an inherent risk when owning a trade mark of being engaged in legal 

proceedings, whether opposition proceedings, cancellation proceedings or 

revocation proceedings or even infringement proceedings before the courts. A 

very large trade mark portfolio necessarily runs a higher risk of being faced with 
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revocation requests. Furthermore, the older these trade marks are, the longer the 

list of goods and services for which these trade marks are protected, the higher 

this risk will be. 

44 The fact alone that a party starts legal proceedings against an owner of trade 

marks may not lead one to consider that these proceedings were started as an 

abuse of law.  

45 Considering the facts of the case as established above, the Board considers that 

the current application for revocation, as the other applications were not filed as 

an abuse of law but as a legitimate means of defence and in the public interest, as 

expressed in recital 24 EUTMR. 

46 Consequently, the appeal must be dismissed. 

47 It is therefore not necessary to address the question of whether the conclusions 

reached in decision of 11 February 2020, R 2445/2017-G, Sandra Pabst, still 

apply, namely that the revocation proceedings might have been initiated as an 

abuse of law, or whether these conclusions were already overruled by the General 

Court with judgment of 10 June 2020, T-577/19, Leinfelder, EU:T:2020:259, 

where it held in paragraph 75 that it is  

‘irrelevant, when considering the admissibility of an application for revocation […], whether 

there has been an abuse of rights’. 

Costs and Fixing of the Costs 

48 Pursuant to Article 109(1) EUTMR and Article 18 EUTMIR, the appellant, as the 

losing party, must bear the defendant’s costs of the appeal proceedings. 

49 As to the appeal proceedings, these consist of the defendant’s costs of 

professional representation of EUR 550.  

50 As to the cancellation proceedings, the Cancellation Division ordered each party 

to bear its own costs. This decision remains unaffected.  

51 The total amount for both proceedings is, therefore, EUR 550.  
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Order 

On those grounds, 

THE BOARD 

hereby: 

1. Dismisses the appeal; 

2. Orders the appellant to bear the costs incurred by the defendant in the 

appeal proceedings; 

3. Fixes the amount to be reimbursed by the appellant to the defendant at 

the level of EUR 550. 

 

 

 

 

 

Signed 

 

G. Humphreys 
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C. Bartos 
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E. Fink 
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H. Dijkema 
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EUTM No Trademark Classes 

Application 

for revocation 

against which 

goods and 

services 

Status 

EUTM No 12 051 686 AUSTRIAN GRAND PRIX 16, 38 41 specific Ongoing 

EUTM No 9 250 721 F1 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 14, 16, 18, 25, 

28, 32, 33, 35, 36, 38, 39, 41, 42, 

43 

Specific Ongoing 

EUTM No 9 251 802 FORMULA 1 3, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 14, 16, 18, 25, 

28, 32, 33, 35, 36, 38, 39, 41, 42, 

43 

Specific Ongoing 

EUTM No 10 697 704 F1 10 All Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 3 934 387 F1 (fig.)  

 

1, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 16, 18, 

21, 25, 28, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 

36, 38, 39, 41, 42, 43 

specific Ongoing 

EUTM No 9 250 739 F1 FORMULA 1 (fig.) 3, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 14, 16, 18, 25, 

27, 28, 32, 33, 35, 36, 38, 39, 41, 

42, 43 

Specific Ongoing 

EUTM No 6 120 182 F1 THEME PARK (fig.)  3, 9, 14, 16, 18, 21, 24, 25, 28, 30, 

34, 41, 43 

all Ongoing 

EUTM No 6 747 877 F1 16 all Ongoing 

EUTM No 8 378 408 F1 ROCKS Formula 1 (fig.) 9, 16, 18, 25, 35, 38, 41, 43 specific Revocation rejected 

EUTM No 8 526 865 F1 Formula 1 FANZONE (fig.) 16, 25, 38, 41 specific Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 11 120 292 F1.COM 35, 38, 39, 41, 42, 43 All Ongoing 

EUTM No 11 120 301 FORMULA1.COM 35, 38, 39, 41, 42, 43 All Ongoing 

EUTM No 3 429 396 F1 Formula 1 (fig.) 1, 3, 7, 8, 11, 12,14, 18, 21, 29, 

30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 39, 42, 43 

some Ongoing 

EUTM No 631 531 F1 Formula 1 (fig.)  4, 9, 16, 18, 25, 28, 38, 41 some Ongoing 

EUTM No 1 824 010 GRAND PRIX 12, 28, 41 Some Ongoing 

EUTM No 4 697 959 F1 IN SCHOOLS 

 

25, 28, 41 some Ongoing 

EUTM No 770 479 FORMULA 1 4, 9, 16, 18, 25, 28, 35, 38, 41, 42 some Ongoing 

EUTM No 604 801 Formula 1 (fig.) 14, 16, 25, 28, 30, 41, 42 some Ongoing 

EUTM No 8 911 471 BRITISH GRAND PRIX 9, 14, 25 All Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 2 126 118 FORMULA 1 MAGAZINE 25, 38 All Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 3 696 325 F1 FORMEL 1 Grand Prix (fig.) 3, 8, 12, 14, 16, 18, 25 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 3 903 176 MISS FORMEL 1 3, 9, 16, 24, 25, 35, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 558 700 F1 POLE POSITION 9, 16, 28, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 554 493 FORMEL 1 9 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 616 235 FORMULA ONE 

RESTAURANTS 

16, 18, 25, 28, 42 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 616 243 FORMULA ONE CAFE 16, 18, 25, 28, 42 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 616 276 FORMULA ONE PIT STOP 

CAFÉ 

16, 18, 25, 28, 42 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 8 494 304 FORMULA 1 GRAND PRIX OF 

ROME 

16, 38, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 8 494 338 GRAND PRIX OF ROME 16, 38, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 8 198 715 FORMULA 1 GRAN PREMIO DI 

ROMA 

16, 38, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 8 727 042 F1 28 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 3 880 961 f1 refillservice 2, 37 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 6 165 146 GROSSER PREIS VON 

LUXEMBURG 

16, 38, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 8 198 699 GRAN PREMIO DI ROMA 16, 38, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 9 429 762 GRAND PRIX OF POLAND 16, 38, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 
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EUTM No Trademark Classes 

Application 

for revocation 

against which 

goods and 

services 

Status 

EUTM No 10 410 264 FORMULAONE 9, 25, 32, 41, 42, 45 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 10 833 457 F1 GRAND PRIX 9, 14, 16, 25, 28, 32, 35, 38, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 10 833 465 FORMULA 1 GRAND PRIX 9, 14, 16, 25, 28, 32, 35, 38, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 2 126 118 FORMULA 1 MAGAZINE 25, 38 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 6 841 225 TheF1.COM 38 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 5 282 462 F1 14 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 594 143 F1 RACING SIMULATION 9, 16, 25, 28, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 616 292 F1 RESTAURANTS 16, 18, 25, 28, 42 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 616 318 F1 PIT STOP CAFE 16, 18, 25, 28, 35, 42 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 4 957 825 <FIG> 3, 9, 14, 16, 18, 25, 28, 34, 38, 41, 

42 

all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 2 020 766 F1 Total.com (fig.) 35, 38, 42 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 5 116 207 F1 STORE 18, 21, 25, 35, 38, 39, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 10 221 703 GROSSER PREIS     VON 

ÖSTERREICH 

16, 38, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 8 911 745 MAGYAR NAGYDIJ 9, 14, 25 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 8 911 513 GRAND PREMIO DE ESPANA 9, 14, 25 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 5 352 257 GRAND PRIX 9, 16, 25, 35, 36, 42 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 631 747 FIA FORMULA 1 WORLD 

CHAMPIONSHIP (fig.) 

4, 9, 16, 18, 25, 28, 38, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 1 823 988 GRAN PREMIO 9, 12, 16, 25, 28, 35, 36, 38, 41, 

42 

all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 6 089 809 F1 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 8 911 554 BELGIAN GRAND PRIX 9, 14, 25 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 8 911 935 GRAN PREMIO D´ITALIA 9, 14, 25 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 8 911 414 GRAND PRIX 3, 14, 28 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 616 268 F1 CAFÉ 16, 18, 25, 28, 42 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 8 911 422 GROSSER PREIS  VON 

DEUTSCHLAND 

9, 14, 25 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 1 824 671 GRANDE PREMIO 9, 12, 16, 25, 28, 35, 36, 38, 41, 

42 

all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 3 605 987 GRAND PRIX 2 SERIES 4, 9, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 24, 25, 28, 

35, 38, 40, 41, 43, 44 

all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 4 016 804 GP2 SERIES (fig.) 1, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 16, 18, 

21, 25, 28, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 

36, 38, 39, 41, 42, 43 

all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 7 525 561 FORMULA ONE WORLD 

TRAVEL (fig.) 

39, 41, 43 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 3 863 065 GP1 4, 9, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 24, 25, 28, 

35, 38, 40, 41, 43, 44 

all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 9 133 851 PREMIER FORMULA 3, 4, 9, 12, 14, 16, 18, 25, 28, 32, 

35, 36, 38, 41, 43 

all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 8 375 776 FORMULA GP 9, 16, 25, 36, 38, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 5 110 622 GP3 (fig.) 7, 12, 25, 37, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 

EUTM No 8 377 475 FORMULA GRAND PRIX 9, 16, 25, 36, 38, 41 all Without purpose, since 

(partly) surrendered 
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