

















sale of an inferior and different article as his product.? This Bureau finds that the mark
applied for registration by the Respondent-Applicant does not meet this function.

In conclusion, he subject trademark application is covered by the proscription
under Sec. 123.1(d) (iu) of the IP Code.

WHEREFORE premises considered, the instant Opposition to Trademark
Application No. 4-2v0i0-012628 is hereby SUSTAINED. Let the filewrapper of the

subject trademark application be returned, together with a copy of this Decision, to the
Bureau of Trademarks for information and appropriate action.

SO ORDERED.

Taguig City,

® Pribhdas J. Mirpuri v. Court of Appeals, G.R. No. 114508, 19 November 1999, citing Ethepa v. Director of Patents, supra, Gabriel v. Perez, 55
SCRA 406 (1974). See also Article 15, par. (1), Art. 16, par. (1), of the Trade Related Aspects of Intellectual Property (TRIPS Agreement).



