











merchandise, the fruit of his industry and skill; to assure the public that they are
procuring the genuine article; to prevent fraud and imposition; and to protect the
manufacturer against substitution and sale of an inferior and different article as his
product.” Based on the above discussion, Respondent-Applicant’s trademark fell
short in meeting this function.

Accordingly, this Bureau finds and concludes that the Respondent-Applicant's
trademark application is proscribed by Sec. ”~~.1(d) of the IP Code.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the instant opposition is hereby
SUSTAINED. Let the filewrapper of Trademark Application Serial No. 4-2015-
009938 be returned, together with a copy of this Decision, to the Bureat of
Trademarks for information and appropriate action.

SO ORDERED.
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° pribhdas J. Mirpuri vs. Court of Appeals, G.R. No. 114508, 19 November 1999.



