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1-) SC Johnson & Son Inc.
2-) Turkish Patent Institute

The plaintiff's trademarks are registered in Clas&®, 24, 25 and 26.
The defendant SC Johnson Son Inc. trademark applicgovers the
goods under Classes 04 and 05.

Cancellation action against the refusal decisibrthe Higher Council
regarding the opposition filed by the plaintiff #mgt the publication of
the first defendant’s trademark application on blasis of likelihood of
confusion.

The Turkish Patent Trademark Department has rejeb& opposition of
the Plaintiff filed against the first Defendantledemark application on
the basis of likelihood of confusion and the nadtyiof the prior
trademarks thereof. Afterwards the Plaintiff hdsdian objection against
the refusal decision of TPI before the Higher Cauisecond Defendant)
and the Higher Counsel has followed the decisiorthef Trademark
Department on the grounds that even if the tradesnaAC LINEN —
LINENS / CLEAN LINEN seem similar, the similarityebnveen the
trademarks would not raise any confusion beforectiressumers by the
virtue of the covered goods and the scope of basesof the owners,
which are quite different.

The Court has followed up the decision of the Higkmuncil and
motivated in his decision that; the trademarksreteconfusingly similar
by putting forward that;

- even if the trademarks seem similar, the covgrertis as well as the
relevant markets of the same are quite different.



- The LINEN indication of the Plaintiffs trademak has
descriptiveness in respect of the classes 24 andh2tefore the
same have weak character. On the other hand thectt@itademark
application of the first Defendant is well distirighing in respect of
the goods covered thereof. Accordingly the notgrit such prior
trademarks has no effect evaluating the similabigtween the
trademarks.

Importanceof Case: This decision is important because it establighes the likelihood of
confusion should be evaluated especially in respéche similarity
between the covered goods rather than the simyildrétween the
trademarks despite the notoriety of the prior tragliks considering the
weak character of LINEN indication in respect & thasses 24 and 25.
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