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Opi nion by Simms, Adm nistrative Trademark Judge:
Bugl e Boy Industries, Inc. (opposer), a California
corporation, has opposed the application of Stefcom S. p. A

(applicant), an Italian corporation, to register the mark
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BULL BOYS (“BOYS’ disclained) for footwear.® In the notice
of opposition, opposer asserts that it makes and sells a
variety of clothing itens (sportswear, T-shirts
sweatshirts, sweaters, jackets, casual pants, dress pants,
j eans) and footwear under the marks BUGLE BOY and BUGLE
BOYS; that opposer and its predecessor have used the
trademark and trade nanme BUGLE BOY since August 1977; that
opposer owns a registration covering the mark BUGE BOY for
footwear (Registration No. 1,615,811, issued Cctober 2,
1990, conbi ned Sections 8 and 15 affidavit filed) and

anot her for pants, shirts, vests and jackets (Registration
No. 1,113,214, issued February 13, 1979, conbi ned Sections 8
and 15 affidavit filed), and one registration covering the
mar k BUGLE BOYS for various itens of boys’ clothing
(Registration No. 1,706,900, issued August 11, 1992); that
t he marks BUGLE BOY and BUGLE BOYS are anong the nost
popul ar and well known in the United States; and that
applicant’s mark BULL BOYS for footwear so resenbl es
opposer’s previously used and regi stered marks as to be
likely to cause confusion, to cause m stake or to deceive.
In its answer, applicant has denied the essenti al

al l egations of the notice of opposition.

1 Application Serial No. 74/537,706, filed June 14, 1994,
pursuant to the provisions of Section 44(e) of the Trademark
Act, based upon Italian Registration No. 611,057, issued
Decenber 9, 1993.
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The record of this case consists of testinony taken by

opposer; opposer’s three pleaded registrations, relied upon
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by opposer in its notice of reliance; applicant’s discovery
responses including answers to interrogatories and responses
to a request for production of docunents, relied upon by
opposer pursuant to stipulation; and the application file.
The parties have filed briefs but no oral hearing was
request ed.

According to the testinony of Ms. Di ane Becker,
opposer’s senior vice president and chief |egal officer,
opposer first used the mark BUGLE BOY in August 1977 and in
connection with footwear in June 1987. (Qpposer uses this
mark on nmen’s, young nen’s, children’s and sone wonen’s
wearing apparel, in addition to footwear. According to Ms.
Becker, the mark BUGLE BOYS has been used since Novenber
1984. (Opposer’s goods are sold through departnent stores,
specialty stores and opposer’s own factory retail outlets.
Opposer has spent mllions of dollars per year, according to
opposer’s testinony, on the advertising and pronotion of
opposer’s goods under the marks. Qpposer’s goods have been
advertised on national television and in print nedia and on
the radio. M. Becker testified that opposer’s mark has
achi eved substantial goodw I |.

Applicant’s discovery responses reveal that applicant
has not used or advertised its mark in this country.

Qpposer argues that confusion is |likely because the

goods of the respective parties are identical and because
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there is phonetic, visual and semantic simlarities in the
mar ks. Opposer al so notes the substantial renown which its
mar ks and trade nane have achi eved over the years.
Applicant, on the other hand, while concedi ng that opposer
has standing to bring this opposition, argues that the marks
have different connotations. |In this regard, applicant
argues that opposer’s mark calls to m nd a young bugl er
whereas applicant’s mark is arbitrary. |n addition,
according to applicant, both marks contain the term “BOY" or
“BOYS,” which is assertedly descriptive of the intended

cl ass of purchasers of the products.

Upon careful consideration of this record and the
argunents of the parties, we agree with applicant that,
whi |l e the goods, for our purposes, nmust be considered
identical, applicant’s mark differs sufficiently so that
confusion is unlikely. 1In so concluding, we have fully
consi dered opposer’s argunent regarding the fame of its mark
but find that applicant’s mark differs in sound, appearance
and nmeani ng or comrercial inpression fromopposer’s trade

name and trademarks that confusion is unlikely.
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Deci sion: The opposition is dism ssed.

R L. Simms

T. J. Quinn

P. T. Hairston
Adm ni strative Tradenmark Judges,
Trademark Trial and Appeal Board



