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Mark R Galis, Robert E. Browne and Thomas C. McDonough of
Al theinmer & Gay for Taylor Made Gol f Conpany, Inc.

Henry W Leeds and Kristine M Kivaci k of Tucker, Flyer & Lew s,
P.C. for Janes |. Park.

Before Cissel, Quinn and Hohein, Adm nistrative Tradenmark Judges.

OQpi ni on by Hohein, Adm nistrative Trademark Judge:

Janmes |. Park has filed an application to register the
mark "TOUR MADE" for "golf clubs, golf club shafts, golf club
head covers, golf bags and golf gloves"."’

Tayl or Made Gol f Conpany, Inc. has opposed registration
on the ground that it "has, since 1979, been in the business of
manuf acturing, selling and distributing golf equipnment, including

gol f clubs, golf bags, golf head covers and other golf related

' Ser. No. 74/557,038, filed on August 4, 1994, which alleges a bona
fide intention to use the mark in conmmerce.
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itens"; that, in connection with such business, it "has adopted
and used ..., in the advertising and sale of its golf clubs and
other golf related itens, the mark ' TAYLOR MADE' as well as a
series of marks distinguished by the word ' TOUR ," i ncluding such
"TOUR' marks as "TOUR SPOON, TOUR DRI VER, TOUR BURNER, TOUR CLEEK
and TOUR PREFERRED (hereinafter collectively referred to as the
"TOUR famly marks)"; that "[t]he ' TAYLOR MADE' mark and the
"TOUR fam |y marks have been used on Opposer’s line of golf
clubs and other golf related itens for many years" prior to the
filing date of applicant’s application; that, in connection wth
"gol f clubs,” opposer is the owner of valid and subsisting
registrations for the mark "TAYLOR MADE"® and its "TOUR' fanmly
mar ks "TOUR SPOON, "® "TOUR DRI VER, "* "TOUR CLEEK, "° "TOUR BURNER'°®
and "TOUR PREFERRED'; ' that applicant’s mark "is confusingly
simlar to both the ' TAYLOR MADE' nmark and nenbers of Opposer’s

famly of 'TOUR marks"; that applicant’s goods "would be sold in

’ Reg. No. 1,200,542, issued on July 6, 1982, which sets forth dates
of first use of January 26, 1979; combined affidavit 888 and 15.

°* Reg. No. 1,276,343, issued on May 1, 1984, which sets forth a date
of first use anywhere of February 22, 1981 and a date of first use in
commerce of February 28, 1981; combined affidavit 888 and 15. The
word "SPOON" is disclaimed.

“Reg. No. 1,276,354, issued on May 1, 1984, which sets forth a date
of first use anywhere of May 4, 1981 and a date of first use in
commerce of May 5, 1981; combined affidavit 888 and 15. The word
"DRIVER" is disclaimed.

° Reg. No. 1,270,032, issued on March 13, 1984, which sets forth dates
of first use of December 22, 1982; combined affidavit §88 and 15.
The word "CLEEK" is disclaimed.

° Reg. No. 1,275,348, issued on April 24, 1984, which sets forth dates
of first use of December 17, 1982; combined affidavit §88 and 15.
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t he same channels of trade and in direct conpetition with
Qpposer’s products"; and that applicant’s mark, when used in
connection wth his goods, "so resenbles Opposer’s registered
marks" as to be likely to cause confusion, m stake or deception.
Applicant, in his answer, has denied the salient
al l egati ons of the notice of opposition.
The record includes the pleadings; the file of the
I nvol ved application; and, as opposer’s case-in-chief, the
testinmony, with exhibits, of its president and chief operating
of ficer, George Montgonery.® Applicant, however, did not take
testimony or introduce any other evidence in his behalf. Briefs

have been filed® and an oral hearing was held.

" Reg. No. 1,272,937, issued on April 3, 1984, which sets forth dates
of first use of December 3, 1982; combined affidavit 888 and 15.

® Applicant, in its brief, contends that opposer's main brief "refers

to a number of alleged facts which are not in the record, are without
proper foundation, and/or which are mere hearsay." In consequence
thereof, applicant "objects to the Board considering any of these
alleged facts". Most of applicant's contentions, however, relate
essentially to whether particular facts have been proven or the

weight to be given to certain asserted facts, rather than to whether

the evidence is properly admissible or not. Suffice it to say that,

to the extent that particular facts have not been proven by opposer

or otherwise established, such as by stipulation in the briefs, they

have not been given any consideration; those facts which have been so
proven or established have been given appropriate weight; and any
hearsay evidence not subject to an admissibility exception has been
excluded from consideration. We further note, in this regard, that
although Mr. Montgomery offered testimony with respect to opposer's
Exhibits 10, 13 and 15, there were no such exhibits submitted, just

as the record contains no exhibits numbered 12, 14 and 16, and the
exhibit index to the deposition transcript does not list any exhibits
numbered 10 through 16 other than Exhibit 11, which is of record.
Accordingly, since Exhibits 10, 13 and 15, as well as those numbered
12, 14 and 16 (which apparently do not exist), were never made of
record, they cannot be given any consideration.

° Opposer's motions on consent to extend the time for filing its reply
brief are granted.
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Qpposer’s priority of use of the marks which are the
subjects of its pleaded registrations is not in issue. This is

despite the fact that opposer failed to prove the status of and
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title to each of such registrations. Specifically, through the
testinony of its w tness, opposer introduced only plain copies of
Its pleaded registrations, together with correspondi ng copi es of
acknow edgnents, made by the Patent and Trademark O fice many
years ago, of declarations submtted pursuant to Sections 8 and
15 of the Trademark Act. Furthernore, the testinony of M.

Mont gonery indicated only that opposer is the owner of its

pl eaded registration for the mark "TAYLOR MADE"' and is silent as
to whet her opposer is presently the owner of its pleaded
registrations for its "TOUR'-formative marks. Thus, while
opposer failed to prove that each of its pleaded registrations is
both currently subsisting and that it is presently the owner

t hereof, applicant neverthel ess has conceded in his brief that
opposer "is the owner of incontestable federal ... registrations”
for its pleaded marks and that opposer, therefore, "has
priority". See King Candy Co. v. Eunice King's Kitchen, Inc.,
496 F.2d 1400, 182 USPQ 108, 110 (CCPA 1974). The record in any
event establishes that, as further admtted by applicant inits
brief, opposer "has used [the mark] TAYLOR MADE in connection

n 10

with golf clubs and other golf rel ated goods since 1979. Si nce
applicant also admts that "the goods of the parties can be
considered identical,” the only real issue to be determned is

whet her applicant’s "TOUR MADE" mark, when used in connection

' Applicant, having failed to take testinony or otherw se present
evidence in his behalf, is limted to the August 4, 1994 filing date
of his application as the earliest date on which he can rely in this
proceeding. See, e.g., Lone Star Manufacturing Co., Inc. v. Bil

Beasl ey, Inc., 498 F.2d 906, 182 USPQ 368, 369 (CCPA 1974) and

Col unbia Steel Tank Co. v. Union Tank & Supply Co., 277 F.2d 192, 125

USPQ 406, 407 (CCPA 1960).
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with golf clubs, golf club shafts, golf club head covers, golf
bags and golf gl oves, so resenbles one or nore of opposer’s
pl eaded marks for golf clubs that confusion is likely as to the

source or sponsorship of the parties’ respective goods.™

" The parties, however, maintain that the only question before the
Board is whether there is a likelihood of confusion fromthe

cont enpor aneous use of the marks "TOUR MADE" and "TAYLOR MADE".

Al t hough opposer, in this regard, refers in its main and reply briefs
to the fact that its "TOUR'-formative marks are federally regi stered
and asserts that they constitute a "fanmily of marks," opposer does
not argue at the briefing stage that applicant’s mark is likely to
cause confusion either with opposer’s asserted famly of "TOUR' marks
or any of such marks individually. Instead, opposer asserts, and
appl i cant essentially concurs, that the sole issue before the Board
is whether there is a likelihood of confusion between applicant’s
mar k and opposer’s "TAYLOR MADE" nmar k.

Nevert hel ess, we note in any event that opposer has failed to
prove that it currently has a famly of marks which is based on the
word "TOUR," although it appears froma brochure submtted as its
Exhibit 17 that it had such a fanmily as late as sonetine in 1988. As
stated in J & J Snack Foods Corp. v. MDonald s Corp., 932 F.2d 1460,
18 USPQ2d 1889, 1891-92 (Fed. Cir. 1991):

A famly of marks is a group of marks having a
recogni zabl e conmon characteristic, wherein the marks are
conposed and used in such a way that the public associates
not only the individual marks, but the common
characteristic of the famly, with the trademark owner
Sinply using a series of simlar marks does not of itself
establish the existence of a family. There nust be a
recogniti on anong the purchasing public that the comon
characteristic is indicative of a common origin of the
goods.

Recognition of the famly is achi eved when the
pattern of usage of the common elenent is sufficient to be
indicative of the origin of the famly. It is thus
necessary to consider the use, advertisenent, and
di stinctiveness of the marks, including assessnent of the
contribution of the common feature to the recognition of
the marks as of conmon ori gin.

On this record, it sinply cannot be said that opposer, as noted
above, has denonstrated the present existence of a famly of "TOUR'-
formati ve marks. The evidence fails to show that such marks have
continued to be pronoted in a manner sufficient to create a
recogniti on or awareness anong the purchasing public of the conmon
ownership thereof so that a famly of nmarks, characterized by the
term"TOUR" as its distinguishing elenent, in fact currently exists.
See, e.qg., La Maur, Inc. v. Bagwells Enterprises, Inc., 199 USPQ 601,
606 (TTAB 1978) and Polaroid Corp. v. American Screen Process
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According to the record, opposer has been in the golf
equi pnment busi ness since at |east 1979. COpposer nmanufactures and
sells golf clubs. Although it does not manufacture golf club
shafts, opposer designs such shafts and has them manufactured for
it. Opposer also sells golf club head covers, golf bags, golf
unbrellas and golf clothing. At one tinme, opposer additionally
sold golf gloves, although it does not do so currently. Al of
the products presently marketed by opposer are sold under the
house mark "TAYLOR MADE, which opposer has used since 1979.

In terns of numerical sales, opposer currently is "No.
2 in the market in size. And in terns of reputation, Tayl or Mde
Is an absolute premer brand.” (Mntgonery dep. at 12.) M.

Mont gonery al so testified that opposer "has been a market | eader
fromthe start” of its business and has "been known for

I nnovations[,] for superior product quality and for the market
presence which includes ’'Tour Support’ of the product line."
(ld.) Opposer based the foundation of its early success upon its

popul ari zi ng the netal -headed golf club in the United States

Equi prent Co., 166 USPQ 151, 154 (TTAB 1970). Moreover, the nere
ownershi p of a nunmber of marks sharing a cormon feature, or even
ownership of many registrations therefor, is alone insufficient to
denmonstrate that a fanmily of marks presently exists. See, e.q.
Hester Industries, Inc. v. Tyson Foods, Inc., 2 USPQd 1646, 1647
(TTAB 1987); Consolidated Foods Corp. v. Sherwood Medical Industries
Inc., 177 USPQ 279, 282 (TTAB 1973); Polaroid Corp. v. Anerican
Screen Process Equi pnrent Co., supra; and Polaroid Corp. v. Richard
Mg. Co., 341 F.2d 150, 144 USPQ 419, 421 (CCPA 1965). Accordingly,
si nce opposer has not established its assertion of an existing famly
of "TOUR'-formative marks, the issue of |ikelihood of confusion nust
be determi ned, as applicant correctly acknow edges in his brief, by
conparing applicant’s mark for his goods with each of opposer’s

pl eaded marks for its products and not with just its "TAYLOR MADE"
mar k al one.
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along with its establishnment of a market in its "TOUR PREFERRED'
di npl ed- appearing golf club.

As denonstrated by an early catal og, by 1984 opposer
was offering a product |ine of "TAYLOR MADE" golf clubs which
I ncl uded such clubs as a "TOUR DRI VER, " "TOUR SPOON, " " TOUR
CLEEK" and "TOUR BURNER'. Another catal og, from 1988, shows that
for 1989 opposer was offering such "TAYLOR MADE" golf clubs as
iIts "TOUR BRASSIE," "TOUR DRI VER " "TOUR SPOQN, " "TOUR BURNER'
and "<TOUR PREFERRED>" nodels. The catal og al so touts opposer’s
"Tayl or Made Tour Preferred Metal wood cl ubs" as including, inter
alia, the follow ng features:

° New in '89. Available in Taylor Made

Tour Gold (high-modulus graphite)
shafts. Club comes with Taylor Made

custom designed Tour Gold O shaft
protection head cover.

° Available in Taylor Made Tour Silver g
(titanium) shafts. Club comes with
Taylor Made custom designed Tour Silver
headcover.
(Opposer's Exhibit 17.) Similarly, the same catalog advertises
that, for 1989, opposer's "Tour Cleek Metalwood clubs" are
"[a]vailable in Taylor Made Tour Gold (high-modulus graphite) and
Taylor Made Tour Silver (titanium) shafts," while its "Taylor
Made Tour Preferred irons" are likewise "[a]vailable in Taylor
Made Tour Silver (titanium) shafts.” (Id.) o
According to Mr. Montgomery, opposer at present
continues to use its "TAYLOR MADE" mark as well as its "TOUR
DRIVER" and "TOUR SPOON" marks. His testimony, however, is

conflicting as to whether opposer is still using its "TOUR
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CLEEK, " "TOUR BURNER' and "TOUR PREFERRED' marks. Specifically,
whil e indicating that opposer’s "TOUR CLEEK" and "TOUR PREFERRED'
marks "are not in our current product |ine" and that opposer
presently offers irons only under its "BURNER' mark, M.

Mont gonery al so stated that "[b]Joth the *Tour Ceek’ and the
whol e wi de range of ' Tour Preferred clubs are still on the
market, still in use, and in sonme cases, still for sale in
certain golf shops.” (Mntgonery dep. at 16.)

Qpposer utilizes its marks by applying themto the sole
pl ates and shafts of its golf clubs. Opposer also uses its
"TAYLOR MADE" mark in all of its advertising and pronoti onal
materials, including print and television ads, displays,
catal ogs, posters and banners. In particular, M. Mntgonery
characterized opposer as having nade use of an "extensive print
and tel evision advertising canpaign and extensive affiliation
w th PGA Tour players," although only sanples of television
commercials were provided. (Id. at 17.) Wile specific sales
figures were not furnished, M. Mntgonery noted that for 1995
and 1996, opposer spent "a mninmumof $8 mllion each year" on
advertising its "TAYLOR MADE' mark and that, in 1992, opposer’s
"advertising budget was closer to $3 million." (ld. at 20.)
According to M. Mntgonery, "[f]or the past several years,
Tayl or Made has been a heavy advertiser in alnost every single
golf publication of any size at all" and, since the early 1980s,
"has been a consistent advertiser in all the major golf
publ i cations using the Taylor Made mark." (l1d. at, respectively,

18 and 20.) |Independently conducted marketing research studies,
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conmm ssi oned by opposer in the two years preceding M.

Mont gonmery’ s January 10, 1997 deposition, reveal furthernore
that, to both consuners and retailers, "Taylor Made is a prem er
brand name that’'s very strong, both in market strength and in
quality.” (ld. at 26.)

Al t hough opposer "sells high performance golf equi pnent
at premumoprices,” it markets its products to golfers of al
economc levels. (1d. at 21.) Specifically, opposer "sells golf
clubs to a wide variety of golfers, ... [including] golfers of
al | handi caps and all ages and both genders.” (ld. at 24-25.)
Thus, it is "absolutely true" that opposer is selling its
products "to such a wide variety of golfers that we are ...
mar keting to the same group” as would be custoners for
applicant’s "TOUR MADE" gol f equipnent. (ld. at 25.) Opposer’s
products are widely available in the United States and are sold
t hrough over 6,000 golf retailers.

The record does not contain any information relating to

applicant or his activities.®

Al t hough opposer, anmong other things, introduced two exhibits to
represent how applicant could use his "TOUR MADE" mark on a golf club
shaft and on a club head, together with testinony that the use shown
on the club head "is very simlar in location, in size and in color
to the way Tayl or Made is marked on our golf club heads" (Montgonery
dep. at 23), there is nothing in the record which indicates that
applicant has in fact comrenced use of his mark in any nmanner.

Mor eover, while opposer also introduced as an exhibit a copy of what
M. Mntgonery identified as "a letter fromthe Departnent of the
Treasury, U S. Custons Service, relating to a seizure of clubs in
Anchorage, Al aska in Septenber of 1996" (id. at 26-27) bearing the
mar ks "BALLON SHAFT" and "TOUR MADE, " such letter indicates that it
is actually a response to a Freedom of Information Act ("FO A")
request initiated by an attorney at opposer’s law firm Applicant,
in his brief, has properly objected to consideration of such letter
as constituting inadm ssible hearsay. Opposer’s argunent, inits
reply brief, that the letter is within the hearsay exception
established by Fed. R Evid. 803(8), which provides in relevant part

10
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Turning, therefore, to the issue of |ikelihood of
confusion, we find upon consideration of the pertinent factors
set forthinlnre E. |I. du Pont de Nenours & Co., 476 F.2d 1357,
177 USPQ 563, 567 (CCPA 1973), that confusion as to source or
affiliation is likely to occur. As a starting point, we note
Wi th respect to the parties’ goods that applicant’s goods are
broadly identified in his application as "golf clubs, golf club
shafts, golf club head covers, golf bags and golf gl oves".
Applicant’s goods, as so described, plainly are identical in part
and are otherwise closely related to the "golf clubs" set forth
I n opposer’s registrations. Applicant, in fact, concedes in his
brief that "it can be assuned that the goods of the parties are
the same, that the channels of trade are the sane, and that the
ci rcunst ances under which the goods are purchased are the sane.”
Li kew se, we observe, the classes of purchasers would al so be
identical. It consequently is clear that, if such identical or
closely related itens of golf equi pnment were to be sold under the
same or simlar marks, confusion as to the origin or affiliation
t hereof would be likely to occur.

Applicant contends, however, that when considered in

their entireties, his "TOUR MADE" mark "is not confusingly

for the adm ssibility of "[r]ecords, reports, statenents, or data
conpilations, in any form of public offices or agencies, setting
forth ... in civil actions and proceedings ..., factual findings
resulting froman investigati on made pursuant to authority granted by
I aw, unless the sources of information or other circunstances

i ndicate lack of trustworthiness,” is not persuasive. The letter,
being a FO A response, does not appear to fall within the purview of
the hearsay exception relied upon by opposer and, in any event, there
is no indication as to the circunstances under which the U S. Custons
Service nmade the asserted seizure. Accordingly, such letter has not
been given further consideration.

11
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simlar to the Opposer’s TAYLOR MADE mark nor to any of the
Qpposer’s TOUR[ -] formati ve marks as applied to golf clubs and
golf related equipnment.” |In particular, applicant asserts that
his "TOUR MADE" mark neither sounds nor |ooks |ike opposer’s
"TAYLOR MADE" mark and that such marks engender significantly
different commercial inpressions, since the fornmer "gives the
commercial inpression of making a journey or fulfilling a round
of engagenents, such as a series of golf conpetitions,” while the
| atter projects "the comrercial inpression ... that the product
I's made by an entity nanmed TAYLOR, or that the goods are custom
made, e.g., 'tailor nade.’"

Al t hough, concededly, differences are apparent upon a
si de- by-si de conpari son of applicant’s mark with each of
opposer’s marks, ™ our principal review ng court has neverthel ess
poi nted out that, as a general proposition, "[w hen marks woul d
appear on virtually identical goods ..., the degree of simlarity
necessary to support a conclusion of likely confusion declines.”
Century 21 Real Estate Corp. v. Century Life of America, 970 F.2d
874, 23 USPQ@2d 1698, 1700 (Fed. G r. 1992). Considering the

respective marks in their entireties, and with due regard to the

* A side-by-side conparison, however, is not the proper test to be
used in determning the issue of |ikelihood of confusion since it is
not the ordinary way that consunmers will be exposed to the marks.
Rather, it is the simlarity of the general overall conmerci al

i npressi on engendered by the marks which nust determ ne, due to the
fallibility of menory and the consequent |ack of perfect recall

whet her confusion as to source or sponsorship is likely. The proper
enphasis is thus on the recollection of the average purchaser, who
normal ly retains a general rather that a specific inpression of
trademarks or service marks. See, e.g., In re United Service
Distributors, Inc., 229 USPQ 237, 239 (TTAB 1986); and In re Sol ar
Energy Corp., 217 USPQ 743, 745 (TTAB 1983).

12
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fallibility of consuners’ recollection of marks, it is apparent
that applicant’s "TOUR MADE" mark structurally is simlar in
sight and sound to opposer’s "TAYLOR MADE' mark, in that both
marks feature the word "MADE" preceded by a term beginning with
the letter "T," and is also aurally and visually simlar in
structure to each of opposer’s "TOUR'-formative marks, due to the
presence of the shared word "TOUR'. More inportantly, as opposer
points out, "there is no evidence in the record of any other mark
in the golf industry which uses [the term ' MADE |" nor, we
observe, is there |ikew se any evidence of record show ng that
others in the golf field utilize marks which incorporate the word
"TOUR'. Wen used in connection with golf clubs, applicant’s
"TOUR MADE" mark on the whole is thus quite simlar in sound,
appear ance and comrerci al inpression to opposer’s "TAYLOR MADE"
mark and to each of its "TOUR'-formati ve marKks.

Addi tionally, while we cannot agree with opposer that,
on this record, its "TAYLOR MADE" mark is a fanmous mark, opposer
has sufficiently established that it has appreciably pronoted
such mark by advertising its products, since at |east the early
1980s, in publications directed to those interested in the sport
of golf; running television commercials featuring the mark; and
expendi ng approximately $3 mllion in 1993 and a m ni num of $8
mllion in 1995 and 1996 to advertise its products under its
"TAYLOR MADE" mark. Furthernore, while devoid of actual sales
figures, the record neverthel ess reveal s that opposer currently
commands second place in terns of the market size of its sales;

its products are widely avail able through over 6,000 retailers in

13
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the United States; and recent independently conducted marketing
research studi es have shown that the mark "TAYLOR MADE" is one of
the premer brand names in the golf industry. In view thereof,
such mark nust be considered to be relatively well known and,
havi ng achi eved a neasure of strength and recognition as an
I ndi cati on of source and quality of product, is correspondingly
entitled to a broader scope of protection.

Applicant further asserts, however, that confusion is
not likely to occur because careful consideration is typically
i nvolved in the purchase of golf clubs and other golf equi pnent.
Specifically, applicant contends that because opposer’s "TAYLOR
MADE" golf clubs are a prem er brand and are sold at prem um
prices, the products "are expensive and [woul d be] purchased by a
di scrim nating purchaser." Such facts, applicant maintains,
"wei gh agai nst any |ikelihood of confusion with Applicant’s TOUR
MADE clubs.” While admttedly, it appears fromthe record that
the purchase of golf clubs typically is not inexpensive and thus
I's not an inpulsive transaction subject to relatively little
care, that many golfers may arguably be know edgeabl e and
di scrim nating consuners when it conmes to selecting their golf
clubs or other itenms of relatively expensive golf equi pnent does
not mean that they necessarily are highly sophisticated or
ot herw se knowl edgeable in the field of trademarks or that they
are immune from confusion as to source or sponsorship. See,
e.g., Wncharger Corp. v. Rinco, Inc., 297 F.2d 261, 132 USPQ
289, 292 (CCPA 1962); In re Deconbe, 9 USPQd 1812, 1814-15 (TTAB

14
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1988); and In re Pellerin MInor Corp., 221 USPQ 558, 560 (TTAB
1983) .

Furthernore, and in any event, we note that even if
buyers and prospective purchasers of golf clubs were to notice
the differences between applicant’s "TOUR MADE' mark and either
opposer’s "TAYLOR MADE" mark or any of its "TOUR'-formative
mar ks, they could still reasonably assunme, due to the overal
simlarities in sound, appearance and commercial inpression in
the respective marks, that applicant’s "TOUR MADE" goods
constitute a new or additional product line fromthe same source
as the "TAYLOR MADE, " "TOUR SPOON, " "TOUR DRI VER " "TOUR BURNER, "
"TOUR CLEEK" and/or "TOUR PREFERRED' gol f clubs with which they
are acquainted or famliar. Especially, to those know ng of
opposer’s "TAYLOR MADE" house mark and who al so are aware of, for
exanple, its use of its "TOUR DRI VER' or "TOUR SPOON' marks for
golf clubs, it would be reasonable to believe, upon encountering
applicant’s simlar "TOUR MADE' mark for golf clubs and other
gol f equi pnent, that such itens are a separate or expanded |ine
of goods emanating fromor sponsored by opposer.

Deci sion: The opposition is sustained and registration

to applicant is refused.

R F. G ssel

T. J. Quinn

G D. Hohein
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Adm ni strative Trademark Judges,
Trademark Trial and Appeal Board

16



