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•••• L'Oreal

Plaintiff's mark is MAYBELLINE. Defendants were using MAYBELLINE THE COLOSSAL KAJAL,

MAYBELLINE THE COLOSSAL VOLUME EXPRESS, CAMIEO THE KAJAL, VOV THE COLOSSAL KAJAL.

Plaintiff filed a trademark infringement suit in the High Court and was granted an ex parte interim injunction. At the

trial stage, Defendants did not appear before the High Court. The Court held Plaintiff's MAYBELLINE mark was well

known and passed a decree of permanent injunction against the Defendants and awarded Rs.50,000 (US$750) as

damages.

•••• International Foodstuffs Co. LLC

Plaintiff's mark is LONDON DAIRY in respect of ice creams. Defendant is using the mark LONDONDERRY for

boiled confectionery sweets. Plaintiff filed trademark infringement suit where Defendant argued that there was no

similarity between the marks or in the corresponding products. The Court held that the products were not cognate and

the marks were not similar, and refused to grant interim injunction.

•••• Toyota Jidosha Kabushiki Kaisha

Toyota alleged that Appellants were selling auto parts meant for use in different Toyota cars, and were marketing the

spare parts using the registered trademarks of Toyota. Appellants said their use was not as a trademark, but to make it

known to the consumers that a particular automobile part was suitable for a particular model. Regarding use of the

PRIUS trademark of Plaintiff, Appellants claimed that it was a dictionary word and was honestly adopted. Initially,

an ex parte interim injunction was granted by the Single Judge of the trial court, which was later vacated by the

Division Bench and a restriction imposed on use of TOYOTA/INNOVA by the Appellant. At the conclusion of the

trial, the Single Judge restrained Appellants from using the trademarks TOYOTA/INNOVA in any manner other than

what was allowed by the Division Bench, and restrained them from using the PRIUS mark. The Division Bench,

however, set aside the injunction on use of the PRIUS mark by the Appellant.

•••• Advance Magazine Publishers, Inc.

Plaintiff, owner of VOGUE, sued Defendant for using "JUST IN VOGUE". Defendant operated 'Just in Vogue' stores

selling watches and writing instruments of reputable brands. The Court refused to grant Plaintiff's claim for

injunction and observed that it could not be suggested that the magazine "VOGUE" competed with Defendant's

products, and the dissimilarities between the two marks, when viewed in their entirety, sufficiently outweigh this

singular similarity.  

•••• Calvin Klein Trademark Trust

Defendant was manufacturing and selling watches, etc., with the CALVIN KLEIN and CK trademarks and same trade

dress as Plaintiff's. The Court granted an ex parte decree of permanent injunction against Defendant, restraining the

Defendant from using Plaintiff's CALVIN KLEIN and CK marks in any manner.

•••• Retail Royalty Company 

Plaintiff is the owner of AMERICAN EAGLE OUTFITTERS, AMERICAN EAGLE, and EAGLE DEVICE

registered marks. Pantaloons Fashion & Retail Limited adopted URBAN EAGLE AUTHENTIC OUTFITTERS and

EAGLE device. Retail Royalty Company filed suit against Pantaloons for infringement of its marks. However, it

came to light that when the Plaintiff had sought registration of its marks, there were other registered marks bearing

the word EAGLE. Plaintiff at that time had submitted that it was not the word EAGLE but composite marks

AMERICAN EAGLE and AMERICAN EAGLE OUTFITTERS which were distinctive. The Single Judge did not
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grant injunction to Plaintiff, while Defendant agreed to give up the words "AUTHENTIC OUTFITTERS" and retain

only "URBAN EAGLE". Plaintiff appealed the decision of the Single Judge. The Appeal Bench agreed with the

Single Judge that the URBAN EAGLE and AMERICAN EAGLE marks were not deceptively similar, but found the

EAGLE device marks deceptively similar and restrained Pantaloons from using the disputed device mark.

•••• Cadbury U.K. Limited

Plaintiff's CHOCLAIRS products had been available in the international market since long. Materials on record

showed that Defendant entered the market with the CHOCLAIRS mark with knowledge of the imminent launch of

Plaintiff's CHOCLAIRS brand. The mark was styled by Defendant in a manner that closely resembled the style

adopted by Plaintiff thus adding to the deception in mind of average consumer. Court restrained the Defendant from

using any mark resembling Plaintiff's mark.

•••• Industria De Diseno Textile SA (Inditex S.A.)

Plaintiff is the owner of the ZARA brand of fashion apparel. Defendants were running a restaurant/pub by the name

'Zara Tapas Bar' and later 'Zara the Tapas Bar & Restaurant'. Initially, in the suit, an ex parte interim injunction order

was issued by the High Court, wherein Defendants were restrained from using the mark ZARA as a trademark, trade

name, corporate name, domain name or in any other manner. Subsequently, Defendants sought for vacation of the ex

parte interim injunction order, and were permitted to use the composite trademark ZARA TAPAS BAR till further

orders, but would continue to be bound by the terms of the ex parte interim injunction order pertaining to the use of

the mark “ZARA” per se. At the final stage, High Court granted interim injunction ruling that ZARA was a well-

known mark and that there was deceptive similarity between the Plaintiff's mark ZARA and Defendant's mark ZARA

TAPAS BAR.

•••• Bloomberg Finance LP

Plaintiff filed a suit for trademark infringement and passing off and for restraining Defendants from using

BLOOMBERG as its corporate name and trademark. The High Court found that Plaintiff had been able to prima

facie show that continued use of its mark 'BLOOMBERG' by Defendants as a prominent part of their corporate name

would severely prejudice and cause damage to reputation and goodwill attached to Plaintiff's BLOOMBERG mark.

High Court issued an order of permanent injunction restraining Defendants from using BLOOMBERG in any manner.

•••• Perfetti Van Melle S.P.A.

Defendants were found manufacturing and selling products with wrappers/labels identical or deceptively similar to

Plaintiff's BIG BABOL, CENTRE FRESH, CHLORMINT, CENTRESHOCK, HAPPYDENT, MENTOS and

CENTER FRUIT wrappers/labels. The Single Judge held that on a comparison it was evident that the Defendants had

designed all their packaging by keeping in mind the Plaintiff's packaging and issued temporary injunction against

Defendants, which order still continues.

•••• Citizen Holdings Co. Ltd. 

Plaintiff has been manufacturing machinery and machine tools under its trademark and brand name CITIZEN.

Defendant was found manufacturing and marketing lathe machines under identical trademark and label as Plaintiff's.

The Single Judge was of the opinion that Plaintiff was able to establish a prima facie case against Defendant.

Accordingly, the judge granted an ex parte interim injunction restraining Defendants from using the CITIZEN mark in

any manner.

NOTE: This communication is not intended to be exhaustive and should not be acted upon without obtaining specific advice.
While every effort has been made to ensure accuracy, no responsibility can be accepted for errors or omissions however caused. 
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