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Qpi ni on by Hairston, Adm nistrative Trademark Judge:

Kraft mai d Cabinetry, Inc. has appealed fromthe final
refusal of the Trademark Exami ning Attorney to register the
mark KRAFTLINE for “kitchen and bathroom cabinets.” !

The Examining Attorney has refused registration under
Section 2(d) of the Trademark Act on the ground that

applicant’'s mark, when applied to kitchen and bathroom

! Serial No. 75/298,383, filed May 27, 1997, alleging a bona fide
intention to use the mark in comrerce.
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cabi nets, so resenbles each of the follow ng marks, which
are registered to the sane entity, as to be likely to cause
confusion, mstake or deception:

CRAFTLINE for “wood and aluminum building
materials, namely, windows and doors;”

for “windows and doors made primarily of
metal;” 3

CRAFTLINE ULTRA E for “doors and windows
glazed with insulated glass;” 4 and

CRAFTLINE E for “doors and windows glazed
with insulated glass.” °

Briefs have been filed, but an oral hearing was not
requested. We affirm the refusal to register.

In analyzing likelihood of confusion, two key
considerations are the similarities between the marks and
the similarities between the goods. Turning first to a
consideration of the goods, the Examining Attorney

maintains that kitchen and bathroom cabinets and doors and

2 Registration No. 744,617 issued February 5, 1963; renewed.

® Registration No. 1,400,903 issued July 15, 1986; Sections 8 &
15 affidavit fil ed.

“ Registration No. 1,548,313 issued July 18, 1989; Sections 8 &
15 affidavit filed.

> Registration No. 1,549,167 issued July 25, 1989; Sections 8 &
15 affidavit filed.
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w ndows are related products. In order to show a
sufficient relationship between the respective goods, the
Exam ni ng Attorney has made of record four registrations,
three of which indicate that entities have registered a
single mark for kitchen cabinets and w ndows and doors; and
one registration which indicates that an entity has
regi stered a single nmark for bathroom cabi nets and w ndows
and doors. In addition, the Exam ning Attorney nade of
record Internet print-outs which show that doors are part
of kitchen and bat hroom cabi nets and that buil di ng/ hone
centers offer kitchen and bat hroom cabi nets, on the one
hand, and w ndows and doors, on the other hand. The
Exam ning Attorney submts that a homeowner renodeling a
kit chen and/ or bathroom nmay wel| replace a w ndow or
interior door in one or both of those roonmns.

Applicant, in urging reversal of the refusal to
regi ster, contends that the respective goods are not
rel ated because in renodeling a kitchen or bathroom a
honmeowner focuses on the interior conponents of that room
whereas in the installation of windows and/or doors, a
honmeowner is concerned with the exterior of the home.
Further, applicant maintains that the goods are often
offered in outlets which specialize in either kitchen and

bat hroom cabi nets or doors and wi ndows, or in different
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sections of home centers. Finally, applicant argues that
consuners exercise care in selecting kitchen and bat hroom
cabinets as well as wi ndows and doors.

Wth respect to the goods, as has often been stat ed,

t he goods need not be identical or even conpetitive in
nature in order to support a finding of |ikelihood of
confusion. It is sufficient that the goods are related in
some manner and/or that the circunstances surrounding their
mar keti ng are such that they would be likely to be
encountered by the sane persons under circunstances that
woul d give rise, because of the nmarks used in connection
therewith, to the m staken belief that the goods originated
fromor are in sone way associated with the sane source.

In re International Tel ephone & Tel egraph Corp., 197 USPQ
910 (TTAB 1978).

In this case, the third-party registrations are
probative to the extent that they suggest that the invol ved
goods are of a type which may emanate froma single source
under the sanme mark. Moreover, in the absence of any
limitations in applicant’s application, we must presume
that applicant’s kitchen and bathroom cabinets travel in
the same channels of trade as registrant’s windows and
doors, e.g., building/home centers, to the same classes of

purchasers, namely builders, remodeling contractors, and
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individual “do-it-yourselfers.” Contrary to applicant’s
argument, a do-it-yourselfer remodeling a kitchen and/or a
bathroom may well be concerned with windows and doors,
particularly if the space is being reconfigured or
expanded. We note applicant’s argument that purchasers of
the involved goods would exercise care in their selection.
Although the goods herein are somewhat expensive, we would
not characterize do-it-yourselfers as discriminating
purchasers who would carefully analyze the specifications
of the goods. Under the circumstances, we find that the
involved goods are sufficiently related that if sold under
identical or substantially similar marks, confusion is
likely to occur in the marketplace.

Turning then to a consideration of the marks, we note
that applicant, in its brief, makes no mention of the
marks. We agree with the Examining Attorney that
applicant’'s mark KRAFTLINE and the cited marks CRAFTLINE,
CRAFTLINE and design, CRAFTLINE ULTRA E and CRAFTLINE E are
substantially similar in appearance and engender the same
commercial impression.

In determining likelihood of confusion, it is the
similarity of the overall commercial impression engendered
by the marks which must be considered. This test requires

us to consider that the average purchaser normally retains
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a general rather than a specific inpression of trademarks.
As noted by the Exam ning Attorney, purchasers may not
recollect the design element, “ULTRA E,” or “E” in the
cited marks, or that applicant’'s mark begins with the
letter “K”
Accordingly, we conclude that purchasers and
prospective customers, familiar with any of registrant’s
CRAFTLINE marks for windows and doors, would be likely to
believe, upon encountering applicant's KRAFTLINE mark for
kitchen and bathroom cabinets, that such goods emanate from
or are otherwise sponsored by the same source.
Deci si on: The refusal to register under Section 2(d)

of the Trademark Act is affirmed.

P. T. Hairston

C. E. Walters

G. F. Rogers
Administrative Trademark Judges
Trademark Trial and Appeal Board
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