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— Infringement of Article 7(1)(b) read in conjunction with Article 7(2) of Regulation (EU) 2017/1001 of the European
Parliament and of the Council;

— Infringement of the principle of equal treatment.

Action brought on 1 November 2022 — Skinldent v EUIPO — Beiersdorf (NIVEA SKIN-IDENTICAL
Q10)
(Case T-665/22)
(2022/C 472/57)

Language in which the application was lodged: German

Parties

Applicant: Skinldent AG (Freienbach, Switzerland) (represented by: U. Hildebrandt, lawyer)
Defendant: European Union Intellectual Property Office (EUIPO)

Other party to the proceedings before the Board of Appeal: Beiersdorf AG (Hamburg, Germany)

Details of the proceedings before EUIPO

Applicant for the trade mark at issue: Other party to the proceedings before the Board of Appeal

Trade mark at issue: Application for European Union word mark NIVEA SKIN-IDENTICAL Q10 — Application for
registration No 18 041 739

Proceedings before EUIPO: Opposition proceedings

Contested decision: Decision of the Fifth Board of Appeal of EUIPO of 18 August 2022 in Case R 1499/2021-5

Form of order sought

The applicant claims that the Court should:
— annul the contested decision and the decision of the Opposition Division of 1 July 2021 in Case B 3 091 527;

— order EUIPO to pay the costs.

Pleas in law

— Infringement of Article 8(1)(b) of Regulation (EU) 2017/1001 of the European Parliament and of the Council;

— Infringement of Article 8(4) of Regulation (EU) 2017/1001 of the European Parliament and of the Council.

Action brought on 2 November 2022 — United Shipping Group v EUIPO — Baulies Gomez (UNITED
WIND LOGISTICS)

(Case T-666/22)
(2022/C 472/58)

Language in which the application was lodged: German

Parties

Applicant: United Shipping Group GmbH & Co. KG (Hamburg, Germany) (represented by: J. Bornholdt, lawyer)
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Defendant: European Union Intellectual Property Office (EUIPO)
Other party to the proceedings before the Board of Appeal: Pablo Baulies Gémez (Rocafort, Spain)

Details of the proceedings before EUIPO

Applicant for the trade mark at issue: Applicant

Trade mark at issue: International registration designating the European Union in respect of the figurative mark UNITED
WIND LOGISTICS in the colours blue and black — International registration designating the European Union No 1 531 891

Proceedings before EUIPO: Opposition proceedings
Contested decision: Decision of the First Board of Appeal of EUIPO of 17 August 2022 in Case R 134/2022-1

Form of order sought

The applicant claims that the Court should:
— annul the contested decision;

— vary the contested decision to find that the appeal is well-founded, annul decision No B3 131 303 of the Opposition
Division of 30 November 2021, and reject the opposition to the designation of the European Union in international
registration No 1 531 891;

— order EUIPO to pay the costs.
Plea in law

— Infringement of Article 8(1)(b) of Regulation (EU) 2017/1001 of the European Parliament and of the Council.

Order of the General Court of 21 October 2022 — Iccrea Banca v Commission and SRB
(Joined Case T-386/18 and T-400/19) (")
(2022/C 472/59)
Language of the case: Italian

The President of the Tenth Chamber, Extended Composition has ordered that the case be removed from the register.

() O] C 294, 20.8.2018.

Order of the General Court of 20 October 2022 — Cecoforma and Sopexa v REA
(Case T-493/22) (')
(2022/C 472/60)
Language of the case: French

The President of the First Chamber has ordered that the case be removed from the register.

() O] C 380, 3.10.2022.
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