
To: Sparta Beverage LLC (TRADEMARKS@SPARTABEVERAGE.COM)
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N/A
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE (USPTO)
OFFICE ACTION (OFFICIAL LETTER) ABOUT APPLICANT’S TRADEMARK APPLICATION

 
    U.S. APPLICATION SERIAL NO. 77530392
 
    MARK: SPARTAN MEAL
 

 
        

*77530392*
    CORRESPONDENT ADDRESS:
          SPARTA BEVERAGE LLC
          SPARTA BEVERAGE LLC
          P.O. BOX 370027
          RESEDA, CA 91337
          

 
CLICK HERE TO RESPOND TO THIS LETTER:
http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/teas/response_forms.jsp

 
 

 

    APPLICANT: Sparta Beverage LLC
 

 
 

    CORRESPONDENT’S REFERENCE/DOCKET NO :  
          N/A
    CORRESPONDENT E-MAIL ADDRESS: 
          TRADEMARKS@SPARTABEVERAGE.COM

 

 
 

OFFICE ACTION
 

STRICT DEADLINE TO RESPOND TO THIS LETTER
TO AVOID ABANDONMENT OF APPLICANT’S TRADEMARK APPLICATION, THE USPTO
MUST RECEIVE APPLICANT’S COMPLETE RESPONSE TO THIS LETTER WITHIN 6 MONTHS
OF THE ISSUE/MAILING DATE BELOW.
 
ISSUE/MAILING DATE: 5/9/2014
 
 
THIS IS A FINAL ACTION.
 
INTRODUCTION
 
This Office action is in response to applicant’s communication filed on April 13, 2014.
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In a previous Office actions dated April 23, 2012 and July 20, 2012 (also maintained and continued on
February 2, 2013 and August 26, 2013), the trademark examining attorney refused registration of the
applied-for mark based on Trademark Act Section 2(d) for a likelihood of confusion with a registered
mark.  In addition, applicant was required to satisfy the following requirements:   clarify the mark on the
drawing (February 2, 2013 and August 26, 2013), and amend the identification of goods (February 2,
2013).
 
Based on applicant’s response, the trademark examining attorney withdraws the drawing amendment
requirement.  See TMEP §§713.02, 714.04.
 
Further, the trademark examining attorney maintains and now makes FINAL the refusal and requirement
in the summary of issues below.  See 37 C.F.R. §2.64(a); TMEP §714.04.
 
SUMMARY OF ISSUES MADE FINAL that applicant must address:

 
Likelihood of confusion.
Identification of goods.

 
LIKELIHOOD OF CONFUSION
In the previous Office action, the Trademark examining attorney refused registration of the applied-for
mark is refused because of a likelihood of confusion with the marks in U.S. Registration Nos. 3539227,
3735528, 4027315 and 4047270.  Trademark Act Section 2(d), 15 U.S.C. §1052(d); see TMEP §§1207.01
et seq.  After reviewing and considering applicant’s arguments, the examining attorney has determined to
maintain the refusal as to No. 4027315.
 
Trademark Act Section 2(d) bars registration of an applied-for mark that so resembles a registered mark
that it is likely that a potential consumer would be confused or mistaken or deceived as to the source of the
goods and/or services of the applicant and registrant.  See 15 U.S.C. §1052(d).  The court in In re E. I. du
Pont de Nemours & Co., 476 F.2d 1357, 177 USPQ 563 (C.C.P.A. 1973) listed the principal factors to be
considered when determining whether there is a likelihood of confusion under Section 2(d).  See TMEP
§1207.01.  However, not all of the factors are necessarily relevant or of equal weight, and any one factor
may be dominant in a given case, depending upon the evidence of record.  In re Majestic Distilling Co.,
315 F.3d 1311, 1315, 65 USPQ2d 1201, 1204 (Fed. Cir. 2003); see In re E. I. du Pont, 476 F.2d at 1361-
62, 177 USPQ at 567.
 
In any likelihood of confusion determination, two key considerations are similarity of the marks and
similarity or relatedness of the goods and/or services.  Syndicat Des Proprietaires Viticulteurs De
Chateauneuf-Du-Pape v. Pasquier DesVignes, 107 USPQ2d 1930, 1938 (TTAB 2013) (citing Federated
Foods, Inc. v. Fort Howard Paper Co., 544 F.2d 1098, 1103, 192 USPQ 24, 29 (C.C.P.A. 1976)); In re
Iolo Techs., LLC, 95 USPQ2d 1498, 1499 (TTAB 2010); see TMEP §1207.01.  That is, the marks are
compared in their entireties for similarities in appearance, sound, connotation, and commercial impression.
  In re Viterra Inc., 671 F.3d 1358, 1362, 101 USPQ2d 1905, 1908 (Fed. Cir. 2012) (quoting In re E. I. du
Pont de Nemours & Co., 476 F.2d 1357, 1361, 177 USPQ 563, 567 (C.C.P.A. 1973)); TMEP
§1207.01(b)-(b)(v).  Additionally, the goods and/or services are compared to determine whether they are
similar or commercially related or travel in the same trade channels.  See Coach Servs., Inc. v. Triumph
Learning LLC, 668 F.3d 1356, 1369-71, 101 USPQ2d 1713, 1722-23 (Fed. Cir. 2012); Herbko Int’l, Inc.
v. Kappa Books, Inc., 308 F.3d 1156, 1165, 64 USPQ2d 1375, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2002); TMEP §1207.01,
(a)(vi).



 
Regarding the issue of likelihood of confusion, all circumstances surrounding the sale of the goods and/or
services are considered.  These circumstances include the marketing channels, the identity of the
prospective purchasers, and the degree of similarity between the marks and between the goods and/or
services.  See Indus. Nucleonics Corp. v. Hinde, 475 F.2d 1197, 177 USPQ 386 (C.C.P.A. 1973); TMEP
§1207.01.  In comparing the marks, similarity in any one of the elements of sound, appearance or meaning
may be sufficient to find a likelihood of confusion.  In re White Swan Ltd., 8 USPQ2d 1534, 1535 (TTAB
1988); In re Lamson Oil Co., 6 USPQ2d 1041, 1043 (TTAB 1987); see TMEP §1207.01(b).  In comparing
the goods and/or services, it is necessary to show that they are related in some manner.  See On-line
Careline Inc. v. Am. Online Inc., 229 F.3d 1080, 1086, 56 USPQ2d 1471, 1475 (Fed. Cir. 2000); TMEP
§1207.01(a)(vi).
 
Applicant seeks to register “SPARTAN MEAL” and design for use on “dietary and nutritional
supplements; nutritional supplements, namely, sport nutrition; dietary drink mix for use as a meal
replacement; excluding products for prostate health,” with “MEAL” disclaimed.
 
The registered mark is “SPARTAN ORGANICS” for “dietary supplements, food supplements and herbal
supplements, all featuring organic ingredients,” with “ORGANICS” disclaimed.
 
Applicant’s mark closely resembles the registrant’s mark because they share the same dominant, non-
descriptive wording—“SPARTAN”.  
 
Although marks are compared in their entireties, one feature of a mark may be more significant or
dominant in creating a commercial impression.  See In re Viterra Inc., 671 F.3d 1358, 1362, 101 USPQ2d
1905, 1908 (Fed. Cir. 2012); In re Nat’l Data Corp., 753 F.2d 1056, 1058, 224 USPQ 749, 751 (Fed. Cir.
1985); TMEP §1207.01(b)(viii), (c)(ii).  Greater weight is often given to this dominant feature when
determining whether marks are confusingly similar.  See In re Nat’l Data Corp., 753 F.2d at 1058, 224
USPQ at 751.
 
Consumers are generally more inclined to focus on the first word, prefix, or syllable in any trademark or
service mark.  See Palm Bay Imps., Inc. v. Veuve Clicquot Ponsardin Maison Fondee En 1772, 396 F. 3d
1369, 1372, 73 USPQ2d 1689, 1692 (Fed. Cir. 2005); Presto Prods., Inc. v. Nice-Pak Prods., Inc., 9
USPQ2d 1895, 1897 (TTAB 1988) (“it is often the first part of a mark which is most likely to be
impressed upon the mind of a purchaser and remembered” when making purchasing decisions).
 
Although marks must be compared in their entireties, the word portion generally may be the dominant and
most significant feature of a mark because consumers will request the goods and/or services using the
wording.  See In re Viterra Inc., 671 F.3d 1358, 1362, 101 USPQ2d 1905, 1908 (Fed. Cir. 2012); In re
Max Capital Grp. Ltd., 93 USPQ2d 1243, 1247 (TTAB 2010).  For this reason, greater weight is often
given to the word portion of marks when determining whether marks are confusingly similar.  In re
Dakin’s Miniatures, Inc. , 59 USPQ2d 1593, 1596 (TTAB 1999); TMEP §1207.01(c)(ii).
 
Although marks are compared in their entireties, one feature of a mark may be more significant or
dominant in creating a commercial impression.  See In re Viterra Inc., 671 F.3d 1358, 1362, 101 USPQ2d
1905, 1908 (Fed. Cir. 2012); In re Nat’l Data Corp., 753 F.2d 1056, 1058, 224 USPQ 749, 751 (Fed. Cir.
1985); TMEP §1207.01(b)(viii), (c)(ii).  Greater weight is often given to this dominant feature when
determining whether marks are confusingly similar.  See In re Nat’l Data Corp., 753 F.2d at 1058, 224
USPQ at 751.  Therefore, the addition of the design element in applicant’s mark would not obviate a
likelihood of confusion between the marks.
 



Disclaimed matter that is descriptive of or generic for an applicant’s goods and/or services is typically
less significant or less dominant when comparing marks.  See In re Dixie Rests., Inc., 105 F.3d 1405,
1407, 41 USPQ2d 1531, 1533-34 (Fed. Cir. 1997); In re Nat’l Data Corp., 753 F.2d at 1060, 224 USPQ
at 752 ; TMEP §1207.01(b)(viii), (c)(ii).
 
In the present case, the wording “MEAL” in the applied-for mark and “ ORGANICS” in the registered
mark are merely descriptive of or generic for applicant’s and registrant’s goods.  Thus, these wordings
are less significant in terms of affecting the marks’ commercial impression, and render the wording “
SPARTAN”  the more dominant element of both marks.
 
In its response(s), applicant argued against this finding because applicant owns the mark “SPARTA”
(Reg. No. 3730440, registration information attached hereto).
 
The Trademark Trial and Appeal Board has found that an argument that an applicant owns a family of
similar marks is “not available to an applicant seeking to overcome a likelihood-of-confusion refusal.”   In
re Cynosure, Inc., 90 USPQ2d 1644, 1645-46 (TTAB 2009).  Specifically, an applicant’s ownership of
other similar marks has little relevance in this context because the focus of a likelihood-of-confusion
analysis in an ex parte case is on the mark applicant seeks to register, rather than other marks applicant has
used or registered.  In re Cynosure, Inc., 90 USPQ2d at 1645-46; In re Ald, Inc., 148 USPQ 520, 521
(TTAB 1965); TMEP §1207.01(d)(xi). 
 
Furthermore, applicant’s and the registrant’s goods are closely related, where not identical, because they
are all dietary and/or nutritional supplements.
 
Where the goods and/or services of an applicant and registrant are identical or virtually identical, the
degree of similarity between the marks required to support a finding of likelihood of confusion is not as
great as in the case of diverse goods and/or services.  See In re Viterra Inc., 671 F.3d 1358, 1363, 101
USPQ2d 1905, 1908 (Fed. Cir. 2012) (citing Century 21 Real Estate Corp. v. Century Life of Am., 970
F.2d 874, 877, 23 USPQ2d 1698, 1701 (Fed. Cir. 1992)); In re Mighty Leaf Tea, 601 F.3d 1342, 1348, 94
USPQ2d 1257, 1260 (Fed. Cir. 2010); TMEP §1207.01(b).
 
The goods and/or services of the parties need not be identical or even competitive to find a likelihood of
confusion.  See On-line Careline Inc. v. Am. Online Inc., 229 F.3d 1080, 1086, 56 USPQ2d 1471, 1475
(Fed. Cir. 2000); Recot, Inc. v. Becton, 214 F.3d 1322, 1329, 54 USPQ2d 1894, 1898 (Fed. Cir. 2000)
(“[E]ven if the goods in question are different from, and thus not related to, one another in kind, the same
goods can be related in the mind of the consuming public as to the origin of the goods.”); TMEP
§1207.01(a)(i). 
 
The respective goods and/or services need only be “related in some manner and/or if the circumstances
surrounding their marketing [be] such that they could give rise to the mistaken belief that [the goods
and/or services] emanate from the same source.”   Coach Servs., Inc. v. Triumph Learning LLC, 668 F.3d
1356, 1369, 101 USPQ2d 1713, 1722 (Fed. Cir. 2012) (quoting 7-Eleven Inc. v. Wechsler, 83 USPQ2d
1715, 1724 (TTAB 2007)); Gen. Mills Inc. v. Fage Dairy Processing Indus. SA, 100 USPQ2d 1584, 1597
(TTAB 2011); TMEP §1207.01(a)(i).
 
The overriding concern is not only to prevent buyer confusion as to the source of the goods and/or
services, but to protect the registrant from adverse commercial impact due to use of a similar mark by a
newcomer.  See In re Shell Oil Co., 992 F.2d 1204, 1208, 26 USPQ2d 1687, 1690 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
Therefore, any doubt regarding a likelihood of confusion determination is resolved in favor of the



registrant.  TMEP §1207.01(d)(i); see Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Packard Press, Inc., 281 F.3d 1261, 1265,
62 USPQ2d 1001, 1003 (Fed. Cir. 2002); In re Hyper Shoppes (Ohio), Inc., 837 F.2d 463, 464-65, 6
USPQ2d 1025, 1026 (Fed. Cir. 1988).
 
Applicant’s mark closely resembles the registrant’s mark and the goods identified by these marks are
closely related.  When used on its identified goods, applicant’s mark may cause confusion or mistake to
the ordinary consumers as to the source of such goods in relation to the registrant’s mark and its goods.  
 
Based on the above discussion, the refusal to register applicant’s mark is therefore maintained and made
FINAL.
 
Although applicant’s mark has been refused registration, applicant may respond to the refusal by
submitting evidence and arguments in support of registration.
 
If applicant responds to the refusal, applicant must also respond to the requirement set forth below.
 
IDENTIFICATION OF GOODS
Applicant filed the present application identifying the goods “amino acids for nutritional purposes; dietary
and nutritional supplements; dietary beverage supplements for human consumption in liquid and dry mix
form for therapeutic purposes; dietary drink mix for use as a meal replacement; liquid nutritional
supplement; meal replacement and dietary supplement drink mixes; meal replacement bars; meal
replacement drinks; meal replacement powders; meal replacement shakes; mineral nutritional
supplements; non-medicated additives for animal feed for use as nutritional supplements; nutritional
additives for livestock feed for medical purposes; nutritional additives for medical purposes for use in
foods and dietary supplements for human consumption; nutritional drink mix for use as a meal
replacement; nutritional drinks used for meal replacement; nutritional energy bars for use as a meal
substitute; nutritional shakes for use as a meal substitute; nutritional supplement in the nature of a nutrient-
dense, protein-based drink mix; nutritionally fortified beverages; nutritive substances for micro-organisms
for medical use; powdered nutritional supplement drink mix; soy protein for use as a nutritional
supplement in various powdered and ready-to-drink beverages; vitamin fortified beverages; vitamin
supplement in tablet form for use in making an effervescent beverage when added to water.”   On July 4,
2012, applicant amended it to read “dietary and nutritional supplements; dietary drink mix for use as a
meal replacement”; this amendment was accepted into record.  On January 20, 2013, applicant further
amended it to “dietary and nutritional supplements; nutritional supplements, namely, sport nutrition;
dietary drink mix for use as a meal replacement; excluding products for prostate health”; and this was also
accepted.  Applicant on April 13, 2014, however, proposed to retract the prior amendment of description
to delete the limiting language of “excluding products for prostate health.”   This is not acceptable
because it expands the scope of the goods as accepted pursuant to the January 20, 2013 amendment. 
Applicant may amend the identification to list only those items that are within the scope of the goods set
forth in the application or within the scope of a previously accepted amendment to the identification.  See
37 C.F.R. §2.71(a); TMEP §§1402.06 et seq., 1402.07.  
 
Applicant may adopt the following identification, if accurate: 

 
Dietary and nutritional supplements; nutritional supplements, namely, sport nutrition; dietary drink
mix for use as a meal replacement; excluding products for prostate health
 

The USPTO has the discretion to determine the degree of particularity needed to clearly identify goods
and/or services covered by a mark.  In re Fiat Grp. Mktg. & Corp. Commc’ns S.p.A, 109 USPQ2d 1593,
1597 (TTAB 2014) (citing In re Omega SA, 494 F.3d 1362, 1365, 83 USPQ2d 1541, 1543-44 (Fed. Cir.



2007)).  Accordingly, the USPTO requires the description of goods and/or services in a U.S. application to
be specific, definite, clear, accurate, and concise.  TMEP §1402.01; see In re Fiat Grp. Mktg. & Corp.
Commc’ns S.p.A, 109 USPQ2d at 1597-98; Cal. Spray-Chem. Corp. v. Osmose Wood Pres. Co. of Am.,
102 USPQ 321, 322 (Comm’r Pats. 1954).  
 
The purpose of the identification of goods and/or services is to provide the general population, including
consumers and members of the relevant industry, with an understandable description of the goods and
services, which is done by using the common commercial name for the goods and/or services.  In re Gulf
Coast Nutritionals, Inc., 106 USPQ2d 1243, 1247 (TTAB 2013) (citing In re Sones, 590 F.3d 1282, 1289,
93 USPQ2d 1118, 1124 (Fed. Cir. 2009)).  If there is no common, ordinary name for the goods and/or
services, applicant should describe the goods and/or services using wording that would be generally
understood by the average person.  See Schenley Indus., Inc. v. Battistoni, 112 USPQ 485, 486 (Comm’r
Pats. 1957); Cal. Spray-Chem. Corp. v. Osmose Wood Pres. Co. of Am., 102 USPQ 321, 322 (Comm’r
Pats. 1954); TMEP §1402.01.
 
An in depth knowledge of the relevant field should not be necessary for understanding a description of the
goods and/or services.  TMEP §1402.01.  “[T]echnical, high-sounding verbiage” should be avoided.  Cal.
Spray-Chem. Corp. v. Osmose Wood Pres. Co. of Am., 102 USPQ at 322.
 
For assistance with identifying and classifying goods and services in trademark applications, please see
the USPTO’s online searchable U.S. Acceptable Identification of Goods and Services Manual at
http://tess2.uspto.gov/netahtml/tidm.html.  See TMEP §1402.04. 
 
Based on the above discussion, the requirement for an acceptable identification is therefore maintained
and made FINAL.
 
RESPONSE TO FINAL REFUSAL/REQUIREMENT
Applicant must respond within six months of the date of issuance of this final Office action or the
application will be abandoned.  15 U.S.C. §1062(b); 37 C.F.R. §2.65(a).  Applicant may respond by
providing one or both of the following:
 

(1)  A response that fully satisfies all outstanding requirements and/or resolves all outstanding
refusals.

 
(2)  An appeal to the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board, with the appeal fee of $100 per class.

 
37 C.F.R. §2.64(a); TMEP §714.04; see 37 C.F.R. §2.6(a)(18); TBMP ch. 1200.
 
In certain rare circumstances, an applicant may respond by filing a petition to the Director pursuant to 37
C.F.R. §2.63(b)(2) to review procedural issues.  37 C.F.R. §2.64(a); TMEP §714.04; see 37 C.F.R.
§2.146(b); TBMP §1201.05; TMEP §1704 (explaining petitionable matters).  The petition fee is $100.  37
C.F.R. §2.6(a)(15).
 
If applicant has questions regarding this Office action, please telephone or e-mail the assigned trademark
examining attorney.  All relevant e-mail communications will be placed in the official application record;
however, an e-mail communication will not be accepted as a response to this Office action and will not
extend the deadline for filing a proper response.  See 37 C.F.R. §2.191; TMEP §§304.01-.02, 709.04-.05. 
Further, although the trademark examining attorney may provide additional explanation pertaining to the
refusal(s) and/or requirement(s) in this Office action, the trademark examining attorney may not provide

http://tess2.uspto.gov/netahtml/tidm.html


legal advice or statements about applicant’s rights.   See TMEP §§705.02, 709.06.
 
TEAS PLUS APPLICANTS – TO MAINTAIN REDUCED FEE, ADDITIONAL
REQUIREMENTS MUST BE MET, INCLUDING SUBMITTING DOCUMENTS ONLINE: 
Applicants who filed their application online using the lower-fee TEAS Plus application form must (1)
continue to submit certain documents online using TEAS, including responses to Office actions (see
TMEP §819.02(b) for a complete list of these documents); (2) accept correspondence from the USPTO via
e-mail throughout the examination process; and (3) maintain a valid e-mail address.  See 37 C.F.R.
§2.23(a)(1), (a)(2); TMEP §§819, 819.02(a).  TEAS Plus applicants who do not meet these three
requirements must submit an additional fee of $50 per international class of goods and/or services.  37
C.F.R. §2.6(a)(1)(iv); TMEP §819.04.  However, in certain situations, authorizing an examiner’s
amendment by telephone will not incur this additional fee.  
 
 
 

/Dawn Han/
Examining Attorney
Law Office 107
(571) 272-9432
dawn.han@uspto.gov
 

 
TO RESPOND TO THIS LETTER:  Go to http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/teas/response_forms.jsp.  Please
wait 48-72 hours from the issue/mailing date before using the Trademark Electronic Application System
(TEAS), to allow for necessary system updates of the application.  For technical assistance with online
forms, e-mail TEAS@uspto.gov.  For questions about the Office action itself, please contact the assigned
trademark examining attorney.  E-mail communications will not be accepted as responses to Office
actions; therefore, do not respond to this Office action by e-mail.
 
All informal e-mail communications relevant to this application will be placed in the official
application record.
 
WHO MUST SIGN THE RESPONSE:  It must be personally signed by an individual applicant or
someone with legal authority to bind an applicant (i.e., a corporate officer, a general partner, all joint
applicants).  If an applicant is represented by an attorney, the attorney must sign the response. 
 
PERIODICALLY CHECK THE STATUS OF THE APPLICATION:  To ensure that applicant does
not miss crucial deadlines or official notices, check the status of the application every three to four months
using the Trademark Status and Document Retrieval (TSDR) system at http://tsdr.uspto.gov/.  Please keep
a copy of the TSDR status screen.  If the status shows no change for more than six months, contact the
Trademark Assistance Center by e-mail at TrademarkAssistanceCenter@uspto.gov or call 1-800-786-
9199.  For more information on checking status, see http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/process/status/.
 
TO UPDATE CORRESPONDENCE/E-MAIL ADDRESS:  Use the TEAS form at
http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/teas/correspondence.jsp.
 
 

http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/teas/response_forms.jsp
mailto:TEAS@uspto.gov
http://tsdr.uspto.gov/
mailto:TrademarkAssistanceCenter@uspto.gov
http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/process/status/
http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/teas/correspondence.jsp








To: Sparta Beverage LLC (TRADEMARKS@SPARTABEVERAGE.COM)

Subject: U.S. TRADEMARK APPLICATION NO. 77530392 - SPARTAN MEAL -
N/A

Sent: 5/9/2014 7:37:52 AM

Sent As: ECOM107@USPTO.GOV

Attachments:

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE (USPTO)
 
 

IMPORTANT NOTICE REGARDING YOUR
U.S. TRADEMARK APPLICATION

 
USPTO OFFICE ACTION (OFFICIAL LETTER) HAS ISSUED
ON 5/9/2014 FOR U.S. APPLICATION SERIAL NO. 77530392

 
Your trademark application has been reviewed.  The trademark examining attorney assigned by the
USPTO to your application has written an official letter to which you must respond.  Please follow these
steps:
 
(1)  READ THE LETTER by clicking on this link or going to http://tsdr.uspto.gov/, entering your U.S.
application serial number, and clicking on “Documents.”
 
The Office action may not be immediately viewable, to allow for necessary system updates of the
application, but will be available within 24 hours of this e-mail notification. 
 
(2)  RESPOND WITHIN 6 MONTHS (or sooner if specified in the Office action), calculated from
5/9/2014, using the Trademark Electronic Application System (TEAS) response form located at
http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/teas/response_forms.jsp. 
 
Do NOT hit “Reply” to this e-mail notification, or otherwise e-mail your response because the
USPTO does NOT accept e-mails as responses to Office actions. 
 
(3)  QUESTIONS about the contents of the Office action itself should be directed to the trademark
examining attorney who reviewed your application, identified below. 
 
/Dawn Han/
Examining Attorney
Law Office 107
(571) 272-9432
dawn.han@uspto.gov
 

mailto:TRADEMARKS@SPARTABEVERAGE.COM
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WARNING

 
Failure to file the required response by the applicable response deadline will result in the
ABANDONMENT of your application.  For more information regarding abandonment, see
http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/basics/abandon.jsp. 
 
PRIVATE COMPANY SOLICITATIONS REGARDING YOUR APPLICATION:  Private
companies not associated with the USPTO are using information provided in trademark applications to
mail or e-mail trademark-related solicitations.  These companies often use names that closely resemble the
USPTO and their solicitations may look like an official government document.  Many solicitations require
that you pay “fees.”  
 
Please carefully review all correspondence you receive regarding this application to make sure that you
are responding to an official document from the USPTO rather than a private company solicitation.  All
official USPTO correspondence will be mailed only from the “United States Patent and Trademark
Office” in Alexandria, VA; or sent by e-mail from the domain “@uspto.gov.”   For more information on
how to handle private company solicitations, see
http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/solicitation_warnings.jsp.
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