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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

U.S. APPLICATION SERIAL NQO. 78095659

MARK: SQRAT

CORRESPONDENT ADDRESS:

DAVID A EINHORN

BAKER HOSTETLER LLP

45 ROCKEFELLER PLAZA FL 11

NEW YORK, NY 10111-0230

APPLICANT: Silberstein, vy

CORRESPONDENT’S REFERENCE/DOCKET NO: N/A

CORRESPONDENT’S E-MAIL ADDRESS:
bhipdocketi@bakerlaw.com

MOTION TO REMAND

The applicant hereby moves, pursuant to TBMP § 1209.4, for an order suspending
the present appeal and remanding the application to the examining attorney so that
applicant may amend the application. In the examining atiorney’s December 14, 2015
letter denying applicant’s request for reconsideration, the examining attorney stated that
the specimen provided by the applicant evidenced the mark’s use in connection with TV
and video clips available for streaming. The examiner also stated that the services
“streaming of video material” are in Class 38 and are not considered merchandising
services in Class 35 and that applicant’s specimen shows use of the mark in connection
with streaming of video material. Applicant agrees with the examining attorney’s
assessment, and accordingly, applicant desires to amend the application to more
accurately describe the use of the mark in this specimen in connection with “streaming of
video material” in Class 38, rather than “merchandising of movies and television
programs” in Class 35, The final refusal was issued on November 4, 2015. Per TBMP §
1209.4, “A request filed by an applicant to remand the application to the examining
attorney that is filed within six months of the issuance of a final Office action is treated as
a request for reconsideration, whether it is denominated as such, or is captioned as a
request for remand. Requests for reconsideration are granted by the Board as a matter of
right” {emphasis added).

Accordingly, applicant respectfully requests that the TTAB issue an order suspending the
present appeal and remanding the application to enable the examining attorney to issue a
new final refusal permitting applicant the opportunity to amend the services description
in the application.




This 16th day of February, 2016

Respectfully submitted,
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Baker & Hostetler LILP

45 Rockefeller Plaza

New York, NY 10111
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