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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. 85627379 

 

    MARK: H HUGHES FURNITURE MOTION EAZE 

 

 

          

*85627379*  

    CORRESPONDENT ADDRESS: 
          ALAN B. FELTS 

          TUGGLE DUGGINS P.A. 

          100 N GREENE ST STE 600 

          GREENSBORO, NC 27401-2546 

           

  
 

 

GENERAL TRADEMARK INFORMATION: 

http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/index.jsp   

 

 

 

    APPLICANT: Hughes Furniture Industries, Inc. 

 
 

    CORRESPONDENT’S REFERENCE/DOCKET NO:    

          N/A       

    CORRESPONDENT E-MAIL ADDRESS:   

          afelts@tuggleduggins.com 

 

 

 

REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION DENIED 

 

ISSUE/MAILING DATE: 2/2/2014 

 



 
The trademark examining attorney has carefully reviewed applicant’s request for reconsideration and is 
denying the request for the reasons stated below.  See 37 C.F.R. §2.64(b); TMEP §§715.03(a)(2)(B), 
(a)(2)(E), 715.04(a).  The amendment to the disclaimer statement is acceptable and has been entered 
into the application record; however, the likelihood of confusion refusal made final in the Office action 
dated April 23, 2013 is maintained and continues to be final.  See TMEP §§715.03(a)(2)(B), (a)(2)(E), 
715.04(a). 

 

In the present case, applicant’s request has not resolved the outstanding issue, nor does it raise a new 
issue or provide any new or compelling evidence with regard to the outstanding issue in the final Office 
action.  In addition, applicant’s analysis and arguments are not persuasive nor do they shed new light on 
the issues.  Accordingly, the request is denied. 

 

Applicant has applied to register the proposed mark H HUGHES FURNITURE MOTION EAZE RECLINERS 
and design for use on “furniture.”  The registered mark is BRADLEY HUGHES” in standard character form 
for use on “residential and commercial furniture.”  

 

The goods of the parties are presumably identical because applicant’s “furniture” is broad enough and 
presumed to include the registrant’s “residential and commercial furniture.”  The identification set forth 
in both the application and registration sets forth no restrictions as to the nature, type, channels of 
trade, or class or purchasers.  Therefore, it is presumed that these goods travel in all normal channels of 
trade and are available to the same class of purchasers.   

 

Applicant’s mark and the registered mark both contain the wording HUGHES.  Moreover, the wording 
HUGHES as it appears in each mark is substantial in creating the overall commercial impression of each 
mark.  The attached search of the Office records shows that the wording HUGHES is neither weak nor 
diluted when used on furniture.  The only marks produced by this search are applicant’s mark and the 
cited registered mark.  Information regarding the search statement results is attached herein. 

 

Also attached herein is evidence which indicates that it is common for furniture manufacturers to be 
identified by surname alone (e.g., Althorp, Baker, Bernhardt, Carter, Cochrane, Cox, Davis, Klaussner, 
McNeilly, Pearson, Selva, Sherrill etc.).  For this reason, consumers encountering the marks of applicant 
and the registrant (both containing the same surname) are likely to believe that the goods of the parties 
emanate from a common source or are otherwise related.  In re SL&E Training Stable, Inc., 88 USPQ2d 
1216, 1219 (TTAB 2008) (holding SAM EDELMAN and EDELMAN, both for wallets and various types of 



bags, likely to cause confusion, noting that there are strong similarities between the marks because they 
share the same surname, and that consumers viewing the mark EDELMAN may perceive it as an 
abbreviated form of SAM EDELMAN because it is the practice in the fashion industry to refer to 
surnames alone). 

 

The filing of a request for reconsideration does not extend the time for filing a proper response to a final 
Office action or an appeal with the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board (Board), which runs from the date 
the final Office action was issued/mailed.  See 37 C.F.R. §2.64(b); TMEP §715.03, (a)(2)(B), (a)(2)(E), (c).   

 

If time remains in the six-month response period to the final Office action, applicant has the 
remainder of the response period to comply with and/or overcome any outstanding final 
requirement(s) and/or refusal(s) and/or to file an appeal with the Board.  TMEP 
§715.03(a)(2)(B), (c).  However, if applicant has already filed a timely notice of appeal with the 
Board, the Board will be notified to resume the appeal.  See TMEP §715.04(a). 
 

 

 

 

 

/Alicia Collins Edwards/ 

Trademark Examining Attorney 

United States Patent and Trademark Office 

Law Office 115 

571-272-9147 

alicia.edwards@uspto.gov 

 

 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 


