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U.S. APPLICATION SERIAL NO.  86172249
 
MARK: ENCAPSULATION EXTRACTION
 

 
        

*86172249*
CORRESPONDENT ADDRESS:
       MATTHEW H SWYERS
       THE TRADEMARK COMPANY
       344 MAPLE AVE W  STE 151
       VIENNA, VA 22180-5612
       

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

 
VIEW YOUR APPLICATION FILE

 
APPLICANT: Clene Start Inc.
 

 
 

CORRESPONDENT’S REFERENCE/DOCKET NO :  
       N/A
CORRESPONDENT E-MAIL ADDRESS: 
       info@thetrademarkcompany.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: 3/6/2015
 
 
THIS IS A FINAL ACTION.
 
This Office action is in response to applicant’s communication filed on 02/11/15.
 
In the previous Office action, dated 11/10/14, the examining attorney refused registration of the applied-
for mark on the Supplemental Register under Trademark Act Section 23(c), 15 U.S.C. §1091(c); see
TMEP §§1209.01(c) et seq. In addition, the examining attorney continued and maintains the underlying
Trademark Act Section 2(e)(1) Descriptive refusal. Finally, the examining attorney continued and
maintained the Failure to Function as a Service Mark – Mark Identifies Process refusal.
 
In its response, dated 02/11/15, applicant states that it has conceded for the purposes of Trademark Act
Section 2(e)(1) that the applied-for mark is merely descriptive. However, applicant continues to argue
against the Trademark Act Section 23(c) generic refusal. The examining attorney has carefully reviewed
and considered applicant’s arguments against the Trademark Act Section 23(c) generic refusal and does
not find them persuasive. Accordingly, the examining attorney continues and maintains the generic
refusal under Trademark Act Section 23(c) and hereby makes said refusal FINAL. In addition, in its
response, applicant does not address the Failure to Function as a Service Mark – Mark Identifies Process
refusal. Accordingly, the examining attorney continues and maintains said refusal and hereby makes it
FINAL.
 
For the reasons set forth below, the refusal is now made FINAL under Trademark Act Section 23 because
the proposed mark is generic and therefore unregistrable on the Supplemental Register.  See 15 U.S.C.

http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/teas/response_forms.jsp
http://tsdr.uspto.gov/#caseNumber=86172249&caseType=SERIAL_NO&searchType=documentSearch


§1091; 37 C.F.R. §2.63(b).
 
FINAL REUSAL – Refusal on Supplemental Register – Term Generic
 
Registration is refused on the Supplemental Register because the applied-for mark is generic and thus
incapable of distinguishing applicant’s services.  Trademark Act Section 23(c), 15 U.S.C. §1091(c); see
TMEP §§1209.01(c) et seq.
 
A generic term is a common name that the relevant public uses or understands primarily as referring to the
category or genus of the services in question.  In re Nordic Naturals, Inc., 755 F.3d 1340, 1342, 111
USPQ2d 1495, 1497 (Fed. Cir. 2014); H. Marvin Ginn Corp. v. Int’l Ass’n of Fire Chiefs, Inc. , 782 F.2d
987, 989-90, 228 USPQ 528, 530 (Fed. Cir. 1986); see TMEP §1209.01(c).  Generic terms are by
definition incapable of indicating a particular source of services and cannot be registered as service marks.
  In re Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner, & Smith, Inc., 828 F.2d 1567, 1569, 4 USPQ2d 1141, 1142 (Fed.
Cir. 1987); see TMEP §1209.01(c).  Registering generic terms “would grant the owner of [a] mark a
monopoly, since a competitor could not describe his goods as what they are.”   In re Merrill Lynch, Pierce,
Fenner, & Smith, Inc., 828 F.2d at 1569, 4 USPQ2d at 1142.
 
Determining whether a mark is generic requires a two-step inquiry:
 
(1)       What is the genus of services at issue?
 

(2)       Does the relevant public understand the designation primarily to refer to that genus
of services?

 
In re 1800Mattress.com IP, LLC, 586 F.3d 1359, 1363, 92 USPQ2d 1682, 1684 (Fed. Cir. 2009) (quoting
H. Marvin Ginn Corp. v. Int’l Ass’n of Fire Chiefs , Inc., 782 F.2d 987, 989-90, 228 USPQ 528, 530 (Fed.
Cir. 1986)); TMEP §1209.01(c)(i). 
 
Regarding the first part of the inquiry, the genus of the services is often defined by an applicant’s
identification of services.  See In re Country Music Ass’n , 100 USPQ2d 1824, 1827-28 (TTAB 2011)
(citing Magic Wand Inc. v. RDB Inc., 940 F.2d 638, 640, 19 USPQ2d 1551, 1552 (Fed. Cir. 1991)).
 
In this case, the identification, and thus the genus, is “Carpet and rug cleaning; Carpet cleaning” in
International Class 37. 
 
Regarding the second part of the inquiry, the relevant public is the purchasing or consuming public for the
identified goods and/or services.  Frito-Lay N. Am., Inc. v. Princeton Vanguard, LLC, 109 USPQ2d 1949,
1952 (TTAB 2014) (citing Magic Wand Inc. v. RDB Inc., 940 F.2d at 640, 19 USPQ2d at 1553).  In this
case, the relevant public comprises ordinary consumers who purchase applicant’s services, because there
are no restrictions or limitations to the channels of trade or classes of consumers.  The attached evidence
from a number of third-party carpet cleaning companies shows that the terms “ENCAPSULATION” and
“EXTRACTION” are used to denote “encapsulation cleaning” and “extraction cleaning”, which are two
commonly employed carpet cleaning methods or processes. Please see third-party website evidence
attached to the Office action, dated 11/10/14, and incorporated here by reference. Please see additional
third-party website evidence attached to the instant Office action. Furthermore, the examining attorney
attached to the previous Office action, dated 11/10/14, third-party website evidence from carpet cleaning
companies, such as Trinity Renewal Systems, Crystal Clean Carpets, Suncoast Super Steam Carpet
Cleaners Of Miami-Dade / Fort Lauderdale and OxyCareOnline.com showing non-proprietary usage of
the terminology “encapsulation extraction” to denote a type of carpet cleaning method or process. Please



see third-party website evidence attached to the previous Office action, dated 11/10/14, and incorporated
here by reference.
 
For a mark that is a generic “compound term,” a combination of two or more words, the evidence of
record must show that each of the constituent words is generic, and that each word retains its generic
meaning when combined such that the composite formed is generic and does not create a different, non-
generic meaning.  See In re Gould Paper Corp., 834 F.2d 1017, 1018-19, 5 USPQ2d 1110, 1111-12 (Fed.
Cir. 1987); In re ActiveVideo Networks, Inc., 111 USPQ2d 1581, 1602-03 (TTAB 2014); TMEP
§1209.01(c)(i). 
 
Finally, the following excerpt obtained from applicant’s own website only serves to emphasize the
generic nature of the applied-for mark in the context of applicant’s services:
 

“Encapsulation Extraction. Spots, spills and dirt particles, are encapsulated and suspended in a
crystal form when the CleanR is applied.  These suspended particles are then loosened and lifted
by the agitation and extraction process.” (emphasis added). See website excerpt attached to the
previous Office action, dated 11/10/14, and incorporated here by reference.

 
As such, a prospective consumer encountering the applied-for mark on applicant’s website would only
perceive the applied-for mark as merely a type of process used in the provision of applicant’s services,
rather than as a service mark used to indicate the source of applicant’s services listed as “Carpet and rug
cleaning; Carpet cleaning” in International Class 37 and to identify and distinguish them from others.
 
Applicant’s Arguments in Response, Dated 02/11/15
 
In its response, applicant states that the class or genus of the services is carpet cleaning. However,
applicant submits that the instant goods listed under ENCAPSULATION EXTRACTION do not primarily
refer to carpet cleaning services. First, applicant submits that the dictionary definition provided for the
term ENCAPSULATION does not solely relate to a process by which to clean carpets. Applicant states
that the term ENCAPSULATE also refers to “summarize or condense” or “to become enclosed in.”
Applicant submits that the mark may suggest that the cleaning services and or process of cleaning packs a
lot of power despite its lack of capacity. Alternatively, applicant contends that “ENCAPSULATION”
could also mean to draw attention to, like when used in a phrase, such as encapsulation of an audience. As
such, applicant argues that consumers may stop and think about what the carpet cleaning is
“encapsulating” as it is not solely marketed to consumers seeking carpet cleaning services. Applicant
submits that this evidence shows that the mark is merely descriptive, and is in no way generic.
 
Next, applicant stats that an examination of registered marks on the Principal or Supplemental Register
reveal that terms very similar to context and/or containing the terms “ENCAPSULATION” or
“EXTRACTION” in relation to services like those of applicant have been consistently treated as
suggestive and/or descriptive of the respective services and not generic. In support of this contention,
applicant has submitted three third-party registrations for the marks DIRT ENCAPSULATION
CLEANING (U.S. Reg. No. 3474268) for services listed as “Carpet and rug cleaning” in International
Class 37; DRI VAPOR EXTRACTION (U.S. Reg. No. 1646570) for services listed as “carpet cleaning
services” in International Class 37; and DUST EXTRACTION TECHNOLOGY (U.S. Reg. No. 4092511)
for services listed as “Air purification” in International Class 40. Applicant states that it would be
inconsistent for the Office to deny registration of applicant’s mark on the Supplemental Register by
concluding that the terms “ENCAPSULATION” and/or “EXTRACTION” are generic of applicant’s
goods where the attached third-party registrations were permitted to register on the Principal or



Supplemental Register.
 
Examining Attorney’s Rebuttal
 
The examining attorney has carefully reviewed and considered applicant’s arguments and evidence in
support thereof, against the Trademark Act Section 23(c) generic refusal and is not persuaded. First, the
examining attorney respectfully disagrees with applicant’s assertion that alternate definitions of the terms
“ENCAPSULATION” and “ENCAPSULATE, that are not relevant in the context of applicant’s services
listed as “Carpet and rug cleaning; Carpet cleaning” in International Class 37 (i.e., “ENCAPSULATE”
also refers to “summarize or condense” or “to become enclosed in.” and “ENCAPSULATION” could
also mean to draw attention to, like when used in a phrase, such as encapsulation of an audience)
somehow render the mark registrable.  Descriptiveness and genericness are considered in relation to the
relevant services.  DuoProSS Meditech Corp. v. Inviro Med. Devices, Ltd., 695 F.3d 1247, 1254, 103
USPQ2d 1753, 1757 (Fed. Cir. 2012).  “That a term may have other meanings in different contexts is not
controlling.”   In re Franklin Cnty. Historical Soc’y , 104 USPQ2d 1085, 1087 (TTAB 2012) (citing In re
Bright-Crest, Ltd., 204 USPQ 591, 593 (TTAB 1979)); TMEP §1209.03(e). Rather, the examining
attorney has attached both to the previous Office action, dated 11/10/14 and to the instant Office action,
ample third-party website evidence showing that consumers of applicant’s services listed “Carpet and rug
cleaning; Carpet cleaning” in International Class 37 are conditioned to encountering the terms
“ENCAPSULATION” and “EXTRACTION” as being used to denote two commonly employed methods
or processes for carpet cleaning. As such, the alternative definitions of “ENCAPSULATION” and
“ENCAPSULATE” proffered by applicant are of little, if any, probative value in the determination of
whether the applied-for mark is generic. Furthermore, in the previous Office action, dated 11/10/14, the
examining attorney attached third-party website evidence from carpet cleaning companies, such as Trinity
Renewal Systems, Crystal Clean Carpets, Suncoast Super Steam Carpet Cleaners Of Miami-Dade / Fort
Lauderdale and OxyCareOnline.com showing non-proprietary usage of the terminology “encapsulation
extraction” to denote a type of carpet cleaning method or process. Please see third-party website evidence
attached to the previous Office action, dated 11/10/14, and incorporated here by reference. As such, the
examining attorney has met the evidentiary burden of establishing that the applied-for mark is generic and
incapable of distinguishing applicant’s services.
 
Next, the examining attorney turns to the three third-party registrations submitted by applicant in support
of its argument that treating the applied-for mark as generic matter would be inconsistent with past Office
practice. The examining attorney points out that prior decisions and actions of other trademark examining
attorneys in registering other marks have little evidentiary value and are not binding upon the USPTO or
the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board.  TMEP §1207.01(d)(vi); see In re Midwest Gaming & Entm’t
LLC, 106 USPQ2d 1163, 1165 n.3 (TTAB 2013) (citing In re Nett Designs, Inc., 236 F.3d 1339, 1342, 57
USPQ2d 1564, 1566 (Fed. Cir. 2001)).  Each case is decided on its own facts, and each mark stands on its
own merits.  See AMF Inc. v. Am. Leisure Prods., Inc., 474 F.2d 1403, 1406, 177 USPQ 268, 269
(C.C.P.A. 1973); In re Binion, 93 USPQ2d 1531, 1536 (TTAB 2009).
 
In addition, the examining attorney notes that in order to support applicant’s arguments, applicant
submitted evidence of a cancelled or expired third-party registration for the mark DIRT
ENCAPSULATION CLEANING (U.S. Reg. No. 3474268).  However, a cancelled or expired registration
is “only evidence that the registration issued and does not afford an applicant any legal presumptions
under [Section] 7(b),” including the presumption that the registration is valid, owned by the registrant, and
the registrant has the exclusive right to use the mark in commerce in connection with the goods and/or
services specified in the certificate.  In re Pedersen, 109 USPQ2d 1185, 1197 (TTAB 2013) (citing
Anderson, Clayton & Co. v. Krier, 478 F.2d 1246, 1248, 178 USPQ 46, 47 (C.C.P.A. 1973) (statutory
benefits of registration disappear when the registration is cancelled); In re Brown-Forman Corp., 81



USPQ2d 1284, 1286 n.3 (TTAB 2006); In re Phillips-Van Heusen Corp., 63 USPQ2d 1047, 1047 n.2
(TTAB 2002)); see TBMP §704.03(b)(1)(A); TMEP §1207.01(d)(iv).  Nor does a cancelled or expired
registration provide constructive notice under Section 22, in which registration serves as constructive
notice to the public of a registrant’s ownership of a mark.   See Action Temp. Servs. Inc. v. Labor Force
Inc., 870 F.2d 1563, 1566, 10 USPQ2d 1307, 1309 (Fed. Cir. 1989) (“[A] canceled registration does not
provide constructive notice of anything.”).  
Thus, these third-party registrations have little, if any, probative value with respect to the registrability of
applicant’s mark.  
Accordingly, registration is refused on the Supplemental Register under Trademark Act Section 23(c) and
said refusal is hereby made FINAL.
 
For the reasons set forth below, the refusal is now made FINAL under Trademark Act Sections 1, 2, 3,
and 45 for failure to function as a service mark as used on the specimen(s) of record.  See 15 U.S.C.
§§1051-1053, 1127; 37 C.F.R. §2.63(b).
 
FINAL REFUSAL – Failure to Function as a Service Mark – Mark Identifies Process
 
Note: In its response, dated 02/11/15, applicant failed to address the instant refusal:
 
Registration is refused because the applied-for mark, as used on the specimen of record, merely identifies
a process or system; it does not function as a service mark to indicate the source of applicant’s services
and to identify and distinguish them from others.  Trademark Act Sections 1, 2, 3, and 45, 15 U.S.C.
§§1051-1053, 1127; see In re Universal Oil Prods. Co., 476 F.2d 653, 655-56, 177 USPQ 456, 457
(C.C.P.A. 1973) (holding PACOL and PENEX, as used on the specimen, solely identified the names of
catalytic processes and did not show service mark use for applicant’s “research, development, evaluation,
market and economic studies, consultation, design, engineering, and technical services”); TMEP
§1301.02(e).
 
A process or system is only a way of doing something, and is not generally a service.  TMEP §1301.02(e).
  Thus, to be registrable, the evidence of record must show use of the name of a process or system to
identify and distinguish applicant’s services from those of others and to indicate the source of applicant’s
services.  In re Hughes Aircraft Co., 222 USPQ 263, 264 (TTAB 1984); Liqwacon Corp. v. Browning-
Ferris Indus., Inc., 203 USPQ 305, 318 (TTAB 1979); TMEP §§904.07(b), 1301.02(e).
 
In this case, the specimen shows the applied-for mark used solely to identify a process or system because
the specimen shows the applied-for mark ENCAPSULATION EXTRACTION as Step 3 listed under the
heading “CleanR Carpet for Less – Our Process” and contains the following description located to the
right of the applied-for mark.
 

 “Encapsulation Extraction. Spots, spills and dirt particles, are encapsulated and suspended in a
crystal form when the CleanR is applied.  These suspended particles are then loosened and lifted
by the agitation and extraction process.” (emphasis added). See website excerpt attached to the
previous Office action, dated 11/10/14, and incorporated here by reference.

 
As such, a prospective consumer encountering the applied-for mark on applicant’s website would only
perceive the applied-for mark as merely a type of process used in the provision of applicant’s services,
rather than as a service mark used to indicate the source of applicant’s services listed as “Carpet and rug
cleaning; Carpet cleaning” in International Class 37 and to identify and distinguish them from others.
 



Accordingly, registration is refused under Trademark Act Sections 1, 2, 3 and 45 and said refusal is hereby
made FINAL.
 
Proper Response to Final Action
 
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. §2.63(b)(1)-(2); 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.  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).
 
 
 
TEAS PLUS OR TEAS REDUCED FEE (TEAS RF) APPLICANTS – TO MAINTAIN LOWER
FEE, ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS MUST BE MET, INCLUDING SUBMITTING
DOCUMENTS ONLINE:  Applicants who filed their application online using the lower-fee TEAS Plus
or TEAS RF application form must (1) file certain documents online using TEAS, including responses to
Office actions (see TMEP §§819.02(b), 820.02(b) for a complete list of these documents); (2) maintain a
valid e-mail correspondence address; and (3) agree to receive correspondence from the USPTO by e-mail
throughout the prosecution of the application.  See 37 C.F.R. §§2.22(b), 2.23(b); TMEP §§819, 820. 
TEAS Plus or TEAS RF applicants who do not meet these requirements must submit an additional
processing fee of $50 per international class of goods and/or services.  37 C.F.R. §§2.6(a)(1)(v), 2.22(c),
2.23(c); TMEP §§819.04, 820.04.  However, in certain situations, TEAS Plus or TEAS RF applicants may
respond to an Office action by authorizing an examiner’s amendment by telephone without incurring this
additional fee. 
 
 
 

/Brian P. Callaghan/
Examining Attorney
U.S. Patent & Trademark Office
Law Office 108
Phone: 571-272-4906
Email: brian.callaghan@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

http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/teas/response_forms.jsp


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.
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http://tsdr.uspto.gov/
mailto:TrademarkAssistanceCenter@uspto.gov
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To: Clene Start Inc. (info@thetrademarkcompany.com)

Subject: U.S. TRADEMARK APPLICATION NO. 86172249 - ENCAPSULATION
EXTRACTION - N/A

Sent: 3/6/2015 6:54:03 PM

Sent As: ECOM108@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 3/6/2015 FOR U.S. APPLICATION SERIAL NO. 86172249

 
Please follow the instructions below:
 
(1)  TO READ THE LETTER:  Click on this link or go to http://tsdr.uspto.gov, enter the U.S.
application serial number, and click 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)  TIMELY RESPONSE IS REQUIRED:  Please carefully review the Office action to determine (1)
how to respond, and (2) the applicable response time period.  Your response deadline will be calculated
from 3/6/2015 (or sooner if specified in the Office action).  For information regarding response time
periods, see http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/process/status/responsetime.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.  Instead, the USPTO recommends that
you respond online using the Trademark Electronic Application System (TEAS) response form located at
http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/teas/response_forms.jsp.
 
(3)  QUESTIONS:  For questions about the contents of the Office action itself, please contact the
assigned trademark examining attorney.  For technical assistance in accessing or viewing the Office action
in the Trademark Status and Document Retrieval (TSDR) system, please e-mail TSDR@uspto.gov.

 
WARNING

 
Failure to file the required response by the applicable response deadline will result in the

mailto:info@thetrademarkcompany.com
http://tsdr.uspto.gov/view.action?sn=86172249&type=OOA&date=20150306#tdrlink
http://tsdr.uspto.gov/
http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/process/status/responsetime.jsp
http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/teas/response_forms.jsp
mailto:TSDR@uspto.gov


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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