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I. DESCRIPTION OF THE RECORD 

 The record consists of U.S. Application, Serial No. 86/347,651, including a first Office 

Action, a response to the first Office Action, a second Office Action in the form of a Final 

Rejection, a response to the second Office Action (Final Rejection) and a request for 

reconsideration, a Notice of Appeal, and the denial of the request for reconsideration.  In addition 

to the arguments, exhibits attached to communications from both the Office and the Applicant 

comprise the record. 

II. STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES 

 The sole issue presented to the Board is whether the Applicant’s mark ALII is 

confusingly similar to the registered mark ALI’I COLLECTION, and thus, is not entitled to 

registration on the Principal Register.  The Applicant contends that the mark ALII is not 

confusingly similar to the registered mark ALI’I COLLECTION, and that this application should 

be allowed and passed to publication. 

III. RECITATION OF THE FACTS 

The application was filed on July 24, 2014.  A first Office Action (“OA1”) issued on 

November 6, 2014.  The Office found one conflicting mark, U.S. Registration No. 4,163,947 for 

the mark ALI’I COLLECTION in International Class 025 for “footwear” and refused registration 

of the mark, inter alia, stating that a likelihood of confusion existed between the registered mark 

and the Applicant’s mark ALII also in International Class 025 for “Athletic apparel, namely, 

shirts, pants, jackets, headwear, hats and caps, undergarments, athletic uniforms.”   

In response, on May 6, 2015, the Applicant amended the International Class 025 goods to 
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“Athletic apparel, namely, shirts, pants, jackets, headwear, hats and caps, undergarments, athletic 

uniforms and specifically excluding footware.” 

 A second Office Action (“OA2”) issued on May 28, 2015.  Although the Trademark 

Office continued its rejection of the Applicant’s mark ALII on the basis that the Applicant’s 

mark ALII presented a likelihood of confusion in view of the Registrant’s mark ALI’I 

COLLECTION.    

 A response and request for reconsideration was filed on November 30, 2015.  An appeal 

was filed simultaneously with the Board.  Despite the Trademark Office’s arguments and 

Applicant’s addressing of these arguments, the request for reconsideration was denied stating 

that no new written facts or reasons had been presented.  Since the issuance of the Trademark 

Office’s denial of Applicant’s Request for Reconsideration on December 21, 2015, new facts 

have developed that the Applicant seeks to bring to the Board’s attention. 

 

IV. ARGUMENTS 

A. Introduction 

 The refusal to register the Applicant’s proposed mark is solely based on the Office’s 

contention that the Applicant’s mark ALII presents a likelihood of confusion in view of U.S. 

Registration No. 4,163,947 (“the ’947 Registration”) for the mark ALI’I COLLECTION in 

International Class 025 for “footwear.”  Throughout the prosecution of the Applicant’s 

application the Trademark Office has offered arguments in support of this contention. 

 Recently, the Applicant had another mark with the term ALII in it that registered and the 

Applicant has also disclaimed the goods “footwear” from its mark and believes that the 
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Applicant’s mark ALII is distinctive from the registered mark ALI’I COLLECTION and poses 

little to no likelihood of confusion. 

B. The Applicant Was Recently Received A Registration for a Mark Having 

the Term ALII That Was Not Found to be Confusingly Similar to the 

Mark ALI’I COLLECTIONS.  

 On February 23, 2016, the Applicant received U.S. Registration No. 4,906,097 (“the ’097 

Registration”) (Exhibit A) for the mark A ALII SPORT in International Class 025 for the goods 

“Athletic apparel, namely, shirts, pants, jackets, headwear, hats and caps, undergarments, athletic 

uniforms, dresses, skirts, and swimwear.”  The Trademark Office determined that ’097 

Registration was not confusingly similar to the mark ALI’I COLLECTION and stated in the 

Office Action of April 16, 2015: 

The trademark examining attorney has searched the Office’s database of 
registered and pending marks and has found no conflicting marks that would bar 

registration under Trademark Act Section 2(d).  TMEP §704.02; see 15 U.S.C. 

§1052(d). (April 16, 2015 Office Action in the ’097 Registration, page 2) (Exhibit 

B). 

  

On February 23, 2016, the Trademark Office registered the Applicant’s mark A ALII SPORT for 

the goods “Athletic apparel, namely, shirts, pants, jackets, headwear, hats and caps, 

undergarments, athletic uniforms, dresses, skirts, and swimwear” in International Class 025. 

 The Applicant now has two commonly owned marks.  One registered in International 

Class 025 with the term ALII that was found by the Trademark Office to not be confusingly 

similar to the ’947 Registration for the mark ALI’I COLLECTION.  The other mark also in 
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International Class 025 for essentially the same goods stands rejected based on a likelihood of 

confusion in view of the registered mark ALI’I COLLECTION. 

 Applicant believes that this scenario where one mark with the term ALII was registered 

and one was rejected in internally inconsistent in the Trademark Office.  Thus, the appropriate 

course of action is for the Trademark Office to allow the Applicant’s ALII mark that is the 

subject of this Appeal.  No third party rights are negatively affected because third parties still 

have an opportunity to initiate an opposition proceeding if they believe the Applicant’s ALII 

mark does present a likelihood of confusion.  Therefore, the Applicant requests that the 

Trademark Trial and Appeal Board allow the Applicant’s ALII mark that is the subject of this 

Appeal. 

C. The Applicant Was Recently Received A Registration for a Mark Having the Term 

ALII That Was Not Found to be Confusingly Similar to the Mark ALI’I 

COLLECTIONS.  

 The Trademark Office refuses registration of the Applicant’s mark ALII for “athletic 

apparel, namely, shirts, pants, jackets, headwear, hats and caps, undergarments, athletic uniforms 

and specifically excluding footwear” stating that it is likely to cause confusion with the ’947 

Registration for ALI’I COLLECTION in International Class 025 for “footwear.”  The Applicant 

respectfully disagrees and traverses this refusal. 

 The proposed mark is ALII.  In contrast, the cited mark is the ’947 Registration for ALI’I 

COLLECTION.  These marks are not highly similar, and the meanings imparted by each mark 

differentiate these marks upon sight. 
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The Applicant contends that the proposed mark and the pending mark vastly differ in 

sight, sound and meaning.  With respect to sound, “[s]imilarity in sound is one factor in 

determining whether the marks are confusingly similar.” See In re E. I. du Pont de Nemours & 

Co., 476 F.2d 1357, 1361, 177 USPQ 563, 567 (C.C.P.A. 1973); In re White Swan, Ltd., 8 

USPQ2d 1534, 1535 (TTAB 1988). TTAB 1207.01(b)(iv).   In the present case, the Applicant’s 

proposed mark is ALII, one word and one syllable while the Registrant’s mark is ALI’I 

COLLECTION, two words and four syllables.   Thus, visually, and auditorily, these marks 

present different commercial impressions.   

 Further, “[s]imilarity in meaning or connotation is another factor in determining whether 

the marks are confusingly similar.” See In re E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., 476 F.2d 1357, 

1361, 177 USPQ 563, 567 (C.C.P.A. 1973);  In re Cynosure, Inc., 90 USPQ2d 1644, 1645-46 

(TTAB 2009). TMEP 1207.01(b)(v).   In analyzing meaning or connotation, “[t]he meaning or 

connotation of a mark must be determined in relation to the named goods or services.” TMEP 

1207.01(b)(v).  In the present case, the Registrant’s mark is ALI’I COLLECTION.  In this 

instance, the “ALI’I” is also known to mean “royal” and thus the meaning essentially becomes 

“royal collection.”  While the Applicant’s mark ALII could be interpreted as “royal” or as the 

term “Al two.”  Here, the word “ALII” and “ALI’I” conveys potentially the same meaning or a 

different meaning altogether.   When coupled with the fact that the Applicant’s goods 

specifically disclaim footwear, these vastly different meanings differentiate and distinguish these 

marks such that no likelihood of confusion would be created by the existence of both marks in 

the marketplace.   

Indeed, as stated above, the Applicant’s mark, ALII, at most, suggests that the product, 
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e.g., is of fine quality, is excellent, for example, for a particular purpose.  Thus, it is likely that 

the mark will be perceived by consumers as either an entirely arbitrary designation, or arguably, 

as being suggestive of the type of product, especially if the consumer is not aware of Hawaiian 

culture and terminology.  Accordingly, the proposed mark creates a sufficiently different 

commercial impression when applied to the goods such that no likelihood of confusion would 

result. (“Even marks that are identical in sound and/or appearance may create sufficiently 

different commercial impressions when applied to the respective parties’ goods or services so 

that there is no likelihood of confusion. See, e.g., In re Sears, Roebuck & Co., 2 USPQ2d 1312, 

1314 (TTAB 1987) (holding CROSS-OVER for bras and CROSSOVER for ladies’ sportswear 

not likely to cause confusion, noting that the term "CROSS-OVER" was suggestive of the 

construction of applicant’s bras, whereas “CROSSOVER,” as applied to registrant’s goods, was 

“likely to be perceived by purchasers either as an entirely arbitrary designation, or as being 

suggestive of sportswear which “crosses over” the line between informal and more formal wear . 

. . or the line between two seasons”);  In re British Bulldog, Ltd., 224 USPQ 854, 856 (TTAB 

1984) (holding PLAYERS for men’s underwear and PLAYERS for shoes not likely to cause 

confusion, agreeing with applicant's argument that the term "PLAYERS" implies a fit, style, 

color, and durability suitable for outdoor activities when applied to shoes, but “'implies 

something else, primarily indoors in nature'” when applied to men’s underwear); In re Sydel 

Lingerie Co., 197 USPQ 629, 630 (TTAB 1977) (holding BOTTOMS UP for ladies’ and 

children’s underwear and BOTTOMS UP for men’s clothing not likely to cause confusion, 

noting that the wording connotes the drinking phrase “Drink Up” when applied to men’s 

clothing, but does not have this connotation when applied to ladies’ and children’s underwear).)  
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If CROSS-OVER for bras and CROSSOVER for ladies’ sportswear, PLAYERS for shoes and 

PLAYERS for men’s underwear, and BOTTOMS UP for ladies’ and children’s underwear and 

BOTTOMS UP for men’s clothing, could each be found to not create a likelihood of confusion, 

despite the exact same mark in each instance (except for the hyphen in CROSS-OVER) and 

highly related goods, then ALII for “athletic apparel, namely, shirts, pants, jackets, headwear, 

hats and caps, undergarments, athletic uniforms and specifically excluding footwear,” and ALI’I 

COLLECTION for “footwear” are similarly not likely to cause confusion.   

In the present case, the proposed mark and the cited mark are not identical, and do not 

connote similar meanings or commercial impressions.  As set forth in the TMEP, “[t]he issue is 

not whether the respective marks themselves, or the goods or services offered under the marks, 

are likely to be confused but, rather, whether there is a likelihood of confusion as to the source or 

sponsorship of the goods or services because of the marks used thereon.” See, e.g., Paula Payne 

Prods. Co. v. Johnson’s Publ’g Co. , 473 F.2d 901, 902, 177 USPQ 76, 77 (C.C.P.A. 1973) 

(“[T]he question is not whether people will confuse the marks, but rather whether the marks will 

confuse people into believing that the goods they identify emanate from the same source.”); In re 

Shell Oil Co., 992 F.2d 1204, 1207, 26 USPQ2d 1687, 1689 (Fed. Cir. 1993) (“The degree of 

‘relatedness’ must be viewed in the context of all the factors in determining whether the services 

are sufficiently related that a reasonable consumer would be confused as to source or 

sponsorship.”); In re Binion, 93 USPQ2d 1531, 1534, 1535 (TTAB 2009). TMEP 1207.01.  

In the present matter, the totality of the circumstances dictates that no likelihood of 

confusion will result from the concurrent use and registration of the proposed mark.  The goods 

identified in Registrant’s registration are directed to footwear, which require the consumer to 
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associate the product with products that go one one’s feet.   

In contrast, Applicant’s goods are directed to a very specific aspect of the marketplace, 

namely, those interested athletic apparel.  These consumers are typically seeking stylistic 

fashions for use in the consumer’s athletic activities.  These two categories of do not 

automatically lend itself to a cross-over of consumers in the marketplace.  Due to the differences 

in the products, it is unlikely that anyone who encounters different products will likely confuse 

Applicant’s mark, or believe that the products associated with each mark emanates from a 

common source.  Even in the event of some minimal overlap, consumers in each marketplace are 

sophisticated and would not be confused by the coexistence of the Applicant’s mark.  In light of 

the above, the Applicant respectfully contends that there is no likelihood of confusion between 

the proposed mark and the cited registration. 

 The Trademark Office states on page 3 of the Final Rejection that Applicant’s previously 

submitted arguments are “without merit.”  This claim is without merit. The presumption under 

Trademark Act Section 7(b), 15 U.S.C. §1057(b), is that the registrant is the owner of the mark 

and that use of the mark extends to all goods and/or services identified in the registration. The 

presumption also implies that the registrant operates in all normal channels of trade and reaches 

all classes of purchasers of the identified goods and/or services. In re Melville Corp., 18 USPQ2d 

1386, 1389 (TTAB 1991); McDonald’s Corp. v. McKinley , 13 USPQ2d 1895, 1899 (TTAB 

1989); RE/MAX of Am., Inc. v. Realty Mart, Inc., 207 USPQ 960, 964-65 (TTAB 1980); see 

TMEP §1207.01(a)(iii).   

 Yet there is a specific disclaimer in the Applicant’s goods for “footwear” and no mention 

of “apparel” in the Registrant’s goods description. The Trademark Office has a presumption that 
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the mark extends to “all claimed goods,” but there is no mention of shared goods in the 

Applicant’s and Registrant’s marks. 

 As for the Trademark Office’s statement that “attached stories from the Internet “athletic 

apparel” and “footwear” are considered as part of the same industry and are at the very least 

inter-related articles of clothing that are sold in the same market place” is flawed.  The 

Registrant’s mark ALI’I COLLECTION is associated with premium men’s footwear “… 

celebrating the Ancient Hawaiian Royals.” Exhibit C 

(http://www.supthemag.com/news/industry-news-olukai-introduces-the-exclusive-alii-

collection/). 

 Furthermore, the Registrant’s product announcement states: “OluKai’s most exclusive 

product release to date, the Ali’I Collection, is a pedestal line of ultra-premium, limited-edition, 

limited-distribution footwear for men (only 300 pairs per 6 skus will be made and sold).” 

(Emphasis added).  Also, the Registrant’s goods are not for athletic footwear, but for “footwear 

for the environment in mind.” See Exhibit D (http://www.werd.com/14700/olukai-alii-

collection/).   

 Thus, it is highly unlikely that ultra-premium “footwear” for environmentally conscious 

showing dress shoes, sandals and moccasins are likely to be associated with athletic apparel 

because the channels of trade are vastly different.  For these reasons, Applicant believes its mark 

ALII should be allowed. 

  

V. CONCLUSION 

 In light of the above arguments, and the clear rulings by the courts, the Applicant 
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contends that the Trademark Office has failed to meet its burden in denying the registration of 

the Applicant’s mark ALII.  More specifically, the Trademark Office has created inconsistent 

positions with respect to two of the Applicant’s trademarks in that the Trademark Office allowed 

one mark comprising the term ALII and denied registration to another mark.   Further, there is 

evidence that the mark ALI’I COLLECTION for the goods “footwear” is not confusingly similar 

to the mark ALII also in International Class 025 where the Applicant has disclaimed the goods 

“footwear” and arguments exist as to why the mark ALII should overcome a rejection based on 

the mark ALI’I COLLECTION.  Accordingly, the Applicant request the Trademark Trial and 

Appeal Board reverse the final rejection of the Applicant’s mark ALII with respect to all of the 

goods currently presented, and respectfully requests that this application be passed to 

publication. 

 

 

 

 

Date:  February 29, 2016 

Respectively submitted, 

 

By: ________________________ 

Robert Hart 

Apogee Law Group P.C. 

401 North Michigan Avenue 

Suite 1200-1 

Chicago, IL 60611 

(312) 834-7701 

 

 







To: Active Angelz, LLC (robert@apogeelawgroup.com)

Subject: U.S. TRADEMARK APPLICATION NO. 86494820 - A ALII SPORT -

AAZ15002US

Sent: 4/16/2015 7:00:50 PM

Sent As: ECOM116@USPTO.GOV

Attachments: Attachment - 1

Attachment - 2

Attachment - 3

Attachment - 4

Attachment - 5

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE (USPTO)
OFFICE ACTION (OFFICIAL LETTER) ABOUT APPLICANT’S TRADEMARK APPLICATION

 
U.S. APPLICATION SERIAL NO.  86494820

 

MARK: A ALII SPORT

 

 

        

*86494820*
CORRESPONDENT ADDRESS:

       Robert Hart

       Apogee Law Group P.C.

       Suite 1200-1

       401 North Michigan Avenue

       Chicago IL 60611

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

 
VIEW YOUR APPLICATION FILE

 
APPLICANT: Active Angelz, LLC

 

 
 

CORRESPONDENT’S REFERENCE/DOCKET NO :  

       AAZ15002US

CORRESPONDENT E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

       robert@apogeelawgroup.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: 4/16/2015

 

 

 

The referenced application has been reviewed by the assigned trademark examining attorney.  Applicant

must respond timely and completely to the issue(s) below.  15 U.S.C. §1062(b); 37 C.F.R. §§2.62(a),

mailto:robert@apogeelawgroup.com
../OOA0002.jpg
../OOA0003.jpg
../OOA0004.jpg
../OOA0005.jpg
../OOA0006.jpg
http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/teas/response_forms.jsp
http://tsdr.uspto.gov/#caseNumber=86494820&caseType=SERIAL_NO&searchType=documentSearch


2.65(a); TMEP §§711, 718.03.

 

SEARCH OF OFFICE RECORDS – ADVISORY

The trademark examining attorney has searched the Office’s database of registered and pending marks

and has found no conflicting marks that would bar registration under Trademark Act Section 2(d).  TMEP

§704.02; see 15 U.S.C. §1052(d).

 

 

However, applicant must respond to the following.

 

DISCLAIMER OF WORDING – REQUIREMENT

Applicant must disclaim the descriptive wording “sport” apart from the mark as shown because it merely

describes an ingredient, quality, characteristic, function, feature, purpose or use of applicant’s goods.  See

15 U.S.C. §§1052(e)(1), 1056(a); In re Steelbuilding.com, 415 F.3d 1293, 1297, 75 USPQ2d 1420, 1421

(Fed. Cir. 2005); In re Gyulay, 820 F.2d 1216, 1217-18, 3 USPQ2d 1009, 1010 (Fed. Cir. 1987); TMEP

§§1213, 1213.03(a). 

 

Specifically, the attached evidence from macys.com and dickssportinggods.com sports clothing is a

category of clothing, and applicant’s use of the term “sports” merely informs consumers of the type or

purpose of applicant’s clothing.

 

Applicant should submit the following standardized format for a disclaimer:

 

No claim is made to the exclusive right to use “SPORTS” apart from the mark as shown.

 

TMEP §1213.08(a)(i); see In re Owatonna Tool Co., 231 USPQ 493, 494 (Comm’r  Pats. 1983).

 

ENGLISH TRANSLATION REQUIRED

Applicant must submit an English translation of all foreign wording in the mark.  37 C.F.R. §2.32(a)(9);

see TMEP §809.  In the present case, the wording “ ALII” requires translation.

 

The following translation statement is suggested: 

 

The English translation of the word “ALII” in the mark is “ ROYAL”.  

 

TMEP §809.03.  See attached translation evidence.

 

 

 

 

 

 

/SeanCrowley/

Examining Attorney

Law Office 116

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office

571.272.8851

sean.crowley@uspto.gov

 

TO RESPOND TO THIS LETTER:  Go to http://www.uspto.gov/trademarks/teas/response_forms.jsp.  Please



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: Active Angelz, LLC (robert@apogeelawgroup.com)

Subject: U.S. TRADEMARK APPLICATION NO. 86494820 - A ALII SPORT -

AAZ15002US

Sent: 4/16/2015 7:00:51 PM

Sent As: ECOM116@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 4/16/2015 FOR U.S. APPLICATION SERIAL NO. 86494820

 
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 4/16/2015 (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:robert@apogeelawgroup.com
http://tsdr.uspto.gov/view.action?sn=86494820&type=OOA&date=20150416#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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