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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. 85758912

MARK: PATIENT SPECIFIC IMMERSION

*85758912*

CORRESPONDENT ADDRESS:
CATHERINE S. COLLINS
WARNER NORCROSS & JUDD LLP
111 LYON ST NW STE 900

GENERAL TRADEMARK INFORMATION:

GRAND RAPIDS, MI 49503-2487

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

APPLICANT: STRYKER CORPORATION

CORRESPONDENT’S REFERENCE/DOCKET NO:
143667.15153
CORRESPONDENT E-MAIL ADDRESS:
trademarks@wnj.com

REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION DENIED

ISSUE/MAILING DATE: 3/6/2014

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 requirement(s) and/or refusal(s) made final in the Office action dated
08/11/2013 are maintained and continue 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 all the outstanding issue(s), nor does it raise a
new issue or provide any new or compelling evidence with regard to the outstanding issue(s) 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.

The examining attorney attaches evidence in the nature of excerpts from the Internet which show
that there are such things that are commonly known as “immersion mattresses” used to simulate
immersion in water by having air chambers that inflate and deflate as to as to not allow a patient to
stay in a single position and thus putting constant pressure on a certain part.

The examining attorney also attaches excerpts from the applicant’s website to show that the
applicant’s goods are immersion mattresses or feature “immersion” technology and the goods are
“patient specific” or designed for or customizable to the particular user. The evidence is intended to
support the final refusal based on Section 2(e)(1) of the Trademarks Act.

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).
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