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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE BEFORE THE 
TRADEMARK TRAIL AND APPEAL BOARD 

 
 
 
 
 
Premium Holding 
                         Applicant 
 
                  v.                                                                         Opposition No. 91188983  
 
Fendi Adele S.R.L, 
                        Opposer 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Applicant’s Response to Oppo ser’s Notice of Opposition 

 
 

Robert Thompson, the Owner of PREMIUM HOLDINGING and the “Applicant” will show 
as set forth in the attached Response to the Opposer’s Notice of Opposition 
memorandum that the registration of the Applicant’s mark would not damage the 
Opposer’s mark in anyway. Thus the Opposer’s Notice of Opposition is completely not 
warranted. 
 
 
APPLICANT’S OPPOSITION ANSWERS  

 

 
 

         Applicant’s Answer No. 1 : The registration of the Applicant’s mark will not damage any 
of the products the Opposer now sells.                                                                                                      
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       Applicant’s Answer No. 2 : The Applicant’s mark           contains a stylized 
design consisting of the letters “FH” with the word FRESHOUSE below the letters. This mark 
does not bear a resemblance to the Opposer’s mark, thus the Applicant’s mark will not 
interfere with any advertising or promotion the Opposer is doing.   
 

 
 
Applicant’s Answer No. 3 : The Applicant’s mark does not bear a resemblance to the 
Opposer’s mark, thus the Applicant’s mark will not be confused for the Opposer’s mark or 
goods to the consuming public. 
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        Applicant’s Answer No. 4 : The Applicant’s mark does not bear a resemblance to the 
Opposer’s mark, thus the Applicant’s mark will not be confused for the Opposer’s mark to the 
consuming public. 
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       Applicant’s Answer No. 5 : The Applicant’s mark           contains a stylized 
design consisting of the letters “FH” with the word FRESHOUSE below the letters. This mark is  

an replica of the Applicant’s mark (Serial # 77075623)  contains a stylized 
design consisting of the letters “FH” with the word FRESHHOUSE below the letters. This mark 
(Serial # 77075623) received a Notice of Allowance on November 27, 2007 and was only 
abandoned on 05/28/2008 by the Applicant because the Applicant decided to change the 
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spelling of the mark. This shows that the Applicant’s mark will not be confused for the 
Opposer’s mark in anyway. 
 

 
 
       Applicant’s Answer No. 6 : The letter position of  the Applicant’s mark does not bear a 
resemblance to the Opposer’s mark, the Applicant’s mark consist of the letters “FH” with 
Freshouse below the letters and the Opposer’s mark consist of the letters “FF” with Fendi next 
to the letters, thus the  two marks are not similar in anyway.  

 
 
 

        Applicant’s Answer No. 7 : The registration of the Applicant’s mark will not damage any 
of the Opposer’s products now registered.         
 

 
 
 

        Applicant’s Answer No. 8 : All trademarks registered with the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office under Goods and Services IC 025 is identical to the goods the Opposer 
continues to use. This is not ground to deny the applicant’s mark.  
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       Applicant’s Answer No. 9 : The goods covered by the applicant’s mark will not be 
encountered by the same class of purchasers. The Opposer’s goods target a luxury class 
purchaser and the Applicant’s goods target a moderate class purchaser.  
 

 
 
 
   Applicant’s Answer No. 10 : The Applicant’s goods will not be advertised, promoted, offered 
or distributed through the same channels as the Opposer’s goods because the Applicant’s 
goods are targeted to a different purchaser and the  Applicant’s mark does not bear a 
resemblance to the Opposer’s mark, thus the Applicant’s mark will not cause a purchaser to be 
confused. 
 

 
         
 
        Applicant’s Answer No. 11 : The Applicant’s mark does not bear a resemblance to the 
Opposer’s mark, thus the Applicant’s mark will not cause confusion, or cause mistake or 
deceive purchasers. 
 

 
 
 

       Applicant’s Answer No. 12 : The Applicant’s mark does not bear a resemblance to the 
Opposer’s mark, thus the Applicant’s mark will not be seen as something that is authorized, 
sponsored or approved by the Opposer. 
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        Applicant’s Answer No. 13 : The Applicant’s mark does not bear a resemblance to the 
Opposer’s mark, thus the registration of the Applicant’s mark will not confuse or mislead and 
will not damage the Opposer’s mark in anyway. 
 

 
 

        Applicant’s Answer No. 14 : The Applicant’s mark does not bear a resemblance to the 
Opposer’s mark, thus the registration of the Applicant’s mark will not damage the Opposer’s 
mark in anyway. 
 

 
 

        Applicant’s Answer No. 15 : The Applicant’s mark does not bear a resemblance to the 
Opposer’s mark, thus the registration of the Applicant’s mark will not cause dilution of the 
distinctive quality of the Opposer’s mark in anyway. 
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Applicant’s Answer No. 16 : The Applicant’s foregoing answers show that the Applicant’s 
mark does not bear a resemblance to the Opposer’s mark, thus the Applicant’s mark would not 
cause damage to the Opposer’s mark and should be approved for registration. 
 
 
 
                                                                                                             Respectfully Submitted, 

 
 
 

                                                                                                 Robert Thompson 
Premium Holding (Owner) 

 
 

Dated: May 3, 2009  
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE BEFORE THE 
TRADEMARK TRAIL AND APPEAL BOARD 

 
 
 
 
 
Premium Holding 
                         Applicant 
 
                  v.                                                                         Opposition No. 91188983  
 
Fendi Adele S.R.L, 
                        Opposer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF ELECTRONIC FILING AND SERVICE 
 
 
I hereby certify that the Applicant’s Response to the Opposer’s Notice of Opposition have been 
filed electronically, with the United States Patent and Trademark Office, Trademark Trial and 
Appeal Board, on 3rd day of May,2009 
 
I further certify that a copy of the afore-mentioned document were sent by first-class mail, 
postage prepaid to Opposer’s Attorney Keith Sharkin at King &Spalding LLP, 1185 Avenue of 
the America, New York, New York 10036 and by electronic delivery to email address 
ksharkin@kslaw.com this 3rd  of May, 2009 
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