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

TITLE LOCK CORPORATION,

Opposer,
Opposition No. 273673
V.
In re Serial Nos. 90/484,750; 90/456,625;
DOMIDOCS, INC., 90/080,203

Applicant.

N N N N N N N N N N N N

Commissioner for Trademarks
P.O. Box 1451
Alexandria, VA 22313-1451

APPLICANT’S PRETRIAL DISCLOSURES

Applicant DomiDocs, Inc. (“Applicant”) hereby provides its Pretrial Disclosures pursuant to
Trademark Rules 2.120-2.123, TBMP §§ 702 and 702-1 and Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26,
as follows:

(1) The name and, if not previously provided, the telephone number and address of each
witness from whom it intends to take testimony, or may make testimony if the need
arises, general identifying information about the witness, such as relationship to any
party, including job title if employed by a party, or, if neither a party nor related to a
party, occupation and job title, a general summary or list of subjects on which the
witness is expected to testify, and a general summary or list of the types of documents
and things which may be introduced as exhibits during the testimony of the witness.

Justin Stephan, May testify about:
Marketing e Applicant’s selection of its common law and federal registered
Consultant, mark HOMELOCK
DomiDocs, Inc. e The goods and services offered under said mark;

e The marketing and sale of the goods and services under said
2336 SE Ocean mark;
Blvd., Suite 248, e The channels of trade in which said goods and services are
Stuart, FL 34996 marketed and sold;

e The sophistication of customers of said goods and services;




The use of said mark;

The length of usage of said mark;

The applications for Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The use of Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under
Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The channels of trade in which Opposer’s goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of Opposer’s goods and
services;

Opposer’s search engine advertising practices and strategies,
including Opposer’s use of search engine optimization and use
of Applicant’s mark as keywords in advertising text;

The harm to Applicant;

The lack of likelihood of confusion with Opposer’s applied-for
marks;

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
dilute the distinctive quality of Opposer’s marks; and

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
falsely suggest a connection between Applicant’s mark and
Opposer’s marks.

Documents:

Representative documents and evidence of Applicant’s use of its
common law and federally registered mark HOMELOCK;
Documents related to Applicant’s registration and application of
its marks;

Representative documents of Applicant’s marketing, advertising
and sale of goods and services under its applicable mark;
Representative documents of Opposer’s unauthorized use and
application of Opposer’s applied-for marks; and

Lack of representative evidence of the actual and likelihood of
confusion, mistake or deception, dilution and false suggestion of
connection resulting from Opposer’s use and application of
Opposer’s applied-for marks.

Sean Lacy,
Marketing
Consultant,
DomiDocs, Inc.

2336 SE Ocean
Blvd., Suite 248,
Stuart, FL 34996

May testify about:

Applicant’s selection of its common law and federal registered
mark HOMELOCK;

The goods and services offered under said mark;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under said
mark;

The channels of trade in which said goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of said goods and services;
The use of said mark;




The length of usage of said mark;

The applications for Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The use of Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under
Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The channels of trade in which Opposer’s goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of Opposer’s goods and
services;

Opposer’s search engine advertising practices and strategies,
including Opposer’s use of search engine optimization and use
of Applicant’s mark as keywords in advertising text;

The harm to Applicant;

The lack of likelihood of confusion with Opposer’s applied-for
marks;

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
dilute the distinctive quality of Opposer’s marks; and

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
falsely suggest a connection between Applicant’s mark and
Opposer’s marks.

Documents:

Representative documents and evidence of Applicant’s use of its
common law and federally registered mark HOMELOCK;
Documents related to Applicant’s registration and application of
its mark;

Representative documents of Applicant’s marketing, advertising
and sale of goods and services under its applicable mark;
Representative documents of Opposer’s unauthorized use and
application of Opposer’s applied-for marks; and

Lack of representative evidence of the actual and likelihood of
confusion, mistake or deception, dilution and false suggestion of
connection resulting from Opposer’s use and application of
Opposer’s applied-for marks.

Michael Pitts,
Customer Service
Manager,
DomiDocs, Inc.

2336 SE Ocean
Blvd., Suite 248,
Stuart, FL 34996

May testify about:

Applicant’s selection of its common law and federally registered
mark HOMELOCK;

The goods and services offered under said mark;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under said
mark;

The channels of trade in which said goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of said goods and services;

The use of said mark;

The length of usage of said mark;




The applications for Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The use of Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under
Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The channels of trade in which Opposer’s goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of Opposer’s goods and
services;

The harm to Applicant;

The lack of likelihood of confusion with Opposer’s applied-for
marks;

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
dilute the distinctive quality of Opposer’s marks; and

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
falsely suggest a connection between Applicant’s mark and
Opposer’s marks.

Documents:

Representative documents and evidence of Applicant’s use of its
common law and federally registered mark HOMELOCK;
Documents related to Applicant’s registration and application of
its mark;

Representative documents of Applicant’s marketing, advertising
and sale of the goods and services under its applicable mark;
Representative documents of Applicant’s unauthorized use and
application of Applicant’s applied-for mark; and

Representative evidence of the lack of actual and likelihood of
confusion, mistake or deception, dilution and false suggestion of
connection resulting from Applicant’s use and application of
Applicant’s applied-for mark.

Nancy Dianese,
Customer Service
Representative,
DomiDocs, Inc.

2336 SE Ocean
Blvd., Suite 248,
Stuart, FL 34996

May testify about:

Applicant’s selection of its common law and federally registered
mark HOMELOCK;

The goods and services offered under said mark;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under said
mark;

The channels of trade in which said goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of said goods and services;
The use of said mark;

The length of usage of said mark;

The applications for Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The use of Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under
Opposer’s applied-for marks;




The channels of trade in which Opposer’s goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of Opposer’s goods and
services;

The harm to Applicant;

The lack of likelihood of confusion with Opposer’s applied-for
marks;

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
dilute the distinctive quality of Opposer’s marks; and

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
falsely suggest a connection between Applicant’s mark and
Opposer’s marks.

Documents:

Representative documents and evidence of Applicant’s use of its
common law and federally registered mark HOMELOCK;
Documents related to Applicant’s registration and application of
its mark;

Representative documents of Applicant’s marketing, advertising
and sale of the goods and services under its applicable mark;
Representative documents of Applicant’s unauthorized use and
application of Applicant’s applied-for mark; and

Representative evidence of the lack of actual and likelihood of
confusion, mistake or deception, dilution and false suggestion of
connection resulting from Applicant’s use and application of
Applicant’s applied-for mark.

Brian Handal,
Chief Operating
Officer, DomiDocs,
Inc.

2336 SE Ocean
Blvd., Suite 248,
Stuart, FL 34996

May testify about:

Applicant’s selection of its common law and federally registered
mark HOMELOCK

The goods and services offered under said mark;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under said
mark;

The channels of trade in which said goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of said goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of said goods and services;

The use of said mark;

The length of usage of said mark;

The applications for Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The use of Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under
Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The channels of trade in which Opposer’s goods and services are
marketed and sold;




The sophistication of customers of Opposer’s goods and
services;

The harm to Applicant;

The lack of likelihood of confusion with Opposer’s applied-for
marks;

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
dilute the distinctive quality of Opposer’s marks; and

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
falsely suggest a connection between Applicant’s mark and
Opposer’s marks.

Documents:

Representative documents and evidence of Applicant’s use of its
common law and federally registered mark HOMELOCK;
Documents related to Applicant’s registration and application of
its mark;

Representative documents of Applicant’s marketing, advertising
and sale of the goods and services under its applicable mark;
Representative documents of Applicant’s unauthorized use and
application of Applicant’s applied-for mark; and

Representative evidence of the lack of actual and likelihood of
confusion, mistake or deception, dilution and false suggestion of
connection resulting from Applicant’s use and application of
Applicant’s applied-for mark.

Mark Maloughney,
Chief Technology
Officer, DomiDocs,
Inc.

2336 SE Ocean
Blvd., Suite 248,
Stuart, FL 34996

May testify about:

Applicant’s selection of its common law and federally registered
mark HOMELOCK

The goods and services offered under said mark;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under said
mark;

The channels of trade in which said goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of said goods and services;

The use of said mark;

The length of usage of said mark;

The applications for Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The use of Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under
Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The channels of trade in which Opposer’s goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of Opposer’s goods and
services;

The harm to Applicant;




The lack of likelihood of confusion with Applicant’s applied-for
mark;

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
dilute the distinctive quality of Opposer’s marks; and

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
falsely suggest a connection between Applicant’s mark and
Opposer’s marks.

Documents:

Representative documents and evidence of Applicant’s use of its
common law and federally registered mark HOMELOCK;
Documents related to Applicant’s registration and application of
its mark;

Representative documents of Applicant’s marketing, advertising
and sale of the goods and services under its applicable mark;
Representative documents of Applicant’s unauthorized use and
application of Applicant’s applied-for mark; and

Representative evidence of the lack of actual and likelihood of
confusion, mistake or deception, dilution and false suggestion of
connection resulting from Applicant’s use and application of
Applicant’s applied-for mark.

Keenyn McFarlane,
Chief Financial
Officer, DomiDocs,
Inc.

2336 SE Ocean
Blvd., Suite 248,
Stuart, FL 34996

May testify about:

Applicant’s selection of its common law and federally registered
mark HOMELOCK

The goods and services offered under said mark;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under said
mark;

The channels of trade in which said goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of said goods and services;

The use of said mark;

The length of usage of said mark;

The applications for Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The use of Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under
Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The channels of trade in which Opposer’s goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of Opposer’s goods and
services;

The harm to Applicant;

The lack of likelihood of confusion with Applicant’s applied-for
mark;

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
dilute the distinctive quality of Opposer’s marks; and




The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
falsely suggest a connection between Applicant’s mark and
Opposer’s marks.

Documents:

Representative documents and evidence of Applicant’s use of its
common law and federally registered mark HOMELOCK;
Documents related to Applicant’s registration and application of
its mark;

Representative documents of Applicant’s marketing, advertising
and sale of the goods and services under its applicable mark;
Representative documents of Applicant’s unauthorized use and
application of Applicant’s applied-for mark; and

Representative evidence of the lack of actual and likelihood of
confusion, mistake or deception, dilution and false suggestion of
connection resulting from Applicant’s use and application of
Applicant’s applied-for mark.

Wavelength Media,
Marketing &
Customer Service
Consultancy Firm

103 S US Hwy 1
Suite E1, Jupiter,
FL 33477

May testify about:

Applicant’s selection of its common law and federally registered
mark HOMELOCK

The goods and services offered under said mark;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under said
mark;

The channels of trade in which said goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of said goods and services;
The use of said mark;

The length of usage of said mark;

The applications for Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The use of Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under
Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The channels of trade in which Opposer’s goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of Opposer’s goods and
services;

The harm to Applicant;

The lack of likelihood of confusion with Opposer’s applied-for
marks;

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
dilute the distinctive quality of Opposer’s marks; and

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
falsely suggest a connection between Applicant’s mark and
Opposer’s marks.




Documents:

Representative documents and evidence of Applicant’s use of its
common law and federally registered mark HOMELOCK;
Documents related to Applicant’s registration and application of
its mark;

Representative documents of Applicant’s marketing, advertising
and sale of the goods and services under its applicable mark;
Representative documents of Applicant’s unauthorized use and
application of Applicant’s applied-for mark; and

Representative evidence of the lack of actual and likelihood of
confusion, mistake or deception, dilution and false suggestion of
connection resulting from Applicant’s use and application of
Applicant’s applied-for mark.

Justin Bruns,
President and Co-
Founder,
Wavelength Media

103 S US Hwy 1
Suite E1, Jupiter,
FL 33477

May testify about:

Applicant’s selection of its common law and federally registered
mark HOMELOCK

The goods and services offered under said mark;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under said
mark;

The channels of trade in which said goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of said goods and services;
The use of said mark;

The length of usage of said mark;

The applications for Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The use of Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under
Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The channels of trade in which Opposer’s goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of Opposer’s goods and
services;

The harm to Applicant;

The lack of likelihood of confusion with Opposer’s applied-for
marks;

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
dilute the distinctive quality of Opposer’s marks; and

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
falsely suggest a connection between Applicant’s mark and
Opposer’s marks.

Documents:

Representative documents and evidence of Applicant’s use of its
common law and federally registered mark HOMELOCK;




Documents related to Applicant’s registration and application of
its mark;

Representative documents of Applicant’s marketing, advertising
and sale of the goods and services under its applicable mark;
Representative documents of Applicant’s unauthorized use and
application of Applicant’s applied-for mark; and

Representative evidence of the lack of actual and likelihood of
confusion, mistake or deception, dilution and false suggestion of
connection resulting from Applicant’s use and application of
Applicant’s applied-for mark.

Joacim Borg, Chief
Executive Officer
and Co-Founder,
Wavelength Media

103 S US Hwy 1
Suite E1, Jupiter,
FL 33477

May testify about:

Applicant’s selection of its common law and federally registered
mark HOMELOCK;

The goods and services offered under said mark;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under said
mark;

The channels of trade in which said goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of said goods and services;
The use of said mark;

The length of usage of said mark;

The applications for Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The use of Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under
Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The channels of trade in which Opposer’s goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of Opposer’s goods and
services;

The harm to Applicant;

The lack of likelihood of confusion with Opposer’s applied-for
marks;

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
dilute the distinctive quality of Opposer’s marks; and

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
falsely suggest a connection between Applicant’s mark and
Opposer’s marks.

Documents:

Representative documents and evidence of Applicant’s use of its
common law and federally registered mark HOMELOCK;
Documents related to Applicant’s registration and application of
its mark;

Representative documents of Applicant’s marketing, advertising
and sale of the goods and services under its applicable mark;




Representative documents of Applicant’s unauthorized use and
application of Applicant’s applied-for mark; and

Representative evidence of the lack of actual and likelihood of
confusion, mistake or deception, dilution and false suggestion of
connection resulting from Applicant’s use and application of
Applicant’s applied-for mark.

Sumit Kumar,
Senior Account
Strategist, Google,
LLC

1600 Amphitheatre
Parkway, Mountain
View, CA 94043

May testify about:

Applicant’s selection of its common law and federally registered
mark HOMELOCK

The goods and services offered under said mark;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under said
mark;

The channels of trade in which said goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of said goods and services;
The use of said mark;

The length of usage of said mark;

The applications for Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The use of Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under
Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The channels of trade in which Opposer’s goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of Opposer’s goods and
services;

The harm to Applicant;

The lack of likelihood of confusion with Opposer’s applied-for
marks;

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
dilute the distinctive quality of Opposer’s marks; and

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
falsely suggest a connection between Applicant’s mark and
Opposer’s marks.

Documents:

Representative documents and evidence of Applicant’s use of its
common law and federally registered mark HOMELOCK;
Documents related to Applicant’s registration and application of
its mark;

Representative documents of Applicant’s marketing, advertising
and sale of the goods and services under its applicable mark;
Representative documents of Applicant’s unauthorized use and
application of Applicant’s applied-for mark; and

Representative evidence of the lack of actual and likelihood of
confusion, mistake or deception, dilution and false suggestion of




connection resulting from Applicant’s use and application of
Applicant’s applied-for mark.

SecureTitleLock

372 E720 S
Orem, UT 84058

May testify about:

Applicant’s selection of its common law and federally registered
mark HOMELOCK;

The goods and services offered under said mark;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under said
mark;

The channels of trade in which said goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of said goods and services;
The use of said mark;

The length of usage of said mark;

The applications for Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The use of Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under
Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The channels of trade in which Opposer’s goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of Opposer’s goods and
services;

The harm to Applicant;

The lack of likelihood of confusion with Opposer’s applied-for
marks;

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
dilute the distinctive quality of Opposer’s marks; and

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
falsely suggest a connection between Applicant’s mark and
Opposer’s marks.

Documents:

Representative documents and evidence of Applicant’s use of its
common law and federally registered mark HOMELOCK;
Documents related to Applicant’s registration and application of
its mark;

Representative documents of Applicant’s marketing, advertising
and sale of the goods and services under its applicable mark;
Representative documents of Applicant’s unauthorized use and
application of Applicant’s applied-for mark; and

Representative evidence of the lack of actual and likelihood of
confusion, mistake or deception, dilution and false suggestion of
connection resulting from Applicant’s use and application of
Applicant’s applied-for mark.

Orange Services,
LLC

May testify about:




2798 Garza Road,
Zolfo Springs,
Florida 33890

Applicant’s selection of its common law and federally registered
mark HOMELOCK;

The goods and services offered under said mark;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under said
mark;

The channels of trade in which said goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of said goods and services;
The use of said mark;

The length of usage of said mark;

The applications for Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The use of Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The marketing and sale of the goods and services under
Opposer’s applied-for marks;

The channels of trade in which Opposer’s goods and services are
marketed and sold;

The sophistication of customers of Opposer’s goods and
services;

The harm to Applicant;

The lack of likelihood of confusion with Opposer’s applied-for
marks;

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
dilute the distinctive quality of Opposer’s marks; and

The lack of likelihood that Applicant’s applied-for mark will
falsely suggest a connection between Applicant’s mark and
Opposer’s marks.

Documents:

Representative documents and evidence of Applicant’s use of its
common law and federally registered mark HOMELOCK;
Documents related to Applicant’s registration and application of
its mark;

Representative documents of Applicant’s marketing, advertising
and sale of the goods and services under its applicable mark;
Representative documents of Applicant’s unauthorized use and
application of Applicant’s applied-for mark; and

Representative evidence of the lack of actual and likelihood of
confusion, mistake or deception, dilution and false suggestion of
connection resulting from Applicant’s use and application of
Applicant’s applied-for mark.




Dated: August 8, 2025 Respectfully submitted,
William N. McKenna IV

By: /s/ William N. McKenna [V
William N. McKenna IV

Founder & Chief Executive Officer,
DomiDocs, Inc.

william@domidocs.com

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and complete copy of Applicant’s Response to Opposer’s
Motion for Summary Judgment has been served on counsel for Opposer, by forwarding said
copy on August 8, 2025 by email to: Lewis Rice LLC, 600 Washington Ave., Suite 2500, St.
Louis, Missouri 63101, jgreenberg@]lewisrice.com, mhickey@lewisrice.com, and
ipdocket@lewisrice.com.

/s/ William N. McKenna, IV
William N. McKenna, IV
o/b/o DomiDocs, Inc.
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