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U.S. Application
Serial No. 88579771

 

Mark:  TACO
TUESDAY

 

 

 

 

Correspondence
Address: 
HOWARD J. SHIRE

PEPPER HAMILTON
LLP

620 EIGHTH
AVENUE

THE NEW YORK
TIMES BUILDING

NEW YORK, NY
10018

 
 

Applicant:  LBJ
Trademarks, LLC

 

 

 

Reference/Docket
No. N/A

 

Correspondence
Email Address: 

 
shireh@pepperlaw.com

 

 

 

NONFINAL OFFICE ACTION

 

The USPTO must receive applicant’s response to this letter within six months of the issue date below or the application will be
abandoned.  Respond using the Trademark Electronic Application System (TEAS).  A link to the appropriate TEAS response form appears at the
end of this Office action. 

 

 

Issue date:  September 11, 2019

 

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), 2.65(a); TMEP §§711, 718.03.

 

FAILURE TO FUNCTION AS A TRADEMARK – COMMONPLACE MESSAGES

 

Registration is refused because the applied-for mark is a slogan or term that does not function as a trademark or service mark to indicate the
source of applicant’s goods and/or services and to identify and distinguish them from others.   Trademark Act Sections 1, 2, 3, and 45, 15 U.S.C.
§§1051-1053, 1127.  In this case, the applied-for mark is a commonplace term, message, or expression widely used by a variety of sources that
merely conveys an ordinary, familiar, well-recognized concept or sentiment.  See In re Volvo Cars of N. Am., Inc., 46 USPQ2d 1455, 1460-61
(TTAB 1998) (holding DRIVE SAFELY not registrable for automobiles and automobile parts because the mark would be perceived merely as an
“everyday, commonplace safety admonition”); In re Remington Prods., Inc., 3 USPQ2d 1714, 1715-16 (TTAB 1987) (holding PROUDLY
MADE IN USA not registrable for electric shavers because the mark would be perceived merely as a common message encouraging the purchase
of domestic-made products); TMEP §1202.04(b). 

 

https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks-application-process/abandoned-applications


Terms and expressions that merely convey an informational message are not registrable.  In re Eagle Crest, Inc., 96 USPQ2d 1227, 1229 (TTAB
2010).  Determining whether the term or expression functions as a trademark or service mark depends on how it would be perceived by the
relevant public.  In re Eagle Crest, Inc., 96 USPQ2d at 1229; In re Aerospace Optics, Inc., 78 USPQ2d 1861, 1862 (TTAB 2006); TMEP
§1202.04.  “The more commonly a [term or expression] is used, the less likely that the public will use it to identify only one source and the less
likely that it will be recognized by purchasers as a trademark [or service mark].”   In re Hulting, 107 USPQ2d 1175, 1177 (TTAB 2013) (quoting
In re Eagle Crest, Inc., 96 USPQ2d at 1229); TMEP §1202.04(b).

 

The attached evidence from the following websites shows the prevalent usage of the term among restaurants:

 

https://guestofaguest.com/new-york/food/taco-tuesdays-10-mexican-spots-to-get-your-fix-in-nyc

https://www.ironhillbrewery.com/promotions/taco-tuesdays

https://www.fashionislandhotel.com/events/taco-tuesdays/

 

and the following articles from U.S. newspapers show that the wording Taco Tuesday is a “widely used message” used by various parties to
express enthusiasm for tacos by promoting and celebrating them on a dedicated weekday:

 

The Tennessean: 'Taco Tuesday' fundraiser to benefit Hendersonville nonprofit

The Post & Courier: Live Arts Scene (“Sept. 17, 6-9 p.m., Taco Tuesday with Justin Hodge.”)

Chicago Daily Herald: Taco Tuesday 5K Debuts on Tuesday, July 16 at Montrose Harbor (“Participants are encouraged to show their love of
tacos by wearing the Taco Tuesday dri-fit shirt provided with event registration. In addition to walkers and runners, mothers with children in
strollers are also invited to spice it up and get in on the fun.”)

Dayton Daily News: All the Taco Tuesday deals in Dayton you need to know about

The Daily Herald: Holy guacamole! He found a Taco Tuesday date on Facebook; Not wanting to eat tacos alone, he turned to a social media
group dedicated to restaurant reviews.

The News & Observer: Let It Pour: Searching for wine for Taco Tuesday; Let It Pour

Eureka Times Standard: Taco Tuesday grows to multi-county event

The Miami Herald: There's a secret tequila speakeasy opening in Little Havana - and you can get tacos there, too (“The specials are worth
checking out, too: Taco Tuesday means half price tacos, and a 4-9 p.m. Monday-Thursday happy hour from features $4 cocktails.”)

 

 

Because consumers are accustomed to seeing this term or expression commonly used in everyday speech by many different sources, they would
not perceive it as a mark identifying the source of applicant’s goods and/or services but rather as only conveying an informational message.

 

An applicant may not overcome this refusal by amending the application to seek registration on the Supplemental Register or asserting a claim of
acquired distinctiveness under Section 2(f).  TMEP §1202.04(d); see In re Eagle Crest, Inc., 96 USPQ2d at 1229.  Nor will submitting a
substitute specimen overcome this refusal.  See TMEP §1202.04(d).

 

Applicant should note the following additional ground for refusal.

 

SECTION 2(d) REFUSAL – LIKELIHOOD OF CONFUSION : THIS PARTIAL REFUSAL APPLIES TO CLASS 35 ONLY

 

 

Registration of the applied-for mark is refused because of a likelihood of confusion with the mark in U.S. Registration No. 5505122.  Trademark
Act Section 2(d), 15 U.S.C. §1052(d); see TMEP §§1207.01 et seq.  See the attached registration.

 

 

Trademark Act Section 2(d) bars registration of an applied-for mark that is so similar to a registered mark that it is likely consumers would be

https://guestofaguest.com/new-york/food/taco-tuesdays-10-mexican-spots-to-get-your-fix-in-nyc
https://www.ironhillbrewery.com/promotions/taco-tuesdays
https://www.fashionislandhotel.com/events/taco-tuesdays/
https://advance.lexis.com/document/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=a88c4f4a-56a7-4fca-845d-11aabd89dc5d&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A5VYT-3211-DYJJ-P124-00000-00&pddocid=urn%3AcontentItem%3A5VYT-3211-DYJJ-P124-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=255267&pdteaserkey=sr14&pditab=allpods&ecomp=nf4Lk&earg=sr14&prid=9086a202-0e4e-4e2c-be7c-d4d79d58cb8f
https://advance.lexis.com/document/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=a1aba79e-bc22-4e6e-93e2-d057eb8dd658&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A5X16-XHR1-DYTB-K2D5-00000-00&pddocid=urn%3AcontentItem%3A5X16-XHR1-DYTB-K2D5-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=146816&pdteaserkey=sr15&pditab=allpods&ecomp=nf4Lk&earg=sr15&prid=9086a202-0e4e-4e2c-be7c-d4d79d58cb8f
https://advance.lexis.com/document/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=16f1de0a-7ba5-473b-9298-1d47a154060f&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A5W89-5T01-JBRC-V1J4-00000-00&pddocid=urn%3AcontentItem%3A5W89-5T01-JBRC-V1J4-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=163823&pdteaserkey=sr16&pditab=allpods&ecomp=nf4Lk&earg=sr16&prid=9086a202-0e4e-4e2c-be7c-d4d79d58cb8f
https://advance.lexis.com/document/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=a544c02a-6a64-47ee-b765-bba89486a217&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A5VRH-70N1-DXVP-V33T-00000-00&pddocid=urn%3AcontentItem%3A5VRH-70N1-DXVP-V33T-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=144574&pdteaserkey=sr17&pditab=allpods&ecomp=nf4Lk&earg=sr17&prid=9086a202-0e4e-4e2c-be7c-d4d79d58cb8f
https://advance.lexis.com/document/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=f0139a84-7f4a-4540-b94f-ef5a3ec70079&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A5SPN-FNV1-JBCN-4289-00000-00&pddocid=urn%3AcontentItem%3A5SPN-FNV1-JBCN-4289-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=388133&pdteaserkey=sr22&pditab=allpods&ecomp=nf4Lk&earg=sr22&prid=a4e6b0a9-01b9-4f9e-934b-0e866fae08be
https://advance.lexis.com/document/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=f0139a84-7f4a-4540-b94f-ef5a3ec70079&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A5SPN-FNV1-JBCN-4289-00000-00&pddocid=urn%3AcontentItem%3A5SPN-FNV1-JBCN-4289-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=388133&pdteaserkey=sr22&pditab=allpods&ecomp=nf4Lk&earg=sr22&prid=a4e6b0a9-01b9-4f9e-934b-0e866fae08be
https://advance.lexis.com/document/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=0e9a0fb8-e3e5-4f39-abcf-d7f185ab041e&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A5F3G-4691-JC3J-X02K-00000-00&pddocid=urn%3AcontentItem%3A5F3G-4691-JC3J-X02K-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=156860&pdteaserkey=sr23&pditab=allpods&ecomp=nf4Lk&earg=sr23&prid=a4e6b0a9-01b9-4f9e-934b-0e866fae08be
https://advance.lexis.com/document/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=7b3908b6-e4df-4db4-a895-81c6f874b554&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A5C68-MT01-DYT4-V09P-00000-00&pddocid=urn%3AcontentItem%3A5C68-MT01-DYT4-V09P-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=279927&pdteaserkey=sr24&pditab=allpods&ecomp=nf4Lk&earg=sr24&prid=a4e6b0a9-01b9-4f9e-934b-0e866fae08be
https://advance.lexis.com/document/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=b0222633-cd28-4963-8625-c5854e10820e&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A5X11-N9M1-JC3J-X534-00000-00&pddocid=urn%3AcontentItem%3A5X11-N9M1-JC3J-X534-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=247195&pdteaserkey=sr26&pditab=allpods&ecomp=nf4Lk&earg=sr26&prid=a4e6b0a9-01b9-4f9e-934b-0e866fae08be


confused, mistaken, or deceived as to the commercial source of the goods and/or services of the parties.  See 15 U.S.C. §1052(d).  Likelihood of
confusion is determined on a case-by-case basis by applying the factors set forth in In re E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., 476 F.2d 1357, 1361,
177 USPQ 563, 567 (C.C.P.A. 1973) (called the “ du Pont factors”).   In re i.am.symbolic, llc, 866 F.3d 1315, 1322, 123 USPQ2d 1744, 1747
(Fed. Cir. 2017).  Only those factors that are “relevant and of record” need be considered.  M2 Software, Inc. v. M2 Commc’ns, Inc. , 450
F.3d 1378, 1382, 78 USPQ2d 1944, 1947 (Fed. Cir. 2006) (citing Shen Mfg. Co. v. Ritz Hotel Ltd., 393 F.3d 1238, 1241, 73 USPQ2d
1350, 1353 (Fed. Cir. 2004)); see In re Inn at St. John’s, LLC , 126 USPQ2d 1742, 1744 (TTAB 2018). 

 

Although not all du Pont factors may be relevant, there are generally two key considerations in any likelihood of confusion analysis:  (1) the
similarities between the compared marks and (2) the relatedness of the compared goods and/or services.  See In re i.am.symbolic, llc, 866 F.3d at
1322, 123 USPQ2d at 1747 (quoting Herbko Int’l, Inc. v. Kappa Books, Inc. , 308 F.3d 1156, 1164-65, 64 USPQ2d 1375, 1380 (Fed. Cir. 2002));
Federated Foods, Inc. v. Fort Howard Paper Co., 544 F.2d 1098, 1103, 192 USPQ 24, 29 (C.C.P.A. 1976) (“The fundamental inquiry mandated
by [Section] 2(d) goes to the cumulative effect of differences in the essential characteristics of the goods [or services] and differences in the
marks.”); TMEP §1207.01.

 

 

Marks are compared in their entireties for similarities in appearance, sound, connotation, and commercial impression.  Stone Lion Capital
Partners, LP v. Lion Capital LLP, 746 F.3d 1317, 1321, 110 USPQ2d 1157, 1160 (Fed. Cir. 2014) (quoting Palm Bay Imps., Inc. v. Veuve
Clicquot Ponsardin Maison Fondee En 1772, 396 F.3d 1369, 1371, 73 USPQ2d 1689, 1691 (Fed. Cir. 2005)); TMEP §1207.01(b)-(b)(v). 
“Similarity in any one of these elements may be sufficient to find the marks confusingly similar.”   In re Inn at St. John’s, LLC , 126 USPQ2d
1742, 1746 (TTAB 2018) (citing In re Davia, 110 USPQ2d 1810, 1812 (TTAB 2014)); TMEP §1207.01(b).

 

 

 

The applicant applied to register the mark 'TACO TUESDAY' for "advertising and marketing services provided by means of indirect methods of
marketing communications, namely, social media, search engine marketing, inquiry marketing, internet marketing, mobile marketing, blogging
and other forms of passive, sharable or viral communications channels." The registered mark is 'TECHNO TACO TUESDAY' for "advertising,
marketing and promotion services; promoting the concerts of others; promoting the shows, festivals, night club concert and events and dance
party concerts and events for others; promotional sponsorship of live music concerts, music festivals and party events; advertising, marketing,
and promoting the goods and services of others via the preparation and distribution of postcards and flyers, arranging advertising on radio,
television, newspapers, magazines, and other print and digital media including online and social media, and the management of event ticketing
for others."   In any likelihood of confusion determination, two key considerations are similarity of the marks and similarity or relatedness of the
goods and/or services. In re Fat Boys Water Sports LLC, 118 USPQ2d 1511, 1516 (TTAB 2016) (citing Federated Foods, Inc. v. Fort Howard
Paper Co., 544 F.2d 1098, 1103, 192 USPQ 24, 29 (C.C.P.A. 1976)); see TMEP § 1207.01. That is, the marks are compared in their entireties for
similarities in appearance, sound, connotation, and commercial impression. In re Viterra Inc., 671 F. 3d 1358, 1362, 101 USPQ2d 1905, 1908
(Fed. Cir. 2012) (quoting In re E.I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., 476 F.2d 1357, 1361, 177 USPQ 563, 567 (C.C.P.A. 1973)): TMEP
§1207.01(b)(b)(v). Additionally, the goods and services are compared to determine whether they are similar or commercially related or travel in
the same channels of trade. See Coach Servs., Inc. v. Triumph Learning LLC, 668 F.3d 1356, 1369-71, 101 USPQ2d 1713, 1722-23 (Fed. Cir.
2012); Herbko Int’l, Inc. Kappa Books, Inc ., 308 F.3d 1156, 1165, 64 USPQ2d 1375, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2002); TMEP §1207.01 (a)(vi).
 
 

Applicant's mark is highly similar to the registered mark.  Applicant’s mark is merely the registered mark with the wording ‘TECHNO’
deleted. Although applicant’s mark does not contain the entirety of the registered mark, applicant’s mark is likely to appear to prospective
purchasers as a shortened form of registrant’s mark.   See In re Mighty Leaf Tea, 601 F.3d 1342, 1348, 94 USPQ2d 1257, 1260 (Fed. Cir. 2010)
(quoting United States Shoe Corp., 229 USPQ 707, 709 (TTAB 1985)).  Thus, merely omitting some of the wording from a registered mark may
not overcome a likelihood of confusion.  See In re Mighty Leaf Tea, 601 F.3d 1342, 94 USPQ2d 1257; In re Optica Int’l , 196 USPQ 775, 778
(TTAB 1977); TMEP §1207.01(b)(ii)-(iii).  In this case, applicant’s mark does not create a distinct commercial impression from the registered
mark because it contains some of the wording in the registered mark and does not add any wording that would distinguish it from that mark. 
Applicant's mark creates a commercial impression highly similar to the commercial impression created by the registered mark. Thus applicant's
mark is confusingly similar to the registered mark.

 

The compared goods and/or services need not be identical or even competitive to find a likelihood of confusion.  See On-line Careline Inc. v. Am.
Online Inc., 229 F.3d 1080, 1086, 56 USPQ2d 1471, 1475 (Fed. Cir. 2000); Recot, Inc. v. Becton, 214 F.3d 1322, 1329, 54 USPQ2d 1894, 1898
(Fed. Cir. 2000); TMEP §1207.01(a)(i).  They need only be “related in some manner and/or if the circumstances surrounding their marketing are
such that they could give rise to the mistaken belief that [the goods and/or services] emanate from the same source.”   Coach Servs., Inc. v.
Triumph Learning LLC, 668 F.3d 1356, 1369, 101 USPQ2d 1713, 1722 (Fed. Cir. 2012) (quoting 7-Eleven Inc. v. Wechsler, 83 USPQ2d 1715,
1724 (TTAB 2007)); TMEP §1207.01(a)(i).

 



 

However, in this instance, the applicant's services are highly similar to the registrant's services.  Applicant's services and registrant's services are
both advertising services. 

 

 

Therefore the examining attorney refuses registration of the applicant's mark under Section 2(d), 15 U.S.C. 1052 (d), because the mark is highly
similar to a registered mark and the services are also highly similar.

 

Although the examining attorney has refused registration, the applicant may respond to the refusals to register by submitting evidence and
arguments in support of registration.

 

INFORMALITIES:

 

If the applicant chooses to respond to the refusal to register, the applicant must also respond to the following informalities.

 

 

IDENTIFICATION OF GOODS: THIS PARTIAL REQUIREMENT APPLIES TO CLASS 9 ONLY.

 

 

The identification of goods is indefinite and must be clarified because the wording “works” is overly broad.   See 37 C.F.R. §2.32(a)(6); TMEP
§1402.01.  Applicant may adopt the following identification, if accurate:  downloadable audio and video recordings featuring [applicant
must specify the subject matter].

 

Applicant’s goods and/or services may be clarified or limited, but may not be expanded beyond those originally itemized in the application or as
acceptably amended.  See 37 C.F.R. §2.71(a); TMEP §1402.06.  Applicant may clarify or limit the identification by inserting qualifying language
or deleting items to result in a more specific identification; however, applicant may not substitute different goods and/or services or add goods
and/or services not found or encompassed by those in the original application or as acceptably amended.  See TMEP §1402.06(a)-(b).  The scope
of the goods and/or services sets the outer limit for any changes to the identification and is generally determined by the ordinary meaning of the
wording in the identification.  TMEP §§1402.06(b), 1402.07(a)-(b).  Any acceptable changes to the goods and/or services will further limit scope,
and once goods and/or services are deleted, they are not permitted to be reinserted.  TMEP §1402.07(e).

 

 

 

 

For assistance with identifying and classifying goods and services in trademark applications, please see the USPTO’s online searchable U.S.
Acceptable Identification of Goods and Services Manual.  See TMEP §1402.04.

 

 

 

 

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 $125
per 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 or e-mail without incurring
this additional fee.  

https://tmidm.uspto.gov/id-master-list-public.html
https://tmidm.uspto.gov/id-master-list-public.html
https://tmidm.uspto.gov/id-master-list-public.html
https://tmidm.uspto.gov/id-master-list-public.html


 

 

How to respond.  Click to file a response to this nonfinal Office action  

 

 

/Won T. Oh/

Attorney Advisor

Law Office 114

(571) 272-9204

email: won.oh@uspto.gov

 

 

RESPONSE GUIDANCE

Missing the response deadline to this letter will cause the application to abandon.  A response or notice of appeal must be received by
the USPTO before midnight Eastern Time of the last day of the response period.  TEAS and ESTTA maintenance or unforeseen
circumstances could affect an applicant’s ability to timely respond.  

 

Responses signed by an unauthorized party are not accepted and can cause the application to abandon.  If applicant does not have an
attorney, the response must be signed by the individual applicant, all joint applicants, or someone with legal authority to bind a juristic
applicant.  If applicant has an attorney, the response must be signed by the attorney.

 
If needed, find contact information for the supervisor of the office or unit listed in the signature block.

 

http://teas.uspto.gov/office/roa/
https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks-application-process/abandoned-applications
https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks-application-process/filing-online/filing-documents-during-outage
https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks-application-process/filing-online/filing-documents-during-outage
https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks-maintaining-trademark-registration/responding-office-actions
https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks-application-process/abandoned-applications
https://rdms-tmep-vip.uspto.gov/RDMS/detail/manual/TMEP/current/TMEP-600d1e2068.html
https://rdms-tmep-vip.uspto.gov/RDMS/detail/manual/TMEP/current/TMEP-600d1e2068.html
https://www.uspto.gov/trademark/contact-trademarks/other-trademark-contact-information














































































































































To: LBJ Trademarks, LLC (shireh@pepperlaw.com)

Subject: U.S. Trademark Application Serial No. 88579771 - TACO TUESDAY - N/A

Sent: September 11, 2019 06:26:33 PM

Sent As: ecom114@uspto.gov

Attachments:

 
United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO)

 

USPTO OFFICIAL NOTICE

 

Office Action (Official Letter) has issued

on September 11, 2019 for

U.S. Trademark Application Serial No. 88579771

 

Your trademark application has been reviewed by a trademark examining attorney.  As part of that review, the assigned attorney has issued an
official letter that you must respond to by the specified deadline or your application will be abandoned.  Please follow the steps below.

 

(1)  Read the official letter.

 

(2)  Direct questions about the contents of the Office action to the assigned attorney below. 

 

 

/Won T. Oh/

Attorney Advisor

Law Office 114

(571) 272-9204

email: won.oh@uspto.gov

 

Direct questions about navigating USPTO electronic forms, the USPTO website, the application process, the status of your application, and/or
whether there are outstanding deadlines or documents related to your file to the Trademark Assistance Center (TAC).

 

(3)  Respond within 6 months (or earlier, if required in the Office action) from September 11, 2019, using the Trademark Electronic
Application System (TEAS).  The response must be received by the USPTO before midnight Eastern Time of the last day of the response
period.  See the Office action for more information about how to respond.

 

 

 

GENERAL GUIDANCE
·         Check the status of your application periodically in the Trademark Status & Document Retrieval (TSDR) database to avoid missing

critical deadlines.
 

·         Update your correspondence email address, if needed, to ensure you receive important USPTO notices about your application.

mailto:shireh@pepperlaw.com
https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks-application-process/abandoned-applications
http://tsdr.uspto.gov/view.action?sn=88579771&type=OOA&date=20190911#tdrlink
http://tsdr.uspto.gov/view.action?sn=88579771&type=OOA&date=20190911#tdrlink
https://www.uspto.gov/trademark
https://www.uspto.gov/learning-and-resources/support-centers/trademark-assistance-center
https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks-application-process/check-status-view-documents
http://tsdr.uspto.gov/
https://teas.uspto.gov/ccr/cca


 

·         Beware of misleading notices sent by private companies about your application.  Private companies not associated with the USPTO use
public information available in trademark registrations to mail and email trademark-related offers and notices – most of which require fees.  
All official USPTO correspondence will only be emailed from the domain “@uspto.gov.”

 

 

 

https://www.uspto.gov/trademarks-getting-started/caution-misleading-notices

