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T IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
TO THE MRECTOR OF TRADEMARK

¢ .

APPLICANT: Kent G. Anderson
MARK: FUTURE

Petition continuing to the Director of Tradamarks. in closed is $100.00

g

Applicant requast a global investigation into the egreement of Sept. 2004-and all
olher applicants applied for and companles connscted o and associated with
hereby a global investigation into the taclics and the misiaading ethics used to set
up this agreement to take the global ideas and FUTURE's voice of the pecple and
the appiicant. The applicant prays for the stopping of the suspension o all of Pep
Boys aftacks and fulure attacks. Investigation into Chantecaille and Pep Boys
business practices is needed.

Note in the e-mails that are enclosed shows that Paul took the side of
Chantecaille, and in the e-mail of April 24, 2005, the applicant had asked for the
files, and was reluctant to serd applicant anything. This js.when applicant didn't
have the Chantecaille LB

agreement of 2004. When the applicant did receive the-agreement two years
laler, the appticant indicated that he didn't understand it. When ali of the goeds and
services were added which | was advised to do, 1 though il was intended that they
couldn't touch lhe rights to goods and setvices of FUTURE. [t seems liike this was
arcanged belween Paul and Hoffman. | had received no cempensation for this and
feel that fWas"set Up. In visiting wilh another attorney, the window of opportunity
was losl. It seems that Avon was willing to worlk with me, but lost that on Paul's
watch. Also 76133905 was abandoned, and he advised me to get rid of all of my
registered trademarks. 76133805 was reinstatad laler with help of ancther
allorney. Inthe e-mail of Friday 24, 2004, Paul wanted to handle aill of the other
cases. My hopes are that the tradernark oifice sees what happened. | had trusted
the attorney. | didn't understand what they were planning and the application is
being used against ma and people and there ideas and global rights o FUTURE .
The applicant asked the United States Patent and Tradamark Oftice to void the
aqgreemeni with Chantecaille...
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Respectiully submitted,
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Kent GTAnderson ’__d:;_;”HT ﬁﬂﬁ :
FUTURE smAm <=7 c TN
925 North Griffin '
Bismarck, ND 58501

ph. 701-223-0632

web page www.luturevisionarias.com




Kent G. Andersan
925 North Griffin

_ Bismarck, North Dakota 58501
Oct 24 07 o

L4

Janls C. Long . _
Staff Attorney ' 2,
Office of the Commissloner for Trademarks

Dear Janis Long:

Your reply af Oclober 19, 2007 was noted as the applicant was disappointed. Wy
request Is to have the Chantecellle agreement be voided ag it was mada under

false pretenses. 'L is my understanding that this agreement was accapted by the

USPTO. Can the United States Patent and Trademark Offlce or the Cifice af the
Commissioner for Trademarks take acllon on voiding the fgreament? On behalf of

all the people and all the counlrles that have heen done &: global injustice To done - ™
by the Fraud agreement and all people invotved inclosed s agaln evidence ..

SUBMITIED BY,
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FUTURESM/TM

925 N GRIFFIN

BISMARCK ND

585601

701-223-0639
WWW.FUTUREVISIONARIES. CDM



Commisgloner kr Trademiatke
. P.0. Box 1451
Alexandria, Wi 22313-1451
W Lsplo.gov

Cctober 19, 2007

Mr. Kent G. Anderson .
925 N. Grifhn T ' e
Bigmarck, MIN 38301 : :

Re:  Trademark Application Serial Nos. 76/133,905 and 76/45%,532
Regislianl: Kent G. Anderson -
VT Pt . _ .

Dear Mr. Anderson:

This ackuowledges receipt of your correspondences received on Inly 27, 2007 and Auvgusl 2, 2007,
respectively. Although your correspondences were identified as Penlmn,s Lo the Divector, Lhe issues
1aised are not proper subject malter for pelitons, g

Under 37 C.F.I. §2.146, a petition may be taken to the Director: {1) froin any repeated or final formal
requitcinent of the examiner in the ex parte proseculion of an applicution it peaniited by §2.63(b); (2)
in any case for which the Actof 1946, or Title 35 of the Uniled Stales Code, or this Part of Title 57 of
the Code of Federal Regujations specifies thal the malter is to be delermined directly or reviewed by
the Director; {3) to invoke the supaivisory authority of the Direclor in appropriate circumslances; (4)
in any case not specifically defined and provided for by this Part of Title 37 of the Code of Federal
Regulations; (5) in an extraordinary sitnation, when justice requires and no other party is injnred
thereby, to request a suspensiou or waiver of any regnirement of the rules not being a requirement of
the Act of 1946. TMEP §1°702. As the 195ues raised in your letters are beyond the sc:ope of the statute,
they are not considered nppropriate subject multer for petitions Lo the Director.

e = thappearsthat }'-:}u-amtmnﬁlailﬂrjgﬂbnurﬁﬁuﬁiiﬁlm?lﬁmﬁgﬁ oiif Telalionship with 3 prévious
nttomey. You may therefore want to contact your loce! bar association For assistance with snch
matters, as such issues are beyond the authorily of the United States Patent and Tradeinark Office.
Enclosed please find a refund for the fees submitted with your petitions.

If yon have any questions, please do not hesilale to conlact me.
Sincerely,

Janis C. Long

Staif Attorney

Office of the Comnmissioner for Tradeniarks
Tel: 571-272-8258

Fax: §71-273-8930



Trademark Trial and Appeal Board
P.0. Box 1451 I
_Alexandria, VA 22313-1451 -

. Mailed: October 24, 2007

-

In re ANDERSON, KENT &
Serial Heo. 76585316

Filed: 4/6/04

KENT & ANDERSCN
FUTURE SMITH

525 N GRIFFIN
BI1SMACE, WD 58501

Applicant e requegt for Huﬂpension,lfiled Septenber 12,

o

2007, ie noted. Applicant has not provided a valid basis
for such muepensiocn request, and it is therafore denied. In
particular, applicant is advised that Lhe Board does not
undertake any investigaliones of thé type indicated by
aﬁplicant. Hor hae applicant specifically idenlified any
currenl p:éceedings in a Court or at the U.S. Pétent and
Trademark Office that would warrant Eﬁﬂpﬁnsian of
proceedinge in the. appeal.

It is alas noted that ﬁpplicant has aaserteq.that-there
'‘nmeeds to be a non final [eic].® Applicant ie adwiﬂed that
simply becvaude he hag raised new argumenta or clsima does

not make the previcus final refusal premature. The sole

United States Patont and Trademark Office )
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ground for refusal--likelihood of confusion based on-
Registration No. 2B76223--was raised in thé office action
méiled January 11, 2006, and was wade final in.the Office
action m&ilad January 3, 2007. Because applicant had: an
opportunity to respond to the January. 11, 2006 Office action
fand d4id), the final refusal that issued on January 3, 2007
wag not prematurg; and the'appeal wag properly inatituted,,

| As for the other comments made by applicant, we note
that many of these were made in the request for
recongideration f£iled on June 29, 2007, and were considered
by the Examining Attorney in the August 8, 2007 Office
action. There is no basis for remanding the application at
this point, nor has the applicant demonsﬁ%ated good caugse
for such a remand. E

In conclusion, applicant's requesgt for suspension ia

denied. Applicant is allowed 60 days from the mailing date

of this order in which to file his appeal brief, failing

which the applicatien will be deemed abandoned. We note

that appllcant's reguest for sugpension includes a large
number of exhibite. Appiicant'is advised that, unless these
exhibits were made of reeord during progecution of the
application, e.g., as part of a regponsge to an Offiee
action, the inclusion of them with the. request té guspend
does not make them of record. See Trademark 2.142(d} (the
file in én application must be complete as of thé filing of
the appesal}. Further, applicant is adviped that no new

evidence should be submitted with his appeal brief, and that
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/,f it is not necessary to include with a brief evidence that is
already properly of record, since that evidence alveady is

part of the application file,

By the Trademark Trial
and Appeal Board
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