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

 
____________________________________ 
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      )  
   Petitioner,  )  
      )  
  v.    )  Cancellation No. 92061629 
      )  Registration No. 3,798,681 
MATEY MICHAEL GHOMESHI,   )  
      )  
   Respondent.  )  
                 )  January 09, 2019 
____________________________________) 
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