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Mail Stop 24 
Director of the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

May 07, 2026 
 
 Re:   Reply to complaint of Deva Romero, dated 02/13/2026 
 
To whom it may concern; 
 

This letter is in response to the above referenced complaint filed by Ms. Deva Romero against 
Davison Design and Development, Inc. (Davison) on or about 02/13/2026. Ms. Romero was fully apprised 
of the services, and related fees, before she entered any service contract. All services have been provided 
with her express written approval and authorization.  There is no factual basis to support the complaint. 

 
 Briefly stated, Ms. Romero initiated contact with Davison by submitting an idea for a new product 
on, or about, 08/05/2020. As part of the idea submission process, she acknowledged having received and 
read, two disclosures which detail, inter alia, the types of services offered by Davison and their related 
fees.  She then entered a pre-development contract for research services related to her new product idea 
and those services were performed.   Following completion of the research, she entered a product 
development agreement which covers a wide range of services from the initial design, through final 
licensing services.  Each individual stage in the process is dependent upon the client’s approval of the 
preceding stage. These individual steps included; the preliminary ideation sketch, the preliminary virtual 
rendering, the preliminary line drawings, the industrial ideation sketch, and the industrial virtual 
rendering.  She provided her written approval for each of these stages and authorized the presentation of 
her product idea.  The presentations have been made, though no corporation has expressed an interest in 
her product idea. 
  
 In her complaint, Ms. Romero alleges “they took ten thousand dollars from me”. This is simply 
false.  Her total payments are considerably less than what she has claimed.  Further, she fails to state that 
the fee was disclosed to her before she entered any service contract. Thus she could have declined to enter 
the contract.  The contract itself provided four payment options from which selected her specific fee 
structure and she made partial payments over a period of time. She could have terminated the contract at 
any point.  Her statements of her personal financial situation are misplaced.  She, not Davison, is in the 
position to assess the viability of her making payments. Having been informed of the fee in advance, 
having selected a payment option and having made partial payments over a period of time, it is 
unreasonable to express any issue regarding the fee. 
  
 Next, she raises an issue as to the final design of the product.  This is not supported by the facts.  
As detailed above, each step of the design process was approved by her.  When the model was constructed 
per her approved design, she was provided a photograph of the physical sample as part of the presentation 
material.  To allege the design was not what she wanted is not credible. Finally, she claims to have not 
received information regarding the presentations.  This is false. Davison provide her three separate lists 
which identified a total of forty-two (42) companies that were contacted in relation to her product idea. 
 
 In summary, Davison provided its services with Ms. Romero’s express written approval and 
authorization. While it is unfortunate that no company expressed interest in her product idea, Davison 
does not guarantee a particular product idea will be licensed; much less guarantee a financial gain.  
Davison goes to great lengths to disclose the risks to all individuals who may submit an idea for a new 
product.  In addition to disclosing all of its services and fees upfront, the historical success rates of 



securing a license and of realizing a financial gain are provided.   The contracts for services repeatedly 
provide disclosures that there is no guarantee that a product idea will be licensed, or that a client will 
realize a financial gain.  Unfortunately, the reality for most individuals is that their product idea does not 
get licensed.  When faced with an outcome not meeting their unrealistic expectations, too many clients 
forget that they knowingly undertook a risk after being fully informed of the risk by Davison.  Instead, 
they lash out, relying on a mistaken belief that their product ideas were special and should have prevailed 
where others did not. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
/David M. DeMay/ 
 
David M. DeMay 
Patent Counsel 
Davison Design and Development, Inc. 


