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Opi nion by Drost, Adm nistrative Trademark Judge:

On March 14, 2002, the Board affirned the refusal to
regi ster applicant’s mark SUN BUG on the ground that the
mar k was confusingly simlar to Registration No. 1,726,983
for the mark SUN & BUG STUFF under Section 2(d) of the
Trademark Act for the identified goods.

Applicant has tinely filed a request for

reconsideration. |In that request, applicant argues that



Ser. No. 75/679, 267

t he “standards of review have allowed the issue of ot her
simlar marks.” Request for Reconsideration, p. 2.
Further, applicant argues that it was “unfair for the Board
to sinmply dismss this relevant and i nportant information
as ‘new matter.’” Id.

We have considered applicant’s argunents, but we find
no basis to change our decision. W refer applicant to our
di scussi on on pages 13-15 of the opinion, which explains
why applicant’s list of registrations was not properly
before the Board and why, even if it were, it would not
change the outcone in this case. Therefore, applicant’s

request for reconsideration is denied. The decision dated

March 14, 2002 stands.



