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Opinion by Hairston, Administrative Trademark Judge: 
 



Opposition No. 91100786 and 9110407 

 The Board, in a decision issued June 29, 2004, 

sustained the opposition of M.C.A. – Medical and Chemical 

Agency s.r.l. (M.C.A) to Zenna Chemical Industry Co. Ltd.’s 

(Zenna) application to register the mark TOP-GEL MCA for 

“skin cleansing milk, skin cleansing crème, foundation 

powder and face cream.”  Additionally, the Board dismissed 

Zenna’s opposition to M.C.A.’s application to register the 

mark MCA and design for “skin care products, namely, skin 

cream and soap.”  The Board found that M.C.A. had priority 

of use of the marks TOP-GEL and MCA.1

 Zenna has filed a timely motion for reconsideration of 

the Board’s decision.  Zenna essentially asks that the Board 

reweigh the evidence. 

 The purpose of reconsideration is to point out errors 

made by the Board in making its decision, not to merely 

reargue the case or ask the Board to reweigh the evidence as 

Zenna has done.  The basis for the Board’s decision is 

clearly articulated therein and we do not find any error in 

reaching that decision.  Therefore, Zenna’s request for 

reconsideration is denied and the decision of June 29, 2004 

stands. 

  

 
 

                     
1 There was no dispute as to likelihood of confusion. 
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