
 
IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

Opposer,

v. : Opposition No.: 91170064 ‘ - _
‘ ‘ Serial No.: 76/631,094 Y

ARMOUTH INTERNATIONAL, INC.,

Applicant. : I I R I U
———————————————————————————————————————————————————— —-x “muummumuummuluulllullllllll

0PPOSER’S SUBMISSION or REDACTED 03_26_2oo7

M_0 u,s,Patem&TMO1‘cfTMMailRc;1Dt.#01 V

Pursuant to the February 23, 2007 Order of the Trademark Trial and Appeal

Board, Opposer Bear U.S.A., Inc. hereby submits the attached redacted version of its

Memorandum Of Law In Support Of Its Motion For Summary Judgment.‘

 
 

  
 

Dated: March 23, 2007 Respectfully submitted,

Timo hy J. K

FITZPATRICK, CELLA, HARPER& SCINTO ’

30 Rockefeller Plaza

New York, New York 10112

(212) 218-2100

 

Attorneys for Opposer,

BEAR U.S.A., INC.

_l_/ The Declaration of Thomas Hong was not filed under seal, and thus no redacted version is
necessary. In addition, only Exhibit 1 of the Affidavit of Timothy J . Kelly was filed under seal. That exhibit
contained excerpts from the confidential transcript of the deposition of Applicant’s witness, Charles Levy.
Opposer believes that these excerpts need to remain confidential. In addition, on page 9 of the memorandum,
Opposer has filled in a paragraph reference inadvertently left blank in the original document.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of Bear U.S.A.’s redacted

version of its Memorandum Of Law In Support Of Its Motion For Summary Judgment

were served on Counsel of Record for Applicant at the address set forth below on this 23'“

day of March 2007, by First Class Mail:

Joseph Sutton, Esq.

Ezra Sutton & Associates, PA

Plaza 9

900 Route 9

Woodbridge, New Jersey 07095

  
Timot J. Kelly

NY_MAlN 624439v1
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