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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TR IAL AND APPEAL BOARD

In the Matter of Applicon Serial No. 77112745 for the mark VUDU, filed on February
21, 2007, and published in the @f&l Gazette on March 25, 2008.

HEWLETT-PACKARD DEVELOPMENT Opposition No. 91185393
COMPANY, L.P.
Opposer, APPLICANT'S OPPOSITION TO
OPPOSER’S MOTION FOR
V. SUMMARY JUDGMENT
VUDU, INC.,
Applicant.
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