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

In the matter of
Trademark Application Serial No. 85/236,918 for NEXTDOOR

Raj Abhyanker, )
Opposer, )
)
VS. ) Opposition Nos. 91203462
) and 91203762
Nextdoor.com, Inc., )
Applicant. )

NEXTDOOR.COM, INC.’S REPLY IN SUPPORT OF ITS
NOTICE OF JUDGMENT IN FAVOR OF NEXTDOOR.COM
AND RAJ ABHYANKER'S DISMISSAL WI TH PREJUDICE OF ALL CLAIMS

NEXTDOOR.COM, INC.'S
REPLY ISO NOTICE OF JUDGMENT AND

REQUEST TO TERMINATE OPPOSITIONS
Mark: NEXTDOOR
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INTRODUCTION

Opposer Raj Abhyanker’s response to Apgitit Nextdoor.com’s Notice of Judgment
ignores the consequence of: (1) the Dist@iourt’'s Judgment again€pposer; (2) Opposer’'s
dismissal with prejudice ofllarademark claims against Kieloor.com; and (3) Opposer’s
representations to the District Couegarding this TTAB proceeding.

First, Opposer concedes that he has rsislia assert a claim the NEXTDOOR mark
against Nextdoor.com’s application for the NEXTDOOR mé&BkeDkt. No. 20 at 2. Second,
there is no dispute that Opposer dismissed prigpudice all claims based on his purported
FATDOOR marks against Nextdoor.conaigplication for the NEXTDOOR marKd.
(conceding that “Applicant is corein asserting that Opposeckims in the Civil Action have
been dismissed with prejudice, and that @lmak regarding ownergihiof the NEXTDOOR mark
have been resolved in Applicant’s favor...”). @@ser lost all his claimis the District Court
litigation. He has no more rights in his parted NEXTDOOR or FATDOR marks to assert
against Nextdoor.com.

Third, and most significanth@pposer already concededtithe parties had resolved

each of Opposer’s claims in the Districourt litigation, rendemgq it appropriate for

proceedings to resume in the TTABs recently as June 19, 20@pposer notified the District

Court that: “because of the Court’s Judgitneonfirming Nextdoor.com’s right to the
NEXTDOOR mark [Dkt. Nos. 192-193] and Abhyankedismissal of all claims [Dkt. No. 226],

the parties are required to ngtthe TTAB of the redation of Abhyanker'sclaims so that the
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TTAB proceedings can resume and Nextdoor.sapplication for the NEXTDOOR mark can
proceed to registration.SeeDkt. No. 19, Ex. C at 12. Opposd#wes not dispute this admission.

Knowing that he has no valid basis tintinue to block Nextdoor.com'’s trademark
application, Opposer latches ontaotthin reeds. First, Opposelaims that the Board should
wait until the time for an appeal has run befi@guming the Opposition. The time for appeal
has now expired. Fed. R. App. P. 4 (providing aypiditty days to appea judgment or order).
Opposer did not appeal eithtkie District Court’s May 16, 2014 Judgment (Dkt. No. 19, Ex. A)
or the District Court’s June 19, 2014 Order (D¥ob. 19, Ex. B). This is because there was
nothing to appeal. Opposer stipulatedaodh the District Couts Judgment and Order
dismissing with prejudice all trademark claims against Nextdoor.com. Opposer cannot appeal
his own stipulation. Second, Opposer turns the analysis upside down by claiming that
Nextdoor.com’s affirmative claimsgainstthe Opposer should delay Nextdoor.com’s pursuit of
its registration. But Nextdoor.com’s claimsaagst Opposer are not at issue in this TTAB
opposition. Opposer offers no basis for vidgxtdoor.com should have to wait for its
registration based on the indepent misdeeds of Opposer.

Opposer’s continued pursuit of his Oppias, after losing all claims against
Nextdoor.com, is a baseless attempt to delaynéngtable and thwart Nextdoor.com’s imminent
registration of the NEXTDOOR mark. With eaahd every trademark claim by Opposer against
Nextdoor.com fully resolved, there is no furthetifiial economy or judicial consistency benefit

to a continued stay of the Opposition. Ratlasrthe parties already agreed: “the TTAB
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proceedings can resume and Nextdoor.com’'sicgin for the NEXTDOOR mark can proceed
to registration.” Dkt. No. 19, Ex. C at 12.
I. ARGUMENT
A. Opposer Lost All Claims Against Nextdoor.com’s Applicatio to Register the
NEXTDOOR Mark.

Opposer’'s dismissabith prejudiceof his likelihoodof confusion claims regarding the
FATDOOR and FATDOOR GET TO KNOW YOUREIGHBORS marks bars his continued
pursuit of his oppositions against Nextdoor.coiBpecifically, thees judicatadoctrine protects
a party’s reasonable expectati@ssto the finality of judgmestand protects agnst duplicative
proceedings.See Parklane Hosiery Co. v. Sho#89 U.S. 322, 326 (1979). At its cores
judicataensures that “a judgment on the merits priar suit bars a second suit involving the
same parties or their privies based on the same cause of adwnliic. v. Sewage Aeration
Systems223 F.3d 1360, 1362 (Fed. Cir. 200)pting Parklane Hosiery439 U.S. at 32Gee
Lawlor v. National Screen Serv. Corf349 U.S. 322, 326 (1955).

Even more, thees judicatadoctrine bars relitigation of @ims in an administrative
tribunal €.g the TTAB) in the same way, and to the same extent, that it bars relitigation in a

federal court. “The evils ofexatious litigation and waste odsources are no less serious

! Opposer originally based his oppositionshimalleged rights in the NEXTDOOR and
FATDOOR marks. Opposer’s response concedesthhts no basis to agsany further rights
in the NEXTDOOR mark.See e.g, Dkt. No. 20 at 2 (concedingah“Applicant is correct in
asserting that Opposer’s claimstire Civil Action have been stinissed with prejudice, and that
all claims regarding ownership of the NEXTD@&@nark have been rdsed in Applicant’s
favor...”). Given Opposer’'s caessions, the focus of this rgp$ on Opposer’s assertion of
rights in the FATDOOR marks.
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