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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

   

Pinkette Clothing, Inc. a California  

corporation,      Opposition No. 91243459 

       Re Application Serial No. 87628012 

 Opposer,     Mark:  LVN LVSH 

 

        

 v.       

Finance Arts, LLC, an Indiana Limited  

Liability Company           

    

 Applicant.           

  

 

Pinkette Clothing, Inc.’s Opposition to Applicant’s Motion for Summary Judgment  

And/Or in the Alternative, Judgment Be Summarily Entered in Favor of Opposer 

 

        Submitted by: 

       Amanda V. Dwight 

       Dwight Law Group 

       2603 Main Street, Suite 200 

       Irvine, CA 92614 

       (949) 515-0003 

       (949) 266-8680   

        adwight@dwightlawgroup.com 

       Attorneys for Opposer 
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