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OPPOSER’S REPLY BRIEF IN RESPONSE TO

OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO COMPEL

I.

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Opposer Pioneer Kabushiki Kaisha dba Pioneer Corporati

(“Pioneer”) respectfully requests that the Trademark Trial

Appeal Board (“the Board”) accept and consider this reply L
Opposer’s motion to compel further responses of Applicant N

Sangyo America, Ltd. now known as, Hitachi High Technologie

America, Inc. (“Applicant”), to written interrogatories and

production for production.

Counsel for Opposer, Skousen & Skousen, previously dec

not to submit a reply brief with respect to this motion.

Opposer’s counsel, however, as recently as January 20, 2003

discovered new information bearing on this motion that shou

brought to the Board’s attention in this matter. Specifica

Opposer learned that Applicant HHTA recently received a shil
of 400 boxes of information regarding Hitachi’s use of Supe
and SuperScan Elite.

Reply briefs, although discouraged, are not prohibited

Trademark Rules of Practice. TBMP § 502.03. The Board may

its discretion, entertain a reply brief if the Board finds

such a brief is warranted under the circumstances of a part

case. For example, the Board may entertain a reply if, in

Board’s opinion, such a brief is necessary to permit the mg

party to respond to new issues raised in, or new materials

submitted with, an adversary’s brief in opposition to the m

See Zirco Corp. v. American Tel. & Tel. Co. 21 USPQ2d 1542
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1991)
opposition alleged new constructive use argument); DataNat

Corp. v. BellSouth Corp., 18 USPQ2d 1862 (TTAB 1991)

considered by Board in summary judgment motion). Thus,

is urged to consider Opposer’s reply brief based upon the

allegations made in Applicant’s opposition to the motion to

compel.
II.

ARGUMENT

(reply brief allowed by Board on motion to dismiss where

lonal

(reply brief

the Board

OPPOSER, AS RECENTLY AS JANUARY 20, 2003 DISCOVERED IMPORTANT

INFORMATION BEARING ON THE DISPOSITION OF THIS MOTION TO

COMPEYL

In Applicant’s brief in opposition to this motion to

compel,

Applicant stated that this motion is moot because it no longer has

the requested documents or information.

p. 2). Applicant further stated that it had performed an

(Applicant’s Reply Brief,

investigation and determined that the information sought had

purportedly been divested to Hitachi America, Ltd., includ

“personnel and all of the records of the prior business re

to computer monitcrs.” (Applicant’s Reply Brief, p. 2).

On January 20, 2003, counsel for Pioneer, Robert Jame

Skousen, received a letter from William McGrath, counsel f
Mr. McGrath stated in that letter that HHTA had found some
documents and also received a shipment of documents possib
relating to SuperScan and SuperScan Elite monitors by Niss

Sangyo America, Ltd., HHTA’s predecessor in interest. Mr.

also acknowledged that there are approximately 400 boxes o
Ex. M“A”,

information. Skousen Decl.

Based on this letter, it is clear that the circumstan

changed dramatically since HHTA filed its opposition to th

ing

lating

Ur

b

br HHTA.
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o
McGrath
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to compel further responses to written discovery on November 14,

2003. Further, it is now clear that the motion to compel is not

moot based on these findings by HHTA.

On January 24, 2003, at the request of Mr. McGrath, cqunsel

for Pioneer sent an additional letter outlining the reasonsg

the written interrogatory and demand for production responses

needed to be supplemented. Pioneer did so in an effort to

informally resolve these outstanding discovery issues in this

matter. Skousen Decl. Ex. B.

On January 27, 2003, counsel for Pioneer received a letter

from Mr. McGrath stating that he would review the initial
responses and determine if any supplements were necessary.
Skousen Decl. Ex. C. As of the submission of this reply bri

counsel for Pioneer has not received a written response or

ef,

supplemental responses to the either the written interrogatories

or the demand for production.
IIT.
CONCLUSION
Based on the foregoing facts, arguments, and points of
Opposer Pioneer respectfully urges the Board to accept and
consider the contents of this reply brief. The circumstancé
regarding the outstanding discovery in this case have change

that documents in the possession and control of HHTA have nd

become available. For these reasons, Pioneer submits that t

law,

s
d such
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motion is not moot and that the Board should grant this mot

order Applicant to provide further responses to the request

discovery.

DATED: February 5,

2003

SKOUSEN & SKOUSEN
A Professional Corporation

AN

ion and

ed

RbbeftJﬁames Skousen

Skousen & Skousen

A Professional Corporation
12400 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 9
Los Angeles, CA 90025-1060
Telephone: 310-277-0444
Facsimile: 310-782-9579

00
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DECLARATION OF ROBERT JAMES SKOUSEN

{
|
I Robert James Skousen, certify as follows: |
|
1. I am one of the attorneys for the Opposer, Pioneer
Kabushiki Kaisha dba Pioneer Corporation, in the above-captiioned

opposition now pending before the Trademark Trial and Appeall

Board as Opposition Number 125,458. 1
2. I make this declaration in support of Opposer’s R%ply
Brief on the Motion for an Order Compelling Discovery Responses.

3. On January 20, 2003, I received a letter from William

McGrath, counsel for Hitachi High Technologies America, Incl

verifying the existence of approximately 400 boxes of documents
relating to Hitachi’s SuperScan and SuperScan Elite producté.

4, Following this letter, on January 24, 2003, I sent a
letter to Mr. McGrath, at his request, outlining the reason% why,
in light of these additional documents, the responses to wr%tten
interrogatories and the demand for production should be |
supplemented.

5. On January 27, 2003, I received a letter from Mr.
McGrath stating that he would review the original document
production and written interrogatories and determine whethern
supplemental responses were necessary.

6. As of the submission of this declaration, my offic| has
not received a written response or supplemental responses to| the

either the written interrogatories or the demand for production.

7. Attached hereto and incorporated herein by referenge as
exhibits are true and correct copies of the following documenhts:
A. January 20, 2003 letter from William McGrath of

Davis, Mannix & McGrath to Robert James Skousen of
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Executed this 5% day of February 2003.

Skousen & Skousen.

e
1
\

January 24, 2003 letter from Robert James Sﬁousen

to William McGrath.

to

January 27, 2003 letter from William McGrath

Robert James Skousen. l

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of t%e

United States of America that the foregoing is true and correct.

R&bift James Skousen
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that the foregoing OPPOSER’S REPLY BRIEF IN
RESPONSE TO OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO COMPEL is being depositled with
the United States Postal Service, first class postage prepaFd, in
an envelope addressed to the Assistant Commissioner for
Trademarks, 2900 Crystal Drive, Arlington, Virginia 22202-3513, on

February 5, 2003,

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING BY FIRST CLASS MAIL

l
— Mar¥ H. Bush ‘
|
{
|
|

I hereby certify that the foregoing COPPOSER’S REPLY BRIEF Iﬂ

RESPONSE TO OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO COMPEL is being deposit%d with

the United States Postal Service, first class postage prepaid, in
an envelope addressed to William T. McGrath, Esqg., Davis, Mannix &
McGrath, 125 South Wacker Drive, Suite 1700, Chicago, Illinofs

60606.




DAVIS, MANNIX & McGRATH
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
125 SOUTH WACKER DRIVE
SUITE 1700
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60606-4402
(312) 332.3033
[
WILLIAM T. McGRATH FAX (312)[332.6376
(312) 3324748 January 20, 2003 WMoGRATH@DM‘LU\W.COM

Via Fax - 310/782-9579 L

and U.S. Mail BT L L

Robert James Skousen A

Skousen & Skousen, P.C.

12400 Wilshire Boulevard 02-07-2003

Suite 900 U.S. Patent & TMOfc/TM Mail Rept Ot. #7¢

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1060

Re:  Pioneer Corp. v. Hitachi High
Technologies America, Inc.
Opposition No, 125.458

Dear Mr. Skousen:

As I mentioned to you in our telephone conversation on January 15, 2003, I am not available
for the deposition of Hitachi America Limitcd on January 30, 2003. I would be available the
following day or any day the following week. I understand that you will contact Mr. Turner to try
to arrange a mutually agreeable alternative date for the deposition.

To clarify conceming the existence of documents which may be responsive to some of your
document production requests, Hitachi High Technologies America, Inc. has found some documents
and has received a shipment of documents which may relate to sales of Superscan and Superscan
Elite monitors by Nissei Sangyo America, Ltd. To the best of my knowledge there are approximately
400 storage boxes, some of which may be totally unrelated to sales information.

Your January 15,2003 letter states that our responses to certain interrogatories and document
requests were incorrect. I would appreciate it if you would identify which interrogatories and
document requests are incorrect and why you think they are incorrect. If the responses are incorrect
and if the requests are not objectionable, we will supplement our prior answers.

Very truly yours,
DAVIS, MANNIX & McGRATH

A,
WTM:ph William T. McGrath

cc: S. Snoke

Id aca.Joec.LIT1TC0 UARP.IODL N XTUUPLI "STABM RPOTITT N N uer



DAVIS, MANNIX & MCGRATH |
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
125 SOUTH WACKER DRIVE
SUITE 1700
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60606
(312)332-3033
FAX: (312)332-6376

RN
FACSIMILE TRANSMI

January 20, 2003

To: Robert James Skousen Fax No.: 310/782-9579
Re: Pioneer Corp. v. Hitachi High
Technologies America, Inc.

Opposition No. 125,458
From: William T. McGrath

Sender's Direct No.: (312) 332-4748

COMMENTS:

|

THISDOCUMENT CONSISTS OF __2 __ PAGES, INCLUDING THIS COVER PAGE. IF ANY PAGE
OF THE DOCUMENT IS MISSING OR ILLEGIBLE, PLEASE CALL 312-332-3033 IMMEDIATELY.

THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL QR ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS

ADDRESSED AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL OR

OTHERWISE EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER APPLICABLE LAW.

IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT OR THE EMPLOYER OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR
DELIVERING THE MESSAGE TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISSEMINATION
DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THI§
COMMUNICATION IN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONE AND RETURN THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO US
AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS VIA THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE. THANK YOU.

|
|

Q/FEQ-2FE-Z2THR UleJdadl B XIUuUuew fsinefn eRrTITT &N N2 uer
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LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90025-1060 02_07_2003
TELEPHONE (310) 277-0444

TELECOPIER (310) 782-9579 U.S. Patent & TMOfe/TM Mail Rept Dt #7¢

January 24, 2003

Vi Facsimile (312) 332-6376 & U.S. Mail

William T. McGrath, Esq.

Davis, Mannix & McGrath

125 South Wacker Drive, Suite 1700
Chicago, Illinois 60606-4402

RE:  Pioneer Corp. v. Hitachi High Technologieé America, Inc. :

Opposition Number 125,458 ;
Production of Documents and Interrogatories

Dear Mr. McGrath:

I am receipt of your letter dated January 20, 2003 regarding the 400 storage boxes of
documents recently received by your client. In light of your statement during our J anuary 15,
2003 telephone conversation and considering the storage boxes you mentioned in yesterday’s
letter, it seems clear that certain interrogatory and document production responses are now
inaccurate. I will detail the reasons for these deficiencies below.

Interrogatory Responses 4, 6, 40, 41, 42. 43, 49, and 50

Numbers 4 & 6-This interrogatory asks you to identify the date upon which Hitachi first began
using the SuperScan Elite mark on televisions. The response states that the “The Applicant fas
not used the subject mark in connection with televisions.” Based on the representations made
during the video conference, this answer is incorrect and should be amended accordingly.
supplemental response to this interrogatory necessarily implicates and requires a supplemental
response to Number 6 which asks for the total number of units sold bearing the SuperScan lite
mark as requested in Number 4.

Number 40—Th1$ interrogatory response was the subject of a letter to Susan Somers Neal d$ted
September 25, 2003 and is also the subject of our motion to compel a further response which has
yet to be decided by the Board. Number 40 asked your client to state the name of all products
upon which the SuperScan Elite mark appears that are not listed in the SuperScan Elite
application. The response given states that the Applicant has only used the mark in connection

with computer monitors. Obviously, the use of the mark in connection with televisions makes
. {

|
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William T. McGrath, Esq.
January 24, 2003
Page 2

this response incorrect, and on this basis alone requires supplemention.

The response further asserts an objection that the goods covered in the prior registration
are not at issue in this dispute and, even though your client may rely upon the prior use, such
information is not discoverable. I point out that TTAB case law is clear that a party can be
compelled to provide discovery with respect to any of its marks and goods and/or services that
are not involved in the proceeding so long as there is a showing of relevance. Significantly,
information concerning a party’s first use of its involved mark is discoverable. See Georgia-
Pacific Corp. v. Great Plains Bag Co., 190 U.S.P.Q. 193, (TTAB 1975) (interrogatory
requesting date when cancellation petitioner's plants began producing goods bearing mark and
seeking identity of all documents that petitioner will rely on to establish that any plant began
such production prior to respondent's alleged first date of use seeks discoverable information).

Moreover, information regarding your client’s prior registration is relevant because
expansion from computer monitors into televisions, plasma displays, and flat panel displays is
within the reasonable zone of expansion. This “zone of expansion” element has long been
established as an important factor in likelihood of confusion analysis and is also held as
important for TTAB opposition proceedings. In re E.I DuPont DeNemours & Co., 476 F.2d
1357, 1361 (CCPA 1973) (channels of trade/zone of expansion held as one of thirteen factors to
be considered by the TTAB). I would also be remiss in not pointing out Ms. Neal’s
correspondence to us dated October 28, 2002 in which she agreed, on behalf of your client, to
provide supplemental responses related to Hitachi’s use of SuperScan Elite in connection with
computer monitors. Accordingly, a supplemental response removing the objection to this
interrogatory is in order.

Number 41-This interrogatory asked you to state the total number of units sold bearing the
SuperScan Elite mark. The response to this interrogatory was exactly the same as the response|to
Number 40. Three items support the need for a supplemental response: (1) Based on the
representations made at the video conference, the statement that SuperScan Elite has only been|
used on computer. monitors is incorrect; it has been used on 13" televisions as well; (2) Ms.

Neal’s October 28, 2002 letter that the responses would be supplemented together with your
opposition to our motion to compel stating that all documents rested with Hitachi America, Ltd.;
and (3) your recent discovery of many boxes of information possibly relating to sales information
for SuperScan and SuperScan Elite. Each of these items, together with the authority cited above,
support the argument that the response to this interrogatory should be supplemented.

Number 42-This interrogatory asks you to state the total number of dollars produced by the sale
of all products bearing the SuperScan Elite mark. The response to this interrogatory was exactly
the same as the response to Numbers 40 and 41. The justifications listed above are applicable t
this interrogatory as well. Based on the case law above, we do not believe that the specific

]

|
1
i
|
[
i
1
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William T. McGrath, Esq.
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objection to this interrogatory is well taken. Moreover, due to your recent discovery of additignal
documents and information, a supplemental response demonstrating sales is appropriate.

Number 43—-Number 43 asked for the identification of each type of advertising media used in
support of SuperScan Elite. The response is exactly the same as the response to Numbers 40 arnd
41. As with 40 through 42, the objection asserted is inappropriate and your recent discovery of
new documents and information possibly relating to SuperScan Elite warrants a supplemental
response to this interrogatory.

Number 49-This interrogatory asked for the total number of computer monitors sold bearing the’
SuperScan Elite mark. Once again, the response is exactly the same as numbers 40 through 43|
Considering your recent discovery of documents, this interrogatory can certainly be answered

- with a more substantive response. Moreover, your office’s statement in opposition to our motion
to compel that no information was available have since been proven wrong. A supplemental
response, therefore, is in order.

Number 50-This interrogatory asked for the total number of televisions sold bearing the
SuperScan Elite mark. The response is exactly the same as numbers 40 through 43 and 49.
Considering your recent discovery of documents, this interrogatory can certainly be answered _
with a more substantive response. Moreover, the statements made during the video conference

that SuperScan Elite has been used on 13" televisions also suppotts a supplemental answer to this
interrogatory.

. Production Demand Categories 1, 14, 15, 16 and 17

Lanr]

Number 1-This production category asked for sample packaging (or photos, prototypes, etc.) o
the use of SuperScan Elite on televisions. Based upon the representations made during the video
- conference, together with the discovery several hundred boxes of documents, this written should

be supplemented together with a production of documents responsive thereto. '

Number 14-This production category requested any and all documents (packaging, photos,
prototypes, etc.) of Hitachi’s use of SuperScan Elite on computer monitors. The written response
included the same objection as the objection in response to interrogatories 40 through 43 and 50| -
In light of your client’s recent discovery of documents pertaining to Hitachi’s use of SuperScan
Elite on computer monitors, this production demand category should be supplemented with a

written response and an accompanying document production. Moreover, the assertion in your
opposition to our motion to compel that no documents were under your client’s control has now]| -
proven to be inaccurate.

To the extent you intend to rely on the objection asserted in the original written response;]
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|

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and Trademark Trials and Appeals Board (TTAB) case law
allow for wide latitude in discovery. Specifically, Rule 26(b)(1) states, in pertinent part:

|
Parties may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not privileged, which is |
relevant to the subject matter involved in the pending action, whether it relates \
to the claim or defense...The information sought need not be admissible at the |
trial if the information sought appears reasonably calculated to lead to the |
discovery of admissible evidence. [Emphasis Added.] ‘
Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(1). Although an objection has been asserted with respect to relevance an
admissibility of any information having to do with your prior SuperScan Elite registration, TT
case law is clear that a party can be compelled to provide discovery with respect to those of its \
marks and goods and/or services which are not involved in the proceeding so long as there is a
showing of relevance. See TBC Corp. v. Grand Prix, Ltd., 16 U.S.P.Q.2d 1399 (TTAB 1990); \
Johnston Pump/General Valve Inc. v. Chromalloy Am. Corp., 10 U.S.P.Q.2d 1671 (TTAB 1988);
Sunkist Growers, Inc. v. Benjamin Ansehl Co., 229 U.S.P.Q. 147 (TTAB 1985). '

It is clear, then, that information regarding your client’s prior registration is relevant |
because expansion from computer monitors into televisions, plasma displays, and flat panel (
displays is within the reasonable zone of expansion. In re E.I DuPont DeNemours & Co., 476 \
F.2d 1357, 1361 (CCPA 1973) (channels of trade/zone of expansion held as one of thirteen \
factors to be considered by the TTAB). Your written response should, therefore, be ‘
supplemented together with a corresponding document production. \

Number 15-Category 15 asked you to produce documents evidencing sales totals for all
products upon which the SuperScan Elite mark appears. Your response states that the mark has
only been used on computer monitors and then asserts the same objection as the objection stated
in category 14. In light of your client’s recent discovery of documents pertaining to Hitachi’s use1
of SuperScan Elite on computer monitors, this production demand category should be 3
supplemented with a written response and an accompanying document production. Moreover, \
|
|
1
|

the assertion in your opposition to our motion to compel that no documents were under your

client’s control has now proven to be inaccurate. These documents should, therefore, be
produced.

Number 16-This production category asked for all documents evidencing the number of units
sold bearing the SuperScan Elite mark. Your response states that the mark has only been used on
computer monitors and then asserts the same objection as the objection stated in categories 14
and 15. In light of your client’s recent discovery of documents pertaining to Hitachi’s use of
SuperScan Elite on computer monitors, this production demand category should be supplemented
with a written response and a corresponding document production. These documents should,
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William T. McGrath, Esq.
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therefore, be produced.

Number 17-This category requested all documents evidencing the amount of money spent in |
advertising in support of the SuperScan Elite mark. Once again, your response states that the
mark has only been used on computer monitors and then asserts the same objection as the
objection stated in categories 14, 15, and 16. In light of your client’s recent discovery of
documents pertaining to Hitachi’s use of SuperScan Elite on computer monitors, this productio
demand category should be supplemented with a written response and an accompanying
document production. Moreover, the assertion in your opposition to our motion to compel that

no documents were under your client’s control has now proven to be inaccurate. These
documents should, therefore, be produced.

In reviewing the interrogatories and document production, I noticed that several of the
items requested might be considered confidential documents by your client. My client has also
expressed some concern, going forward, with respect to revealing certain confidential
information with respect to sales and advertising information. To that end, my office is prepari
a stipulated protective for the purpose of addressing our clients’ mutual concerns. If you have
any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me directly.

Very Truly Yours,

SKOUSEN & SKOUSEN
A Professional Corporation

. N

Robert Jhme gkousen
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FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL

|
DATE: January 24, 2003 E
TO: Bill McGrath, Esgq. |
Davis, Mannix, & McGrath X
FAX NO: (312) 332-4748 |
FROM: Skousen & Skousen ‘
RE: Pioneer Corp. v. Nissei Sangyo America, Ltd. \
|
[ X ] Original by U.S. Mail [ ] Please Contact me \
[ ] For your informafion { ] Please read and advise
me how to reply
{ ] Copy Via Electronic Mail f ] For your review

and comments

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS FACSIMILE MESSAGE IS PRIVILEGED
AND CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE INTENDED
RECIPIENT NAMED ABOVE. IF YOU ARE NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU
ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION OR
DISSEMINATION OR DISTRIBUTION OF IT TO ANYONE OTHER THAN THE \
INTENDED RECIPIENT IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED
THIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR, PLEASE IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY US BY

TELEPHONE AND RETURN THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO US AT THE ABOVE |
ADDRESS VIA U.S. MAIL. ‘

WE ARE TRANSMITTING 6 PAGES (including this cover sheet). IF

TRANSMISSION IS NOT COMPLETE, PLEASE CALL (209) 884-4867. THANK
YOU.
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DAVIS, MANNIX & McGRATH
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
125 SOUTH WACKER DRIVE
SUITE 1700
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60606-4402
(312) 332-3033

WILLIAM T, McGRATH
(312) 3324748

FAX (312) 332-6376
January 27, 2003
Via Fax - 310/782-9579
and UJ.S. Mail e
Robert James Skonsen A
oo aaenes Skousen I
12400 Wilshire Boulevard
Suite 900

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1060

02-07-2003

U.S. Patent & TMOfc/TM Mail HeptDt. #7¢

Re:  Pioneer Corp. v. Hitachi High
Technologies America, Inc.
Opposition No. 125458

Dear Mr. Skousen:

I have received your letter dated January 24, 2003 regarding document production and
interrogatories. I will review our responses to determine whether any revisions are necessary,
However, I do want o bring to your attention right away a misunderstanding on your part. No one
for Hitachi made the statement during the video conference that “Superscan Elite” has been used on

13" televisions. Only the mark “Superscan™ has been used on 13" televisions. As] have previously
indicated to you, “Superscan Elite” has not yet been used on televisions.

Also, please let me know if the protective order I faxed to you on January 23, 2003 is
acceptable.

Very truly yours,

DAVIS, MANNIX & McGRATH

N Iifoat \

William T. McGrath
cc: S. Snoke

|
|
_\
|
|

'l
|

L= o s P ] of o i & UaBRJODLI B XTUUBLW *sSITAEN dic:an en 32 llJEl"




DAVIS, MANNIX & MCGRATH
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
125 SOUTH WACKER DRIVE
SUITE 1700
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60606
(312)332-3033
FAX: (312)332-6376

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET

January 27, 2003
To: Robert James Skousen Fax No.: 310/782-9579
Re: Pioneer Corp. v. Hitachi High
Technologies America, Inc.
Opposition No. 125,458
From:

William T. McGrath

Sender's Direct No.:  (312) 332-4748

COMMENTS: Sec enclosed letter.

THIS DOCUMENT CONSISTSOF __2__ PAGES, INCLUDING THIS COVER PAGE. TF ANY PAGE
OF THE DOCUMENT IS MISSING OR ILLEGIBLE, PLEASE CALL 312-332-3033 IMMEDIATELY.

THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS

ADDRESSED AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT 1S PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL OR
OTHERWISE EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER APPLICABLE LAW, ‘

IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT OR THE EMPLOYER OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR
DELIVERING THE MESSAGE TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISSEMINATION,
DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION 1S STRICTLY PROHIBITED.

IF YOU HAVE RECEIVER THIS
COMMUNICATION IN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONE AND RETURN THEORIGRNALMESSAGE TOUS
AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS VIA THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE. THANK YOU.
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SKOUSEN & SKOUSEN
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

SUITE 200
12400 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 80025-1060 _— —

ST

TELECOPIER {310) 782-9579

-y

02-07-2003

U.S. Patent & TMOfc/TM Mail Rept Dt #7C

February 5, 2003

Commissioner For Trademarks
BOX TTAB NO FEE

2900 Crystal Drive ,
Arlington, Virginia 22202-3513

RE: Pioneer Corp. v. Nissel Sangyo America, Lid.
Opposition No. 125,458
Submission of Reply Brief

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am enclosing the following documents: (1) Opposer’s Reply Brief In Response To
Opposition To Motion To Compel; and (2) A stamped postcard for confirmation of receipt of this
correspondence. If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me
directly.

Very Truly Yours,

SKOUSEN & SKOUSEN
A Professional Corporation

1
Loy

oo
"‘|'> .

Mark H. Bush
Law Clerk




