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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 
 

In the Matter of Application Serial No. 85155593 
Filed: October 19. 2010 
Mark: BEAUTV 
Published for Opposition: March 22, 2011 

 

 
 

UNITED GLOBAL MEDIA GROUP, INC .. 
 
 
 
 

v. 
 

BONNIE TSENG 

Opposer, 
 

 
 

Opposition No. 91200786 

 

Applicant. 
 
 

 
APPLICANT'S MOTION TO COMPEL OPPOSER’S FULL RESPONSES TO  

 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS 

 
Pursuant to Rules 26, 33, and 34 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and Trademark 

Board Manual of Procedure ("TBMP'') §§411.0 1 and 411.02. Applicant respectfully moves for 

the Board to compel Opposer, United Global Media Group ("'UGMG") to respond fully and 

completely to Applicant’s Request for Admissions. 

Opposer has refused to provide complete, factual or truthful responses to Request for 

Admissions.  Thus, a motion to compel is warranted. 

I. BACKGROUND 

The Opposer commenced this proceeding by filing a notice of opposition against 

Applicant's application to register the mark BEAUTV (Serial No. 85/155,593) on July 20, 2011 

despite no prior opposition to Applicant’s previously registered trademark, BEAUTV.  Applicant 

denied that there is a likelihood of confusion, and asserted prior common law rights and 

designations, including but not limited to prior trademark registration for BEAUTV (2001), 

longstanding corporate entity BEAUTV, Inc. (2000), and web site domain www.beautv.com 

(1999). 



  

On October 15, 2012, Applicant served Opposer with written discovery, Applicant’s 

Request for Admissions. On November 14, 2012, Applicant received Opposer’s responses to 

Applicant’s Request for Admissions, which were materially incomplete or lacking in fact or truth. 

Opposer’s discovery responses as denials or objections are wholly inadequate and lack fact or 

truth. Due to Discovery closing on November 15, Applicant has no choice but to compel 

complete and factual answers.  

It has become readily apparent from Opposer's conduct and communications that Opposer 

is not cooperating for the discovery process in regards to Applicant’s requests and has rejected 

opportunities to resolve matters without damaging the Applicant. Accordingly, Applicant has 

been left with little choice but to file this motion. 

II. AN ORDER COMPELLING OPPOSER’S DISCOVERY RESPONSES IS 

APPROPRIATE 

A. Opposer Improperly Objects to Relevant Request for Admissions, and Responses 

Are Incomplete or not Truthful or Factual 

In responding to validly served requests, a party has a duty to provide full and complete 

answers to all inquiries that fall within the liberal scope of discovery authorized by the Federal 

Rules.  See TBMP § 405.04(b).  

Opposer has refused to provide any information or admissions with respect to numerous 

basic requests for admission on the basis of but not limited to the fo1lowing objection: '"Object 

as being vague, ambiguous, and unintelligible,” and in some cases adding “UGMG objects to this 

request to the extent it is not reasonably calculated to lead to discovery of admissible evidence.” 

The Applicant’s Request for Admissions includes reasonable and clear requests for admission of 

basic information within the admissible scope of knowledge of the Opposer, and reasonable in 

the scope of discovery for determining a valid opposition. Opposer also denies admissions of 



  

knowledge of documents and facts previously provided by the Applicant in response to 

Opposer’s Discovery, and is suppressing or concealing valid requested information. For example, 

Applicant’s prior Production of Documents and Things in response to Opposer’s Discovery 

confirm the continuous use and registration (web (1999), corporate entity (2000), and subsequent 

trademark designation (2001)) of the Applicant’s created word, BEAUTV dating back to 1999 

(See Exhibit B, Applicant’s Response to Opposer’s Request for Documents and Things), yet 

Opposer fails to adequately respond with a truthful answer affirming the fact.  (See Exhibit. A. 

Opposer’s Responses to Request for Admissions).  Each of the requested admissions, however, 

are clearly relevant as they ask for Opposer’s knowledge of Applicant's first use and material 

differences between Applicant’s mark and Opposer’s marks. None of Opposer’s objections or 

denials have merit, and thus Opposer should be compelled to provide complete answers to the 

requests for admissions as they are reasonable and germane to the case. 

Finally, confidentiality is not a basis to refuse to disclose relevant information. Discovery 

in this case is being conducted under the Board's Standard Protective Order.   

B. Opposer Has Produced No Valid Answers to Applicant’s Request for Admissions and 

Denies or Objects to Admissions of Factual or Truthful Information, Thus Complete 

Responses to Admissions Must be Compelled 

To date, Opposer has produced no meaningful responses in response to Applicant’s 

Request for Admissions for even the most basic requests.  Applicant has attempted to cooperate 

with Opposer to obtain the information it needs, but Opposer has refused to provide meaningful 

responses to even the most basic requests for admissions that pertain to the nature or grounds of 

Opposer’s opposition.   Thus, the Board should compel Opposer to produce complete answers as 

they are within the scope of discovery and the ability of Opposer to answer. 

Judging from Opposer’s responses, Opposer denies basic knowledge of facts relevant to 



  

their grounds for Opposition and demonstrates an unwillingness to comply with reasonable 

discovery procedures. Opposer claims validity of Opposition and executes excessive requests for 

information and motions, yet fails to produce basic information germane to their opposition or the 

validity of the opposition.  

All of the Applicant’s Requests for Admission are clearly relevant and applicable to many 

key issues of the case. For example, in Exhibit A, Applicant’s Request No.16, “Admit that 

Applicant’s BEAUTV mark was previously granted Trademark protection, unopposed, prior to 

Trademark applications for Opposer’s marks.” Opposer denied the request. Applicant previously 

provided Opposer documents stating such facts in Opposer’s Discovery, which clearly indicate 

prior use and registration without confusion with any of Opposer’s marks, yet Opposer denies 

these basic requests germane to Opposer’s opposition, stating that the request is “vague, 

ambiguous, and unintelligible,” and  “objects to this request to the extent it is not reasonably 

calculated to lead to discovery of admissible evidence.” Also reference Opposer’s responses to 

Request for Admissions Nos. 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 

26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33 where Opposer references similar objections when the Request for 

Admission is clearly stated.  

Applicant's requests are clearly applicable and relevant in all Requests for Admissions, and 

Opposer should be compelled to produce complete and valid responses to all Request for 

Admissions. 

Finally, confidentiality is not a ground to withhold meaningful answers to request for 

admissions as most requests are for basic admissions of knowledge of information germane to the 

Opposer’s previously stated grounds for opposition. If Opposer believes information to be 

sensitive, it can be appropriately designated under the Standard Protective Order, to which both 

parties are bound. 



  

III. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Applicant respectfully requests that Opposer be compelled to 

produce complete factual responses. 

TBMP § 523.02 CERTIFICATION 

Applicant hereby certifies that it made a good faith effort to obtain valid information and 

due to the timing of submission of the Opposer’s incomplete responses, the afternoon before 

close of discovery, the parties were unable to reach an agreement in the matter before close of 

Discovery, thus Applicant has no option but to compel complete answers by Opposer to 

Applicant’s Request for Admissions.  

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: November 15, 2012   BeauTV, Inc. 

 

             

       Bonnie Tseng, BeauTV, Inc. 

       3020 LaVista Ct. 

       Decatur, GA 30033 

       beautv@mindspring.com 

 

 



  

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I hereby certify that a true and complete copy of the foregoing APPLICANT'S MOTION 

TO COMPEL OPPOSER’S FULL RESPONSES TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS 

was served electronically on November 15, 2012,  and a copy sent via pre-paid US mail on November 16, 

2012 , to:  

United Global Media Group, Inc. 

c/o Aaron Silverstein 

Saunders & Silverstein LLP 

14 Cedar St., Suite 224 

Amesbury, MA 01913-1831 

asilverstein@massiplaw.com 

  

      

      

________________________ 

     Bonnie Tseng, BeauTV, Inc. 
 
 
 
  



  

CERTIFICATE OF TRANSMISSION 

 
I hereby certify that this correspondence is being submitted electronically via ESTTA on 

November 15, 2012, to the United States Patent and Trademark Office. 

  

      

      

________________________ 

     Bonnie Tseng, BeauTV, Inc. 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT B 
In the Matter of  

Applicant’s Motion to Compel Opposer’s Full Responses 

to Applicant’s Request for Admissions 

 

Previously Provided Documents and Things in response 

to Opposer’s Discovery  

provided by Applicant October 2012  



 

 

Initial Domain Registration in 1999 done with assistance by an internet company, Tachonix 

 

 



 

 

Domain registration renewal with Network Solutions after the initial internet company transferred 

preliminary registration to BeauTV, Inc. as agreed. 

 

 



 

 

Internet hosting documentation for second internet provider 

 

 



 

 

 

Internet hosting documentation for second internet provider. Third and current Internet provider is 

GoDaddy 

 

 



 

 

Current Internet provider is GoDaddy 2006-Present 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Current Internet provider is GoDaddy 2006-Present 

 

 

 

 



 

 

2001 USPTO statement by examining Attorney that there are no conflicting marks for BEAUTV 

 

 



 

 

2001 USPTO TESS Record for BEAUTV 

 

 

 



 

 

2006 USPTO TARR verification of Trademark status 

 

 

 



 

 

2006 USPTO TARR verification of Trademark status page 2 

 

 

 



 

 

Certificate of Incorporation 2000 

 

 



 

 

Incorporation Fees Invoice 2000 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Incorporation Receipt 2000 

 

 



 

 

 

Incorporation Receipt 2001 

 

 

 



 

 

Incorporation Receipt 2002 

 

 



 

 

Incorporation Receipts: 2009 indicating consistent Registration. Previous renewal receipts also available 

 

  



 

 

 

Incorporation Receipts: 2010 indicating consistent Registration 

 

  



 

 

 

Incorporation Receipts: 2011 indicating consistent Incorporation dating back to 2000.  

 

 



 

 

Incorporation Receipt 2012 indicating consistent and current Registration 

 

 


































