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Applicant Afterburner, Inc. (“Afterburner”) had its day in court.  A Georgia court 

determined that the pilot flight suit design that is the subject of this proceeding is not protectable 

as a service mark.  Afterburner never appealed that decision, and it is now final and non-

appealable.  As a result, the doctrine of collateral estoppel bars Afterburner from arguing here 

that the flight suit design is protectable as a service mark.  The Board should therefore grant 

summary judgment in favor of Opposer The Corps Group and refuse registration of the flight suit 

design.     

I. BACKGROUND FACTS 

Afterburner provides consulting and training services for individuals, groups and 

organizations based on the experience of its employees, who are current and former fighter pilots 

from the U.S. military.  Several former employees of Afterburner started their own business 

consulting and training company called The Corps Group in 2008.  Afterburner filed a complaint 

in the Superior Court of Forsyth County, Georgia in October 2009.  While the state court 

litigation was pending, on July 28, 2010, Afterburner filed Application Serial No. 85,094,889 

(the “Application”), which seeks to register the design of a three-dimensional pilot flight suit in 

connection with “business management consultancy services; executive search and placement 

services; personnel placement and recruitment” in Class 35 and “providing seminars in 

motivational and management training; educational and entertainment services, namely, 

providing keynote motivational and educational speakers and providing personal and group 

coaching and learning forums in the field of leadership development” in Class 41 (collectively, 

“Afterburner’s Services”).  See Declaration of John Borneman (“Borneman Decl.”), attached as 

Exhibit A, ¶ 4, Ex. A-1.   

Afterburner amended its complaint several times and ultimately filed the Third Amended 

Complaint on April 11, 2011.  See Borneman Decl. ¶ 5, Ex. A-2.  The Third Amended 
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Complaint asserted numerous claims against The Corps Group and its founders, including 

various employment-related claims and claims for trademark and trade dress infringement based 

on the defendants’ use of certain phrases, wearing of military flight suits and use of jet imagery 

and other military props while they made presentations.  The Third Amended Complaint defined 

the asserted trade dress to include the design of the pilot flight suit that is the subject of the 

Application (and this opposition proceeding) and explicitly mentioned, and included as an 

exhibit, Afterburner’s Application.  See Borneman Decl. ¶ 5, Ex. A-2 at ¶¶ 24-27 & Ex. B.  The 

Corps Group and the individual defendants filed their Answer to Plaintiff’s Third Amended 

Complaint and counterclaims on April 26, 2011.  See Borneman Decl. ¶ 6, Ex. A-3. 

After extensive discovery and summary judgment briefing, in April 2014, the Forsyth 

County Superior Court held a seven day jury trial in connection with the parties’ claims.  After 

Afterburner finished presenting its case-in-chief, The Corps Group and the other defendants 

moved for a directed verdict with respect to the claim for infringement of Afterburner’s flight 

suit design on the basis that the design was generic and did not have secondary meaning.  See 

Borneman Decl. ¶ 7, Ex. A-4 at 951:14-18; 952:8-13.  In response, Afterburner’s counsel argued 

that the flight suit was not generic and had secondary meaning.  Borneman Decl. ¶ 7, Ex. A-4 at 

955:2-18.  Initially, the court denied the motion for directed verdict on the trade dress issues.  

Borneman Decl. ¶ 7, Ex. A-4 at 965:10-14.   

At the close of all evidence, The Corps Group renewed its motion for directed verdict on 

the claim for infringement of Afterburner’s flight suit design.  See Borneman Decl. ¶ 8, Ex. A-5 

at 1528:24-1529:11.  During the argument on the renewed motion for a directed verdict, the 

judge asked Afterburner if its claim was for infringement of the flight suit design that is the 

subject of the Application (which the judge referred to as the “service mark”) or for infringement 
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of Afterburner’s overall trade dress.  Borneman Decl. ¶ 8, Ex. A-5 at 1531:17-22 (defining the 

flight suit design that is the subject of the Application as the “service mark”); id. at 1532:6-8 

(asking for clarification of Afterburner’s claims).  Afterburner indicated it claimed infringement 

of both the flight suit design on its own and of the overall trade dress, which Afterburner defined 

as the flight suit plus jet fighter pilot imagery.  Borneman Decl. ¶ 8, Ex. A-5 at 1532:9-18; see 

also id. at 1539:7-10 (“I believe we have a service mark claim as well as [sic] trade dress claim.  

The service mark claim only relates to the flight suit.  The trade dress claim is much broader.”).  

The judge explicitly asked Afterburner if it was claiming it had the exclusive right to use the 

flight suit in connection with business consulting services and Afterburner indicated that it did 

claim to have that exclusive right, referring to the Application it had submitted for registration.  

Borneman Decl. ¶ 8, Ex. A-5 at 1532:21-1534:5.  The judge then questioned whether there was 

any evidence of the protectability of the “service mark” of the flight suit design such that there 

could even be infringement of that mark when “[a]ll it is is a flight suit.”  Borneman Decl. ¶ 8, 

Ex. A-5 at 1536:6-22.  In response, The Corps Group argued that Afterburner’s alleged flight suit 

service mark was generic and unprotectable, citing evidence of third parties who wore flight suits 

when making presentations and the lack of evidence that anyone identified Afterburner as the 

source of a “generic” unmarked flight suit.  Borneman Decl. ¶ 8, Ex. A-5 at 1539:13-1540:8.  

The court took a recess to consider this issue and then made its ruling.  The judge stated: 

“So what is it about a flight suit that itself, as a symbol, distinguishes the services of Afterburner 

from the services of anybody else?...A flight suit, a generic flight suit, is a flight suit…it is not a 

service mark…”  Borneman Decl. ¶ 8, Ex. A-5 at 1541:14-24.  The court then granted a directed 
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verdict as to the “service mark.”  Id.  Afterburner did not move for reconsideration and did not 

appeal the judge’s ruling.  Borneman Decl. ¶ 10.1   

While the litigation was pending, the Application was published for opposition on August 

30, 2011.  The Corps Group filed timely a Notice of Opposition on September 28, 2011, in 

which it opposed registration of the flight suit design on the basis that it is not capable of 

distinguishing Afterburner’s services from the services of others and has not acquired 

distinctiveness.  See Borneman Decl. ¶ 9, Ex. A-6.  This proceeding was stayed numerous times 

while the state court litigation was pending.  Dkt. 6, 10, 15, 19.  On July 16, 2016, the Board 

ordered that the proceeding was resumed and reset the discovery and trial dates.  Dkt. 24.    

II. SUMMARY JUDGMENT STANDARD 

Summary judgment is appropriate when the record evidence shows that “there is no 

genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a 

matter of law.”  Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(c); see 37 C.F.R. § 2.116(a) (stating that Federal Rules of 

Civil Procedure apply in opposition proceedings).  A genuine issue as to a material fact exists if 

sufficient evidence is presented that a reasonable fact finder could decide the question in favor of 

the non-moving party.  Opryland USA Inc. v. Great American Music Show, Inc., 970 F.2d 847, 

849-50 (Fed. Cir. 1992).  The moving party has the initial burden of demonstrating there are no 

genuine issues of material fact.  Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 256 (1986).  

Once the moving party has carried its burden, the non-moving party must set forth specific facts 

showing a genuine issue for trial.  Id.   

 

                                                 
1 Although the judge separately denied the defendants’ motion for directed verdict as to infringement of 
Afterburner’s overall trade dress (one component of which was the flight suit design), the defendants appealed that 
decision and the Georgia Court of Appeals overturned the jury verdict on this claim, finding that Afterburner’s 
overall trade dress was not protectable.  See The Corps Group v. Afterburner, Inc., 779 S.E.2d 383, 395-96 (Ga. 
App. 2015).  Afterburner petitioned for a writ of certiorari from the Georgia Supreme Court, which was denied.  See 
Afterburner, Inc. v. The Corps Group, 2016 Ga. LEXIS 374 (Ga. 2016).       
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III. ARGUMENT 

A. Collateral Estoppel Requirements 

Under the doctrine of collateral estoppel, or issue preclusion, if a court actually and 

necessarily decides an issue against a party, that determination is conclusive in a subsequent suit 

involving the same issue and party.  STMicroelectronics, Inc. v. Nartron Corp., 2005 TTAB 

LEXIS 202, at *9 (TTAB 2005).  For collateral estoppel to apply, the following requirements 

must be met: 

(1) the issues must be identical to the issued involved in the prior 
action; 
(2) the issue must have been actually litigated in the prior action; 
(3) the determination of the issues must have been necessary to the 
resulting judgment; and 
(4) the party defending precluded must have had a full and fair 
opportunity to litigate the issue in the prior action. 

Jet, Inc. v. Sewage Aeration Sys., 223 F.3d 1360, 1365-66 (Fed. Cir. 2000); Larami Corp. v. Talk 

To Me Programs Inc., 36 U.S.P.Q.2d 1840, 1843-1844 (TTAB 1995).  As discussed in detail 

below, all four requirements are met here and collateral estoppel applies.  Thus, Afterburner is 

estopped from arguing that the mark that is the subject of the Application is protectable as a 

service mark. 

B. Afterburner Should Be Collaterally Estopped From Arguing That Its Flight 

Suit Is Protectable as a Service Mark.  

1. The Issue Here Is Identical to an Issue in the Civil Litigation. 

A principal issue in the state court litigation was whether the flight suit that is the subject 

of the Application is protectable as a service mark.  Throughout the Georgia case, Afterburner 

clearly and unambiguously asserted that it had trade dress or service mark rights in the use of a 

flight suit in connection with Afterburner’s Services.  For example, the Third (and final) 

Amended Complaint referenced the pilot flight suit in connection with its trade dress claim and 
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explicitly mentioned, and included as an exhibit, Afterburner’s Application.  See Borneman 

Decl. ¶ 4, Ex. A-1 at ¶¶ 24-27 & Ex. B.   

Moreover, during the trial, Afterburner stated multiple times that it was asserting a claim 

against The Corps Group for infringement of the flight suit service mark that is the subject of 

Afterburner’s Application.  Specifically, Afterburner’s counsel stated very clearly: “I believe we 

have a service mark claim as well as [sic] trade dress claim.  The service mark claim only relates 

to the flight suit.  The trade dress claim is much broader.”  Borneman Decl. ¶ 8, Ex. A-5 at 

1539:7-10.  Elsewhere, the court asked Afterburner to clarify whether its infringement claims 

were for infringement of the flight suit, which the court referred to as the “service mark”, or for 

the overall trade dress?  Borneman Decl. ¶ 8, Ex. A-5 at 1532:6-8.  Afterburner’s counsel 

indicated that Afterburner claimed both infringement of the flight suit and the overall trade dress, 

which it defined as “the flight suit plus jet fighter pilot imagery.”  Borneman Decl. ¶ 8, Ex. A-5 

at 1532:9-18.  

Ultimately, the court granted a directed verdict in favor of The Corps Group on 

Afterburner’s claim regarding infringement of the flight suit service mark but determined that 

there was enough evidence to go to the jury as to whether The Corps Group infringed 

Afterburner’s overall trade dress.2  With respect to the flight suit design, which the court 

identified as the subject of the U.S. trademark application filed in July of 2010, the court held 

that there was no evidence that the flight suit distinguished the services of Afterburner from 

others’ services and that the flight suit was a “generic flight suit” and “not a service mark”.  

Borneman Decl. ¶ 8, Ex. A-5 at 1531:17-1532:5; 1541:14-24. 

                                                 
2 The trial court’s conclusion that Afterburner presented sufficient evidence as to ownership of protectable trade 
dress comprised of the flight suit plus jet fighter pilot imagery was reversed by the Georgia Court of Appeals.  See 

The Corps Group v. Afterburner, Inc., 779 S.E.2d 383, 395-96 (Ga. App. 2015).       
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The issue in this opposition proceeding is identical to the issue presented in the state 

court litigation.  The issue to be resolved in this proceeding is whether the flight suit design is 

protectable as a service mark in connection with Afterburner’s Services.  See Borneman Decl. ¶ 

9, Ex. A-6 at ¶¶ 14-19.  As discussed above, the identical issues were analyzed and decided by 

the Georgia court.   

The fact that the Georgia court held that the flight suit design was not protectable as a 

service mark in the context of an infringement action and not in the context of a proceeding 

regarding registrability is not controlling.   See, e.g. Int’l Order of Job’s Daughters v. Lindeburg 

& Co., 727 F.2d 1087, 1091 (Fed. Cir. 1984) (affirming Board’s application of collateral 

estoppel in cancellation proceeding after Ninth Circuit held mark was not protectable in 

infringement action); STMicroelectronics, 2005 TTAB LEXIS 202 at *11-13 (applying collateral 

estoppel in cancellation proceeding on issue of whether SMART-POWER was generic after 

district court held term was generic in infringement action); Kegan v. Michael Wolff & Co., 2000 

TTAB LEXIS 137, *9-11 (TTAB 2000) (applying collateral estoppel in opposition proceeding 

on issue of whether GUIDE was generic after district court held term was generic in 

infringement action).   

Thus, the identity of the issues requirement, the first part of the collateral estoppel 

inquiry, is satisfied here.     

2. This Issue Was Actually Litigated in the Civil Litigation. 

The requirement that the issue have been actually decided is satisfied if the parties 

disputed the issue and the trier of fact decided it.  In re Freeman, 30 F.3d 1459, 1466 (Fed. Cir. 

1994).  The protectability of Afterburner’s flight suit design was actually litigated in the Georgia 

state litigation.  As discussed above, Afterburner asserted a claim against The Corps Group for 

infringement of the flight suit design in the state court litigation.  See Borneman Decl. ¶ 5, Ex. A-



 

8 
 

2 at ¶¶ 24-27 & Ex. B.  The Corp Group’s affirmative defenses included that Afterburner’s 

asserted trademarks were not protectable and were generic.  See Borneman Decl. ¶ 6, Ex. A-3 

(defenses twenty eight and twenty nine). 

After the close of evidence, The Corps Group moved for a directed verdict on the claim 

of infringement of the flight suit design based on evidence of third parties who wore flight suits 

when making presentations and the lack of evidence that anyone identified Afterburner as the 

source of a “generic” unmarked flight suit.  See Borneman Decl. ¶ 8, Ex. A-5 at 1539:13-1540:8.  

After hearing this evidence, the court found that the flight suit design on its own was not 

protectable as a service mark and granted a directed verdict in favor of The Corps Group.  See 

Borneman Decl.¶ 8, Ex. A-5 at 1541:14-24. 

Thus, the issue of the protectability of Afterburner’s flight suit was disputed, litigated and 

decided in the prior litigation.  See STMicroelectronics, 2005 TTAB LEXIS 202 at *12 (holding 

that issue was actually litigated in district court where court made findings as to issue of 

genericness based on the record presented by the parties).   

3. The Determination of the Issue Was Necessary to the Judgment. 

“In order to give preclusive effect to a particular finding in a prior case, that finding must 

have been necessary to the judgment rendered in the previous action.”  In re Freeman, 30 F.3d at 

1466.  As detailed above, the issue of the protectability of the flight suit design was actually 

decided by the Georgia court, which granted a directed verdict in favor of The Corps Group on 

this issue.  See Borneman Decl. ¶ 8, Ex. A-5 at 1541:14-24.  The court’s determination that the 

flight suit design was not protectable as a service mark was the sole basis of the court’s holding 

of non-infringement.      

4. Afterburner Had a Full and Fair Opportunity to Litigate the Issue. 
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“To apply issue preclusion, the party against whom the estoppel is being asserted must 

have been accorded a full and fair opportunity to litigate in the prior court proceeding the very 

issue he now seeks to relitigate.”   In re Freeman, 30 F.3d at 1467.  There is no question here 

that Afterburner participated fully in the trial and made arguments regarding the protectability of 

the flight suit design.  See, e.g., Borneman Decl. ¶ 7, Ex. A-4 at 955:2-18.   

While Afterburner may not be satisfied with the court’s determination that the flight suit 

design is not protectable, it had a full and fair opportunity to litigate this issue and took full 

advantage of that opportunity.  The Corps Group should not have to litigate the identical issue 

again.      

IV. CONCLUSION 

As the foregoing discussion makes clear, collateral estoppel applies in this opposition 

proceeding to prevent Afterburner from re-litigating the issue of the protectability of its flight 

suit design as a service mark.  Because a court determined that the flight suit design that is the 

subject of Afterburner’s Application is not protectable as a service mark, Afterburner should be 

collaterally estopped from arguing that the flight suit design is protectable.  Because the flight 

suit design is not protectable, the Board should grant summary judgment in favor of The Corps 

Group and deny registration for Afterburner’s Application.   

 

Dated:  April 7, 2017 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
By:   /s/ J. Kevin Fee________ 
J. Kevin Fee 
Jordana S. Rubel 
Jane W. Wise 
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP 
1111 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
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Tel:  (202) 739-3000 
Fax:  (202) 739-3001 
 
Attorneys for Opposer 
The Corps Group  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Motion for Summary Judgment has been sent 

via email and first class mail, postage pre-paid, this 7th day of April, 2017 to: 

 
Michael C. Mason 

The Law Office of Michael C. Mason 
1960 Rosecliff Drive, NE 

Atlanta, GA 30329 
mmtmlaw@gmail.com 

 
 
 /s/ Jordana S. Rubel 

Jordana S. Rubel 
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PTO Form 1478 (Rev 9/2006)

OMB No. 0651-0009 (Exp 12/31/2011)

Trademark/Service Mark Application, Principal Register

Serial Number: 85094889

Filing Date: 07/28/2010

The table below presents the data as entered.

Input Field Entered

SERIAL NUMBER 85094889

MARK INFORMATION

*MARK
\\TICRS\EXPORT11\IMAGEOUT

11\850\948\85094889\xml1\ APP0002.JPG

SPECIAL FORM YES

USPTO-GENERATED IMAGE NO

COLOR MARK NO

*DESCRIPTION OF THE MARK

(and Color Location, if applicable)

The mark consists of a three-dimensional configuration of a

pilot flight suit. The broken lines in the drawing are not part of

the mark but are merely intended to show the position of the

mark.

PIXEL COUNT ACCEPTABLE YES

PIXEL COUNT 595 x 841

REGISTER Principal

APPLICANT INFORMATION

*OWNER OF MARK AFTERBURNER, INC.

*STREET 55 Ivan Allen Jr. Blvd.

*CITY Atlanta

*STATE

(Required for U.S. applicants)
Georgia

*COUNTRY United States

*ZIP/POSTAL CODE

(Required for U.S. applicants only)
30308

PHONE (404) 835-3500

EMAIL ADDRESS tfaxio@afterburner.com

LEGAL ENTITY INFORMATION

TYPE corporation

STATE/COUNTRY OF INCORPORATION Georgia

GOODS AND/OR SERVICES AND BASIS INFORMATION

INTERNATIONAL CLASS 035 

*IDENTIFICATION
Business management consultancy services; executive search

and placement services; personnel placement and recruitment

FILING BASIS SECTION 1(a)

../APP0002.JPG
../APP0002.JPG


       FIRST USE ANYWHERE DATE At least as early as 01/31/1996

       FIRST USE IN COMMERCE DATE At least as early as 01/31/1996

       SPECIMEN

       FILE NAME(S)

\\TICRS\EXPORT11\IMAGEOUT

11\850\948\85094889\xml1\ APP0003.JPG

       SPECIMEN DESCRIPTION
web site photograph of pilot flight suits as worn as service

marks

INTERNATIONAL CLASS 041 

*IDENTIFICATION

Providing seminars in motivational and management training;

educational and entertainment services, namely, providing

keynote motivational and educational speakers and providing

personal and group coaching and learning forums in the field

of leadership development

FILING BASIS SECTION 1(a)

       FIRST USE ANYWHERE DATE At least as early as 01/31/1996

       FIRST USE IN COMMERCE DATE At least as early as 01/31/1996

       SPECIMEN

       FILE NAME(S)

\\TICRS\EXPORT11\IMAGEOUT

11\850\948\85094889\xml1\ APP0004.JPG

       SPECIMEN DESCRIPTION
web site photograph of pilot flight suits as worn as service

marks

ATTORNEY INFORMATION

NAME Michael C. Mason

ATTORNEY DOCKET NUMBER 04-A01-1.1

FIRM NAME Essentia Legal, PC - Arrington, Oduola-Owoo & Mason

INTERNAL ADDRESS Suite 110

STREET 3915 Cascade Road, SW

CITY Atlanta

STATE Georgia

COUNTRY United States

ZIP/POSTAL CODE 30331-8522

PHONE 404.549.6774

FAX 404.549.6774

EMAIL ADDRESS michael@essentialegal.com

AUTHORIZED TO COMMUNICATE VIA EMAIL Yes

OTHER APPOINTED ATTORNEY Latif Odula-Owoo

CORRESPONDENCE INFORMATION

NAME Michael C. Mason

FIRM NAME Essentia Legal, PC - Arrington, Oduola-Owoo & Mason

INTERNAL ADDRESS Suite 110

STREET 3915 Cascade Road, SW

CITY Atlanta

STATE Georgia

../APP0003.JPG
../APP0003.JPG
../APP0004.JPG
../APP0004.JPG


COUNTRY United States

ZIP/POSTAL CODE 30331-8522

PHONE 404.549.6774

FAX 404.549.6774

EMAIL ADDRESS michael@essentialegal.com

AUTHORIZED TO COMMUNICATE VIA EMAIL Yes

FEE INFORMATION

NUMBER OF CLASSES 2

FEE PER CLASS 325

*TOTAL FEE DUE 650

*TOTAL FEE PAID 650

SIGNATURE INFORMATION

SIGNATURE /James D. Murphy/

SIGNATORY'S NAME James D. Murphy

SIGNATORY'S POSITION CEO

DATE SIGNED 07/28/2010



PTO Form 1478 (Rev 9/2006)

OMB No. 0651-0009 (Exp 12/31/2011)

Trademark/Service Mark Application, Principal Register

Serial Number: 85094889

Filing Date: 07/28/2010

To the Commissioner for Trademarks:

MARK: (Stylized and/or Design, see mark)

The mark consists of a three-dimensional configuration of a pilot flight suit. The broken lines in the drawing are not part of the mark but are

merely intended to show the position of the mark.

The applicant, AFTERBURNER, INC., a corporation of Georgia, having an address of

      55 Ivan Allen Jr. Blvd.

      Atlanta, Georgia 30308

      United States

requests registration of the trademark/service mark identified above in the United States Patent and Trademark Office on the Principal Register

established by the Act of July 5, 1946 (15 U.S.C. Section 1051 et seq.), as amended, for the following:

       International Class 035:  Business management consultancy services; executive search and placement services; personnel placement and

recruitment

In International Class 035, the mark was first used at least as early as 01/31/1996, and first used in commerce at least as early as 01/31/1996, and

is now in use in such commerce. The applicant is submitting one specimen(s) showing the mark as used in commerce on or in connection with

any item in the class of listed goods and/or services, consisting of a(n) web site photograph of pilot flight suits as worn as service marks.

Specimen File1

       International Class 041:  Providing seminars in motivational and management training; educational and entertainment services, namely,

providing keynote motivational and educational speakers and providing personal and group coaching and learning forums in the field of

leadership development

In International Class 041, the mark was first used at least as early as 01/31/1996, and first used in commerce at least as early as 01/31/1996, and

is now in use in such commerce. The applicant is submitting one specimen(s) showing the mark as used in commerce on or in connection with

any item in the class of listed goods and/or services, consisting of a(n) web site photograph of pilot flight suits as worn as service marks.

Specimen File1

The applicant's current Attorney Information:

Michael C. Mason and Latif Odula-Owoo of Essentia Legal, PC - Arrington, Oduola-Owoo & Mason

      Suite 110

      3915 Cascade Road, SW

      Atlanta, Georgia 30331-8522

      United States

The attorney docket/reference number is 04-A01-1.1.

The applicant's current Correspondence Information:

      Michael C. Mason

      Essentia Legal, PC - Arrington, Oduola-Owoo & Mason

      Suite 110

      3915 Cascade Road, SW

      Atlanta, Georgia 30331-8522

      404.549.6774(phone)

      404.549.6774(fax)

      michael@essentialegal.com (authorized)

../APP0002.JPG
../APP0003.JPG
../APP0004.JPG


A fee payment in the amount of $650 has been submitted with the application, representing payment for 2 class(es).

Declaration

The undersigned, being hereby warned that willful false statements and the like so made are punishable by fine or imprisonment, or both, under

18 U.S.C. Section 1001, and that such willful false statements, and the like, may jeopardize the validity of the application or any resulting

registration, declares that he/she is properly authorized to execute this application on behalf of the applicant; he/she believes the applicant to be

the owner of the trademark/service mark sought to be registered, or, if the application is being filed under 15 U.S.C. Section 1051(b), he/she

believes applicant to be entitled to use such mark in commerce; to the best of his/her knowledge and belief no other person, firm, corporation, or

association has the right to use the mark in commerce, either in the identical form thereof or in such near resemblance thereto as to be likely,

when used on or in connection with the goods/services of such other person, to cause confusion, or to cause mistake, or to deceive; and that all

statements made of his/her own knowledge are true; and that all statements made on information and belief are believed to be true.

Signature: /James D. Murphy/   Date Signed: 07/28/2010

Signatory's Name: James D. Murphy

Signatory's Position: CEO

RAM Sale Number: 1166

RAM Accounting Date: 07/29/2010

Serial Number: 85094889

Internet Transmission Date: Wed Jul 28 15:00:49 EDT 2010

TEAS Stamp: USPTO/BAS-XXX.XXX.XXX.XX-201007281500495

40787-85094889-470fe516a5f5d70c8d342361e

95b581e-CC-1166-20100723165420639201









EXHIBIT A-2 





































































































































































































































































































EXHIBIT A-3 



































































































































































































EXHIBIT A-4 



28- Mar ch- 2014 Af t er bur ner  Vol  6 f i nal
 1           I N THE SUPERI OR COURT OF FORSYTH COUNTY
                        STATE OF GEORGI A
 2

 3
    Af t er bur ner ,  I nc. ,                     )  
 4                                        )  
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15           we' ve got  t he scr een her e wi t h t he Power  Poi nt ,  

16           and a scr een her e wi t h t he Power  Poi nt .   And t hen 

17           we' ve got  a bi g scr een r i ght  behi nd me t hat  has 

18           my pi ct ur e l i ke when you go t o t he concer t .

19               And when you' r e l ooki ng at  her ,  anybody i n a 

20           f l i ght  sui t ,  you can see t hat  bi g pat ch,  t hat  bi g 

21           Cor ps Gr oup pat ch.   And t hen we had t wo 

22           demonst r at i ves.   Thei r s say bi g Af t er bur ner  and 

23           our s say a bi g Cor ps Gr oup pat ch.

24               And Mr .  Mur phy' s t est i mony,  and t hi s i s  one 

25           of  t he deposi t i on t hi ngs wher e we sai d t o hi m:

                                                               950

 1           Now,  i f  you' r e wear i ng a f l i ght  sui t ,  and you got  

 2           a bi g Cor ps Gr oup pat ch on you,  t hat  woul d be 

 3           a - -

 4               MR.  DORVEE:   Your  Honor ,  i s  he ar gui ng a 

 5           deposi t i on?

 6               MR.  KRUGER:   That  we i mpeached hi m wi t h.

 7               MR.  DORVEE:   I ' m sor r y.

 8               MR.  KRUGER:   I ' m sor r y.   That  t hat  - -  so,  

 9           anyway.   So t he t est i mony was i f  you had a bi g 

10           pat ch on i t  t hat  sai d Cor ps Gr oup,  t hen t hat  

11           woul d be a,  quot e,  c l ear  i ndi cat i on t hat  t he 

12           per son di dn' t  wor k f or  Af t er bur ner .   And he sai d 

13           c l ear  i ndi cat i on.

14               So,  asi de f r om t he f act  t hat  t hey don' t  have 

15           a t r ademar k on t hei r  gener i c,  you know,  gr een,  

16           no- mar ks f l i ght  sui t .   They' ve appl i ed f or  one,  

17           whi ch seems r i di cul ous because i t ' s  c l ear l y  

18           gener i c.   They don' t  have i t  yet .   We' ve appl i ed 

19           f or  one t o sor t  of  pr ot ect  our sel ves,  and say:
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20           Wel l ,  gee,  cer t ai nl y we shoul d have a t r ademar k 

21           on our  pat ch and our  l ogo.

22               But  t he poi nt  i s :   Even i f  t hey want  t o c l ai m 

23           we shoul dn' t  wear  a f l i ght  sui t  because t hey want  

24           t o c l ai m i t s  t hei r  t r ade dr ess,  or  c l ai m,  wel l ,  

25           we' ve got  an appl i cat i on pendi ng,  t he f act  i s  i f  

                                                               951

 1           you j ust  go t o t he ver y basi c - -  wel l ,  i s  t her e 

 2           anyt hi ng conf usi ng about  what  we' r e doi ng?

 3               Wel l ,  i f  t hey admi t  wear i ng a pat ch i s  a 

 4           c l ear  i ndi cat i on you don' t  wor k f or  us,  t hen I  

 5           don' t  see how t her e coul d be any conf usi on on 

 6           t hat .   So,  t hat ' s  what  I  have t o say about  why 

 7           t her e shoul dn' t  be a case on t he f l i ght  sui t .

 8               Now I  guess I  have one mor e t hi ng t o say 

 9           about  t he f l i ght  sui t  i s  t hat  i t ' s  cer t ai nl y - -  

10           I ' m t r y i ng t o t hi nk of  what  ever ybody' s sai d so 

11           f ar .   What  ever ybody has sai d so f ar  i s  i t  i s  

12           cer t ai nl y not  uni que f or  a pi l ot  who pr esent s t o 

13           busi nesses t o wear  a f l i ght  sui t .

14               And t hat ' s  anot her  t hi ng,  i t ' s  not  conf usi ng 

15           because i t ' s  a c l ear  i ndi cat i on you wor k f or  

16           t hem.   And i f  i t ' s  not  uni que,  i t ' s  pr et t y weak.

17           And so,  I  don' t  t hi nk t her e shoul d be a t r ademar k 

18           case on t he f l i ght  sui t .

19                           *  *  *  *

20            Mot i on f or  Di r ect ed Ver di ct  Regar di ng

21                   Bor neman Cont r act  Cl ai m

22                           *  *  *  *

23               MR.  KRUGER:   The l ast  t hi ng - -  l et  me s l ow 

24           down a l i t t l e bi t .   The l ast  t hi ng i s  movi ng away 
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 4                           *  *  *  *

 5               THE COURT:   Mot i on f or  di r ect ed ver di ct  

 6           gr ant ed as t o t he count er c l ai m under  cont r act  f or  

 7           t he $10, 800,  I  bel i eve i t  was.   Gr ant ed.

 8               MR.  KRUGER:   That  you,  s i r .

 9               MR.  DORVEE:   Okay.   Wi t h r egar d t o t he 

10           t r ademar ki ng and t r ade dr ess c l ai ms,  t he t r ade 

11           dr ess has been used ext ensi vel y.   I t ' s  not  j ust

12           t he use of  f l i ght  sui t s .   Mr .  Mur phy t est i f i ed 

13           i t s  use of  f i ght er  pi l ot  i mager y and so on.

14           Fi ght er  pi l ot  i mager y used i n a busi ness 

15           consul t i ng cont ext .

16               Ther e i s  no quest i on t hat  Af t er bur ner  has 

17           spent  18 year s pr omot i ng t hat  t r ade dr ess,  

18           par t i cul ar l y  t he f l i ght  sui t s ,  j et  f i ght er  pi l ot  

19           i mager y.   Just  because t hey don' t  do t he same 

20           t hi ng i n t er ms of  t he way t hey pr esent  i t  doesn' t  

21           mean t hat  t her e' s not  i nf r i ngement .

22               Af t er bur ner  has been - -  has been t he 

23           excl usi ve busi ness consul t ant  i n t hi s ar ea.

24           They' ve spent  18 year s i n t hi s ar ea.   I t ' s  sent  

25           mi l l i ons of  dol l ar s pr omot i ng i t sel f  and i t s  

                                                               954

 1           t r ade dr ess.   The t r ade dr ess i s  st r ong.

 2               He keeps t al k i ng about  a gener i c f l i ght  sui t .

 3           I f  you' r e i n t he mi l i t ar y,  yeah,  t hat ' s  gener i c.

 4           But  i f  you' r e i n busi ness consul t i ng,  t hat ' s  not  

 5           gener i c.   That ' s  what ' s  cal l ed ar bi t r ar y.

 6           Ther e' s no mor e r eason f or  anyone t o wear  a 

 7           f l i ght  sui t  whi l e doi ng busi ness consul t i ng t han 

 8           t her e woul d be f or  someone t o wear  a c l own sui t  
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 9           when t hey' r e consul t i ng,  whi ch i s  r i di cul ous.

10           Or ,  you know,  a mechani c ' s  sui t ,  or  a NASCAR 

11           r acer ' s  sui t .   Those ar e al l  ar bi t r ar y uses.   Al l  

12           ar bi t r ar y use.

13               Ther ef or e,  Af t er bur ner ' s  t r ade dr ess - -  and 

14           i t  al so has a secondar y.   I t  has been wi del y 

15           pr omot ed,  as Mi chel l e Lemmons sai d,  t he onl y one 

16           i n t own,  t he onl y one t hat  anybody has t al ked 

17           about  t hat  does a s i mi l ar  t hi ng i s  The Cor ps 

18           Gr oup.

19               And when I  say " s i mi l ar  t hi ng, "  i t  was pr et t y 

20           c l ear ,  and t hat ' s  why we had al l  of  t hi s evi dence 

21           about  what  t hey di d i n t he pr ocess.   I ' m sor r y,  

22           not  t he pr ocess.   The consul t i ng pr ocesses t hey 

23           used.   That ' s  t hei r  pr oduct .   Thei r  pr oduct  

24           def i ni t el y compet es wi t h our  pr oduct .

25               They acknowl edged i n t hei r  busi ness pl an t hat  

                                                               955

 1           t hei r  pr oduct ,  or  t hat  t hey wer e compet i ng wi t h 

 2           us.   And t hey ment i oned t he r eason t hat  set  us 

 3           apar t  i s  t hat  we had a mi l i t ar y pl anni ng f or mat .

 4           I  t hi nk t hey sai d mi l i t ar y pl anni ng f or mat .

 5               They went  out ,  basi cal l y  di d a ver y,  ver y 

 6           s i mi l ar  pr oduct ,  and mar ket ed i t  i n an i dent i cal  

 7           or  s i mi l ar  way.   I t  doesn' t  need t o be i dent i cal .

 8           I t  needs t o be conf usi ngl y s i mi l ar .   And you got  

 9           t hat  bi g pat ch.

10               Fi r st  of  al l ,  you know,  t hat ' s  af t er  t he 

11           semi nar ' s  goi ng on.   Look at  t he v i deos.   You 

12           can' t  t el l  what  t hat  pat ch says.   You l ook at  a 

13           l ot  of  t hi ngs.   You can' t  t el l  what  t hat  pat ch 
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22           say t hat  al l  of  t hese t hi ngs ar e ver y c l ear  t hat  

23           t hey wer en' t  pal mi ng of f  anyt hi ng wi t h 

24           Af t er bur ner  because t hey say t i me and t i me agai n 

25           t hat  t hey ar e - -  t hey ar e The Cor ps Gr oup.

                                                               964

 1               But  t he l ast  t hi ng I  - -  we' r e t al k i ng about  

 2           common wor ds,  and - -  wel l ,  al l  I  was goi ng t o say 

 3           about  t hat  i s  t he t ask sat ur at i on t hi ng,  i t ' s  

 4           common wor ds t hat  descr i be a human condi t i on,  and 

 5           we coul d cer t ai nl y t al k about  i t .

 6               That ' s  al l  I  have.   Thank you,  s i r .

 7                           *  *  *  *

 8       Rul i ng of  t he Cour t  Regar di ng Tr ademar k I ssues

 9                           *  *  *  *

10               THE COURT:   I  bel i eve t her e ar e quest i ons f or  

11           a j ur y on t hese i ssues of  t r ademar k and t r ade 

12           dr ess i ssues.   They' r e al l  quest i ons of  f act  t hat  

13           a j ur y i s  goi ng t o have t o deci de.   Mot i on f or  

14           di r ect ed ver di ct  i s  deni ed.

15               MR.  KRUGER:   Thank you,  s i r .

16               THE COURT:   Al l  r i ght .   So,  t hat  does i t .

17           Al l  r i ght .   So ar e y ' al l  r eady t o cal l  your  f i r s t  

18           wi t ness?

19               MR.  ELKON:   Ther e' s one i ssue t hat  we want ed 

20           t o r evi s i t ,  Your  Honor .   And t hat ' s  s i mpl e t o t he 

21           ext ent  t hat  your  r ul i ng on t he mot i on t o st r i ke 

22           t he exper t  wi t ness' s t est i mony yest er day was 

23           based on t he f act  t hat  br each of  cont r act  c l ai ms 

24           wer e st i l l  ar ound.

25               THE COURT:   I  may have sai d t hat  i ndi ct a,  but  
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THE COURT: You may stand down, ma'am.

THE WITNESS: Thank you.

THE COURT: Further rebuttal evidence, Mr. Dorvee?

MR. DORVEE: No, your Honor.

THE COURT: Ladies and gentlemen, the evidence in this

case is now closed. That's all the evidence. The next

step is for the Court to discuss with the parties and the

lawyers the charge. And that's going to take us a little

while to do that, probably at least 30 minutes or so or a

little bit longer to do that. But we hope to get that done

in short order so that we can then bring the closing

arguments to you.

So within 30 to 45 minutes, I would hope that we could

begin with closing arguments in the case. And after the

closing arguments, I will charge you on the law. So

there's going to be a little downtime for you now while we

take some matters up outside your presence before the

closing arguments. So if you'll just be at ease and as

soon as we get ready, we'll have you back in and we'll

start the closing arguments.

(The jury exited the courtroom.)

THE COURT: All right, Counsel. So, Counsel, whenever

you're ready, I think you had another motion.

MR. KRUGER: Oh, thank you, sir. I'm sorry. That's

why I asked to help me remember. Thank you, sir. Yes,
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sir. We would renew to preserve our arguments about

directed verdict so -- let me think. We talked about the

trademark and the trade dress claims, which I think are

primarily all the claims that are left. Conspiracy, that

kind of thing, I think they all rely on trademark and trade

dress claims.

And so I don't want to repeat the arguments, but if

it's okay with the Court, I'll just say we would renew --

based upon the arguments earlier that we made, that we'd

ask for directed verdict on the remaining claims that the

plaintiffs have against us, and that's all I want to say.

THE COURT: Counsel.

MR. DORVEE: Very briefly, your Honor. I don't know

where this is an issue to go to the jury. Nothing's

changed in terms of the evidence, therefore, we request

that their motion be denied. While we're at it, we renew

our motion for directed verdict as well just for purposes

of the record.

THE COURT: Considering the defendants' motion for

directed verdict, I believe there is sufficient evidence to

send to the jury of the -- let's see. I believe there's --

I have to look at the evidence. There's a registered mark

for Flawless Execution that's in the evidence. There's a

registered mark for Task Saturation. That's in the

evidence.
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THE COURT: What about plan, dot, brief, dot, execute,

dot, debrief equals win?

MR. DORVEE: We're not claiming that anymore. I don't

believe it's in the documents.

THE COURT: Well, it was in -- we had that down, so

I'm going to grant a directed verdict as to that particular

one. All right. So what we have then are the

registered -- those three registered marks that are being

sought or claimed that there was a claim of infringement on

and the two common law marks that there's a claim of

infringement on, the "plan, brief, execute, debrief, win

lessons learned" and the "execution rhythm."

MR. DORVEE: Correct.

THE COURT: That's what I have. Is there any other

for the marks?

MR. DORVEE: Yes, that's what I have.

THE COURT: All right. Now, what about the -- let's

see. Going back to the pretrial order, you said there was

also filed application for a service mark registration for

its use of the flight suit with the U.S. Patent and

Trademark Office in July of 2010. So you're claiming a

service mark for its use of a flight suit?

MR. DORVEE: Correct, but it's really -- it's all part

of the trade dress at this point.

THE COURT: Oh, it is? See, that's what I'm -- I've
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been confused about service mark, trade dress.

MR. DORVEE: It's a service mark, your Honor. We

claim that we would use it as a service mark, that's

correct, but it is not a registered service mark yet, but

it's also part of the trade dress.

THE COURT: So is your claim for infringement of a

service mark or is your claim for infringement of trade

dress?

MR. DORVEE: Both.

THE COURT: Okay. The trade dress claim is, I

thought, the flight suit in conjunction with the --

MR. DORVEE: Imagery.

THE COURT: -- imagery of camouflage netting, of the

bullhorns, the running on the stage in flight suits,

etcetera. That's the trade dress.

MR. DORVEE: Mostly it is flight suit, plus jet

fighter pilot imagery.

THE COURT: Plus jet fighter pilot imagery.

MR. DORVEE: The trade dress is the overall

impression, it's not the specificity of the setting.

THE COURT: Okay. But how does that -- but how can

you claim also a service mark for the flight suit? I

thought you were saying anybody -- I thought you were

saying this gentleman who's seated in the courtroom, he can

wear his flight suit and he can talk about anything. The
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flight suit is not something -- I thought you were saying

the flight suit is not something that we're claiming we

have exclusive right to use.

MR. DORVEE: No, that's not what we're saying, your

Honor. What we're saying is we're not claiming, as defense

would claim, we're not claiming nobody anywhere -- we're

not saying, we've asserted our registration. Nobody

anywhere can use a flight suit. The way the law works is

you get a registration. We get our registration. And what

you do is you go after people who are doing confusingly

similar things. It doesn't just say, well, I got this mark

and, therefore, you all can stop. There still has to be

somebody doing something we believe is confusingly similar.

And, for example, the testimony of Vernice Armour and

Waldman goes right to that point. Vernice shows up in a

flight suit. She doesn't do what we do. I mean, she talks

about diversity. Mr. Waldman admitted, I don't know what

they do. I give keynotes, but I don't know what they do.

I talk about trust.

And I don't think we need to go beyond the facts of

this case. We're saying we have trademark rights in this

flight suit for these consulting services and their

infringement on it. The rest of the world, you know,

that's left for the future. If we get a trademark

registration, if there's likely a confusion, then they're
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liable. That doesn't mean we automatically get to go out

and send demand letters to people who want to march in

Memorial Day parades. It has to be something confusingly

similar, i.e., something that's competitive, before we can

even get interested in it.

So the mere fact trademarks -- trademark rights are

deemed for use, not for registration. And just because you

got a registration, you don't necessarily -- doesn't mean

you get the whole universe. You can't stop veterans from

-- it has to go through likelihood of confusion analysis.

And in this case they infringed that, and that's as far as

we're going and that is the claim in the case.

So just to summarize, we did say we're not trying to

sue everybody in the world. We did say there are people

using these flight suits that don't compete with us. They

don't do what we do. We're not interested in going around

the world and stopping everybody from using the flight

suit. That was never the intent.

THE COURT: What do you say, Mr. Kruger?

MR. KRUGER: Well, I wanted to bring up one point on

the flight suit in particular because it's not registered.

They did put in that application, but that application is

on hold, for lack of a better word. So even though they --

with the other three things that you got as registered

marks, they've been granted. We can still argue about
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trademark infringement claims of the "plan, brief, execute,

debrief, win, lessons learned plus design" and "execution

rhythm," so not granted. This was in the case, plan, dot,

brief, dot, execute, dot, debrief equals win, they withdraw

that. Directed verdict granted as to that.

Service mark fighter pilot flight suit, the question

is, could the jury -- is there any evidence that there even

could be infringement on a service mark of a fighter pilot

suit? They got the trade dress claim which is -- and I'm

going to deny motion for directed verdict as far as the

trade dress claim.

That one they're claiming, you know, we got -- we use

a flight suit in conjunction with, you know, the fighter

pilot theme music, the video displays, mimicking the

fighter jet radar screen, the seminar material, mimicking

fighter pilot mission planning documents, parachutes,

camouflage, so I'm denying the motion for directed verdict

as to the trade dress infringement claim. I think there's

a question of fact as to whether the trade dress has been

infringed, but I'm having trouble with this service mark.

All it is is a flight suit. I'm having trouble with that

one.

MR. KRUGER: I have one thing to cover on that.

THE COURT: Go ahead.

MR. KRUGER: Really, I don't think they can claim that



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1539

had forgotten. I didn't think he said he wasn't the first.

Be that as it may, he was the first person to use it in

this way, in this non-functional, arbitrary way.

THE COURT: Isn't that trade dress? Isn't that your

trade dress claim?

MR. DORVEE: It's also a service mark claim. We're

splitting hairs, to be honest with you, your Honor. I

believe we have a service mark claim as well as trade dress

claim. The service mark claim only relates to the flight

suit. The trade dress claim is much broader.

MR. KRUGER: Your Honor, in addition to the timing of

filing, they didn't even file for it until after the

lawsuit. Two more things: There's been questions and

answers about Chuck Yeager, and that's certainly in

evidence that he did it. There's been questions and

answers about the Sky Warriors and what they taught to who,

whether it was business people and whether it wasn't

business people, but it certainly included business people

and they wore it.

And then the last thing, all these things --

trademark, service mark, blah, blah, blah -- they're

supposed to be about identifying a particular

source. Well, this particular service mark application

that they don't file until two years past the lawsuit, it

doesn't identify anything because it is as generic as
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anything you could imagine. It's this drawing of a flight

suit, but it doesn't matter what color it is. It could be

purple. It could be orange. That doesn't identify

anybody. It doesn't have any markings on it. The truth

is, there's no testimony that they ever tried to identify

their business with a generic unmarked flight suit. All of

their flight suits have a big Afterburner patch on it, so

there should not be a claim on that.

MR. DORVEE: Very briefly, your Honor. Chuck Yeager

has nothing to do with this. Chuck Yeager is a great guy,

hero, he doesn't have the discretion of speaking in his

flight suit. We're not talking about that. That's not

what our service mark claims. We're not saying we can stop

everybody, anywhere. And, once again, there's a likelihood

of confusion. Does anybody confuse Chuck Yeager with us?

The answer is no. Is anybody going to confuse Waldo with

us? No, he doesn't do the same thing.

The fact of the matter is we're entitled for a service

mark placed against those people that are doing something

that's confusingly similar, and that's the defendants.

What they're trying to argue is there's third party use out

there. That's an argument that goes to the weight of the

evidence, not as to whether or not it goes to the

jury. Third party use, yeah, they can claim for some

reason it's not distinct because we got other people out
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there doing this. I think that evidence of third party use

is weak, but it goes to the jury as a service mark claim

and as a trade dress claim.

THE COURT: I'd like to take a few moments to review

the law on this and this one issue, so I'll take about five

minutes.

(After a recess, proceedings were continued as

follows:)

THE COURT: I go back to the definition of service

mark: "A service mark is in the word, name, symbol or

device or combination used to identify and distinguish the

services of one person, including a unique service, from

the services of others."

So what is it about a flight suit that itself, the

symbol, distinguishes the services of Afterburner from the

services of anybody else? I'm talking about what kind of

services, and your argument is, well, it's the kind -- no.

The definition is the symbol itself. What is it about the

symbol that distinguishes the services of one versus -- and

there is nothing; nothing, zero. A flight suit, a generic

flight suit, is a flight suit. It is about the symbol

itself, it's not -- it is not a service mark and it is --

motion for directed verdict granted as to the service mark,

not trade dress.

Now, I'm denying the motion for directed verdict as to
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Notice of Opposition

Notice is hereby given that the following party opposes registration of the indicated application.

Opposer Information

Name The Corps Group

Entity Corporation Citizenship Pennsylvania

Address 258 N. West End Boulevard, #318
Quakertown, PA 18951
UNITED STATES

Attorney
information

Michael Elkon
Fisher & Phillips LLP
1075 Peachtree Street Suite 3500
Atlanta, GA 30309
UNITED STATES
melkon@laborlawyers.com Phone:(404) 240-5849

Applicant Information

Application No 85094889 Publication date 08/30/2011

Opposition Filing
Date

09/28/2011 Opposition
Period Ends

09/29/2011

Applicant AFTERBURNER, INC.
55 Ivan Allen Jr. Blvd.
Atlanta, GA 30308
UNITED STATES

Goods/Services Affected by Opposition

Class 035. First Use: 1996/01/31 First Use In Commerce: 1996/01/31
All goods and services in the class are opposed, namely: Business management consultancy
services; executive search and placement services; personnel placement and recruitment

Class 041. First Use: 1996/01/31 First Use In Commerce: 1996/01/31
All goods and services in the class are opposed, namely: Providing seminars in motivational and
management training; educational and entertainment services, namely, providing keynote
motivational and educational speakers and providing personal and group coaching and learning
forums in the field of leadership development

Grounds for Opposition

Priority and likelihood of confusion Trademark Act section 2(d)

Genericness Trademark Act section 23

Mark Cited by Opposer as Basis for Opposition

U.S. Application
No.

85331417 Application Date 05/26/2011
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Date

Word Mark NONE

Design Mark

Description of
Mark

The mark consists of a sage green pilot flight suit with a 2 inch by four inch black
and white nametag on left breast with a 4.5 inch circular white, black, grey and
red logo patch on the right breast.

Goods/Services Class 035. First use: First Use: 2008/09/01 First Use In Commerce: 2008/09/01

Business management consultancy services; Business management
consultation in the field of executive and leadership development; Business
management planning; Business organizational consultation; Business planning;
Business risk management consultation

Class 041. First use: First Use: 2008/09/01 First Use In Commerce: 2008/09/01

Business education and training services, namely, developing, and facilitating
customized in-company leadership and executive development programs,
providing executive coaching services, and providing public and in-company
keynote presentations to business leaders

Related
Proceedings

Afterburner, Inc. v. The Corps Group, et al. Civil Action File No. 09cv-2844
Superior Court of Forsyth County, State of Georgia
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