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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFl 1.
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) |
Opposer, )
) Opposition Nos. 91156610 and ‘
v ) 91156667
)
SBU Bank, ) Ser. Nos. 76/357,597
) 76/362,815
Applicant. )
)

STIPULATED MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE

Commissioner for Trademarks
BOX TTAB - NO FEE .
2900 Crystal Drive -
Arlington, Virginia 22202-3513

Sir:

Opposer, UBS AG, hereby moves the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board, pursuant to
Rule 42(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and TBMP Section 511, for a consolidation of

the two pending oppositions filed by Opposer against Applicant, SBU Bank.

1. On January 10, 2002, applicant filed application Ser. No. 76/357,597 for the mark
SBU BANK for financial services.

2. On January 25, 2002, applicant filed application Ser. No. 76/362,815 for the mark
SBU BANK (stylized) for financial services.

3. On June 4, 2003, Opposer filed a Notice of Opposition against application Ser.
No. 76/357,597 with the United States Patent and Trademark Office. On June 12, 2003, the
Trademark Trial and Appeal Board instituted the opposition proceedings as Opposition No.
91156610.
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4, On June 5, 2003, Opposer filed a Notice of Opposition against application Ser.
No. 76/362,815 with the United States Patent and Trademark Office. On June 17, 2003, the
Trademark Trial and Appeal Board instituted the opposition proceedings as Opposition No.
91156667.

5. Both oppositions are based on Opposer’s Reg. No. 1,573,828, for the mark UBS

for banking, investment banking and securities brokerage services.

6 On July 21, 2003, Applicant submitted its Answers to Opposition Nos. 91156610
and 91156667.

7 In both oppositions, the parties are the same, Opposer’s mark is the same, and
Applicant’s marks differ only in that one mark is shown in special form while the other is shown
in typed form. Consequently, both oppositions involve common questions of law and fact and
consolidating the opposition proceedings will result in savings in time, effort and expense for

both parties.

8. In a telephone conference on August 26, 2003, Applicant’s attorney Susan M.
Rosenfeld stipulated to this Motion to Consolidate.

Therefore, Opposer asks that the opposition proceeding Nos. 91156610 and 91156667 be

consolidated.

Respectfully submitted,

Date: August 26, 2003

ames R. Menker
Kevin T. Kramer
Opposer’s Attorneys
Pillsbury Winthrop, LLP
PO Box 10500

McLean, VA 22102
Telephone: (703) 905-2000
Facsimile: (703) 905-2500
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing “MOTION TO
CONSOLIDATE” was served on Applicant’s attorneys, Darren Cohen and Susan M. Rosenfeld
of Hall, Dicker, Kent, Goldstein & Wood LLP, with an address at 909 Third Avenue, New York,
New York 10022-4731, via first class mail, postage prepaid, today August 26, 2003.

By:
es R. Menker
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