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By this order, Opposition Nos. 91156097 and 91159628
are hereby consolidated. Consequently, the parties’ future
subm ssi ons should be captioned in the above manner.

When cases invol ving cormmon questions of |aw are or
facts are pending before the Board, the Board may order,
upon its own initiative, the consolidation of the cases.
See Fed. R Cv. P. 42(a) and TBMP § 511 and authorities
cited therein.

A review of the pleadings in the above identified
opposi tion proceedings indicates that the parties are the
sanme, and the proceedi ngs involved substantially identical

guestions of fact and |law. Mreover, the consolidation



woul d be equal |y advantageous to those parties in the
avoi dance of duplication of effort, loss of tine, and the
extra expense involved in conducting the proceedi ngs

i ndi vi dual ly.

The consol i dated cases nay be presented on the sane
record and briefs. See Helene Curtis Industries Inc. v.
Suave Shoe Corp., 13 USPQRd 1618 (TTAB 1989) and Hil son
Research Inc. v. Society for Human Resource Managenent, 26
USPQ2d 1423( TTAB 1993).

The Board file will be maintained in Opposition No.
91156097 as the “parent” case. As a general rule, only a
single copy of any communication or notion should be filed
herein; but that copy should bear all three proceeding
nunbers in its caption. Exceptions to the general rule
i nvol ve sti pul ated extensions of the discovery and tri al
dates, see Trademark Rule 2.121(d), and briefs on the case,
see Trademark Rule 2.128.

Despite being consolidated, each proceeding retains its
separate character. The decision on the consolidated cases
shal |l take into account any differences in the issues
rai sed by the respective pleadings; a copy of the decision

shal |l be placed in each proceeding file.



Accordingly, the tinmes for filing briefs on the cases

is reset as follows (See Trademark Rule 2.128):1

Plaintiff's brief shall be due: 5/ 1/ 06

Def endant's brief shall be due: 5/ 31/ 06

Plaintiff's reply brief, if any,

shal | be due: 6/ 15/ 06

An oral hearing will be set only upon request filed as

provi ded by Trademark Rul e 2.129.

! The consented notion to extend the testinony period filed on
Sept enber 15, 2005 in Opposition No. 91156097 is approved.



