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IN THE UNITED STATES PA TENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TR IAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

 

In the matter of the application of: 
 
 Country Coach Merger, LLC 
 Mark:  VIPER 
 Serial No.:   78/559,731 
 Filed:    2005-02-03 
 Published for 
 Opposition: 2008-06-24 
 
DEI Headquarters, Inc., ) 
  Opposer ) 
    )   Opposition No. 91187094 
 v.   ) 
    )   Serial No. 78/559,731 
Country Coach, Inc.  ) 
  Applicant 
 
 

APPLICANT’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT;  
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES  

 
[Supporting Declarations of Matthew Howard and Joel Voelzke filed concurrently 

herewith] 
 

Applicant hereby moves for summary judgment.  Applicant’s motion is based on 

the following Memorandum of Points and Authorities. 
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INTRODUCTION  

Opposer DEI Headquarters, Inc. (“DEI”) owns 13 registrations for the mark 

VIPER in several fields, principally for automotive security products such as alarms, 

remote starters, and tracking systems. 

Applicant Country Coach, LLC (“Country Coach”) seeks to register the mark 

VIPER for the goods of Class A Motor Homes. 

Opposer opposes the application on the grounds of likelihood of confusion and 

dilution. 

Opposer hereby moves for summary judgment on the grounds that the mark 

VIPER is not famous and is in fact highly diluted, and that there is no likelihood of 

confusion.  The VIPER mark is highly diluted, and not likely to be the subject of 

confusion in this case, at least because there are 100 live VIPER-containing registrations 

that are not owned by Opposer. The live registrations for VIPER that are not owned by 

Opposer include 7 registrations within International Class 012, which is the class of the 

present application.  Perhaps most relevant of all, the live registrations include a 

registration since 1993 by Daimler-Chrysler for VIPER for automobiles, which is much 

closer to Applicant’s goods of motor homes than any registration owned by Opposer.  

There is also a live third party registration for VIPER in International Class 012 which 

precedes any of Opposer’s filings. 

Opposer DEI is no stranger to Opposition proceedings, having filed 25 failed 

oppositions against VIPER-containing applications which eventually issued as 

registrations to third parties and which remain live registrations today (see Exh. 3). DEI 

has also opposed approximately 150 total applications, a great number of which remain 

pending.   

Despite DEI’s zealous and astoundingly frequent use of Opposition proceedings, 

DEI has already demonstrated within this proceeding either a remarkable ignorance of 
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TTAB and FRCP rules, or an active disdain for abiding by those rules.1 It would be fair 

to say that Opposer DEI is a truly vexatious TTAB litigant. 

Because there is no genuine issue of relevant facts in dispute, Applicant is entitled 

to summary judgment.  

Additionally, by granting this Motion for Summary Judgment, the TTAB may be 

able to put to rest Opposer’s frivolous claim which it has asserted against numerous 

trademarks applicants that DEI’s VIPER mark is “famous,” and thereby prevent the 

TTAB and innocent third parties from being burdened by such frivolous filings in the 

future.  The TTAB may also be able to significantly reduce the number of frivolous 

Oppositions filed by DEI based on likelihood of confusion grounds. 
 

STATEMENT OF FACTS  

A. THE PRESENT APPLICATION 

Applicant seeks registration of the mark VIPER for the goods of Class A Motor 

Homes, in International Class 012.  A “Class A” motor home is one that is built from the 

ground up as a motor home with a specifically designed and specifically built chassis 

rather than being, for example, a trailered vehicle, a van conversion, a living space built 

on an existing truck chassis, or the like.  (Howard Decl. filed concurrently herewith, ¶ 2)  

Class A motor homes are the most expensive type of motor homes.  They typically cost 

$200,000 and up.  A motor home is typically the largest purchase a consumer will make 

in his lifetime other than his home.  (Id. at ¶3)  Motor home purchasers are sophisticated 

purchasers who understand the differences between brands, manufacturers, and options. 

                                                 
1 Within this Opposition proceeding, Opposer has (1) served its initial disclosures past the Board-ordered 
deadline of January 30, 2009 for doing so, (2) served discovery requests before serving its initial 
disclosures in violation of Rule 2.120(a)(3), (3) sought but was denied an order compelling Applicant to 
serve responses to discovery that Opposer served in violation of Rule 2.120(a)(3), and (4) failed to include 
in its interrogatory responses the certifications under penalty of perjury required under FRCP 33(b)(3) and 
(5).  (Voelzke Decl. filed concurrently herewith) 
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(Id.)  They know what company makes the models of motor homes that they are 

considering purchasing. (Id.) 

Applicant Country Coach, LLC makes particularly high end luxury motor homes.  

Country Coach’s motor homes cost between about $300,000 and $1,600,000. (Id.) 

 
B. OPPOSER’S REGISTRATIONS 

In its Opposition, Opposer relies on 13 registrations for the VIPER mark.  Those 

registrations are reproduced collectively as Exhibit 1 hereto.  Those registrations are: 

Reg. No. 3,276,251 

Reg. No. 3,086,979 

Reg. No. 3,000,663 

Reg. No. 2,889,487 

Reg. No. 2,362,498 

Reg. No. 2,300,806 

Reg. No. 2,139,385 

Reg. No. 1,983,683 

Reg. No. 1,961,709 

Reg. No. 1,816,396 

Reg. No. 1,756,693 

Reg. No. 1,755,228 

Reg. No. 1,382,152 

Each of Opposer’s marks are directed to the word VIPER variously in 

International Classes 9, 35, 42, 11, 12, 14, 21, and 25 for good/services in, inter alia, 

welding helmets; vehicle tracking; electrical controllers for use with engraving materials; 

valve diagnostic systems in nuclear, pulp and paper, chemical processing, and 

petrochemical processing; vehicle security system software; ceiling fans; electrical 

lighting fixtures; electronic pagers; automotive anti-theft devices and systems; car stereo 

equipment; wristwatches; coffee cups; and T-shirts and sweatshirts.   
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C. THIRD PARTY “VIPER” REGISTRATIONS 

 1.    Total Third Party Registrations 

There are 100 live third party registrations for VIPER and/or combinations and/or 

cognates thereof, spanning a wide variety of goods and services including: internal 

combustion engines, automobiles, tires for automobiles, boats, bicycles, truck parts, hand 

tools, power tool parts, spinal implants, fishing rods, lights for vehicles, plumbing valves, 

drilling machines, restaurant and bar services, toilets, binoculars, electrical chord, hose, 

fluidic valves, lithographic printing plates, toys, games, clothing, playing cards, 

degreasers, golf clubs, electrical fault interrupters, paper converting machines, fabric, x-

ray machines, candy, paintballs, CNC machinery, software, vacuum cleaners, model 

airplanes, lights for use on vehicles, tanning beds, conveyor belts, dive computers and 

depth gauges, rum, fertilizing and seeding equipment, pallets, air operated scrapers, 

integrated circuits, woodworking router bits, heavy machinery, pool cues and other pool 

supplies, fireworks, alpine skies, computer workstations, fire hoses, pocket knives, 

ammunition, industrial machinery of various types, sunglasses, magnetic cartridge tapes, 

and vermin killing preparations.   

Exhibit 2 hereto is a listing from the PTO website of all “Live” third party 

VIPER-containing applications and registrations. 

Exhibit 3 hereto is summary of the marks and goods/services in the 100 “Live” 

third party VIPER-containing registrations. 

Exhibit 4 hereto collectively are the printouts of the 100 “Live” third party 

VIPER-containing registrations. 

As can be seen in Exhibits 2, 3, and 4, the word VIPER, or VIPER in combination 

with a suffix or prefix word has been either registered to third parties at least 100 times as 

of March 12, 2009.  Additionally, as can be seen in Exhibit 5, the word VIPER, or 
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VIPER in combination with a suffix or prefix word has been substantively allowed but 

not yet registered to third parties at least 19 times as of March 12, 2009. 

Moreover, Exhibits 4 and 5 represent only the “Live” registrations as of March 

12, 2009, and the “Live” substantively allowed applications, respectively.  The “Dead” 

registrations were specifically excluded from this inquiry. 

2.   Third Party Registrations in Class 012 

Opposer asserts several registrations for automotive security products, automotive 

audio products, etc., in International Class 012, which is the Class of the present 

application. 

Significantly, there are 7 third party VIPER-containing registrations in 

International Class 012 alone (Exh. 4, pp. 42, 45, 46, 50, 57, 86, 98)  Those registrations 

cover the goods of, inter alia,  automobiles (the Dodge VIPER sports car, owned by 

Chrysler Motors Corporation, printout from the Dodge website attached as Exhibit 6 

hereto) and structural parts and engines therefor, fishing boats, bicycles, tires for 

automobiles, and truck bodies.  
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ARGUMENT 

I. APPLICANT IS ENTITLED TO SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON 
OPPOSER’S DILUTION CLAIM  

A. “FAME” REQUIRES A STRINGENT SHOWING THAT THE 
MARK HAS BECOME A HOUSEHOLD NAME, WHICH 
OPPOSER CANNOT MEET 

The Opposer bears the burden of proving its case.  In order to prove its case of 

dilution, Opposer must first demonstrate that its marks are famous.  A mark “is famous if 

it is widely recognized by the general consuming public of the United States as a 

designation of source of the goods or services of the mark’s owner.”  15 U.S.C. 

§1125(c)(2)(A).   

Dilution is a cause of action “reserved for a select class of marks—those marks 

with such powerful consumer associations that even non-competing uses can impinge on 

their value.” Avery Dennison Corp. v. Sumpton, 189 F.3d 868, 875, 51 U.S.P.Q.2d 1801 

(9th Cir. 1999). For this reason, dilution protection extends only to those whose mark is a 

“household name.” Thane Int'l, Inc. v. Trek Bicycle Corp., 305 F.3d 894, 911, 64 

U.S.P.Q.2d 1564 (9th Cir. 2002).  “[F]ame is substantially more difficult to prove than 

secondary meaning.” Milbank Tweed Hadley & McCloy LLP v. Milbank Holding Corp., 

82 U.S.P.Q. 2d 1583, 1587 (C.D. Cal. 2007) (applying the standard for Fame under the 

Trademark Dilution Revision Act of 2006).  “To meet the famousness element of 

protection under the dilution statutes, a mark must be truly prominent and renowned.” 

Avery Dennison Corp., 189 F.3d at 875 (holding that as a matter of law, Avery Dennison 

Corporation had failed to show that either of the marks AVERY or DENNISON were 

famous.). 
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B. OPPOSER’S MARKS CANNOT BE FAMOUS IN VIEW OF THE 
100 THIRD PARTY VIPER REGISTRATIONS, THE VAST 
MAJORITY OF WHICH OPPOSER DID NOT OPPOSE 

Opposer’s VIPER marks cannot be famous because they are greatly diluted.  

Opposer’s 13 VIPER registrations pale in comparison to the 100 VIPER registrations 

held by third parties.  A survey of Exhibits 3 and 4 reveals the following numbers of third 

party registered marks in International Classes common to those of Opposer’s marks 

comprising VIPER by International Class: 

IC 9:   A total of 19 marks, comprising Exhibit 4, pp. 44, 51, 54, 61, 70, 72, 74, 

81, 87, 88, 101, 102, 118, 121, 124, 128, 129, 130, 132; 

IC 11:  A total of 7 marks comprising Exhibit 4, pp. 68, 76, 91, 92, 135, 139, 140 

IC 12:  A total of 7 marks comprising Exhibit 4, pp. 42, 45, 46, 50, 57, 86, 98 

It is significant that Opposer has elected to not oppose many of these allowed and 

or registered marks, many of which are in the same classes of goods/services as 

Opposer’s registrations, yet Opposer still claims that Country Coach’s mark in 

International Class 12 will dilute Opposer’s (already highly diluted) marks. 

The evidence herein provides for a conclusion of a high degree of dilution of 

VIPER and its various combination word marks across multiple Class listings including 

those of Opposer’s marks and with ownership and use by numerous third parties.   

It is further relevant to the dilution theme for Opposer’s uses of VIPER that the 

undersigned has not endeavored to evaluate the common-law use of Viper either alone or 

in combination to add to the evidence of dilution through competing uses of VIPER. 

C. OPPOSER’S MARKS ARE HIGHLY DILUTED EVEN WITHIN 
INTERNATIONAL CLASS 12 

Even within International Class 12 to which the present application pertains, the 

VIPER mark is crowded with third party registrations.  Significantly, there are 7 live third 

party registrations (Exhibit 4, pp. 42, 45, 46, 50, 57, 86, 98) for VIPER in International 

Class 012 alone, which is the class of Applicant’s goods.  Those registrations cover the 
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goods of, inter alia, automobiles (the Dodge VIPER sports car, owned by Chrysler 

Motors Corporation, website printout attached as Exh. 6) and structural parts and engines 

therefor, fishing boats, bicycles, tires for automobiles, and truck bodies.  Additionally, 

there are pending applications in International Class 12 for motorcycles and one for 

VIPERJET for jet airplanes, both of which Opposer has also opposed. 

Further, the instant application was allowed over even three existing registration 

(2,875,027; 1,800,654; and 1,590,771) issued to Chrysler for the VIPER sports car, which 

was first registered in 1990.   

The concept of niche fame was abolished via the Trademark Dilution Revision 

Act of 2006.  Milbank Tweed Hadley & McCloy LLP v. Milbank Holding Corp., 82 

U.S.P.Q. 2d 1583, 1588 (C.D. Cal. 2007).  However, even if the concept of niche fame 

still applied, even within International Class 12 Opposer’s marks could not be famous, 

due to the high degree of dilution of the VIPER mark within that class, and especially in 

view of the Dodge VIPER sports car.   

Accordingly, Applicant is entitled to summary judgment that Opposer’s marks are 

not famous, and accordingly to summary judgment on Opposer’s dilution claim. 

 
II. APPLICANT IS ENTITLED TO SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON 

OPPOSER’S LIKELIHOOD OF CONFUSION CLAIM  

A. THERE IS NO LIKELIHOOD OF CONFUSION IN VIEW OF THE 
NUMEROUS THIRD PARTY REGISTRATIONS FOR VIPER, 
ESPECIALLY FOR GOODS THAT ARE SIGNIFCICANTLY 
CLOSER TO APPLICANT’S GOODS  THAN OPPOSER’S 
GOODS 

Opposer bears the burden of proving a likelihood of confusion. 

For all the reasons stated above that the VIPER marks are highly diluted, 

especially within International Class 12 to which the present application pertains, 

Applicant is entitled to summary judgment that there is no likelihood of confusion. 
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Applicant particularly points out that the live third party VIPER registrations for 

truck bodies, boats, and automobiles are significantly closer to Applicant’s goods of 

Class A motor homes than are any of Opposer’s goods.  If, for example, Chrsyler, the 

maker of the VIPER sports car, or Scranton Manufacturing Company Inc., the maker of 

VIPER truck bodies, were to oppose on the ground of likelihood of confusion with Class 

A motor homes, then at least their positions would be colorable.   

But even Daimler-Chrysler, which owns the VIPER registration for automobiles 

for the Dodge VIPER sports car, did not oppose the present application.  That is, even the 

makers of the VIPER sports car did not feel threatened in any way by the prospect of a 

VIPER model motor home.  Clearly, the public is able to distinguish between the 

numerous VIPER marks owned by numerous different parties in the marketplace today. 

In fact, even within the automotive industry, there have been a number of 

identical marks that have peacefully coexisted for years for both recreational vehicles and 

for automobiles without any consumer confusion (Howard Decl. at ¶5), due in part to the 

high cost of recreational vehicles and the sophistication of recreational vehicle consumers 

and the great care which they put into their purchasing decisions.  Consumers simply do 

not make careless or impulse purchases of motor homes. 

Opposer DEI’s position is nothing short of ludicrous, in view of the numerous 

third party registrations especially for VIPER model sports cars and VIPER model truck 

bodies.  It is ludicrous to suppose that a consumer might purchase a $300,000+ Country 

Coach Class A motor home in the mistaken belief that because the model name for that 

Country Coach motor home is VIPER, then that motor home must be made by the same 

people that make the VIPER sports car, or VIPER truck bodies, or VIPER boats, or 

VIPER bicycles, or VIPER tires, or VIPER car alarms and welding helmets. 
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B. APPLICANT REQUESTED, BUT OPPOSER REFUSED TO 
PRODUCE IN DISCOVERY, ANY EVIDENCE OF OVERLAP 
BETWEEN MAKERS OF CLASS A MOTOR HOMES AND 
MAKERS OF ANY OF OPPOSER’S GOODS 

In Discovery, Applicant issued an interrogatory to Opposer asking Opposer to 

identify all persons of which Opposer was aware who manufacture motor homes and also 

manufacture at least one of Opposer’s goods.  (Voelzke Decl., Exh. 1, Interrogatory No. 

12).  Evidencing clear bad faith litigation tactics, Opposer invoked attorney-client 

privilege and various other clearly inapplicable objections and refused to answer the 

question.  (Id.). 

Applicant should now be prohibited from even attempting to introduce any 

evidence of overlap between makers of motor homes and makers of any of Opposer’s 

goods.  The Board should take it as established fact that there is no overlaps between 

motor home manufacturers and manufacturers of any of Opposer’s goods. 

C. APPLICANT IS ENTITLED TO SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
BECAUSE OPPOSER HAS FAILED TO ADDUCE ANY 
EVIDENCE OF LIKELIHOOD OF CONFUSION 

When, as in this case, the non-moving party bears the burden of proving its case 

at trial, the party moving for summary judgment can meet its burden of pointing out the 

absence of material disputed fact by pointing out the absence of evidence from the non-

moving party.  The party moving for summary judgment need not disprove the other 

party's case. See Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 325 (1986).  Thus, “[s]ummary 

judgment for a defendant is appropriate when the plaintiff ‘fails to make a showing 

sufficient to establish the existence of an element essential to [his] case, and on which 

[he] will bear the burden of proof at trial.’” Cleveland v. Policy Mgmt. Sys. Corp., 526 

U.S. 795, 805-06 (1999) (citing Celotex, 477 U.S. at 322). 

In this case, Applicant is entitled to summary judgment because, even if for no 

other reason, Opposer has failed to produce any evidence to support its case.   

Applicant specifically asked Opposer to state all factual and legal basis for its 
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claim of likelihood of confusion.  In response, Opposer merely recited the goods listed in 

its registration, and made handwaving generalizations based thereon which represent 

merely attorney argument rather than any factual evidence. (See Voelzke Decl., Exh. 1, 

response to Interrogatory No. 9.).   

Applicant further asked Opposer for any consumer surveys which it had 

conducted.  In response, Opposer neither identified any surveys, nor produced any 

surveys, nor said that it had any intention of preparing any surveys.  (See Voelzke Decl., 

Exh. 1, response to Interrogatory No. 22). 

Because Opposer has adduced no factual evidence to support its claim of 

likelihood of confusion, the Board may now grant summary judgment in view of the 

undisputed record of numerous third party registrations including 7 third party 

registrations in Class 12 alone, and particularly in view of the registration since 1993 for 

the Dodge VIPER sports car. 

D. OPPOSER REFUSED TO EVEN STATE WHICH MARKS IT 
OWNS OR WHICH IT CLAIMS TO HAVE LICENSED 

In discovery, Applicant issued an interrogatory requesting Opposer to identify 

which registered VIPER trademarks it claims to own, and to produce the documents 

which establish that ownership (Voelzke Decl. filed concurrently herewith, Exh. 1, 

Interrogatory No. 14).   Evidencing clear bad faith litigation tactics, Opposer invoked 

attorney-client privilege and various other clearly inapplicable objections and refused to 

answer the question.  (Id.) 

Similarly, Applicant issued an interrogatory requesting Opposer to identify all 

third party registrations for which it claims a license agreement.  (Voelzke Decl., Exh. 1, 

Interrogatory No. 15)  Evidencing further bad faith litigation tactics, Opposer invoked 

attorney-client privilege and various other clearly inapplicable objections and refused to 

answer the question.  (Id.) 

In any event, Opposer violated FRCP 33(b)(3) by failing to include the required 
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certification of its answers. (See Voelzke Decl., Exh. 1.).   

Even if Opposer should suddenly claim that it owns any rights in any of the 

numerous third party VIPER-containing registrations, Opposer should be prohibited due 

to its clear bad faith tactics and its clear refusal to produce any substantive discovery 

responses, from claiming any ownership rights now in any of those third party 

registrations.  The Board should take it as established fact that Opposer owns no rights to 

any VIPER registrations other than those that are registered in Opposer’s own name. 

 
E. APPLICANT SHOULD BE ENTITLED TO SUMMARY 

JUDGMENT FOR OPPOSER’S REFUSAL TO PROVIDE 
SUBSTANTIVE DISCOVERY RESPONSES 

Because Opposer bears the burden of establishing likelihood of confusion, it is 

Opposer’s burden to produce evidence of likelihood of confusion.  A perusal of 

Opposer’s interrogatory responses (Voelzke Decl. Exh. 1) shows Opposer’s clear refusal 

to produce, in good faith, any evidence of likelihood of confusion, or even to simply 

participate in good faith in the exchange of information relevant to this case.  Opposer, 

for example, invoked the attorney-client privilege with respect to many interrogatories, 

regardless of whether the attorney-client privilege were even remotely applicable to those 

interrogatories.  Applicant respectfully submits that when, as here, a party bears the 

burden of proof at trial, but engages in systematic obstruction of discovery, the other 

party should be granted summary judgment. 

For all of the foregoing reasons, Applicant is entitled to summary judgment that 

there is no likelihood of confusion. 
 

CONCLUSIONS 

 Opposer has clearly abused the TTAB opposition procedure in the instant 

Opposition as well as numerous other oppositions.  Even though Opposer owns only a 
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fraction of the 112 or so registered VIPER-containing marks, Opposer is attempting to 

monopolize the English language word “VIPER.”  Trademark law, and the Opposition 

procedure, was never intended to allow such a result.  

 The Board should put an end to Opposer’s abusive and bad faith misuse of the 

legal system now to the extent that it is able, by declaring that, as a matter of law, 

Opposer’s marks are not famous, and by granting summary judgment to Applicant. 

 
 Respectfully submitted, 

 INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY LAW 
 OFFICES OF JOEL VOELZKE, APC 

  

Dated:   March 13, 2009 By:        
  Joel D. Voelzke, Esq. 
  Counsel for Applicant 
  email:  joel@voelzke.com 
 
24772 W. Saddle Peak Road 
Malibu, CA 90265-3047 
Tel: (310) 317-4466 
Fax: (310) 317-4499 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
 The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing: 
 

MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT;  
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

 
 
was served     13th    day of March, 2009 electronically per agreement of counsel 
addressed as follows:   

 
 Crystal Biggs, Esq. 
 DEI Headquarters, Inc. 
 One Viper Way  
 Vista, CA  92081 

Christie.Biggs@deiholdings.com 
 
     By:      
      Joel D. Voelzke 
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Dodge - 2009 Viper - Sports Car, Roadster, Sports Coupe http://www.dodge.com/en/2009/viper/index.html?bid=1758118&adid=...

1 of 1 3/12/2009 4:31 PM

2009 VIPER

2009 Dodge Viper
MSRP* Starting At: $91,220

/shared/flash/tag_cloud.swf

14
/shared/2009/viper/overview/overlays/tag_cloud_viper_mask.swf
600 Horsepower
x::8__y::224__size::9__lid::600_horsepower__lpos::line1
/en/2009/viper/performance/powertrain/
|
x::132__y::225__size::11
Get a Quote
x::162__y::305__size::7__lid::get_a_quote__lpos::line5
javascript:wrap('gaq','',cur_year+cur_vehicle, '');
8.4L V10 engine
x::8__y::285__size::7__lid::8_4_L_v8_engine__lpos::line4
/en/2009/viper/performance/powertrain/
Brembo® brakes
x::124__y::284__size::9__lid::brembo_brakes__lpos::line4
/en/2009/viper/performance/handling/
Two-toned leather-trimmed seating
x::8__y::264__size::8__lid::two_tone_leather_trimmed_seating__lpos::line3
/en/2009/viper/design/seating/
Hand-built
x::167__y::244__size::9__lid::hand_built__lpos::line2
/en/2009/viper/design/styling/
560 lb-ft of torque
x::7__y::303__size::10__lid::560_lb_ft_of_torque__lpos::line5
/en/2009/viper/performance/powertrain/
0-60 in four seconds
x::140__y::226__size::5__lid::0_60_in_four_seconds__lpos::line1
/en/2009/viper/performance/powertrain/
|
x::114__y::285__size::11
|
x::158__y::245__size::11
Limited slip rear differential
x::8__y::246__size::5__lid::limited_slip_rear_differential__lpos::line2
/en/2009/viper/performance/handling/
|
x::151__y::305__size::11

22 Highway MPG[2]

Dodge is a registered trademark of Chrysler LLC. ® Copyright 2009 Chrysler LLC. All Rights Reserved.

Brands of Chrysler LLC Legal, safety and trademark information concerning the numbered items above.

*MSRP excludes tax. Starting at price refers to the base model, a more expensive model may be shown. Optional equipment may be shown. Pricing may change at any time without notification.

1

 
2
 

For very well-qualified buyers. Not all buyers will qualify. Must receive financing through Chrysler Financial. Payment example includes a 10% down payment and 5.9% APR for 60 
months. Monthly charge equals $19.29 per $1,000 financed. See dealer for details.
Brembo is a registered trademark of Brembo SpA.
13 city / 22 hwy EPA estimated mpg with 8.4L engine and six-speed manual transmission, RWD.
Chrysler LLC reserves the right to make changes at any time without notice or obligation to the information contained on this Internet site, prices, incentive programs, specifications, 
equipment, colors, materials, product illustrations and to change or discontinue models. All prices are based upon Manufacturer's Suggested Retail Prices ("MSRP") in U.S. dollars
(unless otherwise indicated) and exclude taxes, title fees, licensing, options and destination charges unless specifically included. Dealers are independent businesses and are free to
set their own retail prices. All information contained at this Internet site is intended for the USA market only.

Limited Time Offer

Close

Build My Deal

MSRP* Starting at price $91,220
EMPLOYEE PRICE: $91,220

SAMPLE PRICE: $91,220
Sample Est Monthly 
Payment $1,583[1]

ZIP

See all MPG ratings
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