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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

)
WEDDINGCHANNEL.COM, Inc. )
)
Opposer, }
)
v. ) Opposition No. 91217402

6 GEMS INC. ) Mark: WEDDING BOARD
)
Applicant )
)
)

APPLICANT’S MOTION FOR LEAVE TO AMEND APPLICANT’S ANSWER

6 GEMS INC. (“Applicant”) hereby respectfully moves for leave to amend its answer to
the Notice of Opposition in accordance with Fed. R. Civ. P. 15(a). 37 C.F.R. § 2.107, TBMP §§
315 and 507. The proposed amended answer is attached hereto as Exhibit A, and a redline of the
changes from the original answer to the proposed amended answer is attached as Exhibit B. It
contains affirmative defenses and a counterclaim not set forth in the original answer.

L STATEMENT OF FACTS

The Notice of Opposition was filed on July 17, 2014, and Applicant served and filed its
original answer on August 14, 2014.

Discovery opened on September 24, 2014 and is presently scheduled to close on May 22,
2015.

The original answer did not include all possible affirmative defenses or any counterclaims.

At the time that the original answer was filed, the Applicant was unaware of certain relevant
facts which provide the basis for the additional affirmative defenses and counterclaim. For

example, Opposer ceased use of its mark which is the basis for its cited Registration on or about



August 21, 2014. As another example, Opposer’s parent company filed its 2015 10-K on or
about March 2015; said 10-K evidences an intent not to resume use. Because the facts came into
Applicant’s possession after the filing of the answer, Applicant was unable to allege related
affirmative defenses or a counterclaim in the original answer.

The additional affirmative defenses and counterclaim are necessary to the Applicant’s
defense to the Opposition, therefore, the amendment sought is in the interest of justice.

II. ARGUMENT

Fed. R. Civ. P. 15(a) provides, in pertinent part, that leave to amend pleadings “shall be
freely given when justice so requires.” In interpreting this provision, the Supreme Court has
observed:

In the absence of any apparent or declared reason — such as undue delay, bad faith or dilatory

motive on the part of the movant, repeated failure to cure deficiencies by amendments

previously allowed, undue prejudice to the opposing party by virtue of allowance of the
amendment, futility of amendment, etc. — the leave sought should, as the rules require, be

“freely given.”

Fomanv. Davis, 371 U.S. 178, 182 (1962).

Consistent therewith, the board has recognized that the policy of granting leave is a liberal
one, and that leave ordinarily should be granted whenever doing so will not unduly delay trial of
the case or prejudice the other party. See Microsaft Corp. v. Quantel Business Systems, Inc.
USPQ2d 1732, 1733 (TTAB).

It has been generally held that amendments to pleadings should be allowed with great

liberality at any stage of the proceeding where necessary to bring about a furtherance of

justice unless it is shown that entry of the amendment would violate settled law or be
prejudicial to the rights of any opposing parties.

American Optical Corp. v. American Olean Tile Co., Inc. 168 USPQ 471, 473 (TTAB 1970)

(emphasis added).



In the present case, the purpose of the proposed amendment is to add affirmative defenses
pleading that there is no likelihood of confusion due to Opposer ceasing use of its mark; that
Opposer’s parent company has attributed substantial “impairment costs” to the goodwill of the
WEDDING CHANNEL mark and business; and to add a counterclaim of abandonment of
Opposer’s mark based on newly discovered facts not available at the time Applicant’s answer
was originally due (August 25, 2014).

If grounds for a counterclaim are learned after the initial deadline to file an answer, “the
counterclaim shall be pleaded promptly after the grounds therefor are learned.” 37 CFR
2.106(b)(2)(i). While the Applicant is not within the 21 day window, provided by Rule 15 of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, for amendment as a matter of right, the Rule permits the Court
to allow amendments when, “justice so requires.” Fed. R. Civ. P. R. 15(a)(1)(A).

Applicant respectfully submits that it has not unduly delayed in seeking to amend its answer
and the information upon which the amendment is based was not known when the original
answer was filed.

The proposed amendment will not prejudice the Opposer as it merely adds affirmative
defenses and a counterclaim, of which the Opposer will have ample time to adequately respond.

Applicant respectfully submits that the interests of justice and public policy require that the
affirmative defenses and counterclaim be considered in this proceeding.

III. CONCLUSION

Accordingly, for the reasons set forth herein, Applicant respectfully requests that its Motion

for Leave to Amend Applicant’s Answer be granted.



Date: May 1, 2015 Respectfully submitted,

Applicant
6 GEMS, INC.,
By its attorneys

S. Andrew Batson LT 3,735

Intellectual Property and Transaction Clinic
University of New Hampshire School of Law
2 White Street

Concord, NH 03301

Tel: (603) 225-3350

Fax: (603) 229-0423

ipclinicf@law.unh.edu

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing APPLICANT’S MOTION
FOR LEAVE TO AMEND APPLICANT’S ANSWER was served upon Opposer this 1% day of
May, 2015, by forwarding a copy of the same via email, per agreement of counsel as to
electronic service, to Opposer’s Attomey of Record, Karol A. Kepchar of Akin, Gump, Strauss,

Hauer, and Feld, at KKepchar@akingump.com, dLee/@akingump.com, and

dc_ipdocketing@akingump.com.

S. Andrew Batson LT 3,735




EXHIBIT A



IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

Serial No.: 86/030,676

Mark: WEDDING BOARD

Filed: August 6, 2013

Published in the Official Gazette: March 18, 2014

WEDDINGCHANNEL.COM, INC., )
)
Opposer, )

) Opposition No. 91217402
2 )
)
6 GEMS, INC. )
)
Applicant. )
)

FIRST AMENDED ANSWER TO NOTICE OF OPPOSITION

Applicant, 6 Gems, Inc., by and through its undersigned counsel, hereby answers and

asserts affirmative defenses to the Notice of Opposition (the “Notice”) as follows:

1. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 1 of the Notice and therefore denies each and
every allegation set forth therein.

2. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 2 of the Notice and therefore denies each and
every allegation set forth therein.

3. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 3 of the Notice and therefore denies each and

every allegation set forth therein.



4. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 4 of the Notice and therefore denies each and
every allegation set forth therein.

5. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 5 of the Notice and therefore denies each and
every allegation set forth therein.

6. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 6 of the Notice and therefore denies each and
every allegation set forth therein.

7. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 7 of the Notice and therefore denies each and
every allegation set forth therein.

8. Applicant admits that as of the date of this Answer, according to the U.S. Patent and
Trademark Office’s TARR database, Registration No. 2,519,435 was registered on December 18,
2001 in International Class 42 for “providing information by means of a global computer
network in the field of wedding party planning consultation services” in WeddingChannel.com
Inc.’s (the “Petitioner”) name, and that an affidavit of incontestability was filed in relation to this
registration. Application is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the
truth or falsity of the remaining allegations in Paragraph 8 of the Notice and therefore denies
each and every allegation set forth therein.

9. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 9 of the Notice and therefore denies each and

every allegation set forth therein.



10.  Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth

or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 10 of the Notice and therefore denies each and

every allegation set forth therein.

11.  Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth

or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 11 of the Notice and therefore denies each and

every allegation set forth therein.

12.  Applicant admits the allegations set forth in Paragraph 12 of the Notice.

13.  Applicant denies each and every allegation set forth in Paragraph 13 of the Notice.

14.  Applicant admits that its services would be provided to couples seeking to get married,

among others. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to

the truth or falsity of the remaining allegations set forth in Paragraph 14 of the Notice and

therefore denies each and every allegation set forth therein.

15.  Applicant denies each and every allegation set forth in Paragraph 15 of the Notice.

16.  Applicant denies each and every allegation set forth in Paragraph 16 of the Notice.

17.  Applicant denies each and every allegation set forth in Paragraph 17 of the Notice.

18.  Applicant denies each and every allegation set forth in Paragraph 18 of the Notice.
AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES

1. There is no likelihood of confusion, mistake, or deception because, among other factors,

Applicant’s mark and Opposer’s alleged mark merely share the element “WEDDING” (which is

non-distinctive as applied to the respective parties’ services), and are not confusingly similar.

2. There is no likelihood of confusion, mistake, or deception because, among other things,

the services in pleaded Reg. No. 2519435 are inherently directed to professionals in the wedding



party planning field and not the ultimate consumers of such services. Thus, the targeted
audiences for the respective services are different.

3. There is no likelihood of confusion, mistake, or deception because the WEDDING
CHANNEL mark and any goodwill that may have been associated with the WEDDING
CHANNEL mark has evaporated from the public eye, as demonstrated by, among other things, a
redirection of all WeddingChannel Store traffic to The Knot Shop on or around August, 2012 as
a direct result of significant declines in revenue, traffic, and membership prior to August, 2012,
significantly diminishing any strength of the WEDDING CHANNEL mark; complete non-use of
the WEDDINGCHANNEL.COM mark and website on or around August 21, 2014; and, lack of
any meaningful Internet presence since August 21, 2014,

4, There is no likelihood of confusion, mistake, or deception because, among other things,
Opposer’s parent company has reported numerous “impairment costs™ attributable to Opposer
and its marks, and the WEDDING CHANNEL mark in particular, since at least March 18, 2013,
indicating significant adverse changes in the extent of use by Opposer and value of the
WEDDING CHANNEL mark.

5. Applicant hereby reserves the right to assert any and all other appropriate defenses as
they may present themselves through the course of this proceeding.

COUNTERCLAIM
Cancellation of WEDDING CHANNEL Registration - Abandonment

Pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 1064, Applicant, 6 Gems, Inc., by and through its undersigned
counsel, believing it will be damaged by the continued registration of the WEDDING
CHANNEL mark, hereby asserts a counterclaim of abandonment against Opposer,
Weddingchannel.com Inc., for the WEDDING CHANNEL mark in Opposer’s pleaded

registration, Registration No. 2519435, and states the following in support thereof:



1. Applicant repeats and realleges each and every allegation set forth in the foregoing
paragraphs as if fully set forth herein.

2. Applicant hereby seeks cancellation of Opposer’s Registration No. 2519435 issued
December 18, 2001 from Application Serial No. 75979160 for the mark WEDDING CHANNEL
in international class 042.

3. Opposer’s WEDDING CHANNEL mark is registered in international class 042 for
“PROVIDING INFORMATION BY MEANS OF A GLOBAL COMPUTER NETWORK IN
THE FIELD OF WEDDING PARTY PLANNING CONSULTATION SERVICES.”

4. Upon information and belief, Applicant alleges that Opposer has not used WEDDING
CHANNEL in connection with its claimed services since August 2014.

5. Applicant further alleges that Opposer has shown by its behavior that it has engaged in a
period of non-use with an intent not to resume use with regard to the WEDDING CHANNEL
mark.

6. On or around August 21, 2014, Opposer ceased operation of its website
www.weddingchannel.com.

7. On or around August, 2012, Opposer began redirecting all WeddingChannel Store
website traffic to The Knot Shop.

8. Opposer’s WEDDING CHANNEL mark is not displayed on, promoted with, or
otherwise associated with theknot.com website.

9. Since the cessation of its website operations, Opposer has ceased use of nearly all of its
WEDDING CHANNEL social media websites by either redirecting visitors to the corresponding

“The Knot” websites, or by non-use for a period of more than one year.



10.  Opposer has since stopped promoting its mark, using it in commerce, and the WEDDING
CHANNEL mark has effectively been phased out by its parent company.

11.  Since August 21, 2014, WEDDING CHANNEL social media presence has been virtually
non-existent, consisting of an automatic redirect to The Knot Facebook page when “wedding
channel” is searched on the Facebook social media site and three re-tweets on the Twitter social
media site that do not discuss wedding party planning consultation services and were likely the
result of automatic re-tweeting, which does not constitute good faith use in commerce.

12.  Without its website or any active social media presence, Opposer cannot possibly provide
information through the global computer network in the field of wedding planning and
consulting services — the very services for which its mark is registered.

13.  Inboth the 2013 and 2014 10-K filings for Opposer’s parent company (filed in 2014 and
2015, respectively), Opposer’s parent company reported an increase in “impairment charges” (a
term for writing off worthless goodwill) related to the accelerated amortization and shorter useful
life expected of the WEDDING CHANNEL mark.

14.  Asaresult of these impairment charges, Opposer and its WEDDING CHANNEL mark
are no longer considered valuable or useful to its parent company.

15.  Opposer’s non-use of its WEDDING CHANNEL mark for nearly a full year, coupled
with its parent company’s assessment that Opposer is no longer useful, is evidence of an intent to
not resume use of its mark.

16.  Because Opposer’s trademark use of WEDDING CHANNEL has been discontinued and
because Opposer does not have an intent to resume use, Registration No. 2519435 should be

cancelled for abandonment.



17.  For the foregoing reasons, Applicant believes that it will be damaged by the continued

registration of the mark shown in Registration No. 2519435.
CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, Applicant prays as follows:
a) that this Opposition be dismissed with prejudice;
b) that Registration No. 2519435 be cancelled; and

c) aregistration for the mark WEDDING BOARD be issued to Applicant.

Date: May f_ﬁ;, 2015 Respectfully submitted,

Applicant
6 GEMS, INC.
By its attorneys

Ashlyn J. Lembree TMCP-UNH

S. Andrew Batson LT 3,735

Intellectual Property and Transaction Clinic
University of New Hampshire School of Law
2 White Street

Concord, NH 03301

Tel: (603) 225-3350

Fax: (603) 229-0423

ipclinic@law.unh.edu




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing FIRST NDED
ANSWER TO NOTICE OF OPPOSITION was served upon Opposer this / * day of May, 2015,
by forwarding a copy of the same via email, per agreement by counsel as to electronic service, to
Opposer’s Attorney of Record, Karol A. Kepchar of Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer, and Feld, at
KKepchar@akingump.com, dLee@akingump.com, and dc_ipdocketing@akingump.com.

S. Andrew Batson LT 3,735




EXHIBITB



IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

Serial No.: 86/030,676

Mark: WEDDING BOARD

Filed: August6, 2013

Published in the Official Gazette: March 18, 2014

WEDDINGCHANNEL.COM, INC,, )
)
Opposer, )

) Opposition No. 91217402
v. )
)
6 GEMS, INC. )
)
Applicant. )
)

FIRST AMENDED ANSWER TO NOTICE OF OPPOSITION

Applicant, 6 Gems, Inc., by and through its undersigned counsel, hereby answers and

asserts affirmative defenses to the Notice of Opposition (the “Notice”) as follows:

1. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 1 of the Notice and therefore denies each and
every allegation set forth therein.

2. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 2 of the Notice and therefore denies each and
every allegation set forth therein.

3. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 3 of the Notice and therefore denies each and

every allegation set forth therein.



4. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 4 of the Notice and therefore denies each and
every allegation set forth therein.

5. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 5 of the Notice and therefore denies each and
every allegation set forth therein.

6. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 6 of the Notice and therefore denies each and
every allegation set forth therein.

7. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 7 of the Notice and therefore denies each and
every allegation set forth therein.

8. Applicant admits that as of the date of this Answer, according to the U.S. Patent and
Trademark Office’s TARR database, Registration No. 2,519,435 was registered on December 18,
2001 in International Class 42 for “providing information by means of a global computer
network in the field of wedding party planning consultation services” in WeddingChannel.com
Inc.’s (the “Petitioner”) name, and that an affidavit of incontestability was filed in relation to this
registration. Application is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the
truth or falsity of the remaining allegations in Paragraph 8 of the Notice and therefore denies
each and every allegation set forth therein.

0. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 9 of the Notice and therefore denies each and

every allegation set forth therein.



10.  Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth

or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 10 of the Notice and therefore denies each and

every allegation set forth therein.

11.  Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth

or falsity of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 11 of the Notice and therefore denies each and

every allegation set forth therein.

12. Applicant admits the allegations set forth in Paragraph 12 of the Notice.

13.  Applicant denies each and every allegation set forth in Paragraph 13 of the Notice.

14.  Applicant admits that its services would be provided to couples seeking to get married,

among others. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to

the truth or falsity of the remaining allegations set forth in Paragraph 14 of the Notice and

therefore denies each and every allegation set forth therein.

15.  Applicant denies each and every allegation set forth in Paragraph 15 of the Notice.

16.  Applicant denies each and every allegation set forth in Paragraph 16 of the Notice.

17.  Applicant denies each and every allegation set forth in Paragraph 17 of the Notice.

18.  Applicant denies each and every allegation set forth in Paragraph 18 of the Notice.
AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES

1. There is no likelihood of confusion, mistake, or deception because, among other factors,

Applicant’s mark and Opposer’s alleged mark merely share the element “WEDDING” (which is

non-distinctive as applied to the respective parties’ services), and are not confusingly similar.

2. There is no likelihood of confusion, mistake, or deception because, among other things,

the services in pleaded Reg. No. 2519435 are inherently directed to professionals in the wedding



party planning field and not the ultimate consumers of such services. Thus, the targeted

audiences for the respective services are different.

33. There is no likelihood of confusion, mistake, or deception because the WEDDING

CHANNEL mark and any goodwill that may have been associated with the WEDDING

CHANNEL mark has evaporated from the public eye, as demonstrated by, among other things, a

redirection of all WeddingChannel Store traffic to The Knot Shop on or around August, 2012 as

a direct result of significant declines in revenue, traffic. and membership prior to August, 2012

significantly diminishing any strength of the WEDDING CHANNEL mark; complete non-use of

the WEDDINGCHANNEL.COM mark and website on or around August 21, 2014; and, lack of

any meaningful Internet presence since August 21, 2014.

4. There is no likelihood of confusion, mistake, or deception because, among other things,

Opposer’s parent company has reported numerous “impairment costs” attributable to Opposer

and its marks, and the WEDDING CHANNEL mark in particular, since at least March 18, 2013,

indicating significant adverse changes in the extent of use by Opposer and value of the

WEDDING CHANNEL mark.

3. Applicant hereby reserves the right to assert any and all other appropriate defenses as
they may present themselves through the course of this proceeding.

COUNTERCLAIM
Cancellation of WEDDING CHANNEL Registration - Abandonment

Pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 1064, Applicant, 6 Gems, Inc., by and through its undersigned

counsel, believing it will be damaged by the continued registration of the WEDDING

CHANNEL mark. hereby asserts a counterclaim of abandonment against Opposer

Weddingchannel.com Inc.. for the WEDDING CHANNEL mark in Opposer’s pleaded

registration, Registration No. 2519435, and states the following in support thereof:




1. Applicant repeats and realleges each and every allegation set forth in the foregoing

paragraphs as if fully set forth herein.

2. Applicant hereby seeks cancellation of Opposer’s Registration No. 2519433 issued

December 18, 2001 from Application Serial No. 75979160 for the mark WEDDING CHANNEL

in international class 042,

3. Opposer’s WEDDING CHANNEL mark is registered in international class 042 for

“PROVIDING INFORMATION BY MEANS OF A GLOBAL COMPUTER NETWORK IN

THE FIELD OF WEDDING PARTY PLANNING CONSULTATION SERVICES.”

4.

Upon information and belief, Applicant alleges that Opposer has not used WEDDING

CHANNEL in connection with its claimed services since August 2014,
5. Applicant further alleges that Opposer has shown by its behavior that it has engaged in a

period of non-use with an intent not to resume use with regard to the WEDDING CHANNEL

mark.

6. On_or around August 21. 2014, Opposer ceased operation of its website

www.weddingchannel.com.
7. On or around August. 2012. Opposer began redirecting all WeddingChannel Store

website traffic to The Knot Shop.

8. Opposer’s WEDDING CHANNEL mark is not displaved on. promoted with. or

otherwise associated with theknot.com website,

9. Since the cessation of its website operations, Opposer has ceased use of nearly all of its

WEDDING CHANNEL social media websites by either redirecting visitors to the corresponding

“The Knot” websites, or by non-use for a period of more than one year.




10. Opposer has since stopped promoting its mark, using it in commerce, and the WEDDING

CHANNEL mark has effectively been phased out by its parent company.

11. Since August 21, 2014, WEDDING CHANNEL social media presence has been virtually

non-exisient, consisting of an automatic redirect to The Knot Facebook page when “wedding

channel” is searched on the Facebook social media site and three re-tweets on the Twitter social

media site that do not discuss wedding party planning consultation services and were likely the

result of automatic re-tweeting, which does not constitute good faith use in commerce.

12. Without its website or any active social media presence, Opposer cannot possibly provide

information through the global computer network in the field of wedding planning and

consulting services — the very services for which its mark is registered.

13. In both the 2013 and 2014 10-K filings for Opposer’s parent company (filed in 2014 and

2013, respectively), Opposer’s parent company reported an increase in “impairment charges” (a

term for writing off worthless goodwill) related to the accelerated amortization and shorter useful

life expected of the WEDDING CHANNEL mark.

14. As a result of these impairment charges, Opposer and its WEDDING CHANNEL mark

are no longer considered valuable or useful to its parent company.

15. Opposer’s non-use of its WEDDING CHANNEL mark for nearly a full year, coupled

with its parent company’s assessment that Opposer is no longer useful, is evidence of an intent to

not resume use of its mark.

16. Because Opposer’s trademark use of WEDDING CHANNEL has been discontinued and

because Opposer does not have an intent to resume use. Registration No. 2519435 should be

cancelled for abandonment.




17. For the foregoing reasons, Applicant believes that it will be damaged by the continued

registration of the mark shown in Registration No. 2519435.

CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, Applicant respectfully-requests-prays as follows:

a) _that the-Netice-ofthis Opposition be dismissed with prejudice;
b) that Registration No. 2519435 be cancelled: and thatthe-Board-grantany-andal-further
relief

c) aregistration for the mark WEDDING BOARD be issued to the-Applicant-thatthe-Board

desmis-Resessary-ane-ust.
Date: August34-2034May . 2015 Respectfully submitted,
Applicant
6 GEMS, INC.
By its attorneys

PatriekAshlyn J. ConcannenlLembree TMCP-UNH
Heoward-M-GittenS. Andrew Batson LT 3,735
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Faesimile 2123084848
Emuib—trademark@edwardswildman-com
Intellectual Property and Transaction Clinic
University of New Hampshire School of Law




2 White Street

Concord, NH 03301
Tel: (603) 225-3350
Fax: (603) 229-0423

ipclinic@law.unh.edu

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing FIRST AMENDED
ANSWER TO NOTICE OF OPPOSITION was served by-First-Class-Mail-upon
WeddingChannelcomtnesOpposer this day of May, 20135, by forwarding a copy of the same

via email, per agreement by counsel as to electronic service, to Opposer’s Attorney of Record,
Karol A. Kepchar atAtkinof Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer, and Feld, 1333-New-Hampshire-Avenue;

NW-Washington,DC-20036-1564-ona-this-14"-day-of-August-2014-at KKepchar@akingump.com,
dlLee@akingump.com. and de_ipdocketing @akingump.com.

Ratrickd-—ConcannonS. Andrew Batson LT 3,735




