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Michael B. Adlin, Administrative Trademark Judge: 

Applicant’s motion for reconsideration of the Board’s April 16, 2019 order does not 

include proof of service.1 19 TTABVUE. The Board informed the parties of the rules 

governing service and the service requirement in the notice of institution. Trademark 

Rule 2.119(b) sets forth the manner of service. See also TBMP § 113.04. Trademark 

Rule 2.119(a) states that every submission filed in an inter partes proceeding must 

be served upon the other party or parties, and proof of such service must be made 

before the submission will be considered. See TBMP § 113.02. Accordingly, the Board 

will give Applicant’s motion for reconsideration no consideration. 

Whereas Applicant’s consented motion to suspend dated March 22, 2019 was filed 

“to allow the parties to continue their settlement efforts” (17 TTABVUE) and denied 

for failure to comply with the Board’s prior requirement regarding progress reports 

                                            
1 A copy of Applicant’s motion for reconsideration can be viewed using TTABVUE at 
http://ttabvue.uspto.gov/ttabvue/v?pno=91234747&pty=OPP&eno=19.  
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(18 TTABVUE), Applicant’s motion for reconsideration seeks to suspend this 

proceeding pending determination of an opposition proceeding pending before the 

European Union Intellectual Property Office. 19 TTABVUE 2-3. Applicant represents 

that “[b]oth Parties to this pending opposition concur that the outcome of the 

European Proceedings will have a direct and material impact upon ongoing 

settlement negotiations in Europe, the United States and elsewhere” and that 

Opposer consents to the requested extension. Id. at 3. Rather than refiling the motion 

to reconsider the order denying Applicant’s prior motion for suspension pending 

settlement discussions, the parties may consider filing a stipulated or consent motion 

to suspend pending determination of the European proceedings. If they do so, the 

focus should be not on whether “the European Proceedings will have a direct and 

material impact upon ongoing settlement negotiations in . . . the United States,” 

however. Rather, the focus should be on whether the European Proceedings may have 

an impact on this opposition proceeding. Trademark Rule 2.117(a).  

Dates remain as set in the Board’s April 16, 2019 order. 

*** 


