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TEAMLAW 10.1-002

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

TEAM LAW, INC,,
Petitioner, :
v. :  Cancellation No. 27,366
STEPHEN A. SPINELLI, : W
Respondent. : 03-31-2003
X U.S. Patent & TMOfe/TM Mail Rept D1, #39
' o
(]
BOX TTAB =
Commissioner of Trademarks T
2900 Crystal Drive x
Arlington, VA 22203-3513 -
COMMUNICATION REGARDING FINAL COURT JUDGMENT :
CANCELING RESPONDENT'S REGISTRATION &

i)

Petitioner Team Law, Inc. hereby submits this communication to the Trademark
Trial and Appeal Board regarding the conclusion of the civil action filed by registrant Stephen A.
Spinelli challenging the decision by the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board to cancel
Registration No. 1,896,599 in Cancellation No. 27,366.

Team Law filed Cancellation No. 27,366, petitioning to cancel Registration
No. 1,896,599 owned by Spinelli because Spinelli's registration was cited as a bar to Application
Serial No. 74/529,875 filed by Team Law. On January 4, 2001, the Trademark Trial and Appeal

| hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the United States Postal Service

with sufficient postage as First Class Mail in an envelope addressed to Commissioner for
Trademarks, Box TTAB, 2900 Crystal Drive, Arlington, VA 22202-3513 on March 28, 2003.

/VC’\G/’

(Signature)

Charles P. Kennedy
(Typed or Printed Name of Person Signing Certificate)




Board decided Cancellation No. 27,366, and ordered cancellation of Registration No. 1,896,599.
A copy of the cancellation decision is attached as Exhibit A.

Spinelli appealed and filed a civil action. After transfer, the civil action
proceeded as Stephen A. Spinelli v. Team Law, Inc., Civil Action No. 02-1530, before the United
States District Court for the District of New Jersey. That civil action was concluded by a Final
Judgment on Consent entered January 9, 2003. A copy of the Final Judgment on CConsent is
attached as Exhibit B. As noted in paragraph 3, the district court affirmed the decision canceling
Registration No. 1,896,599.

Team Law now requests that the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board officially
cancel Registration No. 1,896,599. Team Law has been informed by the examining attorney on
its Serial No. 74/529,875 that as soon as the cancellation has been registered in the system, the
examining attorney will grant the registration.

In view of the long history of this matter, Team Law respectfully requests prompt
consideration. If there are any questions regarding this matter, Team Law requests that the Board
contact the undersigned attorney.

Respectfully submitted,

LERNER, DAVID, LITTENBERG,
KRUMHOLZ & MENTLIK, LLP
Attorneys for Petitioner
Team Law, Inc.
600 South Avenue West, Ste. 300
Westfield, NJ 07090-1497
Tel: 908 654 5000
Fax: 908 654 7866

Dated: March 28 , 2003 QZW € W

Charles P. Kennedy

422505_1.DOC



PR
,': [OFathl [
535?€3‘f;TZ:f“;¥ 335, Pzrer Nc. 3¢
it ifiem Sede” EAC
UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFrICE
Trademerk Trizl and Appeal Board
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by Chapman, Administrative Trademark Judce:

ebruary &5, 199¢ Team Law, Inc. (¢ New Jersey

on) filed & petition tc cancel Registration No.

¢n the Principel Register, owned Dy Stephen 2.

(¢ lewyer whose office is in Brooklyn, New York),
for the mark 1-800-LAW TEAM for “legal services, and

promoting public awareness of the need

services.””

Respondent, whe is an étterney, 1s appeerins pro se in this
méiter. The Beard notes that occasicnally pepers filed o
respondent’s kehalf were signed by “Vesna Antcvic, Escg.” listing
the seme address as that of respendent.
Registration No. 1,896,599, issuec Mav 30, 1ggc The cleimeg EIVE@
dete of first use is November S, 199¢0. BEC

JAN 0 8 2081



t lezast as early es Ccicrer 1987 petitioner, through

its precdecessor, hes used the merks TEAM-1AW &nd 1-800-TERM-
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LRKW for legel services, &nd the Treademerk Exemining Attorney

istraticn tc petitioner based on respondent’s

hes refused reg t
registration; that respondent’s mark, when used in

connection with his services, so resembles petitioner’s

reviously used marks and trade names, as well as 1its
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on; &and that from the date ¢f issueance of the
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registretion of the mark 1-800-LAW TEEM, znd continuing to
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gbenccocned his rights thereto.
Respondent, in his enswer, denies the selilent
allecetions of the petition to cancel.
The record consists of the pleedings; the file of the

invelved registration; the testimony, with exhibits, of

Registration No. 1,981,924, issued June 2%, 19%€. The words
“lewyers for the sericusly injured” are disclaimecd The cleimed
cate of first use 1s 19891 ,
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relience. Responcent offerec nc evidence cr testimony.
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heering wes reguested, but, after &n orel hearing was

scheculed, both respondent and petitioner advised the Ecard

th they ulc not attend. Thus, no orel hearing was held
in this cease.

The record shcows thet petitioner’s predecessor, the law
f:rm cf Revich, Koster, Tcbin, QOleckne, Reitmen & Greenstein
(hereinefter the Revich lew firm) first used the marks 1-

0,

200-TEAM~-1LAW &end TEAM-LAW 1in &bout 1¢8%5, and first use
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TEAM~-LAW LABWYERS FOC

THE SERIQUSLY INJURED in 1987,
legel services. Petitioner corporation, Team Law, Inc., wes
formed in 1885 by five equal shareholders, and the Revich

irm zssignecd its rights to the merks TERM-1LAW, 1-800-

retiticner for the purpose of having petiticner corporzation
license the marks to various lew firms. Under a license,
the Ravich law firm hes continued using &nd advertising the
TEAM-LAW marks.

on

Respondent did not sttend Mr. Oleckna’s testimony depcsition.

Fectugl statements macde in briefs on the cese can be ¢givern no
consideration unless they &re supported bv evidence properl:
introduced &t trial. See BL Cars Ltd. v. Pumé Industriz ce
Veiculos S/R, 221 USPQ 1018 (TTAE 1282); &encd Abbcoctt Laboretcries
v. TREC Industries, Inc., 217 USPQ 819 (TTAR 13g1) See zlsz,
TEMP §70€.02.
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Hire a Team of Lawyers.
Coll tell free
| ECO TEAM AW (EZ2.82825)
for FREE legai cdvice *her coLld
result in ¢ lcrge Iosh semlemen:.
No legal tees uniess we collect money
for you.
Auto, motorcycle bus., workplace accigents,
slip & talls, getective products, malpractice
QOne of the oldest and largest accident law
firms in New Jersey.
Free transportation to our offices available.
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Petlitioner
established its prior and continuous use of the common law

cervice marks TERM-LAW and 1-800-TEAM-LAW since about 1885,

and of the registered mark TEAM-LAW LAWYERS FOR THE
SERIOUSLY INJURED since 1987. Absent proo:i of first use,

only entitled to the filing cete of his

w

respondent 1
See Trademark Rule Z.

first use of its marks precedes respondent’s filing date 1in

Turning to the pleaded ground of likelihood of
our determination of this issue :1s besed on &an
anelysis of all the probstive facts in evicence thet are

he factors bearing on likelihood of confusion.
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relevant to
See In re E. I. du Font de Nemours & Co., 476 F.2d 1357, 177

The factors deemed pertlinent in this
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croceeding now before us ere discussec Delow.

The first du Pont factor we consider i1s the marks.

When considering the involved marks, we must analyze the

crities as Lo soung,

similerities/dissimil 1
connctetion end commercial impression. We find respondent’s
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the merks must be determined in reletion tc the services in
connection with which the merks &ere used. RAlso, the
reversal in one mark of the essential elements of ancother

mark will evoid & finding of likelihood of confusion only 1if

te &and

o

the transposed merks create distinctly seper
different commercizl impressions. See In re Wine Scclety of

2 USPQ2¢ 1139 (TTAB 1%8%); In re Nationwide

o}
0.
i
~
m
=
=t
™

Industries Inc., € USPQzd 1882 (TTARE 1888;; ar
Wright Co., 185 USPQ 445 (TTAE 1875). The commercial
impression c¢f petiticner's marks TEAM-LAW and 1-800-TEAM-

AW, and respondent’s mark 1-800-LAW TERM are the same.
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vecificelly, both parties’ marks connote that when you hire
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& lawyer, you &re getting & team of lawyers to represent

your side. The trensposition of the worcs LAW TEAM and TEEM
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the source of two such services when both ere iden

1531 (TTAE 1

t leest some degree of
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purchesers of legal services

very similer merks. That is, such purchesers and users are

nct immune from ccnfusicn as to

the origin of the respective

services, especially when sold under very similer marks.

ciates Inc. v. HRL

, 14 USPQZd 1840 (Fed. Cir.

Associetes Inc., €0z r.z2d

v. World Boock Inc., 23 UsSpQ2d 174z, footnote 17 (TTEE 1992);

and Miles Laboretories Inc. v. Naturelly Vitamin Supplements

—1

Inc., 1 USPQZ2d 1445, 1451 (TTAE

On balance, &nd considering

cll of the evidence on the

relevant du Pont factors, we find that confusion is likely

between respondent’s registered mark 1-800-LAW TEAM end

petiticner’s cocmmon lew marks TEAM-LAW &nd 1-800-TEAM-LAW.

In light of our finding of & likelihood of confusion tetween
resgondent’s mark 1-800-LAW TEnM and petitioner’s commen law
marks, TEZM-LEW and 1-800-TEAM-LRW, for icenticel serviges, we
reec not reech the guestion of 1ixeiinovc cf ceonfusicn between
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responcent’s merk, petitioner pezsrs the burden cf proc?, and

must establish ebandonment by & prepcnderance of
evidence. See Cervecerie Centroamericenea, S.A. v.
Cervecerie Indie Inc., 882 F.2d 1021, 13 USPQ2d 1307 (Fed.

J. Thomas McCerthy, McCerthy on

()

lso,

WU

Cir. 188%9). See

Trademerks end Unfelir Competiticon, §20:41 (4th ed. 2000).

Petitioner essentially contends that respondent has not

used his merk since 1982, & idenced by resrondent’s

answers to certein document recuests’, and by respondent’ s

failure to submit eny evidence of use of his me for six

YEETS. )
Petitioner’s document request No. 2 reads as follows:

“"All documents which refer or relate toc any advertising or

szles for Respondent’s services bearing Respondent’s Mark
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respondent’s mark and petiticner’s registered merk TEAM-LAW
LAWYERS FOR THE SERIOUSLY INJURED.

" Normelly documents produced by the adverse party in rc=p0n<*
tc & request for production of documents meay not be made of
reccrd thrcugh z nctice of relience. See TBMF §711. However,
respondent made nc objection to petiticner’s notice c¢f reliance
on that basis, thereby waiving such objection. Accordlnclv, we
heve ccnsidered petﬂtwoner's notice of relience on its invelve
document reguests, and respondent’s answers thereto.
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Respondent is not obligeted to submit evidence of use,
rather, petitioner must establish respondent’s abandonment

of his merk. Petitioner would have us presume that the

)

documents produced by respondent were &ll the documents he

~ s
L

possessed regerding the involved mark, but respondent coculd

v

heve provided representetive semples of documents in answer
tc petitioner’s involved document request. We cannot make
such presumptions in determining the issue before us.
Petitioner has not estabilshed respondent’s akendonment of
the merk for three vears.” Because petitioner did not
ecsteblish the statutory prime facie three yeers non-use,

intent nect to resume
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Petitioner’'s evidence £
abendonment of his merk.

Decision: The petition to cencel is denied on the

[N

ground of abendonment, and it is grénted on the ground of

(%

If petitioner hcd esteblished & prime fecie showing of non-use
by respondent fcr three years, then responcent’s intent not to
résume‘use wculﬂ neve teen inferrec under Section 45 of the
Tredemark Act
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT F ! L, E D

JAN 7 S

DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY
. RV
STEPHEN A. SPINELLI, : AT B:3C IR
: WILLIAM 7. WALSH
Plaintiff, . Civil Action No. 02-1530 CLERK
V. The Honorable Katharine S. Hayden z
Magistrate Judge Ronald J. Hedges
TEAM LAW, INC,,

Defendant. x

FINAL JUDGMENT ON CONSENT

On the agreement and consent of the plaintiff Stephen A. Spinelli ("Spinelli"), and the
defendant Team Law, Inc. ("Team Law"), and the parties having agreed to settlement of the
claims in this case in consenting to the entry of this Final Judgment on Consent, it is hereby

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED THAT:

1. The Court has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of the action.

2. Spinelli's claims raised in the amended complaint are dismissed with prejudice.
Team Law's Counterclaim ] is dismissed without prejudice, and Counterclaim 1l is dismissed
with prejudice.

3. In accordance with the dismissal of Spinelli's claims with prejudice, the Court
affirms the decision by the United States Patent and Trademark Office, Trademark Trial and

Appeal Board, in Team Law, Inc.v. Siephen 4. Spinelli, Cancellation No. 27,366 dated

January 4, 2001, canceling Registration No. 1,896,599.

4. Spinelli agrees and the Court accordingly finds that Team Law is the owner of the
trademarks TEAM LAW, 1-800-TEAMLAW and TIiAM LAW LAWYERS FOR THE
ENTEREL
oN

THE DOCKET

AN G 2003 A<

~ WALER, LLERR
WILLIAM 1. J»’f\;‘-r’.. [
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SERIOUSLY INJURED, and has established rights superior to any night which Spinelli may
have to the alleged mark 1-800-LAWTEAM. |

5. Spinelli, and all persons acting in concert or participation with him, agree not to
and therefore are enjoined from any acts relating to the use, advertising, promotion, offering of
any services, offering for license, or licensing the names or marks 1-800-LAWTEAM,
LAW TEAM, or any other combination of words including both words LAW and TEAM, or any
other combination of words and numbers which may be considered confusingly similar to any of
Team Law's marks TEAM LAW, 1-800-TEAMLAW or TEAM LAW LAWYERS FOR THE
SERIOUSLY INJURED.

6. Spinelli, and all persons acting in concert or participation with him, agree not to

and therefore are enjoined from aiding or assisting any other person, corporation or
unincorporated entity from the use, advertising, promotion, offering of any services, offering for

license, or licensing the names or marks 1-800-LAWTEAM, LAW TEAM, or any other
combination of words including both words LAW and TEAM, or any other combination of
words and numbers which may be considered confusingly similar to any of Team Law's marks

TEAM LAW, 1-800-TEAMLAW or TEAM LAW LAWYERS FOR THE SERIOUSLY

INJURED.

7. Except as provided in the Settlement Agreement, there shall be no further

payments, and the parties shall bear their own attorney's fees, expenses and costs.

8. The parties consent to the Court retaining jurisdiction of this case to enforce the

terms of this judgment.

393183_1.00C




9. The parties waive their right 1o appeal this judgment.

SO ORDERED:

g:tw;';rk New Jersey f%‘/% L_Q\)\MQ/ 9{__;7’\?1&& —
J= 3 Y - U.SD..

AGREED TO CONSENTED:

Stephen A. Spinelli LERNER, DAVID, LITTENBERG
1861 86th Street KRUMHOLZ & MENTLIK, LLP
Brooklyn, NY 11214 600 South Avenue West

Westfield, NJ 07060

Attorneys jor Team Law, Inc.

By: [~ /@%bég/

Stéplieh A Bpmelli " Charles P. Kennedy

Louis J. Maurniello, Esq.

(Pro Hac Vice)
(Attommey for Stephen A. Spmelh)

One Edgewater Plaza

Suite 700
Staten Island, NY 10305

By: M

Louis# Mauriello

By:

0

395183_1.D0C



TEAMLAW 10.1-002

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

TEAM LAW, INC,,
Petnitioner, :
V. : Cancellation No. 27,366
T T T
STEPHEN A. SPINELLI, .y
Respondent. : 03-31-2003
X U.8. Patent & TMOfe/TM Mail Rept Dt, #35
BOX TTAB
Commissioner of Trademarks
2900 Crystal Drive

Arlington, VA 22203-3513

COMMUNICATION REGARDING FINAL COURT JUDGMENT
CANCELING RESPONDENT'S REGISTRATION

a

Petitioner Team Law, Inc. hereby submits this communication ‘to the Trademark
Trial and Appeal Board regarding the conclusion of the civil action filed by registrant Stephen A.
Spinelli challenging the decision by the Trademark Tnal and Appeal Board 1o cancel
Registration No. 1,896,599 in Cancellation No. 27,366.

Team Law filed Cancellation No. 27,366, petitioning to cancel Registration
No. 1,896,599 owned by Spinelli because Spinelli's registration was cited as a b{ar to Application
Serial No. 74/529,875 filed by Team Law. On January 4, 2001, the Trademark Trial and Appeal

| hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the United States Pos?al Service

with sufficient postage as First Class Mail in an envelope addressed to Commissioner for
Trademarks, Box TTAB, 2900 Crystal Drive, Arlington, VA 22202-3513 on March 2§, 2003.

N V‘/\d/

(Signature)

Charles P. Kennedy
(Typed or Printed Name of Person Signing Certificate)




Board decided Cancellation No. 27,366, and ordered cancellation of Registration No. 1,896,599.

A copy of the cancellation decision is attached as Exhibit A.

Spinelli appealed and filed a civil action. After transfér, the civil action
proceeded as Stephen A. Spinelli v. Team Law, Inc., Civil Action No. 02-1530, before the United
States District Court for the District of New Jersey. That civil action was concluded by a Final
Judgment on Consent entered January 9, 2003. A copy of the Final Judgment on CConsent is

attached as Exhibit B. As noted in paragraph 3, the district court affirmed the decision canceling

Registration No. 1,896,599.

Team Law now requests that the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board officially
cancel Registration No. 1,896,599. Team Law has been informed by the examining attorney on

its Serial No. 74/529,875 that as soon as the cancellation has been registered in the system, the

examining attorney will grant the registration.

In view of the long history of this matter, Team Law respectfully requests prompt

consideration. 1f there are any questions regarding this matter, Team Law requests that the Board

contact the undersigned attorney.

Respectfully submitted,

LERNER, DAVID, LITTENBERG,
KRUMHOLZ & MENTLIK, LLP
Autorneys for Petitioner
Team Law, Inc.
600 South Avenue West, Ste. 300
Westfield, NJ 07090-1497
Tel: 908 654 5000
Fax: 908 654 7866

Dated: March 28 , 2003 Q‘Z‘% € M/K/

Charles P. Kennedy

422505_1.DOC




Trademark Trial and BEppezl Board

Team Lew, Inc.
V.
Stephen R. Spinelli

Cencellation No. 27,366

Cherles P. Kennedy of Lerner,
Mentlik, LLP for Team Law, Inc

Stephen A. Spinelli, Esg., pro se!

Before Simms, Chapmcn and Bottorff, Administrative
Judges.
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Opinion by Chepman, Administrative Tredemark Judge:
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Orr Februery 5, 1998 Team Lew,
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corperation) filed & petition te cancel Registration No.
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ec by Stephen A.

Spinelli (& lawver whose office is in Broocklyn, New York),

for the mark 1-800-LAW TEAM for “legel services, and

promcting public awareness of the need for legal services.”-

Respcndent, who is an éttorney, ls appearing pro se in this
matter The Board nctes theat OcCcasicnally papers filed on
respondent’s behalf were signed Ly "Vesna Antcvic, Esg.” listing
trhe same address as that of responcent.

stration No. 1,896,598, issuec Mev 20, 188%. The
irst use is November S, 19%90.
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legel services; thet, through assignment, petitioner owns

Registretion No. 1,981,924 for the merk TEAM-LAW LAWYERS FOR
THE SERIOQUSLY INJURED for legel services’; that petitioner

owns application Serial No. 74/529,87%° for the mark TEAM-

b
3

e Tredemark Exemining Attorney

o

LAW for lecgezl services, &nd t©

d on respondent’s

m

nexr beas

ct
tor-
e}

has refusecd registretion tc peti

registretion; that respondent’s mark, when used in
connection with his services, so resembles petitioner’s
previously used marks and trade names, as well &s its

registered merk, as tco be likely to ceuse confusidn, mistake

cr decepticn; end that from the date of issuance of the

registretion of the mark 1-800-LAW TEAM, &and continuing to

n espondent heas not used his mark and heas

ot
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the
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1
zbzndconed his rights theretoc.

Respondent, in his enswer, denies the salient
cllegations of the petition to cancel.

The record consists of the pleadings; the file c¢f the

(@]

involved registration; the testimony, with exhibits, of

Registretion Nc. 1,981,924, issuec June 25, 128€. The words
“igwyers for the sericusly injured” are disclaimed The cleimed
date of first use 1s 1991.

* The records of this Office indicate that action on
retiticner’'s pending appliceticn has been suspended in Law
[EEi~a 103
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relience. KRespondent offered no evidence or testimony.

filed briefs on the czse. An orel

Eoth perties
hearing wes reguested, but, &after en orel heering wes
s led, both respondent end petitioner advised the Board

chedu

thet they would not attend. Thus, no orel hearing weas held
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TEAM~-LAW LAWYERS FOR THE SERICUSLY INJURED in 1987, &ll for
legel services. Petitioner corporation, Team Lew, Inc., was
formed in 1885 by five equel shereholders, and the Ravich

law firm &ccsigned ite rights to the merks TERM-LEW, 1-800-

TEAM-LAW a E
petiticner for the purpose of heving petiticner corporaticn

icense tne mearks to various lew firms. Under & license,

bt

[+}]
wn
O
(@]
o]
t
',__1
(e}
m
Q
o
n
[
o]
Q
QO
o]
Q.
m
Q
<
m
a1
t
TN
n
’.I
3
Q)
t
ja g
m

the Ravich law firm h

TEAM-LAW marks.

* Respondent did not attend Mr. Oleckna’s testimony depcsition.

Fectuasl statements made in briefs on the case can be given no
consideration unless they &re supported by evidence properl:
introduced &t trial. See BL Cars Ltd. v. Pume Industrie de
Veiculos E£/2, 221 USPQ 1018 (TTRE 1283); &nc Abbott Laborzicries
v. TAC Industries, Inc., 217 USPQ €19 (TTAB 13€1;. Ses zlsz,
TBMP §70¢.02.
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Cancellaticn No. . <<

cf reliance, estzblishes petiticner’'s stending See

Cunninghem v. Laser Golf Corp., 222 F.3d 4z, S5 UsPQed

1842, 1844 (Fed. Cir. 2000); &and Lipton Industries, Inc. V

Rzlstor Purine Co., €70 F.2d 1024, 21Z USPQ 185 (CCPR 1%98Z).
Petitioner (through its predecessor) hés clearly

established its prior and continuous use ¢of the common law

ut 1985,

(0]

service marks TEERM-LAW and 1-800-TEAM-LAW since &b

and of the registered merk TEAM-LAW LAWYERS FOR

Turning to the pleaded ground of likelihood of
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confusion, our determination of this issu

ence thet are
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the fectors bearing on likelihood of confusion.

See In re E. I. du Font de Nemcurs & Co., 476 F.2d 1357, 177

) deemed pertinent in this
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USPQ 562 (CCPE 18737 . 3

proceeding now pefore us are discussed below.

The first du Pont factor we consider is the markes.

connctatich an

mark 1-800-LAW TEEM similar to petiticner’s common lew marks

N




Cancellation No. 2 Zco
TTEM-LEW end 1-800-TEARM-LEW.in ell of the relevant
categories Of course, the commerciel impression crezted by

the merks must be determinecd in reletion to the services in
connection with which the merks ere used. Z21lso, the

encther

s
(]
b
®
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]
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n
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Hh

reversal in one merk of the essentia
mark will avoid & finding of likelihood of confusion only if
the transposed marks create distinctly separzte end

different commercial impressions. See In re Wine Society of

2merice Inc., 12 USPQzd 113¢ (TTAB 1%58%9); In re Néticnwide
Tndustries Inc., € USPQ2d 188z (TTRE 198&); &nc In re Wm. E.
Wright Co., 185 USPQ 445 (TTAE 1975}. The commerciel

impression of petitioner's marks TEAM-LAW and 1-800-TEAM-
and respondent’s mark 1-800-LAW TEARM &re the same.

Specificelly, both parties’ merks connote that when you hire

—

& lawyer, you &are getting & team of lawyers to represent

transpesition ¢f the words LAW TEAM &and TERM

LAW simply does not avoid & likelihood of confusic

3

}-

Furthermcere, the emphasis in determining likelihocd of
not on & side-by-sgide comparison of the merks,
znd the eversge person is not infellible in his recollection

rks and may well transpose the two elements of the

[$]
Hh
=
m

3

rks in his mind, particulerly considering memcry ovVer a

Ma
pericd of time. See Grandpé Pidgeon’s of Misgsouri, Inc. V.
Borgsmiller, 477 F.2d 586, 177 USPQ 373 (CCFR 1¢73); and In

re Mucky Duck Mustard




Cancellaticn No. Z754¢
NexT, We Ccensider the similerity/cisgimilearity oi the
rerties’ services end the chennels c¢f trede In this csase,
both pearties provide “legel services.” Inesmuch as the
respective services ere identicel, thev ocbviously would be
offered through the same, normel channels of trade to all

the usual purchasers for such services. See In re ESmith and
Meheffey, 31 USPQ2d 1531 (TTAB 1994).

Even 1f we essume thet the purchesers of legal services

the scurce of two such services when both ére i1dentified by
similar marks. That is, such purcheasers and users are
rnet immune from confusion as to the origin of the:respective
services, especially when sold under very similar marks.

See Weiss Rssociates Inc. v. HRL Associates Inc., 902 F.2c¢

(Fed. Cir. 1890); Aries Systems Corp.

o

1546, 14 USPQzd 184
. World Bock Inc., 23 USPg2d 1742, foctnote 17 (TTRER 1982);

nd Miles Leboretories Inc. v. Naturelly Vitemin Suprrlements

N

Inc., 1 USPQ2d 1445, 1451 (TTAE 1980).
On belance, end considering &ll of the evidence on the
relevent du Pont factors, we find that confusion ig likely

between respondent’s registered mark 1-800-LRAW TEAM &and

petiticner’s common lew marks TEAM-LAW &and 1-200-TEAM-LEW.

ihood cf ceonfusicn tetween
etitioner’s comméen law

In light of our finding of &
=

respo*dent’ mark 1-800-LAW T?.M p
marks, TEAM-LAW and 1-800-TEAM-LRW, for identicel services, we
rees rot reach the question of likelihood of ccnfusicn Tetween
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Finelly, turning tc the issue of zbencdcnment of
respondent’s merk, petitioner bezrs the burden of proof, en
regpongent’ £ marg, petitionery pecrs tne purcen oI prooi, and

must esteblish ebandonment by & prepconderance of th

Q

Cerveceria Indie Inc., 892 F.2d 1021, 13 USPQ2d 1307 (Fed

Cir. 1989). See also, 3 J. Thomas McCarthy, McCerthy on

[

Tracdemerks and Unfeir Competition, §20:41 (4th ed. 2000).

Petitioner essentially contends thet respondent hes not
used his merk since 19¢3, as eviden;ed by respondent’s
enswers to certein document requests’, and by respondent’s
fzilure to submit eny evidence of use of his mark for six
Vears.

Petitioner’s document reguest No. 2 reads as follows:

“211 cdocuments which refer or releate to eny advertising or

gle

on

for Responcent’s services bearing Resuoncent’c Mar

dete of first use”; and respondent answered

0
"
0
o
o
o
o

“Enclcsed are corlies ¢f the fcllowinc cdocuments: [a list of
5 letters on respondent’s letterheec stazticnery, all dated
in August 1883].”

respondent’s mark and petitioner’s registered |
ERS

LAWY FOR THE SERIOUSLY INJURED.

" Normelly documents produced by the adverse party in response
tc & reguest for production of documents mey not be made of
record threough & notice of relisnce. <See TBMP §711. However,
respondent made nc oojecti01 to petiticner’'s notice of reliance
on that besis, thereby waiving such objection. Accordi nc1y, we
heve considered petitioner’s notice of relisnce on its invelved
doccument requests, <&nd respondent’s answers thereto.




. |I l

. ——_— -
Cancellaticon No. - .xcCc
el 1 D e e e T e 7 - - R T - —_
Tne profiem wiinh petiticner’ € POSILiIln O Lne 1=cue Tt

zrhendonment 1s that the sparse

=
i
=
)

e

establish abandonment of the mark 1-800-LAW

n
[
()]
Q)
(™)
4]
ct
I
[\
rt
‘,t
(@]

J - - - J - -
denciiiec 1n ni

-t

responcent for the cervices
Respondent is not obligeted to submit evidence cf use,
rather, petitioner must establish respondent’s abendonment
cf his mark. Petitioner would have us presume tﬁat the

documents produced by respondent were egll the documents he

possessed regerding the involved merk, but respondent could
heve provided representative samples of documents‘_n Enswer
to petitioner’s involved document request. We cannot make
such presumptions in determining the issue before us.

ot
O
Hh

titioner hes not established respondent’s abandonment

+
m

the mark for three years.’ Beczuse petitioner did no

esteblish the stetutory prime facie three years non-use,
petitioner must then prove respondent’s 1ntent not To resume
uce There is rno evidence of record regerding respcndent's
intent.

Petiticner’s evidence fezils to esteblish respondent’s

abendonment of his merk.

Decision: The petition to cencel is denlied on the

<

ic ¢grented on the ground of

t

sund of ebendonment, and 1

2
I
b)

1f petitioner heac G O n
ty respondent fcr three years, then respondent’s 1ntent not to
résume Use would nheve been inferred under Section 45 cf the
Tredemark Act.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY
- ' z"AE /i
STEPHEN A. SPINELLI, : . 'k
: WILLIAM 7. WALSH
Plainuff, . Civil Action No. 02-1530 CLERK

V.

The Honorable Katharine S. Hayden
Magistrate Judge Ronald J. Hedges 3

TEAM LAW, INC,,

Defendant. X

FINAL JUDGMENT ON CONSENT

On the agreement and consent of the plaintiff Stephen A. Spine]ﬂi ("Spinelli"), and the
defendant Team Law, Inc. ("Team Law"), and the parties having agreed to settlement of the
claims in this case in consenting to the entry of this Final Judgment on Consent, it is hereby

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED THAT:

1. The Court has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of the action.

2. Spinelli's claims raised in the amended complaint are dismissed with prejudice.
Team Law's Counterclaim I is dismissed without prejudice, and Counterclaim Il is dismissed
with prejudice.

3. In accordance with the dismissal of Spinelli's claims with prejudice, the Court
affirms the decision by the United States Patent and Trademark Office, Trademark Tnal and
Appeal Board, in Team Law, Inc.v. Stephen A. Spinelli, Cancellation No. 27,366 dated
January 4, 2001, canceling Registration No. 1,896,599.

4. Spinelli agrees and the Court accordingly finds that Team Law 1s the owner of the

yrademarks TEAM LAW, 1-800-TEAMLAW and TEAM LAW LAWYERS FOR THE
ENTEREL

395153_1.00C
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’

SERIOUSLY INJURED, and has established rights superior to any right which Spinelli may
have to the alleged mark 1-800-LAWTEAM. o

5. Spinelli, and all persons acting n concert or panicipatibn with him, agree not to
and therefore are enjoined from any acts relating to the use, advertising, promotion, offering of
any services, offering for license, or licensing the names or marks 1-800-LAWTEAM,
LAW TEAM, or any other combination of words including both words LAW and TEAM, or any
other combination of words and numbers which may be considered confusingly similar to any of
Team Law's marks TEAM LAW, 1-800-TEAMLAW or TEAM LAW LAWYERS FOR THE
SERIOUSLY INJURED.

6. Spinelli, and all persons acting in concert or participation with him, agree not to
and therefore are enjoined from aiding or assisting any other person, corporation or

unincorporated entity from the use, advertising, promotion, offering of any services, offering for

license, or licensing the names or marks 1-800-LAWTEAM, LAW TEAM, or any other
combination of words including both words LAW and TEAM, or any 6ther combination of
words and numbers which may be considered confusingly similar to any of Team Law's marks

TEAM LAW, 1-800-TEAMLAW or TEAM LAW LAWYERS FOR THE SERIOUSLY

INJURED.

7. Except as provided in the Settlement Agreement, there shall be no further

payments, and the parties shall bear their own attorney's fees, expenses and costs.

8. The parties consent to the Court retaining jurisdiction of this case to enforce the

terms of this judgment.

2
395183_1.DOC %




i 9. The parties waive their right 10 appeal this judgment.
SO ORDERED:
Newark, New Jersey
Dated: OtTober———"2007" W\,@)\M% { lz\;/é@ T
3" 3 2002 USDJ. |
AGREED TO CONSENTED:
Stephen A. Spinelh LERNER, DAVID, LITTENBERG
1861 86th Street KRUMHOLZ & MENTLIK, LLP
600 South Avenue West

Brooklyn, NY 11214
: Westfield, NJ 07090

Antorneys jor Team Law, Inc.

By: /[ /@/[/é%\/’

Stplfen ASfell, " Charles P. Kennedy

Louis J. Maunello, Esq.

(Pro Hac Vice)
(Attorney for Stephen A. Spinelli)

One Edgewater Plaza

Suite 700
Staten Island, NY 10305

By: W‘-@

Louis# Mauriello

By:

v

395183_1.D0C



TEAMLAW 10.1-002

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

; TEAM LAW, INC,,
!
|
| Petitioner, : | _
! v. . Cancellation No. 27,366
. L
STEPHEN A. SPINELLI, .
5 Respondent. : 03-31-2003
x U.S. Patent & TMO%c/TM™ Mail Rept Dt, #39
BOX TTAB
Commissioner of Trademarks
2900 Crystal Drive

Arlington, VA 22203-3513

COMMUNICATION REGARDING FINAL COURT JUDGMENT
CANCELING RESPONDENT'S REGISTRATION

Petitioner Team Law, Inc. hereby submits this communication 1o the Trademark
Trial and Appeal Board regarding the conclusion of the civil action filed by registrant Stephen A.
Spinelli challenging the decision by the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board to cancel
Registration No. 1,896,599 in Cancellation No. 27,366.

Team Law filed Cancellation No. 27,366, petitioning to cancel Registration
No. 1,896,599 owned by Spinelli because Spinelli's registration was cited as a bar to Application
Serial No. 74/529,875 filed by Team Law. On January 4, 2001, the Trademark Trial and Appeal

| hereby centify that this correspondence is being deposited with the United States Postal Service

with sufficient postage as First Class Mail in an envelope addressed to Commissioner for
ington, VA 22202-3513 on March 2&, 2003.

Trademarks, Box TTAB, 2900 C’rystal Dri\%,/\rl V&\

(Signature)

Charles P. Kennedy
(Typed or Printed Name of Person Signing Certificate)




Board decided Cancellation No. 27,366, and ordered cancellation of Registration No. 1,896,599.
A copy of the cancellation decision is attached as Exhibit A.

Spinelli appealed and filed a civil action. After transfer, the civil action
proceeded as Stephen A. Spinelli v. Team Law, Inc., Civil Action No. 02-1 530, before the United
States District Court for the District of New Jersey. That civil action was concluded by a Final
Judgment on Consent entered January 9, 2003. A copy of the Final Judgment on CConsent is
attached as Exhibit B. As noted in paragraph 3, the district court affirmed the decision canceling
Registration No. 1,896,599.

Team Law now requests that the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board officially
cancel Registration No. 1,896,599. Team Law has been informed by the examining attorney on
its Serial No. 74/529,875 that as soon as the cancellation has been registered in the system, the
examining attorney will grant the registration.

In view of the long history of this matter, Team Law respectfully requests prompt
consideration. 1f there are any questions regarding this matter, Team Law requests that the Board

contact the undersigned attorney.

Respectfully submitted,

LERNER, DAVID, LITTENBERG,
KRUMHOLZ & MENTLIK, LLP
Attorneys for Petitioner
Team Law, Inc.
600 South Avenue West, Ste. 300
Westfield, NJ 07090-1497
Tel: 908 654 5000
Fax: 908 654 7866

Dated: March 2& , 2003 % C W

Charles P. Kennedy

422505_1.DOC




L

e N
. A e ime ¥
B = T - H -
ey — reger Nc. 3
pal

JAY

encellaticon No. 27, 366

Q)
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Mentlik, LLP fcor Teem Law, Inc. |
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On February &, 159¢ Team Law, Inc. (2 New Jersevy

for the mark 1-800-LRW TEAM for “legel services, and
-t T - Dyl i

prometing public awereness of the need for legal services.”-

< o~ P . —_ -— - ~ v - -

Wriiypondczf, who 1s an stterney, is zppearinz vreo se in this
metter. T Board t he ca &l re ] )

rcc frd ;Ie :Oaf?chLes that cccasicnelly pepers filed on

responcent’ s pehelf were signed kv “Vesna Anteovic, Esg.” listing

‘ : h i . ) M VL ol . PSRN ste

tre seme address as that of rescondent. 7

* Registrartior 1,88 9, issuec Ma G, 1% !

F‘Cgrct 2 ;gn No.‘i,csé,Sgd, lssuec May 30, 1985. The cleaimes
déle ¢i Iirst use is November 5, 19390. BECE'VE@

JSAN 0 B 7003



Cancellaticn Nec. Z724¢

s grounds for cancelleticn petitioner zlleges thet
cince &t least &s early as COctoper 1887 retitioner, through
its precdecessor, hes used the merks TEAM-LAW &nd 1-800-TEAM-
LEZW &c trede nemes end &5 service merks in connection with

legal services; theat, through assignment, petitioner owns

istretion No. 1,981,224 for the merk TEERM-LAW LAWYERS FOR

sl
m
Q

THE SERJIOUSLY INJURED for legel services”; thet petitioner
owns epplication Serial No. 74/529,87%5° for the mark TEAM-
LAW for legel services, &nd the Tredemerxk Exemining Attorney
hes refused recgistrestion to petitioner based con fespondent’s
registretion; that respondent’s mark, when used in
connection with his services, so resembles petitioner’s
previously used maerks and trade names, &s well as its
registered mark, as to be likely to ceuse confusicn, mistake
cr deception; end that from the date ¢f issuence of the

egistration of the merk 1-800-LAW TERM, end continuing to

in

the present, respendent has ncot used his mérk end hes
cbendoned his rights theretc.

Respondent, in his answer, denies the szlient
allecetions of the petition to cancel.

The recocrd consists ¢f the pleadings; the file ¢f the

invelved registration; the testimony, with exhibits, of

25, 19%¢. The words
iscl z The claimed

The records of this Office indicete that &action on
j ‘s pending applicetion hes been suspended in Law




Cancellation Ne. I ><<%
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fernnetnh &. Oleckne, Lsg., cne ¢ V€ €Qucl sherencicers i

retitioner corpecretion’; enc petiticner’s twe notices of

relience. Kespondent offered no evidence cr testimony.

1.

Both parties filed briefs on the cese.® 2n oral

[
5
{2

hearing was reguested, but, efter en ore egring was
scheduled, both respondent and petitioner advised the Board
thet they would not ettend. Thus, no orzl hearing was held
in this cease.

The record shcows thet petitioner

firm of Ravich, Koster, Tcbin, Oleckna, Reitmen & Creerstein

200-TEAM-LAW and TEAM-LAW in about 1985, and first used
TEAM-LAW LAWYERS FOR THE SERIQUSLY INJURED in 1887, &ll for

al services. Petitioner corporation, Team Law, Inc., wes

[

formed in 19285 by five equal shereholders, &nd the Revich

law firm assigned its righ to the merks TERM-LAW, 1-200C-
TEAM-LAW and TERM-LAW LAWYERS FOR THE SERIQUSLY INJURED to
cetitioner for the purpose of heving petiticner corporztion

license the merks to various law firms. Under & license,
the Ravich law firm has continued using and advertisinc the

TEAM~LAW marks.

" Respondent did not sttend Mr. Oleckna's testimony deposition

Fectuel stztements made in briefs on the case can be given no
consideration unless they are supported by evidence properl:
introduced &t trial. See BL Cars Ltd. v. Pume Industriea ce
Jeiculos S/, 221 USFQ 1018 (TTARE 18EZ2); &nd ARbbott lLatoreicries
v. TAC Industries, Inc., 217 USPQ 818 {(TTAB 19€1). Ses zlsz,
TEMP §70€.02
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' Exhibit of Petvoner. Team Law. inc. .

Don’t Hire A Lawyer.
Hire 2 Team of Lawyers.
Coll el free
| BCO TEAM LAV (E22.8225
for FREE lecai odvice “her coLid
resull in ¢ ‘erge (Csh tenlement.
No jegal fees uniess we collect money
for you.
Auto, motorcycie bus., workplace accldents,
slip & talls, detective products, malpractice
One of the oldest and largest accident law
firms in New Jersey.
Free transportation to our offices available.
pasam Se Habla Espanoi . .

Call toil free
1 800

¢
i
(

| 60-EVBRGREEN PLACE o Rovich ¢ Kester » Tez

s Qlechno 8 Retmaon ¢ Gieen

LEAST ORANGE:.NEW JERSEY A
|

& CONVENIENT (OCATIONS THROUGHOUT NEW JERSEY

o IINCTIN @ EEDY U 0 Niw SEUOME @ PETH Wil ¢ 95 B
BN el 4T e 2z 2

Pevitioner’s advertising ccets under these marks for the
years 1967-19¢7 totel zrproximately $8,3500,000.

The informeticr on resgeondent comes essentielly frox
the epplicetion file which matured 1nto the reglstretllon NOW
the subiect of this petiticorn to cencel. Mr. Spinellil coffers
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Cunninghem v. Leser Goli Corp., <<<£ r.osC G4z, L& UspQzd

Raleston Purine Co., )
Petitioner (through its predecessor) hés clearly

established its prior and continuous use of the common law

znd 1-800-TEAM-LAW since about 1985,

tr

TEAM~LAW LAWYERS FOR TH

1863,
Turning to the pleaded ground of likelihood of
cornfusion, our determination of this issue 1is besed on &n

lysis of &ll the probative facts 1in gevidence thet are

o
o
—

relevant to the factors bearing on likelihood of confusion.

See In re E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Cc., 476 F.2d 1357, 177
USFQ 5¢3 (CCPR 18973) The factors deemed pertinent in tnhls

proceeding now pefore us a:

The first du Pont fector we consider is the marks.

When considering the involved marks, we must éan
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connection with which the merks are used. P2Also, the
reversal in one mark of the essential elements of énother
mark will avoid & finding of likelihood of confusion only 1if

the transposed marks create distinctly seperate and
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different commercizl

rries Inc., 6 USPQzd 1882 (TTAER 1988); &nd In re Wm. E.

[
o
Q.
o
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ot

Wright Co., 185 USPQ 445 (TTRE 1975). The commercial

impression of petitioner’s marks TEAM-LAW and 1-800-TEAM-
LAW, and respondent’s mark 1-800-LAW TERM are the same.
Specifically, both parties’ marks conncote thet when you hire

awyers to represent

—

& lawyer, you &re getting & team cf

the words LAW TEAM znd TEAM

@]

your side. The trenspcsition

ihcod of confusion

)__

2W simply does not evoid & 1lik

P

thermcre, the emphasis in determining likelihocc of

not on e side-by-side comparison of the merks,

confusicn is
ind the average person is not infellible in his recollection

~f marks and may well trenspcse the two elements of the

3

marks in his mind, particulerly consgidering memory over &

time. See Grandpa Pidgeon’s of Misscouri, Inc. V.

~1




Cancellatiecn No. = 35o<
Next, W& Ccconsider the similerity/cissimilerity of the
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vazrties’ services and the chennels of trece Ir this case,
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bcth perties provide “legel services.” Inesmuch e the

respective services ere identicel, they obviously would be
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lawyer/law firm, they &are st
the scurce of twe such services when both are identified by
very similer merks. That is, such purchasers and users are
nct immune from confusicn as to the origin of the respective
cervices, especially when sold under very similar m&arks.

See Weiss Rssociates Inc. v. HRL Rssociates Inc., ©0z F.2d

14 USPQ2d 1840 (Fed. Cir. 1920); Aries Systems Corp.

154¢,
v. Worlcé Bock Inc., 23 USPQg2d 174z, foctnote 17 (TTRE 18%2):
2nd Miles Leboratories Inc. v. Neturelly Vitamin Supplements
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Inc., 1 USPQ2d 1445, 1451 (TTAE

11 of the evidence on the

m

-

On belence, and considering

~

relevent du Pont factors, we find that confusion is likely

between respondent’s registered mark 1-800-LAW TEAM and
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-

s common lew marks TEARM-LAW and 1-8 TAM-LR
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" In light of our finding of & likelihood of confusion tetween
respondent’s merk 1-800-LAW TEAM and petitioner’s commen law

marks, TEAM-LAW and 1-800-TEARM-LAW, for identiceal services, we
reec not reesch the questicn of likelihood cf ccnfusicn between
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respondent for the services identified in his registration.

is not obligeted to submit evidence of use,

[N

Respondent
rather, petitioner must esteblish respondent’s abandonment
of his mark. Petitioner would have us presume thet the

documents produced by respcndent were &ll the documents he

possessed regerding the involved merk, but respondent could
rnezve provided representetive samples of documents in answer
to petitioner’s involved deocument reguest. We cenhot meke

such presumptions in determining the issue kefore us.

etitioner has not esteblished respondent’s abandonment of

el

the merk for three veesrs.’” Eeceuse petiticner did not

eblish the statutory prime fecie three years non-use,

est t
petitionei must then prove respondent’s intent not to resume
use. There is no evidence cf record regezrding respondent’s
intent.

Petitioner’s evidence fails to esteblish respondent’s

shendonment of his merk.

Decision: The petition to cancel is denied on the

(s

-t

he ground o

y
-

ground ¢f abandonment, end 2t

o]

[

e ¢grented on

1 Yol t DN
by respondent fcr three years, then respondent’s intent not to
resume use would have been inferred under Section ¢5 of the
Tredemark Act.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT F ! L E D
ra

DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY N
\JAN /{ 253} .
) <\
STEPHEN A. SPINELLI, : AT 6:3C I |
: WILLIAM 7. WALSH 1
Plaintiff, : Civil Action No. 02-1530 CLERK ‘
v. . The Honorable Kathanne S. Hayden

, Magistrate Judge Ronald J. Hedges
TEAM LAW, INC,, : '

Defendant. X

FINAL JUDGMENT ON CONSENT

On the agreement and consent of the plaintiff Stephen A. Spinelli ("Spinelli”), and the
defendant Team Law, Inc. ("Team Law"), and the parties having agreed: to settlement of the
claims in this case in consenting to the entry of this Final Judgment on Consém, it is hereby

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED THAT:

1. The Court has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of the action.

2. Spinelli's claims raised in the amended complaint are dismissed with prejudice.

. Team Law's Counterclaim ] is dismissed without prejudice, and Counterclaim II is dismissed

with prejudice.

3. In accordance with the dismissal of Spinelli's claims with prejudice, the Court
affirms the decision by the United States Patent and Trademark Office, Trademark Trial and

Appeal Board, in Team Law, Inc.v. Stephen A. Spinelli, Cancellation No. 27,366 dated

January 4, 2001, canceling Registration No. 1,896,599.

4. Spinelli agrees and the Court accordingly finds that Team Law is the owner of the

trademarks TEAM LAW, 1-800-TEAMLAW and TEAM LAW LAWYERS FOR THE
ENTEREL

oN
THE DOCKET

JaN 2003 Sas<

393183_3.D0C
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s

SERIOUSLY INJURED, and has established rights superior to any right which Spmelli may
have to the alleged mark 1-800-LAWTEAM.

5. Spinelli, and all persbns acling in concert or participation with him, agree not to
and therefore are enjoined from any acts relating to the use, advertising, promotion, offering of
any services, offering for license, or licensing the names or marks 1-800-LAWTEAM,
LAW TEAM, or any other combination of words including both words LAW and TEAM, or any
other combination of words and numbers which may be considered confusingly similar to any of
Team Law's marks TEAM LAW, 1-800-TEAMLAW or TEAM LAW LAWYERS FOR THE
SERIOUSLY INJURED.

6. Spinelli, and all persons acting in concert or participation with him, agree not to

and therefore are enjoined from aiding or assisting any other person, corporation or
unincorporated entity from the use, advertising, promotion, offering of any services, offenng for

license, or licensing the names or marks 1-800-LAWTEAM, LAW TEAM, or any other
combination of words including both words LAW and TEAM, or any other combination of
words and numbers which may be considered confusingly similar to any of Team Law's marks

TEAM LAW, 1-800-TEAMLAW or TEAM LAW LAWYERS FOR THE SERIOUSLY

INJURED.
7. Except as provided in the Settlement Agreement, there shall be no further

payments, and the parties shall bear their own attorney's fees, expenses and costs.

8. The parties consent to the Court retaining jurisdiction of this case to enforce the

terms of this judgment.

2
393183_1.00C %




9. The parties waive their right to appeal this judgment.

SO ORDERED:

Dated: Orrover e 206 Aégknghb Qﬁmﬂ% —
T = 9«06—3 USDJ. |

AGREED TO CONSENTED:

Stephen A. Spinell LERNER, DAVID, LITTENBERG
1861 86th Street KRUMHOLZ & MENTLIK, LLP
Brooklyn, NY 11214 600 South Avenue West

Westfield, NJ 07090

Attorneys for Team Law, Inc.

‘By /@/%%/

Stéplen A &ffifielli | ~ Charles P. Kennedy

Louis J. Mauriello, Esq.

(Pro Hac Vice)

(Attorney for Stephen A. Spinelli)
One Edgewater Plaza

Suite 700

Staten Island, NY 10305

Lou:sﬁ/Maune]]o

By:

" 9
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