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PETITIONER’S OPPOSITION T

0 RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO DISMISS

Petitioner CUTTING EDGE INVE

hereby opposes Respondent NEW BREED

Contemporaneously with the filing
Motion For Consolidation Or For Leave T
proceeding and in related Opposition No. ¢

CEIG agrees that its claim for canc
been raised as a counterclaim in Oppositic
bring a separate cancellation proceeding. |

cancellation claim was brought promptly,

STOR GROUP, INC. (“CEIG™), by its counsel,

, INC.’s motion to dismiss.

of this opposition paper, Petitioner CEIG is filing a
o Amend Answer To Add Counterclaim in this
D1152580.

ellation of Registration No. 1,363,735 should have

n No. 91152580, and that it was an error on its part to

However, because the error was inadvertent, the

and Respondent New Breed, Inc. has not been




prejudiced by CEIG’s error, Petitioner submiits that its claim for cancellation should not be

dismissed.

I. BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

This cancellation proceeding involves U.S. Service Mark Registration No. 1,363,735 for

the mark A NEW BREED in stylized form (shown here)

/274 EM_
for “distributorship services in the fields of computer hardware and software, peripherals, and

communication equipment” (class 42) and for “repair services in the fields of computer hardware

October 1, 1985 to United States Data Corporation of Richardson, Texas. In 1991, a Section 8

and software, peripherals, and communication equipment” (class 37). That registration issued on
I

Declaration was submitted by the then Registrant and was accepted. Respondent New Breed, Inc.

acquired the registration by assignment on or about February 16, 2001.

The related opposition proceeding currently pending between the parties, Opposition No.
91152580, concerns CEIG’s application to register the mark NEW BREED WIRELESS for
various services in class 35. In that opposition, Opposer New Breed, Inc. relies on two
registrations for the mark NEW BREED and [a registration for the mark NEW BREED
INTEGRATED LOGISTICAL SERVICES for services “in the fields of supply chain
management, software services, logistical services and other related fields.” It also relies on the

registration it acquired from United States Data Corporation, namely, U.S. Registration

1,363,735, the subject of this cancellation proceeding.




The chronology of events

Opposition No. 91152580 was commenced on August 22, 2002. New Breed, Inc. agreed
to a 30-day extension of time for CEIG’s Answer — to and including October 31, 2002. CEIG
filed and served its Answer on that date, and jon the next day CEIG’s counsel wrote to counsel
for New Breed, Inc., proposing a settlement. [See Exhibit A hereto]. Meanwhile, New Breed,
Inc. had served discovery requests, but it then agreed to an extension of time until December 24,
2002 for CEIG’s responses.

The parties discussed settlement in a telephone conference on December 9, 2002, and on
December 12, 2002, New Breed’s counsel wrote to say that settlement was not possible. In light
of the holiday season, however, New Breed, Inic. agreed to a further extension of time for CEIG’s
discovery responses to January 23, 2003.

CEIG’s counsel then turned to the task of responding to New Breed, Inc.’s discovery
demands, as well as preparing its own discovery requests. On January 22, 2003, CEIG served its
interrogatories and document requests, and on January 23, 2003 it served responses to New
Breed, Inc.’s discovery demands.

On January 24, 2003, CEIG filed the petition for cancellation which resulted in the
commencement of this proceeding. Unfortunately, however, the TTAB mailed the petition to the
ith the assistance and guidance of CEIG) did

wrong address. Not until January 12, 2004 (and

the TTAB mail the petition to the correct address for New Breed, Inc.

Date:

August 22, 2002 Opposition No. 91152580 commenced,

October 31, 2002 CEIG’s Answer filed.



November 1, 2002 CEIG’s counsel proposes settlement.

December 9, 2002 The parties confer by telephone regarding

settlement.

December 12, 2002 ew Breed, Inc. counsel writes to say that

ettlement is not possible, and agrees to extend date
or discovery responses to January 23, 2003.

January 22, 2003 EIG serves interrogatories and document requests

n Opposition No. 91152580.

January 23, 2003 EIG serves its discovery responses.

January 24, 2003 EIG files its petition for cancellation.

June 6, 2003 ew Breed, Inc. files motion to compel.

June 27, 2003 EIG files motion to compel.

January 12, 2004 etition for cancellation re-mailed to correct party

by TTAB, and Cancellation No. 92042162 is
commenced.

II. ARGUMENT
As previously stated, CEIG does not dispute that it made a mistake in filing its claim for
cancellation as a separate petition, rather than seeking leave to add the claim as a counterclaim in
Opposition No. 91152580. However, CEIG submits that, under the circumstances, the
appropriate action for the Board is not to dismiss this proceeding, but to consolidate it with

Opposition No. 91152580, or to permit CEIG to add its claim for cancellation as a counterclaim

in that opposition proceeding.

A. CEIG’s claim for cancellation was timely filed.

As indicated in the chronology of events) set forth above, CEIG filed its cancellation
petition on January 24, 2003. The parties had been considering settlement until CEIG received

New Breed, Inc.’s December 12, 2002 letter terminating settlement discussions.



After the holidays, CEIG and its co
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sel turned their attention to discovery matters in
Opposition No. 91152580. In preparing responses to New Breed, Inc.’s discovery requests and in
preparing its own discovery demands, CEIG looked into New Breed’s ownership of Registration
No. 1,363,735 and New Breed’s use of the mark A NEW BREED (Stylized). CEIG found no use
of that mark at New Breed’s website. After reviewing the PTO database regarding that
registration, CEIG learned that the registration had previously been owned by United States Data
Corporation, that New Breed filed a petition|for cancellation of that registration in October 2000,
that New Breed acquired that registration by assignment in February 2001, and that it then
promptly withdrew its cancellation petition. Upon obtaining and reviewing the file of that
cancellation proceeding, CEIG discovered that New Breed, in its petition for cancellation, had
alleged that the mark in question had been abandoned by United States Data Corporation.
At that point, CEIG and its counsel believed that there was a sufficient basis for alleging

abandonment of the A NEW BREED (stylized) mark, and CEIG decided to proceed with a claim
for cancellation.

B. Dismissal of this proceeding is not appropriate

Although New Breed asks the Board not to consider the circumstances surrounding the
filing .of CEIG’s claim for cancellation, CEIG believes that this chronology of events serves to
demonstrate that CEIG made an honest mistake, that there is an adequate factual predicate for
CEIG’s allegations of abandonment, and that|CEIG acted prudently and reasonably (in light of
the strictures of Fed. R. Civ. P. 11) in waiting to bring its cancellation claim until it had collected
sufficient facts to support an allegation of abandonment. Its decision to file a separate petition for

cancellation was an inadvertent error, but one that should not result in dismissal of its

abandonment claim.




The TTAB decision most pertinent to the facts at hand is See’s Candy Shops, Inc. v.
Campbell Soup Co., 12 USPQ2d 1395 (TTAB 1989). There, Campbell’s moved for summary

judgment, arguing that See’s petition for cancellation should have been asserted as a compulsory

counterclaim in an earlier-filed opposition proceeding. The Board found that the grounds pleaded

in See’s petition for cancellation were known to See’s at the time it filed its Answer to the notice

of opposition. Nonetheless, the Board refused to dismiss the petition for cancellation:

The above recounted facts notwithstanding, Trademark Rule 2.107
provides that pleadings in an opposition proceeding may be amended in
the same manner and to the same extent as in a civil action in the U.S.
District Court. [See Fed. R. Civ,P. 15]. Moreover, Fed. R. Civ. P. 13(f)
(made applicable to Board proceedings by Trademark Rule 2.116)
provides that, when a pleader fails to set up a counterclaim through
oversight, inadvertence, or excusable neglect, or when justice requires,
he may, by leave of court, set up the counterclaim by amendment.
Reading Fed. R. Civ. P. 15(a) in conjunction with Fed. R. Civ. P. 13(f),
we find that justice requires allowing See’s to seek cancellation of the
registration pleaded by Campbell in Opposition No. 79,575. In
particular, the liberal policy established by the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure concerning amendments to pleadings dictates allowance of
See’s cancellation petition, as the effect of dismissing the petition would
be to foreclose See’s from asserting any claim it may have against the
pleaded registration. See, generally, 6 Wright and Miller, FEDERAL
PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE (1971) and 1988 SUPPLEMENT
91430. A liberal approach seems particularly appropriate here, where the
opposition proceeding is still in the early stages of discovery and where
See’s filed its petition to cancel within two weeks of the date it filed its
answer to the notice of opposition. 12 USPQ2d at 1397.

The Board then ordered that the cancellation proceeding be consolidated with the previously-
filed opposition proceeding as soon as Campbell filed its Answer to the petition for cancellation.

Here, as in See’s, CEIG’s petition for cancellation was filed only a few weeks after the
filing of its Answer in the opposition. Moreover here, unlike in See’s, the facts regarding
possible abandonment of the mark A NEW BREED (Stylized) were not known by CEIG until it
began preparing its discovery responses and its discovery requests in January 2003. Thus,

following See s, and in accordance with the liberal policy established by the Federal Rules of



Civil Procedure, the Board should deny Nev
consolidate this case with Opposition No. 91
CEIG notes that New Breed, Inc. ign
principally on the CAFC’s decision in Vitali
(Fed. Cir. 1989) to support its argument for
different from those of this case. In Vitaline
proceeding on abandonment grounds more ¢
entered against it in an earlier proceeding.
the new claim was barred by claim preclusio
counterclaim rule was violated. However, un
separate petition for cancellation timely filed
indeed while the other proceeding was still i
The other cases cited by New Breed,
Saddle Shop Inc. v. E. Jeffries & Sons Ltd., 2
facts there at issue from those of See’s v. Ca
cancellation was filed affer the related oppos
summary judgment; moreover, there was no
the prior proceeding was the result of excusa
Arpels Inc., 9 USPQ2d 1221 (TTAB 1987), 1
cancellation conceded that facts supporting i
answer,” and it apparently offered no explan

AnsSwer.

v Breed, Inc.’s motion to dismiss and should

12580.

ores See’s v. Campbell Soup, and instead relies

ne Corp. v. General Mills, Inc., 13 USPQ2d 1172
dismissal. However, the facts in Vitaline are wholly
the petitioner attempted to bring a cancellation

han one year after judgment had already been

[he appellate court affirmed the Board’s rulings that
n and that “under these circumstances” the

ilike here, the Vitaline case did not involve a

I while the other proceeding was still pending —

n the discovery stage.

Inc. are equally inapt. The Board in Libertyville

2 USPQ2d 1994 (TTAB 1992) distinguished the
mpbell Soup. In Libertyville, the petition for

ition proceeding had already been decided on
showing that the failure to assert the counterclaim in
ble neglect. In S & L Acquisition Co. v. Helene

the party seeking to raise a belated claim for

ts claim “were clearly available at the time of

ation for its failure to plead the counterclaim with its




In short, See’s v. Campbell Soup is ri

Breed, Inc.’s motion for dismissal.

C. Had CEIG sought leave to amend

ght on point, and directs the Board to deny New

in January 2003,

it would have been granted.

There is little doubt that, had CEIG s
91152580 in January 2003, leave would have
P., states that leave to amend “should be free
TBMP § 507.02, “the Board liberally grants
proceeding when justice so requires, unless ¢
settled law or be prejudicial to the rights of th

As of January 2003, the opposition ha
reasonably, in light of the circumstances (inc]
parties), in waiting until January 2003 to rais¢
New Breed, Inc. may claim prejudice because

Moreover, New Breed, Inc., in its Mo
for cancellation is frivolous or futile. In fact, 1

of timing or prejudice, but instead would have

consideration of the underlying circumstances.

D. Allowing this cancellation claim tc
Opposition N0.91152580 would ng

bught leave to amend its Answer in Opposition No.
> been granted. Of course, Rule 15(a), Fed. R. Civ.
ly given when justice so requires.” According to
leave to amend pleadings at any stage of a

ntry of the proposed amendment would violate

1e adverse party or parties.”

d barely gotten off the ground. CEIG had acted
uding the settlement discussions between the

> the cancellation claim. There is no basis on which
> of that short delay.

tion to Dismiss, makes no contention that the claim
New Breed, Inc. would rather not discuss the issues

> the Board dismiss this proceeding without any

) proceed in tandem with
ot prejudice New Breed, Inc.

As pointed out in CEIG’s concurrently
amend, the opposition pending between the parties is currently suspended while they await

Board resolution of two discovery-related mot

and in fact is still in its early stage. Each side |

i-filed motion for consolidation or for leave to

ions. Discovery in that proceeding is still open,

1as served a set of written discovery requests, but

-8-




no depositions have been taken and only CE

Moreover, in January 2003, CEIG al

A NEW BREED (Stylized) and invalidity of]
and its document requests served on January

Requests 7-10 of Applicant’s First Set of Re

known since January 2003 that its acquisitio

of the mark A NEW BREED (Stylized) were]

cancellation proceeding notwithstanding.

The public has an interest in clearing

longer in use. When an abandoned mark rems:

others from adopting the same or a similar ms

standing to challenge Registration No. 1,363

marks like A NEW BREED (Stylized) have b,

that mark on the Federal Register.

Under the current circumstances, CEI(

dismissal of this proceeding, but by consolida

91152580.

I11. Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, CEIG subm

denied.

IG has produced any documents.
ready raised the issues of abandonment of the mark
Registration No. 1,363,735 in its admission requests

22,2003. [See, e.g., Exhibit B hereto, Admission

quests for Admission]. Thus New Breed, Inc. has

+ of Registration No. 1,363,735 and its abandonment

at issue — the delayed commencement of this

the Federal Register of registered marks that are no
1ins registered, it unnecessarily and unfairly deters
ark. CEIG may be one of the few entities that has
735. There is no telling how many potential users of

>

een frightened off by the continued existence of

5 submits that justice would be served not by

tion of this proceeding with Opposition No.

its that Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss should be




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that @ true copy of the
sbove document was served upon the
sttorney(s) of record for each othov partv
by mail thend+facsimiteon 3- 4/

%JA XWM

Respectfully submitted,

UTTING EDGE INVESTOR GROUP, INC.

ohn L. e/lch
harles E./Weinstein
oley Hoag LLP

155 Seaport Boulevard
oston, MA 02210
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DAVIDL. WELTMAN
DAVIDB.ELLIS
DAVIDW. WALKER
MARKF. CLARK
JOHND. PATTERSON, JR.
ROBERTL. BRNBAUM
CHRISTIAN M. HOFFMAN
MICHAEL 8. KEATING
ADAM SONNENSCHEIN
LEQNARDSCHNEIDMAN
EDWARDN.GADSBY, JR.
PETER B.ELLIS

JOHN H.HENN
BARRYB. WHITE
ARNOLD M. ZAFR
LOUIS P.GEORGANTAS
PHILIP BUALING

JOHN M. STEVENS
PETER W.COOGAN
SANDRA SHAPIRO
PAULY.LYONS
NICKUITTLEFIELD
KENNETH L GRINNELL
JOHNL, BURKS,JR.
CHARLES). BEARD
RICHARD W. BENKA
PAULS. REICHLER
ARTHUR G. TELEGEN
THOMAS M.S. HEMNES
STEPHEN B. DEUTSCH
DONALDR. WARE
PETER M. ROSENBLUM
PAULBORK

PAULR. MURPHY
MARCK. TEMIN
TONI10. WOLFMAN
JACOBN.POLATIN
STEVEN W. PHILLIPS
LAURIEBURT

WILLIAM B. KOFFEL
KEVIN). FITZGERALD
DAVIDR. PIERSON
DEAN F. HANLEY
STEFANIE D. CANTOR
ROBERT W. SWEET, JR.
BRANDONP. WHITE
DAVIDR. GEIOER
BRUCEA.KINN
ROBERT S.SANOFF
JAMESA. SMITH
WENDY B.JACOBS
RICHARD&'A. BELIN

¢ JAMEST. MONTGOMERY, JR.
ANDREWZ SCHWARTZ
ARLENBL. BENDER
BRUCE R.PARKER
DAVIDA.BROADWIN
CAROL HEMPFLING PRATT
MICHAELN. GLANZ
PHILIP C. SWAIN
NICHOLAS C. THEODOROU
RICHARDSCHAUL-YODER

SUSANBARBIERI MONTGOMERY

SETH D. JAFFE N
DOUGLAS M. McGARRAH
WILLIAMR.KOLB
ANTHONY D. MIRENDA
TERESA A.MARTLAND
MARY BETHOENTLEMAN
MICHBELE A. WHITHAM
JONATHANM.ETTINGER
PETER M. CASEY
CLAIRELAPORTE
BETHE. ARNOLD
MICHAELL. ROSEN
JAMESW. BUCKING
MICHAEL P. BOUDETT
JANISH. BRENNAN
JEFFREY B. MULLAN
ALEXANDER H. PYLE
JONATHAN A.XESELENKO
JOHN A. SHOPE
ADAMKAHN
JOHN D. HANCOCK
EARLW.MELLOT
RICHARDM. BRUNELL
VINCENT]. CANZONER}
EDWARDJ. CORCORAN I?
*» STEPHANIECUTLER
DENISE W. DeFRANCO
DEBORAH DROSNIN
TRACIDUVALL HUMES
ALIMA JONED
DENNIS K. KANIN
GLORIA CORDESLARSON
W.HUGOLIEPMANN
DIANE E. MOES
* GARBA.SMITH
CHARLESE. WEINSTEIN
DONNA M. WEINSTEIN
JOHNL. WELCH
COLIN). ZICK

.

FOLEY

HOAG wr

ATTORMEYS AT LAW

ANNAR.ACKERBERG
¢ GILARIE
JANENEL ASQEIRSSON
MATTHEW C.BALTAY
PAMELA B. BLATTE
JONATHANE. BOOK
WILLLAM BRENNAN
VENESSA . CANDELA
BRIAN P. CAREY
PAT A. CERUNDOLO
ISABELLE CLAUSS
JEFFREY COLLINS
KEVIN CONROY
MONICA CONYNOHAM
SARAH COOLEYBECK
ANDREW). CORDNER
KEVIN B.CURRID
DAVID M, CZARNECK!
* ERICP. DAMON
TIMOTHY A. DELAUNE
CELESTE DeMARCO
WILLIAM DeVAUL
KATHLEEN DIAS
MICHAEL V. DOWD
BENJAMINJ. ERICSON
BARBARA A.FIACCO
NORA E. FIELD
ROBERT A. FISHER
JEFFREY S. FOLLETT
SCOTTL.GARLAND
DANA GORDON
¢ TAMARA GREEMAN
ELIZABETH A.HEINRICH
MALCOLM G, HENDERSON
VICKIEL. HENRY
ASHLEY HONERKAMP
* SAMHUDSON

.* DAVIDH. KIMELBERQ
T.MARIALAM
DAVID A.LANE, JR.
DANA LANSKY
KENNETH $. LEONETTU
GEOROEN. LESTER, [V
DANIELE OUELLETTELEVY
LAWRENCEH.MARTIN

* MITCHELL). MATORIN

¢ CATHERINB McDONNELL
IAN). MLOUOHLIN
ROBERTT.MILANETTE
JENNIFER A. MOROAN
CARTERD.MORSE,JR.
VIJAYMOSES
JOSEPH MUELLER
JOHNE.NILSSON
OERARDP.O'CONNOR
KEVIN A, OLIVER
CHINH H. PHAM
SHIRIN PHILIPP
JACK W, PIROZZOLO
HAL PORET
MANIANA PRIETO
KAREN B QUEEN
JEFFREYL. QUILLEN

* RINKURAY
MARK A, REILLY
EVANS. REYNOLDS
KEITHRODDA

* PUNAMSINGH ROGERS
MARCIROMANI
PAULO.ROZELLE
DANI N.RURAN
DONALD SCHROEDER
KRISTINE SHEEHY
BRIANA. SILIKOVITZ
KIMLSTOLLAR
DEPORAH). SWEDLOW
PAULG.SWEENEY
KINGSLEYL. TAPT

* STEVENG. TIDRICK
ANITAVARMA
JAMIEL. WACKS
STEPHENC. WARNECK
M.SHARON WEBD
MICHAEL]. WEBBER
ADAM WEISBERGER

* GWENDOLYNA. WILBUR
XINHUA (HOWARD) ZHANG

* WASHINGTON, D.C. OFFICE
* NOT YET ADMITTED IN
MASSACHUSETTS

Charles E. Weinstein
Boston Office
617-832-1238

November 1, 2002

Via Facsimile (336) 607-7500

William M. Bryner, Esq.
Kilpatrick Stockton LLP
1001 West Fourth Street
Winston-Salem, NC 27101-2400

Re:  New Breed, Inc. v. Cutting Edge Investor Group, Inc. -~
Notice of Opposition No. 91152580

Dear Mr. Bryner:

We have.now filed our Answer in the above-indicated matter, and we intend to
contest the Opposition. Nevertheless, I believe it would be beneficial to both our clients
to continue exploring settlement options, for the following reasons:

REDACTED

20/524927.1

155 SEAPORT BOULEVARD BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02210-2600 TEL 617.832.1000 FAX 617.832.7000
1747 PENNSYLVANIA ,N.W. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006 TEL 202.223.1200 FAX 202.785.6687

www.fol

cweinste@foleyhoag.com




William M. Bryner, Esq.
November 1, 2002
Page 2

REDACTED

20/524927.1




O O
William M. Bryner, Esq.
November 1, 2002

Page 3

If you would like to discuss this settlement proposal, please contact me at your
convenience.

Very truly yours,

Charles E. Weinstein

CEW
cc: Cutting Edge Investor Group,

20/524927.1
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REDACTED
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IN THE UNITED STATES |PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
(m) BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

NEW BREED, INC.,

Opposer,
Opposition No.

V. 152,580

CUTTING EDGE INVESTOR GROUP, INC., )

Applicant. )

APPLICANT'S FIRST SET OF REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION

Pursuant to Rule 36, Fed. . Civ. P., Applicant CUTTING EDGE
INVESTOR GROUP, INC., propounds the following requests for

(\) admission to Opposer NEW BREED, INC.

DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS

1. The term "Opposer” as used herein denotes Opposer NEW
BREED, INC., its subsidiaries and| divisions, its predecessors and
successors, and the officers, directors, agents, and

representatives thereof.

2. The term "person" or "persons" as used in these
interrogatories includes, without limitation, any individual or

association, partnership, corporation, firm, or organization.




(") 3. The term “NEW BREED marks” shall mean the marks
identified by Opposer at paragraphs 3 and 5 of the Notice of

Opposition herein.

1. Opposer is not the only entity that is using the term
NEW BREED as all or part of a trademark, service mark, trade

name, or Internet domain name.

2. Opposer and Applicant|are not the only entities that
are using the term NEW BREED as all or part of trademark, service

mark, trade name, or Internet domain name.

()

3. The term NEW BREED consists of two ordinary English
words.

4. The term NEW BREED has laudatory connotation.

5. The term NEW BREED has laudatory connotation when

used in connection with Opposer’s |services.

6. The term NEW BREED has al laudatory connotation when

included in Applicant’s mark NEW BREED WIRELESS.



)

/’/\
/ 77> In about September 2000, Opposer filed a petition for
cancellation of U.S. Registration No. 1,363,735 on the ground of

abandonment, which proceeding |\was commenced in September 2000.

(E:> In settlement of the| cancellation proceeding brought by
Opposer against Registration N 1,363,735 , Opposer acquired
ownership of Registration No. 1,363,735 and the mark depicted

therein.

(é:) During the three years prior to commencement of this
opposition proceeding No. 152,580, Opposer did not use the mark
shown in Registration No. 1,363,735 for the services recited in

that registration.

(}d?> During the past three ars, Opposer did not use the

mark shown in Registration No. 1,363,735 for the services recited

in that registration.

11. NEW BREED is not a coined mark.

12. Opposer’s NEW BREED markg are not famous marks under

Section 43 (c¢) of the Lanham Act.

13. Opposer has not offered any wireless communication

services under its NEW BREED marks.




77. In purchasing Opposer’s services offered under its NEW

(\
') BREED marks, a purchaser signs a contract or purchase agreement.

78. Those who purchase services offered under Opposer’s NEW
BREED marks typically have an inventory of products in connection

with which they seek to utilize |Opposer’s services.

CUTTING EDGE INVESTOR
GROUP, INC.

Ol Xtz 2.

John %Z Welch
oag LLP
155 Seaport Boulevard
e Boston, MA 02210
() 617/832-1000

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

! hereby certify that s true copy of the
above document was served upon the
attorney(s) of record for each other party
by mail/ headLiecsimilaon / "2/~ 0%+

9‘,{,{0&%—




