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L. D. BRI NKMVAN, LDB CORPORATI ON,
Plaintiffs - Appellants,
V.
BEAULI EU OF AMERI CA, | NC, BEAULI EU GROUP, LLC,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the
Western District of Texas, San Antonio
SA- 02- CV- 268

Bef ore BARKSDALE, DeMOSS, and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

This is an appeal from a summary judgnent in favor of
appel | ees, Beaulieu of Arerica, Inc. and Beaulieu Goup L.L.C. The
summary j udgnment denied i njunctive relief, damages, and attorneys’
fees sought by appellants, L.D. Brinkman and LDB Corporation.

In essence, the appellants sought relief for the use of

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



trademarks. But the sunmary judgnment establishes w thout dispute
that the rights to the trademarks which appellants claimthey own
were transferred to appellees’ predecessors in a stock purchase
agreenent that is not in dispute. Appel I ants nonet hel ess seek
reversal of the district court on their purported term nation of
|icense agreenents, but it is undisputed and the sumary judgnent
evi dence clearly establishes that the |icense agreenents were never
executed by appell ees’ predecessors. Appellant received mllions
of dollars for the sale of assets and the rights to the trademarks
at issue. Fourteen years later after having never asserted any
control of use of the transferred trademarks, they seek relief
based on |i cense agreenents that have never been executed and which
are unenforceabl e against the appellees. The judgnent of the
district court is affirned based on the unassail abl e anal ysis of
Judge Prado as contained in its order dated October 29, 2002. The
appeal brought herein is frivolous and the court grants appell ees’
nmotion for double costs brought pursuant to Rule 38.

AFFI RVED



