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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

 
 
  

) 
ECONOMY RENT-A-CAR, INC. ) 

) 
Petitioner, ) 

) 
v. ) Cancellation No. 92055558 

) 
EMMANOUIL KOKOLOGIANNIS ) Registration No. 3256667 
AND SONS, SOCIETE  ) 
ANONYME OF TRADE,  ) 
HOTELS AND TOURISM S.A. ) 

) 
Respondent. ) 

 ) 
 
 
 

PETITIONER ECONOMY RENT-A-CAR, INC.’S OPPOSITION TO 

RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO EXTEND RELEVANT DEADLINES 

 

 

 Petitioner Economy Rent-A-Car, Inc. hereby opposes the motion of Respondent 

Emmanouil Kokologiannis And Sons, Societe Anonyme Of Trade Hotels And Tourism 

S.A. for a 30-day extension of time to take its trial testimony in the above-styled 

proceeding.  The basis for Petitioner’s opposition to the motion is the absence of any 

showing of “good cause” for the requested time extension. 

 Respondent apparently discharged its prior counsel several weeks prior to its trial 

testimony period (which is not scheduled to begin until March 5, 2015).  No reason has 

been provided for the discharge of counsel and no date was mentioned as to when the 

discharge was actually made by Respondent.  In any event, the discharge was well 

prior to the beginning date for Respondent’s trial testimony, which does not terminate 



until April 4, 2015—over 45 days from the date of the appearance of new counsel in this 

case. 

 This is not a situation where counsel has unexpectedly sought to withdraw from 

representing a party in a proceeding.  Here, the party itself made the conscious decision 

to discharge its counsel.  Accordingly, that party must bear the consequences of its own 

actions.1  Moreover, this is also not a situation in which a party needs additional time to 

obtain new counsel (and, in fact, new counsel has already made an appearance). 

 In view of the fact that new counsel has already appeared in the case and that 

Respondent’s testimony period does not terminate until at least 45 days following that 

appearance, Respondent has not demonstrated good cause for the extension of time 

sought in its motion and, therefore, that motion should be denied. 

 
       Respectfully submitted, 
 
Dated:  February 19, 2015          
       _     /Melissa Alcantara/_______ 

Samuel D. Littlepage, Esquire 
Melissa Alcantara, Esquire   
DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC 
International Square Building  
1875 Eye Street, N.W., Suite 1200  
Washington, D.C.  20006-5420 
Tel: (202) 457-0160 
Fax: (202) 659-1559 
Email: slittlepage@dickinsonwright.com 
Email: malcantara@dickinsonwright.com 

 

Counsel for Petitioner 

                                            
1
  Petitioner disputes the contention that it previously sought a time extension in this case.  The time 

extension at Dkt. #15 was a “Stipulation” and Petitioner was asked to file it by Respondent’s counsel.  In 
fact, it was Respondent which sought that time extension (requesting the same on Dec. 14, 2014) 
because their interrogatories had greatly exceeded the 75 numerical limitations and Respondent wished 
to serve an amended set of discovery that complied with the TTAB rules.  Petitioner reluctantly agreed to 
the request and filed the Stipulation as an accommodation to Respondent.  Every delay in this case (and 
there has been many) has been the result of Respondent’s actions and meritless motions. 




