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

EMM. KOKOLOGIANNIS AND
SONS, SOCIETE ANONYME OF
TRADE, HOTELS AND TOURISM
S.A.,

Petitioner,
V. Cancellation No. 92062224

PROVEEDPORES Y

SOLUCIONES DAC S.A., Registration No. 3,256,667

Respondent.

" N o S S e e N S S S S S S

RESPONDENT’S ANSWER AND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES

Proveedores Y Soluciones DAC S.A. (hereinafter “Respondent”), through its
undersigned counsel, hereby sets forth its Answer and Affirmative Defenses to the
Petition for Cancellation filed by Emm. Kokologiannis And Sons, Societe Anonyme Of
Trade, Hotels And Tourism S.A. (hereinafter “Petitioner”) in the above-styled proceeding

and states as follows:

1. Respondent denies that Petitioner has used its alleged mark in connection with
providing car rental services in U.S. commerce since as early as 2004 and is without
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining

allegations set forth in Para. 1 of the Petition For Cancellation.



2. Respondent admits that Petitioner claims ownership of Registration No. 3,256,667
(hereinafter “the ‘667 registration”) that was issued on June 26, 2007, admits that the
‘667 registration includes a priority claim dating back to August 11, 2005, but is without
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining

allegations set forth in Para. 2 of the Petition For Cancellation.

3. Respondent admits the allegations set forth in Paragraph 3 of the Petition For
Cancellation.

Response to Count |

4. Respondent denies the allegations set forth in Para. 4 of the Petition For

Cancellation.

5. Respondent admits that it rents cars, but denies that Exhibit A is a printout of a page
from its current website. Respondent is without knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to the remaining allegations set forth in Para. 5 of the Petition for

Cancellation.

6. Respondent denies the allegations set forth in Para. 6 of the Petition For

Cancellation.



Response To Count Il

7. Respondent admits the allegations set forth in Para. 7 of the Petition For

Cancellation.

8. Respondent is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the

truth of the allegations set forth in Para. 8 of the Petition For Cancellation.

9. Respondent admits that the word “Economy” is encompassed within Petitioner’s
alleged mark, “Economy Car Rentals,” but is without knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations set forth in Para. 9 of the

Petition For Cancellation.

10. Respondent is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the

truth of the allegations set forth in Para. 10 of the Petition For Cancellation.

11.  Respondent denies the allegations set forth in Paragraph 11 of the Petition For

Cancellation.

Respondent’s Affirmative Defenses

12. Petitioner’s claims in the Petition For Cancellation are barred under the doctrine of

laches.



13. Petitioner’s claims in the Petition For Cancellation are barred under the doctrine of

unclean hands.

14. Petitioner’s claims in the Petition For Cancellation concerning any rights it may
have, or may have had, in the ‘667 registration, are barred because of its abandonment

of the mark set forth in that registration.

15.  Petitioner’s alleged common law mark did not acquire secondary meaning in the
United States before the registration of Respondent’s mark and, therefore, Respondent

does not have prior rights in its alleged mark in the United States.

Respecitfully submitted,

Dated: Oct. 20, 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 Respondent



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true and correct copy of the foregoing
RESPONDENT'S ANSWER AND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES was served this 20th day
of October, 2015, upon Petitioner's counsel of record, via first class mail, postage

prepaid, and email as identified below:

Peter S. Sloane
Cameron S. Reuber
Victoria T. Polidoro
LEASON ELLIS LLP

One Barker Avenue, Fifth Floor
White Plains, New York 10601
Tel: (914) 821-9073
Fax: (914) 288-0023
Email: sloane@leasonellis.com

/Melissa Alcantara/
Melissa Alcantara




