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

In re Application Serial No. 85/282,274

Filed: March 31, 2011

For Mark: SAN FRANCISCO and Design
Published in the Official GazettAugust 30, 2011

SAN FRANCISCO BASEBALL

ASSOCIATES L.P}, : Opposition No. 91203112
Opposer,

V.

GOGO SPORTS INC.,
Applicant.

Commissioner for Trademarks

Attn: Trademark Trial and Appeal Board
P.O. Box 1451

Alexandria, VA 22313-1451

MOTION ON CONSENT TO SUSPEND PROCEEDINGS
AND TO EXTEND DISCOVERY PERIOD IF OPPOSITION ISRESUMED

Opposer, by and through counsel, hereloyes for an order suspending of the
proceedings in this matter for a period of six months, vy 5, 2014, and resetting the

deadlines as follows:

Proceedings Resume May 6, 2014
Expert Disclosures Due May 6, 2014
DiscoveryCloses Junes, 2014

Plaintiff's Pretral Disclosures July 20, 2014
Plaintiff's 30-day Trial Period Ends September 3, 2014
Defendant's Pretrial Difasures September 18, 2014
Defendant's 30-day Trial Red Ends November 2, 2014
Plaintiff's Rebuttal Disclosures November 17, 2014

Plaintiff's 15-day Rebuttal Period Ends December 17, 2014

Applicant’s counsel consented to this moti@ince this proceeding was filed, the parties

! This opposition was filed in the name of San Francd&aseball Associates L.P., which later, on September 30,
2012, was converted to San FranciBeseball Associates LLC, as recoraéth the United States Patent and
Trademark Office at Reel/Frame 4882/0374.
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have been diligently working toward a settlementetsnlve interrelated issues in one settlement
agreement relating to not only the specific maokered by this proceeads, but also virtually
identical issues (as set forth below) relatiog@nother of Applicars SAN FRANCISCO marks
on the Supplemental Register, as well as passisitiement of a peling federal litigation
involving the parties and Major bgue Baseball Properties, IfMLBP”) (which is the

licensing agent for Opposer as well as the okth&or League Basebatlubs), in the United
States District Court for thidorthern District of Califorra, San Jose Division, involving
variations of the partiesespective stylized scriptAhl FRANCISCO marks and possible
agreement relating to numerous different markafjor League Baseball entities, that, if
settled, would eliminate the need for possibleifriitigation and/or proceedings and conserve
potentially vast administrative, judicial and parésources. In facthe latter District Court
action, which involves ongoing settlement niggftons that would resolve this opposition
proceeding, has included participation in a meaiein late 2012 and a follow-up call with the
mediator, all involving the parteand/or their counsel, ancetpreparation and exchange, on
multiple occasions, of lengthy visual charts summarizing the numerous marks of the Major
League Baseball clubs at issue prior to and fohg the grant of the last suspension. As such,
settlement discussions have necessitated much more extensive work than what would have
typically been required to resoltieis opposition proceeding alone.

To this end, since the last suspensi@s granted by the Board on April 16, 2013,
significant progress has been made toward théuteso of this matter. Specifically, in April,
May and June 2013, Opposer’s in-house and @eitsdbunsel had numerous discussions and
worked on multiple drafts of a comprehensive writagreement for the resolution of the issues
in this proceeding, as well as the parties’ deydssues covering all of the relevant Major

League Baseball club marks. Also during Mend June, Opposer’s outside counsel worked on
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revisions to the draft agreement relating to refiaats of some of the more complex issues and
compiled numerous visual demonstrative exhibitsa@ttached to the agreement. On July 3,
2013, except for certain of the larger graphic bithiwhich were stilbeing revised, Opposer’s
counsel forwarded the draft agreent to Applicant’s counselifoeview. On July 30, 2013 and
August 6, 2013, Applicant’s courigeturned written comments the draft agreement.

Opposer’s in-house counsel reviewed inddkn revised the agreement accordingly and
discussed with Opposer’s outside counsele parties’ counsel theangaged in further
communications relating to settlemamt August 15, 2013, August 16, 2013, August 19, 2013,
September 5, 2013, September 9, 2013, Sdqmefdi, 2013, September 16, 2013, September 18,
2013, September 23, 2013, September 25, 2013 atdrBieer 27, 2013 to discuss the draft
agreement. Based on discussions with Apptisaoutside counsel, arglibsequent discussions
with Opposer’s in-house couns@lpposer’s outside counsel rexdsexhibits to the settlement
agreement and forwarded a seerhibits incorporatig Opposer’s in-house counsel’'s comments
to Opposer’s in-house counsel for review oridber 14, 2013. Opposer’s in-house counsel
reviewed and discussed exhibits with Opp@seutside counsel whieevised the exhibits
accordingly and forwarded to Applicasttounsel for review on October 25, 2013.

As of the date of this motion, the pastieontinue to be reviewing and negotiating
specific terms of a written agreement to resobseiés relating to Applicant, Opposer, MLBP and
all of the Major League Baseball clubs and the multiple, virtually identical issues between them,
including without limitation, the outstanding issueghis proceeding and the litigation. In fact,
the parties are scheduled to appear again bferBistrict Court Judgm the civil litigation on
January 10, 2014 to discuss the status of that tteseettlement of whircis also intended to
settle this opposition proceeding. The parti@stinue to believe that a resolution can be

reached. However, the parties require additional time to reach final agreement, and to negotiate
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the specific language of and execute an appropsiateen agreement. The parties believe that a
suspension of the deadlinessas forth in the Board’s Jurgb, 2013 order by an additional 180
days is appropriate to allow the parties suéintitime to complete thresettlement negotiations,

and finalize an agreement that would renderegessary the need to go forward with this
proceeding and the related litigati In addition, should a settlement not be reached, the parties

would also need the additional time teegdately prepare their cases for trial.

Dated:New York, New Yok Respectfullysubmitted,

November 5, 2013 COWAN LIEBOWITZ & LATMAN, P.C.
Attorneys for Opposer

By:  /Maryann E. Licciardi/
Mary L. Kevlin
RichardS. Mandel
Maryannk. Licciardi

1133 Avenue of the Americas
New York, New York 10036
212-790-9200
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| HEREBY CERTIFY that, on November 5, 201B¢aused a true and complete copy of
the foregoingviotion On Consent To Suspend of Proceedings And To Extend Discovery Period If
Opposition Is Resumed to be sent via First Class Mail, pogtaprepaid, to Applicant’s attorney
and Correspondent of Record, Al Mohajerian, Esq., Mohajerian Inc., 1901 Avenue of the Stars,
11th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90067.

Dated: New York, New York
November 5, 2013

/Maryann E. Licciardi/
Maryann E. Licciardi
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