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

In the matter of U.S. Trademark Application Serial No. 87/536,056
For the mark: PILOT SLEEVE
Filed: March 21, 2018

X
HONDA MOTOR CO., LTD
Opposition No.: 91240158
Opposer,
V.
STEMPF AUTOMOTIVE INDUSTRIES, INC.
Applicant.
X

ANSWER TO NOTICE OF OPPOSITION

Applicant, STEMPF AUTOMOTIVE INDUSTRIES, INC., through its undersigned
counsel, hereby sets forth its Answer to Notice of Opposition No. 91240158 as follows:

1. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the
truth of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 1 of the Notice of Opposition, and therefore denies
the same.

2. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the
truth of the allegations set forth in Paragraph 2 of the Notice of Opposition, and therefore denies
the same.

3. Applicant admits the allegations set forth in the first, second, and third sentences of
Paragraph 3 of the Notice of Opposition. The fourth sentence of Paragraph 3 is a statement of fact
to which no response is required. The fifth and sixth sentences of Paragraph 3 are legal conclusions
to which no response is required. To the extent that the fourth, fifth, or sixth sentences of

Paragraph 3 requires a response, Applicant denies the same.



4. Applicant denies the allegations set forth in Paragraph 4 of the Notice of
Opposition.

5. The Allegations of Paragraph 5 of the Notice of Opposition are legal conclusions
to which no response is required. The identification of goods in U.S. Reg. No. 2,769,867 speaks

for itself, and therefore no admission or denial is required in response to the allegations set forth

in Paragraph 5.

6. Applicant denies the allegations set forth in Paragraph 6 of the Notice of
Opposition.

7. Applicant denies the allegations set forth in the first and third sentences of

Paragraph 7 of the Notice of Opposition. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth as to the allegations set forth in the second sentence of Paragraph 7,

and therefore denies the same.

8. Applicant admits the allegations set forth in Paragraph 8 of the Notice of
Opposition.
9. Applicant admits that Applicant filed intent-to-use U.S. trademark application

Serial No. 87/536,056 for the PILOT SLEEVE mark for Class 012 “wheel centering inserts
mounted between hub studs and vehicle wheel” (the “Application”), that the Application was filed
on July 20, 2017, and was published in the Official Gazette on November 21, 2017, and that
Opposer was granted an Extension of Time through and including March 21, 2018 to file an
Opposition. Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the
remaining allegations in Paragraph 9 of the Notice of Opposition regarding prior rights in the

PILOT mark, and therefore denies the same.



10.

Applicant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the

truth of the allegations of Paragraph 10 of the Notice of Opposition, and therefore denies the same.
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21.  Applicant denies the allegations set forth in Paragraph 21 of the Notice of
Opposition, except that Applicant admits that if it were granted registration upon the Application,
Applicant would obtain a prima facie exclusive right to use the PILOT SLEEVE mark for the
goods identified in the Application.

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES

1. The Notice of Opposition fails to state any claim upon which any relief can be
granted.

2. Opposer will not be and is not likely to be damaged by the grant of Application
Serial No. 87/536,056.

3. Opposer’s PILOT trademark and Applicant’s PILOT SLEEVE mark are so
different in their sight, sound, meaning, and commercial impression that there can be no likelihood
of confusion as to the source or sponsorship of the goods.

4. Opposer’s goods and Applicant’s goods are so different that there can be no
likelihood of confusion as to the source of origin or sponsorship of the goods.

5. Opposer’s goods and Applicant’s goods are marketed through substantially
different channels of trade such that there can be no likelihood of confusion as to the source of
origin or sponsorship of the goods.

6. Consumers of the respective goods of the parties under their respective marks are
sophisticated purchasers, such that confusion between Opposer’s PILOT mark and Applicant’s
PILOT SLEEVE mark is unlikely.

7. Opposer’s PILOT trademark is weak given the numerous trademarks that
incorporate the word “pilot” in the field of vehicles and vehicle parts. Such trademarks include

Michelin’s use of the marks PILOT and PILOT SPORT for pneumatic tires for vehicle wheels,



Horizon’s use of the mark PILOT for electronic brake controls for land vehicles, Gunite’s use of
the mark TRU-PILOT for brake drums in land vehicles, and Pilot’s use of the mark PILOT for
distribution of vehicle parts and accessories.

WHEREFORE, Applicant respectfully requests that the relief sought by Opposer in its
Notice of Opposition be denied, that the Notice of Opposition be dismissed, and that Application
Serial No. 87/536,056 be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

HAUGEN LAW FIRM PLLP

Date: June 29, 2018 /s/Mark J. Burns
Mark J. Burns
Eric O. Haugen
Suite 1130
121 South Eighth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402
Phone: (612) 339-8300
FAX: (612) 339-8200

Attorneys for Applicant,
Stempf Automotive Industries, Inc



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true copy of the ANSWER TO NOTICE OF OPPOSITION was served on
Pryor Cashman LLP, c/o Dyan Finguerra-DuCharme and Ryan Klarberg, Attorneys for Opposer,
via email, addressed as follows:

dfinguerra-ducharme @pryorcashman.com, tmdocketing@pryorcashman.com,
rklarberg@pryorcashman.com, and halexis@pryorcashman.com.

Respectfully submitted,

HAUGEN LAW FIRM PLLP

Date: June 29, 2018 /s/Mark J. Burns
Mark J. Burns
Eric O. Haugen
Suite 1130
121 South Eighth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402
Phone: (612) 339-8300
FAX: (612) 339-8200

Attorneys for Applicant,
Stempf Automotive Industries, Inc



