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

IN THE MATTER OF
TRADEMARK REGISTRATION NOS. 1097133&300025

A’'LELIA BUNDLES,
Petitioner,
V. Cancellation No92049557 & 92049528

MADAME C.J. WALKER ENTERPRISES ,
INC.,

Registrant.

REGISTRANT'S OBJECTION TO
PETITIONER’'S MOTO IN TO EXTEND
OPERATIVE DISCVOERY AND TRIAL DATES;
REQUEST FOR TELEPHONIC HEARING

Registrant hereby responds in oppositionPetitioner's Motion to Extend Operative
Discovery and Trial Dates (the ‘dfion”) and, in support of saidpposition, Registrant states as
follows:

1. Petitioner argues that the discovergadlines should be extended based on the
allegation that Registrant has failed to produce certain documents.

2. However, despite the fact that discovelisputes happened several months back,
Petitioner has waited until aftéhe discovery deadline, whiaxpired on March 2, 2009, to ask
for an extension.

3. Petitioner has intentionally delayed thégtion in order to bring hardship on

Registrant in the hopes that Petitioner can abscond with Registrant’s marks.



4. Registrant has continually used the maaksl continues to use the marks, yet no
matter how much evidence is thrown at Petitiofatitioner refuses tacknowledge said use in
the hopes that she will apend the Registrant.

5. An extension at this point would gnlserve to tighten the noose around
Registrant’s neck and hamstrindgriilm advancing its business forward.

6. Petitioner has had months and monthsdnduct discovery but Bantentionally or
grossly delayed this $& at every turn.

7. The fact of the matter is that this eatsuit is frivolous, groundless and meritless
and Petitioner’s only chance at success is to délaylitigation so long that by the time it's over
Registrants will be out of insolvent.

8. Petitioner’'s Motion is made for purposefsdelay, prejudicepppression, bad faith
and harassment and there is no gatse to extend any deadlines.

9. While counsel for Registrant understandst #axtension for discovery deadlines are
granted more often than not, Registrant urpesBoard to conduct aléghonic hearing on this
matter and treat this request for extension with extreme care as an extension of the discovery
deadline could all but sign the death warrantfRegistrant, much to th@easure of Petitioner.

WHEREFORE, Registra hereby requests

Date: February 5, 2009. Respectfully Submitted,

DAVIS & SARBINOFF.LLP

T,

P.AdamDavis, Esquire

DAVIS & SARBINOFF,LLP
900KeystoneCrossing Suite660
Indianapolisindiana 46240
DirectDial: (317)569-1296
Email:adavis@d-slaw.com




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned counsel hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing has been served upon
the following via electronic Mailas agreed between the pastien the date indicated above:
Amy L. Wright, Attorney for Plaintiff

Taft Stettinius & Hollister, LLP
AWright@taftlaw.com

DAVIS & SARBINOFF,LLP

Ttk Tl

P.AdamDavis,Esquire
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