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

 
In the Matter of Regist ration No. 4,355,753 ROBO-STOX 
 
COOPERATIEVE CENTRALE RAIFFEISEN-
BOERENLEENBANK B.A.  a/k/a Rabobank 
Nederland, 

Petitioner, 
 
v. 
 
THE ROBOT REPORT, a sole proprietorship 
composed of Frank L. Tobe, 

Registrant. 

§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§

 
 
 
 
 
Cancellation No. 92058870 

TO THE HONORABLE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

REGISTRANT’S ANSWER TO PETITION FOR CANCELLATION  

Registrant, The Robot Report, a sole proprietorship composed of Frank L. Tobe, 

for its Answer to Petition No. 92058870 of Cooperatieve Centrale Raiffeisen-

Boerenleenbank B.A. a/k/a Rabobank Nederland for cancellation of Registration No. 

4,355,753 ROBO-STOX would respectfully show the Board as follows: 

1. Registrant denies that Petitioner is being damaged by Registration No. 

4,355,753. 

2. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 1 of the Petition, which are denied. 

3. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 2 of the Petition, which are denied. 

4. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 3 of the Petition, which are denied. 
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5. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 4 of the Petition, which are denied. 

6. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 5 of the Petition, which are denied. 

7. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 6 of the Petition, which are denied. 

8. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 7 of the Petition, which are denied. 

9. Registrant denies that Petitioner owns a family of marks that includes the 

marks identified in Section 8 of the Petition. 

10. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 9 of the Petition, which are denied. 

11. Registrant admits Petitioner’s ownership of Registration No. 2,180,897, 

but lacks knowledge or information sufficient to admit the balance of the allegations of 

Section 10 of the Petition, which are denied. 

12. Registrant admits Petitioner’s ownership of Registration No. 2,180,901 but 

lacks knowledge or information sufficient to admit the balance of the allegations of 

Section 11 of the Petition, which are denied. 

13. Registrant admits Petitioner’s ownership of Registration No. 3,333,142 but 

lacks knowledge or information sufficient to admit the balance of the allegations of 

Section 12 of the Petition, which are denied. 
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14. Registrant admits Petitioner’s ownership of Registration No. 3,254,438 but 

lacks knowledge or information sufficient to admit the balance of the allegations of 

Section 13 of the Petition, which are denied. 

15. Registrant admits Petitioner’s ownership of Registration No. 2,932,968 but 

lacks knowledge or information sufficient to admit the balance of the allegations of 

Section 14 of the Petition, which are denied. 

16. Registrant admits Petitioner’s ownership of Registration No. 3,919,191 but 

lacks knowledge or information sufficient to admit the balance of the allegations of 

Section 15 of the Petition, which are denied. 

17. Registrant admits Petitioner’s ownership of Registration No. 3,414,474 but 

lacks knowledge or information sufficient to admit the balance of the allegations of 

Section 16 of the Petition, which are denied. 

18. Registrant admits Petitioner’s ownership of Registration No. 3,414,743 but 

lacks knowledge or information sufficient to admit the balance of the allegations of 

Section 17 of the Petition, which are denied. 

19. Registrant admits Petitioner’s ownership of Registration No. 3,531,305 but 

lacks knowledge or information sufficient to admit the balance of the allegations of 

Section 18 of the Petition, which are denied. 

20. Registrant admits Petitioner’s ownership of Registration No. 4,085,885 but 

lacks knowledge or information sufficient to admit the balance of the allegations of 

Section 19 of the Petition, which are denied. 

21. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 20 of the Petition, which are denied. 
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22. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 21 of the Petition, which are denied. 

23. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 22 of the Petition, which are denied. 

24. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 23 of the Petition, which are denied. 

25. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 24 of the Petition, which are denied. 

26. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 25 of the Petition, which are denied. 

27. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 26 of the Petition, which are denied. 

28. The allegations of Section 27 of the Petition are admitted. 

29. The allegations of Section 28 of the Petition are admitted. 

30. The allegations of Section 29 of the Petition are admitted. 

31. The allegations of Section 30 of the Petition are admitted. 

32. Registrant admits the dates it can rely upon for purpose of priority are 

subsequent to Petitioner’s federally registered marks set form in Sections 10-19 of the 

Petition, but denies the remaining allegations of Section 31 of the Petition on the 

grounds that it lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to their truth. 

33. Petitioner admits the Application was filed without Petitioner’s 

authorization, consent or prior knowledge, none of which were required. 
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34. Registrant denies it likely had knowledge of Petitioner’s alleged prior rights 

to and interest in the RABO and RABOBANK Marks, or of the alleged goodwill in those 

marks before Registrant applied to register ROBO-STOX.  Petitioner (or Registrant?) 

admits that federal registration of a mark constitutes constructive notice of the 

[registration] to the extent provided in 15 U.S.C. § 1072. 

35. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 34 of the Petition. 

36. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 35 of the Petition. 

37. Registrant admits the Registration covers “Financial tracking of the stocks 

of the global robot industry,” but denies the balance of Section 36 of the Petition. 

38. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 37 of the Petition. 

39. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 38 of the Petition. 

40. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 39 of the Petition. 

41. Section 40 of the Petition does not require a responsive pleading. 

42. Registrant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of the allegations in Section 41 of the Petition, which are denied. 

43. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 42 of the Petition. 

44. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 43 of the Petition. 

45. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 44 of the Petition. 

46. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 45 of the Petition. 

47. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 46 of the Petition. 

48. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 47 of the Petition. 

49. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 48 of the Petition. 

50. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 49 of the Petition. 
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51. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 50 of the Petition. 

52. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 51 of the Petition. 

53. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 52 of the Petition. 

54. Section 53 of the Petition does not require a responsive pleading. 

55. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 54 of the Petition. 

56. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 55 of the Petition. 

57. Registrant denies the allegations of Section 56 of the Petition. 

WHEREFORE, Registrant prays that the Petition to Cancel be denied, that 

Registration No. 4,355,753 remain on the register and that Registrant receives such 

other and further relief to which the Board finds Registrant is entitled. 

 

Dated: April 28, 2014 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 /s/ John M. Cone    
John M. Cone 
Hitchcock Evert LLP 
P.O. Box 131709 
Dallas, Texas 75313-1709 
(214) 880-7002 Telephone 
(214) 953-1121 Facsimile 
jcone@hitchcockevert.com 
 
ATTORNEY FOR REGISTRANT 
THE ROBOT REPORT 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that on this 28th day of April 2014, a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing document was served via U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid on Applicant 
c/o its attorney of record at: 
 

Thomas J. Mango 
Cantor Colburn LLP 
20 Church Street, 22nd Floor 
Hartford CT 06103 

 
/s/ John M. Cone    


