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

STIC LLC,

Petitioner,
V.

Cancellation No. 92089205
AMOREO EUROPE S.L.,

Respondent.

RESPONDENT’S OPPOSITION TO PETITIONER’S MOTION TO STAY DISCOVERY
PENDING PETITIONER’S MOTION TO SUSPEND FOR CIVIL ACTION

On December 6, 2025, Petitioner, STIC LLC, moved the Board to stay discovery (“Motion to
Stay Discovery”) in this cancellation proceeding pending the Board’s decision on Petitioner’s Motion
for Suspension for Civil Action (6 TTABVUE). Respondent submits that discovery in this
proceeding has already been stayed by virtue of the Board’s suspension order dated November 12,
2025 (8 TTABVUE). To the extent that Petitioner seeks an order staying discovery other than
complying with any outstanding discovery obligations as of November 12, 2025, Respondent
submits that the Motion to Stay Discovery is moot. As to discovery that was outstanding as of
November 12, 2025, the date of the Board's suspension order, Respondent submits that the Motion to
Stay Discovery should be denied.

As the Board is already aware, its November 12, 2025 Order expressly stated “[t]his
suspension order does not toll the time for either party to respond to any outstanding discovery.” 8
TTABVUE. Petitioner’s Motion to Stay Discovery is only directed at Respondent's First Set of
Interrogatories and First Set of Requests for Production of Documents, which were properly served

simultaneously with Respondent’s Initial Disclosures on October 29, 2025. Petitioner admits that it

1



was served with Respondent's First Set of Interrogatories and First Set of Requests for Production of
Documents on October 29, 2025. 10 TTABVUE at Para. 2. Petitioner also does not contest the
timeliness of service nor that Respondent’s Initial Disclosures were served simultaneously with
Respondent's First Set of Interrogatories and First Set of Requests for Production of Documents.

Thus, as of November 12, 2025, the date of the Board’s suspension order, the only
outstanding discovery was (i) Petitioner’s Initial Disclosures; (ii) Petitioner’s Responses to
Respondent's First Set of Interrogatories; and (iii) Petitioner’s Responses to Respondent's First Set of
Requests for Production of Documents.

Petitioner served its Initial Disclosures on Respondent's undersigned counsel on November
18, 2025 (the Board’s Institution Order - 2 TTABVUE - set November 20, 2025 as the deadline for
serving Initial Disclosures). Initial Disclosures are a form of discovery and were “outstanding” as of
November 12, 2025. Indeed, initial written disclosures and initial disclosures of documents are
treated like responses to discovery requests in Board practice. TBMP § 401.02 Petitioner was able
to comply with its obligation to serve Initial Disclosures. To now ask the Board to stay discovery is
disingenuous. Petitioner selectively complied with the Board’s suspension order of November 12,
2025. Selective compliance with a Board order is improper.

Petitioner’s Motion to Stay Discovery is nothing more than an Unconsented and Indefinite
Motion for Extension of Time to respond to Respondent’s First Set of Interrogatories and First Set of
Requests for Production of Documents. Petitioner acknowledges that Respondent granted a two
week extension of the deadline to respond to Respondent’s First Set of Interrogatories and First Set
of Requests for Production of Documents. 10 TTABVUE at Para. 4. Petitioner ignores the fact that
the two week extension of time was granted as a courtesy to counsel. In an e-mail communication to
counsel for Petitioner on October 31, 2025 the undersigned wrote, “Your client’s deadline for
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responding to the discovery requests is currently November 28, 2025. Since that date is the Friday
after Thanksgiving, my client has authorized me to communicate to you that it will extend the
deadline by two weeks to December 12, 2025.” Subsequent to the October 31, 2025 communication,
no further communications were exchanged concerning Petitioner’s deadline. Prior to filing the
Motion to Stay Discovery counsel for Petitioner did not even attempt a meet and confer call.

The filing of a Motion for Suspension does not automatically result in the suspension of a
proceeding such as in the case of certain potentially dispositive motions or other special cases as set
forth in TBMP § 510.03(a). The Board’s November 12, 2025 Order made it abundantly clear that
Petitioner was under an obligation to comply with any outstanding discovery and Petitioner failed to
comply with that order. Thus, Respondent submits that the proper standard to apply to consideration
of Petitioner’s request is good cause.

A motion to extend, such as the case here, must set forth with particularity the facts said to
constitute good cause; “cursory or conclusory allegations that are denied unequivocally by the
nonmovant, and that are not otherwise supported by the record, will not constitute a showing of good
cause.” Instruments SA, Inc. v. ASI Instruments, Inc., 53 USPQ2d 1925, 1927 (TTAB 1999); see also
Luemme, Inc. v. D.B. Plus Inc., 53 USPQ2d 1758, 1760 (TTAB 1999). Petitioner’s Motion to Stay
Discovery is devoid of any facts that meet the good cause standard. Remarks such as “Petitioner
believes that staying discovery pending the Board’s decision would be fair, reasonable, and sensible”
are cursory and conclusory and offer no factual basis for the requested extension of time or why the
extension of time is needed.

The title of Petitioner’s Motion to Stay Discovery suggests that the factual basis lies within
the pending Motion for Suspension (6 TTABVUE). But, Petitioner seeks cancellation of
Respondent’s registration on the basis of priority and likelihood of confusion. For example, in its

3



Petition for Cancellation, Petitioner claims that “Long before any date on which Registrant could
reasonably rely, Petitioner adopted and commenced commercial use of the trademark SNAILVIBE in
the United States in connection with the advertising and sale of sexual stimulation devices used to
facilitate and enhance sexual pleasure.” 1 TTABVUE at Para. 6. Respondent's First Set of
Interrogatories and First Set of Requests for Production of Documents are directed at, for example,
obtaining discovery on Petitioner’s priority claim. The issue of establishing a priority date has
nothing to do with the Benelux proceeding that is the subject matter of the Motion to Suspend.
Respondent is entitled to discovery on the issue of Respondent’s priority claim and Petitioner has
offered no factual basis on why any delay in responding to discovery requests is warranted.
Accordingly, Petitioner has failed to meet the good cause standard for an extension of time and the

Motion to Stay Discovery should be denied.
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Dated: December 24, 2025
Mankato, Minnesota
Respectfully submitted,
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Sean P. McMahon
SEAN P. MCMAHON, PLLC

100 Warren Street, Suite 322
Mankato, Minnesota 56001

Telephone: (507) 344-3122

Attorney for Respondent



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that the foregoing RESPONDENT’S OPPOSITION TO PETITIONER’S
MOTION TO STAY DISCOVERY PENDING PETITIONER’S MOTION TO SUSPEND FOR
CIVIL ACTION was served upon Petitioner this 24™ day of December, 2025, by emailing a copy
thereof to its counsel at pto@yourtrademarkattorney.com and morris@yourtrademarkattorney.com:

MORRIS ELI TUREK
YOURTRADEMARKATTORNEY.COM
167 LAMP AND LANTERN VILLAGE, #220
CHESTERFIELD, MO 63017-8208

pto@yourtrademarkattorney.com, morris @ yourtrademarkattorney.com

&MWM,

Sean P. McMahon
December 24, 2025






