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BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

 

In the Matter of Miscellaneous Design (arrangement of LEDs) 

Application No. 77/618,319 

Published:  June 8, 2010 

       

Grote Industries, Inc.    ) 

      ) 

   Opposer,  ) 

      ) 

  v.    )   Opposition No. 91196923 

) 

Truck-Lite Co., LLC    ) 

  f/k/a Truck-Lite Co., Inc.   ) 

      ) 

   Applicant.  ) 

 

In the Matter of Miscellaneous Design (stop-turn-tail lamp) 

U.S. Trademark Registration No. 3,483,147 

Registered August 12, 2008 

 

___________________________________  

Grote Industries, Inc.    ) 

      ) 

   Petitioner,  ) 

      ) 

  v.    )   Cancellation No. 92053498 

) 

Truck-Lite Co., LLC    ) 

  f/k/a Truck-Lite Co., Inc.   ) 

      ) 

   Registrant.  )  

 

OPPOSER/PETITIONER’S TRIAL BRIEF 

 

Daniel J. Lueders 

Woodard, Emhardt, Moriarty, McNett & Henry LLP 

111 Monument Circle, Suite 3700 

Indianapolis, IN  46204-5137 

(317) 634-3456 

 

Attorneys for Opposer/Petitioner Grote Industries, Inc. 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE RECORD 

 

The evidence of record consists of: 

(a) The consolidated pleadings (Complaint, 1 TTABVUE; Complaint, 7 TTABVUE, 

Answer, 3, 13, and 14  TTABVUE; Brief, Docket No. 39); 

(b) The prosecution histories of the ‘147 Lamp Registration and the ‘319 LED Configuration 

Application in the U.S. Patent Office, per TTAB Manual of Procedure §704.03(b)(2);  

(c) Exhibits 1-83 admissible via Grote’s Notice of Reliance (51 TTABVUE); 

(d) Exhibits 100-123 (83 TTABVUE)(public, non-confidential 89 TTABVUE) admissible 

via the trial testimony, below; and, 

(e) The trial testimony of: 

1. Art Hernandez (Grote VP of Engineering)(79 TTABVUE)(non-confidential 85 

TTABVUE); 

2. John Grote (Grote VP of Marketing) (78 TTABVUE)( non-confidential 84 TTABVUE); 

3. Phil Roller (Truck-Lite, Chief Research Engineer, retired)(82 TTABVUE)(non-

confidential 88 TTABVUE); 

4. Greg Pond (Truck-Lite, former Project Engineer and currently Materials   Manager)(two 

(2) transcripts, Pond-1; Pond-2)(81 TTABVUE)(non-confidential 87 TTABVUE); and, 

5. Robert Ives (Truck-Lite, former VP of Marketing, currently VP of Business 

Development)(two (2) transcripts, Ives-1; Ives-2)(80 TTABVUE)(non-confidential 86 

TTABVUE).   
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