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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

IN THE MATTER OF APPLICATION SERIAL NOS. 88/152,501, 88/205,171: 

Mark 1 :  ROCKSTAR 
Applicant  :  Rockstar Industries LLC 
Filed   :  October 12, 2018 
Published in 
the Official Gazette :  February 5, 2019 
 
Mark 2 :  ROCKSTAR 
Applicant  :  Rockstar Industries LLC 
Filed   :  November 26, 2018 
Published in 
the Official Gazette :  February 5, 2019 
 
IN THE MATTER OF REG. NOS. 5,956,334, 5,439,539 and 5,892,882: 

 

Mark   :  ROCKSTAR  
Registrant  :  Rockstar LLC 
____________________________________x 
      : 
PepsiCo, Inc.     : 
      : 
  Opposer/Petitioner,  : Opposition No. 91247241 (Parent) 
      : Cancellation No. 92075918  
 v.     : Cancellation No. 92076204 
      : 
ROCKSTAR INDUSTRIES LLC, and  : 
ROCKSTAR LLC,     : 
      : 
  Applicants/Respondents  : 
      : 
____________________________________x 

OPPOSER PEPSICO, INC.’S TRIAL BRIEF 

IN SUPPORT OF ITS OPPOSITION TO AND PETITIONS TO CANCEL  

THE CAPTIONED U.S. TRADEMARK APPLICATIONS FOR THE MARK ROCKSTAR  
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