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THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

  

StonCor Group, Inc.    : 

      : 

   Opposer  : Opposition No.:  91194599 

      : 

  v.    : Application No.:  77/795,684 

      :  

Metroflor Corporation    : Mark:  TEKSTONE 

      : 

   Applicant  : 

  

Commissioner for Trademarks 

P.O. Box 1451 

Alexandria, VA  22313-1451 

 

STONCOR’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT  

StonCor Group, Inc. (“StonCor”) hereby moves for summary judgment against Metroflor 

Corporation  (“Metroflor”) on the grounds that there is a likelihood of confusion as between 

Metroflor’s mark “TEKSTONE”, which is the subject of Metroflor’s pending application serial 

number 77/795,684, and StonCor’s mark “STONTEC”, which is the subject of U.S. registration  

3,700,433. 

The evidence of record respecting this Motion for Summary Judgment includes 

Metroflor’s application as filed, StonCor’s pleaded and of record U.S. registration 3,700,433
1
, 

StonCor’s accompanying Exhibit 1, which is the Declaration of Michael Jewell, StonCor’s 

accompanying Exhibit 2, which is Metroflor’s Response to StonCor’s First Interrogatories to 

Metroflor, and StonCor’s Exhibit 3, which is a page from Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary.  

                                                 
1
 TARR and TESS printouts for StonCor’s U.S. registration 3,700,433 accompanied StonCor’s Notice of Opposition 

when filed, pursuant to 37 CFR 2. 122(d)(1). 
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Statement of Facts 

Metroflor filed application serial number 77/795,684 on 3 August 2009 seeking 

registration of the mark “TEKSTONE” for use on and in connection with “vinyl floor tile”.  

In its application under 15 USC 1051(a), Metroflor represented that it had used the mark 

“TEKSTONE” in commerce, on the vinyl floor tile for which Metroflor sought registration, 

since 31 December 2004.  

StonCor opposed registration of Metroflor’s mark “TEKSTONE” based on, inter alia, 

likelihood of confusion as between “TEKSTONE” and StonCor’s mark “STONTEC”, U.S. 

registration 3,700,433, for use on “non-metal floors, namely, vinyl flake decorated and colored 

floors, aspartic urethane-based floors”, with use since 31 December 2002
2
.   

Legal Authorities  

The policy underlying summary judgment is that of judicial economy, namely to avoid 

unnecessary work by litigants and tribunals when there is no genuine issue of material fact and 

when additional evidence, not presented in connection with the summary judgment motion, 

could not reasonably be expected to change the result of the case.
3
 

                                                 
2
  StonCor also pleaded likelihood of confusion with StonCor’s U.S. registration 3,694,310 for “STONTEC” 

registered for “methyl methacrylate resins; methyl methacrylate resin-based primers including resin, catalyst and 

aggregate; methyl methacrylate resin-based sealers including resin and catalyst; methyl methacrylate resin-based 

undercoatings including resin, catalyst and aggregate; urethane resins; urethane resin-based primers including resin 

and curing agent; urethane resin-based undercoatings including curing agent, resin and filler; urethane resin-based 

sealers including curing agent and resin” with a date of first use of 21 December 2002. StonCor further asserted 

additional ones of StonCor’s marks as bases for denying registration; those bases are not the subject of this motion.  

Limitation of this motion to assertion of likelihood of confusion as between Metroflor’s TEKSTONE mark and 

StonCor’s ‘433 registration for STONTEC should not be construed as abandonment of StonCor’s other pleaded 

bases for denial of registration for Metroflor’s TEKSTONE mark.  
3
 Celotex Corp v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317 (1986); Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242 (1986); T.A.B. 

Systems v. PadTel Teletrac, 77 F.3d 1372, 37 USPQ2d 1879 (Fed. Cir. 1996); Dana Corp v. Belvedere International 

Inc., 950 F.2d 1555, 21 USPQ2d 1047 (Fed. Cir. 1991) 
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When a moving party such as StonCor demonstrates absence of any genuine issue of 

material fact, such moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. 

Summary judgment is just as applicable in trademark opposition proceedings as in any 

other inter partes proceeding in the federal system.
4
   

Summary judgment is appropriate where duPont
5
 likelihood of confusion is the asserted 

basis for denial of registration
6
. 

Any doubt as to whether there is a likelihood of confusion must be resolved in favor of 

StonCor as the registrant
7
. 

Argument 

 The likelihood of confusion determination turns on an analysis of all probative facts and 

evidence relevant to the duPont factors.  The focus is  

[O]n the question of whether the purchasing public would 

mistakenly assume that the applicant’s goods originate from the 

same source as, or are associated with, the goods in the cited 

registrations
8
. 

 

In the analysis the key considerations are the similarities between the marks and the similarities 

between the goods of the parties
9
.  

Addressing the duPont factors and commencing with factor one (the similarity of the 

marks in their entireties as to appearance, sound, and connotation), as regarding appearance 

                                                 
4
 Sweats Fashions, Inc. v. Pannill Knitting Co., 833 F.2d 1560, 4 USPQ2d 1793 (Fed. Cir. 1987);  

Levi Strauss & Co. v. Genesco, Inc., 742 F2d 1401, 222 USPQ 939 (Fed. Cir. 1984); The Clorox Co. v. Chemical 

Bank, 40 USPQ2d   1098 (TTAB 1996) 
5
 In re E.I. duPont DeNemours & Co., 476 F.2d 1357, 177 USPQ 563 (C.C.P.A 1973) 

6
 Kellogg Co. v. Pack’Em Enterprises, Inc., 14 USPQ2d 1545 (TTAB 1990), aff’d. 951 F. 2d 330, 21 USPQ2d 1142 

(Fed. Cir. 1991) 
7
 In re Shell Oil Co., 992 F. 2d 1204, 26 USPQ2d 1687 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Hyper Shoppes (Ohio), Inc., 837 F. 2d 

463, 6 USPQ2d 1025 (Fed. Cir. 1988); TMEP 1207.01. 
8
 In re Majestic Distilling Company, Inc. 315 F. 3d 1311 at 1315, 65 USPQ2d 1201 at 1205 (Fed. Cir. 2003) citing 

Paula Payne Prods. Co. v. Johnson Publ’g Co., 473 F. 2d 901,902, 177 USPQ 76,77 (CCPA 1973). 
9
 Federated Foods, Inc. v. Fort Howard Paper Co., 544 F. 2d 1098, 192 USPQ 24 (CCPA 1976); In re Dixie 

Restaurants, Inc. 105 F. 3d 1405, 41 USPQ2d 1531 (Fed. Cir. 1997). 
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“TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” are obviously similar in appearance and would be so perceived 

by any lay person.  “TEKSTONE” has eight letters,  “STONTEC” has seven. Six of the seven 

“STONTEC” letters are present in “TEKSTONE”.  When one sees “TEKSTONE” and one later 

sees “STONTEC”, the recollection is of sameness as between “TEKSTONE” and 

“STONTEC.”
10

  The two marks share in common the letter string “s t o n”, and share the letters 

“t” and “e” as part of essentially identical three letter groupings “tek” and “tec”.  “TEKSTONE” 

and “STONTEC” are essentially visual flip-flops of one another.  

The test for appearance similarity is not to be made by comparing the marks side-by-

side
11

.  The test is whether the marks are sufficiently similar in terms of their overall commercial 

impressions that confusion, as to the source of the goods offered under the respective marks, is 

likely to result
12

. People often rely on imperfect recollections thereby to often poorly distinguish 

marks. Where there is a transposition of elements as between the marks, e.g. “TEKSTONE” and 

“STONTEC”, with no change in overall commercial impression, there is appearance similarity 

and likelihood of confusion
13

. 

Appearance similarity is the issue, not appearance identity.  This being the case, and in 

light of all of the above, appearance similarity of “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” is clear.  

Accordingly, there is no genuine issue of material fact as respecting the appearance similarity of 

“TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC”.   

                                                 
10

 ¶ 5, Jewell Declaration, StonCor’s accompanying Exhibit 1. 
11

 Grandpa Pidgeon’s of Missouri, Inc. v. Borgsmiller, 477 F. 2d 586, 177 USPQ 573 (CCPA 1973). 
12

 In re Majestic Distilling Company and  Paula Payne Prods. Co, fn 8, supra. 
13

 TMEP 1207.01 citing In re Wine Society of America, 12 USPQ2d 1139 (TTAB 1989) (THE WINE SOCIETY OF 

AMERICA and design, found likely to be confused with AMERICAN WINE SOCIETY 1967 and design, for 

newsletters, etc.); In re Nationwide Industries, Inc., 6 USPQ2d 1882 (TTAB 1998) (RUST BUSTER (“RUST” 

disclaimed) likely to be confused with BUST RUST for penetrating oil and rust penetrating spray lubricants); In re 

General Tire & Rubber Co., 213 USPQ 870 (TTAB 1982) (SPRINT STEEL RADIAL (“STEEL” and “RADIAL” 

disclaimed) likely to be confused with RADIAL SPRINT (“RADIAL” disclaimed”) for tires). 
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 As regarding sound, “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” are similar in sound, constituting 

aural flip-flops or phonetic reversals one of another
14

.  “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” both 

have two syllables in common, one common syllable sounding of the word “stone” and the 

second common syllable sounding of the word or abbreviation “tech”.  “TEKSTONE” has the 

letters “tek” followed by the word “stone”, whereas “STONTEC” has the letters “ston”, followed 

by the letters “tec”.  The “tec” in “STONTEC” is pronounced identically with the “tek” in 

“TEKSTONE”; both are pronounced “tech”.
15

   

When pronounced, “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” have the same rhythm and the same 

cadence.  The hard “k” when “TEKSTONE” is pronounced evokes the same sound as the 

terminal “c” in “STONTEC”.  Pronouncing “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” one after another, 

not just in one’s head but actually speaking “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” aloud, immediately 

evidences the aural similarity of the two marks, to both the speaker and the listener.  Clearly 

“TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” are highly similar in sound.  StonCor notes that such phonetic 

similarity
16

 alone can be sufficient to find likelihood of confusion
17

.  In view of the above, there 

is no genuine issue of material fact as respecting phonetic similarity of “TEKSTONE” and 

“STONTEC”. 

                                                 
14

 ¶ 6, Jewell Declaration, StonCor’s accompanying Exhibit 1. 
15

 See StonCor’s accompanying Exhibit 3, the page from Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary where “tech” 

appears. 
16

 TMEP 1207.01(b)(iv); see Centraz Industries Inc. v. Spartan Chemical Co. Inc., 77 USPQ2d 1698, 1701 (TTAB 

2006) (ISHINE (stylized) likely to be confused with ICE SHINE,  for floor-finishing preparations); Kabushiki 

Kaisha Hattori Tokeiten v. Scuotto, 228 USPQ 461 (TTAB 1985) (SEYCOS and design likely to be confused with 

SEIKO for watches); In re Great Lakes Canning, Inc., 227 USPQ 483 (TTAB 1985) (CAYNA (stylized) likely to be 

confused with CANA for juices); In re Energy Telecommunications & Electrical Ass’n, 222 USPQ 350 (TTAB 

1983) (ENTELEC likely to be confused with INTELECT for services for the electrical industry); In re Cresco Mfg. 

Co., 138 USPQ 401 (TTAB 1963) (CRESCO and design for leather jackets likely to be confused with KRESSCO 

for hosiery). 
17

 TBC Corp. v. Holsa, Inc., 126 F. 3d 1470, 44 USPQ2d 1315 (Fed. Cir. 1997); Kimberly-Clark Corp. v. H. 

Douglas Enterprises, Ltd., 774 F. 2d 1144, 227 USPQ 541 (Fed. Cir. 1985); CBS, Inc. v. Morrow, 708 F. 2d 1579, 

218 USPQ 198 (Fed. Cir. 1983); Crown Radio Corp. v. Soundscriber Corp., 506 F. 2d 1392, 184 USPQ 221 (CCPA 

1974); Vornado, Inc. v. Breuer Electric Mfg. Co., 390 F. 2d 724, 156 USPQ 340 (CCPA 1968). 
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As regarding connotation, both “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” connote technology 

together with stone
18

.  To any English-speaking adult, the “tek” in “TEKSTONE” 

unquestionably connotes technology, as does the “tec” in “STONTEC”.  Similarly, to any  

English-speaking adult, the “ston” in “STONTEC” connotes “stone”, as does the “stone” in 

“TEKSTONE”.  When the “tec/tek” and “stone” connotations are combined, the connotation of 

both “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” is that of technology with stone.  As respecting 

connotation similarity: 

 [T]he focus is on the recollection of the average purchaser who 

normally retains a general, rather than specific, impression of 

trademarks
19

. 

 

StonCor notes that connotation similarity alone, like appearance similarity alone and like 

aural similarity alone, can be sufficient to find likelihood of confusion:   

 [T]he … similarities in sound and appearance are …limited … 

nevertheless  these marks …readily evoke the same commercial 

impression.  It is well established that similarity of connotation 

or commercial impression alone is sufficient to support a 

finding of likelihood of confusion between marks.  H. Sichel 

Sohne, GmbH v. John Gross & Co., 204 USPQ 257, 260 (TTAB 

1979); and this is true even if the marks exhibit aural and optical 

dissimilarity when they convey the same general idea or 

stimulate the same mental reaction. Procter & Gamble Co. v. 

Conway, 164 USPQ 301, 304 (CCPA 1970), especially where, as 

in this case, the marks are coined or arbitrary.  See Hancock v. The 

American Steel & Wire Co. of New Jersey, 97 USPQ 330 (CCPA 

1953).
20

  

  

                                                 
18

 ¶ 7, Jewell Declaration, StonCor’s accompanying Exhibit 1. 
19

 TMEP 1207.01(b)(v) citing In re M Serman & Co. , Inc. 223 USPQ 52 (TTAB 1984) (CITY WOMAN likely to 

be confused with CITY GIRL, for clothing); Gastown, Inc. of Delaware v. Gas City, Ltd. 187 USPQ 760 (TTAB 

1975) (GAS CITY (“GAS” disclaimed) like to be confused with GASTOWN, for gasoline); Watercare Corp. v. 

Midwesco-Enterprise, Inc. 171 USPQ 696 (TTAB 1971) (AQUA-CARE (stylized) likely to be confused with 

WATERCARE (stylized) for water-conditioning products). 
20

 United Rum Merchants Ltd., 216 USPQ 217 at 219 (TTAB 1982) (emphasis added).  
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With “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” having the same connotation, there is no issue 

whatsoever of any material fact, let alone any genuine issue of material fact, as to connotation 

similarity as between “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC”.  

In summary, “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC”, being very similar in appearance, highly 

similar in sound, and identical in connotation, are sufficiently similar in overall commercial 

impression that there is no genuine issue of material fact as respecting duPont factor one and 

likelihood of confusion as between “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC”. 

 Respecting duPont factor two, the similarity or nature of the goods as described in the 

application and registration at issue, it is not necessary that Metroflor’s goods and StonCor’s 

goods be even similar or competitive to find that they are related for purposes of demonstrating 

likelihood of confusion
21

.   Here Metroflor’s and StonCor’s goods are not just similar or 

competitive; they are functional equivalents, with Metroflor’s “vinyl floor tile” recitation using 

some of the same words, namely “vinyl” and “floor”, as StonCor’s ‘433 registration.   

 Both Metroflor’s application and StonCor’s ‘433 registration recite flooring products, 

namely “vinyl floor tile” and “vinyl flake decorated in colored floors” respectively
22

.  While the 

recitations are not word-for-word the same and hence are not identical, for likelihood of 

confusion analysis there is no meaningful distinction between “floor tile” in Metroflor’s 

application and “floors” in StonCor’s ‘433 registration.  This being the case, there is no issue of 

fact, let alone any genuine issue of material fact, respecting duPont factor two and the related, 

highly similar, nearly identical, and certainly competitive “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” 

goods.  

                                                 
21

 In re Rexel, Inc., 223 USPQ 830 (TTAB 1984); In re International Telephone & Telegraph Corp., 197 USPQ 910 

(TTAB 1978). 
22

 ¶ 8, Jewell Declaration, StonCor’s accompanying Exhibit 1. 
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 Respecting duPont factor three, the similarity or dissimilarity of established, likely to 

continue trade channels, there is no trade channel limitation in Metroflor’s “TEKSTONE” 

application.  Therefore Metroflor’s “TEKSTONE” vinyl floor tile is conclusively presumed, as a 

matter of law
23

, to move in the same trade channels in which StonCor’s “STONTEC” floors 

move. Metroflor’s “TEKSTONE” vinyl floor tile is also conclusively presumed to be sold to the 

same customers as StonCor’s “STONTEC” floors are sold
24

.   

Metroflor has stated that its “TEKSTONE” vinyl floor tile is for both residential and 

commercial customers
25

 and that Metroflor markets its “TEKSTONE” vinyl floor tile to 

purchasers of residential and commercial flooring
26

.  There are no other types of customers-- 

“residential and commercial” are all there are. Accordingly, as respecting duPont factor three, 

there is no genuine issue of material fact as respecting the identity of the trade channels in which 

the “TEKSTONE” and STONTEC” goods move
27

.  

Respecting duPont factor four, the conditions under which and buyers to whom sales are 

made, i.e. impulse versus careful, sophisticated purchasing, there is no evidence of record as 

respecting the conditions under which and buyers to whom sales are made. StonCor submits at 

this time that no such evidence is necessary or even relevant to the issues presented by StonCor’s 

instant motion.  Even so, with Metroflor’s application containing no restriction as to identity of 

purchasers or potential purchasers, is legally presumed that Metroflor’s products will be sold to 

all available and reasonable customers, which would include sophisticated and unsophisticated 

customers, both commercial and residential.   Accordingly, to the extent duPont factor four 

                                                 
23

 Paula Payne Products Co. v. Johnson Publishing Co., 473 F. 2d 901, 177 USPQ 76 (CCPA 1973); Kalart Co. v. 

Camera-Mart, Inc., 258 F. 2d 956, 119 USPQ 139 (CCPA 1958); In re Elbaum , 211 USPQ 639 (TTAB 1958). 
24

 Id.  
25

 Metroflor’s response to StonCor’s interrogatory 14, Metroflor’s Responses to StonCor’s First Set of 

Interrogatories, StonCor’s accompanying Exhibit 2. 
26

 Metroflor’s response to StonCor’s interrogatory 20, Metroflor’s Responses to StonCor’s First Set of 

Interrogatories, StonCor’s accompanying Exhibit 2. 
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might be relevant as respecting the instant motion, there is no genuine issue of material fact as 

respecting duPont factor four, the conditions under which and buyers to whom sales of the 

“TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” goods are made.  

 Respecting duPont factor five, the fame of the prior mark, StonCor has not to date placed 

into the record fame evidence respecting StonCor’s “STONTEC” mark.  StonCor further notes 

that such evidence is not necessary to support StonCor’s motion.  Accordingly, there is no 

genuine issue of material fact to be considered at this time as respecting duPont factor five, the 

fame of  StonCor’s “STONTEC” mark. 

 Respecting duPont factor six, the number and nature of similar marks in use on similar 

goods, there is no evidence of record as regarding any similar marks being used on similar goods 

and, accordingly there is no genuine issue of material fact as regarding duPont factor six.  In this 

regard, StonCor notes that absence of evidence for any one or more of the duPont factors is not 

fatal to StonCor’s motion; the law is clear that 

Not all of the duPont factors are relevant or of similar weight in 

every case.
28

 

 

 Respecting duPont factor seven, the nature and extent of any confusion, there is no 

evidence of record of any actual confusion and, accordingly, there is no genuine issue of material 

fact as respecting duPont factor seven. As noted for factor six, such evidence is not necessary for 

StonCor’s instant motion. 

 Respecting duPont factor eight, the length of time during and conditions under which 

there has been concurrent use without evidence of actual confusion, while Metroflor has asserted 

a date of first use for its mark, there is no evidence of record as regarding actual use of 

                                                                                                                                                             
27

 ¶ 9, Jewell Declaration, StonCor’s accompanying Exhibit 1. 
28

 Opryland USA, Inc. v. Great American Music Shoe, Inc., 970 F. 2d 847, 852, 23 USPQ2d 1471, 1476 (Fed. Cir. 

1992) 
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Metroflor’s mark.  Accordingly, there is no evidence of record of any time during which or 

conditions under which there has been concurrent use of “STONTEC” and “TEKSTONE”, and 

hence there is no evidence of actual confusion. It follows that there is no genuine issue of 

material fact respecting duPont factor eight.  As noted for duPont factors six and seven, such 

evidence is not necessary for StonCor’s instant motion. 

 Respecting duPont factor nine, the variety of goods on which a mark is or is not used and 

whether the mark is a house mark, a family mark, or a product mark, both of the marks at issue 

are product marks.  Metroflor asserts only that its mark is used in connection with vinyl floor 

tile
29

; there is no variety of goods on which Metroflor’s “TEKSTONE” mark is used. StonCor’s 

“STONTEC” mark is used on and in connection with floors, as is Metroflor’s “TEKSTONE” 

mark. There is no genuine issue of material fact respecting duPont factor nine. 

 Respecting duPont factor ten, the mark and interface between the applicant and the owner 

of the prior mark, there is no evidence of record respecting this factor.  As noted for duPont 

factors six, seven, and eight, such evidence is not necessary for StonCor’s instant motion, and 

there is no genuine issue of material fact respecting duPont factor ten.. 

 Respecting duPont factors eleven, twelve, and thirteen, namely the extent to which the 

applicant has the right to exclude others from use of its mark on its goods, the extent of potential 

confusion, whether de minimis or substantial, and any other established fact probative of the 

effect of use, there is no evidence of record as regarding any of these factors. As noted for 

duPont factors six, seven, eight and ten, such evidence is not necessary for StonCor’s instant 

motion.  It follows that there is no genuine issue of material fact respecting duPont factors 

eleven, twelve, and thirteen. 

                                                 
29

 Metroflor’s response to StonCor’s interrogatories 14 and 20, Metroflor’s Responses to StonCor’s First Set of 

Interrogatories, StonCor’s accompanying Exhibit 2. 
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Summary and Prayer for Relief 

 “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” are more than similar in appearance, sound and 

connotation.  As apparent from the foregoing, “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” are very, very 

close in sound when spoken, are highly similar in appearance when recalling one mark after 

having seen the other, and are unquestionably identical in connotation. There is no legitimate 

genuine issue of material fact respecting any of the foregoing.  

 It is indisputable that the “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” goods are essentially 

identical, both being floorings.  Moreover, the “TEKSTONE” and “STONTEC” goods are 

conclusively presumed, as a matter of law, to move in the same trade channels, because there is 

no trade channel limitation recited in the “TEKSTONE” application. 

 As a matter of law, evidentiary doubts are to be resolved in favor of StonCor, as the 

registrant. 

 StonCor respectfully submits that when all of the foregoing is considered, this Board will 

find there is no genuine issue of material fact to deny summary judgment.  StonCor respectfully 

solicits entry of judgment in favor of StonCor and issuance of an order sustaining this opposition 

and denying registration of “TEKSTONE”. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Date:   22 April 2011     /Charles N. Quinn/ 

CHARLES N. QUINN 

Attorney for Opposer StonCor Group, Inc. 

Fox Rothschild LLP 

747 Constitution Drive, Suite 100 

Exton, PA  19341 

Tel: 610-458-4984 

Fax: 610-458-7337 

email: cquinn@foxrothschild.com 
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

  

StonCor Group, Inc.    : 

      : 

   Opposer  : Opposition No.:  91194599 

      : 

  v.    : Application No.:  77/795,684 

      :  

Metroflor Corporation    : Mark:  TEKSTONE 

      : 

   Applicant  : 

  

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 

I, Charles N. Quinn, of full age, by way of certification, state that a copy of the attached 

StonCor’s Motion for Summary Judgment (with attachments) is being sent to applicant’s counsel  

via email on the date and to the electronic address indicated below.  This is done in accordance 

with a 17 May 2010 agreement between the parties for electronic service.   

rodrod@rodman-rodman.com 

 

 

Date:   22 April 2011     /Charles N. Quinn/ 

CHARLES N. QUINN 

Attorney for Opposer StonCor Group, Inc. 

Fox Rothschild LLP 

747 Constitution Drive, Suite 100 

Exton, PA  19341 

Tel: 610-458-4984 

Fax: 610-458-7337 

email: cquinn@foxrothschild.com 

 

 














































