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Opposition No. 91252252

APPLICANT’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGEMENT
Applicant TANGI-PAC, L.L.C. (“Applicant” or “TANGI-PAC”), through its undersigned
counsel, respectfully submits its Motion for Summary Judgement. For the reasons set forth below,
UIC’s Opposition should be dismissed with prejudice, and TANGI-PAC’s Mark, U.S. Serial
Number 88/399,754, should be granted a Notice of Allowance.
Respectfully submitted,
/Mackenzie D. Rodríguez, #61739/
Mackenzie D. Rodríguez, LA Bar No. 32,428
e-mail: MackenzieRodriguez@patents.gs
Seth M. Nehrbass, LA Bar No. 20,309
Fabian M. Nehrbass, LA Bar No. 35,264
Garvey, Smith & Nehrbass, Patent Attorneys, L.L.C.
PTO Customer No. 22920
701 Poydras Street
Suite 4310
New Orleans, LA 70139
Tel.: (504) 835-2000
Fax: 504-835-2070
www.neworleanspatents.com
Attorneys for Applicant
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I hereby certify that a true and complete copy of the foregoing reply has been served by
forwarding said copy on May 18, 2022, via e-mail to:
Anne Naffziger
Michelle L Zimmermann
Leydig, Voit & Mayer, Ltd.
anaffziger@leydig.com
mzimmermann@leydig.com
Signature:

/Mackenzie D. Rodríguez, LA Bar No. 32428/
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Date: May 18, 2022

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD
In the matter of
Trademark Application Serial No. 88/399,754
Filed 14 March 2019
United Industries Corporation,
Opposer
v.
TANGI-PAC, L.L.C.,
Applicant

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

Opposition No. 91252252

APPLICANT’S MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
MAY IT PLEASE THE BOARD:
Applicant TANGI-PAC, L.L.C. (“Applicant” or “TANGI-PAC”), through its undersigned
counsel, respectfully submits this Memorandum in Support of its Motion for Summary Judgment
against United Industries Corporation (“Opposer” or “UIC”). For the reasons set forth below,
UIC’s Opposition should be dismissed with prejudice, and TANGI-PAC’s Mark, U.S. Serial
Number 88/399,754, should be granted registration.
I.

INTRODUCTION

TANGI-PAC is the owner of Application Serial No. 88/339,754 for the mark "STUMP STOP"
for use with “herbicides” in International Class 005. The Application was reviewed and no likely
confusing marks were identified; it was approved for publication on June 26, 2019, and was
published in the Official Gazette on July 16, 2019, at which time TANGI-PAC began preparations
to market its product under that name.

On November 13, 2019, UIC brought this Opposition against TANGI-PAC’s Application
Serial No. 88/339,754 for the mark "STUMP STOP". As grounds for this opposition, Opposer
alleges that it is a leading supplier of home pest control products and owner of a “family of STOP
formative trademarks” consisting of two trademarks: Registration No. 2,270,338 for “BUG STOP”
used with insect repellent, insecticide and pesticide for domestic/household use; and, Registration
Nos. 1,196,097 and 2,148,032 for “WEED STOP” used with weed preventor, and domestic
herbicides for lawns and gardens. Opposer alleges that TANGI-PAC’s mark is similar to its marks
due to similarities in the marks themselves and the goods covered by the marks.
Applicant’s first sales of its STUMP STOP™ cut stump and basal bark treatment occurred in
early December of 2019. Sales of its STUMP STOP™ product continue to this day.
II.

LAW AND ARGUMENT
A. Summary Judgment – Generally
Under Fed. R. Civ. P. 56, “[a] party may move for summary judgment, identifying each

claim or defense — or the part of each claim or defense — on which summary judgment is sought.
The court shall grant summary judgment if the movant shows that there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”
As applied to this matter TANGI-PAC submits that there is no “family of STOP formative
marks” as suggested by Opposer. As discussed in detail below, a “family” of marks exists when
marks having a common characteristic are used in a way that the public recognizes not only the
marks, but the common characteristic as a source identifier for the goods. In this case, Opposer’s
marks are rarely if ever used together. Moreover, the word “STOP” is not a strong enough mark
to identify Opposer as the common source of the two products associated with the marks.
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Notwithstanding the above, with or without a “family” of marks, there is no likelihood of
confusion between TANGI-PAC’s goods sold under the “STUMP STOP” mark and Opposer’s
goods sold under either or both of Opposer’s marks. As shown below, use of the word “STOP” in
a mark for goods including herbicides, insecticides, pesticides, and the like, is merely suggestive
of the goods, and it is already in use for similar goods by other manufacturers that are neither
TANGI-PAC nor Opposer.
Further, and perhaps most tellingly, Opposer, under its Spetracide® brand, the same brand
under which it sells its WEED STOP and BUG STOP products, sells STUMP REMOVER, and
has done so since prior to Applicant’s application for STUMP STOP. 1 Opposer could have used
the STUMP STOP mark if it truly had a “family of marks” that would necessarily include products
affecting stumps, but it did not. Thus, while Opposer has a couple of marks with the word “STOP”
in them, there is no family of marks.
B. There is no “family of STOP formative marks”
Opposer relies on an alleged “family of marks” that include a bug or piece of vegetation
followed by the word “STOP” (WEED STOP and BUG STOP). 2 Applicant respectfully asserts
that Opposer’s WEED STOP and BUG STOP marks do not constitute a “family of marks.” Not
only is the word STOP, the common characteristic of Opposer’s two marks, highly suggestive, but
there is no evidence in the record regarding Opposer’s use of its marks in a manner that would
establish a “family” with two members.
1. “Family of Marks” Requirements

1
2

See Exhibit J
See Opponent’s Notice of Opposition.
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In J & J Snack Foods Corp. v. McDonald’s Corp., 3 the Federal Circuit defined a “family
of marks” as
a group of marks having a recognizable common characteristic, wherein the marks
are composed and used in such a way that the public associates not only the
individual marks, but the common characteristic of the family, with the trademark
owner. Simply using a series of similar marks does not of itself establish the
existence of a family. There must be a recognition among the purchasing public
that the common characteristic is indicative of a common origin of the goods. 4
Furthermore, the court concluded that in order for a “family of marks” to be recognized, there must
be “a pattern of usage of the common element [is] sufficient to be indicative of the origin of the
family.” 5 Thus, in determining the existence of a “family of marks” the court provided guidance
to consider the use, advertisement, and distinctiveness of the marks, and especially considering
how important the common feature of the marks is to the public’s recognition of them as indicative
of a common source. 6
The Trademark Trial and Appeal Board has further clarified a “family of marks” noting
that when determining a family of marks it is important to examine how the family is used in the
marketplace. “The mere existences of multiple registrations of similar marks does not establish a
family …”. 7 The Board went on to note that to constitute a family, the marks should be promoted
together in a manner that creates public recognition coupled with an association of common origin
based on the common family feature. 8 Simply using a series of similar marks does not of itself
establish the existence of a family. The trademark owner creates a family of marks through use,
not registration. 9

3

932 F.2d 1460, 18 USPQ2d 1889, 1891 (Fed. Cir. 1991).
Id.
5
Id.
6
Id.
7
In re Hitachi High-Technologies Corp., 109 USPQ2d 1769 (TTAB 2014).
8
Id.
9
See Polaroid Corp. v. Richard Mfg. Co., 341 F.2d 150, 144 USPQ 419, 420-21 (CCPA 1965) (ownership and
registration of a number of marks containing a common feature is not sufficient to create a family of marks); New
4

4

Additionally, the Board has held that
To assert ownership of a family of marks a plaintiff must allege, and ultimately
prove: (1) prior use of marks sharing a recognizable common characteristic; (2) that
the common characteristic is distinctive (i.e., not descriptive or highly suggestive
or so commonly used in the trade that it cannot function as the distinguishing
feature of any party’s mark); and (3) that prior to the defendant’s first use (or
constructive first use) of its involved mark, plaintiff’s marks have been used and
advertised in promotional material or in everyday sales activities in such a manner
as to create common exposure and thereafter recognition among the purchasing
public such that the common characteristic is itself indicative of a common origin
of the goods or services. 10
2. Opposer’s Alleged “Family of Marks”
In the present matter, Opposer alleges a “family of STOP formative marks” based on three
registrations for two of its trademarks:
Mark

Goods/Services

Registration Number

BUG STOP
WEED STOP

Insect repellent, insecticide and pesticide for 2270338
domestic/household use
Weed Preventer
1,196,097

WEED STOP

domestic herbicides for lawns and gardens

2,148,032

Table 1 – Opposer’s STOP Registrations

3. WEED STOP and BUG STOP Do Not Constitute a Family of Marks
Opposer’s WEED STOP and BUG STOP marks do not constitute a family of marks. First,
the family characteristic is not distinctive; the word STOP is in fact highly suggestive of the goods
and, for this reason, the word STOP is also commonly used in the industry. Second, the marks are

Era Cap Co., Inc. v. Pro Era, LLC, 2020 USPQ2d 10596, *7 (TTAB 2020) (“Neither the mere intention to create a
family of marks, nor ownership of multiple registrations containing the family term, is sufficient in and of itself to
establish that a party owns a family of marks.”); Evans Prods. Co. v. Boise Cascade Corp., 218 USPQ 160, 162
(TTAB 1983) (“Ownership of two registrations containing a common word is not sufficient per se to create the
exclusivity under the ‘family of marks’ doctrine.’”).
10
Wise F&I, LLC Financial Gap, Administrator LLC Vehicle Service Administrator LLC and Administration
America LLC v. Allstate Insurance Company, No. 91226029 (T.T.A.B. Sep. 23, 2016); See also, J & J Snack Foods,
18 USPQ2d at 1891– 92; see also, Truescents LLC v. Ride Skin Care, LLC, 81 USPQ2d 1334, 1337–38 (TTAB 2006);
and Opposition Nos. 91226028 and 91226029 13.
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not used in conjunction with one another such that the purchasing public could recognize the
family characteristic as a source indicator.
a. The Word STOP Is Not Distinctive
The goods associated with the marks in question are insect repellent, insecticide and
pesticide for domestic/household use, weed preventer, and domestic herbicides for lawns and
gardens. An herbicide is “a substance used to destroy or inhibit the growth of plants, especially
weeds.” 11 Similarly, a pesticide is “a substance or agent used to kill pests, such as unwanted or
harmful insects, rodents, or weeds,” 12 and an insecticide is “a substance or agent used to kill insects
and other arthropods.” 13 In short, these goods are used to “STOP” plants or pests from inhabiting
spaces where homeowners don’t want them. Thus, Opposer’s registrations for “WEED STOP”
used with herbicides and weed preventers are highly suggestive of the function of the goods, and
likewise, Opposer’s registration for “BUG STOP” used with insecticides and pesticides is highly
suggestive of the function of those goods. Thus, Opposer’s alleged family fails the second
requirement, namely, that the common characteristic of the marks (here the word STOP) be
distinctive.
Because of the suggestive nature of the word “STOP” with herbicide and pesticide goods,
the term STOP can be found in many Registered Marks for these types of goods. For example:
Registration No.

Mark

Goods

3,954,168

Final Stop

3,071,328

SURE STOP

Herbicides, insecticides,
pesticides and fungicides for
home, garden and lawn use
and for professional use.
Lawn and garden products,
namely herbicides,

11

Exhibit A - The Free Dictionary “herbicide”.
Exhibit B - The Free Dictionary “pesticide”.
13
Exhibit C - The Free Dictionary “insecticide”.

12
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2,269,527

ULTRASTOP

1,583,181

HY-STOP

6,449,278
961,825

SEDGE STOP
SPROUT-STOP

insecticides and pesticides for
domestic and agricultural use.
Pesticides, insecticides and
herbicides for domestic and
commercial use
Spray adjuvant for pesticides
and other agricultural
chemical sprays, namely
insecticides, fungicides,
herbicides, miticides, growth
regulators and desiccants
Herbicides
Liquid herbicide and growth
retardant sold directly to
farmers for application as a
foliar spray in the field for
inducing dormancy in
potatoes and onions to
prevent sprouting in storage;
for controlling wild onions
and wild garlic in lawns and
grass areas in non-pasture or
crop land such as along
highways; and for inducing
dormancy in young nonbearing citrus trees.

Table 2 – STOP Registrations 14

The extensive use of the alleged family characteristic “STOP” by other sources for similar goods
shows the lack of distinctiveness required for a characteristic to qualify as a family identifier.
Therefore, Opposer fails to meet the distinctiveness requirement for its marks to constitute a
family.
a. There is No Evidence To Create A Family of Marks Based on The
Shared Term STOP
Opposer also fails to create a family of marks because there is no evidence that WEED
STOP and BUG STOP marks are used in commerce in a way that the purchasing public would

14

See Exhibit D - Registrations included in Table 2.
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associate not just the marks, but the family characteristic of “STOP” with a common source.
Opposer is the known manufacturer of a number of home care pest control and lawn and garden
care products, including herbicides and pesitcides. 15 Notably, no brands or families of goods
containing the word “STOP” appear on Opposer’s web page. However, one of Opposer’s brands,
Spectracide® is focused on weed and insect control. 16 The Spectracide® brand website offers at
least 10 different types of products; however, only two of this group of products include the word
“STOP” in the mark, yet all are intended to kill or control a different yard or household pest.
Rather, they are all marketed under the larger brand Spectracide®. The two marks that Opposer
alleges constitute its family of goods are rarely, if ever, even shown together on their website. 17
Moreover, the third-party registrations and use demonstrate that even if Opposer were to
market WEED STOP and BUG STOP together, such use in commerce would still not cause the
purchasing public to associate the word STOP with a common source. A quick review of a website
such as Lowes.com, where Opposer’s products are sold, demonstrates that other products, not sold
by Opposer, are advertised using marks with the word “STOP.” For example, see webpages
advertising SURE STOP® Mole & Gopher Bait (pesticide) and FINAL STOP® Vegetable Garden
Insect Killer (pesticides) at Lowes.com, attached hereto as Exhibit G. Also, see additional websites
of FINAL STOP® Weed and Grass Killer (herbicides), SEDGE STOP® Nutsedge Weed Killer
(herbicide), and SPROUT-STOP® Liquid Growth Retardant (herbicide), attached hereto as
Exhibit H.

15

See Exhibit E - Screenshots of webpage for United Industries Corportation found at
https://www.unitedindustriescorporation.com/; https://www.unitedindustriescorporation.com/brands.aspx on May 118, 2022.
16
See Exhibit F - Screenshots of webpage for Spectracide® found at https://www.spectracide.com/;
https://www.spectracide.com/products/disease-and-fungus-control.aspx;
https://www.spectracide.com/products/insect-killers.aspx; https://www.spectracide.com/products/weed-and-grasskillers.aspx; https://www.spectracide.com/labels-and-sds.aspx on May 1-18, 2022
17
See, e.g., Exhibit F (Applicant is unaware of any examples where they are shown together).
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Recently, the Federal Circuit confirmed these “family of marks” requirements in Pure &
Simple Concepts, Inc. v. I H W Mgmt.. 18 In Pure & Simple Concepts, Pure and Simple Concepts,
Inc. appealed the decision of the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board dismissing its opposition
proceeding against The Finchley Group. 19 Pure and Simple had opposed The Finchley Group’s
application for standard character mark BLUE INDUSTRY for a variety of clothing, on the basis
that there would be a likelihood of confusion and likelihood of dilution by blurring based on Pure
and Simple’s eight previous “INDUSTRY” marks (INDUSTRY BY WORK WEAR, INDUSTRY
UNION MAIN PRODUCT, INDUSTRY SUPPLY CO, INDUSTRY GIRL, and four INDUSTRY
and design marks). The Board dismissed the opposition, finding no likelihood of confusion. 20 On
appeal, Pure and Simple alleged the Board erred, including on the basis that the Board “failed to
credit the renown of P&S’s family of marks.” 21 Relying upon J&J Snack Foods Corp, the Federal
Circuit affirmed the Board’s decision that Pure and Simple did not own a family of marks, despite
owning eight marks with the word INDUSTRY, because of the number of registered marks with
INDUSTRY that were being used to identify clothing precludes a finding that Pure and Simple
owns a family of marks for the shared INDUSTRY element. 22
Opposer does not meet the requirements for a “family of marks”. As has been noted by this
Board and the Federal Circuit, mere ownership of similar marks is not sufficient to constitute a
family of marks.
C. There is no likelihood of confusion

18

2020-1211 (Fed. Cir. May 24, 2021) (non-precedential)
Id. at 2.
20
Id. at 3.
21
Id. at 5.
22
Id. at 11.
19
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Opposer pleads a likelihood of confusion between its “family of marks” including
Registration Nos. 1,196,097; 2,148,032; and, 2,270,338 for BUG STOP and WEED STOP with
Applicant’s mark “STUMP STOP”. As Applicant has already shown above, Opposer has failed to
establish a family of marks. Notwithstanding this, Applicant shows below that a likelihood of
confusion does not exist between Applicant’s mark and Opposer’s marks as supported by factors
influencing a likelihood of confusion, a representative listing of which are enumerated in In re E.
I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. 23 Of course, not every factor listed in du Pont is applicable to every
query of likelihood of confusion. 24 Among those most applicable to the present matter are the
strength or weakness of marks in question; the similarity or dissimilarity of the marks in their
entireties as to appearance, sound, connotation, and commercial impression; the similarity or
dissimilarity and nature of the goods associated with the marks; the similarity or dissimilarity of
trade channels; conditions of sale and sophistication of buyers; and, the number and nature of
similar marks in use on similar goods.
1. Opposer’s Marks are Weak
A number of the above factors can provide support for the strength or weakness of a mark.
Descriptive and/or suggestive marks are typically considered to be weak source identifiers. 25
Additionally, the Federal Circuit has held that if there is evidence that an element of a mark is
commonly adopted by many different registrants with similar goods, that may indicate that the
common element has some non-source identifying significance which undermines its strength as
an indicator of a single source. 26
23

476 F.2d 1357, 177 USPQ 563, 567 (CCPA 1973).
Id.
25
See, e.g., In re Bed & Breakfast Registry, 791 F.2d 157 (Fed. Cir. 1986).
26
Jack Wolfskin Ausrustung Fur Draussen GmbH & Co. KGAA v. New Millennium Sports, S.L.U., 797 F.3d 1363,
116 USPQ2d 1129, 1136 (Fed. Cir. 2015) (“[E]vidence of third-party registrations is relevant to ‘show the sense in
which a mark is used in ordinary parlance,’ … that is, some segment that is common to both parties’ marks may have
‘a normally understood and well-recognized descriptive or suggestive meaning, leading to the conclusion that that
24
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As already discussed above, use of the word “STOP” in a mark for herbicides, insecticides,
and/or pesticides is suggestive of the goods associated with the mark, thus diminishing the
distinctive strength of the mark. 27 Additionally, and likely because of the suggestive nature of the
word “STOP” with herbicide and pesticide goods, it can be found in many marks for these types
of goods, further weakening the mark in commerce. 28
2. The Marks are Not Similar
Opposer’s marks and applicant’s marks are similar only in that they contain one common
word, but they are not confusingly similar. The mere inclusion of a common wording in the marks
does not automatically create a likelihood of confusion. 29
In In re Bed & Breakfast Registry, the Federal Circuit held that the mark BED &
BREAKFAST REGISTRY for making lodging reservations for others in private homes was not
likely to be confused with BED & BREAKFAST INTERNATIONAL for room booking agency
services. 30 In this case the common feature of the two marks is suggestive of the services provided
under the marks, and therefore not likely to be confused as a source identifier. Likewise, the
common feature of Opposer’s marks and Applicant’s mark, “STOP”, is also suggestive and is not
likely to be confused as it would be understood by the purchasing public that the common wording
was chosen because of its relationship to the function of the goods, rather than as a source
identifier. When we identify “STOP” as suggestive of the goods, we are left only with the dominant
features of the marks. Neither of the dominant features of Opposer’s marks, namely “WEED” and
“BUG”, are similar to the dominant feature of Applicant’s mark, namely “STUMP”. Even when

segment is relatively weak’”) (quoting Juice Generation, Inc. v. GS Enters. LLC, 794 F.3d 1334, 115 USPQ2d 1671,
1674 (Fed. Cir. 2015)).
27
See section B.3.a. above.
28
See Table 2 – STOP Registrations in section B.3.a. above; and Exhibit D.
29
See TMEP § 1207.01(b)(viii).
30
791 F.2d 157 (Fed. Cir. 1986).
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taken as a whole, the marks are not similar in sound nor connotation. “STUMP STOP” when seen
or spoken has an alliteration and common lettering in both words (ST- -P ST-P). Conversely,
neither “WEED STOP” nor “BUG STOP” have any common sounds or letters repeated in the two
words that combine to make up the total mark.
Additionally, the common feature of both Opposer’s marks and Applicant’s mark, is
suggestive of the goods it is associated with. As already discussed in section B.3.a. above, “STOP”
is suggestive of the use for herbicides and pesticides, especially when used with the plant or animal
such herbicides and pesticides are meant to prevent or kill. The suggestiveness of the mark makes
it unlikely to cause confusion among consumers, because unrelated merchants are likely to have
chosen their marks for the same suggestive reason. 31 "Simply put, the trademark owner does not
have the right to control public discourse whenever the public imbues his mark with a meaning
beyond its source‐identifying function." 32 Here, this is evident in that there are, in fact other
registered and applied for marks that include the word “STOP” for use with herbicides and/or
pesticides. 33
D. Applicant is entitled to a Notice of Allowance
Opposer’s bases for its opposition of the STUMP STOP™ mark are without merit and
Applicant respectfully submits that it is entitled to a Notice of Allowance. Opposer relies entirely
on an alleged likelihood of confusion with a “family of marks.” However, as explained herein,
there is no “family of marks” by Opposer. Opposer’s desire to create a family of marks based on
a highly suggestive term is wholly improper. Moreover, Opposer fails to use its marks in a way

TCPIP Holding Co. v. Haar Communications Inc., 244 F.3d 88, 100‐101 (2nd Cir. 2000)(citing Abercrombie &
Fitch Co. v. Hunting World, Inc., 537 F.2d 4 (2nd Cir. 1976)).
32
Mattel, Inc. v. Mca Records, Inc., 296 F.3d 894, 900‐901 (9th Cir. 2002) (citing Anti‐Monopoly, Inc. v. Gen. Mills
Fun Group, 611 F.2d 296, 301 (9th Cir.1979) ("It is the source‐denoting function which trademark laws protect, and
nothing more.").
33
See Exhibit I - TESS results dated 16 May 2022; and, Section B.3.a., Table 2 – STOP Registrations.
31
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that would create a family of marks, even were such marks eligible to be in a family (which
Applicant respectfully submits they are not). Applicant’s STUMP STOP mark is not likely to be
confused with Opposer’s WEED STOP and BUG STOP marks. Each of the marks uses STOP in
a suggestive manner. That suggestive term, commonly used by others, is simply not enough to
cause a likelihood of confusion. Opposer’s marks are weak. Applicant is entitled to a Notice of
Allowance.
III.

CONCLUSION
Opposer does not own a family of STOP formative marks. The proposed identifier,

“STOP” is not used by Opposer in a way to meet the requirements for a family of marks, and even
if it was, “STOP” used with products that stop an unwanted effect from occurring is not distinctive
enough to be a family identifier. Opposer, under its Spetracide® brand, the same brand under
which it sells its WEED STOP and BUG STOP products, sells STUMP REMOVER, and has done
so since prior to Applicant’s application for STUMP STOP. Opposer could have used the STUMP
STOP mark if it truly had a “family of marks” that would necessarily include products affecting
stumps, but it did not. Thus, while Opposer has a couple of marks with the word “STOP” in them,
there is no family of marks. Moreover, there is no likelihood of confusion between Opposer’s
marks and Applicant’s mark.
For the reasons stated herein, Applicant respectfully requests a Notice of Allowance issue
for its STUMP STOP mark, Application Serial Number 88339754.
Respectfully submitted,
/Mackenzie D. Rodríguez, #61739/
Mackenzie D. Rodríguez, LA Bar No. 32,428
e-mail: MackenzieRodriguez@patents.gs
Seth M. Nehrbass, LA Bar No. 20,309
Fabian M. Nehrbass, LA Bar No. 35,264
Garvey, Smith & Nehrbass, Patent Attorneys, L.L.C.
PTO Customer No. 22920
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Reg. No. 6,449,278
Registered Aug. 10, 2021

PBI-Gordon Corporation (MISSOURI CORPORATION)
22701 West 68th Terrace
Shawnee, KANSAS 66226

Int. Cl.: 5

CLASS 5: HERBICIDES

Trademark

FIRST USE 1-1-2020; IN COMMERCE 1-1-2020

Principal Register

THE MARK CONSISTS OF STANDARD CHARACTERS WITHOUT CLAIM TO
ANY PARTICULAR FONT STYLE, SIZE OR COLOR
No claim is made to the exclusive right to use the following apart from the mark as
shown: "SEDGE"
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/ Herbicides/dry

Item #: VORG7348808 - UPC: 070251842520 - MODEL#: 8423152

Gordon's Sedge Stop 8423152
Nutsedge Weed Killer, Granular, 2
lb Shaker Can
Item #: VORG7348808

PBI/GORDON
Sale:

$20.93

$24.95

Was: $21.69
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You Save: $4.02 (16.1%)
Home Delivery or Ship to Store For Pick Up
Ground Shipping Arrives between 5/22/2022 to 5/26/2022
: 516 available


Estimate Shipping
Timing: Home Delivery Ships In 2-3 Business Days Arrives in 3 to 7 Business Days. Store Pick Up in 2 to 4
Business Days

Quantity:



1



ADD TO CART

About This Item
Exceptional control of sedges and kyllingas
Exceptional control of sedges and kyllingas
Innovative shaker can for easy application
2 lb covers up to 500 sq-ft
Dependable season long control
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Description



The simple solution for sedge and kyllinga control.
Sedge StopΓäó nutsedge weed killer offers season long
control of sedges and kyllingas. Powered by Vexis┬«, a
new proprietary active ingredient from PBI-Gordon,
Sedge StopΓäó also controls select broadleaf weeds
and can be used on listed warm-and cool-season
turfgrass species. The granular formulation reduces the
potential for drift and the shaker can makes
application simple.

Size Lb=2

Unit: EA

Speci�cations



Similar Items
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Martin's Pramitol 82100040
Pelleted Herbicide, Solid, 25 lb

Stump Out 272 Stump Removal,
1 lb Bottle

$97.58

$8.24

Shell Lumber and
Hardware
Navigate
Hours & Location
Facilities
Contact Us
Shipping Policy
Returns and Refunds
Careers
Privacy Policy
Accessibility

Get To Know Us!
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Contact Us
Ecommerce Phone: 877-304-4711
Store Phone: 305-856-6401
Store Toll Free: 800-621-6391
Email: Support@ShellLumber.com
2733 S.W. 27th Avenue Coconut Grove, Florida 33133

Accepted Payments
Inventory levels cannot be guaranteed even though an item shows
In Stock. Local store prices may vary, there is no price matching
between this website and the stores. We are not responsible for
typographical errors. We reserve the right to refuse and cancel any
order.
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CAREERS
INTERNATIONAL
Search here..

ABOUT US
RESOURCES
PRODUCTS
TESTIMONIALS
SALES REPS
REGISTRATION

GROWTH
REGULATORS

Serving Growers Since
1972

Sprout-Stop®
CLICK HERE TO SEE COMPLETE
PRODUCT INFORMATION INCLUDING
CROP USAGE, REGISTRATION AND
SAFETY DATA

Sprout-Stop® is a liquid growth retardant used
to prevent sprouting in Onions and Potatoes.

Features and Benefits
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• Registered for use in dry-bulb Onions, drybulb Shallots, Garlic and all Tubers
(Potatoes)
• For use in aerial and ground applications
• Contains equivalent to 2.25 pounds of
Maleic Hydrazide per gallon

Excellent
Sprout
Control

FAQ
Will Sprout-Stop® help me keep my
potatoes or onions in storage?
Good keeping varieties will benefit from using
Sprout-Stop®; however, it will not make a poor
keeping variety good.

LOCATION:

Washington
CROP: Onions

“We use Sprout-Stop® on our onion
fields, and it provides excellent sprout

Will Sprout-Stop® inhibit my lawn’s growth?
Do not use Sprout-Stop® on home lawns
except along the edges.

control for storage.”
Jose
WA

Always read and follow the label instructions on the
product container(s) before using.

R E L AT E D P RODUC T S

Haf-Pynt™

Surf-Ac®

Excellent
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Haf-Pynt™ is a
low use-rate,
non-ionic spray
adjuvant,
containing an
anti-foam,
designed for
quick wetting,...
More Info

820
Surf-Ac® 820 is a
premium nonionic surfactant to
enhance spray
ingredient
performance by
providing more...
More Info

Sprout
Control
“We use SproutStop® on our
onion fields, and
it provides
excellent sprout
control for
storage.”...
More Info

Drexel Chemical
P.O. Box 13327
Memphis, TN
38113-0327
Tel: (901) 774-4370
Fax: (901) 774-4666
Email:
info@drexchem.com
About Us
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