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Opi nion by Sinms, Adm nistrative Trademark Judge:
Strategi c Weat her Services, L.P. (applicant), a

Pennsylvania |limted partnership, has appealed fromthe
final refusal of the Trademark Exam ning Attorney to
regi ster the asserted mark THE WORLD W DE WEATHER NETWORK
for the follow ng services:

provi di ng short and | ong range

weat her information services

particularly for event planning

provi ded via a gl obal conputer
network, television, cable, fax and

t el ephone and conputer services
nanmely providing access to an
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interactive Web site in the weat her
field.?!

The Exami ning Attorney has refused registration under
Section 2(e)(1) of the Act, 15 USC 81052(e)(1), arguing
that applicant’s nmark nerely describes the nature, feature,
or characteristic of applicant’s weather information
services; that is, applicant provides weather information
wor | dwi de by neans of conputer and ot her conmuni cations
networks. Applicant and the Exam ning Attorney have
subm tted briefs and an oral hearing was held.

We affirm

Rel yi ng upon dictionary definitions of “worldw de” and
“network, "2 the Exanining Attorney argues that applicant’s
mark is nerely descriptive of applicant’s services because
applicant provides weather information by nmeans of various
medi a networks. According to the Exami ning Attorney, the
conposite mark does not create a mark wwth a separate, non-
descriptive neaning, and no imagi nation or thought is
required to determ ne the nature of applicant’s services.

The Exam ning Attorney argues that soneone “surfing the

! Application Serial No. 75/196, 405, filed Novenber 12, 1996,
based upon applicant’s allegation of a bona fide intention to use
the mark in conmerce

2 Webster’s 11 New Riverside University Dictionary defines
“wor | dwi de” as “Reachi ng or extending throughout the worl d:

UNI VERSAL.” The sane dictionary defines “network” as, anong
other things, “A chain of interconnected broadcasti ng stations,
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net” or watching television will imrediately understand the
nature of applicant’s services by the mark sought to be
regi stered. The Exam ning Attorney argues that, whether
one views the word “WORLDW DE” as indicating that
applicant’s services are available in foreign countries or
views this termas signifying that weather conditions
around the world woul d be avail abl e by use of applicant’s
services, both neanings are descriptive, as is the entire
phrase. The Exam ning Attorney has submtted sone evi dence
of descriptive use of “weather network,” such as news
articles referring to the Weat her Channel as a “weat her
net wor k. "3 The Exam ning Attorney concl udes that
applicant’s mark is nerely descriptive because it clearly
i ndi cates that applicant’s services involve the providing
of weather information by tel evision, tel ecomunications or
conput er networks.

Applicant states that it is a |eading private weather
conpany specializing in |ong-range weat her forecasting for
weat her - sensi tive busi nesses and industries. Applicant

further states that it is not an organi zation of

usu. sharing a large proportion of their progranms <a TV
net wor k>. ”

® W note that nuch of the Examining Attorney’'s material is from
foreign news sources or wire services. This material has been
given little or no weight. 1In re Wbano, 51 USPQd 1776, 1778
fn. 3 (TTAB 1999) and cases cited there.
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met eorol ogi cal offices |ocated around the world, nor a
networ k of broadcast stations.

Appl i cant does not run a “network”

of affiliated broadcast stations.

Applicant’s service is a “network”

only in a fanciful broad sense that

it is available through the

Internet, which is sonetinmes seen

as a “network”.
Response, filed August 25, 1998, p. 4. It is applicant’s
position that its asserted mark i s suggestive because it
requi res sonme thought and i magi nation to determ ne the
preci se nature of applicant’s services. Anopbng other
reasons, applicant argues that its nmark has a variety of
nmeani ngs. These include that applicant’s services are
avai |l abl e worl dwi de or that applicant provides information
about weat her conditions existing throughout the world.
The | atter neaning, according to applicant, does not
describe its information services. Further, applicant
argues that, while an argunent may be made that the
i ndi vi dual conponents of its mark are descriptive, the
entire phrase is “inventive” and evokes a uni que conmerci al
i npression. This is enhanced, according to applicant, by
the “alliterative cadence” which causes its mark to possess
a connotation separate and apart from any meani ng

attributed to the individual words. As such, applicant’s

asserted mark becones a source identifier, according to
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applicant. Because applicant’s mark does not inmmediately
convey information that applicant offers weather services
and because conpetitors do not need to use this phrase to
describe their services, applicant argues for
registrability of its mark.* Finally, applicant asks us to
resol ve any doubt about the descriptiveness of its mark in
its favor and publish the mark for opposition.

Upon careful consideration of this record and the
argunents of the attorneys, we agree with the Exam ning
Attorney that applicant’s asserted mark THE WORLD W DE
VWEATHER NETWORK is nerely descriptive of applicant’s
weat her information services. O course, the Board nmay
| ook at the individual conmponents of an asserted mark and
di scuss their descriptive connotations in the context of
determ ning the nmere descriptiveness of an entire phrase.
See In re Hester Industries, Inc., 230 USPQ 797 (TTAB
1996). W believe that the public, upon seeing applicant’s
asserted mark in its entirety in connection with
applicant’s services, is inmediately apprised of the nature

of applicant’s services, which are either avail able

“ Wiile the Examining Attorney required a disclainmer, in her
second Ofice action, applicant maintains that this requirenent
shoul d be considered withdrawmn. W agree. The Exani ni ng
Attorney did not repeat the requirenent for a disclainer of the
word “NETWORK” in the final refusal, nor did the Exam ning
Attorney discuss the disclainer requirenent at all in her appeal
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wor | dwi de or entail the provision of information about
wor | dwi de weat her conditions, by neans of various
communi cati ons networks including television and the
Internet. It seens to us that no inagination or thought is
necessary to determ ne the nature of applicant’s services.

Decision: The refusal of registration is affirnmed.

R L. Sims

T. J. Quinn

C. EE Wlters

Adm ni strative
Trademar k Judges,
Trademark Trial and
Appeal Board

brief. Applicant considered this requirenent wthdrawn, as do
we. See TMEP §1105. 04(d).



