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Opi nion by Hairston, Adm nistrative Trademark Judge:
Careworks of Ohio, Ltd. has filed an application to

regi ster the mark CAREWORKS TECHNOLOAQ ES for “conputer
services in the insurance and financial fields, nanely,

conput er consul tation, conputer progranm ng for others,

conput er systens anal ysis, and conmputer network support,
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namel y, designing, analyzing, nonitoring, progranm ng and
testing of network systens.”?

Appl i cant has appeal ed the Trademar k Exam ni ng
Attorney’s requirenent that applicant disclaimTECHNOLOQ ES
apart fromthe mark as shown, and her final refusal to
regi ster the mark absent conpliance with the disclainer
requi renent. Trademark Act Section 6(a), 15 U S. C
1056(a). Applicant and the Exam ning Attorney have filed
briefs. No oral hearing was requested.

It is the Exam ning Attorney’s position that the word
TECHNOLOG ES is nerely descriptive of applicant’s services
within the neani ng of Section 2(e)(1) of the Trademark Act,
15 U.S.C. 1052(e)(1).

In support of her nere descriptiveness argunent, the

Exam ning Attorney submtted a definition of the word

“technol ogy” taken from The Anmerican Heritage Dictionary of

the English Language (3d ed. 1992):

technology: 1. a. The application of science,
especially to industrial or comrercial objectives.
b. The scientific nmethod and material used to
achieve a conmercial or industrial objective.

The Exam ning Attorney maintains that the first

definition is nost pertinent in this case. Further, the

! Serial No. 75940225, filed on February 20, 2000, and based on a
bona fide intention to use the mark in commerce. The application
was subsequently amended to allege a date of first use anywhere
and a date of first use in comrerce of February 28, 2000.
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Exam ning Attorney nmade of record excerpts fromthe Nexis
dat abase and printouts fromthe Internet that show use of
the word “technol ogy/technol ogies.” The follow ng are
representative:

Wth the inpending breakup of Mcrosoft, which

is destined to be upheld on appeal, we are on the
t hreshol d of yet another unprecedented, if not
expl osi ve, expansion of conputer programm ng

t echnol ogy.

(The Pal m Beach Post, June 19, 2000);

But the conpany contends that conputer design
technol ogy and new naterials will nmake it far
different from past nodels.

(The Washi ngton Post, Septenber 10, 2000);

Some students have made the choice to seek
careers in the conputer technol ogies field.
(www. honet ech. con); and

The Coroillis Goup is a publishing | eader in
t he conputer technol ogies field.
(www. si ggraph. org).

In addition, the Exam ning Attorney nmade of record
copies of third-party registrations for marks which include
a disclaimer of the term*“technol ogy/technol ogi es” for
services in the conputer field. Exanples include
Regi stration No. 2,477,403 for the nmark SANDBOX
TECHNOLOG ES for inter alia “conputer consulting services;”
Regi stration No. 2,484,835 for the mark Rl GHTNOW
TECHNOLOG ES for “designing, inplenmenting and maintaining a

network web site for others which will provide interactive



Ser No. 75940225

custoner self help;” Registration No. 2,510,550 for LANAC
TECHNOLOGY for “conputer consulting services; integration
of conputer systenms and networks; conputer progranm ng; and
conput er software desi gn and devel opnent for others;” and
Regi stration No. 2,555,267 for M LAN TECHNOLOGY f or

“consul ting and design services in connection with conputer
networ k connectivity hardware and software; naintenance,
repair and technical support in the field of network
connectivity hardware and software; nanely, telephone
support provided to purchasers and users of conputer

har dware and software.”

Finally, the Exam ning Attorney points to applicant’s
own description of its services at applicant’s website as
evi dence of the nere descriptiveness of the term
“technol ogi es.”

Applicant maintains that the term TECHNOLOG ES is only
suggestive of its services. Relying on the Federal
Circuit’s decision in In re Hutchinson Technol ogy, 852 F.2d
552, 7 USPQ@2d 1490 (Fed. Cir. 1988), applicant argues that
the term enconpasses nmany different scientific fields and
is sinply too broad and vague to be descriptive of
applicant’s particul ar services. Applicant submtted

definitions of the word “technol ogy” taken from several
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dictionaries to show that technology nay relate to
different scientific fields.

In determ ning whether TECHNOLOG ES is nerely
descriptive of applicant’s recited services, and therefore
nmust be di sclained, we apply the foll ow ng | egal
principles. Atermis deenmed to be nerely descriptive of
goods or services within the neaning of Section 2(e)(1l) of
the Trademark Act, if it forthwith conveys an i nmedi ate
i dea of an ingredient, quality, characteristic, feature,
function, purpose or use of the goods or services. 1In re
Abcor Devel opnent Corp., 588 F.2d 811, 200 USPQ 215 (CCPA
1978). A termneed not imredi ately convey an idea of each
and every specific feature of the applicant’s goods or
services in order to be considered nerely descriptive; it
i s enough that the term describes one significant
attribute, function or property of the goods or services.
Inre HUDDL.E, 216 USPQ 358 (TTAB 1982); In re
MBAssoci ates, 180 USPQ 338 (TTAB 1973). Wiether a termis
nerely descriptive is determned not in the abstract, but
inrelation to the goods or services for which registration
is sought, the context in which it is being used on or in
connection with those goods or services, and the possible
significance that the termwuld have to the average

purchasers of the goods or services because of the nanner
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of its use. Inre Bright-Crest, Ltd., 204 USPQ 591 (TTAB
1979).

We have carefully considered the evidence of record
and the argunents nmade by applicant and the Trademark
Exam ni ng Attorney, and we conclude that TECHNOLOQ ES i s
nmerely descriptive as applied to applicant’s services, and
that it therefore nmust be disclainmed. W are aware that
“technology” is a very broad termwhich may include nmany
categories of goods/services. Unlike in the Hutchinson
case, the evidence of record establishes that TECHNOLOGQ ES
nmerely describes a feature or characteristic of applicant’s
services, i.e., that applicant’s services involve the use
of conputer science in the insurance and financial fields.
The dictionary definition of “technol ogy” supports this
conclusion, as do the Nexis excerpts and Internet printouts
whi ch refer to conmputer progranm ng technol ogy, conputer
desi gn techgnol ogy, and the conputer technol ogies field.

Further, we note that applicant describes its services
at its website in the foll ow ng manner:

W provi de professional resources to design,

anal yze, program test and support software and

network systens. CareWrks IT staffing work

Wi th you to bridge technol ogies to neet your
conput er needs.

Two solid years of research and devel opnent
hel ped CareWrks unify all of the necessary
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conponents for successful nedical case

managenent into one integrated system In

fact, CareWrks has created a technol ogy

nodel for Chio’'s MCO I ndustry. (enphasis

added)

Addi tionally, the above-referenced third-party
registrations for simlar services in which the registrants
have di scl ai mred TECHNOLOGY/ TECHNOLOA ES, al t hough not
concl usi ve evidence, are probative evidence of nere
descriptiveness at least to the extent that they may
suggest that TECHNOLOGY/ TECHNOLOGQ ES has been deened and/ or
acknowl eged to be not inherently distinctive by the Ofice
and/or by the prior registrants.

In view of the foregoing, we find that TECHNOLOG ES i s
nerely descriptive of applicant’s recited services and that
the Exam ning Attorney’s disclainer requirenent is proper.

Decision: The requirenent for a disclainmer of
TECHNOLOA ES, and the refusal of registration based on
applicant’s failure to submt such a disclainmer, are
affirmed. However, in the event that applicant submts the
required disclainer wwthin thirty days of the date of this
decision, the refusal to register will be set aside, the

disclaimer will be entered, and the application wll

proceed to publication.



