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Qpi nion by Hairston, Adm nistrative Trademark Judge:
An application has been filed by Haraeus Kul zer GrbH &

Co. KG (a German corporation) to register the mark shown

CRONO

bel ow,
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for “dental inpression materials and dental alginates.”?

The trademark exam ning attorney has refused
regi stration under Section 2(d) of the Trademark Act on the
ground that applicant’s mark, when applied to its goods, so
resenbles the previously registered mark KRONGCS (typed
drawi ng) for “dental instrunents, nanely, drills and

burrs, "?

as to be likely to cause confusion.

When the refusal was nmade final, applicant appeal ed.
Appl i cant and the exam ning attorney have filed briefs on
the case. No oral hearing was requested.

The exam ning attorney nmaintains that applicant’s mark
and the cited mark are confusingly simlar in terns of
overall commercial inpression. Further, with respect to
applicant’s and regi strant’s goods, the exam ning attorney
argues that they are closely related i nasnmuch as they are
dental products that travel in the sane channels of trade
to the sanme purchasers, nanely dentists and their
assistants. In this regard, the exam ning attorney

subm tted copies of four use-based third-party

regi strations for marks that cover dental inpression

! Application Serial No. 76298884, filed August 14, 2001, based
on an allegation of a bona fide intention to use the mark in
conmerce. Applicant asserted a second basis for filing, nanely a
right of priority under Section 44 of the Act based on a Gernan
application that eventually matured into Gernan Regi stration No.
30112837.

2 Registration No. 1,240,152 issued May 31, 1983; renewed.
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materials, on the one hand, and dental instrunents, on the
ot her hand. Also, the exam ning attorney submtted a
printout of a web page fromthe Sullivan-Schein dental
supply conpany which shows that dental inpression materials
and dental instrunents are anong the dental products the
conpany offers for sale.

Applicant, in urging reversal of the refusal to
register, argues that its mark and the cited mark are
dissimlar in their entireties and that the cited mark is
weak and entitled to only a limted scope of protection.
Wth its request for reconsideration, applicant submtted a
list of third-party registrations of marks consisting of
KRONCS as wel | as copies of nine individual third-party
regi strations of KRONOS marks. Further, applicant argues
that the respective marks have different connotations, that
is, applicant’s mark is a coined term “whose spelling and
design conjure up time and tinmepi eces,” whereas
registrant’s mark is the nane of a Greek god in nythol ogy. 3
(Brief, p. 3). Further, applicant argues that the
respective marks differ in sound and appearance. Lastly,

appl i cant argues that purchasers of applicant’s and

3 Applicant subnitted the following two excerpts fromthe online
version of The Random House Dictionary:
Kronos: Cronus
Cronus: a Titan, son of Uranus and Gaea, who was
dethroned by his son Zeus. Cf. Saturn.
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regi strant’s goods are sophisticated, and thus are not
likely to be confused.

Qur determ nation under Section 2(d) is based on an
analysis of all of the probative facts in evidence that are
rel evant to the |ikelihood of confusion factors set forth
inlnre E 1. du Pont de Nenours and Co., 476 F.2d 1357,
177 USPQ 563 (CCPA 1973). However, as indicated in
Federated Foods, Inc. v. Fort Howard Paper Co., 544 F.2d
1098, 192 USPQ 24, 29 (CCPA 1976), in any |ikelihood of
confusion analysis, two key considerations are the
simlarity of the goods and the simlarity of the marks.

Wth respect to the marks, when we consi der the nmarks
intheir entireties, as we are obliged to do, we find that
there are specific differences in the marks. 1In
particular, applicant’s mark begins with the letter “C”
ends in “0O and includes a prom nent cross hairs design
within the first “O” The cited mark, on the other hand,
begins with the letter “K’ and ends in “S” and contai ns no
design feature. This results in a mark that, when
considered in its entirety, is different in overal
commercial inpression fromapplicant’s mark.

I n reachi ng our decision, we have accorded little
wei ght to applicant’s argunent that the cited mark i s weak

and entitled to only a limted scope of protection. As
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previously indicated, applicant submtted a list of third-
party registrations of KRONOCS marks. As the exam ning
attorney correctly noted, a nmere list of third-party
registrations is insufficient to make such registrations of
record. Also, applicant submtted copies of nine third-
party registrations for KRONOS mar ks whi ch cover goods and
services in the nedical and health fields. None of these
third-party registrations, however, covers dental products
or services.* Moreover, seven of the registrations are
owned by a single entity. In short, the evidence submtted
by applicant does not establish that the cited mark is weak
in the dental products field.

Further, with respect to the all eged connotations of
the marks, there is no evidence that a significant nunber
of purchasers of dental products are acquainted with G eek
myt hol ogy and the god Kronos such that they woul d associ ate
registrant’s mark with this Geek god. Al so, we are not
persuaded on this record that purchasers will view
applicant’s mark as connoting “tinme.” Rather, we believe
t hat purchasers woul d view both marks sinply as coi ned

terns.

* For exanple, Registration No. 2,773,058 for the mark KRONOS
COVMPOUNDI NG PHARMACY covers retail pharmacy services;

Regi stration No. 2,226,344 for the mark KRONOS SKI NCARE covers
the services of providing skin care treatnents; and Registration
No. 2,774,493 for the mark KRONOS cover | atex condons.
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| nsofar as the goods are concerned, while they are
clearly commercially related in that they are dental
products, there are, nonethel ess, specific differences
bet ween dental drills and burrs, on the one hand, and
dental inpression materials and dental al ginates, on the
ot her hand. Dental drills and burrs are instrunments
whereas dental inpression materials and dental al ginates
are chem cal conpositions. Mreover, neither applicant’s
nor registrant’s goods are inpul se products, but rather
these are the kinds of goods that are marketed to and
bought by sophisticated purchasers, nanely, dentists and
their assistants or office personnel. Such purchasers
woul d typically be know edgeabl e and di scrim nating
consuners who woul d exercise care in the sel ection of
applicant’s and registrant’s goods.

Based on the ex parte record before us, and in view of
t he cunul ative differences between the involved marks and
the respective goods, and the care exercised by purchasers
of such goods, we find that there is no |ikelihood of
confusion in this case.

Deci sion: The refusal to register under Section 2(d)

is reversed.



