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Judges.

Qpi ni on by Bucher, Adm nistrative Trademark Judge:

Express Communi cations Supply, Inc. has filed an
application to register the mark EXPRESS QUI CK CABLES f or
“W ring harnesses of |ow voltage | ow anperage tel ephone wire
for exclusive use in private business tel ephone equipma\nt,”l;|
in International Cass 9.

Regi stration has been finally refused under Section
2(d) of the Trademark Act, 15 U. S.C. 81052(d), on the ground
that applicant’s mark, when applied to its goods, so

resenbl es the mark QUI CK- CABLE, which is registered for

! Application Serial No. 75/156,429, filed on August 26, 1996,
which alleges a date of first use of May 1, 1996 and a date of
first use in comerce of May 15, 1996. The word “cables” is

di scl ai ned
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“electrical cables, cable connectors, ground |ugs, term nal
clanps and tools sold therewith, and kits containing said
cabl es, cabl e connectors, ground |lugs, term nal clanps and
tools therefor,” as to be likely to cause confusion, to

cause m stake or to deceive.

Appl i cant has appealed. Briefs have been filed but
applicant did not request an oral hearing.

W reverse the refusal to register.

Turning first to consideration of the respective goods,
the Trademark Exam ning Attorney argues that the goods of
applicant and of registrant are closely related; and that
she has denonstrated through a nunber of use-based, third-
party registrations that the sane mark has been registered
for electrical wires and tel ephone wres.

By contrast, applicant argues that, in reality, these
goods are very different:

[ Ei ght een pages of information printed from
Registrant’s Internet web site] show that the
cited Registrant’s products are excl usively
heavy duty, high anperage copper battery and
wel di ng cabl es, related connectors, crinping
tool s, accessories, tools, protective
products and the like that are used in the
vehi cul ar industry. Applicant’s products are
solely wiring harnesses of fine tel ephone
wire exclusively used in the installation of
busi ness t el ephone equi pnent.

(Applicant’s appeal brief, p. 7.)
W find that the identification of registrant’s goods

on its face is clear and unanbi guous. In addition, the

subm ssion of copies of the registrant’s web pages confirns
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that registrant’s goods are used for heavy-duty electrical

circuits:
Quick Cable [registrant] will manufacture,
sell and distribute heavy duty el ectrical
connectors, cable, tools and rel ated
products, in standard and custom
configurations, as whole systens and and
(sic) conponent parts.

(Registrant’s web page, under “Qur M ssion Statenent.”)

The web site goes on to provide the specifications of

regi strant’s connectors, cables, fasteners and tools to

be used in connection with heavy-duty el ectrical

circuits. In particular, the web pages nakes severa

references to electrical cable of 250 MCM a very

| arge, nmulti-stranded wire used with industrial storage

batteries, welding equipnent and in high voltage

i nfrastructures.

By contrast, applicant’s patent docunentation shows a
very specialized, wiring harness for usage in the tel ephone
closets of large private branch exchange (PBX) type,
busi ness communi cations systens. This device allegedly
saves tinme and noney in office buildings wired for anal og
devices transitioning to the w despread use of digital
t echnol ogi es.

Accordi ngly, recognizing that the third-party

registrations placed in the record by the Trademark
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Exam ni ng Attorney suggest that sone of the sane conpanies
make or supply electrical cable and tel ephone wires, and
acknow edgi ng that both are designed to carry sone form of
electricity, we find that the actual descriptions of these
respective itens, as set forth in the application and cited
regi stration, denonstrate that they are at two opposite
extrenes of wires, judging by their respective gauges and
pur poses.

As to the respective channels of trade, applicant
poi nts out that because of the nature of its specialized
products (e.g., wiring harnesses of |ow voltage | ow anperage
tel ephone wire for exclusive use in private business
t el ephone equipnent), it directs its advertising brochures
to the private tel ephone industry. Hence, even though a
medi um si zed or | arger business organi zati on may own or
| ease a private branch exchange, applicant considers the
vendor/supplier of the PBX to be its custonmer. Certainly,
if anyone fromw thin the enterprise hosting the PBX even
knows of this wiring harness, it would be only the nost
sophi sticated of its design engi neers.

G ven the nature of registrant’s products and judgi ng
fromthe web pages of record, registrant’s retail custoners
woul d i nclude electrical contractors, electricians, welders

and owners of heavy equi pnent. Menbers of each of these
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groups nust be consi dered know edgeabl e and di scrim nating

buyers who woul d exercise a great deal of care in selecting

heavy-duty el ectrical equipnent.

In addition to the fact that the decisions to purchase
applicant's tel ephone wiring harnesses and registrant's
heavy duty electrical wiring systens would generally be nade
by separate individuals (e.g., telecomunications experts,

desi gn engi neers and purchasing agents in the case of the
former, and electrical contractors, electricians, welders,
and owners of heavy equi pnent with respect to the latter),

we concur with applicant that given the deliberation

i nvol ved, the respective goods, by their very nature, are
not the kind of goods that would be subject to inpulse
pur chases.

Turning next to consideration of the respective nmarks,
the Trademark Exam ning Attorney argues that applicant has
sinply added the term EXPRESS to the mark of the registrant,
and that the marks in their entireties are simlar enough in
sound, appearance and commercial inpression to support a
finding of a likelihood of confusion.

On the other hand, applicant argues that its mark of
nearly twi ce as many syl |l ables begins with the dom nant
word, EXPRESS. Applicant also points out that the latter
portion of its mark is QUI CK CABLES (plural and w thout a
hyphen) while registrant’s entire mark i s QU CK- CABLE

(si ngular and havi ng a hyphen).
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| nasnuch as the word “cabl es” has been disclainmed in
this application, and the QU CK CABLES / QUI CK- CABLE
portions of both marks appear to be highly suggestive, we
find that applicant’s placenent of its house mark as the
first word in the conposite mark creates a significant
difference in the appearance, sound, neaning and overal
commerci al inpression of these two marks.

Accordingly, given the differences in the goods, as

identified, and the consequent diversity in channels of
trade, the absence of an overlap in the class of purchasers,

t he sophistication of the respective purchasers and the care
and deliberation involved in the purchase of these itens, as
well as the differences in the respective marks when
considered in their entireties, we find that the extent of
any potential confusion herein would be de m nims.

Decision: The refusal to register is reversed.
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