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Opi ni on by Hairston, Adm nistrative Trademark Judge:

On June 23, 2003 applicant filed a request for
reconsi deration of the Board s decision issued March 4,
2003, wherein the Board affirmed the refusal to register
applicant’s mark TRIUMPH for golf clubs and golf equi pnent
in viewof aregistration for the mark TRIUMPH for tennis

rackets, under Section 2(d) of the Tradenmark Act.
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Appl i cant argues that the Board s decision is
i ncorrect because applicant and registrant’s goods are
different, the channels of trade are different, the
purchasers of the goods are sophisticated, and the mark
TRIUWPH i s weak and therefore entitled to a |imted scope
of protection.

The purpose of reconsideration is to point out errors
made by the Board in reaching its decision, not to nerely
reargue the case as applicant has done. W addressed each
of applicant’s contentions in our decision and we do not
find any error in our determ nation thereof.

In addition, applicant continues to maintain that it
is a significant factor in this case that its vice-
presi dent Matthew Adans has not encountered TRIUMPH tennis
rackets at any trade shows he has attended or in any
sporting goods literature he has read. Although we
addressed M. Adans’ declaration in our decision, we should
add that his experience in this regard is hardly surprising
and certainly not persuasive of a different result in this
case. M. Adans stated in his declaration that nost of the
trade shows he attends are limted to golf equi pnrent and
the type of sporting goods literature he reads are golfing
magazi nes. One would not normally expect to find

manuf acturers of tennis racquets exhibiting at golf
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equi pnrent trade shows. Nor would one normally expect to
find advertisenents for tennis racquets in golfing
magazi nes. I n any event, as we indicated in our decision
(p. 5), applicant’s goods are not limted to golf pro
shops, and thus we nust assune that they may be sol d by
sporting goods retailers and nass ner chandi sers.

| nasmuch as we see no error in our decision, the
request for reconsideration is denied and the deci sion
affirmng the refusal to register under Section 2(d) of the

Act remai ns as i ssued.



