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Opi nion by Sinms, Adm nistrative Trademark Judge:

Canbri dge Managenent Corporation (applicant) has
appeal ed fromthe final refusal of the Trademark Exam ni ng
Attorney to register the mark “VI SI ON EXPERT” for conputer
processors and conputer software to performreal tine,
conputationally intensive processing of data in order to
create inmages representative of the data.! The Exanining

Attorney has refused registration under Section 2(e)(1) of

! Application Ser. No. 75/291,485, filed May 14, 1997. In the
application, filed pursuant to Section 1(b)of the Act, 15 USC
81051(b), applicant asserts that it has a bona fide intention to
use the mark in conmerce.
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the Act, 15 USC 81052(e)(1), arguing that the mark VI SI ON
EXPERT is nmerely descriptive of a feature of an imaging
systemw th an “expert systeni know edge data. Applicant
and the Exam ning Attorney have submtted briefs, but no
oral hearing was requested. W reverse.

Rel yi ng upon a conputer dictionary definition of the
phrase “expert systent,? the Exanmining Attorney argues that
applicant’s mark nerely describes an expert system as part
of its conputer processors and conputer software in that
this system contains a know edge base of data interfaced
with VI SION EXPERT software prograns to performvision and
i mge processing solutions. Brief, 4. The Exam ning
Attorney argues that applicant’s goods perform i nmagi ng
sol utions such as robotic vision, medical imging and ot her
real time vision imaging solutions. According to the

Exam ning Attorney, the words here sought to be

2 The Conputer dossary (7'" Ed.) defines “expert systeni as:

An Al application that uses a know edge
base of human expertise for problem

solving. |Its success is based on the
gquality of the data and rul es obtained from
the human expert. |In practice, expert

systens perform both bel ow and above t hat
of a human. An expert systemcontains a
know edge base of if-then-else rules that
are processed through an inference engine
(software) that uses a variety of

techni ques to obtain the result.
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registered are nerely a conbination of highly descriptive
ternms which together nerely describe a feature of
applicant’s conputer software, even to technica
pr of essi onal s.
The file reveals the follow ng informati on about

applicant’ s goods.

Vi sion Expert from Canbridge Parall el

Processing is a powerful COTS real-tine

Vi sion processing solution. It conbines

t he super-performance of CPPS Gamrma | |

Plus™ vision and i nage processi ng wor k-

station, with Vision Expert’s Tool box™

data visualization, exploration sinulation

and solution creation environment. This

uni que conbi nation of power and sinplicity

enabl es the devel opnent of a wi de range of

advanced applications for non-destructive

testing, SAR ATR, robotic vision, nedica

i mgi ng, and ot her demandi ng super - performance

vi sion sol utions.

Applicant contends that the word “VISION' has a nunber

of neani ngs while the word “EXPERT” neans one with a
special skill or know edge in a particul ar subject.
According to applicant, while the term“expert systeni has
a particular nmeani ng when used with conputer systens, the
term “EXPERT” al one does not have any neaning in connection
Wi th these goods. Applicant maintains that the mark VI SI ON
EXPERT is indefinite and susceptible to nmultiple neanings

to technical professionals who are potential purchasers of

applicant’s goods.
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Atermis merely descriptive within the neaning of
Section 2(e)(1) if it imrediately describes an ingredient,
quality, characteristic or feature of the goods or services
or if it directly conveys information regarding the nature,
function, purpose or use of the goods or services. 1Inre
Abcor Devel opnent Corp., 588 F.2d 811, 200 USPQ 215, 217-18
(CCPA 1978). \Wether a termis nerely descriptive is
determ ned, not in the abstract, but in relation to the
goods or services for which registration is sought, the
context in which it is being used on or in connection with
t he goods or services and the possible significance that
the termwould have to the average purchaser of those goods
or services. Inre Bright-Crest, Ltd., 204 USPQ 591, 593
(TTAB 1979).

After careful consideration of this record and the
argunents, we believe the mark “VI SI ON EXPERT” does not
i mredi ately and clearly describe applicant’s real -tine
i magi ng systemor a feature or attribute of that system
It seens to us that, as applied to applicant’s goods, the
mark requires sone imgination or thought in order to
determ ne the nature of the goods. Wile inages are
created through use of applicant’s goods, which include a
vi sion and i mage processi ng workstation, we do not believe

that the Exam ning Attorney has persuasively shown that the
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mar k VI SI ON EXPERT is nerely descriptive of applicant’s
conput er processors and conputer software. At nost,
applicant’s asserted mark i s suggestive of the goods.

Decision: The refusal of registration is reversed.
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