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Ofice 110 (Chris A F. Pedersen, Managi ng Attorney).
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Opi nion by Simrs, Adm nistrative Tradenmark Judge:

The Work Connection, Inc. (applicant), a Mnnesota
corporation, has appealed fromthe final refusal of the
Trademar k Exam ning Attorney to register the phrase WORK
READI NESS PROFI LE for “printed instructional material s,

i ncl udi ng envel opes to hold such information, featuring

information on tenporary enployers used to prepare
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! The Exanining

prospective candi dates for enploynent.”
Attorney has refused registration under Section 2(e)(1) of
the Act, 15 USC 81052(e)(1), on the basis that applicant’s
mark is nmerely descriptive of applicant’s goods. Applicant
and the Exam ning Attorney have submtted briefs, but no
oral hearing was requested.

The Examining Attorney argues that applicant’s mark
nmerely describes the subject matter of applicant’s
materials in that applicant is providing an informational
profile used to determ ne an individual’s work readi ness.
The Exam ning Attorney notes that applicant’s specinen of
record, |abeled “Wrk Readiness Profile,” indicates:

The Wbrk Readi ness Programis designed
to prepare candi dates before they start
wor ki ng at your facility. Please use
this envel ope/ checklist to provide us
Wi th the necessary information to
devel op a Wrk Readi ness Program

The Exam ning Attorney has made of record a nunber of
excerpts fromthe Nexis conputer database showi ng use of
the words “work readiness” in a descriptive nmanner to
i ndi cate the devel opnent of an individual’'s skills for
enpl oynent :

Anot her state conm ssioner.said there

were many j obs available for
unenpl oyed, non-professional workers

YApplication Serial No. 75/869,798, filed Decenber 13, 1999, based upon
an allegation of use in conmerce since March 1, 1996.
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who fit the profile of work readi ness
recipients...
Star Tribune, January 22, 1992

../Andre House, where honel ess can eat

di nner, shower and obtain clothing; St.
Joseph the Worker, job placenent and
wor k readi ness prograns...

The Arizona Republic, Septenber 18,
2001

Through this collaboration, students
are able to acquire a genera
equi val ency di ploma as well as get
assistance with job training, work
studi es, work-readi ness skills and job
pl acenent ...

The Ti nmes- Pi cayune, August 19, 2001

..Yout hwor ks, a new GED program t hat
focuses on work readi ness and job

pl acement for teens, had six graduates...
The Boston G obe, July 1, 2001

The seniors, who are involved with the
Jobs for Miine s Gaduates program
conpete in events such as public
speaki ng, deci si on-nmaki ng and
interviewng to test their work

r eadi ness.

Portland Press Herald, May 1, 2000

NQJlI officials also reported that
results froma test designed to nmeasure
wor k readi ness show that through March
15, 150 program graduates are scoring
hi gher than the average entry-| evel

| ocal workers in construction and
manuf act uri ng j obs...

The Ti mes-Pi cayune, April 19, 2000

Based upon this evidence, the Exam ning Attorney
argues that in the workplace the term “work readiness”

i medi ately brings to mnd an individual’s enployability or
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preparedness for work. In addition, the Exam ning Attorney
contends that the term*“profile,” neaning “a formal summary
or analysis of data, often in the formof a graph or
table,”? is merely an additional descriptive termdenoting
that applicant’s materials are designed for individuals to
determne their own work readiness or to indicate the
personal i zed nature of applicant’s goods-—a profile on an

i ndi vidual’s work readiness. In sum the Exam ning
Attorney argues that applicant’s nmark nerely descri bes

i nformation provided to assist an individual to prepare for
his or her own enpl oynent.

Applicant, on the other hand, argues that the mark
WORK READI NESS PROFI LE does not convey any information
concerni ng applicant’s goods, and that inagination nust be
used in order to deduce the nature of applicant’s goods,
whi ch, according to applicant, provide information on
tenporary enployers, that is, they are enployer profiles.
Brief, 3.® Applicant states that its goods are not an

anal ysis of an enpl oyee candi date’s work preparedness.

2The conplete relevant definition is “a formal summary or analysis of
data, often in the formof a graph or table, representing distinctive
features or characteristics: a psychological profile of a job
applicant.” The Anmerican Heritage Dictionary of the English Language
(3% ed. 1992).
3 1n response, the Examining Attorney argues that even if applicant is
providing i nformation on tenporary enployers to individuals, such
information is neverthel ess provided to those individuals to assist
themin preparing for enployment (“..used to prepare prospective

candi dates for enployment”).
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Applicant has stated its willingness to disclaimthe word
“PROFI LE” apart fromthe mark as shown. Response, 3, filed
Novenber 22, 2000.

Upon careful consideration of this record and the
argunents of the attorneys, we conclude that, as applied to
applicant’s goods, the mark is nmerely descriptive.

A mark is nerely descriptive if it imediately
describes the ingredients, qualities, characteristics or
features of the goods or services, or if it inmediately
conveys information regarding a function, purpose or use of
t he goods or services. |In re Abcor Devel opnent Corp., 588
F.2d 811, 200 USPQ 215, 217 (CCPA 1978). See also In re
Nett Designs, 236 F.3d 1339, 57 USPQR2d 1564, 1566 (Fed.
Cir. 2001). To determ ne nere descriptiveness, one | ooks
at the mark in relation to the goods or services, and not
in the abstract. In re Oraha National Corp., 819 F.2d
1117, 2 USPQ2d 1859 (Fed. Cir. 1987); and Abcor, 200 USPQ
at 218. In addition, courts have long held that, to be
“merely descriptive,” a termneed only describe a single
significant quality or property of the goods or services.
In re Gyulay, 820 F.2d 1216, 3 USPQ@d 1009, 1009 (Fed. Cr
1987); Meehanite Metal Corp. v. International N ckel Co.,
262 F.2d 806, 120 USPQ 293, 294 (CCPA 1959); and In re

H UD.DL.E, 216 USPQ 358 (TTAB 1982).
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Here, according to the description of goods,
applicant’s goods feature information used to prepare
prospective candi dates for enploynent. The Exam ning
Attorney has denonstrated that the phrase “WORK READI NESS
PROFI LE” signifies a summary or analysis of information
concerning an enpl oyee’ s preparedness for enploynment or
work readiness. Contrary to applicant’s argunents, these
words i mredi ately convey the information that applicant’s
goods are profiles for an enpl oyee’s work readi ness.

Decision: The refusal of registration is affirned.



