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Opi nion by Walters, Adm nistrative Trademark Judge:
Stanton Acquisition Corporation has filed a
trademark application to register the mark ATELIER
CARPETS for “carpets and rugs.”* The application includes
a di sclai mer of CARPETS apart fromthe mark as a whol e.
The Trademark Exam ning Attorney has issued a final

refusal to register, under Section 2(e)(1l) of the

1'Serial No. 76/032,522, in International Class 27, filed April 24,
2000, based on use of the mark in conmerce, alleging first use and use
in comrerce as of February 1996



Serial No. 76/032,522

Trademark Act, 15 U. S.C. 1052(e)(1), on the ground that
applicant’s mark is nmerely descriptive of its goods.
Appl i cant has appeal ed. Both applicant and the
Exam ni ng Attorney have filed briefs, but an oral hearing
was not requested. We reverse the refusal to register.
The Exam ning Attorney contends that ATELI ER CARPETS
is a conbination of descriptive and generic terns; that
“atelier” describes that “applicant’s carpets and rugs
are made in whole or in part in a workshop or studio, [or
alternatively,] the applicant’s goods are designed for
use in a workshop or studio.” The Exam ning Attorney
submtted definitions of “atelier” as “a roomin which an
artist works, or a room where things are nade or
repai red” and “a workshop or studio, especially for an
artist or a designer.” Additionally, the Exam ning
Attorney submtted several third-party registrations for
mar ks i ncluding the disclaimed term“atelier” for various
goods, principally clothing and notorcycle parts; and
four excerpts of articles fromthe LEXI S/ NEXI S dat abase. ?
Two of the excerpts refer to “ateliers” of Turkish and

French weavers of the M ddl e Ages; one excerpt refers to

2 The record indicates that the Exami ning Attorney’s LEXI S/NEXI S search
reveal ed 27 articles, although only four excerpted articles have been
submitted. |In the absence of a statenent otherw se, we assunme that the
other articles did not support the Exami ning Attorney’s position
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the “atelier” of an award-w nni ng nodern-day weaver; and
one excerpt refers to the Covered Bazaar in Istanbul,
with “ateliers” that sell all types of wares, including
rugs.

Applicant disagrees that its mark is nerely
descriptive and asks that any doubt be resolved in its
favor.

The test for determ ning whether a mark is nerely
descriptive is whether it imrediately conveys information
concerning a quality, characteristic, function,
ingredient, attribute or feature of the product or
service in connection with which it is used, or intended
to be used. In re Engineering Systens Corp., 2 USPQd
1075 (TTAB 1986); In re Bright-Crest, Ltd., 204 USPQ 591
(TTAB 1979) .

VWile there is no question the word “carpet” is
nmerely descriptive, if not generic, in connection with
the identified goods, we find that the Exam ning Attorney
has not established, by the limted references submtted,
that “atelier,” or the mark ATELI ER CARPETS, is al so
merely descriptive in connection with carpets and rugs.
The npst we can conclude fromthe evidence of record is
t hat ATELI ER CARPETS suggests a tradition of hand weavi ng

and craft. Further, to the extent that we have any doubt
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about the descriptive nature of ATELI ER CARPETS f or
carpets and rugs, we resolve that doubt in favor of
publication of the mark for opposition.

Deci sion: The refusal under Section 2(e)(1l) of the

Act is reversed.



