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Before Si mms, Seehernman and Hairston, Admi nistrative
Trademar k Judges.

Opi ni on by Hairston, Admnistrative Trademark Judge:

Uni ted Shi pping & Technol ogy, Inc. has appeal ed the
refusal of the Trademark Exami ning Attorney to register I-
COURI ER for “providing information in the field of courier
servi ces and delivery of docunents, parcels and goods by
truck and air by neans of a global network.”?!

Regi stration has been refused pursuant to Section

2(e) (1) of the Trademark Act on the ground that the mark,

1 Serial No. 75/719,560, filed June 2, 1999, alleging a bona fide
intention to use the mark in commerce.
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if used in connection with applicant’s services, would be
nmerely descriptive of them

Appl i cant and the Exam ning Attorney have filed
briefs. No oral hearing was requested.

According to the Exam ning Attorney, the letter “1,”
when used as a prefix, has becone recogni zed as an acronym
for Internet, and that when joined with the word “COURI ER,”
the conmbi ned mark |- COURIER i mmedi ately describes the
nature of applicant’s services, nanely, that information
about courier services is being provided through the
| nt er net.

I n support of the refusal, the Exam ning Attorney

submtted articles retrieved fromthe NEXI S dat abase

wherein such terns as “l-comerce”, “l-business”, “l-mall”
and “l-shoppers” are used as evidence that “1” is
recogni zed as an acronymfor Internet. |In addition, the

Exam ni ng Attorney nade of record copies of the web pages
of several conpanies that provide courier services as
evi dence that the word “courier” describes not only a
person who delivers docunents, packages, etc., but a
conpany that provides delivery services as well.

Applicant, in urging reversal of the refusal to
regi ster, acknow edges that “1” has becone recogni zed as an

acronymfor Internet. However, it is applicant’s position
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that the conbi nation of the letter “I” and the word
“COURI ER,” when joined to forml-COURIER “literally
descri bes a person who carries nessages or information over
the Internet (e.g., a virtual reality mailman).” (Brief,
p. 4). Applicant nmaintains that its services, as
identified, do not enconpass a virtual reality mail man, but
instead are informational in nature.

Atermis nerely descriptive, and therefore
unregi strabl e pursuant to Section 2(e)(1), if it
i mredi atel y conveys know edge of the ingredients,
qualities, or characteristics of the goods or services with
which it is used. On the other hand, a termwhich is
suggestive is registrable. A suggestive termis one which
suggests, rather than describes, such that imagination,
t hought or perception is required to reach a concl usion on
the nature of the goods or services. In re Gyulay, 820
F.2d 1216, 3 USPQ2d 1009 (Fed. G r. 1987). There is but a
thin line of distinction between a suggestive and a nerely
descriptive term and it is often difficult to determ ne
when a term noves fromthe real m of suggestiveness into the
sphere of inperm ssible descriptiveness. |In re Recovery,
Inc., 196 USPQ 830 (TTAB 1977).

Appl ying these principles to the evidence of record,

we concl ude that |-COURI ER has not been proven to be nerely
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descriptive of the identified services of providing
information in the field of courier services and delivery
of docunents, parcels and goods by truck and air by neans
of a global network. While the individual elenents “1” and
“COURI ER’ each have a descriptive significance in
connection with the services, when the words are conbi ned,
the significance of the term|-COURIER is only suggestive.
In this case, it has not been established that courier
services are conducted over the Internet in the sense that
a conpany nay conduct business or commerce over the
Internet; thus, 1-COURIER is not simlar to such terns as

| -comerce and |-business. Rather, it appears that
conpani es such as applicant offer services at their website
whi ch all ow customers to access general shipping
information, e.g., rates and transit tinmes, and to track
packages during transit. It requires sone analysis and
mental steps to conclude, when seeing the mark |I-COURIER in
connection with the identified services, that applicant’s
services will allow custoners to access, over the Internet,
i nformati on about courier services in general as well as
specific information about their shipping orders. As such,
| -COURIER is only suggestive of the identified services of
providing information in the field of courier services and

delivery of docunents, parcels and goods by truck and air



Ser No. 75/719, 560

by means of a gl obal network. W should point out,
however, that in reaching this conclusion, we have not been
per suaded by applicant’s argunent that |-COURIER descri bes
a “virtual reality mailman.” It is not clear to us that
there is such a thing and therefore we do not see how
applicant’s mark woul d suggest one.

W readily admt that our determination on this issue
is not free fromdoubt; however, in accordance with our
practice, we must resolve that doubt in applicant’s favor.

Decision: The refusal to register is reversed.



