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Opi nion by Quinn, Adm nistrative Tradenmark Judge:

The Board, in a decision dated Cctober 4, 2002,
affirmed the refusal to register under Section 2(e)(1) of
the Trademark Act on the basis that the mark HYDROCYCLE, if
applied to “operator controlled notor propelled road
vehi cl es, nanely, hydrogen fuel ed bicycles,” would be
nmerely descriptive thereof. The Board consi dered
dictionary definitions of “hydro” neaning “hydrogen” and

“cycle” neaning “bicycle.” Wen the terns “hydro” and



“cycle” are conbined, the mark HYDROCYCLE, as a whole, is
nmerely descriptive of hydrogen-fuel ed bicycles.

Applicant has tinely filed a request for
reconsideration. In maintaining that the Board committed
error in affirmng the refusal to register, applicant
argues that the Board inproperly dissected the mark; that
there are no descriptive uses of HYDROCYCLE in the NEXI S
excerpts of record; that the term *“hydro” has neani ngs
ot her than “hydrogen”; that the mark i s suggestive; and
that any doubt on nere descriptiveness nust be resolved in
applicant’s favor.

Applicant’s concerns were considered in our original
opi nion, and nothing raised by applicant on reconsideration
conpels us to reach a different result. Applicant and
others in the field have devel oped hydrogen-fuel ed
bi cycles. The readily recogni zed neani ngs of “hydro” and
“cycle” include “hydrogen” and “bicycle,” respectively, so
that the mark HYDROCYCLE nerely describes a significant
characteristic or feature of applicant’s goods, nanely that
they are bicycles powered by hydrogen fuel. W have no
doubts about our determ nation as to which side of the
suggestive/ nerely descriptive |line applicant’s proposed

mark falls on.



The request for reconsideration is denied, and the

deci si on dated Cctober 4, 2002 stands.



