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Brian A. Rupp of Quirk & Tratos for Station Casinos, Inc.

Paul F. Gast, Trademark Exam ning Attorney, Law O fice 106
(Mary 1. Sparrow, Managi ng Attorney).

Bef ore Hanak, Hohein and Rogers, Adm nistrative Tradenark
Judges.

Opi ni on by Hanak, Adm nistrative Tradenmark Judge:

Station Casinos, Inc. of Las Vegas, Nevada (applicant)
seeks to register EESLOIS in typed drawing formfor “casino
services.” The intent-to-use application was filed on June
5, 2001.

Citing Section 2(e)(1) of the Trademark Act, the
Exam ning Attorney has refused registration on the basis

that applicant’s mark is nerely descriptive of applicant’s
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services. Wen the refusal to register was nade final
applicant appealed to this Board. Applicant and the
Exam ning Attorney filed briefs. Applicant did not request
a hearing.

As has been stated repeatedly, “a termis nerely
descriptive if it forthwith conveys an i nmedi ate idea of
the ingredients, qualities or characteristics of the goods

[or services].” In re Abcor Devel opnent Corp., 588 F.2d

811, 200 USPQ 215, 218 (CCPA 1978); Abercronbie & Fitch Co.

V. Hunting World, Inc., 537 F.2d 4, 189 USPQ 759, 765 (2"°

Cir. 1976). Moreover, the descriptiveness of a termis not
decided in the abstract, but rather is decided in
relationship to the goods or services for which

registration is sought. Abcor Devel opnent, 200 USPQ at

218. Finally, a word or phrase is “descriptive though it
nerely describes one of the qualities or properties of the

goods [or services].” In re Gyulay, 820 F.2d 1216, 3

UsP@d 1009, 1010 (Fed. Cir. 1987).

To begin with, we note that applicant has never
di sputed the fact that the word “slots” is an abbreviated
formof the term*®“slot machines.” 1In this regard, we note
that one of the definitions of the word “slot” is as

follows: “Informal. Slot machine.” The term “slot machine

is defined as follows: “A ganbling machi ne operated by
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inserting coins into a slot and pulling down a |ong handle

attached to its side.” Random House Wbster’'s Dictionary

(2001).

Li kew se, there is no dispute that in recent tines
manuf act urers have devel oped sl ot nmachi nes which are
el ectronic, thereby elimnating the need for a player to
pull a long handle. Furthernore, in recent tines on-line
ganbl i ng has becone quite popular and the term*“e slot(s)”
is routinely used to denote sl ot machi nes which can be
pl ayed via the Internet. 1In this regard, the Exam ning
Attorney has made of record nunmerous Internet stories where
the term“e slot(s)” is used to nane a type of ganbling
where a pl ayer accesses an e slot via the Internet.

In view of the foregoing, we find that applicant’s
“mark” E-SLOTS is highly descriptive of a type of casino
service. (Cbviously, applicant could not register “slots”
for casino services any nore than it could register
“bl ackj ack” or “poker” for casino services. In simlar
fashi on, applicant can sinply not register “e-slots” for
casino services. |In this regard, applicant’s attention is
drawn to the foll owi ng Board cases where the addition of
the letter Eto a descriptive or generic termdid not

result in a registerable mark. 1In re SPX Corp., 63 USPQd

1592 (TTAB 2002); In re Styleclick.comlnc., 57 USPQd 1445
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(TTAB 2000); and Continental Airlines Inc. v. United Air

Lines Inc., 53 USPQ2d 1395 (TTAB 2000).

One final coment is in order. At page 2 of its brief
applicant argues “that if a mark clearly does not tel
potential consuners what the services are ...then the mark
is not ‘nerely descriptive.”” At page 3 of its brief
applicant goes on to note that the letter E can conjure up
i mges of entertainment or excitenent. To begin with, we
note that applicant has articulated an incorrect test for
determi ning whether a mark is nerely descriptive. |In order
to be held nerely descriptive, a mark does not need to
i nform consuners what the services are. Rather, the
correct test for descriptiveness i s whether a consuner
knowi ng of applicant’s services and seeing applicant’s mark
woul d i medi ately obtain an understanding of at |east one
gquality or characteristic of said services. However,
having said the foregoing, we believe that the Exam ning
Attorney’s Internet evidence is so conpelling that in this
case a consuner sinply seeing the term“e-slots” in a
vacuum understands that the termrefers to electronic slot
machi nes or slot machines that can be played via the
I nternet. As for applicant’s claimthat the letter E can

conjure up inmages of entertainment and excitenent, we
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sinply note that applicant has offered no proof in support
of this contention.

Decision: The refusal to register is affirned.



