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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE  

TRADEMARK TRIAL AN D APPEAL BOARD 
 
 
 

In the Matter of Trademark 
Registration No.  3468426 
Cancellation No.  92050685 
Registered:  July 15, 2008 
Mark:  IGNITING BUSINESS 
International Class:  35 
 
 
 
____________________________________ 

) 
RENEE SHATANOFF,   ) 
      ) 
   Petitioner  ) 
      ) 

v.   ) 
) 

EXECUTIVE DEVELOPMENT  ) 
ARCHITECTS LLC,    ) 
      ) 
   Registrant.  ) 
      ) 
____________________________________ 
 

 

 

 

PETITIONER’S RESPONSE TO REGISTRANT’S MOTION FOR 

SUMMARY JUDGMENT  

 
 Renee Shatanoff (hereinafter “Petitioner”) hereby responds to Registrant Executive 

Development Architects LLC’s (hereinafter “Registrant”) motion for summary judgment. 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT  
 
 Petitioner is a media specialist with a business that helps individual entrepreneurs grow 

their business through positive media exposure of their proactive involvement in charitable 

organizations throughout the local community.  See Declaration of Renee Shatanoff, ¶4.  

Petitioner’s services are unique and narrowly target individual entrepreneurs who are specifically 

interested in achieving media exposure for sharing their earnings and resources with charitable 

organizations.  See Id., ¶5.  A prerequisite for entrepreneurs to avail themselves of Petitioner’s 

services is a commitment to social responsibility by sharing a portion of their earnings with 

charitable organizations.  See Id., ¶6.     

 Registrant is primarily in the business of providing unique training programs that combine 

business principles with neuroscience and psychology to build a spirit-based business culture.   

 Petitioner filed for an application for federal registration of its new mark IGNITING 

BUSINESS WITH A SOCIAL BEAT.  The application was rejected by the Trademark Examining 

Attorney based on a likelihood of confusion with Registrant’s mark IGNITING BUSINESS when 

used in connection with the identified services.  See Final Office Action to Petitioner, Dec. 14, 

2008, pp.1.   

 The identified services in Petitioner’s application are narrowly and accurately described as: 

“Consulting services for individual entrepreneurs for the development of business through positive 

media exposure of their proactive involvement in charitable organizations; Business consultation 

relating to enhancement of personal media image of individual entrepreneurs; Business 

consultation relating to development of a service oriented business model with a focus on 

charitable contributions, in International Class 35.” 
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 The identified services in Registrant’s application are broadly and inaccurately described 

as: “business consulting services, in International Class 35.” 

 Petitioner has asserted its right under Section 18 of the Lanham Act to request the Board to 

“restrict the goods or services identified in [Registrant’s] application or registration,” or to 

“otherwise restrict or rectify…the registration of the registered mark.”  15 U.S.C. §1068.  The 

Registrant has failed to show that the citation of services in its registration is not overly broad, that 

it is reflective of marketplace reality, that its mark is used in connection with all the cited services, 

or that a restriction to its citation of services will cause a likelihood of confusion.  With this 

Summary Judgment, Registrant seeks to circumvent the entire discovery process.  Neither of the 

parties have conducted any discovery. 

 The Registrant has failed to meet its burden of demonstrating the absence of any genuine 

issue of material fact, and that it is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.  The Board should deny 

Registrant’s motion and reset the discovery and trial periods. 

II.  STATEMENT OF FACTS  
 

 On its motion for summary judgment, Registrant alleges that Petitioner’s claims are not 

supported either by legal standards or by standards relevant to the Board’s review for Petition for 

Partial Cancellation.  See Registrant’s motion for summary judgment, pp.6.  Registrant alleges that 

its three-word recitation of “business consulting services” fully and accurately describes its 

services.  See Id., pp.4.  Registrant also alleges that it currently uses its mark in connection with 

“business consulting services.”  See Id., pp.5.  Further, Registrant alleges that Petitioner’s mark is 

confusingly similar to its mark and that its target customers are the same as Petitioner’s.  See Id., 

pp.4.  Finally, Registrant alleges that Petitioner’s petition for cancellation fails under the two-part 
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Eurostar Test.  See Id., pp.9.  Petitioner disputes these allegations.  In support of Petitioner’s 

position, it is submitting the following facts. 

 Registrant’s IGNITING BUSINESS mark is registered under Registration No. 3468426, 

the registration at issue in this matter.  Registrant originally filed its application for the mark on 

October 21, 2004 with an identification of services as, “Business consulting services namely, 

providing training, through seminars, workshops and written materials to executives, 

entrepreneurs, business and professionals regarding performance elevation and professional goals, 

in International Class 35.”  See Petitioner’s Declaration Attachment 2.   

 On June 1, 2005, based on a communication with Registrant’s attorney, the Examining 

Attorney amended the recitation of services to: “Business consulting services, in int. class 35.”  

See Petitioner’s Declaration Attachment 3.  The substance of such communication was never 

made part of the written record as required by TMEP §709.03.   

In August 9, 2005, Registrant was issued Registration No. 2984208 for the 

PERFORMANCE VELOCITY mark with an identification of services as, “Business consulting 

services specifically, providing a unique thought and action system to executives, entrepreneurs 

and professionals to direct thoughts and attitudes in order to deliver results to clarify professional 

paths, determine future directions, develop executive staff, elevate team performance and move 

from creative paralysis to pragmatic action, in class 35.”  The PERFORMANCE VELOCITY 

mark has been used in conjunction with the IGNITING BUSINESS mark to promote the same 

services, as shown on the specimen submitted for both the PERFORMANCE VELOCITY and 

IGNITING BUSINESS registrations, on the attachments submitted by Registrant in its motion for 

summary judgment, and on Registrant’s website.  See Petitioner’s Exhibit 1. 
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 On January 9, 2007, Registrant was issued Registration No. 3196107 for the SPEED TO 

RESULTS mark.  The specimen submitted for the SPEED TO RESULTS registration is: 

 

The specimen submitted for the IGNITING BUSINESS registration is: 

 

Both specimens include an identical stylized design but with the IGNITING BUSINESS mark 

replaced with the SPEED TO RESULTS mark.  Registrant has replaced its IGNITING BUSINESS 

mark with its SPEED TO RESULTS mark in several promotional items, including its website.  

The SPEED TO RESULTS mark and the IGNITING BUSINESS mark are used in connection 

with the same service offered by Registrant.  The identification of services in the registration for 

the mark SPEED TO RESULTS is: “Business management consultancy and advisory services; 

business management consultation in the field of executive and leadership development, in int. 

class 35.”  See Petitioner’s Declaration Attachment 4. 

 In summary, Registrant has at least three different registered marks that are used in 

connection with the same service that Registrant provides but with different identification of 

services listed in their corresponding registrations.   

 In its motion, Registrant has submitted several attachments that will be referenced in the 

argument below. 
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III.    ARGUMENT  

A. The Summary Judgment Standard. 

1.  Registrant Bears the Burden of Demonstrating the Absence of Genuine 
Issues of Material Fact. 

 
“The motion for summary judgment is a pretrial device to dispose of cases in which ‘the 

pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the 

affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving 

party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.’”  TBMP §528.01 (citing Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(c));  

see generally, Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317 (1986).  “A party moving for summary 

judgment has the burden of demonstrating the absence of any genuine issue of material fact, and 

that it is entitled to judgment as matter of law.”  Id.; see, e.g., Copelands’ Enters., Inc. v. CNV, 

Inc., 945 F.2d 1563, 1565 (Fed. Cir. 1991).  “This burden is greater than the evidentiary burden at 

trial.”  Id.; see, e.g., Gasser Chair Co., Inc. v. Infanti Chair Mfg. Corp., 60 F.3d 770, 773 (Fed. 

Cir. 1995).  “A factual dispute is genuine if sufficient evidence is presented such that a reasonable 

fact finder could decide the question in favor of the non-moving party.”  Opryland USA, Inc. v. 

The Great American Music Show, Inc., 970 F.2d 847, 23 USPQ2d 1471 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

“In deciding a motion for summary judgment, the function of the Board is not to try issues 

of fact, but to determine instead if there are any genuine issues of material fact to be tried.”  

Nyneer Corp. v. Automotive Products plc, 37 USPQ 1251, 1254 (TTAB 1995).  “The non-moving 

party must be given the benefit of all reasonable doubt as to whether genuine issues of material 

fact exist; and the evidentiary record on summary judgment, and all inferences to be drawn from 

the undisputed facts, must be viewed in the light most favorable to the non-moving party.”  See, 

e.g., Lloyd’s Food Products, Inc. v. Eli’s, Inc., 987 F.2d 766, 25 USPQ2d 2027 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
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B.  Registrant Has Failed To Show That The Identification Of Services In Its 
Registration Is Not Overly Broad. 

  
“A written application must specify the particular goods or services on or in connection 

with which the applicant uses, or has bona fide intention to use, the mark in commerce.  To 

‘specify’ means to name in an explicit manner…The identification of goods or services must be 

specific, definite, clear, accurate, and concise.”  TMEP §1402.01.     

Registrant’s recitation of services is “business consulting services.” 

BusinessDictionary.com defines “consulting” as “the providing expert knowledge to a third party 

for a fee.”  See Petitioner’s Declaration Attachment 5.  According to Wikipedia, the field of 

Business Consulting is estimated to be an over $100 billion industry that encompasses multiple 

specializations, such as, communications, e-business, human resources, operations, marketing, 

organizational development, strategic planning, and technology.  See Petitioner’s Declaration 

Attachment 6.   

As part of its motion for summary judgment, Registrant has submitted a Declaration of Lisa 

Niederman, its president and founder.  The declaration contains several attachments to which 

Petitioner will now make reference in order to ‘specify’ Registrant’s services.   

Registrant’s Declaration Attachment 1 is a contract used by Registrant for “Continuation 

Coaching.”  The bottom of the contract contains a statement that reads, “Performance Velocity 

instructs executive, entrepreneurs and professionals to direct thoughts and attitudes to achieve 

business results.” 

 Registrant’s Declaration Attachment 6 is a “printout of web page on which the mark is 

used on Registrant’s website, domain name www.performancevelocity.com.”  This attachment 

describes a speaking engagement presented by Registrant as:  “Why Time Management Strategies 

Don’t Work…and What Will.” 
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 Registrant’s Declaration Attachment 7 is “Registrant’s current promotional materials and 

handouts.”  This attachment promotes “A How-To Workshop” on the subject related to “The Art 

and Science of Achieving Exceptional Results.” 

  Registrant’s Declaration Attachment 8 is “Registrant’s current promotional materials and 

handouts.”  This attachment promotes a “Hand-on Seminar for Entrepreneurs and Leaders” on the 

subject related to “Managing Your Time from the Inside Out.” 

 Registrant’s Declaration Attachment 9 is “Registrant’s current promotional materials and 

handouts.”  This attachment describes Registrant’s services as programs that “teach business 

leaders to increase their mental agility.”  This attachment also identifies Lisa Neiderman and 

describes Registrant’s business as:  “a firm that specializes in developing executives, leaders and 

entrepreneurs.” 

 Registrant’s Declaration Attachment 10 is “Registrant’s current seminar materials.”  This 

attachment promotes one of Registrant’s programs where “you’ll learn to apply 3 aspects of your 

brain’s abilities to increase your personal productivity, drive your business results, and avoid 

becoming a dinosaur in your industry.” 

   Since Registrant circumvented the entire discovery process, Petitioner relies on 

Registrant’s attachments to ‘specify’ Registrant’s business as a provider of “training, through 

seminars, workshops and written materials to executives, entrepreneurs, business and professionals 

regarding performance elevation and professional goals.”  Such specification of Registrant’s 

services is consistent with Registrant’s identification of services in its original application for its 

IGNITING BUSINESS mark.   

 Alternatively, based on Registrant’s own attachments submitted in its motion, Registrant’s 

services can be “specified” as “business management consultation in the field of executive and 
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leadership development.”  Such specification of Registrant’s services is consistent with 

Registrant’s identification of services in its registration for its SPEED TO RESULTS mark. 

 Alternatively, based on Registrant’s own attachments submitted in its motion, Registrant’s 

services can be “specified” as “Business consulting services specifically, providing a unique 

thought and action system to executives, entrepreneurs and professionals to direct thoughts and 

attitudes in order to deliver results to clarify professional paths, determine future directions, 

develop executive staff, elevate team performance and move from creative paralysis to pragmatic 

action.”  Such specification of Registrant’s services is consistent with Registrant’s identification of 

services in its registration for its PERFORMANCE VELOCITY mark. 

      As discussed above, the identification of services as “business consulting services” 

encompasses a multitude of specializations that go beyond mere training of business professionals.  

Registrant has failed to provide any evidence that its services include consulting in the business 

fields of communications, e-business, human resources, operations, marketing, organizational 

development, strategic planning, and technology.  Since Registrant’s attachments describe its 

business as a “teacher” to “business leaders to increase their mental agility”, a recitation of 

services as, “business consulting services” is not “specific, definite, clear, accurate, and concise” 

as required by TMEP §1402.01.  Clearly Registrant understood the need for more accurate 

identification of services when submitting applications for the other marks used in connection with 

its services.     

C.  Registrant Has Failed To Show That The Identification Of Services In Its 
Registration Is Reflective Of Marketplace Reality. 

 
“Section 18(1) of the legislation amends Section 18 of the Lanham Act (15 U.S.C. §1068) 

to give the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board authority to limit, or otherwise modify, the goods or 
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services identified in a registration or application.  This amendment will permit the Board to base 

determinations of likelihood of confusion on marketplace realities rather than on hypothetical 

facts.  For example, certain product identifications, although accurate and acceptable for purposes 

of registration, may appear on paper to give rise to likelihood of confusion, but would not give rise 

to confusion in the marketplace due to distinctions between the actual products and their channels 

of trade.” Eurostar, Inc. v. “Euro-Star” Reitmoden GmbH & Co., 34 USPQ2d 1266 (TTAB 1994). 

According to Wikipedia, business consulting firms are divided into “large, diversified 

organizations that offer a wide range of services” and “small boutique firms that have focused 

areas of consulting expertise in specific industries, functional areas or technologies.”  See 

Petitioner’s Declaration Attachment 6.  Furthermore, Wikipedia explains that “most of the 

boutiques were founded by famous business theorists. Small firms with less than 50 employees are 

often referred to as niche consultancies.”  See Id.  Finally, Business.com has an extensive directory 

of business consulting firms.  Every firm on this directory lists its specialty and the type of services 

it provides.  Not a single firm on the list describes its services as all encompassing “business 

consulting services.” 

  Since Registrant circumvented the entire discovery process, Petitioner relies on 

Registrant’s attachments to infer that Registrant was founded by a “famous business theorist.”  

Registrant’s Declaration Attachment 9 describes Lisa Niederman, Registrant’s founder, as having 

“extensive experience and knowledge guiding senior management teams and businesses through 

tumultuous change.”  Registrant’s Declaration Attachment 9 further describes Registrant’s founder 

as having “twenty-five years in business”, as having a “Masters Degree in Psychology”, as being 

“past president of ASTD-RMC”, as being a “Certified Executive Coach”, and as being a “founding 
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member of the Women’s Leadership Institute.”  Lisa Niederman is inferred to be a “famous 

business theorist.” 

Furthermore, since Registrant circumvented the entire discovery process, Petitioner also 

infers Registrant to be a firm “with less than 50 employees.”  Therefore, Registrant is inferred to 

fall within Wikipedia’s definition of a small business consultancy firm that is “often referred to as 

[a] niche consultancy.”   

The reality of the marketplace is that such small niche consultancies cannot provide 

business consulting services that encompass all of the specializations, including communications, 

e-business, human resources, operations, marketing, organizational development, strategic 

planning, and technology.  None of the small niche consultancies with which Petitioner is familiar 

and that are listed on Business.com’s directory offer business consulting services that encompass a 

wide range of specializations.  Marketplace reality dictates that small niche consultancies offer 

niche business consulting services in one or few of the many specializations.  If a single business 

consultancy firm covers a multitude of the specializations, it would be a marketplace reality that 

such a firm would not be a small firm but a “large, diversified organization.”   

Registrant has failed to show that it is anything but a small niche consultancy firm.  

Registrant has failed to provide any evidence that it is or intends to be a “large, diversified 

organization” that covers many of the specializations of “business consulting services.”  In fact, 

based on the attachments submitted by Registrant, it is questionable that Registrant is, in fact, a 

business consultancy firm.  It appears that Registrant is more of a provider of business training, 

education, and leadership development, not a provider of “business consulting services.”  Such 

training and education services correspond to International Class 41 not International Class 35. 
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D.  Registrant Has Failed To Show That It Actually Uses Or Intends To Use The 
Mark In Connection With The Wide Range Of Services For Which It Obtained 
The Registration. 

 
 The application for the Registration of the IGNITING BUSINESS mark was filed by 

Registrant under §1(b), 15 U.S.C. §1051(b), as an Intent to Use application.  “In applications filed 

under §1(b), 15 U.S.C. §1051(b), the applicant must assert a bona fide intent to use the mark in 

commerce on the goods or services as of the application filing date…  Where the applicant has 

identified its goods or services very broadly but does not use the mark on a substantial number of 

related goods encompassed by the identification language, the Office may require further 

specificity.”  TMEP §1402.03. 

   Registrant originally filed its application with an identification of services as, “Business 

consulting services namely, providing training, through seminars, workshops and written materials 

to executives, entrepreneurs, business and professionals regarding performance elevation and 

professional goals, in International Class 35.” 

 Over seven months after the filing of the application and for reasons unknown, the 

Examining Attorney allowed Registrant to amend its identification of services to: “Business 

consulting services, in int. class 35.” 

 The amendment by the Examining Attorney allowed Registrant to broaden its identification 

of services contrary to TMEP §1402.06’s rule that “the applicant may amend the application to 

clarify or limit, but not to broaden, the identification of goods and/or services.”  This amendment 

was made based on a communication between the Examining Attorney and Registrant’s attorney.  

The substance of such communication was never made part of the written record as required by 

TMEP §709.03.     
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 Since Registrant’s registration was issued with the broad identification of services as 

“business consulting services,” Petitioner understands that its petition and this motion must be 

determined on the basis of the goods as they are identified in the registration.  See In re Elbaum, 

211 USPQ 639, 640 (T.T.A.B. 1981).  However, Petitioner also recognizes that “if an 

identification is so broad that it encompasses a wide range of products, the [Registrant] must 

submit evidence that it actually uses the mark on a wide range of products.”  TMEP §1402.05.  

 As discussed above, the identification of services for “business consulting services” 

encompasses a wide range of specializations, such as, communications, e-business, human 

resources, operations, marketing, organizational development, strategic planning, and technology.   

Registrant may have originally intended to use the mark in connection with “business consulting 

services.”  However, Registrant must now use or intend to use the mark in connection with the 

identification of services in the issued registration.  Registrant has failed to show evidence that it 

actually is or intends to be a “large, diversified organization” that offers services in “a substantial 

number” of the many specializations in the field of business consulting.  Therefore, Registrant has 

failed to show that it actually uses or intends to use the mark in connection with “a substantial 

number of related [services] encompassed by”: business consulting services. 

 E.  Registrant Has Abandoned Its Registered Mark By Not Using Or Intending To 
Use It In Connection With The Services Identified In The Registration.  

 
 The Trademark Act provides for the cancellation of registration if the registered mark has 

been abandoned.  See Section 14 of the Trademark Act, 15 U.S.C. §1064.  Under Section 45 of the 

Trademark Act, 15 U.S.C. §1127, a mark is considered abandoned “when its use has been 

discontinued with intent not to resume such use.”  The use of the mark must be in connection with 

the identified goods or services.    
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 At one time, Registrant may have intended to use the mark on “a substantial number of 

related [services] encompassed by”: business consulting services.  This use requirement would be 

satisfied if Registrant is or aspires to become a “large, diversified organization” that offers 

business consulting services in many specializations, such as, communications, e-business, human 

resources, operations, marketing, organizational development, strategic planning, and technology. 

However, Registrant has failed to submit evidence that it has actually uses or intends to use the 

IGNITING BUSINESS mark in connection with a substantial number of the specializations 

encompassed under “business consulting services.”  Registrant does not claim that it intends or 

aspires to grow its business into a “large, diversified organization.”  However, Registrant has 

submitted strong evidence of its use and intent to use its mark in conjunction with “providing 

training, through seminars, workshops and written materials to executives, entrepreneurs, business 

and professionals regarding performance elevation and professional goals,” as indicated by the 

identification of services in its trademark application for IGNITING BUSINESS mark.     

 Since Registrant continues to use its mark in conjunction with “training” as it originally 

intended upon filing of its trademark application, and since Registrant has not provided any 

evidence of its use of its mark in connection with “business consulting services,” Petitioner infers 

that Registrant has abandoned its registered mark. 

F.  The Evidence of Record Does Not Demonstrate a Likelihood of Confusion. 

Registrant would have the Board weigh the limited evidence of record to conclude that 

there is a likelihood of confusion between Registrant’s IGNITING BUSINESS mark and 

Petitioner’s IGNITING BUSINESS WITH A SOCIAL BEAT mark as used in connection with 

their corresponding identification of services.  Of course, on motion for summary judgment, such a 

weighing of the evidence is not permitted, and is a process which, in and of itself, renders 
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summary judgment inappropriate, especially when Registrant uses the motion to completely 

circumvent the entire Discovery process.  Nevertheless, Petitioner submits the evidence of record, 

limited to four of the thirteen factor test of In re E.I. DuPont DeNemours & Co., 476 F.2d 1357, 

1361, 77 U.S.P.Q. 564 (C.C.P.A. 1973), to amply disprove Registrant’s likelihood of confusion 

claim. 

1.  The marks are dissimilar in their entireties as to appearance, sound, 
connotation, and commercial impression. 

 
Registrant’s mark is IGNITING BUSINESS while Petitioner’s mark is IGNITING 

BUSINESS WITH A SOCIAL BEAT. 

Registrant argues that the only similarity between the marks at issue is the words 

“IGNITING BUSINESS.”  However, Registrant makes no claim to the exclusive right to use the 

word “BUSINESS.”  Therefore, the main similarity at issue between the marks is the single word 

“IGNITING.”   

Dissimilarity between the marks includes the fact that Registrant’s mark is only 2 words 

long while Petitioner’s mark is 6 words long.  The longer appearance of Petitioner’s mark is sure 

to captivate the attention of consumers. 

Another dissimilarity between the marks is that Petitioner’s mark is clearly and closely tied 

to the phrase “WITH A SOCIAL BEAT.”  Although the connotation or commercial impression for 

the phrase “IGNITING BUSINESS” may be to grow or excite business, Petitioner’s additional 

phrase “WITH A SOCIAL BEAT” indicates its commitment to link business growth to social 

responsibility.   
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2.  Registrant’s services for specialized business training are not closely related 
to Petitioner’s services for specialized strategies that enhance the media 
exposure of clients.   

      
Registrant’s application was filed with an identification of services as, “Business 

consulting services namely, providing training, through seminars, workshops and written materials 

to executives, entrepreneurs, business and professionals regarding performance elevation and 

professional goals.”  Registrant’s registration was issued for an identification of services as, 

“Business consulting services.”  However, a later trademark registration issued to Registrant for a 

mark used in connection with the same services, was issued for an identification of services as, 

“Business management consultancy and advisory services; business management consultation in 

the field of executive and leadership development.”  Yet another registration issued to Registrant 

for a mark used in connection with the same services, was issued for an identification of services 

as, “Business consulting services specifically, providing a unique thought and action system to 

executives, entrepreneurs and professionals to direct thoughts and attitudes in order to deliver 

results to clarify professional paths, determine future directions, develop executive staff, elevate 

team performance and move from creative paralysis to pragmatic action.”  Registrant’s own 

attachments submitted with its motion reinforce the accurate description of its services as primarily 

business training, education, and leadership development through seminars and workshops.   

Petitioner is a media specialist with a business that helps individual entrepreneurs grow 

their business through positive media exposure of their proactive involvement in charitable 

organizations throughout the local community.  Petitioner’s services are unique and narrowly 

target individual entrepreneurs who are specifically interested in achieving media exposure for 

sharing their earnings and resources with charitable organizations.  A prerequisite for 
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entrepreneurs to avail themselves of Petitioner’s services is a commitment to sharing a portion of 

their earnings with charitable organizations.   

It is clear that Petitioner’s services and Registrant’s services are not closely related.   

3.  Both services of Registrant and Petitioner are offered to sophisticated 
entrepreneurs that carefully evaluate the service before purchasing. 

 
Both Registrant’s and Petitioner’s services are for business entrepreneurs and executives 

who are interested in growing their business.  Such business entrepreneurs and executives are 

sophisticated individuals who are very cognizant of the realities of the marketplace.  They 

understand that the market is inundated with small niche business consultancies that specialize in 

one or few fields of business consulting services.  They also understand that such niche 

consultancies have different philosophies.  They seek for consultancies that have complimentary 

philosophy as their own business and who can provide unique services that will fit well with their 

own business.  The hiring of such niche consultancies is mostly never done at impulse but rather 

after careful evaluation of the services provided by the consultancy, its philosophies, and its 

people, including its founder. 

4.  Registrant’s mark is shown to be weak due to the abundance of similar 
marks used in connection with similar services by third parties. 

 
On November 3, 2008, in its response to the Office Action, Petitioner submitted copies of 

seven registrations for marks containing the word “IGNITING” for similar services under 

International Class 35.  Such registrations were issued for the following marks:  IGNITING E-

MARKETS;  IGNITING THE FUTURE;  IGNITING CUSTOMER AWARENESS IN RETAIL 

LOCATIONS;  IGNITING BRAND JOY;  and IGNITING MINISTRY.  See Petitioner’s 

Response to Office Action. 
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Further, Petitioner now submits two more copies of instances in which the words 

“IGNITING BUSINESS” are used in connection with “business consulting services.”  The first is 

shown in Exhibit 2 and shows the mark “IGNITING BUSINESS” used for business consulting 

services in the field of marketing.  The second is shown in Exhibit 3 and shows the mark 

“IGNITING BUSINESS, SALES, SUCCESS” used for business consulting services in the fields 

of sales and marketing. 

Petitioner understands that such submissions may be of little probative value because they 

are not evidence that the marks are in use on a commercial scale or that the public has become 

familiar with them.  See Smith Bros. Mfg. Co. v. Stone Mfg. Co., 476 F.2d 1004.  However, such 

submissions may be considered to show that the Registrant’s mark is weak because it is descriptive 

or suggestive.   

G.  Petitioner Has Satisfied The Requirements Set Forth in Eurostar.     

In its motion for summary judgment, Registrant correctly points out that in Eurostar, Inc. v. 

“Euro-Star” Reitmoden GmbH & Co., 34 USPQ2d 1266 (TTAB 1994), the Board set forth the 

elements for stating a proper claim for partial cancellation of a registration under Section 18.  A 

petitioner must plead that the proposed restriction will avoid a likelihood of confusion and that 

registrant is not using the mark on the goods or services being deleted or “effectively excluded” 

from the registration.  Id. 

In 2004, Registrant filed for a trademark application for the IGNITING BUSINESS mark 

with an identification of services as, “Business consulting services namely, providing training, 

through seminars, workshops and written materials to executives, entrepreneurs, business and 

professionals regarding performance elevation and professional goals, in International Class 35.”  
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In 2005, Registrant was issued Registration No. 2984208 for the PERFORMANCE 

VELOCITY mark with an identification of services as, “Business consulting services specifically, 

providing a unique thought and action system to executives, entrepreneurs and professionals to 

direct thoughts and attitudes in order to deliver results to clarify professional paths, determine 

future directions, develop executive staff, elevate team performance and move from creative 

paralysis to pragmatic action, in class 35.” 

In 2007, Registrant was issued Registration No. 3196107 for the SPEED TO RESULTS 

mark with an identification of services as, “Business management consultancy and advisory 

services; business management consultation in the field of executive and leadership development, 

in int. class 35.” 

Registrant has three registered marks used in connection with the same service but with 

different identification of services cited in each registration.  Petitioner proposes that the Board 

restrict or modify Registrant’s identification of services of “Business consulting services” for its 

IGNITING BUSINESS mark to the original identification of services submitted by Registrant in 

its application or to any of the abovementioned identification of services used by Registrant in 

other registrations.  Any of the abovementioned identification of services is a more “specific, 

definite, clear, accurate, and concise” description of Registrant’s services than the mere three-word 

recitation of “business consulting services.”   

1. The proposed restriction would serve to avoid any likelihood of 
confusion. 

 
As discussed above, Registrant’s services are that of a small “niche consultancy” and not of 

a “large, diversified organization.”  Therefore, the overly broad description of “business consulting 

services” is not “specific, definite, clear, accurate, and concise.”  Such broad description of 
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services is also not a marketplace reality.  Furthermore, as discussed above, the marks in the matter 

before us are dissimilar in their entireties as to appearance, sound, connotation, and commercial 

impression.  Secondly, Registrant’s services for specialized business training are not closely 

related to Applicant’s services for specialized strategies that enhance the media exposure of 

clients.  Thirdly, both services of Registrant and Petitioner are offered to sophisticated 

entrepreneurs who carefully evaluate the services before purchasing.  Finally, Registrant’s mark is 

shown to be weak due to the abundance of similar marks used in connection with similar services 

by third parties. 

As proposed by Petitioner, any of the abovementioned identification of services used by 

Registrant to identify its services, except for the overly broad “business consulting services”, 

would serve to avoid any likelihood of confusion as they already do for their corresponding marks. 

2.  Registrant is not using the Registered mark in connection with the 
services which would be “effectively excluded” from the registration. 

 
 As discussed above, Registrant is not a “large, diversified organization” that offers services 

in a multitude of specializations of Business Consulting.  In fact, evidence on record indicates that 

its Registered mark is not used in anything but business training, education, and leadership 

development.  A more “specific, definite, clear, accurate, and concise” identification of 

Registrant’s services is better reflected by its original identification submitted in its application or 

by any of the other identifications used in the other abovementioned registrations.  Registrant 

appears to have created a single highly stylized mark that comprises of at least three registered 

marks.  All three registered marks are used jointly and in connection with Registrant’s services.  

Yet each registered mark has a different identification of services cited in their registrations.  
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However, all the registered marks except for the IGNITING BUSINESS mark, the mark at issue in 

this matter, have a narrow and more accurate identification of services.   

 Therefore, the identification of services in the IGNITING BUSINESS mark must be 

modified so that it more accurately reflects Registrant’s services and so that it is more 

complementary to the identification of services used in the other registrations.  Such modification 

would effectively exclude the multitude of specialized services of the business consulting field for 

which Registrant does not offer and has not shown any intention of ever offering.    

 

     

IV.  CONCLUSION  
 
 In conclusion, after almost four years since submitting its trademark application for its 

IGNITING BUSINESS mark, Registrant was finally issued a registration with an overly broad 

identification of services as, “business consulting services.”  As the Senate Judiciary Committee 

report on S.1883 warned, this broad identification of services, although acceptable for purposes of 

registration, may “appear on paper to give rise to likelihood of confusion, but would not give rise 

to confusion in the marketplace due to distinctions between the actual [services] and their channels 

of trade.”  See Eurostar, Inc. v. “Euro-Star” Reitmoden GmbH & Co., 34 USPQ2d 1266 (TTAB 

1994).  So “fairness demands that an appropriate restriction to the registration be entered.”  Procter 

& Gamble Co. v. Sentry Chemical Co., 22 USPQ2d 1589 (TTAB 1992). 
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 Based on the law, facts, and reasons as stated above, Petitioner respectfully requests that 

the Board deny Registrant’s motion for summary judgment and reset the discovery and trial 

periods. 

 

Dated:  June 22, 2009 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

       _______________________________ 
       Louis F. Teran 
       Strategic Legal Counseling 
       1055 East Colorado Blvd 
       Suite #500 
       Pasadena, CA 91106 
       (818) 484-3217 x200 
 
 
       Attorney for Petitioner Renee Shatanoff.  
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IN THE UNITED STATES PA TENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TR IAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

 
 
 
 
 
 
In the Matter of Trademark 
Registration No. 3468426 
Cancellation No. 92050685 
Registered:  July 15, 2008 
Mark:  IGNITING BUSINESS 
International Class:  35 
 
 
 
RENEE SHATANOFF, 
 
 Petitioner, 
 
  v. 
 
EXECUTIVE DEVELOPMENT  
ARCHITECTS LLC, 
 
 Registrant. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DECLARATION OF RENEE SHATANOFF 
 
 
 I, Renee Shatanoff, hereby declare as follows: 
 

1. I make this Declaration on behalf of myself regarding the Motion for Summary 

filed in the above-captioned matter.  I make the following statements based on my personal 

knowledge. 



2. My primary place of business is 13636 Ventura Blvd, Suite #220, Sherman Oaks, 

CA 91423. 

3. I am responsible for overseeing all aspects of my business, including defining and 

executing the business vision, mission, strategies, and goals.   

4. I am a media specialist and my business helps individual entrepreneurs grow their 

business through positive media exposure of their proactive involvement in charitable 

organizations throughout the local community.   

5. The services of my business are unique and narrowly target individual 

entrepreneurs who are specifically interested in achieving media exposure for sharing their 

earnings and resources with charitable organizations. 

6. A prerequisite for entrepreneurs to avail themselves of my services is a 

commitment to sharing a portion of their earnings with charitable organizations. 

7. I understand that Registrant asserts that confusion is likely because it perceives 

there to be no differences between the marks IGNITING BUSINESS and IGNITING 

BUSINESS WITH A SOCIAL BEAT.  I respectfully disagree with Registrant’s position. 

8. I understand that Registrant perceives there to be no difference between my 

services, “Consulting services for individual entrepreneurs for the development of business 

through positive media exposure of their proactive involvement in charitable organizations;  

Business consultation relating to enhancement of personal media image of individual 

entrepreneurs;  Business consultation relating to development of a service oriented business 

model with a focus on charitable contributions” and Registrants services, “Business consulting 

services.”  I respectfully disagree with Registrant’s position. 





 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENT 1:   Registrant’s trademark registration for IGNITING BUSINESS mark. 
 
 





 
 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENT 2:   Registrant’s trademark application for trademark registration for 

IGNITING BUSINESS mark. 

 
 
 









 
 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENT 3:   Examiner’s Amendment to Registrant’s trademark application for 

IGNITING BUSINESS mark. 

 

 







 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 4:   Registrant’s trademark registration for SPEED TO RESULTS mark. 

 

 





 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 5:   Printout of webpage on which Businessdictionery.com defines 

“consulting,” domain name www.businessdictionary.com, dated June 21, 2009. 
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BusinessDictionary.com

consulting

Definition

The providing of expert knowledge to a third party for a 
fee. Consulting is most often used when a company needs
an outside, expert opinion regarding a business decision. 
For example, a company seeking to sell its products abroad
may look for a consultant familiar with the business 
practices of the target country. The consultant will tell the 
company what best practices should be followed, what to 
expect from customers, and how to deal with foreign 
regulations.

email
print
cite
link

translate
 share

This content can be found on the following page:

http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/consulting.html

Synaptitude
Business Improvement Solutions for CFO, CIO, and BI 
organizations 
SynaptitudeConsulting.com

PWB Management Consultant
Change Agent, Guest Satisfaction, Staff Excellence, 
Executive Coach 
www.pwbmc.com

Business Plans, Strategy
Entrep.,Small, Mid-Sized Business Biz&Mktg 
Plans,Strategy, Projects 
WWW.JOHNSPITTELL.COM



 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 6:   Printout of webpage on which Wikipedia discusses marketplace realities 

of the business consulting field, domain name www.wikipedia.com, dated June 21, 2009. 
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Management consulting
From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia

Management consulting
refers to both the industry of, and the practice of, helping organizations improve their performance, primarily
through the analysis of existing business problems and development of plans for improvement.

Organizations hire the services of management consultants for a number of reasons, including gaining external
(and presumably objective) advice, access to the consultants' specialized expertise, or simply as extra temporary
help during a one-time project, where the hiring of more permanent employees is not required.

Because of their exposure to and relationships with numerous organizations, consultancies are also said to be
aware of industry "best practices", although the transferability of such practices from one organization to
another is the subject of debate.

Consultancies may also provide organizational change management assistance, development of coaching skills,
technology implementation, strategy development, or operational improvement services. Management
consultants generally bring their own, proprietary methodologies or frameworks to guide the identification of
problems, and to serve as the basis for recommendations for more effective or efficient ways of performing
business tasks.
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History

Management consulting grew with the rise of management as a unique field of study. The first management
consulting firm was Arthur D. Little, founded in 1886 by the MIT professor of the same name. Though Arthur
D. Little later became a general management consultancy, it originally specialized in technical research. Booz
& Company was founded by Edwin G. Booz, a graduate of the Kellogg School of Management at Northwestern
University, in 1914 as a management consultancy and the first to serve both industry and government clients.

After World War II, a number of new management consulting firms formed, most notably Boston Consulting
Group, founded in 1963, which brought a rigorous analytical approach to the study of management and
strategy. Work done at Boston Consulting Group, McKinsey, Booz & Company, and the Harvard Business
School during the 1960s and 70s developed the tools and approaches that would define the new field of
strategic management, setting the groundwork for many consulting firms to follow. In 1983, Harvard Business
School's influence on the industry continued with the founding of Monitor Group by six professors.

One of the reasons why management consulting grew first in the USA is because of deep cultural factors: it was
accepted there, (contrary to say, Europe), that management and boards alike might not be competent in all
circumstances; therefore, buying external competency was seen as a normal way to solve a business problem.
This is referred to as a "contractual" relation to management. By contrast, in Europe, management is connected
with emotional and cultural dimensions, where the manager is bound to be competent at all times. This is
referred to as the "pater familias" pattern. Therefore seeking (and paying for) external advice was seen as
inappropriate. However, it is sometimes argued that in those days the average level of education of the
executives was significantly lower in the USA than in Europe, where managers were Grandes Ecoles graduates
(France) or "Doktor" (Germany), though this is very difficult to quantify given the vastly differing management
structures in American and European businesses.

It was only after World War II, in the wake of the development of the international trade led by the USA, that
management consulting emerged in Europe. The current trend in the market is a clear segmentation of
management consulting firms.

Another branch of management consulting is Human Resource consulting. Such firms provide advice to their
clients regarding the financial and retirement security, health, productivity, and employment relationships of
their global workforce

Approaches

In general, various approaches to consulting can be thought of as lying somewhere along a continuum, with an
'expert' or prescriptive approach at one end, and a facilitative approach at the other. In the expert approach, the
consultant takes the role of expert, and provides expert advice or assistance to the client, with, compared to the
facilitative approach, less input from, and fewer collaborations with, the client(s). With a facilitative approach,
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the consultant focuses less on specific or technical expert knowledge, and more on the process of consultation
itself. Because of this focus on process, a facilitative approach is also often referred to as 'process consulting,'
with Edgar Schein
being considered the most well-known practitioner. The consulting firms listed above are closer toward the
expert approach of this continuum.

Many consulting firms are organized in a matrix structure, where one 'axis' describes a business function or type
of consulting: for example, strategy, operations, technology, executive leadership, process improvement, talent
management, sales, etc. The second axis is an industry focus: for example, oil and gas, retail, automotive.
Together, these form a matrix, with consultants occupying one or more 'cells' in the matrix. For example, one
consultant may specialize in operations for the retail industry, and another may focus on process improvement
in the downstream oil and gas industry.

Specializations

Management consulting refers generally to the provision of business consulting services, but there are
numerous specializations, such as information technology consulting, human resource consulting, and others,
many of which overlap, and most of which are offered by the large diversified consultancies listed below.
So-called "boutique" consultancies, however, are smaller organizations specializing in one or a few of such
specializations.

Current state of the industry

Management consulting has grown quickly, with growth rates of the industry exceeding 20% in the 1980s and
1990s. As a business service, consulting remains highly cyclical and linked to overall economic conditions. The
consulting industry shrank during the 2001-2003 period, but has been experiencing slowly increasing growth
since. In 2007, total global revenues for management consulting are expected to exceed the $300 billion mark.

Currently, there are four main types of consulting firms:

Large, diversified organizations that offer a range of services, including information technology
consulting, in addition to a strategy consulting practice (e.g. Accenture, Capgemini, Deloitte). Some very
large IT service providers have moved into consultancy as well and are also developing strategy practices
(e.g. Wipro, Tata, Infosys)

1.

Medium-sized information technology consultancies, that blend boutique style with some of the same
services and technologies bigger players offer their clients (e.g. IDS Scheer, arinso).

2.

Large management and strategic consulting specialists that offer primarily strategy consulting but are not
specialized in any specific industry (e.g. Bain & Company, Booz & Company,McKinsey & Company,
The Boston Consulting Group, Oliver Wyman, A.T. Kearney).

3.

Boutique firms, often quite small, which have focused areas of consulting expertise in specific industries,
functional areas or technologies (e.g. Heidrick & Struggles, Towers Perrin, the Avascent Group, Newton
Industrial Consultants) . Most of the boutiques were founded by famous business theorists. Small firms
with less than 50 employees are often referred to as niche consultancies (e.g. Agility Works, iProCon
HCM). If they have a unique concept and market it successfully, they often grow out of this segment very
fast or are bought by larger players interested in their know how.

4.

A fifth type that is emerging is the sourcing advisory
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firm, that advise buyers on sourcing choices related to insourcing, outsourcing, vendor selection, and contract
negotiations. The top 10 sourcing advisors (as ranked by the Black Book of Outsourcing) were TPI, Gartner,

Hackett Group, Everest Group, PwC, Avasant, PA Consulting, and EquaTerra.[1] Although a fast growing
sector, the largest sourcing advisory practices would likely be classified as boutiques when considering the
management consulting industry as a whole - with one of the largest players, TPI, for example, citing 2006

revenues of less than US$150M during its acquisition by ISG.[2]

Worldwide Management Consultants - numbers.

With worldwide revenues of $300 Billion, it can be assumed that the average revenue per consultant is
$300,000 - this means that there are over 1 million management consultants in the world.

Assuming that 50% of these are employed by firms with 50 or more consultants, then it fair to assume that there
are at least 500,000 management consultants in Boutique firms

Trends

Management consulting is becoming more prevalent in non-business related fields as well. As the need for
professional and specialized advice grows, other industries such as government, quasi-government and
not-for-profit agencies are turning to the same managerial principles that have helped the private sector for
years.

One important and recent change in the industry has been the spin-off or separation of the consulting and the
accounting units of the large diversified firms. For these firms, which began business as accounting firms,
management consulting was a new extension to their business. But after a number of highly publicized scandals
over accounting practices, such as the Enron
scandal, accountancies began divestiture of their management consulting units, to more easily comply with the
tighter regulatory scrutiny that followed.

Rise of internal corporate consulting groups

Added to these approaches are corporations that set up their own internal consulting groups, hiring internal
management consultants
either from within the corporation or from external firms employees. Many corporations have internal groups of
as many as 25 to 30 full-time consultants.

Internal consulting groups are often formed around a number of practice areas, commonly including:
organizational development, process management, information technology, design services, training, and
development.

Advantages

There are several potential benefits of internal consultants to those who employ them:

If properly managed and empowered, internal consulting groups evaluate engagement on projects in light
of the corporation strategic and tactical objectives.
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Often, the internal consultant has less ramp up time on a project due to familiarity with the corporation,
and is able to guide a project through to implementation—-a step that would be too costly if an external
consultant were used.
Internal relationship provides opportunities to keep certain corporate information private.
It is likely that the time and materials cost of internal consultants is significantly less than external
consultants operating in the same capacity.

Note: Corporations need to be conscious of and consistent with how internal consultant costs are accounted for
on both a project and organizational level to evaluate cost effectiveness.

Internal consultants are often uniquely suited to

a) Lead external consulting project teams or b) Act as organizational subject matter experts ‘embedded’ with
external consulting teams under the direction of organizational management.

A group of internal consultants can closely monitor and work with external consulting firm. This would ensure
better delivery, quality, and overall operating relationship.

External firms providing consulting services have a dichotomy in priority. The health of the external firm is in
aggregate more important that the health of the client organization. (client objectives are ultimately secondary
to that of the strategic goals of the external firm)

Again assuming proper management, internal consulting groups are less likely have a dichotomy in priority.
The health of the client organization is in aggregate more important that the health of the internal consulting
group. (Put the company objectives first)

Disadvantages

The internal consultant may not bring the objectivity to the consulting relationship that an external firm
can.
An internal consultant also may not bring to the table best practices from other corporations. A way to
mitigate this issue is to recruit experience into the group and/or proactively provide diverse training to
internal consultants.
Where the consulting industry is strong and consulting compensation high, it can be difficult to recruit
candidates.
It is often difficult to accurately measure the true costs and benefits of an internal consulting group.
When financial times get tough, internal consulting groups that have not effectively demonstrated
economic value (costs vs. benefits) are likely to face size reductions or reassignment.

Government consultants

The use of management consulting in governments has increased significantly in recent times. Booz Allen
Hamilton (now split from Booz & Company) is particularly well known now as a consultant that primarily
serves the US Federal Government. Deloitte Consulting LLP applies its industry expertise and decades of
experience to helping government departments and agencies solve their toughest problems. In India agriculture
finance corporation limited provides consultancy mainly to goverments and related institutions.

United Kingdom
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From 1997 to 2006, Labour governments have spent £20 billion for management consultants and at least
another £50 billion for IT systems, up significantly from the £500 million a year spent by the previous

Conservative government.[3]

From 2003–2006 spending on consultants has risen by a third, from £2.1 billion in 2003–04 to £2.8 billion in
2005–06, largely due to increases in spending by the National Health Service. In the past three years £7.2

billion has been spent on consultancy services from large consultancy firms.[4]

Management consulting companies rating

The webservice "vault.com" prepares a list of the most prestigious 50 consulting companies each year. The

most prestigious 15 consulting companies in 2009 are [5]:

McKinsey and Company1.
Boston Consulting Group2.
Bain and Company3.
Booz & Company4.
Monitor Group5.
Mercer LLC6.
Deloitte7.
Oliver Wyman8.
PricewaterhouseCoopers9.
L.E.K. Consulting10.
Ernst and Young11.
A.T. Kearney12.
IBM Global Business Services13.
Accenture14.
The Parthenon Group15.

Criticism

Despite consistently high and growing revenues, management consultancy also consistently attracts a
significant amount of criticism, both from clients, and also from management scholars.

"Management consultants are often criticized for overuse of buzzwords[6], reliance on and propagation of
management fads, and a failure to develop plans that are executable by the client." A number of critical books
about management consulting argue that the mismatch between management consulting advice and the ability
of business executives to actually create the change suggested results in substantial damages to existing

businesses.[7]

Irreputable consulting firms are often accused of delivering empty promises, despite high fees. They are often
charged with "stating the obvious" and lacking the experience on which to base their advice. These consultants
bring few innovations, and instead offer generic and "prepackaged" strategies and plans that are irrelevant to the
client’s particular issue. They may fail to prioritize their responsibilities, placing their own firm’s interests

before the clients'. [8]

Another concern is the promise of consulting firms to deliver on the sustainability of results. At the end of an



Management consulting - Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Management_consulting

7 of 9 6/21/2009 2:08 PM

engagement between the client and consulting firm, there is often an expectation that the consultants audit the
project results going forward for a set period of time to ensure their efforts are sustainable. Although
sustainability is promoted by some consulting firms, it is difficult to implement because of the disconnect
between the client and consulting firm after the project closes.

Further criticisms include: taking apart of the business (by firing employees) in a drive to cut costs[6], only
providing analysis reports, junior consultants charging senior rates, reselling similar reports to multiple clients
as "custom work", lack of innovation, overbilling for days not worked, speed at the cost of quality,
unresponsive large firms & lack of (small) client focus, and lack of clarity of deliverables in contracts.

Professional qualifications

The internationally recognized Certified Management Consultant (CMC) professional designation - this
is by far the gold standard.

There are several qualifications that can lead to becoming a management consultant; they include:

Certificate in Management Consulting Essentials (IMC) - UK, Diploma in Management Consultancy
(IMC) - UK - this is a step on the way to CMC
Accountancy qualifications: Chartered Management Accountant (CIMA), Chartered Certified Accountant
(ACCA), Chartered Accountant (CA), Certified Public Accountant (CPA), Certified Practising
Accountant (CPA), Certified Management Accountant (CMA) Chartered Cost Accountant CCA
Designation from AAFM
Engineering qualifications: Chartered Engineer (C.Eng - UK) Professional Engineer (P.E / P.Eng - USA
and Canada)
Actuarial qualifications: Casualty Actuarial Society (FCAS) - US, Society of Actuaries (FSA) - US,
Institute of Actuaries (FIA) - UK, Faculty of Actuaries (FFA) - Scotland
Finance qualifications: Chartered Financial Analyst (CFA) Certified Treasury Professional (CTP)
Consulting qualifications: Master of Science in Business Consulting (BCM) Hochschule Furtwangen
University Germany
Consulting qualifications: Master of Business Administration in International Business Consulting
(MBA) Hochschule Offenburg University of Applied Sciences, Germany
Business Administration qualifications: Master of Science in Management -Europe- (MSc.in
Management) ,Master of Business Administration (MBA) -USA Canada Doctor of Management ( Ph.D.),
Doctor of Business Administration-USA/Canada- (DBA),Master of Science in Management Consultancy
(MSc) - UK
Public Administration qualifications: Master of Public Administration (MPA) -USA/Canada, Doctor of
Public Administration
Project Management qualifications: Project Management Professional (PMP) recognized globally, Master
of Project Management (MPM)- USA/Canada
Advanced Professional Degrees such as Ph.D.s or Master's degrees in Engineering and Science, M.D.s,
J.D.s etc. are specifically targeted by firms like McKinsey, Bain & Company and the Boston Consulting
Group. These degrees may also have concentrations in management consulting, international
management, or other relevant focus.
Akademischer Unternehmensberater (Academic Management Consultant) - Austria - incite -institute for
management consultants and information technology experts, Vienna
Marketing qualification: Chartered Postgraduate Diploma in Marketing, which can lead to Chartered
Marketer status from The Chartered Institute of Marketing (CIM)



 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  
 
 I, Louis F. Teran, hereby certify that on this 22nd day of June, 2009, the foregoing 
PETITIONER’S RESPONSE TO REGISTRANT’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT  and the corresponding DECLARATION OF RENEE SHATANOFF 
were served upon Registrant’s counsel of record by depositing same with the U.S. Postal 
Service, first-class postage prepaid, addressed to Petitioner’s counsel address of record as 
follows: 
 
Leigh Augustine, Esq. 
Sherman & Howard L.L.C. 
633 Seventeenth Street, Suite 3000 
Denver, Colorado 80202 
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       Louis F. Teran 
 
 
 
 
 


