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Companies Act 2006


In the matter of application No 1472 by Cuisine Solutions, Inc. for a change to the company name of Cuisine Solutions Limited, company registration no. 9389550.

1.  Company no. 9389550 (“the primary respondent”) was incorporated on 15 January 2015 with the name Cuisine Solutions Limited.  This name has caused Cuisine Solutions, Inc. (“the applicant”) to make an application to this Tribunal, on 16 June 2017, under section 69 of the Companies Act 2006 (“the Act”).

2.  Section 69 of the Act states:
 
“(1)  A person (“the applicant”) may object to a company’s registered name on
the ground― 

  		(a)  that it is the same as a name associated with the applicant in which
  		he has goodwill, or

  		(b)  that it is sufficiently similar to such a name that its use in the United
  		Kingdom would be likely to mislead by suggesting a connection 
  		between the company and the applicant.

 	(2)  The objection must be made by application to a company names
 	adjudicator (see section 70).

 	(3)  The company concerned shall be the primary respondent to the
 	application.

 	Any of its members or directors may be joined as respondents.

 	



(4)  If the ground specified in subsection (1)(a) or (b) is established, it is for 
 	the respondents to show― 
 
  		(a)  that the name was registered before the commencement of the 
  		activities on which the applicant relies to show goodwill; or

  		(b)  that the company―

   			(i)  is operating under the name, or

   			(ii)  is proposing to do so and has incurred substantial start-up
   			costs in preparation, or

   			(iii)  was formerly operating under the name and is now dormant;
   			or

  		(c)  that the name was registered in the ordinary course of a company
  		formation business and the company is available for sale to the 
  		applicant on the standard terms of that business; or

  		(d)  that the name was adopted in good faith; or

  		(e)  that the interests of the applicant are not adversely affected to any
  		significant extent.

 	If none of these is shown, the objection shall be upheld.

 	





(5)  If the facts mentioned in subsection 4(a), (b) or (c) are established, the
 	objection shall nevertheless be upheld if the applicant shows that the main
 	purpose of the respondents (or any of them) in registering the name was to
 	obtain money (or other consideration) from the applicant or prevent him from
 	registering the name.

 	(6) If the objection is not upheld under subsection (4) or (5), it shall be 
 	dismissed. 

 	(7) In this section “goodwill” includes reputation of any description.” 
3.  At the request of the applicant, three of the primary respondent’s directors i.e. George Constantinescu, Mark Stephen Archer and Donna Joy Ramus were joined to the proceedings under the provisions of section 69(3) of the Act.  Messrs. Constantinescu and Archer and Ms Ramus were given notice of this request and an opportunity to comment or to object.  The Tribunal received no comments or objections and they were joined to the proceedings as co-respondents on 3 August 2017. 

4. The applicant states that the name associated with it is CUISINE SOLUTIONS. It states that it has traded under the name Cuisine Solutions, Inc. in the United States since 1972 and began trading in the United Kingdom in March 2014. It claims to have made “extensive use of the name Cuisine Solutions, Inc. and the trade mark CUISINE SOLUTIONS in relation to its goods and services in the UK…and has acquired a significant reputation and goodwill…” It claims its reputation and goodwill is in the “food and beverage industry and including in relation to preparation and provision of food including fully prepared cooked meals and food prepared using the sous-vide technique.”






5. The applicant explains that it objects to the primary respondent’s name because it:

“…wholly contains the applicant’s trade name and trade mark CUISINE SOLUTIONS”. Its use will lead to a misrepresentation of a connection to the applicant and thus unfairly benefit from the applicant’s goodwill in the name.”       

6. The applicant indicates that it is claiming costs and states that it wrote to the primary respondent on 20 July, 18 August and 20 September 2016 asking it to “change its name in view of the applicant’s earlier rights in the name Cuisine Solutions.”

7. The primary respondent filed a notice of defence. The declaration is signed by Alistair Ramus who, we note, has indicated that the primary respondent is not claiming costs.

8. As the contents of this document constitute the totality of the primary respondent’s defence to the application, it appears below in full. In response to the following questions, Mr Ramus states:

“State which of the allegations in the statement of grounds you agree with and which you deny.

Unfortunately we did not receive any correspondence from the claimant in advance of this notice. As soon as this notice was received I contacted the claimant to resolve amicably. We have changed our company registration on Companies House to “fish/seafood wholesaler and processor” as our business is entirely in the wholesaling of raw caught fish. I offered the claimant the options of us changing our name to: Cuisine Solutions (Fish & Seafood) Ltd, Cuisine Solutions Fish Processing Ltd. Our businesses do not compete in the same market at all and there is no chance of our products becoming confused. 



State which of the allegations you are unable to admit or deny and which you require the applicant to prove. 

Our customer facing brand is Mawgan Bay. Our website is www.mawgan-bay.com. Cuisine Solutions Ltd was registered in Jan 2015 and in that time there have been no instances of the two businesses being mixed up by a potential customer/supplier. None of our products bear the name Cuisine Solutions Ltd and therefore any goodwill the claimant has amassed is of no use to us. We are also not aware of Cuisine Solutions Inc having any UK operations at all before we incorporated in Jan 2015.”
                                            
9. In these proceedings, the applicant is represented by Ablett & Stebbing (“A&S”), the primary respondent represents itself. Only the applicant filed evidence. The parties were asked if they wished for a decision to be made following a hearing or from the papers.  Neither side chose to be heard or filed written submissions in lieu of attendance at a hearing.  We make this decision after having carefully read all the papers filed by both parties.
Evidence

The applicant’s evidence

Mr Kujawa’s affidavit

10. The applicant has filed one affidavit and two witness statements in support of its application. The first affidavit, comes from Mark Kujawa, the applicant’s Chief Financial Officer; he has held this position for three years, having been employed by the applicant for seven years. 

11. Mr Kujawa states that the applicant has traded under the name Cuisine Solutions, Inc since 1987 in the United States, expanding into Europe, including the United Kingdom, “since at least 2008”. He explains that it applied for trade marks consisting of or containing the words CUISINE SOLUTIONS in the European Union 


in relation to various goods and services in classes 29, 30, 39 and 42 in December 1997 and February 2000 respectively and these trade marks achieved registration in February 2000 and August 2001 respectively (exhibit MK1 refers). Sales of products bearing the CUISINE SOLUTIONS trade mark have, he states, been made in the United Kingdom, Belgium, Germany, Spain, Austria, Italy, Netherlands, Luxembourg, Sweden, Ireland and France. These products are, he explains, “frozen/fresh, fully cooked, ready-to-eat, food products”. Exhibit MK2 consists of what Mr Kujawa explains is sample packaging showing how the trade mark appeared on such packaging in 2011. Although the trade mark appearing on the packaging also appears in the form shown on the top left-hand corner of the page shown below (which we will refer to as the “roundel device”), we note the packaging also includes, inter alia, the following text:

“…That’s where the chefs at Cuisine Solutions have done all the work for you…Each Cuisine Solutions Beef Wellington has…At Cuisine Solutions we are passionate about gourmet food…with Cuisine Solutions’ Beef Wellington or any of our other gourmet products.” 


















12. Exhibit MK3 consists of a range of brochures. These are as follows:

2012 - Autumn & Winter Collection – the front and back covers contain references to www.cuisinesolutions.co.uk and the brochure contains numerous references to CUISINE SOLUTIONS/Cuisine Solutions. The front cover looks like this:
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The brochure describes the applicant as “Masters of sous-vide since 1971” and “Cuisine Solutions is recognised as the worldwide authority on sous-vide”, which it describes as “the innovative cooking technique that offers flexibility, efficiency, safety, and unmatched flavours and textures time after time.”

We note that collinsdictionary.com defines sous-vide as:

“denoting a form of catering in which food is cooked slowly in a plastic bag, vacuum-packed, and then frozen until required.” 
	




2013-2014 – Autumn Winter Collection – as above. We also note the penultimate page of the brochure contains the following: 

“UK Manager 
Tim COURTNEY 
tcourtney@cuisinesolutions.com 
+44(0)7530 181038.” 
 
2014 - Spring Summer Collection – as above. We note Mr Courtney’s contact details shown above appear on the second page of the brochure;  

2015 – Spring Summer – although this brochure does not contain references to the applicant’s UK website, it does contain reference to CUISINE SOLUTIONS and, once again on the second page, there appears Mr Courtney’s contact details. 

13. Mr Kujawa explains that the applicant “has developed relationships” with a range of companies “to market and sell CUISINE SOLUTIONS products to their customers”. He lists thirteen companies including, for example, Gate Gourmet (an airlines customers’ caterer), M&J Seafood (foodservice), Rail Gourmet (foodservice), Leathams (distributor), Costco and Pret-A-Manger (retailers). We note that the applicant’s Cuisine Solution products are provided in the United Kingdom by eleven of the thirteen undertakings listed.  

14. Exhibit MK4 consists of what Mr Kujawa describes as “a breakdown of sales transactions including copies of invoices”. These are provided in relation to the following undertakings: (i) Brakes plc (“a leading food wholesaler who supply the catering industry with food and drinks products”) - between 2 July 2009 and 21 September 2017, (ii) DBC Foodservice (“DBC supplied foods to the retail and catering industry”) – between 13 July 2009 and 12 November 2010), (iii) Costco – 



between 1 July 2009 and 18 June 2013, (iv) BFS Group Limited (“one of the largest food wholesalers in the UK”) – between 30 September 2010 and 22 October 2012, (v) Pourshins plc (“offer end-to-end supply chain solutions including for in-flight supply”) – between 1 July 2009 and 28 September 2017), (vi) Pret-a-Manger – between 25 September 2012 and 30 June 2017, (vii) Leathams Ltd (“food suppliers to chefs, caterers, pizza and sandwich chains, wholesalers and grocery retailers) – between 14 March 2013 and 28 September 2017. Where invoices have been provided, they contain the roundel device in the top left-hand corner, underneath which appears the words “Cuisine Solutions” and “WWW.CUISINESOLUTIONSFR”. The invoices are in relation to a wide range of foodstuffs.

15. Mr Kujawa states that between 2008 and 2017, the applicant has achieved the following turnover (ex-factory value): United Kingdom – 12.9m, France - 76.5m, Rest of Europe – 15.7m. Whilst Mr Kujawa does not indicate the currency to which these figures relate, we note that a significant number of the invoices provided contain the following “Net to pay GBP”. However, even if all the figures related to Euros (the invoices provided having all been issued from an address in France), we would still regard the turnover figures provided as impressive.    

16. Mr Kujawa states that in 2014 the applicant spent £1939 on advertising and promotion in the United Kingdom and, in the rest of Europe in the period 2012-2016, £181.5k. He explains that between 2012 and 2017, the applicant attended the World Travel Catering Expo held in Hamburg to promote its products, adding that “consumers from all over the world, including the UK, would have attended…” not only this event, but also the events to which we shall refer below. We note that in 2016, the Expo had over 300 suppliers and 1900 visitors. Exhibit MK 5, which consists of an extract downloaded on 2 November 2017 from www.worldtravelcateringexpo.com, refers. In September 2014, the applicant also attended the Lunch Trade Show held at the Business Design Centre, London. Exhibit MK6 contains, inter alia, a press release from the organiser and a photograph of the applicant’s stand at the event. Although the photograph is of very poor quality 


and the text on the press release partially obscured, we note the roundel device can clearly be seen in the photograph and the following text in the press release can be discerned:

“Recognised by the world’s top chefs, Cuisine Solutions Europe is the authority on…benefit lunchtime retailers with a new 58 hour cooked medium rare beef. They will also be holding a prize-draw during the show.”

17. Mr Kujawa further explains that in March 2017, the applicant attended Snacking D’or 2017. Although exhibit MK7 consists of photographs taken at the event in which the roundel device can be seen, there is no indication given of where this event was held (although it appears to have been held in mainland Europe). 
  
18. Finally, Mr Kujawa states:

“10…I have been made aware that confusion is occurring due to the existence of the company name of the respondent being almost identical to my company’s name…”.

19. Exhibit MK8 consists of a redacted email exchange between Tim Courtney and an unidentified individual which appears to have commenced on 13 March 2017. As this email exchange is also attached as an exhibit to a witness statement from Mr Courtney himself, we will deal with it when we consider his statement. 

Mr Courtney’s witness statement
   
20. Mr Courtney explains that he owns a company called Courtney Sales Management who, he explains, “are engaged by Cuisine Solutions Inc. for whom [he is] established as the UK Manager”, adding that he has held this position since 2012. He confirms that his evidence comes from his own personal knowledge and company records and that he is authorised to speak on the applicant’s behalf. 




Having stated that his “main role is to develop UK and Irish sales and culinary relationships” for the applicant, he adds:

“3. I am aware of numerous instances where we have been contacted by third parties believing that we are the respondent in the subject proceedings…”

and:

“4. The contacts appear to originate from people conducting Internet searches and finding the only website of Cuisine Solutions Inc. who also own the site, cusinesolutions.co.uk…”

21. Mr Courtney explains that these contacts include: (i) various drivers looking for delivery locations, (ii) a complaint regarding a product, (iii) “contact from a debt chasing business acting on behalf of a supplier chasing [the primary respondent] in the week commencing 7 August 2017”, (iv) “contact from Chep in Portugal requesting return of pallets at the beginning of October 2017” and (v) “JLA – Sharia (01422 413288) requesting to speak to accounts payable” (November 2017).  Mr Courtney then provides details of what appears to be investigations he has conducted in relation to an undertaking called CLS. He states:

“5. CLS are operating as airline brand from address drivers are trying to deliver to and the address I was sent to by reception of the building [an undated photograph of the reception is provided in which we can discern the letters and words “CLS  AIRLINE SUPPLIERS LTD”] 

I was asked specifically about OBS (On Board Service) sales, and this was what I had





CLS appear to be the space which is rented by Cuisine Solutions Ltd – according to the Wembley Commercial Centre reception office when I asked [weblink provided]

However, it seems to be owned by someone else and their website is under construction [weblink provided]

Also Wembley is the address that the delivery drivers seem to want to find

I did not find any doors branded as Cuisine Solutions at this venue

If they are operating or invoicing under a Cuisine Solutions brand, this might  be interesting…But would require further investigation.” 

22. Exhibit TC1 consists of the reacted email exchange mentioned above. The relevant parts of which read as follows:

13 March 2017 (10.06) - Mr Courtney to an unidentified individual (“UI”)

“I have received your complaint via our customer services – see below. 
Unfortunately there was no images attached from them, so perhaps you can please send the image again? 
Can you also email me details of where and when you obtained the product? Just as independent advice, this complaint also needs to go to your supplier. 
Also, did you get our details from the packaging or the internet? 
I very much look forward to hearing from you shortly and I will keep you informed as to the solution.” 

	





           13 March 2017 (11.53) – UI to Mr Courtney

“Please find attached image showing the contents of the box. I purchased the fish fingers from Nisa in Stilton on 4th March. I found the name of the company from the packaging and then contacted you via your website.” 

	13 March 2017 (12.45) – Mr Courtney to UI

	“Many thanks for this.
	Undoubtedly you have a claim.
	However, it is not with us.
	We don’t produce the product, or anything like it.
If you can send me another image(s) of the packaging with producers details 
name, I will help you locate the company you need.” 

13 March 2017 (12.54) – UI to Mr Courtney

“The only details I could see on the product, which are Mawgan Bay Cod Fish fingers, was the website cuisine-solutions.co.uk. I will take another look when I get home this evening.”



14 March 2017 (20.36) – Mr Courtney to UI

	“Just following up…Definitely Cuisine-Solutions.co.uk?”

15 March 2017 (11.45) – UI to Mr Courtney

“I presume you didn’t receive my email yesterday. Please find attached image 
showing the company details on the packaging.”


15 March 2017 (8.08.01 AM EDT) – Mr Courtney to UI

	“Correct I didn’t.
Many thanks; I think you’ll need to call and write to them as web link doesn’t work.
We are a food company but it’s not us (no hyphen).
We are www.cuisinesolutions.com
I noticed online that you’re not alone with a complaint about this product.
Cuisine-solutions might be the holding company for this company – try sending them the image and see what they say http//www.clsair.co.uk/index.html
This is fascinating.”

Ms Whelbourn’s witness statement

23. The final witness statement comes from Helene Whelbourn, a trade mark attorney at A&S. The first part of Ms Whelbourn’s statement deals with a comment in the Form CNA2 to the effect the primary respondent did not receive the applicant’s pre-action correspondence. Having confirmed that the relevant details were obtained from the Companies House website, Ms Whelbourn explains that as the correspondence was Without Prejudice, it has not been exhibited. However, exhibit HMW1 indicates that an item was delivered from the Royal Mail’s Winchester delivery office on 21 July 2016 and was signed for at 9.38am by “DRUMBELL”.  

24. Ms Whelbourn states that in a telephone conversation on 20 July 2017 with Alistair Ramus (who indicated he was acting for the primary respondent) and who we note completed the Form CNA2 on behalf of the primary respondent, she was informed that the company had moved and as a result they didn’t get the previous correspondence. The company had, he explained, moved from “the South to Grimsby”. At the time of writing this decision, we note that the primary respondent’s address held on the Companies House website and entered on the Form CNA2 filed on 27 July 2017 by Mr Ramus is the address in Winchester to which Ms Whelbourn 


indicates the applicant’s pre-action correspondence was sent and is the same address used by this Tribunal during the course of these proceedings.   

25. Ms Whelbourn goes on to explain that Mr Ramus stated the primary respondent operated from the website www.mawgan-bay.com. Exhibit HMW2 consists of a copy of that website downloaded on 2 November 2017 and in relation to which Ms Whelbourn indicates she was unable to see “any mention of Cuisine Solutions Limited”; having reviewed the exhibit, that is a conclusion with which we agree.

26. Exhibit HMW3 consists of the first page of a Google search for the phrase “cuisine solutions ltd” conducted on 2 November 2017. Ms Whelbourn notes that while the search revealed listings for the applicant, the primary respondent was only identified in company listings.

27. Finally, in relation to the website mentioned in the email exchange between Mr Courtney and the unidentified individual i.e. www.cuisine-solutions.co.uk , Ms Whelbourn explains that she has checked the domain which does not, she explains, link to an active website. Exhibit HMW4 appears to support that conclusion.

28. That concludes our summary of the evidence filed to the extent that we consider it necessary. 

Decision

29. If the primary respondent defends the application, as here, the applicant must
establish that it has goodwill or reputation in relation to a name that is the same, or
sufficiently similar, to that of the company name suggesting a connection between
the company and the applicant.  If this burden is fulfilled, it is then necessary to
consider if the primary respondent can rely upon defences under section 69(4) of the Act. The relevant date is the date of application which, in this case, is 16 June 2017. 

30. The applicant must show that it had a goodwill or reputation at this date associated with the name relied upon i.e. CUISINE SOLUTIONS.  



The applicant’s goodwill/reputation

31. Section 69(7) of the Act defines goodwill as a “reputation of any description”. 
Consequently, in the terms of the Act it is not limited to Lord Macnaghten’s classic
definition in IRC v Muller & Co’s Margerine Ltd [1901] AC 217:
 
“What is goodwill? It is a thing very easy to describe, very difficult to define. It
is the benefit and advantage of the good name, reputation, and connection of
a business. It is the attractive force which brings in custom. It is the one thing
which distinguishes an old-established business from a new business at its
first start.” 

32. We begin by reminding ourselves that the applicant’s evidence stands unchallenged. A review of that unchallenged evidence indicates that the applicant has been trading in, inter alia, the United Kingdom since at least as early as 2008 in relation to a wide range of ready to eat food products and that that trade has been conducted under signs which either consist of, or include, the name CUISINE SOLUTIONS. The applicant enjoys a wide range of customers, with turnover in the United Kingdom in the period 2008 to 2017 amounting to what is at least €12.9m. Although the amount spent by the applicant on advertising in the United Kingdom in 2014 was minimal, it has attended trade shows in mainland Europe between 2012 and 2017 (which it explains attracts customers from the United Kingdom) and in the United Kingdom itself in 2014. In short, on the basis of the evidence provided, we are satisfied that at the material date of 16 June 2017, the applicant had a goodwill in the name CUISINE SOLUTIONS and that goodwill was in a business supplying ready to eat food products. The applicant is, it appears, regarded as an authority on the preparation of food using the sous-vide method. 
Similarity of names

33. The other initial burden facing the applicant is that the company name is
sufficiently similar to CUISINE SOLUTIONS to suggest a connection between the company and the applicant.  The presence of the word “LIMITED” in the primary respondent’s name is to be ignored from the comparison as a company designation 

is required for a company incorporated in the UK (other than in certain excepted circumstances).  The comparison is, therefore, between CUISINE SOLUTIONS and CUISINE SOLUTIONS.  The respective names are identical. 



Defences

 
34. Having concluded that the applicant has goodwill in the name CUISINE SOLUTIONS and that that name is to be regarded as identical to the primary respondent’s name, the application will succeed unless the primary respondent can avail itself of any of the statutory defences under section 69(4) of the Act (these are set out at the beginning of this decision). In this regard, the burden is on the primary respondent “to show” that it is entitled to rely upon any of the defences mentioned.  

35.  We have included the totality of the primary respondent’s defence to the application in paragraph 8 above. Although the primary respondent does not specifically identify the defences upon which it relies, a number of its comments suggest that may have been its intention. Reminding ourselves again that the primary respondent has not filed any evidence in these proceedings, we will, for the sake of completeness, comment on what appears to us to be the defences referred to by the primary respondent. 

36. To begin with, we note that there is no suggestion that the defence under section 4(c) i.e. registered in the ordinary course of a company formation business is relevant. As the applicant claims goodwill from as early as 2008 and as the primary respondent was incorporated on 15 January 2015, the defence based upon section 4(a) i.e. the name was registered before the commencement of the activities on which the applicant relies to show goodwill is also not relevant. 

37. Absent evidence, we are simply not in a position to judge whether the defences based upon either 4(b)(i) i.e. operating under the name, 4(b)(ii) i.e. proposing to do so and has incurred substantial start-up costs in preparation, or 4(d) i.e. adopted in 


good faith are relevant; it is, however, clear that the defence based upon section 4(b)(iii) i.e. was formerly operating under the name and is now dormant, is not. 

38. That leaves the defence based upon section 4(e) to consider i.e. that the interests of the applicant are not adversely affected to any significant extent. 
The onus is on the primary respondent to show why its company name does not adversely affect the applicant’s interests to any significant extent.  The onus is not on the applicant.  

39. To adversely affect the interests of the applicant to any significant extent, the company name must do more than just sit on the register at Companies House.  To rely upon the “no adverse effect” defence, it is for the primary respondent to show, in evidence, what it has done or intends to do. In its Form CNA2, the primary respondent states:

“…Our businesses do not compete in the same market at all and there is no chance of our products becoming confused.”

and:

“…in that time there have been no instances of the two businesses being mixed up by a potential customer/supplier…”

40. As above, this defence falls at the first hurdle for want of evidence. However, it appears from Mr Courtney’s evidence, that there have been numerous instances where the similarity in the names has led to confusion. Notwithstanding the first of the primary respondent’s comments above, the fact that both parties’ commercial interests lie in, broadly speaking, the provision of foodstuffs, may lead to a diversion of trade from the applicant to the primary respondent. However, that may not be the only adverse effect. It may also, for example, affect the applicant if the quality of the primary respondent’s goods are of an inferior standard to its own. Similarly, we have no doubt that Mr Courtney’s reference to the debt chasing business contacting the applicant instead of the primary respondent would have been troubling for the 


applicant and has the potential to affect the applicant’s ability to, for example, obtain credit. Individually and collectively, all of these factors suggest to us that the applicant’s interests could be adversely affected to a significant extent.     





Outcome



41. We have dismissed all of the possible defences. As a consequence, the application succeeds.

42. Therefore, in accordance with section 73(1) of the Act, we make the following
order:
 
(a) CUISINE SOLUTIONS LIMITED shall change its name within one month of the date of this order to one that is not an offending name;
 
(b) CUISINE SOLUTIONS LIMITED, George Constantinescu, Mark Stephen Archer and Donna Joy Ramus each shall: 

(i)  take such steps as are within their power to make, or facilitate the 
making, of that change; 
 
(ii)  not to cause or permit any steps to be taken calculated to result in
another company being registered with a name that is an offending
name. 

43. In accordance with Section 73(3) of the Act, this order may be enforced in the same way as an order of the High Court or, in Scotland, the Court of Session.



44. In any event, if no such change is made within one month of the date of this
order, we will determine a new company name as per section 73(4) of the Act and
will give notice of that change under section 73(5) of the Act.


45. All respondents, including Messrs. Constantinescu and Archer and Ms Ramus
have a legal duty under Section 73(1)(b)(ii) of the Act not to cause or permit any steps to be taken calculated to result in another company being registered with an 


offending name; this includes the current company.  Non-compliance may result in an action being brought for contempt of court and may result in a custodial sentence.  

Costs

46. The applicant has been successful and is entitled to a contribution towards its
costs, based upon the scale of costs published in the Practice Direction. We award costs on the following basis: 

Fee for application:     					£400

Preparing a statement and considering 			£400
the primary respondent’s statement:					 

Preparing evidence:						£750  			

Fee for filing evidence:     					£150

 
Total: 								£1700

 



47. We order CUISINE SOLUTIONS LIMITED, George Constantinescu, Mark Stephen Archer and Donna Joy Ramus being jointly and severally liable, to pay Cuisine Solutions, Inc. the sum of £1700 within fourteen days of the expiry of the appeal period, or within fourteen days of the final determination of this case if any appeal against this decision is unsuccessful. Under section 74(1) of the Act, an appeal can only be made in relation to the decision to uphold the application; there is no right of appeal in relation to costs.

48. Any notice of appeal against this decision to order a change of name must be
given within one month of the date of this order.  Appeal is to the High Court in
England, Wales and Northern Ireland and to the Court of Session in Scotland.  

49. The company adjudicator must be advised if an appeal is lodged, so that
implementation of the order is suspended.

Dated this 22nd day of June 2018






Christopher Bowen		Judi Pike      			Oliver Morris  

Company Names 		Company Names  		Company Names
Adjudicator   			Adjudicator			Adjudicator



                                         
i An “offending name” means a name that, by reason of its similarity to the name
associated with the applicant in which he claims goodwill, would be likely to be the
subject of a direction under section 67 (power of Secretary of State to direct change
of name), or to give rise to a further application under section 69.

