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Introduction  

[1] “Moulin Rouge”, literally French for “Red Mill”, is a cabaret in Paris, France, co-

founded in 1889 by Charles Zidler and Joseph Oller, whose original house burned down 

in 1915.1 It is also described by a commentator as “risqué world-famous cabaret” which 

has been exciting audiences since 1900.2  

 

[2] But the lure of the Moulin Rouge for the people of the East Rand or Ekurhuleni 

may be located in something else, far removed from the glitzy lights of the French 

capital: two hairdressing salons competing for their patronage, one located in Alberton 

and the other in Benoni. Both these salons or hairdressing businesses assert, in this 

matter, their respective entitlement regarding the use (or inclusion in their respective 

names) of the words Moulin Rouge. Evidently these words appear in their names, as cited 

above. 

 

[3] The applicant conducts business in the hairdressing and related services in 

Benoni. The respondent conducts a similar business, about 50 kilometres away,3 in 

Alberton. The applicant was registered in September 2006,4 whilst the respondent was 

registered in January 2018. The former objects to the latter’s name on the ground that the 

latter’s name includes the words “Moulin Rouge” and, therefore, does not satisfy the 

                                                 
1 https://www.definitions.net/definition/moulin+rouge, accessed on 31 July 2019. 
2https://www.tripadvisor.com/Attraction_Review-g187147-d189283-Reviews-Moulin_Rouge-

Paris_Ile_de_France.html, accessed on 31 July 2019. 
3 The respondent contends that the distance between the two businesses is about 30 kilometres, but nothing 

turns on this. See par 27 below. 
4 See certificate of incorporation or CK1 issued by the Companies and Intellectual Property Registration 

Office or CIPRO, the predecessor to the current Companies and Intellectual Property Commission or CIPC, 

dated 15 September 2006 on indexed p 10. 

https://www.definitions.net/definition/moulin+rouge
https://www.tripadvisor.com/Attraction_Review-g187147-d189283-Reviews-Moulin_Rouge-Paris_Ile_de_France.html
https://www.tripadvisor.com/Attraction_Review-g187147-d189283-Reviews-Moulin_Rouge-Paris_Ile_de_France.html
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requirements of the Companies Act 71 of 2008 (the Companies Act).5 This Tribunal 

ought to direct the respondent to choose a new name in substitution of its current name, it 

is submitted by the applicant. The respondent opposes the relief sought by the applicant. 

 

Postponements and hearing of the application 

[4] The opposed matter came before me on 29 May 2019, but it could not proceed on 

that date. Only the legal representatives for the applicant made an appearance. The 

respondent and its legal representatives did not appear as they had not been given notice 

of the date of hearing. This, regrettably, was due to an omission attributable to the office 

of the Registrar of this Tribunal. I take advantage of the opportunity and the podium (I 

am currently occupying through this decision) to apologise to the parties. The matter was 

then postponed to 28 June 2019.  

 

[5] On 28 June 2019, the respondent’s director Ms Guanita de Lange appeared in 

person without legal representation. Mr G J Brits, the respondent’s legal representative of 

record, had withdrawn by notice received late in the afternoon of the day before. Due to 

this turn of events the matter, again, could not proceed. In fact, Ms De Lange sought an 

indulgence by way of a postponement of the matter to acquire the services of a new legal 

representative. She, actually, indicated at the hearing that she has already found a legal 

representative and just had to tie some loose ends with him or her, so to respectfully 

speak. Consequently, I granted an order for postponement of the matter to allow the 

respondent to formally appoint a new legal representative, file heads of argument and 

also make submissions on why the respondent ought not to be held liable for costs 

                                                 
5 See footnote 22 below, for a reading of section 11 of the Companies Act. 
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occasioned by the postponement of the matter on 28 June 2019. I included the issue of 

costs on the appreciation that Ms De Lange (although - to her credit - she passionately 

tried her best even as a lay person) may benefit from formal submissions by a legally 

qualified person on this issue. There was a need to deal with the issue of whether the 

belated withdrawal of Mr Brits is something that should redound to the respondent’s 

detriment on the issue of costs. But, the respondent did not take advantage of the 

indulgence proffered by the postponement, including by making submissions on the very 

same issue of costs.  I will revert to this when I deal with the issue of costs. 

 

[6] When postponing the matter sine die (i.e. with no appointed date for resumption 

of the proceedings) on 28 June 2019, I advised the parties that, under the circumstances, I 

will decide the matter on the basis of the papers filed on behalf of the parties, with no oral 

submissions. Ms H Worthington, who appeared on both dates on behalf of the applicant, 

had filed heads of argument and also filed supplementary heads on the issue of costs. I 

am grateful in this regard to her; her instructing attorneys and, by extension, her client. 

The respondent, as I have already indicated, filed nothing further from its opposing 

affidavit. Next, I deal with the respective parties’ cases or submissions. 

 

Applicant’s case   

[7] The applicant filed a very brief founding or supporting affidavit.  This was before 

the applicant procured the services of legal representatives. The deponent to the affidavit 

is the applicant’s sole member, Ms Cheryl McGowan.6 

                                                 
6 See par 3.2 of the replying affidavit on indexed p 33; certificate of incorporation on indexed p 10 and 

search information report on the applicant by Searchworks on indexed p 48. 
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[8] The following statements or submissions are made by the applicant in support of 

the relief sought. The respondent’s name is in “direct contravention of the Companies Act 

of 2008”.7 The applicant, registered in 2006, operates in the hair and beauty industry as is 

the respondent. In late February 2019, the applicant became aware that the respondent is 

also operating a hair and beauty salon, albeit, in Alberton. The respondent is a newly 

registered company, but the respondent’s name (i.e. Moulin Rouge) ought not to have 

been approved or registered by the Companies and Intellectual Property Commission (the 

CIPC) without inclusion of a distinguishing feature relating to the business industry, 

ostensibly of the respondent’s operation.  

 

[9] Apart from the applicant’s name, the respondent’s name as it is (i.e. Moulin 

Rouge) is in conflict with names of all entities bearing the name Moulin Rouge and 

registered with the CIPC. As the applicant and respondent are competitors or operate in 

the same industry, the applicant is of the view that the respondent’s existence does 

mislead or would misled clients into incorrectly believing that the respondent is 

associated with the applicant.  The respondent ought to be ordered to change its company 

name. 

 

Respondent’s case (including the applicant’s reply) 

[10] The respondent delivered an answering affidavit in opposition to the applicant’s 

case. As part of its opposition, the respondent raised three preliminary objections. I deal 

first with the preliminary objections and, thereafter, the respondent’s response to the 

                                                 
7 See founding affidavit on indexed p 2. 
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merits of the application. I deal simultaneously with the submissions by both parties on 

the preliminary objections and make use of self-explanatory subheadings. 

 

Authority of the applicant’s deponent (first preliminary objection) 

[11] Although it appears to be incorrectly labeled “locus standi” (i.e. legal standing in 

proceedings), under this first preliminary objection, the respondent complained that the 

deponent to the applicant’s affidavit did not allege that she is authorised to depose to the 

affidavit on behalf of the applicant and include documentation in support of the 

allegation. Therefore, the application is fatally defective and ought to be dismissed with 

costs, the respondent concludes on this objection. 

 

[12] The applicant submits in the replying affidavit that its deponent is the sole 

member of the applicant and, therefore, by virtue of her position as such she is authorised 

to depose to the affidavit. The deponent to the founding and replying affidavits (i.e. Ms 

McGowan) included a disclosure certificate issued by the CIPC confirming her sole 

membership in the applicant. Therefore, she contends, she is clearly authorised to bring 

the application and depose to the affidavits. 

 

[13] In the decision of Mall (Cape) (Pty) Ltd v Merino Ko-operasie Bpk,8 it was held 

that  

“[t]here is a considerable amount of authority for the proposition that, where a 

company commences proceedings by way of petition, it must appear that the 

person who makes the petition on behalf of the company is duly authorised by 

the company to do so (see for example Lurie Brothers Ltd v Arcache, 1927 NPD 

139 …). This seems to me to be a salutary rule and one which should apply also 

                                                 
8 Mall (Cape) (Pty) Ltd v Merino Ko-operasie Bpk 1957 (2) SA 347 (C). 
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to notice of motion proceedings where the applicant is an artificial person. In 

such cases some evidence should be placed before the Court to show that the 

applicant has duly resolved to institute the proceedings and that the proceedings 

are instituted at its instance. Unlike the case of an individual, the mere signature 

of the notice of motion by an attorney and the fact that the proceedings purport to 

be brought in the name of the applicant are in my view insufficient. The best 

evidence that the proceedings have been properly authorised would be provided 

by an affidavit made by an official of the company annexing a copy of the 

resolution but I do not consider that that form of proof is necessary in every case. 

Each case must be considered on its own merits and the Court must decide 

whether enough has been placed before it to warrant the conclusion that it is the 

applicant which is litigating and not some unauthorised person on its behalf.”9 

 

 

 [ underlining added for emphasis] 
 

 

 

[14] The above dicta from the decision of Mall (Cape) v Merino Ko-operasie Bpk is 

authority for both the first preliminary objection and the second one. There is evidence to 

support the contention by the deponent to the applicant’s affidavits is authorised to bring 

this application.  

 

[15] Further, there is a certificate of incorporation attached to the founding affidavit, 

which clearly reflects that Ms McGowan is the sole member. But this point is put to bed, 

so to speak, by the replying affidavit, which makes direct submissions10 (and includes the 

latest extracts from the CIPC’s records)11 in this regard, although belatedly and obviously 

prompted by the respondent’s objection.  

 

                                                 
9 See Mall (Cape) v Merino Ko-operasie Bpk at 351G-352C. 
10 See pars 3.2-3.5 of the replying affidavit on indexed pp 33-34. 
11 See search information report by Searchworks on indexed p 48. 
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[16] It is permissible for this Tribunal to conduct its proceedings informally12 and 

condone technical irregularities arising from its proceedings.13 Therefore, to the extent 

that the applicant’s assertions made in response to this objection may be considered 

impermissible material to be made for the first time in a replying affidavit (in terms of the 

rules or practice of a Court of Law), I will overlook them for purposes of this objection. 

There is clearly no prejudice, patent or latent, which may be suffered by the respondent 

due to this approach. Besides the attachments to the founding papers confirmed the 

material issues in this regard. Thus, the objection will fail on the strength of the 

applicant’s submissions. 

 

Locus standi or legal standing on the part of the applicant (second preliminary objection) 

[17] The second preliminary objection, as I understand it, is that the deponent did not 

establish authority to act on behalf of the applicant. Should I be correct in my 

understanding this objection would be repetitive of the first one. But it may well be that 

the respondent points to the absence of authority on the part of the respondent’s deponent 

to bring the application or locus standi. This would then be disposed of in terms of what 

is stated above.  

 

[18] As I said or alluded to, the fact that Ms McGowan is the sole member of the 

applicant renders it pedantic to insists on a written resolution. With respect, she manifests 

the authority for the proceedings when she signs the founding or supporting affidavit to 

bring the application by herself. It would have been a different view if someone else had 

                                                 
12 Section 180(1)(b) of the Companies Act. 
13 Section Regulation 154(3) of the Companies Regulations, 2011. 
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signed the documents. It ought to be borne in mind that it is the proceedings that ought to 

be authorised and not the signing of the founding or supporting affidavit. But on both the 

first and second preliminary objections, the applicant has clearly pointed out that both the 

deponent and the application were properly authorised. Therefore, I find no merit in this 

ground of objection. 

 

No good cause shown (third preliminary objection) 

[19] The third and final preliminary objection is that the applicant has failed to show 

good cause why it brought the application only in February 2019, when the respondent 

was registered, almost a year before the application, in January 2018. The applicant also 

failed to take this Tribunal into its confidence as to the exact date on which it became 

aware of the respondent’s existence. For primarily these reasons, the application ought to 

be dismissed with costs, at it is fatally defective, the respondent argues.   

 

[20] The applicant says it only became aware of the respondent’s existence upon 

receipt of “numerous enquiries”, ostensibly from actual or potential customers, as to its 

association with the respondent.14 The applicant argues that it brought the application 

upon receiving the enquiries. 

 

[21] The requirement that a party (in the circumstances of the applicant herein) ought 

to show “good cause” is located in section 160(2)(b) of the Companies Act. In terms of 

this provision an applicant ought to show good cause for bringing an application at the 

time or stage it did, presumably contrasted with the period of three (3) months stipulated 

                                                 
14 See par 3.6 of the replying affidavit on indexed p 34. 
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in section 160(2)(a).15 But, these provisions and the remainder of the Companies Act, do 

not explain the phrase or words “good cause”.  

 

[22] In Minister of Defence and Military Veterans v Motau and Others,16 albeit for a 

different set of facts and purpose, the phrase “good cause” was stated as referring to a 

substantial or legally sufficient reason for a choice made or action taken.17   

 

[23] Section 160(2)(b) was dealt with in the matter of The Highly Nutritious Food 

Company (Pty) Ltd v The Companies Tribunal and Others,18 wherein Twala J held as 

follows on the phrase “good cause”: 

 

“Section 160(2)(b) allows any person and at any time to bring an application on 

good cause shown. This does not refer only to the delay in bringing the 

application but to show good cause as to why the application must be entertained. 

The section requires the applicant to furnish a reasonable explanation as to why 

the application should be entertained by the Tribunal. It does not require an 

explanation only as to the delay in bringing the application but refer to the merit 

of the application as well.”19 

 

 

                                                 
15 Sections 160 reads in the material part: “(1)  A person to whom a notice is delivered in terms of this Act 

with respect to an application for reservation of a name, registration of a defensive name, application to 

transfer the reservation of a name or the registration of a defensive name, or the registration of a company’s 

name, or any other person with an interest in the name of a company, may apply to the Companies Tribunal 

in the prescribed manner and form for a determination whether the name, or the reservation, registration or 

use of the name, or the transfer of any such reservation or registration of a name, satisfies the requirements 

of  this Act. (2) An application in terms of subsection (1) may be made- (a) within three months after the 

date of a notice contemplated in subsection (1), if the applicant received such a notice; or (b) on good cause 

shown at any time after the date of the reservation or registration of the name that is the subject of the 

application, in any other case.” 
16 Minister of Defence and Military Veterans v Motau and Others 2014 (5) SA 69 (CC). 
17 Ibid at par 54. 
18 The Highly Nutritious Food Company (Pty) Ltd v The Companies Tribunal and Others (91718/2016) 

[2017] ZAGPJHC (22 September 2017. 
19 See The Highly Nutritious Food Company at par [18]. 
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[24] In the facts of this matter, only about a year has elapsed between the registration 

of the respondent and the issuing of this application. The applicant says it only became 

aware of the respondent’s existence when it received the enquiries on whether it is 

associated with the respondent. It is correct that the applicant did not divulge when 

exactly it became aware of the respondent, but there is no evidence suggesting that it did 

so earlier. But even if it became aware of the respondent earlier than asserted, the 

application was launched within a period of a year, which is not inordinate under the 

circumstances. Also, it ought to be borne in mind that without the notice contemplated in 

section 160(1)20 it is almost impossible for a party to be ordinarily aware of existence of 

objectionable names on the CIPC’s records.  

 

[25] In the decision of The Highly Nutritious Food Company, also relied upon by Ms 

Worthington for the applicant, it was held that section 160(2)(b) requires a reasonable 

explanation for the delay in bringing the application and consideration of the merits of the 

application. In my view, the applicant has given an explanation, albeit frugal in material 

or submissions, regarding the former. What is still to be considered is the merits of the 

application to complete the determination of whether the applicant has shown good 

cause. At this stage what has to be determined is not the complete merits of the matter, 

but only a peek as to the prospects of success in the submissions made. I am satisfied on 

the basis of the submissions made to rule against this preliminary objection. Besides, 

should the ultimate finding on the merits be against the applicant it would actually 

represent the same outcome for the respondent as with the upholding of this preliminary 

point. The matter is evidently not decided in a staggered fashion.  

                                                 
20 See footnote 15 above, for a reading of section 160(1). 
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Merits of the application 

[26] On the merits of the application the respondent has the following to say. The 

applicant’s belief that the respondent’s use of the name Moulin Rouge would reasonably 

mislead persons or consumers into believing there is an association between the two 

entities is not based on any facts or evidence. Further, the lapse of time between the dates 

of registration of the respondent and of launching this application attests to there being no 

conflict or confusion between the two names. The two names and, even the logos of the 

companies, are clearly distinguishable. The origin of the name Moulin Rouge is from a 

French Cabaret in Paris, France, performed world-wide and a household name.21 The 

name is not in any manner unique. There are in fact a total of 12 companies and/or close 

corporations on the CIPC’s records bearing the name Moulin Rouge.  

 

[27] The respondent admits though that it operates in the same industry as the 

applicant, but points out that there is geographical separation in excess of 30 kilometres 

between the two businesses. This and considering that hair and beauty salons have 

localised client-bases and most of which are from within the town or city the business 

operates from, the respondent denies the applicant’s contentions, including existence of 

any confusion by clients or customers patronising either party’s business. 

 

Applicant’s submissions in reply 

[28] As already stated under the respondent’s preliminary objections, the applicant 

served and filed a replying affidavit. But the replying affidavit was filed out of time. The 

applicant, consequently, applied for condonation in this regard. It explains that before the 

                                                 
21 See par 1 above. 



 13 

respondent filed its answering affidavit on 29 March 2019, its attorney of record sent a 

letter of demand, ostensibly a cease and desist letter, demanding that the respondent cease 

and desist from using the name Moulin Rouge, but evidently in vain.  The respondent 

through its attorneys dismissed the basis for the demand.  

 

[29] There were other overtures of a confidential nature, whose terms, for obvious 

reasons, have not been disclosed to this Tribunal. The applicant only filed its replying 

affidavit in May 2019. The respondent did not object to the application for condonation. 

But I am satisfied with the applicant’s explanation for the delay. I actually commend its 

attempts to have the matter resolved outside of this Tribunal, even if I am not privy to the 

intricacies of those attempts. The non-compliance by the applicant with the regulations of 

this Tribunal regarding the delivery of a reply or replying affidavit is condoned. 

  

[30] Further, the applicant argues that some of the entities bearing the name Moulin 

Rouge, as appearing on the CIPC’s database, have been deregistered for failure to submit 

annual returns. It also rejects the respondent’s assertions based on geographical distance 

and persists in its argument on the existence of actual confusion on the part of customers.   

 

Submissions and legal principles (an analysis) 

[31] The applicant’s case, as contained in the founding affidavit, was that the 

respondent’s name or the inclusion of the words “Moulin Rouge” in the respondent’s 

name without any distinguishing feature is contrary to the provisions of sections 

11(2)(a)(i) and 11(2)(b)(i) of the Companies Act.  
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[32] In the reply the applicant broadened its case to include provisions of section 

11(2)(c)(i).22 But to be fair to the applicant, it was always part of the applicant’s case that 

the respondent’s name denotes an incorrect association between the two entities. So, 

section 11(2)(c)(i) is one of the pivots to the applicant’s case, bearing in mind that the 

founding papers do not appear to have benefited from the input of a legal representative.  

 

[33] I think it is necessary to also point out that provisions of the Companies Act are 

applicable to close corporations, as with the applicant, by virtue of section 19(1) of the 

Close Corporations Act 69 of 1984.23  

 

                                                 
22 Section 11(2) reads as follows: “(2) The name of a company must- (a) not be the same as - (i) the name 

of another company, domesticated company, registered external company, close corporation or co-

operative; (ii) a name registered for the use of a person, other than the company itself or a person 

controlling the company, as a defensive name in terms of section 12(9), or as a business name in terms of 

the Business Names Act, 1960 (Act No. 27 of 1960), unless the registered user of that defensive name or 

business name has executed the necessary documents to transfer the registration in favour of the company; 

(iii) a registered trade mark belonging to a person other than the company, or a mark in respect of which an 

application has been filed in the Republic for registration as a trade mark or a well-known trademark as 

contemplated in section 35 of the Trade Marks Act, 1993 (Act No. 194 of 1993), unless the registered 

owner of that mark has consented in writing to the use of the mark as the name of the company; or (iv) a 

mark, word or expression the use of which is restricted or protected in terms of the Merchandise Marks 

Act, 1941 (Act No. 17 of 1941), except to the extent permitted by or in terms of that Act; (b) not be 

confusingly similar to a name, trade mark, mark, word or expression contemplated in paragraph (a) unless - 

(i) in the case of names referred to in paragraph (a)(i), each company bearing any such similar name is a 

member of the same group of companies; (ii) in the case of a company name similar to a defensive name or 

to a business name referred to in paragraph (a)(ii), the company, or a person who controls the company, is 

the registered owner of that defensive name or business name; (iii) in the case of a name similar to a trade 

mark or mark referred to in paragraph (a)(iii), the company is the registered owner of the business name, 

trade mark or mark, or is authorised by the registered owner to use it; or (iv) in the case of a name similar 

to a mark, word or expression referred to in paragraph (a)(iv), the use of that mark, word or expression by 

the company is permitted by or in terms of the Merchandise Marks Act, 1941; (c) not falsely imply or 

suggest, or be such as would reasonably mislead a person to believe incorrectly, that the company- (i) is 

part of, or associated with, any other person or entity …”  
23 Section 19(1) of the Close Corporations Act 69 of 1984 reads as follows: “(1) Part A of Chapter 2 of the 

Companies Act, read with the changes required by the context, applies to a corporation and to an applicant 

for name reservation in terms of subsection (2), but- (a)   a reference in any of those provisions to a 

company must be regarded as a reference to a corporation for the purposes of this Act; and (b)   the 

application of section 11 (3) of the Companies Act to a corporation is subject to the provisions of section 22 

(1) of this Act.” 
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[34] Regarding applicant’s submissions that section 11(2)(a)(i) is applicable, I hasten 

to respectfully say that these submissions only need to be made to be rejected. The two 

names (i.e. “Moulin Rouge Hair Studio” and “Moulin Rouge”) are clearly not the same.  

 

[35] On the other hand, section 11(2)(b)(i) proscribes confusingly similarity, among 

others, between company names. In this matter both contending names incorporate the 

words “Moulin Rouge”. But in the respondent’s case those words constitute its entire 

name. The statutory expression for private companies, “Proprietary Limited” or its 

abbreviation “(Pty) Ltd”,24 does not alter the situation. And the entire name of the 

applicant is incorporated in the respondent’s name.  

 

[36] However, I agree with the respondent’s contention that the words “Moulin 

Rouge” are not in any way unique, or exclusive to the applicant. They shouldn’t be. 

Those words may be employed together with other words to avoid breach of the 

provisions of the Companies Act. But a finding in this regard has the inadvertent 

potential to award exclusivity for the use of the name Moulin Rouge to the applicant. 

Therefore, I will move to the next provision without making any binding finding in 

respect of section 11(2)(b)(i).  

 

[37] I turn to the applicant’s case based on section 11(2)(c)(i). This provision states 

that no company name ought to falsely imply or suggest or be such as would reasonably 

mislead a person to believe incorrectly that the company is part of or associated with, for 

example, another person or company.  

                                                 
24 Section 11(3)(c)(ii) of the Companies Act. 
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[38] Although, I have not made any ultimate finding on the case for confusing 

similarity, I am of the view that members of the public or customers are likely to 

associate the two business due to their names and the fact the two entities operate from 

the same industry. In fact, the applicant submits that this is exactly what alerted it to the 

existence of the respondent or its name. It didn’t matter that the respondent’s business is 

miles away. There is nothing to gainsay these applicant’s submissions.   

 

Conclusion and costs 

[39] On the basis of what is stated above, I find that the respondent’s name does not 

satisfy the provisions of section 11(2)(c)(i). Consequently, I will direct that the 

respondent must choose a new name and accordingly file a notice of amendment to its 

Memorandum of Incorporation. This outcome will be followed by an order for costs on a 

party and party scale.  

 

[40] The costs order to be made will include costs occasioned by the postponement of 

the hearing of this application on 28 June 2019. This was an indulgence afforded the 

respondent due to the withdrawal of its legal representative. Justice won’t be served by 

saddling the applicant with these costs or relieving the respondent of the burden of paying 

these costs. The postponement precipitated by the sudden withdrawal of the respondent’s 

legal representative had nothing to do with the applicant or the applicant’s legal 

representatives.  
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[41] Ms Worthington urged me in her written argument to show the disapproval of the 

respondent’s conduct by this Tribunal by granting a punitive costs order of attorney and 

client against the respondent. But I don’t think that the respondent was necessarily mala 

fide in its opposition of the application even though this has resulted in the applicant 

incurring legal costs which would not be relieved by an ordinary costs order. Regarding 

the non-compliance with the order of 28 June 2019, it may well be that the respondent 

finally saw the light regarding its opposition of this matter or was in fact advised 

likewise, but I am only speculating. I will only order costs payable on a party and party 

scale or tariff applicable to the High Court of South Africa. 

 

Order 

[42] Therefore, the following order is made: 

a) the respondent’s registered company name “MOULIN ROUGE” does not 

satisfy the requirements of section 11(2)(c)(i) of the Companies Act 71 of 

2008; 

 

b) the respondent is directed to choose a new name and file a notice of 

amendment to its Memorandum of Incorporation; 

 

c) the respondent is directed to complete the activities ordered in b) hereof 

within thirty (30) days of service of this order upon the respondent in 

terms of regulation 153(3) of the Companies Regulations, 2011, and  
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d) the respondent is liable for payment of costs of the application, including 

costs of 28 June 2018, on a party and party scale or tariff applicable to the 

High Court of South Africa. 

 

_________________________ 

Khashane La M. Manamela 

Member, Companies Tribunal 

31 July 2019 
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