
 

THE TRADE MARKS ACT (CAP. 332) 

IN THE MATTER OF 

Singapore Trade Mark Application No. 

40201804551T 

"PHO RÌU logo" 

In Class 43 in the name of Temptus Phoget 

Pte Ltd (the "Applicant") 

AND 

 

IN THE MATTER OF an Opposition thereto 

by Atelier Atas Pte Ltd (the "Opponent") 

NOTICE OF OPPOSITION 
 
We, Atelier Atas Pte Ltd, a company organised and existing under the laws of Singapore, 

hereby give notice of our opposition to the registration of Singapore Trade Mark Application 

No. 40201804551T for the mark “PHO RÌU logo” in Class 43 in the name of Temptus 

Phoget Pte Ltd, of 51 East Coast Road, Singapore 428770, which was published in 

Singapore Trade Marks Journal No. 008/2018 dated 15 March 2018 (the “Application 

Mark”). The grounds of opposition are as follows: 

 

1. The Opponent is a private limited company incorporated in Singapore on 10 January 

2018. The principal address of the Opponent is 2 Bayfront Avenue, B1-171, Galleria 

Level the Shoppes at Marina Bay Sands, 018972 (the “MBS Restaurant”).  

2. The Opponent is the proprietor of the following registered trade mark in Singapore: 



a. Singapore Trade Mark Registration No. 40201800872Q for the mark “PHÔ 

RÍU! logo” in Class 43:  

 

registered 11 January 2018 for the following services: 

Food and drink catering; information and advice in relation to 

the preparation of meals; personal chef services; restaurant 

services; self-service restaurant services (the “Opposition 

Mark”). 

3. At all material times, the Opposition Mark is valid and subsisting.  

4. The Opponent is a thought-leader in the regional molecular gastronomy scene. 

Molecular gastronomy is a style of cooking that brings scientific methods and 

techniques to the kitchen. It is both a culinary method as well as an artistic one, 

which seeks to uncover the pure essence of food by creating new and unusual 

textures, flavours, and modes of presentation. The Opponent's restaurants are 

known for their proprietary technique of “noodlification”, by which complicated dishes 

and sometimes entire meals are compressed and extruded as a single noodle. Each 



restaurant is decorated in a manner that suggests the high-end, high-tech nature of 

its food.  

5. Having already made an impact with its other restaurants, such as Prata Penyet 

(which serves roti prata in noodle form, served in a curry sauce) and Laksagna 

(where a paste of wheat, cheese, beef, and tomato is extruded into a noodle and 

served in a bowl of coconut gravy), the Opponent had decided in June 2017 to take 

on Vietnamese cuisine, after its namesake restaurant, Atelier Atas, received a 

Michelin Star. 

6. What followed was six months of intensive research. The Opponent's full staff of 

gastronomic scientists and noodle technicians set to work in its cutting-edge food-

lab. Finally, around mid-October 2017, the Opponent's researchers hit a 

breakthrough, and developed a proprietary method by which a paste of rice and beef 

could be held together in a suspension made of meat glue, bone gelatin, and a fossil-

honey resin, and extruded. Not only could all the essential ingredients of pho be 

compressed into noodle form, the new suspension was so strong that an entire 

meal’s worth of pho could be extruded as a single, extremely long, noodle! 

7. Excited by the possibilities of this breakthrough, the Opponent immediately began 

making arrangements to open a new restaurant to showcase this marvel of modern 

science.  

8. The grand opening was teased for a month via social media, when the Opponent 

posted on its social media page the Teaser Post in late December 2017, below: 

Merry Christmas to all our fans! We know you’ve been hoping 

for rumours of our new restaurant to “worm” their way out, and 

here they are! We’re extruding a delicious gooey treat to 

connect you with the heart of Indo-China! 



Copy and “pasta” this post on your social media account, 

“penne” your thoughts on why you’re a fan, and if we (angel) 

hair of your story, you might find a special gift “gnocchi’ing” at 

your door! 

9. On 10 January 2018, the Opponent opened the MBS Restaurant to much fanfare. 

The décor was put together by renowned local interior decoration firm, 

Soh.Kosh.Lee, and received glowing praise in industry magazines as making diners 

feel like they were “dining in a starship taking them to a different planet”. 

10. In order to emphasise the mind-boggling alchemical transformation the food has 

gone through, the Opponent decided to dub the MBS Restaurant “PHÔ RÍU”, which 

not only sounds like “for real” in English, but also means “Tangle House” in 

Vietnamese, alluding to the artful way the extremely long noodle forms a lovely knot-

like pattern in the soup when it is served. 

11. While the MBS Restaurant initially did well, revenue sharply dropped thereafter, and 

within a few months it was barely earning enough to cover overheads. The Opponent 

was subsequently informed by several loyal customers that a well-known food 

blogger, MisterCopperCook, had, sometime in or around 1 April 2018, posted a 

scathing review on Makankitolok.sg (a food review aggregator site), the material 

portion of which reads as follows: 

"The food at PHO RIU is out of this world, in the sense that it is 

reminiscent of a Wookie's armpit. There is nothing appetising or 

appealing in this drab place, which appears to be heading at 

warp speed to Planet Passé. While it may seem to want to 

transport you to a different place, the only place you’ll be going 

in a hurry is the toilet. The only saving grace is, for the moment 

at least, that whatever they have the temerity to call ‘food' goes 



for a song — further evidence that they’re cutting costs by doing 

a real “hack job” on the food! The noodles were so tough and 

hard to eat that a better use for them would have been to tie a 

noose for this restaurant’s hope for profit.” 

12. Upon further inquiry, the Opponent learned of another restaurant called “PHO RÌU”, 

located at 51 East Coast Road, Singapore 428770 (“the Joo Chiat Restaurant”), 

which indeed served noodles to customers at rock-bottom prices. The Opponent is 

given to understand that the only utensil used by cooks there is an axe, and that this 

frugal approach to cooking enabled them to charge comparatively little for their food. 

This clarified matters for the Opponent, since MisterCopperCook’s comment on its 

food “going for a song” was puzzling, as the Opponent, while endeavouring to deliver 

top value to its clientele, could hardly be described as having an accessibly-priced 

menu. 

13. The Applicant also uses elements similar to those of the Opponent in its marketing 

and promotion. The Applicant’s menu is described as “a taste of old Indo-China”, and 

a poster of an elderly man hefting an axe is prominently featured on the Joo Chiat 

Restaurant’s website, declaring that he was “Cutting the knot on the question of 

where to eat!” The description of the Applicant's menu which refers to Indo-China 

clearly calls to mind the Teaser Post, and the poster also obviously alludes to the 

English translation of the Opposition Mark (“Tangle House”), as he was indubitably 

referring to the artistic tangle of noodles that the Opponent serves.  

14. Quite clearly, there has been confusion between the Opposition Mark and the 

Application Mark. The Opponent is not in the business of serving budget noodles that 

are so tough they have to be hacked to length with an axe; the Applicant, however, 

most certainly is, and MisterCopperCook’s review accurately reflects, in the 

Opponent’s view, the ambience, quality, and price-range of the Joo Chiat Restaurant. 



GROUNDS OF OPPOSITION 

A. Section 8(1) of the Trade Marks Act 

 

15. The Opponent avers that by virtue of Section 8(1) of the Trade Marks Act, the 

Application Mark should not be registered because it is identical to the Opposition 

Mark, and is to be registered for services that are identical with those for which the 

Opposition Mark is protected. 

B. Section 8(2)(b) of the Trade Marks Act 

 

16. Further and/or in the alternative, the Opponent avers that by virtue of Sections 

8(2)(b) of the Trade Marks Act, the Application Mark should not be registered 

because it is similar to the Opposition Mark and is to be registered for services 

identical with those for which the Opposition Mark is protected, and that there 

thereby exists a likelihood of confusion on the part of the public. 

RELIEF PRAYED 

17. By reason of the matters set forth above, by virtue of the law, and in the exercise of 

the Registrar’s discretion, the Opponent prays: 

i. That the Application Mark be refused registration; and 

ii. Costs of and occasioned by these Opposition proceedings be forthwith paid 

to the Opponent. 

Dated this 15th day of July 2018 
 
 

SOLICITORS FOR THE OPPONENT  
CROW & CROW LLP 

 


