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Title: **Indian Chamber of Commerce Phils., Inc. v. Filipino Indian Chamber of Commerce in
the Philippines, Inc.**

Facts:
The legal dispute arose from the reservation and registration of corporate names by two
entities claiming to represent the business interests of the Filipino-Indian community. The
original  entity,  Filipino-Indian  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  Philippines,  Inc.  (defunct
FICCPI),  failed  to  renew  its  corporate  term  and  subsequently  dissolved.  Later,  two
applications were made for similar names: “Filipino Indian Chamber of Commerce in the
Philippines, Inc.” (FICCPI) and “Indian Chamber of Commerce Phils., Inc.” (ICCPI).

The steps leading to the Supreme Court (SC) were as follows:
1. Naresh Mansukhani reserved the name “Filipino Indian Chamber of Commerce in the
Philippines, Inc.” (FICCPI) with the SEC on January 20, 2005.

2. Ram Sitaldas, claiming to represent the defunct FICCPI, opposed the reservation, which
led to a decision by the CRMD in favor of Mansukhani, citing the lack of legal personality of
the defunct FICCPI.

3. Sitaldas appealed to the SEC En Banc, which dismissed the appeal and was subsequently
affirmed by the CA.

4. Concurrently, Pracash Dayacanl reserved the name “Indian Chamber of Commerce Phils.,
Inc.” (ICCPI), which was opposed by Mansukhani.

5. The CRMD denied Mansukhani’s opposition, ruling that ICCPI’s name was not confusingly
similar to FICCPI’s.

6.  Mansukhani  appealed  to  the  SEC  En  Banc,  which  reversed  the  CRMD’s  decision,
directing ICCPI to modify its name, citing a potential for confusion due to their similar
purposes.

7. ICCPI appealed the SEC En Banc decision to the CA, which affirmed the decision of the
SEC, leading to the petition for review before the SC.

Issues:
1. Whether ICCPI has a prior right to use its corporate name.
2. Whether ICCPI’s name is identical or confusingly similar to that of FICCPI and therefore
prohibited under Section 18 of the Corporation Code.
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3. Whether FICCPI’s corporate name had acquired secondary meaning.

Court’s Decision:
The SC ruled to deny ICCPI’s petition and affirmed the decision of the CA. The SC held that
FICCPI, having registered its name earlier, had priority over the use and that ICCPI’s name
is identical or deceptively or confusingly similar to the name of FICCPI. The SC further
emphasized that secondary meaning was not a defense as the threshold question is one of
similarity, which might mislead or confuse the public.

Doctrine:
The SC reiterated the doctrine pertaining to corporate names under Section 18 of the
Corporation Code, which prescribes that no corporate name shall be allowed if it is identical
or deceptively or confusingly similar to any existing corporation. The Court also applied the
priority of adoption rule in protecting corporate names.

Class Notes:
– Corporate names must not be identical or deceptively confusingly similar to an existing
corporation (Section 18, Corporation Code).
– Priority of adoption rule: the entity which first used the corporate name in commerce has
the priority right.
–  A dissolved corporation loses its  legal  personality and its  corporate name cannot be
appropriated within three years after its dissolution unless allowed by the stockholders.
– No need for proof of actual confusion; it suffices that confusion is probable or likely to
occur.

Historical Background:
The  case  highlights  the  importance  of  protecting  corporate  names  in  the  Philippines,
emphasizing the need for clear distinction to avoid public confusion and maintain trust in
the corporate landscape. It reflects the growing vigilance over business identifiers in an
effort to safeguard both corporate interests and consumer welfare in a developing economy.


