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APPENDIX A: Shares of supply 

Introduction 

A.1 In this Appendix, we present the evidence on shares of supply. This sets out: 

(a) the Parties’ submissions on estimated shares of supply for Offshore 
Infrastructure and Marine, by Persons on Board (POB), and our views on 
them as relevant; 

(b) our methodology and data sources for the calculation of shares of supply for 
Offshore Infrastructure and Marine; 

(c) our estimated shares of supply for Offshore Infrastructure, by revenue, in the: 

(i) UKCS; 

(ii) North Sea (excluding the UKCS);1 and 

(d) our estimated shares of supply, by revenue, for Marine in the North Sea 
(including the UKCS). 

A.2 We present shares of supply based on POB (in accordance with the Parties’ 
submissions) and revenue (on the basis of our calculations) both of which could be 
regarded as appropriate measures when considering the relative positions of 
providers in the supply of OCS. For Offshore Infrastructure, as these Assets are 
less mobile (than in the case of Marine), shares of supply based on POB and 
revenue align closely. 

A.3 However, for Marine Assets, which are typically more mobile, shares of supply 
based on POB and revenue may vary on the basis of the methodology by which 
they are calculated. For example, for POB, when shares of supply are calculated 
at a point in time based on the POB of Marine Assets in a given location, this may 
not be representative of their typical location and may over- or under-estimate 
providers’ relative positions in the supply of OCS. A benefit of shares of supply by 
revenue is that revenue can be pro-rated to account for time spent in each 
geographic area, and therefore we tend to prefer shares of supply calculated on 
this basis for Marine. However, as set out in Chapter 5, our provisional view is that 
Marine is a relatively nascent market and we recognise that shares of supply for 
Marine have limitations which reduce their informative value, given that the Marine 
Market is growing and market shares reflect the award of a relatively small number 

 
 
1 We note that as discussed in Chapter 4, this does not align with our relevant geographic market for the supply of OCS 
to customers for Offshore Infrastructure Assets. 
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of existing contracts to date. As such, we assess them alongside other evidence in 
the round in forming our assessment of the impact of the Merger. 

Parties’ submissions on shares of supply 

A.4 The Parties submitted that the Phase 1 Decision gives too much weight to shares 
of supply based on revenues across only a three-year historic period (2022-2024) 
in the UKCS, which are not an accurate reflection of the Parties’ market position, 
and that market shares are an unreliable indicator of market power in this market.2 
The Parties also submitted that the [shares of supply] for Marine [in the Phase 1 
Decision] miss relevant competitors which results in a significant overstatement of 
the share of the Parties in a putative UKCS marine market.3 

A.5 The Parties submitted their calculation of estimated shares of supply for Offshore 
Infrastructure and Marine. Below we briefly set out the Parties’ methodology and 
present their estimates. 

Offshore Infrastructure shares of supply 

A.6 The Parties submitted estimated shares of supply for Offshore Infrastructure 
based on POB using data from Aramark’s North Sea database.4 We understand 
the North Sea database is an internal document based on information Aramark 
receives from clients, tender information, and other market knowledge gathered 
more generally for each jurisdiction. This is an internal document using information 
Aramark receives and is based on best estimates.5 The Parties used Aramark’s 
estimates of operational POB for Offshore Infrastructure assets to calculate shares 
of supply.6 Table A.1 presents the Parties’ estimates. 

Table A.1: Parties estimated shares of supply for Offshore Infrastructure based on POB, North Sea 
and UKCS, May 2025 

(%) 

Caterer North Sea (including UKCS 
within the North Sea) 

UKCS 

Aramark [30-40] [40-50] 
Entier [10-20] [20-30] 
ESS [40-50] [30-40] 
Sodexo [0-5] [0-5] 
Coor FM [5-10] [0-5] 
Other [0-5] [0-5] 

Source: Parties’ response to the CMA RFI dated 8 September 2025, question 4.  

A.7 The Parties’ estimates show that, in the UKCS, in relation to the supply of OCS for 
Offshore Infrastructure, the Merger has combined the largest and the third largest 

 
 
2 Parties’ response to the Phase 1 Decision, 22 August 2025, paragraph 1.2(a) and (b). 
3 Parties’ response to the Phase 1 Decision, 22 August 2025, paragraph 3.9. 
4 Aramark Internal Document, Annex 258 to Parties’ response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 29 April 2025, question 5.  
5 Parties’ response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 8 April 2025, question 8. 
6 Parties’ response to the CMA RFI dated 8 September 2025, question 4.  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/68b802d33f3e5483efdba90d/parties_joint_response.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/68b802d33f3e5483efdba90d/parties_joint_response.pdf
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supplier. The Merged Entity has a share of supply of [50-60]%, with ESS being the 
only other large supplier. The Parties’ estimates show that, in the North Sea 
(including the UKCS), ESS and the Parties are also the largest suppliers, although 
the Merged Entity has a lower share of [40-50]%. 

Marine shares of supply 

A.8 The Parties submitted estimated Marine shares of supply based on the Marine 
Traffic database (as of 29 July 2025 for the UKCS, and as of 1 September 2025 
for the Non-UKCS North Sea). The Parties submitted that the Marine Traffic 
database is a publicly available third-party data source which tracks vessels 
across the world. The Parties explained that Entier had used the database (which 
provides some vessels’ maximum POB), market knowledge, and []. Where only 
maximum POB were available, the Parties used an 85% utilisation percentage to 
calculate operational POB.7,8 

A.9 Table A.2 presents the Parties’ estimates. 

Table A.2: Parties estimated shares of supply for Marine based on POB, North Sea and UKCS, 2025 

(%) 

Caterer North Sea (including UKCS 
within the North Sea) 

UKCS 

Aramark [5-10] [5-10] 
Entier [10-20] [20-30] 
OSERV [30-40] [30-40] 
IFS [20-30] [30-40] 
Sodexo [5-10] [0-5] 
Pellegrini [5-10] [0-5] 
Other [0-5] [0-5] 

Source: Parties’ response to the CMA RFI dated 8 September 2025, question 4.  

A.10 Additionally, the Parties submitted share of supply estimates adjusted: (i) to 
remove all vessels with a maximum POB of less than 20; and (ii) []. The Parties 
also submitted share of supply estimates including and excluding IFS and OSERV. 
Table A.3 and Table A.4 below present the Parties’ estimates for Marine shares of 
supply with these adjustments. 

A.11 The Parties submitted, with respect to these calculations, that even if, on a 
conservative basis, IFS and OSERV were excluded entirely from the relevant 

 
 
7 Parties’ response to the CMA RFI dated 8 September 2025, question 4. The Parties submitted that a vessel’s 
operational POB is the persons on board that it typically operates at on average. Operational POB is generally below 
maximum POB, although POBs can and will fluctuate depending on the scope of work and across the lifecycle of the 
relevant asset. 
8 Parties’ response to the CMA RFI dated 8 September 2025, question 4. For Entier and Aramark vessels, the Parties 
submitted that the Parties’ internal data was used to provide estimates for the operational POB of these vessels. For the 
remaining marine vessels (whose operational POBs are unknown), an operational POB utilisation percentage of 85% 
was assumed. The Parties submitted that its marine vessels have a median POB utilisation percentage (ie, the median of 
the operational POB divided by the median of the maximum POB) of 80%. The Parties submitted that, given that the 
Parties represent a reasonable proportion of the total marine sector in the North Sea, their median POB utilisation 
percentage is likely to be representative of the POB utilisation of third-party vessels. The Parties also noted that Entier 
believes that a POB utilisation of 85% is a reasonable assumption for a marine vessel’s operational capacity. 
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market, the Parties’ updated (combined) share of supply would be [30-40]%, and 
that this is usually below the level which would be considered problematic in 
merger control.9 

Table A.3: Parties estimated projected shares of supply for Marine based on 85% operational POB, 
North Sea with Technip allocated to Conntrak and not including vessels under 20 POB 

(%) 

Caterer Projected share of supply in 
the North Sea (including 

UKCS within the North Sea) 

Aramark [5-10] 
Entier [5-10] 
Merging Parties [20-30] 
OSERV [30-40] 
IFS [20-30] 
Conntrak [5-10] 
Pellegrini [5-10] 
Sodexo [5-10] 
Foss & Esg [0-5] 

Source: Parties’ memo on marine market – updated shares of supply, 6 October 2025.  

Table A.4: Parties estimated projected shares of supply for Marine based on 85% operational POB, 
North Sea excluding OSERV and IFS, with Technip allocated to Conntrak and not including vessels 
under 20 POB 

(%) 

Caterer Projected share of supply in 
the North Sea (including 

UKCS within the North Sea) 

Aramark [10-20] 
Entier [20-30] 
Merging Parties [30-40] 
Conntrak [20-30] 
Pellegrini [10-20] 
Sodexo [10-20] 
Foss & Esg [5-10] 

Source: Parties’ memo on marine market – updated shares of supply, 6 October 2025.  

A.12 With respect to the Parties’ calculations of estimated shares of supply, we note 
that: 

(a) The Parties have calculated estimated shares of supply based on Marine 
vessels’ location as of 29 July 2025 for the UKCS, and as of 1 September 
2025 for the North Sea (including the UKCS within the North Sea). While we 
understand that some Marine customers have assets focussed on the North 
Sea or UKCS, to the extent that vessels which do not typically spend time in 
the North Sea or UKCS were present in the North Sea or UKCS at these 
times, or vice versa, these shares may understate or overstate the positions 
of various OCS suppliers.10 

 
 
9 Parties’ memo on Marine Market – updated shares of supply 6 October 2025, page 2.  
10 Similarly, the same would apply to UKCS shares of supply. 
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(b) We contacted Pellegrini to ascertain further details on its presence in Marine, 
and it submitted that [].11 In addition, we contacted the customers to whom 
the Parties submitted Pellegrini supplies OCS in the North Sea as part of 
their data pack. One of these customers told us that Pellegrini does not 
supply any of its vessels in the North Sea.12 Taking this into account, our 
provisional view is that the share estimates overstate Pellegrini’s competitive 
position when competing for Marine customers in the North Sea. 

(c) In addition, some of the shares presented do not align with our product 
market definition. As outlined in Chapter 4, our provisional view is that self-
supply is not part of the relevant product market in Marine, and we have 
treated IFS and OSERV as facilitating self-supply. Therefore, shares 
including IFS and OSERV will understate the competitive position of the 
Parties and other suppliers in the supply of OCS to Marine customers. 

Our calculation of shares of supply 

Methodology 

A.13 In order to calculate shares of supply by revenue for Offshore Infrastructure and 
Marine, we requested revenue from 2022-2024 split by UK North Sea, UKCS not 
within the North Sea and rest of the North Sea. We collected data from the Parties 
and six Offshore Infrastructure and Marine competitors (Sodexo, ESS,13 Conntrak, 
Foss, Francois and Oceanwide).14,15 In an industry characterised by bidding, 
shares of supply are a measure of historical market position as they capture the 
outcomes of competitive tenders as well as bilateral negotiations and contract 
extensions. However, given contract awards can mean shares of supply may vary 
significantly each year, we calculated shares of supply by revenue for each of 
2022, 2023 and 2024 and averaged across the three years to account for year-on-
year fluctuations.16 

A.14 We calculated the relevant revenues as follows: 

 
 
11 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 3 October 2025. 
12 Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 1 October 2025. 
13 Including separately revenues from ESS and 4Service. 
14 As outlined above, we contacted Pellegrini, and additionally we contacted Ligabue as potentially relevant suppliers to 
include in our shares of supply estimates. Both suppliers submitted that []. 
15 We asked customers to provide revenue in 2022-2024 for the supply of OCS, in the following areas: (i) UK North Sea, 
(ii) UKCS not within the North Sea, and (iii) North Sea excluding the UKCS based on the following geographic definitions. 
‘UKCS’ refers to the UK Continental Shelf including those parts located within the North Sea, as well as the UK 
Continental Shelf that is outside the North Sea (for example the Irish Sea). ‘North Sea’ refers to the marginal sea of the 
Atlantic Ocean that separates the UK from countries such as Norway, Denmark, the Netherlands and other parts of 
mainland Europe. 
16 The Parties submitted that customer contracts typically last three to five years (Parties’ response to the CMA’s s109 
notice dated 8 April 2025, question 3(b). Accordingly, we consider looking at shares over a three-year time period to be 
informative. 
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(a) For the Parties’ and their competitors’ Offshore Infrastructure revenues, we 
summed the revenues for the North Sea UKCS and the revenues for the 
UKCS outside the North Sea to calculate total UKCS revenues. 

(b) For the Parties’ and their competitors’ Marine revenues, we summed the 
revenues for the North Sea (UKCS and non UKCS) and the revenues for the 
UKCS outside the North Sea to calculate total revenues from the North Sea 
and the non-North Sea UKCS.17 

A.15 In particular, in relation to the data provided by the Parties and their competitors: 

(a) Aramark provided Marine revenues pro-rated based on number of days spent 
in the UKCS and the rest of the North Sea.18 

(b) Entier provided Marine revenues compiled by summing together the pro-
rated daily revenues in each relevant region.19 

(c) One competitor provided Marine revenues pro-rated by number of months 
each Marine vessel spent in each nation’s waters.20 

(d) One competitor provided Marine revenues pro-rated based on time the 
Marine vessel spent in each relevant region.21 

(e) Two competitors submitted data responses without further clarifications.22 

A.16 In relation to this, to the extent to which there is competition for the supply of OCS 
for Offshore Infrastructure Assets or Marine Assets in the UKCS or the North Sea 
which subsequently spend time outside the UKCS or the North Sea, this revenue 
is excluded from our shares of supply calculations. 

 
 
17 Marine revenues in the relevant region are calculated on the basis of the data submitted to us by the Parties and 
competitors as outlined below. 
18 Parties’ response to the CMA RFI dated 5 August 2025, question 9; and Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice 
dated 27 August 2025, question 7.  
19 Parties’ response to the CMA RFI dated 5 August 2025, question 5.  
20 We then aggregated across the relevant regions to calculate pro-rated revenues for the North Sea and the non-North 
Sea UKCS. Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 27 May 2025. 
21 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 27 May 2025; Third party response to the CMA’s RFI dated 
1 September 2025; and Third-party response to the CMA’s RFI dated 3 October 2025. 
22 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 27 May 2025; and Third-party response to the CMA 
questionnaire dated 27 May 2025. 



   
 

8 

Our calculation of shares of supply 

Offshore Infrastructure shares of supply 

A.17 We present our estimates of shares of supply in the Offshore Infrastructure Market 
in the UKCS from 2022 to 2024 in Table A.5 below. We note that our estimates 
are broadly in line with the Parties’ estimates set out above in Table A.1.23 

Table A.5: Our estimates of shares of supply (by revenue) in the Offshore Infrastructure Market, 2022-
2024 

(%) 
 

2022 2023 2024 Average 
(2022-2024) 

Aramark [30-40] [30-40] [30-40] [30-40] 
Entier [20-30] [20-30] [10-20] [20-30] 
Parties [50-60] [50-60] [50-60] [50-60] 
ESS [20-30] [30-40] [30-40] [30-40] 
Sodexo [10-20] [0-5] [0-5] [5-10] 
Francois  [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Foss [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Oceanwide [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Total 100 100 100 100 

Source: CMA estimates based on revenue data from the Parties and third parties. 

A.18 Based on these estimates, the Merger has combined the largest and the third 
largest supplier. The Merged Entity has an average share of supply of [50-60]% 
over the three-year period, with ESS being the only other large supplier with an 
average share of supply of [30-40]%. Sodexo, the fourth largest supplier, 
experienced a significant decline from [10-20]% in 2022 to [0-5]% in 2024. 

A.19 We also present shares of supply for Offshore Infrastructure in the North Sea 
(excluding the UKCS) in Table A.6 below. 

Table A.6: Our estimates of shares of supply (by revenue) for Offshore Infrastructure in the North Sea 
(excluding the UKCS), 2022-2024 

(%) 
 

2022 2023 2024 Average 
(2022-2024) 

Aramark [10-20] [20-30] [30-40] [20-30] 
Entier [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Parties 10-20] [20-30] [30-40] [20-30] 
ESS [30-40] [30-40] [30-40] [30-40] 
Sodexo [40-50] [30-40] [20-30] [30-40] 
Oceanwide [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Foss [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Francois [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Total 100 100 100 100 

Source: CMA estimates based on revenue data from the Parties and third parties. 

 
 
23 We set out our response to the Parties’ submissions that shares of supply do not represent the market dynamics in 
Chapter 6. 
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A.20 In this geography, the Merged Entity has a smaller average share of supply of [20-
30]% over the three-year period, with both ESS and Sodexo holding larger 
average shares of supply from 2022-2024 than the Merged Entity at [30-40]% and 
[30-40]%. Entier has a very low average share of supply in this geography [0-5]% 
relative to its share of supply in Offshore Infrastructure in the UKCS, and this has 
remained stable from 2022-2024. While Sodexo has experienced a decline in 
share from 2022-2024 in the wider non-UKCS North Sea, it maintains a higher 
share in this region relative to the UKCS. All other OCS suppliers have low ([0-
5%]) shares of supply. 

Marine shares of supply 

A.21 We present our estimates of shares of supply in the Marine Market by revenue in 
the North Sea (including the UKCS)24 from 2022 to 2024 in Table A.7 below.25 

A.22 In relation to these shares, we note that: 

(a) Whilst calculation of shares of supply for Marine is inherently difficult due to 
vessel movement, as outlined above, revenue submissions from OCS 
suppliers largely account for the movements of Marine vessels. To account 
for any peaks and troughs caused by temporary movements of vessels, we 
calculate an average share of supply across three years. 

(b) As set out in Chapter 4, Aramark does not compete for Marine customers 
that have highly mobile global assets and therefore the Parties do not overlap 
for such customers. Therefore, to align with the relevant product market, 
Technip should be excluded from these shares of supply. However, our 
shares of supply estimates are based on aggregated revenue figures, rather 
than revenue by individual customers, so we are unable to remove the 
revenue that is attributed to the Technip contract. We therefore consider that 
these shares overstate Entier’s competitive strength in the Marine Market.26 

 
 
24 As outlined above, when we refer to the North Sea in this instance, we include revenues from the North Sea and the 
non-North Sea UKCS. 
25 Our calculation of shares of supply are based on historical revenues over a period of three years, therefore may not 
align with the Parties submissions as these are calculated on the basis of POB and Marine vessels locations based on a 
set point in time. 
26 We note that [], therefore regardless we would expect Entier’s share of supply in Marine [] to fall after this contract 
reports revenue. 
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Table A.7: Our estimates of shares of supply (by revenue) in the Marine Market, 2022-2024 

(%) 
 

2022 2023 2024 Average (2022-2024) 

Aramark [5-10] [5-10] [10-20] [5-10] 
Entier [30-40] [30-40] [40-50] [30-40] 
Parties [40-50] [40-50] [50-60] [40-50] 
Sodexo [40-50] [30-40] [20-30] [30-40] 
Foss [10-20] [10-20] [10-20] [10-20] 
Oceanwide [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Francois [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Total 100 100 100 100 

Source: CMA estimates based on revenue data from the Parties and third parties. 

A.23 Table A.7 shows that Entier had the largest share for Marine from 2022-2024, with 
an average share of [30-40]%.27 The Merged Entity has the largest share of supply 
for Marine at [40-50]% on average from 2022-2024. Aramark had a smaller share 
of supply for Marine than for Offshore Infrastructure [5-10]% on average from 
2022-2024. Sodexo had the second largest share of supply for Marine, with a 
share of [30-40]% on average from 2022-2024, with this decreasing from [40-50]% 
to [20-30]% over the period. Foss had the third largest share of supply (larger for 
Marine than for Offshore Infrastructure), with an average share of [10-20]% from 
2022-2024 which remained relatively stable over the period. Other suppliers had 
small shares of supply for Marine ([0-5]%) from 2022-2024. 

 
 
27 This share does not reflect []. We would expect Entier’s (and the Parties’ combined) share of supply in Marine to fall 
upon earning revenue from this contract. 
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APPENDIX B: Bidding analysis 

Introduction 

B.1 In this Appendix we set out the analysis we have undertaken in relation to 
Offshore Infrastructure and Marine contracts based on data submitted by the 
Parties, [] other OCS suppliers, [] OCS customers and offshore catering 
support companies. It sets out for both historic and future tenders: 

(a) The data we received from the Parties, other OCS suppliers, and OCS 
customers. 

(b) An overview of the dataset, including the steps we have taken to match 
tenders submitted by different respondents, and some limitations to our 
analysis. 

(c) The key results of our analysis for each of Offshore Infrastructure and Marine 
tenders. 

Historic opportunities 

Data submissions 

B.2 During the phase 2 investigation we asked the Parties and OCS suppliers to 
submit details on every ‘opportunity’ for which they have engaged with an OCS 
customer in the UKCS and the North Sea since 2020.28 Similarly, we requested 
data from OCS customers on their most recent opportunities in relation to OCS in 
the UKCS.29 In our request, we asked for both tenders and other non-tender 

 
 
28 Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 15 September 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 
8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA 
questionnaire dated 10 September 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 18 September 2025; Third party 
response to the CMA’s RFI dated 15 September 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 15 September 2025; 
Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 26 September 2025,Third party response to the CMA’s RFI dated 1 
September 2025; Third party response to the CMA’s RFI dated 2 September 2025, Third party response to the CMA’s 
RFI dated 15 September 2025; Third party response to the CMA’s RFI dated 3 October 2025; Third party response to the 
CMA questionnaire dated 17 September 2025, Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 16 September 
2025, Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 25 September 2025, Third party response to the CMA questionnaire 
dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 22 August 2025, Third party response to the 
CMA’s RFI dated 27 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA’s RFI dated 15 September 2025; Third party 
response to the CMA’s RFI dated 15 September 2025.  
29 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 22 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire 
dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 22 August 2025; Third party response to the 
CMA RFI dated 3 September 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party 
response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 
August 2025; Third party response to the CMA’s RFI dated 3 September 2025; Third party response to the CMA 
questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 21 August 2025; Third party response to 
the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 29 August 2025; 
Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 15 September 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 3 
September 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA 
questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 3 September 2025; Third party 
response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 11 August 2025; 
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contract awards to capture all competitive interactions; however, the non-tender 
contract awards provided to us did not involve competitive interactions and were 
therefore excluded from our analysis. Non-tender contract awards are discussed 
further in Chapter 6, paragraphs 6.20 and 6.88.30 

B.3 In some cases, we supplemented the data received with further information 
gathered during calls with OCS suppliers and customers.31 

Dataset compilation methodology and process 

B.4 We have compiled a final dataset of all the tender opportunities in the UKCS and 
North Sea between January 2020 and August 2025 that we are aware of using the 
sources described in paragraphs B.2 to B.3 by matching the OCS suppliers’ data 
and customers’ data. 

B.5 We note that respondents did not always describe tenders in a consistent way.32 
As such, we designed a methodology to match and combine the tenders listed by 
each respondent to account for potential variation when describing the same 
tenders. We matched two tenders from different sources when the following four 
matching conditions were met:33 

(a) the name of the customer was the same or a known variant of the same 
customer; 

(b) the dates were within 12 months of each other; and 

(c) the winner of the tender was the same.34 

 
 
Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire 
dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 3 September 2025; Third party response to the CMA 
questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 15 September 2025; Third party 
response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 3 September 
2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 9 September 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI 
dated 16 September 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 25 September 2025; Third party response to the 
CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 26 August 2025; Third party 
response to the CMA RFI dated 26 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; 
Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire 
dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the 
CMA RFI dated 26 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party 
response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 26 August 
2025,Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025;Third party response to the CMA 
questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
30 As noted in paragraph B.5, descriptions of the same opportunity sometimes varied across respondents, including, in 
some cases, classification of the type of opportunity. We exercised judgement to resolve these discrepancies based on 
the information provided, with all such instances classified as tenders. 
31 Third party call note. 
32 For example, the same OCS customer may have been listed under different names, or OCS competitors may list 
different dates for the same tender dependent on when they were invited to bid. 
33 In cases where the three conditions were not all met, but other information was available that enabled a match to be 
made, we used this information to match the opportunities. 
34 Ie, when considering a match, the two tenders must not list different winners. 
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B.6 When resolving inconsistencies between different respondents describing the 
same tender, we used the following ordering of sources to determine what 
information to use in our final dataset: 

(a) The customer itself. 

(b) The winner of the tender. 

(c) The shortlisted bidders for the tender. 

(d) The Parties (to the extent not covered in points (a) to (c)). 

(e) Any other bidders. 

B.7 In the data submitted by Aramark and Entier, there were a total of [30-40] and [20-
30] tenders respectively.35 In addition, we identified [80-90] tenders in the data 
submitted by other OCS suppliers, and [20-30] in the data submitted by OCS 
customers. We took the following steps to clean and match these datasets into our 
final dataset: 

(a) We removed all cancelled or ongoing tenders. 

(b) We excluded tenders from before January 2020. 

(c) We excluded all tenders for assets outside the UKCS and non-UKCS North 
Sea including customers that tender all of their global assets together 
(eg Technip) as Aramark does not compete for such customers. 
Subsequently, in order to align our analysis with the provisionally defined 
relevant geographic markets as set out in Chapter 4, we narrowed the 
dataset to tenders in: (i) the UKCS, including tenders with assets in the 
UKCS and other parts of the North Sea (and unless otherwise stated, we 
refer to these for brevity as being ‘in the UKCS’), for Offshore Infrastructure 
(Tables B.2 to B.6); and (ii) the North Sea, both including and excluding the 
UKCS,36 for Marine (Tables B.7 to B.10). 

(d) We excluded all tenders submitted by OCS suppliers where that supplier said 
it was not invited to bid.37 

B.8 After taking these steps and applying the matching process, our final dataset 
consists of [40-50] tenders.38 Of these tenders: 

 
 
35 Aramark internal document, Annex 756 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 24 September 2025; 
and Entier internal document, Annex 758 to Entier’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 24 September 2025.  
36 This includes non-North Sea UKCS. 
37 In cases where no other respondent mentioned the tender. 
38 Differing interpretation across respondents could lead to minimal number of duplications through missed matches (eg 
due to unknown variations in customer names). If we have data from the customer, this may result in a tender being 
included twice and an OCS supplier’s number of bids being higher than set out in this appendix. We consider that the 
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(a) Aramark participated in [20-30] tenders, of which [10-20] were for Offshore 
Infrastructure Assets and [5-10] were for Marine Assets. 

(b) Entier participated in [10-20] tenders, of which [10-20] were for Offshore 
Infrastructure Assets and [0-5] were for Marine Assets. 

B.9 We note that there are certain limitations to the bidding data analysis; however, 
our provisional view is that these do not significantly impact the results presented 
above. In particular, as we decided to include all tenders since 2020 in our 
analysis, in some instances the final dataset includes multiple tenders relating to 
the same customer. We view this as having a minimal impact, as there are only a 
few instances where different tenders could relate to the same underlying asset(s). 

Results 

B.10 We present our analysis of the data below, starting with an overview of the dataset 
we created, and followed by sections for each of Offshore Infrastructure and 
Marine tenders. 

B.11 The final dataset used for our analysis consisted of [40-50] tenders for the time 
period 2020 to 2025, of which [40-50] were for Offshore Infrastructure Assets, and 
[5-10] were for Marine Assets. 

General overview 

B.12 In our analysis of Offshore Infrastructure and Marine tenders below, we have 
included the relevant tenders based on the provisionally defined relevant 
geographic markets. As such, we have included tenders for all Offshore 
Infrastructure Assets in the UKCS in our analysis, and we have included tenders 
for all Marine Assets in the UKCS and/or non-UKCS parts of the North Sea. 

B.13 Table B.1 sets out the distribution of the assets included in each tender included in 
our dataset across different geographic regions. The results show that almost all of 
the tenders for Offshore Infrastructure Assets only included assets in the UKCS 
([]), and only a small minority included assets in both the UKCS and non-UKCS 
North Sea ([]).39   

B.14 The results for Marine tenders differ somewhat. Half of the tenders in our dataset 
only included assets in the UKCS ([]), [] tender only included assets in the 

 
 
tables set out therefore show an upper estimate of the strength of the Parties competitors.  If we do not have data from 
the customer, then the supplier’s bid may not be matched with Aramark or Entier’s bids meaning that Tables B.3, B.4, 
B.7, and B.8, may underestimate the constraint from other OCS suppliers. However, we consider this limitation is 
minimal as we are primarily concerned about the impact of the Merger on the Parties’ customers (from whom we had a 
strong response rate). 
39 Additionally, 15 tenders for Offshore Infrastructure Assets which only included assets in the non-UKCS North Sea were 
excluded from the dataset. 
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non-UKCS North Sea ([]), and less than half included assets in both the UKCS 
and non-UKCS North Sea ([]).  

Table B.1: Locations of tenders in the Offshore Infrastructure and Marine Markets 

Customer type Assets exclusively 
in the UKCS 

Assets exclusively 
in the non-UKCS 

North Sea 

Assets in both the 
UKCS and non-

UKCS North Sea 

All tenders 

Oil and Gas  [20-30] n/a [0-5] [20-30] 
MODU [5-10] n/a [0-5] [10-20] 
Accommodation Barge  [0-5] n/a [0-5] [0-5] 
Offshore 
Infrastructure 

 [30-40] n/a [0-5] [40-50] 

Marine  [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [5-10] 
Total [40-50] [0-5] [5-10] [40-50] 

Source: CMA analysis based on bidding data supplied by the Parties and third parties. 

Offshore Infrastructure 

B.15 Table B.2 presents the extent to which the Parties and third-party suppliers have 
competed in tenders in the Offshore Infrastructure Market. Sodexo bid for the most 
tenders ([20-30]), followed by Aramark ([10-20]), ESS ([10-20]), and Entier ([10-
20]). In terms of wins, these four were the only OCS suppliers to win any tenders, 
with Aramark winning the most ([5-10]). Notably, Sodexo won a far smaller 
proportion of its bids ([10-20]%) than Aramark ([50-60]%), Entier ([50-60]%), and 
ESS ([50-60]%). 

Table B.2: Tenders in the Offshore Infrastructure Market (2020-2025) 

Supplier 
No. of bids 

No. of times 
shortlisted 

% of bids shortlisted 
for 

No. of tenders 
won 

% of bids 
won 

Sodexo [20-30] [10-20]  [60-70] [0-5] [10-20] 
Aramark [10-20] [10-20]  [80-90]   [5-10] [50-60] 
ESS  [10-20] [10-20] [80-90] [5-10] [50-60] 
Entier [10-20] [10-20] [80-90] [5-10] [50-60] 
Francois [5-10] [0-5] [10-20] [0-5]  [0-5] 
Trinity  [0-5] [0-5] [50-60]  [0-5]  [0-5] 
OCL [0-5] [0-5] [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5] 

Source: CMA analysis based on bidding data supplied by the Parties and third parties. 
+ Percentage columns are calculated based on the total numbers of tenders the supplier bid for. 

B.16 Table B.3 presents data on the extent to which Aramark has competed against 
other OCS suppliers (including Entier) in tenders in the Offshore Infrastructure 
Market. The results show that whilst Sodexo bid most frequently against Aramark 
([10-20]), ESS and Entier were the only OCS suppliers to successfully compete 
against Aramark ([] and [] wins respectively), as Aramark won over half of the 
tenders it bid for ([50-60]%). 
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Table B.3: Offshore Infrastructure Market – Aramark bidding analysis (2020-2025) 

Supplier 
No. of bids No. of times shortlisted 

% of bids shortlisted 
for No. of tenders won 

% of bids 
won 

Aramark  [10-20] [10-20] [80-90]  [5-10]  [50-60] 
Sodexo [10-20]  [5-10]  [50-60]  [0-5]  [0-5] 
ESS  [5-10] [5-10]  [50-60]  [0-5] [20-30] 
Entier [5-10]  [5-10]  [30-40]  [0-5] [10-20] 
Francois  [5-10]  [0-5]  [5-10]  [0-5]  [0-5] 
Trinity [0-5]  [0-5]  [5-10]  [0-5]  [0-5] 
OCL [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5] 

Source: CMA analysis based on bidding data supplied by the Parties and third parties. 
+ Percentage columns are calculated based on the total numbers of tenders Aramark bid for. 

B.17 Table B.4 presents data on the extent to which Entier has competed against other 
OCS suppliers (including Aramark) in tenders in the Offshore Infrastructure 
Market. The table shows that Aramark bid for over half of the tenders that Entier 
bid for ([]),and was shortlisted for all but one of these tenders ([]). Similarly to 
Table A.3 whilst Sodexo was the most frequent bidder against Entier ([5-10]), 
Aramark and ESS were the only OCS suppliers to successfully compete against 
Entier ([] wins each). 

Table B.4: Offshore Infrastructure Market – Entier bidding analysis (2020-2025) 

Supplier 
No. of bids No. of times shortlisted 

% of bids shortlisted 
for No. of tenders won 

% of bids 
won 

Entier [10-20] [10-20] [80-90] [5-10]  [50-60] 
Sodexo [5-10] [5-10] [40-50]  [0-5] [0-5] 
Aramark [5-10] [5-10] [50-60] [0-5]  [20-30] 
ESS  [5-10]  [5-10] [50-60]  [0-5] [20-30] 
Francois [5-10]  [0-5] [5-10]  [0-5]  [0-5] 
Trinity  [0-5]  [0-5]  [5-10]  [0-5] [0-5] 

Source: CMA analysis based on bidding data supplied by the Parties and third parties. 
+ Percentage columns are calculated based on the total numbers of tenders Entier bid for. 

B.18 Table B.5 contains information on every tender in the Offshore Infrastructure 
Market that Aramark and Entier both bid for since 2020. Together, the Parties won 
three-quarters [] of the overlapping bids ([]), of which the other ranked second 
on three occasions. ESS won the remaining [] tenders.  

Table B.5: Offshore Infrastructure Market – Parties’ overlapping bids (2020-2025) 

Customer Customer type Date Aramark Rank Entier Rank 
[] O&G April 2021 3 1 
[] O&G August 2021 1 Shortlisted, no rank 
[] O&G April 2022 1 2 
[] O&G May 2022 2 1 
[] MODU April 2023 2 1 
[] MODU November 2023 1 4 
[] O&G February 2024 Not shortlisted Shortlisted, no rank 
[] O&G July 2024 2 Not shortlisted 

Source: CMA analysis based on bidding data supplied by the Parties and third parties. 

B.19 Table B.6 presents the distribution of each supplier’s bidding activity in tenders in 
the Offshore Infrastructure Market over time. The results show that Trinity [] and 
OCL []. Although there is some fluctuation in the number of bids made each 
year by Sodexo, Aramark, ESS, Entier, and Francois, we do not view these 
differences as significant enough to draw any further inferences. 
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Table B.6 Tenders bid for per year in the Offshore Infrastructure Market (2020-2025)  

Supplier 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total 
Sodexo  [0-5]  [0-5]  [5-10]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [20-30] 
Aramark [0-5] [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [10-20] 
ESS  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [10-20] 
Entier  [0-5] [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5] [10-20] 
Francois  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [5-10] 
Trinity  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5] 
OCL  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5] 

Source: CMA analysis based on bidding data supplied by the Parties and third parties 
+ Our dataset contains no completed tenders for Offshore Infrastructure Assets in the UKCS for 2025. 
Note: Some tender processes were spread across multiple calendar years and was only allocated to the latter year. As such, we 
consider the data to be representative of general trends in bidding over time, rather than activity in a specific year. 

Marine  

B.20 Table B.7 presents the extent to which the Parties and third-party suppliers have 
competed in tenders in the Marine Market. As noted in Para B.11, only [5-10] of 
the [40-50] tenders in our dataset were for Marine Assets and Technip has been 
excluded from our analysis. Given this relatively small sample size, we have 
considered this evidence in the round together with all other available evidence. 
The results show that Aramark bid for [] of the tenders for Marine Assets in our 
dataset ([]), and that Entier and Conntrak were the only OCS suppliers to win 
multiple tenders ([0-5]).  

Table B.7: Tenders in the Marine Market (2020-2025) 

Supplier 
No. of bids 

No. of times 
shortlisted 

% of bids 
shortlisted for No. of tenders won % of bids won 

Aramark [5-10]  [0-5]  [10-20] [0-5] [10-20] 
Entier  [0-5] [0-5]  [60-70]  [0-5] [60-70] 
Francois  [0-5]  [0-5]  [60-70]  [0-5] [30-40] 
Conntrak  [0-5]  [0-5]  [60-70]  [0-5] [60-70] 
Sodexo  [0-5]  [0-5]  [50-60]  [0-5] [50-60] 
Foss  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5] [0-5] 
IFS  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5] [0-5] 
Ligabue  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5] [0-5] 
Pellegrini  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5] [0-5] 
Voyonic  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5] [0-5] 

Source: CMA analysis based on bidding data supplied by the Parties and third parties 
+ Percentage columns are calculated based on the total numbers of tenders the supplier bid for. 

B.21 Table B.8 presents data on the extent to which Aramark has competed against 
other OCS suppliers (including Entier) in tenders in the Marine Market. The results 
show that Conntrak and Entier were the most frequent bidders against Aramark 
([0-5] each), with five other OCS suppliers competing against Aramark at least 
once. Aramark only won a small proportion of the tenders it bid for ([10-20%]), 
whereas Conntrak won multiple bids ([0-5]). [] OCS suppliers won at least once 
against Aramark, including Entier. 
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Table B.8: Marine Market – Aramark bidding analysis (2020-2025) 

Supplier 
No. of bids No. of times shortlisted 

% of bids shortlisted 
for No. of tenders won 

% of bids 
won 

Aramark  [5-10] [0-5] [10-20] [0-5] [10-20] 
Conntrak  [0-5]  [0-5] [30-40]  [0-5] [30-40] 
Entier [0-5] [0-5] [10-20] [0-5] [10-20] 
Francois  [0-5]  [0-5] [10-20]  [0-5] [10-20] 
Sodexo  [0-5]  [0-5] [10-20]  [0-5] [10-20] 
Foss  [0-5]  [0-5] [0-5]  [0-5] [0-5] 
IFS  [0-5]  [0-5] [0-5]  [0-5] [0-5] 
Voyonic  [0-5]  [0-5] [0-5]  [0-5] [0-5] 

Source: CMA analysis based on bidding data supplied by the Parties and third parties 
+ Percentage columns are calculated based on the total numbers of tenders Aramark bid for. 

B.22 Table B.9 presents data on the extent to which Entier has competed against other 
OCS suppliers (including Aramark) in tenders in the Marine Market. We note that 
Aramark bid for over half of these tenders ([]) and was the only OCS supplier to 
bid against Entier more than once. It was also the only OCS supplier to win a 
tender against Entier ([0-5]), as Entier won the remaining ([0-5]) tenders. 

Table B.9: Marine Market – Entier bidding analysis (2020-2025) 

Supplier 
No. of bids No. of times shortlisted 

% of bids shortlisted 
for No. of tenders won 

% of bids 
won 

Entier  [0-5]  [0-5]  [60-70]  [0-5] [60-70] 
Aramark  [0-5]  [0-5] [30-40]  [0-5] [30-40] 
Francois [0-5] [0-5] [30-40] [0-5] [0-5] 
Conntrak [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
IFS [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Ligabue [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Pellegrini [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Sodexo [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Voyonic [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 

Source: CMA analysis based on bidding data supplied by the Parties and third parties + Percentage columns are calculated based on 
the total numbers of tenders Entier bid for. 

B.23 Table B.10 contains information on every tender in the Marine Market that 
Aramark and Entier both bid for since 2020. Together, the Parties overlapped on a 
small number of tenders ([0-5]), each of which was won by one of the Parties. For 
one of these tenders, the Parties were ranked first and second. 

Table B.10: Marine Market – Parties’ overlapping bids (2020-2025) 

Customer Customer type Date Aramark Rank Entier Rank 
[] Marine November 2022 1 2 
[] Marine February 2023 Not shortlisted 1 

Source: CMA analysis based on bidding data supplied by the Parties and third parties  

B.24 Table B.11 presents the distribution of each supplier’s bidding activity in tenders in 
the Marine Market over time. We note that Conntrak has not participated in a 
tender since 2022. Although there is some fluctuation in the number of bids made 
each year by other OCS suppliers, we do not view these differences as significant 
enough to draw any further inferences. 
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Table B.11: Tenders bid for per year in the Marine Market (2020-2025) 

Supplier 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total 
Aramark  [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [5-10] 
Conntrak [0-5]  [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Entier  [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5]  [0-5] 
Francois [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Sodexo [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Foss [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
IFS [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Ligabue [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Pellegrini [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 
Voyonic [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] [0-5] 

Source: CMA analysis based on bidding data supplied by the Parties and third parties  
Source: CMA analysis based on bidding data supplied by the Parties and third parties 
Note: Some tender processes were spread across multiple calendar years and was only allocated to the latter year. As such, we 
consider the data to be representative of general trends in bidding over time, rather than activity in a specific year. 

Future opportunities 

B.25 In order to understand the nature of future opportunities to provide OCS in the 
UKCS and the North Sea, we have conducted an analysis of the upcoming 
opportunities which are likely to be available to win through competitive tender. As 
described in paragraph A.36 below, our provisional view is that competition 
between the Parties will not be limited to those future opportunities and will likely 
cover competition for other opportunities not currently known. The results of our 
analysis are nonetheless a useful piece of evidence to be considered alongside 
the other evidence set out in this report. 

Data submissions 

B.26 During the phase 2 investigation, we received data submissions from customers of 
OCS.40 For each customer, we asked: 

(a) whether it had any procurement exercises covering operations in the UKCS 
or non-UKCS parts of the North Sea planned in the next five years. 

(b) thinking about its next procurement exercise covering operations in the 
UKCS, to provide the names of all offshore catering services that it would 
likely invite to bid. 

(c) to provide the name of its current offshore catering services supplier in the 
UKCS, and if it has operations in the non-UKCS parts of the North Sea which 
are not covered by its UKCS contract, whether it uses the same or a different 
supplier. 

B.27 We asked OCS suppliers, including each of the Parties, to each list all expected 
future opportunities to provide OCS in the UKCS and in the North Sea, for which 

 
 
40 Third party responses to phase 2 CMA questionnaire; and Third party responses to CMA RFI. 
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they anticipated they would bid/participate in the next two years. We also asked 
these suppliers to list their current OCS customers in the North Sea.41,42 

B.28 In order to distinguish between opportunities from the same customer, we 
requested additional information from OCS customers and suppliers about these 
opportunities, including the anticipated date of the opportunity, the number of 
assets involved, and the geographic location of these assets, as part of the 
submissions described above. 

B.29 In some cases, we supplemented the data received with further information 
gathered during calls with OCS suppliers and customers.43 

Dataset compilation methodology and process 

B.30 We have compiled a dataset containing all the upcoming opportunities we are 
aware of from the sources described above. 

B.31 We then took the following steps to clean the dataset: 

(a) We have removed all cases where we understand that the opportunity is not 
a competitive tender.44 

(b) We have removed all cases where the opportunity is not expected to occur 
within the next two years (ie before 2028).45 

(c) In the same way as described in paragraph A.7(c) above, and in order to 
align our analysis with the provisionally defined relevant geographic markets 
as set out in Chapter 4, we excluded all opportunities outside the UKCS and 
non-UKCS North Sea, and subsequently narrowed the dataset to 
opportunities in: (i) the UKCS, for Offshore Infrastructure customers, and (ii) 
the North Sea, both including and excluding the UKCS, for Marine. 

(d) We have identified where the same opportunity appears in our data from 
multiple sources and deduplicated these to create a single entry. 

B.32 As noted in paragraph B.30(d) above, we have sought to identify where multiple 
sources have referred to the same opportunity, eg where an OCS customer has 
informed us that it plans to hold a procurement process and provided 

 
 
41 Aramark internal document, Annex 298 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025. Entier 
internal document, Annex 301 to Entier’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025. Parties’ internal 
document, Annex 720 to Parties’ response to the CMA RFI dated 15 September 2025, Annex 720.  
42 Third party responses to phase 2 CMA questionnaire. 
43 Third party call notes. 
44 We have excluded opportunities in which we do not have information directly from the customer and where the 
supplier indicated that the opportunity is not a competitive tender, but instead a bilateral negotiation/direct award or an 
extension. 
45 We note additionally that we have also excluded opportunities for which we do not have information regarding the 
expected date of the opportunity.  
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corresponding information, and suppliers have told us that they plan to bid for an 
opportunity from that customer with corresponding information matching that of the 
customer. In these cases, we have combined this data into a single opportunity. 

B.33 Similar to paragraph B.5 above, we note that respondents may have not always 
described opportunities in a consistent way.46 Therefore, where we have received 
information relating to procurement processes for a given customer, we have only 
viewed them to be separate opportunities where the listed dates are more than a 
year apart.47 

B.34 In general, we have taken the approach that where we have information from a 
customer directly, this is likely to be the most accurate source of information. We 
have then supplemented missing information with submissions from OCS 
suppliers. We additionally note that: 

(a) There were some instances where a customer submitted that it did not plan 
to hold a procurement process in the next five years, but one or more 
supplier(s) submitted that it/they plan(s) to bid for an opportunity from this 
customer in the next two years. We have excluded these instances from our 
analysis, on the basis that the customer is likely to be best placed to 
comment on its own future procurement plans. 

(b) We have included opportunities for which we received information from OCS 
suppliers but do not have information directly from the customer, except 
where a supplier submitted that it expects to bid/participate in an upcoming 
opportunity, but the incumbent provider submitted that it does not expect the 
customer to have a procurement process in the next two years. 

Results 

B.35 In the figures below, we present our compiled dataset containing upcoming 
opportunities to supply OCS that are likely to arise in the next two years. We have 
listed: 

(a) Current supplier: The customer’s incumbent provider (ie its current OCS 
supplier in the UKCS). 

(b) Date: The expected date of the opportunity. 

 
 
46 For example, the same OCS customer may have been listed under different names, or one supplier may list when it 
expects suppliers to be invited to tender (ie the beginning of the tender process) while the customer or another supplier 
may list the date the tendered contract is expected to go live (ie the end of the tender process). 
47 In cases where a party has only provided the date of the opportunity by year, we have treated opportunities to be 
separate for the purposes of matching where the minimum possible time between the dates is greater than a year. For 
example, if one party listed the date as June 2026, and another listed the date as 2027, we have treated these to be less 
than a year apart. 



   
 

22 

(c) Customer likely to invite: Where the customer listed suppliers which it would 
likely invite to bid for its next procurement exercise covering operations in the 
UKCS.48 

(d) Suppliers anticipating to bid: Where suppliers listed the opportunity from this 
customer as one which it anticipates it will participate/bid. 

B.36 Our provisional view is that competition between the Parties will not be limited to 
these future opportunities and will likely cover competition for other opportunities 
not currently known.49 

B.37 We present separately the analysis for Offshore Infrastructure customers, and for 
Marine customers. 

Offshore Infrastructure 

Table B.12: Upcoming opportunities in the Offshore Infrastructure Market, 2025-2027 

Customer Current supplier  Date Customer likely to invite Suppliers anticipating to 
bid 

[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 

Source: CMA’s analysis of data provided by the Parties, OCS suppliers, and customers. 
* []. (Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
† []. (Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
‡ [] (Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025. 
¶ []. (Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
Note: Where we do not have information directly from the customer regarding this opportunity, the ‘Customer likely to invite’ column is 
listed as not known. 

B.38 We have identified [] upcoming opportunities in the Offshore Infrastructure 
Market in the next two years. These are listed in Table B.12 above. 

B.39 We understand that an additional customer, not listed in Table B.12, is currently 
undertaking a benchmarking exercise with Aramark, ESS, Entier and Conntrak to 
determine whether it will launch a tender in the next couple of years.50 

 
 
48 We note that where we do not have information directly from the customer regarding the opportunity, the ‘Customer 
likely to invite’ column is listed as not known. 
49 It is likely that there are additional customers outside of our dataset for whom we do not have information about their 
upcoming procurement plans. Similarly, if there are further opportunities for which the suppliers of OCS are not currently 
planning to bid, these will not be included in the dataset. We note that customers’ procurement plans may be subject to 
change and some of the opportunities in our analysis may not arise in practice, and similarly, customers who were not 
planning procurement processes may decide to tender for OCS where previously unplanned. 
50 Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 30 September 2025. 
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B.40 Of the [] customers with upcoming opportunities, we have information from [] 
customers regarding which suppliers they are likely to invite to bid. Of these 
customers, in summary:  

(a) All customers expected to invite Aramark and Entier to bid.51 

(b) All customers expected to invite ESS to bid.52 

(c) Almost all customers expected to invite Sodexo to bid.53 

(d) Over half of customers expected to invite Francois to bid.54 

(e) Over half of customers expected to invite Conntrak to bid.55 

(f) Less than half of customers expected to invite Foss to bid.56 

(g) Two customers expected to invite Trinity to bid.57 

(h) No other suppliers were listed by these seven customers as suppliers they 
expected to invite to bid. 

 
 
51 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire 
dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the 
CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 26 September 2025; Third party 
response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 
2025. 
52 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire 
dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the 
CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 26 September 2025; Third party 
response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 
2025. 
53 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire 
dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the 
CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third 
party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
54 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire 
dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the 
CMA RFI dated 26 September 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
55 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire 
dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 26 September 2025; Third party response to the CMA 
questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
56 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire 
dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 26 September 2025. 
57 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire 
dated 12 August 2025. 
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Marine 

Table B.13 Upcoming opportunities in the Marine Market, 2025-2027 

Customer Current supplier  Date Customer likely to 
invite 

Suppliers anticipating to 
bid 

[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 
[] [] [] [] [] 

Source: CMA’s analysis of data provided by the Parties, OCS suppliers, and customers. 
* [] 
‡ [] (Third party call note) (Third party call note)   
Note: Where we do not have information directly from the customer regarding this opportunity, the ‘Customer likely to invite’ column is 
listed as not known. 

B.41 We have identified six upcoming opportunities in the Marine Market in the next two 
years. 

B.42 Of the [] customers with upcoming opportunities, we have information from 
[]customers regarding which OCS suppliers they are likely to invite to bid. Of 
these customers, in summary: 

(a) All of these customers expect to invite Aramark;58 

(b) Three quarters of these customers expect to invite Francois;59 

(c) Two of these customers expect to invite Conntrak;60 

(d) Two of these customers expect to invite Sodexo;61 

(e) Two of these customers expect to invite Ligabue;62 

(f) Two of these customers expect to invite Foss;63 and 

(g) One of these customers expects to invite Entier, Pellegrini, Trinity, Oceanic, 
Seatec, Wrist and to consider self-supply but it cannot determine the 
suitability of these suppliers until its next tender exercise.64 

 
 
58 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party call note; Third party response to 
the CMA questionnaire dated 3 September 2025; Third party call note; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire 
dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 15 September 2025; Third party response to the CMA 
questionnaire dated 9 September 2025. 
59 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party call note; Third party response to 
the CMA questionnaire dated 3 September 2025; Third party call note; Third party response to the CMA questionnaire 
dated 9 September 2025. 
60 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party call note; Third party response to 
the CMA questionnaire dated 3 September 2025; Third party call note.  
61 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party call note; Third party response to 
the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 15 September 2025. 
62 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party call note; Third party response to 
the CMA questionnaire dated 9 September 2025. 
63 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party response to the CMA RFI dated 15 
September 2025. 
64 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025; Third party call note. 
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APPENDIX C: Third party evidence 

Introduction 

C.1 This Appendix sets out the evidence provided to us by customers and competitors 
during the investigation. 

C.2 After providing a brief overview of our evidence gathering, we present evidence 
from third parties in this Appendix as follows: 

(a) First, we outline evidence relevant to factors important to the 
tender/shortlisting process when selecting an OCS supplier, including 
additional factors with respect to the Marine Market; 

(b) Second, we consider evidence relevant to closeness of competition between 
the Parties and competitors; 

(c) Third, we outline evidence relevant to switching OCS supplier; 

(d) Fourth, we outline customer views on whether they plan to decommission 
assets in the UKCS or North Sea; 

(e) Fifth, we present evidence relevant to barriers to entry and expansion; and 

(f) Finally, we present customer and competitor views on the Merger. 

C.3 We refer variously to customer and competitor, in relation (as applicable) to 
Offshore Infrastructure or Marine, to denote the capacity of the entity in question 
given that its name has been redacted. 

Overview of CMA evidence gathering 

C.4 Overall, we sent [] questionnaires to all the customers of the Parties in the 
UKCS and North Sea and some third-party customers and received [] 
responses.65 These were split by [] Offshore Infrastructure customers (further 
split by [] O&G, [] MODU, [] accommodation barges) and [] Marine 
customers. Two of the Offshore Infrastructure customers we received responses 
from do not have current assets in the UKCS,66 therefore these are excluded 
below as we summarise customer evidence. Key focus areas of the 
questionnaires included views on the strength of alternatives, previous and future 
procurement decisions, switching OCS supplier and views on the Merger. We also 
included Marine-specific questions sent only to Marine customers. We also held 

 
 
65 We additionally sent questionnaires to some customers of IFS and OSERV which are not summarised in this 
appendix. 
66 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
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calls with three O&G customers and five Marine customers to further understand 
factors around their requirements and choice of OCS supplier. Additionally, at 
phase 1, we received [] responses to our questionnaires from customers with 
assets in the UKCS. 

C.5 We sent out questionnaires (at both phase 1 and phase 2) to competitors of the 
Parties. With respect to the questionnaires sent out at phase 2, we sent out [] 
questionnaires and received [] responses. We also held calls with seven 
competitors to the Parties and one third-party service provider in the industry to 
address specific questions relevant to each individual competitor. Additionally, at 
phase 1, we received responses to our questionnaires from seven competitors and 
one third-party service provider in the industry. 

C.6 Additionally, we held a call with Strachans as a key supplier to the Parties and 
their competitors. 

Factors important in selection of OCS supplier 

Customer evidence 

C.7 We asked Offshore Infrastructure and Marine customers what factors they 
consider important when choosing their OCS supplier. 

(a) Customers identified several factors as important when choosing an OCS 
supplier. Over half of customers identified price or cost-
effectiveness/commercial considerations as an important factor.67 Just over 
half of customers also identified experience in supplying OCS as an 
important factor when choosing a supplier,68 with most customers indicating 
that they would not consider procuring OCS in the UKCS from a supplier that 
did not have experience providing these services.69 Other factors frequently 
identified related to the quality of services/food,70 and compliance with health 
and safety standards.71  

(b) On a call with the CMA, one customer additionally noted that it would look at 
what the OCS supplier offered for the bond shop and how that would be 
managed, how its menus are set up etc. The customer said in its next tender, 
it planned to look at alternative ways of doing things in order to reduce 
offshore personnel.72  

 
 
67 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire dated 27 May 2025. 
68 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire dated 27 May 2025. 
69 Third party responses to the CMA’s questionnaire dated 27 May 2025. 
70 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 27 May 2025. 
71 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire dated 27 May 2025. 
72 Third party call note. 
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(c) An Offshore Infrastructure customer elaborated that, although OCS is a low-
tech provision, the maintenance of a happy, healthy workforce, offshore 
hygiene and delivery of offshore food and hotel services is very high on its 
agenda.73 

C.8 We asked Offshore Infrastructure and Marine customers in relation to their most 
recent procurement process in relation to OCS covering operations in the UKCS, 
to explain what factors determined who they invited to bid or who they bilaterally 
negotiated with. 

(a) For Offshore Infrastructure customers who tendered for their most recent 
contract with their OCS supplier, some customers used database searches,74 
including through FPAL/Achilles,75 while other customers narrowed down 
potential suppliers using criteria.76 Some of these criteria included experience 
in providing OCS in the region of operation,77 and membership of COTA.78 
One customer outlined that in addition to using a database search, it 
narrowed down against further criteria including capability, current ongoing 
contract and tender commitments, experience of managing similar sites, staff 
turnover and labour resources, operation of open book policy and ability to 
provide both onshore and offshore services.79  

(b) For Offshore Infrastructure customers who extended or negotiated, two 
customers noted good performance of their current supplier,80 with one of 
these customers noting having extended due to a global contract discount.81 
Two other customers mentioned continuity of service as a reason for contract 
extension.82 One customer mentioned that Aramark was considered a proven 
incumbent, with many of its staff viewed as being akin to its personnel having 
worked on the offshore assets for many years.83 

(c) Some Marine customers listed similar criteria to Offshore Infrastructure 
customers, such as that supplier is an incumbent,84 health and safety,85 
experience,86 and service quality.87 Some Marine customers outlined a 
broader geographic scope than Offshore Infrastructure customers as part of 
their selection for suppliers. For example, one customer outlined that they 

 
 
73 Third party call note. 
74 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025 
75 We understand FPAL/Achilles is database which provides a repository of potential suppliers including those of OCS. 
76 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
77 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
78 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
79 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025. 
80 Third party responses to questions the CMA questionnaire. 
81 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
82 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
83 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
84 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
85 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025. 
86 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
87 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
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invited suppliers which were able to service globally,88 One customer invited 
suppliers which had a presence in Northern Europe,89 and another customer 
said that its response to this question was given in general and the selection 
factors listed are not specific to the UKCS.90 One Marine customer noted that 
price was a key factor it looked at in evaluating the bids and that scale was 
also an important factor in fixing costs, and in securing consistency of supply 
and assurance of delivery, its vessels are in port for a short period and it 
needs fresh, quality food to arrive on time.91 

C.9 We asked customers to explain what factors would result in them considering 
changing their OCS supplier at the end of the current contract rather than 
extending the contract with their current supplier. 

(a) The majority of customers which responded to this question across both 
Offshore Infrastructure customers and Marine customers mentioned financial 
considerations such as price, increases in costs/rates, commercial 
considerations92 and over half of the customers who responded to this 
question mentioned quality of food/service/performance.93 

(b) A small minority of Offshore Infrastructure customers mentioned that they 
would consider switching at the end of the current contract,94 and two 
mentioned that they would consider switching as a result of HSE 
incidents/safety.95 

(c) Additionally, we note the following points were factors for certain Offshore 
Infrastructure customers: 

(i) Unionised nature of catering industry means little financial incentive to 
change.96  

(ii) High crew attrition.97 

(iii) Acquisition of new assets that had a different incumbent contractor or 
acquisition of new assets that had cessation of production dates beyond 
our existing assets.98  

 
 
88 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
89 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025. 
90 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025. 
91 Third party call note. 
92 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
93 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
94 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire 
95 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
96 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025. 
97 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
98 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
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(iv) Supplier strategy.99 

(d) Additionally, we also note the following points were factors for certain Marine 
customers: 

(i) Project specific requirements (including Local Content requirements, 
fiscal constraints).100 

(ii) Following the occurrence of issues with the incumbent catering crew’s 
Marine compliance and certification / local content requirements for a 
vessel operating in a specific country or region.101  

C.10 We also asked customers how important or unimportant a list of factors would 
be,102 in determining whether they would consider inviting an OCS supplier to bid 
or bilaterally negotiate with them. We asked customers to rank these factors on a 
scale of 1-5, with 1 = not important, 5 = very important, and provide an explanation 
for their rating. 

Senior management staff has prior experience in offshore catering in the UKCS 

C.11 Most Offshore Infrastructure customers,103 and all Marine customers,104 who 
responded to this question considered senior management staff having prior 
experience in offshore catering in the UKCS important (4/5) or very important (5/5) 
as to whether they would invite a supplier to bid or bilaterally negotiate with them. 
Some Offshore Infrastructure customers explained that this is important as there 
are specific requirements associated with the UKCS,105 including local regulations. 
For example, one customer said it is crucial that the supplier understands the 
UKCS environment,106 and another customer said that there are unique regulatory, 
safety, and cultural requirements in the UKCS and prior experience ensures 
familiarity with standards, reduces onboarding risks and demonstrates 
credibility.107 One Marine customer qualified their response with the statement that 
this is only important for the provision of services in the UKCS,108 and another 
customer explained that this is important as the UKCS, and wider North 
Sea/Northern Europe is its focus.109 

 
 
99 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
100 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 9 September 2025. 
101 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025. 
102 The list of factors we listed were (i) Senior management staff has prior experience in offshore catering in the UKCS; 
(ii) Senior management staff has prior experience in offshore catering globally; (iii) Supplier's track record in the UKCS; 
(iv) Supplier's track record in globally; and (v) Supplier has a local presence in the area. 
103 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
104 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
105 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
106 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
107 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
108 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 9 September 2025. 
109 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025. 



   
 

30 

C.12 Similarly, one Marine customer said that an understanding of local regulations, 
food and ethics,110 was important, and another Marine customer said local 
expertise111 was important. 

Senior management staff has prior experience in offshore catering globally 

C.13 Overall, Offshore infrastructure customers considered the global experience of 
senior management less important than UKCS experience. Just under half of the 
Offshore Infrastructure customers who responded to this question rated senior 
management staff has prior experience in offshore catering globally 3/5.112 Less 
than half of these customers explained that while this is important, it is not as 
important as UKCS experience.113 

C.14 Just under half of Offshore Infrastructure customers considered this not important 
(1/5), or not very important (2/5).114 Two customer explained that they considered 
this not or not very important as they do not have assets outside the North 
Sea/UKCS,115 and another customer explained that this is not relevant to its 
operations.116 

C.15 Two Offshore Infrastructure customers who responded to this question considered 
this important (4/5),117 and no Offshore Infrastructure customer considered this 
very important (5/5). Of the two Offshore Infrastructure customers who considered 
it important, one customer explained that this is valuable in bringing broader best 
practices and adaptability, though explained that this is not as essential as UKCS 
experience.118 

C.16 Marine customers overall considered global experience of senior management 
more important than Offshore Infrastructure customers. Less than half of Marine 
customers considered this factor important (4/5) or very important (5/5),119 while 
two Marine customers considered this not important (1/5), or not very important 
(2/5).120  

Supplier's track record in the UKCS 

C.17 Almost all Offshore Infrastructure customers who responded to this question 
considered the supplier’s track record in the UKCS as either important (4/5) or 

 
 
110 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025. 
111 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 3 September 2025. 
112 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
113 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
114 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
115 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
116 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025. 
117 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
118 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
119 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
120 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
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very important (5/5) as to whether they would invite a supplier to bid or bilaterally 
negotiate with them.121 Two of these customers explained that this was important, 
as it provides confidence in a suppliers capability,122 with one customer describing 
this factor as a key differentiator,123 and another customer outlined that this was 
minimum requirement in their previous tender exercise.124 One customer said that 
as Offshore catering has a direct impact on offshore morale, track record is 
considered very important.125 Two customers considered this 3/5 or below.126  

C.18 Similarly, almost all Marine customers which responded to the question 
considered the supplier’s track record in the UKCS as either important (4/5) or 
very important (4/5) as to whether they would invite a supplier to bid or bilaterally 
negotiate with them.127 Only one customer128 considered this not very important 
(2/5), and subsequently further explained that an OCS supplier’s UKCS track 
record in the customer’s selection of OCS supplier was a relevant consideration in 
its equation, but it is not a ‘showstopper’.129 

Supplier's track record in globally 

C.19 Overall, Offshore infrastructure customers and Marine customers considered the 
global track record of a supplier less important than the supplier’s UKCS track 
record.  

C.20 A minority of Offshore Infrastructure customers rated this as either important (4/5) 
or very important (5/5) as to whether they would invite a supplier to bid or 
bilaterally negotiate with them,130 while just under half of customers considered 
this not important (1/5) or not very important (2/5).131 Similarly, two Marine 
customers considered this important (4/5) 132 and less than half of Marine 
customers rated this factor 3/5.133 

Supplier has a local presence in the area 

C.21 Over half of Offshore infrastructure customers considered a supplier having a local 
presence in the area as important (4/5) or very important (5/5),134 with a small 

 
 
121 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
122 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
123 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
124 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
125 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire. 
126 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
127 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. These customers provided similar reasons for their rating as those 
detailed above with respect to Senior management experience in the UKCS, similarly with one customer detailing that 
this is only relevant in the UKCS. 
128 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 3 September 2025. 
129 Third party call note. 
130 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
131 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
132 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
133 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
134 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 



   
 

32 

minority of customers considering this not important (1/5), or not very important 
(2/5).135 Some Offshore Infrastructure customers explained that this was important 
for local supply chain,136 and management of relationships.137 

C.22 Almost all Marine customers considered a supplier having a local presence in the 
area important (4/5) or very important (5/5).138 One Marine customer explained 
that it would generally look for suppliers with a local presence because such 
suppliers understand the local content requirements, as well as the health and 
hygiene rules and other relevant factors with regards to where the vessel will be 
operating, however it ultimately comes down to price and capability in areas the 
vessel is planned to operate in.139  

C.23 One Marine customer considered local presence important but not pivotal,140 and 
noted that both UK and European suppliers could potentially service its vessels 
and that it would consider suppliers without a base in the UK/Aberdeen to supply 
its vessels based in the UKCS and North Sea.141 

Competitor evidence 

C.24 When asked what factors competitors thought customers would consider when 
selecting their OCS supplier, the key factors highlighted by competitors included 
price,142 quality,143 health and safety.144 

C.25 Two competitors said that having a local presence in the UK is important.145 

(a) One competitor said that those providing services in the UKCS at present 
were mainly based in Aberdeen with British management teams. Regarding 
the wider North Sea market (ie Denmark, Norway, and the Netherlands), it 
noted that tenderers typically prefer suppliers who bid under the same 
nationality and language or have entities in that country.146 

(b) In relation to expanding in the UKCS region, one competitor said that it was 
important to have a British team, for the administration to be based in the UK 
and for decisions to be made in the UK. 147 
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C.26 Further OCS suppliers highlighted UKCS experience as important, for example:  

(a) One competitor said the decision making on OCS supplier selection in the 
UKCS market is also heavily weighted on experience in the UKCS.148 

(b) One competitor said some customers contact the main suppliers in the UKCS 
who have offshore experience, credibility and the skillset required.149 

(c) One competitor explained that it is important to have a senior management 
with UKCS-specific experience for expanding in the UKCS region.150 

C.27 Other factors customers may consider include: 

(a) One competitor outlined criteria used to evaluate tenderers included 
Revenue size, people management, proof of capability of service, 
demonstration of systems and process and commercial viability when going 
to short list. It said that size of the company may also be a consideration for 
larger customers.151 

(b) One competitor mentioned diversity and scope of the offer and social 
value.152 

C.28 []153 

C.29 The same competitor also said it was beneficial for a supplier to have a global 
relationship with a customer who is expanding into the UKCS. This may help the 
supplier win new bids, regardless of its market presence in the UKCS.154 

The tender process  

Geographical scope of tenders 

C.30 Competitors generally outlined that tenders for OCS can often take place at the 
regional level. For example:  

(a) One competitor said that larger O&G customers with a global presence have 
historically tendered for services on a global basis. However, in the last four 
to five years, most tenders have been regional - either specific to the North 
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Sea or divided into separate regions within the North Sea, for example, UK 
waters separate from Danish waters.155 

(b) One competitor said that most customers tender separately for each 
geographic area in the North Sea.156 

(c) One competitor explained that [], [] and [] are segmented. For 
instance, their offices in Aberdeen will only focus on the UK North Sea, but 
their offices in the [] will focus just on Europe. However, the competitor 
clarified that not all OCS suppliers work in this way, as the competitor said 
the competitor and [] operate on a more global basis.157 

C.31 Another competitor explained that customers who have global contracts in place 
with suppliers tend to engage those specific suppliers in regions they are 
expanding to, instead of tendering for a new supplier.158 

C.32 Further with respect to Marine contracts specifically:  

(a) One third-party service provider in the industry outlined that Marine contracts 
may be split by geography, type of vessel or vessel purpose.159 The third-
party service provider noted that Marine contracts could potentially be split up 
so that the UK elements go to a UK supplier, and the remainder goes to other 
suppliers. The third-party service provider noted that in effect, this is the 
current situation with [], where [] vessels that go into work in Brazil are 
contracted to a local Brazilian catering company.160 

(b) One competitor noted that very few global Marine customers have only one 
supplier, as they would usually have at least two to have geographical 
coverage, and it would be typical for suppliers to have to bid for new work 
that arises with existing customers in a different geography.161 

(c) One Marine customer outlined that it had tendered for its current OCS 
supplier ([]) globally, due to the complexity of managing multiple 
contacts.162 

C.33 One competitor said that the tender and procurement process for Marine 
customers is the same as other types of customers.163 
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Shortlisting potential bidders 

C.34 We asked some customers to explain the steps they take after having a shortlist of 
bidders. We asked customers to include to what extent they negotiate with the 
bidders, whether bidders receive details of competing bids and receive the 
opportunity to adjust their pricing or any other aspects of their offer before they 
determine the winner.  

C.35 Customers generally explained that the shortlisting process can include a 
presentation from the supplier and responding to clarification questions on the 
bid.164 Less than half of the customers we asked said that negotiations do take 
place,165 and more specifically some customers outlined that they may go back to 
a bidder if they notice one aspect of the proposal being markedly different than 
another offer.166 All customers we asked said that they would not disclose details 
of competing bids other bidders.167  

C.36 One competitor said most clients will shortlist down to two to three bidders, and 
when there are two to three OCS suppliers offering around the same price (due to 
the fixed union labour cost and only one food distributor), the competition will boil 
down to buying power and margins offered by these suppliers, therefore pricing is 
much closer in the UKCS compared to other parts of the world.168 

C.37 In relation to negotiations between the customers and bidders on price and other 
commercial offering during the shortlisting process of tenders, one competitor said 
that such negotiations are not common during the shortlisting process and is more 
common at the clarification stage. Bidders usually need to go through technical 
and commercial clarifications with the customer to ensure that there is an 
understanding on both sides and that the customer is measuring a like-for-like 
proposal, and such process is more about clarifications rather than negotiations.169 
Another competitor said it always negotiates with its customers on an open-book 
basis.170 

Contracts 

C.38 One competitor noted that contracts vary in terms of length from one to five years 
or beyond (with or without options).171 Another competitor said that Marine 
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contracts in particular tend to have a shorter term (for example, three months) than 
fixed platforms (typically three to five years).172 

C.39 In response to a question about visibility of costs and mark-ups, an Offshore 
Infrastructure customer noted that it had good visibility of where those items were 
within the commercial bids it received, and its experience was that companies 
were happy to share this information through questions asked as part of the 
invitation to tender (ITT).173 Another Offshore Infrastructure customer outlined that 
while the food cost is closed book, COTA rates mean labour markups are 
visible.174 A Marine customer said it has some visibility over [] margins applied 
in their contracts, as the customer gets a markup on food which is fully visible, 
whereas all-inclusive day rates for the individuals that are more closed book.175 

C.40 One competitor said, with respect to margins, there are multiple commercial 
models (eg cost-plus model – invoice cost of sales + management fee 
(percentage, fixed value, overheard management fee + profit), but the client may 
often send out a template for offshore catering providers to populate so the client 
can have a clear view over the commercial model adopted; and 90% of the time, 
the client has a lot of visibility over the competitor’s margins regardless of the 
commercial model adopted (eg labour costs etc).176 

C.41 Another competitor noted that models vary in transparency but generally include 
labour at a set cost with a mark-up, raw ingredients with a margin, plus an 
overhead and margin to cover management and profit.177 

Marine 

Differences between Marine customers and Offshore Infrastructure customers 

C.42 Competitors generally outlined that servicing Marine customers is different from 
servicing Offshore Infrastructure customers.178 For example: 

(a) Labour: Several competitors and one third-party service provider in the 
industry noted that one of the complexities around servicing Marine Assets is 
labour,179 with one competitor mentioning that European labour is required 
for vessels in the North Sea,180 and another competitor outlining that there 
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may be local requirements when Marine vessels change country in terms of 
crew.181  

(i) Further, another competitor noted there is a different process (from 
TUPE) around Marine labour, where a case-by-case judgement is made 
as to whether the competitor takes on the labour, or whether the labour 
remains with the customer. The competitor noted this judgement may 
depend on the type of labour, the destination, and the type of work to be 
performed by the vessel.182 

(b) Produce/supplies: Some competitors and one third-party service provider in 
the industry explained there are complexities around the purchase of produce 
or supplies.183 One third-party service provider in the industry explained that 
a supplier must understand the local markets, laws and the purchasing in 
each region, and the consumption of each vessel, to avoid over or under 
buying,184 and another competitor said it aimed to obtain food at the lowest 
cost whilst maintaining the quality while moving locations.185 One competitor 
explained that if Marine Assets change countries, the OCS supplier may 
need to change its suppliers when sourcing produce/supplies. It outlined that 
some contracts require local food, so the contract’s T&Cs stay the same, but 
as the vessel moves countries, the OCS supplier has to work quite closely 
with its suppliers to source produce/supplies.186 

C.43 One competitor stated that it required a different mindset to service Marine 
customers relative to O&G customers,187 explaining that while there is no 
difference in the OCS provided to O&G customers compared to those in the 
Marine and renewables markets in the UKCS, there are different considerations 
for bidders. The competitor acknowledged these were in relating to compliance 
with employment law, different union agreements, nationalities and whether the 
vessel is moving across other countries waters.188 

C.44 Another competitor, which does not service Marine customers, outlined that 
vessels tend to move cross-border, creating complications from a legal (ie tax) 
perspective.189 

C.45 With respect to whether there is variation in servicing different types of Marine 
customers, one third-party service provider in the industry noted that renewables 
vessels have the same complexity as other Marine Assets around food supply, 
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labour supply etc, since renewables vessels also work in different waters, from 
Denmark down to Spain.190 

C.46 In contrast to Offshore Infrastructure OCS suppliers, whose labour rates are 
governed by COTA, one Marine customer said that as regards the terms of how 
labour rates are determined, certain parts of its crew are under union agreements 
and some are not, and there are different unions for different crew types.191 

Additional factors relevant to the Marine Market  

Location of vessel for the duration of the contract 

C.47 We asked Marine customers and some competitors whether, at the time of 
procurement, they knew where the Marine vessel will be located for the duration of 
the contract. 

C.48 Over half of the customers which responded to this question explained they 
generally know this in advance.192 For example, one customer explained that it 
generally knows the location of its vessel for the duration of the contract, as it has 
several different projects throughout the UKCS and Netherlands, with each vessel 
spending on average 30 days – three months in each location,193 and two 
customers explained that while they generally know this information, it’s not 
guaranteed.194 

C.49 Less than half of the customers who responded to this question said they do not 
know the location of its vessel for the duration of the contract in advance.195 One 
customer explained that the location of its vessels changes frequently as the 
customer works the spot market, not long-term charter.196 

C.50 Two Marine competitors said they generally are not aware at the time of 
procurement where the vessel will be for the duration of the contract: 

(a) One competitor said Marine vessels can move around regionally or globally 
depending on the client and type of vessel, and that if a client asks for 
multiple rates for multiple countries, the competitor can provide them.197 

(b) Another competitor said some Marine customers have forward work plans 
and sometimes they upload their forward work plans onto FPAL/Achilles but 
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it is not always accurate. The competitor said Marine customers do their best 
to provide their forward plans, but when customers are in the middle of a 
project, it sometimes does not happen.198 

C.51 One Marine competitor noted that the TGS Offshore database contains publicly 
available information about what stage each wind park in the world is at in terms of 
going out to tender, as well as the vessels and Marine companies. The competitor 
stated that it and its competitors use this data to understand how things are 
moving in the Marine sector.199 

Location of vessel at the time of procurement 

C.52 We asked Marine customers and some competitors whether the location of the 
vessel at the time of procurement is important for which suppliers it expects to bid 
for it. 

C.53 Most Marine customers which responded to this question said that this was not 
important.200 Two Marine customers explained that this was not important as the 
provision of services where the vessel will operate is important,201 rather than the 
location of procurement. One Marine customer said that it prefers to have an OCS 
supplier with an office near the Marine customer’s own office in Aberdeen, even if 
this is a satellite office. It explained that much of the work is people management, 
and it is easier to make sure this is done properly from nearby.202 Two Marine 
customers highlighted this was not important as they expected a supplier to 
service multiple regions.203 One of these customers explained that, however, 
where a vessel is based in a region on a mid to long-term basis or where required 
by local content requirements, it would consider local catering services companies 
in addition to catering service companies with a regional or global service 
offering.204 

C.54 One customer said that the location of the vessel at the time of procurement is 
important, particularly when Local Content requirements are imposed.205 

C.55 One competitor said that the location of the vessel at the time of procurement is 
important.206 
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C.56 Two competitors and one third-party service provider in the industry outlined that 
the location of the vessel at the time of procurement is not important, or that it 
would consider other factors above this.207 

(a) One third-party service provider in the industry noted it is entirely possible for 
a UK-based ship owner to look outside UK-based suppliers for its global OCS 
requirements. The third-party service provider noted that [] is an example 
as its vessels work all over the world and it uses [], a [] catering supplier, 
not a UK supplier.208 

(b) One competitor said it generally does not make a decision to bid based on 
where the Marine Asset is supplied from, and the competitor does not set any 
geographic boundaries for its Marine contracts. It said its decision criteria 
would be more about the reputation of the Marine customer and the payment 
terms. 209 

(c) One competitor said that there are three parts to be considered for bidding, 
namely the labour, the food and the administration.210 However, the 
competitor noted that it only has European personnel and therefore would not 
bid in areas where it did not have the correct setup.211 

Retention of OCS supplier when vessel moves location 

C.57 We asked Marine customers whether, if a vessel moves location, they expect to 
retain their offshore catering supplier or seek to reprocure. 

C.58 All Marine customers that responded said they would expect to retain their 
offshore catering supplier.212 For example:  

(a) One Marine customer said continuity of service was a preferred condition but 
since its contractual terms provided for a smooth transition between the 
outgoing and the incoming caterer, which included the transfer of the stock 
onboard and an adequate handover, it is prepared to afford a change of 
caterer if convenient or imposed.213 

(b) One Marine customer said that its OCS supplier’s team will sail with the 
customer’s vessel to whichever location, whether locally or internationally. 
When asked by the CMA on whether the ability to supply offshore catering in 
various locations in the North Sea (ie UK, Germany, Denmark and the 
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Netherlands) is a key factor in the customer’s selection of its OCS supplier, 
the customer replied in the positive.214 

(c) One Marine customer said that this provision is usually made in its service 
contract through the inclusion of rates / pricing for alternative global 
jurisdictions.215 On a call, the customer noted that if Marine Assets change 
locations, then the customer gets the opportunity to discuss the rates with its 
OCS supplier to see if the OCS supplier can adhere to local requirements, 
but equally, the customer said it could tender locally instead and it would 
depend on which country the vessel moves to, as the customer is sometimes 
restricted to government-approved catering organisations. If the Marine Asset 
is in a location long term and the OCS supplier did not have a strong 
presence in the region, then the customer may retender.216   

(d) One Marine customer said is likely the UK-based vessels would only leave 
the UK region for a short specific time period and that the catering supplier 
would adapt to the vessel’s location.217 

(e) One Marine customer said that it would expect to retain its OCS supplier as a 
global contract. The customer noted that if a Marine Asset moves to an area 
which its OCS supplier is not able to supply, the customer will procure locally 
but noted that it would not otherwise proactively consider local 
alternatives.218 

C.59 Two competitors and one third-party service provider said that they would attempt 
to continue to supply the Marine customer, if possible, based on their geographic 
scope.219 

(a) One competitor said it would try to continue to service a Marine Asset which 
was in the North Sea and moved out of the North Sea but may face 
difficulties in some geographies.220 The same competitor said it considered 
itself not disadvantaged if the Marine customer is in the North Sea, but if the 
customer’s Marine Asset moves outside of the North Sea, then this can 
create a challenge.221  

(b) One third-party service provider in the industry noted that, where a catering 
supplier has a contract with a UK customer and the Marine Asset moves to 
another country for a project, the contract would not be re-bid. The third-party 

 
 
214 Third party call note. 
215 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025. 
216 Third party call note. 
217 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
218 Third party call note. 
219 Third party call note; Third party call note; Third party call note. 
220 Third party call note. 
221 Third party call note. 



   
 

42 

service provider explained it is up to the OCS supplier to find a solution for 
the customer in the new country.222 

(c) One competitor said that a customer’s contract can cover specific countries 
with specific rates, and then if a Marine Asset goes to work in a country not 
specified by those rates, the customer will be able to mutually negotiate 
those rates but that the competitor reserves the option to not supply the 
vessel in that geography.223 

Closeness of competition between the Parties and rivals  

Customer views 

Offshore Infrastructure customers 

C.60 We asked each customer to provide an explanation of their ranking of each OCS 
supplier for their most recent procurement process. Customers provided the 
following reasons for why they selected their chosen OCS supplier (including 
through both open tenders and other opportunity types): 

(a) Aramark – several customers mentioned Aramark’s cost/pricing was a 
reason why they selected it as their OCS supplier.224 Aramark’s 
technical/service quality was also noted by several customers,225 and 
Aramark’s proven track record in OCS in the UKCS was mentioned by a 
couple of customers.226 

(b) Entier – several customers listed Entier’s pricing or commercial reasons in 
their explanation for why they selected it as their OCS supplier.227 Entier’s 
incumbent status was noted by two customers,228 and its standard of service 
was also mentioned by a couple of customers.229 One customer that chose 
Entier as its OCS supplier noted that it made sense to consolidate and have 
one supplier rather than multiple contracts with different suppliers.230 

(c) ESS – a couple of customers noted ESS’ service quality,231 and two 
responses mentioned its pricing.232 
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(d) Sodexo – we did not receive any response from Offshore Infrastructure 
customers that selected Sodexo in their most recent procurement process. 

C.61 Customers provided the following reasoning for why OCS suppliers’ bids were 
unsuccessful: 

(a) Aramark – one customer mentioned high pricing as a reason for not 
selecting Aramark as its OCS supplier,233 whilst another noted that Aramark’s 
pricing was competitive despite not selecting Aramark.234 

(b) Entier – customer responses were mixed on Entier’s quality and pricing. One 
customer noted that Entier did not pass its technical evaluation,235 whilst 
another said that Entier was rated highly on quality of service, but poorly on 
price.236 

(c) ESS – the responses of customers which did not select ESS were generally 
positive in their reasoning. One customer noted that ESS scored highly with 
the second lowest cost bid,237 and another said it was good on price and 
quality of service.238 One customer ranked ESS first out of four for its 
technical offering, but third for commercial and health and safety.239 

(d) Sodexo – several customers explained in their responses that Sodexo’s 
pricing/cost was high or not competitive relative to other bids.240 Multiple 
customers that did not choose Sodexo mentioned poor technical factors or 
service in their decision.241 One customer mentioned that Sodeoxo’s bid was 
technically acceptable,242 and one mentioned that Sodexo was aware of their 
standards from a past relationship.243 

(e) Francois – a couple of customers that did not select Francois’ bids submitted 
that Francois’ pricing was not competitive.244 One customer said that 
Francois’ bid was not technically acceptable,245 and one customer noted that 
Francis would be a new supplier to it.246 

(f) Trinity – one customer noted that Trinity’s bid was more expensive.247 
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(g) OCL – one customer said that OCL’s bid did not pass its technical 
evaluation.248 

C.62 We asked Offshore Infrastructure customers to provide the names of all OCS 
suppliers that they would likely invite to bid in their next procurement exercise and 
rate how suitable they think these suppliers would be in providing them with OCS 
in the UKCS (where 1 is not very suitable and 5 is very suitable).  

C.63 We received responses from [] Offshore Infrastructure customers, of which [] 
listed the suppliers it would likely invite to bid in its next procurement exercise.249 

C.64 Where customers had considered who to invite to tender, all customers expected 
to invite Aramark,250 and ESS;251 and almost all expected to invite Sodexo,252 and 
Entier.253 

C.65 Customers generally rated Aramark, Entier, ESS and Sodexo strongly in terms of 
their suitability as a supplier, with other suppliers generally obtaining lower ratings 
from customers. Of the customers who rated how suitable it thought a given 
supplier would be in providing it with OCS in the UKCS (with a value from 1-5): 

(a) Aramark had the highest average rating at 4.8, being considered strong or 
very strong suitability by all customers who would consider it.254 

(b) Entier received an average rating of 4.5.255 Most of the customers that would 
consider Entier rated its suitability as strong (4/5) or very strong (5/5).256 

(c) ESS received an average rating of 4.3.257 Most customers that would 
consider ESS rated its suitability of (4/5) or (5/5).258 

(d) Sodexo received an average rating of 4.3.259 Over half of customers which 
would consider Sodexo rated its suitability of (4/5) or (5/5).260  

(e) Francois was listed less frequently, and received a lower average rating 
of 3.8.261  
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(f) Trinity,262 Conntrak,263 and Foss,264 were also listed less frequently, and 
received lower average ratings with respect to suitability of 3.3, 3.0 and 2.5 
respectively. 

Strengths and weaknesses of suppliers 

Aramark 

● Strengths: Several customers mentioned Aramark as a proven incumbent, 
or had positive performance.265 Other customers mentioned track record or 
level of experience.266 One customer noted the provision of services onshore 
and offshore, as well as good menu options, feedback processes and 
operational efficiencies.267 Another customer mentioned it had previously 
passed its technical evaluation.268 

● Weaknesses: A small minority of customers mentioned weaknesses. Two 
customers mentioned not having experience with Aramark, or them not 
having familiarity with its assets.269 One customer mentioned delay on 
implementing innovations and lack of initial investment as a weakness.270 

Entier 

● Strengths: Several customers mentioned experience or track record.271 Two 
customers mentioned Entier being the incumbent.272 Some customers 
mentioned a good standard of service,273 and two customers mentioned food 
quality.274 Two customers mentioned pricing,275 and another customer 
mentioned that Entier is a member of COTA.276  

● Weaknesses: Two customers mentioned pricing as a weakness.277 
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Sodexo  

● Strengths: Several customers mentioned Sodexo’s experience in supplying 
OCS.278 Some customers mentioned Sodexo experience with Sodexo in the 
past.279 Two customers mentioned Sodexo being a local supplier, or having a 
local setup as a strength,280 and one customer highlighted a strength of 
Sodexo as having a global presence.281 One customer mentioned that the 
supplier is a member of COTA,282 and another customer mentioned that 
Sodexo can service onshore and offshore.283  

● Weaknesses: Several customers mentioned pricing,284 and one mentioned 
lack of new savings opportunities or ideas.285 One customer mentioned 
quality of service,286 and another customer mentioned lack of familiarisation 
with the customer’s assets.287 

ESS 

● Strengths: Some customers mentioned that ESS is a known or experienced 
supplier.288 Two customers mentioned pricing as a strength.289 Two other 
customers mentioned that the supplier is local/has a local setup.290 Further 
one customer noted that this supplier has previously passed their technical 
evaluation,291 and another customer noted awareness of the customers’ 
systems and processes.292 One customer noted that the supplier is a 
member of COTA as a strength,293 and another customer mentioned the 
ability of the supplier to service onshore and offshore.294 

● Weaknesses: Two customers noted lack of asset familiarisation or previous 
experience with ESS.295  One customer identified service296 and another 
customer identified commercial pricing297 as weaknesses. One customer said 
that there is a lengthy internal approval process within ESS.298 One customer 
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said it could not identify a weakness,299 and another customer said it does 
not hold any current market data.300 

Conntrak 

● Strengths: One customer said that Conntrak has a strong management 
team with awareness of the customer’s systems and processes, a local set 
up and currently services its rigs in different geographies.301 Another 
customer said that it is a member of COTA.302  

● Weaknesses: One customer said that Conntrak is an unknown entity,303 and 
another customer explained that it is entrant in the UK region, though backed 
by a strong and highly experienced management team.304 

Francois 

● Strengths: One customer noted that Francois can provide services across 
the UKCS and Non-UKCS areas,305 and another customer noted that 
Francois is a UK-based supplier with extensive experience in the UK 
region.306 One of those same customers noted that the menu traffic light 
system is good and easy to follow and that the supplier has good platforms 
for contact.307 Another customer noted that the supplier had submitted a 
complete bid in its previous tender.308 

● Weaknesses: Two customers mentioned that the supplier was more 
expensive,309 and one of these customers mentioned lack of experience on 
their rigs as a weakness.310 Another customer outlined that the supplier’s 
proposal lacked detail and that the KPIs proposed were very easy to 
achieve.311 

Trinity 

● Strengths: One customer said that the supplier is a member of COTA,312 
and other customer mentioned it can provide services onshore and 
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offshore.313 Another customer noted that the supplier had submitted a 
complete bid in its previous tender. 314  

● Weaknesses: One customer said that it is an unknown entity,315 and another 
customer said it is more expensive than other suppliers.316 

C.66 Additionally, on calls with the CMA some Offshore Infrastructure customers 
outlined further reflections on the strength of OCS suppliers when competing for 
their business.  

(a) With respect to commercial considerations, one Offshore Infrastructure 
customer explained on a call with the CMA that when evaluating bids for its 
most recent tender, there were a number of third-party services associated 
with the work scope which Aramark charged a markup/management fee 
([]), whereas Entier’s bid included providing these services at cost, without 
a management fee.317 The customer explained that Entier also came up 
[].318 

(b) One Offshore Infrastructure customer noted that, with respect to competition 
between Aramark and Entier, on its recent tender, Aramark had performed 
well, its food was of a lower quality than Entier, and that Aramark was more 
profit-driven.319  

(c) One Offshore Infrastructure customer was not aware of Francois at the time 
of its previous tender, and it said that Francois would struggle to compete. It 
was not aware of Francois having secured any offshore business with any 
other O&G operators, but it said that Francois has been in touch more 
recently.320 Another customer said it would be surprised if Francois’ bid was 
commercially competitive because it provided a Norwegian catering standard 
(which is a very high standard, as it included a lot of fish such as smoked 
salmon), and it was above the standard the customer would be able to justify 
internally to senior management. 321 

(d) One Offshore Infrastructure customer noted that Sodexo had said that it 
would not bid for the customer’s recent tender, which the customer noted 
was unfortunate and indicated this was quite a big change in the market.322 
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(e) The same Offshore Infrastructure customer noted that if Conntrak was able 
to provide a good quality, commercially competitive bid, the customer would 
need to do a lot of work to understand whether Conntrak could provide the 
standard the customer required (eg the customer would like to speak to 
Conntrak’s other clients for references etc). The customer also indicated it 
was unsure of Conntrak’s footprint in the UKCS, which would also be 
something the customer would need to look at in detail.323 

(f) The same Offshore Infrastructure customer said that it did not think Trinity did 
this type of work any longer and no longer had a presence in OCS in the 
UKCS.324 

Marine customers 

C.67 We asked Marine customers to provide the names of all OCS suppliers that they 
would likely invite to bid in their next procurement exercise and rate how suitable 
they think these suppliers would be in providing them with OCS in the UKCS 
(where 1 is not very suitable and 5 is very suitable).  

C.68 Marine customers generally said that they would be likely to invite a larger range 
of suppliers (than Offshore Infrastructure customers) to bid in their next 
procurement exercise.  

(a) One Marine customer said that it would invite Aramark, ESS, Entier, Sodexo, 
Conntrak, Foss and Northern Marine, and rated these all 3/5, with Entier (its 
incumbent supplier) as very suitable (5/5).325 

(b) One Marine customer said that it would invite Aramark, ESS, Sodexo and 
Foss, and rated these very suitable (5/5).326 

(c) One Marine customer said that it would invite Aramark, ESS, Francois and 
Ligabue, and rated Aramark and Ligabue, its current suppliers as very 
suitable (5/5), and ESS and Francois suitable (4/5).327 

(d) One Marine customer said that it would invite Aramark, ESS, Entier, 
Francois, Sodexo, Conntrak, Ligabue, Trinity, Pellegrini, Oceanic Catering, 
Seatec, Wrist and Self-Supply. It said it could not determine the suitability of 
these suppliers until a tender exercise. 328 
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(e) One Marine customer submitted that it would not be surprised if Conntrak, 
Aramark, Francois and others were invited to tender.329 

(f) One Marine customer said that it has invited Entier, Francois, Conntrak, and 
OSM Thome, and rated each of these suppliers as very suitable (5/5).330 

C.69 We also asked customers to provide strengths and weaknesses of the suppliers 
which they would invite to bid. A limited number of Marine customers provided 
strengths and weaknesses of suppliers they were likely to invite. 

(a) Aramark: For strengths, one customer said that the supplier was pure UK-
based, 331 another noted that it is a current provider.332 For weaknesses, one 
customer noted that when it is non-UKCS it that the supplier is expensive,333 
and another listed that the supplier had no weaknesses. 334 

(b) Entier: For strengths, one customer said that it currently meets its needs,335 
and another noted that current incumbent onboard with positive feedback on 
service and accurate forecasting of annual catering budget for each 
vessel.336 Customers which we asked did not provide any weaknesses for 
Entier. 

(c) ESS: One customer said that a strength of the supplier was that it is pure 
UKCS-based and a weakness is that it is more expensive in the 
Netherlands.337 Another customer said the supplier was known as a strength 
but explained it had not used it recently, or at all in the UKCS. 338 

(d) Foss: One customer said strengths of the supplier are that it is non-UKCS 
based and the food quality and a weakness of the supplier is price.339 

(e) Sodexo: One customer said strengths of the supplier are that it is UKCS-
based, and the food quality and a weakness of the supplier is when it is non-
UKCS based.340 
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(f) Francois: One customer said the supplier was known as a strength but 
explained it had not used the supplier at all or specifically in the UKCS.341 

(g) Ligabue: One customer noted that it is a current provider with positive 
feedback and listed that the supplier had no weaknesses.342 

C.70 Additionally, on calls with the CMA, some Marine customers outlined further 
reflections on the strength of OCS suppliers when competing for their business.  

(a) One Marine customer, which currently self-supplies, outlined that it was 
considering Entier, Francois, IFS, and Wrist Group as suppliers for OCS if it 
decided to outsource this.343 The customer confirmed that it has not been 
approached by Aramark, nor has it considered Aramark as the customer said 
Aramark was less visible than the other suppliers mentioned, and the 
customer was unsure if Aramark has a presence in Aberdeen.344 

(b) One global Marine customer noted that it had looked in detail for its most 
recent tender at Entier and Conntrak. It noted that Francois is a smaller 
player which does not currently service as many Marine Assets, but said 
Francois looked like it could do the job well.345 

(c) In its previous tender, one Marine customer said that it was looking for 
suppliers who had the ability to provide a global service, should the Marine 
Asset have to relocate to another region, and also suppliers who have the 
capacity to support a multi-vessel approach. Based on these factors, the 
customer narrowed it down to Francois and Entier, and then benchmarked 
them against the customer’s own internal self-supply model from a cost-
perspective.346 

(d) One Marine customer noted that Aramark scored strongly for track record, 
scalability and ability to deliver straight away in its previous tender exercise. 
The customer noted that on the renewables side of its business, the OCS 
supplier was required to provide personnel and noted that Aramark was very 
familiar with providing offshore crew, managing certification etc. The 
customer explained that Aramark also offered fixed costs for a period, which 
was helpful for the customer’s budgeting and forecasting. The customer did 
not know if Aramark was able to offer these fixed costs because it had 
secured fixed prices from its suppliers, or if Aramark itself held the risk of 
prices moving.347 

 
 
341 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 9 September 2025. 
342 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 9 September 2025. 
343 Third party call note. 
344 Third party call note. 
345 Third party call note. 
346 Third party call note. 
347 Third party call note. 



   
 

52 

(e) One Marine customer explained that the size of an OCS supplier would not 
particularly influence its decision making and it believes that it would have 
been able to procure the fast-paced service offered by its OCS supplier from 
larger suppliers too.348 

Competitors’ views 

C.71 As set out above, we gathered evidence from competitors in Offshore 
Infrastructure and Marine through questionnaires and held calls with a range of 
competitors. In this section we summarise: 

(a) views from questionnaires and calls on competitors views on who they 
compete with, and how strongly they compete with these competitors in the 
supply of OCS in the UKCS across both Marine and Offshore Infrastructure; 
and  

(b) evidence from calls with Offshore Infrastructure and Marine competitors to 
assess whether, if at all, their views differ with respect to only Marine.  

Offshore Infrastructure  

C.72 The evidence in this section sets out who OCS suppliers view as their main 
competitors in the supply of OCS generally (rather than in the Offshore 
Infrastructure Market specifically). We outline the rationale for this in Chapter 6. 
Evidence which specifically relates to competition in the Marine Market is set out 
separately below. 

C.73 We asked competitors whether they consider that the Parties compete closely with 
each other in the supply of offshore catering in the UKCS. Almost all 
competitors349 and a third-party service provider in the industry,350 which 
responded to this question stated that the Parties compete closely with each other 
in the supply of OCS in the UKCS. For example, one competitor said that the 
Parties are two of the three dominant suppliers of OCS in the UKCS.351  

C.74 We asked suppliers of OCS for Offshore Infrastructure Assets and for Marine 
Assets to list their competitors, and rate them on a scale of 1 to 5, with one being a 
very weak competitor and 5 being a very strong competitor. 

C.75 The responses show that the strongest competitors in the UKCS are Aramark, 
Entier and ESS. All competitors identified both Aramark and Entier,352 with almost 
all competitors considering Aramark and Entier to be very strong or strong 
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competitors.353 ESS was identified by all competitors asked,354 and was 
considered by all competitors asked to be a very strong competitor.355  

C.76 One competitor additionally noted on a call with the CMA that Aramark is one of 
the largest suppliers in the UKCS by market share alongside ESS UK, followed by 
Entier and Sodexo.356 It said that the smaller suppliers pick up business on an ad 
hoc basis. 357 

C.77 Sodexo was also identified as an OCS competitor by all competitors asked.358 
Competitors had mixed views over the strength of the constraint Sodexo imposes 
(depending on how much weight they placed on Sodexo’s well established global 
set up compared to its more recent weakening position in the UKCS), with half of 
respondents considering Sodexo to be a weak or very weak competitor,359 while 
others considered it strong or very strong.360 Another competitor explained on a 
call with the CMA that it does not consider Sodexo as strong a competitor as 
others, as it believed Sodexo only has one client in the North Sea now.361 

C.78 Conntrak was identified by half of the competitors asked; and all of these 
competitors rated Conntrak as 3/5 in terms of how strong they viewed Conntrak as 
a competitor.362  

(a) One competitor said on a call with the CMA that Conntrak is roughly the 
same size as the competitor, but it considered Conntrak to not be present in 
the North Sea and was more in Dubai.363 

(b) One competitor identified Conntrak as a recent entrant in the market.364  

C.79 Over half of competitors identified Foss,365 Francois,366 and Trinity367 as OCS 
competitors.368 All of the competitors who identified Foss,369 Francois,370 and 
Trinity,371 considered them to be a weak or very weak competitor. On a call with 
the CMA, one competitor outlined that Foss is present in the UKCS but has not 
won any contracts and has approximately one or two units in the Southern North 
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Sea.372 One competitor outlined that Francois is still trying to break into the UKCS 
market and is strong in other regions.373 

C.80 Ligabue,374 and Pelligrini,375 were the only other OCS competitors identified. Both 
were identified as very weak competitors by one competitor. This competitor 
remarked that these OCS competitors are present in other geographies with 
Ligabue being a large competitor in the Middle East and Pelligrini being a large 
competitor in Africa and the Middle East, but both are looking at the North Sea.376 

Marine 

C.81 Competitors which we spoke to generally outlined that while some competitors 
compete for both Marine and Offshore Infrastructure customers, that the 
competitor set is different in Marine. Some competitors also highlighted that 
different OCS suppliers have different strengths when servicing different customer 
types. In particular:  

(a) One competitor said that it does not service Marine customers and has no 
aspirations to move back into this sector.377 

(b) One third-party service provider in the industry said not all OCS suppliers are 
capable of serving Marine customers.378 For example, the third-party service 
provider noted that both [] and considered that this was because they 
lacked Marine experience. The third-party service provider considered one of 
the reasons for the Merger was that Aramark was not good at Marine and 
does not have a good understanding of the Marine industry. 379 The third-
party service provider noted that Sodexo is very good at the Marine business 
but does not have much of it.380 It said that the Marine competitors are: 
Entier, Foss, Sodexo, Celera, Conntrak, IFS, plus various companies that 
support self-supply.381 

(c) Another competitor said that there are different sets of competitors in the 
O&G sector and the Marine sector.382 It said that its competitors for Marine 
customers in the North Sea were all the COTA members as well as some 
non-COTA members such as Francois, Pellegrini, Ligabue and possibly 
some small independent OCS suppliers that the competitor was not aware 
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of.383 It said that Entier caters to customers across O&G and Marine, 
alongside onshore opportunities, and that Aramark was mainly O&G focused, 
but did have contracts in the Marine Market.384 The same competitor noted 
that it appeared that more small and independent companies were willing to 
bid for opportunities in the renewables market, as it was easier for them to 
adhere to client requirements and move location compared to larger 
organisations.385  

(d) One competitor indicated that its top three competitors for Marine customers 
in the North Sea, were IFS, Entier and Aramark. The competitor also 
mentioned newer competitors included Foss and Conntrak, the latter of which 
was previously Middle East-based but was now trying to enter the North Sea 
and had opened an office in the Netherlands, due to the wind park 
business.386 

(e) One competitor outlined Conntrak as an additional Marine competitor relative 
to the competitor’s response where customers type was not specified, stating 
that its key competitors in Marine are Aramark, Entier, Conntrak, Sodexo and 
ESS.387 

C.82 However, one competitor outlined that the key players providing OCS to Marine 
and Offshore Infrastructure customers were the same.388 

C.83 We additionally asked [] and [] whether they considered they competed with 
Aramark or Entier in the supply of OCS in the UKCS or the North Sea (excluding 
the UKCS). 

(a) [] considered that it competed with the Parties in the UKCS and the North 
Sea.389 

(b) [] said that it did not consider it competed with the Parties in these 
geographies as it did not do business in the UKCS or the North Sea.390 

C.84 We also asked [] and [] whom they considered to be their competitors in the 
UKCS (and the North Sea excluding the UKCS) in the supply of OCS and to 
indicate the strength of these competitors in these geographies.  

(a) [] said for both the UKCS and the North Sea (excluding the UKCS) that it 
considered Aramark, Entier, and ESS as very strong competitors, explaining 
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that all three of these suppliers have good established relationships in the 
UKCS/North Sea. It considered IFS, Conntrak and self-catering as strong 
competitors, noting that IFS was very strong at training, Conntrak was 
looking to get into the UKCS, and it noted that a lot of Marine customers self-
cater. It listed Francois as a good competitor but outlined Francois only really 
has one customer (Stena). 391 

(b) [] explained that while it does not compete in the UKCS or the North Sea, it 
considered its competitors, based on general knowledge and perception of 
the market, would be Aramark, Entier and Francois, assessing these 
competitors as strong.392 

Self-supply 

Customer evidence 

C.85 We asked Offshore Infrastructure customers and Marine customers if the price 
offered by all OCS suppliers in the UKCS rose by 5% in a non-negotiable way or 
the quality of services degraded, whether they would consider taking their OCS in 
house.393 

C.86 Offshore Infrastructure customers: All of the Offshore Infrastructure customers 
that responded to the CMA’s questionnaires with assets in the UKCS, stated that 
they would not self-supply in response to a 5% price increase or a degraded 
service quality.394 Specifically, half of customers indicated that OCS was not the 
company’s core business and therefore they would not be able to provide these 
services in-house.395 Two customers396 indicated that the supply of OCS was a 
specialised area and that they did not have the subject matter expertise in-house, 
and another customer said they required the expertise of OCS suppliers.397 

C.87 Marine customers: Over half of the Marine customers which responded to this 
question said that they would not consider taking this in house.398 Customers 
explained that the reasons for this were that they were not typically set up in-
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house for this,399 that the supply of food was not their business,400 and company 
policy.401 Less than half of the Marine customers which responded to this question 
said they would consider taking this in-house.402 One of these customers said that 
it would consider this if there was cost-benefit to self-supply.403 One customer 
explained that even at current pricing levels, this was an exercise it did for all its 
outsourced services.404 

C.88 One Marine customer who self-supplies some Marine Assets but outsources its 
OCS in the North Sea said that how Marine Assets move geographically 
influenced its approach to OCS. It said for some Marine Assets which are very 
global and go to locations with local crew requirements, it found it easier to work 
with the crew and the agencies which have a separated service.405 

C.89 We also asked Marine customers on calls about the relative benefits of 
outsourcing versus self-supplying OCS. 

C.90 One Marine customer, which currently self-supplies using IFS and Anglo Eastern 
as suppliers of catering and crew respectively, explained that the decision came 
down to cost implications and the ability to effectively manage manning levels. It 
noted that while in-house management allowed for full control over quality, crew 
selection and budget monitoring, transferring responsibility for stock and crew 
management to the supplier could potentially reduce pressure on the customer’s 
crewing team and remove complications arising with new legislations in the North 
Sea.406   

C.91 One Marine customer said that there were two key trade-offs when deciding 
between self-supplying and outsourcing: 

(a) Cost: What is most cost-effective for the customer based on what the Marine 
Asset’s location and likely programme (ie where it is moving to around the 
world); and  

(b) Service quality and delivery (ie what the delivery is like and whether the crew 
like the food).407 

C.92 The same customer further said that one advantage to outsourcing is having a 
third-party company specialised in OCS managing that full service, as it allowed 
offshore teams to focus more on the vessel maintenance and vessel operations. 
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The customer had previously flip-flopped between outsourcing and self-supplying, 
and said ultimately, it depended on whatever suits the customer at the time.408 

C.93 When asked whether the customer found the self-supply model (eg using 
manpower agencies and the customer procuring consumables directly) achieves a 
similar level of quality and service when compared to using a full-service supplier 
such as Entier, the customer said it did not have any complaints, which it will 
receive if the food is bad.409 

C.94 When asked about the scale of additional work (ie in terms of people, effort or 
financial costs) required to self-supply from a procurement perspective, the 
customer said it would fall in with the rest of the procurement it does for the Marine 
Asset. The customer said its procurement team had 25 employees and also 
procured other items for the customers business.410 Ultimately, the customer does 
not consider self-supply to be a significant strain, but considered outsourcing will 
benefit the crewing department, and that it would be a big time save for the 
customer in terms of managing this. For instance, outsourcing would help with 
respect to certifications required to go offshore and with the physical logistics of 
getting the crew from their home location to the Marine Asset.411 

Competitor evidence 

C.95 Competitors which we asked generally considered that it was unlikely for Offshore 
Infrastructure customers to self-supply.412 For example:  

(a) One competitor outlined that O&G operators do not self-supply due to the 
complexities of catering, such as compliance with legislation, food safety 
systems and third-party accreditation, which detracts from the customer’s 
core businesses. It said that as customers get larger, particularly in the O&G 
market, the customer tend to outsource.413  

(b) One competitor (which does not supply Marine customers) said that within 
the UKCS specifically, OCS are still mostly outsourced,414 but that MODUs 
would probably have the easiest opportunity to self-deliver.415 
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411 Third party call note. 
412 Third party call note; Third party call note; and Third party call note. 
413 Third party call note. 
414 Third party call note. 
415 Third party call note. 



   
 

59 

C.96 With respect to Marine customers, while two competitors acknowledged that some 
Marine operators self-supply,416 other competitors generally considered that 
customers may still choose to outsource their OCS. For example: 

(a) One competitor outlined that, within the Marine and renewables market, there 
is a larger portion of customers who cater in-house,417 but customers who 
self-supply are usually those with smaller people on board (POB).418  

(b) One third-party service provider in the industry said that there is growing 
complexity within the industry (food safety laws, employment laws, food 
supply) which meant there was likely more of an opportunity to convince 
customers to outsource their catering to reduce their risk/simplify their 
operations.419  

(a) One competitor noted that there were a few clients that self-deliver, but that 
the majority of Marine customers outsource OCS because it can be more 
financially viable for them to outsource it.420 

(b) In relation to the extent to which self-supply is possible for Marine customers 
and whether customers that have previously outsourced their OCS can 
switch to this model, one competitor noted there was not a simple answer to 
this, as it depended on the location and duration of the operation, since the 
service would have to comply with either local or international maritime 
law.421 

C.97 Two competitors explained that once a Marine customer chooses to outsource, the 
customer would typically not switch back to self-supply.422 

(a) One competitor said that once a Marine customer outsources, it rarely moves 
back to insourcing. For larger Marine customers with a larger number of POB 
or those carrying client passengers, they need some form of food safety 
credibility such as proper food safety systems, proper process and ideally 
external accreditation. The competitor said it was very difficult for Marine 
companies to get those systems in place themselves.423 

(b) Another competitor said that self-supply was an option for some customers, 
however, most customers switch from self-supply to outsourced catering 
services as opposed to the other way round.424 
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C.98 One competitor and one third-party service provider in the industry noted that as 
Marine customers have an increasing number of Marine Assets, it can start to 
stretch them with respect to their capacity to self-supply.425  

C.99 Further, one competitor said that some Marine customers who attempted to self-
supply eventually switched back to external OCS because OCS is not easy due to 
challenges associated with self-supply including vessel movements and labour.426 

C.100 Some competitors outlined which factors made it is more likely for particular 
Marine customers to outsource. For example:  

(a) One third-party service provider in the industry outlined that Marine 
companies were more likely to self-cater if their Marine Assets operated 
within a narrow geography and were more likely to outsource if their Marine 
Assets go all over the world (ie it is much more complex to switch crews etc), 
427 however another competitor outlined that, in its view, the decision 
between insourcing and outsourcing does not depend on the geographic 
movements of the Marine Assets.428 

(b) One competitor said that the decision to outsource depended on the 
customer and where the customer was financially. The competitor explained 
that customers with high fleet utilisation may outsource more services to 
drive efficiency and save time.429 

C.101 One competitor noted that it offered a full catering solution for a man day rate (ie a 
price per person), but that it would consider changing its business model to gain 
market share, or adopt different models for different Marine Assets within the 
same customer. For example, the competitor explained that it would consider 
offering a food-only solution (more akin to IFS) if it allowed the competitor to win 
the larger Marine Assets. The same competitor noted it was interested in contracts 
with volume, and considered Marine Assets smaller than 20 POB to be non-
core.430 

C.102 In addition, we asked customers and competitors about IFS and OSERV as 
potential suppliers of OCS: 

C.103 Two Marine customers said that they were aware of IFS as a potential 
offshore catering supplier.  

C.104 One Marine customer noted that IFS did not provide a complete response 
to an RFI and, as a relatively smaller scale company, had higher costs and 
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was not as able to fix rates with its suppliers, so its pricing would fluctuate 
with inflation etc. The customer also explained that IFS had some additional 
admin costs and overheads.431 One global Marine customer] noted that 
OSM Thome,432 was a large company and although it had a separate 
branch for labour, the customer understood from OSM Thome’s 
presentations that it could provide the same services as Entier or Conntrak. 
However, the customer considered OSM Thome had not put much effort 
into the tender presentations and did not seem bothered about winning its 
business.433 

C.105 When one customer was asked whether the customer saw OSM Thome 
and its subsidiaries as providing comprehensive OCS or as an agent, the 
customer stated that it saw OSM Thome as an agent in that context, but the 
customer is unable to respond specifically with respect to OSERV.434 

C.106 One competitor was asked by the CMA if it considered OSERV as a 
competitor in the North Sea, and the competitor explained that it believed 
that OSERV’s model was more about supplying offshore foreign workers 
and the competitor did not consider OSERV to be a competitor in the UKCS 
market unless OSERV goes through a complete change of an operation 
model. The competitor believed that OSERV had a large contingent Filipino 
crew, and it provided Marine crew to Marine Assets which probably made 
up about 90 to 95% of OSERV’s revenue, while catering was just an add on 
to OSERV’s services.435 

Switching offshore catering supplier  

Customer evidence 

C.107 We asked customers to describe the transition process when a new offshore 
catering supplier takes over a contract from another offshore catering supplier, as 
well as the practical changes they experienced when changing offshore catering 
suppliers.436 The key points on the customer transition process are summarised 
below: 

(a) Staff transition process: Some Offshore Infrastructure customers outlined 
that staff generally TUPE,437 with one customer explaining that TUPE 

 
 
431 Third party call note. 
432 OSERV is under OSM Thome’s catering and budget management division. 
433 Third party call note. 
434 Third party call note. 
435 Third party call note. 
436 We asked customers in their response to refer to, but not only to: (i) service quality; (ii) menus and times during which 
food is served; (iii) complaints and feedback procedures; (iv) which staff (among those you interact with) change, 
including the head chef; and (v) how long the transition period takes (ie from a new supplier winning a contract to that 
new supplier serving your employees). 
437 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
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mitigates risk with the retention of key personnel.438 One Marine customer 
outlined that it expected staff to TUPE,439 while another customer outlined a 
more detailed plan for workforce transition, which included checking 
employment regulations and consulting with affected employees.440 

(b) Service quality: One Offshore Infrastructure customer outlined that typically, 
service quality has increased when changing supplier,441 however two 
customers explained that service quality can dip initially but tended to 
stabilise over time.442 

(c) Length of transition period: Offshore Infrastructure customers outlined 
varied transition timeframes ranging from 30 days443 to six months.444 Some 
customers, customers who provided a timeframe suggested approximately 
three months as either an upper or lower bound for the transition period,445 
while others suggested longer or shorter timeframes.446 Marine customers 
generally outlined shorter transition timeframes compared to Offshore 
Infrastructure customers. Transition times included as part of customer 
responses ranged from 4 days447 to 3 months.448 

(d) Management of transition: Two Offshore Infrastructure customers outlined 
that the transition was managed by the incoming contractor,449 with another 
customer explaining that this was agreed as part of the tender process.450 
Similarly to Offshore Infrastructure customers, two Marine customers noted 
that the transition plan was included as part of the tender process.451 

(e) Some Offshore Infrastructure customers noted they have not switched OCS 
suppliers at all, or in a long time, or had personal experience of this.452 Two 
Marine customers also outlined that they have not experienced a transition of 
OCS supplier.453  

C.108 We asked customers whether they considered there were any barriers in switching 
their offshore catering supplier, and if yes, to explain what these barriers are 
including by reference to the financial costs or practical risks involved. 

 
 
438 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
439 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
440 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025. 
441 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 8 August 2025. 
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445 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
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447 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 3 September 2025. 
448. Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025. 
449 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
450 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 12 August 2025. 
451 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
452 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
453 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 



   
 

63 

C.109 Over half of Offshore Infrastructure customers454 and over half of Marine 
customers455 who responded to the question considered that there were not any 
material barriers to switching OCS supplier. 

C.110 Less than half of Offshore Infrastructure customers456 and two Marine 
customers457 who responded to the question considered that there were barriers to 
switching offshore catering supplier.  

C.111 Some Offshore Infrastructure customers explained their response. Barriers to 
switching mentioned by Offshore Infrastructure customers included financial 
implications458 the ownership and movement of food between suppliers,459 
quality/disruption of service,460 loss of key personnel,461 the transition period,462 
and practical replacement of equipment.463 One customer mentioned a barrier to 
switching may be the perception of offshore workforce to the change (as switching 
offshore catering supplier may be viewed as a cost-saving measure by offshore 
personnel).464   

C.112 One Marine customer said that the barriers to switching may be potential issues 
with operational continuity and end client satisfaction,465 and another customer 
said that while there were barriers, these were limited.466 

Competitor evidence 

C.113 When a supplier loses a contract, all the crew on board that vessel or asset or 
platform will transfer via TUPE and as part of COTA. If one tenderer ends up 
winning it away from the incumbent, the crew will stay in place if they are both 
members of the union.467 

Decommissioning  

Customer evidence 

C.114 We asked customers whether they expected to decommission any of their assets 
in the UKCS or non-UKCS parts of the North Sea in the next two years.  
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457 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
458 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire. 
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C.115 Over half of the Offshore Infrastructure customers with assets in the UKCS who 
responded to the question did not expect to decommission assets in the UKCS or 
the North Sea.468  

C.116 Under half of Offshore Infrastructure customers with assets in the UKCS who 
responded to the question did expect to decommission assets in the UKCS or 
North Sea in the next two years.469 Of these customers, over half who specified in 
which region they expected to decommission assets expect to decommission 
assets in the UKCS470 and one customer expected to decommission assets in the 
North Sea.471 

C.117 No Marine customers expected to decommission assets in the UKCS or North Sea 
in the next two years.472 

Barriers to entry and expansion 

C.118 The CMA asked competitors in Offshore Infrastructure and Marine to explain 
whether there were any barriers facing entrants and small suppliers of OCS to 
winning business in the UKCS. Half of competitors and one third-party service 
provider said that there were barriers facing entrants and small suppliers from 
winning business in the UKCS.473 

C.119 In terms of the barriers facing new entrants: 

(a) One competitor was of the view that these barriers included cash flow 
management, proven track record, size of the team in Aberdeen, HSEQ and 
financial performance in the UKCS.474 On a call with the CMA, the same 
competitor noted that, in the North Sea market, it was more difficult for the 
competitor to demonstrate its technical capability to a national oil company 
when it often needed to show to customers three to five years of health and 
safety records, as well as three to five years of technical delivery to other 
similar customers, 475 However, the competitor said that OCS suppliers 
generally can use safety records from operations in other countries.476 
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(b) Another competitor said that one of the key barriers for new entrants and 
small suppliers may be requirements to be a member of COTA,477 alongside 
demonstratable experience of working in the UKCS.478 

(c) One third-party service provider in the industry identified labour regulations, 
associated costs and that O&G customers are more likely to go with 
established suppliers as barriers for new entrants and smaller suppliers.479 It 
explained that this was why it is looking at the Marine sector as opposed to 
oil and gas,480 as platforms and drilling rigs will not be seen as a credible 
alternative.481 The third-party service provider noted that as long as a 
supplier pays the COTA rates and abides by the COTA regulations and rules, 
there was no reason the supplier had to be a COTA member to bid for work, 
win work, or operate work in the UK.482 

C.120 One Offshore Infrastructure competitor considered it to be relatively easy to enter 
the offshore catering market in the UKCS or the North Sea. It gave the example of 
Conntrak Catering which had strong presence in the Middle East and has now 
entered in the UKCS offshore market.483 The competitor said that it did not 
consider its decision not to compete in Marine was due to barriers to entry, but 
rather it was a business decision given the competitor saw other opportunities 
being more attractive in terms of where it saw growth coming from and where it 
thought it will get a better return on investment.484 

C.121 Additionally, two Offshore Infrastructure customers noted relevant considerations 
about barriers which may affect suppliers’ ability to compete for their business.  

(a) One Offshore Infrastructure customer said it was very unlikely that a new 
entrant would be able to come in with an attractive offering and unseat an 
established player. It said a reason for this was because OCS customers are 
very conservative and aim to de-risk as much as possible with respect to 
both bidder lists and the nominated contractor – which would include risks 
associated with new entrants in a particular geographic area. 485 

(b) Another Offshore Infrastructure customer said the main factor about size of 
the contract and who competes for the business is liquidity of the supplier (ie 
for the OCS supplier to be able to provide OCS without significantly 
impacting the OCS supplier’s cashflow). It said that to manage this, the 
customer had staggered the asset to be serviced by the OCS supplier to 
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enable the supplier to manage the process better and gradually increase its 
cashflow.486 

Importance of scale 

C.122 In addition to the above, the CMA asked competitors in Offshore Infrastructure and 
Marine whether scale played any role in providing OCS in the UKCS. Over half of 
the competitors that responded to this question and one third-party service 
provider in the industry provided responses which supported that scale was an 
important factor.487  

C.123 Competitors submitted that large OCS suppliers have cost advantages that make 
their bids more cost-effective. Specifically:  

(a) Two competitors said that scale was or may be important to get good 
commercial deals from the suppliers of raw materials.488 One competitor 
emphasised that price efficiencies and advantages are driven by volume.489   

(b) One competitor said that scale was needed to create a pool of labour that 
can be used to cover sickness and absences.490 The same competitor told 
the CMA that scale was needed to ensure that bids were cost-effective. 
However, in order to achieve this scale, the competitor said it was first 
important to have multiple contracts over which costs could be spread. This 
created a distinct circularity problem for competitors who do not already have 
material business in the UKCS.491 

(c) One competitor told the CMA that scale enables suppliers to bring down 
administrative costs and get better deals from suppliers.492 On a call with the 
CMA, the same competitor said that bigger OCS suppliers are able to obtain 
better prices with food suppliers because of their international presence. 
However, the competitor said it is still able to compete on food and does not 
consider that the price it can purchase at weakens it as an OCS supplier.493 

C.124 However, one Offshore Infrastructure competitor said that scale was not 
particularly important to compete effectively in the offshore catering market; it was 
about credibility and capability.494 

C.125 With respect to the Marine Market specifically: 
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(a) One competitor said it was very hard to say how many Marine Assets it 
needs to provide OCS to in order to get discounts and rebates with 
Strachans, and that the competitor said it gets the same service from 
Strachans as what other larger suppliers would receive, and the competitor 
did not think the treatment or pricing was any different to what other suppliers 
are paying.495 

(b) One third-party service provider in the industry noted that it was more 
efficient for a supplier to spread the required resources over 20 or 30 Marine 
Assets than over two Marine Assets, because the same resource will be 
needed in both scenarios.496 

C.126 We also spoke to a supplier to OCS suppliers who explained that it charges each 
of its customers (OCS suppliers) the same unit price for a given food item 
irrespective of the size of the customer but the distribution rate it charges will vary 
dependent on the customer’s scale and strength of their commercial 
negotiations.497 However, the supplier considered that the pricing structure that it 
would offer a smaller OCS supplier (such as Francois) and the pricing structure 
that it would offer a larger OCS supplier (such as Aramark or ESS) would not be to 
a point of differential from its perspective that would now allow the OCS supplier to 
place a credible bid to win business. The supplier considers that it would be up to 
those smaller OCS suppliers, to be more agile and more innovative around how 
they structure their deal to try and win business.498 

Sponsored Entry 

C.127 All of the customers which we asked said that they did not consider they were in a 
position to sponsor an OCS supplier and had not come across sponsored entry 
more widely.499 In particular, one Marine customer said that such sponsorship 
would not be the most economical approach, as the customer’s projects are too 
short term, and it would instead revert back to its internal supply model.500 One 
global Marine customer noted that when Entier had been unable to provide OCS in 
Brazil, the customer switched to another supplier that could operate there.501 

C.128 All the competitors which we asked said that they had not received any financial 
sponsorship to enter a market, 502 with one competitor outlining it had not 
witnessed any financially sponsored entry in this industry either.503 
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Views on the Merger 

Customers’ views 

Offshore Infrastructure customers  

C.129 Over half of customers responded with having ‘neutral’ views on the impact of the 
Merger on competition.504 Among these neutral views, some Offshore 
Infrastructure customers outlined that there remained existing OCS suppliers who 
could provide the customer with OCS services,505 even though one of these 
customers recognised that the acquisition reduces competition.506  

C.130 A small minority of customers’ ‘neutral’ views were driven by the fact that they 
have no upcoming procurement processes and therefore do not expect the Merger 
to impact them in the short to medium term.507 One of these customers explained 
that the Merger would make no difference to their operations,508 with another 
customer explaining that it had no intention to go to market for an alternative 
supplier.509  

C.131 Two customers were not sure about the impact of the Merger on competition.510 
For example, one customer said it hoped the Merger did not impact the very good 
service it received at the moment,511 and another customer mentioned that it 
would be difficult to determine the impact the Merger would have on the market at 
this time.512 

C.132 A small minority of customers responded with ‘positive’ views on the impact of the 
Merger on competition.513  

(a) Of these customers, one explained a benefit of the Merger may be scale, 
explaining that scale is critical to provide the right level of service and that the 
Merger may strengthen Entier’s financial position, facilitate economies of 
scale and volume discounts.514  

 
 
504 Third party responses to the CMA questionnaire dated 22 August 2025; and Third party responses to the CMA 
questionnaire dated 27 May 2025.  
505 Third party response to the CMA questionnaire dated 22 August 2025; and Third party responses to the CMA 
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(b) One customer outlined that the Merger could bring efficiencies as well as 
increase resilience within labour provision.515  

(c) Another customer indicated a benefit of the Merger may be that Aramark will 
be able to strengthen its global offering outside the North Sea.516  

(d) Two customers outlined that alternative suppliers would be available,517  with 
one of these customers having noted that other COTA members remained in 
the market.518  

(e) One customer was optimistic about the benefits the Merger may bring and 
explained that both companies have a strong proven track record in offshore 
catering and that the Merger should strengthen this.519  

C.133 Two customers responded with ‘negative’ views of the impact of the Merger on 
competition.520  

(a) One of these customers said that the Merger would significantly impact the 
current marketplace and competition for these services and the Merger would 
likely mean Entier and Aramark having a 60/70% share of the offshore 
business for catering and housekeeping support.521 On a call with the CMA, 
this customer noted that commercially, it might see increased costs as a 
result of the Merger.522  

(b) Another customer said that the Merger lessened competition and Entier did 
stand out with a unique selling point previously which was different to the 
large corporate organisations.523 Additionally on a call with the CMA, the 
customer elaborated that given the [] combined with its assessment that 
Conntrak and Francois may not be competitive (as they had not been 
preferred bidders in any of the customer’s previous tenders), these factors 
potentially resulted in the key offshore OCS suppliers being narrowed down 
to just two - Aramark and ESS only.524 
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Marine customers  

C.134 Four Marine customers had a ‘neutral’ view of the Merger.525 One customer 
outlined that it did not see any impact on competition for the supply of OCS as a 
result of the Merger.526 [].527  

C.135 A further non-Party customer had a ‘neutral’ view but explained that it did not have 
direct experience with Aramark or Entier and therefore it did not expect a direct 
impact of the Merger on competition.528  

C.136 Additionally, one Marine customer stated it had no strong views of the Merger on 
(i) the market locally or (ii) on its own operations. The Marine customer further 
explained that the impact may be more pronounced in the Offshore Infrastructure 
Market than the Marine Market.529 

C.137 One Marine customer had a positive view of the Merger and explained that it 
would like to think the Merger would bring scalable benefits eg price reductions for 
the use of a combined offering.530  

Competitors’ views  

C.138 Over half of competitors did not express concerns regarding the Merger.531 
However: 

(a) One competitor told the CMA that the Merger would have a negative impact 
on competition. This competitor specifically stated that the Merger would 
reduce competition and that the merged entity would have a share of supply 
c.65%.532 

(b) Another competitor said that once Aramark and Entier had more than 60% of 
the market then the competitor had no way of competing with them, but 
others such as Sodexo and ESS could.533  

(c) One competitor considered that the Merger would have a positive effect on 
competition because, although it reduced the total number of competitors, it 
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increased the competitor’s chances of being shortlisted for contracts (as 
typically customers shortlist two to three bidders).534 

 
 
534 Third party call note. 
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APPENDIX D: Internal documents 

Introduction 

D.1 This Appendix sets out our analysis of the internal documents provided to us by 
the Parties during the investigation that have informed our assessment.535 

D.2 The Appendix is structured as follows: 

(a) First, we explain our approach to internal documents. 

(b) Second, we present our analysis of the Parties’ internal documents, grouped 
by topic. 

D.3 The CMA regularly asks parties to provide internal documents (ie documents that 
merger parties or third parties have generated internally in the ordinary course of 
business) to inform its investigation.536 Internal documents provide evidence on 
the perspectives of market participants beyond their direct submissions to the 
CMA, often from before a merger was under investigation or was in contemplation. 

Approach to evidence gathering 

D.4 During the investigation, the Parties submitted internal documents in response to 
requests for documents at phase 1 and 2. 

The Parties’ internal documents 

Merger rationale 

D.5 We have reviewed documents relating to the rationale for the acquisition. 

D.6 Some Aramark documents demonstrate the view that the acquisition of Entier 
would protect and/or increase Aramark’s margin and/or market share in the UKCS. 
For example: 

(a) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, under the heading ‘[]’, lists reasons including 
to ‘cement Aramark’s already market leading position in the UKCS and 
bolster wider regions‘ and ‘removes a significant competitor in the market. 
Protecting market share and margin’.537 

 
 
535 We have also received internal documents from one OCS supplier, which we do not cover in this appendix but cover 
in Chapter 6 
536 CMA2, paragraph 9.9(a). 
537 Aramark internal document, Annex 115 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 4. Also found in Aramark internal document, Annex 119 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 
March 2025, slide 8. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/mergers-guidance-on-the-cmas-jurisdiction-and-procedure
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(b) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, lists under the heading ‘[]’, reasons including 
‘Both defensive and offensive play, creates leading position in UKCS’ and 
‘Removes a significant competitor’.538 

(c) An Aramark document, [], notes that that the opportunity to acquire Entier 
would be ‘both a defensive and offensive play to reinforce our position in the 
UK Continental Shelf and []’.539 

(d) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, presents a SWOT analysis for the acquisition 
of Entier. Under the heading ‘Strengths’, it states ‘Would significantly 
enhance our market position in the North Sea’, and under the heading 
‘Opportunities’, it states ‘Enhanced number 1 market position would improve 
our ability to influence market dynamics’ and ‘Aramark purchasing power 
expected to improve margins’.540 

(e) In an Aramark document, ‘[]’, it lists under ‘Global Offshore Objectives’ for 
the UKCS to ‘consider market strategic acquisition of main competitors in 
UKCS’ and to ‘conclude strategic, viable acquisition’.541 

D.7 An Aramark document implies that Aramark was considering acquisitions for the 
purpose of increasing revenue and margin growth. This document, ‘[]’, in a slide 
titled ‘[]’, lists next to ‘[]’, ‘[]’.542 

D.8 Some Aramark documents, when reviewed in the round, indicate an intention for 
Aramark to expand into the Marine Market. For example: 

(a) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, contains a slide ‘Offshore Executive Summary’ 
which lists next to ‘Accelerate Growth’, ‘Renewable/Marine market expansion 
– particularly in wind farm construction phases’.543 

(b) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, lists Entier under ‘[]’, with the note: 
‘Traditional offshore platform sector in the UKCS in which Aramark operates, 
plus would allow Aramark entry into Marine Services sector'.544 

 
 
538 Aramark internal document, Annex 107, page 2 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 
2025. 
539 Aramark internal document, Annex 117 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 22. Similar text appears in Aramark internal document, Annex 447, page 1 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s 
s109 notice dated 7 August 2025. 
540 Aramark internal document, Annex 392 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 6. 
541 Aramark internal document, Annex 449 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 23. 
542 Aramark internal document, Annex 404 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
slide 22. 
543 Aramark internal document, Annex 404 to Aramark’s response to CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, slide 22. 
544 Aramark internal document, Annex 408 to Aramark’s response to question 20 of the s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
slide 8. 
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(c) An Aramark strategy document ‘[]’, in a slide titled ‘[]’, presents a table 
for the financial years []. The slide contains a colour key, [].545 

D.9 Other documents indicate that Aramark considered expansion into marine as a 
medium-priority, but not a high-priority. For example: 

(a) An Aramark internal document, ‘[]’, contains a slide titled ‘[]’ which 
presents Marine as [], with other sub-sectors being [] (platform, drilling, 
accommodation barges, and remote camps).546 We understand that items 
marked in [] denote a high-priority focus, and [] denotes a medium-
priority focus.547 

(b) Similarly in an Aramark document ‘[]’ under ‘[]’, the Marine sector is 
given an [] rating for FY25, while each of platform, drilling, accommodation 
barge, and remote camps are rated [].548 We understand that items 
marked in [] denote a high-priority focus, and [] denotes a medium-
priority focus.549 It additionally notes that the profile of the Marine sector 
differs by geography, and that it is less attractive in [].550 

D.10 Some Aramark documents, when reviewed in the round, recognise Entier’s 
strength in Marine services, noting that Aramark has not traditionally operated in 
this sector. For example: 

(a) An Aramark strategy document, ‘[]’, lists its major competitors in the 
UKCS, and notes that Entier has ‘[]’.551 Another strategy document lists its 
competitors in the North Sea, and notes that Entier has ‘[]’.552 

(b) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, notes that ‘[]’.553 

(c) The same Aramark document lists under the heading ‘[]’, bullets including 
‘[]’.554 

 
 
545 Aramark internal document, Annex 459 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
slide 15. 
546 Aramark internal document, Annex 130 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 12. 
547 We note that this document []. []. Aramark internal document, Annex 130 to Aramark’s response to the CMA 
Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, slide 12.  
548 Aramark internal document, Annex 446 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
slide 20. 
549 We note that this document []. []. Aramark internal document, Annex 458 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s 
s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, slide 15. 
550 Aramark internal document, Annex 446 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
slide 20. 
551 Aramark internal document, Annex 130 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 8. 
552 Aramark internal document, Annex 459 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
slide 9. 
553 Aramark internal document, Annex 120 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 5, question 21. 
554 Aramark internal document, Annex 120 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 8, question 21. 
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(d) The same Aramark document lists under the heading ‘[]’, reasons 
including ‘Diversified Portfolio; []’.555 

D.11 Some Aramark documents show that Aramark was considering a strategy 
involving acquisitions for the purpose of diversification and entry into new sectors. 
For example: 

(a) An Aramark Document, ‘[]’, contains a slide titled ‘[]’, in which for ‘UK / 
Ireland’, the listed ‘approach’ is presented as being in order to ‘[]’.556 We 
understand that this statement includes reference to Aramark’s offshore and 
onshore activities in the UK.557 

(b) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, lists under ‘[]’ that it ‘[]’, and separately 
that it ‘[]’.558 The latter comment appears without the former comment in 
another Aramark document, ‘[]’.559 

(c) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, lists in a slide titled ‘[]’ an action to ‘[]’.560 

Geographic market definition 

D.12 We have reviewed documents relating to the geographic definition of the market 
for OCS. 

D.13 Aramark’s documents distinguish the global offshore segment of the business from 
the onshore business. When these documents break these categories down 
further, Aramark generally refers to the UK or UKCS, rather than the North Sea as 
a whole. 

(a) In Aramark’s offshore business review documents, where it considers splits 
by region, it considers the UK/UKCS as separate from other North Sea 
countries such as Denmark, Netherlands, and Norway. For example: 

(i) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, lists its operating hubs including UK, 
Norway, Denmark and the Netherlands, separately, presenting the total 
addressable market volume and market leader, and competitor sets 

 
 
555 Aramark internal document, Annex 120 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 7, question 21. See also, Aramark internal document, Annex 115 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter 
dated 18 March 2025, slide 4, question 21. 
556 Aramark internal document, Annex 240 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 7, question 23. 
557 In the same Aramark document, in a table with heading ‘[]’, ‘[]’ is listed with the comment ‘[]’. We therefore 
view that the ‘[]’ refers to both Aramark’s onshore and offshore business in the UK throughout the document (Aramark 
internal document, Annex 240 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, slide 6, question 
23.). 
558 Aramark internal document, Annex 117 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 26. 
559 Aramark internal document, Annex 107 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 2. 
560 Aramark internal document, Annex 470 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
slide 6. 
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separately by these hubs.561 However, we note that a later Aramark 
document, ‘[]’ presents a map grouping its operating hubs into ‘North 
Sea’ (comprising of the UK, Netherlands, Norway and Denmark), 
presenting its market share and the market leader for this region as a 
whole.562 

(ii) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, presents revenue, AOI (adjusted 
operating income) and P&L (profit and loss) by region, splitting out the 
UKCS as distinct from Denmark, Netherlands, and Norway.563 

(b) In Aramark’s strategy documents, the UK is considered separately from other 
countries with continental shelves in the North Sea. For example: 

(i) In an Aramark internal document, ‘[]’, in a slide titled ‘[]’, the 
geographical regions of Norway, Denmark, and the UK are assessed 
separately and given separate priority ratings.564 Additionally, this 
document presents financial forecasts for UKCS, Denmark and Norway 
separately.565 

(ii) Similarly in ‘[]’ under ‘[]’, the geographies of Norway, the UK, 
Denmark and Holland are each assessed separately; the UK and 
Holland are given a different rating to Norway and Denmark, for 
FY25.566 

(iii) Similarly in an Aramark internal document, [], each of the 
geographical regions of Norway, Denmark, UK and the Netherlands are 
given distinct priority ratings.567 Additionally, it distinguishes strategy by 
region, noting that the UK is a ‘[]’, whereas for Scandinavia (Denmark 
and Norway), its ‘[]’ is noted as ‘[]’ with ‘[]’.568 

(iv) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, provides information specific to the UKCS 
offshore market. It notes that ‘[]’. It also notes ‘[]’, and that ‘[]’.569 

(c) An Aramark document, which includes a revenue analysis for a potential 
acquisition of Entier, splits revenue forecasts by region, distinguishing the 

 
 
561 Aramark internal document, Annex 129 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slides 5 and 10-11. 
562 Aramark internal document, Annex 123 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 5. 
563 Aramark internal document, Annex 014 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slides 3 and 6. 
564 Aramark internal document, Annex 130 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025. 
565 Aramark internal document, Annex 130 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 19. 
566 Aramark internal document, Annex 446 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
slide 20. 
567 Aramark internal document, Annex 459 revised to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 
2025, slide 15. 
568 Aramark internal document, Annex 459 revised to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 
2025, slide 13. 
569 Aramark internal document, Annex 105 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 1. 
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UKCS from Denmark, Northway and the Netherlands, and calculates market 
shares for the UKCS pre- and post-acquisition.570 

D.14 Some Aramark documents identify different competitor sets by country. For 
example: 

(a) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, identifies a different market leader and 
competitor set for each of the UK, Norway, Denmark, the Netherlands, 
USGoM, Mexico, Trinidad & Tobago.571 

(b) An Aramark internal document, ‘[]’, presents market shares for its ‘major 
competitors’ separately for the UKCS ([]), Scandinavia ([]) and Gulf of 
Mexico ([]).572,573 

(c) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, in a slide titled ‘[]’, presents Aramark’s major 
competitors for the North Sea collectively, and separately from its 
competitors in the US Gulf of Mexico.574 However, it notes on the same slide 
that ‘[]’ while ‘[]’. It also notes that ESS’ acquisition of 4Service in 
Norway adds ‘[]’.575 

D.15 Entier documents generally refer to the UKCS or UK North Sea as distinct from 
other geographic regions. 

(a) An Entier document, ‘[]’, notes that Entier retained its position as ‘number 
one caterer in the UK North Sea’.576 

(b) An Entier board presentation lists the UKCS as a ‘[]’, as distinct from the 
EMEA (Europe, the Middle East, and Africa).577 However, elsewhere in this 
document, it presents maps of its current and prospective offshore operations 
and groups UKCS operations under ‘EMEA’.578 

(c) An Entier document, ‘[]’, contains analysis of the landscape for oil and gas 
energy production in the UK, separately from ‘Rest of the world’ and 

 
 
570 Aramark internal document, Annex 133 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
sheets []. As noted in a previous footnote, we consider that this document relates to the acquisition of Entier. 
571 Aramark internal document, Annex 129 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slides 10-11. 
572 Aramark internal document, Annex 130 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 8. 
573 We consider the term ‘[]’ to mean self-supply, self-operate and/or ‘in-house’, and we use these terms 
interchangeably. 
574 Aramark internal document, Annex 459 revised to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 
2025, slide 9. 
575 Aramark internal document, Annex 459 revised to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 
2025, slide 9. 
576 Entier internal document, Annex 186 to Entier’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, slides 4 
and 14. 
577 Entier internal document, Annex 189 to Entier’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, slide 11. 
578 Entier internal document, Annex 189 to Entier’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slides 3 and 8. 
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‘Australia’. Similarly when describing the offshore wind sector, it describes 
separately the US, Australia, and the UK.579 

(d) Entier’s board documents generally do not split out its operations by regions 
within the North Sea, however a number of its board documents present an 
‘Offshore UKCS Market Overview’ including its shares of supply.580 

Competitors 

The majority of the Parties’ internal documents do not explicitly distinguish 
between the Offshore Infrastructure Market and the Marine Market. However, 
unless stated otherwise, our provisional view is that these documents primarily 
refer to the Offshore Infrastructure Market, although they may also include some 
consideration of competitor dynamics in the Marine Market. That is because: (i) the 
Parties submitted that, in view of Aramark’s current relative lack of presence in 
Marine, there is no reason why its internal documents would discuss competition 
for Marine;581 and (ii) many of these documents refer to ESS as part of the main 
competitor set, whereas [].582 

D.16 Some Aramark internal documents indicate that it considers its main competitors 
to be Entier, ESS and Sodexo, although Sodexo has become a weaker competitor 
over time. Aramark documents acknowledge other competitors less often. For 
example: 

(a) An Aramark strategy document, ‘[]’, in a slide describing major competitors 
for the UKCS, lists ESS, Sodexo, Entier, Francois, and Self-Deliver, 
alongside their market shares.583 It presents an additional graphic 
highlighting ESS, Entier, and Sodexo specifically, with additional 
commentary: 

(i) ESS is described as its ‘[]’, with ‘[]’, and notes ‘[]’. 

(ii) Entier is described as having ‘[]’, and notes ‘[]’. 

(iii) Sodexo is described as having ‘[]’, and ‘[]’. 

(b) An Aramark strategy document, ‘[]’, presents the market shares of its 
‘Major Competitors’ in the North Sea [], ie ESS (+4Service), Aramark 
(+Entier), ‘Other’, Coor FM, and Sodexo respectively. It notes that ‘[]’ with 

 
 
579 Entier internal document, Annex 208 to Entier’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, pages 18-
21. 
580 For example: Entier internal document, Annex 354 to Entier’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 
2025, pages 10-11; Entier internal document, Annex 355 to Entier’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 
2025, page 9; and Entier internal document, Annex 359 to Entier’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 
2025, page 10. 
581 Parties’ response to the Phase 1 Decision, 22 August 2025, paragraph 3.8. 
582 Third party call note. 
583 Aramark internal document, Annex 130 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 8. 
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the Parties’ combined market share ‘[]’.584 It presents a graphic highlighting 
ESS, Entier, 4Service and Conntrak specifically, with additional commentary: 

(i) ESS is noted as having ‘[]’ which has ‘[]’. ESS is described as 
having ‘[]’.585 

(ii) Entier is also noted as having ‘[], with ‘[]’. However, the document 
describes Entier as having ‘[]’ and notes its ‘[]’.586 

(iii) 4Service is noted as ‘[]’, with its ‘[]’ which ‘[]’. It also notes that 
4Service is the ‘[]’.587 

(iv) Conntrak is described as having ‘[]’ and ‘[]’. It is noted as having an 
‘[]’ and being a ‘[]’.588 

(c) An Aramark document, [], with the title ‘[]’, notes in a slide titled ‘[]’ 
that ESS, Aramark and Entier hold a larger share of UKCS market, but 
Sodexo remains a key competitor ‘[]’. Aramark notes additionally that 
‘[]’.589 

D.17 An Aramark internal document implies that it also considers Foss, Conntrak, 
Francois, and Self-Supply to be competitors. This document, ‘[]’, compares the 
competitor set by operating region. Under the heading ‘UK’, Aramark lists ESS, 
Sodexo, Entier, Foss, Conntrak, In-House, and Francois.590 We understand that 
this document is referring to the Offshore Infrastructure and Marine Markets 
together, as [] and Self-Supply is not widely present in the Offshore 
Infrastructure Market. 

D.18 In response to the Phase 1 Decision, the Parties submitted that Aramark’s internal 
documents reflect a competitive threat posed by Conntrak considering entry into 
the North Sea.591 The Parties refer to an Aramark document, ‘[]’.592 In this 
document: 

(a) Aramark considered who it thinks Conntrak will bid for, noting: 

(i) ‘[]’.593 

 
 
584 Aramark internal document, Annex 459 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
slide 9. 
585 Aramark internal document, Annex 459 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
slide 9. 
586 Aramark internal document, Annex 459 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
slide 9. 
587 Aramark internal document, Annex 459 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
slide 9. 
588 Aramark internal document, Annex 459 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
slide 9. 
589 Aramark internal document, Annex 118 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 2. 
590 Aramark internal document, Annex 129 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 11. 
591 Parties’ response to the Phase 1 Decision, 22 August 2025, paragraph 5.9. 
592 Aramark internal document, Annex 461 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025. 
593 Aramark internal document, Annex 461 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 2. 

https://www.gov.uk/cma-cases/aramark-slash-entier-merger-inquiry#responses-to-the-phase-1-decision
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(ii) ‘[]’.594 

(iii) ‘[]’.595 

(b) Aramark considered where Conntrak is trying to ‘[]’, noting that ‘[]’.596 

(c) Aramark considered what Conntrak’s supply chain looks like, noting that 
‘[]’.597 

D.19 The same Aramark document, ‘[]’, also notes that: 

(a) ‘[]’.598 

(b) ‘[]’. It also notes that ‘[]’.599 

(c) ‘[]’.600 

D.20 Aramark submitted deal memos for customers, which present information about 
upcoming opportunities to supply catering services, including a table of competitor 
information. 

D.21 In our review of Aramark’s deal memos for Offshore Infrastructure customers in 
the UKCS, Aramark generally list Entier, Sodexo and ESS as its competitors. Of 
the eight deal memos for Offshore Infrastructure customers in the UKCS, all eight 
list Sodexo and ESS ([], [], [], [], [], [], [], [])601 and five list 
Entier ([], [], [], [], []).602 Francois is listed in one deal memo ([]).603 
BaxterStorey ([]) and CH&CO ([]) are listed in one each, in both cases for 

 
 
594 Aramark internal document, Annex 461 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 2. 
595 Aramark internal document, Annex 461 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 2. 
596 Aramark internal document, Annex 461 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 2. 
597 Aramark internal document, Annex 461 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 2. 
598 Aramark internal document, Annex 461 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 2. 
599 Aramark internal document, Annex 461 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 2. 
600 Aramark internal document, Annex 461 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 2. 
601 Aramark internal document, Annex 166 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4; Aramark internal document, Annex 169 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4; Aramark internal document, Annex 164 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
pages 4-5; Aramark internal document, Annex 163 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 
2025, pages 3-4; Aramark internal document, Annex 414 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 
7 August 2025, page 6; Aramark internal document, Annex 407 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 
7 August 2025, page 7; Aramark internal document, Annex 395 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 
7 August 2025, page 5; and Aramark internal document, Annex 389 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice 
dated 7 August 2025, page 3. 
602 Aramark internal document, Annex 166 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4; Aramark internal document, Annex 164 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
pages 4-5; Aramark internal document, Annex 163 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 
2025, pages 3-4; Aramark internal document, Annex 414 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 
7 August 2025, page 6; and Aramark internal document, Annex 395 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice 
dated 7 August 2025, page 5. 
603 Aramark internal document, Annex 164 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
pages 4-5. 
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opportunities involving assets onshore and offshore, and in both cases with the 
note that these competitors cannot serve the offshore locations.604,605  

(a) Aramark’s deal memo for [] ([]) describes an opportunity in 2024 for one 
floating production storage and offloading (FPSO) asset in the UK.606 In this 
deal memo, Aramark lists its competitors for this opportunity as Sodexo, 
ESS, and Entier.607 

(i) When describing Sodexo: 

(1) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Sodexo will ‘[]’ 
as this bid is for long-term work with no decommissioning or 
redundancy liability. It also notes that Sodexo could potentially 
work with this customer in Brazil, and that it previously managed a 
unit in Norway.608 

(2) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Sodexo has only 
2 operating sites in the UKCS, though adding that one is an 
FPSO. It also notes Sodexo’s ‘[]’.609 

(ii) When describing ESS: 

(1) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that ESS has ‘[]’, 
and that it’s ‘[]’, ‘[]’ ([]). It also notes that ESS currently 
work with Equinor and ‘[]’, and that Altera will take this feedback 
onboard.610 

(2) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that ESS don’t 
currently work with the customer, and is ‘[]’.611 

(3) Additionally, Aramark notes that it proposes to adjust its offer in 
response to ESS, noting ‘[]’ and that ‘[]’.612 

(iii) When describing Entier, under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that 
it’s a ‘[]’ and ‘[]’. It also notes that Entier has ‘[]’.613 

 
 
604 Aramark internal document, Annex 169 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
605 Aramark internal document, Annex 164 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
pages 4-5. 
606 Aramark internal document, Annex 166 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 2. 
607 Aramark internal document, Annex 166 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
608 Aramark internal document, Annex 166 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
609 Aramark internal document, Annex 166 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
610 Aramark internal document, Annex 166 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
611 Aramark internal document, Annex 166 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
612 Aramark internal document, Annex 166 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 5. 
613 Aramark internal document, Annex 166 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
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(b) Aramark’s deal memo for [] ([]) describes an opportunity in 2024 for two 
offshore assets in the UKCS and Netherlands respectively, and two locations 
onshore in the UK. In this deal memo, Aramark lists its competitors as 
Sodexo, ESS, and BaxterStorey.614 

(i) When describing Sodexo: 

(1) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Sodexo can 
deliver both offshore and onshore, with greater offshore strength in 
the Netherlands than Aramark. It notes that Sodexo may be a 
‘[]’, and that there is a ‘[]’ ([])615 as Sodexo is an incumbent 
on one of the assets. It also notes that Sodexo is an incumbent on 
one of the assets.616 

(2) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Sodexo is a ‘[]’ 
with a ‘[]’. It also notes that Sodexo ‘[]’.617 

(ii) When describing ESS: 

(1) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes ESS ‘[]’, and that 
ESS has ‘[]’. It also notes that ESS is the market leader in the 
Netherlands. 

(2) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that ESS’ recent win 
of Apache will ‘[]’ them. Aramark also notes that this opportunity 
may be ‘[]’.618 

(iii) When describing BaxterStorey: 

(1) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that BaxterStorey is 
seemingly delivering a positive service across the onshore sites, 
and that it took service from Aramark in 2015-2016. Aramark also 
notes that BaxterStorey will be pricing aggressively ‘[]’.619 

(2) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that BaxterStorey is 
‘[]’, and that there is ‘[]’.620 

(c) Aramark’s deal memo for [] ([]) describes an opportunity in 2023 for 
seven assets offshore in the UKCS and one onshore in the UK. In this deal 

 
 
614 Aramark internal document, Annex 169 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
615 See Aramark’s deal memo for [] in paragraph A.21(c) below. 
616 Aramark internal document, Annex 169 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
617 Aramark internal document, Annex 169 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
618 Aramark internal document, Annex 169 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
619 Aramark internal document, Annex 169 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
620 Aramark internal document, Annex 169 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
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memo, Aramark lists its competitors as Sodexo, ESS, Entier, CH&CO, and 
Francois.621 

(i) When describing Sodexo: 

(1) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Sodexo ‘[]’. 
Aramark also notes that Sodexo are hiring and rebuilding a team, 
adding that Sodexo could ‘[]’.622 

(2) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Sodexo is a ‘[]’ 
with only 2 remaining contracts, and that it lacks ‘[]’.623 

(ii) When describing ESS: 

(1) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that ESS has had 
recent successes in UKCS, that it can deliver both onshore and 
offshore, as well as that it is bidding aggressively for large 
contracts.624 

(2) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that ESS’ ‘[]’ as 
Aramark have just taken Shelf Drilling off ESS due to ‘[]’. 
Aramark also notes that one of ESS’ operations managers had 
just resigned.625 

(iii) When describing Entier: 

(1) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Entier delivers a 
‘[]’, that Entier operates local operations with shared labour 
between the sites, and that Entier ‘[]’.626 

(2) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Entier’s ‘[] 
service comes at a [] price’ and recently requested a ‘[]’. 
Aramark also notes that another Entier client ([]) has also 
approached the market recently, which Aramark believes is 
because Entier asked for a [] on this contract. Aramark adds 
that ‘[]’.627 

(iv) When describing CH&CO: 

 
 
621 Aramark internal document, Annex 164 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
pages 4-5. 
622 Aramark internal document, Annex 164 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
623 Aramark internal document, Annex 164 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
624 Aramark internal document, Annex 164 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
625 Aramark internal document, Annex 164 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
626 Aramark internal document, Annex 164 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 5. 
627 Aramark internal document, Annex 164 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 5. 
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(1) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that CH&CO operates 
comparable onshore sites which it recently retained.628 

(2) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that CH&CO has no 
offshore presence, with ‘[]’.629 

(v) When describing Francois: 

(1) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes Francois’ ‘[]’, adding 
that it ‘[]’. 

(2) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Francois has no 
onshore or offshore platform case studies, and has an ‘[]’.630 

(d) Aramark’s deal memo for [] ([]) describes a price request in 2023 for 
eight rigs in the UK and one in the Netherlands. In this deal memo, Aramark 
lists its competitors as Entier, ESS, and Sodexo.631 

(i) When describing Entier: 

(1) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that the client has 
‘[]’ as incumbents, and that the price request ‘[]’. Aramark 
also notes that there is a ‘[]’ between Entier and the client’s 
senior personnel.632 

(2) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Entier has ‘[]’, 
and that Entier ‘[]’.633 

(3) Additionally, in a section titled ‘[]’, Aramark noted ‘[]’, one of 
which is to ‘[]’.634 

(ii) When describing ESS: 

(1) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that ESS has a strong 
presence in UK offshore, and existing operations in the 
Netherlands offshore.635 

 
 
628 Aramark internal document, Annex 164 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 5. 
629 Aramark internal document, Annex 164 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 5. 
630 Aramark internal document, Annex 164 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 5. 
631 Aramark internal document, Annex 163 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
pages 3-4. 
632 Aramark internal document, Annex 163 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
633 Aramark internal document, Annex 163 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4. 
634 Aramark internal document, Annex 163 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 3.  
635 Aramark internal document, Annex 163 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4.  
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(2) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that ESS has a 
‘[]’.636 

(iii) When describing Sodexo: 

(1) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Sodexo is ‘[]’ 
and will ‘[]’.637 

(2) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes Sodexo’s ‘[]’, and 
that Sodexo has lost several clients in the past 2 years.638 

(e) Aramark’s deal memo for [] ([]) describes an opportunity in 2022 for ten 
locations offshore in the UKCS, an office onshore in the UK, and a terminal 
onshore in the UK. In this deal memo, Aramark lists its competitors as 
Sodexo, ESS and Entier.639 

(i) When describing Sodexo,  

(1) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Sodexo ‘[]’ as 
only two offshore contracts remain, and that ‘[]’. Aramark also 
notes that Sodexo ‘[]’, and that Sodexo has been the incumbent 
for over 15 years, knows the sites, services, suppliers and 
subcontractors, and has ‘[]’.640 

(2) Under the heading for ‘[]’ including ‘[]’, and that its ‘[]’ with 
the loss of Ithaca Energy.641 

(ii) When describing ESS: 

(1) Under the heading for ‘[]’, Aramark notes that ESS has a ‘[]’, 
having ‘[]’, and that ESS has ‘[]’ and are ‘[]’.642 

(2) Under the heading ‘[]’, Aramark notes that ESS ‘[]’, and that 
ESS have ‘[]’. Aramark also notes that ESS used to have 
business with [] in 2004 which it lost to Sodexo, but Aramark 
‘[]’.643 

(iii) When describing Entier: 

 
 
636 Aramark internal document, Annex 163 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4.  
637 Aramark internal document, Annex 163 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4.  
638 Aramark internal document, Annex 163 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4.  
639 Aramark internal document, Annex 414 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 6.  
640 Aramark internal document, Annex 414 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 6.  
641 Aramark internal document, Annex 414 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 6.  
642 Aramark internal document, Annex 414 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 6.  
643 Aramark internal document, Annex 414 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 6.  
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(1) Under the heading ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Entier is ‘[]’ and 
that this is a ‘[]’ at Sodexo with reduced risk and high-volume 
turnover. Aramark also notes that Entier has a ‘[]’.644 

(2) Under the heading ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Entier has ‘[]’ and 
are ‘[]’.645 

(f) Aramark’s deal memo for [] ([]) describes an opportunity in 2021-2022 
for 3 offshore platforms in the UKCS and office onshore in the UK.646 In this 
deal memo, Aramark lists its competitors as ESS and Sodexo but did provide 
strengths and weaknesses for either as in other deal memos.647 

(g) Aramark’s deal memo for [] ([]) describes an opportunity in 2021 for 
seven offshore platforms in the UKCS.648 In this deal memo, Aramark 
identifies its other competitors as Sodexo, ESS and Entier.649  

(i) When describing Sodexo: 

(1) Under the heading ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Sodexo has been on 
[] assets for ‘[]’.650 

(2) Under the heading ‘[]’, Aramark notes that ‘[]’ and that 
‘[]’.651 

(ii) When describing ESS: 

(1) Under the heading ‘[]’, Aramark notes that ESS has ‘[]’.652 

(2) Under the heading ‘[]’, Aramark notes that ESS lost the 
business to Aramark in 2016 and ‘[]’.653 

(iii) When describing Entier: 

(1) Under the heading ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Entier has a ‘[]’.654 

 
 
644 Aramark internal document, Annex 414 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 6.  
645 Aramark internal document, Annex 414 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 6.  
646 Aramark internal document, Annex 407 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
pages 3-4.  
647 Aramark internal document, Annex 407 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 7.  
648 Aramark internal document, Annex 395 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
pages 3-4.  
649 Aramark internal document, Annex 395 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 5.  
650 Aramark internal document, Annex 395 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 6.  
651 Aramark internal document, Annex 395 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 6.  
652 Aramark internal document, Annex 395 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 6.  
653 Aramark internal document, Annex 395 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 6.  
654 Aramark internal document, Annex 395 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 6.  
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(2) Under the heading ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Entier will be ‘[]’.655 

(h) Aramark’s deal memo for [] ([]) describes an opportunity in 2020-2021 
for a jack-up unit operating in the UKCS, specifically in the southern North 
Sea.656 In this deal memo, Aramark identifies its competitors as Sodexo and 
ESS.657  

(i) When describing Sodexo: 

(1) Under the heading ‘[]’, Aramark notes that Sodexo was the last 
catering provider onboard the asset, and will be known to the rig 
superintendent. Aramark also notes that Sodexo has further 
business with [] in the UK and internationally.658 

(2) Under the heading ‘[]’, Aramark notes that there has been a 
‘[]’ with a ‘[]’. It notes that Sodexo ‘[]’.659 

(ii) When describing ESS: 

(1) Under the heading ‘[]’, Aramark notes that ESS is ‘[]’.660 

(2) Under the heading ‘[]’, Aramark notes that ESS has also 
undergone significant senior management changes, and that ESS 
has the ‘[]’ where it will ‘[]’.661 

D.22 Some Entier documents imply that it considers its main competitors to be Aramark, 
ESS and Sodexo, but also considers other competitors. For example: 

(a) An Entier document, ‘[]’, describes the ‘principal competitors’ to its RSG 
business (offshore) as Aramark, Sodexo, and ESS.662 The same document 
also describes Entier’s ‘main competitors’ offshore as Aramark, ESS and 
Sodexo, and describes ‘other competitors’ as including Foss, Conntrak, 
Francois, IFS, Connect and Atlas.663 

(b) Entier’s information memorandum (which was intended for prospective 
acquirers of Entier) (dated July 2022) presents its market share in the UKCS, 

 
 
655 Aramark internal document, Annex 395 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 5.  
656 Aramark internal document, Annex 389 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 2.  
657 Aramark internal document, Annex 389 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 3.  
658 Aramark internal document, Annex 389 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 3.  
659 Aramark internal document, Annex 389 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 3. 
660 Aramark internal document, Annex 389 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 3.  
661 Aramark internal document, Annex 389 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 3.  
662 Entier internal document, Annex 185 to Entier’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, slide 23.  
663 Entier internal document, Annex 185 to Entier’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, slide 23.  
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listing the shares of the following competitors: Aramark, ESS, Sodexo, Self-
supply (‘Self’), and ‘Others’.664 

D.23 An Entier document implies that it considers self-supply to be a competitive 
alternative, though not a main source of competition. This document, ‘[]’, lists its 
‘main competitors’ as described in paragraph D.22(b), then lists ‘other 
competitors’. Included in ‘other competitors’, it notes that ‘[]’.665 

D.24 An Entier document implies that it considers the poaching of its staff to be a 
competitive threat. This document, ‘[]’, lists ‘[]’. It describes mitigating actions 
including ‘[]’.666 

Shares of supply 

D.25 We have reviewed documents relating to the Parties’ shares of supply in the 
markets for OCS. 

D.26 Aramark’s internal documents present its share of supply: 

(a) An Aramark document dated January 2024, ‘[]’, describes its share supply 
in the UKCS (by revenue) as [40-50]%. Other competitors’ shares are listed, 
namely ESS with [30-40]%, Entier with [20-30]%, ‘Self-Deliver’ with [0-5]%, 
Sodexo with [0-5]%, and Francois with [0-5]%.667 We note that the shares of 
all listed suppliers sum to 100%. 

(b) An Aramark document analysing shares of supply (by revenue) for the UKCS 
pre- and post-acquisition of Entier lists shares of supply for the UKCS pre-
acquisition, as [30-40]% for Aramark, [30-40]% for ESS, [20-30]% for Entier, 
[0-5]% for ‘Self-Deliver’, [0-5]% for Sodexo, and [0-5]% for Francois. Post-
acquisition, Aramark and Entier are listed as having a combined share of [60-
70]%.668 

D.27 Additionally, Aramark documents indicate that Aramark considered itself to be the 
market leader in the UKCS prior to the acquisition of Entier. 

(a) An Aramark document describing the potential acquisition of Entier, ‘[]’, 
notes under the heading ‘[]’ that the acquisition ‘expands leadership 
positions in UKCS/[]’.669 

 
 
664 Entier internal document, Annex 366 to Entier’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, slide 48.  
665 Entier internal document, Annex 185 to Entier’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, slide 14.  
666 Entier internal document, Annex 185 to Entier’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, slide 83.  
667 Aramark internal document, Annex 130 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 8.  
668 Aramark internal document, Annex 133 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, sheet 
‘[]’. As noted in a previous footnote, we consider that this document relates to the acquisition of Entier. 
669 Aramark internal document, Annex 117 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 26.  
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(b) Another Aramark document, ‘[]’, under the heading ‘[]’, notes that the 
acquisition of Entier would ‘cement Aramark’s already market leading 
position in the UKCS and bolster wider regions’.670 

D.28 An Entier document, ‘[]’, presents shares of supply (by POB) from 2008 to 2023. 
Entier’s share of supply in 2023 is described as approximately [30-40]%. Other 
competitors’ shares are listed, namely Aramark with approximately [20-30]%, ESS 
with approximately [20-30]%, IFS with approximately [5-10]%, ‘Self’ with 
approximately [5-10]%, Francois with approximately [0-5]%, Sodexo with 
approximately [0-5]%, and Trinity with approximately [0-5]%. Additionally, Foss, 
Conntrak and Celera are listed as having shares of [0-5]%.671 

D.29 Aramark and Entier documents imply that less than 10% of the market is 
accounted for by self-supply: 

(a) An Aramark document from 2024 calculates the share of self-supply in the 
UKCS by revenue as 2%.672 Similarly, an Aramark document calculating 
shares pre- and post-acquisition calculates the share of self-supply at 2%.673 

(b) An Entier document, ‘[]’, presents shares of supply by POB from 2023, 
with self-supply representing 6% of the market. 

Barriers to entry and expansion 

D.30 Some Aramark internal email exchanges suggest that Aramark is able to offer 
discounts for contracts involving more assets, including when combining []. For 
example: 

(a) In an internal email exchange regarding an invitation to tender from a 
customer ([]), involving two offshore lots and one onshore lot, Aramark 
identifies that it is in Aramark’s ‘[]’ to bid for all three lots, because ESS 
and Sodexo are ‘[]’, and because []’.674 Aramark later notes that ‘[]’ 
and that ‘[]’.675 

(b) In an email exchange between Aramark and a customer ([] Aramark notes 
that it offered several forms of discount to the customer, including ‘[]’. It 
proposed that it could offer an additional discount if it could secure the 
customer’s two campaigns in Norway, having already been confirmed as the 
catering provider for a vessel in the UKCS.676 

 
 
670 Aramark internal document, Annex 115 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4.  
671 Entier internal document, Annex 185 to Entier’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, slide 15.  
672 Aramark internal document, Annex 130 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 8.  
673 Aramark internal document, Annex 133 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
sheet. 
674 Aramark internal document, Annex 657 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025.  
675 Aramark internal document, Annex 657 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025.  
676 Aramark internal document, Annex 581 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025.  
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D.31 Aramark deal memos imply that []. For example: 

(a) An Aramark deal memo for a customer which Aramark notes as a ‘[]’ 
([]), lists as a []’.677 However, it notes the ‘[]’ that it is ‘[]’.678  

(b) An Aramark deal memo ([]) notes that Aramark ‘[]’ the last competitive 
tender for the customer’s Norwegian business because ‘[]’, and that ‘[]’. 
It goes on to note that ‘[]’.679 

(c) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, describes how ‘[].’680 

D.32 Aramark documents imply that it considered the potential acquisition of Norsk 
Offshore Catering, which would allow it to enter the Norwegian market. For 
example: 

(a) An Aramark document considering the acquisition of Norsk Offshore 
Catering, ‘[]’, under ‘[]’, notes that the acquisition enables Aramark ‘[]’ 
and enables Aramark to participate in multi-region bids including in 
Norway.681 

(b) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, describes how an ‘[]’ of NOC would ‘[]’, 
and how Norway represents an ‘[]’. It additionally notes that Aramark had 
‘[]’.682 

(c) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, under the imperative of ‘[]’, notes ‘[]’.683 

D.33 An Aramark deal memo implies that having a presence onshore and offshore may 
be an advantage for opportunities involving offshore and onshore assets, and 
conversely that lacking the ability to service both is a weakness. Specifically: 

(a) In an Aramark deal memo, ‘[]’, Aramark notes as part of its ‘[]’ the ‘[]’. 
Additionally, under ‘[]’, it notes that ‘[]’.684 

(b) In the same document, when describing competitors, Aramark notes as ‘[]’ 
for Sodexo that it ‘[]’, and for ESS it notes ‘[]’. []’, it notes for Sodexo 
that Sodexo ‘[]’.685 

 
 
677Aramark internal document, Annex 169 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 5.  
678 Aramark internal document, Annex 169 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 5.  
679 Aramark internal document, Annex 167 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
pages 1-2.  
680 Aramark internal document, Annex 129 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 21.  
681 Aramark internal document, Annex 152 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 4.  
682 Aramark internal document, Annex 123 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 12.  
683 Aramark internal document, Annex 097 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
slide 1.  
684 Aramark internal document, Annex 169 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
pages 2 and 4.  
685 Aramark internal document, Annex 169 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 4.  
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D.34 Entier documents imply that it uses []. For example: 

(a) Entier’s information memorandum (which was intended for prospective 
acquirers of Entier) ([]) includes case studies of winning offshore contracts 
due to onshore service delivery. Specifically: 

(i) It notes that [] awarded Entier’s offshore business (RSG) additional 
vessels ‘[]’.686 

(ii) It notes that [] has organised events for RSG clients onshore, such as 
for [] and [] management teams, and also for companies who are 
not existing RSG clients, such as [] and [].687 It further notes that 
‘[]’. 

(b) An Entier [] notes under ‘[]’ that targets for its Fresh business are ‘[]’ 
including which ‘[]’.688 

(c) An Entier []notes that six of its offshore contracts have come from ‘[]’.689 

D.35 One Aramark document indicates that having business in the Arabian Gulf is 
beneficial for winning certain global customers. This document, discussing its 
Arabian Gulf business strategy (‘[]’), describes a customer ([]) bringing its 
UKCS operations to market, and notes that ‘[]’.690  

Marine 

D.36 Some Aramark documents indicate that there are differences between Marine and 
the other sectors it serves. 

(a) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, lists under ‘Types of Installation/Market 
Segments’ four different items. It lists separately: ‘Oil and Gas Platform 
(Fixed, FPSO, FSO, NUI’s)’, ‘Mobile Offshore Drilling Units (Jack-Ups, Semi-
Subs, Drill-ships)’, ‘Accommodation Barges (Jack-Ups, Semi-Subs)’, and 
‘Renewable Energy / Marine (Jack-Ups, Vessels)’.691 

(b) An Aramark document, ‘[]’, notes that Entier’s other ‘main sector’ in 
offshore is Marine services, which Aramark ‘[]’.692 Additionally, in relation 
to Marine: 

(i) It notes that many incumbents self-operate catering services, and that 
‘[]’. 

 
 
686 Entier internal document, Annex 366 to Entier’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, page 30.  
687 Entier internal document, Annex 366 to Entier’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, page 35  
688 Entier internal document, Annex 185 to Entier’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, page 23.  
689 Entier internal document, Annex 202 to Entier’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, page 19.  
690 Aramark internal document, Annex 420 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
slide 3.  
691 Aramark internal document, Annex 129 to Aramak’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 6.  
692 Aramark internal document, Annex 120 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 5.  
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(ii) It notes that Entier’s main competitors are Sodexo, ISS and IFS 
(Belgium).693 

(iii) It notes that there are ‘[]’ as most vessels are on very short 
contracts.694 

(iv) It describes local labour requirements for marine vessels, noting that 
Marine services providers occasionally add ‘[]’ staff for specific 
jurisdictions, such as in Saudi Arabia where suppliers keep the normal 
crew onboard, but add Saudi nationals to fulfil local requirements.695 

(c) An Aramark document, [], lists under ‘[]’ two imperatives relating to 
Marine. It lists ‘[]’, and ‘[]’.696  

(d) An Aramark document relating to the acquisition, ‘[], notes as part of a 
‘[]that: 

(i) Regarding ‘[]’, Aramark is to ‘[]’. 

(ii) Regarding ‘[]’, that ‘[]’.697 

(e) An Aramark strategy document for the Arabian Gulf offshore business, ‘[], 
includes comments which imply that Marine customers are different from 
other customer types.698 It notes that: 

(i) Aramark’s Gulf business ‘[]which are ‘[]. 

(ii) Marine clients are ‘[]and ‘[]. 

D.37 Aramark and Entier documents indicate that the Parties each track the proportion 
of their offshore business that is servicing Marine customers. For example: 

(a) An Aramark document presenting its operational splits pre- and post-
acquisition calculates its pre-acquisition split as [5-10]% Marine, and Entier’s 
as [20-30]% Marine. It calculates its combined (post-acquisition) split as [10-
20]% Marine.699 

 
 
693 Aramark internal document, Annex 120 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 5.  
694 Aramark internal document, Annex 120 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 5.  
695 Aramark internal document, Annex 120 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 5. 
696 Aramark internal document, Annex 449 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 23.  
697 Aramark internal document, Annex 118 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
page 6.  
698 Aramark internal document, Annex 420 to Aramark’s response to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, 
page 3. Also in Aramark internal document, Annex 418 to the CMA’s s109 notice dated 7 August 2025, page 3.  
699 Aramark internal document, Annex 133 to Aramark’s response to the CMA Enquiry Letter dated 18 March 2025, 
sheet. 
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(b) An Entier document, ‘[], presents its RSG business split by sector, in which 
Marine (as distinct from renewables, accommodation, and decommissioning) 
represents [10-20]% of its RSG business. 
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