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Pentastar Transport Ltd. v. FCA US LLC, 2020 FC 367.

In this case, Pentastar Transport Ltd. (“PTL”) exercised its statutory right of appeal from
a decision of the Registrar, as prescribed by s. 56 of the Trade-marks Act. The Registrar
had rejected PTL’s opposition to FCA US LLC’s (“FCA US”) trademark application. In its
application, FCA US proposed to use the word mark PENTASTAR for vehicle engines.
Meanwhile, PTL owned the word mark PENTASTAR in association with oil and gas
services.

The hearing before the Registrar occurred under the old Trade-marks Act (“the Act”’) and
therefore the Act also governed the appeal. PTL appealed the Registrar’s decision that
FCA US did not violate s. 38(2)(a) of the Act, which states that non-conformity with s. 30
is a ground for opposition. PTL argued that FCA US did not conform with s. 30(e) of the
Act, because FCA US did not intend to use the trademark in Canada at the time of the
application.

Justice Kane of the Federal Court dismissed the appeal. She began by describing the
parties’ burdens in opposition proceedings. First, there is an evidential burden on the
opponent (PTL in this case) to support the facts pleaded in its statement of opposition. If
this evidential burden is met, there is a legal burden on the applicant (FCA US in this
case), to show that the application does not contravene the provisions of the Act as
alleged by the opponent. The Registrar had found that PTL had not met its evidentiary
burden, and in any event, FCA US had met its legal burden.

Justice Kane decided that there was no palpable and overriding error when the
Registrar found that PTL had not met its initial evidential burden to show that FCA US
did not have a genuine intention to use the mark as of the filing date, despite it being a
light one. The Registrar “clearly understood” and addressed PTL’s arguments and
evidence. It was open to the Registrar to conclude that the evidence of PTL’s private
investigator witness, who visited one of FCA US’ car dealerships on one occasion and
reportedly saw no use of the PENTASTAR mark, was not sufficient to meet PTL’s
evidential burden. The Registrar did not err in stating that the concepts of “use” and
“‘intent to use” are not interchangeable, and that use of the mark since the filing date
may be considered, but is not a proxy for its intended use. There was no evidence
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presented indicating that FCA US did not have an intention to use the mark at the filing

date, and therefore the Registrar made no reviewable error.

Justice Kane also found that the Registrar did not err in deciding that FCA US had met
its legal burden. Although PTL alleged that FCA US’ only use of the PENTASTAR mark
was on promotional materials, the Registrar found that the mark also appeared on point
of sale materials (invoices), and that the press releases bearing the mark were
distributed shortly after FCA US filed its application. This evidence was sufficient to
support FCA’s intent to use the mark at the filing date, and the appeal was dismissed.

Although section 30(e) is no longer a ground of opposition under the new Trademarks
Act (the “New Act”), section 38(2)(e) of the New Act contains a similar provision. The
new section 38(2)(e) states that a trademark application can be opposed if, at the filing
date of the application, the applicant was not using and did not propose to use the
trademark in Canada in association with the good or services specified in the
application. Therefore, it is likely that case law interpreting the old s. 30(e) will still have

precedential value.

Expertise

Intellectual Property, Copyright, Industrial Design, Licensing, Patents, Trademarks, Intellectual Property

Litigation

BLG | Canada’s Law Firm

As the largest, truly full-service Canadian law firm, Borden Ladner Gervais LLP (BLG) delivers practical legal
advice for domestic and international clients across more practices and industries than any Canadian firm.
With over 725 lawyers, intellectual property agents and other professionals, BLG serves the legal needs of
businesses and institutions across Canada and beyond — from M&A and capital markets, to disputes, financing,

and trademark & patent registration.

blg.com

BLG Offices

Calgary

Centennial Place, East Tower
520 3rd Avenue S.W.
Calgary, AB, Canada

T2P OR3

T 403.232.9500
F 403.266.1395

Montréal

1000 De La Gauchetiere Street West
Suite 900

Montréal, QC, Canada

H3B 5H4

T 514.954.2555
F 514.879.9015

Ottawa

World Exchange Plaza
100 Queen Street
Ottawa, ON, Canada
K1P 139

T 613.237.5160
F 613.230.8842

Toronto

Bay Adelaide Centre, East Tower
22 Adelaide Street West
Toronto, ON, Canada

M5H 4E3

T 416.367.6000
F 416.367.6749

Vancouver

1200 Waterfront Centre
200 Burrard Street
Vancouver, BC, Canada
V7X 1T2

T 604.687.5744
F 604.687.1415


https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property/copyright
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property/industrial-design
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property/licensing
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property/patents
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property/trademarks
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/disputes/ip-disputes-litigation
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/disputes/ip-disputes-litigation
http://www.blg.com

BLG

The information contained herein is of a general nature and is not intended to constitute legal advice, a complete statement of the law, or an
opinion on any subject. No one should act upon it or refrain from acting without a thorough examination of the law after the facts of a specific
situation are considered. You are urged to consult your legal adviser in cases of specific questions or concerns. BLG does not warrant or
guarantee the accuracy, currency or completeness of this publication. No part of this publication may be reproduced without prior written
permission of Borden Ladner Gervais LLP. If this publication was sent to you by BLG and you do not wish to receive further publications from
BLG, you may ask to remove your contact information from our mailing lists by emailing unsubscribe@blg.com or manage your subscription
preferences at blg.com/MyPreferences. If you feel you have received this message in error please contact communications@blg.com. BLG’s
privacy policy for publications may be found at blg.com/en/privacy.

© 2025 Borden Ladner Gervais LLP. Borden Ladner Gervais LLP is an Ontario Limited Liability Partnership.


mailto:unsubscribe@blg.com
http://blg.com/MyPreferences
mailto:communications@blg.com
http://www.blg.com/en/privacy
http://www.blg.com/en/privacy
http://www.blg.com/en/privacy



