D. Confusing Similarity Between Domain Names and Complainant’s Marks

60. The Complainant asserts that the Domain Names are “Confusingly Similar” to one or

more of the Complainant’s corresponding marks. The Registrant disputes that any of the

Domain Names are “Confusingly Similar” to any of the Complainant’s marks.

61. Policy paragraph 3.4 provides a definition of “Confusingly Similar” as follows:

A domain name is "Confusingly Similar" to a Mark if the domain name so nearly

resembles the Mark in appearance, sound or the ideas suggested by the Mark as

to be likely to be mistaken for the Mark.
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62. In applying this definition, it is important to note that Policy paragraph 1.2 provides as

follows:

For the purposes of this Policy, "domain name" means the domain name

excluding the "dot-ca" suffix and the suffixes associated with all third and fourth

level domain names accepted for registration by CIRA.

63. Notwithstanding the use of the term “Confusingly Similar”, the following considerations
support the view that the test under Policy paragraph 3.4 is a test of resemblance based upon
first impression and imperfect recollection, rather than a test of confusion as applied in cases of
trade-mark infringement under the Canadian Trade-marks Act or passing off at Canadian
common law:

(a) The Policy’s definition of “Confusingly Similar” is similar to the wording of

Canadian Trade-marks Act section 9(1). Section 9(1) prohibits the adoption of

any mark “consisting of, or so nearly resembling as to be likely to be mistaken
for”, certain official marks and other prohibited marks. The test under Trademarks
Act section 9(1) is a test of resemblance based upon imperfect
recollection, rather than a test of source confusion. In particular, the test is

whether a person, on a first impression, knowing the official mark only and

having an imperfect recollection of it, would likely mistake the challenged mark
for the official mark. The section 9(1) test does not include consideration of

marketplace factors that are an important part of a source confusion analysis.12

(b) The Policy’s definition of “Confusingly Similar” is also similar to the wording of

Canadian Trade-marks Act sections 6(5)(e). Section 6(5)(e) sets forth one of the

circumstances a court is required to consider in determining whether trade-marks
or trade-names are confusing, namely “the degree of resemblance between the

trade-marks or trade-names and the in appearance or sound or in the ideas

suggested by them”. Significantly, the definition of “Confusingly Similar” does not
include any of the other criteria set forth in Trade-marks Act sections 6(5)(a) –

(d), namely, the inherent distinctiveness of the trade-marks or trade-names and

the extent to which they have become known, the length of time the trade-marks

or trade-names have been in use, the nature of the wares, services or business,

and the nature of the trade.
(c) A “Mark” within the meaning of the Policy may be a duly advertised official mark.

Applying a confusion test to official marks is not consistent with Canadian trademark
law. An official mark advertised under Trade-marks Act sections 9(1)(n)

may be relied upon to prevent the use of similar marks even though there is no
likelihood of confusion.
(d) A comparison of domain names and trade-marks without considering
marketplace criteria is consistent with the way in which domain names are used
on the Internet. Specifically, Internet users often use domain names without
knowing the nature and content of the website to which the domain name
connects and other marketplace criteria that are important considerations in a

conventional trade-mark confusion analysis.

12 See Canadian Olympic Assn. v. Olymel [2000] F.C.J. No. 842 (Fed. T.D.); Techniquip Ltd. v. Canadian

Olympic Assn. [1999] F.C.J. No. 1787 (F.C.A.), affirming [1998] F.C.J. No. 280 (F.C.T.D.); and Canadian

Olympic Assn. v. Logo-Motifs Ltd. [1999] F.C.J. No. 1847 (F.C.T.D.).
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(e) The procedure contemplated by the Policy is not well suited to the kinds of

factual determinations involved in a conventional confusion analysis applied in
trade-mark infringement disputes. In particular, the Policy is intended to be a

relatively quick and inexpensive process, panels must make factual
determinations based upon written submissions and documentary evidence,

complainants have no right of reply without the panel’s permission, and parties
are often not represented by counsel. (though here the complainant was)
64. The Panel notes that in proceedings under the UDRP, complainants are required to

prove that a disputed domain name is “identical or confusingly similar” to the complainant’s

corresponding trade-mark or service mark. However, unlike the Policy, the UDRP does not
contain a definition of the term “confusingly similar”. Consequently, decisions pursuant to the

UDRP are of little or no assistance in interpreting this aspect of the Policy [The Panel also notes that panels under the UDRP have applied different tests. Some panels have

undertaken a literal comparison of the domain name and the trade-mark, and have not considered

whether there is any source confusion. Other panels have undertaken a source confusion analysis as

required by conventional Anglo-American trade-mark law, which involves a consideration of all of the

circumstances including the strength of the complainant’s mark, the sophistication of likely consumers,

and the nature of the wares and services with which the domain name and conflicting mark are used.]

 65. Prior decisions under the Policy are not consistent regarding the test to be applied under
Policy paragraph 3.4. Two decisions have concluded that the test is one of resemblance:

Trans Union LLC v. 1491070 Ontario Inc. (April 23, 2003; Dispute No. TRA-030423-001011)

and Canadian Broadcasting Corporation v. Quon (April 8, 2003; Dispute No. DCA 681-CIRA).

Two other decisions have held that the test is one of “confusion”, either as that term is used in

conventional trade-mark infringement disputes or with slight modification: Browne & Co. Ltd. v.

Bluebird Industries (October 22, 2002, Dispute No. 00002) and Air Products Canada Ltd. v.

Index Quebec Inc. (April 15 and 23, 2003).

66. For the reasons set forth above, the Panel concludes that that the test for “Confusingly
Similar” under Policy paragraph 3.4 is one of resemblance based upon first impression and
imperfect recollection. Accordingly, for each Domain Name the Complainant must prove on a

balance of probabilities that a person, on a first impression, knowing the Complainant’s
corresponding mark only and having an imperfect recollection of it, would likely mistake the

Domain Name (without the .ca suffix) for Complainant’s corresponding mark based upon the

appearance, sound or the ideas suggested by the Mark.

67. As will be noted below, the Registrant places considerable reliance upon the decision in
Air Products Canada Ltd. v. Index Quebec Inc. (April 15 and 23, 2003). In that decision, the

panel found that the domain name <airproducts.ca> was not “Confusingly Similar” with the
complainant’s registered trade-mark AIRPRODUCTS & DESIGN because the words “air products”,

in the context of Internet use, were not distinctive and therefore could not cause confusion. The

Air Products panel’s reasoning in that regard was based upon the view that the test for

“Confusingly Similar” under Policy paragraph 3.4 is confusion. However, the Air Products panel
noted that the Policy is relatively new and has not been extensively interpreted, and expressly
acknowledged that Policy paragraph 3.4 could be interpreted to require a test of resemblance
rather than confusion. The Air Products panel held that under the resemblance test, the domain
name <airproducts.ca> was “Confusingly Similar” with the complainant’s registered
AIRPRODUCTS & DESIGN trade-mark. For the reasons set forth above, this Panel has concluded
that a test of resemblance based upon first impression and imperfect recollection is the

appropriate test under Policy paragraph 3.4. Accordingly, the Panel disagrees with the

conclusion in Air Products Canada Ltd. v. Index Quebec Inc. that confusion is the proper test
under Policy paragraph 3.4.
68. The Panel also disagrees with the reasoning in Air Products Canada Ltd. v. Index

Quebec Inc. to the extent that the panel in that case suggests that a complainant’s mark must
be distinctive in order to sustain a finding that a challenged domain name is “Confusingly
Similar” to the complainant’s mark under Policy paragraph 3.4. Distinctiveness may be an

appropriate consideration in determining whether a complainant has “Rights” in a “Mark” within

the meaning of the Policy [ For the reasons, distinctiveness of a complainant’s mark is relevant if a complainant relies upon an

unregistered trade-mark or certification mark, but is not relevant if the complainant relies upon a trademark

registered in the Canadian Intellectual Property Office prior to the domain name registration date or

an official mark duly advertised prior to the domain name registration date.

] However, distinctiveness of a complainant’s mark is not an

appropriate consideration in determining whether the challenged domain name is “Confusingly
Similar” to the complainant’s mark. The Panel’s view in this regard is consistent with the fact
that a complainant may rely upon an official mark advertised pursuant to paragraph 9(1)(n) of

the Trade-marks Act. Such official marks do not have to be distinctive in order to be advertised
under the Trade-marks Act or afforded significant protection under the Trade-marks Act.

69. The following are the Panel’s findings regarding whether the Domain Names are

“Confusingly Similar” to the Complainant’s corresponding marks.

(a) <governmentofcanada.ca>

70. The Complainant alleges that the <governmentofcanada.ca> domain name is

“Confusingly Similar” to its GOVERNMENT OF CANADA mark. The Registrant contends that the

domain name is not “Confusingly Similar” to the GOVERNMENT OF CANADA mark because the

mark is generic and descriptive in nature and not distinctive of the Complainant.

71. For the reasons set forth above, the distinctiveness of the GOVERNMENT OF CANADA mark
is not relevant to determining whether the <governmentofcanada.ca> domain name is

“Confusingly Similar” to the mark.

72. The <governmentofcanada.ca> domain name, without the .ca suffix, is identical to the

Complainant’s GOVERNMENT OF CANADA mark, except for the omission of spaces between
words. Applying the resemblance test, the Panel finds, on a balance of probabilities, that a

person, on a first impression, knowing the Complainant’s GOVERNMENT OF CANADA mark only
and having an imperfect recollection of it, would likely mistake the <governmentofcanada.ca>

domain name (without the .ca suffix) for the Complainant’s GOVERNMENT OF CANADA mark based

upon the appearance, sound or the ideas suggested by the Complainant’s mark. Accordingly,

the Panel finds that the <governmentofcanada.ca> domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to its

GOVERNMENT OF CANADA mark within the meaning of Policy paragraph 3.4.

(b) <gouvernementducanada.ca>

73. The Complainant alleges that the <gouvernementducanada.ca> domain name is

“Confusingly Similar” to its GOUVERNEMENT DU CANADA mark. The Registrant contends that the
domain name is not “Confusingly Similar” to the GOUVERNEMENT DU CANADA mark because the

mark is generic and descriptive in nature and not distinctive of the Complainant.

74. For the reasons set forth above, the distinctiveness of the GOUVERNEMENT DU CANADA

mark is not relevant to determining whether the <gouvernementducanada.ca> domain name is
“Confusingly Similar” to the mark.

75. The <gouvernementducanada.ca> domain name, without the .ca suffix, is identical to the

Complainant’s GOUVERNEMENT DU CANADA mark, except for the omission of spaces between

words. Applying the resemblance test, the Panel finds, on a balance of probabilities, that a

person, on a first impression, knowing the Complainant’s GOUVERNEMENT DU CANADA mark only

and having an imperfect recollection of it, would likely mistake the <gouvernementducanada.ca>

domain name (without the .ca suffix) for the Complainant’s GOUVERNEMENT DU CANADA mark

based upon the appearance, sound or the ideas suggested by the Complainant’s mark.

Accordingly, the Panel finds that the <gouvernementducanada.ca> domain name is

“Confusingly Similar” to its GOUVERNEMENT DU CANADA mark within the meaning of Policy

paragraph 3.4.

(c) <canadiancustoms.ca>

76. The Complainant alleges that the <canadiancustoms.ca> domain name is “Confusingly

Similar” to its CANADA CUSTOMS AND REVENUE AGENCY mark. The Registrant contends that the

domain name is not “Confusingly Similar” to the CANADA CUSTOMS AND REVENUE AGENCY mark

because: (i) the mark is generic and descriptive in nature and not distinctive of the Complainant;

and (ii) the mark includes the words “and revenue agency”, which are not part of the domain
name.

77. For the reasons set forth above, the distinctiveness of the CANADA CUSTOMS AND

REVENUE AGENCY mark is not relevant to determining whether the <canadiancustoms.ca>

domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to that mark.

78. The <canadiancustoms.ca> domain name, without the .ca suffix, is different in

appearance and sound from the Complainant’s CANADA CUSTOMS AND REVENUE AGENCY mark,

because the domain name uses the word “canadian" rather that “canada”, and does not include
the words “and revenue agency”. The Complainant’s CANADA CUSTOMS AND REVENUE AGENCY

mark suggests the idea of a government of Canada department responsible for the

administration of tariffs (customs) and revenue. The <canadiancustoms.ca> domain name
suggests two ideas: Canadian tariffs (customs) or the cultural traditions or habits (customs) of

Canadians.

79. Applying the resemblance test, the Panel finds that the Complainant has not proven, on

a balance of probabilities, that a person, on a first impression, knowing the Complainant’s

CANADA CUSTOMS AND REVENUE AGENCY mark only and having an imperfect recollection of it,

would likely mistake the <canadiancustoms.ca> domain name (without the .ca suffix) for the

Complainant’s CANADA CUSTOMS AND REVENUE AGENCY mark based upon the appearance,

sound or the ideas suggested by the Complainant’s mark. Accordingly, the Panel finds that the

Complainant has not proven, on a balance of probabilities, that the <canadiancustoms.ca>

domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to its CANADA CUSTOMS AND REVENUE AGENCY mark within
the meaning of Policy paragraph 3.4.
(d) <ecgc.ca>

80. The Complainant alleges that the <ecgc.ca> domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to its

EC.GC.CA mark. The Registrant contends that the domain name is not “Confusingly Similar” to

the EC.GC.CA mark because the domain name is not distinctive of the Complainant’s Department

of Environment.

81. For the reasons set forth above, the distinctiveness of the EC.GC.CA mark is not relevant

to determining whether the <ecgc.ca> domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to that mark.

82. The <ecgc.ca> domain name, without the .ca suffix, is identical to the Complainant’s

EC.GC.CA mark, except for the omission of a period between the “ec” and “gc” letters. Applying
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the resemblance test, the Panel finds, on a balance of probabilities, that a person, on a first

impression, knowing the Complainant’s EC.GC.CA mark only and having an imperfect

recollection of it, would likely mistake the <ecgc.ca> domain name (without the .ca suffix) for the

Complainant’s EC.GC.CA mark based upon the appearance, sound or the ideas suggested by

the Complainant’s mark. Accordingly, the Panel finds that the <ecgc.ca> domain name is

“Confusingly Similar” to the EC.GC.CA mark within the meaning of Policy paragraph 3.4.

(e) <weatheroffice.ca>

83. The Complainant alleges that the <weatheroffice.ca> domain name is “Confusingly

Similar” to its WEATHER OFFICE and WEATHEROFFICE.CA marks. The Registrant contends that the

domain name is not “Confusingly Similar” to the WEATHER OFFICE and WEATHEROFFICE.CA marks

because the marks are generic and descriptive in nature and not distinctive of the Complainant.

84. For the reasons set forth above, the distinctiveness of the WEATHER OFFICE and

WEATHEROFFICE.CA marks is not relevant to determining whether the <weatheroffice.ca> domain

name is “Confusingly Similar” to those marks.

85. The <weatheroffice.ca> domain name, without the .ca suffix, is identical to the

Complainant’s WEATHER OFFICE mark, except for the omission of spaces between words. The

<weatheroffice.ca> domain name, without the .ca suffix, is identical to the Complainant’s

WEATHEROFFICE.CA mark, except for the omission of the .ca suffix from the mark.

86. Applying the resemblance test, the Panel finds, on a balance of probabilities, that a

person, on a first impression, knowing the Complainant’s WEATHER OFFICE and

WEATHEROFFICE.CA marks only and having an imperfect recollection of them, would likely

mistake the <weatheroffice.ca> domain name (without the .ca suffix) for the Complainant’s

WEATHER OFFICE and WEATHEROFFICE.CA marks based upon the appearance, sound or the

ideas suggested by the Complainant’s marks. Accordingly, the Panel finds that the

<weatheroffice.ca> domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to the Complainant’s WEATHER OFFICE

and WEATHEROFFICE.CA marks within the meaning of Policy paragraph 3.4.

(f) <theweatheroffice.ca>

87. The Complainant alleges that the <theweatheroffice.ca> domain name is “Confusingly

Similar” to its WEATHER OFFICE and WEATHEROFFICE.CA marks. The Registrant contends that the

domain name is not “Confusingly Similar” to the WEATHER OFFICE and WEATHEROFFICE.CA marks

because the marks are generic and descriptive in nature and not distinctive of the Complainant.

88. For the reasons set forth above, the distinctiveness of the WEATHER OFFICE and

WEATHEROFFICE.CA marks is not relevant to determining whether the <theweatheroffice.ca>

domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to those marks.

89. The <theweatheroffice.ca> domain name, without the .ca suffix, is identical to the

Complainant’s WEATHER OFFICE mark, except for the omission of spaces between words and the

addition of the word “the”. The <theweatheroffice.ca> domain name, without the .ca suffix, is

identical to the Complainant’s WEATHEROFFICE.CA mark, except for the omission of spaces

between words and the .ca suffix from the mark and the addition of the word “the”.

90. Applying the resemblance test, the Panel finds, on a balance of probabilities, that a

person, on a first impression, knowing the Complainant’s WEATHER OFFICE and

WEATHEROFFICE.CA marks only and having an imperfect recollection of them, would likely

mistake the <theweatheroffice.ca> domain name (without the .ca suffix) for the Complainant’s

WEATHER OFFICE and WEATHEROFFICE.CA marks based upon the appearance, sound or the

ideas suggested by the Complainant’s marks. Accordingly, the Panel finds that the
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<theweatheroffice.ca> domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to the Complainant’s WEATHER

OFFICE and WEATHEROFFICE.CA marks within the meaning of Policy paragraph 3.4.

(g) <publicworkscanada.ca>

91. The Complainant alleges that the <publicworkscanada.ca> domain name is “Confusingly

Similar” to its PUBLIC WORKS AND GOVERNMENT SERVICES CANADA mark.15 The Registrant

contends that the domain name is not “Confusingly Similar” to the PUBLIC WORKS AND

GOVERNMENT SERVICES CANADA mark because the mark is generic and descriptive in nature and

not distinctive of the Complainant.

92. For the reasons set forth above, the distinctiveness of the PUBLIC WORKS AND

GOVERNMENT SERVICES CANADA mark is not relevant to determining whether the

<publicworkscanada.ca> domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to that mark.

93. The <publicworkscanada.ca> domain name, without the .ca suffix, is different in

appearance and sound from the Complainant’s PUBLIC WORKS AND GOVERNMENT SERVICES

CANADA mark, because the domain name uses the does not include the words “and government

services”. Both the Complainant’s mark and the <publicworkscanada.ca> domain name

suggest the idea of public works in Canada, however only the Complainant’s mark also

suggests the idea of government services in Canada.

94. Notwithstanding the differences between the Complainant’s mark and the challenged

domain name, applying the resemblance test, the Panel finds, on a balance of probabilities, that

a person, on a first impression, knowing the Complainant’s PUBLIC WORKS AND GOVERNMENT

SERVICES CANADA mark only and having an imperfect recollection of it, would likely mistake the

<publicworkscanada.ca> domain name (without the .ca suffix) for the Complainant’s PUBLIC

WORKS AND GOVERNMENT SERVICES CANADA mark based upon the appearance, sound or the

ideas suggested by the Complainant’s mark. Accordingly, the Panel finds that the

<publicworkscanada.ca> domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to the Complainant’s PUBLIC

WORKS AND GOVERNMENT SERVICES CANADA mark within the meaning of Policy paragraph 3.4.

(h) <statscanada.ca>

95. The Complainant alleges that the <statscanada.ca> domain name is “Confusingly

Similar” to its STATISTICS CANADA mark. The Registrant contends that the domain name is not

“Confusingly Similar” to the STATISTICS CANADA mark because: (i) the mark is generic and

descriptive in nature and not distinctive of the Complainant; and (ii) the term “stats” is an

acronym for the name of numerous other organizations.

96. For the reasons set forth above, the distinctiveness of the STATISTICS CANADA mark is not

relevant to determining whether the <statscanada.ca> domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to

that mark.

97. The <statscanada.ca> domain name, without the .ca suffix, is different in appearance

and sound from the Complainant’s STATISTICS CANADA mark, because the domain name uses

the abbreviated term “stats” instead of the complete word “statistics” used in the mark.

Nevertheless, both the Complainant’s mark and the <statscanada.ca> domain name suggest

15 The Complainant also alleges that the <publicworkscanada.ca> domain name is “Confusingly Similar”

to its alleged PUBLIC WORKS CANADA mark. For the reasons set forth above, the Complainant does not
have rights in the PUBLIC WORKS CANADA mark. Accordingly, it is neither necessary nor appropriate for the

Panel to make any finding regarding whether the <publicworkscanada.ca> domain name is “Confusingly

Similar” to the PUBLIC WORKS CANADA mark within the meaning of the Policy.
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the idea of a government of Canada department responsible for statistics. In this regard, the

Panel notes that the official Statistics Canada website uses the domain name <statscan.ca>,

which confirms that Panel’s view that the term “stats” is understood to be an abbreviation of the

word “statistics”.

98. Applying the resemblance test, the Panel finds, on a balance of probabilities, that a

person, on a first impression, knowing the Complainant’s STATISTICS CANADA mark only and

having an imperfect recollection of it, would likely mistake the <statscanada.ca> domain name

(without the .ca suffix) for the Complainant’s STATISTICS CANADA mark based upon the

appearance, sound or the ideas suggested by the Complainant’s mark. Accordingly, the Panel

finds that the <statscanada.ca> domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to the Complainant’s

STATISTICS CANADA mark within the meaning of Policy paragraph 3.4.

(i) <statcanada.ca>

99. The Complainant alleges that the <statcanada.ca> domain name is “Confusingly Similar”

to its STATISTICS CANADA mark. The Registrant contends that the domain name is not

“Confusingly Similar” to the STATISTICS CANADA mark because: (i) the mark is generic and

descriptive in nature and not distinctive of the Complainant; and (ii) the term “stat” is an acronym

for numerous other organizations.

100. For the reasons set forth above, the distinctiveness of the STATISTICS CANADA mark is not

relevant to determining whether the <statcanada.ca> domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to

that mark.

101. The <statcanada.ca> domain name, without the .ca suffix, is different in appearance and

sound from the Complainant’s STATISTICS CANADA mark, because the domain name uses the

term “stat” instead of the complete word “statistics” used in the mark. On a close comparison,

the term “stat” is different from the term “stats”, and might not convey the idea of “statistics”. On

the other hand, the Panel notes that the official Statistics Canada website uses both domain

names <statscan.ca> and <statcan.ca>, which confirms that Panel’s view that both terms “stats”

and “stat” are understood to be abbreviations of the word “statistics”. In any event, the

appropriate test requires the Panel to consider the first impression of the domain name in the

mind of a person with an imperfect recollection of the corresponding mark. The Panel finds that

from that perspective, both the Complainant’s mark and the <statcanada.ca> domain name

suggest the idea of a government of Canada department responsible for statistics.

102. Applying the resemblance test, the Panel finds, on a balance of probabilities, that a

person, on a first impression, knowing the Complainant’s STATISTICS CANADA mark only and

having an imperfect recollection of it, would likely mistake the <statcanada.ca> domain name

(without the .ca suffix) for the Complainant’s STATISTICS CANADA mark based upon the

appearance, sound or the ideas suggested by the Complainant’s mark. Accordingly, the Panel

finds that the <statcanada.ca> domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to the Complainant’s

STATISTICS CANADA mark within the meaning of Policy paragraph 3.4.

(j) <transportcanada.ca>

103. The Complainant alleges that the <transportcanada.ca> domain name is “Confusingly

Similar” to its TRANSPORT CANADA mark. The Registrant contends that the domain name is not

“Confusingly Similar” to the TRANSPORT CANADA mark because the mark is generic and

descriptive in nature and not distinctive of the Complainant.

104. For the reasons set forth above, the distinctiveness of the TRANSPORT CANADA mark is

not relevant to determining whether the <transportcanada.ca> domain name is “Confusingly

Similar” to that mark.
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105. The <transportcanada.ca> domain name, without the .ca suffix, is identical to the

Complainant’s TRANSPORT CANADA mark, except for the omission of spaces between words.

Applying the resemblance test, the Panel finds, on a balance of probabilities, that a person, on a

first impression, knowing the Complainant’s TRANSPORT CANADA mark only and having an

imperfect recollection of it, would likely mistake the <transportcanada.ca> domain name (without

the .ca suffix) for the Complainant’s TRANSPORT CANADA mark based upon the appearance,

sound or the ideas suggested by the Complainant’s mark. Accordingly, the Panel finds that the

<transportcanada.ca> domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to the Complainant’s TRANSPORT

CANADA mark within the meaning of Policy paragraph 3.4.

