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ONTARIO 
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE  

BETWEEN: 

S. DESJARDINS 

Plaintiff  

and 

STARBUCKS COFFEE CANADA, INC. 
and STARBUCKS CORPORATION 

 
Defendants 

Proceeding under the Class Proceedings Act, 1992, S.O. 1992, C. 6 

STATEMENT OF CLAIM 

TO THE DEFENDANTS 

  A LEGAL PROCEEDING HAS BEEN COMMENCED AGAINST YOU by the plaintiff.  
The claim made against you is set out in the following pages. 

  IF YOU WISH TO DEFEND THIS PROCEEDING, you or an Ontario lawyer acting for you 
must prepare a statement of defence in Form 18A prescribed by the Rules of Civil Procedure, serve 
it on the plaintiff’s lawyer or, where the plaintiff does not have a lawyer, serve it on the plaintiff, 
and file it, with proof of service in this court office, WITHIN TWENTY DAYS after this 
statement of claim is served on you, if you are served in Ontario. 

  If you are served in another province or territory of Canada or in the United States of America, 
the period for serving and filing your statement of defence is forty days.  If you are served outside 
Canada and the United States of America, the period is sixty days. 

  Instead of serving and filing a statement of defence, you may serve and file a notice of intent to 
defend in Form 18B prescribed by the Rules of Civil Procedure.  This will entitle you to ten more 
days within which to serve and file your statement of defence. 

  IF YOU FAIL TO DEFEND THIS PROCEEDING, JUDGMENT MAY BE GIVEN 
AGAINST YOU IN YOUR ABSENCE AND WITHOUT FURTHER NOTICE TO YOU.  IF 
YOU WISH TO DEFEND THIS PROCEEDING BUT ARE UNABLE TO PAY LEGAL 
FEES, LEGAL AID MAY BE AVAILABLE TO YOU BY CONTACTING A LOCAL 
LEGAL AID OFFICE. 
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  IF YOU PAY THE PLAINTIFF’S CLAIM, within the time for serving and filing your statement 
of defence you may move to have this proceeding dismissed by the court.  

  TAKE NOTICE: THIS ACTION WILL AUTOMATICALLY BE DISMISSED if it has not 
been set down for trial or terminated by any means within five years after the action was 
commenced unless otherwise ordered by the court. 

Date: March 12, 2026                                Issued by  ……………………………… 
 
                                                                                    Local registrar 
 
                                                        Address of          Ontario Superior Court of Justice 
                                                        Court office:       161 Elgin Street, 2nd Floor 
 Ottawa, ON M5G K2P 2K1 
 
 

TO:  STARBUCKS COFFEE CANADA, INC. 
   1205-5140 Yonge St. 
   North York, Ontario M2N 6L7 
 
   STARBUCKS CORPORATION 
           2401 Utah Avenue South 
           Seattle, Washington 98134  
            U.S.A. 
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A.   OVERVIEW 

1. The Plaintiff wishes to institute a class action on behalf of the following class, of which she 

is a member, namely:  

 
All persons resident in Canada who purchased a Starbucks Coffee Product 
(Principal Class); 
 
AND 
 
All persons resident in Canada who purchased a Starbucks Decaf Coffee 
Product (Sub-Class); 

2. The term “Starbucks Coffee Products” includes all coffee bean products manufactured by 

Starbucks that includes the phrase “Committed to 100% Ethical Coffee Sourcing”, including by 

not limited to coffee beans sold directly by Starbucks and/or via third party retailers.  This term 

also includes both caffeinated and decaffeinated coffee beans sold in whole bean, ground, or via 

Keurig K-Cup formats.  The term “Starbucks Decaf Coffee Product” is a subset of Starbucks Coffee 

Products made with decaffeinated coffee beans; 

3. The Defendants Starbucks Corporation and Starbucks Coffee Canada, Inc. (collectively 

referred to as “Starbucks”) own, develop, operate, market, advertise, maintain, and administer, a 

retail business specializing in the sale of coffee and other beverages directly to consumers across 

Canada and the world.  It is one of the most successful and ubiquitous coffee retailers on the planet. 

4. The Plaintiff contends that the Defendants falsely advertise and promote their coffee by 

making the following representations: 

• Starbucks Coffee Product is “Committed to 100% Ethical Coffee Sourcing” through 
its Coffee and Farmer Equity Practices (“C.A.F.E.”) program; and 

 
• Starbucks Decaf Coffee Product is “100% Arabica coffee.” 
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5. These representations are false or otherwise misleading because Starbucks omitted to 

disclose material facts, namely that: 

• Coffee farms in Starbucks’ supply chain were disregarding Starbucks’ own human-rights 
standards while continuing to receive or retain C.A.F.E. certification; 

• Certain Starbucks Decaf Coffee Products contain volatile organic compounds (“VOCs”), 
including benzene, toluene and methylene chloride. 

6. The Defendants’ misrepresentations are featured on their websites, product packaging, and 

reports available to the public. 

7. The Plaintiff contends that the Defendants’ conduct: 

• amounts to deceptive and/or unconscionable acts or practices and/or acts or practices 
otherwise prohibited under the Consumer Protection Act, 2002, S.O. 2002 c. 30, and 
Other Provincial and Territorial Consumer Protection Legislation; 
 

• involves false and/or misleading representations under the Competition Act, R.S.C. 
1985, c. c-34, in addition to  

 
• crystallizing the torts of negligent or fraudulent misrepresentation 

8. As a direct result of Defendants’ unlawful conduct, Plaintiff and Class Members suffered 

cognizable monetary injury from purchasing Starbucks coffee products they would not have 

purchased or by over-paying for such products, but for Defendants’ misrepresentations. 

9. Starbucks’ conduct was intentional, brazen, reckless, wanton, illegal, and in clear disregard 

for the rights of consumers, namely, Plaintiff and Class Members.  The conduct was and remains 

systemic in nature – punitive damages are warranted. 

10. The Defendants are therefore liable to compensate Plaintiff and Class Members for injuries 

they incurred. 
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11. The remedies sought are not limited to the payment of money in the form of compensatory 

and punitive damages but extend to injunctive relief enjoining Starbucks to permanently cease and 

desist from continuing the above-mentioned practices. 

B.      DEFINED TERMS 

11. In this Statement of Claim, the following terms have the following meanings: 

a. “Competition Act” means the Competition Act, R.S.C., 1985, c. C-34; 

b. “Consumer Protection Act” means the Consumer Protection Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c. 

30, or the Consumer Protection Act, 2023, S.O. 2023 (as applicable); 1 

c. “Defendants” means Starbucks Corporation and Starbucks Coffee Canada, Inc.;  

d. “Individual” means an individual acting for personal, family or household purposes, 

including a consumer, and does not include a person acting for business purposes; 

e. “Other Consumer Protection Legislation” means The Consumer Protection Act, 

CCSM c. 200; the Business Practices and Consumer Protection Act, SBC 2004, c.2, as 

amended, including ss. 4, 5 & 8-10 (British Columbia); the Consumer Protection Act, 

RSA 2000, c C-26.3, as amended, including ss. 5-9 & 13 (Alberta); The Consumer 

Protection and Business Practices Act, SS 2013, c. C-30.2, as amended, including ss. 

5-9, 26 & 36 (Saskatchewan); The Business Practices Act, CCSM, c B120, as amended, 

including ss. 2-9 & 23 (Manitoba); the Consumer Protection and Business Practices 

Act, SNL 2009, c C-31.1, as amended, including ss. 7-10, and the Trade Practices Act, 

RSNL 1990, c T-7, as amended, including ss. 5-7 & 14 (Newfoundland); the Consumer 

 
1 Note that the Consumer Protection Act, 2002 is scheduled to be “repealed on a day to be named by proclamation of 
the Lieutenant Governor” and replaced by the Consumer Protection Act, 2023, S.O. 2023, which “comes in to force 
on a day to be named by proclamation of the Lieutenant Governor.” It is expected that both proclamations will be made 
on the same day, or that a single proclamation will effect the simultaneous repeal and replacement of the Consumer 
Protection Act, 2002. In the event that the proclamation is made on a day falling between the day this statement of 
claim is filed and the day any settlement is achieved in the present proposed class action, the Plaintiff relies on the 
Consumer Protection Act, 2002 in relation to any conduct occurring before the date of its repeal, and the Consumer 
Protection Act, 2023 in respect of conduct occurring as of the date of said proclamation. 



6 
 

Protection Act, SNB 2024, c. 16, including ss. 8-14, 16, 28-37 (New Brunswick); the 

Consumer Protection Act, RSNS 1989, c 92, including ss. 16 (Nova Scotia); the 

Business Practices Act, RSPEI 1988, c B-7, as amended, including ss. 3, 4, 7, 8 (Prince 

Edward Island); the Consumers Protection Act, RSY 2002, c 40, as amended (Yukon); 

the Consumer Protection Act, RSNWT 1988, c C-17, as amended (Northwest 

Territories); and the Consumer Protection Act, RSNWT (Nu) 1988, c C-17 (Nunavut). 

C.       RELIEF SOUGHT 

12. The Plaintiff claims against Starbucks on her own behalf and on behalf of the Class, of 

which she is a member: 

a. an Order certifying this action as a class proceeding and appointing the Plaintiff as 

the Representative Plaintiff of the Class; 

b. A declaration that Starbucks’ representations at issue in this class action constitute 

unfair practices under sections 14, 15, and 17 of the Ontario Consumer Protection 

Act, 2002 and analogous provisions in Other Provincial and Territorial Consumer 

Protection Legislation; 

c. a declaration that Starbucks’ representations at issue in this class action constitute 

false and/or misleading representations in violation of s. 52(1) of the Competition 

Act; 

d. an Order for damages under s. 52(1) of the Competition Act, along with the cost of 

the investigation undertaken in connection with Starbucks’ violation of s. 52(1) of 

the Competition Act, on a full indemnity basis; 

e. a declaration that Starbucks committed the tort of fraudulent or negligent 

misrepresentation; 

f. Rescission, repayment, recovery of money paid as a result of the alleged conduct, 

recovery of the amount by which the Class members’ payments exceed the actual 

value of the coffee purchased, damages, compensation for any loss suffered as a 
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result of the alleged conduct, or any other remedy available under sections 9, 13, or 

18 of the Ontario Consumer Protection Act, 2002 and analogous provisions in Other 

Canadian Provincial and Territorial Consumer Protection Legislation, calculated on 

an aggregate basis; 

g. Injunctive relief enjoining Starbucks to permanently cease and desist from 

continuing to make misleading and/or fraudulent misrepresentations and omissions 

concerning the ‘pure’ content of their Starbucks Decaf Coffee Products or their 

Starbucks Coffee Products being ethically sourced; 

h. special damages for out-of-pocket and inconvenience expenses incurred; 

i. Punitive, exemplary, and aggravated damages, pursuant to sections 18 and 100(3) 

of the Ontario Consumer Protection Act, 2002 and analogous provisions in Other 

Canadian Provincial and Territorial Consumer Protection Legislation; 

j. a reference to decide any issues not decided at the trial of the common issues; 

k. costs of this action on a substantial indemnity basis or in an amount that provides 

full indemnity plus the costs of distribution of an award under ss. 24 or 25 of the 

Class Proceedings Act, 1992, S.O. 1992, c. 6 (“CPA”); 

l. costs of administration and notice, plus taxes, associated with the distribution and 

the fees payable to a person administering the distribution pursuant to s. 26(9) of 

the CPA;  

m. pre-judgment compounded and post-judgment interest pursuant to ss. 128 and 129 

of the Courts of Justice Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. 43; and 

n. Such further and other relief as this Honourable Court deems just. 

D.  THE PARTIES 
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The Plaintiff  

13. The Plaintiff has purchased Starbucks Decaf Coffee Products over the past several years at 

various different Starbucks location in Greenfield Park, Brossard, and St-Hubert, in Quebec. 

14. At each point of sale, the Plaintiff saw and relied on the representations as alleged herein 

(“committed to 100% ethical coffee sourcing” and “100% Arabica Coffee”) contained on the 

Starbucks Decaf Coffee Products’ labelling. 

15. The Plaintiff understood these representations to mean that purchasing a Starbucks Coffee 

Product reflected a more ethical supply-chain choice than purchasing other, lower-priced coffee 

products that did not make comparable claims; 

16. The Plaintiff was further made to understand that Starbucks Decaf Coffee Products were 

pure and had minimal additional processing. 

17. But for Starbucks’ misrepresentations, and had the Plaintiff known the truth, she would not 

have purchased Starbucks Decaf Coffee Products. 

18. The Plaintiff paid a price premium for Starbucks Decaf Coffee Products based on the belief, 

created by Starbucks’ point-of-sale representations, that the products were ethically sourced and 

(in the case of decaffeinated coffee), free from undisclosed chemical solvents.  

19. As a result, the Plaintiff paid more than the true market value of the products at the time of 

purchase and suffered monetary injury in the form of out-of-pocket overpayment for the Starbucks 

coffee products she purchased. 
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The Defendants 

20.     Starbucks Corporation (“Starbucks USA”) was founded in 1971 and based in Seattle.  It is a 

premier global roaster and retailer of specialty coffee, operating over 40,000 stores across 88 

markets as of early 2026. 

21.    Starbucks Coffee Products are sold in Canada with packaging that states: 

ROASTED AND PACKED FOR / TORRÉFIÉ ET EMBALLÉ POUR 
STARBUCKS COFFEE COMPANY 
2401 UTAH AVENUE SOUTH 
SEATTLE, WA 98134 USA / É.-U. 

22.    Starbucks USA does business in Canada through its Canadian subsidiary Starbucks Coffee 

Canada, Inc.  

23.   The Defendants operate as corporate alter egos that are neither separate nor independent. 

24.   The Starbucks Defendants derive substantial revenue from the sale of coffee products in 

Canada, including significant revenue derived from the sale of coffee products sold and purchased 

in Ontario. 

25.      In light of the foregoing, the Defendants are jointly and severally liable for the acts and 

omissions of the other. 

E.  FACTS 

Defendants’ Unlawful Practices 

26. The Plaintiff contends that the Defendants falsely advertise and promote their coffee by 

making the following false representations: 
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• Starbucks is “Committed to 100% Ethical Coffee Sourcing” through its Coffee and 
Farmer Equity Practices program; and 

• Starbucks coffee is “100% Arabica coffee.” 

(1) Representations Regarding Ethically-Sourced Coffee 

27. Starbucks displays the following representation on the front, in a prominent location of 

every Starbucks Coffee Product: 

COMMITTED TO 100% ETHICAL COFFEE SOURCING 
ENGAGÉ POUR UN APPROVISIONNEMENT EN CAFÉ 100% ÉTHIQUE 

28. On the side of every Starbucks Coffee Product appears the following representation: 

KNOW YOUR COFFEE 
CONNAISSEZ VOTRE CAFÉ 
 
Committed to 100% Ethical Coffee Sourcing in partnership with 
Notre engagement: que 100% de nos cafés respectent des pratiques 
d’approvisionnement éthique, en collaboration avec 
 
CONSERVATION INTERNATIONAL (logo) 

29. Similar representations about Starbucks’ “ethical sourcing approach to buying coffee”, its 

relationship with Conservation International, and its respect of Coffee and Farmer Equity 

(C.A.F.E.) Practices are also extensive and prominent on its Canadian and American websites. 

30. Reasonable consumers rely on these representations in deciding whether to purchase 

Starbucks Coffee Products and what to pay for them – in other words, consumers find such 

representation to be material, and Starbucks knows this to be true: 

- “60% of consumers would stop using a product if they knew that human trafficking or 
forced labor was used to create it”;2 

 
2 https://www.enterrasolutions.com/insights/even-if-consumers-arent-aware-of-humantrafficking-
companies-need-to-be.  

https://www.enterrasolutions.com/insights/even-if-consumers-arent-aware-of-humantrafficking-companies-need-to-be
https://www.enterrasolutions.com/insights/even-if-consumers-arent-aware-of-humantrafficking-companies-need-to-be
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- “35 percent of consumers would stop buying from brands they perceive as unethical 
even if there is no substitute available;3 

- “more than 75% of consumers said they were not likely to continue purchasing from 
clothing brands if they knew those brands were made with child labor”;4 

- “Americans seem concerned that the food they purchase is not tainted by child labor. 
Nearly 6 in 10 survey respondents—59 percent—disagreed that ‘it is acceptable for a 
child under 14 to work for wages in the fields, harvesting produce to be sold in grocery 
stores.’ An even larger percentage—67 percent—said that the U.S. should not import 
products made or harvested by children under the age of 14”;5 

31. Analysis from a recent McKinsey & Co. study showed U.S. sales data from 2017 to June 

2022 saw a growing consumer preference for responsibly produced goods.  The McKinsey study 

found that products with corporate responsibility advertising achieved disproportionate growth in 

sales compared to analogous products that were marketed without corporate responsibility claims, 

including packaged coffee. 

32. A 2009 study by a group of political scientists at the University of Connecticut found that 

75 percent of coffee buyers report that they would be willing to pay 50 cents extra for a pound of 

coffee (approximately 15% of the sales price) if it was certified as ethically produced. 

33. A 2011 study led by researchers at Harvard University studied consumer willingness to pay 

a premium for ethically sourced coffee that is produced without the use of forced or child labour.  

The Harvard study found that consumers were willing to pay an average of 23% more for coffee 

certified as ethically produced. 

 
3 https://www.mintel.com/press-centre/56-of-americans-stop-buying-from-brands-they-believe-are-
unethical.  
4 https://www.ipsos.com/en-us/majority-55-americans-willing-pay-more-clothing-not-made-using-child-
labor  
5https://stopchildlabor.org/american-public-young-farmworkers-deserve-equal-protection-of-child-labor-
lawsconsumer-survey-finds-americans-concerned-about-youth-working-in-ag-2.   

https://www.mintel.com/press-centre/56-of-americans-stop-buying-from-brands-they-believe-are-unethical
https://www.mintel.com/press-centre/56-of-americans-stop-buying-from-brands-they-believe-are-unethical
https://www.ipsos.com/en-us/majority-55-americans-willing-pay-more-clothing-not-made-using-child-labor
https://www.ipsos.com/en-us/majority-55-americans-willing-pay-more-clothing-not-made-using-child-labor
https://stopchildlabor.org/american-public-young-farmworkers-deserve-equal-protection-of-child-labor-lawsconsumer-survey-finds-americans-concerned-about-youth-working-in-ag-2
https://stopchildlabor.org/american-public-young-farmworkers-deserve-equal-protection-of-child-labor-lawsconsumer-survey-finds-americans-concerned-about-youth-working-in-ag-2
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34. A 2019 study of almost a thousand consumers also found that consumers were willing to 

pay twenty-two additional cents per ounce for coffee that directly benefited farmers and their 

communities. 

35. Serious labour and human-rights violations at coffee farms participating in Starbucks’ 

C.A.F.E. Practices program, are incompatible with Starbucks being “100% Committed to Ethical 

Coffee Sourcing”; 

36. These violations span multiple years, involve numerous suppliers, and have been identified 

across multiple countries and regions, including Brazil, China, Guatemala, and Mexico.  In many 

instances, the violations were identified while farms were actively certified under C.A.F.E. 

Practices or shortly after certification or renewal had been granted; 

37. In addition, some farms retained C.A.F.E. certification despite known prior labour law 

violations, government enforcement actions, or working conditions so severe that workers were 

formally rescued by authorities; 

38. Evidence of these issues includes: 

- Poliana Dallabrida, André Campos & Elaine Almeida, Certified Coffee, Rightless 
Workers 2, MONITOR (Marcel Gomes ed., Repórter Brasil June 2021); 

- Daniela Penha and Roberto Cataldo, Investigators Find Slave Labor on Starbucks-
Certified Brazil Coffee Plantation, ECOWATCH (Sep. 19, 2018); 

- Daniel Camargos, Slave labor found at second Starbucks-certified Brazilian coffee farm, 
MONGABAY (May 3, 2019); 

- Bitter Brew: Modern Slavery and the Coffee Industry at 2-3, SOMO (Jan. 10, 2024); 

- Hélen Freitas and Poliana Dallabrida, Starbucks: slave and child labour found at certified 
coffee farms in Minas Gerais, REPÓRTER BRASIL; 
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- Hélen Freitas & Poliana Dallabrida, Behind Starbucks Coffee: Brazil’s Seasonal Harvest 
Labourers Report Routine of Low Wages, Cold Food and Even Slave Labour on Farms 
that Supply the World’s Most Famous Coffee Shop Chain, REPÓRTER BRASIL (Naira 
Hofmeister ed., Oct. 2023); 

- Poliana Dallabrida, Starbucks supplier farm ignores law and fails to provide coffee 
harvesting machine, workers say, REPÓRTER BRASIL (May 15, 2023); 

- News Release, Dispatches: Starbucks and Nespresso: The Truth About Your Coffee, 
CHANNEL4.COM (Mar. 1, 2020); 

- Ghost Farms and Coffee Laundering: How Labor Violations Enter Starbucks’ and 
Nestlé’s Chinese Coffee Supply Chain at 2, COFFEE WATCH (Nov. 29, 2024); 

- Exploitation and Opacity: The Hidden Reality of Mexican Coffee in Nestle and 
Starbucks Supply Chains at 32, COFFEE WATCH (Feb. 2025); 

(2) Representations Regarding 100% Arabica Coffee 

39. Starbucks displays the following on the front, in a prominent location of every Starbucks 

Decaf Coffee Product: 

WHOLE BEAN DECAFFEINATED 
CAFÉ DÉCAFÉINÉ EN GRAINS 
100% ARABICA COFFEE • 100 % CAFÉ ARABICA 

40. This representation reasonably conveys a product composed solely of coffee beans and 

reinforces consumer expectations of purity and minimal additional processing. 

41. Independent testing has detected the existence of volatile organic compounds (“VOCs”) 

such as benzene [at 28 parts per billion], toluene [at 87 parts per billion], and methylene chloride 

[at 22 parts per billion] are present in its decaffeinated coffee beans roasts.  These types of VOCs 

are widely used in industrial applications such as paint removers, paint strippers, and other solvent 

products and are not typically associated with food production. 



14 
 

42. Yet the presence of such industrial solvents in Starbucks Coffee Decaf Products is not 

disclosed at the point of sale, and Starbucks’ failure to do so is a material omission that is 

misleading to reasonable consumers. 

43. These representations and omissions are material to consumers; a survey found that 47.4% 

of consumers who chose to drink decaffeinated coffee did so due to “health concerns and caffeine 

sensitivity.”  

44. Having elected to market its coffee as pure, Starbucks assumed a duty to disclose material 

qualifying information necessary to ensure that its representations were not misleading. 

U.S. Legal Proceedings 

45. On January 10, 2024, a related legal proceeding was filed in the Superior Court of the 

District of Columbia in National Consumers League vs. Starbucks Corporation. 

46. On January 13, 2026, a class action raising analogous allegations was filed in the U.S. 

District Court for the Western District of Washington in Williams et al. vs. Starbucks Corporation, 

Court File No. (2:26-cv-00112). 

F.   NATURE OF THE ACTION 

47. Starbucks has been able to charge a price premium by prominently displaying its 

misrepresentations on the front labels and/or packaging of Starbucks Coffee Products and by 

omitting disclosure of the existence of volatile organic compounds (“VOCs”) in Starbucks Decaf 

Coffee Products.  Starbucks did so because it knows that ethical sourcing, labour practices, and 

product purity are material attributes to reasonable consumers and directly affect consumers’ 

willingness to pay. 
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48. Had Starbucks disclosed the truth about Starbucks Coffee Products, reasonable consumers 

would not have purchased them and/or certainly would not have paid such a high price for them. 

49. In consequence of the foregoing, each Class Member is justified in claiming at least one or 

more of the following as damages: 

a. The purchase price of the Starbucks Coffee Products, or in the alternative, a portion 
of the purchase price for the Starbucks Coffee Products; and 
 

b. Punitive damages. 

50. All injuries suffered by Class Members are the immediate and direct proximate result of 

the Defendants’ conduct. 

Fraudulent or Negligent Misrepresentation 

51. The facts canvassed under FACTS of the present statement of claim serve as the factual 

foundation for the claims of fraudulent and negligent misrepresentation asserted against Starbucks. 

For greater certainty, the Plaintiff asserts that Starbucks committed the tort of fraudulent 

misrepresentation and, alternatively, that Starbucks instead committed the tort of negligent 

misrepresentation. 

   (a) Fraudulent Misrepresentation 

52. The elements of the tort of fraudulent misrepresentation are established as: 

i. Starbucks made representations that were untrue, inaccurate and/or misleading in 

stating that its coffee is “100% Arabica” and that Starbucks is “Committed to 100% 

Ethical Coffee Sourcing”, and by omitting or otherwise failing to disclose that the 

coffee is not 100% Arabic and is not ethically sourced; 
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ii. Starbucks knew that its representations were untrue or were reckless as to their 

truthfulness; 

iii. Starbucks intended for its representations to deceive Plaintiff and Class Members or 

acted with reckless disregard for the truth knowing that the Plaintiff and Class Members 

would rely on Starbucks’ representations; 

iv. The Plaintiff and Class Members actually did rely on Starbucks’ representations, 

leading them to purchase Starbucks Coffee Products and Starbucks Decaf Coffee 

Product; and 

v. The Plaintiff and Class Members sustained pure economic loss as a result of their 

reliance on Starbucks’ representations, in the form of the premium price paid for their 

coffee beverages. 

(b) Negligent Misrepresentation 

53. Alternatively, the elements of the tort of negligent misrepresentation are established as: 

i. Starbucks owed a duty of care to the Plaintiff and Class Members based on the special 

relationship between Starbucks as representor inviting the representees, Plaintiff and 

Class Members to purchase Starbucks Coffee Products; 

ii. Starbucks’ representations at issue in the class action were untrue, inaccurate and/or 

misleading; 

iii. Starbucks acted negligently in making said representations.  A reasonable supplier of 

goods would have satisfied their duty to exercise such reasonable care to ensure that 

the representations made to consumers are accurate and not misleading; 

iv. As representees, Plaintiff and Class Members reasonably relied on said negligent 

misrepresentations, especially as, but not exclusively based on the fact that, Starbucks 

owns, developed, operates, markets, advertises, maintains, and administers Starbucks 

Coffee Products and is in the best position and expected to provide the most accurate 
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description and representation as to whether its coffee products are ethically sourced 

and 100% Arabica; 

v. Plaintiff and Class Members reasonable reliance on Starbucks’ representations were 

detrimental in leading them to incur economic loss in the form of the difference 

between the price of ethically-sourced coffee and 100% Arabica coffee and the price 

paid for coffee that is neither ethically-sourced nor 100% Arabica. 

54. The Plaintiff and Class Members suffered significant legally-cognizable and compensable 

injuries as the direct and proximate result of Starbucks fraudulent or negligent misrepresentations.  

STATUTORY REMEDIES 

Violations of the Competition Act 

55. The facts canvassed under the section entitled FACTS serve as the factual foundation for 

the claims that the Defendants violated section 52(1) of the Competition Act by. 

56. Section 52(1) provides as follows: 

False or misleading representations 

52 (1) No person shall, for the purpose of 
promoting, directly or indirectly, the supply or 
use of a product or for the purpose of 
promoting, directly or indirectly, any business 
interest, by any means whatever, knowingly or 
recklessly make a representation to the public 
that is false or misleading in a material respect. 

Indications fausses ou trompeuses 

52 (1) Nul ne peut, de quelque manière que ce 
soit, aux fins de promouvoir directement ou 
indirectement soit la fourniture ou l’utilisation 
d’un produit, soit des intérêts commerciaux 
quelconques, donner au public, sciemment ou 
sans se soucier des conséquences, des 
indications fausses ou trompeuses sur un point 
important. 

 
57. Importantly, para. 52(1.1)(a) provides as follows: 

Proof of certain matters not required Preuve non nécessaire 
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(1.1) For greater certainty, in establishing that 
subsection (1) was contravened, it is not 
necessary to prove that 

(a) any person was deceived or misled; 

(1.1) Il est entendu qu’il n’est pas nécessaire, 
afin d’établir qu’il y a eu infraction au 
paragraphe (1), de prouver : 

a) qu’une personne a été trompée ou induite en 
erreur; 

 
58. Paragraph 52(2)(b) provides that representations include a representation that is “expressed 

anything attached to, inserted in, or accompanying an article offered or displayed for sale…”  This 

includes representations pertaining to Starbucks Coffee Products that appears on the packaging 

and/or advertising materials for such products. 

59. Paragraph 52(2)(c) provides that representations include a representation that is “expressed 

on an in-store or other point-or-purchase display.” 

60. Paragraph 36(1)(a) of the Competition Act provides for the remedy of recovery of damages 

to “Any person who has suffered loss or damage as a result of (a) conduct that is contrary to any 

provision of Part VI…”  Section 52 is a provision contained in Part VI. 

61. Paragraph 36 identifies the damages that may be recovered by a person referred to in 

paragraph (a) as follows: 

Recovery of damages 
 
36 (1) Any person who has suffered loss 
or damage as a result of 
 
(a) conduct that is contrary to any 
provision of Part VI, […] 
 
may, in any court of competent 
jurisdiction, sue for and recover from the 
person who engaged in the conduct or 
failed to comply with the order an amount 
equal to the loss or damage proved to have 

Recouvrement de dommages-intérêts 
 
36 (1) Toute personne qui a subi une perte 
ou des dommages par suite : 
 
a) soit d’un comportement allant à 
l’encontre d’une disposition de la partie 
VI; 
 
peut, devant tout tribunal compétent, 
réclamer et recouvrer de la personne qui a 
eu un tel comportement ou n’a pas 
obtempéré à l’ordonnance une somme 
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been suffered by him, together with any 
additional amount that the court may 
allow not exceeding the full cost to him of 
any investigation in connection with the 
matter and of proceedings under this 
section. 

égale au montant de la perte ou des 
dommages qu’elle est reconnue avoir 
subis, ainsi que toute somme 
supplémentaire que le tribunal peut fixer 
et qui n’excède pas le coût total, pour elle, 
de toute enquête relativement à l’affaire et 
des procédures engagées en vertu du 
présent article. 
 

 
62. In sum, the Plaintiff and Class Members are entitled to damages and the costs of 

investigation of their losses pursuant to s. 36(1) of the Competition Act for the Defendants’ 

violation of s. 52(1) thereof. 

63. As a result, the Plaintiff’s claims under the Competition Act are, as stated, limited to 

remedies under para. 36(1)(a) in respect of the false and/or misleading representations prohibited 

under s. 52(1).  

Violations of the Consumer Protection Act, 2002 

64. The facts canvassed under FACTS serve as the factual foundation for the claims that 

Maplebear violated the Consumer Protection Act, 2002 (“CPA, 2002”) and Other Consumer 

Protection Legislation and by making false and/or misleading and/or deceptive representations in 

the form of both positive representations and omissions. 

65. At all times relevant to this action, the Plaintiff and Class Members were “consumers” 

within the meaning of that term as defined in s. 1 of the CPA, 2002 and provisions of Other 

Consumer Protection Legislation. 

66. At all times relevant to this action, Starbucks was a “supplier” as defined in s. 1 of the CPA, 

2002 and provisions of Other Consumer Protection Legislation. 
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67. The contractual agreements respectively entered into between the Plaintiff and Class 

Members and the Defendants and pursuant to which the Plaintiff and Class Members purchased 

Coffee Products from Defendants fall within the definition of “consumer agreement” and 

“consumer transaction” codified in s. 1 of the CPA, 2002 and analogous provisions of Other 

Consumer Protection Legislation. 

68. The Starbucks Coffee Products sold by Defendants and purchased from Defendants by 

Plaintiff and Class Members constitute “goods” within the meaning of that term as defined in s. 1 

of the CPA, 2002 and provisions of Other Consumer Protection Legislation. 

69. The representations made by Starbucks at issue in the present class action fall within the 

definition of “representation” codified in the CPA, 2002 and in provisions of Other Consumer 

Protection Legislation.  

70. The definition of “representation” contained in s. 1 of the CPA, 2002 is as follows: 

“representation” means a representation, claim, statement, offer, request or proposal 
that is or purports to be 
 
(a) made respecting or with a view to the supplying of goods or services to consumers, 
or 
 
(b) made for the purpose of receiving payment for goods or services supplied or 
purporting to be supplied to consumers”; 
 

71. The “representations” encompassed within the CPA, 2002 and Other Provincial Legislation 

are not limited to active statements but also extend to omissions and the failure to disclose 

information that a reasonable consumer would consider material. 
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72. A reasonable consumer of coffee products would consider it material that the coffee they 

are purchasing is not ethically sourced and not 100% Arabica, and would consider it material that 

contrary representations are false and/or misleading. 

73. The abovementioned active and passive misrepresentations constitute “Unfair Practices” 

within the meaning of Part III of the CPA, 2002 and analogous provisions of Other Consumer 

Protection Legislation.  

74. Section 14(1) of the CPA, 2002 provides that “It is an unfair practice for a person to make 

a false, misleading or deceptive representation,” which s. 14(2) in turn identifies as including, but 

not being limited to: 

• “A representation that the goods or services have sponsorship, approval, performance 
characteristics, accessories, uses, ingredients, benefits or qualities they do not have.” (1) 
 

•  “A representation using exaggeration, innuendo or ambiguity as to a material fact or 
failing to state a material fact if such use or failure deceive or tends to deceive.” (14) 

75. As “[i]t is an unfair practice for a person to make a false, misleading or deceptive 

representation” and as “No person shall engage in an unfair practice” under ss. 14(1) and 17(1) of 

the CPA, 2002, the Plaintiff and Class Members were made are entitled to remedies under s. 18(1) 

and/or (2). 

76. Class Members who were situated in provinces other than Ontario are also entitled to 

remedies equivalent or analogous to those contemplated under s. 18(1) and/or (2) pursuant to the 

Other Consumer Protection Legislation respectively applicable to them. 

77. Consistent with s. 2(1) of the CPA, 2002, the Plaintiff and Class Members rely upon the 

said Act in respect of all transactions at issue in the present proposed class action in which the 

consumer was located in Ontario when the transaction took place, and on the Other Consumer 
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Protection Legislation respectively applicable in each of the provinces and territories in which the 

non-Ontario Class Members were located at the time their respective transactions took place. 

G.  REMEDIES 

Compensatory Damages 

78. The Plaintiff and each Class Member has suffered legally-cognizable and compensable 

injuries and loss as a direct and proximate result of Starbucks’ unlawful and tortious conduct. 

79. The fundamental purpose of the law of compensatory damages is that the Plaintiff is to be 

compensated to the extent of the harm or loss suffered as a result of the Defendants’ conduct 

(restitutio in integrum). 

80. The Plaintiff and Class Members are each entitled to the purchase price of the Starbucks 

Coffee Products they respectively purchased, or in the alternative, a portion of the purchase price 

for said products that is equivalent to the value of coffee that is actually ethically sourced and/or 

100% Arabica. 

Statutory Damages 

81. Paragraph 36(1)(a) of the Competition Act provides for the remedy of recovery of damages 

to “Any person who has suffered loss or damage as a result of (a) conduct that is contrary to any 

provision of Part VI…”  Section 52 is a provision contained in Part VI. 

82. In sum, Plaintiff and Class Members are entitled to damages and the costs of investigation 

of their losses pursuant to s. 36(1) of the Competition Act for the Defendants’ violation of s. 52(1) 

thereof. 
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Punitive or Exemplary Damages 

83. The Plaintiff seeks on her own behalf, and of that of Class Members, punitive or exemplary 

damages for the Defendants’ conduct at issue in the present proposed class action. 

84. First, the Plaintiff seeks punitive or exemplary damages for Defendants’ flagrant and 

undeniable violations of the prohibitions of false, misleading or deceptive representations under 

Part III of the Consumer Protection Act, 2002 and equivalent prohibitions and provisions under 

Other Consumer Protection Legislation.  

85. In particular, ss. 18(11) of the CPA, 2002 expressly provides that “A court may award 

exemplary or punitive damages in addition to any other remedy in an action commenced” under 

the said Act.  Equivalent or analogous provisions in Other Consumer Protection Legislation also 

provide for punitive or exemplary damages.  

86. In addition, or alternatively, the Plaintiff also seeks punitive or exemplary damages on their 

own behalf and that of Class Members in respect of the Defendants’ conduct falling beyond the 

scope of the CPA, 2002 and Other Consumer Protection Legislation. 

87. The said conduct displayed serious negligence, carelessness, and ignorance, and was 

oppressive, callous, high-handed, wilful, outrageous, deliberate, wanton, reckless, and in total 

disregard for the rights and interests of Plaintiff and Class Members. 

88. The Plaintiff assert that an award of punitive damages is required to denounce and condemn 

the Defendants’ shocking and outrageous conduct and to deter further breaches by the Defendant 

and/or others. 
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COMMON ISSUES 

89. The present proposed class action raises the following common issues: 

i. Is Starbucks’ representation that its Coffee Products are ethically sourced false, misleading, 
or deceptive to reasonable consumers? 

ii. Did the Defendants know about the human rights violations taking place in their supply 
chain(s) for Starbucks Coffee Products and, if so, how long have the Defendants known of 
the issue? 

iii. Is Starbucks’ representation that its Coffee Products are 100% Arabica false, misleading, 
or deceptive to reasonable consumers? 

iv. Did the Defendants know about the existence of VOCs in Starbucks Decaf Coffee Products, 
and, if so, how long have the Defendants known of the issue? 

v. Did Starbucks commit the tort of fraudulent or negligent misrepresentation?; 

vi. Did Plaintiff and Class Members incur economic loss?;  

vii. Did Starbucks violate the Consumer Protection Act, 2002 and Other Consumer Protection 
Legislation?; 

viii. Did Starbucks violate s. 52(1) of the Competition Act?; 

ix. Are Plaintiff and Class Members entitled to damages and the costs of investigation under 
s. 36(1) of the Competition Act?;  

x. Are Plaintiff and Class Members entitled to compensatory damages?  Ad if so, in what 
amount? 

xi. Should an injunctive remedy be ordered to prevent the Defendants from continuing to 
perpetrate their unfair, false, misleading, and/or deceptive conduct? 
 

xii. Should the Defendants be condemned to pay punitive damages?  And if so, in what amount? 

JURISDICTION 

93. The Plaintiff contends that there is a real and substantial connection between the Province 

of Ontario and the out-of-province Class Members and Starbucks by virtue of Starbucks being 

domiciled, having it Canadian head office located, and/or carrying on business, and having 

committed torts in Ontario, and by virtue of contracts connected with the dispute having been made 
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in the Province within the meaning of the Supreme Court of Canada’s judgment in Club Resorts 

Ltd. v. Van Breda, 2012 SCC 17.  A real and substantial connection also arises from the common 

questions applying to all class members, as per Sanis Health Inc. v. British Columbia, 2024 SCC 

40. 

VENUE 

94. The Plaintiff proposes that the present class action be tried in Ottawa, Ontario. 

95. The Plaintiff pleads and relies upon the relevant provisions of the Competition Act, the 

Consumer Protection Act, 2002 and Other Provincial and Territorial Consumer Protection 

Legislation. 
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