PAGE  
2

Response from The Co-Operative Group

28 November 2006

David Poley

Chief Executive

The Portman Group

7-10 Chandos Street

London W1G 9DQ
Dear Mr Poley

Code of Practice on the Naming, Packaging and Promotion of Alcoholic Drinks

I refer to the consultation on the Portman’s Group above Code of Practice and would like to make the following comments.

Rapid Drinking

Whilst we are generally supportive of measures that would disallow encouragement of rapid drinking or ‘downing’ of a drink, we are concerned that, if this were extended to more implicit encouragement of rapid drinking, this could disallow a number of quite legitimate products that are not encouraging rapid drinking, but, just by virtue of being in a small single measure, could be deemed to do so. 

We are thinking of 5 cl bottles of whisky, etc that are often supplied in gift packs and are largely targeted at customers who may wish to enjoy a small measure occasionally, but do not want to buy a full size bottle; there would be no encouragement for rapid drinking.    

The consultation states that the introduction of a new rule in this area would not necessarily prevent the marketing of a spirit drink in a single-serve container, so does not rule it out entirely.   As it points out, this would depend on the exact wording, so we would suggest this needs to be carefully considered.  In order not to catch these kinds of products in small bottles it may therefore be preferable if the provision were not extended to disallow implicit encouragement of rapid drinking as proposed at 1b).

Website age verification pages

It is important that there are robust controls to prevent underage persons purchasing alcohol on-line.  With the current huge focus on age related sales, it may be better to delay amendment of the Code in this area given there is much debate relating to age verification emanating from a number of quarters.  A more consistent approach should be ensured before the Portman Group goes ahead with measures in its Code unilaterally.  

However, we consider that the use of an Age Verification Page (AVP) is valid, although as the consultation points out itself, the inclusion of an AVP is unlikely to prevent all under-18s’ access, but given the nature of the medium, it is difficult to think of any single measure that may achieve this.  There is also the aspect that if this is applied to dedicated websites only, as the consultation points out, there is a discrepancy with other websites.  It may therefore be that, also being cognisant of the points in the above paragraph, AVP should be encouraged as an example of best practice at this stage rather than being a requirement of the Code.

Sexual Success

We would agree that the current rule concerning sexual success is appropriate.

Replica kit in children’s sizes

We do not have a particular view on this, although it is likely that children would not be happy if their kit did not replicate exactly those of their favourite players.  

Surrogate Marketing

We would agree that the Code already provides sufficient protection against the potential danger of surrogate marketing.

Detailed rules for particular media/activities

We do not have a particular view on this and it would then depend on what any detailed rules, if they were elaborated, comprised.

