THE PORTMAN GROUP CODE OF PRACTICE ON THE NAMING, PACKAGING AND PROMOTION OF ALCOHOLIC DRINKS CONSULTATION OCTOBER 2006:  

BBPA RESPONSE

General

The BPPA is very supportive of the Portman Group Code which we consider to be effective in:

· reducing the incidence of inappropriate naming, packaging and promotion of alcoholic drinks; 

· demonstrating corporate social responsibility within the alcoholic drinks sector; and

· providing an effective means of self-regulation.

The BBPA welcomes this opportunity to comment on the current review of the provisions of the Portman Group Code to ensure that it remains an effective self-regulation tool.

The BBPA agrees that it is essential to strike “a balance between the provision of adequate public protection and the retention of reasonable market freedom”.   To this end, the BBPA has introduced Standards on Point of Sale Promotions. The BBPA Standards and the Portman Group Code are included in the “Social Responsibility Standards for the Sale of Alcoholic Drinks in the UK” and the “Scotland Social Responsibility Standards” (in preparation) which already address several of the issues raised in this consultation. 

The Code should not attempt to interpose in the management of licensed premises. It was not designed for this purpose.  The industry complies with standards that apply to both the production and retailing of alcoholic drinks.  We consider that the Portman Group Code and other industry Standards should be complementary and that unnecessary repetition should be avoided wherever possible.

In answer to the specific questions raised by The Portman Group in the Consultation Document, the BBPA offers the following responses:

	TPG QUESTION


	BBPA RESPONSE



	1a.  
	Should the Code contain a new provision that disallows the explicit encouragement of rapid drinking or the “downing” of a drink (thus effectively preventing the marketing of a drink as a shooter or a slammer”?
	No. This is neither appropriate nor sensible.  Restrictions could only relate to the naming of pre-packaged products.  The terms are used in the on-trade as descriptive terms in relation to certain products such as tequila.   We consider that the key issue is how these products are sold.  Volume-related discounts on shooters or slammers would breach the BBPA Standards on Point of Sale Promotions.  



	1.b  
	Should the provision be extended to also disallow implicit encouragement of rapid drinking thereby potentially impacting on a wider number of existing drinks, particularly those in small, single-serve containers (eg shot glasses, test tubes)?


	No. See 1a above.  

	1c.  
	Should the above provisions apply only to drinks that contain above a certain amount of alcohol (eg 0.5 units)?


	No. See 1a above



	2a.  
	Should the Code require that dedicated UK websites for alcoholic drinks brands should be accessed only through an AVP.
	The BBPA believes that this proposal is a logical and welcome extension of the current Code. It should be clear, however, that this provision applies to those websites dedicated to brand-promotion and not those company sites where more general information is provided.

The limitations of AVPs are well recognised in that it is unlikely to prove an effective or insurmountable barrier to those under 18 who wish to gain access to such websites.  Therefore the more critical factor is ensuring such sites comply with the broader Code requirement not to appeal to the under 18s.  At the same time, such an extension of the use of AVPs offers the benefit of demonstrating a clear commitment to ensuring that marketing and promotional materials for drinks brands are relevant and accessible to those over the age of 18.



	2b.  
	If the Code does require access only through an APV should the Code stipulate the method of age verification and what should that be?


	No.  There should be freedom to use whatever method is appropriate.



	2.c  
	If the Code does require access only through an AVP, should it require repeat visitors to go through a verification process (either through the AVP or through a password)?


	Yes.

	3.  
	Do you agree that the current rule concerning sexual success is appropriate?
	The BBPA confirms that it shares the TPG view “that the current rule works well (and) is in the best interests of the industry and society”.  The fact that it is in line with the revised statutory Advertising Code has the obvious benefit of simplifying procedures for marketers applying the Code.


	4.  
	Do you agree that TPG should remove the special exemption from Code rule 3.2 (g) that exists for children’s size replica kits?
	The BBPA considers that the current exemption works well in requiring the provision of both branded and unbranded kit, leaving the choice to parental responsibility.  However, we recognise that there is growing political pressure in this area.

It should be emphasised that, as the consultation itself states, there is no evidence that children’s size replica kits are either the cause of or linked to any specific drink-related issues or problems amongst the age groups concerned.  Children want replica kits because of their interest in and passion for the sports and the teams concerned, not because of the sponsor.

It is important to recognise that the sale of replica kits is an important revenue stream for sports clubs that benefit from sponsorship.  The proposal to remove the current exemption would therefore have a direct impact on the commercial interests of clubs.  Due to the position of sports clubs as a key stakeholder, we would therefore recommend that their views are actively sought as part of the consultation on this element of the Code.

It should also be recognised that the existence of sports sponsorship is of enormous benefit to sports at all levels, encouraging active engagement with sporting activity amongst all age groups, in particular the young.  Much grassroots sporting activity would be seriously undermined without the existence of such sponsorship.

In the BBPA’s view this is not an issue that should be decided solely by the alcoholic drinks sector.  It is essential that sports clubs are fully engaged in the consultation and until such dialogue has been undertaken it would be premature for the drinks sector to act unilaterally. 

 

	5.  
	Do you agree that Code rules 2.8 and 2.9 provide sufficient protection against the potential danger of surrogate marketing and, if not, what more can be done under the Code?


	We consider that the current rules provide sufficient latitude to uphold complaints in which surrogate marketing is implicated.  



	6a.  
	Are there certain areas of activity covered by the Code which would benefit for more detailed rules to clarify what is acceptable and if so, what are these areas?
	No.  The BBPA considers that in order to ensure that the Code remains credible and effective, it should focus on the key issues which have stood the test of time and not to expand into new areas where enforcement would, at best, be uncertain.



	6b.  
	Are there certain areas of activity covered by the Code which do not need more detailed rules but which would benefit from being the subject of an advisory service help note and, if so, what are these areas?


	At present the BBPA is unaware of any specific area of activity covered by the Code which would benefit from clearer guidance.




We would be happy to discuss any of the above points in greater detail.
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