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DECISION

Chairman’s Ruling

29 January 2012
Complaint 12/085



Complainant: S. Coleman



Advertisement: Millers Women’s Fashion
Complaint: The email advertisement for Miller’s Women’s Fashion clothing featured various clothing and accessory lines and stated, in part:
“Offer Continues …

Everything $20

And under
Shop that latest looks for less

Everything now $20 or less

ACCESSORIES 

NOW

ALL $20
…

This email was sent by Millers, 151-163 Wyndham Streest, Alexandria NSW 2015 …”
Complainant, S. Coleman, said: “Twice in the last couple of months I have received emails from Millers announcing everything in the store $20 and under. Twice I have now been in to be told that Australia have sent the email wrongly. I was told that still products at $23 was cheap. That is not the point. I went in solely because of the email. If this is a ploy to get us in then it is working but a false one and not one I agree on.”
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics.
The Chairman noted that, in the Complainant’s view, that the emails advertising clothing and accessories that were intended for the Australian market and which were shown in Australia prices were misleading. 
Turning to the advertisement, the Chairman noted that in the email to the Complainant, the Advertiser had clearly stated the email had originated from Australia. While the Chairman noted that it may be helpful for the Advertiser to more clearly state whether the prices were in New Zealand or Australian dollars, she said that there was nothing in the advertisement itself that was misleading or deceptive but rather the email - intended for Australian customers - was not converted into New Zealand dollars for the New Zealand market. 
In light of these observations, the Chairman found that the advertisement did not reach the threshold to be said to be in breach of Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics and, as such, was prepared with the due sense of responsibility required under Basic Principle 4 of the same code. Therefore, the Chairman said that there was no apparent breach of the Code of Ethics.

Accordingly, the Chairman ruled that there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed.

Chairman’s Ruling: Complaint No Grounds to Proceed
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