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14/575

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	14/575

	COMPLAINANT
	H. Shaw

	ADVERTISER
	Progressive Enterprises

	ADVERTISEMENT
	Progressive Enterprises Pamphlet

	DATE OF MEETING
	10 November 2014

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint:  The pamphlet advertisement for FreshChoice supermarkets contained a picture of the islands of New Zealand and stated: “Owned and operated by locals.”  
Complainant, H. Shaw, said: “Countdown and First Choice are owned by the same Australian company it is not owned and run by locals. The statement is untrue it gives people a false idea they are investing in a local business.”
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics.

The Chairman noted the Complainant’s view the advertisement was misleading as it implied the supermarket was locally owned when it was owned by an Australian company. 
The Chairman then noted the response from the Advertiser, Progressive Enterprises, where it stated: “… our Fresh Choice (and Super Value) branded supermarkets are all franchise operations and are owned by locals in the community. In the same way that 4 Square supermarkets are. Woolworths only owns the brands but they are independently owned and operated by local franchisees. They operate quite differently to the company owned Countdown stores …”

The Chairman noted the response from the Advertiser that said the FreshChoice supermarkets are franchises owned by locals as opposed to the Countdown supermarkets that are owned by Australian interests.

She also noted the Advertiser had sent information for potential franchise owners which stated: “All of our stores are locally owned and operated and totally community focussed.”

The Chairman was satisfied the Advertiser had substantiated the statement in the advertisement “owned and operated by locals” and, as such, there was nothing in the advertisement that was likely to mislead or deceive consumers. 
Therefore the Chairman said the advertisement had been prepared with the requisite standard of social responsibility to consumers and to society and ruled there was no apparent breach of Basic Principle 4 or Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics  
Accordingly, the Chairman ruled that there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed.
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