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The responses in this document are the personal views of Shaun Brown, Partner at
nNovation LLP, based on existing knowledge and guidance that is currently available
regarding CASL and related regulations. As such, this document is provided for
general guidance purposes, and should not be interpreted as legal advice.

Referrals & Refer-a-Friend
Industry Canada’s regulations exempt certain commercial communications when sent between
individuals with personal relationships. Regulations also give limited exemptions to B2B referrals where
there is a pre-existing business relationship between the Referrer Biz and the Recipient Biz.
Assuming that both sentences are referring to the exemption for third party referrals (section 4) of the
Industry Canada regulations, the referral exception allows a sender to send a single CEM based on a
referral where:
• the person making the referral has a family, personal or existing business or existing non-business
relationship with both the sender and recipient; and
• the sender identifies the person who made the referral in the CEM.
Under the proposed IC regulations, an agent acting on the referral would be able to send a single
message requesting consent for further communications. The agent would still need to identify
themselves and disclose the Referrer by name, and provide an opt-out mechanism to comply with the
Act. (Presumably the recipient benefits by being able to object to either party.)
This is correct. The purpose of requiring the sender to identify the referrer is to establish a degree of
accountability into the referral process. It ensures that the recipient knows why they are receiving the
message, and prevents senders from making up “fake” referrals.
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In 2008 the FTC clarified that Incentivization = Procurement and that the brand offering incentives for
the referral process is the Sender responsible for compliance. Shaun: I recall you mentioning that the
CRTC also considers incentivization procurement, whereby the brand would thus be liable under the
Act.
To my knowledge the CRTC hasn’t specifically said that incentivization = procurement, however, I
believe it is reasonable to assume that offering incentives could lead to a finding that the sending of a
message has been procured. I would argue that providing incentives in the context of RAF promotions
can raise the risk of liability for brands under CASL.
Some ESPs have contractual controls which set baseline consent requirements for all Senders. In our
case all Senders must have at minimum a pre-existing business relationship (Implied Consent) to
send CEMs to a recipient. My best practice guidance for the US has always been to caution against
incentivizing the Referrer and sending only a one-time personalized message to the recipient ‘from’
the subscriber.
Offering incentives could lead to a finding that a brand is procuring a message to be sent, which could
result in liability under CASL.
Thank you for your clarification on the 3rd party exemption. The distinction between “individual” and
“person” is a very interesting one. It seems that IC is more interested in interpersonal rather than form-
based RAF scenarios. It may be fair to call these ‘bulk’ RAF programs.
In the ESP world I am typically confronted with these scenarios, where an individual uses a brandhosted online form to send a commercial message to multiple recipients. In the US, the brand is able
to disclaim responsibility for opt-out compliance through a ‘routine conveyance’ exemption, whereby
the referrer is the Sender in the ‘from’ line. Under this exemption the brand can claim to be a passive
intermediary where it has no hand in the process, that is until it incentivizes the referral and is then the
legal Sender.
Retailers incentivize their email subscribers all the time. In trying to understand how CAN regulators
may approach RAF programs, I’m looking at Section 4 and the definition of a “personal relationship”. It
would be great if IC could clarify these Tell-A-Friend/Refer-A-Friend scenarios;
• If an individual uses an online form to forward an unsolicited commercial message to friends, who
is the responsible Sender? Is routine conveyance as a concept discussed?
• Would this RAF scenario be exempt from consent and opt-out requirements because thisis a 3rd
party referral under an existing personal relationship?
• Would the brand be allowed a one-time communication following the RAF to seek consent per
Section 4, or is the RAF message itself that one message if it contains a request to opt-in to the
brand’s marketing program?
I would agree with your assessment that Industry Canada was more interested in interpersonal
relationships rather than form-based RAF promotions with the third party referral regulation in the
draft regulations (section 4). However, in the final regulations Industry Canada has changed this
particular exclusion so that it now refers to “persons” instead of “individuals”. This would suggest that
the referral exclusion may in fact be relevant for RAF-type promotions.
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The concept of “routine conveyance” does not appear anywhere in CASL or in the regulations.
Although we do not have any indication of how the CRTC plans to approach RAF promotions, I agree
that the definition of a personal relationship is likely to be very important. Based on how the law is
written, it looks like at least one way to approach RAF promotions is for brands to do as much as they
can so that the message can be characterised as being sent by the individual, as opposed to the brand.
Following this approach, the more the brand looks like a service provider who facilitates transmission
of the message, and the less like a sender, the better. So, as you describe, referring to the individual
in the “from” line instead of the brand may be a good example. As you know, if the message is sent
between two individuals with a personal or family relationship, it is exempt from the Act.
Incentives need to be approached with caution. As you are likely aware, section 9 of CASL states that
“It is prohibited to aid, induce, procure or cause to be procured the doing of any act contrary to any of
sections 6 to 8 [my emphasis].” This would speak to incentives (e.g., inducing or procuring). However,
this section only applies if the message was sent “contrary” to section 6 (which requires consent). If the
message is in fact sent by one person to another person with whom a personal relationship exists, then
section 6 would not even apply. So, an incentive in and of itself would not seem to result in a violation.
The risk would rise if and when individuals use the RAF form to send to recipients with whom they do
not have a personal relationship. Then there is a violation of CASL, and the question then arises as to
when the brand becomes liable the violation. This is why I think it would be very important to:
• Clearly stipulate to whom the individual may send messages (e.g., only to friends, family);
• Limit the incentives and number of messages that can be sent. The more messages that can be
sent, and the greater the incentive, the more likely an individual is to send to contacts beyond
friends and family. For example, if an individual can earn an unlimited number of points by sending
to as many people as they can, they are much more likely to violate the legislation, and the brand
is more likely to be found to have induced or procured the messages to be sent in violation of the
Act.
Of course, I have to reiterate that these are just my thoughts. Unfortunately without any findings or
guidance on this particular issue it is difficult to be more definitive at this time.

Consent
At the end of the call, I believe Shaun said that expressed consent can only be established by having
a box that is not pre-checked. On a previous call we discussed the possibility of providing clear notice
that by signing up you agree to receive emails (no checkbox). Has he now verified that is will not be
acceptable?
The CRTC has stated that a check box is not required if the request for consent is next to a field in
which the individual is required to enter their email address; in other words, entering an email address
takes the place of the check box. If the sender already has the email address (e.g., collected for
another purpose) and is seeking to then use that address for the purposes of sending a CEM, then an
unchecked box, or some other similar method to express consent, is required.
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An ESCP member’s client asked the following question: “I work for an accredited association
management company. We manage 17 different associations with over half of those being trade
associations. Typically in trade associations, memberships are based on company and not the
individual. If the company opts-in to receive messages, does that suffice for all individuals at the
company because they are doing business on behalf of the company, or must each individual opt-in for
messaging.”
There is no clear answer to this question; however, here are a few considerations.
First, CASL requires a sender to have consent from “the person to whom the message is sent”, and,
according to CASL, “a reference to the person to whom an electronic message is sent means the
holder of the account associated with the electronic address to which the message is sent, as well as
any person who it is reasonable to believe is or might be authorized by the account holder to use the
electronic address (ss. 1(5).”
Thus, if a company wanted to be able to provide consent for its employees, it would likely have to be
characterised as either the “account holder”, or a “person authorized by the account holder” to use
the account. It’s not clear whether the company would take on either of those roles automatically
by creating and administering the electronic address for the employee. My understanding is that
this multi-part definition was included in the legislation to account for the fact that individuals often
share an email address (e.g., a husband and wife), and to allow either one of those persons to provide
consent. With respect to an employer providing consent on behalf of an employee, this may be a
matter of how these roles are defined according to an agreement between the employer and employee
(e.g., who is the holder, who is the authorized user). Another option might be to characterise the
employer as acting as an “agent” to provide consent on behalf the employee.
Either way, a sender relying on consent from an organization to send to its employees runs the risk
that it does not actually have the consent of the account holder or authorized user for the purposes of
the legislation. It may be possible to reduce this risk by seeking assurance from the company that it is
authorized to provide consent on behalf of its employees. However, it is not possible to say for certain
at this point whether this would be sufficient for the purposes of the legislation.
It is also worth pointing out paragraph 3(a) of the final Industry Canada regulations, which provides
an exemption for messages sent by “an employee, representative, contractor or franchisee of an
organization” to “an employee, representative, contractor or franchisee of another organization if
the organizations have a business relationship at the time the message was sent and the message
concerns the affairs of the organization or that person’s role, functions or duties within or on behalf of
the organization”. This exemption would probably not provide a company with the ability to subscribe
its employees to marketing campaigns. However, it may allow a trade association to send messages to
employees of member companies, so long as the message is related to affairs of the trade association/
member. This would depend on a few factors, including the interpretation of a “business relationship”
(not defined), and the types of communications that would be considered to concern the “affairs of
the organization” or “a person’s role, functions or duties”. I would like to think that this would include
the types of communications that would typically be sent by a trade association to its members’
employees.
Is the government going to provide a “grace period” or grandfather clause for businesses to ensure
that they have compliant consent for existing lists?
Both Industry Canada and the CRTC have stated that express consent obtained in compliance with
the Personal Information Protection and Electronic Documents Act (PIPEDA) before CASL comes into
force will be considered compliant with CASL going forward. For example, express consent may have

www.listrak.com | 717.627.4528

been obtained without providing all of the required identifying information prescribed under CASL, or
a pre-checked box may have been used, so long as the requirements of PIPEDA have been met.
It is important to be aware that there is also a transitional provision for implied consent that extends
the time period for the existing business relationship and existing non-business relationship. Section 66
of CASL states that consent is implied until July 1, 2017 if:
• the sender and recipient have an existing business relationship or existing non-business
relationship at any time before CASL comes into force on July 1, 2014; and
• the relationship involves the sending of CEMs (e.g., the sender has been sending CEMs to the
recipient).
Implied consent would end, of course, if the recipient unsubscribes.
A consumer makes a purchase a month before the enforcement date, does not opt-in to marketing
but also does not opt-out, and makes a purchase on the 35th month following the enforcement date.
Would the purchase give the marketer implied consent valid for 24 months? Would another purchase
after the 24 month mark reset the clock?
A literal interpretation of the law (specifically sections 10(10) and 66 of CASL) suggests that the
subsequent purchase on the 35th month would reset the clock for another 24 months.
A consumer makes a purchase after the enforcement date, does not opt-in to marketing but does opt-
out, and enters a sweepstakes two years down the road. Would this also reset the clock?
There are a couple of issues here. First is whether entering a sweepstake would result in implied
consent. It is arguable that entering a sweepstake results in the creation of a written contract, but I
wouldn’t want to just accept that as a given. However, I think the question is really about whether the
implied consent provisions can reset the clock on consent where a person has previously unsubscribed,
so let’s assume that the consumer makes a purchase two years after unsubscribing. Industry Canada
has stated as follows:
“Stakeholders also expressed concern that once a person unsubscribed from a mailing list, the business
would not be permitted to send commercial electronic messages to the person, even following a
subsequent transaction. For the purposes of CASL, implied consent due to an existing business
relationship is reinstated with every new or subsequent transaction that would qualify them under
section 10(10) of CASL.”
When reading the law and regs, there is a plethora of guidance on how to obtain express consent.
Where the guidance falls short is the minimum bar for obtaining implied consent. Specifically, web
signup forms. One can imagine a scenario where a business posts a web form collecting an email
address as part of a business transaction. This web form may not qualify for express consent but in
theory should qualify for implied consent.
Question: Is there a minimum standard that must be met to obtain implied consent using a online
signup form?
Implied consent is not really “obtained” in the same manner that express consent would be; i.e., you do
not make a request for implied consent. Implied consent would arise, for example, based on the fact
that someone had made a purchase (an existing business relationship). Thus, the design of a web form
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is less likely to be relevant in this case.
That being said, the burden of proof that arises with express consent is also relevant when sending
based on implied consent. This means that any person claiming to have implied consent must feel
comfortable that they would be able to prove the existence of implied consent if challenged. For
example, in the case of implied consent based on a purchase, a sender would want to be able to
demonstrate that a particular recipient had in fact made a purchase, and the date on which the
purchase took place.
Here is a concrete example pertaining to implied consent: I publish a webpage advertising a product
or service. On that page, I place a signup box asking “give us your email to receive newsletters or
other information”. No other consent language is prominently displayed. Would this quality for implied
consent? If not, what additional information do I need before implied consent is achieved. If what you
are saying is implied consent is more or less not obtained, it’s in context of a “business relationship”.
Then my question is as follows: Is requesting newsletters about my product or services establishing a
business relationship?
The existing business relationship is one category of implied consent under CASL, and there are
several categories of an existing business relationship. Under one of those categories, and existing
business relationship arises if a person makes an “inquiry or application” into the sender’s products,
goods, services, etc. I can’t advise as to specifically whether requesting a newsletter would qualify as
an “inquiry” for the purposes of CASL. I believe there is an argument to be made that it does, but it
would likely be context specific, and I can’t say what the CRTC would conclude. Note that the existing
business relationship only lasts for 6 months based on this category.
There is another category of implied consent that could be relevant. Consent can be implied where 1)
the recipient provides their electronic address directly to the sender; 2) the recipient does not indicate
that they do not want to receive unsolicited commercial electronic messages, and 3) any messages
sent are related to the recipient’s business or official capacity. Thus, you may be able to potentially rely
on this category of implied consent, keeping in mind the limitations around the types of messages that
can be sent (likely only useful in a business-to-business context).

Jurisdiction
Does CASL apply to messages sent only to U.S. residents?
CASL applies to a CEM sent to or from a computer system located in Canada. However, according to
the Industry Canada regulations, a CEM is excluded from CASL if it is sent with the reasonable belief
that it will be accessed in another jurisdiction with its own anti-spam legislation (such as the U.S.) and
it complies with the anti-spam legislation of that jurisdiction. Thus, if a CEM is sent from Canada to
someone in the U.S., then CASL would likely not apply so long as it is sent in compliance with the CAN-
SPAM Act.
What happens if a message is intended for someone in the U.S. but is actually accessed in Canada?
Does the act cover foreign persons who happen to receive the message while traveling in Canada?
The exclusion for CEMs sent to foreign jurisdictions includes a form of “reasonableness” test, in that a
sender must have a reasonable belief that a CEM will be accessed in a foreign jurisdiction. The following
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might be factors that could influence whether there is such a reasonable belief:
• whether the product or service is available to/targeted at Canadians or non-Canadians;
• any information collected pertaining to residence of a subscriber (e.g., address) at time of
subscribing for a list;
• source IP address of user when subscribing.
Thus, if a foreign person happened to be travelling to Canada when they access an email, it seems
unlikely that CASL would apply in that case (or that the CRTC would pursue an enforcement action).
If the message is targeted at the foreign person, and it is generally believed that the foreign person
does not live in Canada, then that would seem to fit within the exclusion for messages sent to foreign
persons.

Address Harvesting
PIPEDA says at 7(1), “For the purpose of (consent), and despite the note that accompanies that clause,
an organization may collect personal information without the knowledge or consent of the individual
only if ... (d) the information is publicly available and is specified by the regulations.”
But, then PIPEDA also says at 7.1(2), “Paragraphs 7(1)(a), (c) and (d) ... do not apply in respect of (a)
the collection of an individual’s electronic address, if the address is collected by the use of a computer
program that is designed or marketed primarily for use in generating or searching for, and collecting,
electronic addresses; or (b) the use of an individual’s electronic address, if the address is collected by
the use of a computer program described in paragraph (a).”
However CASL says at 10(9), “Consent is implied ... only if ... (b) the person to whom the message is
sent has conspicuously published, or has caused to be conspicuously published, the electronic address
to which the message is sent, the publication is not accompanied by a statement that the person does
not wish to receive unsolicited commercial electronic messages at the electronic address and the
message is relevant to the person’s business, role, functions or duties in a business or official capacity.”
And, CASL also says at 2, “In the event of a conflict between a provision of this Act and a provision of
Part 1 of the Personal Information Protection and Electronic Documents Act, the provision of this Act
operates despite the provision of that Part, to the extent of the conflict.”
1.

Does the Order make Section 82 of PIPEDA (amending section 7) effective? My copy of PIPEDA
dated 13 Nov 2013 says it’s not in force. Are the PIPEDA amendments enacted simply because
they referenced in ‘in-force’ sections of CASL?

2.

Does the restriction in PIPEDA at 7.1(2) conflict with CASL 10(9)?

3.

Is the intent to place an outright prohibition on collection of personal data – even from publically
available sources – using technology?
1.

Section 82 of Bill C-28 (the section that amends section 7 of PIPEDA) will come into force on
July 1, 2014, when most of CASL comes into force.

2.

Subsection 10(9) of CASL states that you can send to an electronic address that has been
conspicuously published (so long as conditions are met), while the amendments to PIPEDA
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effectively state that you cannot rely on any of the exceptions to consent to collect, use or
disclose an electronic address using a computer program designed for that purpose. So you can
send to the address, you just cannot use a computer program to collect the address. On their
face, they seem to work together without conflict.
3.

Yes, that is the purpose. Address harvesting is viewed by policy makers to be a tool that is used
primarily by spammers.

B2B Marketing
CASL says at 10(9), “Consent is implied ... only if ... (b) the person to whom the message is sent has
conspicuously published, or has caused to be conspicuously published, the electronic address to which
the message is sent, the publication is not accompanied by a statement that the person does not wish
to receive unsolicited commercial electronic messages at the electronic address and the message is
relevant to the person’s business, role, functions or duties in a business or official capacity.”
And, the RIAS states, “To ensure regular business communications are not unnecessarily regulated
under the Act, the Regulations provide exclusions from all requirements of the Act for commercial
electronic messages that are:
• sent within an organization; or
• sent between organizations that already have a relationship, where the message concerns the
activities of the organization to which the message is sent.”
The RIAS further states, “ If your former business or non-business contact disclosed their e-mail
address or other electronic address to you, or they conspicuously published their address, then you
may have implied consent to contact them as long as the message is relevant to their work, and they
did not indicate that they don’t want to receive commercial electronic messages at that address.”
1.

Are there further clarifications on when one may or may not have implied consent in a B2B
context?

2.

Is obtaining an electronic address that is conspicuously published through technological means
an automatic disqualification for implied consent – even in a B2B contact?
1.

No. In this case Industry Canada is just referring to the fact that you could have implied consent,
according to section 10 of CASL, if someone has disclosed their address to you. The use of
the word “may” is necessary because consent is not automatically implied. For example, if the
address is disclosed to you, there are two other conditions that must be met as well(there
must not have been a “do not send” statement, and it must be related to their business, official
capacity, etc.).

2.

In theory there does not appear to be any reason why it would be disqualified under CASL, but it
would be a violation of PIPEDA.
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Deemed Consent to Installation of Computer Program
CASL says at 10(8), “A person is considered to expressly consent to the installation of a computer
program if
(a) the program is
(i) a cookie,
(ii) HTML code,
(iii) Java Scripts,
(iv) an operating system,
(v) any other program that is executable only through the use of another computer program whose
installation or use the person has previously expressly consented to, or
(vi) any other program specified in the regulations; and (b) the person’s conduct is such that it is
reasonable to believe that they consent to the program’s installation.”
Are a person’s browser settings conduct sufficient to infer express consent?
It is not possible to say. However, depending on the type of computer program, it seems likely that this
could be one of possibly multiple factors that would be relevant to whether a “person’s conduct is such
that it is reasonable to believe that they consent to the program’s installation.”
However, keep in mind that Industry Canada has stated that “Insofar as cookies are not executable
computer programs, and they cannot carry viruses and cannot install malware, and are simply lines of
text or data that are read from a web browser, they are not computer programs for the purposes of
CASL.” Furthermore, the CRTC has stated that HTML cookies are not “installed”. Rather, they are lines
of text that are created within a browser. And because CASL applies to the “installation” of computer
programs, it does not apply to cookies (at least, the vast majority of cookies). Note that “installation” is
not a defined term in CASL.

Unsubscribe (Charges)
CASL says at 11(1), “The unsubscribe mechanism referred to in paragraph 6(2)(c) must (a) enable the
person to whom the commercial electronic message is sent to indicate, at no cost to them, the wish to
no longer receive any commercial electronic messages, or any specified class of such messages, from
the person who sent the message or the person — if different — on whose behalf the message is sent,
using (i) the same electronic means by which the message was sent…”
If the standard SMS out-out is a STOP reply, and normal data rates may apply, is a STOP reply in
contravention of CASL?
I do not know and I am not aware of any specific guidance on this issue. This would be a good question
for the CRTC. We should raise this if and when we meet with them again.
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Transitional Provisions
CASL says at 66, “A person’s consent to receiving commercial electronic messages from another
person is implied until the person gives notification that they no longer consent to receiving such
messages from that other person or until three years after the day on which section 6 comes into
force, whichever is earlier, if, when that section comes into force, (a) those persons have an existing
business relationship or an existing non-business relationship, as defined in subsection 10(10) or (13),
respectively, without regard to the period mentioned in that subsection; and (b) the relationship
includes the communication between them of commercial electronic messages.”
1.

Is the intent here to effectively ‘reset’ any EBR based implied consents(10(9)(a))? Even though
implied consent thought EBR remains a valid mechanism under CASL?

2.

Is this meant only to ‘reset’ EBR implied consents, and not affect ‘publically available’ and
‘voluntarily shared’ implied consents?
1.

This extends the EBR and ENBR backwards indefinitely. For example, if someone has ever made
a purchase, you have implied consent (e.g., as opposed to within the previous 24 months.

2.

Correct, this has no impact where the address has been conspicuously published or provided
by the recipient directly the sender because there are no time limitations on those categories of
implied consent.

Statute of Limitations
CASL says at 23(1), “No proceeding in respect of a violation may be commenced later than three years
after the day on which the subject matter of the proceeding became known to a person designated
under section 14.”
And, CASL also says at 47(2), “Unless the court decides otherwise, no application may be brought later
than three years after the day on which the subject matter of the proceeding became known to the
applicant.”
Is three years a sufficient period to keep records of CASL regulated activities? Under what
circumstances would the court decide otherwise?
In theory, three years may not be sufficient. For example, a person could discover a violation one year
after a message was sent, which would be the starting point under the statutory limitation period.
Thus, in theory, someone could complain or file a lawsuit four years after a message was sent. As a
practical matter, the CRTC and/or courts may offer guidance on this, but at this point it’s not possible
to categorically advise on whether three years will be sufficient.
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Reconfirmation of Existing Subscribers
Can reconfirmation be on an “opt-out” basis? For example, can a subscribe be told that they will
continue to receive CEMs if they do not do anything to withdraw consent?
As far as CASL is concerned, a reconfirmation request is a request for express consent. Thus, to
be consistent with CRTC guidance, express consent must be on an “opt-in” basis, meaning that a
subscriber must be required to take some form of action as a positive indication of consent. This might
consist of, for example, requiring a subscriber to click on a link within an email to indicate their consent.

Strategies for Reconfirmation
•

Engagement: Monitor user engagement (e.g., opens and clicks) and only continue to seek
reconfirmation from those subscribers who are engaged.

•

Use of call centers: It may be worth referring “high value” subscribers to a call center if they have not
responded to a reconfirmation request before CASL comes into force.

•

Specific action indicating consent: Subscribers must undertake some form of action to indicate
their consent. For example, a user might be required to click on a link in an email messages. This
would appear to be an approach that is consistent with the CRTC’s guidance with respect to express
consent. A higher standard might require a user to both click on a link and click a button/check a box
on a website, as a form of “double opt-in”
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Email Examples
The following three examples of e-receipts with varying degrees of commercial content were provided to
CRTC officials during our meeting on February 26, 2013 to obtain their views on whether the messages
would be a CEM for the purposes of CASL. Note that all three examples are “e-receipts”, and at least
one official stated that an e-receipt may be a CEM regardless of other content contained in the message
based on his view that all types of messages referred to in subsection 6(6) of CASL are CEMs, one
category of which is a message that “facilitates, completes or confirms a commercial transaction that
the person to whom the message is sent previously agreed to enter into with the person who sent the
message”. However, these examples are nonetheless instructive as they offer insight on content elements
such as hyperlinks, logos, and product recommendations. Note that the opinions expressed by the CRTC
were given informally during our meeting, and did not arise out of formal, written public guidance. As
such, the CRTC’s official guidance could vary.

EMAIL EXAMPLE #1: E-R ECEIPT WITH LOGO AND TAGLINE
CRTC opinion: This may not be a CEM based on the fact that the message does not contain any links
(the logo at the top does not hyperlink to the home page). If the message included hyperlinks it probably
would be a CEM. [Note that the CRTC has more recently provided guidance that the mere inclusion of
a URL or hyperlink would probably not be enough on its own to cause a message to be “commercial”
for the purposes of CASL].
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EMAIL EXAMPLE #2: E-R ECEIPT WITH PROMO AND LINK
CRTC opinion: This likely is a CEM given that it contains information about a promotion as well as a
hyperlink to a website with more information about the promotion.

EMAIL EXAMPLE #3: E-R ECEIPT WITH
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE
PURCHASES
CRTC opinion: There is no
question that this is a CEM
based on the fact that the
recommendations encourage
the participation in commercial
activity. Also relevant is the
fact that this message contains
a hyperlink to the Cutter &
Buck homepage.
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