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13/098

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	13/098

	COMPLAINANT
	P. Nuttall

	ADVERTISER
	100% Pure New Zealand Honey

	ADVERTISEMENT
	Pure New Zealand Honey Website

	DATE OF MEETING
	14 May 2013

	OUTCOME
	Settled in Part / Not Upheld in Part


SUMMARY

The Advertiser’s website (www.purenewzealandhoney.com) contained information about the honeys it produced, and the environment from which the honeys are sourced. Along with information about the New Zealand environment and flora, the website promoted the benefits of New Zealand honey.

The Complainant said that the 100% Pure New Zealand Honey advertising was inherently linked to a false representation of the New Zealand environment as 100% pure.
The Complaints Board accepted the explanation from the Advertiser on the statement “100% Pure New Zealand Honey” and the complaint was not upheld in this regard.  Noting the self-regulatory action taken in amending the statements relating to the environment on the website, the Complaints Board ruled that part of the complaint was settled.

[No further action required]
Please note this headnote does not form part of the Decision.
COMPLAINTS BOARD Decision
The Chairman directed the Complaints Board to consider the advertisement with reference to Basic Principle 4 and Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics and Basic Principle 3 and 3(a) of the Code for Environmental Claims. This required the Complaints Board to consider whether or not the advertisement contained anything which, either directly or by implication, was likely to deceive or mislead the consumer and if it had been prepared with a due sense of social responsibility to consumers and to society. It also required that all claims made must be substantiated.
The Complaints Board noted the concerns of the Complainant, namely that in  their view, the 100% Pure New Zealand Honey advertising was inherently linked to a false representation of the New Zealand environment as 100% pure. The Complaints Board further noted the Complainant took issue with four parts of the Advertiser’s website (http://www.purenewzealandhoney.com) in particular:
(1)
100% Pure New Zealand Honey.... New Zealand, the world's youngest country, is blessed with pure air, pure water and rich flora.
(2) 
We fully appreciate that the qualities that make our honeys the very best that you can buy, come from the purity of the environment.
(3)
New Zealand fauna is 80% native. Typified by evergreen rain forest with giant trees, ferns, vines and thick undergrowth.
(4)
Our single flower native honeys are sourced fresh from New Zealand's world renowned, pristine forests and bush lands.
As a preliminary matter, the Complaints Board referred to Decision 13/100 which stated that the phrase “100% Pure New Zealand” used by Tourism New Zealand was a positioning statement used to promote the unique experience New Zealand offered international tourists rather than a claim about New Zealand’s environmental purity. The Complaints Board ruled in that Decision that the wording did not breach the Advertising Codes of Practice.

Turning to the Advertiser’s response, the Complaints Board accepted the Advertiser’s explanation regarding the statement “100% Pure New Zealand Honey” as being accurate;

“Our claim that our honey is 100% Pure New Zealand Honey is true and confirmed by the fact that no honey from other countries is allowed into New Zealand. For it not to be 100% Pure New Zealand honey it would need to be blended with honey from another country.”

However, the Complaints Board expressed a level of concern regarding some claims highlighted by the Complainant that appeared to link the honey product with the quality of the environment. In particular, these statements referred to “pure air, pure water …”, the “purity of the environment” and “pristine forests”. 
Turning to the Advertiser’s response, the Complaints Board acknowledged its willingness to amend the website in response to the complaint and confirmed alterations had been made.
Taking all of the above into account, the Complaints Board accepted the explanation from the Advertiser about “100% Pure New Zealand Honey” and the complaint was not upheld in this regard.  Noting the self-regulatory action taken in amending the statements relating to the environment, the Complaints Board ruled that part of the complaint was settled.

Description of Advertisement

The Advertiser’s website (http://www.purenewzealandhoney.com/pure-new-zealand-honey) provided information about its product, New Zealand made honey. The home page included the following text:
“Welcome to the home of 100% Pure New Zealand Honey

100% Pure New Zealand Honey.... New Zealand, the world's youngest country, is blessed with pure air, pure water and rich flora.”

On the sustainability page (http://www.purenewzealandhoney.com/honey-sustainability/), it was stated:

“We fully appreciate that the qualities that make our honeys the very best that you can buy, come from the purity of the environment.”

On the “Taste New Zealand” page (http://www.purenewzealandhoney.com/taste-new-zealand-honey/), the Advertiser continued:
“New Zealand fauna is 80% native. Typified by evergreen rain forest with giant trees, ferns, vines and thick undergrowth”

A number of different types of honeys were described on the website. On the Native Floral Honey page (http://www.purenewzealandhoney.com/native-floral-honey/), it was stated:

"Our single flower native honeys are sourced fresh from New Zealand's world renowned, pristine forests and bush lands."
Complaint from p. nuttall
My complaint is in regard to the use of the branding 100% PURE NEW ZEALAND HONEY and associated imagery and presentation as presented on the website 
http://www.purenewzealandhoney.com.
The use of the brand 100% New Zealand Honey derives from a broad advertising brand developed and adopted by Tourism New Zealand for 100% PURE NEW ZEALAND and is used extensively by them and other parties in a wide variety of advertising forms and campaigns. The brand has been modified by other users, including 100% Pure New Zealand Honey, and used in subsequent advertising including electronic, print, labelling, etc. to benefit from the branding achieved by Tourism New Zealand for individual products or commodities.
My complaint is that the 100% Pure New Zealand Honey advertising is inherently linked to a false representation of the New Zealand environment (as defined by the Advertising Standards Authority (ASA) to include people and communities) as 100% pure. The advertising for 100% Pure New Zealand Honey breaches the ASA principles and codes in a number of instances as detailed below.
The website http://www.purenewzealandhoney.com includes the text:
(1)
100% Pure New Zealand Honey.... New Zealand, the world's youngest country, is blessed with pure air, pure water and rich flora.
(2) 
We fully appreciate that the qualities that make our honeys the very best that you can buy, come from the purity of the environment.
(3)
New Zealand fauna is 80% native. Typified by evergreen rain forest with giant trees,ferns, vines and thick undergrowth.
(4)
Our single flower native honeys are sourced fresh from New Zealand's world renowned, pristine forests and bush lands.
The New Zealand Advertising Standards Authority gives its three main objectives as:
(a) To seek to maintain at all times and in all media a proper and generally acceptable standard of advertising and to ensure that advertising is not misleading or deceptive, either by statement or by implication.
(b) To establish and promote an effective system of voluntary self-regulation in respect to advertising standards.
(c) To establish and fund an Advertising Standards Complaints Board.
And further states that:

The Codes apply to the entire content of an advertisement, including all words and numbers (spoken and written), visual presentations, music and sound effects.
It is my consideration that the advertisement breaches the first of these principles in that it is misleading or deceptive in a number of statements and by the implication that it draws of the New Zealand environment being pure and pristine. There is substantial scientific evidence that NZ's environment is not pure and, in many instances (including but not limited to air, water quality both fresh and marine, land degradation, biodiversity health, etc.) is far from pure. Sources of representative samples of such scientific evidence are given in Appendix 1. By comparison the advertiser has not produced any evidence to support their contention that NZ has pure air and water, rich flora, etc.
The ASA states that

For the purposes of the Codes:

The word "advertisement" is to be taken in its broadest sense to embrace any form of advertising and includes advertising which promotes the interest of any person, product or service, imparts information, educates, or advocates an idea, belief, political viewpoint or opportunity. The definition includes advertising in all traditional media and digital media such as online advertising, including websites. Emails and SMS messaging that are selling or promoting a product, service, idea or opportunity are also covered by the codes, as are neck labels or promotions attached to a product. Other examples include posters, pamphlets and billboards (whether stationary or mobile) and addressed or unaddressed mail.
The ASA states that

· The word "product" includes goods, services and facilities whether paid or given free.

I contend that the "product" being advertised in this instance is both the product of honey and the country of New Zealand inclusive of its environment. The products are being promoted as being desirable because they are or are implied to be 100% pure due to the pristine New Zealand environment it is inferred they originate from.
· The word "consumer" refers to any person to whom an advertisement is addressed or is likely to be reached by it whether as a final consumer or as a trade customer or user.
I contend that the "consumer" in this instance is the global population including the entire population of New Zealand.
The ASA Advertising Code of Ethics (1 August 1996) includes in its BASIC PRINCIPLES:

3. No advertisement should be misleading or deceptive or likely to mislead or deceive the consumer
I contend that the use of the brand 100% pure New Zealand Honey and the content of the website is misleading and deceptive in that it explicitly states and implies that the New Zealand environment from which the product is produced is completely pure when it this is not upheld by scientific evidence and, especially in relation to the environment, appears contrary to most scientific evidence.
Additionally, the website referred to above contains other misrepresentation of fact. For example the 100% Pure New Zealand Honey website cited above refers to New Zealand as the "world's youngest country". While it may be correct in certain specific contexts to describe New Zealand as 'young', it is erroneous to describe it as the 'youngest' country in the world. Geologically there are younger inhabited landforms (various Pacific Island countries comprised only of coral atolls for example), in terms of discovery by humans it is not proven that New Zealand was the last landmass colonized (Rapanui and Pitcairn probably have greater claim) nor does the statement hold politically (as a state Timor Leste is far younger).
Further, the 100% Pure New Zealand Honey website claims New Zealand has "pure air, pure water and rich flora". This is clearly disputed by a wide and reputable range of scientific and agency evidence, including the official reports of key government agencies at central and local government levels.
Pure Air. The parts of New Zealand that are not inhabited by people have high air quality (although no country can now claim "pure air" due to global Greenhouse Gas Emissions) but the remaining airsheds show alarming pollution rates. New Zealand's per capita contribution to greenhouse gas emissions is amongst the highest in the world of such airborne pollution.
Pure Water. NZ's fresh water resources are heavily degraded; few river systems could be described as pristine or in a natural state and this has been repeatedly shown in numerous scientific studies by multiple authors (see Appendix 1). Analysis of New Zealand's national water quality monitoring network data reveals significant declines in almost all measured water quality parameters over the last 20 years. A 2004 study of more than 3000 lowland waterways revealed that ninety six per cent of them in pastoral catchments and all in urban catchments failed the pathogen standard for contact recreation. More than eighty per cent of the sites in pasture catchments exceeded guideline levels for phosphorous and nitrogen. Forty-three per cent of monitored lakes in New Zealand are now classed as polluted and groundwater nitrate levels are rising as well with thirty-nine per cent of monitored sites nationally showing increases. Human health is also directly impacted with an estimated 18,000 - 34,000 people annually contracting waterborne diseases. The WWF-NZ 2012 report quotes Dr Mike Joy as describing New Zealand as facing an unprecedented freshwater crisis.
Rich flora. Our flora has been one the most heavily modified in the shortest historical term in the world with a high rate of loss of indigenous species, heavy modification of indigenous plant ecosystems and a high rate of exotic flora, notably unwanted exotic plant pests. The New Zealand government's NZ Biodiversity Strategy 2000 found that dozens of species have been made extinct since human settlement, including 32 per cent of all endemic land and freshwater birds and that the main threats to New Zealand's biodiversity remain the destruction of ecosystems - particularly for farming - and introduced animal and plant pests. The NZBS2000 stated that indigenous biodiversity decline was our "most pervasive environmental issue" with 1,000 known indigenous taxa (800 species, 200 sub-species) threatened with extinction. Despite New Zealand having the highest levels of native land protection in the OECD, habitats are still declining. Recent research shows that more than half (53 per cent) of acutely threatened habitats have suffered a net loss of indigenous vegetation cover between 1996/7 and 2001/2002. As of the 2008/11 Threat Classification List, over 3,800 terrestrial, freshwater and marine species are listed as threatened, a dramatically worsening trend since the 1990s. Rich is admittedly a relative term (unlike the absolute values of Pure and Pristine) and subject to interpretation. However, compared to the flora values prior to human habitation and especially since European colonisation, the flora values are far poorer than they were and by no stretch of credible imagination can be described as 100% Pure. The term as used by the advertiser is not correct, is misleading and creates a false impression.
The 100% Pure New Zealand Honey campaign contends: "New Zealand fauna is 80% native. Typified by evergreen rain forest with giant trees, ferns, vines and thick undergrowth." No source is given as the basis for this statement. New Zealand's native fauna has declined rapidly since human occupation and such loss has accelerated since European colonisation while introduced fauna of all types (including domesticated animals, rats, mice, mustelids, possums, goats, deer and avifauna) has increased exponentially. New Zealand fauna cannot be typified by using examples of flora and even if this is a misprint, New Zealand's current flora can hardly be typified as claimed by rain forest containing giant trees, ferns, vines and thick undergrowth. It is better typified by a number of cultivated exotic grass and tree species. It maybe that NZ Honey is drawing from a statement on DoC's website that "Scientists estimate that as much as 80 per cent of New Zealand's native biodiversity may be in the sea." However, this would at odds with the pictorial record associated with 100% Pure New Zealand honey campaign, which contain no marine fauna or flora and the lack of any obvious connection between marine fauna and flora and honey production.
My concerns over the misrepresentation of the real state of our environment and our biodiversity in particular is supported by the information supplied by New Zealand government specialists. The Biodiversity website summarizes:
"Although New Zealand was one of the last places on earth to be settled by humans, it has one of the worst records of native biodiversity loss. Fire, land clearance, overexploitation of resources, and introduced plants and animals have had a cumulative effect on native biodiversity. As a result dozens of species have become extinct and an increasing number are now threatened with extinction. Extinctions include:

· 32 per cent of endemic land and freshwater birds, including the magnificent Harpogornis moorei, Haast's eagle

· three of 64 reptile species

· possibly 11 of the 2300 known vascular plants

About 800 of New Zealand's known animal, plant and fungi species and 200 subspecies are considered threatened. It is likely that many still unknown species are also threatened."

http://www.biodiversity.govt.nz/picture/biodiversity/state/index.html
accessed 27 February 2013

I also note in context to the discussion above on New Zealand being the youngest country, that this extract refers to New Zealand being "one of the last places on earth to be settled by humans", and not the youngest as claimed in the advertisements.
I again quote from the Biodiversity website's summary on biodiversity loss as evidence that the text of the NZ Honey site is misleading.
"Habitat loss in New Zealand has happened in three ways:
· Whole ecosystems have been converted into farmland, exotic forests and settlements.
· Ecosystems have been partially removed, creating 'islands' surrounded by farmland.

· Ecosystems have been degraded by the loss of species and disruption of their ecological processes.

Forests covered 85 per cent of New Zealand before humans arrived. Today the figure is 23 percent.

After humans arrived, large areas of New Zealand forest were destroyed by fire. Some fires occurred naturally (started by lightning strikes, for example), or were caused by humans hunting food or clearing land.
Early Maori settlers are believed to have set forests alight over wide areas, destroying both lowland and upland forest. Particularly affected were the drier eastern areas of the North and South Islands. In the South Island, high-country beech forests and lowland conifer and broadleaf forests were replaced by tussock- grasslands and bracken (the latter's roots were highly valued by Maori as a food source).
By 1600 more than one-third of New Zealand's original forest cover was gone. Despite this, other habitats (such as wetlands and coastal areas) remained largely unchanged.
After the Treaty of Waitangi was signed in 1840, a flood of European settlers arrived. Half New Zealand's remaining forest had been converted to farmland and towns by 1920, and many more plants and animals had been introduced, some of which displaced or preyed on native species.
Most of New Zealand's lowland forests, wetlands, dunes and estuaries have been converted into pasture or towns. Many lakes, rivers and streams have been modified by dams, drainage and irrigation schemes and by pollution from farms and urban areas.
New Zealand's once continuous range of unique ecosystems is now a patchwork of isolated fragments. Relatively undisturbed habitats are found at high altitudes in the mountains or a few ecological 'islands,' some of these real offshore islands." 
http://www.biodiversity.govt.nz/picture/biodiversity/state/destruction.html 
accessed 27 February, 2013.
Despite the claims made to purity and pristine environments on the website, the evidence from reputable scientific and government agency sources appears clear that this is largely a myth.
The ecosystems from which 100% Pure New Zealand Honey's product are harvested contains a variety of introduced species, has been generally heavily modified from their natural state and are extensively impacted by introduced pest species and largely devoid of the avifauna that populated it when in a pristine state. It can be described as beautiful and majestic, but to state that it is pure and pristine is an overstatement and an exaggeration and in contradiction of both the guidelines of the ASA and the Commerce Commission advice notes.
4. All advertisements should be prepared with a due sense of social responsibility to consumers and to society
The 100% New Zealand Honey brand is obviously derived from the 100% Pure New Zealand brand promoted by Tourism New Zealand and so to some extent it is understandable that a New Zealand company that exports much of its product should see fit to echo the claims being made by it's government tourism agency. But in using the label "New Zealand' it also has the highest obligation to honestly reflect our country and our values. To market our country and its environment (including people and communities) as 100% Pure is misleading to other peoples and cultures, duplicitous to our own population and socially irresponsible in that it gives the impression that the environmental management of New Zealand is laudable when at best this is contentious and more likely erroneous on the basis of scientific opinion (see sources in Appendix 1).
The New Zealand public is amongst the consumers receiving this advertising. Promoting to New Zealand citizens that their country is 100% Pure is both contrary to the message being sought to be delivered to New Zealand citizens through other government channels (for only one example, the Biodiversity website) which seeks to educate New Zealanders that their country is not 100% Pure and that they need to be involved in direct action to rectify this situation. Given this paradox I contend the 100% Pure New Zealand campaign in its entirely and the 100% Pure New Zealand Honey site in the context of this specific complaint is socially irresponsible in that it directly contradicts the stated policy of various New Zealand government agencies and misrepresents the actual state of the New Zealand environment to its citizens.
The ASA Advertising Code of Ethics (1 August 1996) includes in its RULES:
2. Truthful Presentation - Advertisements should not contain any statement or visual presentation or create an overall impression which directly or by implication, omission, ambiguity or exaggerated claim is misleading or deceptive, is likely to deceive or mislead the consumer, makes false and misleading representation, abuses the trust of the consumer or exploits his/her lack of experience or knowledge. (Obvious hyperbole, identifiable as such, is not considered to be misleading).
The claim that the New Zealand environment is the world's youngest, pure and pristine is contained in the combination of wording and imagery on the website. I contend it contains statements, visual presentations and an overall impression that are ambiguous, exaggerated and contain omissions of fact that make them false and misleading representations, abuses the trust of the consumer and exploits his/her lack of experience or knowledge. I cannot accept that the advertisers are intending this to be a case of legitimately using "obvious hyperbole". The claims to "world's youngest country", "pure" and "pristine" as well as "pure air", "pure water", "rich flora" are made with conviction and surety and, in any event, it is not represented by the advertisers as identifiable as hyperbole.
ASA Code for Environmental Claims (January 2013) Introduction states:
"The object of this Code is to ensure that advertisers and marketers develop and maintain rigorous standards when making environmental claims in advertising and to increase consumer confidence to the benefit of the environment, consumers and industry.
Providing clear, straightforward, environmental information has benefits for consumers and business alike. Information about the environmental impacts and qualities of products and services and environmental claims (sometimes called 'green' claims) can help consumers make informed buying choices.
All advertising shall adhere to the laws of New Zealand and the principles and guidelines set out in this Code. The ASA Code of Ethics and the Code for Comparative Advertising should also be consulted, where relevant.
Advertisers should also be aware of the relevant Fact Sheets published by the Commerce Commission including Guidelines for Green Marketing, December 2008, Guidelines for Carbon Claims, July 2009 and Environmental Claims, August 2010 - see http://www.comcom.govt.nz/environmental-claims/.
This Code covers all words and visual depictions in all advertising containing environmental claims and includes packaging shown in advertisements. In interpreting the Code emphasis will be placed on compliance with both the principles and the spirit and intention of the Code. The guidelines are merely examples, by no means exhaustive, of how the principles are to be interpreted and applied. It is also possible for an advertisement to be in breach of the principle without being in breach of a specific guideline. Upon complaint, the ASCB is vested with discretion to ensure a common-sense outcome. It is important to note that in considering a complaint both the likely audience and media placement, that is when and where the advertisement is broadcast, printed, or displayed, are key factors in determining Code compliance. Please note there may also be guidance notes to assist with interpretation for this Code."

I have read the guidance notes referred to and I have also consulted the Commerce Commission Fact Sheets. I note that both of these use examples where claims to products being a certain percentage organic for example should not be overstated. The advertisers claim to their product being 100% pure or to the New Zealand environment being pure and pristine and containing pure air, pure water and rich flora is clearly one where the advertiser has significantly overstated their claims.
ASA provides a definition of the "Environment" that includes ecosystems and their constituent parts, including people and communities; natural and physical resources; and

the qualities and characteristics or locations, places and areas.
ASA Environmental Principles include: 
Principle 1

Advertisements making an environmental claim should be prepared with a due sense of social responsibility to consumers and to society.
Principle 2

Advertisements making environmental claims should not contain any statement or visual presentation or create an overall impression which directly or by implication, omission, ambiguity or exaggerated claim is misleading or deceptive or is likely to deceive or mislead the consumer. (Obvious hyperbole, identifiable as such, is not considered to be misleading).
Guidelines
2(b) Environmental claims shall be accurate and able to be substantiated by evidence that is current and reflects legislative, scientific and technological developments.
2(c) Advertisements shall not claim or imply endorsement by any governmentagency, professional body or independent agency unless there is prior consent and the claim and endorsement are current and verifiable.
2(h) Statements about aspirations of future environmental performance shall be clear and able to be substantiated.
As set out above, I contend these principles have been breached in regard to the use of the 100% Pure New Zealand Honey brand and its related advertising.
…

Appendix 1: Representative sources of scientific and government evidence on the state of the New Zealand environment.
Allibone, R., David, B., Hitchmough, R., Jellyman, D., Ling, N., Ravenscroft, P. & Waters, J.

(2010)

Conservation status of New Zealand freshwater fish, 2009 in New Zealand Journal of Marine and Freshwater Research, 44:4, pp.271-287, available at 
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00288330.2010.514346
Baskaran, R, Cullen, R, Colombo, (2009). Estimating Values of Environmental Impacts of Dairy Farming in New Zealand. New Zealand Journal of Agricultural Research. 52, 377-389.
Daughney, C.J. & Wall, M. (2007). Groundwater quality in New Zealand: State and trends 1995-2006. GNS Science Consultancy Report 2007/23.
DOC. (2011). Department of Conservation, Annual Report for Year ended 30 June 2011. Wellington, Department of Conservation.
http://www.doc.govt.nz/upload/documents/about-doc/annual-report-2011/doc-annual- report-year-ended-30-june-2011.pdf
Environmental Science and Research Ltd. (2007). Estimation of the Burden of Water- borne Disease in New Zealand - Preliminary Report. Wellington: Environmental Science and Research Ltd.
Hauraki Gulf Forum (2011) State of the Gulf Report 2011. Auckland Council, Auckland.
Joy, M. K. (2009). Temporal and land-cover trends in freshwater fish communities in New Zealand's rivers: an analysis of data from the New Zealand freshwater fish database -1970- 2007.
Larned, S. T., M. R. Scarsbrook, et al. (2004). "Water Quality on Low-elevation streams and rivers of New Zealand recent state and trends in contrasting land cover classes." New Zealand Journal of Marine and Freshwater Research 38: 347-366.
NIWA. (2010). Water quality trends at NRWQN sites for the period 1989-2007. 2nd Edition. Hamilton. National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research Ltd
New Zealand Government. (2000). The New Zealand Biodiversity Strategy, February 2000. http://www.biodiversity.govt.nz/pdfs/picture/nzbs-whole.pdf
OECD. (2007). Environmental Performance Review of New Zealand. Paris, Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development. http://www.oecd.icrg/dataoecd/6/6/37915514.pdf
Sinner, J. (2011, June 29). Implications of the National Policy Statement on Freshwater Management, Prepared for Fish & Game New Zealand. Cawthron Report No. 1965, available at http://www.fishandgame.org.nz/.
Verburg, P., K. Hamill, et al. (2010). Lake Water Quality in New Zealand 2010: Status and Trends. NIWA, Ministry for the Environment.
Walker et al. (2005). New Zealand's remaining indigenous cover: recent changes and biodiversity protection needs. Landcare Research Contract Report: LC0405/038. March 2005
WWF-NZ (2012) Beyond Rio: New Zealand's Environmental Record Since the Original Earth Summit, WWF, Wellington.
http://www.plosone.icrg/article/info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0010440
http://www.mfe.govt.nz/publications/water/water-quality-trend-1989-2007/index.htm 

CODE OF ETHICS

Basic Principle 4: All advertisement should be prepared with a due sense of social responsibility to consumers and to society.

Rule 2: Truthful Presentation - Advertisements should not contain any statement or visual presentation or create an overall impression which directly or by implication, omission, ambiguity or exaggerated claim is misleading or deceptive, is likely to deceive or mislead the consumer, makes false and misleading representation, abuses the trust of the consumer or exploits his/her lack of experience or knowledge. (Obvious hyperbole, identifiable as such, is not considered to be misleading).

CODE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL CLAIMS (retired 2012)

Basic Principle 3: All claims must:

a) be able to be substantiated.
Response from Advertiser, 100% pure new zealand honey
We are in receipt of the above mentioned complaint.
We undertake to change the wording on our web site to ensure it is compliant to the Code of Ethics - Basic Principle 4 and Rule 2 by Friday 31 May 2013.
I should be noted however that we do not intend to remove the referenced to "100% Pure New Zealand Honey" in relation to our products. There has been no scientific evidence submitted to support the complainants claim that our products are not indeed 100% Pure New Zealand Honey.
We have no issue with removing the referenced to Pure, Pristine and the like in relation the environment, water, air and the like.
We will also happily re-phrase the comment that New Zealand is the world's youngest country in the world.
further correspondence from Advertiser, 100% pure new zealand honey

…

We would like to confirm that we have reviewed our website and altered words throughout the site which referred to; pure air, pure water and rich flora, pristine, natural, remote and pure, purity of environment, world's youngest country, giant trees and thick undergrowth. We are currently also getting an independent person to review our website to see if we have missed any references which need to be amended.
Also Steve wrote the following information with regards to continuing to use the "100% Pure New Zealand Honey":
At present the importation of any honey into New Zealand is prohibited due to the extremely high chance that exotic bee diseases would be introduced. Currently New Zealand is considered to be the country with the least diseases and parasites that affect the life of honey bees.

In 2004 a review was conducted by MPI at the request of the Australian Government to allow Australian honey into New Zealand. The initial conclusion was that Australian honey could be imported into New Zealand provided it was heat treated to kill any pathogens that may be present in the honey.

Following submissions from the Honey Industry based on more in-depth research the recommendation to allow honey imports was withdrawn and no honey imports are permitted into New Zealand other than for testing at laboratories that have transitional facilities in place. Once the honey has been tested the sample is incinerated. Our claim that our honey is 100% Pure New Zealand Honey is true and confirmed by the fact that no honey from other countries is allowed into New Zealand. For it not to be 100% Pure New Zealand honey it would need to be blended with honey from another country.
If you believe we need any further supporting information with our submission can you please let us know.
11
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