[image: image1.png]ADVERTISING STANDARDS AUTHORITY

[a)
=]
=
L)
-
2
4
-
n
o
o
>
Y
O







14/104

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	14/104

	COMPLAINANT
	B. Andrews

	ADVERTISER
	Brand Developers Limited

	ADVERTISEMENT
	Nutribullet and Airwave Fryer Television

	DATE OF MEETING
	6 March 2014

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint:  The television advertisement for the Nutribullet juicer appeared on the Good Morning programme and advertised a 30 day risk-free trial price of  $14.99.plus postage and handling. 

The Airwave Fryer was also promoted on the same programme on a 30-day risk free trial for $39.95. The onscreen text for both products stated postage and handling fees applied and the Airwave Fryer advertisement stated “Call for terms and conditions or go on the website (www.tvib.co.nz).” 
On both advertisements, the presenter said if the product was returned during the trial period, the trial price would be refunded.
Complainant, B. Andrews, said:  “During the two ads they showed a risk-free trail price of $14.99 for nutribullet and $39.99 with no indication of actual price. 
The nutribullet after a month ends up costing >$100

The airwave fryer actually price is $309.99 plus $29.99 for p&h and even if buying straight up they still charge the trail price as well making it nearly $400.”
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics

The Chairman noted that, in the Complainant’s opinion, the advertisements were misleading as they did not show the actual price of the products and the trial price was charged if the product was bought.
The Chairman disagreed with the Complainant’s interpretation of the advertisements.

Looking at the advertisements, the Chairman said they used the well-known format, which would be familiar to most viewers, of offering the products to consumers to trial at a low price. The Chairman noted the trial price was refunded in full if the consumer decided against purchasing the product for any reason. 

The Chairman also said if the order went ahead, the trial price was incorporated into the cost of both products, effectively making it a deposit.

The Chairman said neither of the above practices were misleading. 

Therefore, the Chairman the advertisements did not contain anything which was likely to deceive or mislead consumers and, as such, had been prepared with a due sense of social responsibility to consumers and to society. Therefore, the Chairman 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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