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15/102

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	15/102

	COMPLAINANT
	M. Lea

	ADVERTISER
	Brand Developers Ltd

	ADVERTISEMENT
	Fish Harvester Television

	DATE OF MEETING
	16 March 2015

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint:  The television advertisement for the Conrad Meier Fish Harvester showed the device in action at the beach and included graphics of how it enabled fishers to access deeper parts of the ocean where snapper were prevalent. The advertisement stated in part: “Can you see yourself catching more fish? Bigger fish? Catching lots of fish? See yourself with a Conrad Meier Fish Harvester…to take your line with 25 hooks almost 2km offshore.” 
The advertisement featured people holding up snapper to the camera, snapper being pulled from the sea. A disclaimer stated in part: “Before using the Fish Harvester, please consult local fishing regulations at www.fish.govt.nz” 

Complainant, M. Lea, said:  “The advert appears to revel in catching as many fish as possible, and repeatedly shows live fish being hauled, struggling, from the sea and across the beach with no thought being given to either 'sustainability' nor common humanity. I object strongly to a living thing (in this case fish, fish and more fish) being treated as something to 'harvest', and this then being brought into my living room with apparent joy and excitement in the voice of the presenter.”
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rules 5 of the Code of Ethics.

The Chairman noted the Complainant’s concerns about the advertisement.

When addressing the Complainant’s view the advertisement showed the device being used with no thought to sustainability, the Chairman disagreed. She referred to a previous Chairman’s Ruling (15/084) where another Complainant had similar issues about the same advertisement.  That Ruling stated in part:

[The Chairman] “… did not agree with the Complainant’s notion the advertisement implied you can catch more than the limit allowed for recreational fishers.

Looking at the scenes that showed the harvester being pulled in, the Chairman noted only a few snapper were shown being brought onto the beach. She also noted the cooler bin showed six freshly caught snapper on ice. However, she noted this was below the limit of seven snapper a day for recreational fishers and, as such, was socially responsible. 

The Chairman acknowledged the advertisement emphasised there were 25 hooks on the harvester. However, she said it would be highly unlikely a snapper would be caught on each hook. Rather, she was of the view the likely consumer takeout would be the 25 baited hooks gave fishers a greater chance of attracting and catching more fish in deeper water. 

When considering the Complainant’s concern about the brevity of the information about fishing regulations, the Chairman was of the view it was the responsibility of recreational fishers to inform themselves about quota restrictions for fish species. She was of the view the information provided was enough to alert people who may be new to fishing, that regulations applied to catch limits.   

Therefore, while the Chairman noted the sincere concerns of the Complainant, she was of the view the advertisement did not suggest recreational fishers who used the device should disregard fishing limits…”
The Chairman said the above Ruling was directly applicable to the complaint before her with regard to the Complainant’s issues about sustainability.
When addressing the Complainant’s concern at the scenes of the fish being brought out of the sea “struggling” and without “common humanity,” the Chairman said naturally fish struggled when they were brought to shore. However, she said hauling fish on a longline across the beach was an accepted part of fishing, and, while distressing to the Complainant, the scenes were fleeting and were unlikely to cause serious or widespread offence to most people.

The Chairman acknowledged the Complainant’s philosophical opposition to the concept that fish were a commodity to be harvested, given the product’s name. However, she said she was not able to rule directly on the name of any product as this was outside of her jurisdiction. 
Taking the Complainant’s issue more widely, the Chairman said the Complainant’s issue with the presenter promoting the product with “apparent joy and excitement” was an extreme interpretation. She said the idea of being able to catch more fish, while adhering to catch limits was not socially irresponsible and the presenter’s tone was appropriately enthusiastic. 
In light of these findings and taking into account Chairman’s Ruling 15/084, the Chairman said none of the issues raised by the Complainant would be likely to cause serious or widespread offence to the majority of consumers and, as such, she found the advertisement had been prepared with a due sense of social responsibility to consumers and to society. Therefore, the Chairman said there had been no apparent breach of the Advertising Code.
Accordingly, the Chairman ruled that there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed.
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