
 

 
 

COMPLAINT NUMBER 19/409 

COMPLAINANT J Fuller 

ADVERTISER Don Ha - Wealth Ninja  

ADVERTISEMENT Don Ha – Wealth Ninja, Digital 
Marketing 

DATE OF MEETING 21 October 2019 

OUTCOME No Grounds to Proceed 

 
 
Advertisement: The Facebook video advertisement for Don Ha - Wealth Ninja shows the 
Advertiser driving in his car explaining that his time is worth more than purchasing a parking 
ticket and he would rather pay the parking fine and consider it valet parking. 
 
The Chair ruled there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed. 
 
Complainant, J Fuller, said:  
 
I’m submitting a complaint against Don Ha for violating Principle 1 of the Advertising 
Standards. 
 
In one of a series of videos Don Ha has released to promote his brand Don Ha is actively 
encouraging people to park illegally. In summary he posits that parking illegally saves time 
and time is money. He states that he does this regularly and that he doesn’t always get a fine 
but that when he does he pays it. He likens the parking fine to a parking valet.  
 
The video starts with the title "Is your time worth more than a parking ticket?" 
 
He says in the video that he just parked without paying for parking and "I look at it if I get a 
ticket for $55 that is valet parking, therefore my time is more valuable". He goes on to justify 
parking without paying, that he might not get a ticket each time.  
 
What he is practicing and encouraging is theft of service if a private lot and breach of parking 
laws if public. It breaches Principle 1 of the Advertising Standards. 
 
I have engaged with his agency through their Facebook page to discuss my concerns and 
they do not understand why this is wrong and they suggest I am just trolling them. The video 
is posted on his Facebook page for business.  The video can be viewed at 
https://www.facebook.com/donhawealthninja/videos/2436528886629467/ 
 
The relevant provisions were Advertising Standards Code - Principle 1, Rule 1(f);  
 

Principle 1: Social Responsibility:  Advertisements must be prepared and placed 
with a due sense of social responsibility to consumers and to society. 
 
Rule 1(f): Violence and Anti-social Behaviour:  Advertisements must not, unless 
justifiable on educational or social grounds, contain anything that condones, or is 
likely to show, violent or anti-social behaviour or damage to property. 
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The Chair noted the Complainant’s concern the advertisement was encouraging consumers 
to park illegally, which is an anti-social behaviour. 
 
The Chair noted the Advertiser, Don Ha is referred to on his website as a “Businessman, 
property investor, mentor, author and acclaimed speaker”. The Facebook video 
advertisement shows the Advertiser driving and relating his approach to taking time to find a 
park and pay for it in a busy area and the corresponding risk of missing out on a deal.  Mr 
Ha said he considered the parking fines he received to be the equivalent of a valet parking 
cost. 
 
The Chair considered the video repeated the well-known business adage that time is 
money.  In Mr Ha’s case, it involved risking a parking ticket, others may plan ahead or chose 
other forms of transport to ensure they make a meeting. 
 
The Chair agreed that Mr Ha’s position on not taking time to pay for parking was less than 
ideal and it was ill considered of him to promote that. However, she said given the medium, 
context and likely audience, the views of the Advertiser were unlikely to be emulated. 
 
Therefore, the Chair said the advertisement did not reach the threshold to breach Principle 1 
and Rule 1(f) of the Advertising Standards Code. 
  
The Chair ruled there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed. 
 
 
Chair’s Ruling: Complaint No Grounds to Proceed 
 
 
 
 
 

APPEAL INFORMATION 

According to the procedures of the Advertising Standards Complaints Board, all 
decisions are able to be appealed by any party to the complaint. Information on 
our Appeal process is on our website www.asa.co.nz. Appeals must be made in 
writing via email or letter within 14 days of receipt of this decision. 

 


