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13/150

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	13/150

	COMPLAINANT
	B. Latham

	ADVERTISER
	New Zealand Fire Service

	ADVERTISEMENT
	New Zealand Fire Service Television

	DATE OF MEETING
	1 May 2013

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint:  The television advertisement for the New Zealand Fire Service showed a father reliving the horror of a fire in which his child was badly burned. He awoke after hearing his daughter scream “help, daddy” while dreaming. Once awake, the father went to her bedroom to check on her. The girl was shown sleeping peacefully but with severe burns she had receive in a fire. The voiceover then stated, in part:
“The cost of not having smoke alarms is too high.”

The New Zealand Fire Service logo appeared at the end of the advertisement.
Complainant, B. Latham, said: “I don’t think this in an appropriate ad to be aired during the day or before 8.30pm. My 4 year old has become extremely distressed after seeing few versions of a little girl screaming, and her dad running out to check of her, thinking she’s been burnt again.”  

The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rules 6 and 11 of the Code of Ethics.
The Chairman noted the concerns of the Complainant. She then referred to a previous Complaints Board Decision (10/091) that resulted in a similar complaint about another advertisement by the New Zealand Fire Service.
“The Complaints Board read the relevant correspondence and viewed the television advertisement. It noted the Complainants were of the view that the advertisement was distressing, played on fear and was too disturbing for children to view it.
…
As a preliminary matter, the Complaints Board took into account that the aim of the New Zealand Fire Service advertisement was to educate the public and show New Zealanders how to reduce the risk of fire danger and harm. It noted the advice received from parties to the advertisement that “Unattended cooking is the single biggest cause of both the fires and the resulting fatalities” each year.  As such the Complaints Board said the advertisement was in the category of an advocacy advertisement, and it took into account that Rule 11 made provision for “robust” expression in advocacy advertisements such as the one before it. 

The Complaints Board noted that the advertisement presented a graphic but realistic scenario which did not in fact show any physical harm, but alerted both adults and children to the need for constant care to taken when cooking on the stove, particularly when there were oils or fats in the pan or the food …
In accordance with the above, the Complaints Board ruled to not uphold the complaint.”
When assessing the advertisement before her, the Chairman said the advertisement was advocacy advertising by the New Zealand Fire Service that promoted an important safety message for home owners about the efficacy of smoke alarms.  

While sympathetic to the distress caused to the Complainant’s child, the Chairman did not think the advertisement was graphic in its depiction and, taking into account the above Decision, any distress caused to a young child by the girl’s screams was mitigated by the importance of the message. Therefore, the Chairman was of the view that nothing in the advertisement met the threshold to be said to play on fear and as such,  said there was no apparent breach of the Advertising Codes. 

Accordingly, the Chairman ruled that there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed.
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