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13/240

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	13/240

	COMPLAINANT
	M. Walkington

	ADVERTISER
	Mitsubishi Motors NZ Limited

	ADVERTISEMENT
	Mirage Television

	DATE OF MEETING
	14 June 2013

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint: The television advertisement for the new Mitsubishi Mirage featured old models of Mirages throughout the years. An image of the latest GLS model was show as the voiceover stated, in part:

“And now, it’s time to do it all again. With unprecedented fuel economy, 5-star safety, an exceptional price and New Zealand’s best new car warranty. Mitsubishi Mirage.

The image of the GLS model was accompanied by the following text:
“Fuel economy and price are for Mirage LS model. Mirage GLS pictured. 
Mirage Auto LS from $18,990* ORC
For full terms and conditions visit MMNZ.co.nz”.
Complainant, M. Walkington, said: the advertisement featured the specifications and price of the Mirage Auto LS while showing the GLS model which had higher specifications and was a higher price.  The Complainant said this was explained down the bottom of the screen it was in very small type and had the potential to misled people about the price of the model shown. 
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics.
The Chairman noted that, in the Complainant’s view, by advertising the more basic Mirage LS model while featuring a picture of GLS model, the advertisement was misleading.
After looking at the advertisement, the Chairman said that despite the GLS being the model shown, the voiceover was advertising the Mirage range rather than a particular model and she said this was supported by the onscreen text that said prices for Mirages started “from” $18,990.

The Chairman also noted the disclaimer at the bottom of the screen that clearly stated the model of the Mirage shown was the GLS not the Auto LS model.
After making these observations, the Chairman said the advertisement did not reach the threshold to be likely to deceive or mislead the consumer or breach the requirement for advertisement to observe a due sense of social responsibility to consumers and to society.  Therefore, the Chairman said 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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