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15/001

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	15/001

	COMPLAINANT
	F. Smith

	ADVERTISER
	Better Wellington

	ADVERTISEMENT
	Better Wellington Radio

	DATE OF MEETING
	16 January 2015

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint:  The radio advertisement for Better Wellington featured a number of people arguing about which way to go. The main voiceover then stated:

“We have nine councils, nine voices. We should be heading in the same direction. One region with local democracy instead of local bureaucracy and all the local voices at the same table. Working together.”

The advertisement ended with another voiceover that stated: “Brought to you by Better Wellington.”
Complainant, F. Smith, said:  “… people arguing hopelessly and talking over each other and it is an absolute insult to the public of Wellington and is  disgusting as we don't carry on like that - most of us have intelligence in how we run our lives and how we want our city run-…   Says more about those pushing this add than the rest of us.”
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rules 5 and 11 of the Code of Ethics.
The Chairman noted the Complainant was offended by the way the council was represented in the advertisement. 

When considering the advertisement under Rule 11 of the Code of Ethics, the Chairman noted this Rule provided for robust expression of belief or opinion being as expressed by the Advertiser and, therefore, such opinions may be robust. However, opinion should be clearly distinguishable from factual information. The identity of an Advertiser in matters of public interest or political issues should also be clear.
The Chairman said it was clear the advertisement before her was an advocacy advertisement which presented a point of view of those in favour of regional amalgamation of the local councils. She noted the voiceover clearly signalled to readers the advertisement was for Better Wellington and confirmed the identity of the Advertiser.
Accordingly, the Chairman said the advertisement fulfilled that requirement in Rule 11.

When considering the nature of the advertisement, the Chairman noted the competing voices were used to illustrate Better Wellington’s view of how disagreement among the local councils that currently exist, negatively impacts on a shared vision for the region. The Chairman also said the advertisement was clearly representing an opinion of the Advertiser   rather than making factual claims about how the current local bodies operate.
While the Chairman noted the offence the portrayal of the council members caused the Complainant, she was of the view the advertisement was unlikely to cause serious or widespread offence to the majority of listeners and had been prepared with a due sense of social responsibility to consumer and to society. Therefore, the Chairman 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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