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15/243

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	15/243

	COMPLAINANT
	M. McKenzie

	ADVERTISER
	Hyundai Motors NZ

	ADVERTISEMENT
	Hyundai Television

	DATE OF MEETING
	9 June 2015

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint:  The television advertisement for Hyundai showed a family embarking on a road trip in their Hyundai vehicle. The onscreen text and voiceover stated: 
“What costs more on a road trip? Food or Fuel? The Humphries family puts it to the test.” 
The car cost $80 to fill with diesel. Looking at a map and calculating the fuel with the mileage, the mother said:

“Dad’s filled the car up which cost $80 we can get as far as Kaikoura. I’ve got $80 for food. Let’s see how far we can get.” 
As the onscreen tally changes with the food and drink purchases the family makes, the family continues its journey. The advertisement ends with: “Find out how far they got.”
Complainant, M. McKenzie, said: “The advertisement states the vehicle is filled up with $80 of diesel and that should get them approximately 800 Kms inferring that it costs about $80 to travel 800 Kms in that vehicle. Well its not even close … they have not accounted for road user chargers. That type of vehicle will be charged approximately $0.05 per km. The advert is completed online and they state they travelled 279 Km with a further 525 left in the tank. A total of 804 Kms. 804 Kms would cost approximately $40.20 in road user chargers. A trip total of $120.20. That is considerably more than $80 and totally misleading. I drive a Hyundai diesel and know what it cost to run. Hyundai are guilty of confusing the frugality of the fuel usage with the cost. I thinks its totally misleading to quote the cost as $80 when in fact it will be around $120.”
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics. 

The Chairman noted in the Complainant’s view the implication the vehicle could travel the distance suggested on $80 worth of diesel was misleading as the advertisement confused “the frugality of the fuel usage with the cost,” and $40.20 in road user charges were not taken into account in the experiment.
The Chairman acknowledged the Complainant was technically correct in that all of the peripheral costs associated with travel such as road user charges were not accounted for in the experiment. However, she said the Complainant’s issues were of a technical nature and she was of the view most consumers would understand the $80 food/fuel experiment was an approximation to highlight the fuel economy of Hyundai vehicles, rather than an absolute comparison of costs.
Therefore, the Chairman was of the view the omission of road user charges or any other peripheral costs not accounted for, did not mean the comparison between the vehicle’s fuel costs, food budget and kilometres travelled would be likely to mislead the general consumer. As such, she said the advertisement had been prepared with a due standard of social responsibility to consumer and to society and ruled there was no apparent breach of the Code of Ethics. 

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