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Broadcasting Complaints Commission

Coimisidn um Ghearain Chraolachain





Complaint made by: Mr. Thomas F. Bourke     Ref. No. 225/06
	Station: 
 
	Advertisement:
  
	Date:

	RTÉ
	Advertisement – Environmental Protection Agency
	13 Sep 2006


Complaint Summary:

Mr. Bourke’s complaint, submitted under Section 24(2)(e)(advertising codes), relates to a nationwide advertisement campaign on behalf of the Environmental Protection Agency broadcast on RTÉ radio.  The advertisement invites concerned citizens to telephone an 1850 number in confidence to report people who illegally dump their waste.  Mr. Bourke claims that as a public spirited person, he supplied certain information using this number, concerning illegal dumping.  However, he claims that Mayo County Council subsequently not only supplied his name and address to the culprit, but also offered this person a copy of his letters.  Mr. Bourke believes the advertisement in question leads one to believe that “any information sent to any person or state body concerning illegal dumping, will be treated in confidence". Confidentiality, therefore, has been breached in Mr. Bourke’s case.  He questions the validity of an advertisement that purports to keep confidential, any information supplied.    

Station’s Response:

RTÉ in their reply state that this advertisement on behalf of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was broadcast in good faith believing it to be truthful as laid down in the advertising codes. The advertisement claims that people who make a complaint about illegal dumping will have their complaints treated confidentially.  However, Mr. Bourke’s experience is that he was identified as a complainant following his report of illegal dumping. RTÉ is unable, however, to provide an assurance of confidentiality and advises the BCC to contact the EPA.

EPA’s Response:

The EPA states that following an investigation into Mr. Bourke’s complaint, it is clear that their agency did not pass on his details to Mayo County Council.  The phone records show the time and date of Mr. Bourke’s call and his request for confidentially.  It also shows that Mr. Bourke had already contacted Mayo County Council before telephoning the EPA.  The Agency believes, therefore, that it is quite possible that his details may have been released by Mayo County Council.  As the EPA did not pass on Mr. Bourke’s details, the agency was not in breach of the confidentially stated in the advertisement. 

Decision of the Commission:  

The Commission considered the broadcast, the submissions made by the complainant and the advertiser.  The script of the advertisement in question is as follows:- 

'This is a public notice from the Environmental Protection Agency.

The Environmental Protection Agency, local authorities and the Gardaí are working together to stamp out illegal dumping in Ireland.

We are seeking your help in identifying large-scale illegal dumping in you’re area.

If you have information, call us in confidence, on:


1850 365 121, that's 1850 365 121

The Environmental Protection Agency, working with you to protect Ireland's environment'.

The Commission noted that the advertisement promotes the confidential phone line for the EPA.  The Commission also noted the contention that it was quite possibly Mayo County Council who released the details of the complainant and not the EPA.  The Commission would acknowledge that the advertisement does state that the EPA, 'local authorities and the Gardaí are working together…'.  However, the advertisement gives the listener a specific number to call.  On hearing the advertisement, the Commission was of the opinion that the number given in the course of the advertisement was for a confidential phone line.  The advertisement was a promotion for EPA.  The complainant submits that it was the local County Council that released his details and not the EPA.  Therefore, as the EPA did not release the complainant's details, the validity of the confidentiality as promoted in the advertisement cannot be questioned on this occasion.  On this basis, the Commission determined that the advertisement was not misleading.  The complaint was rejected with reference to Section 24(2)(e)(advertising codes).
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