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Broadcasting Complaints Commission

Coimisidn um Ghearain Chraolachain





Complaint made by: Mr. George Mordaunt
                Ref. No. 101/06
	Station: 
 
	Programme:
  
	Date:

	Tipp FM
	‘Tipp Today’
	28 April 2006


Complaint Summary:

Mr. Mordaunt’s complaint, under section Sections 24(2)(c)(privacy of an individual) and (f)(slander), of the Broadcasting Act 2001, refers to a broadcast on Tipp FM in which a lady who bought a vehicle from Brian Mordaunt & Sons (where he works) was interviewed and explained the problems she had encountered with the purchase of the vehicle.  Mr. George Mordaunt complains that this lady was given a fictitious name when she went on air, yet he was not given this choice.  Mr. Mordaunt claims the individual being interviewed was allowed, by the presenter, to refer to his character in a negative manner.  Furthermore, he believes no research or effort was made by the station to gain the full facts before going on-air.  This interview, therefore, could not be described as being fair simply because the interviewee was granted anonymity but the company and Mr. Mordaunt were not treated in the same manner.  He asks, 'how can one party be given anonymity while the other is not?  The complainant believes the station should have made greater efforts to establish all that facts from both parties before going on-air. As this was not done, Mr. Mordaunt believes the item lacked balance.  He does not believe that in any professional capacity any individual could seriously think that any aspect of the interview was professional, informative, balanced or comprehensive.

Station Response:

Tipp FM submits the station fulfilled its remit in the interview in question to provide fair and impartial coverage of a consumer issue.  The station submitted the following : -

1. The interview was honest and that the presenter acted as an Honest Broker throughout the interview.  Indeed he contacted Mr. Mordaunt prior to the broadcast so as to alert him to the upcoming interview and invited him to give his side of the story and to clarify certain points in the interest of balance.

2. The presenter was fair throughout and frequently cut across the lady to make sure that what she was saying was factually correct and fair.  He also stopped her in her tracks when she made any comments, which were not directly relevant to the consumer issue at the core of this piece.

3. Mr. Mordaunt was given the opportunity to present his side of the story but declined to do so.  

4. The presenter handled the interview in a fair manner and acted as a facilitator throughout.  At no time did he take the side of the lady.

5. The presenter promised to check with the Director of Consumer Affairs whether or not an automatic right of refund exists when there is a problem with a product.  This was subsequently done and the reply was aired on the next edition of 'Tipp Today'.  The presenter challenged the lady in relation to her assertion that automatic replacement was her right and this caution by the presenter proved to be correct.

Decision of the Commission:  

The Commission has considered the broadcast, the submissions made by the complainant and the broadcaster.  The broadcaster interviewed a woman caller on-air concerning the purchase of a vehicle from a local garage.  The Commission noted that the garage was mentioned and that in the course of the interview the caller was granted anonymity.  It is unclear to the Commission why she was not initially identified (she was so identified at the end of the broadcast) but believe that this is an editorial decision the broadcaster is entitled to make.  What is of importance to the Commission is that the interview was conducted in a balanced and fair manner.  The Commission is of the opinion that the presenter facilitated a fair and balanced discussion.  He clearly stated at the outset that the listener would hear the views of the caller only.  He challenged and questioned her assertions throughout the piece and stated that she should sit down and talk through the issues with the garage owners.  

In the course of the piece he also stated that he had spoken to someone at the garage and he used information they had given him to challenge the assertions of the caller.  This included the questioning of her claim that she had paid for an electric lift as opposed to a manual lift (ramp).  The presenter pointed out that according to the garage owners there is a substantial difference between the cost of a ramp and a lift.  The Commission also noted that he stated he would clarify a claim the caller made concerning advice from the Office of the Director of Consumer Affairs.  This was subsequently done and the clarification was aired by the station.  The Commission also noted that Mr. Mordaunt was given air-time at the end of the broadcast.  While he did not want to speak about the subject matter of the interview, he was given the opportunity to express his opinion on it.  He clearly expressed his concern about the anonymity granted to the caller and not to the garage.  He asserted that the station and the presenter had acted in a very unprofessional manner.  He also asserted that the interview contained inaccuracies, a large percentage of which was untrue.  After Mr. Mordaunt had finished speaking, the presenter identified the caller.

The Commission could understand the re-action of the complainant to the item.  It was a discussion about a newly purchased vehicle with which the purchaser subsequently had a difficulty and which is now the subject of a dispute.  The issue related to a business deal.  The caller had a right to tell her side of the story, whether a representative from the garage participated or not.  The Commission was of the opinion that the presenter challenged the caller and facilitated a fair and balanced interview. The matter discussed was in relation to the garage only and the caller's dealings with them.  The owners were offered a right of reply.  Therefore, the Commission is of the opinion that this item could not be considered to have unreasonably encroached upon the privacy of the individual.  There was no evidence of an assertion which constituted an attack on the honour or reputation of an individual.  The complaint was rejected with reference to Sections 24(2)(c)(privacy) and (f)(slander) of the Broadcasting Act 2001.
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