
 

 
 

COMPLAINT NUMBER 21/319 

ADVERTISER Hyundai Motors NZ  

ADVERTISEMENT Hyundai Motors NZ Television 

DATE OF MEETING 28 June 2021 

OUTCOME No Grounds to Proceed 

 
Advertisement: The Hyundai Motors television advertisement for the Hyundai Kona Electric 
vehicle compared the running costs for a scooter with a Hyundai Kona Electric. The 
voiceover says:  
"If you’re looking for a vehicle that costs only $400 a year to run, that’s Hyundai Kona EV 
technology." The advertisement concludes with the Hyundai logo and the words "Next 
Generation. Now". Across the bottom of the screen was the following text, in small print: 
“Cost per year based on charging a 64kW Kona Electric on a home charger at a price per 
kW of electricity at $0.20 and average distance of $14,000km per year. For more information 
visit Hyundai.co.nz. Cost to run excludes servicing and maintenance costs.” 
 
The Chair ruled there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed. 
 
Complaint: Please refer to the attached file (see below*) in respect of Hyundai NZ seeming 
to present their electric Kona vehicle is potemtially too great a light on a day when the NZ 
Government announced sweeping intent for vehicles in Aotearoa. 
 
I know a bit about Kona EVs - I actually run one - but I also can recognise when numbers do 
not stack up. As NZ’ers weigh up when and how they might go green it is important that the 
info they receive is accurate. This falls short. 
 
*Hyundai's EV Claim  
That the Kona EV can be operated for just $400 per year.  
 
The Detail: Cost per year based on charging a 64kW Kona Electric on a home charger at a 
price per kWh of electricity of $0.20c and average distance of 14,000kms per year  
 
Therefore:  
The maximum number of kWh in a 12-month period is calculated thus:  
 
$400  
$0.20c  = 2,000 kWh  
 
Where the maximum number of kW that can be purchased in the period is capped by the 
annual spend asserted by Hyundai. It is reasonable to assume that 14,000kms is how far 
2,000kWh of energy will take you. Let’s break this down.  
 
14,000 kms =  269.23 km/wk  
52 weeks or  53.85 km/day  
 
NB: This is 10% less than my modest commute from Te Awamutu to Frankton, Hamilton and 
return. In energy terms the figures look like this.  
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2,000 kW = 38.46 kW/wk  
52 weeks  or 7.69 kW/day  
 
A standard socket in the home is fed at 230vAC and is rated at 10 amps. In one hour a 
charger can provide approximately 2.3kW of power to a charging battery. In other words  
 
To charge based on Hyundai's own utilisation figures we see:  
 
7.69 kW = 3.34 hours to recharge per day  
2.3 kW  
 
As a simple check on cause and effect, let’s change the commute to reflect someone making 
a return trip from the Kapiti Coast to Wellington.  
 
100 kms = 1.86 multiplier  
53.85 kms  
 
To charge based on a 100km commute we see the following:  
 
14.28 kW* = 6.21 hours/day  
2.3 kW  
 
* 7.69 x 1.86 multiplier  
 
Observation  

1. Hyundai's daily commute seems modest. Whilst it may be a very reasonable figure 
indeed, it is fortuitous in arriving at a year-end figure of 14,000kms. For the sake of 
just 4 additional kilometres a day, the cost of the manufacturers 15,000km service 
would need to be included. Even if the smallprint says that servicing and maintenance 
costs are excluded, it still leaves a dubious $400 annual cost in the spotlight.  

2. Perhaps worse than that assumption above is the figure of $0.20/kWh stated by 
Hyundai which forms the bedrock of the $400 per annum claim. For the sake of a 
quick check of both my own electricity bill and more pertinently 
https://www.mbie.govt.nz/building-and-energy/energy-and-natural-resources/energy-
statistics- and-modelling/energy-statistics/energy-prices/electricity-cost-and-price-
monitoring/ it is seen that the average cost of electricity is 50% higher at around 
$0.30/kWh. If a Hyundai Kona Electric is to be run for just $400 a year then the 
number of kms that can be driven is significantly reduced:  

 
Hyundai Claim $0.20/kW X 14,000km = 9,333km  
NZ Average     $0.30/kW  

 
Some electricity retailers provide cheap overnight electricity – my own at $0.19c/kW – but 
averages are averages and Hyundai does not state this in an advert that was aired on the 
13th June when the NZ Government announced big plans in the sector.  
 
In Conclusion  
We need to clean up and meet the challenges of the planet. To do so however we should not 
be fed questionable information as we try to form opinions and make the right call. The Kona 
Electric is double the cost of its conventional equivalent. A potential user must be better 
informed and even if more sensible costs are found then it still does not address any potential 
end-of-life disposal costs that could potentially arise. (on this point I am not sure anyone 
knows – not least the Government) 
 
The relevant provisions were Advertising Standards Code - Principle 2, Rule 2(b);  

https://www.mbie.govt.nz/building-and-energy/energy-and-natural-resources/energy-statistics-%20and-modelling/energy-statistics/energy-prices/electricity-cost-and-price-monitoring/
https://www.mbie.govt.nz/building-and-energy/energy-and-natural-resources/energy-statistics-%20and-modelling/energy-statistics/energy-prices/electricity-cost-and-price-monitoring/
https://www.mbie.govt.nz/building-and-energy/energy-and-natural-resources/energy-statistics-%20and-modelling/energy-statistics/energy-prices/electricity-cost-and-price-monitoring/
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Principle 2: Truthful Presentation: Advertisements must be truthful, balanced and 
not misleading.   
 

Rule 2(b) Truthful Presentation: Advertisements must not mislead or be likely to 
mislead, deceive or confuse consumers, abuse their trust or exploit their lack of 
knowledge. This includes by implication, inaccuracy, ambiguity, exaggeration, 
unrealistic claim, omission, false representation or otherwise. Obvious hyperbole 
identifiable as such is not considered to be misleading. 

 
The Chair noted the Complainant’s concern the information provided in the advertisement 
was misleading.  
 
The Chair referred to a precedent decision, 15/243, which was also ruled No Grounds to 
Proceed. In that decision 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 following is an excerpt from 
that decision: 
 

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.  

 
The Chair said the precedent decision was relevant to the complaint currently being 
considered. The Chair said the likely consumer takeout of the advertisement was that the 
running costs for a Hyundai Kona Electric are so low they can be compared to those of a 
scooter. In the example provided, this cost was $400/year. The Chair noted that certain strict 
parameters applied to the formula used, and these were explained both in the small print in 
the advertisement, and on the Advertiser’s website. This included an electricity price of 
$0.20c/kW and the exclusion of service and maintenance costs.  
 
The Chair said taking into account context, medium, audience and product the 
advertisement was not misleading and was not in breach of Principle 2 or Rule 2(b) of the 
Advertising Standards Code. 
 
The Chair ruled there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed. 
 
 
Chair’s Ruling: Complaint No Grounds to Proceed  
 
 
 
 
 

APPEAL INFORMATION 

According to the procedures of the Advertising Standards Complaints Board, all 
decisions are able to be appealed by any party to the complaint. Information on 
our Appeal process is on our website www.asa.co.nz. Appeals must be made in 
writing via email or letter within 14 calendar days of receipt of this decision. 

 


