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14/093

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	14/093

	COMPLAINANT
	A. Hope

	ADVERTISER
	Tuatapere Hump Track Ltd

	ADVERTISEMENT
	Tuatapere Hump Ridge Walk Website

	DATE OF MEETING
	5 March 2014

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds To Proceed


Complaint:  The website advertisement for the Tuatapere Hump Ridge walk advertised various accommodation packages to trampers.  The “Classic Hump Ridge Track walk” offered:

“A no frills package for the keen independent tramper.
Cost $175.00 per person Child (10-14 years) $85.00 per person.”

The advertisement also included a number of optional upgrades including: 
“Upgrade to Premium Room …$100 per room per night.”
Complainant, A. Hope, said:  the website does not make it at all clear that you have to book the bunk room option which equates to the $175 pp track fee and then the Premium upgrades for the rooms ...”
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics.
The Chairman noted that, in the Complainant’s opinion, the advertisement was misleading as it was unclear that trampers had to pay for upgrades in addition to the $175 no frills package. 
The Chairman disagreed. She was of the view that most people would realise that any upgrade would be on top of the basic package, which in this case was the “no frills package” which cost $175.

Looking at the website, she noted the heading “Optional Upgrades” under which the upgrade to the premium rooms and the additional cost was listed.
The Chairman said listing the upgrades separately was not misleading and said the advertisement did not contain anything which was likely to deceive or mislead consumers. As such, she said the advertisement had been prepared with a due sense of social responsibility to consumers and to society. Therefore, the Chairman ruled there was no apparent breach of Basic Principle 4 or Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics.
Accordingly, the Chairman ruled that there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed.
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