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15/007

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	15/007

	COMPLAINANT
	J. Reid

	ADVERTISER
	House of Travel

	ADVERTISEMENT
	House of Travel Website 

	DATE OF MEETING
	16 January 2015

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint: The website advertisement for House of Travel promoted cheap flights to Australia. The advertisement stated: “cheapest VAustralia flights $294.” Options for return flights and prices were also included.
Complainant, J. Reid, said:  “… When searching dates, if you look at the cheapest VAustralia departure flight of $294 you can see a cheap return flight of $201 from (VAustralia, greyed out), once you select the $294 departure flight, the return flight of $201 disappears - even though it’s the same airline return.

The return options are lightly greyed out until selected, but still visible to the customer. This gives the perception that you can get the cheapest displayed return flight, but in reality you have to select the $394 VAustralia departure flight to get the cheap return price (a cost of an extra $100). I believe it’s a breach of advertising standards (false advertising).”
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics.
The Advertiser, House of Travel, stated: “Thanks for your email. We appreciate your feedback.

We’ve reviewed your comments and we believe we are displaying the fares in the appropriate way. 

Our aim is to display all possible options on the outbound and inbound search results list in the first instance, to give you all the information you need to make an informed choice. 

Once you select your preferred outbound fare then we only provide the inbound options that are possible to match to that outbound fare – if the outbound fare selected is part of a return fare on that particular airline then it cannot be matched with an inbound one way fare and so those one way options disappear. 

We always encourage customers to mix and match different options to find their preferred combination – in terms of price/airline/timings etc. 

Trust that helps clarify.”
The Chairman noted the response from the Advertiser and accepted the explanation from the Advertiser that the return fares shown in the advertisement were indicative and, in order to apply, had to match the outgoing flights. 
While she acknowledged the Complainant’s frustration with the way in which the options were displayed, the Chairman said the way the flight option were displayed did not reach the threshold to be likely to deceive or mislead consumers and, as such, 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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