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15/382

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	15/382

	COMPLAINANT
	L. Collinson

	ADVERTISER
	Accor Hotels

	ADVERTISEMENT
	Mercure Hotel Grabone Website

	DATE OF MEETING
	1 September 2015

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint:  The Mercure Hotel was the hotel featured in the Grabone promotion for the “Wellington Mystery Hotel.” The advertisement stated: 

“$99 for a one-night stay for two at a mystery Wellington CBD hotel incl. late checkout of 1.00pm, WiFi, & parking (value up to $199.)
Value $199 Discount 50% You save $100.”
Complainant, L. Collinson, said:  “The advertisement states a 50% discount from $199 to $99, however, upon purchasing and identifying the "mystery hotel" is the Mercure Hotel, Wellington, I checked their rates on their website and found that their advertised price is currently $109 per night ….  The merchant explained that within that $199 value the costs are broken down as per the below: Room Cost - $134 per night Parking Cost - $20 per night Internet Cost - $16 per 1GB Late Checkout Cost - $30 per night I find this practice of adding unnecessary ‘fluff’ to the package just to up the value to be very misleading and extremely poor practice.”
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics.

The Chairman noted the Complainant was of the view the advertisement was misleading as the discount of 50% was made up of “fluff” rather than a discount solely on the room rate. The Chairman disagreed with the Complainant’s interpretation. 
She acknowledged the discount advertised was based on the package rather than the basic room rate. However, the Chairman was of the view the $199 value comprised extras such as late checkout, parking etc which she said were significant extras that many people would want when booking a hotel room.
Given the promotion was for the package, not solely the room rate, the Chairman said the discount of 50% advertised was not misleading or likely to mislead consumers. As such, the Chairman said the advertisement had been prepared with a due sense of social responsibility and ruled there was no apparent breach of the Code of Ethics. 
Accordingly, the Chairman ruled that there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed.
Chairman’s Ruling: Complaint No Grounds to Proceed
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