
 
 
 

COMPLAINT NUMBER 18/091 

COMPLAINANT A. Hewitt 

ADVERTISER Ryman Healthcare  

ADVERTISEMENT Ryman Healthcare, Unaddressed 
Mail 

DATE OF MEETING 26 March 2018 

OUTCOME No Grounds to Proceed 

 
Advertisement:  The brochure advertisement for Ryman Healthcare promoted its retirement 
villages and provided information about the facilities, including its “full continuum of care”. 
The advertisement said, in part: “we understand that your health needs change as you age. 
Our full continuum of care means that Ryman villages can provide independent living, 
serviced apartments, rest home care; and in the majority of villages, hospitals and specialist 
dementia care. You can be assured that, if your needs change, we can continue to look after 
you.” 
 
The Chair ruled there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed.  
 
Complainant, A. Hewitt, said: “Ryman Health advertises that it provides continuum of care 
even when needs change.. I have had first hand experience that this is not so...” 
 
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rule 2 Code of Ethics. 
 
The Chair noted the Complainant’s concern the claim in the advertisement Ryman 
Healthcare offered a “continuum of care” was misleading due to their personal experience 
with the Advertiser. 
 
The Chair observed the advertisement provided information about the services offered by 
Ryman Healthcare. The Chair said the likely consumer takeout of the advertisement was 
that those services included varying levels of care depending on individual resident’s needs; 
noting those needs can change over time.  
 
The Chair acknowledged this differed from the Complainant’s personal experience, but was 
of the view that did not make the advertisement  misleading. The Chair considered the 
wording of the advertisement, noting it said Ryman Healthcare ‘can’ continue to 
accommodate residents with changing needs, which she said was not an absolute claim. 
The Chair said most consumers would reasonably expect there to be caveats for individual 
circumstances where it was not possible to provide the level of care required.  
 
The Chair said the advertisement was unlikely to mislead consumers and had been 
prepared with a due sense of social responsibility required by Basic Principle 4 and was not 
in breach of Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics. The Chair said there was no apparent breach of 
the Advertising Codes and ruled the complaint had no grounds 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 days of receipt of this decision. 
 


