Alan's Copy

xtions 4 and 5 are an impact assessment and sumumary. We have ascenained that there
were times when the service provided by Telecom to Mr Smith, quite aside from problems
with CPE, fell below 2 reasonable level. These times ranged in duration from years in
some cases, 1o 18 months in one case, to an estimated 70 days in one case, to shorer times
in other cases. These durations of poor service were, in our judgement, sufficiendy severe
to render Mr Smith's service from Telecom unreliable and deficient

W Nmen

The “Fast Track™ arbitration proceedings are “on documents and written submissions™.
More than 4,000 pages of documentation have been presented by both parties and
examined by us. We have also visited the site. Not all of the documentation has real
bearing on the question of whether or not there were faults with the service provided by
Telecom. We reviewed but did not use Mr Smith's diaties (Telecom's examination of Mr
Smith's diaries arrived in the week of 17 April 1995). Like Telecom, we separate the
problems caused by Mr Smith's CPE from those in Telecom's service and concentrate only /
on the latter'.s‘,l-hA comprehensive log of Mr Smith's complaints does not appear to exist. l

The Technical Report focuses only on the real faults which can now be determined with a
sufficient degree of definiteness. We are not saying anything about other faults which may
or may not have occurred but are not adequatcly documented. And unless pertinent
docurnents have been withheld, it is our view that it will not be feasible for anyone to
determine with certainty what other faults there might or might not have been.

A key document is Telecom’s Statutory Declaration of 12 December 1994, Without
taking a position in regard to other parts of the document, we question three points raised
in Telecom's Service History Statutory Declaration of 12 December 1994 [Ref BOO4).

“Bogus” Complaints

First, Telecom states that Mr Smith made "“bogus” complaints {B004 p74, p78,
Appendix 4, p10). What they mean is his calls in June 1993 from Linton to test Telecom’s
fault recordmg As othcrs have mdxcated (scc Coopcxs and Lybrand Reyiew-of Telecom
] _ - s, November 1993, pb)
“Tclecom did not have cstabhshed natmna] documntad oomplamt handling procedures
[...} up t6 November 1992, and “documnented complaint handling procedures were not
fully implemented between November 1992 and October 1993.” Furthermore, [p7] “fault
handling procedures were deficient.” Smith’s June 1993 calls from Linton were, as he has
stated, to test Telecom's fault reporting procedures, because people who had been unable
to reach him told him that Telecom did not appear to be doing anything when they
reported problems. We find Smith’s tests in this instance to be unlikely to effect any useful
results, but the term “bogus™ does not apply.

There were occasions when Mr Smith mistook problems with his own CPE for Telecom
faults, but this is a normal occurrence in the operation of any multi-vendor system, which
the end-to-end telephone system increasingly is. Telecom takes pains to separate these
CPE problems from the legitimate faults, which they acknowledge. 2 q
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Sections 4 and 5 are an impact assessment and summary. We have ascertained that there
were times when the service provided by Telecom to Mr Smith, quite aside from problems
with CPE. fell below a reasonable level. These times ranged in duration from years in
some cases, to 18 months in one case, 10 an estimated 70 days in one case, to shorter tmes
in other cases. These durations of poor service were, in our judgement, sufficienty severe
to render Mr Smith’s service from Tclecom unreliable and deficient.

oo _

The “Fast Track” arbitration proceedings are “on documents and written submissions”.
More than 4,000 pages of documentation have been presented by both parties and
examined by us. We have also visited the site. Not all of the documentation has real
bearing on the question of whether or not there were faults with the service provided by
Telecom. We reviewed but did not vse Mr Sinith's diaries (Telecorn's cxamination of Mr
Smith's diaries arrived in the week of 17 April 1995). Like Telecom, we separate the
problems caused by Mr Simith's CPE from those in Telecom's service and concenwate only
on the latter. A comprehensive log of Mr Smith's complaints does not appear to exist.

The Technical Report focuses only on the real faults which can now be determined with a
sufficient degree of definiteness. We are not saying anything about other faults which may
or may not have occurred but are not adequately documented. And unless pertinent
documents have been withheld, it is our view that it will not be feasible for anyone to
determine with certainty what other faults there might er might not have been.

One issue in the Cape Bridgewater case remains open, and we shall sttempt to resolve it in
the next few weeks, namely Mz Smith’s complaints about billing problens.

Otherwise, the Technical Report on Cape Bridgewater is complete.

A key document is Telecom's Statutory Declaration of 12 December 1994, Without
taking 2 position in regard to other parts of the document, we question three points raised
in Telecomn's Service History Statutory Declaration of 12 Decemnber 1994 [Ref BOO4],

_ “Bogus” Compla.mts

First, Telecom statcs that Mr Smith made "bogus"” complamts [BOO4 p74 P78,
Appendix 4, p10]. What they mean is his calls in June 1993 from Linton 1o test Telecom’s
fault recording. As others have indicated (see Coopers and Lybrand Review of Telecom
Australia’s Difficult Network Fault Policies and Procedures, November 1593, pé)
“Telecom did not have eswublished, national, documented ¢omplaint handling procedures
{...] up to November 1992, and “documented complaint handling procedures were not
fully implementad between November 1992 and October 1993, Fusthermore, [p7) “fault
handling procedures were deficient.” Smith’s June 1993 calls from Linton wese, as he has
stated, to test Telocom’s fault reporting procedures, because people who had been unable
to reach him told himn that Telecomn did not appear to be doing anything when they
reported problemns. We find Smith’s tests in this instance to be unlikely to effect any useful
results, but the term “bogus™ does not apply.

DMR Group Inc, and Pase 3




