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qrerd"Hdto

Mr Robirt DaveY
Austel
By Facsimile: 820 3021

Dear Mr DaveY

Preliminary Draft Austel Report ("the Report")

The purpose of this letter is to confirm Telecom's comments made to your officers in respect of

the preliminary draft of the Austel Report whioh was made available to Telecom for comment-

Those comments are covered in the following three sections: General Comments, Key lssues of

Major concern to Telecom, and comments ort sec,ondary lssues,

Telecom's General Comments

prompt and diligent resPonse io dations of the Coopers and Lybrand Report'
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As a broad comment, if the Recommendatiotts in the Report reflect the amendments and

additions I discussed with Mr MacMahon yesterday, then Tetecom would consider the

Recommendations substantially acceptable and would so state,

However, Telecom understood the purpose of Austel's Report was to assess defects in

-r-qraaam,c nr ^aqc nf dcalino with custom", ag6plaints of persistent faults, and the Report fails

a report that illustrates the history of
senting Telecom's responses to those :

ems may have failed to address and

ner, and then Presentlng Austel's

Recommendations for improvemerrts. Telecom cannot accept a report that merely lep€ats

unsubstantiated, and in some cases defamatory, clalms without giving equal space to Telecom's

repty, thereby giving uipilt. and implied supp6rf to those claimi. Austel is not in a position to I -
arbitrate on the rnerits of those allegations' 
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Austel Dr Gordon Hughes, as arbitrator, will adjudicate on the. I a-r- .r* /
rflerits ine the amountof compensation' if any' required' This is I ':'
not Au cted the'kind of investigation thatwould enable it to I 2.2/
responsibly make such determinations of law or facl

Telecom acknowledges that its handling of aspects of the coT cases has not always been ideal

and recognises that i.piou.rtnts neei to be made' as has been evidenced by Telecom's
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However, in respect of the narrative ln the Report, he Report is \ '^/74 L<

unbalanced in that allegations against Telecorn by hich are defamatorv | "-<'<^

and still unsubstantiat.-d, ur" siriply repeated with :**:nf 
t | #*
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ln addition, I spent some fuut hours with Mr MacMahon yesterday going through in detail
'i'elecorfl,s comrnents and concerns on the narrative of the Report. ln general, Telecom

considers that Austel's selective use of technical information in the Report has the potential to

mislead readers and, in a number of cases, the conclusions drawn from the material presented

are unsound and unsubstantiated by the evidence. Telecom is also concemed that in the more

geneml areas the information presented demonstrates an unacceptable bias against Telecom'

ln our discussion yesterday, Mr MacMahon offered me the opportunity to provide responses to a 
lf

number of these allegations and I have agreed to do so. I will provide these responses by I
Monday 11 APril '1994.

allegations were
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Telecom also considers that two additional issues for whi

should be specifically included in the Recommendations
for Austel and the carriers to agree a definiiion of a satis

nts for business losses without /* r-**ta
ded to telecommunications carriers L =:=.--.

worldwide. ln addition, customer response to the recent damage to Telecom plant in Melbourne

and Hobart has demonstrated the need for stability in this area'

Key lssues of Maior Concern to Telecom

There are five key issues of major concern to Te

'--4".- €z**4 AUSTEL does not appear to have cons

matter, Telecom's view is that this alleg

Z. The allegation that Mr lan Campbell misled the Senate and that Telecom misled other

Parliamentarians. From our review of the Reporl, there is no evidence offered to

at Mr Camphell misled the Senate, and from my personal '
ents of at least one of t
this allegation is comPl ,/il,rr.a --.
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m is con e /oe... . fr /
matter. rencor'= 

"iew 
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seruice, which is repeated in the Report by Austel in an EUthoritative way. Telecom

corrsiders that the presentaiion of this matter in

i:-;Htl*i.:;-ffi##:'Auster fnv
/

'no elidence lo supPort her clairns
sralian Federal Police and
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*n"DepeatedherallegaticntoTelecomon27February1994,Telecom
reteffiationtotheAustralianFedera|PolicefortheirinformationandreView.IEtvtl
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it is
the
the

d in the Reporl are unwarranted and must be

withJrawn. Opportuniiy should be give to the Australian Federal Police.to comment on
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this material before it is published.

The Report, when commenting on the numb

refers to a research study undertaken by Te

extrapolates from those results and infers th

could be as high as 120 000. Telecom is of

flawed and is not supported by the outcomes

interuiews and evaluated materialwhich has

ln view of the high media profile that this Rep

to limit carriel liability under Section 121 of th

by Telecom that the inclusion of this referenc

be deleted.

Paragraph 6.106 of the Report uses the word 
-cover-up'!o-9:::'lP" 

the attitude of

feteJom staff in relation to COT matters. TeleEffiffii6Ers that the use of this term is

defamatory, inflammatory and inappropriate and requests that it be replaced by the

word 'defensive'.

(
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Comments on Other Issues

As Telecom has spent some four hours briefing Mr MacMahon on the detaited comment, it is not

proposedtodealwiththosedetailedmattersinthisletter.

, it is appropriate to raise the issue of Austel's. interpretation 91lhl 
B-tll-?T1Ol

ffi;;;til;;ffi;;t6i= 'eport. 
lt is Telecom's view that the comments Purportins to be

A^--J^

derived from the information in this report and th€ statements made that the Bell,ca.lada

lrrternational report supports the coT allegations are.not =9u*ly qut"9. , 
Oip.?,11l'y should be

giu;n fo. Bell Canada lnternational to comment on this aterial before it is ptrblished'

Yours sincerely,

Lnoup eENERAL MANAGER

CUSTOMER AFFAIRS
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Dear Mr Oai eY

Preliminary Dnft Austel Rcport ("the Report')

I refer to firy pevious letter dated 8 April 1994 and our subsequent conversation' and '

ln relaton to the key issues of maior concem b Talecom whictr I raised in that letter' I confirm

the following:

" 1. ln r€lation to point 5, you have accepted Telecom s request€d amendment

2. ln relation to point 4' you have agreed to withdraw lhe refeEnce in the Report to the

ootential existenoe 
"' 

l'0"fi5 8'cittini *11'"- 19-r-eptace 
it with a reterence to the

;ffi#i ffiI.n[ it "t"'-" i'iltJ'": or cor'tvpe customerc: and

,:
had

hat Austel will
ill include a

' liabilities under

as a maEer of urgencY'

_ -t 
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' '- Key lssu6 ltlhich Remain of Major concem to Telecom

Telecom still holds the follot/ing ooncems about he key issues whi6h were raised in my

Prev'lous leter'

Telecorn's conc€m is that this s

atlegauons" and

Telecom i6 of the
inference that the
Mr David Beddall'

O
Trtrlra Colgoratioi !imilld
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to be an indePeodcnt review of the
from the
'allegations
a Pcrsonal

Tel€com as b the efficacY of a
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Telecom do€s not appear to have consdted he

previous ter' Telecom's view is hat his allegation

must be

revious letler, I note your advice that

GanrE allegadons in respect ol
ncems with Your Proposal' Telecom

in the RePorl

vious letter, I note youi advica that you

lian Federal Police (AFP)
it ctear that there was no

pecinc rctelenc€ to
is tiat this statement

ed in the
the Ausfalian
Australian

on'

r two reasons' First' the

were r.ot relevant to the

Federal Police. lt would
(al Police Investigauon

er seNice'

evidenced bY the file note'

mnsistent

:
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and must be witMrait'n'

with the AFP,

the oPPortunity to provide sPecific

re-staicd in tre Report and that

se.

* ;'i'ffJ;lf#ffiill"ili:."*
e misleading'

views of the COT cusbmers'

ln the concluding section,oi the seclion of ihe Report'd""' ltl! :]tn 
BCI' Auste rnakes no

reference to the Primary fino'it'Ii'a?'' i*i*tl"J to"utti on iie following staument'

'The BCI report suggests the followinE weaknesses:

v
nt

nment Procedures'"

a



4

ti i:':: ,: l]2

a

lf the following arnendments are made' tllis section of the Reportwi[ be more be morE

il;;;' rh; 
"tendments 

indude:

arding lhe

in the relevant suFsection o( Ue Repori

ll

ln addition, opPodunity should be given for BeU Canada htemational to commeil on this 
ll

mabrial belbre it is publlsneq' 
he frlur cor
make these final '
6laims, is

Fina,v'rerecomunderstan StT,':.l$::TL:"#:f[1i[*..'
voffi tn" COf *ttollto opportunity to @mment on any such

iitectm is ottne via'/ that

changes'

YotlG sinc€rely,
o

3til",r?"3E*. *L MAMGE R

cusroueRerFetns


