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RESOURCE UNIT TECHNICAL EVALUATION REPORT
Mr. Alan Smith of Cape Bridgewater Holiday Camp

30 Aprit 1995

Introduction

This document is DMR Group Inc.'s (Montreal, Canads) and Lane Telecommunications
Pry Lid's (Dulwich, South Australia) Technical Repart on the Cape Bridgewster Holiday
Camp COT case. : .

It is cornplete and fingl gs it is. There is, however, an sddendum which we may find it,

necessary to add during the next few weeks on billing, ie, possible discrepancies n

Smith’s Telecom bills,

To establish the context for our technical evaluation, we prefice it with onr positions on
three specific dettils‘in Telecom’s Service History. This is followed by a statement about
other documentation which Has been provided by both parties. And we provide a
characterisation of the level of service such & customer as Mr Smith could reasonably have
expected.

Sections 1 and 2 iemise prohlems with Telecom’s service:to the Cape Bridgewnter
Holidey' Camp in the period from February 1988 to October 1994, There were several
different problems, sometimes more than one at 2 time, with several different cavses.
. These are sumimarised in the Timeline a2 the end of the Introduction. They inclode:

—  congestion

~  exchange fault ‘

~  transmission egquipment (RCM) faults

—  calls wrongly directed to RVA (Recorded Voice Announsement)
= sundry repons with “no fanlt found” at the time

—  Telecom testing *

=  programming exror

= uoncompleted 008 calls

- others,

Section 3 addresses the issue of problems with CPE (Customer Prémises Equipment). It is
not always clear to the customer where to draw the line between CPE and proper Telecom
+ responsibilities, and Telecom did not suceeed in making it clear to Mr Smith.
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Secticnis 4 and S are an impact assessmmant and summary. We have ascertained that there
were imes when the service provided by Telecom to Mr Smith, quite aside from preblems
with CPE, fell below 2 reasonzble lavel, These times ranged in dwadon from vears in
some cases, (o 18 monthsin one case, 1o an esumated "’C days in one case, 1o shorter i‘pcs
in other cases. These duradons of pocr service were, in our judgement, sufficiendy sever

to render Mr Smith's service from Telecom unreliabie and ceficient

The “Fast Track” arbization procesdings are “on documents and written submissions”,

More than 4,000 pages of documentation have been presented by both paries and
:xammcd by us. We have alsc visited the site. Not all of the decumentation has ez
bearing on the question of whether or not there were faults with the serviee provided by
Telecom. We reviewed but did net use Mr Sinith's diaries (Telecor's exarninadicn of Mr
Smith's dizries arrived in the week of 17 April 1995). Like Telecom, we separaze the
problems caused by Mr Smith's CPE Som those in Telecom's servics and consentraze only
on the latisr. A comprehensive log of Mr Sinith's complaints does net appear to exist,

The Technical Report focuses only on the real faults which can now be determined with 2
sufficient degree of definiteness. We are not saying anything about cther faults which may
or may not have occurred but are not adequately documented. And unless pertnent
documents have been withheld, it is cur view that it will not be feasible for zavone to
determine with certainty what other faults there might or might not have been. JI
One issus in the Cape Bridgewater c2se remains ope-z, and we shall zuempt (o resolve itin

the next few weeks, namely Mr Smith’s complaints about billing probiems.

Otherwise, the Technical Report on: Cape Bridgewater is complete.

A key document is Telecom’s Statuiory Declarstion of 12 December 1854, Without
takmg 2 pos don inregasd to other parts of the decument, we guestion three paints raised

in Telecomm's Service History tatutery Declaration of 12 Decernber 1994 [Ref B004),

“Bogus” Co., ,la..aus

First, Telecom states that Mr Smith made us® complains [BODL 74, 78,
Appendix 4, pl0]. What they mean is nis caus:nlmc 1933 &eim Linton o ;es Teiezem's
fault recording. As others have incicated (see Coopers 2nd Lybrard w_of Telecom
Aysgalia’s Difficult Network Fault Policies and Procedurss, November 13533, 8
“Telecom <id not have esublished. nztonal, documented complairt handliing precedurzes
[...] up to November 1992, and “documented complaint handiing mcwd Tes were not

fully implemented between Noveamber ‘:?9" and Ociober 1953." Fwihermere, {377 “faclt
ua.nchmg prosedures were deficient” Smith's June 1993 calls from Linton were, as he hes
stated, to test Telccom's fault repe ¢ *g pro‘.edu:es because people who had Deen unzble
to reach him teold &im tnat Telecom did not appear to be deing anything 'whcr' they
reported probierns. Wu And Smith's tests in this instznce o be unlikely 10 cffect any wsefd

results, but e term “Degus” does not apply.
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-~ RESOURCE UNIT TECHNICAL EVALUATION REPORT
Mr. Alap Smith of Cape Bridgewater Holiday Camp

30 April 1995

Introduction

This document is DMK Group Inc.'s (Montreal, Canada) and Lane Telecommunications
Pty 1ad's (Dulwich, Soutk Austalia) Technical Report on the Cape Bridgewarter Holiday
Gamp COT case,

Itis compleze and final as it is.

To establish the context for our technical evaluation, we preface it with our positons on
three specific details in Telecom’s Service History. This is followed ty a statement zbout
other documentation which. has been provided by both parties. And we provide 2
characterisation of the level of service which a customer such as Mr Smith could
reasonably have expected.

Sections 1 and 2 itemise problems with Telecom’s service to the Cape Bridgewater
Heliday Camp in the period from February 1988 to October 1994, There were several
different problems, sometimes more than one at a ime, with several different causes.
These are summarised in the Timeline at the end of the Introduction. They include:

—  congestion

=~ low ecapacity

= exchange fauls

T Tansmission equipment (RCM) faults

~  calls wrongly directed to RVA (Recorded Voice Announcement)
= sundry repens with “no fayk found” at the time '

= ‘Telecom testing

™  programming emror
= uncompleted 008 calls
=  athers.

Section 3 addresses the issye of problems with CPE (Customer Premiscs Equipment). It is
not always clear 1o the customer where io draw the line berween CPE 2nd proper Telecom
responsibilides, and Telecom did not succeed in making it clear to My Smith.
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8ons 4 and 5 are an impact assessment and summary. We have ascemained that there
were Umes when the service provided by Telecom to Mz Smith, quite aside frem problerms
with CPE, fell below 2 reasonable level. These times ranged in duratisn from veass in
SOme ceses, 10 18 monis in one Case, 0 an estmaisd 70 days In one case. to shomer tmes
in odier cases. These durzdions of poor service were, in our judgement, sufficientdy sevars
o render Mr Smith's service from Talecom unreliable and deficient

The “Fast Track™ arbitadon procesdings are “on documents and written submissions”.
More than 4,000 pages of documeniation have been presemted by both parties and
examined by us. We have also visited the site. Not all of the documentation has rezl
bearing on the question of whether er not there were faults with the service provided by
Telecom. We reviewed bat did not use Mr Smith's dizrdes (Telecom's examinazon of Ms
Smith's diaries arrived in the week of 17 Aprll 1955). Like Telecom, we separzie the
proviems caused by Mr Smith's CPE from those in Telscom's service and concenwats cnly
onthe Iatterls‘gﬁ 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
sufficient degres of definitzness, We are not szying anything about other faults which may

or may not have occurrsd but are not sdequately documented. And unless pertinen:
documents have been withheld, it is our view that it will not be feasibie for anyone ¢
ewemine with cerainty what other fechts there might or might not have been.

A key document is Telecom’s Statutory Declaratdon of 12 Decernber 1994, Withou:
laking 2 positicn in regard 1o other parts ¢f the document, we Guestior. three points rajsed
in Telecom's Service History Statutory Declaration of 12 December 1994 /Ref BOGK).

“Begus” Complaints

Firs:, Telscom statss that Mr Smith made "bogus” complaints [(BO04 pT4, 78
Agpendix 4, p10], What they mean is his calis in June 1993 from Linton to tes: Telscom’s
fault recording. As others have indicated (see Coopers end Lybrand Review of Telecor
wustalia’s Diffiouls Network Fanlt Policies and nras, November 1592, p&)
“Telecom did rot have established, national, documentad complaint handling procedures
[.] up 10 Nevember 1992, and “documented compleint haadling procedures wers no
fully implemented berwesn November 1992 and October 1993.” Furthermore, [p7) “faul:
handiing procedures were deficient™ Smith's June 1993 calis from Linton were, as he hes
stated, 1o test Telecom's fault reporting proceduses, bacause people whe had been unabie
0 reach him ©0ld nim that Telecom did not appear 10 be doing anything when they
reponied problems. We find Smith’s tesis in this instance to be unlikely w0 effect any vsefui
results, but the term “bogus” does not apply.

There were occesions when Mr Smith mistonk preblems with his own CPE fer Telecom
fauls, but this is 2 nermal cccurrence in the cperation of any multi-verdor system, which
the end-to-end telephone sysiem increasingly is. Telecom takes pains ‘0 separate these
CPE problems &om the legitmare faults, which they acknowledge.
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41 ¢ Asilevisitwas conducted on Wedntadey #th Apel 1995 coveciag:

.~ ® mspection of the Cape Bridgewater RCM exchange
4. - » inspection of the CPE at the Cape Bridgewater Bolday Cump
Jl5y>® inspection of the exchange equipment at Portland (RCM, AXE 104, ARF)
$ SBsmssions with Mr Alan Seith, accompanied by Mr Peser Gamble of Telecom
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Sources of Information

The information provided in this report has been derived and mterpreted from the -
following documents:

¢ Smith - Lener of Claim (SM1)

o Smith - George Close Report dated 5/7/94 (SM8)

« Smith - George Close Report dated August 1994 (SM9)

e Smith - FOI Material 1994 (SM44)

s Smith - George Close & Associates Report 20 Janunry 1995 - Reply to Telecom's
Defence (SMS0)

» Smith - Samples of FOI Telecom Documents (SM49)

s Smith - Appendix C Additional evidence (SM48)

o -Smith - Summary of TF200 Report (SM47)

¢ Smith - Bell Canada International Inc. Further information (SM46)

¢ Smith - Assessment Submission (SM2)—-—"
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- 2001-2,158 «—
Smith - Reply 18 January 1995 (SM53) ¢
Smith - Reply - Briéf Summary January 1995
Smith - Parther Examples of Additional Evidence Two Volumes (SM16) &——
Smith - Further FOl Material (SM17) <—
Smith - Cape Bridgewater Par 1 & 2 (SM 20 & 21) ‘x
Smith - Additional information (SM45)
Smith ~ Telecom Defence Witness Statements .
Smith - Telecom Defence B004 Sexvice History 4
Smith - Telecom Defence B004 Appendix File 1
_Smith - Telecom Defence BO04 Appendix File 2
Smith - Telecom Defence B004 Appendix File 3
Smith - Telecom Defence BOO4 Appendix File 4
Smith - Telecom Defence B004 Appendix File 5
Smith - Telecom Australis - Ref 1 Statutory Declaration of Ross Marshall, Ref 2
An Introduction to Telecommunications in Australia. Ref 3 Telecom Australia’s
Network Philosophy. Ref 4 Glossary of Terms
Smith - Telecom Defence Principal Submission ' 4 ‘7)
Smith - Telecom Defence Legal Submission
s Smith - Telecom Supplement to Defence Documenis ' _ H34219

o
Telstra FOI Number
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