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TERRIER HODGSON CORPORATE ADVISORY

BY COURIER Our Ref-Al4
15 November 1995

Mr John Pinnock

Telecommunications Industry Ombudsman
TIO Limited

321 Exhibition St

MELBOURNE VIC 3000

Dear Sir,

RE : Telecommunications Industry Ombudsman - Resource Unit
Fast Track Arbitration - Alan Smith

We refer to your letter dated 9 November 1995 with the attached facsimile from Mr

. Alan Smith dated 8 November 1995, and your recent conversations with Ms Susan

Hodgkinson of this office concerning the above completed arbitration.

You have asked us to provide clarification of the issue raised by Mr Smith relating to
the deletion of references to a potential addendum on possible discrepancies in
Smith’s Telecom bills in the final Technical Evaluation Report. We have spoken to
Lane Telecommunications Pty Ltd (“Lanes”), who acted as Technical Consultants to
the Resource Unit in the above Arbitration, and they have provided the following
comments in relation to the issue raised by Mr Smith:

“ At a late stage of the Arbitration process, at the time of preparation of the Technical
Evaluation Report, there was discussion about billing issues which had been raised by Mr
Smith. A draft of the Technical Evaluation Report therefore included reference to the billing
matters, which it was thought might require further work beyond the time of issue of the
Report.

The primary matter concerned Mr Smith’s bills for outgoing calls from Cape Bridgewater.

M Smith had observed that there was a discrepancy between the call durations of STD calls
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on his bills and the durations shown by Telecom’s call recording equipment connected to Mr
Smith's line (in the Customer Access Network).

Discussions were held with Telecom (Mr Peter Gamble) in Mr Smith’s presence during the
visit to Cape Bridgewater in April 1995, which provided the following information:
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» For outgoing calls on a normal customer exchange line, the caller notes the answer of the
called party by cessation of the ring tone and the answering voice. However, ihere is no
corresponding physical (electrical) signal on the caller’s line (CAN side of the exchange)
for the call recording equipment to register that an answer has occurred. Censequently,
timing of the call recording equipment is configured to allow a fixed time to answer (say
30 seconds) from the time the caller lifts the handset, or from the completion of dialling,
until it assumes that answer has taken place. Thus the overall measured duration of the
call from lifting to replacement of the handset is reduced by this fixed amount to give the
(assumed) nominal conversation time.

o Billing on the other hand is based on signals recorded at the caller’s exchange, including a
physical signal to indicate called party answer. Thus the billing duration is precise.

o At an individual call level, there will therefore be discrepancies between the two sets of call
duration records except where the actual and assumed times fo answer are the same.

o Lanes considered and accepted this technical explanation from Telecom as plausible, and
believe Mr Smith also understood and accepted it. Consequently, as the discussion
appeared to have resolved this matter, it was ot included in the formal Technical
Evaluation Report.

A second matter involved 008 calls. Again, this matter was current at a late stage (April
1995) of the Arbitration process. This matter concerned possible overlap in the records of 008
calls made to Mr Smith, and for which he was billed. However, Lanes and DMR Group Inc
concluded that the level of disruption fo Mr Smith’s overall Service was not dear, and that it
was unlikely that further work would clarify the matter to the extent that it vould have a
measurable effect on the Arbitrator's determination. The matter was discussed in Section
2.23 of the Technical Evaluation Report, and an assessment of " Indeterminate” was reached.

As no further progress was likely to be made on these matters, the formal version of the
Technical Evaluation Report did not leave the billing issue open.” '

1 trust that the above advice from Lane Telecommunications clarifies thé issue raised
by Mr Smith regarding the Resource Unit’s Technical Evaluation Report.
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If you have any further queries please do not hesitate to contact the writer or Ms

Susan Hodgkinson on (03) 629 8855.

Yours faithfully,
FERRIER HODGSON CORPORATE ADVISORY

JOHN RUNDELL
Project Manager
Assodiate Director

cc  Dr Gordon Hughes, Hunt & Hunt
Mr Andrew Crouch, Lane Telecommunications Pty Ltd
Mr Paul Howell, DMR Group Inc
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four trips which have been paid f;r by Telecom or the
TI0 or Austel?---That's op1y since - in 1893, vyes.

I guess there are some qﬁgstiéns as to whether these trips
were claimed on Telecom - and the more information
Mr Smith Provides, I guess the better his claim stands
up. Bt we're prepared to let it run as it stands.

THE ARBITRATOR: Mr Smith, if there is any information you can
pProvide me this week, pPlease provide it?---A11 right.

Beyond that we will just Proceed on the basis of the
assertions that you have made and if Telecom wishes to
respond by saying that those assertions can he-sustained
then it's a matter for me to make up my mind as to where
I think the truth lieg?——Okay.

Final page, final question. “Documents provided do not
address the documents requesteé in Telecom's letter
dated 30 August 1994. Please profide copies of any
missing documentation which should ﬁa?e been enclosed in
the document headed with the followiﬁg table.™ cCan you
find that document?---Yes, T know which ore it is. Sue,
if you can bring them over and T will show you.

Which document do you have there? SMis,

The document referred to on p.8 of Telecom's recuest for
further information, in point B 1A is my document aAS4,
okay?---Right. The deletion of one is incorrect
charging by Peter Turner. I believe that the
documentation I would receive because of the time within
that 4 months I asked for them from Teleccn, that's the
only reports I have been able to substantiate - T ==
pre-empted. So you can draw that one out because /;L.Sizg
although it's in I didn't get the print-out to marry
up. The incorrect charging is once again - I put this
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through and I was pretty stressful wh = I put it ;Ehrouqh
5 ey

but it does marry up. Por instance, if you look at 1993

this is the smart l0-minut nalysis priant-out. If you

go to here in-this B12, what you have really got to do
s use your.own judgment. You will mee 1993, these esre
my item;lsq; accounts, right. ~ If you. cheqie my itemised
accounts you will see the figuring there - S secounds,

7 seconds, 14 seconds, 13 seconds, 10 séeconds. All
those are seconds, right. Now, what you have got to do
is - these are minutes and seconds. Like, 13 minutes
you charge $4.62. Let's just teke the 13 minutes, for
instance. -You go to°1993 and you check the dite.

That’s all you have to do, the exact date, which is
8/6/93. ° You check the. phéne number which is. the phone
number . the chart and you will see 37 séconds. But
you go to here aﬁg_ybu £ind it's 47 seconds. Kot one of
them - not one of them +~ is correct. I'm being charged
as much .as 11 sécoinds 94.5_-_80 I'n charged 4 seconds.

Here it runs for 32,000 seconds - T have been charged
148 seconds. Here is 162 seconds, right, and I'm
charged for 37. That's Telecom's way. If you go Lo the

next page and it's 3all their way. You get 16 seconds

which is the charging on the sheet and yet I have been

'éhargeﬂ for 23; 17 seconds on here and I have been

charged for 25. 1 will find another one here -
43 seconds on the chart and that°'s the element that all

this is based on, that's all your bills are based on,

and I‘m charged for 53 seconds. It just goes on &nd

on. 5o that's how you can substantiate it right the wa-

through. 4_ 5"3

So where does that leave us in relation to the provision of
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any n.i:sing doamentation?-,-z thought 5.1: -F'is a1l
. there. It's just that you have got to marry :lt up.

Does Téelacom have any questions in relation to that?

) 1] Bmcx ‘rhe .one table I had t0 marrzy, ap with 811- Rhat was
the sceond table?-—!ou mrry it up with the 93 itemisaa
&ccount. . The thing ts, the next one is the -

008 acecunt. What I.have'done here, for instance, that
iga eepy --that's my itemised account  £rem 'gold phone.
You will come up here with - I have been charged for

o : 17 seconds snd yet it actually rang for 12 seconds,

~ Here on their charging sheets, the conversation time,

you 'will ‘see 12'seconds.. But when you. check up oa my

’ ! - . gold phone I have been charged for 1 minute and

42 geconds inﬂ_ yet ‘1t Ims only a l2-sacond
conversation. - We go one down again - this is.at all
times, - the. same phone numbers, right, and the sane time
coming in. - you' check the CCS dats again 2nd it has
feqiéte:ed-. 10 setonds, same time; yot I have Been

; charged 1 minute and 4 seconds. It goes right the way
* ' thfough. I have 7 minutes whete I have.only been on the
A phone for 1 minute and I can substantiate - I have only
Y just done that in one book but I probably get 30. I
have .7 seconds where I have been charged for 4 minutes.

‘The. instance ‘that's on the videc which is in !ier'e where (

that Heidi lady, the 1100 opefator, rang me. She has

verified that she was only on the phone for 10 seconds

and I was charged for 4 minutes and 15 seconds. I can

substantiate that, not only here, but all the other
documentation. I can substantiate it. I have had a

fellow look at it. 1It°'s all here. Then you go to t[/_{é
267230 account which is - - -
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THE Angitaazoa I don't think ¥e need any further examples.
G4 I accopt that.- Telecon. any further sn!nissions?

MR BLAC! Jhst en those points, I. accept that they can be:
uatcbed up hut each ome appears to. :equirc special
knowledge to natch it upzo-I n onlx a laynan I can do
it ‘and I 3 sure ?Out technical _people. can.do ¢

I know'you can it's Just that you have pbotecopied bits and
pieces ‘and put then teqethst?--: ‘didn*t- ﬁhotostat it.

.:hat 8 all your stuzf. rhe oaly thing I photostated was

- that it's the ‘11008 and to- B2ke if. & bDit easier ¥ put it
én that docl:et. I'm sure your technical: peop},g_qqp pick
that‘up. S . . o ST s i

Mr Arbitrqtor. what ‘we mmght have to do:is to- go Back directly
to. ur SNﬁth &ng - ubrk ehrouqh a couple of e:unples so
that we can tnlly understand it.

:ux ARBITRAIOR-- 5 5 <0 might be app;ppriate to do that or it
:ight be appropriate for BBR t0 - = =

MR BLACK: Perhaps ‘that uould be- just as -good from our

perspectiwe.
THEE AEBIIZRTOR:'*That Seems to bring us to the erd of that

-procéss. Befcre wWe all pack up and go heme let's just
:ecap whete we are. Excapt for the issue ¢f the: status
or possxble status of former partners, "i¢ Seems. to

‘that any further docunentation to be provided can b& and
will be ‘ptovided by 14 October subject to certazn thira
parties co-operating with you’---The thing 1%,

D: Hoghes, I prov1de them to you undet some sart of
supervision. " I'm not Telecom—bash;ng but.I have so much
proof - and which has been shown to other parties -
where the security of Telecom has got a lot to be _S/Z;
desitred and I'm now going to - they know who I ring,
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2.22 Al services for CBHC were lost for 3 howrs due to an exgﬁangc data

s

programming error. Such majofﬁrlpaétdnemanopd-aﬁonalumrisdeenwdaless
ﬂlmrcasmablelcvclofservicc. 4 i :
ASSESSMENT - Service was less than reasonable.

223 Continued reports of 008 faults up to the present As the level of disruption to
wmnEBHCmiceisnnt:Lm.mﬂfauhumhmmtbeendia@owd,a
m&miﬂh&tﬂn&cfzﬂmwﬁuldmm’m“op@”.
ASSBSSLIENT,-Ipdemmm..

3, _AMZW&&WMMWMMIMm&mM 1994,
Speﬁcmufmmmmmm.mmmhunmbwn

atternpted.

clements, and if they were ‘intact’, faults would be treated as NEF (No Fault Found).
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