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1.0 Compensation Schemes

11

C reported a fault on C’s telephone line to T, and was advised that the problem would be
rectified within 24 hours. Three days later, the line had not been reinstated and C rang to
complain. Poor communication within T meant that the engineers at the relevant
exchange were not aware of the problem. It was only when C visited the exchange that
the fault was fixed. C was due to have an important teleconference with legal
representatives shortly after the fault arose. Due to the delays in repair, C allegedly lost a
significant sum in legal fees, but was advised by T that C was not eligible for
reimbursement.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that C had undoubtedly suffered substantial loss, but
C failed to demonstrate the magnitude of the loss as required by T. Therefore, the
Ombudsman could not require further action from T in this case.

1.2

C experienced two separate faults which meant the loss of their telephone/fax and
internet service. C works from home as a consultant and considered that they had lost a
contract through not being contactable and also incurred additional fees for an
educational course which required access to the internet. C applied for compensation for
these costs from T but was offered a smaller sum under its compensation scheme. C
declined this offer.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that C did not fully realise that they were declining
the option of making an application for lost business/additional expense incurred under
T’s compensation scheme. The Ombudsman therefore stated that T should allow C to
make an application under this scheme but should still offer C the smaller compensation
sum if C’s application for lost business was not successful.

1.3

C reported a fault on C’s telephone line and T sent out an engineer to investigate it. After
a couple of unsuccessful attempts to resolve the issue, a fault was discovered and
rectified. C stated loss of business due to the unavailability of the phone service and
claimed that T should compensate C for the financial loss, suggesting a figure. T
apologised for the fault and stated that C would need to provide evidence to substantiate
the financial loss but C refused to do this as C was not comfortable with disclosing
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confidential trading information. T stated it needed this information to validate the
compensation claim but in the absence of this, offered C minimal compensation under a
service guarantee scheme. C was not happy with this.

The Ombudsman found that T had not fixed the fault as quickly as it could have done.
However, the Ombudsman considered T had dealt with C’'s compensation claim correctly
and, in the absence of the required information, had offered C minimal compensation in
line with its service guarantee scheme. The Ombudsman required no further action by T
in this case.

1.4

C owned a company which developed computer software and had many major clients
abroad. A telephone line was therefore required to contact such clients. However, C
experienced a fault on the business line which lasted for 15 days. C had calculated a
financial loss figure for this period from average monthly invoiced sales etc. and
attempted to claim this amount from T in compensation. T refused to pay this claim, but
responded by offering a revised figure. The revised figure was rejected by C, but T
confirmed this offer in a deadlock letter and the matter was referred to the Ombudsman.

The Ombudsman considered that the compensation amount offered by T had been
reasonably calculated in line with its published guidance. The Ombudsman therefore
recommended that C should seriously consider the offer.

2.0 Auto-diallers
2.1

C noticed a large number of calls over a particular period, to the speaking clock and
queried the calls. T carried out an investigation and found no faults on the phone line but
discovered that C’'s TV set-top box had been connected to the line at the time the calls
were made. T informed C that the calls had been made from C’s set-top box and
recommended that C have the equipment checked by a technician. T stated that there
had been a number of similar complaints and the problem was likely to have been caused
by inadvertent alteration of settings within the box. C disputed that the calls should be
charged to C as they were made unbeknown to C.

The Ombudsman found that T had carried out checks to ensure the problem had not
occurred because of a fault on the line. The Ombudsman found that T was correct to
charge for the calls as they had originated from equipment at C’s property. The
Ombudsman considered that such equipment should carry a warning that alterations to
the settings may cause extraneous numbers to be dialled but that such a recommendation
could not be enforced.
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2.2

C was away from home when several Emsat calls were made via C’s internet connection.
The connection resulted from an external modem being left on whilst C was away from
the address. An engineer concluded that the probable cause of the calls was a hacker or
a virus. T barred these calls due to the sudden increase in call costs. T stated that as
there was no evidence of billing error, the costs of the calls remained valid. T accepted no
responsibility for the calls and maintained that it is merely a call carrier. Also, C disputed
calls made to premium rate numbers via the same internet connection.

The Ombudsman sympathized with C, but agreed that T was not responsible for the cost
of the calls. Although C may not have been directly responsible for making the calls, C’'s

equipment was. The Ombudsman concluded that the call costs were valid and should be
paid, but T has a responsibility to warn customers about such calls.

2.3

C disputed making calls that appeared on an itemized bill. C followed T's complaints
procedure but, as the calls had been generated via an internet connection in C's home, T
was unable to help.

Whilst the Ombudsman was sympathetic with C’s position, no evidence was presented
suggesting that C was not responsible for the calls. The Ombudsman therefore required C
to pay the disputed charges.

2.4

C was charged for a number of international premium rate calls which C did not make. C
queried this with C’s service provider T, who carried out an investigation of the calls. T
established that the calls had been made by a program inadvertently downloaded onto
C’s computer equipment from an internet site visited. The program caused the modem to
dial the international number and consequently T maintained that the call charges should
stand as it could not be held responsible for the calls made by C’'s computer equipment.
Following a request from C, T placed international and premium rate call-barring on the
line to prevent a re-occurrence of the problem. C was satisfied that the issue was
investigated properly by T but was unhappy with the outcome.

The Ombudsman was sympathetic to C’s situation but found that T had acted correctly

with regard to the issue raised and subsequently in applying call-barring. The
Ombudsman required no further action by T in this case.
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2.5

C received a telephone bill with a high volume of calls resulting in a significant increase to
the bill, to a particular number that C did not recognise. C queried the calls with T who
carried out a number of tests and checks on C’s line and computer equipment. It later
transpired that the number was an internet service dial up number which C insisted that
neither C, nor the rest of the household used, as other internet service providers were
employed for this purpose, across the household.

The Ombudsman found that T had carried out all reasonable checks and tests regarding
C’s billing issue. The Ombudsman noted that C had not supplied any evidence to prove
that C had not made the disputed calls and duly considered that T had legitimately
charged for the calls which should be paid by C.

2.6

C discovered that C's computer had been dialling premium rate numbers when C
accessed the internet and e-mail, resulting in a large phone bill. The cause of this was
traced back to a member of C’s household visiting a website during a surfing session and
inadvertently downloading the premium rate dialler. C stated that ICSTIS had placed a
heavy fine on the company responsible but could not force it to refund the money taken
from web users. C complained to T but was advised that its role was merely as the call
carrier. C felt that T was instrumental in this fraudulent activity and refused to pay for the
calls. T sympathised with C but maintained that C was responsible for C's computer
equipment, the numbers it dialled and consequently the cost of any calls made. T
subsequently issued a deadlock letter and the complaint was referred to the Ombudsman.

The Ombudsman was sympathetic to C’s position but found that T, as the call carrier, was
not responsible for the calls made. The Ombudsman was of the opinion that the calls
were made by C’'s computer and that the charges were valid and should be paid by C.
The Ombudsman was concerned about this type of scam and recommended that T
provide a warning to its customers about such activities.

2.7

C had disputed calls on the bill for times when they were not at home. C contacted T to
complain and was referred to ICSTIS and also contacted the police. C challenged T to
prove that the calls were made from their line. C highlighted the disputed calls and sent
this to T with a letter but received no response. T stated that they did review the complaint
and respond to C whenever contact was made and that some of the calls related to Cs
ISP. C refused to pay the disputed calls and T offered a small goodwill payment. T
maintained that the call charges were correct and passed the debt to a collection agency.

The Ombudsman considered that the disputed charges were accurate and T had carried
out a reasonable investigation of Cs complaint and provided comprehensive responses.
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The Ombudsman recommended C to take up Ts small goodwill payment and agree to a
payment plan, suitable to both parties.

2.8

C'’s telephone bill showed a series of calls to premium rate numbers which C had not
made. C asked T to investigate the matter and disconnect the line immediately. The
investigation revealed that the line was working correctly, and T confirmed that the nature
of the calls precluded calls generated by human interaction. T offered to reduce the bill by
half as a gesture of goodwill but maintained that it was not responsible for any equipment
a customer chose to attach to the line.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that T had correctly charged for the calls and
investigated the matter thoroughly. The Ombudsman was pleased to note that T had
offered to reduce the bill. The only requirement was that a mutually convenient payment
schedule be arranged for the balance.

3.0 Billing
3.1

C enquired about a phone with T and gave out bank details to a store assistant with a
view to buying one. However, the purchase was not completed as more information was
required than C had at the time. The phone that C enquired about was then registered to
a different user, yet C was billed for the calls. Despite informing T of this, the billing
continued and C was concerned that not paying the bills affected C’s credit rating.

The Ombudsman required T to cancel all charges made to C, and confirm in writing that
these would not affect C’s credit rating. The Ombudsman also awarded a goodwill
payment due to the inconvenience caused.

3.2

C had a mobile phone account with T on a ‘pay in advance’ basis. C paid the bill via C’'s
bank, but the mobile phone service was disconnected as T claimed it did not receive the
payment. Despite contacting C many times to confirm that the payment was made, the
matter was not been resolved. C was subject to poor customer service, and although
promised call-backs from T on many occasions, none were received. C paid all
subsequent bills.

The Ombudsman considered that the offer of one month’s free line rental was a sufficient
goodwill payment for the inconvenience caused.



3.3

C, who was elderly, received a very high phone bill which C believed C was not
responsible for. The bill showed many national rate and mobile calls, the numbers of
which were not recognized by C. As C lived alone, there was nobody else with access to
the property that could have made the calls.

There was no evidence submitted to the Ombudsman to suggest that C was not
responsible for the calls, and therefore C was required to pay the disputed bills. No further
action was required by T.

3.4

C paid T bills via standing order but noticed that some invoices showed a charge for late
payment. C queried this with T as, in C’s opinion, no late payments had been made.
Escalating the complaint within T proved difficult, and there no resolution was reached. C
was therefore considering terminating the contract.

It seemed that standing order was not an accepted method of payment when the T
literature was consulted; therefore, the Ombudsman concluded that T had acted fairly. No
further action was required.

3.5

C signed up for a mobile phone with T, but was worried when he/ she had not received
any bills. Nevertheless, C made a payment to T but found that the money was not
credited to the account. The account was passed onto a debt collection agency even
though C was able prove that T had taken payment. C experienced poor customer service
when trying to resolve the complaint; the matter remained unsettled.

T offered a goodwill payment to C, which the Ombudsman felt was reasonable under the
circumstances. The Ombudsman recognized that C had paid the amount in question, so
C was no longer liable for this.

3.6

C wanted fixed line internet access, but inadvertently entered a WAP dial up number,
resulting in a large bill. C asked T to waive the charges but it refused. The complaint was
escalated within T leading to a deadlock. T explained that the charges could not be
waived as all customers had to be treated equally. However, C saw a magazine article
which contradicted T’s advice.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that charges were proper and accurate. Although the
Ombudsman was sympathetic with C, C was required to pay the disputed amount. Also,
the Ombudsman recognized that T had the right to make discretionary gestures based on
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specific circumstances, such as those described in the magazine article.

3.7

C experienced many problems with billing, such as non-receipt of bills and disputed call
charges. A lack of invoices meant that C found it difficult to gauge how much owed on the
account; therefore, the account was often in arrears. C complained to T, but the problems
remained unresolved. The account was passed on to a debt collection agency.

It was the opinion of the Ombudsman that the outstanding call charges were valid and
should have been paid. T was required to arrange a suitable payment plan for the
amounts outstanding.

3.8

C had subscribed for a number of years to a mobile phone package supplied by T.

During one particular month, C noticed a significant increase in C's monthly charges and
on querying it with T, discovered that the existing package had been withdrawn. C
claimed not to have been made aware of this prior to it happening. T claimed it had
informed C of the withdrawal of the existing package in an earlier telephone conversation.
Additionally T had sent out mailshots to customers informing them of the withdrawal of the
package and the alternative options available but C did not receive these. T provided C
with a written apology and explanation. In addition T credited C’s account with the
difference in costs, between the existing package and a new promotional package, for
some of the charges.

The Ombudsman found that T had acted fairly in trying to resolve C’s issues and did not
require T to take any further action.

3.9

C had subscribed to a telephone package supplied by T and noticed on a statement
received that C had been charged twice. When this was queried, T informed C that this
was to cover an earlier, missed payment. C provided T with proof that a payment had
already been taken for the month in question. T later found the missing payment and
credited it to C’s account. For the inconvenience caused, T agreed to waiver all charges
incurred during the following billing period and made a month’s line rental credit to C's
account as a further goodwill payment. C requested that T disconnect the telephone line
and close the account.

The Ombudsman acknowledged the billing issue C had with T. The Ombudsman
considered that C’s request to T to disconnect the telephone line and close the account
should be actioned and noted that T have offered their apologies, an explanation of the
issue and the goodwill payments..
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3.10

C disputed charges for a number of international calls which C claimed they did not make.
T, the service provider, carried out a number of external tests on the line and concluded
there were no faults. Additionally, T made a number of appointments with C for checks to
be carried out from within the property but the engineer could not gain access on any
occasion. T pointed out that the disputed calls were often in close proximity to
unchallenged calls, and that this indicated that the calls were made from C’s property.

The Ombudsman found that there was no evidence to suggest that the disputed calls had
not been made from C’s line and that T had correctly charged C for the calls. The
Ombudsman required no further action by T in this case.

3.11

C regularly called certain phone numbers and often heard a message stating that the
telephone network was busy and there would be no charge for the call. C noticed on C's
bill that C had indeed been charged for such calls and complained to T. T investigated
the issue and found that all calls made to these numbers that received the message,
resulted in no charges. Additionally, T asserted that it was impossible for a charge to be
made for a call that had not gone through to the destination. In notes to the Ombudsman
regarding this case, T referred to apparently similar situations with other customers,
implying that C’s issue was not unique. Additionally, there was an indication that a refund
of charges had not been made despite the implication that in some cases one may have
been justified.

The Ombudsman found that in view of T's apparent admission regarding this issue, there
may have been cases where refunds were justified but not made. The Ombudsman
found that there was some doubt over the reliability of T's investigation of the issue and
therefore required T to refund or credit C’'s account with charges for the calls in dispute.

3.12

C had been awaiting written confirmation from T that there was no outstanding balance on
C’s account. T was of the opinion that there was a small outstanding debt on C’s account
and had passed the debt onto a debt collection agency. C felt that the information C had
received about the account was confusing and that the confirmation C had requested,
regarding the balance was not forthcoming. Consequently, C raised the issue with the
Ombudsman.

The Ombudsman found it was likely that an irregular payment pattern had contributed to
the confusion over the state of C's account. The Ombudsman considered that T should
ensure that its systems are able to provide an up-to-date status of an account, in order to
provide good customer service. The Ombudsman found that T should not pursue C for
the disputed outstanding debt.
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3.13

C took out a mobile phone package with T but from the start of the contract, C was
charged in excess of the agreed price plan. C contacted T on a humber of occasions to
try and resolve this and at various stages, was awarded a small goodwill payment,
refunds and additional free minutes of usage, in acknowledgement of the mistakes.
However, the charging problems continued and C referred the complaint to the
Ombudsman.

The Ombudsman acknowledged that C had notified T of the issues C was experiencing
and that whilst T had attempted to resolve them, it had not been successful in doing so.
The Ombudsman considered that T should reimburse C for all overcharges made and
make a small goodwill payment to C.

3.14

C received an unusually high phone bill and requested an itemised bill from T. The bill
contained many calls which C claimed not to have made and the issue was raised with T.
T accidentally closed off C's complaint and it was not re-opened for a number of weeks
until C got in touch again. Following this, T carried out a number of tests on the line but
no faults were found. An examination of the calls revealed that the disputed calls were in
close proximity to undisputed calls and were to a variety of numbers, including premium
rate numbers, at various times of the day and night. C decided to move to a different
service provider but it seemed the calls continued to appear on the bills. C stated that C
lived alone and had little use for the phone. T tested for tampering on the line but found
no evidence and consequently, maintained that the charges were correct.

The Ombudsman found that T had carried out a thorough investigation with regard to C's
complaint. The Ombudsman found that based on the balance of probability and the
evidence provided to her, the calls billed were valid and the charges should be
maintained. However, the Ombudsman required T to provide C with a small goodwill
payment in recognition of the delay to the complaint investigation in its early stages and
requested that T offered C a suitable payment plan to clear the outstanding debt.

3.15

C stated that the Broadband service had not worked since moving house but was being
charged for the service. According to C, T had agreed to cancel the service and send an
amended bill. T stated that C would be held to the 12 month contract but the broadband
advance charges would be removed from the final bill. Due to a technical error the final bill
was sent out unamended but T stated this was rectified on the next bill. C received
demanding letters from credit agencies and complained to T. T sent the final bill and a
reminder; this was followed by a solicitor’s letter and then passed to a collection agency.
C complained to T, who investigated and agreed to remove advance line rental charges.
The final bill still remained outstanding.
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The Ombudsman is of the opinion that there had been a misunderstanding in the
communication between C and T. The Ombudsman requested T to provide C with a
revised bill which C should pay. The Ombudsman required T to take no further actionas T
has already credited Cs account with a goodwill payment.

4.0 Billing, Call Limits
4.1

C requested to increase the tariff which T did but C stated that the credit limit was not
increased and the phone was cut off. T reviewed the account and confirmed that the
upgrade would not have taken effect until a later date and the calls were chargeable. C
made additional payments but these did not show on the bill so C cancelled the direct
debit and was told T would call back but C received no call back and had to buy another
mobile phone as they had no service. T agreed to credit Cs account with two amounts, C
claimed that only one credit was applied but T stated that the full credit was applied. C
asked for subject access request but never received the report even though T confirmed
the request was passed on. C maintained that they were not refusing to pay the bill but
disputed the charges. C also received poor customer service and handset problems.

The Ombudsman agreed that C experienced a poor level of service and inconvenience.
The Ombudsman directed T to provide C with a written apology but recognised the
goodwill payment T had already offered as reasonable compensation. The Ombudsman
recommended C to make a formal, written subject access request and trusted T to
respond promptly. The Ombudsman also considered that T must notify customers of the
date that any tariff changes will actually take effect to prevent confusion.

5.0 Billing, Carrier Pre-select
5.1

C agreed to change C's service provider to T in order to reduce the cost of phone calls.
However, C received phone bills from both service providers, but T agreed to credit the
difference between the two pricing plans from the two companies to C’s account. Although
C had unplugged the pre-dialer which directed C’s calls through T, C had failed to cancel
the T contract and so continued to receive pricing plan bills. T arranged to cancel the
charges that had accrued for the pricing plan since the pre-dialer had been disconnected.

The Ombudsman concluded that the confusion arose because only one of the phone line
extensions had a pre-dialer box. This meant that calls from one extension were charged
by one service provider whilst calls from the other were charged by T; C was not charged
for the same calls twice. The fact that this was not fully understood by C was regarded as
a T customer service issue by the Ombudsman. The Ombudsman awarded a small
goodwill payment in light of these problems.
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6.0 Billing, Contract Termination
6.1

C agreed to change C's service provider to T in order to reduce the cost of phone calls.
However, C received phone bills from both service providers, but T agreed to credit the
difference between the two pricing plans from the two companies to C’s account. Although
C had unplugged the pre-dialer which directed C’s calls through T, C had failed to cancel
the T contract and so continued to receive pricing plan bills. T arranged to cancel the
charges that had accrued for the pricing plan since the pre-dialer had been disconnected.

The Ombudsman concluded that the confusion arose because only one of the phone line
extensions had a pre-dialer box. This meant that calls from one extension were charged
by one service provider whilst calls from the other were charged by T; C was not charged
for the same calls twice. The fact that this was not fully understood by C was regarded as
a T customer service issue by the Ombudsman. The Ombudsman awarded a small
goodwill payment in light of these problems.

6.2

C allegedly sent a letter to T requesting C's service to be cancelled, when several
attempts to contact T by phone had failed. After moving address, C returned to pick up
mail that had not been redirected. C was advised by the new owner that T was not aware
of C's change of address, and therefore the service for the address had remained in C's
name. When C called T to query this, T agreed to backdate C's payments to the date of
the initial disconnection request. This left an amount outstanding which C believed C was
not responsible for, and therefore refused to pay. C requested an itemized breakdown of
the final bill but, although an advisor phoned C to explain the charges, C did not receive a
written copy.

The Ombudsman viewed the willingness of T to backdate the disconnection as generous,
as no written request was received by it. The Ombudsman required C to pay the
outstanding figure on receipt of a written breakdown of the final bill.

6.3

@n error was made when T advised C of the date on which C’s contract was due to end.
The confusion arose when T replaced C's faulty handset, as this was logged as a contract
upgrade. When C attempted to cancel the package in order to change to a pay-as-you-go
tariff, C was pursued for monies that were not owed. In acknowledgement of the error, T
credited all outstanding amounts to C’s account.

The Ombudsman was pleased to note that T had recognized the mistake and closed the
account with nil balance. The Ombudsman was surprised that C was not provided with a
written explanation of the error; therefore C was awarded a goodwill payment and a
written apology.
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6.4

@fter splitting from C’s partner, C called T to inform it that C did not live at the property
any more. C requested that the phone line be disconnected, and confirmed this in writing.
T actioned C's request two weeks later, but a large bill had been run up in the interim. C
refused to pay the bill as C was not responsible for making the majority of the calls. C was
frustrated that the phone line restriction did not take immediate effect.

The Ombudsman sympathized with C, but recognized that T had acted within the terms
and conditions of service. The Ombudsman concluded that the charges remained valid
and C, the account holder, would therefore have to pay them.

6.5

C requested to cancel a T service, but continued to receive bills for the service for
months. C complained to T on several occasions to no avail. Five months later, the matter
remained unresolved and C believed that the outstanding amounts had affected C’s credit
rating.

As T had acknowledged the error, and rectified it accordingly, the Ombudsman required
that T provide a written apology and a small goodwill payment.

6.6

C requested to cancel a T service, but continued to receive bills for the service for
months. C complained to T on several occasions to no avail. Five months later, the matter
remained unresolved and C believed that the outstanding amounts had affected C’s credit
rating.

As T had acknowledged the error, and rectified it accordingly, the Ombudsman required
that T provide a written apology and a small goodwill payment.

6.7

C asked for a telephone line, supplied by T, to be disconnected. T arranged
disconnection of the service but took no further action, as it required written confirmation
from C to finalise the account. C continued to receive bills for the service despite further
contact by C, by telephone and letter to T. In its terms and conditions T stipulates that
written notice must by given by customers who wish to terminate a service. It was not
clear whether C was advised of this when in contact with T. T has since cancelled C’s
service and refunded the account balance.

The Ombudsman found that T had acted in line with its terms and conditions but that it
should inform customers that a verbal request to terminate a service would only result in
disconnection and that the request should be followed up in writing, to ensure that billing
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ceases. In addition, the Ombudsman requested that T provide C with a written apology
as T did not respond to C’s earlier attempts to resolve the issue.

6.8

C bought a mobile phone from a retail store but decided to return the phone within the 14
day cooling off period and phoned T to determine how to go about this. T told C to return
the phone to the store, which C did. C subsequently began to receive bills each month for
the phone service and despite contacting T each time and being assured they would
cease, the billing continued. T acknowledged that C had returned C’s phone within the
cooling off period and should never have received bills for the service. T apologised to C
for the poor customer service received and proposed a small goodwill payment to C, to
cover the cost of calls made to T to try and rectify the issue. T stated that it was
conducting a review of its procedures to ensure the problem did not arise again.

The Ombudsman found that T should reimburse C for the expenses incurred as a result of
contacting T, in an attempt to resolve the problem and in addition, required T to make a
small goodwill payment.

6.9

C requested a new service from T but suspecting that C may not use the service for very
long, enquired what the minimum contract period was. C was told that C would need to
keep the service for at least a year, after which there would be no further charges. After
this period had passed, C decided to cancel the service but still required a phone line and
was told by T that there would be a charge for converting the line to analogue. C objected
to this and escalated the issue within T's complaints procedure, until a deadlock situation
was reached. The complaint was then referred to the Ombudsman.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that T was correct to charge C for the conversion of
the line and required no further action by T in this case. However, the Ombudsman noted
that more than one similar case had been seen and believed that customers may not
realise there may be different technical requirements for certain services and hence costs
involved in moving between them. Therefore, T should consider giving prospective
customers more complete information on the costs involved in moving from one type of
service to another.

6.10

C took out a mobile phone contract and initially decided to pay by direct debit but then
decided to pay by giro slip instead. After requesting this change, C did not receive bills
despite getting in contact with T several times to raise the issue and being told that bills
would be sent. C made no payments on the account, as no bills had been received and T
subsequently barred the service. C asked T to cancel C’s contract but was told there
would be a charge for this. C'’s tariff was subsequently changed to a pay-as-you-go plan.
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C felt that C should be compensated for the poor service received from T. Subsequently,
T wrote to C apologising for the poor customer service C had received and agreeing to
release C from the contract without charging the early termination fee.

The Ombudsman found that C had experienced poor levels of customer service but that T
had since carried out actions to resolve the issues which seemed reasonable in the
circumstances. In addition to these, the Ombudsman required T to provide C with a small
goodwill payment. The Ombudsman considered that C should pay any outstanding
arrears on the account.

6.11

C was invited to upgrade C's existing phone and went to a store to collect the new
handset. C signed for the new phone but did not realise C was signing a hew contract.
As a result, C lost carry over air time. Sometime later the phone was disconnected,
without either request by C or notification by T and on enquiring about this, C was told that
the contract had been cancelled. The line was reconnected but on speaking to T about
an unrelated matter later on, C became aware of a large outstanding balance on C’s
account. Additionally a large fee for the contract cancellation had been taken from C’s
bank account causing further problems. This amount was subsequently, in the main but
not completely, refunded by T. C had requested on-line billing on the account but had
been unable to access it and could only obtain this information by phoning T. T
subsequently apologised to C and offered a credit of a month’s line rental.

The Ombudsman found there was no evidence to suggest that C had been misled by the
salesperson at the store, when collecting the new phone. Consequently, the Ombudsman
found no reason for T to reimburse C or release C from the contract prematurely. The
Ombudsman believed that C had experienced poor customer service and acknowledged
that T had credited C’'s account with a month’s line rental but considered this to be
inadequate and required T to increase the credit.

6.12

C got a phone from T and returned it within the agreed cancellation period. C was given a
cancellation reference number and was told he would not receive any bills and the
account was closed. C continued to receive bills from T. T found that the store staff did
not inform T that the account was closed and that is why C continued to receive bills. C
believed that someone else had got the old telephone number as telephone calls
appeared on the bill but with a different account number. T investigated and the bills were
for another account registered on the same day as Cs. T assumed the store opened the
account in error. C tried to escalate the complaint but stated T prevented this. T accepted
that several errors were made and apologised to C. T confirmed that C has no
responsibility for the account.

The Ombudsman found that the problems C encountered were caused by T and its
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agents. The Ombudsman was pleased that T accepted that errors were made but directed
T to make a small goodwill payment in view of the stress and inconvenience C suffered.
The Ombudsman required T to assure that Cs credit history is unaffected.

6.13

@ disputed receiving a written termination request from C, and therefore further bills were
sent for the service. T demanded payment for the service before an investigation into the
missing letter could commence. The account was eventually cancelled but T maintained
that there was a balance left outstanding. C refused to pay and the debt was passed on to
a debt collection agency.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that the charges were valid from T's viewpoint;
however, the evidence available suggested that C had provided confirmation of the
cancellation request in the manner required by T. The Ombudsman therefore required the
charges to be waived as a gesture of goodwill.

7.0 Billing, Contract Termination, Direct Debit
7.1

C experienced many problems with regard to billing, on becoming a customer of T. C
found that, although no bills had been received through the post, T was taking payment
via direct debit. C cancelled the direct debit instruction, and subsequently received a
notice that the account was in arrears. The evidence showed that, although C was
unaware of this, T was supplying bills via an email address provided at the time of
registration. Despite obvious problems with this method of communication, T continued to
contact C in this way. Paper bills were requested and paid by C, who then cancelled the
service. A seamless changeover between carriers meant that C was unaware of arrears
accruing in the account with T. C complained about the further bills received, and believed
that no monies were owed to T for the change over period.

The Ombudsman was concerned at the length of time it took for T to try another method
of contact after the direct debit was cancelled. The Ombudsman agreed that the charges
were properly due to T. However, in view of the problems encountered by C, a small
goodwill payment was awarded.

7.2

C started a mobile phone contract with T but cancelled it within the 14 day cooling off
period. C returned the handset to the retail store it was purchased from by special
delivery post and the store refunded C’s costs. However, C continued to get bills from T
for the service. When C contacted T, the problem was acknowledged and C was told to
ignore any bills received and the problem would be resolved. However, funds were taken
from C’s bank account via direct debit and when C subsequently cancelled this, debit
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collection demands were issued. T concurred with C’s account of events and offered to
refund all the money taken and provide a small goodwill payment It also assured C that it
would remove C from its customer database and confirmed that none of the events that
had occurred would affect C’s credit rating.

The Ombudsman found that T had undertaken to carry out all necessary tasks to resolve
C’s issue and agreed that C should be issued with the small goodwill payment. The
Ombudsman required no further action regarding this case.

8.0 Billing, Contract Termination, Replacement Handset
8.1

C accepted an upgraded handset from T, C’s telecom provider on the understanding that
C’s partner could use the new handset. C stated that T's representative confirmed this
was acceptable. The new handset was lost and initially T refused to supply a
replacement, as the SIM card had been switched but later on, provided one which C
considered inferior. C complained about this but was told the handset replacement
scheme did not work on a like-for-like basis. C asked T to cancel C’s contract but was
advised this was not possible. C subsequently cancelled direct debit payments, pending
resolution of C’s issues. As a result, additional costs were applied to C's account. The
outstanding balance was passed to a debt collection agency and C subsequently paid the
outstanding amount and reinstated the direct debit payments. Later, C received in writing
a number of apologies for any incorrect advice given by T and an explanation of events in
this case.

The Ombudsman found it was likely that T was mainly responsible for the issues C
experienced. The Ombudsman required T to refund the administration charge applied to
C’s account when C cancelled the direct debit.

9.0 Billing, CPS
9.1

C used Ts smart box to make cheaper calls but it developed a fault. C stated that they
couldn’t complain to T by phone so sent a fax and wrote a letter but received no response.
T continued to bill C a monthly access rental. T only became aware of the complaint some
months later after a formal complaint was made via Oftel. T had no record of the first
complaint and agreed to disconnect the account at the next billing date, which was in line
with Ts one month notification period as stated in the terms and conditions. T chased the
outstanding payment on Cs account. T did not receive payment and the service was
suspended and a default letter sent. C received poor customer service and had difficulty
contacting Ts customer service by phone.

The Ombudsman is of the opinion that C did not use Ts service but there was no
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conclusive evidence about the condition of the smart box. The Ombudsman agreed that C
must give one months notice to cancel Ts service and requested for T to backdate rental
charges to one month after C stated their first contact with T was made. The Ombudsman
recognised that T did act on Cs termination request after the referral from Oftel.

9.2

C had used a Carrier Pre-Select (CPS) access code (provided by T) to make overseas
phone calls from C’s mobile phone. C was surprised when a large bill was received from
the mobile phone provider. C claimed that T had not advised C that such charges could
be incurred. C’s mobile phone provider stated that there was no written agreement for C
to use the PIN on its network; therefore the calls had not been routed through T. T offered
a small goodwill payment to C, but this was declined as C felt misguided by it.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that the CPS service had not been used properly;
therefore the calls had been directly routed through the mobile phone network. The
Ombudsman required no further action in this case.

10.0 Billing, Customer Service
10.1

C noticed that T had set up two accounts and direct debits instead of one when an invoice
was received. After 4 months and numerous phone calls to T's customer services, the
phantom account was apparently deleted. However, a month later C received a letter from
a debt collection agency warning that the duplicate account was in arrears. C had also
experienced difficulties with C’'s handset and network coverage. C was advised by T that
these problems were due to the way the number was ported. C tried to port the number
with another network, but was advised that C would still be liable the remainder of the T
contract. C was displeased with the level of customer service and wanted the problems to
be resolved.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that T must allow the termination of the contract
without penalty. However, C was still liable for the outstanding charges on the real
account. The Ombudsman also awarded a goodwill payment to C in light of the
inconvenience caused.

10.2

C experienced poor customer service when querying the receipt of a bill that did not
belong to C. C was advised to get a DD indemnity on the erroneous bill and was assured
that the problem would be rectified. The problem remained unresolved and the erroneous
bill was four months in arrears. C was concerned that this would affect C’s credit rating.
Despite C'’s persistence, the poor customer service meant that nothing was done to help
the situation.
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The Ombudsman required T to pay a goodwill payment to C in view of the gravity of
damage that could have been done to C’s credit history. The Ombudsman also required T
to provide a full apology for the poor customer service that C received.

10.3

C made a payment arrangement with T but T failed to note this on its system and C
received follow up letters regarding the outstanding balance. C received poor customer
service which included incorrect information from T. C wished to cancel the contract
without a penalty fee and wanted a written apology from T. C claimed that they were not
advised about the minimum contract period when it started.

The Ombudsman agreed that C had experienced poor customer service in relation to the
payment arrangement and asked T to provide a letter of apology, an explanation of its
actions and its proposed gesture of goodwill. The Ombudsman expected T to address the
communication problems within the company and to provide a better explanation of its
policy regarding direct debit when an account is in arrears.

11.0 Billing, Customer Service, Faulty Line
11.1

@Vithin 6 months of installation, C experienced intermittent faults with the phone line. T
was informed of the problem twice, but C was advised that an engineer’s visit would be
subject to a callout charge. C refused to pay the charge, but soon after the service failed
completely for 11 days and so an engineer was called out. C felt that as the line was
faulty, C should have received an apology for the inconvenience. C also disputed call
charges from T, which had been paid for via a carrier pre select service. C had great
difficulty in contacting T to complain, and the matter remained unresolved.

The Ombudsman concluded that the call charges were correct, and should be paid by C.
The Ombudsman recommended that C dispute the call charges with the carrier pre select
service provider. No further action was required.

12.0 Billing, Customer Service, Restricted Services
12.1

C experienced many problems with T resulting in charges. Firstly a delay in porting the
number resulted in extra charges from a previous service provider, and then errors in
setting up the direct debit for the service resulted in admin fees. T offered compensation,
but C did not receive it. C received a late bill for the service, but C refused to pay it until
the agreed compensation sum was paid. T then disconnected the phone due to non-
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payment. This forced C to pay a portion of the charges as C required the mobile phone for
personal reasons. The phone was then reconnected, only to be disconnected again 2
weeks later; the account showed a small outstanding balance. Although promises to
reconnect the phone were made on four separate occasions, this did not happen. C
moved house during this period and claimed that C had not received any correspondence
referring to an unpaid amount. C had unsuccessfully tried to change C’s address details
with T, and experienced poor customer service from T throughout the complaints process.
Compensation was later paid.

The Ombudsman recognised the reasons for the porting delays etc., and was pleased
that T had addressed these and made the compensation payment to C. However, the
Ombudsman considered the level of customer service received by C to be poor, and so
awarded a small goodwill payment.

13.0 Billing, Direct Debit
13.1

©n signing up for a service with T, C received a letter detailing the dates that direct debit
payment would be taken. Although C did not receive an invoice, the payment was taken
as arranged. When the payment was taken, there were insufficient funds in the account to
cover the bill, resulting in a bank charge. The invoice was received by C two weeks later.
C felt that the bank charges should have been reimbursed, and a conversation with a T
advisor caused C to believe that this would be the case.

The Ombudsman considered the information supplied by T regarding billing was sufficient
notification of the billing process. Also, it was the responsibility of C to ensure sufficient
funds were available to cover direct debits due. The Ombudsman required no further
action from T,

13.2

C had a phone connected with T and requested quarterly bills. C was advised that in
order to get the phone connected, a one off payment would need to be made and so C
gave out bank details. Despite C requesting to pay on a quarterly basis on several
occasions, T tried to take direct debit payments which resulted in bank charges due to
insufficient funds. C complained and received a small goodwill payment for the
inconvenience caused. C was under the impression that the problems had been resolved,
but the line was then disconnected. C then had to pay a reconnection fee, but when
another monthly bill was received and not paid, the phone line was disconnected for a
second time. Another reconnection fee was paid, and although the problem was escalated
it was not resolved.

The Ombudsman recognized that it was the responsibility of C to ensure that sufficient
funds were available when payment was due; as C received notification in good time. The
Ombudsman therefore required no further action.
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13.3

C noticed a brought forward balance on several T invoices, and rang T to query why the
amount had not been deducted via the direct debit arrangement. Despite requesting a
separate invoice which would allow C to pay the amount by cheque, no invoice was
received. T offered to cancel the charge, but C was unhappy with this due to the time and
effort C has put into trying to resolve the matter. C claimed that the ordeal had a
detrimental effect on C’s health. Also, C was disappointed with the level of customer
service provided, and stated that the call-backs promised by T did not materialize.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that T had attempted to make amends for the
incorrect charge and explain the reason for it. The Ombudsman therefore required that
the charge was waived, and that T provided a written apology and explanation.

13.4

C gave bank details to T in order to set up a direct debit, however, two weeks later a bill
was received along with a Giro slip for payment. C paid the bill using a credit card, but
contacted T several times to provide them with the correct direct debit information. C
received a letter confirming that the direct debit had been set up, but C noticed that the
bank account number was incorrect. C contacted T to correct this and made credit card
payments in the interim. However, as C was not prepared to continue with the credit card
payments, T threatened disconnection and court action.

The Ombudsman was encouraged that T had eventually made some effort to compensate
C for the problems. However, a further goodwill payment was awarded in recognition of
the undue stress caused.

135

C contacted T to discuss ways of reducing C’s telephone bills and was shocked to
discover C had accrued an extremely high debt on the account. This occurred because T
cancelled C’s direct debit payment by mistake and the error only came to light as a result
of C contacting T. Initially, C was offered a minimal goodwill payment to compensate for
the error but C rejected this. After escalating the issue, C was offered a considerable
reduction to the outstanding balance and a generous goodwill payment. C rejected this
as C was still unhappy that the account had been allowed to accrue such a debt without
question from T and caused by its own error. At this point, C was issued with a deadlock
letter by T and C referred the complaint to the Ombudsman.

The Ombudsman was concerned that T's procedures did not highlight the increasing debt
on C’s account. The Ombudsman expected T to investigate why this had not happened,
to prevent a similar error occurring in the future. The Ombudsman considered that T had
taken the appropriate action to deal with C’s issue and did not require further action by T
in respect of increasing the offer made to C.
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13.6

C cancelled Ts broadband service after one week but had four direct debits deducted
from their bank account. C was promised call backs from T and also wrote e-mails and
letters but there was a delay in the response, T advised that this was due to an office
move. T stated that there had been problems with its billing system and no credit would
be applied for broadband as it was a 12 month contract. C contacted CAB and then
received a letter from T. T apologised for the poor level of service, credited the broadband
charges and offered a goodwill payment and C would then have to pay the outstanding
balance for call charges. C did not accept the goodwill payment as it did not reflect the
inconvenience caused. C wanted a higher amount of compensation and confirmation that
their credit rating had not been affected. C felt that T had not addresses all of the issues
raised in their letters.

The Ombudsman appreciated that T had made considerable efforts to resolve the dispute
but considered T had been dilatory when dealing with Cs correspondence. The
Ombudsman was of the opinion that T had made a reasonable goodwill payment and
could not be expected to take any further action. The Ombudsman recommended that T
arranged to have Cs credit rating confirmed in writing.

14.0 Billing, Direct Debit, Mis-advising
14.1

C claimed that when C enquired about using a mobile phone abroad, a store assistant
advised that no extra charges would be suffered, so the international call bar was
removed. After using the phone outside of the UK, C returned to a dramatically increased
bill. C was advised by T that the high bill was due to extra charges and charges incurred
from accepting incoming calls. C informed T, in writing, that the direct debit for the service
had been cancelled; T responded with a letter detailing the sources of the charges
sustained. The outstanding balance was then passed on to a debt collection agency.

The Ombudsman concluded that C was responsible for making Cself aware of
international service charges, as these were widely published. Also, no evidence was
provided to support the fact that T had misadvised C. However, the Ombudsman also

doubted the accuracy of the call costs that C sustained, and therefore concluded that both
C and T were equally responsible for the bill, and required each to pay half.

15.0 Billing, Direct Debit, Network Coverage

15.1

C was advised that C’s area had full network coverage on purchasing a T mobile phone.
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This was important as C depended on the phone for safety purposes at work, but C found
that there was no signal. After suffering poor network service, poor customer service was
also experienced when C complained. T failed to escalate and resolve the complaint, and
it had admitted responsibility for this. C continued to receive bills and demands for
payment although the account was frozen pending investigation. C found that
unauthorized charges had been made to C’s credit card despite the fact that the account
was not in use. In recognition of these problems, T offered to cancel C’s account and
waive all costs.

The Ombudsman considered the offer made by T to be fair in view of the problems
experienced by C. However, the Ombudsman remained concerned about the fact that C's
complaint was not dealt with in a more effective and timely manner.

16.0 Billing, Direct Debit, Restricted Services
16.1

C switched to a new tariff, and was advised that the only calls that were not included in
the monthly price were international and mobile calls. C was shocked when the new bill
was much higher than expected. C contacted T but did not get a satisfactory response,
and promised call-backs failed to materialize. As the complaint process did not reach a
conclusion for some time, and C had failed to pay the bill, C was blamed for non-payment.
C allegedly tried to pay the bill on several occasions, but failed to contact T due to long
telephone queues. When C eventually got through, the advisor would not accept payment
as C’s account number was not to hand. The line was disconnected due to late payment,
and C was then presented with a reconnection charge.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that C should have tried to contact T by some other
means when calling failed. Equally, the Ombudsman found it difficult to understand why
the advisor that C spoke to did not allow C to make a payment. The Ombudsman
concluded that T was right to restrict C’'s services, but believed that T was partly
responsible for the late payment. The Ombudsman therefore required T to waive the
reconnection fee and provide a written apology and explanation.

17.0 Billing, Disconnection
17.1

C requested additional equipment be installed at C’s property and this had been in place
for considerable time. C became aware more recently, that C was still being charged
rental for the equipment, even though for some considerable time, it had been
disconnected. The rental charge for the equipment had continued to show on bills
throughout the period but C stated that C had not noticed it. C did not claim to have
contacted T at any time throughout the period, about the removal of the additional
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equipment or stoppage of the charges. As a gesture of goodwill T offered C a reasonable
refund on the charges but C rejected this, claiming a full refund of the rental charges over
the entire period of time.

The Ombudsman found that T could not have known that the equipment had been
disconnected, without being told by C. Therefore, C had been billed correctly for the
equipment and T had no responsibility to refund any of the charges. The Ombudsman
acknowledged that T had offered a goodwill payment to C and considered that it was
reasonable and should be maintained by T. Other than this, the Ombudsman required no
further action in this case.

18.0 Billing, Duplicate account, Faulty Handset
18.1

C experienced numerous billing problems and technical issues with C’s phone contract
and handset. This included a duplicate account being set up and additional bills being
sent to C, and unexpected direct debit payments being taken from C. After spending
considerable time trying to resolve the issues, and receiving little response from T, C
requested to be released from C’s contract without penalty and be given a refund for
payments paid by C. T apologised to C about the setup of the duplicate account but
refused to release C from the contract as C was out of the 14 day cooling off period.

The Ombudsman considered that T provided C with a very poor level of customer service.
The Ombudsman found that T should release C from C’s contract without penalty and that
the duplicate account and all related costs should be erased. Additionally, the
Ombudsman considered that T should liaise with C to ensure accurate billing of C's
account and to provide C with a sizeable goodwill payment.

19.0 Billing, Faulty Handset
19.1

C experienced many difficulties within the first day of owning a T phone. When C
contacted T to report the problems, C was advised that it was due to the number not
being fully ported. C asked to terminate the contract (as it was still within the 14 day
cooling off period) but T refused due to the number porting delay. Despite complaining
several times, the problems persisted and the complaints were not escalated. A
replacement handset was promised but this did not materialize, so C cancelled the direct
debit for the service. Seemingly, T had attempted to contact C via SMS, although it was
aware that this was one of the services that were not working. C continued to receive
invoices, and also received letters from a debt collection agency. C had been forced to
buy another phone from a different service provider, as C was not been able to use the T
service for 3 months. C was also concerned that C’s credit rating would suffer as a result
of non-payment. Several options were eventually offered to C in view of the shortcomings
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of the service.

The Ombudsman considered the options offered to C to be sufficient to rectify the
problems experienced by C, but a small goodwill payment was also awarded for the
inconvenience caused.

19.2

C was experiencing many problems with a T handset, when C contacted T to complain. C
refused a replacement handset on delivery as this performed poorly also. C suffered
billing problems, and as a result, the services were restricted. C claimed that all payments
had been made on time, except for circumstances beyond C’s control such as postal
strikes. Correspondence between T and C was poor, and resulted in the matter remaining
unresolved.

The Ombudsman advised C to accept the offers made by T. A goodwill payment was
awarded to C in recognition of the confusion and frustration caused.

19.3

C found that C was unable to make calls, and was advised by a T advisor that it was
because the credit limit of the account had been exceeded. C claimed that C was not
aware that a credit limit was in place. C was asked by an advisor for a payment over the
phone, but C refused as a direct debit had already been set up for the service. C also
experienced problems with the handset and reception, and was advised that a
replacement handset would be sent out; the handset that arrived was a reconditioned one
which did not work effectively. The problems persisted and C found the T technical
support and customer services unhelpful. T wished to be released from the contract
without penalty.

The Ombudsman agreed that C should be released from the contract without penalty. It
was also concluded that C should pay all call charges up to the termination date, but line
rental was to be refunded as the service was rendered unusable for a long period of time.

194

C took out a mobile phone contract with T and experienced many problems with a faulty
handset and billing issues. When C contacted T about the handset, replacements were
issued but several of these had problems also. C was promised credits to C's account but
these did not appear. Because bills were not issued regularly, C's account fell into
arrears and the line was barred. C wished to cancel C’s contract but was told C would
incur early termination charges. C purchased a pay-as-you-go phone with another
service provider due to the lack of service from the contract phone but was still receiving
bills from T. The complaint was subsequently referred to the Ombudsman.
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The Ombudsman considered that C had experienced poor customer service from T but
appreciated that it had since taken steps to try and resolve C’s issues. However, the
Ombudsman considered that T should address internal communication issues to ensure
that billing amendments discussed with customers, are made to the accounts. The
Ombudsman was of the opinion that T should release C from C’s contract without penalty
and recommended a reasonable goodwill payment to be made to C. The Ombudsman
felt that C should pay for any outstanding charges made during the period C used the
phone.

19.5

C purchased a phone from T and experienced a number of problems with the service.
Initially C’s direct debit was not set up in time to collect the first payment and an
administration fee was charged for this. This was subsequently refunded. C was then
incorrectly charged for a part of C’'s service but this was later refunded. C raised an issue
with billing and also experienced problems with the handset, which was replaced but
caused C to lose ring tones set up on the old handset. C requested to be moved to a
different tariff but this was not actioned by T.

The Ombudsman considered that T had resolved some of the issues raised by C and
agreed with T's proposed remedy of writing to C to apologise and to offer an explanation
of the issues and how they were addressed. However, the Ombudsman required T to
investigate the remaining outstanding issues and incorporate its findings into the written
response to C. The Ombudsman was of the opinion that C had received an inconsistent
level of customer service and required T to make a small goodwill payment to C.

20.0 Billing, Faulty Handset, Network Coverage
20.1

C had many problems with T over billing. It took five months for these problems to be
sorted out, and T accepted that mistakes had been made regarding billing issues. C also
suffered many problems with the handset and service. A replacement handset was sent to
C but the problems continued. Evidence submitted to the Ombudsman did not
demonstrate the provision of a satisfactory level of service.

The Ombudsman concluded that T should either perform a full set of diagnostic tests in
order to identify and resolve the problems, or allow the early release from the contract
with no termination fee.

20.2

After experiencing a series of problems with a mobile phone, C wished to cancel the
contract with T. C took the phone to a T store and the cancellation was agreed with a
customer service advisor but C continued to be billed for the phone. Although T could find
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no record of the cancellation agreement, it was agreed with C that the termination would
be completed and the bills amended according to the date of the first cancellation request.
C also disputed charges arising from a replacement service when the T network failed.

The Ombudsman agreed that C should pay for charges accrued when using the
replacement service supplied by T. The Ombudsman required no further action to be
taken.

20.3

C signed two mobile phone contracts with T, but suffered endless problems with the
phones, billing and customer service. T was neither able to correct these problems or
offer explanations. Only C’s persistence ensured that anything was done to investigate
the issue. T offered C free upgrades and a new account, or early release from the
contracts with no termination fee.

The Ombudsman considered the offers made by T reasonable in view of the seriousness
of the customer service issues experienced by C.

20.4

C cancelled a T service as C had experienced numerous problems with it. The final bill
was incorrect and C was advised that an amended bill would be sent out; this bill did not
arrive. C was allegedly ensured that bank charges incurred would be refunded and a
goodwill payment be made, but neither of these was received. C attempted to contact T
on many occasions to no avail. C felt that undue stress had been caused as a result of
poor customer service, which was compounded by receipt of a letter from a debt
collection agency.

Despite C raising C’s concerns with T several times, the complaints were not resolved.
The Ombudsman required that collection activity ceased and the account was cleared.
Also, a small goodwill payment was awarded to C in recognition of the poor customer
service experienced.

20.5

C took out a phone contract with T and from the start, encountered billing, coverage and
handset problems. C frequently contacted T to try and resolve the issues but progress on
these from T was intermittent and slow. When the complaint was referred to the
Ombudsman, T acknowledged that there had been a delay with certain actions being
taken to remedy C’s problems but it had since provided a solution to each of the
difficulties C had encountered. T offered to release C from C’s contract with immediate
effect and without penalty or to credit C with a month’s tariff and offer a replacement
handset, if C wished to remain a customer of T's.
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The Ombudsman found that T was slow in dealing with C’s issues and that poor
communication by T had contributed to these problems. The Ombudsman required T to
provide C with a small goodwill payment, in addition to offering C the option to terminate
C’s contract early or to stay and accept the month’s tariff and replacement handset.

20.6

C took out a mobile phone contract with T and experienced many problems with
handsets, poor coverage, dropped calls and no service at all. According to C, C was told
that C’s contract could be terminated without penalty and consequently, C cancelled the
direct debit. However, C continued to receive bills from T. C contacted T on many
occasions but was frequently unable to get through, was not called back when promised
and emails were not responded to. C considered that C received poor customer service
from T and wanted to be released from the contract without charge and additionally,
requested authorisation to allow the phone number to be ported to another provider. The
complaint was referred to the Ombudsman but more recently C got in touch with the
Ombudsman again, to state that all issues with T had been resolved to C’s satisfaction.

The Ombudsman considered that C had received a poor level of customer service from T
and noted in particular, that T should accurately log all contact with customers and ensure
that correspondence is responded to, within a reasonable timescale. The Ombudsman
acknowledged that C’s complaint had been fully resolved to C’s satisfaction.

20.7

C bought two mobile phones from T and started having problems with the handsets as
they would switch themselves off and experienced signal difficulties. C tried to complain to
T over the phone and also wrote letters but received no response. C also received letters,
bills and phone calls even though C claimed that the contracts had been cancelled. T
confirmed it agreed to allow C out of the contract provided the account was up to date and
the handsets returned but this did not happen so the account remained open. T
acknowledged C experienced problems with the network. T offered to cancel the primary
account without penalty and waive all of the outstanding charges and could cancel the
other account subject to making the account paid up. Alternatively T offered to upgrade
both handsets and offered a good will credit to retain C as a customer.

The Ombudsman confirmed that C had received poor service levels from T and the
complaint had not been escalated. The Ombudsman was of the opinion that T had offered
a reasonable choice of options to be considered by C.

20.8

C had experienced a series of difficulties with the handset and network coverage provided
by T. C consulted a store sales advisor about the problem, and C was advised that the
problem was common. Similar problems were also experienced with a second handset. C
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complained to T and organised the delivery of a replacement, but this did not materialise.
C disputed the bills for the phone as C was unable to use the full service.

The Ombudsman was unable to conclude whether the bills were correct as there was a
lack of substantiating evidence. However, the Ombudsman required a goodwill payment
to be made to C in recognition of the difficulties experienced.

21.0 Billing, Faulty Handset, Restricted Services
21.1

C suffered many handset problems with a T phone. T replaced the handset but the
problems persisted, and so a third handset was supplied. Similar difficulties were
experienced with each phone, and so T agreed to investigate. Despite C paying bills
throughout this period, T failed to keep track of C's payment record and a call bar was
applied to the account.

The Ombudsman concluded that the handset complaints were dealt with in a reasonable
manner. The Ombudsman required a credit payment to be made to C which reflected C's
actual payment record.

21.2

C purchased mobile phones for personal use and for use by members of C’s family. Both
experienced problems with two of the handsets from the start. T had noted the issues
with both phones in its records. A replacement was sent for one of these but C was
unable to make or receive calls with this phone and when C checked this out, it was found
that the phone had been barred. The second phone only worked intermittently and
consequently C decided to cancel the direct debit payment for the two faulty phones. C
continued to receive bills despite moving to a pay as you go scheme. The complaint was
referred to Oftel and subsequently T wrote to C offering to change the tariff and supply
authorisation codes, in order for the telephone numbers to be ported to another supplier, if
required. According to C, no such correspondence was ever received. T also took steps
to ensure that debt recovery actions were suspended pending the outcome of the dispute
and offered to replace the faulty phone. Since the case had been referred to the
Ombudsman, T had restated the above offer to C.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that C should seriously consider T's offer. In
addition, the Ombudsman required T to provide C with a small goodwill payment and to
ensure that C’s invoices excluded rental charges for the periods when one or more of the
phones were not working.
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22.0 Billing, Faulty Line
22.1

C received a series of excessively high phone bills, which included overcharging for calls
and also calls to unidentified numbers. C complained and T found a fault on the line. The
bills were reduced in recognition of the fault. Further high bills were received; therefore, in
an attempt to prove to T that C was not responsible for the unidentified numbers, C
monitored all outgoing calls. C was frustrated that the matter had remained unresolved for
5 months, and C contacted the Ombudsman.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that T had investigated the problem thoroughly and
found no reason to require further action by T.

23.0 Billing Installation
23.1

C, who was elderly, moved to a new property and arranged for a phone line to be installed
by T. T advised that due to the location of the property, installation would take two weeks.
The phone line was installed on the arranged date. However, C requested that the bill for

the installation and connection be reduced to reflect the length of time C had to wait.

The Ombudsman concluded that T had acted in a fair and responsible manner, and
therefore no further action was required.

23.2

C contacted T to organize the installation of broadband, however, the service was not
installed until eight weeks later. Several complaints were made to T who responded with a
small goodwill payment. A bill was then received, including charges that C was unaware
of, and so C complained to T once again. T withdrew some charges from the bill, but C
did not receive an amended counterfoil with which to pay it until two months had elapsed.
During this time the service was disconnected because of non-payment. C then received
three bills at the same time. T was unable to account for this delay, and C experienced a
poor level of customer service.

The Ombudsman felt that no further action was required with regard to the broadband
installation, other than T ensuring that future customers were advised of potential delays
to the installation process. The Ombudsman concluded that a goodwill payment should be
credited to C’s account, and a repayment plan arranged for the other bills.
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23.3

Prior to moving house, C informed T of the new address and asked for the telephone
service to be re-registered at the new house. On contacting T for a second time, C was
informed that C would require a TV package in order to be eligible for the telephone
service. Installation of TV and telephone was therefore requested. C discovered that the
service had not been re-registered when a bill from another service provider was
received. C complained and T registered the new telephone number, but bills were
backdated to the date of the first installation request. T admitted the errors and offered to
reimburse C for all services, plus a goodwill payment in compensation.

The Ombudsman concluded that providing C was reimbursed by T as offered, no further
action was required.

23.4

C had a T phone line installed but found that it was inactive. As the old phone line
(provided by another company) was still working, C continued to use it without informing
T. Two weeks later, C received a letter from T notifying C that the credit limit for the new
phone line had been reached. C was surprised as the phone line had not been used, and
therefore contacted T to inform it of the mistake. T maintained that the charges were
correct and declined several invitations to the property to examine the phone line. When
an engineer finally visited the address, alterations needed to be made to the T boxes
servicing the area in order to get a dialing tone in the house.

The Ombudsman found discrepancies in T's account of the incident and required that T
refund all charges levied on C’s account.

24.0 Billing, International Calls
24.1

C was unhappy as C had been charged for international calls that had not connected. C
felt that the billing procedure was unfair. T attempted to explain the charges, but C did not
accept them. C was not prepared to pay for calls that had not connected although C did
pay a large portion of the disputed bill. C had reached deadlock with T.

The Ombudsman sympathised with C, but was satisfied that the calls had been charged
for correctly. The Ombudsman required C to make arrangements to pay the outstanding
balance.
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25.0 Billing, Mis-advising
25.1

@Vhilst abroad, C received several calls from T advisors as the credit limit for C’'s mobile
phone had been reached. On each occasion the credit limit was increased as requested
by C. When C enquired why the bill was increasing so rapidly, T advised that call charges
would be explained on C’s next invoice. C was unhappy that, despite asking, T advisors
made no effort to make C aware of ways to reduce the high charges incurred. Complaints
and correspondence from C were not addressed, and the matter remained unresolved.

The Ombudsman considered that C had a responsibility to make Cself aware of the call
charges before using the phone abroad. However, the Ombudsman also felt that it is the
role of an advisor to explain these charges to customers. The Ombudsman was
concerned that the complaints made by C were not satisfactorily addressed. The
Ombudsman awarded a goodwill payment to C in view of the poor customer service
received.

25.2

C purchased a Mobile Connect card from a T store and was advised of the line rental
costs by a store assistant. When C received a bill for the service, the amount was
considerably higher than expected. C called T to query the bill, but was advised that the
amount was correct. Although T agreed to refund the cost of the data card, the call
charges remained valid. C claimed that C's complaint was not escalated because C was a
member of staff.

It was clear to the Ombudsman that T made no effort to investigate C's complaint.
However, as C was unable to substantiate the advice given in the T store, the
Ombudsman required that the call charges were still paid by C but at a discounted rate.
The discount reflected the onus on both parties in this case.

26.0 Billing, Mis-advising, Promotional Package

26.1

C had a second T phone line installed and opted for a promotional call plan on the line. C
believed that the promotional package included all internet and landline calls. However, C
received a bill showing a large number of call charges. C complained to T about the bill,
but did not receive the promised call back. C asked for a written reply and received one
stating that the call charges were correct and that the calls were not included within the
price plan. C maintained that C was not aware of any exclusion from the plan and felt
misled. The complaint was escalated and T issued a deadlock letter

The Ombudsman accepted that T had provided C with information detailing exclusions
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from the package, albeit in the small print. However, it was apparent that the T advisors
did not make C fully aware of the package details when C agreed to it. The Ombudsman
required that the cost of the service charge less the cost of the normal line rental was
refunded. The Ombudsman felt that both parties had a responsibility in accepting the
contract, and therefore required that C was reimbursed for half of the call costs.

27.0 Billing, Mis-selling
27.1

C signed up for an internet package after assurance that C would save money. After
receiving a large bill, C contacted T to arrange for the package to be changed. The
package was changed and C was advised that the next bill would be much smaller, but it
remained high. C complained to T, which admitted it had made a mistake; an offer of
compensation was made.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that the compensation offered was fair and
reasonable in the circumstances. The Ombudsman required no further action in this case.

27.2

C wished to change the service package C received and an alternative package was
offered and accepted but when the initial bill arrived, it was greater than expected. T
clarified the reason for this but C was not happy. C again requested to change services
and was told there would be a charge for changing the line from one type to another. C
objected to this. C also stated that C had requested removal of an additional facility but
that this had not been actioned. C’s issues were escalated within T's complaints
procedure and finally passed to the Ombudsman.

The Ombudsman found that T had explained to C, the costs associated with moving
between the various packages used. However, in retrospect, it may have been better to
advise the customer from the onset, that there were conversion costs associated with
moving between packages, where different types of lines were needed. The Ombudsman
required T to promptly remove the facility that C no longer needed and to notify C of this.

28.0 Billing, Mis-selling, package transfer
28.1

C took out a phone contract with T and understood that C’s call charges would be capped.
However, several of the initial bills greatly exceeded the agreed tariff. C contacted T and
was advised to switch to a different package. Again C was under the impression that calls
and text service charges would be capped. This proved not to be the case, as the bills
greatly exceeded the monthly charges. C wrote to T stating that C had been mis-sold the
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packages and wished to cancel C’'s contract. T wrote to C explaining that the facility on
the packages was to allow the individual to monitor phone usage and not to limit spend on
the account. T offered C a reasonable credit to the account but advised against
cancelling the contract early, as charges would be levied.

The Ombudsman considered it was likely that C had received insufficient information
about the capabilities of the packages, leading C to understand that spend on the account
would automatically be controlled. The Ombudsman recommended that T explain this
facility in detall, to future customers, so that there was no confusion over its function. The
Ombudsman found that T had since fully explained the facility to C and noted the offer of
a credit to C’'s account. The Ombudsman could see no justification for C to be released
early from C’s contract but recommended that C accept the credit to C’s account.

29.0 Billing, Mis-selling, Sales (telephone)
29.1

C, the partner of a T customer, spoke to a sales advisor regarding a promotional package.
C claimed that although credit card details were given, no commitment to the package
was made, as C wanted to check the terms and conditions of the package first. However,
T’s sales script dictated that credit card details were only given if commitment to the
package was confirmed. When the account holder received a letter confirming
registration, T was advised of the mistake. C also informed T of the mistake in writing, but
the only response C received was a demand for payment. T cancelled the customer’s
account and waived all outstanding charges. Throughout the ordeal the customer
experienced poor customer service.

The evidence submitted suggested that a verbal contract was completed between C and
T, which the Ombudsman found concerning. The Ombudsman therefore considered an
investigation of this sale necessary. The Ombudsman also considered a small goodwill
payment appropriate given the poor customer service received.

30.0 Billing, Network Coverage

30.1

C took out a mobile phone package with T and experienced some initial problems with
network coverage, billing and being placed on a different tariff to the one expected.
Although, in some instances, C had had to explain the account history a number of times
to different customer service advisers, the problems were addressed fairly promptly by T
and a reasonable credit was awarded to C. C requested that C be released from C’s
contract but this was rejected by T. T later agreed to end the contract without penalty,
providing C cleared the outstanding balance on the account.

The Ombudsman found that from the evidence given, the problems encountered did not
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have a significant effect on the management of the account by either party. The
Ombudsman required no further action by T in this case.

31.0 Billing, Package Transfer
31.1

C requested an ISDN line and as C already had an analogue line, this was converted as
part of the ISDN installation. The ISDN line continued to provide the existing telephone
number but also made a new one available. C cancelled the ISDN line some time later
but wished to retain the original phone number. C was under the impression that
cancelling the ISDN line incurred no charge. However, in order to keep the original phone
number, the line had to be converted back to an analogue one and T levied a charge to
cover this. This was in line with T's published prices & charges.

The Ombudsman found that C seemed to be confused over the number of lines that were
actually installed during the time the ISDN line was in place but found that T was correct
to charge C for converting the ISDN line back to analogue and required T to take no
further action in this case.

32.0 Billing, Pricing Plan
32.1

C was put onto the wrong pricing plan by T and found that charges were still being made
for this after changing to the correct tariff. Also, C had opted to change carrier but was
billed by T for a subsequent two months.

From the evidence submitted to the Ombudsman it was concluded that there was nothing
to substantiate this. The evidence showed the bills were valid, but there was a
discrepancy between C’s bill and its cost components. The Ombudsman required that this
discrepancy was deducted from the bill and the remainder of the bill due for payment. A
small goodwill payment was also awarded.

33.0 Billing, PRS Calls

33.1

C was informed by T that a bill would be much higher than usual as three calls to
international Emsat numbers had been made. C disputed making these calls and felt that

C was not responsible for them.

The Ombudsman sympathized with C but, as there was no evidence to suggest that C did
not make the calls, C remained responsible for them. Therefore, the call charges were
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valid and no further action was required by T.
33.2

C noticed premium rate numbers on a bill, and disputed them with T. C was confused
about how the calls could have originated as C lived alone. T investigated and confirmed
that the calls had been made via C’s line.

Whilst the Ombudsman was sympathetic, no evidence was presented which suggested
that C was not responsible for the calls. The Ombudsman required C to pay the charges
as they stood.

33.3

C disputed numerous premium rate calls on C’s bill. After speaking to a T complaints
manager, an investigation into the integrity of the telephone line was performed. T also
provided C with the phone number for ICSTIS. C put a lot of time and effort into locating
the PRS provider and investigating the cause of the bill. C maintained that C did not know
how these calls had originated. Although C believed that T had provided a good level of
customer service, C was not happy that the matter remained unresolved.

The Ombudsman appreciated C’s frustration, but considered that T had thoroughly
investigated the issue and found no faults or evidence of third party interference. The
Ombudsman therefore required no further action.

34.0 Billing, Restricted Services
34.1

After ownership of a mobile phone was transferred to C, C received several in a short
space of time. As C was concerned about the origin of so many charges, an itemized
breakdown was requested. C did not pay the disputed bills and refused to pay subsequent
bills until C was in receipt of the itemized bill. In the meantime, T put a restriction on the
phone and debt collection activity started.

The Ombudsman concluded that T had misunderstood the request for the itemized bill.
Although the Ombudsman was in no position to comment on the legitimacy of the
charges, the Ombudsman required T to provide the itemized bills and also suspend debt
collection activity until C had had an opportunity to review them.

34.2

C found that a T phone was barred when more calls were made than usual. C queried this
action as it did not reflect C’s tariff. C also experienced problems with billing, such as bills
not being received and disputed call charges. Despite complaining to T on numerous
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occasions, C had little response.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that C was not properly informed of T'’s billing
system, which was regarded as a customer service issue. However, no evidence was
submitted which suggested that call charges were incorrect. C was therefore required to
pay the disputed bills, but a goodwill payment was awarded to C in view of the poor
customer service T provided.

34.3

C found that a T phone was barred when more calls were made than usual. C queried this
action as it did not reflect C’s tariff. C also experienced problems with billing, such as bills
not being received and disputed call charges. Despite complaining to T on numerous
occasions, C had little response.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that C was not properly informed of T’s billing
system, which was regarded as a customer service issue. However, no evidence was
submitted which suggested that call charges were incorrect. C was therefore required to
pay the disputed bills, but a goodwill payment was awarded to C in view of the poor
customer service T provided.

35.0 Billing, Sales (telephone)
35.1

C found that an extra package was erroneously added to C’s telephone account after a
promotional call from T. T accepted the responsibility for this and changed the package,
crediting C’s account in recognition of the mistake. Evidence showed that C requested an
upgraded TV package at the same time. This was provided at a discounted rate for the
first 12 months, but after this period C was billed for full price line rental. C complained to
T and refused to pay the higher rental price.

The Ombudsman felt that if the preliminary discounted period had expired, C should have
expected this increase in the price. As T agreed to cancel the higher priced service, and
credit the difference to C’s account, the Ombudsman concluded that no further action was
required.

35.2

C spoke to a sales advisor regarding an internet package. C claimed that although bank
details were given, no commitment was made to the package. C was under the
impression that the package would not be activated unless C replied to an email to that
effect. When C received the promotional literature, C decided not to activate the package.
However, C received a letter thanking C for registering for the service. Also money had
been deducted from C’s bank account. Despite contacting T on many occasions, the
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issue remained unresolved.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that C had been inconvenienced by T’s action.
Therefore, the Ombudsman required that any monies wrongly debited from C’s account
were refunded. Also, a small goodwill payment was awarded.

36.0 Billing, Security
36.1

& hen C purchased a T phone, incorrect processing of the application form resulted in
errors regarding billing issues. This meant that bills were sent to an incorrect address. C
felt that C’s security was potentially compromised. Although C paid all bills received, these
did not correspond to C’s phone. C was also concerned that credit ratings would suffer as
a result of non-payment of the correct bills. C was offered the chance to terminate the
contract early without penalty.

The Ombudsman considered the goodwill payment offered to C, sufficient in the way of
compensation. The Ombudsman required that all monies paid by C in error, be refunded
accordingly.

37.0 Billing, Stolen mobile phone
37.1

C had two T phones, both of which were reported stolen. C experienced numerous
problems with the customer service and billing. Firstly, one of the replacement phones
had been setup as a phantom account with a new number. C was then billed for the
phantom account whilst real accounts went into arrears. T did not cancel the phantom
account as promised and disputed receiving payment. C went to great lengths to prove
that C had made payments but refused to pay further bills until the spurious account was
deleted. Difficulties with customer services meant that it was almost six months before the
problems were resolved. Meanwhile, C also suffered problems when the second phone
was stolen; C was not informed when payment for a replacement phone was not received
by T. C finally received the replacement 4 weeks later, but did not use it because of the
frustration and inconvenience caused. T eventually cancelled all of C’s accounts without
penalty, and an offer of compensation was made.

The Ombudsman considered the compensation figure offered as reasonable, providing it
was accompanied by the refund of the money that C paid for the second replacement
phone.
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37.2

C’s phone was stolen and C immediately reported the theft to the police and T. The
phone bill that followed the theft caused C to contact T again, as C believed it to be
excessively high. C confirmed with T the date the phone was stolen and asked for the
phone to be barred. The following bill was also very high and included calls made after
the phone should have been barred. According to T, it received no notification of the theft
of the phone from C and placed barring on the phone because spend on the account had
exceeded a credit threshold. The overdue amount was passed to a debt collection
agency and T asserted that C was liable for the charges on the account.

The Ombudsman found that on the balance of probability C would have called T on or
immediately after the day the phone was stolen and considered that T should cancel all
charges applied to C's account from the date the theft was reported up until the phoned
was barred. Additionally, C should not be liable for charges that were incurred after the
bar had been applied.

38.0 Carrier Pre-select, Mis-selling, Non-geographic
38.1

C signed up for a promotional package offered by T at a special price. C requested
information from T regarding exclusions from the scheme, as no literature detailing this
was provided by T. T stated that C was made aware of package exclusions and also
provided with an itemized bill showing these. It took two months for T to reply to C’s
correspondence, but T explained that this delay was due to a backlog. C was referred to
T's website for pricing information but found discrepancies between the prices on the
website and those provided by customer service representatives. C maintained that no
terms and conditions had been received although these were normally provided to all
customers according to T. C also considers T's complaints system to be insufficiently
accessible.

The Ombudsman concluded that a reasonable amount of information about the
promotional package was provided by T, and T had not made any misleading statements.
Therefore, a small goodwill payment from T was considered reasonable in recognition of
the inadequate level of customer service received by C.

39.0 Contract Termination
39.1

C allegedly sent a letter to T requesting that C’s internet/ telephone package be cancelled.
However, T disputed ever receiving the letter and the account remained active for a
further 6 months. The contract was finally cancelled, and charges that accrued after this
date were waived as a goodwill payment. T maintained that there was an outstanding
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balance owed by C for the 6 month period between the two dates. C disputed that this
money was owed and therefore refused to pay.

Although the Ombudsman understood the frustration caused, the fact remained that T did
not receive a letter requesting disconnection as required by the terms and conditions of
the contract. The Ombudsman recommended that customers retain a copy of any
cancellation request as a precautionary measure. The Ombudsman required that C pay
the bills up to the official cancellation date, and also T pay C a small goodwill payment for
confusion and inconvenience caused.

39.2

C emailed T to cancel a service and received a reply asking that the request be put in
writing. However, C did not do this and subsequently received a debt collection letter for
arrears on the account. When C contacted T C was told it had occurred because charges
had continued to accumulate due to the cancellation not being confirmed in writing. Some
months later, the disconnection took place and a final bill was issued. C was unhappy
about paying the arrears as C felt that notification of cancellation had been given and
stated that as C had entered into the contract via email, that this method was an
acceptable way to cancel it. As a result, T offered to waive part of the outstanding bill as
a goodwill payment but C rejected this and the issue was referred to the Ombudsman.

The Ombudsman considered that T received ample notice of C’s desire to terminate the
service but it was some months before any action was taken. Therefore, the Ombudsman
required T to reassess the final bill so that C was charged only a minimal amount, to take
account of the fact that C had used the incorrect method to inform T of the cancellation.

40.0 Contract Termination, Customer Service

40.1

C sent an instruction to T via email to close C’s internet account and a response was sent
back asking C to contact a particular department within T as requests needed to be
confirmed by direct contact with the customer, in accordance with the Data Protection Act.
C sent further emails regarding this and received automated responses stating that the
matter would be passed to the relevant department. However, several of these did not
result in replies. C got in touch with T again and was advised to put the request for
termination of the account in writing. The service was finally terminated several months
after the original request and C was billed right up until the termination date.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that the original email should have been passed to
the correct department within T to be dealt with, which would have saved both parties
effort in this case. The Ombudsman required T to adjust C’s final bill so that the final
month’s rental was waived. The Ombudsman recommended that T checked the validity
of its statement with regard to the Data Protection Act.
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41.0 Contract Termination, Direct Debit
41.1

C found that two accounts had been set up in C's name, i.e. a real account and a
phantom one. Neither account was subject to the correct pricing plan, nor did the real
account appear on T's system. This meant that customer service advisors provided
inaccurate information when C contacted the company to discuss C’s account to the
phone. The phantom account then went into arrears and a bar was applied. Payment for
charges relating to the incorrect pricing plan, which was therefore not due, was debited
from C’s account. Despite many calls from C, the problems were not immediately
recognised by T and it was almost six months before the spurious account was cancelled
and the tariff of the real account changed.

As intrinsic deficiencies of T's system were responsible for C’s difficulties, the
Ombudsman required T to reimburse C for money wrongly debited from C’s bank
account. Also, a goodwill payment was required by the Ombudsman in light of the
inconvenience and frustration caused.

41.2

C cancelled an internet account with T over the phone, but found that T had taken a direct
debit payment for the service after this time. This resulted in C incurring a bank charge.
When C complained to T, it agreed to refund the money debited, but refused to refund the
bank charge.

The Ombudsman concluded that T had acknowledged that the payment had been taken
erroneously, and therefore T was required to reimburse C for the resulting charges.

41.3

C wrote to T to request the cancellation of a service and the associated direct debit,
however, billing continued. T informed C that the direct debit had been cancelled, but
claimed it had received no request for the contract termination. Payment was made but
the account remained active. Despite contacting T on numerous occasions, the problem
remained unresolved.

The Ombudsman had no reason to doubt that C had requested the cancellation, and so T
was required to back-date the disconnection to the date of the original request. The
Ombudsman also required that any standard charges (such as line rental) incurred after
that date, were refunded to C.
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42.0 Contract Termination, Direct debit, Sales (telephone)

42.1

C was allegedly informed of a free trial of a T package during a promotional call. However,
difficulties in accessing the service led C to cancel it during the 14 day cooling off period.
Despite requesting terms and conditions or a description of the package, neither of these
was provided. C found that a direct debit was set up and payment taken for the service.
When C attempted to query this with T, C had no response. C continued to be billed for
the service for the following three months despite requesting termination of the package.
The arrangements were finally terminated when C requested to change carrier, but T
claimed that an outstanding balance remained.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that C did accept the terms and conditions of the
package, although possibly unwittingly. As C received no correspondence confirming the
free trial period, there was no evidence to suggest that C was unaware of the charge. The
Ombudsman concluded that C should have to pay for the first month of the service, but
required that all charges after this were waived as C cancelled the package within the
cooling off period.

43.0 Contract Termination, Faulty Handset
43.1

C returned a faulty T handset within the fourteen day cooling off period, and the contract
was cancelled by the store. T confirmed the cancellation, and it was agreed that the direct
debit would be cancelled also. Although C was assured that the account was cancelled,
several more letters and invoices had been received regarding the account. T
acknowledged the problem and offered a small goodwill payment and an apology.

The Ombudsman concluded that the offer made by T was reasonable in the
circumstances, and recommended that C accept it.

43.2

C experienced intermittent problems with a T mobile phone from the beginning of the
contract. When the problems got worse, C complained. C was given some advice on how
to try and rectify the problem and C was informed that there was a general problem in the
area. C persevered with the phone but the problems continued. T sent out a new handset
but the same faults were experience. After complaining on several occasions, T offered
another replacement handset. C had lost confidence in the T service and so wished to be
released from the contract without penalty.

The Ombudsman agreed that C should be released from the contract without paying a
termination fee. The Ombudsman also required that any charges paid after the date of C’s
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complaint to the Ombudsman be refunded. However, C was required to pay the cost of
any call made since that date.

44.0 Contract termination, Faulty handset, Network coverage
44.1

C became a customer of T, but found that T provided a poor level of service both with the
phone and customer assistance. Several problems were experienced by C, and despite
complaining these were not resolved. T offered to replace the handset as this was
considered to be the source of the problem. However, the new handset was not received
by C. C depended on the phone professionally and claimed that the problems with the
phone resulted in a loss of work. C wished to cancel the contract and also to be
compensated. C was advised that an early release from the contract would result in a
termination fee.

The Ombudsman concluded that as it was not clear if the problems were solely due to the
handset, the offer of a free handset upgrade or early contract termination with no penalty
was appropriate. Also, if C could provide T with proof of loss of earnings, T was required
reimburse C appropriately.

44.2

& hen C signed up for a mobile phone with T, C was advised that the phone would be
connected within a few days. However, despite complaining the phone was not connected
until one month later. C did not receive any bills for the phone, and so contacted T once
more. C was promised a call back from a manager, but was not called back. As T
appeared to have no record of C, C went back to the store where the phone was
purchased. It was discovered that the phone had been accidentally put onto a staff pricing
plan and so the first six months were free. C requested to be put onto another tariff, but
still no correspondence or bills were received. C therefore asked to be released from the
contract.

The Ombudsman agreed that cancelling the account with no charges was a fair and
reasonable solution.

44.3

C purchased a T phone and transferred an existing number to T’s service. Since
becoming a customer of T, C experienced difficulties with both the phone and the service.
Despite complaining about these problems C saw no improvement. C wishes to be
released from the contract, as C requires a service which is reliable. T's logs show that
calls to customer service were lost due to poor service.

The Ombudsman required a release from C’s contract without penalty, and that C be
reimbursed for contract fees paid after the request for release was made.
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44.4

C had many problems with a T phone and, although C was given numerous reasons for
the problems, they were never resolved. C requested paper copies of all text messages,
as no messages were received by the phone over a 4 month period. The customer
service received by C was poor, and promised call-backs did not materialize. C wished to
be released from the contract as C found the service unreliable.

The Ombudsman concluded that T should release C from the contract without penalty and
also refund 50% of rental and other charges. This reflected C’s inability to use the service
over the long-term. Also, the Ombudsman required the missing text messages to be sent

to C.

45.0 Contract Termination, ISDN service, Mis-advising
45.1

C requested the installation of two telephone lines; one was to be used as an internet
connection. C was advised by T that a digital internet connection could be installed, and
that there was no minimum contract length or cancellation fee for the service. C opted for
the digital connection. C contacted to cancel the digital connection; T informed C that this
involved a conversion between a digital and an analogue line, and so would incur a
conversion fee. C felt misinformed by T and was unhappy about the charge incurred.

The Ombudsman considered that T had adequately explained the reason for the
conversion charge, and therefore no further action was required. However, the
Ombudsman was of the opinion that T should make these fees very clear to all
prospective customers.

46.0 Contract Termination, Internet compatibility
46.1

C signed up for a telephone, television and internet package provided by T, particularly to
obtain dial-up internet access. Two weeks after receiving the service, C found that the
internet connection was not compatible with C's computer, and so wanted to cancel the
package. According to C, T did not make C aware that C’s contract was for a minimum of
12 months. C continued to receive bills for the package despite asking to disconnectit. T
maintained that C was advised of the 12 month contract and that the details of the
contract were contained in the terms and conditions and were on T's website. It was the
Ombudsman’s opinion that C had some responsibility in ensuring the computer was
compatible with an internet package, and checking information for minimum contract
lengths.

The Ombudsman required no further action from T as it had acted in a fair and
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responsible manner.

47.0 Contract Termination, Mis-advising
47.1

C was advised that due to an increase in line rental, C could swap from a contract phone
to a pay-as-you-go tariff, even though the original contract had not ended. C received a
letter which confirmed this, but then was later provided with contradictory information. T
was able to provide no evidence which would suggest that C's tariff could not be changed
to pay-as-you-go. Despite complaining to T in writing, no response was ever received.

The Ombudsman saw no reason why C’s request was not carried out, or why C’s
complaint did not receive a response. The Ombudsman concluded that a refund of the
line rental from the time that this increased and the change of tariff were appropriate in
this case. Also, a small goodwill payment was awarded in light of the non-existent
customer service received by C.

48.0 Contract Termination
48.1

C, a customer of T for several years, wished to cancel the contract due to the inability of T
to provide a particular service. C allegedly spoke to a customer service representative to
cancel the contract, and also confirmed this request in writing. T disputed the fact that this
request was made and so continued to bill C. T finally ended the contract two months
after the initial request.

The Ombudsman required T to amend C'’s final bill according to the date the original
cancellation request was made.

49.0 Contract Transfer, Customer Services
49.1

C’s ex-partner requested to cancel a T service and also change the telephone number.
C’s name was therefore removed from the account. C was annoyed as the T account was
solely in C’'s name, and C was unable to get the old phone number back. C complained to
T, but C felt that the matter was not resolved satisfactorily.

The Ombudsman considered it worrying that T customers were open to potentially
malicious action by third parties who had access to C’s account number. The
Ombudsman required T to provide a free message facility directing callers from his old
number to his new one for a period of 12 months. Also, a goodwill payment and a letter of
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apology were awarded.

50.0 Carrier-Pre-Select
50.1

C wanted C’s calls to be redirected to Australia whilst C was out of the country, as these
were depended on for work purposes. Despite several calls, C claimed that C was not
aware that T provided this service and therefore contacted another service provider. C
requested that T cancel any services that would interfere with the arrangements made
with the other service provider. T carried out C’s request but C did not receive any
redirected calls whilst away. C claimed that this resulted in a loss of work and therefore
sought compensation.

From the evidence presented it appeared that T carried out everything that C requested,
and C's service was transferred to the Carrier Pre-Select service. The Ombudsman was
therefore unsure as to why C believed T to be responsible for any work losses suffered.
The Ombudsman required no further action.

51.0 Customer Service
51.1

C contacted T'’s sales team to arrange for two ex-directory lines and some other services.
C experienced several mishaps and poor customer service which resulted in C writing a
letter of complaint. The letter was acknowledged by T and a small goodwill payment was
offered to C. This was declined by C, but T continued to offer a series of goodwiill
payments as compensation. C felt that the offers did not compensate C for the poor
customer service received.

The Ombudsman acknowledged that C’'s complaint about the problems with services was
valid, but felt that T had dealt with the complaint in a satisfactory matter. The Ombudsman
therefore recommended that C accept the offers of compensation made by T, and
required no further action.

52.0 Customer Service, Faulty Handset, Network Coverage
52.1

C signed up for two mobile phones with T, but C experienced numerous problems with
faulty handsets and network coverage. C was disappointed with the service, and so
requested to be released from the contracts. Acknowledgement of the request was
received by C, but the promised call-backs did not materialize. Despite chasing the
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problem up several times, and discussing the complaint with advisors in great depth, no
progress was made.

The Ombudsman considered the level of service provided by T to be poor, and
recognized that the problem had been exacerbated by disappointing customer service.
The Ombudsman required that C was released from both contracts without penalty.
However, the Ombudsman added that C may have wished to consider the alternative
offer of a free upgrade. Also, a small goodwill payment was awarded.

53.0 Customer Service, Direct Debit
53.1

C requested T to change the direct debit details but failed to action this; T stated that they
had no record of these requests. C was tired of the poor customer service and wrote to T
to terminate the account. C received no response, sent further e-mails and cancelled the
direct debit. T contacted C to see why the direct debit had been cancelled whereby C
explained the request to terminate the account, T did not respond and C received a
default letter. T stated that all of Cs correspondence was sent to the wrong address. C
settled the outstanding balance but received a further debt enforcement notice. C
received poor levels of service. T claimed that the service was still being used and an
unpaid balance needed to be settled.

The Ombudsman agreed that Cs original complaint was probably sent to the wrong
department but this did not excuse the failure to transfer the communications to the
correct department and should be corrected. The Ombudsman concluded that as C
continued to use Ts service they remained responsible for the costs incurred. The
Ombudsman required T to apologise to C for the customer service failures.

53.2

C received a bill via the internet for a T service. The bill seemed incorrect so C cancelled
the Direct Debit for the service until C had had time to thoroughly check the charges. The
Direct Debit was reinstated one week later. Payments were not taken via the Direct Debit
arrangement and C noticed that subsequent bills included the previous month’s charges.
C wrote to T to enquire about this process, and point out that the Direct Debit facility was
open to use. C was advised that the letter had not been received by T so a second copy
was faxed. The T Complaint Resolution Team contacted C to discuss billing and customer
service issues. C received a letter of apology, which C believed did not reflect the gravity
of the stress experienced. T also sent a demand for payment.

The Ombudsman felt that C’s complaint about customer service had been dealt with
satisfactorily. T had offered a package including a goodwill payment which had been
accepted by C. The Ombudsman considered this resolution to be appropriate in the
circumstances. C was required to pay any outstanding amounts on the account and it was
advised that T review its system of dealing with written correspondence.
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54.0 Customer Service, Disconnection
54.1

C received a letter from T stating that it had been approached by a customer requesting to
take over C’s telephone service. C immediately contacted T as C knew nothing of this
and confirmed that C would not be moving out of the property, nor giving up the service.
Some days later, C’s line was disconnected and reconnected twice. Subsequently, a
further service supplied to C’s property was also lost and, despite C’s persistence, took 7
days to be restored.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that C had suffered a series of inconveniences
caused by T’s error. The Ombudsman therefore required T to make a goodwill payment in
compensation.

55.0 Customer Service, Faulty Handset
55.1

C found that the performance of some facilities on C's T phone was poor. Despite
complaining to T, the problems were not resolved. C therefore wanted to cancel the
contract and change to another service provider.

The Ombudsman concluded that as there was little evidence to substantiate either side of
the case, C was liable to pay the remainder of the contract charges. However, the
Ombudsman did consider the level of customer service provided by T to be poor. A small
goodwill payment was awarded to reflect this.

55.2

C experienced problems with a faulty T handset; the handset was replaced but the
problems continued. Another replacement was promised but this did not materialize. Also,
C had allegedly been promised a line rental refund for delays in number porting. C
complained to T but received little response. Eventually, T offered to cancel the contract
without penalty and collect the faulty handsets from C.

The Ombudsman considered the customer service received by C to be poor. However,
the Ombudsman felt that the resolutions offered by T were fair and reasonable. T was
also required to pay a goodwill payment in recognition of the inconvenience caused.

55.3

C experienced a number of problems with the handset and had poor customer service,
not getting any response from T until the involvement of Oftel. T confirmed that C had
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contacted them reporting dropped calls and continued to express dissatisfaction with the
service. T stated that C lived in a strong coverage area and there had been no diagnostic
checks C wanted to cancel the contract without any penalty and T agreed to this but it
was not actioned. T apologised to C and was willing to generate the PAC number and
offered a goodwill payment.

The Ombudsman recognised that C suffered technical and customer service problems but
considered T had offered a reasonable resolution.

56.0 Customer Service, Faulty Handset, Network Coverage
56.1

C took out mobile phone contracts with T and experienced many problems with faulty
handsets and chargers, poor network coverage resulting in frequently dropped calls and
billing problems, where bills were not issued regularly. When C tried to contact T about
these issues, C often had to wait on the line for considerable time before speaking to
someone, or could not get through and consequently left messages, which were not
returned. The complaint was referred to the Ombudsman.

The Ombudsman considered that T had failed to replace C's faulty phone equipment and
found reason to believe that calls were dropped with a frequency that was unacceptable.
The Ombudsman required T to apologise to C, to replace the faulty equipment promptly
and to make a reasonable goodwill payment to C.

56.2

C transferred to T as C was assured that network coverage in the area was excellent.
However, C experienced a series of problems with the handset, coverage and customer
service. C complained on several occasions and was promised call-backs that did not
materialise. C was also promised a new handset, but again there was no call-back to
arrange delivery. C became so frustrated with the ordeal that C complained to the Chief
Executive.

The Ombudsman concluded that C had experienced very poor customer service, which
failed to diagnose the cause of the problem. The Ombudsman therefore required T to
make a goodwill payment to C, and also offer a replacement handset. An apology was
also required by the Ombudsman.

56.3

C stated the service they received on Ts network was poor. C said that calls that were

connected dropped and it was difficult to be heard and to hear on the phone. T offered to
send C a new handset. C stated that the handset never arrived. C claimed they contacted
Customer Service many times but just got cut off. C received poor customer service from
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T. T referred to Cs account and confirmed that Customer Service did action the account
appropriately but it was not clear what happened when the action was passed on. C had
only one item of correspondence from T stating they were looking into the problems. T
agreed that C made every effort to escalate the concerns. Ts first reaction was to decline
to refund the cost of the handset but T re-assessed its position and refunded the cost of
the handset and disconnected Cs line. T was also prepared to offer C a goodwill payment
for Cs inconvenience.

The Ombudsman is of the opinion that C did experience difficulties with the phone and in
getting T to address these issues. The Ombudsman recommended C to consider Ts
reasonable offer. The Ombudsman required T to take no further action.

57.0 Customer Service, Faulty line
57.1

C suffered a loss of service on C’s telephone line due to a fault on T's part. T informed C
that the fault would not be fixed for several days due to increased work levels for reasons
beyond its control. As C used the line for business calls, C asked for calls to be diverted
to a mobile number. According to C, this instruction was not carried out immediately and
C had to call T again to request the call diversion. An engineer called at the property
without warning and confirmed the fault was outside the property but did not resolve the
issue. The fault was fixed 2 weeks after it was reported. C considered the level of service
offered by T during this time to be unacceptable and claimed that T should compensate C
for inconvenience caused and financial loss to C’s business. T refused this as C could
not prove actual financial loss and was claiming business loss against a residential line. T
offered C minimal compensation under a service guarantee scheme but C was not happy
about this.

The Ombudsman found that T did not fix the fault promptly nor did it provide C with a
good level of customer service during this time. However, the Ombudsman considered
that T had dealt with C’s compensation claim thoroughly and had awarded C
compensation in line with its service guarantee scheme. The Ombudsman required T to
make a further minimal goodwill payment to C and suggested that C may wish to consider
a business line which may be more appropriate to C’'s needs.

57.2

@hilst building work was taking place in the vicinity of C's property, a telephone pole was
knocked down several times, causing C loss of C's telephone service. C reported the
problem to T and was told that extensive work on the cabling was to be carried out and C
would be provided with a temporary mobile in the meantime. C was left without any
service for several days until a mobile phone arrived and very soon afterwards, some
temporary cabling was put in place. T offered C several months line rental as
compensation but C was not happy with this. This offer was increased marginally but C
was still not happy with the compensation amount.
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The Ombudsman found that whilst T did not respond to C’s problem as quickly as it might,
the final compensation offer made to C was reasonable. The Ombudsman required T to
renew the compensation offer to C.

57.3

C took out a phone contract with T and was told that C would be able to retain C’s existing
telephone number. This proved not to be the case and with the added issue of faults with
the new line/number, C felt it necessary to continue the contract with C's previous service
provider, as C needed a reliable phone line due to the ill health of C’s partner. C
contacted T in writing on a number of occasions regarding problems with the line and to
request that charges certain be dropped but received no replies from T until it responded
to C’'s request to disconnect the line. C paid T’s initial bill but did not make any further
payments and there was an outstanding balance on the account.

The Ombudsman found that T should cancel C’s outstanding balance with immediate
effect and should make a small goodwill payment to compensate for poor customer
service and the faults experienced with the line. The Ombudsman was concerned that T
appeared to have no record of correspondence sent by C, including one sent by recorded
delivery. The Ombudsman considered that T should ensure correspondence is forwarded
to the appropriate section of the organisation, regardless of the business address it
arrives at.

58.0 Customer Service, Installation
58.1

C arranged with T for installation of a television/broadband service at C’'s address. T
could not complete the installation on the agreed date due to a problem outside of its
control. Several appointments were made for an engineering crew to call to complete the
installation, and subsequently to improve the service but for various reasons a number of
these were missed. During this time C made many calls to T to confirm times of
appointments and took time off work to wait for the engineers to call. The service was
satisfactorily installed one month after the initial installation date. For initial loss of
service, T made a credit to C’'s account. For the inconvenience C experienced, T verbally
offered C a compensation payment but C rejected this and contacted the Ombudsman to
register a complaint.

The Ombudsman acknowledged C'’s initial problems with C’s service and that C took time
off work to wait for engineering crews to call. The Ombudsman required T to provide C
with a written apology and to confirm an offer of compensation in writing.
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58.2

C requested a new service from T and understood that the installation would take place
on a given date. However, when this did not happen, C raised it with T. T refuted this
date and referred C to its published conditions of service which explained that installation
was normally within a specified number of days from order date. The service was
eventually installed a number of days later, in line with the previously mentioned terms.
As C had planned work on the back of the installation and it had not happened to
schedule, it resulted in a knock on effect with added costs and C requested a
considerable compensation payment from T, to cover the cost of one particular item. T
refused this as there was no evidence to prove that it had failed to meet an agreed date
but made a sizeable goodwill payment to C.

The Ombudsman considered that C had experienced poor customer service from T, by
way of a lack of communication but found that T had addressed C’s issues and had made
a reasonable goodwill payment. The Ombudsman required no further action by T in this
case.

58.3

C registered with Ts service and was told that it would be activated within a couple of
days. The service was not activated and C incurred call charges from the current provider
instead of T. T confirmed that two incorrect instructions were sent and the requests did
not work. C received conflicting information when contacting Ts customer service. C wrote
to T but received no substantive reply even though T stated that they did try to contact C
but with no success.

The Ombudsman considered that T had offered a very poor level of service to C but
recognised that T was prepared to apologise and rectify the situation. The Ombudsman
considered that T should make a small goodwill payment and advised T to calculate the
additional charges incurred by C on receipt of the bills. The Ombudsman was of the
opinion that T should provide a better quality service and respond promptly to enquiries
and complaints.

59.0 Customer Service, Network Coverage, Stolen Mobile Phone
59.1

C [who was a leader of a mountain rescue team] relied on C's mobile phone for contacting
emergency services. C was therefore concerned when the service failed and her/she
contacted T to resolve the problem as quickly as possible. The fault was logged, but the
network faults department advised that no timescale for the repair could be given. It
transpired that T was having difficulty gaining access to the land where the faulty mast
was situated, therefore hindering the repair procedure. It was 11 days before the fault was
finally rectified, during which time C was seriously inconvenienced. C was unhappy that
with the length of time it took to repair the mast and also the fact that the whims of a
landowner could dictate the state of a vital service. T offered a compensation figure in
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light of the inconvenience caused.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that T’s offer was generous under the circumstances,
and therefore recommended that the offer be accepted. The Ombudsman required no
further action in this case.

60.0 Customer Service, Number Porting
60.1

C experienced numerous problems regarding number porting which resulted in an
unusable service, however, complaints to T did not resolve the issue. Eventually, C was
advised that the account would be closed and a final bill would be sent out. C wished to
be compensated for the inconvenience and frustration caused.

As T had agreed to cancel C's account with zero balance, the Ombudsman required no
further action.

61.0 Customer Service, Number Allocation
61.1

C contacted T to request a change of telephone number due to the receipt of malicious
calls. T advised that the change would me made automatically, but this did not happen. C
suffered a loss of internet services during this time causing great inconvenience. Fruitless
hours were spent on the phone to T trying to resolve the problem. C also complained that
despite being promised compensation for the problem, none was received.

The evidence showed that the internet loss suffered by C was due to difficulties with C's
PC, and not T’s service. However, the Ombudsman required the compensation offer to be
reinstated and paid to C in recognition of the poor level of customer service experienced.

62.0 Direct Debit
62.1

C was moving to a new address, and arranged for a phone line installation at the new
property with T. C arranged to pay for the installation in installments, but a mistake was
made and C received a contract for direct debits including line rental and call charges.
When C contacted T to cancel this, the engineer’s visit was cancelled also. Unbeknownst
to C (as mail had seemingly been delivered to the wrong address), a second visit had
been arranged but the engineer could not gain access to the property. C complained
about the service received and requested free installation in compensation.
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The Ombudsman accepted that there was confusion over payment methods and the
installation arrangements, but T's log indicates that usual procedures were followed. The
Ombudsman did not require T to take any further action in this case.

63.0 Direct Debit, Faulty Handset, Pricing Plan
63.1

C took out two phone contracts with T and experienced a number of problems including
being placed on the incorrect price plan, handset problems, charges being incorrectly
debited from C’s account and a lack of response to various requests. Despite being told
by T that the problems would be investigated and that previous usage charges would be
cancelled, issues were still outstanding. C asked to be released from both contracts and
given a full refund for both handsets but it appeared T had not actioned these requests.

The Ombudsman required T to carry out C’s request to cancel both contracts and provide
a full refund for both handsets. Additionally the Ombudsman required T to ensure that
any final bill to be paid by C reflected only outstanding charges that C had accrued, which
were likely to be minimal anyway.

64.0 Directory Listing
64.1

C changed the service provider for C’s telephone service, porting the existing number as
part of the process. C subsequently began to receive calls from strangers and later found
out that C’'s number had been listed in the directory. When C signed the initial agreement
with T, C indicated that the number was not to be listed in the directory and there was no
evidence to suggest C had requested this feature at a later date. T stated that all new
customers were excluded from the directory as a default and that it required an instruction
from the customer to change this. T offered C a new number free of charge but C was not
happy with this and requested compensation from T. T rejected this claim on the basis
that C had not provided any proof that the calls had caused problems.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that C had requested C’s number to be excluded
from the directory. The Ombudsman also noted T’s statement that all new customers
were excluded from the directory as a default and that a customer would need to ask to
be listed, if C required it. The Ombudsman believed T had erred in not maintaining the
status of C’s account preferences but acknowledged that T had offered C a new number
free of charge. The Ombudsman found no foundation for the compensation figure C
requested but required T to provide C with a small goodwill payment and a month'’s free
rental, in acknowledgement of the inconvenience caused by the action.
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65.0 Disconnection, ISDN service
65.1

C cancelled a digital internet package, and was informed that a conversion to an analogue
line was required and this could be performed at the exchange or at the property. C opted
for the former but found that the phone service was subsequently disconnected. Crang T
to inform it of the problem and arranged for an engineer to visit the property during the
following three days. Although inconvenienced, C’s partner remained at home for this time
but the engineer did not arrive. C complained and was advised that no arrangement had
been made for an engineer to call, and that the conversion should have been performed
at the house and not the exchange. C was very dissatisfied with the service, especially as
C had paid for it. T made C a standard compensation offer.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that T had adhered to the customer service
guarantee scheme and offered a standard amount of compensation. However, both the
initial technical work and customer service was at fault. The Ombudsman awarded a
goodwill payment to C, plus a nominal contribution to mobile phone call costs incurred
whilst trying to pursue the problem.

66.0 Faulty Handset
66.1

C experienced great difficulty using C’s mobile phone within days of signing up with T. C
contacted T within 14 days and was advised that a new handset would be sent out. C
received a reconditioned handset and found that it performed worse than the original, and
C complained to T again. T informed C that it could not find any reason why the phone did
not work, and C received conflicting advice from customer service advisors regarding the
problem. C cancelled the direct debit for the service due to the poor level of service
experienced. T offered C several options in recognition of errors made and the poor level
of customer service provided.

The Ombudsman considered the options offered by T to be fair and reasonable; therefore
no further action was required.

66.2

C experienced many problems with C’s handset and, after complaining to T, the handset
was eventually replaced with another of the same make and model. The replacement
phone performed as poorly as the first; despite complaining to customer services, the
problems were not resolved and no effort was made to reply to C’s correspondence. C
was frustrated as C was paying for a service that could not be used. T offered several
different options in order to resolve the problems encountered by C.
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The Ombudsman considered the offers made by T to be fair and reasonable, but also
required T to pay a further goodwill payment as compensation for the poor level of
customer service experienced by C.

66.3

C suffered many problems with a T phone, due to a faulty handset. C was unhappy that C
was billed for a service which was rendered unusable. Efforts to escalate the complaints
through T were met with little success. C wished to be reimbursed for the period during
which the phone could not be used.

The Ombudsman regarded the evidence presented in this case as insubstantial.
Therefore, no further action was required.

66.4

C experienced problems with a T handset; T agreed to provide a replacement handset if
the original could not be fixed. C was later advised that replacement handsets were in
short supply, and that T would not collect the faulty handset until a replacement was
available. Nine months later, C had the same handset and was still suffering the same
problems. C found it difficult to escalate the complaint within T. T offered a free upgrade in
recognition of the inconvenience caused.

The Ombudsman concluded that T had provided a poor service, which was exacerbated
by a poor level of customer service. However, the Ombudsman recommended that T's
offer was seriously considered, and required T to provide a written apology for the flawed
customer service.

66.5

& hen C complained to T about handset problems, C did not receive the replacement that
T had agreed to send. C was later advised that T was no longer providing replacement
the phones. An arrangement was made for the handset to be collected and repaired, but
the phone was not collected. C was unhappy that C was paying for a service that could
not be used, and was not convinced the problems were solely handset related. C
informed T that the direct debit for the service would be cancelled.

The Ombudsman recommended that C accept one of the options made available by T,
i.e. contract termination or free upgrade. These options were regarded as fair and
reasonable under the circumstances; therefore no further action was required.
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67.0 Faulty Handset, Mis-selling, Network Coverage
67.1

C experienced numerous problems with C’s mobile phone, and felt that the capabilities of
the service had been misrepresented by the sales agent. Despite complaining, T only
acknowledged only one part of the complaint. T's complaints procedure failed to resolve
the problems, so the case was referred to the Ombudsman.

T offered two resolutions, which the Ombudsman regarded as fair and reasonable.
Therefore, it was the recommendation of the Ombudsman that C seriously considered
both options.

68.0 Faulty handset, Network Coverage
68.1

C, a mobile phone customer of T, experienced problems with the phone service for many
months. When a complaint was made to T, a customer service advisor tried to fix the fault
remotely, but things did not improve. Countless complaints were made to T, and several
call-backs were promised. C received only one call from T during this time. C was
frustrated with the poor level of service provided by T.

The Ombudsman concluded that as C received such poor quality of service, and T had
failed to resolve the matter, T should offer the option of a free upgrade or an early release
from the contract without penalty. Also, a small goodwill payment was awarded in light of
the inadequate customer service.

68.2

C purchased three T handsets but experienced many problems with the phones, the
network and customer services. Despite reporting the problems to T, C felt that the
complaints were not dealt with appropriately. T agreed to replace two of the phones, but it
was a further four weeks before these were received; C was equally disappointed with the
performance of the replacement phones. C gave T a total of six months to resolve the
problems, but although numerous promises were made, there was no progress.
Eventually, C’s contract was cancelled and the costs of the handsets were refunded.

The Ombudsman was disappointed at the poor level of service that C experienced,
although the Ombudsman did recognize the fact that T did ultimately cancel the contracts.
The Ombudsman awarded a further goodwill payment in view of the inconvenience and
frustration caused.
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68.3

C experienced very poor service from T within a couple of days of the contract starting.
C’s main frustration was the inability to make or receive complete phone calls. C was
unable to escalate C’s complaints within T. When C did receive a call from customer
services, the call cut out half way through the conversation. Failure to resolve the
problems meant that C wanted the contract to be terminated. C also wished to carry the
number over to another provider.

The Ombudsman agreed that C had experienced poor service with regard to call quality
and customer service. However, T did offer a choice of remedies that were deemed
reasonable by the Ombudsman. It was recommended that C seriously considered the
options made available

68.4

C noticed reception problems after purchasing a handset from T. C complained to T and
received a new handset but still had the same problems. T carried out diagnostic checks
which confirmed variable coverage. C complained to T via e-mail but received no
response. T confirmed that Cs e-mail was passed onto the Retentions Team. C wrote a
letter of complaint but T never responded. C contacted T and was offered another
replacement handset and one months free line rental. C refused the offer as C was never
able to make calls due to the poor reception. C wanted to be released from the contract
without paying the settlement fee, be issued with the PAC number and return the handset.
T was reluctant to give C the PAC number as there was an outstanding account balance.
T considered Cs complaint. T offered to issue the PAC number and C would be released
from the contract; or C would get an upgraded handset and the account balance would be
cleared.

The Ombudsman considered the two options to resolve the complaint as reasonable, but
subjected to an amendment. T would offer C the PAC number and close the account, the
Ombudsman considered that C had not benefited from Ts service and should not have to
pay the outstanding balance. Alternatively, T wanted to retain C as a customer and
offered an upgrade as well as setting the account balance to zero. C was to indicate
which option was preferred.

68.5

C complained to T about poor network coverage and T agreed to reduce the tariff some
months later but this did not resolve Cs coverage issues. T indicated that C did report
handset issues but felt the fault lay with the network as there was ongoing expansion work
which involved down time periods. C did send the phone for repair but claimed it did not
resolve the problems. C stated that they have been unable to progress the case and has
received poor levels of customer service. T agreed that C received poor customer service
and offered an upgrade to a superior model, credit for line rental and loss of service.
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The Ombudsman recognised that C suffered inconvenience and frustration through
intermittent and non-existent service but considered the offer from T as reasonable and
recommended C to consider the offer.

68.6

C experienced many problems with the T service from the beginning of the contract. C's
bills verified that poor network coverage made it impossible for most of C’s calls to
connect. C contacted T and arranged for a replacement handset, however, the new
handset did not improve the situation. C experienced poor customer service when
attempting to resolve the problems, and felt that C should not have to pay for a non-
existent service. C wished to be compensated for the difficulties experienced, and cancel
the contract without penalty.

The Ombudsman considered the service provided by T to be poor. The Ombudsman
therefore required C to be released from the contract without penalty, but C was required
to pay any charges incurred up to the date of cancellation. A goodwill payment was also
awarded.

68.7

C had a faulty T handset which caused difficulty in making and receiving calls. C
complained to T on many occasions but experienced poor customer service. A
replacement handset was provided, and T eventually confirmed that the matter would be
investigated, but the problems continued. C did not receive promised call-backs and
nearly four months after the initial complaint, C received a letter explaining that nothing
could be done. C stopped using the phone and wished to be released from the contract. T
agreed to terminate the contract.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that C had experienced many problems and felt that
T’s offer to terminate the contract without penalty was reasonable in the circumstances.
The Ombudsman also required that the line rental charges were refunded to the point
when C ceased to use the phone.

69.0 Faulty Line

69.1

C experienced an intermittent fault on C’s phone line, which made making and receiving
calls very difficult. Despite several engineers checking the line, the fault persisted. T
offered compensation to C for the inconvenience caused.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that the compensation offered was eminently fair in
the circumstances. Therefore, the Ombudsman recommended that C accept the offer.
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69.2

C had experienced problems with the quality of C’s telephone line over a number of years
and understood that C could not achieve the highest possible quality of service due to the
geographical location of C’s property. However, following new regulations, C believed C
could expect to achieve a reasonable internet connection and voice quality on telephone
calls and had, therefore, contacted T again to raise these issues. T carried out numerous
tests on the line and re-routed part of the cabling and wiring to the property but identified a
neighbouring electric fence as a cause of interference on the line. C enquired about
alternative methods for access to the internet but T could not offer these, again due to the
property’s location. T stated that it was not responsible for the interference caused by the
electric fence, nor was it liable to pay compensation to C.

The Ombudsman found that T had fully investigated the problems C experienced with C’s
telephone line and had carried out actions to try and remedy them. The Ombudsman
found that the location of C’s property and interference from the neighbouring electric
fence contributed to the variable line quality C received. T was not responsible for the
interference caused by the fence and was not required to pay compensation to C.

69.3

C suffered a loss of service to C’s internet access and email service for several days and
assumed the fault was within C’'s computer system. As C depended heavily on these
services for business purposes, C called in an IT specialist at considerable cost to
investigate the problem. It was discovered that the fault was external to the computer
system, so C contacted T and requested an investigation. T admitted the cause of the
loss of service was due to an administrative error on its part and the service was duly
restored. C made a claim for compensation from T, for inconvenience caused and
interruption to business activities. T responded by offering several months free service
but C rejected this stating that the compensation should at least cover the cost of services
C had had to employ in order to address the problem. T stated that it was not liable for
such costs, as set out in its terms and conditions.

The Ombudsman found that T was responsible for C’s loss of service and that it should
investigate why the error occurred, in order to ensure it did not happen again, given the
seriousness of the consequences. The Ombudsman appreciated the inconvenience
suffered by C but considered that T had responded appropriately to C’'s complaint,
providing an apology and explanation of events and offering a reasonable goodwill
payment. The Ombudsman was not able to comment on liability exclusions referred to in
T’s terms and conditions and accepted that C may wish to pursue the matter through an
alternative route.

69.4

C reported a fault with C’s phone line and a line divert was offered by T but this was
declined. C reverted to using C’s mobile phone during the period of the fault, causing an
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increase to C’s mobile phone bills. According to C, T stated that C would be credited for
the loss of service. According to T, compensation under T's service guarantee scheme
was discussed with C at the time of the fault. Sometime later, C contacted T to discuss
compensation and was told the period in which C could apply for compensation had
expired. As a goodwill payment, T applied a small credit to C’'s account. C rejected this
and requested a deadlock letter, in order to escalate the issue with the Ombudsman.
However, this was not issued by T.

The Ombudsman considered that T had investigated C’s problem correctly and
acknowledged the goodwill payment that had been offered. The Ombudsman considered
T should provide a customer with a deadlock letter on request, if T's internal complaints
procedure has been exhausted.

69.5

C had experienced a fault on a T phone line and reported it, but the problem remained
unresolved for 18 months. C experienced poor customer service when trying to resolve
the problem as T failed to keep appointments and reply to correspondence. C claimed
that T advisors had been rude and cut off C’s calls. C also stated that T had left the job
incomplete when attempting to rectify the problem and the agreed compensation for this
was not paid. C felt that the matter remained unresolved.

The Ombudsman stated that the customer service issues were clear in this case.
However, it was also clear that T had difficulty in resolving the problem and had spent a
great deal of time dealing with it. A goodwill payment was awarded in recognition of the
problems. The Ombudsman also recommended that C’'s phone was monitored in order to
identify any noise on the line. If any noise was identified, T was required to investigate the
problem further.

70.0 ISDN Service, Misadvising
70.1

C requested to change from the digital to a broadband connection requiring an analogue
line. C was advised that the conversion between the two lines would be subject to a fee
due to the actual physical work required. C felt that, when C agreed to the digital service
originally, there was no mention of a conversion charge. C therefore felt that C should not
have to pay it.

The Ombudsman required that no further action was taken by T, other than ensuring that
all prospective customers are made aware of this conversion charge between analogue
and digital lines. The Ombudsman concluded that C was still liable to pay the fee.
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70.2

C requested the installation a digital internet connection. C was advised about two
clauses to the contract prior to installation, but C was not informed of a conversion charge
to change the digital connection back to and an analogue line. C was only advised of the
fee when C cancelled the digital package. C felt misinformed by T.

The Ombudsman considered that T had adequately explained the reason for the
conversion charge, and therefore no further action was required. However, the
Ombudsman was of the opinion that T should have made the conversion fees very clear
before installation.

71.0 Installation
71.1

®uring the installation of T's service at C’s property, the technician inadvertently drilled
through a gas pipe. This resulted in the loss of gas supply to the property for three days,
and therefore, no means to cook or heat the house. T arranged for the gas pipe to be
repaired and also for damage to the property to be rectified. T paid for all repair work and
also offered compensation for extra costs incurred during this time (e.g. increased
electricity bills etc.).

The Ombudsman felt that the compensation figure offered by T was reasonable in these
circumstances, and required T to take no further action.

72.0 Mis-advising, Overseas calls on mobiles
72.1

C experienced a series of problems with a T pay-as-you-go service, which resulted in the
disconnection of the phone. T provided compensation for this in the form of a new mobile
phone, but further problems were experienced. Whilst C was abroad, C ran out of credit
and was advised that increasing the direct debit limit would solve the problem. C was also
advised that T would send a text message when the credit limit was approached. C stated
that C’'s mother was ill at this time, so it was imperative that the phone could be used. On
returning to the UK, T was confronted with a large bill. C complained to T, but claimed that
C was unable to escalate the complaint satisfactorily.

T admitted that C had been misinformed, and offered to credit half of the value of the bill
to C’s account in recognition of the mistake. The Ombudsman regarded the action of T as
generous, and required no further action.
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73.0 Mis-advising, PRS helpline

73.1

@ offered a premium rate technical helpline, the cost of which was clearly stated before
the call is connected. C called the helpline due to an inability to connect to the internet via
T’s service. A number of calls were made over a six day period, all of which failed to solve
the problem. Different helpline advisors gave conflicting advice and C did not consider the
advice C received accurate or correct.

The Ombudsman recognized the fact that customers were made aware of the call
charges before the calls were made. However, the inconsistencies in advice resulted in
poor customer service. The Ombudsman required T to reimburse C for the subsequent
calls made to helpline after the first failed to resolve the issue.

74.0 Mis-advising, Stolen Mobile Phone
74.1

C purchased a T mobile phone and was advised that if any unusually high call costs were
incurred, the phone would be stopped immediately. However, whilst abroad the phone
was stolen; there was a delay in notifying T of the theft, as T would only accept
confirmation directly from C. A large bill was received for the two day period that the
phone was missing. When C enquired about the large phone bill, C was advised that the
barring facility for high cost calls was only applicable in the UK. C was assured that
payment for the large bill would not be sought immediately, but C suffered bank charges
due to insufficient funds being available when payment was taken. C felt misinformed
about the service, and would not have taken the phone abroad if C was made aware of
the limitations of the services.

The Ombudsman required T to reimburse C for bank charges, as misinformation by T
directly resulted in these. Although the Ombudsman was sympathetic with C’s position, it
was deemed that the phone charges were due to C’s delay in reporting the theft.

75.0 Mis-selling
75.1

C was approached about purchasing a new service from C’s existing service provider, T.
C received verbal assurances from T that the service would meet C’s requirements.
However, after C had purchased the service to replace an existing service and had
started using it, C discovered that it would not fulfil a particular requirement. C felt that C
had been mis-sold the service. C requested a full refund from T and the service be
terminated immediately. T offered a pro-rated refund dependent on C paying the balance.
C refused this.
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The Ombudsman considered that it was unlikely that C would have purchased a
replacement for C’s existing service without first checking its capabilities. The
Ombudsman required T to release C from C’s contract for the new service and to make a
full refund to C for this service.

75.2

C bought a phone from T for work purposes after confirming that the phone was Tri-band,
when C used the phone from abroad it would not work and later found that it was Dual-
band. T referred C to the manufacturer and the manufacturer said that it was Ts sales
staff at fault but C claimed that T would not admit the mistake.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that T sold C a phone that did not meet all of the
requirements and it is Ts responsibility to verify all of the information supplied. The
Ombudsman directed T to provide C with a free upgrade to a Tri-band handset and a
goodwill credit. The Ombudsman also considered that T should ensure that the
information provided on handset specification is accurate.

76.0 Mis-selling, Pricing Plan
76.1

C took out a phone package with T and was told C would receive a number of months’
worth of free line rental which would be credited to the account half-way through the first
year of the contract. Some time later, C noticed that C had been put on the wrong tariff
and contacted T to query this. T confirmed that the packages were identical except that
the free line rental would be awarded after the first year of the contract. C decided to
cancel the contract after a year and lost the free line rental credit. C felt that this was
unfair as C was not aware that the account would need to be kept for longer than 12
months, in order to qualify for the credit.

There was no mention within the contract literature of an option to take cash instead of a
line rental credit and the Ombudsman could find no evidence to suggest that T had
breached its contract with C. The Ombudsman was of the opinion that C’'s cancellation of
the contract, which was entirely C’s choice, resulted in the loss of the free rental award.
The Ombudsman required no further action by T in this case.
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77.0 Network Coverage, Number Porting
77.1

C took out a phone contract with T and was promised it would take only a few days to port
an existing phone number. However, it actually took over a month to complete, during
which time, C had to continue C’s old contract to ensure continuity of service. When C
complained about the delay, a month’s line rental was offered and accepted.
Unfortunately this had not been received by C. Additionally C suffered network coverage
problems and when C complained about this, C was offered a replacement handset.
However, 2 months later, this had still not been received by C. T offered C two months’
line rental or termination of the contract without penalty but this was rejected by C and C
started using another service provider. After further consideration, C decided to accept
the offer of contract termination but T was no longer prepared to fulfil it. C considered C
received poor customer service from T and referred the matter to the Ombudsman.

The Ombudsman found that C had suffered poor network coverage, porting problems and
poor customer service from T. The Ombudsman could see no reason why T should
reinstate its offer of contract termination but required T to make a goodwill payment of two
months’ line rental.

78.0 Network Coverage, Stolen Mobile Phone
78.1

C claimed that after C’s phone was reported stolen, it took 3 working days for T to replace
it, whereas C was under the impression that it would be replaced the next working day.
When the replacement arrived, C was frustrated as the phone was a different model from
the original. C was dissatisfied with both the customer service and network coverage and
therefore wanted to cancel the contract with T.

The Ombudsman accepted that T acted within the terms and conditions of the insurance
policy, although the clarity of the information available to the customer could have been
improved. As C required the phone for business purposes, the Ombudsman required that
C be released from C’s contract without penalty. Also, a small goodwill payment was
awarded to C as a reflection of the poor service encountered.

79.0 Number Porting, Restricted Services
79.1

C bought a mobile phone from T and asked for C’s existing number to be ported to T, as
the number was used for business purposes. However, T ported the number to the wrong
account in error and C was unable to use the phone for several weeks. In addition, some
of C’s business contacts received abuse from the person who received the ported
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number. Once the number had been successfully ported, C experienced problems with
the handset being barred, preventing incoming and outgoing calls. C contacted T many
times to try and resolve the issues but frequently, there was no response from T. When
the complaint was referred to the Ombudsman, T acknowledged that it had failed to
respond effectively to C’s problems and apologised for the poor customer service. It
stated that internal procedures were being reviewed to ensure that these types of
problems did not arise again. T stated that it would release C from the contract without
penalty, provide a small goodwill payment and ensure C’s number was ported to a new
provider as a matter of urgency. Alternatively, if C wished to remain with T, it would offer
a free upgrade to one of the latest phone models and a month’s free subscription to the
tariff deal of C’s choice.

The Ombudsman considered that T had provided a very poor level of customer service
but acknowledged that T had admitted its poor performance and that it had taken steps to
address the wider issues. The Ombudsman was of the opinion that the offers made by T
were reasonable and that C should choose C’s preferred option.

79.2

C had noticed an increase in C’s phone usage and believed that C was no longer eligible
for the discount package on the account. C contacted T to discuss package options which
would best suit C's needs. C claims that it was confirmed that C’s current package was
most suitable; however, C received a notice from T confirming the removal from the
package from the account. C complained to T and the complaint was escalated, but the
matter remained unresolved.

The Ombudsman was of the opinion that T had acted reasonably in its dealings with C;
therefore, no further action was required.

.80.0 PRS Calls
80.1

C tried out a free internet trial package but whilst accessing the internet, C inadvertently
called up a premium rate number. This resulted in a letter being sent from T, warning C
that the limit set on the account had been exceeded. When C contacted T about this, C
discovered the bill had increased further still. C complained about this, querying the
reason the bill had been allowed to accrue beyond the limit set on the account. T stated
that it had followed procedure by sending a warning letter and told C that at a further
checkpoint, an automatic bill would be produced and the line restricted. However, C’s bill
had already exceeded the second checkpoint because the bill had run up very quickly in
one day. Because this had happened very recently, the bill had not yet been received by
C. T maintained that C was responsible for the calls made and offered to implement a
payment plan so that C could clear the debt but C rejected this.
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The Ombudsman was of the opinion that C was responsible for the call charges incurred
and recommended that C accepted the payment plan offered by T. The Ombudsman
required no further action by T in this case.

80.2

C disputed premium rate calls on the bill and was away on holiday during that period. C
felt that T was adding calls to the account in error which had previously gone unnoticed. T
advised C to pay the undisputed part of the bill and passed the account over to the
Investigation Department. T carried out tests on Cs line and said there was no evidence of
any faults and the line was in good working order. T provided a breakdown of the charges
which showed non-disputed calls for the same dates. T concluded that extensive testing
and investigations had found no evidence of a fault or third party interference.

The Ombudsman agreed that T had carried out a series of comprehensive checks to
investigate the good working order of Cs line. The Ombudsman confirmed there was no
evidence of a fault or third party interference and considered the call charges were
accurately routed and correct. The Ombudsman required T to take no further action.
Restricted Services

80.3

C, who is chronically ill and disabled, experienced difficulty when making calls from a
landline to mobile phone numbers. This was due to T restricting the service by placing a
bar on the line without notifying C, because there had been a dramatic increase in the call
costs within a short period of time. T's log showed that only one attempt had been made
to contact C prior to barring the line. C claimed that expenses were incurred as a result
and so reimbursement was required. C also felt that the bar was life threatening as the
disability required medicare and hospital backup and these were subsequently made
unavailable. However, C was aware that these facilities were available via the operator.

The Ombudsman was concerned that although the restriction had been put on the line
with C’s best interests in mind, there was only one attempt to contact C to advise C of
this. The Ombudsman concluded that C was not put at risk by this restriction, and C was
not entitled reimbursement for expenditure incurred as no actual figure of financial loss
was been provided. It was, however, appropriate that T give C a goodwill payment.
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80.4

C received a letter from T stating that C had been declared bankrupt and was therefore no
longer eligible to hold a T account. C contacted T immediately to advise that the
bankruptcy details belonged to C's son. C then confirmed this in writing as requested. T
was unable to confirm that the letter was received and so a second copy was sent by
recorded delivery. The phone line was subsequently disconnected, although C had
confirmed with the Post Office that the second letter had been signed for. C faxed further
copies of the documents to T and received a letter confirming the mistake. However, it
took 2 weeks for the phone connection to be restored and T made no attempt to apologize
or explain the delay. C was offered compensation but felt that the amount did not reflect
the inconvenience and frustration caused. The compensation offer was later withdrawn.

The Ombudsman accepted that T acted according to standard procedure on receipt of
information regarding the bankruptcy. It was the view of the Ombudsman that further
investigation should have been carried out when C explained the situation. The
Ombudsman required that the initial compensation figure be reinstated, and also a
goodwill payment be offered in acknowledgement of the inconvenience and poor
customer service suffered.




