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14 March 2025 

 

The Acting Manager  

Telecommunications Regulation and Performance 

Australian Communications and Media Authority (ACMA) 

Via email to telcoperformanceregulation@acma.gov.au 

 

 

 

Re proposed amendments to the Telecommunications (Consumer Complaints Handling) Industry Standard 

 

Aussie Broadband Limited (Aussie Broadband) welcomes the opportunity to review and provide feedback on the 

proposed amendments to the Telecommunications (Consumer Complaints Handling) Industry Standard and the 

Consultation paper published by the ACMA. 

 

Definition of ‘complaint’ 

 

Aussie Broadband has some concerns with the amendments to the definition of a complaint under the draft 

Standard. We believe that the amended definition introduces unnecessary complexity with limited consumer benefit. 

It is our interpretation that under the new definition, two new pathways are created; a customer raises a fault or 

service difficulty, and this will either be categorised as a ‘network outage complaint’, or a ‘service outage report’. 

These two distinctions are in addition to the standard complaints process. Introducing the two new ‘streams’ of 

complaints about outages is impractical and complex for customer service representatives and complaints-handling 

teams who are already operating in the pressurised environment of a major or significant outage.  The new definition 

also opens a wide margin for non-compliance in the case of a customer query being categorised incorrectly – for 

no real consumer benefit.  

 

Further, the Standard ensures that any contact about an outage becomes a complaint, and therefore requires a 

separate procedure to be able to resolve and close.  This will inevitably only lead to increases in call wait times as 

resources are spent on managing resource-intensive complaints processes – where most customers simply want 

to report an issue and receive acknowledgement that we are working on it.  

 

Prioritisation of network outage complaints 

 

The new requirement at 17A(b)(ii), that a CSP has in place and implements processes to prioritise network outage 

complaints, is extremely problematic. This requirement suggests that a network outage complaint be prioritised over 

the complaints of customers experiencing vulnerable circumstances (not related to an urgent complaint) or the 

complaints of customers who have experienced an egregious billing error, as some examples. We do not think that 

this is appropriate or realistic.  In reality, the vast majority of network outage complaints will be resolved once the 

outage is resolved, and no earlier. This requirement may create a false expectation that a CSP can take actions to 

triage and resolve a customer’s outage faster, when in actual fact there is little that we can do until the service is 

restored. Naturally a CSP will be prioritising the rectification of the outage, but we do not see this requirement as 

being helpful or meaningful to customer outcomes.  

 

Additionally, many CSPs will have different teams working on different cohorts of complaints or aspects of the 

outage, for example, communications, complaints handling, and customer service may all be handled separately, 

in addition to the technical teams who are working on resolving the cause of the outage. Therefore it is not practical 

to have a requirement that we broadly prioritise network outage complaints, when in practise, different functions of 

a CSP will have different priorities. Further, any requirement that we must publicise our methods for prioritising 

complaints, is similarly impractical and to no consumer benefit. 

 

Scope and application of ‘urgent network outage complaint’ 

 

Aussie Broadband is concerned with the definition of an ‘urgent network outage complaint’. We see it as somewhat 

ambiguous and subjective, to both the CSP and the consumer raising the complaint. To meet the threshold of an 

urgent network outage complaint, the customer needs to have ‘expressed a need for urgent assistance’. We 

understand that the intention of this is likely to capture customers who have safety concerns; in practise the wording 

does not sufficiently limit it to only those customers. We envisage customers expressing the need for their services 






