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Telephone (03) 632 7700

April 1994

Facsimire (03)632 3241

Mr Robirt DaveY
Austel
By Facsimile: 820 3021
Dear Mr DaveY

Preliminary Draft Austel Report ("the Report")
your officers in respect of
The purpose of this letter is to confirm Telecom's comments made to
to Telecom for commentthe preliminary draft of the Austel Report whioh was made available
Comments, Key lssues of
Those comments are covered in the following three sections: General
Major concern to Telecom, and comments ort sec,ondary lssues,

Telecom's General Comments
reflect the amendments and
As a broad comment, if the Recommendatiotts in the Report
the
additions I discussed with Mr MacMahon yesterday, then Tetecom would consider
Recommendations substantially acceptable and would so state,
defects in
However, Telecom understood the purpose of Austel's Report was to assess
and
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Dr Gordon Hughes, as arbitrator, will adjudicate on the.
ine the amountof compensation' if any' required' This is
cted the'kind of investigation thatwould enable it
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coT cases has not always been ideal
Telecom acknowledges that its handling of aspects of the
has been evidenced by Telecom's
and recognises that i.piou.rtnts neei to be made' as
dations of the Coopers and Lybrand Report'
prompt and diligent resPonse io
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However, in respect of the narrative ln the Report,
unbalanced in that allegations against Telecorn by
and still unsubstantiat.-d, ur" siriply repeated
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ln addition, I spent some fuut hours with Mr MacMahon yesterday going through in detail
'i'elecorfl,s comrnents and concerns on the narrative of the Report. ln general, Telecom
considers that Austel's selective use of technical information in the Report has the potential to
mislead readers and, in a number of cases, the conclusions drawn from the material presented
are unsound and unsubstantiated by the evidence. Telecom is also concemed that in the more
geneml areas the information presented demonstrates an unacceptable bias against Telecom'
ln our discussion yesterday, Mr MacMahon offered me the opportunity to provide responses to a
number of these allegations and I have agreed to do so. I will provide these responses
Monday 11 APril '1994.
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Telecom also considers that two additional issues for whi
should be specifically included in the Recommendations
for Austel and the carriers to agree a definiiion of a satis
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Key lssues of Maior Concern to Telecom
There are five key issues of major concern to Te
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AUSTEL does not appear to have cons
matter, Telecom's view is that this alleg

The allegation that Mr lan Campbell misled the Senate and that Telecom misled other
Parliamentarians. From our review of the Reporl, there is no evidence offered to
at Mr Camphell misled the Senate, and from my
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d in the Reporl are unwarranted and must be
withJrawn. Opportuniiy should be give to the Australian Federal Police.to comment on
this material before it is published.

The Report, when commenting on the numb
refers to a research study undertaken by Te
extrapolates from those results and infers th
could be as high as 120 000. Telecom is of
flawed and is not supported by the outcomes
interuiews and evaluated materialwhich has
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ln view of the high media profile that this Rep
to limit carriel liability under Section 121 of th
by Telecom that the inclusion of this referenc
be deleted.
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Comments on Other Issues
on the detaited comment, it is not
As Telecom has spent some four hours briefing Mr MacMahon

proposedtodealwiththosedetailedmattersinthisletter.
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Yours sincerely,

Lnoup eENERAL MANAGER
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Dear Mr Oai eY

("the Report')
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