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"Loss oJ calls to Cape Bridgewaler 008 Due
to programming Error by Telecom"

"Loss of calb lo Cope Bridgewater 008 Due
to programming Error by Telecom February
Callers receive "Nobe" on the 008 semice.

Again, different reporting, even though letters from my customers show that this fault

occurred over a period of many months.

Even the page numbers of these two reports are different. I have asked Mr Pinnock to

supply me with copies of pages 38 and 39 from this report since my copy is missing

these two pages. In reply, Mr Pinnock forwarded two FOI documents (ry'er

Attachmenl l7e: FoI documents K00942 and K00943) which he ststed were the missing

pages. These two FOI documents were not referred to anpvhere in the report itself -

the fault noted in these documents has not been addressed in the report either. Why?

When I received my copy of the Technical Report on 2nd May 1994, these two

documents (K00942 and K00943) were attached to the end ofthe Report, without any

supporting information. Am I to believe that pages 38 and 39 contain information
associated with these two documents, regarding the fault in the new RCM which was

installed in August 1991? This is the unmanDed exchange that Telecom technicians

noted, on 24 March 1994, suffered from problems created by heat, This heat problem

must have been in existence from August l99l when the exchange was installed.

I submitted the FOI document showing the technician,s comments as part of my

submission, together with supporting information, as just another fault found by

Telecom as a result of my complaints about the cape Bridgewater Network rhis
means that this heat problem had been in existence for 32 months.

Attachment 17f, FOI documents K0094I and K00942, are the fault reports I made,

myself, when cliffMatherson of Austel and I tested two different TF200 Touch phones

on the one line. one of these phones was the one thst Telstra alleged had faults as a

result of beer being spilt into the phone.
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Please read document K00940 first. " Following a call from Atan Smith, I have just had

dbcussions with Les Churcher re a complainl thal Alan Smith lodged earlier today

(Leopard No. 361 608). I desuibed lo Les more occurotely u'hat the problem b and he

i,ill discuss my commenls with Alan Miles." In the next paragraph the writer states: rT

am concerned to note that heat may be parl of lhe problem.,... ,'

When the four FOI documents noted at points 17e and I7f are read together we

discover a very sordid set ofcircumstances beginning to surface and yet Dr Hughes

would not allow forensic testing ofthe laboratory results.

On 28 November 1995, six months too late, some FOI documents were linally

forwarded to me. One of these documents (FOI no. A64535 refer Attachment I7J)

indicates that a hand-written notation was made during the laboratory testing. This

still does not explain why Telecom manufactured evidence which was then used in their

defence ofthe FTAP on 12 December 1994,

The following problems arise from the DMR and Lanes Report:

(i) Pages 38 and 39 are missing;

(ii) There are different versions of the ,,Source of Infomation.t listi

(iii) There are FOI documents included in the report which do not relate to any

information within the report;

(iv) There is evidence that the TIo has stated that Dr Hughes requested DMR and

Lanes to withdraw from completing their intended Addendum Report on

incorrectly charged calls;

(v) The length of time that faults were in existence varies: in one instance the report

shows a five months time span for one feult yet my claim documents include

evidence which shows that this particular fault was in existence for 3% years;

(vi) Paul Howell of DMR Group canada has still not signed the report. This means

that the Arbitrator used en incomplete report, further confused by missing pages,

when he prepared his Award of I I May 1995.
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ATTACHMENT 17 G:

Billing records for 055 267 230, the TF200 Touch Phone line.

These two accounts are marked as A and B. The documents marked Al and Bl are

copies of Telecom's CCAS Smart l0 monitoring analysis data.

Entries on document A, compared to document AI, for outgoing calls (OAS) on 2ll9t93

shows a number of faults lasting from 5 to 12 seconds. These faults include:
* incorrect charging
* calls not disconnecting at the same time as the CCAS and
* other faults on this line.

Entries on documents B, compared to documenl BI, for lt6l94 shows the same faults and

discrepancies were still in existence in 1994.

The TF200 Touch Phone was collected for testing by Telecom on the 2914194, and

replaced with a new phone. Telecom \vere not aware that CliffMatherson of Austel and I
had already tested the line by switching phones. Both phones had the same fault of
locking up and this meant that cliff Matherson could hear me counting from I to 15+ in

my office, after I had hung up the phone in the cradle.

The original fault complaint, lodged with retecom's Engineer, peter Gemble @oI
document K00940), shows that he knew of the heat problem at the RCM on 2g April
1994. Documents B and Bl show that the fault was still on the 055 267 230line five weeks

laler, on ll6194.

Documents A and Al show that the same faurt was in existence some 7 months before

Q3l9l93) the phone was removed. This spans a time period totalling around l0 months
that this fault remained on this line and yet Telecom insist that the fault was caused by
beer which was spilled into the phone and which was still wet and sticky to the touch
(refer Attachment 10 to the Touch Phone Report) when the phone r"as tested. If the fautt
Iirst occurred in september 1993 then surely this is when the beer would have to have

been spilled into the phone casing, Ifthis happened then, how could the beer still bewet
and sticky 7 months later, when Telecom collected the phone? perhaps Telecom has

invented an everlastingly wet beer?
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What makes this situation even worse is that the rep TF200 Touch Phone is also

suffering from alcoholic problems: the faults were still apparent on the line on I June

1994 (refer documents B and Bl al l/6/94), five weeks after 28 April, 1994, when it was

first collected for testing. Who's kidding who here?

At point 2,3 in this TF200 Report there was some suggestion that coffee (with sugar)

could have caused the stickiness, however this was eliminated after further tests. I have

still uot received copies ofthese test results, now have I seen any documentation to

show how these eliminations were determined, even though I have asked for these

particulars under FOI. Perhaps the coffee followed the beer as a sobering agent? Who

knows?

As you can see, I have managed to retain a semblance of a sense ofhumour regarding

the way Telstra conducted and presented their FTAP defence, however, the serious side

ofthis matter is that someone in Telstra has allowed a fabricated report to cover

Telstra's defence. This, coupled with the Bell canada International Inc tests at cape

Bridgewater which were proven to be impracticable and could therefore not have taken

place, leaves Telstra's Defence in a somewhat questionable state. How much more

incorrect and flawed defence material did they use to coyer-up their inaccuracies and

the true extent of the faults that plagued my business for some 6% years?

It is a fact that Telstra has still not supplied, under FoI, documents associated with my

claim.

In relation to over-charging of calls, I provided the Arbitrator with two bound votumes

of information which compared thsse TF200 calls and faults on all three lines (00g line,

267 230 and267 260). These volumes ,',SM16,, ani!,,Brief Summary 1995,, werenot
viewed by DMR and L^nes. In Attachment 17c it is apparent that there is no record of
DMR and Lanes having compared or used these two volumes to further assess my

complaints regarding incorrectly charged calls. This, in turn, resulted in faults also

being experienced on these lines.
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ATTACHMENT ]8:

Record oflaults taken lrom FOI documenls received before lS June 1991.

This record does not include the late FOI documents which also show massive faults on my

service lines. Again, these claim documents were not assessed correctly by the Resource

Unit.

The document marked sI9 was submitted to the FTAP on lsl6t94, The contents were

derived from FoI documents received up to 7 June 1994 and from letters received by me

from customers etc who had also lodged fault complaints with relstra regarding problems

with my phones. This document was prepared as a guide to the faults in the indexed

submissions of FOI documents, as shown below.

Atlachmenl I7c, page 40 of ',Smith,s Source of Informatiorr,, shows:

l_200
200 - 400

400 _ 600

600 _ 800

800 _ 1,000

1,000 - 1289

2,001 _ 2,159

This is a total of 2158 pages of indexed information which was not viewed by DMR and

Lanes. These were For documents which supported the existence of various faults and
included some 70 letters from customers who had experienced faults on my phone lines.

once again, in Aflachment 17c at points I a and I b, we can see the real source of DMR and

Lanes Report: THERE IS NO MENTION OF THESE 2l5E DOCUMENTS.

I repeat there is no mention of:
* the seven bound volumes, Cape Bridgewaler pa l and parf 2 $M20 & 2I);* the incorrectly charged calls noted in document SMI|* further examples of additional evidence in two votumes (SMt 6)* turther FOI nateriat (SMl7)
* document s19, a comprehensive lisr olfaultsrknown and acknowledged by Telecom;* the Brief Summary, 1995
* Smilh's Assessment Submission (SM2)
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This Fast Track Arbitration Procedure was a sham. There was no statutory

Declaration covering the TF200 Report and yet Telstra presented this report as part of
their Defence Documents. The rules of the FTAP clearly state that all evidenc e nsholl

be in theJorm of an Aflidavit or staturory Declaralion.,, Dr Hughes altowed relstra to

break these rules.

After the Award was handed down by Dr Hughes on ll May 1995, unbeknown to Ee,
D M Ryan, ofD M Ryan Corporate pty Ltd, my Forensic Accountant, contacted John
Rundell of FHCA to determine how FHCA had arrived at the figures they used in their
"Financial Report on lhe Cape Bridgewater Holiday Camp,,, Mr Rundell was the
Project Manager on my Arbitration and he was supposed to sign the compreted report.
The signatory to this report was actuafly a Mr seret<, refer Attachmenr 19 (two refiers

from D M Ryan: one to Senator Alston and one to Mr John pinnock, TIO).

This means that the authors of two separate reports were instructed by the Arbitrator
to omit or exclude information form the finished documents: DMR and Lanes
Addendum Report and now FHCA's Financial Report.
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ATTACHMENT l9 o:

Two lellers

Derrick Ryan presented this material to Senator Alston and Mr Pinnock He has put his own

integrity on the line by stating that John Rundell told him that he (John Rundell) was

instructed by Dr Hughes to remove a large part of his financial report When I learned of

this,I also rang Mr Rundell. He did not deny this fact IF WE HAD SEEN TIIE

ORIGINAL, I,'NDELETED VERSION OF THIS REPORT, TIIEN JUST TTIE

MATERIAL WHrCH WAS OMITTED (WHTCH WE HAVE NEVER SEEIgMAY WELL

HAlts GMN US GROUNDS FOR AN APPEAL, however I was not given this opportunity.

Many FOI documents were released to me after the Award was handed down and the

FTAP was over. These documents are now oflittle use.

After badgering Dr Hughes's office for the return of my claim / submission documents

for some time I finally had to drive for five hours to Melbourne to collect the documents

myself, on 28 August 1995. Dr Hughes's secretary was quite angry that I had arrived at

the oflice however, after I had explained that I had to turn around and drive back to

Portland she finally arranged for a number ofboxes to be brought down for my

inspection. I checked some ofthe contents and believed these boxes contained my

documents, so I returned to Portland with them.

on my refurn I opened the boxes and examined the contents more fully. I discovered a

number of documents containing information I had not been privy to during the FTAp,

These documents are:

1. A leter to Gordon Hughes from Bruce Mathews of Austel,8 December 1994
2, A letter to Bruce Mathews from Ted Benjamin, Telecom, ll November 1994
3. A letter to Ted Benjamin from Bruce Mathews, I December 1994

4, A l€tter to Steve Black" Telecom from Bruce Mathews,4 October 1994

5. A printed list of t'Assumptions,, regarding my Financial Claim (FTAp), to be

viewed by Dr Hughes, sent by FHCA
5. A draft copy ofthe Technical Evaluation Report preprred by David Read ofLanes

Telecommunications, Adelaide, regarding the Technicql Faults at Cape Bridgewater, 7

April 1994

7. A copy ofthe originel Technical Evaluation Report which I had received on 2 May
1995. This copy was dated 30 April 1995, the same date as my vercion.
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I have already addrcssed the issues around the FHCA "Assumptions" in their Financial

Claim, a variation on what should really have been in their report, This leaves

considerable doubt as to the integrity ofthose who ventured to Cape Bridgewater.

Their "Assumplrorrs" were what was recorded in this report. Material provided to Sue

Hodgkinson ofFHCA and her assistant, in front of a Telecom employee, was not used

in the completed FHCA Technical Report.

On the day that these three people visited Cape Bridgewater I could not leave my

business as my paftner had a dental appointment so I arranged a lunch offresh rolls

with ham and salad, and fresh pasta. The offer of lunch at my centre was declined by

the FHCA people and the Telstra official, Paul Haar, and these three then lunched at

the Kiosk at the beach. This was a blatant disregard for me as a claimant.

With regard to the Technical Evaluation Report, it can be seen that Paul Howell of

DMR actually had very little (if any) input into the final document, even though it
bears his company's name. I had made it quite clear that I had reservations about the

independence of David Read ofLanes since he had been an employee ofrelecom for Ig
years. DMR Group canada were then appointed and I requested that paul Howell be

the designated oflicial in relation to this report as well as the signatory to the final

version ofthe report. This report has still not been signed by anyone and it appears

that David Read was the orchestrator ofthe Draft copy dated 7 April 1994: the only

trame on that version ofthe report is David Read's and the Lanes logo appears on the cover.

The basic cotrtent ofthe Draft copy ofthe report is the same as the finished report,

however the scope of the report, which lists where the information came from (,,source

of Informalion') includes reference to only eteven separate volumes of claim documents

which I presented to the FTAP.

ATTACHMENT l7C- la ATTACHMENT 17- lb ATTACHMENT 17 - lc

't Th e into rmatio n p rovided

in this report has been

derived and interyrcted from
the lollowing doc uments, "

This document, dated 30

April 1994, lists the same

sources of information as

la: a total of ll documents

(omitting the Telecom

Defence Documents).

This document is dated 30

April 1994, the same as lb
and yet thcre are 24 claim
documents which were not
assessed by DMR and
Lanes,
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Obviously the Resource Unit provided a 'doctored' copy of the report to me thinking

that would 'shut me up', net'er imagining that I would inadvertently uncover copies of

the other tr+'o versions of the report!

Also missing from this "Source of Information" list is document SI9' A copy of S19

can be seen st Attachment 18 of this document: it is a full index of known and

registered faults. It is now painfully clear that FHCA did not supply this document to

DMR and Lanes. This is a very serious incident, Further included it Attachment I8 on

page 2 of tbe DMR and Lanes Report is the following statement:

"A comprehensive log of Mr Smilh's complainls does not appear lo exisl

Attachment 18, page 2 of the DMR and Lanes Report also indicates that DMR and

Lanes were not priry to a large number of technical documents which I presented as

claim documentation: 11 out of25 is certainly a large difference.

I have already mentioned four letters from Austel and Telecom which I have never seen

before. Under the rules ofthe FTAP all internal correspondence should have been

circulated by the Arbitrator among all concerned parties. This was trot the case for

these four letters and I have since been able to prove to Mr John Wynack,

Commonwealth Ombudsman's Office, that this was a commorr practice of Dr Hughes's.

The Austel letters were significant because the faults listed in them were facfual and I
did experience these faults on my service continually yet the true extent of these faults

was not made known to DMR and Lanes by either Dr Hughes or FHCA. As an

example of this I have attached a further two fault reports which were used in Telstra's

Defence (Attachments 22 and 23). I am hightighting these examples because the FTAP

Resource Unit have taken Telstra's Defence Documents at fice value, without checking

them against my claim / submission. Attachment I7c shows that DMR and Lanes did

not view all my claim documents and this is also obvious in Attachment 18. This 12

page booklet (S19) is another document which was never viewed or assessed by DMR

and Lanes. Both Telstra and the Resource Unit have been NEGLIGENT in their
preparation and reporting to the FTAP.

poge 47

I

l

I



ATTACHMENT 20:

I*tten found in box of returned claim documen6 (refer ako Attachnunt 21)

Lefrer lo Austel regarding FOI request ( 13 May 1996)

The letter to Austel asks, under FOI, for copies ofany correspondence which might be in

existence between Dr Hughes and Austel from around the time of the Austel and Telecom

letters of December 1994.

This makes it clear that Dr Hughes did not even take the trouble to conform with a directive

from Telecom, or to let Bruce Mathews of Austel know that I drd address these three

continuing faults on my phone linqs. I was left in the dark in regard to Austel's concern in

these matters and this shows the contempt Dr Hughes had for me as a clamant in this F[AP.

If DMR and Lanes had been priry to these letters from Austet then they may well have

challenged Dr Hughes about whether a complete Evaluation Report was actually being

carried out on my claim / submission documents. I am now Ieft to wonder which information

DMR and Lanes actually saw during this FTAP.
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ATTACHMENT 21:

FOI documcnts L69036 & L69017: letter to Dr Hugheslrom Ted Benjartn, 16 December 1994

Letten Jound in box of returned claim documents (r{er also Attachnenl 20)

Lefrerfrom Ted Benjamin, Telecom, which b self-exttlanatory.

In his letter Ted Benjamin is asking Dr Hughes for direction. The last paregraph on the

second page states:

ttThe simplest way forward may befor Mr Smilh and Telecom and you,setf to att

conftrm in b,ilting that thb infomation can be provided to Austel if this haee urith

your approval"

I repeat I did not receive a copy of this letter, as I should have, under the rules ofthe FTAP.

This was a BREACH oF THE RULES oF Tm F-rAp UNDER CLAUSE 6, which states:

"A copy of all documents and correspondenceforwarded by a party to the Afiitratot
shall beforwarded by the ArbfuaAr b the Special Counsel and the othet parqt,tl

There were further alarming 'breaches' of the'rules' of the FTAp made by Dr Hughes,

on 9 Moy 1995 Dr Hughes forwarded a copy of my reply to the DMR and Lanes Technical

Report which had attached a copy ofD M Ryan's response to the FHCA Financial Report
on the same day Ted Benjamin forwarded to Dr Hughes Terstra's submission in Response to

the DMR and Lanes Technical Report, which included relstra's response to the FHCA
Financial ReporL

I did not receive a copy ofeither ofthese two responses during the FTAp: I did not receive
knowledge of these matte^ untir 23 June 1996, with the response to my FOI r€quqst

on 12 April 1995 Dr Hughes received a copy ofthe TF200 Touch phone Report Attached to
this report was a letter from Ted Benjamin which stated thaT if need bg Telstra would
arrange for this "Report'r to be covered by a statutory Declaration which would be signed by
the Resesrch technicians, attesting to the authenticity ofthat report
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I have still not seen these Statutory Declarations. All evidence submitted to the FTAP

should have been accompanied by an Affidavit or Statutory Declaration, according to the

rules of the FTAP,

Since I was abo unaware of the letter from Ted Benjamin, this is another'breach' of the

rules of the FTAP.

By ofrering to have this Report covered by a legal documenl Ted Benjamin may well have

inadvertently swayed the opinion of, and therefore the decisions made by the Arbitrator, Dr

Hughes. This offer would, no doubt, have convinced Dr Hughes that this "Report" must

therefore have been a facfual document

By denying me access to the original Laboratory Research Testing notes, uuder the FTAP,

Dr Hughes disallowed me the right to use this fabricated 'report' as the 'anchor' for an

amendment to my claim.
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ATTACHMENT 22:

Telslra's Delence Documenr, page 33

In paragraph I of this document, Telstra makes the following statement:

"The levels of service provided to Smilh in the pre-settlemcnt period were equal

to or better tlran those servicing olher rural areas...

This statement is incorrect. FOI document C04008 (refer Attachment 2a) statesi

"Overall, Mr Smith's serttice had s ulJbred from a poor grade o! netu)ork

performance over a period ofseveral years with some dilliculty to detect

exchange problen s in the last I months.t'

Telstra Defence Document (refer Aflachmcnt 22) stales in the last paragraph:

"Ongoing monlhl! test calls demonstrated lhat an annual average call success

rote of greater than 99% was achieved during t9EB, 1990 and I99l years and

grcater llran 98% was achieved in 1989.,,

when comparing this information with the information contained in FOI documents

c04006, 7 an'il 8 (refer Afiachment 2a) it is obvious that Telstra lied in their defence.
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TTACHMENT 23:

Telstra's Defence Document, page 21

Telstra stated in their report dated 2l November 1992, on the RCM, that 22 customers had

complained about faults over a four day period and yet the two pages offault reports taken

from their Defence, which cover the period in question (November 2l to 24,1992) list26

Cape Bridgewater Customers (CBWR) complaining,

On page 23 of the DMR and Lanes Report information from Telstra's Defence is repeated,

stating that 22 customers experienced this four day fault. DMR and Lanes could have

uncovered the truth, as I did, simply by checking Telstra's Defence against the FOI

documents included in my claim / submission. It is obvious that DMR and Lanes did not

check information given to them by Telstra. They were negligent in their reporting to
the FTAP.

StiII on page 24 of Telstra's Defence, we find tbe following information:
" ECM-:2.1-Ne!e.uhs!Ji)22. A lightning strike on 2I November 1992 caused
damoge to cape Bridgewarer RCM equipment resulring in some cape Bridgewater
customets having no service and others etperiencing inlermifienl service
dfficulties.

Over thefour day period of 21, 22, 23, 2lth November 1992, Telecom received 22
customer complaints from Cape Bridgewater customeq NDT, ITR, NRR, and NSy.
The condition v'as investigaled and repaired ovet the two days ofB and 21
November and therelore lastedlorfour days,,,

The DMR and Lanes Report of30 April 1995, on page 23 at point 2.E states:

"RCM I lailure due to lightnkg sttit(e 2l November afrected semice for ,,Four

Dq$"."

FoI document K01173 (included in this Aflachmenr 2i),however, refers to a Telecom

complaint date d 912193:

"I conracred Don Bloomfuld Portland cusromer ops ro discuss Alan smith,s problems.

It is his opinion and rhis is supporled by dara rerrievedlrom opAS that there were

problems in the RCM caused by a Lighhing stilke lo a bearer in late Novemben

These problems damaged PCB's etc appeared to be resolved by late January.,,
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This'four day' RCM lightning strike is referred to in Telstra's Defence Documents.

DMR and Lanes had no alternative but to accept Telstra's Defence Documents as fact,

Ifthey had seen my other claim documents they would have been aware that this so-

called 'four day' fault actually lasted at least 60 days.

Attachments 22 ond 23 are only two of many examples of incorrect fault reporting by

Telstra in their Defence of12 December 1994. If DMR and Lanes, or any other

Commercial Assessor, had seen my claim / submission documents I would not be

writing this document today. If the four Austel and Telecom letters, numbered l, 2, 3

and 4, which I discovered among my own documents when they were returned from Dr

Hughes's office (Attachmenl 20) were investigated, it would be obvious that the FTAP

was not conducted in the way I had been told it would be conducted when I was

encouraged to abandon the Commercial Assessment Proposal. Dr Hughes did not pass

copies of these important Austel and Telecom letters to me during the FTAP, as he

should have, according to the FTAP rules, Dr Hughes was negligent,

A letter to Dr Hughes from Bruce Mathews of Austel, dated 8 December 1994, clearly

acknowledges Austel's concern for other customers who, like myself, would have been

experiencing similar faults (if my allegations were correct). It has since been

acknowledged that the Melaleuca Motel in Portland had experienced two of the faults I
had experienced over several years and I had alerted Austel to this.

In a letter to Bruce Mathews from Ted Benjamin of Telecom, dated I I November 1994,

Mr Benjamin stated that Telecom would address all the faults I had complained of iu

their Defence of the FTAP. Telstra did not defend the RVA faults, nor did they defend

the short duration and incorrectly charged calls to my service lines. Dr Hughes was

aware that Telstra did not defend these issues but DMR and Lanes were not privy to

this documentation.

On2316196I received documents which I had originally requested under FOI back in

October 1995. This request w8s for copies of all letters sent to Telstra from Dr Hughes

during the FTAP and all letters sent by Telstra to Dr Hughes during the FTAP.
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I have discovered, among this latest delivety, many documents and attachments which

I did not receive from Dr Hughes or Telstra during the FTAP. This is further proof

that Dr Hughes did not honour the rules of the Arbitration, Clause 6, which states that

all parties are to be privy to all correspondence sent to the Arbitrator.
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ATTACHMENT 24:

Letter to Mr Pinnock, TIO, 27/5/96

Page 36 of the DMR and Lanes Technical Evaluation Report

The lefter to Mr Pinnock further supports my allegations that, because DMR and Lanes

did not view all the documents I submiffed, incorrect assessments were inevitable and my

claim was severely disadvantage. DMR and Lanes stated, in regard to my Gold phone

(055 267 260) that there was only an ll day fault, The letter to Mr pinnock clearly shows

that this fault lasted for considerably longer than ll days.

on page 36 of the Technical Evaluation Report, at point 2.21, DMR and Lanes assess the

service provided by Telecom to my Gold Phone and they state:

"A reasonoble level of service was provided.,,

My claim / submission of 7 June 1994, volume 2001 - 2l5g was one of the 13 volumes of
claim documents that DMR and Lanes did zol source to complete their Evaluation

Report. This volume included three of 59 letters of complaint from customers who had

experienced continued faults on my Gold phone. These letters were:

l. From the Royal Children's Hospital (in residence 19 to 23 April 1993):

"A number of our can F ers aflempted to make calk lrom the Gold phone during the
week and were unsuccessful,,

and

" Many of our campers and readers had chronic rnesses, rherefore ir v,as vitohy
in portant thal our group had easy access lo an operating telephone syslerrr" 21 hours
per day, in the event of a medicar emergency. rle wourd require a guaranree that the
telephone sysrem was furry operationar berore considering cape Bridgewater camp as

afuture Venue,,,

This group stayed at my camp for live nights and during their stay, not onry was

the Gold Phone not operating but my business line was slso rdesdr _ I common
occurrence at cape Bridgewater. The claim documents 2001 - 2tsg include letters
from other customers, either ringing in or out ofthe camp, who also experienced a

'dead line' fault.
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