Disclaimer:

‘Time’ is “THE ESSENCE” of every contract or dispute, hence I recommend that you start the clock at the time you start reading this letter and stop the clock when you finish and put both time on top so that someone will do the ‘addition/subtraction’ method to ‘identify’ the ‘timing difference’ between my skills and your skills as my skill in English is not compatible with your skills. So that we don’t have any dispute later regarding this first matter that is the ‘subject matter’ of all matters everywhere.

“This file note will be used as an evidence, if necessary along with any responses from your offices that will be used to evidence against you/your office in case the matter is taken to the court by either party at any stage. So kindly review recheck all your correspondences only, as it is my ‘duty’ and ‘responsibility’ to stand by the accuracy of my correspondence. Since we both seem to be ‘talking’ from opposite sides, we don’t have to look after each other until we understand each other.” 

You still need to read the message and keep in file, as you/your office made the contact in ‘reverse order’ (don’t read this as ‘disorder’ as I don’t mean this, but due to my non English speaking background and possible ‘fear’ that some one can fit in a different meaning to ‘each’ word I use, after all when I ‘read’ the dictionary there are many possible alternative meanings that can be used by anyone who ‘deems fit’), as when I lodged an on line ‘complaint’ I misunderstood the meaning of ‘complaint’ to be like a ‘whistle blower provisions’, as somewhere I read in your website that says that you are ‘HIGHLY’ committed to your duty that you will take even ‘unanimous information’ also as ‘Complaint’. Since I am giving information about a total ‘disorder’ I changed the order of the selection of 2 words or one word that in your website ‘meant’ the same thing. Since I prefer ‘1’ always as in my dictionary of mathematics, ‘1’ never changes its value whatever you do with it. (This is the mathematic ‘THEORY’ of knowledge that I possess), so instead of understanding what you mean by ‘unanimous information’ (as some of your definitions are too long for me to ‘comprehend’, given the fact I always feel good about all matters to be looked short (meaning small), I chose your ‘second option’ word as my ‘first option’ choice (assuming by default, that I had a right to exercise such ‘options’). All words used below are used with the single set of meaning as explained in the preceding lines above (making sure, preceding are the ones above).

The disclaimer section of the letter is the fundamental assumptions of all words used in the whole document, so if need be you may read it again, so that you don’t misunderstand this section to be the ‘exemption’ sections, as by ‘custom and practice’ you may be used to placing this as the last and ‘definitions’ as the first. Since I have decided to ‘give up’ the ‘definition’ clause as I can keep the same meaning as it is ‘available’ in any dictionary, that would save my time in writing another dictionary that I believe at this time ‘unnecessary’. Since it looked like I am ‘starting’ the letter without a ‘normal’ head ing, I decided to promote the usual bottom heading ‘disclaimer’ as the top, so that you don’t claim that you missed to read as it was at the last and you were not made alert that the basis of the entire letter is only the last bit of the letter.

Now let us focus on the subject matter:

16th November 2006

 at 12.37 received the phone call from Megan of ACCC in relation to my complaints about Westpac. I requested her to call after 10 mns (as the call was diverted to my mobile from 95000121).

Megan rang about 1.10p.m and apologized for being bit later than 10 mns, as she got involved in something else. I said I was in a dilemma if I can eat my lunch or not or you might call in between, but good she called before. Megan started explaining about Consumer credit code etc…I apologized and suggested, Megan I am from non-English speaking background and hence if you simply go long to explain, it will be ‘information overload’ for me. So can I interrupt you and suggest that my reason for sending that complaint is that I didn’t know whether the banks in this country are entitled (defaulted/forced) to charge ‘Compound interest’. Megan suggested since the question is relating to the banks and since ACCC has “no power” to deal with banks, as ASIC is the authority to deal with such issues in relation to banks, ACCC simply administers TPAct. I said, but TPA talks about ‘misleading and deceptive conduct’ isn’t it, as I have high appreciation to ACCC on their demonstration of their effective enforcement skills, for e.g., where the price tags in shops should display the ‘final’ price the customer would pay at the cash register is effectively done by all vendors (meaning big or small, as ACCC doesn’t care the size) helps some customers to save their embarrassment at the register (if they go to shop with limited funds available). Megan acknowledged and appreciated that I have high appreciation to ACCC. So I asked Megan if she is ‘sure’ about ACCC having power to regulate the advertisements that are ‘misleading and deceptive?). She expressed positive response with full confidence. So I said in that case I charge (meaning, if I were you) all these banks for that activity of misleading and deceptive conduct. 

Megan still insisted that banks are not ACCC’s area (meaning the ‘exemption’ still applies, trying to confuse me or she is confused with definition of ‘exemption’). I asked her if she is sure that ACCC has no power to deal with (second attempt to alert her answers). She was sure. Then I made her to understand my (people like me) problem. She understood problem explained to her (about problems for non English speaking background), but she ‘stayed under’ ‘customs and practice’ part of Common Law, by saying people that had prior experience know that the advertisement means compound (I got fully ‘confused’ (read found the purpose defeated) whether TPA was meant to ‘seek’ exempt entity as the Primary purpose or to find ‘all possible’ methods to ‘ensure all’ entities are included). Very good (I understand that she didn’t understand the ‘ORDER’ of occurrence of events, as I didn’t understand what she says (due to my background in English). For me when she said ‘prior’, I thought ‘before’, then my curiosity was ‘before what’ and then logical question of the ‘range’ of period (on ‘time line’) from when to when (for ensuring or spotting the ‘time’ to decide ‘before’) ‘before’ taking the loan that is under dispute. (then the question in my mind was, I never expected ACCC (a) either to intervene in my personal dispute with WBC and NAB, nor (b) to revert back to me (or reply back to me in relation to my ‘information’ to them, as I thought I was ‘blowing a whistle’). But contrarily when Megan’s reverted back to me, it looked like that she has no supervisors to help her to (decide what to do with such information as to whether to take it ‘serious and act’ or ‘simple and ignore’ which is the fundamental question I am asking with 2 choices) explain powers and duties of ACCC that in our (between me and Megan) it appeared as if I am showing her how to open/recognize/interpret the TPA and explain/illustrate with example how I identify, any or if there is any open or hidden powers or duties for ACCC to act on my original information. The further question was, ‘who am I(myself)’, if I am her senior in her department I would have made sure that never gets confused about what she should and shouldn’t, or alternatively if I was a staff at ACCC, I would have ‘MADE SURE’ the whole situation I informed about wouldn’t have arisen at the first instance by verifying market operations of all business compliance to law. Here I am neither then there is no reporting requirements but she was kind enough to provide return favour for my ‘information’ with no understanding of my ‘concerns for others’ but by being ‘concerned either about ACCC or herself’. So I understood we are mismatch and standing at different levels in talking to commence any ‘discussion’ for the sake of making her understand the ‘subject matter’ of the ‘information’ .

So I closed the possibility of discussion with a request that she can send one line reply in writing that ACCC has ‘no power’ (only 2 significant words, with her to cut short ‘no’ from either her response or from her mind) to deal with banks even if it relates to ‘misleading and deceptive conduct’. She was over generous and wanted to send the full charter of ACCC (I was thinking why, am I going for an interview at ACCC for a job??? And due to the fact that I have ‘no luxury’ of my time or others time), so quickly told her, Megan that is very kind of you, but it will be ‘information overload’ and will surely cause futher confusion for me, so I would appreciate if you can send one sentence only. She agreed gladly and said she will send it in just few minutes. I forgot to ask her as per which clock, so the reply came on 17th November at 12.03, (I don’t want to convert in minutes as to how many minutes it make to mean ‘few minutes’ as per her ‘custom and practice’ shield in conversation. Again there is information overload, as perhaps I was not clear to her what I meant by ‘sending one line with words ‘ACCC has no power’ to deal with banks’ to provide such ‘open declaration’ with a ‘cover’ing letter may be the ‘reason’ that her band width in time didn’t match my band with in time, as I never asked for a cover letter, I didn’t realize that the custom and practice that she believes in, makes it compulsory, though I realize that typing the cover letter etc will take time (which I am clear I don’t want to waste, at least mine, as I don’t have a ‘control’ over it from the other person’s views). I realized it was my fault (a) in sending any information at all at the first place and (b) not explaining every word I used in my conversation with ‘range’ of meaning for ‘each’ word that made my message so unclear for her.

Your call ended at about 1.28 p.m. or so on 16th November 2006

My message in response to your email on 17th November 2006 is as follows:

LET ME BE CLEAR NOW, NO RESPONSE EXPECTED, and DON’T COME BACK to me in the same spirit of implementing the law to ensure the compliance of law (the order).

16th November 2006 1.31 p.m:

I received a call from Casper from ACCC, wanting to speak to Hari iyer in relation to his complaint against WBC and NAB. I acknowledged. Casper ‘suggested’/’recommended’/’opined’/’advised’ (I don’t know, forgot to ask what he was doing) that it is ‘much better’ (he didn’t realize the confusion he caused to my understanding of law to mean clear, but still I listened) for me to go to ASIC for this. (I imagined myself as a ‘begger’ with a pot on hand & making a ‘request’ standing and waiting in front of ACCC’s office, (as I thought I was only providing information (regarding a public problem and not someone’s private problem) that he ‘misunderstood’ that to be my request for solving my problem when I never had any problem), that due to ‘his’ ‘kindness’ towards my problem of waiting and with a ‘very clear’ ‘intention’ that I should become ‘successful’ he thought of providing ‘his’ ‘guidance’ as a ‘charity’ as he know very well that ASIC is ‘more kind than him’). I hope I can think loudly when I am imagining (you have a right to deliberately ignore, to make it convenient to read as not all words and paragraph in any law be treated as ‘significant’ otherwise we may have to redefine the word ‘significant’, so to avoid a new problem surfacing some of these paragraphs as many people ignore the entire book without their intention to ignore). 

That sentence prompted me ‘stop’ him and ask what he meant when he said ‘much better’, was it to mean that ACCC 2 has the power, so ASIC and ACCC both have powers (that could mean ‘duplication of powers and jurisdiction’ which is a clear ‘loop hole’ in my way of looking at this, given that I learnt that APRA has the power to deal with ‘deposits ONLY’ of banks, this makes 3 bodies have powers, if I had to rank and choose which body I should assume as my best, then I have further assume one as ‘superlative’ and other two as ‘comparative’, but why should I do all these??). Given the fact that I ended the call from another staff of the same ACCC and that Casper calls in 2 minutes from the same office and given the fact that in his introductory sentence (that I have to listen as a mark of respect) he introduced everything about what he thought was a ‘personal complaint’ (since I already ‘taught’ another staff in the same office and ‘assumed’ they would be ‘friendly’ in their work place, which means they will ‘talk’ to each other and/or will get clarity in this regard at least and that that assumption will help me to save some of my ‘physical energy’, which again I assumed I have a ‘fundamental human’ right, I decided to speak only with limited words/questions. 

I asked Casper if ACCC has ‘power or no power’ to deal with banks, he said ‘yes’ we have power, immediately I said in that case my choice is ‘ACCC’ (I thought I had this right of choice). He said we couldn’t act on one person’s complaint. So I requested him to tell me how many persons’ complaint he needs before he decides to ‘act’ (I thought, till then, Act to mean ‘act’ even if it is ‘one’, I am yet to come across a ‘law’ that is applicable ‘only’ in ‘collective’ environment, sorry if I sound that I know ‘nothing’, well obviously no one knows ‘everything’, so by default I have a right to make this remark here!) so that I can try to ‘organize’ a signature campaign. Suddenly, Casper responded, we don’t accept one application with many signatures. Then I suggested not to worry about signature campaign, if he can tell me the number required I can try to ‘organize’ to send him ‘individual complaints’ with similar matter as the ‘issue’ for all, after all, is the ‘same’. At this point, he repeated me to go to ASIC for ‘better’ results (this meant to me that he doesn’t have ‘self/ACCC confidence’ but still working for ACCC). So I decided to put my ‘simple request’ that he can put it in writing that ACCC has power to deal with. (Imagining my ‘state of affairs’ as to what if on one day I get a letter from Megan and Casper both on ACCC with one contradictory sentence in 2 letters, that will make me to ‘choose’ which is ‘original’ and ‘duplicate’, this can lead to further problem that if I couldn’t recognize the letter with a ‘clear disclaimer’ that the ‘letter head’ is permitted to be used/misused to ‘express’ personal opinion of the staff during the course of their office timing, then I have to take it ‘friends of public’ ‘protectors of law’ to ‘investigate and act’, since I am ‘very confident’ about this only group of people in every country that could be ‘trusted’ without question of their ‘integrity’, I now decide to stop my imagination as I can not get any pleasure as it is a waste of my time on that part when I have read ‘stories’ about their swiftness in recognizing the ‘law’ and ‘enforcing it in its fullest spirit’).

But fortunately to stop my ‘imagination’ Casper, said he can not put it in writing, this made me to feel sorry, may be he/ACCC has difficulties to write. He again advised me that ‘if you need a response in writing, you should request in writing first’ (this confused me, as I was very clear I never made phone call to ACCC, I thought I wrote first, which is why he was calling…otherwise how he would be calling….then I understood that I didn’t write to ‘him’ personally, so I asked him, can I ‘write’ addressed to ‘you’. He said, no you must write to …’which state you are calling from’, since I was very clear that he only called so he should be knowing which state he called and out of fear that if he had a ‘confusion’ in this matter he might give me a ‘wrong address’ then I may have to ‘assume again’ that my ‘information’ would have reached, but it could never have reached, I alerted him that he called and not me. So he took some time to ‘search’ the ‘correct’ address and gave me GPO box 520, Melbourne, Victoria 3001. I thanked him for his ‘help’. 

But I decided that there is DEFINITELY something wrong in the ‘way’ I am asking the questions (not even on my own but when they ring), that I get ‘confused’ about their answers, so I decided not to send information. 

Since the above sentence by default means that I don’t want to give or get any more exchange of information, after all, I thought I am doing this only in public interest, as my personal interest has been fully paid to the banks, I have NO interest in dealing with this interest, which can only lead to loss of my financial interest, so I hereby request you to ‘deal’ with this document as you deem appropriate.

Hari Iyer

