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Name of Witness Sallyanne DOYLE

Date of Birth

Address and contact details .Nofth Place, Acacia Ridge
Occupation Social Worker

I, Sallvanne DOYLE state:

. lam .years of age and I reside at Acacia Ridge. 1 am employed as a Social Worker

with Queensland Health.

. 1 purchased a property situated at .Gray Road, West End in 2000, The property is

constructed of timber framework, floors and walls, and a tin roof. The front of the house
is at street level and the rear of the block slopes away from the house. This property is

_located three streets away from the Brisbane River.

. The house is situated at the bottom and low point of the street at the bottom of two hills.

It has large stormwater drains at the front and rear of the property into which storm water

from houses surrounding my property drains.

. In January 2011 the property was being rented and I held a CGU Landlords Residential

insurance policy. I was working at Esk Hospital at the time and T was in Esk on
10 January 2011, when a torrent of water came through Esk and 1 was isolated by the

flooding.

. While T was stranded in Esk I was advised by friends that my property in West End had

been inundated between 11 January 2011 and 13 January 2011. On the morning of
Friday 14 January 2011, I was able to leave Esk and return to Brisbane on a journey that

took six hours.

Jrm
Date: 5 il 2%




10.

11.

I went to West End to see what had happened to my property. I saw that the water had
subsided by then but it appeared that the level of the water had reached the top most point
of the front French doors of the house. Mud and residual water was still in the house.
Friends had started hosing debris out of the house. I saw that most interior walls had

started to buckle.

I made a claim on my policy (claim number _), through my insurance
broker, RockSure, on 13 January 2011. During the telephone conversation with my
broker, I was advised that the claim would be passed on to CGU and [ believe this
occurred on 13 January 2011: it is reflected in CGU file notes I received from Mr Peter

Harmer, chief executive officer of CGU Insurance, on or about 4 March 2011.

The CGU files notes are included in Attachment 4 to this statement. They cover a period
from 13 January 2011 to 17 February 2011. The circumstances by which I came to be in
possession of the CGU files notes are detailed in paragraph 42 below.

In making this statement, I have referred to the CGU file notes and also to handwritten
notes I made on 18 March 201 1. These handwritten notes arc attached to this statement

at Attachment 6.

When I contacted my insurance broker on 13 January 2011, I asked if an assessor would
be assigned to assess the damage at my property. I was told that an assessor ‘would not

be visiting at this stage’.

On 13 January 2011, I sent an email to RockSure which detailed my concern that the
damage was caused by stormwater. I attached a photograph of my house to the email. A
copy of this email is attached to my statement at Attachment 9, I was advised by
RockSure that every claim was looked at closely and on its individual merits. I believe
that RockSure forwarded this email to CGU: it is reflected in the CGU files notes in
Attachment 4.

12. Between 14 January 2011 and 1 February 2011, T made numerous phone calls to my

broker for updates on the ﬁl'ogress of my claim (approximately four phone calls, possibly
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more). (Contact that RockSure made with CGU on my behalf during that period is
detailed in the CGU files notes in Attachment 4,) 1 called CGU directly on at least one
occasion. I believe I made one such call on 20 January 2011: it is reflected in the CGU
file notes in Attachment 4, which record that on 20 January 2011, T telephoned asking for
an update and was told that a dedicated flood team would be looking after the claim but

~ the CGU office was not yet back up and running after the flood. A message was taken

for the Queensland Flood Team to call me.

13. I did not receive a return telephone call from CGU until [ February 2011 when

Ms Danielle Tarabay telephoned me and left a voice message to call CGU back.

14. Later that day I telephoned Ms Tarabay. Ms Tarabay told me that my policy did not
cover damage caused by flood and asked me several questions regarding my property and
the water damage such as “Is your house highset or lowset?”” and “Was the water
muddy?” I answered these questions, following which Ms Tarabay advised me that on
the basis of my description and a hydrology report for the Brisbane region, the damage to
my property was caused by flooding of the Brisbane River and therefore my claim would
be denied. That is, even though no assessment had been made of the damage at my

property nor its causes, I was told over the phone that my claim was denied.

15. I expressed concern and anger that [ had been assured by RockSure that the particular
circumstances of my claim would be taken into account but instead my claim was being
denied on the basis of a Brisbane-wide report. 1 argued with Ms Tarabay for at least
thirty minutes to take into account specific factors that I believed, and still believe, were
relevant to my claim. In particular, I argued that large amounts of stormwater had come
across into the property from street level and that the stormwater drains near my house
were key factors. Each time I provided information that I believed contradicted
Ms Tarabay’s finding of flood, Ms Tarabay stated that this information supported CGU’s
decision that flood had caused the damage and supported CGU’s decision to deny the
claim. Targued that it did not support CGU’s decision, but rather, that it contradicted its

decision.

16. A note of this conversation is included among the CGU file notes in Attachment 4. It

seemed to me that Ms Tarabay was sticking strictly to a script and that she would not

Page 3 of 11 -




17.

18.

19.

20.

consider anything outside the script. After arguing with Ms Tarabay for some time, she
said words to the effect of, ‘All right, you can get the tenant to give me more information’
(as I was not present for the events). I said words to the effect of, ‘Yes, [ will’. At no
time during this conversation was the option of sending an assessor to my property
offered or mentioned. I had provided an email on January 13 which outlined my
concerns that stormwater was a significant factor, and this information appears to have
been ignored in the phone assessment process. The pro forma questions asked were
biased in favour of identifying signs of ‘flood’. At the end of the conversation my

understanding was that my claim still had been denied.

I felt very discouraged and disheartened after this conversation; it seemed to me that
CGU was set against any considering any evidence which might refute its decision to
deny my claim. I felt that no fair assessment or outcome would be available from CGU.

As a result, I did not seek information from the tenant at this point.

However, on 2 February 2011, I made another telephone call to CGU reiterating that I did
not believe that CGU’s decision to decline my claim was correct. 1 reiterated my belief
that stormwater was a key factor in the damage to the property. During this conversation
I asked Ms Tarabay about my cover for loss of rent in the event of stormwater damage.
Ms Tarabay stated words to the effect of, “stormwater would probably only cause minor
damage that might take a day or two to fix”, and that the house “might not be able to be
inhabited by tenants for only a few days”. |

During this phone conversation I also spoke about my concern that any
dysfunction/inability of the drains to cope with the stormwater may have been significant.
I stated that my understanding was that CGU covers stormwater damage, and
water/damage from items not a “watercourse”. [ took this to mean that a blocked or
overwhelmed drain is not a “watercourse”. Ms Tarabay stated words to the effect of,
“CGU management has redefined a ‘watercourse”, and that the new definition includes

drains as a “watercourse”. I was not offered an assessor visit.

On 3 February 2011, I sent an email to RockSure in which I outlined my concerns
regarding my claim, in particular, that an onsite assessment of my property had not been

conducted. A copy of this email is attached to this statement at Attachment 1. RockSure
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21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

26.

advised me after I sent the email that my claim “would be escalated”. 1 was not offered

an assessor visit at this time.

On 9 February 2011, the Premier of Queensland, Anna Bligh MP, visited my property, in
her capacity as the local Member of Parliament. Ms Bligh indicated her concern and

interest in viewing the damage done to my property. | discussed my concerns with her.

On 10 February 2011, the Courier Mail published a story showing the damage to my
property and outlining plans by CGU policyholders to stage a demonstration against CGU

regarding its response to claims.

On 10 February 2011, I sent an “Open Letter to CGU” by email to my Rocksure broker,
CGU, various Members of Parliament, and members of the media. A copy of this letter
is attached to this statement at Attachment 10. [ received a reply to this email from

Ms Tarabay that day which I did not view. A copy of Ms Tarabay’s reply is attached to

this statement at Attachment 11.

On 10 February 2011, I contacted m.y broker requesting a letter confirming the denial of
my claim. [ was advised by Ms Therese Ruff by email that CGU had not issued a denial
letter and was “continuing to review” my claim. I was not sure what this meant: Ms Ruff
did not indicate in her email that an assessment would occur. A copy of Ms Ruff’s email

is attached to this statement at Attachment 12,

However, on 11 February 2011, I was contacted by CGU in order to arrange for an
assessor to inspect my property, at a time when the tenant could attend. This was the first
time I became aware that CGU was going to send an assessor to assess my propetty.
However, I subsequently read the email Ms Tarabay sent me on 10 February 2011 which

indicated that an assessment would take place.

Also on 11 February 2011, 1 received a telephone call from J-D- CcGuU
Corporate Affairs Manager, requesting that I meet with her and Mr Bjjj Bl CGU
General Manager Claims. Ms Djjjjfsaid that Mr B- was concerned about
comments I had made which were reported in the Courier Mail article, wished to speak

with me face-to-face. Iagreed to meet with them on 14 February 2011,
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27. On 14 February 2011, Ms D Mr B- and Mr Peter Harmer, the CGU CEO, met
with me at my property. Mr Harmer expressed concerns about the demonstration which
was planned for 18 February and stated that CGU staff had been the subject of abuse by
members of the public. I explained that CGU’s policies and practices were the target of
the demonstration, not CGU staff. 1 outlined my concerns about the deficiencies I
perceived in CGU’s management of my claim and other policyholders’ claims. I showed
the group through my house and the location of large stormwater drains. 1 expressed my
concern that much damage had been caused by stormwater. I expressed my concern at
poor processes that I and many other CGU customers had experienced in the management
of our claims. I stated that my claim had been summarily dismissed after several
perfunétory questions over the phone, I expressed my view that biased and unfair
questioning heavily skewed toward looking for any possible evidence of ‘flood’ was
used, leaving me believing the process would not be fair, and feeling disheartened and
discouraged from pursuing the claim. Of the three CGU representatives, Mr Harmer did
most of the talking. He said words to the effect of:

27.1. CGU never did and never would cover flood.

27.2. CGU did not send out assessors as “often people know it was flood, they don’t want
an assessor, they just want a piece of paper they can take to Centrelink or wherever
to say insurance has been denied”.

27.3. CGU had a “triage” process whereby a number of standard questions were asked,
and this “often dete_rmines whether it was flood or not” and “where there are grey
areas and it could have been water damage other than flood, we try to find a way to

pay people, and we have done so very generously”.

28. 1 asked about the option of some form of payment to assist CGU policy holdets, and

Mr Harmer stated that this was not possible as “it would set a precedent”,

29, Other matters were also discussed at this meeting (these included Mr Harmer’s offering
me a role training CGU claims staff), which are mentioned in a typed summary I made of
the meeting and other dealings I had with Mr Harmer. 1 made this typed summary in late
March based on handwritten notes [ had made at the time of the dealings (which I cannot
now locate). My typed summary of my contact with Mr Harmer is attached to this
statement at Attachment 5.
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34

At the conclusion of the meeting, it was agreed that a small delegation of CGU
policyholders would meet with Mr Harmer and Mr Blllatter the rally planned for

18 February 2011. Much discussion was about the assessment process used by CGU. At
one poinf Mr Harmer stéted wprds to the effect of, “yes, [ understand the concerns about
our assessment process, and I have agreed to look at them”. No specific undertakings
were made by the CGU managers, but the tone of the meeting was pleasant and amiable
and I was hopeful at the end of it that perhaps some positive improvements, especially to

the assessment process, might be made.

On 15 February 2011 I telephoned CGU and advised that the tenant worked and could
only attend an assessment at specified times. This is reflected in the CGU file notes in

Attachment 4.,

On 16 February 2011, a CGU assessor named -attended at my property and
did an inspection. She indicated that assessing the factors that had caused the damage to
my property was “complicated” and further assessment by a hydrologist would be
needed. The tenant was present at that visit and answered all questions the assessor asked

of him.

Also on 16 February 2011, Mr Harmer contacted me by phone and email to request the
names and details of policyholders who would attend the meeting after the rally on
18 February 2011. He said he would try to make the meeting but might not be able to. A

copy of Mr Harmer’s email to me is attached to this statement at Attachment 13.

On 18 February 2011, the rally occurred outside CGU’s offices at Southbank as planned.
A copy of a flyer advertising the rally is attached to this statement at Attachment 14,
After the rally, a delegation of policyholders, including myself, and a lawyer from Legal
Aid Queensland, met with Mr I-, Ms I.and two other CGU staff (Mr Harmer
was unable to attend). During that meeting, we made three requests:

34.1. that on site assessment occur automatically where there was a major loss;

34.2. that financial compensation be given to customers whose claims had been

mismanaged; and
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35,

34.3. that financial assistance be given to CGU customers where water damage had

occurred.

Mr Bl indicated that we would receive feedback by 23 February 2011,

- 36. On 22 February 2011, I called Mr Harmer’s office to discuss arrangements for receiving

37.

the feedback, but he was not available. At about 3 pm that day, we spoke by telephone (1
cannot recall if T called or he did). Mr Harmer advised me that CGU would be making a
media release regarding the requests made by CGU policyholders on 18 February 2011
and he wanted to ‘wallk’ me through it. A copy of the CGU media statement, dated

22 February 2011, is attached to this statement at Attachment 2. I did not have a copy of
the media release with me, so I did not know if Mr Harmer was simply reading from the
media release. 1 was taking notes as he spoke. The first point he addressed was the
assessment process: he said words to the effect of, “If a customer wants an assessor, he
can ask for one” and “the process of asking set questions to determine if it was flood or
not, will be continued to be used”, I said words to the effect of, “What about people who
feel discouraged by this process?”, “What if some people don’t know to ask for an
assessor?” He repeated, “An assessor will be available if they ask for one”, The second
point he made was that CGU would not make any ex gratia payments. The third point he
made was that CGU would not pay any compensation for mismanagement of claims
because there had been no mismanagement. [ said words to the effect of, “So that’s no to

everything we asked for”.

The tone and content of the conversation then changed. Mr Harmer said, in a low and
deliberate voice, words to the effect of, “I have copies of the tapes of conversations you
have had with CGU. I have listened to them and Iknow you have migled the media”. 1
said, “What?” and he repeated words to the effect of, “I have copies of the tapes of
conversations you have had with CGU. I have listened to them and | know you have
misled the media about media intervention being the reason you were offered an
assessor”. Up to that point I was extremely busy taking notes of CGU’s response to the
delegation’s three requests, and my mind largely was still on the details of Mr Harmer’s
refusal of all three requests. 1 felt shocked and disappointed that there was refusal of all

three requests, including the request for site automatic site assessment in cases of major
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38.

39.

40.

loss. 1 said words to the effect of, “I suppose it’s open season on CGU” and he replied to

the effect of, “Well, you do what you have to do”.

Later that afternoon and the following day, I reflected on the comments made by

Mr Harmer regarding tapes of my conversations, and having “misled the media”. 1 felt
sick, and anxious. I went over in my mind, and in my reconstruction 6f the time line of
what had happened, and clarified in my mind that no “misleading” behaviour had
occurred. [ felt, as a result of this part of the conversation, that | was being threatened;

that I was being individually targeted.

The next day, 23 February 2011, following my conversation with Mr Harmer, I contacted
CGU and RockSure by email, requesting copies of all tape recordings of my
conversations with CGU and RockSure. Copies of my email to RockSure and my email

exchanges with Ms Tarabay are attached to this statement at Attachment 3.

I was advised by RockSure staff that conversations with customers were not recorded.

The effect of the emails exchanges with Ms Tarabay was as follows: '

40.1. At 1.32 pm, I sent an email to Ms Tarabay asking her to advise as soon as possible
the process by which I could be provided with copies of all tapes of conversations I
had had with CGU consultants.

40.2. At 2.54 pm, I received an email from Ms Tarabay, stating that not all calls with
clients were recorded, but ‘my understanding was that while we can in some
instances retrieve and listen to these, to confirm conversation details, they are for
internal use only and we did not release these’. Ms Tarabay stated that to find the
recording of a particular call, CGU required specific information such as the name
of person who to whom I had spoken, the exact date and time of the call, the phone
number used for the call and the length of the call. Ms Tarabay said, ‘If you are
able to gather as much information as possible that would be helpful’.

40.3. At 4.07 pm, I sent an email to Ms Tarabay which set out some aspects of what had
occurred in my claim. This email included a request for copies of all and any tape
recordings of conversations 1 had had with CGU. 1 stated in this email that I had

been advised by Mr Harmer that he had copies of the relevant recordings.
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41,

42,

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

40.4;. At 4:23 pm, [ received an email from Ms Tarabay, advising that my request for tape
recordings had been escalated to the Queensland Claims Manager ‘who will take

the time to look into any available call recordings for you’.

On 24 February 2011, representatives of Worley Parsons attended my property and stated

that determining the details of the water damage at my property was “compl-icated”.

On or about 4 March 2011, I received a letter from Mr Harmer, dated 1 March 2011,
which responded to my requests for copies of recordings of telephone conversations. The
letter enclosed copies of the CGU file notes to which I refer in this statement. A copy of
Mr Harmer’s letters and the CGU file notes are attached to this statement at

Attachment 4.

At no time during any of my conversations with CGU staff had I been advised that the
conversation may be recorded. However, approximately late March 2011, I telephoned
Ms Tarabay. For the first time, the call did not go directly to her telephone, but instead a

voice message came over the telephone stating that the call might be recorded.

On 18 March 2011, I made several telephone calls to my broker requesting feedback
regarding my claim and a copy of the hydrology report.

My claim was denied. This was confirmed in by letter dated 27 April 2011 which
enclosed a copy of Worley Parsons hydrology report. The letter stated that the reason for
denial of the claim was that investigations had determined that the damage to my property
had been caused by flood, which my policy did not cover. A copy of the letter and
hydrology report is attached to this statement at Attachment 7.

Following the denial of my claim, I filed a complaint through CGU’s internal dispute
resolution process. 'The internal dispute resolution process resulted in the denial of the
claim being maintained. This was confirmed by letter dated 5 May 2011, a copy of which
is attached to this statement at Attachment 8.

I referred the matter to the Financial Ombudsman Service. The matter is still currently

before the Financial Ombudsman Service,
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81

Sallvanne Dovle

‘2/4- Qctober 2011.

Justices Act 1886
| acknowledge by virtue of section 110A(5)(c)(ii) of the Justices Act 1886 that:

(1) This written statement by me dated *#** September 2011 and contained in the pages
numbered 1 to 14 is true to the best of my knowledge and belief: and

{2) I make this statement knowing that, if it were admitted as evidence, I may be liable to
prosecution for stating in it anything that | know is false.

...... Signature
oy S
Signed at ...... Brisbane. . ...thise#"*day of October 2011
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ATTHHMENT |

From: sally Doyle [N

Sent: Thursday, 3 February 2011 5:18 PM

To: * '

Ce: tanya.plibersek. mp@aph.gov.au; wayne.swan.mp@aph.gov.au;

south.brishane@pariiament.qld.gov.ay;

Subject: Re CGU Claim

Hi Therese
/

BACKGROUND

As yout are awars, I have a house at.Gray Rd West End which was inundated almost to the celling, in the recent
floods in Brisbane. This house was lovingly restored by me cver many years, and was a cherished part of me and
my families history. It was also an important asset that I looked to In helping me support myseif and my family in
years to come, This Is partl the case following the suicide death of my sister Hmm a Nembutal
overdose in Mexico in 2008. left 4 children behind, ranging in age now from 3 10 11, and myself and my
remalning 2 sisters work with their father 1o clothe, feed, aducate and nuture them,

As you are also aware, Therese, Rocksure Is an Insurance brokerage service, I had my first home loan with your
parent company, The Rock Building Soclety, and found your service in the bullding sodiety honest, helpful, and
honourable. It was on this basis I trusted you to direct me to a reputable and honourable insurance company.
From the time I purchased the property In Gray Rd 11 years ago, I held my Insurance with CGU, through your

broking fiem.

As you are also aware, CGU has declined my claim for cover of water damage, and has falled throughout to folfow
even basic due process. It has falled to consider damage that Is covered in my policy, and shown a willingness to
"re write" aspects of its policy provisions retrospectively fo "let it off the hook" for any claims.

1. DENJAL OF CLAIM AND LACK OF DUE PROCESS

1. As T mantioned to you In a phone conversation several days ago, the claims officer, Danielle Tarabay, I spoke
with who advised me on February 1 that the above clalm had been denled. 1 expressed my concern that all aspects
of the water damage which occurred at the insured property, ] Gray Rd West End, had not been considered,

What then followed was approx 20 minutes of excruclating explanations on my part of some of the specifics of
stormwater damage and concern re damage caused by non functioning stormwater drains located at the rear of my
property, In a case of in part amusing and part distressing "double speak”, Danielle repeatedly told me that “this
information backs up our position to decline your cralm" Obviously, the Information I was prowdmg was entirely

© contrary to the refusal of the claim,

2. You will be aware that my CGU Policy numbet-SpeciﬁcaiEy covers damage due to stormwater, and
water/liquid which fiows from areas/items not a "watercourse, river, jake". It is reasonable to take from this that a
blacked ar dysfunctioning large stormwater draln, which does not allow stormwater to escape, is not a
"watercotirse. I was advised by Danielle in a conversation on Feb 2 that CGU management have now "redefined a
water course {in the policy it refers to "rivers”, "lakes", "bodies of water"), and that the new definition that CGU

have imposed includes “drains" as a watercourse,
Very concearning that CGU are retrospectively changing the meaning of policy provislons.

3. Also concerning in my conversation with Danielle an Feb 2 was her pre-emption of what any claim for stormwater
damage may amount to. She stated to me that any water runnlng through the house “cauld only cause minor
damage", that "might take a day or 2 to fix" and that the house "could not ba inhabited only for a few days”.
Interesting comments to make given the Information I have already provided to Rocksure and CGU re the sheets of
water that entered the front of the propetty, due to its location at the bottom of 2 large hills, and the submersion of
items as a consequence., Also Interesting as no-one from CGU has visited or made any attempt fo gain detailed

Information re any damage done.




4. CGU have made it plain that they have made a decislon and set In train an ohstructive process that gives a

blanket denial of ALL claims related to water damage, including clalms that actually are covered In their policy. CGU -

are using the river flooding as an excuse to wipe thelr hands of thelr responsibllities under this policy.

5. T took out all insurance policles via Rocksure as I had experienced consistently high levels of service and trusted
this organisation. Your promotion and direction of your clients to CGU has badly undermined your corporate
credibility and I would ask that you remove this disreputable provider from your list of products offered.

5. I have contacted my friends and family in different states of Australia, including rellable and responsible media
contacts, and requested that they share this story. 1 have also asked that Australians living (n and outslde
Queensiand show thelr support for Flood victims by voting with thelr feet - immediately cancelling CGU polictes It
seems causing corporate pain is the only feaedback this-organisation may take note of.

6. Could you please advise of the phone numbers and relevant emall addresses of the Directars of both The Rock
Bullding Saclety and the insurance subsidiaty Rocksure, so that I am enabled to provide the above feedback directly

to them.

7. Not only has CGU thumbed Its nose at the Premier's requast to view claims with compassion, it has taken
corporate exploitation and greed to a whole new tevel and is using the massive flooding in West End as their "get
out a Jall free™ card to avoid consldering aspects of cover that are included in thelr policles.

Thankyou
Sally Doyle

B Gray Rd West End
ph




ATTACH IENT 2

MEDIA STATEMENT CGU

22.02.11
CGU responds fo protestor demands

GGU Insurance today responded fo demands made by protestors outside its Grey Street oﬁ” fees In
Brisbane on Friday 18" February 2011.

“We have reviewed and made changes o how we communicate our claims assessment process to
customers, We apologise to any customers for whom the process was not previously made clear,”
sald Peter Harmer, CEQ, GGU Insurance. :

“In particular, | want to make sure it's clear that an individual site assessment Is available to all of our
customers shouid they want one.”

“If any of our customers have guestions about their claim, the assessment process or the options
available if they disagree with the outcome, they should call us on 1800 252 461.”

GGU also announced it will not be making ex-gratia payments to customers affected by flood,

Mr Harmer said, “CGU is acutely aware of the hardship faced by those affected by the flocds, so this
has been a difficult decision, However, making payments to customers outside of thelr policy ferms Is
unsustainable and unfair to customers who have been affoctad by flood in previous years, both in
Queensland and in other states, who have nof received payments for damages caused by flood.”

‘CGU is paylng many thousands of claims for Queensland customers in relation to the recent severe
waather, for damage from causes other than flood. CGU does not provide cover for flood in its
standard home and business policies in any parl of Australia. This is clear in our policies and we don't
charge our customers for flood cover as part of their premium,”

CGU is committed to working with all levels of government and the Insurance Council of Australia to
ensure that the right information is made available to enable CGU to provide flood insurance In the

future,

ENDS

Media enduities: :

About CGUJ

CGY Instrance is the largest provider of general instrance fo Ausiralia’s regional and rural communitiies, & leading workers'
compensation provider and ang of Australia’s leadig cormerclal nsurers. CGU offers a comprefiensive range of commerctal, rral and

personal inswarce prodicls throvgh a nebwork of over 1,000 insurance brokers and authorised represeniatives. CGU has been
operating in Australia for almost 160 years and Is part of Insurance Australiz Group (IAG),
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Sally Doyle « Re Clalm fml?-my Rd West Engd
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- Frony Sally Doyla

o h

Date; 23102!2@%;@2 PM S .
Sulijact:  ReCaim Ay Rd West End

HI Dantella
My undarstanding 1s that CBU diakes tape racardings of phona conversations with [ts cllents,

Coyld you please sdvise ma & 5000 &5 possidle tha process by which T con hes provided with coples of ali
tapes of conversations with e? ‘ S

Tiahkyou
Saliy Dovla

:ﬁia:lfD:\USBRDA‘I‘A’\DoyleSA\Temp\X?gwwise\ﬂ)ﬁSOCéSWEST_»MORETONIpaWi". 9;'03f2011
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' Sally Doyle - RE: Re Claim forfjGray Rd west End

I R T R R R T T R D R R T e P T G e e R S T e e e G o A Lo S A B e S S e R

From: Danielle Taraba
To: Sally Doyie :
Date: 23/0272011 2:54

Subject: RE: Re Claim for
cc: -

Nele: This a-mail is subjact to the disclaimear conlained at the botiom of this mossage.

Hi Sally,

in some cases, not all, the calls are regorded for training and quality assurance purposes only. [ will refer
your enquiry to our Team Manager, [Jfj who can contact you in order to make arrangements to attempt

to refrleve a call recording.

Howaver, my understanding is that while we can in some Instances retrieve and listen to these, to confirm
conversation details, they are for Internal use only end we do not release these. Te find a call recording we

do require very spechic Information such as:

-~ The person you were speaking to: eg, Danielle Tarabay

- The exact date & time of the call: If you can find this on your phane records at all, this will help
- The phone number used for the call: eg, your land line/ mobile number stc

- The length of the call: If you can find this on your phone records

If you are able to gather as much information as possible that would be helpful.

I s out of the office until Monday, | will ensure she contacts you next week to discuss this further. If
you have any questi