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1. What initiatives or tools could be implemented by the telecommunications industry or the Australian
Government to improve connectivity literacy and make it easier for regional consumers and businesses to
understand their connectivity options and help them to choose affordable services that meet their needs?

Don’t confuse people with too many options. Use videos and flyers to explain in simple language. It is most
important to use safe technology, currently the wireless connections are emitting harmful radiation, that should
be made known to the public.

It is the responsibility of the telecommunication industry and the Australian Government to be aware that there
are many independent studies showing that the wireless technology is emitting harmful radiation and effecting
the human body and this needs to be addressed and not ighored. Watch:

Wireless wake-up call | Jeromy Johnson | TEDxBerkeley
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FONEaPTu9ol

2. What further initiatives can be implemented to support First Nations communities in developing and
leading their own digital inclusion solutions while ensuring cultural appropriateness?

Keeping First Nations engaged and involving them in the decision making with regards to how this effects
their community. Transparency is crucial and discussions of how electromagnetic radiation can effect
their health, the animals and the environment and not selling only the positive aspects of ‘digital
technology’ without presenting the harm it can potentially introduce to their community, their health,
their children’s health etc.

What about an investigative study of how many mysterious health symptoms are being experienced by
the community? Is it possibly related to the increase in electromagnetic radiation introduced to the
community?

3. How can government and industry address any misleading and inaccurate information surrounding
telecommunications services in regional, rural and remote areas, to ensure consumers and businesses
have access to reliable and unbiased information when making decisions about their connectivity
options?

Firstly the telecommunication industry should be fully aware that when more people start to recognise
the harm that wireless technology is causing them and they have not been made aware but instead told it
is perfectly safe by authorities who should know better and who make decisions on behalf of the
community that they be warned that in future if evidence becomes indisputable they will be held
accountable and liable for the harms caused.

Currently the Australian government and telco companies are ignoring the independent studies and are
becoming the primary source of misinformation relying on outdated studies, assumptions based on
studies on dummies for testing safety standards and relying on organisations funded by industry
interested parties with self interest to provide safety information. This is alarming and needs addressing.
Check this site out:

https://www.wearenotsam.com/

4. Deploying and maintaining telecommunications infrastructure in remote areas requires a skilled
workforce. What initiatives can be implemented to ensure there is a skilled workforce in regional and
remote Australia capable of supporting the construction, maintenance and operation of futureproof
telecommunications infrastructure?


https://www.wearenotsam.com/

Educate workforce on safe technology so they know the difference. The benefits of optical fibre and hardwired
technology over microwave antenna infrastructure. This should be where the future should be, all about safe
digital technology and not technology that is detrimental to the health of biological species.

5. Could the NBN fixed wireless network or other alternative networks be used to provide reliable and
affordable voice services in remote areas? Are there any consumer safeguards or guarantees that need to
remain or be changed under reformed universal service arrangements.

Advocate for energy efficient and safe fibre optic cable hardwired technology. Consumer guarantees should
revolve around safe and harmless networks that are reliable and affordable, they do exist!

Dr. Magda Havas: The Truth About Wired and Wireless Technologies
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dYjAAqUfHtE

6. In modernising universal service arrangements, should access to public phone infrastructure continue and
are there particular areas of need? Could technologies beyond traditional payphones be explored to meet this
need?

Yes, by all means they should continue. Free pay phones are an essential service more so in the remote and
regional areas, these phones could easily be connected without cell tower infrastructure and reliance on wireless
technology. That is no need to change what doesn’t need to be altered.

https://www.sbs.com.au/news/article/how-free-public-payphones-are-proving-to-be-a-lifeline-for-thousands-of-
australians/a5vhrdebo

6. What should the minimum internet speed guarantee be (currently a peak speed of 25/5 Mbps) to meet
modern needs? Should minimum data download/upload allowances be regulated? What other factors are
important, like latency, reliability and affordability?

The most important consideration is safety. Fibre optic cable is safe and reliable and does the job. There is no
need to introduce technology with potential harm, risks and also risks of liability from those who could be held
accountable for harms caused.

https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2018/oct/24/twisted-fibre-optic-light-breakthrough-could-make-
internet-100-times-faster

MOBILE
7. How can we achieve equity with respect to mobile services (voice, data and SMS) in regional, rural and
remote communities and on regional and remote roads?

Using safe hard wired technology and infrastructure as opposed to microwaves and reliance and dependence on
wireless technology.

8. How can we ensure regional, rural and remote areas have access to the networks, equipment and
capacity they need for improved household connectivity and to foster innovation and efficiency across
regional industries, including for loT applications?

Again safety first, proven and safe fibre optic cables over microwave wireless technology.
9. The cost of building and maintaining telecommunications infrastructure in rural and remote areas can be

a barrier to offering better services. What can be done to improve the fixed broadband options available
to regional, rural and remote Australians?
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That’s exactly the point, the wireless roll out is causing increased costs and unnecessary expense due to
requiring towers everywhere. Ditch wireless over safer technology and more money can be spent for
worthwhile changes and improvements in rural and regional areas.

11. Have you had experience with new or alternate service providers such as Starlink or WISPs? If not, why
not? What additional measures would persuade you to consider new technologies?

No, but satellite technology is also questionable when it comes to electromagnetic radiation and health risks. New
technologies need to be tested for safety before widespread use.

Disaster resilience and emergency
12. What can be done to maximise access to multiple connectivity options in case of outages?

Precisely where wireless technology is unreliable when weather situations, storms, fires etc can render services to
halt. Fibre optic cable installed underground is more reliable for emergency situations.

13. What can be done to increase capacity and improve the reliability of telecommunications services in
regional, rural and remote Australia?

Consider safer technologies and not dependence on wireless technology solely for communication services etc.

Q14-19 will generate similar answers.

20. What other matters should the Committee consider in its review and why are they important?

Safety and health should be paramount. The future planning of wireless technology is heading towards a
detrimental mass health crisis for all beings on this planet. The committee needs to start reviewing other sources

to determine their conclusions regarding safety and not rely solely on ARPANSA and ICNIRP guidelines only.

Source: https://www.saferemr.com/2016/08/key-cell-phone-radiation-research.html
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Also see Long-Term Cell Phone Use Increases Brain Tumor Risk
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Breast cancer
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Effects of Cell Phone Use on Adolescents

Cell Tower Health Effects
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Effects of Wireless Radiation on Birds and Other Wildlife

Electromagnetic fields threaten wildlife
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