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est letter and reference’to his eatliér one of 2*Jan 2003 s

T Rer} Code A i Re his son’s lat

being tlic basis of

. This'letrer highlights three sections of grievance with numeious buller points in each. Again it would appear the
compiainant will never be gatisficd with any respense and uithough there ‘was not a conciliation mieeting sepmding
this part of the complaint the chief oxceutive was quite deteled in his reply on 16™ August 2002 (Doctynent 14) .

My comments are as follows.

is son’s latest letter and reference to his carlier one of 17 Jan 2003 as b‘eiyng,_ the

basis of his conplaint.

lefter itenmses five questions as to why his G, Dr Grocock did or did not do sotacthing atl.of which are refevan
“the tenefit of hindsigit. s ’ T ) :
ying his grievances wleu he inet Dr Ciroedek at the conciliation meeting that

“niggan had the opportunity of satisf
satisfied even after answers were given to the ftems m

- convened on' the 27 November 2002, And still remained ciigs
rion as follows. :
‘ . D Crocock acinmits he was 5ot aware of any fong-tuin problems with préseribing “Cyproterone™ or that e .-
averspresenbing . : ; i
L Crocock adnitted ot noticing the missmg hiver fuction tests
r Cyoooek adhmitred misundetstanding instructions iy the feiter of 20 May 1999

Br Crocock admntted he was unaware of aver-prescribing
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Giiitions a




