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Senate Supplementary Estimates, 19 October 2011 

 
Questions Taken on Notice  

 
Q1 - LAND 112 ASLAV Contract  
 
Senator Fawcett asked on Wednesday, 19 October 2011, Hansard page 24. 
 
(a) What was the total cost of the contract with Armatec for the ASLAV enhancement?  
(b) WRT the blast testing – did the alternative solution when blast tested have fatal outcomes for the 
crew?  
 
Response:  
 
(a) The total cost of the contract with Armatec Survivability Corporation for design and 

development work to prepare vehicles for the ASLAV enhancement is CN$9.4 million 
(approximately AUD$9 million).  

 
(b) Blast tests were undertaken on the Armatec ESKi and the Armatec Basic Survivability System 

(which included an Armatec Belly Plate, blast resistant seating and sponson strengthening). 
Armatec concluded that the blasts on their Armatec Basic Survivability System, the alternate 
solution, would have resulted in fatalities.  
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Q4 - HMAS Success COI - Gyles Inquiry  

Senator Johnston asked on Wednesday, 19 October 2011, Hansard page 37: 

I am told that we have a panel of 12 presidents who are senior jurists across various jurisdictions.  
They charge $2,000 to $2,500 per day.  Mr Gyles is charging in excess of $7,700 per day. (a) Who 
chose Mr Gyles and why we are paying more than double the normal panel president fee?  Who set 
the daily rate? (b) Counsel assisting are both members of the Reserve.  Why were they chosen as 
counsel assisting? (c)  Counsel Assisting – Who chose them at $3,600 and $2,400 per day?  
Confirm rates. (d)  Why are we paying these rates in this matter to these people in deference to the 
panel members?  

Response: The response to these questions has been addressed in the responses provided to 
Question on Notice number 82 and Question on Notice Number 83. 













Q8 - Duty Free Tobacco  
 
Senator Di Natale asked on Wednesday, 19 October 2011, Hansard page 47. 
 
(a) When duty-free tobacco is sold to deployed personnel on board ships, for example, 
is the ADF acting as the tobacco retailer and do they collect any revenue for the 
retailer from the sale? (b) If not, is the retailer’s normal percentage of tobacco sale 
revenue passed on as a discount to the personnel member?  
 
Response:  
(a) and (b): Canteens on Navy ships sell duty free tobacco products to members of 
the ship's company.  The stock in canteens, which includes tobacco products, is 
purchased from non-public money generated from canteen trading profits.  Any 
revenue collected by each canteen is either retained to fund further canteen 
operations, or transferred to the ship's welfare fund which provides non-public money 
to support sailor welfare and recreation activities.  A small percentage of the revenue 
is also transferred to the RAN Central Canteens Fund to provide welfare support 
and recreation benefits to the broader naval community.       
  
Naval Shore Establishments do not sell duty or excise free tobacco products. 
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Q10 – Cluster Munitions 
 
Senator Singh asked on Wednesday, 19 October 2011, Hansard page 51: 
 
(a) In the last five years how many joint operations directly or indirectly involving cluster munitions 
has the ADF participated? (b) Over the last five years how many instances and relating to how 
many munitions has the Minister authorised the transit of cluster munitions in Australian territory 
by foreign governments? (c) Are you able to give a guarantee that no cluster munitions will ever be 
stockpiled in Australia, including on present or future US bases? (d) Can you guarantee that 
Australian troops will not directly assist US troops or those of any other ally in the use of cluster 
munitions under any circumstance?  
 
Response:  
(a) Cluster munitions have not, to our knowledge, been used by other countries in areas of 
operations in which the ADF has deployed over the last five years, including Afghanistan.  
Accordingly, ADF personnel have not been involved in the use of cluster munitions in joint 
operations in the last five years. 
(b) The Explosives Act 1961 (Cth), in conjunction with the underlying Explosives Transport 
Regulations 2002 and Explosives Areas Regulations 2003, provides the legal framework for the 
transport and handling of explosives including cluster munitions on Australian territory.  The 
Minister for Defence has not provided an authorisation, pursuant to the Explosives Act 1961, for any 
foreign Government to transport or store any cluster munitions on Australian territory over the past 
five years.  
(c)  There are currently no foreign stockpiles of cluster munitions in Australia. As a matter of 
policy, the Government has not and will not authorise such stockpiling. The Government will 
confirm this commitment in a public statement at the time of Australia’s ratification of the 
Convention on Cluster Munitions (CMC) and in Australia’s Annual Transparency Report under the 
Convention. There are no US bases in Australia and it is not proposed that there will be US bases in 
Australia.  There are Joint Facilities that Australia has with the US in Australia.  All Joint Facility 
activities are conducted with the full knowledge and concurrence of the Australian Government.  As 
a State Party to the CMC, Australia will be prohibited from stockpiling cluster munitions. Section 
72.42 of the Criminal Code Amendment (Cluster Munitions Prohibition) Bill 2010 provides that 
certain acts by foreign military personnel of countries that are not party to the Convention are not 
offences against section 72.38 of the Bill when the act is done in connection with the use of a base, 
foreign aircraft or foreign ship in Australian territory. These acts include stockpiling or retaining a 
cluster munition, or transferring a cluster munition. Notwithstanding section 72.42, visiting forces 
would not be excused from prosecution if they use, develop, produce or acquire cluster munitions in 
Australia. Section 72.42 is consistent with the provisions of the Convention and does not amount to 
the Government’s authorisation to engage in the specified conduct. The Bill does not require 
Australia to accept stockpiles of cluster munitions on its territory from countries that are not party to 
the Convention.     



(d) Australian Defence Force (ADF) members will not be directly involved in the use of prohibited 
cluster munitions in any circumstances.  Section 72.41 of the Bill provides that certain acts by 
Australian citizens, Australian Defence Force members or Commonwealth contractors are not 
offences against section 72.38 of the Bill, if the act is done in the course of military cooperation or 
operations with a country that is not a party to the Convention. ADF personnel will not be permitted 
to use, develop, produce or otherwise acquire cluster munitions or make the decision to use, 
develop, produce or otherwise acquire cluster munitions, including while serving on combined 
operations with Defence forces of other countries, in combined headquarters, or on exchange with a 
foreign force. ADF personnel serving alongside Defence forces of other countries remain subject to 
Australian domestic and international legal obligations and national policy requirements, which are 
applied through ADF doctrine, procedures, rules and directives. It is important to retain sections 
72.41 and 72.42 to ensure the continuation of Australia’s military cooperation and engagement with 
countries that are not party to the Convention, as permitted by Article 21 of the Convention. The 
ability to maintain interoperability is central to the protection of Australia’s national security. 
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Q11 - Military Court of Australia  

 

Senator Brandis asked on Wednesday, 19 October 2011, Hansard page 52. 

(a) Provide a summary of the issues which remain outstanding in relation to the establishment of the 
Military Court.  

(b) Are you able to give us any indication of when the Bill might be re-introduced or the matter 
might be further progressed?  

Response: 

(a) In developing the Military Court of Australia legislation, the Attorney-General’s 
Department and Defence have been very mindful of the need to strike  the right balance between the 
right of an individual to a fair trial, while allowing for the unique requirements of the military 
discipline jurisdiction. Careful consideration of issues such as the criteria for judicial appointment, 
trials being other than on indictment and ensuring a mechanism by which the proposed Military 
Court of Australia can sit overseas to try a charge of a service offence, have been central to 
formulating an effective ‘military’ court.  

Additionally, the charges arising from an incident that resulted in civilian casualties in Afghanistan 
on 12 February 2009, and the disposition of those charges by the current interim court martial 
system, has warranted careful consideration. This is because the Military Court of Australia must be 
capable of trying charges of all service offences, including those arising from operational incidents 
and involving highly classified information. 

(b)  Timing for the re-introduction of the Military Court of Australia Bill is a matter for the 
Attorney-General and the Minister for Defence.   

 



Q12 - MEAO Air Sustainment Contract  
 
Senator Johnston asked on Wednesday, 19 October 2011, Hansard page 60: 
 
Provide the full details of the survey and all of the answers and a proper analysis of the extent of the 
survey and what issues were raised?  
 
Response:  
 
These details have been addressed in the response to Senate Question on Notice 104.  



Q13 - Collins Submarines  
 
Senator Johnston asked on Wednesday, 19 October 2011, Hansard page 62. 
 
(a) What is the depreciation figure?  

(b) What is the cost to maintain and operate the Collins?  
 
 
Response: 
(a) Each submarine has a distinct value. Depreciation is calculated based upon the remaining 
useful life of the asset. That is, Depreciation = Net Book Value ÷ Remaining Useful Life. Individual 
submarine values are below as at 30 June 2011.  

 
 Asset Value ($m) Net Book 

Value ($m) 
Depreciation 
FY10/11 ($m) 

 SM COLLINS  (SSG73)             761.27            243.56 25.20 
 SM FARNCOMB (SSG74)             826.66            356.53 37.14 
 SM WALLER (SSG75)             699.43            307.30 35.33 
 SM DECHAINEUX (SSG76)             785.27            387.21 26.61 
 SM SHEEAN (SSG77)             720.20            333.87 23.45 
 SM RANKIN (SSG78)             725.06            382.12 24.37 
 Total         4,517.90         2,010.58              172.10 
 
(b) As answered in Budget Estimates written Question on Notice (asked by Senator Johnston in 
June 2011) Question 63 (a) (i-v), total cost of the Royal Australian Navy’s submarine capability for 
FY10/11 was $629.3 million.  Costs provided for FY 2010-11 are actual expenditure to June 2011 
accurate as of October 2011.  The $629.3 million does not include the $172 million depreciation 
expense. 

This total cost includes sustainment activities for Collins Class Submarines. It also includes 
operating costs, which encompass the cost of suppliers, facilities and personnel in Defence deemed 
to directly contribute to the submarine capability along with rations, fuel, and explosive ordnance 
(firings and sustainment costs).  Additionally, the costs of capability upgrades are included in the 
total cost.  



Q14 - Collins Submarines  
 
Senator Johnston asked on Wednesday, 19 October 2011, Hansard page 66 . 
 
How much is being spent on:  

(a) updating the Integrated Master Schedule; and  

(b) rewriting the in-service support contact.  

 
Response: 
 
(a) Updating the Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) is a fundamental element of Collins sustainment 

management and is not separately costed. 

(b) Rewriting the In Service Support Contract with ASC has cost $2.7million, over two years. This 
comprises: 

• legal fees - $0.1 million 

• commercial and technical consultant fees - $1.79 million 

• APS salaries - $0.19 million 

• administration on-costs and travel - $0.65 million 



Q15 - Collins Submarines  
 
Senator Johnston asked on Wednesday, 19 October 2011, Hansard page 67 . 
 
Review of extension of service life from 2015 to 2033.  

(a) What is the cost of the Review?  

(b) Who is doing the Review?  

(c) How long is it going to take?  

 
Response:  
 
The Collins Class life of type is currently planned to extend to around 2031, with the fleet being 
progressively withdrawn from service around 2025. 
  
(a) A plan for the detailed evaluation of the Collins Class service life is currently being developed. 

This plan is yet to be finalised and fully costed. Early stakeholder engagement is being 
undertaken to determine the evaluation framework and scale of key stakeholder engagement. 

(b) The service life evaluation will be led by DMO and will engage key Defence stakeholders 
including Navy and DSTO, and key industry partners, notably ASC. An Integrated Project team 
framework will be employed to manage this effort. Other specialist advice will be sought from 
industry on an as required basis. USN NAVSEA will also provide independent review of key 
issues. 

(c) The service life evaluation is expected to take approximately 12-18 months. It is intended that 
the framework developed under this detailed evaluation will be regularly updated throughout the 
remaining life of the Collins Class as an ongoing sustainment activity.  





Q17 - Projects of Concern  
 
Senator Humphries asked on Wednesday, 19 October 2011, Hansard page 79. 
 
Meetings and management of process: Provide a description of the process including where the 
meetings were held; who were the participants, i.e. organisations and companies represented; and 
which Ministers were involved.  
 
Response: 
 
The Projects of Concern summits are biannual face-to-face meetings between industry and Defence. 
The purpose of these meetings is to ensure the people accountable are doing everything necessary to 
remediate the project. Each meeting is chaired by the Minister for Defence Materiel and involve 
senior representatives from Defence and the company or companies involved. 
 
The inaugural Projects of Concern summit was held in February–March 2011. The second summit 
was held 27–28 September 2011. The meetings are held in Parliament House. Details are attached. 



 

Inaugural Projects of Concern summit 

Date / Time 15 February 2011 

Company BAE Systems Australia 

Projects AIR 5276 Ph 8B – AP-3C Electronic Support Measures Upgrade 

LAND 106 - M113 Upgrade 

Location Parliament House, Canberra 

Attendees Government: 

• The Hon Jason Clare MP – Minister for Defence Materiel (MINDM) 

• MINDM Chief of Staff 

• Senior Adviser to MINDM 

DMO: 

• DCEO DMO 

• General Manager Systems 

• Head Aerospace Systems Division 

• Director Projects of Concern 

BAE Systems Australia: 

• CEO 

• Director Land & Integrated Systems 

• Director Aerospace 

 



Date / Time 15 February 2011 

Company ASC Pty Ltd 

Project CN 10 – Collins Submarine Sustainment & Projects 

Location Parliament House, Canberra 

Attendees Government: 

• The Hon Jason Clare MP – Minister for Defence Materiel (MINDM) 

• MINDM Chief of Staff 

• Senior Adviser to MINDM 

DMO: 

• CEO DMO 

• DCEO DMO 

• Program Manager Collins & Wedgetail 

• Director General Submarines 

• Director Projects of Concern 

ASC Pty Ltd: 

• Managing Director and CEO 

• General Manager Business Transformation 

 



Date / Time 15 February 2011 

Company CEA Technologies Pty Ltd 

Project SEA 1448 Ph 2B – ANZAC Frigate Anti-Ship Missile Defence 

Location Parliament House, Canberra 

Attendees Government: 

• The Hon Jason Clare MP – Minister for Defence Materiel (MINDM) 

• MINDM Chief of Staff 

• Senior Adviser to MINDM 

DMO: 

• CEO DMO 

• DCEO DMO 

• Head Maritime Systems Division 

• Anti-Ship Missile Defence Project Director 

• Director Projects of Concern 

CEA Technologies Pty Ltd: 

• CEO 

• Technical Director 

 



Date / Time 16 February 2011 

Companies Djimindi Alliance, EuroTorp and Thales Underwater Systems 

Project JP 2070 Ph 2 & 3 – Lightweight Torpedo 

Location Parliament House, Canberra 

Attendees Government: 

• The Hon Jason Clare MP – Minister for Defence Materiel (MINDM) 

• MINDM Chief of Staff 

• Senior Adviser to MINDM 

DMO: 

• DCEO DMO 

• General Manager Systems 

• Head Explosive Ordnance Division 

• Project Director JP 2070 

• Director Projects of Concern 

Djimindi Alliance: 

• Director 

EuroTorp: 

• General Manager Government Business 

Thales: 

• Vice President, Naval 

 



Date / Time 16 February 2011 

Company Boeing Defence Australia 

Project AIR 5077 Ph 3 – AEW&C “Wedgetail” 

Location Parliament House, Canberra 

Attendees Government: 

• The Hon Jason Clare MP – Minister for Defence Materiel (MINDM) 

• MINDM Chief of Staff 

• Senior Adviser to MINDM 

DMO: 

• DCEO DMO 

• General Manager Systems 

• Program Manager Collins & Wedgetail 

• Assistant Project Manager Airborne Early Warning & Control 

• Director Projects of Concern 

Boeing: 

• VP of International Operations and Compliance for Boeing Defense, 
Space and Security 

• VP and Managing Director of Boeing Defence Australia 

• Chief Operating Officer, Boeing Defence Australia 

• VP Business Development Australia/New Zealand Defence,  
Space and Security 

 



Date / Time 16 February 2011 

Company Boeing Defence Australia 

Project JP 2043 Ph 3A – High Frequency Communications System Modernisation 

Location Parliament House, Canberra 

Attendees Government: 

• The Hon Jason Clare MP – Minister for Defence Materiel (MINDM) 

• MINDM Chief of Staff 

• Senior Adviser to MINDM 

DMO: 

• DCEO DMO 

• General Manager Systems 

• Head Electronics System Division 

• Director High Frequency Modernisation Project 

• Director Projects of Concern 

Boeing: 

• VP of International Operations and Compliance for Boeing Defense, 
Space and Security 

• VP and Managing Director of Boeing Defence Australia 

• Chief Operating Officer, Boeing Defence Australia 

• VP Business Development Australia/New Zealand Defence,  
Space and Security 

 



Date / Time 16 February 2011 

Company Boeing Defence Australia 

Project AIR 5333 – Air Defence Command and Control System “Vigilaire” 

Location Parliament House, Canberra 

Attendees Government: 

• The Hon Jason Clare MP – Minister for Defence Materiel (MINDM) 

• MINDM Chief of Staff 

• Senior Adviser to MINDM 

DMO: 

• DCEO DMO 

• General Manager Systems 

• Head Electronic Systems Division 

• Project Director AIR 5333 

• Director Projects of Concern 

Boeing: 

• VP of International Operations and Compliance for Boeing Defense, 
Space and Security 

• VP and Managing Director of Boeing Defence Australia 

• Chief Operating Officer, Boeing Defence Australia 

• VP Business Development Australia/New Zealand Defence,  
Space and Security 

 



Date / Time 2 March 2011 

Company Airbus Military 

Project AIR 5402 – Air to Air Refuelling Capability 

Location Minister Clare’s Office, Parliament House, Canberra 

Attendees Government: 

• The Hon Jason Clare MP – Minister for Defence Materiel (MINDM) 

• MINDM Chief of Staff 

• Senior Adviser to MINDM 

DMO: 

• DCEO DMO 

• Head Aerospace Systems Division 

• Project Director AIR 5402 

• Director Projects of Concern 

Airbus Military: 

• Head of Airbus Military 

• Senior VP Head of Programs 

EADS Australia Pacific Pty Ltd: 

• CEO 

 



Date / Time 3 March 2011 

Company EuroTorp 

Project JP 2070 Ph 2 & 3 – Lightweight Torpedo 

Location Minister Clare’s Office, Parliament House, Canberra 

Attendees Government: 

• The Hon Jason Clare MP - Minister for Defence Materiel (MINDM) 

DMO: 

• DCEO DMO 

EuroTorp: 

• CEO 

• GM Government Business 

 



September 2011 Projects of Concern summit 

Date / Time 27 September 2011 

Company CEA Technologies Pty Ltd 

Project SEA 1448 Ph 2B – ANZAC Frigate Anti-Ship Missile Defence 

Location Parliament House, Canberra 

Attendees Government: 

• The Hon Jason Clare MP – Minister for Defence Materiel (MINDM) 

• Senior Adviser to MINDM 

DMO: 

• Acting CEO DMO 

• Acting General Manager Programs 

• General Manager Systems 

• Director General Major Surface Ships 

• Acting Director General Independent Project Performance Office 

• Anti-Ship Missile Defence Project Director 

• Director Projects of Concern 

RAN: 

• Deputy Chief of Navy 

CEA Technologies Pty Ltd: 

• CEO 

• Technical Director 

 



Date / Time 27 September 2011 

Company ASC Pty Ltd 

Project CN 10 – Collins Class Submarine Sustainment and Projects 

Location Parliament House, Canberra 

Attendees Government: 

• The Hon Jason Clare MP – Minister for Defence Materiel (MINDM) 

• Senior Adviser to MINDM 

DMO: 

• Acting CEO DMO 

• Acting General Manager Programs 

• General Manager Systems 

• Program Manager Collins & Wedgetail 

• Director General Submarines 

• Director General Future Submarines 

• Director General Collins Acquisition Program 

• Acting Director General Independent Project Performance Office 

• Director Projects of Concern 

RAN: 

• Deputy Chief of Navy 

ASC Pty Ltd: 

• CEO 

• Through Life Support Manager 

• General Manager Business Improvement and Transformation 

 



Date / Time 27 September 2011 

Company BAE Systems 

Projects AIR 5276 Ph 8B – AP-3C Electronic Support Measures Upgrade 

AIR 5077 Ph 3 – AEW&C “Wedgetail” 

LAND 106 – M113 Upgrade 

Location Parliament House, Canberra 

Attendees Government: 

• The Hon Jason Clare MP – Minister for Defence Materiel (MINDM) 

• Senior Adviser to MINDM 

DMO: 

• Acting CEO DMO 

• Acting General Manager Programs 

• General Manager Systems 

• Head Aerospace Systems Division 

• Program Manager Collins & Wedgetail 

• Director General Land Manoeuvre Systems 

• Acting Director General Independent Project Performance Office 

• Deputy Program Manager Airborne Early Warning &Control 

• Director Projects of Concern 

Army: 

• Head of Modernisation and Strategic Planning 

RAAF: 

• Deputy Chief of Air Force Representative 

BAE Systems: 

• CEO 

• Director Land & Integrated Systems 

• Engineering Director 

 



Date / Time 28 September 2011 

Company Boeing 

Project AIR 5077 Ph 3 – AEW&C “Wedgetail” 

Location Parliament House, Canberra 

Attendees Government: 

• The Hon Jason Clare MP – Minister for Defence Materiel (MINDM) 

• Senior Adviser to MINDM 

DMO: 

• Acting CEO DMO 

• Acting General Manager Programs 

• General Manager Systems 

• Program Manager Collins & Wedgetail 

• Acting Director General Independent Project Performance Office 

• Deputy Program Manager Airborne Early Waring & Control 

• Director Projects of Concern 

RAAF: 

• Chief of Air Force 

Boeing: 

• President 

• VP International Operations 

• VP Surveillance & Engagement 

• VP AEW&C Programs 

• VP Business Development, Australia 

 



Date / Time 28 September 2011 

Companies Djimindi Alliance, Thales, EuroTorp 

Project JP 2070 Ph 2 & 3 – Lightweight Torpedo 

Location Parliament House, Canberra 

Attendees Government: 

• The Hon Jason Clare MP – Minister for Defence Materiel (MINDM) 

• Senior Adviser to MINDM 

DMO: 

• Acting General Manager Programs 

• General Manager Systems 

• Head Explosive Ordnance Division 

• Acting Director General Independent Project Performance Office 

• Project Director JP 2070 

• Director Projects of Concern 

RAN: 

• Deputy Chief of Navy 

Djimindi Alliance: 

• Director 

Thales: 

• CEO 

• VP Naval Simulation & Aerospace 

EuroTorp: 

• GM Government Business 

 



Date / Time 28 September 2011 

Companies Airbus Military 

Project AIR 5402 – Air to Air Refuelling Capability 

Location Parliament House, Canberra 

Attendees Government: 

• The Hon Jason Clare MP - Minister for Defence Materiel (MINDM) 

• Senior Adviser to MINDM 

DMO: 

• Acting General Manager Programs 

• General Manager Systems 

• Head Aerospace Systems Division 

• Acting Director General Independent Project Performance Office 

• AIR 5402 Project Director 

• Director Projects of Concern 

RAAF: 

• Deputy Chief of Air Force Representative 

Airbus Military: 

• Managing Director and CEO 

• Senior VP Head of Programmes 

• Head of RAAF Programme 

EADS: 

• Senior VP Strategy Asia-Pacific 

• CEO EADS Australia 
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Q19 - First and Second Pass Approvals  
 
Senator Humphries asked on Wednesday, 19 October 2011, Hansard page 84: 
 
How many first and second pass approvals are planned for the rest of the financial year?  
Response: 
As advised at the recent Senate Inquiry into Procurement Procedures for Defence Capital Projects, 
the average annual rate of approvals has been 28 over the last five years. Approvals include first, 
second and other* passes. 
 
*(Other includes intermediate passes, studies, project re-scoping, real cost increases, Capability 
Technology Demonstrator and Project Development Funding). 
   
As at 31 December 2011, 29 projects have been approved this financial year. This includes 21 first 
and second passes. A number of projects are well developed for progressing to government and, 
with six months remaining this financial year, Defence has already achieved over the average 28 
approvals for financial year 2011-12.  Calender year 2011 saw a record number of project approvals 
– 48. 
 





Q21 - Investigations against APS Members  
 
Senator Xenophon provided in writing: 
 
(a) How many investigations under provisions of the Crimes Act has the Department of Defence 
initiated against members of the Australian Public Service? (b) How many progressed to litigation? 
(c) How many were dealt with under the provisions of the Public Service Act?  
 
Response:  
 
(a) In the 2010-11 financial year Defence finalised 41 investigations involving fraud (or fraud-like 
conduct) committed by Australian Public Service employees in Defence.  
 
(b) Of the 41 investigations identified in (a) above, two resulted in prosecution in the criminal 
courts.  Having regard to the Prosecution Policy of the Commonwealth, the remaining cases were 
judged to be inappropriate for referral to the Commonwealth Director of Public Prosecutions. 
 
(c) All of the 41 investigations identified in (a) above resulted in the commencement of disciplinary 
action under the provisions of the Public Service Act but such action could not be completed in 11 
cases where the employee resigned.   

















Q26 - Australian Army Cadets Chief of Staff  
 
Senator Macdonald provided in writing: 
 
(a) When was the Chief of Staff AAC position created and by whom? (b) Could you confirm if the 
level of the Chief of Staff AAC position was initially envisaged as being one that would be 
allocated to the Commander of the NSW Brigade? (c) If this was the case, why was that changed? 
(d) What was the selection process used for the Chief of Staff AAC? (e) Who determined that the 
Chief of Staff AAC position should be at Colonel (AAC) level? (f) Is it true that the most senior 
Officer of Cadets in Australia, the Deputy Commander AAC was the only Colonel (AAC) prior to 
the Chief of Staff AAC being appointed at that rank? (g) What is the term of appointment for the 
Chief of Staff AAC, the Regional Commanders and the other Officers of Cadets full-time staff in 
the ACC?  
 
Response:  
 
(a) The Chief of Staff AAC position was created in 2000 by the Chief of Army as part of the unit 
establishment for ‘Headquarters Australian Army Cadets’.  At this time, the position was for an 
Army Reserve Lieutenant Colonel. 
 
In 2005 the position was changed to an Australian Regular Army Lieutenant Colonel. 
 
In 2007 the Chief of Army approved the conversion of the position to an Australian Public Service 
Executive Level 2, Full-Time Officer of Cadets. 
 
(b) No.  The Commander of the NSW Brigade was enacted as a Lieutenant Colonel (AAC) Full-
Time Officer of Cadets in 2008 after being converted from an Army Reserve Lieutenant Colonel 
position that existed since the mid-1990s. 
 
(c) Not applicable. 
 
(d) The selection process used to fill the Full-Time Officer of Cadets Chief of Staff position in 2007 
was the standard process applicable to all Australian Public Service positions. 
 
(e) This was determined by Commander AAC (by written delegation from Chief of Army), with 
endorsement from Chief of Army’s Senior Advisory Committee (CASAC) in 2007. 
 
(f) Yes.  The Deputy Commander AAC, as the senior part-time member of the AAC, remains the 
senior Officer of Cadets in the AAC. 
 
(g) There are currently (as at 1 November 2011) 19 Full-Time Officers of Cadets and 7 Full-Time 
Instructors of Cadets.  All of the positions except one are employed as Ongoing Australian Public 
Service (APS) employees with no fixed tenure.  One Full-Time Officer of Cadets position (of the 19 
in total) is employed as a Non-Ongoing APS employee until 11 March 2013. 











Q31 – Submarines – Collins Sustainment/Operating Costs 
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
What is the total estimated cost of sustainment/operating and upgrading the Collins Class fleet from 
2011/12 out to 2025, including asset depreciation costs which need to be included? 
 
Response: 
 
The total estimated sustainment and direct operating costs for the Collins Class Submarines for the 
next ten years (2011-12 to 2020-21) is outlined in the table below: 
 

 
 
Navy and DMO continue to refine sustainment and direct operating cost estimates beyond the 2020-
21 period. 
 
The total estimated approved upgrade costs over the forward estimates period is $136.2m, as 
detailed in the table below. 
 

2011-12 
$m 

2012-13 
$m 

2013-14 
$m 

2014-15 
$m 

2015-16 
$m 

Total     
$m 

27.3 32.9 29.9 25.1 21.0 136.2 
 
 
The depreciation costs for the Collins Class Submarine fleet is in the order of $160m per year.  The 
Collins Class submarines will be fully depreciated over the period 2026-2030, with the exception of 
any major upgrade projects that may extend the submarine’s useful life beyond the current life of 
type of the fleet. 



Q32 – Submarines – Collins Depreciation 
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Over how many years is the total cost of the Collins Class submarine depreciated? 
 
Response: 
 
The asset useful life of the Collins Class submarine fleet ranges between 27 to 30 years. 



Q 33 – Submarines – Collins Depreciation 
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
 
Can you provide the annual depreciation costs from 2003 to 2025? 
 
Response: 
 
The average annual depreciation costs from 2003 to 2025 for the Collins Class Submarine fleet is in 
the order of $160m. 



Q34 - Submarines - Unit Ready Days  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
What is the definition of task ready days and unit ready days?  
 
Response: 
 
Defence has not and does not use the term task ready days.  From financial year 2003-04, Defence 
reported the achievement of mission capability and unit ready days in the Defence Annual Report. 
 
Mission capability measures whether force elements achieved their assigned tasking. 
 
Unit ready days is a broader measure of the number of days that force elements were not 
undertaking major maintenance and could be assigned to tasks within their readiness notice. 
 
As explained in Defence’s response to Senate Question on Notice No. 759, Navy intends to apply 
the definition of ‘operating cycle’ in future unclassified reports of the operational status of naval 
vessels. 



Q35 - Submarines - Operational Status  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
What is the current operational status of each of our Collins Class submarines?  
 
Response: 
 
In accordance with the definitions explained in Defence’s response to Senate Question on Notice 
No. 759, all submarines are currently in their operating cycles.  The detailed operational capability 
of the submarine fleet is not publicly disclosed for reasons of operational security; however, can be 
provided in a private briefing. 
 
Accumulated over time, the information formerly contained in the Defence Annual Report 
portrayed a clear picture of Navy’s submarine capability, which could significantly undermine 
operational security.  Accordingly, Defence has reported mission capability in qualitative terms 
since financial year 2008-09 and aggregated unit ready days for groups of force elements since 
financial year 2009-10.  Defence will continue to offer to provide the Senate Committee with more 
detailed information through private briefings. 





Q37 - Submarines - Operability Levels/Availability  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
What will be the level of operability for each of our submarines from 2011 to 2016? Noting data 
was available in the past, what is the rationale behind the Departments decision to no longer provide 
“availability” data on submarines?  
 
Response: 
 
In accordance with the definitions explained in Defence’s response to Senate Question on Notice 
No. 759, all submarines are currently in their operating cycles.  The detailed operational capability 
of the submarine fleet is not publicly disclosed for reasons of operational security; however, can be 
provided in a private briefing. 

Accumulated over time, the information formerly contained in the Defence Annual Report 
portrayed a clear picture of Navy’s submarine capability, which could significantly undermine 
operational security.  Accordingly, Defence has reported mission capability in qualitative terms 
since financial year 2008-09 and aggregated unit ready days for groups of force elements since 
financial year 2009-10.  Defence will continue to offer to provide the Senate Committee with more 
detailed information through private briefings. 









Q41 - Submarines - Planned Sustainment Costs/Availability Ratio  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Please nominate a single position (or committee of personnel) within the Department that is 
responsible for achieving planned sustainment cost/availability ratio (e.g. DGSM).  
 
Response:  
 
Program Manager Collins & Wedgetail (PMC&W) has responsibility for the delivery of Collins 
sustainment and acquisition projects within the Defence Materiel Organisation (DMO). PMC&W 
reports on the achievement of these outcomes to the Australian Submarine Program Office Board, 
which comprises Chief of Navy, DMO General Manager Programs and the CEO ASC. 



Q42 - Submarines - Sustainment/Operating Costs  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Can you express in percentage terms the operational availability of our submarine fleet for each 
quarter from 2011 to 2016? ie. how many submarines were available for operational service as a 
percentage of the fleet.  
 
Response: 
 
In accordance with the definitions explained in Defence’s response to Senate Question on Notice 
No. 759, all submarines are currently in their operating cycles.  The detailed operational capability 
of the submarine fleet is not publicly disclosed for reasons of operational security; however, can be 
provided in a private briefing. 
 
Accumulated over time, the information formerly contained in the Defence Annual Report 
portrayed a clear picture of Navy’s submarine capability, which could significantly undermine 
operational security.  Accordingly, Defence has reported mission capability in qualitative terms 
since financial year 2008-09 and aggregated unit ready days for groups of force elements since 
financial year 2009-10.  Defence will continue to offer to provide the Senate Committee with more 
detailed information through private briefings. 



Q43 - Submarines Crewing  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
What is the planned crewing roster, expressed as Crew 1 etc, for the period 2011 to 2016?  
 
Response: 
 
The current crewing plan is as follows: 
 
Crew 1 – HMAS Dechaineux through to August 2013 and then HMAS Rankin through to 2016. 
 
Crew 2 – HMAS Farncomb through to June 2014 and then HMAS Dechaineux through to 2016. 
 
Crew 3 – HMAS Collins through to August 2012 and then HMAS Sheean through to 2016. 
 
Crew 4 – Commence standing up in HMAS Waller from April 2012 and remaining through to 
2016. (The exact date for Crew 4 to be fully manned is yet to be determined, consistent with the 
Chief of Navy’s evidence during the Supplementary Budget Estimates hearing on 19 October 
2011.) 



Q44 - Submarines - Collins Value for Money  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
At what point will the Chief of Navy indicate that the cost of sustaining/operating/upgrading the 
Collin's fleet no longer represents good value for money for the Australian taxpayer?  
 
Response: 
 
A key objective of the new In-Service Contract is to understand the future cost of ownership of the 
Collins class to its life of type. The performance-based contract with ASC will drive value for 
money and aim to optimise submarine availability. Defence will also be addressing the management 
of obsolescence and inventory, supported by the introduction of performance-based contracts with 
all industry partners.  

The resulting cost of ownership of the Collins class will need to be assessed against availability, and 
the ongoing strategic value derived from Navy’s submarine capability.  Outcomes will also be 
compared with the performance benchmarks established by the Coles Review.   

 





Q46 - Submarines Collins Sustainment Costs  
 
Senator Johnston  provided in writing. 
 
What percentage of the Navy's sustainment spend is spent on the Collins fleet?  
 
Response: 
 
Over financial year 2010-11, thirty one percent of Navy sustainment funding was allocated to 
sustainment of the Collins capability.  In financial year 2011-12, thirty percent has been allocated to 
sustainment.  These allocations include the provision of submarine escape and rescue services, 
maintenance of the Submarine Escape Training Facility, and upkeep of combat systems support 
facilities and platform training facilities at the Submarine Training Systems Centre. 



Q 47 – Submarines – Collins Operating Costs 
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
What percentage of the Navy’s operational spend is spent of the Collins fleet? 
 
Response: 
 
Navy’ operating costs comprise of employee and supplier expenses.  They do not include fuel, 
explosive ordinance, sustainment and inventory costs, as these costs are reported separately as 
sustainment costs in the financial statements.   
 
The operating costs for the Collins Class submarine fleet as a percentage of Navy’s fleet operating 
costs was 9 per cent in 2010-11. 



Q48 - Submarines Collins Upgrade Spend  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
What percentage of the Navy's upgrade spend is spent on the Collins fleet?  
 
Response:  
 
The information requested is not readily available. To provide a percentage figure account of 
upgrade costs for the Collins capability against all Navy capabilities would require an unreasonable 
diversion of departmental resources. As outlined in response to Question on Notice 75 from the 19 
October Senate Estimates hearing, capability upgrade are carried out using Major and Minor capital 
projects. Since inception until end October 2011, upgrade costs related to the Collins capability 
totalled $1440.7 million. Additionally, response to Question on Notice 46 indicated that 31 per cent 
of Navy sustainment funding  for financial year 2010-11 was allocated to sustainment of the Collins 
capability. 



Q49 - Submarines – Approval For Scope of Work – High Data Rate Communication Mast 
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
In response to your answer to QON 67 you advised that it cost Defence $20M to install a High Data 
Rate communication mast on one of our submarines. The cost was broken up as follows: 

Mast raising equipment - $2.93M 

FMS purchase of the mast - $7.57M 

ASC Direct installation cost - $4.04M 

ASC Engineering Change Proposal work and Design Cost - $7.13M. 

(a) How was it possible for $7M to be approved to conduct such a design activity and is this mast 
in active service today. If it is not in service today when is it expected to be in service? 

(b) If it is not appropriate to provide to provide this answer in writing can you please arrange for a 
private briefing to provide this answer? 

 
Response: 
 
(a) The response to this question is also addressed in the responses provided Q66 and Q159. 

 
The design activity for the mast was conducted as a task under the Through Life Support 
Agreement with ASC.  

 
The mast has been in operational service since 30 June 2009. 

 
(b) Answer provided in writing at (a) above, with no need for a private briefing. 



Q50 - Submarines ASC Contract  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
There is little visibility to the cost of doing business with ASC. All we know is that they have a sole 
source $3.5B contract over 15 years.    

(a) When does this contract expire and what confidence can be given that future contract 
arrangements will provide value for money?   

(b) When and if, is the new contract expected to be in place?  

 
Response:  
 
(a)  The Through Life Support Arrangement (TLSA) was established in December 2003 for 25 

years (an initial 15 year agreement and further two 5-year option).  The TLSA will end when 
the performance based In Service Support Contract (ISSC) is established.  

The objective of the ISSC is to improve submarine availability and optimise costs by 
making ASC Pty Ltd accountable under a contracted performance management framework.  
The commercial model uses a variety of mechanisms, including: 

(i) new process to improve transparency and accountability for expenditure against each 
specified outputs; 

(ii) a direct link between ASC’s fee and the achievement of specific capability-related 
results; and 

(iii) a target cost incentive model to drive efficiency gains.    

(b) The contract is in the final stages of negotiations, which need to be resolved before an 
operative date will be set for the contract. 



Q51 - Submarines ASC Costs  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Please provide a list of all jobs carried out by ASC in the period 2007 to 2011 that exceeded a cost 
of $5million and a short description on the scope of work carried out for that price.  
 
Response:  
 
ASC are contracted to provide generation and sustainment activities for the Collins class 
Submarines. Activities which exceed the nominated amount are as follows:  
 

a. Full Cycle Dockings (FCD): full recertification of the platform, including conduct of all 
96 and 48 monthly mandatory maintenance routines. ASC has two submarines in FCD in 
accordance with the Usage Upkeep Cycle schedule.  

b. Certification Extension Dockings (CED): to extend the certification life of the vessel 
prior to entering FCD, and specific for the platform dependant on the age and condition 
of the vessel;  

c. Intermediate Maintenance Availability (IMAV): non docking availability for conduct 
of 12 and 4 month maintenance routines, and rectification of Urgent Defect and 
emergent work from surveys, to enable further 12 months operation, 

d. Mid Cycle Dockings (MCD): conduct of 48 monthly maintenance, and rectification of 
Urgent Defect and emergent work from surveys, to enable further 48 months operation.  

e. Intermediate Dockings (ID): conduct of 12 and 24 month maintenance routines, and 
rectification of Urdef and emergent work from surveys, to enable further 24 months 
operation,  

f. Urgent Defects (URDEFs) involve rectification of in-service operational defects 
requiring rectification. The individual URDEFs may be relatively moderate in value, but 
cumulatively total over $5m/year.  

g. The support facilities, infrastructure and skilled labour is required as an organic 
capability, and includes Maintenance Engineering, Electric Boat (as Capability Partner), 
and SubSafe & Trials Certification personnel.  

h. Support for Generation projects- SEA 1439 Ph3, SEA 1439 Ph4A, SEA 1439Ph4B and 
SEA 1439 PhRCE3. 

 
Jobs carried out by ASC from 2007-2011 greater than $5m Cost 
Full Cycle Dockings $508,689,989 
Certification Extension Dockings $23,125,780 
Intermediate Maintenance Availability Dockings $22,962,522 
Mid-Cycle Dockings $61,961,685 
Intermediate Dockings $29,951,959 
Urgent Defects $69,001,813 
Auxiliary Maintenance Periods $19,197,225 
Sustainment Management Issues $17,845,830 
Work Package Designs $11,723,140 
Maintenance Engineering $13,677,307 
Electric Boat Permanent Support $5,049,337 
Farncomb Generator Repairs $5,535,131 
Sustainment Activity Incentive $6,024,151 
Sub Safe & Trials Certification $6,123,192 



COLLINS SUB RELIAB & SUSTAIN ENHANCEMENT 
(SEA1439PH3) $120,138,524 
REPLACEMENT COMBAT SYSTEM (SEA1439PH4A) $23,023,590 
WEAPON AND SENSOR ENHANCEMENTS (SEA1439PH4B) $5,089,832 
EHF Communications Capability (SEA1439PHRCE3) $5,614,528 

Total $954,735,535 
 



 

Year 
Jobs carried out by ASC from 2007-2011 greater 
than $5m by Year  Amount Sust/Proj 

2006/07 0607-706 Collins AMP4/ID01 $6,791,730 Sust 
  Sheean pre FCD Preparation $7,124,563 Sust 
  0506-713 Sheean CED 16 $9,432,256 Sust 
  0607-10000 URDEFS adhoc $12,346,003 Sust 
  0607-805 Rankin AMP 12/ID3 $12,405,495 Sust 
  0607-709 Waller FCD $47,886,892 Sust 
  0607-711 Dechaineux FCD $49,170,281 Sust 

  
COLLINS SUB RELIAB & SUSTAIN 
ENHANCEMENT (SEA1439PH3) $23,316,762 Proj 

  
REPLACEMENT COMBAT SYSTEM 
(SEA1439PH4A) $8,667,041 Proj 

        
2007/08 Collins CEM 208 (IMAV) $5,010,789 Sust 
  Waller IMAV 203 $5,789,532 Sust 
  Sustainment Mgt Issues CR 07/08 LOE $7,156,306 Sust 
  Maintenance Engineering $7,879,194 Sust 
  Rectify URDEFS and SMP Spt $12,620,416 Sust 
  Sheean FCD 020 $12,981,704 Sust 
  Farncomb MCD 208 $32,595,137 Sust 
  Dechaineux FCD 020 $69,255,929 Sust 

  
COLLINS SUB RELIAB & SUSTAIN 
ENHANCEMENT (SEA1439PH3) $32,191,358 Proj 

  
REPLACEMENT COMBAT SYSTEM 
(SEA1439PH4A) $8,922,821 Proj 

  
WEAPON AND SENSOR ENHANCEMENTS 
(SEA1439PH4B) $5,089,832 Proj 

  
EHF Communications Capability 
(SEA1439PHRCE3) $5,614,528 Proj 

        
2008/09 EB Permanent Support $5,049,337 Sust 
  Sustainment Mgt Issues $5,298,140 Sust 
  Rankin FCD 019 $7,918,312 Sust 
  Farncomb MCD 208 $10,258,075 Sust 
  Rectify URDEFs & SMP Support $10,862,363 Sust 
  Waller ID 205 $16,441,713 Sust 
  Collins MCD $19,108,473 Sust 
  Sheean FCD 020 $29,342,887 Sust 
  Dechaineux FCD 020 $56,244,837 Sust 

  
COLLINS SUB RELIAB & SUSTAIN 
ENHANCEMENT (SEA1439PH3) $29,304,285 Proj 

  
REPLACEMENT COMBAT SYSTEM 
(SEA1439PH4A) $5,433,729 Proj 

        
2009/10 Sustainment Management Issues $5,391,384 Sust 
  Farncomb Generator Repairs $5,535,131 Sust 
  Collins IMAV 212 $5,766,362 Sust 
  Farncomb IMAV 211 $6,395,839 Sust 
  Rankin FCD 019 $9,505,775 Sust 
  Rectify URDEFS& SMP support $15,867,859 Sust 
  Dechaineux FCD 020 $31,714,665 Sust 
  Sheean FCD 020 $57,556,028 Sust 

  
COLLINS SUB RELIAB & SUSTAIN 
ENHANCEMENT (SEA1439PH3) $22,107,283 Proj 

        
2010/11 WP Minor Design ILS & Estimation Tasks $5,149,987 Sust 



  Maintenance Engineering $5,798,113 Sust 
  Sustainment Activity Incentive $6,024,151 Sust 
  SubSafe & Trials Certification $6,123,192 Sust 
  WP LDN1 Sustainment $6,573,153 Sust 
  Farncomb ID 214. $13,510,246 Sust 
  Collins CED 214. $13,693,524 Sust 
  Rectify URDEFS& provide Adhoc Support $17,305,172 Sust 
  Rankin FCD 019 $40,736,353 Sust 
  Sheean FCD 020 $89,251,763 Sust 

  
COLLINS SUB RELIAB & SUSTAIN 
ENHANCEMENT (SEA1439PH3) $13,218,836 Proj 

  TOTAL $954,735,535   
    
 Total Sustainment  800,869,061   
 Total Project  153,866,474   

 



Q52 - Submarines - Warranty Issues HMAS Collins and HMAS Farncomb  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Have the warranty issues associated with the diesel issue on HMAS Collins and the EPU issue on 
HMAS Farncomb been finalised? If so, what was the resolution that was agreed upon?  
 
Response:  
 
The ASC insurer has paid to the Commonwealth the total cost of the claim for the 2009 diesel issue 
in HMAS Collins.  
 
Defence was not charged by ASC for the remediation of the Emergency Propulsion Unit (EPU) in 
HMAS Farncomb.  The cost issue associated with the EPU remains an action between ASC and 
their insurer.  
 
Defence considers that both these issues are now finalised.  



Q53 - Submarine Reviews  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
There are a number of submarine sustainment reviews/planning and renegotiation taking place at 
the moment: Updating of the Integrated Master Schedule; Re-writing  of the In Service Support 
Contract Renegotiations; Re-writing of Navy to DMO material sustainment agreements; Conduct of 
a PWC led Submarine Capability Improvement Program; Conduct of the Coles Review; and  
Conduct of a Submarine Life Extension Program Study.   
 
(a) What is being achieved in having so many reviews about a common problem?  

(b)  What has actually been achieved in the conducting of these reviews to get our very troubled 
Collins fleet operational?   

(c) What has been the total/expected cost of each of these reviews?   

(d) When will these reviews be concluded?  

(e) Are the review costs included in the figures you have provided regarding the 
sustainment/upgrading of the Collins fleet?  

 
Response:  
 
(a) The activities listed are not all reviews; several are routine activities conducted as part of the 

normal sustainment and acquisition work program. The routine activities are: updating of the 
Integrated Master Schedule; and updating the Navy to DMO material sustainment agreements. 
The one off activities are: In Service Support Contract negotiations; conduct of a Navy led 
Submarine Capability Improvement Program; Coles Review; and Submarine Life Evaluation 
Program.   

Each of the activities relates to a different aspect of Collins sustainment or capability upgrade. 
In combination, all the activities occurring are essential elements of work associated with the 
Collins Reform Program which aims to produce safe, capable and reliable submarines to meet 
Navy’s availability target for the remaining life of the class at an optimal cost. 

 

(b) As a result of the combination of these activities Defence has developed the plans and is 
undertaking a program of work to deliver: 

o an agreed integrated master schedule based upon optimised maintenance requirements, 
agreed capability insertion strategies and aligned to industry capacity and performance 
benchmarks; 

o a more robust understanding of the logistic cost of ownership with an underpinning resource 
planning baseline;  

o a supply support system aligned to the optimised maintenance requirements, defect 
rectification demands and industry capacity and some immediate investment in critical 
inventory; 

o a set of aligned performance benchmarks and the related submarine availability 
requirements agreed between DMO, Navy and ASC; 

o an outcome-focussed performance-based In Service Support Contract with ASC; and 

o a preliminary plan for the future of Collins Class capability and linkage to Future Submarine 
Program. 



All these activities are in progress with tangible hard results to be reflected over the next two to 
three years with increasing submarine availability, more predictable schedule outcomes for 
maintenance activities, more efficient and cost effective delivery by industry of in service support 
and supply support with measured performance against international benchmarks and a stabilisation 
of the cost of sustainment of the submarines. 

 

(c) The expected cost for the activities is as follows: 

o Updating of the Integrated Master Schedule;   

i. See answer to QON 14 from the Supplementary Budget Estimates Hearing held on 19 
October 2011. 

o In Service Support Contract Renegotiations;   

ii. See answer to QON 14 from the Supplementary Budget Estimates Hearing held on 19 
October 2011. 

o Re-writing of Navy to DMO material sustainment agreements;  

iii. This is part of normal, ongoing business and is not separately costed. 

o Conduct of a Navy-led Submarine Capability Improvement Program;  

iv. See answer to QON 56 from the Supplementary Budget Estimates Hearing held on 19 
October 2011. 

o Conduct of the Coles Review;  

v. The current financial commitment to the Coles Review is $722,000 GST inclusive, 
however the whole scope of Phases 2-4 has not been contracted.  

o Conduct of a Submarine Life Evaluation Program Study.   

vi. See answer to QON 70 from the Supplementary Budget Estimates Hearing held on 19 
October 2011. 

 

(d) The expected conclusion dates for each activity is listed below: 

o Updating of the Integrated Master Schedule;   

i. Updating the Integrated Master Schedule is normal, ongoing business, there is no 
completion date. 

o In Service Support Contract Renegotiations;   

ii. ISSC negotiations will conclude when agreement is reached.  

o Re-writing of Navy to DMO material sustainment agreements;  

iii. Updating the Material Sustainment Agreement (MSA) is an ongoing, annual activity 
between DMO and Navy.  

o Conduct of a Navy-led Submarine Capability Improvement Program; 

iv. The Phase 2 report and associated deliverables are due November 2011  

o Conduct of the Coles Review;  

v. mid-2012. 

o Conduct of a Submarine Life Evaluation Program Study.   

vi. The evaluation is expected to be concluded by November 2012. 



 

(e) Are the review costs included in the figures you have provided regarding the 
sustainment/upgrading of the Collins fleet? 

o Updating of the Integrated Master Schedule;  

i. Yes.  

o In Service Support Contract Renegotiations;   

ii. Yes. 

o Re-writing of Navy to DMO material sustainment agreements;  

iii. Yes. 

o Conduct of a integrated Navy, DMO, ASC Pty Ltd IPT supported by PWC Submarine 
Capability Improvement Program; 

iv. No.   

o Conduct of the Coles Review;  

v. Yes 

o Conduct of a Submarine Life Evaluation Program Study.   

vi. No. 



Q54 - Submarines Timelines for Reviews  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing . 
 
(a) Can you please provide a diagram that shows an up to date timeline for interim and final 
outcomes of the following:  

(i)   Coles Review 

(ii)  Price WaterhouseCoopers SCIP  

(iii) Submarine Material Sustainment Agreement  

(iv)  Submarine Life Extension Program  

(v)   Integrated Maintenance Schedule (any intended updates)  

(vi)  Approved Major Capital Improvement Programs (First Pass, Second Pass and initial 
operational capability date).  

(b) Please detail how all of these reviews and re-writes “fit” together.  

 
Response:  
 
(a) The diagram is provided below. The data support the diagram are: 
 

(i) Coles Review: Start Aug 11; Interim Report Dec 11; Final Report Mid 12 
(ii) Submarine Capability Improvement Project (SCIP): Phase 1 April - May 2011; Phase 2 

– Aug-Nov 11; 
Consideration and decision regarding Phase 2 by Navy Reform Board - Dec 11 to Jan 12 

(iii) Materiel Sustainment Agreement (MSA): Reviewed Yearly. 
(iv) Service Life Evaluation Program: the evaluation is expected to be completed in the latter 

half of 2012. 
(v) Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) v3.0 Approved April 10; 

Interim v3.3 approved Nov 11 for ISSC contract purposes. (Ongoing review is part of 
normal business activity and another update is anticipated in the next 6 months) 

(vi) Approved Major Capital Investment Program (AMCIP) 
o SEA1114Ph3 Approved May 1987; IOC Mar 04 
o SEA1429Ph2 Approved Jul 01; IOC May 08 
o SEA1439Ph3 Approved Sep 00; IMR Jan 11. 
o SEA1439Ph4A Approved Sep 02; IOC Dec 09 
o SEA1439Ph4B Approved Jul 99; IOC Feb 05 
o SEA1446Ph1 Approved Dec 99; IOC Jul 04 
o SEA1439PhRCE3 Approved Apr 06; IOC Jun 09 
 

Note: 
Initial Materiel Release (IMR): A milestone that marks the completion and release of DMO 
acquisition project supplies required to support the achievement of initial operational release (IOR). 
It is defined in the Materiel Acquisition Agreement. 
 
(b) In combination, all the activities are essential elements of the Collins Reform Program that aims 

to produce safe, capable and reliable submarines to meet Navy’s submarine availability targets.  
 

The Coles Review will provide independent recommendations as a basis for ensuring Defence 
has in place the most appropriate combination of activities with supporting performance and 
efficiency benchmarks to deliver on the Reform Program objectives. The Capability 



Improvement Program is being coordinated by Navy and is assisting in aligning reform activity 
with other Navy initiatives. Other reviews and baseline updates are conducted as part of the 
normal sustainment and acquisition work program. 
 

 



. Timeline for interim and final outcomes of the reviews and activities listed in QON 11000-320.  
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Q56 - Submarine - Price Waterhouse Coopers  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
(a)  How much will the Price Waterhouse Coopers SCIP cost?  
(b)  What are the expected outputs from this review?  
 
Response: 
 
(a)  Navy and the Defence Materiel Organisation (DMO) have formed an integrated 
project team, working with Price Waterhouse Coopers and interacting with ASC, to 
deliver submarine-specific continuous improvement, aligned to the broader Navy 
Continuous Improvement Program.  The Submarine Continuous Improvement 
Program is proceeding in phases.  Phase 1 is complete and Phase 2 is nearing 
completion.  Phase 3 will commence once the recommendations arising from Phase 2 
have been considered by the Navy Reform Board.   
 
The total Phase 1 costs were $492 675 (inc. GST) with Phase 2 costing $978 528 (inc. 
GST).  Both Phase 1 and 2 costs include travel.  The cost of Phase 3 will depend on 
scope, which will be determined by the Navy Reform Board after considering the 
Phase 2 report. 
 
(b)  The Submarine Continuous Improvement Program will deliver enhanced 
logistical support arrangements and maintenance procedures for the Collins class.  
The tasks being undertaken are designed to complement the work being conducted in 
both DMO and ASC reform programs and will be guided by Coles Review findings as 
they are received. Navy and DMO are seeking to improve effectiveness and efficiency 
in the Collins program rather than seeking defined financial savings.  Therefore, the 
expected outcomes are measurable improvements in effectiveness and efficiency and 
greater value for money for submarine capability sustainment.   



Q57 - Submarines – MSA Rewrite iaw Rizzo Review  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing: 
 
(a) When will the Submarine Materiel Sustainment Agreement re-write iaw the Rizzo Review 

occur? 
(b) Please provide an example of a set of ‘consequences defined for non-delivery against 

measurable performance indicators’ (a concept outlined in the Rizzo Review) from a Materiel 
Sustainment agreement (not necessarily submarine) that has been re-written in accordance with 
the Rizzo Review. 

 
Response: 
 
(a) Navy has commenced action to re-write the product schedules for Navy capabilities, including 
the Collins Class Submarines, to meet the intent of the Rizzo Review.  Cumulatively the product 
schedules form the Navy Materiel Sustainment Agreement with the Defence Materiel Organisation.  
This work is scheduled to be completed during the first quarter of 2012 to meet the timeline for 
development of the 2012-22 Materiel Sustainment Agreement.   
 
(b) A number of performance indicators are being developed for incorporation in the re-written 
Navy product schedules.  These indicators aim to meet the Rizzo Review intent of placing more 
focus on the cost drivers and technical integrity of each capability.  Examples of these indicators 
include measurement of configuration record accuracy, the number of open urgent defects, growth 
in extended maintenance availabilities in terms of price and schedule, and a measure of operations 
conducted outside agreed usage parameters.  The consequences for each capability of not meeting 
the tolerances set for these performance indicators will be articulated as part of the re-write of the 
product schedules in the 2012-22 Materiel Sustainment Agreement.    



 

Q58 – Submarines SEA 1439 Phase 6  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
You have previously advised (QON 68) that there is insufficient inventory to support 
all of our systems concurrently.  You’re getting by at the moment because you don’t 
need all of the systems, but make the point that the situation will become much worse 
by 2016. 
 
At the same time we have had a submarine sonar replacement program running inside 
CDG since 2004:  SEA 1439 Phase 6.  This project seems to have gone nowhere.  
From information you have provided at previous Estimate hearings, and as described 
in the DCP, you have indicated that one of the options being put to government will 
be the US Navy ARCI system, but that this will not be a sole source contract. 
 
(a) Why has this project, after 7 years, not yet made it to first pass? 

(b) When is it likely that this first pass decision will be made? 

(c) What will be the expected cost of this system when it is fully operational in 
2017-18?  

 
Response:  
 
(a) The Defence Capability Plan 2009 listed SEA 1439 Phase 6 with a First Pass 

band of FY 2009-10 to FY 2010-11.   
 
(b) The way ahead for SEA 1439 (all current and future phases) will be informed 

by the Coles Review. 
 
(c) The DCP provision for Phase 6 of SEA 1439 is towards the upper end of the 

band $500m to $1500m. 



 

Q59 - Submarines SEA 1439 Phase 6  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Naval Sea Systems Command was contracted to provide a Retrospective Submission 
Brief - SEA 1439 PH6 Collins Sonar Replacement on 21/06/2010 at a cost of 
$118,779.   
 
(a) What was the scope of this brief?    

(b) Did CDG/DMO purchase the data from other potential suppliers of the same 
fidelity?  

(c) Were there any other Project SEA 1439 PH6 related contracts awarded to Naval 
Sea Systems Command.  Please provide details and costs?  

 
Response: 
 
(a) To determine the feasibility of integrating the US Navy AN/BQQ-10 submarine 

sonar system, known as Acoustic Rapid COTS Insertion (ARCI), into the Collins 
class submarine. 

(b) No. However, the project strategy includes options to conduct similar studies for 
other project options after First Pass Approval. 

(c) No. 



 

Q60 - Submarines SEA 1439 Phase 6  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
You indicated at Estimates that the SEA 1439 Phase 6 is being held in abeyance until 
the submarine platform issues are resolved.    

(a) What impact will a delay have on resolution to the 2016 SCYLLA supportability 
time frame deadline mentioned in QON 68?  

(b) Noting that no final decision on the sonar upgrade takes place until second pass, 
what is the rationale for delaying first pass for this project?  

 
Response:  
 
(a) A delay to SEA1439 Phase 6, will increase the length of time that the SCYLLA 

sonar must be supported. The actions necessary to mitigate the impact are being 
considered in the sonar sustainment planning and obsolescence remediation. 

(b) See response to Q58 – Submarines SEA 1439 Phase 6, by the Capability 
Development Group.  



Q61 - Submarines Dolphin and Perisher Qualified Personnel  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing: 
 
(a) What is the current crewing status for submarines with fully Dolphin and Perisher qualified 
personnel?  (b) How many of these personnel are currently serving on submarines?  
 
Response:  
 
(a)  The current Dolphin-qualified submarine workforce comprises 560 members, of which 23 are 
Perisher qualified.  Fifteen Perisher-qualified officers are at the rank of Commander and Lieutenant 
Commander, and are able to serve as members of submarine crews.  The remaining eight Perisher-
qualified officers are at the rank of Commodore and Captain, and are too senior to serve as crew 
members. 
 
It should be noted that a number of Dolphin-qualified personnel will be needed to staff critical shore 
support functions that require the expertise of experienced submariners.  These shore functions 
support the crewed submarines and wider submarine capability.  In general terms, two thirds of the 
qualified workforce is required ashore to sustainably support the continuous crewing of submarines. 
 
(b)  Three submarines are currently crewed with a total of 168 qualified submariners, including 
three Perisher qualified Commanding Officers. 



Q62 - Submarines Dolphin and Perisher Qualified Personnel  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing: 
 
What is the expected number of Dolphin and Perisher qualified personnel, who are prepared to be 
assigned to submarines, and able to be deployed for the period 2011 to 2016?  
 
Response: 
 
On current projections of workforce growth, over the period 2011 to 2016, the expected number of 
personnel who will have proficiencies required to be immediately assigned to submarine for 
deployment are as follows: 
 
2011 – about 430 (including 15 Perisher qualified personnel) – Since 30 June 2011, this figure has 
dropped from 16, as reported in response to Question on Notice 757, to 15 as one Perisher qualified 
Commander retired from the Navy.  
2012 – about 470 (including 16 Perisher qualified personnel) 
2013 – about 520 (including 17 Perisher qualified personnel) 
2014 – about 540 (including 18 Perisher qualified personnel) 
2015 – about 540 (including 18 Perisher qualified personnel) 
2016 – about 540 (including 18 Perisher qualified personnel) 
 
These current projections and workforce growth for Perisher qualified personnel are only for 
Commander and Lieutenant Commander.  Senior officers (Commodores and Captains) who are 
Perisher qualified are not included as they no longer serve onboard submarines. 
 
It should be noted that a number of these personnel will be needed to staff critical shore support 
functions that require the expertise of experienced submariners.  These shore functions support the 
crewed submarines and wider submarine capability.  In general terms, two thirds of the qualified 
workforce is required ashore to sustainably support the continuous crewing of submarines.  



Q63 - Submarines - Perisher qualified officers rank  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing: 
 
How many Perisher qualified officers have achieved the rank of Rear Admiral in the period 2007 to 
2011?  
 
Response: 
 
No Perisher qualified officers have achieved the rank of Rear Admiral in the period 2007 to 2011; 
three Perisher qualified officers have achieved the rank of Commodore. 



 

Q64 - Submarines - Maintenance Schedule  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
How can the Integrated Maintenance Schedule be finalised and agreed when there are 
plans for modifications and upgrades (e.g. SEA 1439 Phases 5 and 6, Coles 
recommendations, etc.) to the submarines that would need to be considered?  
 
Response:  
 
The Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) captures and schedules all sustainment and 
capability activities known at the time the schedule is approved.  
 
Where there is reasonable confidence in a future, but yet undefined, scope of work 
and the associated timeframe, the work would be included in the IMS.   
 
Where the definition of either the work scope, or the time that the work package will 
be ready is unknown, that specific work scope will not be included in the IMS.  As the 
work scope and associated timing become more refined the work package may be 
included in a subsequent revision to the IMS.  
 
The impact of new projects on the IMS will be considered throughout the capability 
development cycle and any required changes to the IMS will be formally agreed at the 
time of project approval. 
 
Changes may be made to the IMS to cater for modifications and unplanned 
contingencies, but are enacted through a formal change control process. 



 

Q65 - Submarines - ASC related sustainment costs  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
What is the 2010/11 ASC related sustainment costs for submarines?  
 
 
Response:  
 
ASC related sustainment costs for 2010/11 was $253,217,688. 



 

Q66 - Submarines – Scope and Cost of Work - Mast 
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Please provide a detailed description of the scope of work involved in the Engineering 
Change Proposal work and Design Cost associated with the Mast discussed in QON 
67 of the June Estimates session. 
 
Response: 
 
The response to this question is also addressed in the response provided in QN11-
000387 (Q159) and Q49. 
 
The ASC scope of work for the mast required an initial design, including concept 
design and development of system design specifications. This scope required ASC to 
deliver a system design report; a detailed design summary report; implementation and 
trials work package; and, an integrated logistics support update package. 
 
Associated mast installation work involved removing the previous radar mast and 
radar; designing-in new mast raising equipment with a new OE-562 high data rate 
antenna; and, relocating the navigation light.  



Q67 - Defence Contracts 
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing: 
 
Defence has advised at Estimates that it pays ASC for quotes within its sole source contract.  Does 
this occur within in other Defence contracts, and if so, which contracts?  
 
Response:  
 
Based on the discussion at Estimates (Hansard 19 October 2011, page 65), this question is 
understood to be seeking further details on Defence practice regarding the payment of contractor 
costs for the preparation of contract change proposals (CPPs) which are amendments to an existing 
contract, including for additional goods or services. 
 
Standard Defence practice, as reflected in the Australian Defence Contracting (ASDEFCON) suite 
of tendering and contracting template, is that Defence will generally pay for the costs of preparing 
CCPs which are requested by Defence, except where the change is required to address non-
performance of the contract by the contractor.   
 
In practice, the circumstances in which Defence generally pays the contractor for preparing CCPs 
are where the change requires significant specialist input, such as on complex engineering or other 
technical matters. 
 
Whenever Defence requests a CCP it will generally seek a ‘not to exceed’ price (or quote) for the 
cost of preparing the proposal, which the contractor will determine applying pre-agreed labour 
rates.  Where a quote is provided, Defence’s obligation to pay the contractor is limited to the 
amount of the quote.  Importantly, under the ASDEFCON templates Defence also has the right to 
cost investigate the reasonableness of a contractor quote (or contract change proposal) before 
acceptance / approval and the contractor proceeding with the work. 





 

Q69 - Submarines - "Quotes" Cost, ASC  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
What is the 2010/11 total “quoting” cost for ASC for submarines?  
 
Response:  
 
 
Defence contracts ASC through two different mechanisms; Through Life Support 
Agreement (TLSA) and Purchase Orders. Under both arrangements, ASC does not 
expressly charge for the preparation of quotes.  
 
Costs associated with white collar labour linked to the preparation of quotes are 
included within Program Management and Administration costs under TLSA and 
General Administrative Costs under the Purchase Order arrangement. 



 

Q70 - Submarines - Life Extension Program  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing . 
 
WRT the Submarine Life Extension Program:  

(a) What are the expected outputs from this program?  

(b) Will this program consider capability enhancement (e.g. AIP section)?  

(c) Air Vice Marshall Deeble indicated at Estimates that Electric Boat, Naval Sea 
Systems Command and other industry partners (including European experts) will be 
engaged this program in an IPT framework. What contractual vehicles will be used 
(including for Naval Sea Systems Command) and will involvement be competed?  

(d) What is the likely cost of this program and from which budget will it come?  

 
 
Response:  
 
a. The Service Life Evaluation Program of the Collins Class submarine will evaluate 

the actual service life of the submarine and its systems, which is distinct from the 
projected design service life. The outcomes will assist in the management of 
equipment obsolescence in the Collins Class as well as provide data to support 
future decision about overall submarine capability. 

 
b. No, the evaluation will focus on reliability and sustainability of the existing 

platform. 
 
c. The service life evaluation will be led by the Defence Materiel Organisation and 

will engage Defence stakeholders, including Navy and the Defence Science and 
Technology Organisation, and key industry partners, notably ASC. An Integrated 
Project Team framework will be employed to manage this effort. Existing 
contracting mechanisms will be utilised to source support for this activity. The 
United States Navy Naval Sea Systems Command will also provide independent 
review of key issues and be contracted utilising the Foreign Military Sales 
arrangements. 

 
d. A plan for the detailed evaluation of the Collins Class service life is currently 

being developed. This plan is yet to be finalised and fully costed. The activity is 
expected to be funded from within existing budgets arrangements. 



 

Q71 - Submarines - Capability gap - options  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
It is clear that there is the potential for a submarine capability gap associated with 
some of the options presented to Estimates by RADM Moffitt.  SLEP is clearly a fall 
back option.   What other fall back options are being canvassed by Defence?  
 
Response:  
 
The Collins Class submarines Service Life Evaluation Program (SLEP) is necessary 
to determine the exact service life we can expect from each Collins Class submarine, 
so that planning for transition to the future submarines can be done to avoid a 
capability gap. 



 

Q72 – Submarines – Collins Total Costs (Navy/DMO) 
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Since inception what is the total cost of ownership for the Collins Class submarines? 
 
Response: 
 
Due to the significant resource and cost of research this is unable to be provided in the 
timeframe. 
 



 

Q73 – Submarines – Collins total cost of sustainment 
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Since inception what is the total cost of sustainment for the Collins Class submarines? 
 
Response: 
 
Sustainment funds expended for the Collins Class submarines since 2006-07 are 
outlined in the table below: 
 

2006-07 
$m 

2007-08 
$m 

2008-09 
$m 

2009-10   
$m 

2010-11 
$m 

Total     
$m 

        
316.9  

        
330.0  

        
324.3  

      
324.8  

      
415.8  

    
1,711.9  

 
To provide data prior to 2006-07 would require significant resources and time to 
access previous financial management systems. 
 



 

Q74 – Submarines – Collins total cost of operating 
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Since inception what is the total cost of operating the Collins Class submarines? 
 
Response: 
 
The direct operating costs for the Collins Class submarines since 2002-03 are outlined 
in the table below: 
 
Table – Direct Operating Costs for Collins Class Submarines Since 2002-03 

2002-03 
$m 

2003-04 
$m  

2004-05 
$m  

2002-06 
$m  

2006-07 
$m  

2007-08 
$m 

2008-09 
$m  

2009-10 
$m  

2010-11 
$m  

Total 
$m 

31.8 33.1 37.3 37.0 37.4 32.2 41.2 43.7 47.4 341.1 
(Note – operating costs include personnel costs associated with the submarine force and supplier costs, 
including rations). 
 
To provide data prior to 2002-03 would require significant resources and time to 
access previous financial management systems. 



 

Q75 - Submarines – Collins total cost of upgrades  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing  
 
Since inception, what is the total cost of upgrades for the Collins Class submarines?  

 
Response:  
 
Capability upgrades are carried out using Major and Minor Capital Projects, listed in 
the following table. 
 

Project Number Project Name 
Expenditure 
to date ($m) 

SEA01420PH1 UHF MILSATCOM 15.4 
SEA01429PH1 Replacement Heavyweight Torpedo System 5.5 
SEA01429PH2 Replacement Heavyweight Torpedo System 287.0 
SEA01439PH1A Collins Class Capability Improvement Studies 0.4 
SEA01439PH2A Collins Class Capability Improvement Studies 9.7 
SEA01439PH3 Collins Reliability and Sustainment 319.3 
SEA01439PH4A Collins Replacement Combat System 426.0 
SEA01439PH4B Collins Submarine Platform Improvements 45.1 

SEA01439PH5B.1 
Communications Mast and Antenna Replacement 
Class Fit 35.9 

SEA01439PH5B2 
Collins Class Communications and Electronic 
Warfare Improvement Program 4.2 

SEA01439PH5B2A Collins Continuous Improvement 0.0 
SEA01439PH5B2B Collins Continuous Improvement 2.5 
SEA01439PH6 Collins Sonar Replacement 0.2 
SEA01439PHRCE3 EHF Communications Capability 22.6 

SEA01446PH1 
Collins Class Interim Minimum Operational 
Capability 211.6 

NMP1880 Submarine Internet Protocol 0.5 
NMP1880PH2 Interim Submarine Internet Protocol Capability 0.1 
NMP1887 HIDRA IV System 1.3 
DEF00224PH2B DEF224 14.0 
DEF00224PH3 DEF224 30.0 
SEA01430PH2A Navigation Display System 7.3 
Project Definition Funds Project Definition Funds 2.3 
Total   1440.7 

 
• Figures reflect the expenditure as at 31 Oct 2011. 
• Collins is one of many platforms to which SEA1420, SEA1430 and DEF224 

contribute. Figures represent the relevant allocation to Collins. 
 



 

Q76 - Submarines - Capability  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
If a major incident affecting Australia’s sovereign interests occurred tomorrow, or in 
the immediate future, what submarine full capability would be available to defend 
Australia?  
 
Response: 
 
In accordance with the definitions explained in Defence’s response to Senate 
Question on Notice No. 759, all submarines are currently in their operating cycles.  
The detailed operational capability of the submarine fleet is not publicly disclosed for 
reasons of operational security; however, can be provided in a private briefing. 
 
Accumulated over time, the information formerly contained in the Defence Annual 
Report portrayed a clear picture of Navy’s submarine capability, which could 
significantly undermine operational security.  Accordingly, Defence has reported 
mission capability in qualitative terms since financial year 2008-09 and aggregated 
unit ready days for groups of force elements since financial year 2009-10.  Defence 
will continue to offer to provide the Senate Committee with more detailed information 
through private briefings. 
 



 

Q77 - Submarines - Future Submarines  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
There has been no new money assigned to the SEA 1000 project in the last two 
Budgets.    
 
(a)How has this office been funded over the past two years?  
 
(b)How will it be funded over the period from 2011 to 2016?  
 
Response:  
 
(a) Total funding of $19.306m (Dec 11 price basis) has been approved by the 
Minister for Defence to sustain all necessary program office activities to date. 
 
(b) Initial Government consideration of SEA1000 is expected over the coming 
months, at which time further funding for future activity, will be sought. A series of 
Government considerations are planned before 2nd Pass and additional funding will be 
sought from these considerations as required.  



 

Q78 - Submarines - Future Submarines  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
In initiating the Coles review Minister Smith tied the Future Submarine Program to 
the Collins fix-it program.    
 
(a) How has this impacted your schedule and will a First Pass approval of sorts, as 
described in a previous answer, occur this year or is it as so described in the DCP - 
TBD?  
 
(b) If a definite First Pass decision can't be reached in the very near future how will it 
be possible to secure a Second Pass Approval so that the first of our future submarines 
can be fully operational by 2025?   
 
(c) When is the very latest time that Second Pass Approval can occur to have the first 
of our future submarines fully operational by 2025?  
 
Response:  
 
The early stages of the Future Submarines Project (FSP) will be considered in the 
period ahead.  Early consideration of the FSP will be consistent with the principle that 
it is necessary to work hard in the early days to set projects right to thereby avoid, 
reduce and minimize project difficulties down the track. 
 
(a) Exploratory work relating to the future submarine capability has continued in 
parallel with, and suffered no schedule impact from work on Collins remediation.  
Initial Government consideration of the SEA1000 program will take place in the next 
6 to 12 months.  This will not be First Pass consideration. 
 
(b) SEA1000 will be considered many times by Government prior to Second Pass. 
The SEA 1000 schedule and the withdrawal of the Collins Class will be managed to 
avoid a capability gap. 
 
(c) The actual SEA 1000 schedule will depend on the actual withdrawal dates for 
the Collins Class and the replacement submarine option acquired. 



 

Q79 - Submarines - Future Submarines  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
(a)Is the Navy considering the newly announced Type 216 in the SEA 1000 option 
sets?  
 
(b)What would be the estimate cost of purchasing 12 of this class of submarine?  
 
(c)What are the advantages and disadvantages of purchasing this class of submarine?  
 
Response:  
 
(a) The Type 216 is a conceptual, new design that has never been built.  It is 

therefore being considered under the ‘new design’ option ‘set’.   
 

(b) Indicative cost information for the Type 216 provided to the SEA1000 
program office by ThyssenKrupp Marine Systems (TKMS) is commercial-in-
confidence. 

 
(c) An analysis of the Type 216 is being undertaken as part of SEA1000 and will 

inform Defence’s advice to Government when completed. 
 





 

Q81 - Submarines - Future Submarines  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Noting that RADM Moffitt indicated that a visit to the Minister on SEA 1000 is 
imminent, and the next Estimates are in February, please provide details of the broad 
options sets being presented to the Minister and a detailed risk profile of each 
solution.  
 
Response:  
 
The details to be in the submission are currently under discussion with the Minister. 
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Q85 - HMAS Success Commission of Inquiry (COI) - Sailors  

Senator Johnston provided in writing. 

(a) Why has it taken more than two and half years for the Navy to inform the three sailors who were 
landed in Singapore that they are being terminated?  

(b) The three sailors who have been given a show cause notice of termination yet received an 
apology from the Chief of Navy for their mistreatment and a recommendation that they be paid an 
ex-gratia payment by the RAN? When is the ex-gratia payment to be made?  

(c) Who made the decision/s within the chain of command to recommend that these three sailors be 
terminated?  

(d) What are the detailed reasons for these three decisions to be made in regards to these three 
sailors being terminated?  

(e) Why has this process taken two and a half years to effect?  

(f) Is the Minister for Defence required to sign off on these notices of termination?  

(g) The three sailors who face termination from the RAN are very much low in the chain of 
command on board a RAN ship, why have they been singled out for adverse administrative action 
yet those officers in command of the ship have not faced the same action?  

(h) Prior to the COI the three sailors who were landed in Singapore were at the very worst facing 
either a censure or a possible reduction in rank, however, since then all three are facing termination. 
Why is this case?  

(i) Why did the three sailors receive their termination notices the day after the Senate Inquiry 
handed down its report, Part Two?  

 

Responses:   

(a) “Why has it taken more than two and half years for the Navy to inform the three sailors who 
were landed in Singapore that they are being terminated?” 

Nobody has been informed that they are being terminated. Individuals facing adverse administrative 
consequences have been asked to show cause as to why those consequences should not be imposed.  
This gives them an opportunity to put their case. 



 

 

Individual accountability action flowed from the report of the Commission of Inquiry.  The time 
taken is thus substantially due to the timeframe for the Commission of Inquiry and the following 
sequence of actions.   

Immediately following the receipt of each of the two parts of the Commission of Inquiry report, a 
detailed independent legal assessment was conducted to identify all matters for possible disciplinary 
or adverse administrative action, including options such as termination of service, reduction in rank, 
censure, formal warning or formal counselling.  For part one, this assessment was undertaken by Mr 
Andrew Kirkham QC, a former Deputy Judge Advocate General of the ADF and part two was 
assessed by Professor John Devereux. 

The two assessments considered the actions of more than fifty individuals, across senior and junior 
rank levels, including the three landed sailors, and a number of others who had been serving in 
higher Navy headquarters as well as in HMAS Success.  The result was recommendations to 
consider a range of potential administrative or disciplinary consequences and, for some, that no 
further action be taken. 

Each of the two assessments were considered by a team in CDF’s staff, following which CDF 
referred their recommendations on appropriate next steps to Navy, and to other relevant areas of 
Defence for those individuals who were not Navy personnel.  

There were a number of matters identified from Part One of the Report for which it was necessary 
to await the outcomes of Part Two, released in July, and its subsequent assessment for potential 
individual accountability actions. 

The requirements of procedural fairness apply to adverse administrative consequences, particularly 
the requirement for the notice to show cause to disclose any adverse information which is ‘credible, 
relevant and significant’ to the affected member, regardless of whether it is relied on in the final 
decision-making process.  For matters identified by the Commission of Inquiry this includes 
providing the original exhibits and the relevant extracts from transcripts of the hearings.   

Each individual’s notice to show cause is unique to that individual and is the product of assessing in 
detail a very substantial volume of documentary and transcript material from the Commission of 
Inquiry. Thus, production with all necessary supporting material is a very substantial task.  
Moreover, this work could not commence before completion of the independent legal assessments 
of each part of the report and, in the case of all three landed Senior Sailors, the outcomes of part two 
and its assessment. 

The administrative action required to be taken by Navy to hold individuals to account in respect of 
the shortcomings identified by Mr Gyles in Part One and Two is nearing completion.  

Adverse administrative action, including termination of service, formal censure, reduction in rank, 
formal warnings and formal counselling, was considered against 55 individuals, and initiated 
against 18 individuals who ranged in rank from Able Seaman through to Star Ranked officers.  

Decisions relating to nine of these individuals have been made.  Some of these decisions are subject 
to the redress of grievance process but the outcomes have included formal censure, reduction in 
rank and formal counseling.  In two instances no further action was considered warranted.  I am 
advised decisions relating to another four individuals will be made in the coming weeks. 



 

 

Noting the timeframes in which the two parts of the Commission of Inquiry report have been 
delivered, and the exhaustive and necessary processes which have followed, individual 
accountability action for all those involved has been progressed as quickly as possible. 

(b) “The three sailors who have been given a show cause notice of termination yet received an 
apology from the Chief of Navy for their mistreatment and a recommendation that they be paid an 
ex-gratia payment by the RAN? When is the ex-gratia payment to be made?” 

On 7 July 2011, the Chief of Navy provided apologies to each of the three Senior Sailors, both 
verbally and in writing.  He also referred the sailors to the recommendation in Part 2 of the CDF 
COI report to pay compensation to the three sailors, indicating that both he and CDF supported the 
recommendation.  

In July 2011, discussions with the sailors’ legal representatives commenced in relation to 
compensation payments. On 30 August 2011, the sailors’ legal representatives provided details of 
the basis for their clients’ compensation claims. 

A ‘without prejudice’ meeting with the landed sailors and their legal representatives with 
Departmental officers and legal advisers was held in December 2011.  

In late December 2011 having considered the submissions from the landed sailors and consulted 
with other Government Departments (PM&C, Finance and AGD) the Department’s legal advisers 
were instructed to offer an amount to each of the three landed sailors in full and final satisfaction of 
the recommendation for monetary compensation made by Mr Gyles in Part Two of his Commission 
of Inquiry report. A deed of release was also provided to the solicitors acting on behalf of the 
sailors. 

Exchanges between Defence and the three landed sailors are ongoing and it would not be 
appropriate to comment further other than to say Defence intends to deal with these claims as 
efficiently as possible.  The provision of further detail would involve the unreasonable disclosure of 
personal information.. 

(c) “Who made the decision/s within the chain of command to recommend that these three sailors 
be terminated?” 

The independent legal assessments and subsequent processes referred to in (a) above informed the 
development of individual notices to show cause. Notices were considered by an appropriately 
senior and independent initiating officer in accordance with the processes detailed in Defence 
Instructions and Defence (Personnel) Regulations, depending on the nature of the Notice. The 
initiating officer considered the evidence to determine the most appropriate level of sanction that 
might be considered by the decision-maker. To ensure procedural fairness and to avoid any 
potential actual or perceived conflict of interest, the person who initiates and issues a notice to show 
cause is a separate individual from the eventual decision maker. The notices to show cause are also 
crafted to allow the decision-maker the option of choosing a lesser sanction, or no sanction at all.   

It is relevant that initial identification of possible individual accountability action was undertaken 
independently of the chain of command by appropriately expert legal counsel.  

“(d) What are the detailed reasons for these three decisions to be made in regards to these three 
sailors being terminated?’ 



 

 

Detailed reasons have been provided to each individual concerned for all individual accountability 
actions proposed in relation to them.  Disclosing those reasons more widely has potential to 
prejudice consideration of their responses and the eventual decisions to be made in respect of any 
adverse administrative sanction, and also has potential to prejudice any subsequent redress of 
grievance processes the individuals concerned may initiate.  Moreover, such disclosure would be a 
breach of the privacy of the individuals concerned. 

“(e) Why has this process taken two and a half years to effect?” 

See the response to (a) above. 

“(f) Is the Minister for Defence required to sign off on these notices of termination?” 

No 

“(g) The three sailors who face termination from the RAN are very much low in the chain of 
command on board a RAN ship, why have they been singled out for adverse administrative action 
yet those officers in command of the ship have not faced the same action?” 

The three senior sailors have not been singled out.  Around twenty individuals at all rank levels 
including senior ranks, and including the three landed Senior Sailors, have been issued with notices 
to show cause as to why adverse administrative sanction should not be applied to them.  The 
specific sanction that is being considered for each individual is considered appropriate to the 
circumstances of each case. 

“(h) Prior to the COI the three sailors who were landed in Singapore were at the very worst facing 
either a censure or a possible reduction in rank, however, since then all three are facing termination. 
Why is this case?” 

Possible individual accountability action was not determined until the processes detailed at (a) 
above were undertaken.   

“(i) Why did the three sailors receive their termination notices the day after the Senate Inquiry 
handed down its report, Part Two?” 

Notices for proposed administrative consequences were provided to all individuals as early as 
possible.  The timing for delivery of the notices to the three senior sailors concerned bore no 
relationship to the timing of the Senate Inquiry Report which was not known to Navy until the week 
in which notices for the three landed senior sailors were to be delivered to them. 
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Q86 - HMAS Success COI - Fleet Legal  

 

Senator Johnston  provided in writing: 

The HMAS Success COI was very critical of Fleet Legal in their dealing with the matters pertaining 
to these three sailors.  (a) What assurances can be given that these scathing criticisms were not 
instrumental in the actions that resulted in terminating these three sailors?  (b) Clearly Fleet Legal is 
seriously conflicted in this action as they mis-handled the issues surrounding the three landed 
sailors from May 2009, as revealed by the findings in the COI Report.  Please provide documented 
assurance that the adverse administrative action against the three landed sailors was performed 
independently of Fleet Legal. (c) The Senate Inquiry found (para 9.26): ‘Clearly the senior sailors 
and their families have undergone a truly unwarranted and dreadful ordeal...the damage caused to 
their reputation, personal relationships and career prospects, far outweighs any likely adverse action 
that could be taken against them. In this regard, the committee believes that the time for healing and 
making amends is well overdue.  and at para 9.27: The committee believes that it is particularly 
important for Navy to put every effort into helping the sailors to resume their careers and to rise 
above the experiences of the last two years.’ If this is the finding of the Senate why is the seriously 
conflicted Fleet legal proceeding with their cause of action, in direct opposition to the findings of 
the Australian Senate? Who, at every level in the RAN chain of command, approved this course of 
action? (d) What specific actions have been undertaken to reform Fleet Legal in line of the COI 
findings that it needed ‘a jolt’?  

Responses:  

(a) Immediately following the receipt of each of the two parts of the Commission of Inquiry report, 
a detailed independent legal assessment was conducted to identify all matters for possible 
disciplinary or adverse administrative action, including options such as termination of service, 
reduction in rank, censure, formal warning or formal counselling.  For part one, this assessment was 
undertaken by Mr Andrew Kirkham QC, a former Deputy Judge Advocate General of the ADF and 
for part two, by Professor John Devereux. 

The two assessments considered the actions of more than fifty individuals, across senior and junior 
rank levels, including the three landed sailors, and a number of others who had been serving in 
higher Navy headquarters as well as in HMAS Success.  The result was recommendations to 
consider a range of potential administrative or disciplinary consequences and, for some, that no 
further action be taken. 



  

 

Each of the two assessments were considered by a team in CDF’s staff, following which CDF 
referred their recommendations on appropriate next steps on to Navy, and to other relevant areas of 
Defence for those individuals who were not Navy personnel.  

There were a number of matters identified from Part One of the Report for which it was necessary 
to await the outcomes of Part Two, released in July, and its subsequent assessment for potential 
individual accountability actions. 

The administrative action required to be taken by Navy to hold individuals to account in respect of 
the shortcomings identified by Mr Gyles in Part One and Two is now nearing completion.  

Adverse administrative action, including termination of service, formal censure, reduction in rank, 
formal warnings and formal counselling, was considered against 55 individuals, and initiated 
against 18 individuals who ranged in rank from Able Seaman through to Star Ranked officers.  

Decisions relating to nine of these individuals have been made.  Some of these decisions are subject 
to the redress of grievance process but the outcomes have included formal censure, reduction in 
rank and formal counseling.  In two instances no further action was considered warranted.  I am 
advised decisions relating to another four individuals will be made in the coming weeks. 

The requirements of procedural fairness apply to adverse administrative consequences, particularly 
the requirement for the notice to show cause to disclose any adverse information which is ‘credible, 
relevant and significant’ to the affected member, regardless of whether it is relied on in the final 
decision-making process.  For matters identified by the Commission of Inquiry this includes 
providing the original exhibits and the relevant extracts from transcripts of the hearings.   

Each individual’s notice to show cause is unique to that individual and is the product of assessing in 
detail a very substantial volume of documentary and transcript material from the Commission of 
Inquiry. Thus  production with all necessary supporting material is a very substantial task.  
Moreover, this work could not commence before completion of the independent legal assessments 
of each part of the report and, in the case of all three landed Senior Sailors, the outcomes of part two 
and its assessment. 

Once compiled, individual notices to show cause are considered by an appropriately senior and 
independent initiating officer in accordance with the processes detailed in Defence Instructions.  
These instructions include a specific requirement for procedural fairness, and include a requirement 
for the person who initiates and issues a notice to show cause to be a separate individual from the 
eventual decision maker.    

In all cases, it is essential that neither the initiating officer nor the decision maker are subject to any 
actual or perceived conflict of interest.  For each person facing individual accountability action, an 
appropriately senior initiating officer and decision maker were identified within Navy.   

 

At every stage from the initial independent legal assessments by Mr Kirkham and Professor 
Devereux through to compilation of the notices to show cause, development of options and 
decisions on options for individual accountability has been attended by legal advice independently 
of the chain of command. 



  

 

(b) The current Fleet Legal Staff is comprised of different personnel from those who were in place 
in 2009.   The Fleet Legal Officer joined the staff in 2010. Although there is no conflict of interest 
for the current staff, the independent legal assessments by Mr Kirkham and Professor Devereux 
have been relied upon in the compilation of the notices to show cause. A Reserve Legal Officer 
independent of Fleet Legal staff and the chain of command, reviewed and developed the notices to 
show cause based on the evidence available. These notices were presented to the initiating officer 
for consideration as to the appropriate level of individual accountability. Fleet Legal was guided by 
the Reserve Legal Officer’s advice in finalising the notices and obtaining the relevant evidence to 
be enclosed. 

(c) Action, including individual accountability action, flows from the conclusions and 
recommendations, publicly accepted by Defence, of parts one and two of the report of the HMAS 
Success Commission of Inquiry, both of which were received some time prior to the release in 
September 2011 of the part two report of the Senate Inquiry. In particular, Mr Gyles, in his part two 
report recommended, at page xvii: 

“In those unusual circumstances I recommend that the Chief of Navy offer a properly 
framed apology to the landed senior sailors and that payment of ex gratia monetary 
compensation be made to each of them. Nonetheless, the senior sailors should be called to 
account for their wrongdoing. Two wrongs do not make a right.” 

The sequence of actions outlined in response to (a) above has been particularly aimed at ensuring 
due process at all stages without improper command or external influence.  These processes were 
well advanced before release of the Senate Inquiry report.  Noting that, to date, Government is not 
yet due to have responded to the Senate Committee report, it would not be appropriate to interfere 
in the consideration of individual accountability action.   Nor are there grounds to set aside 
Defence’s acceptance and implementation of the Commission of Inquiry’s specific recommendation 
in this regard.  

Decisions in relation to individual accountability action were made as outlined in response to (a) 
and (b) above. 

(d) Mr Gyles’ findings and recommendations regarding Fleet Legal have the potential to apply 
more widely across the ADF Legal Service. Accordingly, there is merit in examining the command 
and control arrangements for all ADF legal officers.   

On 7 July 2011, the Chief of the Defence Force announced that a review would be undertaken into 
the command and control arrangements for all ADF legal officers which will examine their 
structural and organisational independence from command. Detailed terms of reference for the 
review have been finalised and the review is in progress. It is currently expected that the review will 
be completed by 31 March 2012. 

The review team has been asked to have regard to the outcomes of other recent activities focused on 
improving organisational arrangements for ADF legal officers within Defence. 

The review will also address Mr Gyles’ observation that he had no reason to disagree with the 
suggestion that the Navy personnel legal officer at HMAS Kuttabul, and those other Navy legal 
officers whose primary role is to provide legal assistance to Navy personnel, would be better placed 
reporting to the Director of Defence Counsel Services rather than Fleet Legal.  



  

 

The review findings will enable informed decisions to be made about what can be done to 
strengthen structures and processes to ensure delivery of independent legal advice, free of 
perceptions of inappropriate command influence.  

  



 

Q87—Maritime Mine Warfare  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
The following expenditure spread for the MCDGRP was provided by the department 
in response to a QON in May this year.   The averaged expenditure for the 3 FYs 
2006–09 shows a cost of approximately $177m.  The average cost has reduced to 
approximately $160m for the last two years. Is approximately $17m the savings result 
of laying up 2 MHCs?  
 
Response:  
 
The savings are not solely the result of laying up the two MHCs into Extended 
Readiness (ER), but rather the result of the Strategic Reform Program (SRP), a 
portfolio level initiative, and the Navy Continuous Improvement Program (CIP) 
which have identified efficiencies across the whole MCD Group capability to assist in 
meeting designated SRP targets.  These initiatives will ensure the capability remains 
relevant to meet current and future requirements.   
 
A significant portion of the $17m savings can be attributed to a combination of 
initiatives including the placement of the two MHC’s into ER, rationalisation of the 
supply chain, sustainment of the Mine Sweeping Auxiliaries Wallaroo and Bandicoot 
for Nuclear Powered Warship tasking only, and the more efficient  and effective 
management of specific MHC and Diving systems. These initiatives have reduced the 
operating costs associated with training, fuel, maintenance, personnel and 
improved delivery across the entire MCD capability.  





 

Q89—Maritime Mine Warfare—MHCs  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
The Department has indicated that the MHCs will undergo an obsolescence upgrade.  
Will the two ships in Lay Up be also upgraded to maintain currency with the other 
four?  
 
Response:  
 
It is not intended for the two Extended Readiness (ER) Mine Hunter Coastals (MHC) 
to undergo any upgrade scheduled for the four operational MHCs. The two ER MHCs 
will be maintained only as required to meet MHC Class Classification Society (Det 
Norske Veritas—DNV) specifications as recognised laid up vessels, in accordance 
with their extended notice for sea requirement of five years.   



 

Q90—Maritime Mine Warfare—MHCs  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
What is the estimated cost of returning these two MHCs to full operational capability?  
 
Response:  
 
The rough order of magnitude cost to return the two extended readiness Mine Hunter 
Coastals to the current baseline of operational capability within their designated 
Extended Readiness Notice for Sea (5 years) is $6.8M per vessel.  A significant 
portion of this estimated cost includes the need to dock and refit the vessels to assume 
baseline configuration and set to work major systems that have been in lay up.  









 

Q92—Maritime Mine Warfare—CDs  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
(a) In answers to a QON you indicated that CDs don’t require dedicated Insertion 
Craft to conduct operations as they have access to task group organic support craft.  I 
presume that you are referring to 7.6 metre RHIBs used for boarding operations by 
MFUs and ACPBs.  Noting that CDs conducting Clandestine Search Operations will 
have to insert up to 8 Divers with Diving Equipment, Search Equipment, and ancillary 
equipment including towing a second craft for final insertion at over the Horizon 
distances, how is the present 7.6 metre craft deemed suitable in terms of size and 
carrying  capacity and speed to support this type of operation? (b) As MFU type 
RHIBs have no self protection (signature management—acoustic or magnetic) against 
mines, does Navy still consider that CDs do not need specialised insertion craft?  
 
Response:  
 
Response:  
 
a)   The 7.2 metre J3 Rigid Hull Inflatable Boats (RHIB) organic to Task Groups 
are employed as the Over the Horizon (OTH) insertion craft to support the stated CD 
mission for beach reconnaissance, surveys and clearances until Project SEA 1778 
(Deployable Mine Counter Measures) delivers the Full Operational Capability 
(currently scheduled for November 2016 following IOC in December 2015).  The 
current in-service J3 RHIB organic within task group operations is assessed as a 
suitable, interim OTH insertion and extraction platform with respect to size, carrying 
capacity and speed, including towing of Clearance Diving Team organic Zodiac 
Inflatable Boats.   
 
Prior to SEA 1778 FOC, Navy is considering the acquisition of four additional J3 Jet 
RHIBs to provide dedicated platforms for Clearance Diving Teams to conduct OTH 
insertion continuation training independent of Task Group activities. Any additional 
RHIBs would be compatible with the wider inventory under the Fleet Maritime 
Services Contract.   
 
Two options are being considered for OTH insertion method within Project SEA 
1778: the first being RHIBs and the second being Swimmer Delivery Vehicle (surface 
vehicle capable of sub-surface operations).  
 
b) The threat to individual insertion craft types, such as the J3 RHIB, is assessed 
based on consideration of the anticipated mine type that may be encountered and the 
known characteristics of the craft in use.  Organic Task Group RHIBs offer limited 
protection from moored mines, other than the vessels’ shallow draft permitting them 
to pass sufficiently clear over most moored mines. Influence mines in deeper water 
can be expected to target mainly larger shipping and not the smaller signature of a 
RHIB.  RHIBs become more vulnerable in shallower water however, where mines 
may be targeted against smaller landing craft.  Clearance Diving Team organic Zodiac 
Inflatable Boats offer a lower signature and may be used where a RHIB becomes 
vulnerable to influence mines in shallow water.   
 



 

Any future in-service J3 RHIBs organic to Clearance Diving Teams will be 
magnetically and acoustically ranged to accurately determine individual magnetic and 
acoustic signature in accordance with Navy’s Signature Management Standing 
Operating Procedures. Project SEA 1778 will deliver Navy’s Clearance Divers future 
OTH vessel and this Project is scheduled to deliver the FOC in November 2016.  



 

Q93 - 34 Squadron - Special Purpose Flights  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Why does the most recent Schedule of Special Purpose Flights show that on at least 
four separate occasions there was only one person on board as a traveller and who 
approved their travel:  a) Minister Falconer  - 1 July – Canberra – Sydney – Canberra 
– 737; ($3,900) b) Minister Snowden – 15 October - Canberra – Alice Springs – 
Canberra – Challenger; ($17,300) c) Parl. Sec Feeney – 13 November - Melbourne – 
Amberley(approximate to Brisbane) – Melbourne – Challenger; ($14,400), and  d) 
Parl. Sec Feeney – 17 November - Canberra –Brisbane – Canberra – Challenger 
($9,184)  
 
Response: 
Senator Faulkner flew on a Boeing Business Jet on 1 July 2010. As the then Minister 
for Defence, he approved his own travel. 
 
Minister Snowdon flew on a Challenger on 15 October 2010. Approval was granted 
by Air Force by the VIP Operations Cell. 
 
Minister for Defence, the Hon Stephen Smith MP approved the travel by the 
Parliamentary Secretary Feeney who flew on a Challenger on 13 and 17 November 
2010.  
 
These flights are included in the July-December 2010 publication of the Schedule of 
Special Purpose Flights. All flights were approved following the Guidelines for the 
Use of Special Purpose Aircraft re-issued by the Minister for Defence in January 
2010. 
 
The use of the Special Purpose Aircraft, within Air Force contractual limits, is 
approved by three tasking authorities – the Governor-General, the Prime Minister and 
the Minister for Defence. Through a delegation instrument by the Minister for 
Defence, certain tasks are approved by Air Force. Broadly, this delegation covers 
domestic travel by entitled persons other than the Prime Minister or Governor-
General.  



 

Q94 - 34 Squadron - SPA Policy  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Is there a specific policy reason why the Prime Minister and the Treasurer use the 737 
rather than the Challenger when they travel with small travelling parties?  
 
Response:  
 
The Prime Minister and the Treasurer are not specifically allocated a Boeing Business 
Jet rather than a Challenger when they travel in small parties. 
 
Following the Guidelines for the Use of Special Purpose Aircraft re-issued by the 
Minister for Defence in January 2010, Number 34 Squadron allocate the aircraft type 
in accordance with operational requirements such as crew and aircraft availability, 
destination runway requirements, leg timings, concurrent tasking and passenger 
manifest composition. 



 

Q95 - 34 Squadron - SPA Approvals  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Who provides the approval for them to travel on the 737 when their travelling party is 
nine or less?  
 
Response:  
 
Following the Guidelines for the Use of Special Purpose Aircraft re-issued by the 
Minister for Defence in January 2010, Number 34 Squadron allocate the aircraft type 
to a task in accordance with operational requirements such as crew and aircraft 
availability, destination runway requirements, leg timings, concurrent tasking and 
passenger manifest composition. 



 

Q96 - 34 Squadron - SPA Fleet  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
When are the aircraft, currently forming the VIP fleet, due for replacement?  
 
Response:  
 
The Special Purpose Aircraft are leased until 2014.  Each aircraft is leased under a 
separate contract.  The Boeing Business Jet leases expire on 12 June 2014 and 31 
August 2014.  The Challenger aircraft leases expire on 20 June 2014, 23 September 
2014 and 29 September 2014.  The Special Purpose Aircraft support contract expires 
on 29 September 2014.  All aircraft leases and the support contract have a two year 
extension option.  



 

Q97 - 34 Squadron - SPA Replacement Aircraft  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
What consideration has been given to replacement aircraft, and what are these 
options?  
 
Response:  
 
Ahead of the lease expiry for the current Special Purpose Aircraft fleet, Defence will 
seek Government’s requirements for a replacement capability.  This will entail 
determining seating capacity, number of aircraft, configuration, performance (speed, 
range, runway requirements etc) and onboard facilities and services. 



















Q103 - MEAO Air Sustainment Contract - Additional Costs  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing: 
 
It was revealed in Estimates that Adagold were paid a contracted amount per flight plus fuel and 
government charges. What was the cost of these additional charges per flight and who met these 
additional costs?  
 
Response:  
 
• As specified in the MEAO Air Sustainment contract the Contractor (ADAGOLD) is entitled 

to reimbursement of specified charges and costs as incurred in respect to provided services. 
Reimbursable costs do not include Contractor mark up and are subject to Commonwealth 
verification and approval. Fuel is paid by Defence direct to the fuel suppliers (not to 
ADAGOLD). 

 
• Costs reimbursed to the Contractor by Defence in connection with the operation of the MEAO 

Air Sustainment contract since November 2010 total AUD $2,370,810. This equates to 
$36,474 per mission; based on 65 missions as at 27 October 2011, an average of 100 
passengers per flight, and charged at a per capita rate (see Table 1). 
 

 
Table 1:  MEAO Air Sustainment Contract - Additional Costs Reimbursed to ADAGOLD. 
Breakdown by Item and Amount Reimbursed by Defence for the period 24 November 2010 to 27 
October 2011 

Serial Description 

Cost per 
passenger 

(AUD) 

Total Cost per 
Mission 
(AUD) 

Total Cost 
(AUD) 

 (a) (b) (c) (d) 

1 Airport Passenger Arrival or Departure 
Taxes (1) 25.51 5,102 331,630 

2 Catering Service and Drinks (1) 125.11 25,022 1,626,430 

3 Customs Import Clearance Charges and 
Quarantine Fees (2) 63.50 6,350 412,750 

  Total 36,474 2,370,810 
Notes:    

1.  Cost based on Sydney to Al Minhad and return flight. 
2.  Cost based on Al Minhad to Sydney flight. 



Q104 - MEAO Air Sustainment Contract - Surveys  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing: 
 
Could you please provide copies of the surveys that passengers have completed in regards to this 
service and the summation/analysis in respect of each survey set?  
 
Response: 
 
Standard MEAO Air Sustainment Charter Customer Survey Form 
 
A copy of the standard A340 Passenger Customer Survey form indicating the assessment criteria 
and response categories is at Enclosure 1. 
 
Compilation of Customer Survey Responses  
 
The survey commenced in mid-June 2011 and covered 12 flights carrying 1,397 passengers.  A total 
of 476 survey responses were received and the results are tabulated in Enclosure 2.  
 
Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction Index Analysis 

 
The satisfaction/dissatisfaction index analysis at Enclosure 3 is used to identify key areas for 
remediation action and to gauge the relative depth of concerns.  Over the survey period covering 12 
flights, satisfied responses exceeded those that were dissatisfied against four of the five assessment 
criteria.  Specifically: 

 
- Cleanliness. Survey responses were significantly positive, (97% satisfied) with regard to the 
cleanliness of the A340 aircraft. 

 
- Entertainment. Response to the in-flight entertainment question is the only one where 
dissatisfied responses (70%) exceeded satisfied responses.  The entertainment system is based on 
analogue technology and is unable to deliver digital picture and sound that passengers expect.  An 
analysis of reported issues also indicates a degree of operator error and individual instruction cards 
for each station are being introduced to assist passengers. Nevertheless, faults and quality issues 
remain under review and a remediation program within the limits of the available technology is 
underway.  

 
- Airline Staff. Responses to the standard of airline staff were overwhelmingly positive (99% 
satisfied).  

 
- Food. The A340 meals menu is categorised as International Premium Economy in accordance 
with international airline standards. Notwithstanding anecdotal reporting on the quality of meals 
provided, 93% of respondents reported favourably on the standard of food. 

 
- Serviceability.  Responses to the serviceability criteria continue to cause some concern with only 
67% of respondents reporting favourably. It is difficult to identify the exact cause because reporting 
is against a diverse set of parameters, and consideration is being given to narrowing the focus and to 
place seat serviceability in its own category. However, the general issue of serviceability of in-cabin 
facilities has been raised with the contractor and a rolling programme of assessment and repair is 
underway. 





































 

Q109 - MEAO Air Contract - Usage  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
(a) Why have no senior ADF personnel not flown on the regular weekly service when 
visiting and/or inspecting the MEAO deployments?  
 
(b) How has each party of visiting VIP ADF parties/delegations flown to the MEAO 
since November 2007?   
 
(c) If not, why not?  
 
Response: 
 
(a-c)  Visiting VIP ADF parties/delegations will normally travel into and out of the 
MEAO using routine scheduled airline services. Travel within the MEAO is normally 
undertaken using ADF aircraft. 
 







Q112 - MEAO Air Contract - Harassment Incidents  
 
Senator Johnston  provided in writing . 
 
Please document the number of harassment incidents, per flight, reported by the aircraft crew? What 
action was taken?  
 
Response:  
 
• Since commencement of the current contract on 23 November 2010 up to 9 November 2011, 

no formal or informal claims of harassment have been submitted by the crews of the MEAO 
Air Sustainment Charter Aircraft to the Contractor. 

 
• An incident was reported within Defence on 15 March 2011 regarding alleged poor behaviour 

by an ADF passenger. 
 
• The matter was taken up with the Contractor but confirmation has been received that no 

formal statement or claim of harassment was ever submitted by the cabin crew involved. 
 
• Defence took internal steps to investigate the incident but in the absence of a formal 

complaint the outcome remains inconclusive and the alleged offence unproven. 
 
• All military personnel travelling on the MEAO Air Sustainment Charter Aircraft are required 

to conform to standards of conduct and behaviour as directed by their respective Service 
Chiefs. Civilian personnel are required to observe codes of conduct as directed their parent 
organisations.  

 
• For each flight a military officer not below the rank of Major is appointed as the Flight 

Officer-in-Charge (OIC) responsible for ensuring that discipline and standards of behaviour 
are maintained. Passengers are briefed on the Flight OIC’s role and responsibilities and that 
any breaches are to be reported to him for subsequent investigation and action by the 
receiving 1st Joint Movements Group staff.  

 
• The identity of the designated OIC is also notified to the Contractor’s Flight Managers. The 

Contractor’s Flight Managers are made aware of the requirement to report any breaches of 
discipline and behaviour to the military Flight OIC, in the first instance, and then to 1st Joint 
Movements Group through the Contractor’s Operations Manager. Commander 1st Joint 
Movements Group is then responsible for follow up investigations and ensuring that closure 
action occurs. 



 

Q113 - FEG Sustainment, Operating and Upgrading Costs  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing: 
 
Please provide tables for each FEG that show:  
(a) The total of operating costs for the period 2007/08 to 2010/11;  
(b) The total of sustainment costs for the period 2007/08 to 2010/11;  
(c) The total of upgrading costs for the period 2007/08 to 2010/11;  
(d) The total of all costs for the period 2007/08 to 2010/11;  
(e) The availability at full operational capability of the FEG for each quarter, 
expressed numerically and as a percentage of the total number of assets. eg. Abraham 
tanks – 41 out of 59 tanks fully operational for the Jan – March period 2008 – 69.5% 
(f) The estimated operating costs for the period 2011/12 to 2015/16;  
(g) The estimated sustainment costs for the period 2011/12 to 2015/16;  
(h) The estimated upgrading costs for the period 2011/12 to 2015/16;  
(i) The estimated total of all costs for the period 2011/12 to 2015/16.   
FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING:  
0. ANZAC Class Frigates (FFH)  
1. Adelaide Class Frigates. (FFG)  
2. Patrol Boat (PB)  
3. Landing Craft Heavy (LCH) 
4. Surveying Ship, Coastal (AGSC)  
5. Collins Class Submarine (SSG)  
6. Mine-hunter Coastal (MHC)  
7. Landing Platform, Amphibious(LPA)  
8. Surveying Ship (AGS)  
9. Replenishment Oiler (AOR)  
10. Landing Ship, Heavy (LSH)  
11. AS350 Squirrel Helicopters  
12. S-70B Sea Hawk Helicopters  
13. SK-50 Sea King Helicopters  
14. MRH – 90 Helicopters  
15. M1A1 Abram Tanks  
16. ASLAV  
17. M113 AS3/4  
18. Bushmaster IMV  
19. G-Wagon  
20. Land Rover FFR  
21. Land Rover GS  
22. Unimog 1700L  
23. L118/L119 105 mm Hamel Guns  
24. 105mm Howitzer  
25. M198 155 mm Howitzer  
26. M777A2 Howitzer  
27. RBS -70 Ground to Air Missile launchers  
28. AN/TPQ-36 Firefinder Radar  
29. AMSTAR Ground Surveillance RADAR  
30. Insitu Aersonde, Elbit Systems Skylark  
31. Sikorsky S-70 A-9 Helicopters  
32. MRH – 90 Helicopter  



 

33. OH-58 Kiowa Helicopter  
34. Boeing CH-47 Chinook Helicopter  
35. Tiger ARH  
36. F/A-18F Super Hornet: upgraded multi-role jet fighter.  
37. F/A-18 Hornet: multi-role fighter for air-to-air and air-to-ground missions.  
38. AP-3C Orion: maritime patrol aircraft.   
39. C-17A Globemaster: heavy transport aircraft. 
40. B737-AEW&C Wedgetail: our first airborne early warning and control aircraft. 
41. C-130 Hercules: medium transport aircraft.  
42. CL-604 Challenger: VIP transport for the Australian Government.  
43. B737 BBJ Boeing Business Jet: VIP transport for the Australian Government.  
44. PC-9/A: basic training aircraft of the Australian Defence Force.  
45. Hawk 127: lead-in fighter trainer. 
46. K350 King Air.   
47. KC-30A MRTT: the new KC-30A Multi-Role Tanker Transports.   
48. JSF (## Estimated costs from date of delivery). 
 
 
 
 
Response: 
 
 
(a), (d), (f), (i) Due to the breadth and complexity of the question, an unreasonable 
amount of departmental resources would be required to develop a response.  
(b), (c), (g), (h) Where readily available, the requested information has been provided 
in Table 1 below. For some Land capabilities data against (c) and (h) is not readily 
available due to the way in which costs are aggregated.  Where relevant, figures have 
been derived from the Defence Capability Plan. 
(e) The information requested is classified and consequently can not be provided. 
 



 

 
 

PROJECT COSTS 
Table 1 
Figures are provided in ($) millions. 
FEG Total sustainment 

cost for 07/08-10/11 
(b) 

Total upgrading 
cost for 07/08-10/11 

(c) 

Estimated 
sustainment cost for 

11/12-15/16 
(g) 

Estimated upgrading 
cost for 11/12-15/16 

(h) 

0. ANZAC Class Frigates (FFH) 881.543 561.540 1114.422 652 

1. Adelaide Class Frigates (FFG) 445.618 692.839 714.834 179.668 

2. Patrol Boat (PB) 113.035 0.000 168.137 0.000 

3. Landing Craft Heavy (LCH) 53.745 0.000 49.597 0.000 

4. Surveying Ship, Coastal (AGSC) 32.788 61.8061 42.690 0.000 

5. Collins Class Submarine (SSG) 1394.953 290.6432 1881.493 136.1783 

                                                 
1 SEA1401 Ph3 - The costs for the Hydrographic System Upgrade have been split over 2 years when the installs were undertaken on the respective vessels 
2 SEA1429Ph2 Replacement Heavyweight Torpedo System, SEA1439ph3 Collins Submarine Platform Systems Improvements, SEA1439Ph4A Replacement Combat Systems, 
Sea1439Ph4b weapon and Sensor Enhancements 
3 SEA1429Ph2 Replacement Heavyweight Torpedo System, SEA1439ph3 Collins Submarine Platform Systems Improvements, SEA1439Ph4A Replacement Combat Systems, 
Sea1439Ph4b weapon and Sensor Enhancements 



 

FEG Total sustainment 
cost for 07/08-10/11 

(b) 

Total upgrading 
cost for 07/08-10/11 

(c) 

Estimated 
sustainment cost for 

11/12-15/16 
(g) 

Estimated upgrading 
cost for 11/12-15/16 

(h) 

6. Minehunter Coastal (MHC) 210.074 0.000 238.014 0.000 

7. Landing Platform, Amphibious 
(LPA) 

 

154.553 20.5314 152.430 0.000 

8. Surveying Ship (AGS) 80.561 0.000 118.140 0.000 

9. Replenishment Oiler (AOR) 126.939 0.000 129.315 0.000 

10. Landing Ship, Heavy (LSH) 60.299 12.9455 46.508 0.000 

11. AS350 Squirrel Helicopters 45.961 0.000 57.283 0.000 

12. S-70B Sea Hawk Helicopters 287.103 20.575 322.137 2.032 

13. SK-50 Sea King Helicopters 49.927 4.211 14.403 0.000 

                                                 
4 SEA01779Ph1 - Ship Self Defence Capability - Installation of typhoon/toplite systems 
5 SEA01779Ph1 - Ship Self Defence Capability - Installation of typhoon/toplite systems 



 

FEG Total sustainment 
cost for 07/08-10/11 

(b) 

Total upgrading 
cost for 07/08-10/11 

(c) 

Estimated 
sustainment cost for 

11/12-15/16 
(g) 

Estimated upgrading 
cost for 11/12-15/16 

(h) 

14. MRH – 90 Helicopter is a 
duplicate and is covered under item 
32. 

    

 



 

 
FEG Total sustainment 

cost for 07/08-10/11 
(b) 

Total upgrading 
cost for 07/08-10/11 

(c) 

Estimated 
sustainment cost for 

11/12-15/16 
(g) 

Estimated upgrading 
cost for 11/12-15/16 

(h) 

15. M1A1 Abram Tanks 39.612  85.830  

16. ASLAV 114.615  198.472  

17. M113 AS3/4 120.553  126.442  

18. Bushmaster IMV 185.248  229.736  

19. G-Wagon 0.000  91.624  

20. Land Rover FFR Grouped with 
Landrover GS 

 Grouped with 
Landrover GS 

 

21. Land Rover GS 82.147m  86.125  

22. Unimog 1700L 90.197  84.391  

23. & 24. L118/L119 105 mm 
Hamel Guns 

5.504  1.491  



 

FEG Total sustainment 
cost for 07/08-10/11 

(b) 

Total upgrading 
cost for 07/08-10/11 

(c) 

Estimated 
sustainment cost for 

11/12-15/16 
(g) 

Estimated upgrading 
cost for 11/12-15/16 

(h) 

25. 105 mm Howitzer Grouped with L118  Grouped with L118  

26. M777A2 Howitzer 0.000  21.491  

27. RBS-70 Ground to Air Missile 
Launchers 

6.171  2.473  

28. AN/TPQ-36 Firefinder Radar 11.031  1.493  

29. AMSTAR Ground Surveillance 
RADAR 
 

4.876  6.013  

30. Insitu Aersonde, Elbit Systems 
Skylark 

10.366  1.500  

31. Sikorsky S-70 A-9 Helicopters 360.618  352.908  

32. MRH-90 Helicopters 225.374  652.001  

33. OH-58 Kiowa Helicopter 87.841  127.500  



 

FEG Total sustainment 
cost for 07/08-10/11 

(b) 

Total upgrading 
cost for 07/08-10/11 

(c) 

Estimated 
sustainment cost for 

11/12-15/16 
(g) 

Estimated upgrading 
cost for 11/12-15/16 

(h) 

34. Boeing CH-47 Chinook 
Helicopter 

50.274  68.128  

35. Tiger ARH 257.879  517.790  

Notes: 
1. Operations costs are embedded in some of the totals to reflect the requirement for full sustainment cost. 
2. The Landrover and 105mm gun fleets have been grouped into single fleets.  That is because the variants of each are managed in single fleets. 
3. The MRH-90 fleet was listed under both Navy and Army.  The total cost of the MRH-90 fleet is reflected in this table. It is not possible to split 
this fleet between Navy and Army. 



 

 
FEG Total sustainment 

cost for 07/08-10/11 
(b) 

Total upgrading 
cost for 07/08-10/11 

(c) 

Estimated 
sustainment cost for 

11/12-15/16 
(g) 

Estimated upgrading 
cost for 11/12-15/16 

(h) 

36. F/A-18F Super Hornet: upgraded 
multi-role jet fighter 

109.504 103.361 779.710 131.074 

37. F/A-18 Hornet: multi-role 
fighter for air-to-air and air-to-
ground missions 

765.941 977.869 1181.758 189.729 

38. AP-3C Orion: Maritime Patrol 
aircraft 

563.713 147.957 665.448 87.781 

39. C-17A Globemaster: heavy 
transport aircraft 

294.679 0.000 557.038 0.000 

40. B737-AEW&C Wedgetail: our 
first airborne early warning and 
control aircraft 

141.092 0.000 931.161 0.000 

41. C-130 Hercules: medium 
transport aircraft 

792.999 17.090 669.001 43.351 

42. & 43. CL-604 Challenger and 
BBJ Boeing Business Jet - VIP 
transport for Australian Government 

205.904 0.000 243.955 0.000 

44. PC-9/A: basic training aircraft of 
the Australian Defence Force 

233.060 0.000 229.879 0.000 



 

FEG Total sustainment 
cost for 07/08-10/11 

(b) 

Total upgrading 
cost for 07/08-10/11 

(c) 

Estimated 
sustainment cost for 

11/12-15/16 
(g) 

Estimated upgrading 
cost for 11/12-15/16 

(h) 

45. Hawk 127: lead in fighter trainer 394.222 15.712 447.070 0.000 

46. K350 King Air 129.982 0.000 0.000 239.962 

47. KC-30A MRTT: the new KC-
30A Multi-Role Tanker Transports 

1.943 0.000 285.690 0.000 

48. JSF (## Estimated costs from 
date of delivery) 

0.000 0.000 225.000 0.000 

  
 
 



 

Q114 - Multi Role Tanker Transport (MRTT)  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
(a) What is the delivery schedule for the fleet of MRTT into full operational capacity?  

(b) Is it planned to use any of the KC-30A Multi Role Tanker Transport fleet in transporting 
personnel, equipment and goods to the MEAO?  If not, why not?  

(c) What is the total yearly cost of purchasing/leasing of this fleet of aircraft from 2010-11 to 2020-
21?  

(d) What is the total yearly cost of operating, maintaining and sustaining this fleet of aircraft from 
2010-11 to 2020-21?  

 

Response: 
 
(a) The schedule for delivery and acceptance of all aircraft is: 
 

Milestone Contract Milestone Tail Number Achieved / Planned 
18 Acceptance of 1st Aircraft A39-003 01 June 2011 
20 Acceptance of  2nd Aircraft A39-002 24 June 2011 
23 Acceptance of 3rd Aircraft A39-004 07 November 2011 
25 Acceptance of 4th Aircraft A39-001 December 2011 
26 Acceptance of 5th Aircraft A39-005 September 2012 

 
An initial operational capability for Air Logistics Services (passengers and cargo) and pods 
(hose and drogue) air to air refuelling capability is planned by end-2012.  A full operational 
capability, for Air Logistic Services and pods and boom air to air refuelling, is planned by end-
2013. 

 

(b) Yes, once the KC-30A has completed the operational test and evaluation program and achieves 
an initial operational capability the KC-30A will be able to support limited strategic airlift tasks 
for the ADF on a task priority basis. This could include the air transport of personnel and cargo 
from Australia to the Middle East Area of Operations on a task priority basis. Currently, there is 
no intention to replace current strategic airlift contracts through the use of the KC-30A. 

 
(c) The planned expenditure for acquisition of the air to air refuelling capability (as at February 

2011 out-turned prices) is: 
 

FY10/11 FY11/12 FY12/13 
$326.001m $235.374m $137.335m 

 

The acquisition phase of this project terminates in FY2012-13 and as such, there are no further 
acquisition costs to be reported past this date. 

 
(d) The DMO mature cost for sustainment of the air to air refuelling capability is $78m per annum 

(2011 price basis); noting that annual costs will vary according to the cycle of scheduled aircraft 
and engine major overhauls and any significant unscheduled maintenance. 
The mature fuel and personnel operating cost for the air to air refuelling capability is $38m per 
annum (2011 price basis) based on an annual fleet flying rate of 3100 hours per year with 56% 
air logistics support, 44% air to air refuelling mission utilisation. 





 

Q116 - Joint Strike Fighter/Hornets  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing: 
 
(a) How much was spent, or is expected to be spent on the acquisition of the JSF – F-35 (JSF) in 
each of the years 2011/12 to 2023/24?  

(b) How many JSF are planned to be purchased, and paid for, in each of the years 2011/12 to 
2023/24?  

(c) What is the schedule to introduce the JSF into full operational status for each year 2013/14 to 
2023/24?  

(d) What is the expected total cost of maintaining, sustaining and operating the JSF's for each year 
2013/14 to 2023/24?  

(e) What is the expected total cost of maintaining, sustaining and operating the current Super 
Hornets for each year 2010/11 to 2023/24?  

(f) What is the expected total cost of maintaining, sustaining and operating the Classic Hornets for 
each year 2010/11 to 2023/24?  

(g) What is the anticipated Fly Away and Unit Cost for the JSF in each of the years 2011/12 to 
2023/24?  

(h) What is the anticipated total cost in purchasing 72 JSF?  

(i)  What is the anticipated total cost in purchasing 100 JSF?  

(j) What would be the anticipated Fly Away and Unit Cost for 24 additional Super Hornets in each 
of the years 2011/12 to 2023/24?  

(k) What savings would be made in purchasing 24 Super Hornets (12 fitted with Growler suites) 
instead of 24 JSF in the period 2012/13 to 2023/24?  

(l) What would be the expected savings in delaying the planned JSF project by 2 years; 3 years; 4 
years and 5 years?  

(m) What will be the average unit cost of the JSF per plane over the full purchase period?  

(n) What would be the average unit cost of 12 additional Super Hornets – standard version - over a 
purchase period from 2013/14?  

(o) What would be the average unit cost of 12 additional Super Hornets – Growler fitted version - 
over a full purchase period from 2013/14?  

(p) What is the current schedule in training fighter pilots capable of operating both JSF and Super 
Hornets for the period 2011/12 to 2023/24?  

(q) What is the current schedule in training support staff capable of servicing and maintaining both 
JSF and Super Hornets for the period 2011/12 to 2023/24?  

 
Response:  

(a) In 2010/11 approximately A$72 million was spent by the New Air Combat Capability (NACC) 
project.  

Approximately A$2.6 - A$2.9 billion (then year prices at exchange rate of 0.83 when approved 
by Government) of approved Stage 1 funds is expected to be spent from 2011/12 to 2017/18.  
The remainder of the NACC project is unapproved but constitutes approximately a further 
A$10-12 billion to be spent between 2014/15 and 2021/22.   



 

(b) and (c) Australia’s first two aircraft are expected to be delivered in the US in 2014.  The first 10 
aircraft will remain in the US to support testing and pilot training for a number of years.  
Subsequent aircraft are expected to be delivered to Australia commencing with four aircraft in 
2017.  These aircraft will support the commencement of specific Australian operational test.   

Approval of further aircraft and supporting systems and facilities will be required to achieve 
Initial Operational Capability (IOC).  IOC is therefore subject to further Government approval.  
Subject to approval from Government it is planned to stand up one squadron per year after IOC.  
Australia is expected to receive delivery of about 15 aircraft per year in this period. 

The payment for each aircraft is spread over four years from long lead payment (one year before 
final contract) to delivery two years after contract. 

(d) The total mature cost of operating a fleet of 72 JSF aircraft will be about A$500 million per 
year.  Of this, about one third or A$180 million is associated with the contracted maintenance 
support from industry.  The remainder relates to RAAF and civilian (Australian Public Service) 
workforce, fuel and weapons, facilities expenses, etc. 

(e) The expected cost of maintaining, sustaining and operating the current Super Hornets for each 
year 2010/11 to 2023/24, as per the recent 2012-2022 Defence Management Financial Plan 
(DMFP) submission and noting that the Super Hornet current approved plan is to withdraw in 
2020, as per Table 1 below: 

 

 
The requirement in Table 1 above does not address many Super Hornet cost elements, for 
example: 

 
• operational level maintenance support, 
 
• 82WG/Air Force workshops, 
 
• deployment and exercise support, 
 
• fuel and weapons, 
 
• SPO military and APS workforce, SPO travel budget, 
 
• DSG related expenses (eg facilities), and 
 
• operational unit costs. 

 

(f) The expected cost of maintaining, sustaining and operating the current Classic Hornets for each 
year 2013/14 to 2023/24, as per the recent 2012-2022 Defence Management Financial Plan 
submission is as per Table 2 below.  However, the Classic Hornet is planned to withdraw in 
2020 and due to the age and condition of the Classic Hornets, it is not possible to extrapolate 
beyond the current withdrawal date of 2020 except to say that a number of systems on the 
Classic Hornet will become defunct and further upgrades will be required with spares becoming 
unattainable. 

Table1: Super Hornet Sustainment Requirement (CONSTANT $) 
 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21
Total 
Requirement 

70.7 108.5 140.3 141.7 144.6 142.0 143.3 155.1 136.9 140.0 83.0 



 

 
The requirement in Table 2 above does not address many Classic Hornet cost elements as 
follows: 

 
• operational level maintenance support, 
 
• 81WG/Air Force workshops, 
 
• deployment and exercise support, 
 
• fuel and weapons, 
 
• previous software loads, 
 
• SPO military and APS workforce, SPO travel budget, 
 
• DSG related expenses (eg facilities), 
 
• outcomes of the Ageing Aircraft System Audit, and 
 
• operational unit costs. 

 

The current endorsed Planned Withdrawal Date is Dec 2020.  No draw down of aircraft 
numbers has been factored into the Table 2 figures as a formal draw down plan is yet to be 
developed and agreed. 

(g) The US does not publicly release details for the annual estimated cost of aircraft as these are 
under constant review and are subject to negotiation before being finalised.  This information 
could be provided in a classified briefing. 

(h) In current 2011 prices and at an exchange rate of 1.05 (the rate as at 20 June 2011), 72 JSF 
(aircraft only) will cost an average of A$73 million each.  This equates to about A$5.25 billion 
for 72 aircraft. 

(i) In current 2011 prices and at an exchange rate of 1.05, 100 JSF (aircraft only) will cost an 
average of A$71 million each.  This equates to about A$7.1 billion for 100 aircraft. 

(j) The recent purchase of 24 Super Hornets under AIR 5349 Phase 1 cost approximately $2.2 
billion.  To provide a ‘per unit’ cost for a potential future buy would be predicated upon many 
factors and to determine ‘Unit’ costs, ‘Price and Availability’ data would have to be sought 
from the US Government as the US prices have increased significantly since procuring our 
current fleet in 2007. 

(k) This is a hypothetical question and could not be calculated as there is no Government decision 
to acquire 24 additional Super Hornets.  

(l) This is a hypothetical question and has not been calculated as the Government has not indicated 
any such intention. 

(m) See response at (l). 

Table 2: Classic Hornet Sustainment Requirement (CONSTANT $) 
 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21
Total 
Requirement 

130.8 174.9 
 

177.7 169.2 163.5 170.6 162.6 191.1 213.8 212.3 115.2



 

(n) See response to (j). 

(o) See response to (j). 

(p) Air Force pilots are qualified to operationally fly only one aircraft at a time, (unless exceptional 
circumstances dictate otherwise). 

(q) Super Hornet pilot training currently occurs at both Number 6 Squadron, RAAF Base Amberley 
and at Lemoore, California in the US.  The last crew to be trained in the US will return to 
Australia in June 2012.  After this time, all training will occur in Australia.  This will continue 
until the withdrawal from service of the F/A-18F, planned for 2020. 



 

Q117 - DMO Projects  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
(a) How many projects is the DMO currently managing? What is the total value of these projects?  

(b) What percentage of projects was delivered on time and on budget, by year, in the period 
2007/08 to 2010/11?  

(c) Please provide a table that shows from 2004/05 to 2010/11 the amount spent by DMO on:  

(i) Sustainment;  

(ii) Procurement;  

(iii) Operating Costs; 

(iv) the number of First Pass Approvals; and 

(v)  Second Pass Approvals.  

 
Response:  
 
(a) At 1 November 2011, the Defence Materiel Organisation (DMO) is managing 181 Major 

Capital Acquisition Projects with a total approved budget of $77,833.231m. 

(b) The data table developed by the Chief Finance Officer DMO in response to Mr Oakeshott (in 
response to QoN 1064 (Hansard, 3 February 2010, page 135), as clarified in the response to 
Question 1225 of 12 May 2010 (Hansard, 12 May 2010, page 3450-3464)), remains current. 

Of the 17 projects that were delivered between 2007-08 and 2010-11, 7 (41%) were delivered 
on time or early, as per the table below. No projects closed over budget as this is against the 
Financial Management and Accountability Act 1997. 



 

 

Project 
Number Project Name FOC 

Baseline 

FOC 
Actual 
Finish 

LND00040PH1 Direct Fire Guided Weapon (Javelin) 30/06/2007 12/11/2007 

SEA01444PH1 Armidale Class Patrol Boat 30/11/2007 * 
27/11/2007 

* 

LND00134PH1 Combat Training Centre (CTC-LIS) 29/02/2008 29/11/2007 

LND00019PH6 SHORAD (Short Range Air Defence Capability Enhancement 31/12/2006 3/03/2008 

SEA01401PH2 Hydrographic Ship Acquisition 31/12/2006 30/06/2008 

AIR05276PH8A AP-3C ESM ATE Upgrade Project 31/07/2008 4/07/2008 

DEF00333PH2B Optic 30/09/2008 4/08/2008 

JNT02095PH1 Aviation Fire Trucks 31/07/2009 20/05/2009 

SEA01439PHRCE3 EHF Covert Communications Capability 30/04/2008 30/06/2009 

AIR05276PH4 AP-3C EWSP Project (Rapid Acquisition) 31/05/2008 1/12/2009 

SEA01779PH1 Ship Self Defence Capability 30/12/2009 18/03/2010 

JNT02042PH4 Enhancement To Special Operations Capability 30/06/2010 30/06/2010 

AIR05276PH3 AP-3C Advanced Flight Simulator 31/08/2006 1/12/2010 

JNT00065PH4 Parakeet PH4 31/12/2008 15/01/2011 

JNT00065PH6 Parakeet PH6 31/12/2008 15/01/2011 

AIR05416PH1 Echidna 28/02/2007 30/05/2011 

DEF00021PH2 ORCA 30/09/2011 17/06/2011 

* Indicates Final  
Materiel Release    
 

 

(c) The following table presents program level data since the establishment of DMO as a prescribed 
agency on 1 July 2005. Prior to 2005-06, Defence reported on an outcome basis as required by 
government. Information relating to the capital investment program for 2004-05 may be found 
on page 69 of the Annual Report and the cost of Defence outcomes and outputs on page 143. 

 
  2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 
  $m $m $m $m $m $m 
(i) Sustainment 3,088 3,586 4,001 4,189 4,063 4,213 
(ii) Procurement 3,757 3,693 3,571 4,575 5,720 5,590 
(iii) Operating Costs 628 682 751 773 761 759 
Total DMO 7,473 7,961 8,323 9,537 10,544 10,562 

 
 



 

The amounts disclosed in Part C (ii) above, represent those procurement costs incurred by the DMO 
in each of the financial years for those projects under the management of the DMO at that time. The 
total number of projects that achieved 1st and 2nd pass approvals are detailed in the below table. 
 

  2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
  No. No. No. No. No. No. No. 

(iv) 1st Pass Approval 6 8 14 3 4 6 8
(v) 2nd Pass Approvals 8 14 16 6 11 13 13
other approvals 13 6 10 8 8 9 7
Total Approvals 27 28 40 17 23 28 28

 
The summary includes 'other' project approvals such as studies, project re-scoping, real cost 
increases, Capability Technology Demonstrator and Project Development Funding. 
 



 

Q118 - DMO Projects  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing  
 
Taking the 2006 DCP as a baseline, please produce a list of every project from the 2006 DCP and 
subsequent DCP's and against each project list the budget overrun, or savings, and the schedule 
delays or early delivery. Specifically: 
 
(a)  Can the DMO/Defence provide a list of all projects that have suffered schedule delays, in 

terms of decision dates (first pass etc), and provide details as to the reasons for each delay and 
the length of each delay? 

 
(b)  Can the DMO/Defence provide a list of all projects that have suffered schedule delays in 

terms of initial operation dates and provide details as to the reasons for each delay and the 
length of each delay? 

 
(c)  Can the DMO/Defence provide a list of all projects that have suffered cost over runs and 

provide details as to the reasons for each cost overrun and the amount of each cost overrun? 
 
(d)  How many projects in the updated Dec 2010 DCP have been delayed as compared to the dates 

originally set out in the 2006 DCP? What are these projects? 
 
(e)  How many projects in the updated Dec 2010 DCP have had their project costs increased as 

compared to the dates originally set out in the 2006 DCP? What are these projects? 
 
Response:  
 
The Senator should note that these questions were addressed in a previous response to Q80 from the 
May 2011 Budget Estimates hearing.  Accordingly, to avoid duplication, the previously provided 
information will only be referenced in this response unless there has since been a change.  
 
(a) Refer to the information provided at (c)(i) in the previous response. 

 
(b) The attached list (Attachment A) includes the 38 projects listed in the 2006 DCP and 

subsequent DCP’s that have achieved second pass approval. Of the 38 projects, 17 have 
suffered schedule slippage. The project schedule slippage was calculated by comparing the 
Initial Operating Capability (IOC) baseline finish with IOC forecast or IOC actual finish 
dates.  

 
 Note: The total of 38 projects differs from the figure provided in the previous response as for 

this response the master list of projects were drawn from the 2006 and subsequent DCP 
updates, whereas for the previous response the master list of projects were all projects that 
reached second pass approval on or after 1 January 2006. This meant the previous list 
included a number of pre-2006 DCP projects that were subsequently excluded from the new 
list. 

 
(c)  Refer to the information provided at (c)(iii) in the previous response. 
 
(d) Further to the information provided at (c)(iv) in the previous response, the 2011 Update to the 

Public DCP includes 9 Projects with a later YOD than that recorded in the December 2010 
Update. These projects include: 
 



 

• AIR 5431 Phase 2/3 - Fixed Base Defence Air Traffic Management and Control 
System. 

• JP 2008 Phase 3H - Military Satellite Capability – Wideband Terrestrial Terminals. 

• JP 2030 Phase 8 - ADF Joint Command Support Environment YOD details for 
multiple second passes are now listed as multiple rather than the former description of 
three separate second pass bands. 

• JP 2044 Phase 4B - Digital Topographical Systems (DTS) Upgrade. 

• LAND 17 Phase 1B - Digital Terminal Control Systems. 

• LAND 125 Phase 4 - Integrated Soldier System Version 3. 

• LAND 136 Phase 1 - Land Force Mortar Replacement. 

• LAND 155 Phase 1 - Enhanced Gap Crossing Capability. 

• LAND 907 Phase 2 - Main Battle Tank Upgrade. 

 

  Additionally, YOD clarification changes not specifically related to a delay were made to three 
projects during the 2011 Update to the Public DCP.  These three projects include: 

 
• AIR 6000 2A/2B New Air Combat Capability – 3 squadrons  The YOD dates do not 

address Stage 1 (first 14 aircraft), now only referring to the YOD associated with the 
Stage 2 residual requirement. Stage 1 is addressed in the background. 

• JP 2030 Phase 8 - ADF Joint Command Support Environment YOD details for 
multiple second passes are now listed as multiple rather than the former description of 
three separate second pass bands. 

• JP 5408 Phase 3 - ADF Navigation Warfare (NAVWAR) Capability - YOD changed 
from two explicit schedule bands (presuming two second passes) to a single schedule 
band covering the same dates. 

 
 Note. Various schedule bands were consistently changed to narrow and update bands where 

approvals had not yet been achieved, such that bands no longer cover previous years. For 
example YOD bands of FY 2010–11 to FY 2012–13 for proposals that did not achieve second 
pass in FY 2010–11 were narrowed to FY 2011–12 to FY 2012–13 to contemporise the 
document. Such adjustments were not highlighted in the supplement unless the original band 
was shifted to the right. 

 
(e) Further to the information provided at (c)(v) in the previous response: 
 

The 2011 Update to the Public DCP includes 11 Projects that had their cost bands moved to a 
higher cost band than that which appeared in the December 2010 Update to the Public DCP  
These 11 projects include: 

 
• AIR 87 Phase 3 - Armed Reconnaissance Helicopter Capability Assurance Program 

(ARH CAP) -from $500m-$1b to $1b-$2b. 

• AIR 5077 Phase 5B - AEW&C Mid-Life Upgrade - from $2b-$3b to $3b-$5b. 

• AIR 6000 Phase 3 - Weapons for New Air Combat Capability Indicative - from 
$300m-$500m to $500m-$1b. 



 

• JP 154 Phase 3 - Joint Counter Improvised Explosive Device Capability - from 
$100m-$300m to $300m-$500m. 

• JP 2048 Phase 4C - Strategic Sea Lift Capability - from $300m-$500m to $1b-$2b. 

• JP 2048 Phase 5 - Landing Craft Heavy Replacement - from $100m-$300m to $300m-
$500m. 

• JP 2060 Phase 3 - ADF Deployable Health Capability - from $100m-$300m to 
$300m-$500m. 

• JP 2072 Phase 2B - Battlespace Communications System (Land) - from $300m-
$500m to $500m-$1b. 

• JP 2097 Phase 1B REDFIN – Enhancements to Special Operations – from $100m-
$300m to $300m-$500m. 

• LAND 75 Phase 5 - Battlefield Command System - from $500m-$1b to $1b-$2b. 

• SEA 1448 Phase 4B - ANZAC Air Search Radar Replacement - from $100m-$300m 
to $300m-$500m. 

 

The 2011 Update to the Public DCP includes 10 Projects that have had their cost bands 
moved to a lower cost band than that which appeared in the December 2010 Update to the 
Public DCP These 10 projects include: 

 
• JP 2030 Phase 8 ADF Joint Command Support Environment - from $300m-$500m to 

$100m-$300m. 

• JP 2072 Phase 3 Battlespace Communications System (Land) - from $500m-$1b to 
$100m-$300m. 

• JP 2085 Phase 2/3 Explosive Ordnance Warstock Indicative- from $1b-$2b to $500m-
$1b. 

• LAND 17 Phase 1B  - Digital Terminal Control Systems – from $100m-$300m to < 
$100m. 

• LAND 53 Phase 1BR - NINOX - Night Fighting Equipment Replacement - from 
$300m-$500m to $100m-$300m. 

• LAND 125 Phase 3C - Soldier Enhancement Version 2 - Lethality from $500m-$1b to 
$300m-$500m. 

• LAND 146 Phase 2 - Combat Identification for Land Forces - from $100m-$300m to 
<$100m. 

• LAND 998 Phase 1 - Replacement Aviation Fire Trucks - from $100m-$300m to 
<$100m. 

• SEA 1354 Phase 1 - Submarines Escape Rescue and Abandonment Systems (SERAS) 
– from $300m-$500m to $100m-$300m. 

• SEA 1360 Phase 1 Maritime Extended Range Air Defence - from $1b-$2b to $500m-
$1b. 



 

Q119 - LAND 112 Phase 3 and 4  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Please provide an update on Project LAND 112 Phase 3 and Phase 4.  
 
Response:  
 
Project LAND 112 Phase 3 
 
Under Project LAND 112 Phase 3, the project has delivered 144 new vehicles, 59 remote weapon 
stations, 9 crew procedural trainers and has standardised 113 Phase 2 vehicles to an approximate 
Phase 3 standard.  Accordingly, LAND 112 Phase 3 has essentially been delivered with the 
exception of the acquisition of 18 Multi-Spectral Surveillance Suites (MSSS).   

 
The MSSS is a developmental enhancement to the surveillance and reconnaissance capability, 
delivered through the ASLAV Surveillance variant.  MSSS comprises an extendable telescopic 
mast - mounting the surveillance suite that includes a ground surveillance radar, a daylight camera 
and a thermal imager, with all feeds integrated to a work-station inside the vehicle.  The production 
stage of the surveillance contract was signed on 12 November 2010, with delivery of the MSSS 
units to the Defence Materiel Organisation (DMO) scheduled to commence in mid 2012.  
 
Project LAND 112 Phase 4 
 
Under Project LAND 112 Phase 4, Second Pass Approval was provided on 26 May 2010 to upgrade 
up to 113 vehicles with the Enhanced Survivability Kit (ESKi).  The project negotiated the major 
elements of a draft contract with Armatec Survivability Corporation (Armatec) for the upgrade of 
113 Phase 2 ASLAVs.   

The information provided in this draft contract has been reviewed by a DMO Gate Review and the 
Defence Capability and Investment Committee.  This process has identified an accumulation of risk 
in the procurement which has driven a reconsideration of the project’s viability.  Advice to 
government is being prepared for consideration. In the interim, current project activities with 
Armatec have been suspended. 

Under this project, 30 mine blast belly plates have been fitted to operational vehicles in the MEAO.  
Under a separate initiative, ballistic protected drivers’ seats were installed in September 2011 on the 
Type 1 - 25 vehicles on operations. The DMO has also established the ASLAV Integrated Project 
Team, which brings together Defence and Industry stakeholders, to investigate and implement other 
options to improve survivability and operational viability over the life of the ASLAV fleet. 





 

Q121 - LAND 17 Phase 1C  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
Please provide an update on Project LAND 17 Phase 1C.  
 
Response:  
 
Under Project LAND 17 Phase 1C, Defence is in the process of finalising advice for Government 
consideration for the acquisition of 18 self propelled howitzers for the Australian Defence Force.   
 
Defence has completed the tender evaluation process for the project, which included the conduct of 
an offer definition and refinement process to reduce project risk. It is expected that Defence will 
bring the project to Government for consideration in early 2012. 



Q122 - DMO Staffing  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing: 
 
As at 1 October 2011, how many APS staff were employed at the DMO, with their salary and 
classification level? 
 
Response: 
 
The number of Australian Public Service personnel employed in the Defence Materiel Organisation 
with their salary and classification levels as at 01 October 2011 was 6,134. 
 
A detailed breakdown is as follows: 
 

$ Salary Spread 
Classification Headcount 

Actual Base Top 
SES Band 3  4 202,356 336,204  
SES Band 2 8 164,584 195,512  
SES Band 1 23 136,142 159,119  
EL2.2 1 145,981 164,228  
EL2.1 3 121,651 145,980  
EL2 469 101,519 122,666  
EL1 1,481 88,019 99,285  
APS 6 1,836 69,642 79,555  
APS 5 1,139 63,570 68,092  
APS 4-5 (Professional) 31 57,929 68,092  
APS 4 467 57,929 63,243  
APS 3-4 (Technical) 77 51,139 63,243  
APS 3 370 51,139 55,880  
APS 2-3 (Technical) 
ATS 8 49,796 50,991  

APS 2 80 44,896 50,471  
APS 1 13 39,671 44,532  
Graduate APS 102 44,896  
Cadet APS 7 28,563 48,166  
Trainee APS (Technical) 15 42,835 48,166  
Total 6,134 

   

  
 

 
These figures show the actual headcount as at 1 October2011 and include part time and temporary 
employees.  Accordingly, the total is greater than the Portfolio Budget Statement which shows Full 
Time Equivalent (FTE) staffing averaged over the whole Financial Year. 



Q123 - DMO Staffing  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing:  

 
As at 1 October 2011, how many uniformed staff were employed at the DMO, with their salary and 
classification levels. 
 
Response:   
 
The number of Australian Defence Force personnel employed in the Defence Materiel Organisation 
with their salary and classification levels as at 01 October 2011 was 1,396.  By Service, these are: 

 
(a) Navy 302 

     
$ Salary Spread  NAVY Headcount 

Actual  Base Top 
Rear Admiral 3 195,001 214,502 
Commodore 6 158,281 189,937 
Captain 12 124,766 166,508 
Commander 39 106,088 147,761 
Lieutenant Commander 58 74,433  117,551 
Lieutenant 62 58,297  108,336 
Warrant Officer 8 66,015  101,604 
Chief Petty Officer 45 60,803  94,145  
Petty Officer 33 52,541  86,859  
Leading Seaman 16 45,403  79,425  
Able Seaman 20 40,901  72,961  
Navy Total 302   

 
(b) Army 386 

     
$ Salary Spread ARMY Headcount 

Actual  Base Top 
Major General 1 195,001 214,502 
Brigadier 6 158,281 189,937 
Colonel 15 124,766 166,508 
Lieutenant Colonel 43 106,088 147,761 
Major 106 74,433  117,551 
Captain 71 58,297  108,336 
Lieutenant 1 48,462  92,304  
Warrant Officer Class 1 50 66,015  101,604 
Warrant Officer Class 2 74 60,803  94,145  
Sergeant 17 52,541  86,859  
Corporal 2 45,403  79,425  
Army Total 386   

 
(c) Air Force 708 

 
$ Salary Spread Air Force Headcount 

Actual  Base Top 
Air Vice-Marshal 3 195,001 214,502 
Air Commodore 6 158,281 189,937 
Group Captain 17 124,766 166,508 
Wing Commander 64 106,088 147,761 
Squadron Leader 150 74,433  117,551 



Flight Lieutenant 133 58,297  108,336 
Flying Officer 42 48,462  92,304  
Pilot Officer 1 45,278  84,953  
Warrant Officer 54 66,015  101,604 
Flight Sergeant 85 60,803  94,145  
Sergeant 133 52,541  86,859  
Corporal 20 45,403  79,425  
Air Force Total 708   

 



 

Q124 - DMO Staffing  
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing:  
 
As at 1 October 2011, how many contracted staff were employed at DMO, with their salary and 
classification levels?  
 
Response: 
 
The number of Contractor’s employed in the DMO as at 1 October 2011 was 17.  
 
It is not possible to determine the salaries the companies employing the contractors pay those 
contractors because payment is to the contracting firm for services. 
 
Defence is unable to provide contractor classification levels as contractors are not employed / 
engaged under the APS Act 1999, and are not subject to the Public Service Classification Rules of 
2000. 



Q125 - Staffing  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
(a) How many permanent staff recruited this FYTD?   (b) What classification are these staff?   (c) 
How many temporary positions exist or have been created this FYTD?   (d) This FYTD, how many 
employees have been employed on contract and what is the average length of their employment 
period?  
 
Response:  
 
(a)  For the period 1 July 2011 to 30 September 2011, the number of personnel recruited into the 
ADF Regular forces was 875. This figures includes 161 members with prior service in the military. 

 
The number of permanent APS personnel recruited into Defence was 667. 

 
(b) For the period 1 July 2011 to 30 September 2011, the ADF Regular forces recruitment 
breakdown is 169 Officers and 706 Other Ranks. 

 
The permanent Defence APS recruitment breakdown is 1 SES, 95 Executive Level and 571 APS 
classifications. 
 
(c) For the period 1 July 2011 to 30 September 2011 the average number of temporary APS 
positions was 330. Over this period 31 new positions were created. 
 
(d) For the period 1 July 2011 to 30 September 2011 the number of APS employees’ working 
on contract was 711 for an average period of 2.5 months. 
 
 



Q126 - Staffing  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
(a) How many permanent staff recruited for the year 2010-11?  
(b) What classification are these staff?  
(c) How many temporary positions exist or have been created for the year 2010-1?  
(d) For the year 2010-11, how many employees have been employed on contract and what is the 
average length of their employment period?  
 
Response:  
 
(a)  For the period 1 July 2010 to 30 June 2011, the ADF enlisted 4,919 permanent members, 
and 406 people were enlisted in the ADF Gap Year, giving a total number of personnel recruited of 
5325. This figure includes 636 members with prior military service. (Refer to pg 279 & Table 
A5.15 Pg 280, 2010-11 Defence Annual Report). 

 
The number of permanent personnel recruited into Defence APS was 2343. 

 
(b) For the period 1 July 2010 to 30 June 2011, the ADF Regular forces recruitment breakdown 
is 907 Officers and 4418 Other Ranks. (Refer to Table A5.15 Pg 280, 210-11 Defence Annual 
Report). 

 
The permanent Defence APS recruitment breakdown is 2 SES, 328 Executive Level and 2013 APS 
classifications. 
 
(c) For the period 1 July 2010 to 30 June 2011 the average number of temporary APS positions 
was 271.  Over this period 192 positions were created. 
 
(d) For the period 1 July 2010 to 30 June 2011 the number of APS employees’ working on 
contract was 1058 for an average period of 5.9 months. 



Q127 - Staffing  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
(a) Are there any plans for staff reduction? (b) If so, please advise details ie. reduction targets, how 
this will be achieved, services/programs to be cut etc. (c) If there are plans for staff reductions, 
please give the reason why these are happening.  
 
Response:  
(a-c) As announced by the Minister on 6 May 2011, Defence will undertake further externally-led 
reform and rationalisation of shared services.  This means Defence will forgo planned growth to its 
workforce of -631 in 2011-12, -832 in 2012-13 and -1000 from 2013-14 onwards. 
 
The intent is to realise workforce reductions in corporate overhead functions in a way that does not 
reduce standards of service in support of operations or capability development.  The detailed 
analysis work on how the reform will be made is currently underway. 
 
At this stage it is not possible to provide details of classifications or locations that may be impacted 
by the reform. 
 
Over the same period, there will still be growth in Defence of +976 Australian Public Servants. Key 
reasons for this are: 

• under the Strategic Reform Program, the conversion of more expensive contractors (+158) 
and the civilianisation of more expensive military positions (+519) to Australian Public 
Servants; 

• implementation of Force 2030 capability initiatives (+732); 
• Hardened and Networked Army (rising by +30); and 
• election commitments (rising by +21). 

 
In parallel, there will be reductions of -534 from measures such as the introduction of a first phase 
of a Shared Services reform in Defence, and improvements in sustainment and logistics. 





Q129 - Government Advertising  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
(a) What advertising – Campaign and Non-Campaign – is the Department undertaking in 2011-12?  
Provide details of each advertising, including the program the advertising was for, the total spend 
and the business that provided the advertising services. (b) Did the Department of Finance and 
Deregulation provide any advice about the advertising?  Provide details of each advertising item. (c) 
Did the Advertising comply with the Guidelines on Information and Advertising Campaigns by 
Australian Government Departments and Agencies (March 2010)?  Provide the details for each 
advertising item. (d)  Provide details for any other communications program, including details of 
the program, the total spend and the business that provided the communication services. (e) What 
advertising – Campaign and Non-Campaign –and other communications programs is the 
Department/Agency undertaking, or are planning to undertake?  
 
Response:  
 
Defence is undertaking a number of advertising campaigns in 2011-12 (see list of campaigns in 
Table 1). Defence has defined advertising campaigns in accordance with the Guidelines on 
Information and Advertising Campaigns referred to in part (b) of the question: an advertising 
campaign involves paid media placement and is designed to inform, educate, motivate or change 
behaviour. Large-scale recruitment advertising not related to specific job vacancies and with a 
degree of creative content may be considered an advertising campaign. 
 
Defence also undertakes non-campaign advertising in support of Australian Public Service 
recruitment activities on an annual basis, including for graduate entry programs. Additionally, 
Defence conducts request for tender advertising, standing offer advertising, and some corporate 
talent pool advertising. The total spend for financial year 2011-12 will not be known until the end of 
this financial period. 
  
The Non-Campaign recruitment advertising costs for financial year 2010-11 totalled $4.2 million.  
This represented a decrease in costs over the last three to four years due to internal reforms and 
whole-of-government changes to advertising. 
 
Defence advertises in a variety of mediums including APS jobs (administered by the Australian 
Public Service Commission), various newspapers and print media, and via the Internet. Defence 
also uses the whole-of-government provider for advertising services. 
 
Defence undertakes other communications program activities on an annual basis, including 
participation in career fairs and promotional advertising. A range of internally-focused 
communications programs are also conducted, such as promotion of the Army Women’s 
Networking Forum.   
Due to the large amount of non-campaign advertising and communications programs undertaken by 
Defence across all areas of the Organisation, a complete list of details for these, and for advertising 
campaigns Defence is planning to undertake, is not readily available. The considerable research and 
analysis that would be required to produce this information would be an unreasonable diversion of 
resources. 
 
Table 1. 
Advertising Campaigns in 2011-12 
1 Benefits Of Reserve Service To Employers 
a Cadet, Reserve and Employer Support Division (CRESD) plans to go before the Independent 



Communications Committee on 28 November 2011 to seek endorsement of a digital 
advertising campaign to promote the benefits of Reserve service to employers, potential 
employers and the community. Expected cost is $165,000.00 

b CRESD is in regular contact with the Department of Finance and Deregulation’s 
Communication Advice Branch. The Branch is currently guiding CRESD on necessary 
paperwork and procedures for the upcoming proposed Reserve and Employer Support 
advertising campaign. 

c Yes – CRESD fully complied with the Guidelines for the proposed Reserve and Employer 
Support advertising campaign. 

2 Tribunal Inquiry – Recognition of service with Operation Gateway 
a The Defence Honours and Awards Appeals Tribunal placed advertisements in a range of print 

media to advise the general public of Tribunal hearings. The advertisements ran in August 
2011 and were associated with a Tribunal Inquiry – Recognition of service with Operation 
Gateway. 
Cost $2,492.11. Vendor - Adcorp 

b Defence adheres to the guidelines for Non Campaign Recruitment Advertising as determined 
and provided by the Department of Finance and Deregulation. 

c Yes. 
3 Quail Island  
a Public Notification of Upcoming Works.  

Cost $1,588.00. Vendor - Adcorp 
b Defence adheres to the guidelines for Non Campaign Recruitment Advertising as determined 

and provided by the Department of Finance and Deregulation. 
c Yes. 
4 Advertising to inform the public of live, blank, pyrotechnics firing activities in support of 

Defence Training.   
a This is in accordance with the Defence Act 1903.  

Cost $919.00. The Boarder Mail. 
b Defence adheres to the guidelines for Non Campaign Recruitment Advertising as determined 

and provided by the Department of Finance and Deregulation. 
c Yes. 
5 Advertising to provide community awareness on training area and range usage. 
a Cost $17,121.39. Vendor – Adcorp. 
b Defence adheres to the guidelines for Non Campaign Recruitment Advertising as determined 

and provided by the Department of Finance and Deregulation. 
c Yes. 
6 Public awareness campaign for Unexploded Ordinance booklets published. 
a Cost $57,582.00. Country Wide Media & Walsh Media. 
b Defence adheres to the guidelines for Non Campaign Recruitment Advertising as determined 

and provided by the Department of Finance and Deregulation. 
c Yes 
7 Defence Export Control Office (DECO) 
a One full page magazine advertisement to inform industry, government agencies and the public 

of their obligation to comply with export control laws. The Australian Defence Magazine, June 
2011 Edition. 
(Invoiced in 2011-2012 FY).  
Cost $3,082.25 

b Defence adheres to the guidelines for Non Campaign Recruitment Advertising as determined 
and provided by the Department of Finance and Deregulation. 

c Yes. 
8 Campaign Advertising for Defence + Industry Conference & Trade Exhibition  2011 



a Paid to Ventura Media Asia Pacific.  
The subject matter of the campaign was directly related to the Government’s policies to engage 
with industry on creating greater business opportunities and investment in skills development. 
The campaign material (maximize advertisements) provided the recipients of the information 
with factual information not comment or opinion. 
2011/2012 - $12, 291.94 GST Inclusive. 

b Defence adheres to the guidelines for Non Campaign Recruitment Advertising as determined 
and provided by the Department of Finance and Deregulation. 

c Yes. 
9 Defence Force Recruiting (DFR) 
a Undertaking a recruitment advertising campaign throughout 2011-12 for the ADF. It is a 

continuous campaign at the national level focusing on jobs in the Navy, Army and Air Force.  
Expenditure to the end October 2011 is as follows: 

• Advertising creative development and production – George Patterson Y&R - 
$1,362,567.81 

• Campaign media placement – Universal McCann - $4,730,234.33 
 

b Most of the material appearing in DFR’s current recruitment advertising campaign was created 
in previous financial years and has undergone review, certification and clearance as per the 
required processes. 
DFR occasionally refers material to the Communications Advice Branch within the 
Department of Finance and Deregulation for advice in relation to the review processes in place 
for campaign advertising. 

c Yes.  
 

 











Q132 - Board Appointments  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
(a) What is the gender ratio on each board and across the portfolio? (b) Detail any board 
appointments for the year 2010-11. (c) Please detail any board appointments for the FYTD.  
 
Response:  
 
(a) Within Defence, as at 1 October 2011 the ADF workforce consisted of 13.9% women compared 
to the APS at 40.5%.  In financial year 2009-2010 the percentage of women on Australian 
Government boards and bodies of the Defence portfolio was 23.8% as reported in the Women on 
Australian Government Boards Report 2009-2010.  The 2010-11 report is yet to be drafted and 
published. 
 
It is important to note that historically the ADF has been a male dominated workplace and that 
some board appointments are position based, regardless of gender.  It will take time for a more 
balanced gender distribution to be achieved in the ADF and this may impact on Defence’s ability to 
achieve the Government’s 40% target by 2015. 
 
The following table shows a list of Government boards for the Defence portfolio reported as at 3 
November 2011 showing the ratio of female to male participation in each Board and for the 
Portfolio: 
 
Government Boards RATIOS FEMALE TO MALE AS AT 3 NOVEMBER 2011 
Board Ratio Female to Male 
 Female : Male 
Army Frontline Advisory Committee 1 : 4 
Rapid Prototyping, Development and Evaluation Program Board 0 : 12 
Defence Housing Authority 2 : 7 
AAF Company 1 : 5 
Australian Military Forces Relief Trust Fund 2 : 4 
Australian Strategic Policy Institute 2 : 6 
Army and Air Force Canteen Service Board of Management 1 : 5 
RAN Central Canteens Board 2 : 5 
RAN Relief Trust Fund 2 : 4 
Royal Australian Air Force Veterans’ Residences Trust 1 : 2 
Royal Australian Air Force Welfare Recreational Company 2 : 5 
Trustees of Royal Australian AF Welfare Trust Fund 1 : 6 
Gate Reviews and Assurance Boards ACAT 1 & 2 Projects See below :  
Gate Reviews and Assurance Boards ACAT 3 & 4 Projects See below :  
Materiel Audit and Risk Committee 1 : 3 
Defence Science and Technology Organisation Advisory Board 1 : 7 
Defence Strategic Reform Advisory Board 2 : 10 
Defence Audit and Risk Committee 0 : 5 
Defence Families of Australia 11 : 0 
Australian Defence College Advisory Board 1 : 13 
Australian Defence Human Research Ethics Committee 3 : 9 
National Executive of the Defence Reserve Support Council 0 : 4 
State Committees of the Defence Support Council 54 : 208 
National Council of the Defence Reserves Support Council 3  14 



The Woomera Board 2 : 6 
Defence Honours and Awards Appeals Tribunal 3 : 8 
TOTAL 98  352 
 
In relation to the two Gate Reviews and Assurance Boards, Gate Review Board membership is 
structured to match the project issues and decision point and changes for each board.  Ideally, the 
number of Board members should be between five and nine to ensure that the membership provides 
the right blend of authority, expertise and independence.   
 
The Chair is chosen so as to have sufficient independence from the project to allow objective 
assessment of the project status and the issues it faces.  Each Gate Review Board should normally 
include senior line management with accountability for the project under review.  Each Board 
includes at least two External Board Members who have extensive Defence or commercial 
experience.  The remaining members of the Board are selected based on the decision point, the 
issues under consideration and the expertise required.  Internal members may be DMO functional 
managers, who control relevant resources, or may be independent members from other areas within 
the DMO.  This facilitates a two way transfer of knowledge, capture of best practice and capture of 
lessons learned across the DMO by bringing expertise from other technology domains or 
Divisions.  Of the last 10 board meetings 13% of the members have been women. 
 
(b) and (c) The Department does not collect information on new Government board appointments in 
a manner to enable the exact question to be responded to. Details of board appointments between 4 
May 2010 to 26 September 2011 are set out in the following table. 
 
GOVERNMENT BOARDS – NEW APPOINTMENTS 4 MAY 2010 TO 26 SEPTEMBER 2011 
 
Board 

New 
appointments 

 Female Male 
Australian Defence College Advisory Board 0 1 
Army Amenities Fund Company 1 6 
Army and Air Force Canteen Service Board of Management 0 1 
Australian Military Forces Relief Trust Fund 2 3 
Australian Strategic Policy Institute 0 1 
Defence Honours and Awards Appeals Tribunal 3 8 
Defence Force Retirement and Death Benefits Authority 0 1 
Defence Reserves Support Council (all states) 0 2 
Defence Science and Technology Organisation Advisory Board 1 7 
Material Audit and Risk Committee 1 2 
Military Superannuation and Benefits Board of Trustees No. 1 0 1 
Royal Australian Air Force Veterans’ Residence Trust 1 3 
Royal Australian Air Force Welfare Recreational Company 2 4 
Royal Australian Air Force Trust Fund 1 3 
Royal Australian Navy Central Canteens Board 0 1 
Royal Australian Navy Trust Fund 1 1 
TOTAL 13 45 
 



Q133 - Grants  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing. 
 
Has the Department complied with interim requirements relating to the publication of discretionary 
grants?  
 
Response:  

 
A response to this question has been provided under part (c) of Question on Notice 142. 



Q134 - Freedom of Information  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
(a) Has the Department/agency received any advice on how to respond to FOI requests?  
(b) How many FOI requests has the Department received for the year 2010-11?    
(c) How many have been granted or denied?  
(d) How many conclusive certificates have been issued in relation to FOI requests for the year 
2010-11?  
(e) How many FOI requests has the Department received for this FYTD?    
(f) How many have been granted or denied?  
 
 
Response:  
 
(a) Defence and Defence Housing Authority (DHA) comply with the legislative requirements of 

the Freedom of Information Act 1982 and refer to the Guidelines issued by the Australian 
Information Commissioner under s93A of the FOI Act. 

 
(b) During 2010-11 Defence received 362 requests and DHA received five. 
 
(c) 325 FOI requests under section 15 and five under section 48 were finalised by Defence in 

2010-11.  The following table provides a breakdown of these requests: 
 
 Section 15 requests Completed 

Granted 
in full 

Partial 
disclosure  

Denied1 Refused2 Withdrawn Transferred Total  

85 140 9 23 67 1 325 
 
 Section 48 requests Completed 

Granted in full 
– alter record 

Granted in part 
– alter record  

Granted 
– annotate record 

Refused Total  

0 0 1 4 5 
 
 
Notes 
1. Where a document is identified and exempted in full, access to the document can be denied, 

with reference to the relevant exemption provisions of the FOI Act. During the period in 
question, two denials related to documents to which section 47F personal privacy provisions 
applied, one denial related to documents to which section 47G business affairs provisions 
applied, one denial related to documents to which section 42 legal privilege provisions applied, 
one denial related to documents to which section 33 national security provisions applied., two 
denials related to documents to which section 38 secrecy provisions applied and two denials to 
which 41 personal privacy (pre 1 Nov 10) applied. 

 
2. Section 24A of the FOI Act provides for requests for access to documents to be refused if the 

documents cannot be found or do not exist.  Access may also be refused if the work involved in 
processing the request would substantially and unreasonably divert resources of an agency.  For 
the period in question, all 23 refusals related to documents that did not exist or could not be 
found. 

 
Five FOI requests under section 15 were finalised by DHA in 2010 -11.  The following table 
provides a breakdown of these requests: 



 
Section 15 requests Completed 
Granted 
in full 

Partial 
disclosure  

Denied Refused Withdrawn Transferred Total  

0 3 0 1 1 0 5 
 
 
(d) The power to issue conclusive certificates was repealed when the Freedom of Information 

(Removal of Conclusive Certificates and Other Measures) Act 2009 came into effect on 7 
October 2009.  

 
(e) As at 1 November 2011, Defence had received 106 FOI requests and DHA have received 

five. 
 
(f) 119 FOI requests under section 15 and two under section 48 have been finalised by Defence 

in 2011-12 to date (1 Nov 11). The following table provides a breakdown of these requests: 
 

Section 15 requests Completed 
Granted 
in full 

Partial 
disclosure  

Denied1 Refused2 Withdrawn Transferred Total  

31 43 1 8 35 1 119 
 

Section 48 requests Completed 
Granted in 
full – alter 
record 

Granted in part 
– alter record  

Granted 
– annotate record 

Refused Total  

0 0 0 2 2 
 
Notes 
1. Where a document is identified and exempted in full, access to the document can be denied, 

with reference to the relevant exemption provisions of the FOI Act. During the period in 
question, one denial related to documents which section 47E certain operations of agencies 
applied. 

 
2. Section 24A of the FOI Act provides for requests for access to documents to be refused if the 

documents cannot be found or do not exist.  Access may also be refused if the work involved in 
processing the request would substantially and unreasonably divert resources of an agency.  For 
the period in question, all 23 refusals related to documents that did not exist or could not be 
found. 

 
Five requests under section 15 have been finalised by DHA in 2011-12 to date (1 Nov 11). The 
following table provides a breakdown of these requests: 
 

Section 15 requests Completed 
Granted 
in full 

Partial 
disclosure  

Denied1 Refused2 Withdrawn Transferred Total  

1 3 0 0 0 1 5 
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Q136 - Reviews  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
(a) For 2010-11, how many Reviews were being undertaken by all departments and agencies in 
each portfolio?  
(b) For 2010-11, when will each of these reviews be concluded?  
(c) For 2010-11, what reviews have been concluded?  
(d) For 2010-11, which of these reviews has been provided to Government?  
(e) For 2010-11, when will the Government be responding to the respective reviews that have been 
completed?  
(f) For 2010-11, what is the estimated cost of each of these Reviews? What reviews are planned?  
(g) For this financial year, when will each of these reviews be concluded?  
(h) For this financial year, what reviews have been concluded this FYTD?  
(i) For this financial year, which of these reviews has been provided to Government? (j) For this 
financial year, when will the Government be responding to the respective reviews that have been 
completed?  
(k) For this financial year, what is the estimated cost of each of these Reviews?  



 
Response:  
Parts (a)-(f) 
Review Date concluded/ to be 

concluded 
Date provided to 
Government 

Government response 
date 

Estimated Total 
Cost ($) 

Air Force Review into Civil Aviation Access 
to Air Force Airfields 

Mid 2012   Part of normal 
business 

DLA Piper Review of Allegations of Sexual 
and Other Abuse in Defence 

End November 2011 11 October 2011 
Volume one with first 
tranche of Volume two. 
Remainder of Volume 
two is yet to be 
provided. 

Unknown Over $6 million 

Defence Community Organisation (DCO) 
Workforce Review 

Late 2011 N/A N/A $416,450.00 

Workforce Health Check for the Defence 
Service Centre  

June 2011 N/A N/A $4,600.00 

Brabin Smith Review December 2010 March 2011 Seen by the Minister of 
Defence 

$228,000.00 

DIO Internal Review February 2011 N/A N/A $11,495.00 
(AGSVA) BECA: Phase 1 – Organisational 
Structure 

29 August 2011 29 August 2011 N/A $114,961.00 

(AGSVA) BECA: Phase 2 – Risk 
Management 

18 November 2011 N/A N/A $75,000.00 

(AGSVA) Colley Review Unknown N/A N/A No cost 
(AGSVA) IGIS Review ($40 000 was paid 
by BM-I). 
Note –This review was requested by the 
Prime Minister and IGIS is responsible for 
this activity.  However, Defence is expected 
to provide funds to meet the cost of 
conducting the review. 

November 2011 N/A N/A $40,000.00 

(DSII) DSII – Counterintelligence Review 26 September 2011 N/A N/A No Cost 

 



Review Date concluded/ to be 
concluded 

Date provided to 
Government 

Government response Estimated Total 
date Cost ($) 

 

(DDISS) Defence ICT Security Governance 
Review 

Ongoing N/A N/A No Cost 

(DDISS) Assessment of Cyber Threat Risks 
to Internet Facing Applications and 
Networks 

3 November 2011 N/A N/A $206,722.25 

(DDISS) Risk of the Unauthorised Release of 
Bulk Classified Information by a Trusted 
Insider 

November 2011 N/A N/A No Cost 

Review into the Security and Economic 
Interest in the Woomera Prohibited Area - 
Whole of Government review led by Defence. 

February 2011 February 2011 3 May 2011 $94,660 

Review of Weapons of Mass Destruction Act 
and Decision Making Processes 

August 2010 Not Applicable Internal Review $63,000 

Review of the Reporting of Defects with 
ADF Personal Equipment and Combat 
Clothing (Whalan Review) 

September 2010 October 2010 Government responded 
in November 2011 

$74,800 

Review of the Woomera Prohibited Area 
Whole of Government Review led by Defence 

February 2011 February 2011 Final report publicly 
released 3 May 2011  

$94,660 

Collins Class Submarine Sustainment 
Business- Benchmarking Study 
(Coles Review) 

Phase 1 of the review 
has concluded. Phase 
2-4 of the review has 
not yet commenced 
The Final Report is due 
Mid 2012. 

The Phase 1 Report has 
been provided to 
MINDEF and MINDM. 
The Final Report is not 
due until Mid 2012. 

No Governmental 
response is required for 
the Phase 1 Report.  
The Department will 
respond to the Phase 2 
Report after delivery 
and upon review of 
findings. 

Cost to date 
current as at 2 
Nov- Approx 
$722,000 

Review into the Treatment of Women at the 
Australian Defence Force Academy (ADFA) 
and the Australian Defence Force (ADF): 

• Phase 1 – review into the treatment of 
women at ADFA 

 
 
 
Phase 1 - Completed 
21 October 2011 
Phase 2 – To be 

Phase 1 Report  tabled 
in Parliament on 3 
November 2011 

The Minister for 
Defence issued a Media 
statement and Defence 
is considering how best 
to implement the 
recommendations of 

Phase 1 and 2 - 
4.700 
and 2.000 
for a follow-up 
implementation 
audit, 12 months 



Review Date concluded/ to be 
concluded 

Date provided to 
Government 

Government response Estimated Total 
date Cost ($) 

• Phase 2 – review into the treatment of 
women in the ADF 

completed in 2012 the report. after the 
submission of 
review reports 

Review of the Use of Alcohol in the ADF 
 

Completed 
24 August 2011 

Submitted to the 
Minister for Defence 
on 2 November 2011 

The Government has 
not yet responded. 
Defence is developing 
a response to all the 
culture reviews which 
will be harmonised 
with the wider Defence 
reform agenda. 

0.180 

Review of Social Media and Defence  
 

Completed 
9 September 2011 

Submitted to the 
Minister for Defence 
on 2 November 2011 

The Government has 
not yet responded. 
Defence is developing 
a response to all the 
culture reviews which 
will be harmonised 
with the wider Defence 
reform agenda. 

0.300 

Review of Personal Conduct of ADF 
Personnel  
 

Completed 
3 August 2011 

Submitted to the 
Minister for Defence 
on 2 November 2011 

The Government has 
not yet responded. 
Defence is developing 
a response to all the 
culture reviews which 
will be harmonised 
with the wider Defence 
reform agenda. 

Nil 

Review of Employment Pathways for APS 
Women in the Department of Defence 
 

Completed 
3 August 2011 

Submitted to the 
Minister for Defence 
on 25 August 2011 

The Government has 
not yet responded. 
Defence is developing 
a response to all the 
culture reviews which 

0.171 

 



Review Date concluded/ to be 
concluded 

Date provided to 
Government 

Government response Estimated Total 
date Cost ($) 
will be harmonised 
with the wider Defence 
reform agenda. 

Review of the Management of Incidents and 
Complaints, including Civil and Military 
Jurisdiction 
 

Completed 
6 September 2011 

Submitted to the 
Minister for Defence 
on 2 November 2011 

The Government has 
not yet responded. 
Defence is developing 
a response to all the 
culture reviews which 
will be harmonised 
with the wider Defence 
reform agenda. 

0.019 

Review of Allegations of Sexual and Other 
Forms of Abuse in Defence 

a. 11 October 2011 - 
Volume 1 – 
recommendations and 
general findings and 
the first tranche of 
Volume 2 - completed. 
 
b. Second tranche of 
Volume 2 is due to be 
completed in 
November 2011 

a. Submitted to the 
Minister for Defence 
by DLA Piper Australia 
on 11 October 2011 
 
b. Not completed 

The Government has 
not yet responded. 
Defence is developing 
a response to all the 
culture reviews which 
will be harmonised 
with the wider Defence 
reform agenda. 

Approx 
$6.000 

Inquiry into the Management of the ADFA 
Skype Incident (Mr Andrew Kirkham QC) 

Not completed 
 

Not completed N/A 0.825 

Independent Review of Enhanced Cruise 
Ship Access to Garden Island, Sydney 

16 June 2011 
(announced by 
MINDEF) 

Conclude by end of 
2011 

N/A. $194,000 approx 

 
 

 



Parts (g)-(k) 

 

Review Date concluded/ to be 
concluded 

Date provided to 
Government 

Government response 
date 

Estimated Total 
Cost ($) 

Air Force Review into Civil Aviation Access 
to Air Force Airfields 

Mid 2012   Part of normal 
business 

Defence Budget Review In time for FY 12/13 
Budget Process 

  $259,840 

(DDISS) Review into the Effectiveness of 
ICT Security Certification and Accreditation 
Processes 

December 2012 N/A N/A Unknown 

Brady Review into the  Disposition of 
Defence’s  
Non-Operational Overseas Personnel and 
positions.  
 

December 2010 
 

8 March 2011 Review has been noted 
by the Minister for 
Defence 
 

$114,000 (GST 
inclusive) 
 

Review of Defence Accountability 
Framework (Rufus Black Review) 

January 2011 January 2011 Government responded 
in August 2011 

$103,000 

Review of the Use of Social Media in 
Defence 

30 July 2011 Unknown 
This review will be 
submitted to 
Government as part of 
the overall review of 
Australian Defence 
Force (ADF) and 
Defence Culture 
Reviews. 

Government will 
respond once the 
reviews into aspects of 
Australian Defence 
Force (ADF) and 
Defence cultures have 
been received and 
considered 

$0.300m 

Shared Services Review End of July 2011 Not Applicable Internal Review - 
McKinsey provided 
this report to the 
Department on 5 
August 2011 

$2.442m 

Reform of Amphibious and Afloat Support 
Ship Repair and Management Practices 
(Rizzo Review) 

July 2011 July 2011 The Report was 
released on 18 July 
2011. 

$230,543.72 



Review Date concluded/ to be 
concluded 

Date provided to 
Government 

Government response Estimated Total 
date Cost ($) 
 
Government has 
accepted all of the 
recommendations. 

Review of the Management of Incidents and 
Complaints  

6 September 2011        Unknown  
This review will be 
submitted to 
Government as part of 
the overall review of 
Australian Defence 
Force (ADF) and 
Defence Culture 
Reviews. 
  
 

Government will 
respond once the 
reviews into aspects of 
Australian Defence 
Force (ADF) and 
Defence culture have 
been received and 
considered. 

$0.019m 

Review into the Weapons of Mass 
Destruction (Prevention of Proliferation) Act 
1995 

Expected completion 
date is mid 2012 

Not Applicable This is an internal 
review and a copy will 
be provided to the 
Minister on completion 

$65,000 

Australian Defence Force Posture Review March 2012 March 2012 Government will 
respond once it has 
been received and 
considered 

The full cost will 
be known after it 
completes its final 
report to the 
Government.  The 
costs of the 
review will be 
met within 
Defence’s overall 
operating Budget. 

Force Structure Review 2013 2013 Government will 
respond once it has 
been received and 

$3.6m budgeted 
for review. The 
costs of the 

 



Review Date concluded/ to be 
concluded 

Date provided to 
Government 

Government response Estimated Total 
date Cost ($) 
considered review will be 

met within 
Defence’s overall 
operating Budget. 

Business Process Review (Solicitation has 
not yet commenced on this process). - - - - 

 
 
 

 







New Consultancy Contracts Let between 1st June and 31st October 2011 Attachment A

 No. 
 Agency 
Reference ID  Supplier Name  Description Start Date Finish Date

Procuremen
t Method  Consultancy Reason(s) 

 AusTender 
Value 

1 - 1907609850 STUNT QUEST Legal Consultant 15/06/2011 29/06/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          13,065.50 

2 - 4500611130 DLA PIPER AUSTRALIA  DL0251/2007- LEGAL SERVICES 26/08/2009 30/09/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          17,596.35 

3 - 4500628093 MR FRANK CULLEN
 CHIEF OF DEFENCE FORCE COMMISSION OF ENQUIRY 
PRESIDENT SERVICES 15/06/2011 30/06/2011 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          16,500.00 

4 - 4500650196 CLAYTON UTZ ID1054/2008 - LEGAL SERVICES 24/03/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          95,150.00 

5 - 4500744392 SPARKE HELMORE
 WIDE BAY - Training Area - ELF Stage 2 - Construct Probity 
Services - Sparke Helmore Lawyers 14/06/2011 30/06/2011 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          11,000.00 

6 - 4500750383 SINCLAIR KNIGHT MERZ PTY LTD  Acquisition of Services Facilities Analyst 29/06/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        110,000.00 

7 - 4500752014
ARCHAEO CULTURAL HERITAGE 
SERVICES

 Triangular Island Maritime Warfare Facility Archaeological 
Survey & Indiginous Engagement Serv 30/06/2010 29/07/2011 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          19,206.55 

8 - 4500754060 GHD PTY LTD  Policy advice 16/07/2010 30/06/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          15,400.00 

9 - 4500760597 THE NOUS GROUP CONTRACTOR SERVICES 4/10/2011 1/12/2011 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills        118,316.00 

10 - 4500767282 MALLESONS STEPHEN JAQUES DL0087/2010 - LEGAL SERVICES 8/09/2011 31/10/2011 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills        142,000.00 

11 - 4500769253 SPARKE HELMORE  PROBITY SERVICES 11/11/2010 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          25,300.00 

12 - 4500773775 SME GATEWAY LIMITED Support Garrison Reform Project (GSRP) team 23/02/2011 20/09/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        370,000.01 

13 - 4500777788 CLAYTON UTZ ID1091/2010 - LEGAL SERVICES 28/09/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          55,330.00 

14 - 4500795181 BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON DPE2002/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 14/09/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          23,047.20 

15 - 4500800366
LOCKHEED MARTIN AUSTRALIA 
PTY LTD

Engagement of Business Analyst Assist with objective 7 
functionality 14/09/2011 31/01/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          95,602.68 

16 - 4500803221 DAY & HODGE ASSOCIATES Security Awards Project Plan and Communications Material 1/08/2011 16/12/2011 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          27,126.00 

17 - 4500806588 BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON DL0078/2011-LEGAL SERVICES 31/05/2011 31/07/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          11,757.90 

18 - 4500807994 ERM AUSTRALIA - VICTORIA  Environmental and Heritage Services 3/08/2011 31/12/2011 Select Need for specialised or professional skills          21,589.22 

19 - 4500809293 CLAYTON UTZ ID1052/2011 - DEFENCE SERVICES 21/06/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        192,895.00 

20 - 4500809307
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR  DL0256E01/2006 - LEGAL SERVICES 21/06/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          34,727.00 

21 - 4500809316 SPARKE HELMORE DL0088/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 21/06/2011 31/08/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          18,750.00 

22 - 4500809852 BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON ID1041/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 23/06/2011 30/06/2013 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          76,154.08 

23 - 4500809948 BECA CONSULTANTS PTY LTD
 Organisational Structure & Business Process Review for the 
Australian Security Vetting Agency 1/08/2011 31/08/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        189,961.20 

24 - 4500810058 PHILLIPS FOX SYDNEY DL0082/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 24/06/2011 31/08/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          16,208.50 

25 - 4500810061
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0081/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 24/06/2011 30/09/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          16,786.00 

26 - 4500810072
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR ID1060/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 24/06/2011 30/06/2013 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          26,867.50 

27 - 4500810122 BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON DL0094/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 24/06/2011 31/08/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          53,182.73 

28 - 4500810130 BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON ID1061/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 24/06/2011 30/06/2013 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          98,434.93 

29 - 4500810173 SPARKE HELMORE ID1058/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 24/06/2011 30/06/2013 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          50,571.00 

30 - 4500810668
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0090/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 28/06/2011 31/08/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          14,091.00 

31 - 4500811242 COLLIERS INTERNATIONAL MARKETING AGENT SERVICES 30/06/2011 10/07/2011 Select Need for specialised or professional skills          55,000.00 

32 - 4500811705 CLAYTON UTZ DL0099/2011-LEGAL SERVICES 26/08/2011 30/09/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          76,536.00 

33 - 4500811726 CLAYTON UTZ ID1047/2011-LEGAL SERVICES 4/07/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          19,206.00 

34 - 4500811863 ROSS J MONAGHAN  Research into Social Media Trends 5/07/2011 30/06/2013 Direct
Need for independent research or 
assessment          60,500.00 

35 - 4500811866 NOETIC SOLUTIONS PTY LTD Provision of professional enterprise risk management services 5/07/2011 31/08/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        177,479.82 

36 - 4500812177 MR ANDREW JOHN KIRKHAM Inquiry fees for services 6/07/2011 27/07/2011 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills        495,000.00 

37 - 4500812179 MR N. CLELLAND Inquiry fees for services 6/07/2011 27/07/2011 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills        119,988.00 

38 - 4500812463 PS MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS Consultancy - Simulation Procurement 7/07/2011 28/10/2011 Select Skills currently unavailable within agency          66,000.00 

39 - 4500812487 YOUNG & RUBICAM BRANDS Review of Social Media & Defence 7/07/2011 30/09/2012 Open
Need for independent research or 
assessment        233,988.70 

40 - 4500812565
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0104/2011-LEGAL SERVICES 8/07/2011 31/08/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          14,510.50 

41 - 4500812817
PROVIDENCE CONSULTING 
GROUP PL Base Plans and Procedures - Sec Specialists 11/12 11/07/2011 23/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        842,891.98 

42 - 4500812824 SME GATEWAY LIMITED Base Plans and Procedures - Sec Specialists 11/12 11/07/2011 23/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        438,424.53 

43 - 4500812990 SINCLAIR KNIGHT MERZ PTY LTD MUNITIONS DESTRUCTION PROJECT QUEENSLAND 12/07/2011 30/06/2013 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          74,415.00 

44 - 4500813109 QINETIQ CONSULTING PTY LTD Base Plans and Procedures - Sec Specialists 11/12 12/07/2011 23/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        163,505.63 

45 - 4500813119 AUSTHINK CONSULTING PTY LTD
Administration Services including Workshop Participation, 
Preparation and Production 12/07/2011 30/06/2012 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          29,768.88 

46 - 4500813211 DAVID LEVINE President for CDF Commission of Inquiries 13/07/2011 30/12/2011 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills        109,900.00 

47 - 4500813503 CLAYTON UTZ ID1068/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 14/07/2011 30/06/2013 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          21,130.00 

48 - 4500813524 CLAYTON UTZ DL0107/2011-LEGAL SERVICES 14/07/2011 14/10/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          10,560.00 

49 - 4500813785
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0102011- LEGAL SERVICES 15/07/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          23,919.50 

50 - 4500813945 DELOITTE TOUCHE TOHMATSU TASK 2.4 FOREIGN EXCHANGE 18/07/2011 31/07/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        129,888.00 

51 - 4500813974
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0113/2011-LEGAL SERVICES 18/07/2011 31/08/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          10,819.50 

52 - 4500814086 BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON DL0119E02/2008 - LEGAL SERVICES 18/07/2011 31/10/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          13,849.70 

53 - 4500814260 DELOITTE TOUCHE TOHMATSU
Review and analysis of budget management processes within 
Defence 19/07/2011 30/09/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          61,860.00 

54 - 4500814277 BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON DL0100/2011- LEGAL SERVICES 19/07/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          16,063.55 

55 - 4500814442 DELOITTE TOUCHE TOHMATSU
Development of operating model to conduct business process 
and workforce analysis 20/07/2011 14/10/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        303,050.00 

56 - 4500814764 ICON RECRUITMENT
Independent advise to Capability Assurance on IT 
infrastructure library framework 22/07/2011 30/06/2012 Direct

Need for independent research or 
assessment        305,652.60 



New Consultancy Contracts Let between 1st June and 31st October 2011 Attachment A
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t Method  Consultancy Reason(s) 

 AusTender 
Value 

57 - 4500814941
PROVIDENCE CONSULTING 
GROUP PL Security specialist 25/07/2011 23/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        159,434.00 

58 - 4500815215 PS MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS Project Management Support for Training Area 26/07/2011 31/01/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        114,692.00 

59 - 4500815436 BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON DPE2011/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 27/07/2011 31/10/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          12,784.67 

60 - 4500815546 CLAYTON UTZ ID1072/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 28/07/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          69,025.00 

61 - 4500815589 BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON ID1071/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 28/07/2011 30/06/2016 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        117,814.57 

62 - 4500815945
JBTGLOBAL CORPORATE 
ADVISORY Training - Non-Military 29/07/2011 30/06/2012 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          17,632.70 

63 - 4500816197 MINTER ELLISON DL0118/2011- LEGAL SERVICES 2/08/2011 30/11/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          14,739.40 

64 - 4500816224
PRICEWATERHOUSECOOPERS 
LEGAL  CONTAMINATION FINANCIAL SUPPORT 2/08/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        330,000.00 

65 - 4500816253 DLA PIPER AUSTRALIA DL01162011- LEGAL SERVICES 16/09/2011 31/10/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          30,877.00 

66 - 4500816259 BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON DL0100E01/2009 - Legal Services 2/08/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          41,580.00 

67 - 4500816384 PROFESSOR MICHAEL R MOORE Scientific Advisory Committee. 3/08/2011 30/06/2012 Direct
Need for independent research or 
assessment          18,768.00 

68 - 4500816651 KPMG AUSTRALIA
 Support to Pay and Entitlement Calculators, Data Analysis 
Activities and Maintenance of Excel Tools 4/08/2011 30/11/2011 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills        329,760.00 

69 - 4500816768
CSG DEMINING CONSULTANTS 
PTY LTD Ordnance advice 5/08/2011 12/06/2012 Select

Need for independent research or 
assessment        142,204.87 

70 - 4500816874 DLA PIPER AUSTRALIA DL0123/2011- LEGAL SERVICES 5/08/2011 30/09/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          11,330.00 

71 - 4500816882
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0122/2011- LEGAL SERVICES 5/08/2011 31/10/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          11,184.00 

72 - 4500816940
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0103/2011- LEGAL SERVICES 5/08/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          27,720.00 

73 - 4500816946 BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON ID1076/2011- LEGAL SERVICES 5/08/2011 30/11/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        379,810.00 

74 - 4500817144 GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY
Evaluation of Suicide Prevention Program in the Australian 
Defence Force 8/08/2011 24/11/2011 Select

Need for independent research or 
assessment        126,325.00 

75 - 4500817178
COFFEY ENVIROMENTS 
AUSTRALIA NELSON BAY ROAD ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 9/08/2011 30/06/2012 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          18,640.53 

76 - 4500817834
COFFEY ENVIROMENTS 
AUSTRALIA Fire Safety Surveys 12/08/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        377,217.12 

77 - 4500817880 AECOM  Analysis, contract, report & presentation services 25/08/2011 29/02/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          28,600.00 

78 - 4500817934 CLAYTON UTZ ID10772011- LEGAL SERVICES 6/10/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          70,840.00 

79 - 4500817939 SPARKE HELMORE ID1079/2011- LEGAL SERVICES 12/08/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          17,905.00 

80 - 4500817961 DLA PIPER AUSTRALIA ID1078/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 8/09/2011 30/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          14,410.00 

81 - ID1078/2011- LEGAL SERVICES 15-Aug-11 31-Dec-11 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          55,315.00 

82 - 4500818233
PROVIDENCE CONSULTING 
GROUP PL Environmental business management processes 16/08/2011 30/06/2013 Direct Skills currently unavailable within agency        462,000.00 

83 - 4500818328 DR ALLAN HAWKE Australian Defence Force Posture Review 16/08/2011 30/03/2012 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          99,000.00 

84 - 4500818332 KPMG AUSTRALIA  Inventory Accounting Support 16/08/2011 30/09/2011 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          75,419.99 

85 - 4500818385
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0128/2011- LEGAL SERVICES 17/08/2011 30/11/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          25,674.00 

86 - 4500818390 MINTER ELLISON ID1074/11- LEGAL SERVICES 17/08/2011 31/12/2014 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          77,483.70 

87 - 4500818468 LOCHARD (AUSTRALIA) PTY LTD Noise and Flight path monitoring system services 17/08/2011 31/12/2011 Select Need for specialised or professional skills        709,506.60 

88 - 4500818931 SME GATEWAY LIMITED Professional Risk Services 2011/12 19/08/2011 30/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        253,050.00 

89 - 4500819293
ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 
MANAGEMENT CONTAMINATION TECHNICAL SUPPORT 23/08/2011 31/08/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        275,000.00 

90 - 4500819294 AURECON AUSTRALIA PTY LTD ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 23/08/2011 30/06/2012 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          18,355.70 

91 - 4500819299 OTEK AUSTRALIA PTY LTD PROVISION OF ENVIRONMENT SERVICES 23/08/2011 31/08/2011 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          22,583.00 

92 - 4500819507 MINTER ELLISON DL0120/2001 -LEGAL SERVICES 24/08/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          78,512.50 

93 - 4500819867
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
ACTUARY Actuarial Services 26/08/2011 30/06/2012 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          91,000.00 

94 - 4500820011 MINTER ELLISON ID1086/20011- -LEGAL SERVICES 26/08/2011 21/10/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          12,738.00 

95 - 4500821256
PROVIDENCE CONSULTING 
GROUP PL Security Specialist 11/12 5/09/2011 23/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        238,480.00 

96 - 4500821259 SPOTLESS P & F PTY LTD
Construct compliant washpoint for use by range staff and 
visiting units to wash down vehicles 5/09/2011 30/12/2011 Select Need for specialised or professional skills          16,940.00 

97 - 4500821441 CODARRA ADVANCED SYSTEMS Provision of Project Management and Support Services 6/09/2011 31/12/2013 Select Need for specialised or professional skills        700,700.00 

98 - 4500821659
PROVIDENCE CONSULTING 
GROUP PL GEMS Lead BA- MS Ann Phillis 7/09/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        291,500.00 

99 - 4500821668 MINTER ELLISON DPE2022/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 7/09/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          15,928.00 

100 - 4500821669
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0137/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 7/09/2011 30/11/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          20,087.00 

101 - 4500821671
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0125/2011 - TIED LEGAL SERVICES 7/09/2011 30/11/2011 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          12,606.00 

102 - 4500821679
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0132/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 8/09/2011 31/03/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          11,637.00 

103 - 4500821681
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR ID1091/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 8/09/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          17,820.00 

104 - 4500821682 DLA PIPER AUSTRALIA DL0134/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 8/09/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          75,999.00 

105 - 4500821685 SPARKE HELMORE ID1090/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 8/09/2011 30/11/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          79,745.00 

106 - 4500821721 CLAYTON UTZ ID1080/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 8/09/2011 30/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          57,380.00 

107 - 4500821726 CLAYTON UTZ ID1082/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 8/09/2011 30/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          59,550.00 

108 - 4500821728 MINTER ELLISON ID1092/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 8/09/2011 30/03/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          18,301.80 

109 - 4500821733
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0133/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 8/09/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          11,637.00 

110 - 4500821736 MINTER ELLISON ID1089/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 8/09/2011 30/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          30,083.60 

111 - 4500821748 SPARKE HELMORE DL0131/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 8/09/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          41,000.00 

112 - 4500821759 CLAYTON UTZ DL0126/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 8/09/2011 30/09/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          19,547.00 

113 - 4500822057 KPMG CONDUCT DESKTOP FORENSIC AUDITS 12/09/2011 26/09/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          43,000.10 

114 - 4500822063 KPMG

CONDUCT SPEND ANALYSIS & CATEGORISATION FOR 
NON EQUIPMENT PROCUREMENT PROFESSIONAL 
SERVICES 12/09/2011 12/09/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          90,909.50 



New Consultancy Contracts Let between 1st June and 31st October 2011 Attachment A

 No. 
 Agency 
Reference ID  Supplier Name  Description Start Date Finish Date

Procuremen
t Method  Consultancy Reason(s) 

 AusTender 
Value 

115 - 4500822280 SPARKE HELMORE DL0115/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 13/09/2011 28/02/2013 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        181,275.00 

116 - 4500822476 CLAYTON UTZ DL0089/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 14/09/2011 31/10/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          41,338.00 

117 - 4500822518 BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON ID1076E01/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 14/09/2011 15/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          12,440.25 

118 - 4500822615
T T BUILDING CONSULTANTS PTY 
LTD Fire Safety Surveys 14/09/2011 31/12/2011 Select Need for specialised or professional skills        144,999.11 

119 - 4500822777 SPOTLESS P & F PTY LTD Range Roads Maintenance Design. 15/09/2011 31/12/2011 Select Need for specialised or professional skills          27,485.59 

120 - 4500823073 DLA PIPER AUSTRALIA DPE2020/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 16/09/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          15,004.50 

121 - 4500823141
POINT PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
PTY LTD property data collection 19/09/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          35,178.00 

122 - 4500823423 CHG INJURY MANAGEMENT SERVICES 20/09/2011 30/06/2012 Open
Need for independent research or 
assessment        110,001.10 

123 - 4500823448 MLCOA INJURY MANAGEMENT SERVICES 20/09/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        110,000.00 

124 - 4500823575 RECOVRE INJURY MANAGEMENT SERVICES 21/09/2011 30/06/2012 Open
Need for independent research or 
assessment        110,001.10 

125 - 4500823680 ESRI-AUSTRALIA PTY LTD  Specialist ICT Practitioner 21/09/2011 28/02/2012 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          22,000.00 

126 - 4500823690 I & S K PAUZA Competency profile workshop and report 21/09/2011 31/01/2012 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          21,120.00 

127 - 4500823896
UNMANNED SYSTEMS AUSTRALIA 
PTY LTD ADF Joint Combined Training Study 22/09/2011 31/10/2011 Direct Skills currently unavailable within agency          33,000.00 

128 - 4500824090 RICHARD C. SMITH Australian Defence Force Posture Review. 23/09/2011 30/03/2012 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          99,000.00 

129 - 4500824431
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0139/2010 - LEGAL SERVICES 27/09/2011 31/10/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          22,100.00 

130 - 4500824435 CLAYTON UTZ DL0015E02/2010 - LEGAL SERVICES 27/09/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          34,804.00 

131 - 4500824529 KPMG AUSTRALIA Support to Reform Project. 28/09/2011 30/06/2012 Open Skills currently unavailable within agency        220,000.00 

132 - 4500824693 BLAKE DAWSON WALDRON DL0111/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 28/09/2011 31/10/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          19,034.68 

133 - 4500824722
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0145/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 28/09/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          12,760.00 

134 - 4500824816 MINTER ELLISON ID1094/2008 - LEGAL SERVICES 29/09/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          25,849.90 

135 - 4500824819
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR ID1095/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 29/09/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          10,428.00 

136 - 4500824832 CLAYTON UTZ ID11114E01/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 29/09/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          20,040.00 

137 - 4500824899 SPOTLESS P & F PTY LTD
EARTHING RECTIFICATION WORKS TO HARTS RANGE, 
NORTHERN TERRITORY 29/09/2011 30/06/2012 Select Need for specialised or professional skills          21,582.00 

138 - 4500825115
CONSULTING SAFETY 
INTERNATIONAL

Professional Service Provider to review Defence Occupational 
Health Safety eLearning program 30/09/2011 31/10/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          46,382.60 

139 - 4500825270 DELOITTE TOUCHE TOHMATSU Budget Analysis Services 4/10/2011 20/10/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        132,696.00 

140 - 4500825403
LOCKHEED MARTIN AUSTRALIA 
PTY LTD Review of Corporate Governance Processes 5/10/2011 14/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        109,553.60 

141 - 4500825440 UGL SERVICES PTY LTD Acquisition 5/10/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          13,200.00 

142 - 4500825631 GHD PTY LTD Defence infrastructure appraisal 6/10/2011 30/06/2013 Select Need for specialised or professional skills        220,000.00 

143 - 4500825638 CHEMSKILL
OHS PROFESSIONALS TO DEVELOP SYSTEM FOR 
MANAGEMENT OF HAZARDOUS CHEMICALS 6/10/2011 16/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          47,431.35 

144 - 4500825661 AECOM AUSTRALIA PTY LTD
AZ4877 - A8989 - Environmental Consultant for 17 SQN 
relocation and Water & Sewerage treatment p 24/10/2011 15/11/2011 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          63,138.90 

145 - 4500825663
ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT Heritage advice 6/10/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          20,130.00 

146 - 4500825668
ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT Heritage advice 6/10/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          20,130.00 

147 - 4500825671
POINT PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
PTY LTD Accomodation project advice 6/10/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        464,686.88 

148 - 4500825813 DLA PHILLIPS FOX Probity advice 7/10/2011 30/06/2012 Select Need for specialised or professional skills          66,110.00 

149 - 4500825894 SPOTLESS P&F PTY LTD Traffic Report 7/10/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          32,450.00 

150 - 4500825938
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0148/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 7/10/2011 31/03/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          29,568.00 

151 - 4500825958
AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
SOLICITOR DL0140/2011 - TIED LEGAL SERVICES 7/10/2011 31/12/2011 Direct Need for specialised or professional skills          37,317.50 

152 - 4500826121 SPOTLESS P&F PTY LTD Advice - Control Monitoring & Clearance Inspection 10/10/2011 30/06/2012 Open
Need for independent research or 
assessment          77,819.50 

153 - 4500826166 POWER INITIATIVES
SBC/DBC Writer Services for N2232 HMAS Watson 
Redevelopment 11/10/2011 30/06/2013 Select Need for specialised or professional skills        402,160.00 

154 - 4500826171 URS AUSTRALIA PTY LTD
Environmental Consultancy Services for N2232 HMAS 
Watson Redevelopment 11/10/2011 30/06/2012 Select Need for specialised or professional skills          63,382.00 

155 - 4500826429 KPMG AUSTRALIA Reform Project Support 12/10/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        370,000.00 

156 - 4500826465 NORTON ROSE ID1096/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 12/10/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          12,370.00 

157 - 4500826475
BRUEL & KJAER EMS (AUSTRALIA) 
PTY Noise and Flight path monitoring system services 12/10/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills        417,206.04 

158 - 4500826507 ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES Heritage Assessment 12/10/2011 30/06/2012 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          13,229.70 

159 - 4500826682 SPARKE HELMORE DL0157/2011 - LEGAL SERVICES 13/10/2011 31/12/2011 Open Need for specialised or professional skills          18,209.99 

160 - 4500826751 VICTORIA UNIVERSITY  PhD Student Research Agreement. 13/10/2011 31/10/2011 Direct Skills currently unavailable within agency          33,000.00 

161 - 4500827048 AQUITAINE CONSULTING PTY LTD
CIOG 412/11 REVIEW OF DEFENCESS DISASTER 
RECOVERY READINESS 14/10/2011 31/10/2011 Direct

Need for independent research or 
assessment          99,442.50 

Grand Total   16,601,363.38 



Q138 - Media Monitoring - Ministers Offices  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
(a) What was the total cost of media monitoring services, including press clippings, electronic 
media transcripts etcetera, provided to the Minister's office for the year 2010-11?  (b) Which agency 
or agencies provided these services? (c) What is the estimated budget to provide this same service 
for the year 2011-12? (d)  What has been spent providing these services FYTD?  
 
Response:  
 
a) The table below provides details against each office for expenditure on media   monitoring, 

exclusive of GST. This covers all amounts paid during FY 2010/11. 
 

Office Expenditure FY 10/11
Office of the Minister for 
Defence $38,242.30 
Office of the Minister for 
Defence Science and Personnel nil 
Office of the Minister for 
Defence Materiel $4,035.59 
Office of the Parliamentary 
Secretary for Defence nil 
Total $42,277.89 

 
 
b)    These services are provided by Media Monitors Pty Ltd.  
        
c) Each office tracks its Media Monitors expenditure against their overall annual budget. 
 
d)   The table below provides details against each office for expenditure on media     monitoring, 

exclusive of GST. This covers all amounts paid from 1 July 2011 – 1 November 2011 
 

Office 
Expenditure from 1 
Jul 11 - 01 Nov 11 

Office of the Minister for 
Defence $13,916.37 
Office of the Minister for 
Defence Science and Personnel $167.33 
Office of the Minister for 
Defence Materiel $4,260.20 
Office of the Parliamentary 
Secretary for Defence nil 
Total $18,343.90 





Q140 - Social Media  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
Has there been any changes to Department and Agency social media or protocols about staff access 
and usage of Youtube; online social media such as Facebook, MySpace and Twitter; and access to 
online discussion forums and blogs since May 2011?  Please explain.  
 
Response:  
 
There have been no changes to the Department of Defence’s policy on access to or the use of social 
media by staff since May 2011.  
 
Defence has recently undergone a “Review of Social Media in Defence”, part of a suite of reviews 
announced by Minister for Defence Stephen Smith on 11 April 2011. 
 
This review looked at Defence’s obligations in using social media in such activities as recruitment 
and retention of staff to identify possible risks of using social media within this context and to 
recommend ways to mitigate these risks; and also to identify ways social media might be used as 
part of Defence’s communication strategies.  The full terms of reference for this review are 
available from http://www.defence.gov.au/culturereviews/index.htm. 
 
The Minister has received and is considering the final report on this review. 
 
Current Defence policy on social media is encompassed within the same instructions that govern 
public comment and the dissemination of official information by Defence personnel. 
 
The Navy, Army and Air Force provide further guidance to their members, and ADF members who 
deploy on operations are provided guidance on the responsible use of social media. 



Q141 - Contractors  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
Since May 2011:  
(a) Has the department/agency ever employed Hawker Britton in any capacity or is it considering 
employing Hawker Britton?  If yes, provide details.  
(b) Has the department/agency ever employed Shannon’s Way in any capacity or is it considering 
employing Shannon’s Way?  If yes, provide details.  
(c) Has the department/agency ever employed John Utting & UMR Research Group in any capacity 
or is it considering employing John Utting & UMR Research Group?  If yes, provide details.  
(d) Has the department/agency ever employed McCann-Erickson in any capacity or is it considering 
employing McCann-Erickson?  If yes, provide details.  
(e) Has the department/agency ever employed Cutting Edge in any capacity or is it considering 
employing Cutting Edge?  If yes, provide details.  
(f) Has the department/agency ever employed Ikon Communications in any capacity or is it 
considering employing Ikon Communications?  If yes, provide details.  
(g) Has the department/agency ever employed CMAX Communications in any capacity or is it 
considering employing CMAX Communications?  If yes, provide details.  
(h) Has the department/agency ever employed Boston Consulting Group in any capacity or is it 
considering employing Boston Consulting Group?  If yes, provide details.  
(i) Has the department/agency ever employed McKinsey & Company in any capacity or is it 
considering employing McKinsey & Company?  If yes, provide details.  
 
Response: 
 
Since May 2011, Defence has not undertaken commercial activity with organizations listed (a-g) 
below: 
(a) Hawker Britton 
(b) Shannon's Way 
(c) John Utting & UMR Research Group 
(d) McCann-Erickson  
(e) Cutting Edge  
(f) IKON Communications 
(g) CMAX Communications 
 
(h) Boston Consulting Group has been engaged by Defence to provide advice and deliver 
services in support of the Chief Information Officer Groups Strategic Reform Program. Since May 
2011, Defence has made payments of $3,834,076.80 inclusive of GST.   On 30 September 2011, a 
purchase order with a value of $2,196,150 inclusive of GST was raised to enable Boston Consulting 
to provide contract services in support of a review of the Defence Capability Plan. 
(i) McKinsey and Company have been engaged by Defence to undertake an organisational 
wide review of shared services. Since May 2011 Defence has made payments of $2,442,000.  

























































































































 Q145 - Government Stationery Requirements  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
(a) How much was spent by each department and agency on the government 
(Ministers/Parliamentary Secretaries) stationery requirements in your portfolio (i.e. paper, 
envelopes, with compliments slips) in 2010-11?   (b) What is the estimated cost for 2011-12?  
 
Response: 
(a) For the financial year 2010-11, the total stationery cost borne by the Department on behalf of the 
Ministers and Parliamentary Secretary was $11,310.90 GST inclusive.   
  
(b) The Department anticipates that stationery expenditure for financial year 2011-12 by the 
Ministers’ and Parliamentary Secretary is expected to be similar to expenditure in financial year 
2010-11. 
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Q147 - Travel Costs - Ministers  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing the following question: 
 
(a) For the year 2010-11, please detail all travel (itemised separately,) undertaken by your portfolio 
Minister and Parliamentary Secretaries.  Include details of what the travel was for, what cost was 
spent on travel (including travel type – i.e. business airfare), accommodation, security, food, 
beverages (alcohol listed separately), gifts, entertainment, and all other expenses. (b) For the year 
2010-11, please provide the same information (itemised separately) for any Minister and 
Parliamentary staff that accompanied the Minister and Parliamentary Secretary on their travel and 
include a similar breakdown of the costs incurred by or on behalf of those staff. (c) For the year 
2010-11, please provide the same information (itemised separately) for Departmental officers that 
accompanied the Minister and Parliamentary Secretary on their travel and include a similar 
breakdown of the costs incurred by or on behalf of those staff.  (d) For the FYTD, please detail all 
travel (itemised separately) undertaken by your portfolio Minister and Parliamentary Secretaries.  
Include details of what the travel was for, what cost was spent on travel (including travel type – i.e. 
business airfare), accommodation, security, food, beverages (alcohol listed separately), gifts, 
entertainment, and all other expenses. (e) For the FYTD, please provide the same information 
(itemised separately) for any Minister and Parliamentary staff that accompanied the Minister and 
Parliamentary Secretary on their travel and include a similar breakdown of the costs incurred by or 
on behalf of those staff.  (f) For the FYTD, please provide the same information (itemised 
separately) for Departmental officers that accompanied the Minister and Parliamentary Secretary on 
their travel and include a similar breakdown of the costs incurred by or on behalf of those staff.  
 
Response:  
(a), (b), and (c) Details of travel costs expensed by the Department for all official travel undertaken 
by the Ministers, the Parliamentary Secretary, and accompanying departmental officers for the year 
2010-11, have been provided in responses to Questions on Notice 494-496 (Senate Hansard, 15 
June 2011, p.139) and 770-772 (Senate Hansard, 20 September 2011, p.84), and Budget Estimates 
hearings of 30-31 May 2011, Questions on Notice Q56 and Q94.  
The costs of all other travel undertaken by the Ministers and Parliamentary Secretary are paid for by 
the Department of Finance and Deregulation (DoFD).  These costs are tabled in the Parliament 
every six months in a report titled ‘Parliamentarians’ Travel’.  These reports also include dates, 
destination and purpose for the travel and are published to the DoFD website.  
The costs of all official travel by accompanying Members of Parliament Act (Staff) 1984 employees 
to the Ministers and Parliamentary Secretary are paid for by the Department of Finance and 
Deregulation (DoFD).   These costs are tabled in the Parliament every six months in a report titled 
‘Parliamentarians’ Travel’.  These reports also include dates, destination and purpose for the travel 
and are published to the DoFD website. 



 

(d), (e) and (f) Annex 1 provides details of costs (GST exclusive) that have been expensed by the 
Department for official overseas travel undertaken by the Ministers, Parliamentary Secretary and 
accompanying departmental staff for financial year-to-date.   It also includes ministerial expenses 
that are directly related to the Defence portfolio, such as, official gifts and hospitality provided by 
the Ministers and Parliamentary Secretary.  There are no security costs included as either the host 
government or the Australian Defence Force provided security and separate costings are not 
available.  Annex 2 provides details of total costs (GST exclusive) of travel undertaken by 
departmental staff employed in each Ministerial office for financial year-to-date.  Departmental 
staff includes departmental liaison officers and Aides-de-Camps. The travel costs detailed cover the 
period 1 July 2011 to 30 September 2011. 
The costs of all official travel by accompanying Members of Parliament Act (Staff) 1984 employees 
to the Ministers and Parliamentary Secretary are paid for by the Department of Finance and 
Deregulation (DoFD).   These costs are tabled in the Parliament every six months in a report titled 
‘Parliamentarians’ Travel’.  These reports also include dates, destination and purpose for the travel 
and are published to the DoFD website. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Q148 - Travel Costs - Department  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
(a) For the year 2010-11, please detail all travel (itemised separately) undertaken by employees of 
each department and agency within each portfolio.  Include details of what the travel was for, what 
cost was spent on travel (including travel type – i.e. business airfare), accommodation, security, 
food, beverages (alcohol listed separately), gifts, entertainment, and all other expenses.  (b) For the 
year FYTD, please detail all travel (itemised separately) undertaken by employees of each 
department and agency within each portfolio.  Include details of what the travel was for, what cost 
was spent on travel (including travel type – i.e. business airfare), accommodation, security, food, 
beverages (alcohol listed separately), gifts, entertainment, and all other expenses.  
 
Response:  
 
(a) For financial year 2010-11, the Department of Defence (Defence), including the Defence 
Materiel Organisation (DMO) spent approximately $428 million (exclusive of GST) on travel 
related expenses.  This figure covers the entire Department of Defence workforce; APS employees, 
full time ADF members and ADF Reservists.  The figure does not include charter aircraft used for 
deployments and exercises. 

 
The Defence/DMO travel program is very large and complex and it is not possible to provide data 
broken down at the level requested as it is not captured or maintained at this level.  Defence/DMO 
undertake in excess of 200,000 domestic trips each year and has over 1.5 million individual 
transactions made through our travel card program.  Trips may be made using commercial means 
(air, car hire, rail etc), service vehicles or in some cases private vehicles and Defence/DMO do not 
have a single data source that identifies each trip undertaken for central reporting. 

 
(b) For financial year 2011-12, as at end of October 2011, Defence, including DMO, has spent 
approximately $140 million (exclusive of GST) on travel related expenses.  This figure does not 
include charter aircraft used for deployments and exercises.  





















Q150 - Education Expenses  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
(a) For the year 2010-11, detail all education expenses (i.e. in house courses and tertiary studies) for 
each portfolio department and agency.  Include what type of course, the total cost, cost per 
participant, how many participants and the amount of study leave granted to each participant.  (b) 
For the FYTD, detail all education expenses (i.e. in house courses and tertiary studies) for each 
portfolio department and agency.  Include what type of course, the total cost, cost per participant, 
how many participants and the amount of study leave granted to each participant.  
 
 
 
Response:  
 
Within a reasonable application of resources, Defence is unable to detail all education expenses, 
including the type of course, cost and number of participants for workforce development achieved 
through experiential learning and formal education and training. 
 
Defence’s financial management system does not support true cost attribution that 
would be necessary to provide this information, nor do enterprise management 
systems record every separate course attended by a Defence member and the number 
of participants. 
 
While the vast majority of education and training provided to Defence members is 
designed and delivered in-house, most of the fixed and variable costs of doing so are 
not uniquely captured and are generally reflected in the operating budget of the 
Defence element responsible for the delivery of the education and training. 
 
However, Defence does capture the cost of education and training activities 
appropriated as Supplier Expenses (e.g. training and development that is procured). In 
FY 2010-11 this amounted to $319.6m of procured education and training services. 
This figure included $105m in related travel. Expenditure on the Australian Defence 
Force Academy contract with the University of New South Wales amounted to over 
$50m. 
 
Procured military related training, which includes flight and submarine training, 
amounted to $93m of expenditure. Spend on non-military training came to $43m, 
which includes that expended at Universities and Technical and Further Education 
institutions. This last figure also includes funds managed by the Groups and Services 
to provide education and training to meet their specific needs and that expended by 
authorities responsible for the deployment of Defence-wide business policies and 
processes. 
 
Attendance by Defence personnel at conferences and seminars accounted for $8m in 
expenditure; information and technology training and development $2m. 
 
Defence spent $64m to 31 October 2011 on procured education and training services. 







Q152 - Paid Parental leave  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
(a) Please list how many staff in each portfolio department and agency are eligible to receive 
payments under the Government’s Paid Parental Leave scheme?  
(b) For the year 2010-11 list which portfolio department and agencies are providing its employees 
with payments under the Government’s Paid Parental Leave scheme?       (c) Please list how many 
staff are in receipt of these payments.  
(d) For the FYTD list which portfolio department and agencies are providing its employees with 
payments under the Government’s Paid Parental Leave scheme?        (e) Please list how many staff 
are in receipt of these payments.  
 
Response: 
 
(a) All military and civilian Defence personnel are able to apply for assistance under the 
Government’s Paid Parental Leave scheme if they meet the eligibility criteria set out in the Paid 
Parental Leave Act 2010. 
 
(b) In FY2010-11 the provision of such payments to Defence personnel was administered by The 
Family Assistance Office. Accordingly, Defence does not have the necessary information to 
respond to this question.   
 
(c) See answer to (b). 
 
(d) The Department of Defence provides these payments to Defence APS employees and ADF 
members who are new claimants where the Family Assistance Office has requested the Department 
of Defence take on the paymaster role for the claimant. 
 
(e) There are 17 civilian employees and 2 military members receiving payments from Defence 
through Defence's payroll system. More Defence personnel may be in receipt of payments directly 
from the Family Assistance Office.



Q153 - Training for Portfolio Minister and Parliamentary Secretaries  
 
Senator Eggleston provided the following question in writing: 
 
(a) How much is spent on training for Ministers and Parliamentary Secretaries in your portfolio?   
(b) Itemise each training, cost and for which Minister and/or Parliamentary Secretary the training 
was for.  
 
Response:  
 
(a-b) The Department of Defence has not funded or paid for any training to be undertaken by the 
Defence portfolio Ministers and Parliamentary Secretary for the period 1 July 2010 to 31 October 
2011 inclusive. 



Q154 - Corporate Cars  
 
Senator Eggleston  provided in writing  
 
(a) How many cars are owned by each department and agency in your portfolio?  

(b) Where is the car/s located?  

(c) What is the car/s used for?  

(d) What is the cost of each car for 2010-11?  

(e) How far did each car travel in 2010-11?  

 
Response:  
 
(a) Defence has an owned fleet of approximately 6,200 commercial vehicles and trailers, including 
approximately 2,459 cars [sedans, station wagons and buses (people movers to 14 seats)]. 

Within Defence, the Executive Vehicle Scheme (EVS) provides eligible employees (Senior 
Executive Service / Military Star ranked) as part of their remuneration package an Executive 
Vehicle Allowance (EVA) or access to a private plated Commonwealth vehicle fitted with 
State/Territory registration plates.  This is consistent policy across all Commonwealth Government 
agencies. 

(b) The vehicles are located throughout Australia and overseas (Singapore and Malaysia) as 
follows: 

• Australian Capital Territory: 214; 

• New South Wales:794; 

• Northern Territory: 168; 

• Queensland: 505; 

• South Australia: 140; 

• Tasmania: 36;  

• Victoria: 420; 

• Western Australia: 157; 

• Singapore: 7; and 

• Malaysia 18. 

(c) These cars are used to meet departmental administrative requirements. 

(d) The net cost of owning the approximately 2,459 cars during FY10/11 (excluding fuel) was 
$11.94m (when averaged across all vehicles, this is $4,856 per vehicle). 

673 cars were acquired during FY10/11 at a cost of $20.659m, whilst 715 cars were disposed of, 
generating revenue of $12.281m.  Operating costs for the Defence Commercial Vehicle Fleet 
(excluding fuel) in FY10/11 were $8.980m with $3.562m being attributed against the car fleet.   

The 2,459 cars identified all use Unleaded Petrol (ULP).  In FY10/11, the Joint Fuels and 
Lubricants Agency purchased $4.577m of ULP, equating to approximately 3.813 million litres.  
This is approximately $1861.00 on fuel per vehicle: 
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(e) A complete data set the distance travelled for 2010-11 is not available and would be unable to be 
confirmed within the time available to respond to this Question on Notice.  Average utilisation 
across a sample of 1,945 cars over the entire vehicle life was 15,102hm per annum per vehicle. 
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Q155 - Taxi Costs  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
(a) How much did each department/agency spend on taxis in 2010-11?   (b) Provide a breakdown of 
each business group in each department/agency  
 
Response:  
 

(a) For financial year 2010-11, the Department of Defence spend Australia wide for taxi use 
was approximately $15 million including approximately $2 million for Defence Materiel 
Organisation. 

 
(b) The Defence travel program is very large and complex. To provide the level of detail as 

requested would represent an unreasonable diversion of resources as taxi travel data is not 
captured or maintained at such a level in Defence’s financial system.  



Q156 - Credit Cards  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
(a) How many staff in each department and agency have a corporate credit card?      (b) What is 
their classification? (c) What action is taken if the corporate credit card is misued? (d) How is 
corporate credit card use monitored? (e) What happens if misuse of a corporate credit card is 
discovered? (f) Have any instances of corporate credit card misuse have been discovered?  List staff 
classification and what the misuse was, and the action taken. (g) What action is taken to prevent 
corporate credit card misuse?  
 
Response:  
 
(a)  
 
Department of Defence 
56,136 Defence Travel Card (DTC) 
6,150   Defence Purchasing Card (DPC) 
62,286 Total 
 
Defence Materiel Organisation 
7,283 Defence Travel Card (DTC) 
541    Defence Purchasing Card (DPC) 
7,824 Total 
 
(b) 
 
There is a broad range of classifications. The DTC and DPC are issued to Australian Public 
Servants and Military personnel who are required to either undertake travel or procure items on 
behalf of the Commonwealth.  
 
(c)  
 
It is mandatory in Defence for suspected misuse of a corporate credit card to be reported to a 
Defence Investigative Authority (DIA) for investigation.  
 
For Australian Defence Force (ADF) personnel, there are three options available for dealing with 
misuse of corporate credit cards, depending on the circumstances such as, the seriousness and 
criminality involved in the matter.  The three options are: administrative action for low level matters 
by the chain of command; investigation by the Service Police under the Defence Force Discipline 
Act 1982; or, for more serious cases, referral for prosecution under the civilian criminal law. 
 
Misuse of a corporate credit card involving Australian Public Service (APS) employees are dealt 
with under code of conduct provisions within the Public Service Act 1999. Serious matters that 
warrant criminal prosecution are dealt with under criminal law as well as the PS Act 1999.  
 
For ADF personnel, administrative or disciplinary action may include counselling, reprimands, loss 
of pay, rank, privileges or seniority, a term of Military imprisonment and administrative discharge 
from the Service. For APS personnel, misconduct administrative action may include counselling, 
reprimands, fines, reduction in salary or classification or termination of employment. 
 



In all cases, if a debt to the Commonwealth is identified, Defence makes every effort to recover the 
debt in full. 
 
(d)  
 
Corporate credit card transactions are monitored by card providers, account holders, supervisors, 
resource and governance areas, cost centre managers, Corporate Card Support Centre staff and the 
Inspector General of Defence.  
 
Each day’s transactional information is available to be viewed by all stakeholders via the card 
management system the next business day. The Corporate Card Support Centre also reviews a 
percentage of daily transactions to indentify any unusual trends. 
 
The Inspector General of Defence regularly monitors all corporate credit card activity to identify 
potentially suspicious transactions. If suspicious transactions are found, an explanation is sought 
from the relevant manager. 
 
Additionally, the DTC and DPC corporate card providers notify Defence of any unusual spending 
or merchant activity that they detect. 
 
(e)  
 
Refer to the answer for question (c) above. 
 
(f)  
 
In Financial Year 2010-11, there were 57 Defence Travel Card (DTC) and 4 Defence Purchasing 
Card (DTC) investigations finalised with an assessed loss of just over $90,000. This equates to less 
than 0.015% of fraud on a total spend of $597 million comprising 1.8 million individual 
transactions. 
 
Refer to table noting that the assessed loss differs from the value of the outcomes in the table 
because, in certain circumstances, Defence has been unable to identify the person/s responsible for 
the alleged misuse. 
 
(g)  
 
In addition to the monitoring mechanisms described in (d) above, Defence has a number of other 
mechanisms in place to guard against credit card misuse.  These include: delegate approval and 
funds availability sign off prior to the commitment of Commonwealth monies; set credit card limits; 
a two step process (involving both the card-holder and supervisor) for acquittal of expenditure that 
includes the provision of expenditure documentation to the supervisor; and monthly monitoring and 
reporting by Group Finance Officers. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



LIST OF ACTIONS TAKEN BY RANK/LEVEL AGAINST DEFENCE PERSONNEL FOR 
CORPORATE CREDIT CARD MISUSE 
 

Rank/Level Value Jurisdiction Outcome 
Ex - Sub-lieutenant $810 Criminal Misuse discovered 

after discharge – 
criminal 
prosecution not 
warranted.  

Leading Seaman 
 

$2,306 Administrative 
action 

Member’s card 
stolen and misused 
by persons 
unknown. No 
charges preferred. 

Leading Seaman $10,555 DFDA Loss of seniority of 
12 months, 
dismissal from the 
ADF and 
imprisonment for 3 
months with 1 
month to serve and 
a $2000 
recognisance order. 

Leading Seaman $169 Administrative 
action 

Member 
counselled. 

Able Seaman $1,828 DFDA 35 days detention 
and forfeiture of 
one year seniority. 

Able Seaman 
 

$1705 Administrative 
action 

Member’s card lost 
and fraudulently 
used by other 
persons. No 
charges preferred. 

Able Seaman 
 

$303 Administrative 
action 

Member’s card 
stolen and misused 
by persons 
unknown. No 
charges preferred. 

Submariner $7,140 DFDA Dismissed from the 
ADF. 

Petty Officer $1,000 Administrative 
action 

Member 
counselled. 

Chief Petty Officer 
 

$20 Administrative 
action 

Member 
counselled. 
 

Sergeant (Army) 
 

$2,671 DFDA Fine of $1,267 and 
loss of seniority. 

Major 
 

$3,060 Administrative 
Action 

Use deemed 
improper but not 
for personal gain. 
No further action 
taken. 



Rank/Level Value Jurisdiction Outcome 
Major 
 

$1,942 Administrative 
action 

Member’s card 
stolen during break 
in and misused by 
persons unknown. 
No charges 
preferred. 

Corporal (Army) $1,183 DFDA 28 days detention. 
Corporal (Army) $2,500 DFDA Fined 13 days pay 

and loss of 
seniority. 

Colonel $1,653 Administrative 
action 

Member 
counselled. 

Private $750 DFDA 5 days restriction of 
privileges. 

Captain (Army) 
 

$1,500 Administrative 
action 

Deemed accidental 
– No further action 

Captain (Army) 
 

$275 Administrative 
action 

Member 
counselled. 
 

Private 
 

$4,383 DFDA Severe reprimand 
and fine of $1300. 

Lance Corporal 
 

$205 Administrative 
action 

Member 
counselled. 
 

Lieutenant (Army) 
 

$382 Administrative 
action 

Member 
counselled. 
 

Leading 
Aircraftsman 

$2,800 DFDA 8 days detention 
(suspended) and 
forfeiture of 
seniority in the 
rank. 

Flight Lieutenant 
 

$310 Administrative 
action 

Member 
counselled. 
 

Corporal (Air 
Force) 

$240 DFDA Reprimand. 

Corporal (Air 
Force) 
 

$3,700 Administrative 
action 

Member’s card 
stolen during break 
in and misused by 
persons unknown. 
No charges 
preferred. 

Wing Commander 
 

$1,000 Administrative 
action 

Member’s card 
stolen and misused 
by persons 
unknown. No 
charges preferred. 

Executive Level 2 $1,000 Code of Conduct Formal warning.  



Rank/Level Value Jurisdiction Outcome 
Executive Level 1 $567 Code of Conduct  Resigned prior to 

completion of Code 
of Conduct.  

Executive Level 1 $429 Code of Conduct Reprimand and 
salary reduction.  

APS 6 $2,081 Code of Conduct Severe reprimand.  
APS 6 $1,457 Code of Conduct Formal warning. 
APS 4 $775 Code of Conduct Fine of $250 and a 

reprimand.  
APS 2 $614 Code of Conduct Employee resigned.  
APS 2 $1,834 Criminal Convicted in the 

criminal courts; 
given a good 
behaviour bond for 
a period of 18 
months.  

External Civilian $3,236 Criminal Stolen DTC – 
Reparation Orders 
issued pursuant to 
Crimes Act 1914 - 
of $2186.36, plus a 
fine of $2500. 



Q157 - Carbon Tax Legislation  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
(a) How was your department/agency consulted in the development of the carbon price package? 
(b) Is the carbon price package consistent with all of the policies in your department/agency?  
 
Response: 
 
(a) The Department of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency (DCCEE) has advised that the 
Department of Defence was not consulted on the development of the carbon price package because 
Defence was not considered to have policy responsibility for matters which are affected by the 
carbon price package, nor for implementing measures under the Clean Energy Future Plan. The 
DCCEE has also advised that it will consult with Defence if issues emerge which the DCCEE 
consider to be an area of responsibility for Defence which require consultation between the two 
agencies. 
  
(b) Defence has in place robust environmental management strategies, with every effort made to 
reduce Defence's carbon footprint through waste avoidance and efficiency measures.  All Groups 
and Services have responsibility for managing energy and climate matters as they relate to their 
functional responsibilities.  This is demonstrated through the development of the Defence 
Environmental Strategic Plan 2010-2014, which all Groups and Services participated in and 
endorsed.  The Plan reinforces existing doctrine that resource efficiency is a priority for all ADF 
activities.  The Plan also highlights that Defence needs to account for climate change in the 
management and operation of the Estate.  
  
Defence will ensure all policies and strategies are consistent with the new legislation. 



 

Q158 - Communications  
 
Senator Eggleston provided in writing: 
 
How many communications people are there in each of your departments and agencies.  List their 
classification, position description, services they provide to Ministers and/or Parliamentary 
Secretaries and any guidelines they must adhere to.  
 
Response:  
 
The number of Defence military and public service staff, by classification level and position, who 
deliver communication support provided in Senate Question on Notice 761-763 (published on 22 
August 2011) remains extant.  Their duties include media engagement, advertising and marketing, 
training, event management, production of Service newspapers and the collection, preparation and 
distribution of publicly releasable imagery and information.  
 
The staff provide the same service and adhere to the same guidelines expected of all 
Commonwealth employees including the Public Service Act 1999; and for military members, the 
Defence Force Discipline Act 1982. 



 

Q159 - Submarines – Scope and Cost of Work - Mast 
 
Senator Johnston provided in writing. 
 
The Department of Defence was charged $7.14M for Engineering Change Proposal work and 
Design Cost associated with the change out of a High Data Rate Mast. Please provide a detailed 
description of the scope of work involved in this activity. 
 
Response: 
 
The response to this question is also addressed in the response provided in QN11-000260 (Q66) and 
Q49. 
 
The ASC scope of work for the mast required an initial design, including concept design and 
development of system design specifications. This scope required ASC to deliver a system design 
report; a detailed design summary report; implementation and trials work package; and, an 
integrated logistics support update package. 
 
Associated mast installation work involved removing the previous radar mast and radar; designing-
in new mast raising equipment with a new OE-562 high data rate antenna; and, relocating the 
navigation light.  

 



Q160 - Private Aid Companies in Afghanistan  
 
Senator Rhiannon asked on Wednesday, 19 October 2011, Hansard pages 49-50: 
 
(a) What is the Australian Government's attitude to private Australian companies administering aid 
in countries where the Defence Force is operating? (b) Provide a list of the companies, countries 
they operate in and the relationship.  
 
Response:  
 
(a) The Australian Defence Force does not have portfolio responsibility for administering contracts 
with private Australian companies delivering aid in foreign countries.  These companies can and do 
operate independently of an Australian Defence Force presence overseas. Defence is unable to 
provide a response, but understands that the question has also been directed to AusAID. 
 
(b) The Australian Defence Force does not hold a record of this information, which falls outside 
of Defence's portfolio responsibilities. Defence is unable to provide a response, but understands that 
the question has also been directed to AusAID.  
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