ISSUES AFFECTING RECRUITING AND RETENTION


In response to the request for submissions on issues affecting recruiting and retention in the ADF, I would like to discuss some points from a naval perspective as a Petty Officer Combat Systems Supervisor with 12 years service (so far), nine of those at sea on DDG’s and FFG’s. The topics I will be discussing are:

· Greater pay increase when promoted from Junior Sailor to Senior Sailor level.

· The affect of losing Sea Going Allowance (SGA) when posting ashore.

· Poor implementation of changes.

· Low confidence in current service equipment. 

1.
When promoted to the rank of Petty Officer (PO) from Leading Seaman (LS), the pay increase amounts to approximately $50 per fortnight.  I do not believe this accurately reflects or remunerates the extra responsibilities assumed when a PO is a supervisor, training instructor, OH&S facilitator, divisional officer, mentor etc, etc.


By the time a sailor has reached the rank of PO they have completed numerous courses that enhance their category specific skills as well as leadership, management and equity and diversity skills.  In my last sea posting I was directly responsible for 14 combat systems sailors as an Operations Room Supervisor and indirectly for a further 14 more (my duties also continued out side the hours of “nine to five”). A civilian supervisor with this type of increase in responsibility on promotion I believe would be paid more than an extra $50 a fortnight.  


The disproportionate exodus of experienced senior sailors throughout the last few years (through SCRS, CSP and numerous other changes) has I believe resulted in a “corporate loss” of specialist knowledge that has been detrimental to overall junior sailor skill levels fleet-wide.  The short fall in senior sailor numbers have been compensated by the early promotion of less experienced sailors into these vacant positions, exacerbating a situation where these newly promoted senior sailors must quickly improve their proficiency whilst at the same time develop and nurture the skills of their subordinates. 


I believe a substantial increase in pay on promotion to petty officer would greatly contribute to reducing the current separation rate of senior sailors from the RAN.

2.
In February 01 I posted ashore from HMAS CANBERRA completing my fourth sea posting (nine years in total) in my twelve years of service (so far!), at the same time my wife posted ashore from HMAS SHEEAN.  With the combined loss my SGA (approximately $9000 a year) and my wife’s submarine sea going allowance (approximately $13000 a year) amounts to loss of $22000 a year.  

With the understanding that SGA is paid to compensate the arduous duties of sea service, I believe that after the tier three level of SGA is reached, a percentage of the sailor’s SGA should be retained when posting ashore.  This would be paid in recognition of the time at sea already served, and to compensate for the large loss in allowances.

3.
The poor implementation of changes throughout the last several years involving issues such as SCRS, CSP, DRP etc, etc have caused a great deal of turmoil throughout all ranks. Personnel who were directly effected by and who invariably were responsible for enforcing the majority of changes were never adequately consulted prior to implementation.  Responses to issues raised by personnel concerned with apparent short-comings were consistently answered with comments such as “get used to it, its here to stay” and “if you don’t like it, get out.” I believe this “like it or lump it” attitude displayed by the powers to be, and the apparent lack of understanding and will to address personnel concerns, was responsible for many premature discharges.   

4.
Throughout the last few years RAN ships have frequently been deployed to areas of instability and noting the current state of regional affairs, it appears this trend will continue into the foreseeable future.  From the inception of the FFG-UP and the ANZAC WHIP projects designed to upgrade the war-fighting capabilities of Australia’s front line fighting ships, there has been a continual reduction in the size of actual equipment enhancements ultimately being provided. It is also apparent that the contracts for these upgrades continually go to the lowest bidder as opposed to the company offering the best product, and finally when tenders are short listed, capability requirements are reduced even further to comply with insufficiently small budgets.  The FFG-UP and ANZAC WHIP final contracts both differ markedly from that which was initially planned.

Taking all this into account, I believe that some RAN personnel do not hold a great deal of confidence in the equipment they are tasked to deploy in and possibly fight to win with.  The “Well trained, well equipped” recruiting slogan that is so often sprouted does not accurately reflect the current or future state of equipment capabilities envisaged.  The continual cost cutting and penny pinching involved with equipment procurement is quite evident to the average sailor and causes some concern as it is the sailor who will ultimately put his life on the line not the politician holding the purse strings.  The budget increase promised in the 2000 Defence White Paper will only minimally increase the level of capability to that which is currently held. 


I believe that previous policy towards the large percentage of experienced personnel discharging has always been reactionary, replacement by recruitment as apposed to retaining the already well-trained service people already in place.  The great loss of experience has been detrimental to Defence Force as a whole and needs to be addressed quickly and decisively before it becomes a cost we cannot bear. 

The views that I have detailed are those that I have gained through my own experiences during my employment in the RAN, however I also believe they are consistent with those of many of my colleagues. 
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