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1. This submission relates particularly to factors covering the Royal Australian Navy component of the inquiry.

2. I have worked for Defence (Navy) for thirty years including five years as an instructor of naval personnel at HMAS NIRIMBA. Whilst my entire work tenure has required interaction with serving personnel, my period at NIRIMBA and work tenure since its closure (in 1993) has involved much closer co-operation with serving personnel up to the rank of Commander, with a high percentage of interaction at the rank level of Chief Petty Officer. 

Please excuse instances where information may seem a bit disjointed. Having highlighted many of the factors affecting retention of personnel (HMAS NIRIMBA 1991 – 1994) I have become weary with a belief that it is a “same shit, different administration” argument. 

Maybe I could put it this way: 

Ensure that serving sailors are afforded back to back postings in the same port (complying with policy). This would ideally align to a sailors job ashore being to support either his/her ship or class of ship. This could be assisted by multiple crewing.

Supply a level of training for serving personnel that, at the end of tenure, truly benefits their transition into civilian life. Increase the depth of training to equate to the ability to survive in a hostile environment (rather than a level of training applicable to maintenance/cost in peacetime).

Treat their job in Defence as one that does more than just align to the civilian workplace (“factory hand”).

Treat Defence and its personnel as a non-profit enterprise (noting that, if called upon, the bottom line is that all defence resources, both personnel and materiel, are potentially expendable). The work premise of Defence is unique, trying to incorporate it under business enterprise is ludicrous. Defence is not an enterprise where profit making is a major initiative (although most current actions tend to suggest otherwise).

3. PREAMBLE.

I have witnessed the effect that the change process has had on serving personnel. At times it has been demoralising to see the loss of highly skilled and dedicated personnel through a mix of decisions and actions both by Defence and/or Government. Serving personnel in Defence endure a unique situation in the Australian workforce. As a consequence of their willingness to join a regimented organisation, they agree to the potential to be sent “in harms way”. In the past the offset for this was the ability to “get a full trade” and be entitled to allowances not readily available to non-serving Australians. In more recent times, action to change has seen their level of training equated to the general workforce, the ability to expect a shore posting in the homeport of their ship frustrated by a lack of billets (due to the relocation of establishments and, in part, to the Commercial Support Program).

4. SITUATION WASTED

Why is it that a Senate Committee is querying the factors affecting the retention/separation rate? 

The 1988 Senate inquiry on wastage rates (a different name for the same problem) was conducted approximately seven years after the change from RATSTRUC to SAILSTRUC training.

This Senate inquiry is taking place approximately six years after the change from SAILSTRUC to TTP92 training.

What was learnt/achieved/actioned from the 1988 inquiry? It would appear very little, if anything.

With six years of input since the introduction of the Royal Australian Navy Exit Survey (February 1995) some may have expected that the Navy hierarchy would not only have a clear picture of why the high separation rate is occurring but, equally, would already have instigated “the way ahead” on how to address the problem.      

5. RECRUITING.

I believe that the recruiting area are stating that they are close to, or have met, their recruiting targets for Navy. Meeting targets in the first instance, and retaining personnel over a period where accumulated skills are of substantial benefit are two different matters. An action to recruit does not necessarily address the action to train and retain. It is apparent that retention of personnel with depth of skill is no longer occurring. It is also apparent that the ability to encapsulate the number of personnel leaving the RAN as a total percentage rather than percentage per category allows for a convenient way of highlighting even more damaging figures.

Although I have not seen the more current recruiting information, there have been at least two instances that I can recall where the “honesty factor” was stretched with regard to information afforded potential recruits. 

6. BACK TO BACK POSTINGS.

RELEVANCE – Lack of family stability. 

There has been an endemic failure in addressing the requirements of “back to back” postings for personnel. Any ability to address this most important point has been further affected by the Defence Reform Program and Commercial Support Program. 

As far back as 1985 Navy-generated reports highlighted the fact that:

“Disruption to family life is likely to be an increasingly significant factor in considering the location of some facilities. As far as possible, risks of disruption should be minimised by locating support facilities close to operating bases to provide sea and shore billets in the same location and reduce the need for relocation of families on posting” (Taylor Report 1985).
“The net effect of posting married personnel to shore establishments not in a sailors home port is likely to contribute to an increased separation rate” (Adams Report 1987). 

Surprisingly (or not surprisingly) this report went on to state “in light of the statement in the White Paper that: the Government is concerned at the present rate of separation from the ADF and (that) positive action is planned to reduce the numbers leaving, the potential effect of any significant rationalisation giving rise to a distribution of Naval population radically different to the home port posting opportunities will require careful assessment”. The report (at the time) was tasked to look to the potential rationalisation of facilities working contrary to the sea/shore posting in the same port. A part of the current problem (whereby naval personnel are being posted away from their homeport) relates to the DRP/CSP and loss of shore billets in the same location.

“Recent surveys and analysis of personnel problems indicate that the lack of family stability is a major source of dissatisfaction within the Navy. Navy’s policies should aim at minimising family moves.” “The ADF posting policy at CDF Policy Directive 19/87 aims to achieve postings of three years minimum duration and to retain personnel at the same geographic location for at least two postings.” (DNFD Report 1988).

Putting aside the basis of the report (generated to support the relocation of technical training away from NIRIMBA to CERBERUS), information from the report can be nominated given the fact that one third of the total points allocated (in the subjective analysis) were with regard to the sea:shore roster (posting stability, travel and removal expenses), the importance of family stability and, specifically, minimising the frequency of postings that require a sailor and his family to move location. At the time of this report the closure of NIRIMBA would have seen the loss of 298 shore billets in Sydney with a considerable, adverse effect on the sea:shore roster. With the subsequent closure of NIRIMBA (1993) and the more recent reduction in shore billets in the Sydney region (due to DRP and CSP) a much greater loss of shore billets (with the anticipated effect) has occurred.

This brings us to an interesting point. In the report entitled “Rationalisation of Technical Training” dated 14 June 1989 it references the “Report of the Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade on Personnel Wastage in the Australian Defence Force (dated November 1988)” that, in part, noted “the identification in the Cross Report (recommendation 15) of the requirement to have training bases close to operational bases with the benefit of family stability ”. The premise for this is the back to back posting with a shore billet in the same locality as the sailors home port ship, one of the factors highlighted in a number of reports.

It may be of interest for the Committee to refer back to the November 1988 report and determine what changes have occurred. For starters, reducing shore billets in the Sydney area is fundamentally detrimental to the ability to have back to back postings. (For instance, the Commercial Support Program has guaranteed that there are no shore naval establishments in the Sydney region with postings for cooks – this task has been out-sourced to civilians). 

7. CHANGE IN TRAINING STANDARDS.

RELEVANCE – Level of skill knowledge/responsibilities due to dilution of skill/shore billets to assist minimum manned ships.

Changes in technology, civil training arena, reductions in warship manning, introduction of the Commercial Support Program, keeping abreast of modern thinking and the requirement to achieve greater economies and efficiencies are the reasons given for the change in training methods, course content and time period of training.

The National Training Board (NTB) introduced a national multi-staged training system. This is a structured system that provides initial formal training with the award of a “trade” certificate. Personnel, if selected (or required) are able to progress through further levels of certification. This method is not dissimilar to that advocated and adopted in the early 70’s (SAILSTRUC – the training that TTP92 replaced).  

When the closure of NIRIMBA was announced those trained under the SAILSTRUC regime looked to what the end product would be from the “new” TTP92 technician sailor. Under the new regime SAILSTRUC Chief Petty Officers were seen to be “dinosaurs” and there was, initially, no attempt to align them. This was the same attitude afforded Chief Petty Officers and Warrant Officers trained under the RATSTRUC regime (with the introduction of SAILSTRUC). Action to “align” SAILSTRUC Chief Petty Officers occurred when the shortfalls of TTP92 were realised (more particularly, the pay inequities of “non aligned” SAILSTRUC CPO’s – suddenly it was realised that the “dinosaurs” were needed).

In line with the change of training it was intended that the FIMA organisation would become involved in the repair of a greater range of equipment (to ensure skill and knowledge progression). This resource was also seen as being able to “throw technical manpower at minimum-manned ships” when required. There was no subsequent increase in manpower (as was intended).

After seven years of TTP92 action has progressed to incorporate Skills Development Areas on the Fleet Bases. These areas can be seen as “post CERBERUS” training areas and have been implemented to ensure that a sailor will join his/her first ship with a relevant level of experience on the equipment intended to be worked on. That this type of area was recommended by senior sailors before the closure of NIRIMBA is testament to the lack of listening that has occurred.

There is one point that the purists of changing training to encompass economies and efficiencies have failed to address. Whilst it is highly likely that the depth of hand skills are not required in a peacetime maintenance scenario as currently covered by our Navy, that on that one occasion where depth of hand skill will be required, will be when the ship is at risk and that skill of hand will enable the ship to continue to float, fight or flee.  

8. REDUCTION IN CATEGORIES

RELEVANCE -  Prior corporate knowledge of failure to achieve.

The start of TTP92 saw category rationalisation where, for example, the MTP, MTH and ETP sailors category was incorporated into the MT category. During the planning stages many highlighted concern that such an action was not practically achievable (branded as obstructionists). In due course the hierarchy have realised that the concern was valid and the MT category now has either a (M) for mechanical or (E) for electrical after it. The factors that had determined the ability to amalgamate the three categories, was flawed.  

9. CATEGORY REQUIREMENTS/SEPARATION RATES

RELEVANCE -  Specific percentile separation rather than general percentile separation.

I perused the information from your website (Separation Rate – rank profile 1999 – 2000 and Separation Rates over the last ten years). You would note that the percentile rate for male sailors rose dramatically in 1994-95-96. In a submission on the retention of NIRIMBA in 1992 the potential of a sharp rise in the separation rate of technical sailors (after the establishments closure) was suggested. In fact, a percentile rate of separation as high as 21% was suggested for individual categories (21% was the percentile given for ETP sailor separations). What I am suggesting is that the percentile (given as a total across Navy personnel) tends to mask the much higher percentile rate across particular categories.

10. VALIDATION OF TTP92 TRAINING

RELEVANCE - Lack of confidence in “end product” 

There has been no validation of TTP92 training since its inception in 1994. No “scorecard” to confirm that it is more relevant (or successful) than the SAILSTRUC training it replaced. Then again there is no practical way to validate whether its inception has been beneficial to the Fleet units, or more cost effective. It may well be that that the concerns raised by experienced senior sailors on TTP92 (prior to its inception) are being proven and the separation rate, in part, reflects the ignorance afforded that concern. 

11. SECRET AGENDA

But then, given the repeated acknowledgement that co-location of training/support bases (with Fleet Bases) helps to ensure back to back postings it may well be that Naval hierarchy‘s intent is to relocate Fleet Base East (Sydney), to Westernport in Victoria, thereby offering “the solution” seemingly so carefully engineered over the last 15 years. 

