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Terms of Reference 

That the following matter be referred to the Economics References Committee 
for inquiry and report by the last sitting day in June 2020: 

Developing and delivering Australia’s sovereign naval shipbuilding  capability, 
with particular reference to: 

(a) oversight and scrutiny of the national shipbuilding plan, to support a 
continuous build of vessels in Australia; 

(b) progress of the design, management and implementation of naval 
shipbuilding and submarine defence procurement projects in Australia; 

(c) progress of the Naval Shipbuilding College in building workforce 
capability, and developing the required skills and infrastructure to design, 
build, maintain, sustain and upgrade current and future naval fleet; 

(d) ongoing examination of contracts and scrutiny of expenditure; 
(e) the implementation of Australian Industry Capability Plans; 
(f) the utilisation of local content and supply chains; 
(g) the transfer of intellectual property and skills to Australian firms and 

workers; 
(h) the prospect of imminent job losses and redundancies; 
(i) opportunities and multiplier effects to local jobs and the economy; and 
(j) any related matters. 
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List of Recommendations 

Recommendation 1 
2.98 Noting bipartisan support for AUKUS and to ensure delivery of critical 

military capability, that the Government establish a bipartisan process to 
oversee the implementation of the AUKUS partnership and the delivery of 
the AUKUS objectives and military capability. 

Recommendation 2 
3.33 That the Department of Defence provide in a manner suitable for 

publication: 

 an explanation as to why the Department informed the Parliament that 
the cost of the Future Submarine Program was $50 billion out-turned 
when the Department of Finance already had put that figure significantly 
higher; and 

 an explanation for the claim that the original tender for the Attack-class 
was $20 billion—$25 billion range in 2016 dollars rather that the 
$50 billion that has since 2016 consistently been cited by both the 
Government and the Department. 

Recommendation 3 
3.50 With the aim of increasing its staff’s awareness of their democratic 

responsibilities: 

 the Department of Defence re-examine its induction and training 
programs and corporate culture regarding its role as a department 
answerable to the Australian people through the processes of the 
Australian Parliament; and 

 report back to the Parliament on the progress it making on those 
induction and training programs. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

Referral to the committee 
1.1 On 19 September 2019, the Senate referred an inquiry into Australia's 

sovereign naval shipbuilding capability to the Senate Economics Reference 
Committee (the committee) for report by 25 June 2020.  On 24 February 2020, 
the Senate granted the committee an extension to report by 3 December 2020. 

1.2 On 12 November 2020, the committee agreed to again extend the inquiry until 
30 June 2021. This was subsequently extended to 2 December 2021 and this has 
been extended again until 1 June 2022. 

1.3 The Terms of Reference for the inquiry are: 

That the following matter be referred to the Economics References 
Committee for inquiry and report by the last sitting day in June 2020: 

Developing and delivering Australia’s sovereign naval shipbuilding 
capability, with particular reference to: 

(a) oversight and scrutiny of the national shipbuilding plan, to support a 
continuous build of vessels in Australia; 

(b) progress of the design, management and implementation of naval 
shipbuilding and submarine defence procurement projects in 
Australia; 

(c) progress of the Naval Shipbuilding College in building workforce 
capability, and developing the required skills and infrastructure to 
design, build, maintain, sustain and upgrade current and future naval 
fleet; 

(d) ongoing examination of contracts and scrutiny of expenditure; 
(e) the implementation of Australian Industry Capability Plans; 
(f) the utilisation of local content and supply chains; 
(g) the transfer of intellectual property and skills to Australian firms and 

workers; 
(h) the prospect of imminent job losses and redundancies; 
(i) opportunities and multiplier effects to local jobs and the economy; and 
(j) any related matters. 

Conduct of the inquiry 
1.4 Details of the inquiry were placed on the committee's website.  The committee 

also contacted a number of relevant individuals and organisations to notify 
them of the inquiry and invite submissions.  All submissions received are 
listed at Appendix 1. 

1.5 As at the date of tabling, the committee has received a total of 38 submissions 
and has conducted seven public hearings in Canberra: 
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 24 February 2020; 
 14 August 2020; 
 13 November 2020; 
 5 February 2021; 
 17 August 2021; 
 15 October 2021; and 
 17 November 2021. 

1.6 Participants at those public hearings are listed at Appendix 2.  

1.7 References to Hansard in footnotes and other places refer to the Proof versions 
and may be different to the final Official versions. 

Interim Report – May 2021 
1.8 In May 2021, the committee published an Interim Report: Future Submarine 

Program: Ringing of Bells, Wringing of Hands.  The committee felt compelled to 
do so for two reasons: 

 the status of the Future Submarine Program (FSP) was causing deep concern 
not just within the committee but within the defence and security policy 
community generally; and 

 the increasingly concerning recalcitrance of the Department of Defence to 
provide requested information on the projects included in the Naval 
Shipbuilding Program. 

1.9 The committee concluded that it was abundantly clear that all is not well with 
the FSP. There had been little good news since the April 2016 announcement 
that Direction des Constructions Navales (DCNS) (now Naval Group) had been 
selected as the international partner to design and build the nation’s new fleet 
of submarines.  Since then, there had been nothing but delays, cost blow-outs, 
changes of personnel driven by dissatisfaction with the program’s outcomes, 
secret agreements on local industry content way below the level initially 
promised, and a strained relationship between Defence and Naval Group. 

1.10 Moreover, the fact that after five years and (the then) $1.7 billion of 
expenditure, a 'Plan B' with a possible boat from a Swedish supplier was 
seriously under consideration was an alarm bell that showed the project had 
run into serious problems. 

1.11 In terms of Defence's performance, there was significant evidence that Defence 
was not as responsive as it should be and, on more than one occasion, it had 
been observed that the Department had deliberately provided misleading 
answers to legitimate questions.  The committee had been frustrated in its 
goals by a recalcitrant Department in conjunction with its Minister so much so 
that a Matter of Privilege was raised with the Senate through its President. 

1.12 It also appeared to the committee that the Department was misusing legitimate 
grounds for withholding information—such as national security 
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considerations—to hide information that is politically embarrassing or 
information that, on the face of it, demonstrated incompetency and/or 
inefficiency. In the process, the committee felt that the Department was 
impeding the work of this committee and others in discharging our duty to the 
Australian people. 

1.13 The committee concluded that this is not acceptable, and cultural change is 
needed in the Department of Defence’s accountability practices and its 
approach to its democratic responsibilities. 

1.14 Accordingly, as part of the Interim Report, the committee made the following 
four recommendations: 

Recommendation 1 

The Commonwealth Government and the Department of Defence report to 
the Parliament on what discussions were or are being undertaken with 
Saab/Kockums, or any other alternative submarine builder, about the 
provision of a Collins-class derivative boat, or any other design, as part of 
a 'Plan B' should the Naval Group agreement be cancelled. 

Recommendation 2 

That the Department of Defence provide the Senate Economics References 
Committee, on a confidential basis, an un-redacted version of the 
renegotiated Strategic Partnership Agreement with Naval Group for 
scrutiny. 

Recommendation 3 

With the aim of increasing its staff’s awareness of their democratic 
responsibilities: 

 the Department of Defence re-examine its induction and training 
programs and corporate culture regarding its role as a department 
answerable to the Australian people through the processes of the 
Australian Parliament; and 

 report back to the Parliament on the progress it making on those 
induction and training programs. 

Recommendation 4 

That the Department of Defence provides to the committee in un-redacted 
form all the documents requested under the Senate's Order of Production 
of Documents (General Business Motion, No. 786).  

1.15 As of Wednesday, 23 February 2022, the committee had yet to receive a 
response from the government to these four recommendations. 

This Second Interim Report 
1.16 As it turns out, the first Interim Report was a remarkably prescient document: 

the Naval Group agreement was in serious trouble, and even more so than the 
committee realised.  Although it was at the time believed that the political cost 
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of the cancelling the Attack-class would be too high, the government has 
decided to make that decision and accept that risk. 

1.17 Moreover, the commentary on the proposed nuclear boats and their strategic 
ramifications has glossed over the abject failure of the government's decision 
making processes regarding the Attack-class. 

1.18 This report should be read in conjunction with the first Interim Report—
particularly with regard to Defence accountability and transparency.   
It consists of three chapters: this introductory chapter; a second examining the 
AUKUS announcement and the cancellation of the agreement with Naval 
Group to build the Attack-class boats with the third providing an update on 
Defence accountability and transparency. 

1.19 The committee notes the bi-partisan support for the AUKUS agreement and 
the procurement of nuclear submarines.  Notwithstanding that bi-partisanship, 
the committee can only conclude that Australia's submarine acquisition 
program to replace the Collins-class is a shambles.   

War and Peace was shorter… 
1.20 Thirteen years after identifying the need for and expanded fleet of 

12 submarines, and almost six years after a flawed Competitive Evaluation 
Process (CEP) and the announcement of the agreement with Naval Group to 
provide Australia with those submarines, there is not a single new boat in the 
water and now not even a contract to produce the necessary new submarines.  
Moreover, almost six years have been wasted and $2.4 billion taxpayer dollars 
squandered on boats that will now never be delivered.1 

1.21 The AUKUS announcement has raised more questions that it has answered; 
not least of which is how boats that are scheduled to arrive in 16 years' time 
are a suitable response to the changes in Australia's current strategic 
environment and how will a capability gap be avoided given the age of the 
current Collins-class submarines?  The lack of substance in Prime Minister 
Morrison's announcement of 16 September 2021 is matched only by the lack of 
thought behind it. 

1.22 Such egregious mismanagement of a Defence procurement program and the 
radical shift in the Australian Defence Force's posture needs further and 
thorough examination. 

Senator Alex Gallacher 
1.23 This inquiry was referred to the committee by Senator Alex Gallacher, ALP 

Senator for South Australia.  The committee notes with tremendous sadness 

 
1 Minister for Finance, Senator Simon Birmingham, acknowledged at Senate Estimates that, as of 

30 November 2021, the cost for the cancelled Attack-class was $2.4 billion.  See Committee Hansard, 
Finance and Public Administration Legislation Committee, 14 February 2022, p. 31. 
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that Senator Gallacher passed away on Sunday, 29 August 2021, after an 
18 month battle with cancer.  The committee would like to acknowledge the 
long-standing and extraordinary service of Senator Gallacher to the Australian 
Senate and the Australian people, and also express our deepest condolences to 
his family and friends. 
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Chapter 2 
The AUKUS Announcement: 

More Questions than Answers 

Introduction 
2.1 The committee's Interim Report, published in May 2021, provided a detailed 

analysis of the Attack-class' procurement status and the issues that had 
presented themselves. 

2.2 Since then, the 16 September 2021 announcement cancelling the Attack-class 
boats and announcing the intent for Australia to acquire nuclear submarines in 
conjunction with the United Kingdom (UK) and the United States of America 
(USA), has completely changed the future submarine program and with it the 
naval shipbuilding plan. 

2.3 This chapter examines these developments.  

The First Interim Report 
2.4 The First Interim Report came to the following conclusions on the status of 

SEA 1000: 

 all was not well with the Future Submarine Program (FSP).  There had been 
little good news since the April 2016 announcement that Direction des 
Constructions Navales (DCNS) (now Naval Group) had been selected as the 
international partner to design and build the nation’s new fleet of 
submarines.   

− Since the April 2016 announcement, there had been nothing but delays, 
cost blow-outs, changes of personnel driven by dissatisfaction with the 
program’s outcomes, secret agreements on local industry content way 
below the level initially promised, and a strained relationship between 
Defence and Naval Group; 

 the decision to go with a diesel-electric boat converted from an existing 
nuclear design with a pumpjet propulsor was a high-risk option; 

 the German boat builder ThyssenKrupp Marine Systems (TKMS) had 
offered a fixed price of $20 billion for 12 submarines to be built in Australia, 
yet the decision was made to go with the Naval Group proposal at a cost of 
$50 billion evidently on the strength of that pumpjet propulsor; 

 the reported decision to ask Saab/Kockums to consider providing a design 
for an improved 'Son of Collins' boat was quite extraordinary, given that the 
Swedish boat-builder was not invited to be part of the Competitive 
Evaluation Process (CEP) in 2016.   
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 that such an outcome had even been considered was a poor indictment of 
the decision to go with the Naval Group's proposal; and 

 the renegotiated Strategic Partnership Agreement that included a local 
content requirement of at least 60 per cent had not and would not be 
presented for parliamentary scrutiny. 

2.5 The committee made the following recommendations: 

 The Commonwealth Government and the Department of Defence 
report to the Parliament on what discussions were or are being 
undertaken with Saab/Kockums, or any other alternative submarine 
builder, about the provision of a Collins-class derivative boat, or any 
other design, as part of a 'Plan B' should the Naval Group agreement be 
cancelled; and 

 the Department of Defence provide the Senate Economics References 
Committee, on a confidential basis, an un-redacted version of the 
renegotiated Strategic Partnership Agreement with Naval Group for 
scrutiny. 

2.6 As it turns out, the Interim Report was a remarkably prescient document: the 
Naval Group agreement was in serious trouble, and even more so than the 
committee realised.  Although it was at the time believed that the political cost 
of the cancelling the Attack-class would be too high, the government has 
decided to make that decision and accept that risk. 

Going nuclear 
2.7 On 16 September 2021, the Federal Government announced the Australia-

United Kingdom-United States (AUKUS) security agreement, which included 
the procurement of nuclear submarines for the Royal Australian Navy (RAN), 
and meant the cancellation of the Attack-class submarines which were to be 
produced in partnership with France's Naval Group. 

2.8 According to the Prime Minister's webpage: 

The first initiative under AUKUS is for Australia to acquire nuclear-
powered submarine technology, leveraging decades of experience from the 
US and UK. 

Under AUKUS, the three nations will focus immediately on identifying the 
optimal pathway to deliver at least eight nuclear-powered submarines for 
Australia. 

Over the next 18 months, Australia, the UK and US will intensely examine 
the full suite of requirements that underpin nuclear stewardship and 
demonstrate a clear pathway to becoming a responsible and reliable 
steward of this sensitive technology.  Australia will establish a Nuclear-
Powered Submarine Taskforce in the Department of Defence to lead this 
work. 

Nuclear-powered submarines do not have the same limitations that face 
conventional submarines on weapons storage, speed and endurance. They 
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can stay completely submerged for many months, limiting the 
opportunities for detection by adversaries. 

As a three-ocean nation, it is necessary for Australia to have access to the 
most capable submarine technology available.  As a nation, we are ready to 
take the step to pursue the most advanced submarine technology available 
to defend Australia and its national interests.  

Australia has no plans to acquire nuclear weapons and this proposal will 
remain consistent with Australia’s longstanding commitment to nuclear 
non-proliferation.  All three nations are deeply committed to upholding 
leadership on global non-proliferation. 

The Government’s intention is to build the nuclear-powered submarines in 
South Australia, maximising the use of Australian workers. 

Building the submarines in Australia is the best way to develop a strong 
and effective sustainment industry, which will enable us to meet every 
requirement to safely operate and maintain nuclear-powered submarines.1 

2.9 This is an extraordinary development—one that significantly changes the 
strategic footing of the Australian Defence Force (ADF). 

2.10 It also raises a series of questions which have yet to be addressed either 
through the government announcement or through the public hearings the 
committee held into the announcement on Friday, 15 October 2021 and 
Wednesday 17 November 2021. 

Questions to be answered 
2.11 The Prime Minister's announcement raised many more questions than it 

answered.  The announcement was nebulous and provided little information 
on costs, schedules, capability, sustainment and logistics. Given the 
importance of the project, and the expected large cost, this is an unsatisfactory 
outcome in terms of accountability and transparency.  It also creates a serious 
risk of Australia having limited or no submarine capability in the years prior to 
the delivery of the first nuclear powered submarine. 

2.12 Moreover, the commentary on the proposed nuclear boats and their strategic 
ramifications has glossed over the abject failure of the government's decision-
making processes regarding the Attack-class. 

Management of the Attack-class submarine project 
2.13 To recap: in April 2016, the decision was made to proceed with the French 

Attack-class proposal with a stated cost of $50 billion in constant 2016 dollars.  
This was in contrast to a credible offer from Germany's TKMS of a $20 billion 
fixed-price contract to construct twelve conventional diesel-electric boats in 
Adelaide. 

 
1  Prime Minister of Australia, the Rt. Hon Scott Morrison MP, Media Statement, 16 September 2021, 

https://www.pm.gov.au/media/australia-pursue-nuclear-powered-submarines-through-new-
trilateral-enhanced-security, (accessed 11 October 2021).  

https://www.pm.gov.au/media/australia-pursue-nuclear-powered-submarines-through-new-trilateral-enhanced-security
https://www.pm.gov.au/media/australia-pursue-nuclear-powered-submarines-through-new-trilateral-enhanced-security
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2.14 The CEP left both the Japanese2 and the Germans3 dissatisfied and baffled at 
the process with questions raised about how badly the relationship between 
Australia and those two countries was undermined. 

2.15 Since the publication of the previous Interim Report in May 2021, a curious 
story was published by Robert Gottliebsen in The Australian.  In it, he claimed: 

Earlier government meetings had decided on the German submarine. 

The Germans were unofficially told they had won the tender and boarded 
planes to come to Australia for the announcement on April 26, 2016 – the 
day after Anzac Day. 

But suddenly a meeting of the National Security Committee (a collection of 
top ministers) was called for Sunday, April 24.  At that meeting defence 
officials gave a passionate endorsement of the French bid and that 
endorsement was backed by Turnbull. 

Defence and Turnbull won the day and the Germans returned home with 
their tails between their legs.4 

2.16 The committee notes that this report remains uncorroborated by other sources.  
However, if true, this is another example of how ineptly the CEP process was 
conducted.  

2.17 Moreover, a follow-up article was published by Gottliebsen on 31 October 2021 
where he not only reiterated the point, but also claimed the original Naval 

 
2 See below for examples of the commentary at the time: “Japan has been left bewildered, bruised, 

hurt and insulted.”, Professor Ramesh Thakur Faiia, ‘Australia’s Submarine Purchase: an 
Unnecessary Snub to Japan’ Australian Institute of International Affairs, 3 May 2016, 
https://www.internationalaffairs.org.au/australianoutlook/australias-submarine-purchase-flawed-
regional-politics-taints-technically-right-outcome/, (accessed 24 January 2022). 

 “There is equally no doubt that the decision has deeply offended the Japanese government which 
lost its bid to sell Soryu submarines to Australia.  The Japanese eventually may forgive and forget, 
but there will be lingering damage to Australia's important relationship with Tokyo and malicious 
delight in Beijing.”, ‘The submarine decision: Motives and consequences’, Australian Financial 
Review, 22 June 2016, https://www.afr.com/policy/foreign-affairs/the-submarine-decision--motives-
and-consequences-20160622-gpouit, (accessed 24 January 2022). 

 “That the Japanese are not at all pleased over losing the $50 billion contract for Australia's new 
submarine fleet is a given.  Their Prime Minister Shinzo Abe took a personal interest in the whole 
process.  Upon its result this week his Defence Minister Gen Nakatani issued a "please explain" to 
Australia, describing the decision to award the tender to France as "deeply regrettable.", ‘Japan 
anger at subs deal highlights wider concerns in Asia’, Sydney Morning Herald, 28 April 2016, 
https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/japan-anger-at-subs-deal-highlights-wider-concerns-in-
asia-20160428-goh9q3.html, (accessed 24 January 2022). 

3 "This has caused significant damage to the relationship", 'The Sound of Silence – why Germany 
lost its subs bid', The Australian, 30 May 2016, http://www.theaustralian.com.au/national-
affairs/defence/the-sound-of-silence--why-germany-lost-its-subs-bid/news-
story/4b3d69b49a8371e9837ed59e4f0faac2, (accessed 30 March 2018).  

4 Robert Gottliebsen, 'Let's fix Defence Mistakes', The Australian, 18 September 2021, p. 32. 

https://www.internationalaffairs.org.au/australianoutlook/australias-submarine-purchase-flawed-regional-politics-taints-technically-right-outcome/
https://www.internationalaffairs.org.au/australianoutlook/australias-submarine-purchase-flawed-regional-politics-taints-technically-right-outcome/
https://www.afr.com/policy/foreign-affairs/the-submarine-decision--motives-and-consequences-20160622-gpouit
https://www.afr.com/policy/foreign-affairs/the-submarine-decision--motives-and-consequences-20160622-gpouit
https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/japan-anger-at-subs-deal-highlights-wider-concerns-in-asia-20160428-goh9q3.html
https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/japan-anger-at-subs-deal-highlights-wider-concerns-in-asia-20160428-goh9q3.html
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/national-affairs/defence/the-sound-of-silence--why-germany-lost-its-subs-bid/news-story/4b3d69b49a8371e9837ed59e4f0faac2
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/national-affairs/defence/the-sound-of-silence--why-germany-lost-its-subs-bid/news-story/4b3d69b49a8371e9837ed59e4f0faac2
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/national-affairs/defence/the-sound-of-silence--why-germany-lost-its-subs-bid/news-story/4b3d69b49a8371e9837ed59e4f0faac2
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Group proposal was ‘between $20 billion and $25 billion in 2016 dollars, which 
was not much bigger than the German bid.’5  This would be consistent with 
the claim made in October 2015 by the then Defence Department’s Secretary, 
Dennis Richardson, that the future submarine project would be $50 billion in 
out-turned dollars,6 and in direct contradiction with the repeated claim by the 
government that the cost was always $50 billion in 2016 dollars.  
The committee will return to this theme in the next chapter. 

2.18 The contract with France's Naval Group has now been cancelled, much to the 
anger of the French Government.  The re-calling of their Ambassador to Paris 
was an extraordinary development given the close historic ties between both 
countries.  The net result is that five and a half years and $2.4 billion have now 
been squandered.7  Furthermore, the project's cancellation will cost between 
$140 million and $400 million.8  Bernard Keane described it as: ‘the most 
staggering piece of project mismanagement in Australian history, in our most 
important portfolio.’9 

2.19 Former Coalition Prime Minister the Rt. Hon. Malcolm Turnbull, concluded: 

…regardless of what you think about the submarines, this was a 
diplomatic debacle of the first order and the consequences being that it has 
undermined Australia’s honour, security and sovereignty.10 

2.20 So, the questions that need to be addressed by Defence and the government 
are:  

 
5 Robert Gottliebsen, 'Time for Prime Minister Scott Morrison to tell the whole truth on French 

submarine deal’, The Australian, 31 October 2021. 

6  See the committee’s first Interim Report, ‘Future Submarine Program: Ringing of Bells, Wringing 
of Hands’, 28 May 2021, pp. 30–31, https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_ 
Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuilding/Interim_Report, (accessed 31 January 
2021). 

7 Minister for Finance, Senator Simon Birmingham, acknowledged at Senate Estimates that, as of 
30 November 2021, the cost for the cancelled Attack-class was $2.4 billion.  See Committee Hansard, 
Finance and Public Administration Legislation Committee, 14 February 2022, p. 31. 

8 'Friction over new subs raises prospect of 'son of Collins’ Australian Financial Review,  
14 February 2020, https://www.afr.com/politics/federal/friction-over-new-subs-raises-prospect-of-
son-of-collins-20200213-p540g8, (accessed 11 October 2021); and 'What is the AUKUS 
Partnership?', United States Studies Centre, https://www.ussc.edu.au/analysis/explainer-what-is-the-
aukus-partnership, (accessed 11 October 2021). 

9 Bernard Keane, 'Nuclear explosion of taxpayer money as Morrison trashes sub policy',  
The Mandarin, 16 September 2021, https://www.themandarin.com.au/168828-nuclear-explosion-of-
taxpayer-money-as-morrison-trashes-sub-policy/?utm, (accessed 19 October 2021). 

10  Daniel Hurst, ‘A diplomatic debacle of the first order’: Malcolm Turnbull savages Scott Morrison 
over scuttling of French submarine deal', The Guardian, 4 February 2022, 
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2022/feb/03/a-diplomatic-debacle-of-the-first-order-
malcolm-turnbull-savages-scott-morrison-over-scuttling-of-french-submarine-deal,  
(accessed 4 February 2022).  

https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuilding/Interim_Report
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuilding/Interim_Report
https://www.afr.com/politics/federal/friction-over-new-subs-raises-prospect-of-son-of-collins-20200213-p540g8
https://www.afr.com/politics/federal/friction-over-new-subs-raises-prospect-of-son-of-collins-20200213-p540g8
https://www.ussc.edu.au/analysis/explainer-what-is-the-aukus-partnership
https://www.ussc.edu.au/analysis/explainer-what-is-the-aukus-partnership
https://www.themandarin.com.au/168828-nuclear-explosion-of-taxpayer-money-as-morrison-trashes-sub-policy/?utm
https://www.themandarin.com.au/168828-nuclear-explosion-of-taxpayer-money-as-morrison-trashes-sub-policy/?utm
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2022/feb/03/a-diplomatic-debacle-of-the-first-order-malcolm-turnbull-savages-scott-morrison-over-scuttling-of-french-submarine-deal
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2022/feb/03/a-diplomatic-debacle-of-the-first-order-malcolm-turnbull-savages-scott-morrison-over-scuttling-of-french-submarine-deal
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 who in Defence advocated for the Attack-class boats, and have there been 
consequences for that advice having been proven wrong?   

− what accountability within the Defence Department has there been for 
the decision? 

 were the people who advocated for the Attack-class also involved in the 
decision to go with the nuclear boats?   

− If so, what confidence can we have in their judgement? 

 media reports indicate that the government began exploring alternatives to 
the French submarine project 18 months ago.11 

− how much money was spent during those 18 months on the Attack-class 
when the project was under serious question? 

Constructing, sustaining and decommissioning nuclear submarines 
2.21 The construction of nuclear submarines is a completely novel concept for 

Australia and is outside this country's experience.  Nuclear submarines are 
larger and more complex than conventional diesel-electric submarines.  
Coupled with that, is the safety and sustainment aspect of the nuclear reactors.  
Australian engineering and shipbuilding have little experience in this field. 

International and domestic law 
2.22 Australia is a signatory to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 

Weapons (NPT) and is a member of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) and the Nuclear Suppliers Group.  The Commonwealth Government 
has stated that Australia will continue to observe its non-proliferation 
obligations, and the Federal Opposition has stated that this is a condition for 
its support for the nuclear submarine program. 

2.23 The Australian Strategic Policy Institute (ASPI) has also reviewed this question 
and observed: 

…the export of WGEU [weapons grade enriched uranium] to Australia 
will create some unique issues for the NPT, given that Australia is a non-
nuclear-weapon state.  At this stage, the only other nation developing 
nuclear submarines that doesn’t possess a nuclear weapon is Brazil, but it’s 
expected to use LEU [low enriched uranium].  Regardless of the Australian 
Government’s declared intentions, once Australia possesses WGEU, the 
breakout time to develop and construct nuclear weapons would be less 
than a year if a simple nuclear-weapon design were pursued.12 

 
11 'French Ambassador says Australia's decision to scrap submarine deal was a breach of trust', ABC, 

https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-09-17/french-ambassador-australia-decision-nuclear-
submarine-aukus/100472704, (accessed 11 October 2021). 

12 'Implementing Australia's Nuclear Submarine Program', ASPI, 14 December 2021, p. 25, 
https://www.aspi.org.au/report/implementing-australias-nuclear-submarine-program, (accessed 
19 January 2021). 

https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-09-17/french-ambassador-australia-decision-nuclear-submarine-aukus/100472704
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-09-17/french-ambassador-australia-decision-nuclear-submarine-aukus/100472704
https://www.aspi.org.au/report/implementing-australias-nuclear-submarine-program
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2.24 ASPI concluded: 

…to fully meet our obligations and demonstrate our commitment to being 
a responsible stakeholder, Australia will need to work through these issues 
with the IAEA of governors to establish the most robust arrangements 
possible.  This would also require the involvement and agreement of the 
US or the UK as the supplier, which would need to be comfortable that any 
inspection regime protected its technology.13 

2.25 The nuclear submarine acquisition program also raises domestic legal issues. 
As it stands, nuclear power and some nuclear industries are prohibited under 
Commonwealth law.  Two particular pieces of federal legislation—the 
Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Act 1998 and the Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999—prohibit nuclear-fuel 
manufacture, nuclear power generation, as well as enrichment or reprocessing 
facilities generally.  Other legislation also exists on a state and territory level 
that regulates nuclear activities.14 

2.26 When asked during the 15 October 2021 public hearing as to the status of 
Australian law and the required changes necessary, Australian Radiation 
Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency (ARPANSA) responded that Australian 
law is not prepared for such an exercise and that amendments to series of 
existing Acts was likely necessary.15 

Nuclear submarines without a nuclear industry 
2.27 It has been proffered that the reactors to be procured for the boat can be run 

for the life of the boat (approximately 30 years) without refuelling and do not 
require a domestic nuclear industry or expertise to sustain them.  However, 
doubts have been expressed.  Marcus Hellyer of ASPI noted: 

We may not need civil nuclear power plants, or facilities that can enrich 
uranium to fuel the submarine’s reactor, but we’ll still need to perform 
maintenance and repair on the submarines, including the reactor.  You 
can’t have an effective military capability if you need to return it to the US 
any time there’s a defect.  Deeper maintenance will require putting the 
boats in dry dock and shutting down the reactor, working on it and 
starting it up again in an absolutely safe manner.  We’ll need to develop 
that maintenance workforce from a very low base.16 

 
13 'Implementing Australia's Nuclear Submarine Program', ASPI, 14 December 2021, p. 26. 

14 'Implementing Australia's Nuclear Submarine Program', ASPI, 14 December 2021, p. 60. 

15  See Committee Hansard, 15 October 2021, pp. 1–4 and Responses to Questions on Notice, 53 & 54 
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuildi
ng/Additional_Documents?docType=Answer%20to%20Question%20on%20Notice, (accessed 
18 January 2022).  See also the Committee Hansard of 17 November 2021, pp. 12–13. 

16 Marcus Hellyer, 'Australia’s nuclear submarine decision leaves more questions than answers', 
ASPI, 30 September 2021, https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/australias-nuclear-submarine-
decision-leaves-more-questions-than-answers/, (accessed 11 October 2021). 

https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuilding/Additional_Documents?docType=Answer%20to%20Question%20on%20Notice
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuilding/Additional_Documents?docType=Answer%20to%20Question%20on%20Notice
https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/australias-nuclear-submarine-decision-leaves-more-questions-than-answers/
https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/australias-nuclear-submarine-decision-leaves-more-questions-than-answers/
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2.28 Furthermore, the UK experience provides a profound example of just how 
fraught servicing and decommissioning nuclear boats can be.  The Royal 
United Services Institute published a paper examining the extraordinary state 
of the UK efforts to decommission and scrap its old nuclear boats. Boats 
decommissioned over 20 years ago are still in dock waiting for disposal.  
It stated: 

Britain’s parliamentary financial watchdog, the National Audit Office’s 
(NAO) report on the Ministry of Defence’s (MoD) snail-like progress on 
de-fuelling and dismantling of the country’s retired nuclear submarines 
exposes the MoD’s long history of failure to prioritise this matter and its 
preference for spending a modest amount for many years rather than 
larger sums in the near future.  As a consequence, the MoD has 20 old 
submarines in storage at Rosyth and Devonport with nine at the latter site 
still containing their nuclear fuel; the 20 include the original Polaris boats 
which left service in the 1980s. 

Although the MoD established disposal as the final phase in its formal 
acquisition life cycle as early as 1998 in its Smart Procurement Initiative, 
this does not appear to have had much impact in the submarines area: 
20 years later the MoD does not know how long disposal will take or what 
it will cost.17 

2.29 Further analysis was done by Kevin Naughton who observed that, because of 
its own difficulties, the UK was in no state to assist Australia in the nuclear 
submarine project in term of decommissioning.  He stated: 

As a key AUKUS partner, the UK, a builder of nuclear submarines for 
more than 40 years, is struggling with the dismantling and storage of 
radioactive parts from its decommissioned boats. 

The UK's Audit Office report’s findings are stark: 

 The Ministry of Defence (the Department) has not yet disposed of any 
of the 20 submarines it has decommissioned since 1980. 

 The Department now stores twice as many submarines as it operates, 
with seven having been in storage for longer than they were in 
service… 

 Underpinning the UK’s capacity to dismantle its nuclear submarines is 
an extensive civil nuclear capability with storage and disposal sites up 
and down the coast at Devonport, Rosyth, Cumbria, West Cumbria and 
Cheshire. 

Australian Prime Minister Scott Morrison promises that "we are not 
seeking to acquire nuclear weapons, nor establish a civil nuclear 
capability."  Given the National Audit Office's findings that the UK has 
capacity and storage problems from its current decommissioned subs that 

 
17 Trevor Taylor, 'Nearly Forgotten but not Gone: The Legacy of the UK’s Retired Nuclear 

Submarines', 5 April 2019, https://rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/nearly-
forgotten-not-gone-legacy-uks-retired-nuclear-submarines, (accessed 21 October 2021). 

https://rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/nearly-forgotten-not-gone-legacy-uks-retired-nuclear-submarines
https://rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/nearly-forgotten-not-gone-legacy-uks-retired-nuclear-submarines
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will take until at least 2060 to resolve, our alliance partner is in no position 
to assist.18 

2.30 This was also noted by the Electrical Trades Union of Australia. They 
commented that they had:  

…seen nothing whatsoever in the announcement that deals with the issue 
of decommissioning and disposal.  We note the offshore difficulties in 
disposing of nuclear-powered submarines, particularly with the Royal 
Navy.  We note some of the issues in relation to the offshore oil and gas 
industry in this country, where there are difficulties in disposing of 
facilities.  It would seem to be a massive risk to a future Commonwealth 
budget to decommission and dispose of these units without any public 
debate or consultation having been arrived at to this point in time.19 

2.31 ASPI has also looked at this question: 

Australia has no experience with or ability to handle or store such high-
level waste.  Additionally, the spent WGEU reactor fuel is still highly 
enriched and would be an extreme nuclear non-proliferation risk if 
Australia were to manage that waste... That would require significantly 
increased International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) oversight 
obligations.20 

2.32 ASPI argued: 
Therefore, Australia shouldn’t be responsible for the long-term storage of 
the spent reactor fuel.  The fuel should be returned to the providing nation 
under an agreement based on the fact that the partner nation has in place 
the necessary capacities for its storage or reprocessing.21 

2.33 Some of the questions falling out of this are: 

 What safety aspects need to be considered with nuclear submarines and 
their reactors? 

 How many amendments will be required in Australian law for this project 
to proceed? 

− What will happen to the nuclear submarine acquisition if all the relevant 
amendments cannot be passed through the Federal Parliament? 

 
18 Kevin Naughton, 'The giant question mark over SA's role in nuclear submarine push', InDaily, 

28 September 2021, https://indaily.com.au/opinion/2021/09/28/the-giant-question-mark-over-sas-
role-in-nuclear-submarine-push/, (accessed 21 October 2021). 

19 Mr Matthew Murphy, National Industry Coordinator, Electrical Trades Union of Australia, 
Committee Hansard, 15 October 2021, p. 22. 

20 'Implementing Australia's Nuclear Submarine Program', ASPI, 14 December 2021, p. 23. 

21 'Implementing Australia's Nuclear Submarine Program', ASPI, 14 December 2021, p. 23. 

https://indaily.com.au/opinion/2021/09/28/the-giant-question-mark-over-sas-role-in-nuclear-submarine-push/
https://indaily.com.au/opinion/2021/09/28/the-giant-question-mark-over-sas-role-in-nuclear-submarine-push/
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 How will Australia, without a nuclear industry, repair and/or sustain the 
boats if there is a failure within the reactor?22 

 Given the UK experience, has any thought been given to the 
decommissioning of the boats, and the storage and disposal of the 
radioactive material? 

 What will be the cost of decommissioning and have these costs been 
included in the project’s cost estimates? 

Australian sovereignty and shipbuilding sustainability 
2.34 Two of the premises of the naval shipbuilding program were sovereignty and 

the sustainability of Australia's naval shipbuilding industry.  In short, 
Australia would be able to build and sustain its boats and ships through local 
construction rather than be reliant on a foreign power.   

2.35 In terms of sovereignty, Australia, the US and the UK did, on 22 November 
2021, sign the Exchange of Naval Nuclear Propulsion Information Agreement. 
This agreement will, according to Minister Dutton: 

…'support Australia in completing the 18 months of intensive and 
comprehensive examination of the requirements underpinning the 
delivery of nuclear-powered submarines’.  The agreement will also allow 
Australian personnel to access ‘training and education from their UK and 
US counterparts, necessary for learning how to safely and effectively build, 
operate and support nuclear-powered submarines’.23 

2.36 While welcome, this agreement shows the extent to which Australia will be 
reliant on information sharing arrangements with the US and UK to be able to 
construct and operate these submarines. 

2.37 Moreover, the concurrent and coordinated construction of the Offshore Patrol 
Vessels (OPVs), the Hunter-class frigates and the Attack-class submarines was 
supposed to provide the basis for a long-term sustainable Australian naval 
shipbuilding industry and avoid the so-called 'Valley of Death' where a period 
of no active shipbuilding means the loss of the skills and experience required 
to do so. 

2.38 When asked by the committee if he shared the concerns of others that delays in 
the submarine program with open up a 'Valley of Death', the Hon. Mr Martin 
Hamilton‒Smith, Director, Australian Sovereign Capability Alliance said: 

Yes, I do.  The problem is continuous work.  We've discussed this, and 
we'd urge the government not to move away from the principle of the 
continuous naval shipbuilding enterprise.  We're managing, at the 
moment, projects in silos.  We managed the submarine project separately 

 
22 Marcus Hellyer, 'Australia’s nuclear submarine decision leaves more questions than answers', 

ASPI, 30 September 2021, https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/australias-nuclear-submarine-
decision-leaves-more-questions-than-answers/, (accessed 11 October 2021). 

23 Cited in 'Implementing Australia's Nuclear Submarine Program', ASPI, 14 December 2021, p. 21. 

https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/australias-nuclear-submarine-decision-leaves-more-questions-than-answers/
https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/australias-nuclear-submarine-decision-leaves-more-questions-than-answers/
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to the surface ship, the frigate.  Primes are pinching people and 
infrastructure off each other as they work in silos.  A shipbuilding 
authority might manage the entire enterprise, but we certainly need to do 
it better.  There seems to be a gap.24 

2.39 Both the sovereignty and sustainability aspects are now under question. 

 Given that the nuclear technology is from the US and UK, how has this 
decision impacted Australia's sovereign capacity to sustain the RAN?25 

 If Australia is reliant on the US and/or the UK for the decommissioning and 
storage of the expended nuclear material (as discussed by ASPI above), 
what implications does that have for Australian sovereignty? 

 Similarly, IAEA inspections will need some form of US and UK agreement 
(as discussed by ASPI above), what implications does that have for 
Australian sovereignty? 

 What level of technology transfer will be necessary for Australia to maintain 
US or UK designed and possibly built nuclear boats? 

− What ongoing willingness will there be from the US and UK to share 
such technology—particularly if there is a change in both countries' 
political environment? 

 Is the 'Valley of Death' now unavoidable given the first of the new boats 
aren't expected until the mid-2030s at the earliest and that is assuming that 
they will be built in Australia? 

Cost and delivery timeframes for the new submarines 

Costs 
2.40 The initial announcement indicated that eight or possibly more submarines 

were being considered and the conjecture is that Australia will acquire either 
Astute-class boats from the UK, or Virginia-class boats26 from the US. Initial 

 
24 The Hon. Mr Martin Hamilton‒Smith, Director, Australian Sovereign Capability Alliance, 

Committee Hansard, Canberra, 15 October 2021, p. 16. 

25 Stephan Frühling, 'Does the AUKUS submarine deal compromise Australia’s sovereignty?', ASPI, 
1 October 2021, https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/does-the-aukus-submarine-deal-compromise-
australias-sovereignty/, (accessed 12 October 2021). 

26 Shane Wright, 'Subs set to sail past $100 billion as defence call on budget grows', Sydney Morning 
Herald, 20 September 2021, https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/subs-set-to-sail-past-100-
billion-as-defence-call-on-budget-grows-20210917-p58sj4.html, (accessed 12 October 2021).  "The 
US Congressional Budget Office, which provides independent analysis to the US Congress, earlier 
this year put the cost of building a Virginia-class submarine at $US3.4 billion ($4.7 billion) a boat in 
2021 dollars…  The cost of Britain’s Astute-class nuclear submarines has been estimated at between 
£1.6 billion ($3 billion) and £2 billion a boat.  That also does not include development or planning 
costs and excludes manning, operational and maintenance expenditure." 

https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/does-the-aukus-submarine-deal-compromise-australias-sovereignty/
https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/does-the-aukus-submarine-deal-compromise-australias-sovereignty/
https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/subs-set-to-sail-past-100-billion-as-defence-call-on-budget-grows-20210917-p58sj4.html
https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/subs-set-to-sail-past-100-billion-as-defence-call-on-budget-grows-20210917-p58sj4.html
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media reporting indicated that this would cost the Australian taxpayer A$100 
billion+27 

2.41 Since then, ASPI has done some comprehensive analysis on the nuclear 
submarine proposal.  They concluded that: 

The government has been open in stating that the SSN [Submersible Ship 
Nuclear] program will cost more than the Attack-class program, which 
would have cost around $56–57 billion in current-day constant dollars. 

We agree: at an absolute minimum, an eight-boat SSN program will cost 
around $70 billion constant (or $116 billion in out-turned dollars, which 
account for inflation). 

However, it’s highly likely that it will cost substantially more once the cost 
drivers are more clearly understood. 

Those include both the US and UK moving to bigger submarine designs, 
our choice of build strategy, and the broader support system and 
infrastructure needed to operate nuclear submarines.28 

2.42 Ultimately, ASPI concluded that the cost of the nuclear acquisition in out-
turned dollars was between $116 – $171 billion.29 

Delivery time 

Construction 
2.43 An initial estimate for the delivery of the nuclear boats was 2038 or even 2040 – 

some 16–18 years into the future.  This is an extraordinary timeframe given one 
of the rationales for the nuclear submarine acquisition is that Australia's 
strategic environment has 'rapidly deteriorated'.   

2.44 Bradley Perrett commented:  

As Chinese military power escalates, it's beyond ludicrous for the 
government to be talking about receiving the first of our nuclear 

 
27 Shane Wright, 'Subs set to sail past $100 billion as defence call on budget grows', Sydney Morning 

Herald, 20 September 2021, https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/subs-set-to-sail-past-100-
billion-as-defence-call-on-budget-grows-20210917-p58sj4.html, (accessed 12 October 2021).  See 
also: Marcus Hellyer, 'Australia’s nuclear submarine decision leaves more questions than answers', 
ASPI, 30 September 2021, https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/australias-nuclear-submarine-
decision-leaves-more-questions-than-answers/, (accessed 11 October 2021): "… what’s it going to 
cost? The government has said it will cost more than the cancelled Attack-class.  A lot will depend 
on which boat we select and the size of the enabling industry and workforce.  Fifty per cent more 
than the A$90 billion for the Attack-class [A$140 billion] could be a safe starting assumption." 

28  'Implementing Australia's Nuclear Submarine Program', ASPI, 14 December 2021, p. 5. 

29  'Implementing Australia's Nuclear Submarine Program', ASPI, 14 December 2021, p. 71. 

https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/subs-set-to-sail-past-100-billion-as-defence-call-on-budget-grows-20210917-p58sj4.html
https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/subs-set-to-sail-past-100-billion-as-defence-call-on-budget-grows-20210917-p58sj4.html
https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/australias-nuclear-submarine-decision-leaves-more-questions-than-answers/
https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/australias-nuclear-submarine-decision-leaves-more-questions-than-answers/
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submarines as late as 2040, when the threat to this country may have risen 
alarmingly.30 

2.45 To make a hypothetical historical analogy: in 1985 Australia announces a 
major, expensive, Defence purchase for delivery in 2002—say a pair of aircraft 
carriers or fleet of nuclear submarines—in order to counter the Soviet naval 
presence in the Indian Ocean.  But in 2002, there is no Soviet Union and 
Australia is, in fact, involved in an asymmetric war against Islamic terrorism in 
Afghanistan. 

2.46 Delivery of nuclear boats in 16 years' time is hardly the answer to an 
immediate regional threat.  Liberal Senator, and former Major-General, 
Jim Molan, said: 

The PM’s prediction on getting the nuclear submarines in one or two 
decades means we will fight the (hypothetical) China war, itself variously 
predicted within three to 10 years, with the Collins.  The nukes are a 
worthwhile long-term strategic objective, but they are not the one answer 
to our national security needs.31 

2.47 On 24 December 2021, it was announced by the Defence Minister,  
the Hon Mr Peter Dutton MP, that an agreement had been reached with the US 
that the 'first half of the 2030s' at about the same time as the first Attack-class 
boat was to be delivered.32  The same article stated that the Minister 'strongly 
hinted' that the new submarines would be built in Australia rather than in the 
US or the UK.   

2.48 There are, however, serious questions on whether those boats can be delivered 
from 2038 or even the 'first half of the 2030s' as is now claimed given the status 
of those boat construction programs in their home countries.   

2.49 US shipyards have little spare capacity to build Australian boats.  An article 
from the New York Times explained: 

…the two American shipyards that make nuclear submarines, as well as 
their suppliers, are straining to keep up with orders for the U.S. Navy.  The 
shipyards complete about two Virginia-class boats a year for the Navy and 
are ramping up to build Columbia-class submarines, 21,000-ton vessels that 
carry nuclear missiles as a roving deterrent—a priority for any 
administration. 

A report to the Senate Armed Services Committee last month warned that 
the "nuclear shipbuilding industrial base continues to struggle to support 

 
30 Bradley Perrett, 'Build our nuclear submarines in America, not Adelaide', The Canberra Times, 

https://www.canberratimes.com.au/story/7443477/build-our-nuclear-submarines-in-the-us/, 
(accessed 12 October 2021) 

31 Cited in Greg Sheridan, 'Problems stack up with confused nuclear subs plan', The Australian, 
2 October 2021, https://www.theaustralian.com.au/inquirer/plan-to-make-nuclear-subs-locally-is-
dead-in-the-water/news-story/521d6a1cc93cf56523a7d9435bba6b1e, (accessed 20 January 2021) 

32 'US to put nuclear subs on fast track', The Australian, 24 December 2021, p. 1 & p. 4. 

https://www.canberratimes.com.au/story/7443477/build-our-nuclear-submarines-in-the-us/
https://www.theaustralian.com.au/inquirer/plan-to-make-nuclear-subs-locally-is-dead-in-the-water/news-story/521d6a1cc93cf56523a7d9435bba6b1e
https://www.theaustralian.com.au/inquirer/plan-to-make-nuclear-subs-locally-is-dead-in-the-water/news-story/521d6a1cc93cf56523a7d9435bba6b1e
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the increased demand" from U.S. orders.  That report was prepared too late 
to take into account the Australian proposal…33 

2.50 With regard to building Australian boats in the UK, the article further 
explained that this option was also difficult: 

Other experts have said Australia should choose Britain’s Astute-class 
submarine, which is less expensive and uses a smaller crew than the big 
American boats.  The head of Australia’s nuclear submarine task force, 
Vice Adm. Jonathan Mead, said this week that his team was considering 
mature, "in-production designs" from Britain, as well as the United States.  
"That de-risks the program", he said during a Senate committee hearing. 

But Britain’s submarines have come relatively slowly off its production 
line, and often behind schedule.  Britain’s submarine maker, BAE Systems, 
is also busy building Dreadnought submarines to carry the country’s 
nuclear deterrent. 

"Spare capacity is very limited", Trevor Taylor, a professorial research 
fellow in defense management at the Royal United Services Institute, a 
research institute, wrote in an email.  "The U.K. cannot afford to impose 
delay on its Dreadnought program in order to divert effort to Australia."34 

2.51 ASPI, in its thorough analysis concurred: 

Both the US and the UK face capacity constraints in their nuclear 
submarine enterprises.  The UK enterprise is stretched, and fundamental 
functions such as the disposal of submarines have been in abeyance now 
for many years.  The UK is producing only one submarine every three 
years, so working with us would require it to double the output of its 
nuclear enterprise.  The USN’s [United States Navy] capacity for the 
construction and maintenance of nuclear submarines is also stretched.35 

Leasing 
2.52 Furthermore, there appears to be a very limited possibility that nuclear boats 

could be leased to cover the long lead-time that is expected before the new 
nuclear boats are completed and commissioned. 

2.53 Marcus Hellyer provided two pieces of analysis on the question of leasing UK 
or US boats.  Firstly, he noted that there is more to generating capability than 
just the boats themselves: 

The Australian Department of Defence refers to nine fundamental inputs 
that are needed to generate an effective military capability.  In addition to 
the equipment, there are factors such as personnel, supplies, facilities, 
training and industry.  So even if the RAN could find some boats, that 

 
33  'Nuclear-Powered Submarines for Australia? Maybe Not So Fast, New York Times, first published 

29 October 2021; updated 9 November 2021, https://www.nytimes.com/2021/10/29/ 
world/australia/nuclear-powered-submarines.html, (accessed 19 January 2022). 

34 'Nuclear-Powered Submarines for Australia? Maybe Not So Fast, New York Times, first published 
29 October 2021; updated 9 November 2021. 

35  'Implementing Australia's Nuclear Submarine Program', ASPI, 14 December 2021, p. 19. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2021/10/29/world/australia/nuclear-powered-submarines.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/10/29/world/australia/nuclear-powered-submarines.html
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doesn’t come close to providing a military capability without these other 
elements—all of which Australia currently lacks.36 

2.54 With regard to the potential leasing of refurbished Los Angeles-class boats, he 
concluded: 

…if we assume that the USN keeps the five newest boats for itself, 
completes refuels on a one-year drumbeat (which is roughly what it 
achieved for refuels of its Ohio-class ballistic missile submarines) in a 
process lasting three years, and then turns its attention to providing 
Australia with submarines, the soonest we could get a boat would be 
around 2031.  It would have been commissioned in around 1994, so it 
would be around 37 years old. 

Of course, our countries’ political leaders could come to an agreement that 
could see Australia getting some of the initial five refuelled Los Angeles 
boats.  Or the USN could provide some that haven’t been refuelled as 
loaners until they’re refuelled or retired.  Either way, that would mean 
taking boats out of USN service. The hard truth is there are no USN boats 
simply sitting around doing nothing that are in fit shape to be handed over to the 
RAN.37 [The committee's emphasis] 

2.55 With regard to potentially leasing UK boats, Hellyer concluded that the 
remaining Trafalgar-class boats represent the only reasonable option.  However, 
this option is also rather fraught.  Hellyer explained: 

The RN still has the last two of the original seven Trafalgar-class boats in 
service.  Another has recently been laid up pending decommissioning.  The 
average age of the three is 31, but the final two will have to keep going to 
meet up with the commissioning of the last Astutes, which has stretched 
out longer than planned.  A detailed investigation would be needed to 
determine how serviceable they will be at that point.  The reactor cores 
may have some life left in them, but it won’t be enough to bridge the gap 
to new Australian submarines being delivered in the late 2030s, at which 
point the last Trafalgars will be approaching 50.  So they’d probably need to 
be refuelled and refurbished for Australian service. 

The Trafalgar-class was designed to be refuelled; the last refuel and refit 
was completed in 2011 and took six years at a cost of nearly £300 million.  
However, in light of the detailed reports into the risks the UK Ministry of 
Defence is facing in sustaining its current nuclear capabilities while 
delivering new ones, it’s not immediately obvious that 10 years down the 
track it will still have the ability to produce a new reactor core for the 
Trafalgar’s PWR1 reactor, which isn’t used on its other classes of nuclear 
submarines, or that its shipyards will have the capacity to do the work.  
But let’s assume it can be done and the UK refuels and refits the last two or 
three Trafalgar-class boats as they are replaced by the last Astutes.  We’re 

 
36  Marcus Hellyer, 'Can Australia get second-hand nuclear submarines? The US option', ASPI, 

15 October 2021, https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/can-australia-get-second-hand-nuclear-
submarines-the-us-option/, (accessed 18 January 2022). 

37  Marcus Hellyer, 'Can Australia get second-hand nuclear submarines? The US option' ASPI, 
15 October 2021. 
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still looking at the late 2020s for delivery of boats that would be close to 
40 years old. 

Another challenge is that the RN’s industrial base will have transitioned to 
support the Astute-class, so we would be operating a tiny orphan fleet with 
no industrial base anywhere in the world to support it...  The Canadians 
went down the path of a small, orphan fleet when they acquired four 
second-hand conventional submarines from Britain when the RN decided 
it was only going to operate nuclear boats.  Despite years of repairs and 
upgrades, the fleet didn’t achieve a single sea day in 2019.  I know I tend to 
be a glass-half-empty person, but acquiring a small number of orphan 
boats sounds like a recipe for disaster.38 

2.56 Given the status of UK and US shipyards, the lack of apparent leasing 
opportunities and the stated desire by the Australian Government to build the 
new boats in Adelaide, it is difficult to see how Australia can receive new 
nuclear boats in the early-mid 2030s, or an interim nuclear submarine 
capability, in timeframe mooted. 

2.57 Questions to be considered: 

 How will this expensive project – up to $171 billion – be paid for given the 
extraordinary debts that the Commonwealth Government has taken on due 
to the pandemic? 

 Given the status of US and UK shipyards, how can those countries add 
another (at least eight) boats to their delivery programmes without delaying 
their own? 

 Given the lack of existing and available UK or US nuclear submarines for 
lease, how can a capability gap be avoided should there be delays in the 
delivery of the newly constructed nuclear boats? 

 Given that the nuclear boats under consideration are larger and more 
complicated that the cancelled Attack-class, what gives the Australian 
Government confidence that the ambition to produce the first boats in 
Adelaide by 'early to mid-2030' can possibly be fulfilled? 

Capability questions – the Collins-class and conventional successor(?) 
2.58 The committee notes the age of the existing Collins-class boats.  HMAS Collins 

commissioned in July 1996, with the final boat, HMAS Rankin, commissioned 
in March 2003.39  This means that by the time the first nuclear boat is scheduled 
to come on-line, even the youngest of the Collins-class will be over 30 years old. 

 
38  Marcus Hellyer, 'Can Australia get second-hand nuclear submarines? The UK option', ASPI, 

14 October 2021, https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/can-australia-get-second-hand-nuclear-
submarines-the-uk-option/, (accessed 18 January 2022). 

39 'Guided Missile Submarine, Diesel-Electric (SSG)', Royal Australian Navy website, 
https://www.navy.gov.au/fleet/ships-boats-craft/submarines/ssg, (accessed 24 January 2022). 
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2.59 Unlike newer designs, the Collins-class is not equipped with Air Independent 
Propulsion (AIP) and requires 'snorting' to maintain its battery charge at far 
shorter intervals than those more modern designs.40 

2.60 As explained by Vice-Admiral (VADM) Noonan, all six boats are still expected 
to be in service in the mid- to late-2030: 

I expect that we will still have six Collins-class submarines operating in the 
mid- to late-2030s.  I don't rule out that there could be an opportunity here, 
under AUKUS, to accelerate the build of the nuclear-powered submarines. 
But even if that were to be accelerated, I can't see it coming too far left.  So, 
on the time frame that you're indicating, we would still be operating the 
six Collins-class submarines.41 

2.61 VADM Noonan also acknowledged that the Collins-class boats could 
potentially be in service until 2050 and everything had to go smoothly for there 
not to be a capability gap before the new nuclear boats arrive: 

Senator KITCHING:  So we're going to have Collins-class in the water until 
2040 or 2050? 

Vice Adm. Noonan:  Potentially, yes. 

Senator PATRICK:  Fifty-year-old submarines. 

Senator KITCHING:  We can't get anything wrong, then, on receiving that 
first nuclear sub.  It's tight. 

Vice Adm. Noonan:  No, we can't get anything wrong in maintaining the 
current capability and ensuring that we're investing in LOTE [Life-Of-
Type-Extension] to maintain the Collins-class submarine capability.42 

2.62 There is an understandable scepticism that the Collins-class boats can last until 
2050 or even 2040—some 40 years after they were commissioned—and that a 
capability gap can't be avoided without a bridging capability.  Marcus Hellyer 
from ASPI commented: 

Every time ASPI has looked at the path to acquiring nuclear boats we’ve 
concluded that Australia still needs a new conventional submarine to 
ensure we can safely transition to a nuclear fleet.  Yet the government has 
cancelled the Attack program and burned its bridges behind it.  So, the final 
question is, what gives the government such confidence that this plan is 
going to work?43 

 
40 See the interchange between Senator Rex Patrick and Navy representative VADM Noonan in 

Senate Foreign Affairs Defence and Trade Estimates, Committee Hansard, 27 October 2021,  
pp. 30–31. 

41 Vice Admiral Michael Noonan, AO, Chief of Navy, Department of Defence, Committee Hansard, 
15 October 2021, Canberra, p. 37. 

42 Committee Hansard, 15 October 2021, Canberra, p. 37. 

43 Marcus Hellyer, 'Australia’s nuclear submarine decision leaves more questions than answers', 
ASPI, 30 September 2021. 
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2.63 Peter Briggs, a retired submarine specialist and a past president of the 
Submarine Institute of Australia, agreed with Marcus Hellyer.44 

2.64 Yet, Navy itself said that such a transition capability is not practical.  Running 
three separate classes of submarines is, according to the Navy, not viable.  
Speaking about a hypothetical Collins-Attack-nuclear submarine transitional 
pathway, VADM Noonan said: 

With respect to that question regarding the determination around the 
pathway from Collins forward, there was extensive thinking around what 
we could achieve in terms of capability across the forward period.  
Certainly, my view was that we had no capacity within the Navy to have 
three classes of submarine operating as we went through a period of 
transition.  So… my consideration and advice to the Chief of Defence Force 
was that it was not viable for us to operate Collins-Attack as we transitioned 
to the nuclear-powered submarine.45 

2.65 Some questions to be considered: 

 Given the Collins-class' age, is it at all realistic to expect the last of this class 
of boats to be retired in the 2040s or even 2050s? 

 Is it possible to avoid a capability gap without either a nuclear or 
conventional interim capability? 

 Even if the Collins-class boats can be kept in service until the 2040s and 
2050s, can they be still considered a 'potent capability' given their age and 
their lack of AIP? 

Defence Industry and Workforce Impacts 
2.66 The sudden and unexpected cancellation of the Attack-class has left a large 

question mark over the Australian companies engaged in the project.  It seems 
clear that a number of Australian businesses had invested in the project and 
were now suffering as a result. 

2.67 Brent Clark, the CEO of the Australian Industry and Defence Network (AIDN) 
stated: 

Naval Group had signed up something like 600 Australian companies into 
their supply chain.  We know that about 400 of those companies had 
started and concluded a contract, and we know that about 200 had live 
contracts going.  That's one element.  The other part of the equation is, of 
course, Naval Group claimed that they had in the order of about 2,000 
companies looking into their supply chain.  Obviously, I can't speak for 
Naval Group; however, it is a reasonable assumption that the full spectrum 
of activities would have been undertaken by these companies.  So there 

 
44 Peter Briggs, ‘Making the shift to nuclear-powered submarines: training and recruiting’, ASPI, 

27 October 2021, https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/making-the-shift-to-nuclear-powered-
submarines-training-and-recruiting/ (accessed 31 January 2022). 

45 Vice Admiral Michael Noonan, AO, Chief of Navy, Department of Defence, Committee Hansard, 
15 October 2021, Canberra, p. 52. 
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would have been companies that were starting the process of getting 
qualified for the supply chain, and there would have been companies that 
had concluded that process and were awaiting an opportunity to get into 
the supply chain… 

You can't shut down the world's largest defence program and there be no 
economic impact on the industrial base.  What we now do is work out how 
we ensure that that impact is minimised.46 

2.68 Mr Clark was further reported in the media as saying he: 
… was also aware of the financial pain and fear many of his members will 
be feeling after Naval Group's contract was torn up. 

"There are a lot of companies that have contracts with Naval Group," he 
told ABC News. 

"They will have been issued cease work orders.  That will be devastating 
for them. 

"We are staring down the barrel of nearly three years from when people 
get work. How are those companies going to be looked after? 

"How are we going to ensure that they survive?  Because we need them to 
survive, because they're going to be required going forward.  How are we 
going to manage the workforce?"47 

2.69 Charlie Turner, writing for ASPI, observed: 

…a significant number of Australian companies investing in these 
initiatives were small and medium enterprises that wouldn’t hold 
contracts directly with the defence organisation but rather with the large 
prime contractors.  They have no claim for losses—and it’s unlikely that 
the multinational primes will miss out on any penalty clauses contained in 
their contracts’ cancellation terms. 

The repercussions of these actions will have long-lasting implications for 
the new program, in whatever form it takes.  Initial indications are for a 
reduction in Australian industry content by 30 per cent, down to 
40 per cent of the total build of the new submarines from the 60 per cent 
under Naval Group.  The absence of a commitment to 12 submarines 
under the AUKUS pact (the statement that there will be ‘at least eight’ is 
suitably vague) further reduces the market by another 30 per cent.48 

 
46 Mr Brent Clark, CEO, Australian Industry and Defence Network (AIDN), Committee Hansard, 

15 October 2021, p. 8.  

47 'What impact does the nuclear option have on Australian submarine contractors and jobs?', ABC, 
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-09-18/the-nuclear-option-and-australian-submarine-
contractors/100471060, (accessed 20 January 2022). 

48 Mr Charlie Turner, 'The hidden cost of the Attack-class submarine cancellation' ASPI, 
23 September 2021, https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/the-hidden-cost-of-the-attack-class-
submarine-cancellation/, (accessed 11 October 2021): 
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2.70 There have also been open calls for the nuclear submarines not to be built in 
Australia.49  Should that be the ultimate decision then the implications for 
Australian industry are even direr, not to mention the Valley of Death's return 
to life.  So, some questions arising from this are: 

 What will the employment impacts be in Australia of the decision to cancel 
the Attack-class? 

 How many local businesses in Australia will be disadvantaged by the 
cancellation? 

 How will this impact on Australian manufacturing more broadly? 
 Assuming the new boats will be built in Adelaide—by no means certain—

what employment opportunities will there be for Australian workers 
through the acquisition, construction and maintenance of the new boats? 

 What can be expected in terms of Australian content of the new boats? 

Committee comment 
2.71 The committee understands the advantages that nuclear submarines bring to 

the Australian Defence Force over conventional diesel-electric boats50 and 
notes the bi-partisan support for the initiative.51 

2.72 However, even with in-principle support for the proposed nuclear submarine 
acquisition, it is difficult to see the manner in which the replacement 
submarine acquisition programme to replace the Collins-class has been handled 
as anything but a shambles. 

2.73 The 2009 White Paper identified the requirement that twelve submarines 
would be needed.52  In April 2016, the announcement was made that Naval 
Group had won the CEP to supply those twelve submarines.   

 
49 See:  Mr Bradley Perrett, 'Build our nuclear submarines in America, not Adelaide', The Canberra 

Times, https://www.canberratimes.com.au/story/7443477/build-our-nuclear-submarines-in-the-us/, 
(accessed 12 October 2021); Alexander Downer, 'Pay South Australia not to build the nuclear 
submarines', Australian Financial Review, 14 November 2021, https://www.afr.com/policy/foreign-
affairs/pay-south-australia-not-to-build-the-nuclear-submarines-20211111-p5984w, (accessed 
20 January 2021). 

50 ASPI have provide a good summary on the advantages nuclear submarines bring in Chapter 1 of 
'Implementing Australia's Nuclear Submarine Program', ASPI, 14 December 2021. 

51 See the Opposition Leader's comments at the Sydney Press Conference of 16 September 2021, 
https://anthonyalbanese.com.au/media-centre/sydney-press-conference-16-sept-2021 (accessed 
19 January 2022).  See also: 'Anthony Albanese confirms a Labor government would continue 
AUKUS alliance', SBS World News, 26 September 2021, https://www.sbs.com.au/news/anthony-
albanese-confirms-a-labor-government-would-continue-aukus-alliance/30bb730c-9dcf-4736-a7b2-
815883a2afbe, (accessed 19 January 2022). 

52  Defending Australia in the Asia Pacific Century: Force 2030 (2009 Defence White Paper), Australian 
Parliament House webpage, https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_ 
Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1516/DefendAust/2009,  
(accessed 19 January 2022). 
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2.74 Now, thirteen years after the White Paper and almost six years after the Naval 
Group announcement, Australia does not have a contract in place at all.53  
Former Coalition Prime Minister, the Rt. Hon. Malcolm Turnbull, stated: 

Australia now has no new submarine program at all.  We have cancelled 
the one we had with France and have a statement of intent with the UK 
and the US to examine the prospect of acquiring nuclear-powered 
submarines.54 

2.75 Having identified the need for twelve boats, there now seems to be an 
acceptance that eight (or so) are enough for Australia's requirements.  Given 
that ship rotations have to be considered in terms of '3s',55 this means that, 
notwithstanding the greater endurance time of nuclear submarines, at best 
there will only be three Australian boats on station at any one time, instead of 
the four that would be available with a fleet of twelve submarines. 

2.76 When AUKUS was announced on 16 September 2021, Prime Minister 
Morrison said in a press conference: 

When it comes to the delivery of this programme, I indicated that we 
anticipate being able to commence build this year and the first of those 
submarines will be in the water, we believe, before the end of next 
decade.56 

2.77 During the October 2021 Estimates, the Prime Minister’s comments were 
explored.  Defence hedged slightly on this, with Vice Admiral Mead clarifying 
that the:  

Prime Minister made that statement—before the end of the next decade. 
We have provided advice to him that we are looking for early delivery of 
that submarine… From the information we have at hand, we are confident 
that we'll have a boat in the water by the end of the next decade. But the 
work we'll need to do with the US and the UK over the next 18 months is 
to drive that timeline as far left as possible.57 

 
53 "…the cancellation of that program, or the decision not to progress it, means that there is not yet a 

follow-on capability under contract." Vice Admiral Michael Noonan, AO, Chief of Navy, 
Department of Defence, Committee Hansard, 15 October 2021, Canberra, p. 30. 

54 ‘Clumsy, deceitful and costly’: Turnbull slams handling of nuclear submarine decision', Sydney 
Morning Herald, 29 September 2021, https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/clumsy-deceitful-
and-costly-turnbull-slams-handling-of-nuclear-submarine-decision-20210928-p58ve3.html, 
(accessed 19 January 2021). 

55 Ship deployments are considered in this way: to have one boat/ship on station, you need three 
vessels in total.  One to be on station; the other in port resupplying and refitting; with the third 
travelling to/from the area of operations.  

56 Prime Minister’s Press Conference, 16 September 2021, https://www.pm.gov.au/media/press-
conference-canberra-act-24, (accessed 22 February 2022). 

57 Vice Admiral Jonathan Mead, Senate Estimates, Foreign Affairs Defence and Trade,  
Committee Hansard, 27 October 2021, p. 14. 
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2.78 It should be noted that ‘in the water’ does not necessarily mean operational 
either—testing and commissioning of new submarines can take several years.  

2.79 In short, Navy say that their worst-case scenario is one boat by 2039‒40, but 
the 18 month review underway will determine if they can bring that forward—
either the delivery of the first boat, or multiple boats before 2040. 

2.80 This makes an article in The Australian on 24 December 2021, quite curious.  
The article reports the following claims by Defence Minister Dutton: 

Australia is set to get its first nuclear submarine at least five years ahead of 
schedule after Washington agreed to help fast-track the project, Defence 
Minister Peter Dutton has revealed… 

Mr Dutton said he now expected the first Australian nuclear submarine to 
be completed in the “first half of the 2030s” compared with the initial 
estimate of 2040… 

Mr Dutton did not say how the shortened timeline would be achieved, 
saying that the options were being worked through in high-level meetings 
with US and UK officials.58 

2.81 On 7 February 2022, the Sydney Morning Herald reported the following: 

Asked whether the submarines would arrive before 2038, Mr Dutton said: 
“I have no doubt we’ll have a nuclear-propelled submarine before that 
date.”59 

2.82 After the most recent Estimates held in February 2022, it is still unclear when 
we can expect to see an operational nuclear-powered submarine, or even if the 
government can determine that date with any accuracy.  We have gone from 
having a contract and plan for twelve Attack-class submarines to a review 
period of 18 months to consider future submarines, with no information on 
what the platform will be, where they will be built, how much they will cost 
and how much Australian Industry Content there will be. 

2.83 Coupled with this, is the serious question of whether Australia's submarine 
capability can be maintained given the age of the Collins-class.  Everything will 
have to run according to the stated timeline and without disruption for the 
RAN not to experience a capability gap.  Given what we know about Defence 
procurements generally, this seems very unlikely. 

2.84 Even if the Collin-class does manage to stay in service—what capability will the 
by then 40-year-old boats still be able to offer?  Marcus Hellyer observed: 

 
58 ‘US to put nuclear subs on fast track’, The Australian, 24 December 2021, 

https://www.theaustralian.com.au/nation/defence/us-to-put-nuclear-submarines-on-fast-
track/news-story/4599bc3cd1d08ba578811b29850934cb, (accessed 22 February 2022). 

59 ‘Australia will ‘lose next decade’ unless it stands up to China: Dutton’, Sydney Morning Herald, 
7 February 2022, https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/australia-will-lose-next-decade-unless-
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[The Collins-class] will need to serve on into the 2040s, hopefully (but not 
assuredly) ageing gracefully.  But if the brand-new Attack-class wasn’t 
going to be the undersea warfare capability we need, it’s hard to see the 
40 year-old Collins providing it.60 

2.85 Hellyer concluded that along with the delays to the Hunter-class: ‘the RAN’s 
entire warfighting capability is at risk.’61 

2.86 From a variety of reports, it appears unlikely Australia will be able to lease UK 
or US boats as an interim capability, while other experts have identified the 
need for a further class of conventional boat as a transition capability.  Yet we 
have heard little from the Department of Defence or the government about 
how that can occur—particularly as the Australian Government has, through 
the CEP and the cancellation of the Attack-class, antagonised three of the 
leading conventional submarine building nations. 

2.87 The dependence of Australia on US and/or UK support for the nuclear boats 
clearly undermines the stated intent of the 'sovereign' shipbuilding program.  
At the same time, the delay in the acquisition of the new submarines, not to 
mention the real possibility that they may not even be built in Australia, 
seriously undermines the stated intent of a continuous build so as to avoid the 
so-called 'Valley of Death'. 

2.88 Greg Sheridan, writing in The Australian, expressed his scepticism that the 
acquisition would even take place: 

As things stand, it is unlikely Australia will ever get a nuclear submarine… 

It fills me with regret to say this, but analytically the conclusion is 
inescapable that the nuclear subs under the AUKUS rubric will probably 
proceed the way of all our other submarine announcements. 

They will enjoy a brief flower of credibility before doubts creep in, critics 
become mobilised, the prime minister who ordered them moves on and 
eventually they are consigned to the dustbin for a new submarine 
announcement that can enjoy its brief season in the sun. 

Our submarine acquisition process remains a complete shambles and the 
chances of anything significant emerging from it remain remote.62 

2.89 It is also concerning that there has been no update to the Naval Ship Building 
Plan.  

 
60 Marcus Hellyer, ‘Hunter-class frigate report indicates Australian naval shipbuilding in disarray‘, 

ASPI: The Strategist, 2 February 2022, https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/hunter-class-frigate-report-
indicates-australian-naval-shipbuilding-in-disarray/, (accessed 2 February 2022). 

61 Marcus Hellyer, ‘Hunter-class frigate report indicates Australian naval shipbuilding in disarray‘, 
ASPI: The Strategist, 2 February 2022. 

62 Greg Sheridan, Yes, we’ve cancelled the French, but now what?', The Australian,  
30 September 2021, p. 11. 
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2.90 In 2017, the Government launched the Naval Shipbuilding Plan and as of 
16 February 2022, the Defence website states: “the Government will update the 
Naval Shipbuilding Plan during 2021.”63  However, it is now 2022, and no such 
update has been released.  Rather, the answer to Question on Notice 89 states 
“the Government will consider an update to the 2017 Naval Shipbuilding Plan 
in due course.”64 

2.91 In Question on Notice 88, when asked: “Please confirm no shipbuilding project 
has been approved to be ‘brought forward’ yet?” Defence responded, “The 
Department of Defence is continuously reviewing, and providing advice to the 
Government on, the large and complex portfolio of shipbuilding and 
sustainment programs that comprise the Naval Shipbuilding Enterprise”.  This 
implies ‘no’.65 

2.92 Similarly, no answer was given on the following matters: who is conducting 
this evaluation, how many shipbuilding projects are being considered for an 
earlier start/completion date, and what “refined” encompasses. 

2.93 Complementing Greg Sheridan's views, are those of some in the US 
Administration who have also expressed the view that the project may not 
withstand changes in the political leadership in both countries: 

Australia might not receive a single nuclear submarine as part of the 
AUKUS security pact, according to the former Trump administration 
official who helped coined the term "Indo-Pacific", which now dominates 
security and diplomatic discussion across the region. 

Randy Schriver, a former assistant secretary of defence in the Trump 
administration, said "many potential obstacles on both sides" including 
pushback from the US navy and political turnover in Washington and 
Canberra could spell doom for the promised fleet of eight nuclear-powered 
submarines. 

A supporter of AUKUS, he said there needed to be "sustained commitment 
from the senior political leaders in both capitals, otherwise the chances of 
Australia deploying its own nuclear submarine will drop below 
50 per cent".66 

 
63 ‘Shipbuilding and Sustainment Plan’, Department of Defence website, 

https://www.defence.gov.au/business-industry/naval-shipbuilding/plan/2020-Update,  
(accessed 22 February 2022). 

64 Answers to Question on Notice can be found at: 
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuildi
ng/Additional_Documents?docType=Answer%20to%20Question%20on%20Notice. 

65 Answers to Question on Notice can be found at: 
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuildi
ng/Additional_Documents?docType=Answer%20to%20Question%20on%20Notice. 

66 Adam Creighton, 'Australia may not get any sub from AUKUS warns former Trump official', The 
Australian, 16 January 2022. 

https://www.defence.gov.au/business-industry/naval-shipbuilding/plan/2020-Update
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuilding/Additional_Documents?docType=Answer%20to%20Question%20on%20Notice
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuilding/Additional_Documents?docType=Answer%20to%20Question%20on%20Notice
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuilding/Additional_Documents?docType=Answer%20to%20Question%20on%20Notice
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuilding/Additional_Documents?docType=Answer%20to%20Question%20on%20Notice
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2.94 The possibility that a future US President shutting down the project because of 
concerns about security and/or technology transfer is very real.  As Peter 
Jennings from ASPI noted, the political situation in the US Congress,  
10 Downing Street, and the Australian Parliament are also factors to be 
considered, even within the relatively short 18-month timeframe of the 
consideration process: 

On the AUKUS timeframe announced last September, we have until 
February 2023 to develop 'an optimal pathway to deliver this capability'. 
Thirteen months to go. 

By February 2023 Australia could have a different government, one more 
doubtful about nuclear propulsion.  Boris Johnson’s attempt to hang on to 
the UK prime ministership, optimistically titled ‘Operation Save Big Dog’, 
may have sunk well before 2023. 

Biden could face a Republican-controlled Congress after the November 
2022 midterm elections, constraining his ability to make bold executive 
decisions. 

Just like the Attack-class submarine project, it may emerge that the 
technology on offer is ultimately not going to deliver what Australia needs.  
Or it may be unaffordable or too far into the future to matter, or, as the US 
Navy worries, beyond what our navy of 16,000 people can handle. 

It took half a decade for our government to conclude that it needed a 
Plan B to escape from the Attack-class project.  Does anyone seriously think 
we should approach AUKUS as though nothing could go wrong?67 

2.95 The entire nuclear submarine proposal seems to have been concocted with 
little thought for the practical realities of making it happen.  Who will build the 
boats and where the boats are to be built, along with costs, delivery time-
frames, maintenance and sustainment, the status of the Collins-class, crew 
numbers and skills seem to have received little consideration.  All these 
questions are supposed to be clarified in the 18-month consideration process.  
The committee awaits the outcomes of that process with great interest. 

2.96 And what if the 18-month consideration process concludes that nuclear 
submarines are, in fact, not practical for Australia?  Or a future US President 
withdraws the offer of shared nuclear technology?  What will the Australian 
Government then do?  To whom will the Australian Government turn to build 
an even further delayed new class of conventional diesel-electric boats? 

2.97 This, the largest and most expensive Defence acquisition ever, needs 
continuing scrutiny to ensure that the Australian people are kept informed 
about how well their nation's security is being defended and how efficiently 
their tax dollars are being spent.   

 
67 Peter Jennings, 'Getting the most out of AUKUS could require Plan B-21', ASPI, 21 January 2022, 

https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/getting-the-most-out-of-aukus-could-require-plan-b-21/, 
(accessed 28 January 2022). 

https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/getting-the-most-out-of-aukus-could-require-plan-b-21/
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Recommendation 1 
2.98 Noting bipartisan support for AUKUS and to ensure delivery of critical 

military capability, that the Government establish a bipartisan process to 
oversee the implementation of the AUKUS partnership and the delivery of 
the AUKUS objectives and military capability. 
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Chapter 3 
Defence transparency and accountability - 

update 

Introduction 
3.1 The Interim Report published by the committee in May 2021 contained 

considerable evidence that the Department of Defence was not suitably 
providing information to, not only this committee, but parliamentary 
committees generally.  That report contained examples of answers to questions 
that were in some cases mis-leading and, in other cases, answers to questions 
that were simply just not provided because they were embarrassing to the 
Department. 

3.2 Furthermore, the Interim Report detailed the ongoing saga regarding the 
request from this committee to receive a set of tendering and contract 
documents for the sovereign naval shipbuilding program.  Documents 
ordered—not requested—by the Senate chamber through an Order for the 
Production of Documents had not been provided to the committee. 

3.3 This chapter will provide an update on the question of Defence’s transparency 
and accountability. 

Accountability to Parliament 

Answers to Questions on Notice 
3.4 As part of its powers, the committee has, as part of its inquiries, the right to ask 

witnesses for further information and regularly does so through Questions on 
Notice. 

3.5 The committee acknowledges that the Department of Defence has been asked 
many Questions on Notice either verbally during hearings or in a written 
format and the Department has performed generally satisfactorily in terms of 
timeliness.  However, the committee remains disappointed with some of the 
contents provided.  Answers lack detail, and the impression is that only the 
barest of information is provided and deliberately so. 

3.6 The first example: at the public hearing held on Friday 6 August 2021, the 
following interchange between the Department and the Chair of the 
Committee, Senator Chisholm, occurred: 

CHAIR: Question on notice No. 134 confirms that life-of-type extension 
first-pass approval was given.  The advice was provided to Defence in 
June. What date was first-pass approval actually given? 
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Mr Dalton: Again, what we were talking about before was the advice that 
went to government to consider the delay for the Hunter-class frigate 
program.  I don't think we discussed a date that the government 
considered Collins-class life-of-type extension for first-pass approval, and I 
would have to take that on notice.1 

3.7 On 27 August 2021, the Department provided the following answer: 

Senator Chisholm—The Department of Defence provides the following 
answer to the Senator’s question:  

June 2021. 

3.8 A specific date was requested by the Chair, and none was given.  The response 
simply repeated what was already known—i.e. ‘June 2021’. 

3.9 The Department was then again asked to provide the actual date, and on 
28 September 2021, the required answer was finally given: 8 June 2021. 

3.10 Why was it necessary for the committee to have to repeatedly ask for the same 
information—in this case a simple date for when first-pass approval was 
given?  Why is the Department attempting to hold back such relatively low-
level information?  What does that imply about higher-level information 
requested by this and other parliamentary committees? 

3.11 A second example: On 15 October 2021, the Department of Defence was asked 
about the break payment provisions for the Attack-class submarines.2 

3.12 On 26 October 2021, the Department provided their response which stated 
that:  

As previously advised to the Committee, the break payment provisions in 
the Strategic Partnering Agreement were negotiated by the 
Commonwealth with Naval Group under conditions of confidentiality and 
are commercially sensitive.  These conditions continue to apply after 
termination.  For that reason, it would be inappropriate to publicly disclose 
the amount of the break payment and the specific circumstances in which 
an amount would become payable under the Strategic Partnering 
Agreement.3 

3.13 The committee then requested that the break payment provisions be provided 
confidentially to the committee with an assurance they would not be 
published.  This request was sent to Defence on 27 October 2022. 

3.14 Two requests for follow-up were sent in early February 2022.  Eventually, an 
email was received on Thursday 10 February 2022 advising that the lack of 

 
1 Committee Hansard, 6 August 2021, p. 25. 

2 See the interchange between Senator Kitching and Mr Greg Sammut, Committee Hansard, 
15 October 2021, p. 41. 

3  Answer to Question on Notice 80, https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/ 
Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuilding/Additional_Documents?docType=Answer%20t
o%20Question%20on%20Notice, (accessed 10 February 2022). 

https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuilding/Additional_Documents?docType=Answer%20to%20Question%20on%20Notice
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuilding/Additional_Documents?docType=Answer%20to%20Question%20on%20Notice
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuilding/Additional_Documents?docType=Answer%20to%20Question%20on%20Notice
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response was being investigated.  As of Wednesday, 23 February 2022, no 
further answers, or advice, have been received. 

3.15 The Department appears to be unwilling to provide information to the 
committee as required.  What the Department does not seem to grasp, is that it 
is not their decision as to what they do or do not provide the committee.  That 
is the committee’s decision—not the Department’s.  While the Department has 
the right to request certain information remain confidential—which in the vast 
number of cases parliamentary committees respect—they do not have the right 
to refuse the provision of information. 

3.16 Outcomes such as these give little confidence that the committee it is being 
provided with the necessary evidence to allow it to perform its oversight role 
properly. 

Testimony to Parliamentary Committees 
3.17 And on a broader level, the committee notes the positive testimony of Defence 

officials given to the Parliament on the Attack-class boats almost right up to 
their cancellation.   

3.18 For five years until June 2021, the general tone of Defence was that despite 
some problems, everything was on track.  Marcus Hellyer from ASPI 
observed: 

At Senate estimates hearings, Defence has consistently insisted everything 
is on track—for example, stating that the cost estimate has been steady at 
$50 billion (in constant dollars) for five years and the design is progressing 
well.  It has conceded a few months’ delay here and there to some design 
milestones but suggested it could make that time up.4 

3.19 It was only in June 2021 that Defence finally acknowledged that the issues with 
the Attack-class and Naval Group were significant and that alternatives were 
being considered.5 

3.20 Marcus Hellyer further observed: 

Defence’s assurances have minimal credibility in the shipbuilding space. 

For years Defence assured Senate committees that the Attack-class would 
provide a regionally superior capability throughout its life, yet after the 
cancellation the prime minister stated that the Attack-class would have 
been obsolete almost the minute it went in the water and ‘we formed the 
very strong view, the unanimous view of all the Chiefs of our services and 

 
4 Marcus Hellyer, 'What would it take for Australia to walk away from the French submarine deal?', 

ASPI, 26 February 2021, https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/what-would-it-take-for-australia-to-
walk-away-from-the-french-submarine-deal/, (accessed 4 February 2022). 

5 See: 'Defence looking at alternatives to French submarines in case $90 billion program falters', ABC 
News, 2 June 2021, https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-06-02/defence-contingency-planning-french-
submarine-program-germans/100184644, (accessed 4 February 2022). 

https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/what-would-it-take-for-australia-to-walk-away-from-the-french-submarine-deal/
https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/what-would-it-take-for-australia-to-walk-away-from-the-french-submarine-deal/
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-06-02/defence-contingency-planning-french-submarine-program-germans/100184644
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-06-02/defence-contingency-planning-french-submarine-program-germans/100184644
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Defence Force, that this was a capability that was not going to meet our 
needs’.6 

3.21 This stands as a further example that Defence is not providing accurate 
information to this and other parliamentary committees. 

SEA 1000 – the Attack-class: discrepancies in costings 
3.22 Chapter 2 noted the article by Robert Gottliebsen in which he claims that the 

original French offer for the Future Submarine Project (FSP) was in the 
$20 billion – $25 billion range (in 2016 dollars).   

3.23 This is one of a number of figures that have been bandied about in the past 
seven years. 

3.24 As noted in the May 2021 Interim Report, at the Supplementary Budget 
Estimates 2015–16, Defence were called to answer questions on the FSP.  On 
21 October 2015, Secretary of the Department of Defence, Mr Dennis 
Richardson, and Deputy Secretary Strategic Policy, Mr Peter Baxter, responded 
to questions on the project’s cost by stating clearly that the cost of the 
acquisition was $50 billion in out-turned dollars—i.e. the cost that takes into 
account inflation over the period of the project: 

Mr Baxter: Yes, you would have seen rough order of magnitude costs for 
the acquisition of the submarine program that takes up the remainder. 

Senator CONROY: Fifty billion dollars for the acquisition of submarines? 

Mr Baxter: The acquisition and some of the sustainment costs as well. 

Senator CONROY: You said 'acquisition' before, so that is what I am 
trying to drill-down to. 

Mr Baxter: It is an out-turn cost as well. 

Senator CONROY: Fifty billion dollars for acquisition of submarines 
sounds a little high. 

Mr Richardson: It is an out-turn cost. 

Mr Baxter: It is on an out-turn cost basis. 

Mr Richardson: It is inflation into the 2040s et cetera. 

Mr Baxter: The last of the submarines is likely to be built into the 2040s. 

Mr Richardson: For the last of the submarines—if they were built, say, in 
the early 2040s—it is the out-turn cost of what the submarines would cost 
in 2040 dollars.7 

 
6 Marcus Hellyer, ‘Hunter-class frigate report indicates Australian naval shipbuilding in disarray‘ 

ASPI: The Strategist, 2 February 2022, https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/hunter-class-frigate-report-
indicates-australian-naval-shipbuilding-in-disarray/, (accessed 2 February 2022). 

7 Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs Defence and Trade, 21 October 2015, Committee Hansard, 
p. 120. 
https://parlinfo.aph.gov.au/parlInfo/search/display/display.w3p;query%3DId%3A%22committees
%2Festimate%2F6662254f-7408-419c-b81e-4a2e7981ccea%2F0000%22 (accessed 23 November 2020). 

https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/hunter-class-frigate-report-indicates-australian-naval-shipbuilding-in-disarray/
https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/hunter-class-frigate-report-indicates-australian-naval-shipbuilding-in-disarray/
https://parlinfo.aph.gov.au/parlInfo/search/display/display.w3p;query%3DId%3A%22committees%2Festimate%2F6662254f-7408-419c-b81e-4a2e7981ccea%2F0000%22
https://parlinfo.aph.gov.au/parlInfo/search/display/display.w3p;query%3DId%3A%22committees%2Festimate%2F6662254f-7408-419c-b81e-4a2e7981ccea%2F0000%22
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3.25 However, in an answer to a Question on Notice from the then Chair,  
Senator Alex Gallacher, the Department of Finance reported: 

Defence officials at the 21 October 2015 Senate Estimates hearing explained 
that details of the Future Submarine Program, including refined costs, 
remained subject to the outcomes of the then ongoing Competitive 
Evaluation Process.  The classified funding provision which was not made 
public due to commercial sensitivities, was $78.9 billion (out-turned). 

Cost estimates are updated over the life of a project to reflect movements 
in inflation and foreign exchange rates.  Other than these movements there 
has been no real cost increase in the Future Submarine Program.  The 
projected total acquisition cost for the Future Submarine Program in out-
turned dollars is $88.5 billion (2020-21 Pre-ERC [Expenditure Review 
Committee] out-turned price and exchange).8 

3.26 Thus, there is a $38.5 billion dollar discrepancy between the $50 billion (out-
turned dollars), reported by Defence in 2015 and the $88.5 billion (out-turned 
dollars), projected by Finance in 2020. 

3.27 Moreover, the Department of Finance answer makes it clear that it was already 
known in October 2015 that the out-turned cost was $78.9 billion. 

3.28 The committee noted in the Interim Report that, prima facie, the Department 
mis-led the Parliament.9 

3.29 Also noted in the Interim Report, Committee Member, Senator Rex Patrick, 
began, in June 2018, a Freedom of Information (FOI) process to discover what 
Naval Group's total price was for the contract.  Two months later in August 
2018 Defence formally blocked the request, and Senator Patrick sought an 
Information Commissioner review. 

3.50 In August 2020, Australian Information Commissioner, Ms Angelene Falk, 
found in favour of Senator Patrick, ordering the Department of Defence to 
release details from Naval Group's successful bid documents. 

3.51 In September 2020, Defence appealed Commissioner Falk's decision to the 
Administrative Appeals Tribunal (AAT), with Naval Group joining the 
proceedings. 

3.52 In response to questions asked during a Senate Estimates hearing in 
March 2021, Defence confirmed it is covering Naval Group's legal expenses at 
the AAT.10 

 
8 Answers to QoNs can be found here: ‘Department of Finance: Answers to Written Questions on 

Notice from Monday 7 September 2020, received 2 October 2020 - Q1-29’ 
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuildi
ng/Additional_Documents 

9 This was also noted one of the submitters to the inquiry; Submarines for Australia, Submission 34, 
p. 13. 

https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuilding/Additional_Documents
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Economics/Navalshipbuilding/Additional_Documents
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3.30 Despite all of this, the Department of Defence claims that there was no blow-
out of costs: 

The total estimated cost of the program was $88 billion in out-turned 
dollars.  This is the same estimate that the department took to government 
in 2016, adjusted for foreign exchange rate variations.  There was no cost 
blowout.11 

3.31 The Parliament has been on told two different figures for the out-turned cost; 
$50 billion and $88 billion—a significant difference of $38 billion.  The 
Parliament was misinformed either through error or by design.  Furthermore, 
the original cost of the Naval Group proposal remains unknown. 

3.32 Given this, and the fact that the Attack-class has now been cancelled, there 
should be no reason why the Parliament shouldn’t now receive a thorough 
explanation from the Department for the above discrepancies. 

Recommendation 2 
3.33 That the Department of Defence provide in a manner suitable for 

publication: 

 an explanation as to why the Department informed the Parliament that 
the cost of the Future Submarine Program was $50 billion out-turned 
when the Department of Finance already had put that figure significantly 
higher; and 

 an explanation for the claim that the original tender for the Attack-class 
was $20 billion—$25 billion range in 2016 dollars rather that the 
$50 billion that has since 2016 consistently been cited by both the 
Government and the Department. 

Order for the Production of Documents: update 
3.34 The Interim Report explained that, as part of this inquiry, Defence consistently 

refused to provide a series of documents related to the various naval 
shipbuilding projects.  What began as a routine request for further 
information, turned into a particular saga which was recounted in that report.  
Since the Interim Report’s tabling, the following developments have occurred. 

3.35 On Tuesday, 15 June 2021 the Senate passed Senator Patrick’s motion that the 
refusal of Defence to provide the Order for the Production of Documents 
(OPD) documents be referred to the Senate Privileges Committee.   

 
10 'Taxpayers footing French legal bills to keep original price of $90 billion future submarine project 

secret', ABC News website, 9 May 2021, https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-05-10/taxpayers-
paying-french-submarine-naval-group-legal-fees/100127510, (accessed 17 May 2021). 

11 Mr Greg Moriarty, Secretary of the Defence Department, Senate Foreign Affairs Defence and 
Trade Committee, Committee Hansard, 27 October 2021, p. 6.  

https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-05-10/taxpayers-paying-french-submarine-naval-group-legal-fees/100127510
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-05-10/taxpayers-paying-french-submarine-naval-group-legal-fees/100127510
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3.36 On Monday, 21 June 2021, the committee received correspondence from the 
Senate Privileges Committee informing the Chair of the Senate Economics 
References Committee that the Privileges Committee is in the initial stage of 
gathering and considering evidence.  Both Senators Alex Gallacher and Patrick 
provided submissions to the Privileges Committee. 

3.37 On 12 August 2021, the Economics References Committee received 
correspondence from the Privileges Committee advising that an invitation 
from the Minister for core members of the Economics References Committee to 
review the un-redacted documents, in a secure location at Parliament House. 

3.38 At the private meeting on 18 August 2021, the committee considered the 
proposal and asked the secretariat to liaise with the Minister for Defence’s 
office to assist in finalising the conditions under which the committee could 
access the documents. 

3.39 After inexplicable delays and long negotiations, the Minister’s office 
eventually agreed to make available to the committee the requested 
documents and only in Parliament House.  Furthermore, this message was 
only transmitted to the committee during the final sitting week in 
December 2021. 

Committee comment 
3.40 This chapter has provided an update on the transparency and accountability of 

the Department of Defence as canvassed in the Interim Report.  The 
committee’s concerns as expressed in that report remain extant. 

Defence’s continued obfuscation 
3.41 The responses the committee has received from Defence remain disappointing 

in terms of their content.  It appears that as little information as possible is 
provided to the committee, which is hindering the committee in conducting its 
oversight of Defence's activities.  

3.42 The committee remains of the view that cultural change is needed in the 
Department of Defence’s accountability practices and its approach to its 
democratic responsibilities. 

Costs of the now cancelled Attack-class 
3.43 The above discussion illustrates the misinformation that has been circulating 

for years regarding the true cost of the now cancelled Attack-class.  Given the 
large amounts of Australian taxpayer dollars under consideration, it is 
disconcerting to the committee that there isn't a clearer understanding on what 
was agreed to with Naval Group.  More importantly: was the Parliament 
misled in October 2015 when the Department of Defence claimed the out-
turned cost of the project would be $50 billion? 
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3.44 The committee awaits with great interest the Department's response to the 
above recommendation. 

The Minister’s response to the Order for the Production of Documents 
3.45 The Minister’s eventual agreement to give access to the OPD documents—but 

only under particular conditions—is disappointing to say the least.  Again, the 
committee feels compelled to explain that these documents were ordered by 
the Senate chamber—this was not a request.  The committee is entitled to see 
whatever information it sees fit—particularly if that has been ordered by one 
of the chambers of Parliament.  

3.46 Furthermore, the Minister’s reply was delayed until the last sitting week of the 
Parliament meaning the window of opportunity to examine the documents is 
very short.  The Minister would have been perfectly aware that the Parliament 
wouldn't be returning until February 2022, so unless Senators and staffers 
made special arrangements to travel to Canberra during January 2022, they 
would not have had the chance to see them prior to the February sittings and 
the calling of the election.  

3.47 The committee can only conclude that this has been a deliberate and cynical 
tactic designed to limit access to potentially embarrassing information 
immediately prior to the election campaign. 

Final comment 
3.48 The committee remains dissatisfied with the provision of information from the 

Department and the Minister.  The committee requests this material as part of 
its Parliamentary oversight role in service of the Australian people whom we 
represent.  It is the committee’s right to request and receive this information—
this is not a privilege that has been bestowed upon us by the Executive.   

3.49 As the committee has yet to receive a response from either the government or 
the Department on the recommendations in the Interim Report, the committee 
repeats its recommendation that the Department of Defence re-examine its 
processes with regard to the provision of information to the Australian 
Parliament.  
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Recommendation 3 
3.50 With the aim of increasing its staff’s awareness of their democratic 

responsibilities: 

 the Department of Defence re-examine its induction and training 
programs and corporate culture regarding its role as a department 
answerable to the Australian people through the processes of the 
Australian Parliament; and 

 report back to the Parliament on the progress it making on those 
induction and training programs. 

 
 
Senator Anthony Chisholm 
Chair 
Labor Senator for Queensland 
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Dissenting Report - Liberal Senators 

Introduction 
1.1 Coalition Senators note the findings in the Senate Economics References 

Committee's report on Australia’s sovereign naval shipbuilding capability, but 
do not agree with material elements of the commentary or the 
recommendations.  In our view, the Majority Report does not provide fair and 
reasonable recognition of the positive steps taken by the Coalition Government 
with respect to Australia’s sovereign naval shipbuilding capability.  

AUKUS 
1.2 On 16 September 2021, Prime Minister Scott Morrison, President Joe Biden and 

Prime Minister Boris Johnson announced an enhanced trilateral security 
partnership between Australia, the United Kingdom and the United States—
AUKUS. 

1.3 Since 2016 our strategic environment has become more challenging.  The Indo-
Pacific is now the centre of strategic competition.  This has compelled a re-
assessment of the capabilities Australia needs to meet the changed threat 
environment over the long term. 

1.4 AUKUS is a key part of the response, but it is not a new defence alliance or 
pact. It is a change in capability, not a change in strategy. ASEAN will remain 
central to Australia’s engagement in our immediate region.  Australia is as 
committed as ever to our established and valued partnerships, including the 
Five Eyes. 

1.5 As a first initiative under AUKUS, the US and UK will support Australia to 
identify the optimal pathway to deliver nuclear-powered submarines, 
leveraging the decades of experience the US and the UK have gained through 
their respective submarine programs. 

1.6 The Coalition Government has made significant and rapid progress in our 
trilateral effort with the US and UK to identify the optimal pathway for 
Australia to acquire a nuclear-powered submarine capability.  There are no 
roadblocks. 

1.7 AUKUS is more than acquiring a nuclear-powered submarine capability for 
Australia; it is a framework to enable deeper practical cooperation to develop 
leading-edge military capabilities and technologies, ensuring Australia 
remains a responsible and highly capable security partner in the Indo-Pacific. 
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1.8 As outlined in the Joint Leaders’ Statement on AUKUS, initial AUKUS 
Advanced Capabilities efforts will focus on cyber capabilities, artificial 
intelligence, quantum technologies and additional undersea capabilities.1 

Shipbuilding 
1.9 The Coalition Government’s commitment to continuous naval shipbuilding 

will support at least 15,000 Australian jobs by the end of the decade.2 

1.10 The Osborne Naval Shipyard in South Australia is one of two principal naval 
shipyards. Osborne will host the construction of nine Hunter-class frigates, plus 
major upgrades to the Navy’s three Hobart class destroyers and full-cycle 
docking of six Collins-class submarines.  It is also the government’s intention 
that Australia’s future fleet of at least eight nuclear-powered submarines will 
be built at Osborne.   

1.11 The Australian Marine Complex at Henderson, Western Australia, is the other 
of Australia’s two principal naval shipbuilding precincts.  Henderson will 
remain a hub for naval shipbuilding and sustainment activities with three 
classes of naval vessels under construction now, major upgrades being 
integrated into our Anzac-class frigates and the continuation of Collins-class 
submarine mid-cycle and intermediate dockings. 

1.12 In addition, the Coalition Government has delivered on its commitment to 
provide our servicemen and women the vital equipment they need to keep us 
safe with Defence spending now above 2 per cent of GDP.3 

1.13 This is in stark contrast to the previous Labor Government which cut or 
deferred over $18 billion of expenditure from the Defence budget. In fact, 
under Labor, the Defence budget fell to 1.56 per cent of GDP (2012‒13 Budget). 
The lowest level since 1938. 

1.14 Over a period of six years, the previous Labor Government did not 
commission the build of one naval vessel in an Australian yard.  

1.15 In our view, the Majority Report fails to provide adequate recognition of this 
context. 

  

 
1  ‘Joint Statement Leaders on AUKUS’, Prime Minister’s webpage, 

https://www.pm.gov.au/media/joint-leaders-statement-aukus, (accessed 26 February 2022). 

2 ‘Naval Shipbuilding College to support over 15,000 new jobs’, Australian Manufacturing, 
8 February 2021, https://www.australianmanufacturing.com.au/naval-shipbuilding-college-to-
support-over-15000-new-jobs/, (accessed 26 February 2022). 

3  ‘Defence Budget Review 2021–22 Index’, Parliamentary Library, 
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/p
ubs/rp/BudgetReview202122/Defence, (accessed 26 February 2022). 

https://www.pm.gov.au/media/joint-leaders-statement-aukus
https://www.australianmanufacturing.com.au/naval-shipbuilding-college-to-support-over-15000-new-jobs/
https://www.australianmanufacturing.com.au/naval-shipbuilding-college-to-support-over-15000-new-jobs/
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/BudgetReview202122/Defence
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/BudgetReview202122/Defence
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Cost of Attack-class Program 
1.16 In our view, the Coalition Government (and the Department of Defence) has 

been transparent with respect to the costs of the Future Submarine Program.  
Simply there has been no cost blow-out of the Attack-class submarine 
program.4  Prior to the government’s 16 September 2021 decision to cancel the 
program, the total program cost estimate was stable at $50 billion in 2016 
dollars.  
The Department of Defence was clear in their evidence that the cost of the 
Future Submarine Program was $50 billion constant at the time Naval Group 
was selected and that remained the cost until its cancellation. 

Department of Defence participation at Committee hearings 
1.17 The Department of Defence appeared at six separate public hearings of the 

Senate Economic References Committee Inquiry into Australia’s Naval 
Shipbuilding and answered a total of 173 Questions on Notice from these 
hearings.  This indicates a fulsome engagement with this committee.  Again, 
we do not believe that this is significantly acknowledged in the Majority 
Report.  

Response to the Recommendations 
1.18 Coalition Senators make the following points as regards to the 

recommendations: 

Recommendation 1 
1.19 Coalition Senators are aware that the Coalition Government regularly 

provides Defence briefings to relevant Opposition members, such as the 
Shadow Minister of Defence. 

Coalition Senators consider that the Coalition Government and Department 
of Defence are subject to appropriate parliamentary oversight through the 
Senate estimates process and other parliamentary committees and 
mechanisms, including Question Time.  Hence, we do not see the need for 
any additional process. 

Recommendation 2 
1.20 Coalition Senators do not agree with the premise underlying this 

recommendation.  For the reasons outlined above, in our view, the 
Department of Defence has been consistent with respect to the cost of the 
Future Submarine Program. 

 
4 Senate Economics References Committee, 5 February 2021, Committee Hansard, p. 14. 
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Recommendation 3 
1.21 Coalition Senators believe the long-standing practice governing the roles, 

responsibility and privileges of parliament and its committees should be 
adhered to by all government departments. Coalition Senators do not agree 
with the Majority Report that the Department and Executive have been 
deficient in this regard, particularly considering that the topics under 
discussion directly address matters of national security. Nor do Coalition 
Senators agree that any further training is required for Department of 
Defence employees regarding their democratic responsibilities. 

Conclusion 
1.22 Coalition Senators support the government's commitment to a strong and 

sustainable shipbuilding pipeline in Australia. 

 

 
 
Senator Paul Scarr 
Deputy Chair 
Liberal Senator for Queensland 
 
 
 
 
Senator Andrew Bragg 
Member 
Liberal Senator for New South Wales 
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Additional comments - Senator Rex Patrick 
Australia’s Naval Shipbuilding Enterprise—It’s 

got that sinking feeling 

1.1 I thank the committee and secretariat for their ongoing work in this inquiry. 

1.2 I also thank all contributors to this inquiry with the exception of senior 
leadership, who have both frustrated this committee (see Chapter 3 of the 
report) and misled the Senate in relation to the Naval Shipbuilding program. 
Responsibility for this rests squarely with the Secretary of the Defence 
Department, Mr Greg Moriarty, who has shown poor leadership and 
dishonour in the conduct of his role. He should have been moved on by the 
Prime Minister when Senator Reynolds was given the flick as Defence 
Minister. 

1.3 This second interim report focusses on the future submarine project. It’s a 
mess: an expensive financial mess and a national security mess. The 
Government purports to be strong on defence on the basis of its planning and 
the scale of its expenditure, but shows great weakness in implementation and 
delivery. The Australian people should recognise that the Government has left 
Australia vulnerable. This is a story of national security failure. 

1.4 Whilst the report focusses on submarines, I will go briefly to Future Frigates, 
particularly noting the Future Frigate Engineering Team Assessment that was 
recently leaked to the media.1 

Submarines 
1.5 Back in July 2021 the ABC reported that two Chinese warships were off the 

Queensland coast observing the Australian-US military exercise Talisman 
Sabre.2 

1.6 “We fully expected a ship of this class to arrive in our region during the 
exercise and have planned for its presence, as we do for every iteration," said 
Defence Minister Dutton. "The presence of similar vessels did not detract from 
Talisman Sabre 2017 or Talisman Sabre 2019, and we are confident that it will 
not impede this year". 

1.7 The fact that a potential naval adversary was monitoring these exercises is of 
no great surprise. This is what navies do in peace time. It’s what the US Navy 

 
1 https://www.theaustralian.com.au/nation/defence/45bn-hunterclass-frigates-slow-unsafe-

defence/news-story/8e7567f0379079f2b1bf4c0a6bb0b989 

2  https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-07-14/chinese-spy-ship-returns-to-australian-waters/100289192 

https://www.theaustralian.com.au/nation/defence/45bn-hunterclass-frigates-slow-unsafe-defence/news-story/8e7567f0379079f2b1bf4c0a6bb0b989
https://www.theaustralian.com.au/nation/defence/45bn-hunterclass-frigates-slow-unsafe-defence/news-story/8e7567f0379079f2b1bf4c0a6bb0b989
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-07-14/chinese-spy-ship-returns-to-australian-waters/100289192
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does on a daily basis all around the world and what the Royal Australian 
Navy does on occasion too. 

1.8 The significant point is not that the Peoples Liberation Army-Navy (PLAN) is 
collecting intelligence, it’s that fact that they are able to deploy a vessel, and 
now multiple vessels, at long range for an extended periods of time. The 
significant point is that the PLAN has matured and grown in capability such 
that they are now able to regularly deploy to Australian waters. 

1.9 They did so again last month, only this time ‘illuminated’ a Royal Australian 
Air Force P-8 surveillance aircraft with a laser. 

1.10 Contrast their progress with our progress, particularly in relation to the future 
submarine. 

1.11 Australia’s future submarine project was announced in the 2009 Defence White 
Paper. It advised that future strategic circumstance would require our 
submarine force being expanded from 6 to 12 submarines3. Those future 
strategic circumstances, which included a rising China, meant that our 
submarines needed to have greater range and longer endurance on patrol 
compared to the Collins Class submarines. Construction of the first submarine 
was to begin in 20164. 

1.12 Since 2009 we have spent almost $3 billion dollars5 on our future submarines. 
After the cancellation of the Attack Class submarines we have now 
commenced consideration of the possible procurement of nuclear powered 
submarines.  An initial study is to be completed in 2023.  It is estimated that a 
first nuclear powered submarine would not be delivered until 2040.  Entry into 
service would follow two or three years after that.  That has left Defence with 
no choice but to commit to a multi-billion Life of Type extension of our 30 year 
old Collins Class submarines, something that does not come without its own 
risks either. 

1.13 On 28 October 2020 the following exchange took place between myself and the 
then Secretary of Foreign Affairs and Trade, at Foreign Affairs, Defence and 
Trade Senate Estimates: 

Senator PATRICK: Following from that, Secretary, is there a risk of 
another Taiwan Strait crisis in the near or medium future? 

Ms Adamson: We would always hope, including through the words that 
we use and the relationships that we have, obviously both in Beijing and 
unofficially, as Ms Lawson said, in Taipei, to ensure through our own 

 
3 Defence White Paper 2009 – Public Version – para 8.40 

4 Defence Capability Plan 2009 – Public Version – Page 171 

5 This includes money spent on researching technologies and options prior to the 2015/16 submarine 
Competitive Evaluation Process and $2.4 billion spent on the cancelled Attack Class submarine 
program. 
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diplomacy and that of a wide range of partners that we don't get to that 
point. It is certainly something I would be more concerned about this year 
than a year ago or possibly in fact at any time over the last 3 [and] 1⁄2 
decades that I've worked on this subject, if you like. [my emphasis] 

1.14 The Department’s concerns about China were reinforced in the February 2022 
Additional Estimates hearing when I asked an official what the situation was 
like between China and Taiwan since Ms Adamson’s October 2020 Estimates 
appearance. The answer went: 

Mr Hayhurts: … It was serious then, it remains serious and were watching 
it with concern. 

1.15 We are in a tinderbox situation with Chinese and Taiwan. Meanwhile, the 
PLAN are already operating in the Indian Ocean, the Arafura Sea and the 
Pacific Ocean. Prime Minister Morrison’s national security response is to 
propose a nuclear submarine option for delivery well after it is realistically 
needed.  

1.16 Prime Minister Morrison’s proposed nuclear submarine may only have 
relevance to the regional unrest we’re seeing if it is fitted with a time machine. 
The government has left Australia vulnerable. The Navy cannot deter, nor 
fight, a future conflict with a marketing announcement from the Prime 
Minister. 

Recommendation 1 
1.17 The government should immediately move to procure at least six military-

off-the-shelf conventional submarines, to be built in Adelaide with workers 
left idle from the schedule failures on the submarine and future frigate 
programs. Australian industry should be engaged, post build, to enhance the 
proven design in a controlled and managed manner. 

1.18 Rapid construction of an established design should be prioritised. 

1.19 This recommendation should be implemented to deal with an immediate 
Defence vulnerability, as a fallback for the AUKUS program and Collins Life of 
Type Extension and as a negator for the need to conduct a Life of Type 
Extension on all Collins Class submarines.  

1.20 Any future procurement of nuclear-powered submarines should be secondary 
to the timely acquisition of new conventionally powered submarines.   

1.21 To adapt an old saying, a conventional bird in the hand is worth more than a 
nuclear one in the bush.   

Future Frigates 
1.22 The Hunter Class Frigate project is unquestionably in deep trouble. It has 

many of the same hallmark problems the Attack Class submarine program was 



50 
 

 

experiencing. Now it has lost it’s one big advantage, to hide in the shadows of 
the Attack class program debacle. 

1.23 Paragraph 3.1.1 of the Future Frigate tender laid out the Future Frigate project 
objective. It started as follows: 

The Commonwealth is seeing the delivery of nine Ships that are based on a 
Military-Off-The-Shelf design with Minimal Change to reflect the 
Commonwealth’s requirements and that is capable of evolving over time 
to respond to the Commonwealth’s changing capability requirements and 
to manage materiel obsolescence. 

1.24 Against that criterial, the Type 26 should never had been a candidate for 
selection.  

1.25 Many in Australia accepted the selection of the Type 26 as the basis for the 
Hunter Class because it was the least mature, and in the context of establishing 
a Naval Shipbuilding Enterprise gave Australian industry the best chance of 
being incorporated into the design and subsequently supplying into a program 
that would supply eight ships to the UK, nine ships to Australia and possibly 
eight to ships Canada. For a nation building an enterprise, the additional risk 
could be warranted. This acceptance has since proven to be ill founded. 
Australian industry has been left waiting, whilst BAE Systems used the project 
“to develop its own supply chain” for the Type 26/Hunter Class.  

1.26 The recent leaking of the Future Frigate Engineering Team Assessment has 
revealed, in the face of a cover-up by Defence, a program that is not just in 
trouble in relation to Australia Industry participation, but also in terms of 
warfighting capability. 

1.27 Weight problems, range and endurance issues, noise problems, power margin 
problems—just to name a few. This must raise alarm. This is a program with 
very serious problems that will take much time and additional expenditure to 
fix, if indeed they can be fixed. 

Recommendation 2 
1.28 The Joint Select Committee proposed in the Committee’s recommendation 

should be expanded in remit to cover Naval Shipbuilding more generally 
and be tasked to take a deep dive into the Hunter Class Program. 

Naval Shipbuilding Enterprise 
1.29 Finally, I wish to comment on the current state of the Naval Shipbuilding 

Enterprise. 

1.30 A serious concern is that the submarine project was a major component, in fact 
the largest, of what was supposed to be an overarching program to establish 
an ongoing Naval Shipbuilding Enterprise. 
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1.31 For some time, I’ve held concern that the overarching program to establish the 
enterprise was taking a backseat to the three sub-ordinate projects. The 
cancellation of the Attack Class submarine project, with no strategy to address 
the impact on or mitigation strategy for building Naval Shipbuilding 
Enterprise provides confirmation of my concerns. 

1.32 Unfortunately, there are many other supporting elements for my concerns: 

 The delays we are already seeing in commencing construction of the Hunter 
Class frigate, associated with what are clearly significant design issues. 

 The decision to procure the Humanitarian Aid and Disaster Relief (HADR) 
ship from overseas rather than look to accelerate an onshore build.   

 Defence not pursuing a new build submarine program, to provide some 
additional interim capability, but specifically to help get construction of the 
enterprise underway and develop the skill and experience in the workforce. 

 Navy framing an argument that operating two classes of submarine whilst 
transitioning to a nuclear submarine was not viable, seems extremely short 
sighted and should have been a task for the nuclear submarine task force to 
consider. 

1.33 The bottom line is that the Naval Shipbuilding Enterprise is in deep trouble 
and as it stands, the current team seems incapable or unwilling to 
acknowledge this and do something to fix it. 

1.34 When Industry was recognised as a Fundamental Input to Capability (FIC) 
many considered it to be a major step forward, one that would reshape 
defences approach to Australian industry.  Sadly, this has not been the step 
forward that many expected or hoped for. 

1.35 In contrast, the United Kingdom has learnt what it means to identify a 
capability as a sovereign capability and understands the obligations that come 
with it and the dangers if you let those obligations slip. The issues they 
experienced in relation to the Astute Class submarine, which they sought 
assistance from the United States to resolve, were a consequence of having lost 
skills and experience due to program delays.  This decision to build a complete 
additional submarine to preserve the skills and experience going into the 
Dreadnought Program are an example of understanding what a sovereign 
capability, and the commitment to it, requires. 

1.36 Many in government – Ministers, Departmental Secretaries, Defence Chiefs 
and senior personnel in the departments they preside over, seem to have a 
view that Australian Industry should be happy with the crumbs they are 
thrown and they will be there ready and waiting for the times when they’re 
required. This is normally when our usual supply chains are disrupted or fail, 
such as in responding to COVID, a natural disaster, or could happen in a 
conflict situation. What this fails to recognise is the proverb, ‘use it or lose it’, 
it’s highly likely industry most won’t be there when we need them, and the 
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skills and experience they could have had will be likely diminished, increasing 
risk, the very basis for so often excluding them. 

1.37 The Naval Shipbuilding Enterprise program needs an overhaul, as does 
Defence’s approach to Australian industry. It's becoming extremely clear that 
‘Maximising Australian Industry’ participation or involvement is in reality a 
shallow marketing statement that lacks real commitment, but this is not 
limited to Defence its evident across virtually all elements of Australian 
Government procurement. 

1.38 We need an overarching plan for Australian industry, one that supports the 
vision for future Australia and can guide government commitment, including 
grants, procurement and budget planning. 

1.39 Future government policy in this vital area must be the subject of close 
Parliamentary scrutiny to ensure that our nation gets the highly capable 
warships and equipment our Navy needs and that Australian industry can 
play a full part in delivering that. Our Defence leadership needs to be held 
fully accountable for their performance. That is vital for Australia’s national 
security interests to be protected in advanced in what is an increasingly 
dangerous world. 

 
 
 

Senator Rex Patrick 
Member 
Independent Senator for South Australia 



 

53 
 

Appendix 1 
Submissions and additional information 

1 Weld Australia 
2 Gibbs & Cox (Australia) 
3 Office of the Leader of the Opposition, South Australia 
4 Department of Defence  
5 Department of Finance 
6 Confidential 
7 Australian Maritime College 
8 Australian National Audit Office 
9 Mr Jon Primrose 
10 Government of Western Australia 
11 Australian Shipbuilding Federation of Unions 
12 Department of Home Affairs 
13 Tasmanian Government 
14 Professionals Australia 
15 Confidential 
16 Royal Institution of Naval Architects 
17 Centre for Future Work at the Australia Institute 
18 Naval Shipbuilding College 
19 Australian Small Business and Family Enterprise Ombudsman 
20 Submarine Institute of Australia 
21 Defence Materials Technology Centre (DMTC) 
22 Naval Group Australia  
23 Australian Strategic Policy Institute (ASPI) 
24 Australian Manufacturing Workers’ Union 
25 Defence Teaming Centre 
26 Ai Group Defence Council 
27 Australian Industry & Defence Network Incorporated 
28 BAE Systems - ASC Shipbuilding 
29 ASC Pty Ltd 
30 Government of South Australia 
31 Government of the Northern Territory 
32 Victorian Government 
33 Mr Benjamin Cronshaw 
34 Submarines for Australia 

 34.1 Supplementary to submission 34 

35 Mr Robert Bourke 
36 NSW Government 
37 Australian Sovereign Capability Alliance 
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 Attachment 1 
 Attachment 2 
 Attachment 3 
 Attachment 4 

38 People for Nuclear Disarmament 

Additional Information 
1 Opening statement by Submarines for Australia from the public hearing in 

Canberra, 6 August 2021. 
2 Additional information provided by Submarines for Australia from the public 

hearing in Canberra, 6 August 2021. 
3 Additional information provided by Department of Defence from the public 

hearing in Canberra, 15 October 2021. 

Answer to Question on Notice 
1 QON1 - SEA 1000 Attack Class - Responses by Department of Defence from 

December 2019 Questions on Notice. 
2 QON1 - SEA 1000 Attack Class Attachment A - Additional Information 

provided by Department of Defence from December 2019 Questions on Notice. 
3 QON1 - SEA 1000 Attack Class Attachment B - Additional Information 

provided by Department of Defence from December 2019 Questions on Notice. 
4 QON1 - SEA 1000 Attack Class Attachment C - Additional Information 

provided by Department of Defence from December 2019 Questions on Notice. 
5 QON1 - SEA 1000 Attack Class Attachment D - Additional Information 

provided by Department of Defence from December 2019 Questions on Notice. 
6 QON1 - SEA 1000 Attack Class Attachment E - Additional Information 

provided by Department of Defence from December 2019 Questions on Notice. 
7 Q2 - SEA 1180 - Arafura Class - Responses by Department of Defence from 

December 2019 Questions on Notice. 
8 Q3 - SEA  3036 - Guardian Class - Responses by Department of Defence from 

December 2019 Questions on Notice. 
9 Q4 - SEA 5000 – Hunter Class - Responses by Department of Defence from 

December 2019 Questions on Notice. 
10 Naval Group Australia: Answers to Questions on Notice from Hearing in 

Canberra on 24 February 2020. 
11 Naval Group Australia: Opening Statement to Hearing in Canberra on  

24 February 2020. 
12 Department of Defence: Answer to Question on Notice from Hearing in 

Canberra on 24 February 2020. 
13 Department of Defence response to Question on Notice from the public 

hearing in Canberra, Friday 14 August 2020 - Q1 Future Frigate Program 
Budget. 
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14 Australian Naval Infrastructure (ANI) responses to Questions on Notice from 
the public hearing in Canberra, Friday 14 August 2020. 

15 Department of Finance responses to Questions on Notice from the public 
hearing in Canberra, Friday 14 August 2020. 

16 Australian Strategic Policy Institute (ASPI) response to Question on Notice 
from the public hearing in Canberra, Friday 14 August 2020. 

17 Department of Defence: Answer to Question on Notice from the public hearing 
in Canberra, Friday 14 August 2020 - Q2 Cross Project Harmonisation with 
Supplier (Penske). 

18 Ai Group response to Questions on Notice from the public hearing in 
Canberra, Friday 14 August 2020. 

19 AIDN response to Questions on Notice from the public hearing in Canberra, 
Friday 14 August 2020. 

20 Australian Strategic Policy Institute (ASPI) response to follow up Question on 
Notice from the public hearing in Canberra, Friday 14 August 2020. 

21 Department of Defence: Answers to Written Questions on Notice from 
Monday 7 September 2020, received 21 September 2020 - Q3,5,6,8,12,13,14,21-
25,27-33. 

22 Department of Defence: Answers to Written Questions on Notice from 
Monday 7 September 2020, received 21 September 2020 - Q4. 

23 Ai Group response to additional Questions on Notice from the public hearing 
in Canberra, Friday 14 August 2020. 

24 Department of Defence: Answers to Written Questions on Notice from 
Monday 7 September 2020, received 22 September 2020 - Q26. 

25 Department of Defence: Answers to Written Questions on Notice from 
Monday 7 September 2020, received 24 September 2020 - Q7. 

26 Department of Defence: Answers to Written Questions on Notice from 
Monday 7 September 2020, received 24 September 2020 - Q17. 

27 Department of Defence: Answers to Written Questions on Notice from 
Monday 7 September 2020, received 25 September 2020 - Q18. 

28 Centre for Future Work - Dr. Jim Stanford: Answers to Questions on Notice 
from the public hearing in Canberra, Friday 14 August 2020. 

29 Department of Finance: Answers to Written Questions on Notice from Monday 
7 September 2020, received 2 October 2020 - Q1-29. 

30 Department of Defence and CDIC: Answers to questions on notice from the 
public hearing in Canberra, Friday 13 November 2020, received  
27 November 2020. 

31 Department of Defence and CDIC: Answers to questions on notice from the 
public hearing in Canberra, Friday 13 November 2020, received  
27 November 2020. 

32 Department of Defence and CDIC: Answers to questions on notice from the 
public hearing in Canberra, Friday 13 November 2020, received  
27 November 2020. 
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33 Department of Defence: Answers to a question on notice from the public 
hearing in Canberra, Friday 13 November 2020, received 7 December 2020. 

34 Department of Defence and CDIC: Answers to questions on notice from the 
public hearing in Canberra, Friday 13 November 2020, received  
27 November 2020. 

35 Department of Industry, Science, Energy and Resources: Answer to a question 
on notice from the public hearing in Canberra, Friday 13 November 2020, 
received 23 December 2020. 

36 Department of Defence: Answer to a question on notice from the public 
hearing in Canberra, Friday 5 February 2021, received 19 February 2021. 

37 Department of Defence: Answer to a question on notice from the public 
hearing in Canberra, Friday 5 February 2021, received 19 February 2021. 

38 Department of Defence: Answer to a question on notice from the public 
hearing in Canberra, Friday 6 August 2021 - Q4 Life-of-type extension for the 
Collins class submarine (Received Wednesday, 25 August 2021). 

39 Department of Defence: Answer to a question on notice from the public 
hearing in Canberra, Friday 6 August 2021 - Q5 Collins class submarine 
(Received Wednesday, 25 August 2021). 

40 Department of Defence: Answer to a question on notice from the public 
hearing in Canberra, Friday 6 August 2021 - Q7 Sustainment of the future 
submarine fleet (Received Wednesday, 25 August 2021). 

41 Department of Defence: Answer to a question on notice from the public 
hearing in Canberra, Friday 6 August 2021 - Q2 (Received Wednesday,  
8 September 2021). 

42 Department of Defence: Answer to a question on notice from the public in 
hearing in Canberra 6 August 2021 (Received 28 September 2021). 

43 Department of Defence: Answer to a question on notice from the public in 
hearing in Canberra 6 August 2021 (Received 28 September 2021). 

44 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from 18 October 2021 
(received 27 October 2021). Q39-49,51,55-60. 

45 Department of Defence, answer to question on notice from 18 October 2021 
(received 27 October 2021) - Q66. 

46 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from 15 October 2021 
(received 27 October 2021) Q24-26, 30-31. 

47 Department of Defence, answer to question on notice from 18 October 2021 
(received 27 October 2021) - Q62. 

48 Department of Defence, answer to question on notice from 18 October 2021 
(received 26 October 2021) - Q62-63,65,67,68,70,72-75. 

49 Department of Defence, answer to question on notice from 18 October 2021 
(received 26 October 2021) - Q76,78,79,82,84-87,95-98. 

50 Department of Defence, answer to question on notice from 18 October 2021 
(received 26 October 2021) - Q88, 99-102, 104, 106-109. 
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51 Department of Defence, answer to question on notice from 18 October 2021 
(received 26 October 2021) - Q110-120, 124. 

52 Department of Defence, answer to question on notice from 18 October 2021 
(received 26 October 2021) -Q1-3,6-12. 

53 Department of Defence, answer to question on notice from 15 October 2021 
(received 26 October 2021) - Q13-18, 20-23,33,35. 

54 Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency (ARPANSA) 
answer to question on notice from 15 October 2021 (received 29 October 2021). 

55 Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency (ARPANSA) 
answer to question on notice from 15 October 2021 (received 29 October 2021). 

56 Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency (ARPANSA) 
answer to question on notice from 15 October 2021 (received 29 October 2021). 

57 Australian Nuclear Science and Technology Organisation (ANSTO) answer to 
question on notice from 15 October 2021 (received 29 October 2021). 

58 Australian Nuclear Science and Technology Organisation (ANSTO) answer to 
question on notice from 15 October 2021 (received 29 October 2021). 

59 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from 15 October 2021 
(received 9 November 2021) Q19, 27-29, 32, 34,36,38,50,51,53,54,61,80,81,83,89, 
91,94,103,105,122,125,127,129,130,132,133,135-141,144-148. 

60 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from 15 October 2021 
(received 22 November 2021) - Q142 French Government Discussions. 

61 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from 15 October 2021 
(received 22 November 2021) - Q143 Procuring Nuclear-Powered Submarines. 

62 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from  
17 November 2021 (received 22 November 2021) - Q1 Shipbuilding plan. 

63 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from  
17 November 2021 (received 22 November 2021) - Q4 Lockheed Martin 
subcontractors. 

64 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from  
17 November 2021 (received 22 November 2021) - Q8 Scoping Study. 

65 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from  
17 November 2021 (received 6 December 2021) - Q2 Sovereign building talent 
pool. 

66 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from  
17 November 2021 (received 6 December 2021) - Q3 SSTP job guarantee. 

67 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from  
17 November 2021 (received 6 December 2021) - Q5 Consular Assistance. 

68 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from  
17 November 2021 (received 6 December 2021) - Q9 Lockheed Martin 
contractors. 

69 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from  
17 November 2021 (received 6 December 2021) - Q10 Pacific Support Vessel. 
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70 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from  
17 November 2021 (received 6 December 2021) - Q11 Sovereign Shipbuilding 
Talent Pool. 

71 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from  
17 November 2021 (received 6 December 2021) - Q13 Shipbuilding Workforce. 

72 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from 15 October 2021 
(received 10 January 2022) - Q37 Nuclear Submarine Taskforce. 

73 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from 15 October 2021 
(received 10 January 2022) - Q37 (Attachment) Organisational chart - Nuclear - 
Powered Submarine Taskforce. 

74 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from 15 October 2021 
(received 10 January 2022) - Q71 France. 

75 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from 15 October 2021 
(received 10 January 2022) - Q114 Collins Class Submarine. 

76 Department of Defence: answers to questions on notice from 15 October 2021 
(received 12 January 2022) - Q90 Future Submarine Workforce. 

77 Department of Defence: answers to questions on notice from 15 October 2021 
(received 17 January 2022) - Q77 Australian Industry Content. 

78 Department of Defence: answers to questions on notice from 15 October 2021 
(received 17 January 2022) - Q96 Future Frigates delay. 

79 Department of Defence: answers to questions on notice from 15 October 2021 
(received 17 January 2022) - Q131 Integrated Investment Program (IIP). 

80 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from  
17 November 2021 (received 21 January 2022) - Q6 Senator Carr. 

81 Department of Defence, answers to questions on notice from 15 October 2021 
(received 26 October 2021) - Q8 Euro cost. 

Tabled Documents 
1 Senator Rex Patrick: Tabled document from the public hearing in Canberra on 

Friday, 5 February 2021. 
2 Senator Rex Patrick: Tabled document from the public hearing in Canberra on 

Friday, 5 February 2021. 
3 Senator Rex Patrick: Tabled document from the public hearing in Canberra on 

Friday, 5 February 2021. 
4 Senator Rex Patrick: Tabled document from the public hearing in Canberra on 

Friday, 5 February 2021. 
5 Senator Rex Patrick: Tabled document from the public hearing in Canberra on 

Friday, 5 February 2021. 
6 Senator Rex Patrick: Tabled document from the public hearing in Canberra on 

Friday, 5 February 2021. 
7 Department of Defence: Secretary's opening statement from the public hearing 

in Canberra on Friday, 5 February 2021. 
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8 Senator Kim Carr: Tabled document from the public hearing in Canberra on 
Friday, 15 October 2021. Nuclear submarine diagram. 
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Appendix 2 
Public Hearings 

Monday, 24 February 2020 
Committee Room 2S2 
Parliament House 
Canberra 

Naval Group Australia 
 Mr John Davis, Chief Executive Officer 
 Mr Jean-Michel Biling, Executive Vice President 

Department of Defence 
 Mr Greg Moriarty, Secretary 
 Vice Admiral Michael Noonan, Chief of Navy 
 Rear Admiral Gregory Sammut, General Manager—Submarines 
 Mr Tony Dalton, Deputy Secretary—National Naval Shipbuilding Office 
 Mr Tony Fraser, Deputy Secretary—Capability and Sustainment Group 

Friday, 14 August 2020 
Parliament House 
Canberra 

Centre for Future Work at the Australia Institute 
 Dr Jim Stanford, Director and Economist 
 Ms Alison Pennington, Senior Economist and Main Submission Author 

Australian Strategic Policy Institute (ASPI) 
 Mr Michael Shoebridge, Defence and Strategy Program 
 Dr Marcus Hellyer, Senior Analyst—Defence Economics and Capability 

Department of Finance 
 Mr Andrew Jaggers, Deputy Secretary—Commercial and Government 

Services 
 Mr Sacha de Re, Assistant Secretary—Defence Investments Branch, 

Commercial and Government Services 
 Ms Stacie Hall, First Assistant Secretary—Commercial Division, 

Commercial and Government Services 

Australian Industry & Defence Network Incorporated 
 Mr Brent Clark, Chief Executive Officer 
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Ai Group Defence Council 
 Ms Kate Louis, Head of Industry Development and Executive Director Ai 

Group Defence Council 

Department of Defence  
 Mr Tony Dalton, Deputy Secretary—Capability and Sustainment Group 
 Mr Martin Halloran, Head of Australian Industry Capability 
 Mr Gregory Sammut, General Manager—Submarines 
 Ms Sheryl Lutz, First Assistant Secretary—Ships 
 Rear Admiral Wendy Malcolm CSM, Head of Maritime Systems 
 Mr Andrew Byrne, First Assistant Secretary—Naval Shipbuilding Office 
 Rear Admiral Peter Quinn, HNC—Navy 

Australian Naval Infrastructure 
 Mr Phil Cornish, Project Director 

Friday, 13 November 2020 
Parliament House 
Canberra 

RAND 
 Mr Paul DeLuca, Director of Navy and Marine Forces Centre—National 

Security Research Division, and Senior Engineer 
 Mr John Schank, Management Scientist 

Centre for Defence Industry Capability 
 Mr Tony Fraser AO CSC, Chair 
 Dr Peter Sawczak, First Assistant Secretary—Defence Industry Policy 

(Advisor) 
 Mr Martin Halloran, First Assistant Secretary—Australian Industry 

Capability (Advisor) 
 Mr Peter Chesworth, CDIC Transition Manager 

Department of Defence  
 Dr Peter Sawczak, First Assistant Secretary—Defence Industry Policy  
 Mr Tony Fraser AO CSC, Deputy Secretary—Capability Acquisition 

Sustainment Group 
 Mr Peter Tesch, Deputy Secretary Strategy—Policy and Industry 
 Rear Admiral Peter Quinn AM CSC RAN, Head of Navy Capability 
 Mr Steven Moore, Assistant Secretary—Defence Industry 
 Mr Tony Dalton, Deputy Secretary—National Naval Shipbuilding 
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Friday, 5 February 2021 
Committee Room 2S3 
Parliament House 
Canberra 

Department of Defence 
 Mr Greg Moriarty, Secretary 
 Mr Gregory Sammut, General Manager—Submarines, Capability 

Acquisition and Sustainment Group 
 Ms Sheryl Lutz, First Assistant Secretary—Ships, Capability Acquisition and 

Sustainment Group 
 Mr Tony Dalton, Deputy Secretary—National Naval Shipbuilding 
 Ms Fran Rush, Assistant Secretary—Commercial General Counsel, 

Capability Acquisition and Sustainment Group 

Friday, 6 August 2021 
Committee Room 2S3 
Parliament House 
Canberra 

Australian National Audit Office 
 Dr Tom Ioannou, Group Executive Director—Performance Audit Services 

Group 
 Ms Sally Ramsay, Executive Director—Performance Audit Services Group 
 Mr Alex Wilkinson, Executive Director—Performance Audit Service Group 

Mr Robert Bourke 

The Australian Strategic Policy Institute (ASPI) 
 Mr Marcus Hellyer, Senior Analyst 
 Mr Michael Shoebridge, Director—Defence and Strategy 

Submarines for Australia 
 Dr John White 
 Mr Jonathan Stanford, Principal 

Department of Defence  
 Ms Katherine Jones, A/Secretary of Defence 
 Mr Tony Dalton, Deputy Secretary—National Naval Shipbuilding 
 Ms Sheryl Lutz, First Assistant Secretary—Ships 
 Mr Andrew Byrne, First Assistant Secretary—National Naval Shipbuilding 
 RADM Wendy Malcolm, Head of Maritime Systems 
 Ms Fran Rush, Assistant Secretary—Commercial General Counsel 
 Ms Rowena Bain, A/First Secretary—Ministerial and Executive 

Coordination and Communication 
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Friday, 15 October 2021 
Committee Room 2S3  
Parliament House 
Canberra 

Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency (ARPANSA) 
 Dr Carl-Magnus Larsson, Chief Executive Officer 
 Dr Gillian Hirth, Deputy Chief Executive Officer 
 Mr Jim Scott, Chief Regulatory Officer 
 Mr Ryan Hemsley, Acting Chief of Staff 

Australian Nuclear Science and Technology (ANSTO) 
 Mr Shaun Jenkinson, Chief Executive Officer 
 Mr Mile Apperley, Head of Platforms 

Australian Industry & Defence Network Incorporated 
 Mr Brent Clark, Chief Executive Officer 

Ai Group  
 Ms Kate Louis, Executive Director 

Australian Sovereign Capability Alliance 
 The Hon Mr Martin Hamilton-Smith, Director 

Australian Council of Trade Unions (ACTU) 
 Mr Scott Connolly, Assistant Secretary 

Australian Shipbuilding Federation of Unions 
 Mr Glenn Thompson, National Convener—ASFU 
 Mr Matt Murphy, National Industry Coordinator—ETU 
 Ms Sarah Andrews, South Australian Director—PA 

Department of Defence – Navy 
 VADM Michael Noonan, Chief of Navy 
 CAPT Tom Phillips, Director of General 

Department of Defence - Capability Acquisition and Sustainment Group (CASG)  
 Mr Tony Fraser, DEPSEC CASG 
 Mr Greg Sammut, General Manager—Submarines 
 Mr Andrew Staines, First Assistant Secretary—Procurement and 

Contracting 

Department of Defence - Nuclear Submarine Task Force  
 VADM Jonathon Mead, Chief of Joint Capabilities 
 CDRE Matt Buckley, Director-General—Maritime Operations 
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Wednesday, 17 November 2021 
Committee Room 2S1 
Parliament House 
Canberra 

Department of Defence—Navy 
 RADM Peter Quinn, Head of Navy Capability 
 CDRE Thomas Phillips, Director General—Submarines 

Department of Defence—Capability Acquisition and Sustainment Group (CASG) 
 Mr Tony Fraser AO CSC, Deputy Secretary 
 Mr Gregory Sammut AO CSC, General Manager—Submarines 
 Mr Andrew Staines, First Assistant Secretary—Procurement and 

Contracting 

Department of Defence—Nuclear Submarine Task Force 
 VADM Jonathan Mead AO RAN, Chief of Nuclear-Powered Submarine 

Taskforce 
 RADM Matthew Buckley CSC RAN, Head of Nuclear-Powered Submarine 

Capability 
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