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Introduction 

QVFA thanks the Committee for their continued efforts with this inquiry. During the Committee’s recent 
hearing in Brisbane I was asked to comment on the numbers of personnel in the 1 RAR Battalion 
Group in East Timor who did not participate in the 2000-01 Army Malaria Institute (AMI) tafenoquine-
mefloquine clinical trial. In refuting the evidence from many members of 1 RAR that they were ordered 
to volunteer for this trial or be excluded from the deployment, Defence has stated that a large 
proportion of the battalion group did deploy to East Timor despite not volunteering for the trial. This 
supplementary submission provides additional evidence and identifies additional witnesses to assist 
the Committee to inquire into whether there was a policy in 1 RAR for eligible personnel who did not 
volunteer for this trial to be excluded from the East Timor deployment. 

Composition of the 1 RAR Battalion Group 

Please find attached the nominal roll for the 1 RAR Battalion Group in East Timor 2000-01 
(Attachment 1). This publicly available document identifies individuals who were posted to 1 RAR and 
individuals who were attached to 1 RAR from supporting units to constitute the 1 RAR Battalion Group. 
The event/s relevant to the question as to whether 1 RAR personnel were ordered to participate in the 
AMI clinical trial took place in Australia, prior to the battalion group’s deployment to East Timor. 
Notwithstanding the question as to whether alleged order constituted a lawful order, in this setting the 
commanding officer had full command of the soldiers posted to his unit (1 RAR) but did not yet have 
command of the personnel who were being attached to 1 RAR (from supporting units) to constitute the 
1 RAR Battalion Group. The significance of this is that many of the 1 RAR Battalion Group (vice 
members of the battalion itself) individuals identified by Defence as having deployed to East Timor 
despite declining to volunteer for the trial will have been members of the attached supporting 
elements. I also note that one of the findings of the IGADF inquiry into this matter is that some 1 RAR 
personnel who were excluded from the trial for medical or administrative reasons but still deployed to 
East Timor. 

The 2000-01 Posting Cycle 

During the Committee’s recent hearing in Townsville, Lieutenant General (ret) Caligari stated that 
many members of 1 RAR were posted out of the battalion during the December-January posting cycle. 
He further stated that these individuals deployed with his unit to East Timor but were excluded from 
the trial because it was known that they would not have been able to complete the trial. Logically, for 
the purpose of this inquiry 1 RAR personnel could be categorised as follows: 

 Those who served in 1 RAR for the duration of the East Timor deployment and were enrolled in 
the AMI tafenoquine-mefloquine trial. 

 Those who were excluded from the AMI tafenoquine-mefloquine trial because they were due to 
be posted out of 1 RAR part way through the deployment. 

 Those who were excluded from the AMI tafenoquine-mefloquine trial for medical or other 
administrative reasons. 
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 Those who did not participate in the AMI tafenoquine-mefloquine trial because they were posted 
into 1 RAR part way through the East Timor deployment, i.e. several months after the trial had 
commenced. 

I am not aware of any publicly available testimony from 1 RAR members who were not due to be 
posted out of the battalion during this posting cycle and declined to volunteer for the trial but still 
deployed to East Timor. In the absence of such evidence I believe that Defence’s assertion that 1 RAR 
personnel were not ordered to volunteer for the trial based purely on the numbers of 1 RAR Battalion 
Group personnel who did not participate in the trial is unsubstantiated, indeed it may be misleading. 

Additional Witnesses 

In Submission 80 to this inquiry I note that a member of General Caligari’s staff during this period has 
stated that a number of the 1 RAR company commanders raised their concerns about the alleged 
order for 1 RAR personnel to volunteer for the trial: 

I remember clearly the commanding officer instructing all company Commanders (OCs) that 
all soldiers of the battalion group were to take part in the anti-malaria trials or they would not 
deploy. Several of the OCs asked if it was wise to order soldiers to take part in this trial, the 
CO informed the OCs that he had been instructed by higher headquarters that every member 
of the battalion group deploying will volunteer for the drug trials. 

The 1 RAR nominal roll identifies the following individuals who held key appointments in the battalion 
at that time: 

 1 RAR Second-in-Command – Major S.A. Ferndale. 

 1 RAR Operations Officer – Major A.D. Gallaway. 

 Officer Commanding A Company – Major J.P. Patten-Richens. 

 Officer Commanding B Company – Major A.J. Egan. 

 Officer Commanding C Company – Major P.J. Connolly. Colonel Connolly is a serving Army 
officer, currently studying at the Australian National University under the Chief of Army’s 
Scholarship. 

 Officer Commanding D Company – Major W.B. Stothart. Brigadier Stothart is a serving Army 
officer, awarded the Conspicuous Service Cross on Queen’s Birthday 2018 “for outstanding 
achievement in significant contributions to the reform and improvement of career management 
and the Army people capability as Director General Career Management – Army”. 

 Officer Commanding Support Company – Major M.A. Mumford. 

 Officer Commanding Admin Company – Major J.A. Ryan. 

My recommendation would be for Brigadier Stothart, Colonel Connolly and any other available 
members of the 1 RAR command team be called as witnesses, providing evidence about the 1 RAR 
policy for enrolling personnel in the AMI tafenoquine-mefloquine trial. 

I also recommend that this Committee critically analyse the IGADF Inquiry Report into this matter, 
which relied on the evidence of eight members of the 1 RAR command group to find that CO 1 RAR 
did not order members of his unit to participate in the trial: 

FINDING 26: Evidence received from eight witnesses who held key command appointments 
within the battalion was that the trial was voluntary, and none of those eight witnesses ever 
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heard CO 1 RAR give a direction or make a threat to the battalion soldiers using words to the 
effect if they did not participate in the trial they would not deploy. 

The redacted but publicly available IGADF Inquiry Report quotes evidence from these eight witnesses, 
which can be broadly categorised as follows: 

 General Caligari. 

 Two officers who were excluded from the trial because they were due to be posted out of 1 RAR in 
December/January or for other administrative reasons. 

 Three officers who were members of the 1 RAR command team at the time of the alleged order 
and were interviewed during the inquiry. 

 Two officers who were members of the 1 RAR command team at the time of the alleged order and 
answered the inquiry officer’s questions via email. 

I also note from the IGADF Inquiry Report that five of these eight witnesses stated that they had only 
“vague”, “poor”, “very poor” or “little” memory of the events relating to the alleged order for 1 RAR 
personnel to volunteer for the trial. 

One of the three witnesses who stated that he had a clear memory of these events testified to the 
IGADF Inquiry (p. 43, paragraph 196): 

I clearly remember on the day when I was being interviewed to sign the form that the soldiers 
with me had to be directed to read the information as they just wanted to sign it and move 
on to the next part. 

The IGADF Inquiry Report also states that I identified six witnesses who were willing to testify to the 
effect that they were ordered to participate in the trial or they would be excluded from the deployment. 
What the IGADF Inquiry Report omits is the fact that I provided the inquiry officer with the names and 
contact details of 35 witnesses. The decision to interview only six of the 1 RAR witnesses was made 
by the inquiry officer. A number of those witnesses have made written submissions to this Committee’s 
inquiry and some have testified at public hearings. By contrast, the members of the 1 RAR command 
team interviewed by the IGADF inquiry officer (excluding General Caligari) who stated they have a 
clear recollection of these events remain anonymous (their names are redacted from the IGADF 
Inquiry Report). 

For these and other reasons the IGADF Inquiry Report lacks credibility and I encourage the 
Committee to draw its own conclusions based on written submissions to this inquiry and those 
witnesses who are prepared to testify in public. 

Conclusion 

Based on the available evidence, my assessment is that most if not all of the 1 RAR Battalion Group 
personnel who deployed to East Timor but did not participate in the AMI tafenoquine-mefloquine 
clinical trial will likely have been: 

 Those who were excluded from the AMI tafenoquine-mefloquine trial because they were due to be 
posted out of 1 RAR part way through the deployment. 

 Those who were excluded from the AMI tafenoquine-mefloquine trial for medical or other 
administrative reasons. 
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 Those who did not participate in the AMI tafenoquine-mefloquine trial because they were posted 
into 1 RAR part way through the East Timor deployment, i.e. several months after the trial had 
commenced. 

 Members of the attached supporting elements (i.e. not posted members of 1 RAR) who were not 
obliged to obey an administrative order from CO 1 RAR during the time of the enrolment because 
they were not yet under his command. 

I trust that this evidence and the additional witnesses will assist the Committee with its ongoing inquiry. 

 

Attachments 

1. 1 RAR Battalion Group Nominal Roll 
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