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Support in Having HMAS Supply Mururoa Atoll French Nuclear Testing Deployed Crew Members of 1973 Service Recognised as Non-Warlike Hazardous Under the Veterans’ Entitlements Act of 1986.
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A. Naval Tankermen Association Submission – Official Recognition of HMAS Supply, Mururoa Atoll French Nuclear Testing Deployed Crew of 1973 Under the Veterans’ Entitlement Act of 1986 of 22 Feb 2011.

B. Senator the Hon David Feeney Parliamentary Secretary for Defence response to Reference  A  of 31 Mar 2011.
Dear ???,

Reference A is a submission to the Minister of Defence (The Hon Stephen Smith MP), in regard to having the deployment of HMAS Supply from 25 June to 17 August 1973 in support of the Royal New Zealand Naval vessels attempting to prevent French nuclear atmospheric testing at Mururoa Atoll recognised as non-warlike hazardous service as defined in the Veterans’ Entitlements Act of 1986. 

The submission forwarded by the Naval Tankermen Association in my opinion argues the case well and is sufficiently detailed to support a strong case for the affirmative.  However, the response (Reference B) from Senator the Hon David Feeney, Parliamentary Secretary for Defence seems to completely dismisses the salient points and contents that HMAS Supply’s role was only to provide fuel, mail and supplies to HMNZS’s Otago and Canterbury in a similar environment to that which would be expected in a normal peacetime operation. In other words he is deeming that the mission was not hazardous. 

How he can reach this conclusion and suggest that ‘the ship’s company were not exposed to risks above normal peacetime and training duties’, noting that the Prime Minister of the day thought it was hazardous enough to direct that each member of the crew was to have explained to them as much as was known at that time of the operation and then give them the option as to whether they wanted to go or not, considering that this option has never been offered to any other members of the Defence Force before or since, defies logic. 
The reality is that HMAS Supply was deployed into a potentially hazardous situation and the threat of nuclear radiation contamination was ever present, these are the basic facts. Fortunately for us, based on readings from the primitive contamination detection devices we carried on board at that time it appears (noting that no other tests were ever done) we were not exposed, however, I don’t see this as sufficient reason for Senator Feeney to reject the Naval Tankermen’s Association claim.  As was the case of the HMAS Sydney escorting ships in the Vietnam conflict whose claim for recognition was upheld, the potential threats were ever present but did not eventuate.  In HMAS Supply’s case the threat was present for some 53 days, in the case of the HMAS Sydney escorting ships the threat in most cases was less that 5 days.  Understandable, crew members like myself are asking how 5 days in a threat area can comply and 53 days don’t.
As a crew member who elected to go I can assure you that like every other crew member, we were acutely aware of the potential dangers, however, our decision to go was based on what we believed to be our moral duty as military personnel and the best interests of our country and the rest of the world against this potential nuclear threat. To be told some 38 years later that this service was inconsequential and that there was no threat, especially when the New Zealand government recognised their Navy’s contribution back in 2002 is deeply offensive.

As my local member who understands the many dangers and stressors associated with military service and deployment into potentially hazardous situations, on behalf of the Naval Tankermen’s Association I ask that you support this representation to have this service recognised as non-warlike hazardous as defined in the Veterans’ Entitlement Act of 1986 and relay this to The Parliamentary Secretary for Defence that perhaps he has made an error of judgement and should overturn his original decision.

Yours sincerely,

<Name>
Ex-HMAS Supply Crew Member 1973
Member Naval Tankermen Association
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