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ANGUS HOUSTON:
The Honourable John Faulkner, Minister for Defence; the Honourable Terence Cole; Vice Admiral Russ Crane, the Chief of Navy; Air Vice Marshal Geoff Brown, acting Chief of Air Force; General Peter Cosgrove; and members of the War Memorial Council, distinguished guests, ladies and gentlemen.


Good morning. Today we are gathered here at the Australian War Memorial to publicly release the Chief of Defence Force Commission of Inquiry report into the loss of HMAS Sydney II. 


It was on 19 November 1941 that HMAS Sydney II was lost with all hands following an engagement with a German raider, Kormoran. Six hundred and forty-five Australians died that day in the waters off the coast of Western Australia. 


For a long time, our nation struggled to understand how our greatest maritime disaster had occurred. Speculation arose almost immediately. Had international law been broken? Had German survivors shared an accurate account of the engagement? Had a third party been involved? And most importantly, why were there no Australian survivors? 


These are questions that haunted the families of those brave Royal Australian Navy sailors and Royal Australian Air Force airmen from number nine squadron that never came home. 


Sadly, many years passed, and loved ones died never knowing for sure how their husband, father, son, brother, uncle, nephew or friend died. It must have been agonising for them to never know what caused this unspeakable tragedy. 


 Then, on 16 March last year, we learnt that the final resting place of HMAS Sydney II had been found 112 nautical miles off Steep Point, Western Australia, in 2,560 metres of water. Finally, we would be able to analyse the wreck and compare the evidence to known fact and eyewitness accounts.


The government immediately directed a review be undertaken, and I appointed a Chief of Defence Force Commission of Inquiry, presided over by the Honourable Terence Cole. 


I now invite the minister, the Honourable John Faulkner, to publicly release the HMAS Sydney II Commission of Inquiry report, which will offer all Australians confirmation of the circumstances surrounding the sinking of HMAS Sydney II. Thank you.

JOHN FAULKNER:
Well, thank you CDF. Mr Terence Cole QC, Chief of Navy, very many distinguished guests, ladies and gentlemen. First of all, let me acknowledge the traditional owners of this land and pay my respects to their elders past and present.


Ladies and gentlemen, on 31 March last year the Deputy Prime Minister Julia Gillard, and the Chief of the Defence Force, announced a Commission of Inquiry into the sinking of HMAS Sydney II. The honourable Terence Cole QC, an independent civilian with extensive judicial and investigative experience, was appointed as president of the Commission of Inquiry. 


The discovery of the wrecks of both HMAS Sydney and the German raider HSK Kormoran last year made it possible to compare the forensic evidence of the wrecks with the eyewitness accounts of the survivors of the Kormoran, and this has answered many questions that remained. 


But the inquiry, it held 33 days of hearings in Sydney, Perth and Brisbane, and as far afield as Germany. Two hundred and fifty submissions were received, and some 20,000 archival documents were collated. It was a massive task. And today I'm very pleased to be able to release this comprehensive report.


On 19 November 1941, HMAS Sydney was lost with, as you've heard, all 645 crew, following an engagement with the Kormoran off the Western Australian coast. 


 The repercussions of this tragedy have been felt for decades. The repercussions have affected many generations. The tragedy is still within the living memory of many people. And while this report won't repair the dreadful loss, it will at least answer many of the lingering questions about the sinking.


A low-key ceremony to honour the crew of HMAS Sydney II was held over the site of the wreck on 16 April last year, and a national memorial service was held on 24 April for those sailors who served. They served, of course, and gave their lives to protect their country during wartime. 


Ladies and gentlemen, I would like to very sincerely thank the president of the Commission, Mr Cole, for his work. I'd also, on behalf of the government, like to thank all the witnesses and the very many people who assisted in making this Commission of Inquiry possible.


As a result of his extensive investigations, Mr Cole has produced a truly comprehensive, historic document, and we now have a clear understanding of the circumstances of the battle and what caused Sydney to be lost without survivors. He's woven the threads of the oral record, and the documentation of the time, through the forensic evidence of the two discovered wrecks, and come to his conclusions. 


I think it's important to note that due to the passage of time, and of course the loss of all onboard, the Sydney, we'll never absolutely know why Captain Burnett made the decisions he did. But I can safely say, after Mr Cole's painstaking work, we now know much, much more about the chain of events that led to this tragedy. 


Finally, I think I should say that I personally very much hope, as I'm sure we all do, that this report will help to provide some closure for the families of those onboard HMAS Sydney on that fateful day in November 1941. 


Ladies and gentlemen, I'm very pleased to be able to introduce the president of the Commission of Inquiry, Mr Terence Cole QC.
TERENCE COLE:
Minister, distinguished guests, ladies and gentlemen, HMAS Sydney was lost on 19 November 1941. There has been controversy surrounding the loss for almost 70 years. The controversy arose because of two circumstances. First, there were no Australian survivors to give an account of the action from an Australian perspective.


And second, if the German account was true, Sydney had, before the battle started, placed herself in a position of great vulnerability. Thus, many people doubted the German account and evolved theories and speculations as to why it was not true, and how Sydney could have been lost without error by her command. A primary task, thus, was to determine if the German account was true. This task was approached in three ways.


First, full recognition was given to the overlooked fact that the German survivors, some 318 in number, had been rescued in separate groups at sea and on land and at different times. They were kept separate until after they were interrogated by five senior officers. Each officer prepared a report on the approach and engagement, as given to him by the group he interrogated. Each officer recorded that he believed the general account given to him. 


Each of the five officer's reports told an account consistent with that given by the other groups separately interrogated, and each of the five accounts was given before there was any chance of collusion amongst the German survivors. That made it likely that the German account was true. 


Second, I was able to determine from records and interviews with survivors conducted in Germany who on Kormoran could see the approach and the engagement. They were in different rescue groups and they had been interrogated by different officers. I distilled their evidence. The account, so distilled, generally accorded with the five accounts and reports of the interrogating officers of the disparate survivor groups. 


Third, with the help of the Defence Scientific and Technical Organisation and the Royal Australian Institute of Naval Architects Australia, I analysed the damage suffered by Sydney, which was able to be observed from the video footage and images of the wrecks. That damage coincided closely with the damage the German accounts said had been suffered by Sydney, as did the location and the time of the battle. 


Thus, the incontrovertible, empirical facts available for the first time since the finding of the wrecks accorded with and confirmed the German account. There is no doubt that the German account was, speaking generally, true. 


Sydney and Kormoran sighted each other when they were about 20 miles apart. Kormoran was heading on a course of 25 degrees. Sydney was heading south to Fremantle. 


Once Kormoran realised that the ship which had turned towards her was a warship, she immediately turned to a course of about 260 degrees into the sun. It was about 5pm and the sun was low on the horizon. That turn made it difficult for Sydney to discern Kormoran's physical features; her bow, her stem and her superstructure. 


Kormoran increased speed to about 14 knots, but Sydney was approaching her at about 25 knots on her starboard side at about 10 degrees off the stern. 


As Sydney approached, she commenced the standard merchant ship recognition procedure by repeatedly signalling NNJ, which means make your signal letters. Sydney signalled by lamp. 


For some time, Kormoran ignored those signals, until Sydney was about seven miles, when she could no longer do so. At that distance, Sydney was within Kormoran's gunnery range, but Kormoran remained disguised. 


Kormoran responded with step two of the recognition procedure by signalling by flag PKQI, which thus identified her as the Dutch ship Straat Malakaa. The signals were fumbled and partially hidden by her funnel. Sydney signalled hoist your signals clear, which Kormoran obeyed. By then, Sydney was probably within five miles, and perhaps much closer. Flag signals could not be read beyond five miles.


Having received the letters PKQI, Sydney then consulted her books of reference, discovered that the vessel ahead indicated that she was the Straat Malakaa, and determined what her secret call sign was, which was IIKP. 


The third step in the recognition procedure was for Sydney to signal IK, the inner letters of the secret call sign. By the time she signalled those letters, she was steaming abeam of Kormoran at the same speed, at about 1000 metres distant. That, in naval warfare terms, was point blank range. 


Kormoran did not know Straat Malakaa's secret call sign, and thus she could not respond. Instead, she de-camouflaged, hoisted the German ensign and opened fire. 


That account, and the images of Sydney now available, enabled a solution to the second mystery: why were they no Australian survivors? The answer flows from the fact that in the battle Kormoran gained the first strike advantage. 


In early salvos, she destroyed Sydney's bridge and gunnery control tower, disabled two gun turrets, raked Sydney from the distance of about 1000 to 1200 yards with 15-centimetre shells and lighter armaments and machine guns, and struck Sydney with a torpedo about 20 metres from the bow, causing heavy damage and ultimately internal flooding.


While Sydney struck back and disabled Kormoran, it was clear that within about five minutes the heavy gun and small arms barrage had killed or disabled 70 per cent of her crew, including most of her officers. It is probable that Captain Burnett died in the opening attack, when the bridge was destroyed.


Sydney was hit by at least forty-one 15-centimetre shells on the portside; and, after she had turned past the stern of Kormoran, by at least forty-six 15-centimetre shells on the starboard side. Many penetrated the hull and exploded internally within the ship, causing many casualties and devastating fires. 


My report concludes: it can be concluded that approximately 70 per cent of Sydney's crew perished during the battle. Those remaining were likely to have been in the aft section of the ship seeking to control the fires, attend to the wounded and perhaps engage in damage control. Most were probably suffering from severe injuries, burns and smoke and toxic gas inhalation. 


They were in a ship that was rolling severely. Means of escape from within the vessel had probably been limited by internal damage to the ship. Ultimately, the ship sank suddenly. The prospect of crew members surviving that sinking was remote. If they did, their chance of survival without access to lifeboats was negligible. 


The third mystery was why did Captain Burnett put Sydney in a position of vulnerability, if the ship sighted turned out to be a raider. He was an exceptionally fine officer, described by his reviewing admiral as one of the most promising and exceptional officers I have met.


The answer lies in an earlier erroneous decision that Kormoran 'appeared innocent' rather than 'appeared suspicious'; a decision not later corrected when events suggest it should have been. 


Let me explain. In June 1941, there was promulgated by the Navy Australian squadron tactical note number nine, entitled procedure for dealing with merchant vessels suspected of being raiders. It required the warship to alter course and speed until the general features of the stranger can be discerned; then a decision had to be made.


If her appearance, in conjunction with known movements of shipping, gives no cause for suspicion, the vessel was to be approached until within signalling distance, when the usual secret challenge procedures was to be carried out: that was 'case A - vessel appears innocent'. The warship was not required to go to action stations. 


If, however, the stranger behaves in a suspicious manner, or if during the approach any doubt arises as to her character, the warship was to go to action stations, stand off seven to eight miles, and require the stranger to identify herself by a different procedure under threat of fire. That was 'case B - vessel appears suspicious'. It was obviously intended to keep the warship safe.


Captain Burnett assessed the sited ship as appearing innocent, and approached whilst not at action stations. That, disregarding hindsight as one must, was an erroneous decision. 


We now know that was an erroneous decision because the Inquiry discovered documents which enabled me to recreate the plot maintained on Sydney, which showed on a chart all friendly merchant vessels Sydney would expect to see during her voyage.


In Melbourne, the mercantile movement section at naval headquarters kept a card for each ship entering, leaving or sailing in waters around Australia, known as Australia Station. There were almost 9000 such cards on which, in handwriting, is shown the time and date of each departure, destination, speed and vessel description. 


We analysed those cards and plotted the location of vessels off the Western Australian coast on 19 November 1941. The analysis showed that Sydney should not have expected to see a friendly merchant ship where she encountered Kormoran.


The mercantile service twice daily sent a coded signal to every warship on Australia Station, updating the expected location of every known friendly merchant ship. This enabled the warship to update its plot of such ships. 


We found the coded signals sent to Sydney on the 18 and 19 November 1941, and documents which enabled those coded signals to be decoded. That established beyond any doubt all friendly ships in the area.


Apart from the tug UCO, which was expected to be and which was 190 miles from Sydney and close to the Australian coast, no friendly merchant ship was expected to be within 300 miles of the location where Kormoran was encountered. If a ship was not on the plot of friendly vessels, it should have been assumed to be unfriendly or suspicious until the contrary was established. 


Tactical note nine required the commanding officer to have regard to 'known movements of shipping'. If Captain Burnett consulted his plot, as undoubtedly he would have, he must have realised the vessel sighted was not an expected friendly vessel. Yet he approached the ship, not at action stations, and implemented the case A procedure. Why did he make that decision? 


There is no doubt Captain Burnett knew of the possible presence of a disguised German raider. In September 1941, intelligence reports he would have seen suggested that possibility. In October 1941, Sydney recovered a target which Captain Burnett thought just possibly came from a raider.


In October 1941, Captain Burnett conducted an inquiry regarding whether there was a suspicious vessel off the Western Australian coast. Again in October, he informed his crew there is an enemy raider out there. 


The knowledge of the sighted vessel was not on his plot of friendly merchant vessels. Coupled with his knowledge of the possible presence of a raider, makes his decision to treat the sighted ship as appearing innocent almost inexplicable. 


He must have decided not to trust his plot. He did know that sometimes there were inaccuracies. He may have been influenced by knowledge that no German raider had been sighted by a warship off the Australian coast since the outbreak of war some two years before. And he also knew that there were only about seven known raiders worldwide.


We found documents which showed that in November 1940 Captain Burnett had studied known raider movements, and concluded that raiders were usually not encountered near shipping lanes or focal ports. Sydney was close to both when she encountered Kormoran. 


Whatever factors influenced the decision to treat the stranger as appearing innocent, the only empirical information he had was that the ship was not on the plot of friendly merchant vessels and there was the possibility of a raider's presence, and that should have aroused suspicion.


During Sydney's approach to Kormoran, four things happened. First, Kormoran turned away from Sydney and into the sun, increasing speed. That was not an expected response to the sighting of a warship off the Australian coast. 


Captain Burnett, perhaps, considered it to be an imperfect performance of the second stage of the recognition procedure, which did contemplate a merchant ship turning away and increasing speed, but only after she had identified herself by signal.


Second, Captain Burnett prepared to launch his Walrus aircraft but later shut it down. Preparing the aircraft for launch is consistent only with a doubt regarding the sighted vessel. The aircraft might have been used to identify or track the strange vessel. If Captain Burnett had no doubt regarding the strange vessel, there was no reason to prepare the launch of the aircraft.


Third, Sydney chased the vessel into the sun for about an hour, during which her signals of NNJ were ignored and then subject to a delayed and fumbled response, drawing Sydney every closer. Perhaps Captain Burnett regarded the delayed and fumbled signals as incompetence on the part of the merchant ship. 


And fourth, having signalled PKQI, thus having identifying herself as Straat Malakaa,  Kormoran  then sent a distress message indicating that she was under attack and giving her correct position. The signals were intended to confuse. The distress signal was on a channel which Sydney monitored and was not in precisely the correct form. It's not known what effect this may have had on Sydney's command. 


None of the four matters that I've mentioned caused Captain Burnett to amend his initial assessment that the ship appeared innocent before Sydney closed to a vulnerable position, close and parallel to Kormoran, having lost all tactical advantages of speed and gunnery at distance. 


By the time Sydney understood that the vessel identified herself as Straat Malakaa, and Sydney had consulted the books of reference to determine the physical features of Straat Malakaa, Captain Burnett must have known that the ship before him was not the Straat Malakaa. 


The Kormoran was much larger, half as big again, had a different bow, a different stern, different super structure, and other different features. However, by that time it was too late. Sydney thereafter was subjected to the intense barrage I have described. Thus were Sydney and her crew lost.


It's difficult to understand the initial assessment that a ship not on the plot was assessed as appearing innocent. It's more difficult to understand why, throughout the chase into the sun for more than an hour, there was not a dawning realisation of the possibility that the sighted vessel ought to be treated as appearing suspicious until identification procedures could be completed to establish the contrary. 


I wish to emphasise that, although I am satisfied that Captain Burnett made errors of judgment, I have not made any findings of negligence. Wartime command involves assessments and risks. One cannot say how others, if placed in Captain Burnett's position, would have acted. 


It is never to be forgotten that Captain Burnett and his crew lost their lives during the performance of their military duty of investigating an unknown vessel whilst protecting Australia's shipping lanes. Although Sydney was lost, she succeeded in ridding the sea lanes of an enemy raider. 


I've also established beyond doubt that the remains of the sailor recovered in a Carley float off Christmas Island and now buried at Geraldton are those of an officer or crew member from Sydney. 


Once one understands what occurred in the approach and engagement and why there were no survivors, as we now do, all of the theories and conjectures advanced over the years fall away and are exposed as just that; theories and conjectures.


Nonetheless, I've written a volume which sets out the origin of each of the theories and speculations, the material advanced in support of them, an analysis of that material and the evidence to the contrary, and why the theory or speculation fails. Each was investigated in detail; none has any substance whatsoever. They should, in the future, be disregarded. Thank you.

RUSS CRANE:
The Minister, the CDF, the Honourable Terence Cole QC, distinguished guests, ladies and gentlemen. The release of Mr Cole's report this morning is a significant milestone in the debate that has surrounded the sinking of HMAS Sydney so many years ago. 


Most significantly, it is important for all of us who are part of our Navy family - those who serve us now, those who have served us in the past, and those who have loved them - to know to the extent possible what happened to our sailors and our officers in Sydney so long ago. 


Our sincere thanks go to Mr Cole for his exhaustive efforts to establish the facts around HMAS Sydney's sinking. And I hope that this report will provide a measure of closure to those affected by her tragic loss. 


In my view, the report highlights two essential truths about the nature of war at sea. The first is that procedures and responses in battle change and develop over time, to the extent that Sydney's action, as considered in Mr Cole's report, differ clearly significantly from the conduct of operations at sea today. 


This leads me to the second essential truth - and something that the minister has already touched on - which is that while the inquiry process has been able to determine a variety of facts about Sydney's engagement with Kormoran, we're still unable to know with absolute certainty all of what Captain Burnett was thinking and why, due to the passage of years and the loss, of course, of all onboard HMAS Sydney. 


Command at sea is extremely complex and challenging, even more so during times of war. It can be a very unforgiving environment, even at the best of times. As Mr Cole concludes, it's easy for those not faced with command decisions to say that they would have acted differently, particularly knowing that Captain Burnett's course of action resulted in such a loss. 


As Mr Cole has again indicated, Captain Burnett was an exceptional officer, and ultimately Sydney was successful in her task to protect Australian shipping from German raiders. She did stop Kormoran threatening our trading routes. 


What I think remains for us is to remember the courage and the sacrifice of her 645 ship's company who gave their lives, and the families who love and mourn them. HMAS Sydney will never be forgotten. Thank you.

JOHN FAULKNER:
Ladies and gentlemen, we'd be very pleased to take your questions, or anyone else who's spoken today.

QUESTION:
Mr Cole, we haven't had a chance to go through your very extensive report yet. But reading through material - I've been following this as an issue over many years - the admiralty had issued instructions to the captains were if they came across a suspect enemy ship were to try and close with it, in case there were Allied prisoners on board, in case they could try and get the code books, [indistinct] from possible enemy raiders.


I gather that one cruiser captains who didn't close in this way was actually criticised by the admiralty some months before the sinking of the Sydney. Is there any possibility that Barnett possibly thought that he was dealing with a German ship, but possibly a supply ship for a raider rather than an actual raider itself, and have you dealt with that in your report?

TERENCE COLE:
The report does address all of the British naval regulations and the Australian naval regulations which were applicable to officers commanding Australian warships, and it does take into account all of the various options and alternatives which are open to a commanding officer. 


It must be borne in mind that a commanding officer had to try and protect his ship. He had the military duty of trying to determine what the strange ship was. He didn't know whether it was a raider or not. 


He had to take into account circumstances, such as you've mentioned, that there may have been prisoners on board. But the reality is that the essential task was one of identification of the particular ship. 


There have been lots of theories advanced, and you'll see them in volume three of the report. There are, I think, eight or nine theories advanced as to why it is that Captain Burnett may have closed in the way he did. We've investigated each one of those and they are dismissed. The reasons are set out; I shan't go into them now. But you'll find that is all addressed in the report. 

QUESTION:
Correct me if I'm misunderstanding what you say, but there's significant new documentary evidence you uncovered related to the flock of friendly ships and the coded signals sent to Sydney on November 18 and 19?

TERENCE COLE:
I think it extends beyond that. For instance, it was not previously known that in November 1940 Captain Burnett had been central in considering what Australia's response should be to the attack of raiders on our merchant shipping.


We also discovered, for instance, that there were the secret signals; there were materials which indicated how one could work out where each and every ship was at any point of time around the Australian coast.


We analysed, for instance, the activities of all other warships. One of the things which was put up as a suggestion was that Captain Burnett should have launched his Walrus aircraft and used that as a means of identifying the ship. In the Mediterranean, undoubtedly he would have done so. Should he have done so around the Australian coast?


We analysed the logs of all of the Australian warships which carried aircraft, and established that on no occasion in 1940 did any Australian warship launch an aircraft simply for the purposes of identifying a merchant ship. So that was one thing we were able to put aside. So I don't think it's correct to put our discovery as narrowly as you have.

ANGUS HOUSTON:
Ladies and gentlemen, can you just introduce yourself prior to asking a question, please?

QUESTION:
Commissioner Cole, Martin [indistinct] from The Australian newspaper. Was any encouragement ever given to captains or commanders of Australian warships to actually [indistinct] in the shortage of freighters as a result of…

TERENCE COLE:
Well, no encouragement as such. There were British regulations, which were applicable to Australian warships, which indicated that it was desirable to do so if that was possible.


And it is fair to say that after the sinking of Sydney, the attitude towards adopting that course changed. And you will see in the report where we address some aspects of the Navy's response and the admiralty response to the sinking of Sydney.


It was recognised, for instance, for the first time, that although it was known that merchant ships almost universally signalled by flag, no one had appreciated sufficiently that meant the warship had to go within gunnery range of a ship if it turned out to be a raider.


It was also known that raiders carried 15-centimetre or six-inch guns, just as Sydney did. And so any warship seeking to identify a raider necessarily placed herself in danger.


Now, the solution to that was obvious: equip all merchant ships with signal lamps which could be read at 10 or 12 miles. They discussed that after Sydney was lost when a commander, Commander [indistinct] said why don't we do that. [Indistinct] said there were other pressures, and it wasn't done. And so the system maintained as it was.


So in the report you will see a history of the development of the various obligations on ships' captains in relation to capture of merchant vessels: taking note of the fact that the vessels may have prisoners onboard; taking note of the fact that it was desirable not to capture ships if that was possible; having regard to the fact that they must keep their ships safe, they must place themselves in no more danger than they had to. 


Yet they still had the military objective of trying to determine whether the ship was friendly or was not. So it was an extremely difficult task involving very fine aspects of judgment based upon all of those factors.

QUESTION:
Commissioner Cole, Nick Butterly from The West Australian. You said you'd established that the Sydney was about to launch an aircraft and then shut down. How have you established that?


Also, you said that you've established the body found on Christmas Island was from the Sydney. How did you manage to establish that? Have you identified that the remains of the body were…

TERENCE COLE:
Dealing with the first question, the German accounts made clear that Sydney did start up her aircraft. I should indicate this: 318 survivors from the German ship, they were all interrogated.


But, at that point of time, the purpose of the interrogation was not to determine what had happened to Sydney; it was to determine how raiders operated so that in the future they could, as a matter of warfare, reduce the effectiveness of raiders throughout the world.


So although there was questioning about what happened in the battle, that was not the prime purpose. So one had to piece together, from the records that one had, what people said.


Now, when you assemble what 318 people said, bearing in mind that they didn't volunteer this stuff - they were prisoners of war and they answered only that which they were asked - you have to then work out how you put that task together.


When you put all those things together, you find that perhaps 10, 15, 20, maybe four, different German people on Kormoran in different positions said we saw this or we saw that. 


And the evidence is overwhelming that Sydney did start up her Walrus aircraft and then shut it down. There's evidence about propellers ceasing to spin and the like. The Walrus was in fact hit very early in the battle and exploded - she was fully fuelled - and that caused a huge fire.


Regarding the second matter, we established the fact that the body found off Christmas Island was from Sydney in a whole variety of ways. Common sense tells you that it did, to start with, because the body was found in a Carley float.


Carley float were carried by warships. What warships had lost Carley floats anywhere near that area around that time? None other than Sydney. The Carley float was described in two reports which we found, which came from persons on Christmas Island in February and March 1941. 


They found that the Carley float had zincanneal tubes which supported it, which were branded with the name Lysaght, an Australia steel maker. We found in the clothing of the body which was subsequently identified that there were press-studs in particular positions, which indicated they came from the clothing that the sailor had been wearing.


The press-studs we had analysed and split apart. And after removing the detritus, it was found that they had stamped into them CA and AU. We know that there was a manufacturer of press-studs in Australia called Carr Australia, and that the stamping on these press-studs was consistent with press-studs stamped by them and made.


We were able to establish that the press-studs and cloth used were not regular naval uniform issues. We were also able to establish at that time sailors and officers had their own gear made up using press-studs and other forms of material. And we investigated all that.


We were able then to do various forensic tests on the remains, and also to test the shrapnel which was embedded about there, and discovered that that shrapnel was not, contained no copper, so it certainly wasn't from a gun. This dissolved a number of theories that the person had been machine-gunned by Japanese or others in the water.


We discovered that the metallurgy of that piece of material related closely to pieces of metal used in German heavy armaments. And if you read the report, that's chapter 15, I think you'll find there's about eight or nine different waves of proof which establish, without any doubt at all, that both the Carley float and the sailor came from Sydney.


We have reduced, through various tests, that number to in the early '80s, and that's done on the basis of analysis of height, age, dentition and other identifying features.

COMPERE:
Ladies and gentlemen, we need to wrap this up, so just one more question please.

QUESTION:
Commissioner Cole, Daniel Street from the Nine Network. Just wondering if you could just clarify for me the characteristics, the features, attached to  


the Kormoran being a ship that appears innocent as opposed to one that appears as suspicious.

TERENCE COLE:
The tactical note required that once the features of the ship could be determined, a decision had to be made. There were two options. One was called case A, one was called case B. The commanding officer had to decide if it was appearing innocent, case A, or appearing suspicious, case B.


There were two different alternative methods of approach. The decision was taken by Captain Burnett that it appeared suspicious, and we know that because that's precisely the process of approach and interrogation that he used to try and discover the identity of that vessel.

COMPERE:
Ladies and gentlemen, thank you. Thank you Mr Cole.
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