
 
 
 
Stretch and the Department of Defence [2015] DHAAT 07 
(18 March 2015) 

  
 

File Number(s) 2014/028 
 
Re   Mr John Leddin Stretch 
   Applicant 
 
And Department of Defence 
 Respondent 
 
 
Tribunal  Professor D. Horner AM (Presiding Member) 
   Ms N. Isenberg 
 
Hearing Date  5 February 2015 
 
 
DECISION 
 
On 18 March 2015 the Tribunal decided to recommend to the Minister that the 
decision of the Department of Defence not to review Mr John Stretch’s request that 
Mr Peter Fraser be recognised by the award of the Medal for Gallantry be affirmed.   
 
 
CATCHWORDS 
DEFENCE HONOUR – Defence honour – medal for gallantry – Mention in 
Despatches – other acts of gallantry – in action – hazardous circumstances – worth of 
recognition 
 
LEGISLATION 
Defence Act 1903 – ss 110V(1), 110VA, 110VB(1) 
Gallantry Decorations Regulations 1991 
Defence Force Regulations 1952 – Reg 93B Sch 3 



Page | 2

REASONS FOR DECISION 
 
Introduction 
 
1. The applicant, Mr John Leddin Stretch (Mr Stretch), seeks review of a 
decision of the Department of Defence not to review his request for Mr Peter Fraser to 
be recognised by the award of the Medal for Gallantry (MG) for Mr Fraser’s service 
in South Vietnam during 1967-1968.  Mr Fraser was then a Second Lieutenant and 
commander of 2 Platoon,  A Company, 3rd Battalion, The Royal Australian Regiment 
(3 RAR), Although the Military Cross (MC) was the relevant honour at the time, it 
has now been replaced by the MG in the Australian Honours System.  

 
2. On 2 March 2009 Mr Stretch, on behalf of the men of A Company 3 RAR, 
wrote to the Parliamentary Secretary for Defence Support, the Hon Dr Michael Kelly 
MP, requesting that Mr Fraser have his Mention in Despatches (MID) upgraded to an 
MG for his service in South Vietnam in 1967-1968.1  
 
3. On 3 April 2009 the Department of Defence’s Assistant Secretary Personnel 
Support Services, Mr W. Traynor, replied to Mr Stretch stating that Mr Fraser’s MID 
‘cannot now be upgraded’.  On 17 March 2011 Mr Stretch made a second submission 
though Mr Fraser’s local Federal Member of Parliament, the Hon Russell Broadbent, 
MP, the Member for McMillan.  Mr Stretch was subsequently advised by phone that it 
was not possible to review the award.  
 
4. On l1 February 2014 Mr Stretch provided a submission to the Tribunal’s 
Inquiry into Refused, Withheld and Forfeited Defence Honours and Awards.  On 
27 March 2014 the Chair of the Tribunal advised Mr Stretch that his application was 
not within the Terms of Reference for the Inquiry but, should he agree to it, the 
submission could be reviewed as an individual review.  Mr Stretch agreed to this 
course, formally seeking a review on 2 April 2014 of the decision of the Department 
of Defence not to review his request for Mr Fraser to be recognised by the award of 
the MG. 
 
Tribunal Jurisdiction 
 
5. Pursuant to ss 110VB(1) and 110VB(2) of the Defence Act 1903 (the Defence 
Act) the Tribunal has jurisdiction to review a reviewable decision relating to a defence 
honour if an application is properly made to the Tribunal.  The term reviewable 
decision is defined in s110V(1) and includes a decision made by a person within the 
Department of Defence to refuse to recommend a person for a Defence honour in 
response to an application. 
 
6. The Commanding Officer of 3 RAR, Lieutenant Colonel J. J. Shelton, 
recommended Second Lieutenant Fraser be awarded the MC. The Commander 1st 
Australian Task Force (1 ATF), Brigadier C.M.I. Pearson, downgraded this 
recommendation to an MID. This downgrade was also recommended by the 
Commander Australian Force Vietnam, Major General A.L. MacDonald, and 2nd Lt 

                                                 
1  The letter actually said 1967, but this is an error.  3 RAR served in Vietnam in 1968, having 

arrived in Vietnam on 20 December 1967. 
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Fraser was subsequently awarded the MID.  Mr Stretch is not formally seeking to 
review Brigadier Pearson’s decision, but rather is seeking to review the decision of 
the Department of Defence not to review the decision. 
 
7. Section 110VA of the Defence Act provides that an application for a review 
can only be made by the person who made the application for a Defence honour.  
Mr Stretch applied to the Parliamentary Secretary for Defence to have the 
recommendation to award Mr Fraser the MID reviewed.  This was denied by the 
Department of Defence.  The Tribunal was satisfied that Mr Stretch had made a 
request for a review of a reviewable decision. 
 
8. Regulation 93B of Defence Force Regulations 1952 defines a Defence honour 
as those honours set out in Part 1 of Schedule 3.  Included in the Defence honours set 
out in Part 1 is the MC, MG and MID. 
 
Conduct of the review 
 
9. In accordance with its Procedural Rules 2011, on 16 April 2014 the Tribunal 
wrote to the Secretary of the Department of Defence informing him of Mr Stretch’s 
application for review and requesting that he provide a report.  On 3 June 2014 the 
Director of Honours and Awards, on behalf of the Secretary, provided the Tribunal 
with a report.  In that report the Directorate recommended that the decisions of the 
commanders at the time to award 2nd Lt Fraser the MID be affirmed. 
 
10. The Tribunal met on 11 December 2014 when it considered the material 
provided by Mr Stretch and the Department of Defence.  The Tribunal conducted a 
hearing on 5 February 2015 when it heard oral evidence from Mr Stretch and three 
other people who had written statements in support of his submission, namely, Major 
General B. W. Howard AO, MC, ESM (Retd) (by phone), Mr T. Tonking and 
Mr K. Allender.  During the hearing Mr Stretch asked if the Tribunal would hear from 
Mr P. McCrohan, and the Tribunal agreed.  The Tribunal invited the Department of 
Defence to send a representative to support its submission and the Tribunal heard 
from Major General R. Burr DSC, AM, MVO, (Deputy Chief of Army).  The 
Tribunal also invited Brigadier J.J. Shelton, DSO, MC (Retd), who had commanded 
3 RAR in Vietnam, to appear by phone and he agreed.  Mrs G Heard, Staff Officer 
Ceremonial-Army was present throughout the hearing and was invited to cross-
examine witnesses and make submissions. 
 
Background 
 
11. Second Lieutenant Fraser served as the commander of 2 Platoon, 3RAR 
during the battalion’s first tour of duty in South Vietnam, from 20 December 1967 to 
5 December 1968.2  During that time A Company, commanded by Major B. W. 
(‘Hori’) Howard was involved in a series of major operations.  These included the 
Battle of Ba Ria (1-2 February 1968), Operation Pinnaroo in the Long Hai Hills 
(27 February-15 April 1968), the Battle for Fire Support Base Balmoral (25-28 May), 
and Operation Capital (12 October-8 November 1968). 
 

                                                 
2  Fraser’s service in Vietnam finished on 28 November 1968 
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12. According to the citation for his MID (See Appendix A), in the Battle of Ba 
Ria, 2nd Lt Fraser displayed ‘initiative, determination and calm leadership’ in 
commanding his platoon.  Similarly, according to his citation, in a contact on 
19 October 1968 he showed ‘resourceful eldership and daring’ in commanding his 
platoon.  
 
13. After the Battle of Ba Ria two personnel who were involved received 
‘immediate ‘awards.  These were 2nd Lt Roger Tingley, who commanded 3rd Troop, 
A Squadron, 3rd Cavalry Regiment, and Corporal John Davis, the company medical 
assistant for A Company, 3 RAR. 
 
14. On 20 November 1968 the Commanding Officer of 3 RAR, Lieutenant 
Colonel Shelton, submitted form AF-W3121 – Recommendation for Honours or 
Awards to the Commander 1 ATF, in which he recommended 2nd Lt Fraser for the 
MC.  Brigadier C.M.I. Pearson had taken over from Brigadier R. L. Hughes as 
Commander 1 ATF on 20 October 1968.  Hughes had been Commander 1 ATF at the 
time of the Battle of Ba Ria and also, (on his last day as Commander) during the 
contact on 19 October 1968.  Brigadier Pearson downgraded the recommendation for 
2nd Lt Fraser from MC to MID and forwarded it to the Commander Australian Force 
Vietnam (AFV) on 12 December 1968.  The Commander AFV, Major General A. L. 
McDonald, confirmed the recommendation for the MID and forwarded it to Army 
Headquarters on 31 December 1968. 
 
15. On 17 January 1969 the Hon Phillip Lynch, Minister for the Army, forwarded 
a letter to the Hon Allen Fairhall, Minister for Defence, providing a list of periodical 
operational awards for consideration.  The letter had been counter-signed by Major 
General C. E. Long, Adjutant General on 16 January 1969.  The letter included the 
recommendation that 2nd Lt Fraser be awarded the MID.  The letter also included 
recommendations that Lt Col Shelton be awarded the Distinguished Service Order 
(DSO) and the Major Howard be awarded the MC.  These awards were gazetted on 
6 March 1969 as Periodical (Operational) awards. 
 
Eligibility Criteria for Military Cross and Mention in Despatches 
 
16. Section F of the Pamphlet on Military Honours and Awards (WO 12922) 
dated July 1960 provides the description and conditions of the Imperial awards 
available during the Vietnam War. 
 
17. The MC was available to be awarded to officers (up to the rank of major) and 
warrant officers ‘for gallant and distinguished service in action against the enemy’. 
 
18. The MID was available to be awarded to all ranks ‘for an act of bravery or for 
continuous good work over a long period’.  Paragraph 5 of the Pamphlet states that 
the MID may be ‘awarded for either gallant or distinguished service’. 
 
19. The Pamphlet states that operational awards for service in a campaign were to 
be made on a scale based on the average strength of the force deployed.  The normal 
scale was 1 in 250 for decorations and 1 in 150 for MID every six months.  This 
operational scale, also known as the ‘quota’, was applied by the Australian 
Government during the Vietnam War for Army units. 
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Eligibility Criteria for the Medal of Gallantry 
 
20. The Commonwealth of Australia Gazette (CAG) No S25 dated 4 February 
1991, creates the awards of the Star of Gallantry; the Medal for Gallantry; and the 
Commendation for Gallantry by Letters Patent, which provides recognition for 
members of the Defence Force and certain other persons who perform acts of 
gallantry in action. The conditions for these awards are referred to as the Gallantry 
Decorations Regulations 1991 (the Regulations). The Regulations were amended in 
CAG No. S420, dated 6 November 1996. 
 
21. The Regulations as amended, stipulate the following conditions for award of 
decorations at Regulation 3: 
 

(1) The Star of Gallantry (SG) shall be awarded only for acts of great heroism 
or conspicuous gallantry in action in circumstances of great peril. 

  
(2) The Medal for Gallantry (MG) shall be awarded only for acts of gallantry 
in action in hazardous circumstances. 

 
(3) The Commendation for Gallantry (CG) may be awarded for other acts of 
gallantry in action which are considered worthy of recognition. 

 
Mr Stretch’s Submission 
 
22. Mr Stretch was a National Serviceman who served in A Company 3 RAR in 
South Vietnam from 20 December 1967 to 2 April 1968. Mr Stretch states that he 
provided his submission on behalf of the men of A Company 3 RAR, and in particular 
those of 2 Platoon who served under 2nd Lt Fraser. Mr Stretch had served in 2 
Platoon before going to Vietnam, but in Vietnam served as Major Howard’s batman. 
 
23. Mr Stretch initially claimed that 2nd Fraser’s recommendation for an MC was 
downgraded because of the ‘quota system’ that limited the number of awards, but did 
not press this submission at the hearing.  He wrote: 
 

The argument restricting Fraser’s award to a MID is grossly unfair, inequitable 
and un-Australian. Fraser currently shares an award with a number of 
servicemen who ‘did not go out through the wire’. This submission does not in 
any way play down the important roles played by excellent performing support 
services in Vietnam. Those who served with Fraser and close to the situation 
at the time in Vietnam, including a number of senior officers, remain totally 
convinced that the downgrade was due to the quota system. 

 
24. Mr Stretch also argues that the government should give the same consideration 
to his submission as was given to the soldiers who served at Long Tan.  As a result of 
a review of the Battle of Long Tan several officers had their awards upgraded.  This 
submission also was not pressed at the hearing, and his contention was that the case in 
favour of the award to Fraser stood on its merits.   
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25. Mr Stretch claimed that the significance of the Battle of Ba Ria has not been 
fully appreciated: 
 

At that battle Peter Fraser clearly excelled in courage and leadership which 
was for him and his platoon the start of an outstanding service in Vietnam.  
We, the men who served with Fraser, saw him on a number of occasions put 
his life on the line, displaying outstanding leadership and bravery. 

 
26. In his oral submission Mr Stretch stated that since 1968 when Fraser was 
recommended for the MC new compelling evidence had come to light which should 
now be considered.  In particular he referred to an account of the Battle for Ba Ria, 
prepared in 2011 and the book by Michael English, Brave Lads, published in 2008.  
These referred to Fraser leading an assault across a road to rescue US advisers in a 
building. Major Howard had told Fraser that it was critically important to relieve the 
US advisers as soon as possible.  Mr Stretch claimed that 21 personnel served in 
2 Platoon during its tour in Vietnam, four personnel were killed and 21 wounded, and 
that the platoon had 47 contacts of some nature. 
  
27. In his written submission Mr Stretch provided statements from: 

• Mr T. Tonking, who was a section commander in Fraser’s platoon. 
• Mr K. Allender, Fraser’s batman for at least part of the tour, including 

the Battle of Ba Ria. 
• Major General B. W. Howard, AO, MC, ESM (Retd), OC A Company 

3RAR in Vietnam. 
 

28. In response to the Tribunal forwarding him a copy of the After Action Report 
for the contact on 19 October 1968, on 16 February 2015 Mr Stretch provided an 
additional submission in the form of a Summary of Operation Windsor/Capital, 
written by Howard, Fraser and Mr Paul McCrohan. 
 
29. In his written statement Mr Tonking states that he ‘witnessed first-hand 
[Fraser’s] leadership and outstanding aggression and bravery when in battle.  He was 
an inspirational platoon commander and I have no doubt that a number of us soldiers 
who served under him are alive today due to his courage and leadership.’  He claims 
that ‘Baria was one of the heaviest and most successful actions seen by a rifle 
company in Vietnam’. 
 
30. In his oral evidence Mr Tonking stated that he had returned home from 
Vietnam on 23 July 1968.  During the Battle for Ba Ria, as a lance corporal, he had 
been acting commander of the section that provided covering fire while Fraser crossed 
a road under fire and entered a building.  
 
31. In his written statement Mr Allender states that in the Battle of Ba Ria ‘Fraser 
was tenacious.  Under heavy fire and with little regard for his own safety, he charged 
the compound breaking down doors and meeting the enemy front on.  We had a 
number of soldiers wounded but none were killed.  Our success was largely due to 
Fraser’s tactics, speed and aggression’. Later that day the platoon was under attack 
with rocket propelled grenades and machine gun fire.  Fraser ‘was calm, measured 
and in absolute control.  Without that I have no doubt the results would have been 
devastating’. 
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32. In his oral evidence Mr Allender stated that he served as Fraser’s batman and 
returned to Australia in August 1968.  He stated that during the battle for Ba Ria he 
saw Fraser lead an assault by crossing a road 20 metres wide and breaking down a 
door in a building before entering it.  Later in the day at another compound Fraser was 
knocked down by an RPG blast but recovered to continue leading his platoon. 
 
33. In his written statement Major General Howard stated that he is in no doubt 
that Fraser’s ‘bravery and coolness under fire during the Battle for Ba-Ria, 1-2 
February 1968 alone merited higher recognition’.  ‘Fraser led the assault personally 
and largely though his personal bravery it succeeded in rescuing the American 
Advisers.’  Howard also referred to the contact on 19 October 1968 when 2 Platoon 
suffered two killed and five wounded after an attacked by an enemy company.  Fraser 
‘controlled both artillery and air support during this extremely heavy contact as well 
as manoeuvring his platoon in such a way that the enemy could not launch a final 
assault which would have undoubtedly over-run his understrength platoon’. 
 
34. In his oral evidence Major General Howard stated that he saw Fraser lead the 
assault to relieve the US advisers.  He cannot remember clearly, but believes that he 
might have nominated Fraser for an award immediately after the battle of Ba Ria.  He 
added that after the Battle of Ba Ria he wrote an After Action Report that was 
apparently lost and he was required to submit a second report, which he did on 
22 March 1968.  The brevity of that report (it was nonetheless seven typed pages) 
might, he thought, have contributed to any shortcomings in the account of the battle in 
the Official History. 
 
35. Major General Howard stated that Fraser’s conduct in the contact on 19 
October 1968 was perhaps even more praiseworthy than his performance in the battle 
of Ba Ria.  Fraser’s under-strength platoon was attacked by a much larger enemy 
force.  He conducted a withdrawal while controlling artillery and air support.  Major 
General Howard stated that after this action he again submitted Fraser’s name for an 
award.   He stated that the subsequent citation for Fraser’s nomination for the MC was 
written in Battalion headquarters and he did not write it.  
 
36. Mr Paul McCrohan gave oral evidence.  He served throughout the tour in 
Vietnam as a lance corporal and second-in-command of a rifle section in 2 Platoon. 
He was not present for the battle of Ba Ria but was present for the contact on 
19 October when he as acting as Fraser’s radio operator.  He witnessed Fraser calling 
for artillery and air support during the contact.  Like the other members of the platoon, 
the members of platoon headquarters were under enemy fire and also were receiving 
shrapnel from the artillery that was called in very close to the platoon position. 
 
Defence’s Submission 
 
37. The Defence submission argued that the recommendation that Fraser’s award 
be downgraded from MC to MID was made by an authorised superior officer and 
upheld by the Commander AFV and the Adjutant General.  The recommendation was 
not eligible to be reviewed as part of the End of War List as the recommendation did 
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not meet the criteria: the downgrade occurred in theatre by the Commander 1 ATF 
and not in Australia3.   
 
38. Defence acknowledged that there was a ‘quota’ system, but this was applied 
‘in accordance with the policy in place at the time as determined by the Sovereign’. 
Further, Defence claimed: 
  

There is no evidence that the quota policy was the reason that the 
recommendation by the CO 3 RAR for a MC was downgraded to a MID.  Of 
the 67 recommended honours submitted to the Minister for Defence on 17 
January 1969, including the recommendation for 2LT Fraser, 24 
recommendations were downgraded at various stages of the process. 

 
39. Defence based much of its argument against reviewing the award on views 
expressed in the Tribunal’s report Inquiry into Unresolved Recognition for Past Acts 
of Naval and Military Gallantry and Valour, (the Valour Inquiry) where the Tribunal 
adopted the following guidelines when reviewing each case:  
 

To undertake a process review to determine whether due process had 
been followed. If due process had been followed, if there was no 
maladministration, and if there is no new evidence, then the original 
decision should remain unchanged.  
 

Defence argued that the use of the quota system did not constitute maladministration.   
 
40. Defence referred to the three officers who served at Long Tan who had their 
awards upgraded.  Defence pointed out that the Valour Inquiry stated that the Long 
Tan awards were upgraded ‘not on evidence of a flawed process but as a result of 
reconsiderations of the circumstances with the advantage of 40 years of hindsight’, 
and that ‘such an approach would open the possibility of reviewing all decisions 
made contemporaneously by a competent authority’.  Defence argued that if Fraser’s 
award were to be upgraded it would have ‘the potential to create an unsustainable 
situation whereby every legitimate recommendation, processed in accordance with 
the policy and procedures and was downgraded could be reviewed’. 
  
41. Defence also examined Fraser’s citation and stated that: 
 

The citation that CO 3 RAR wrote reflects that he thought highly of 2LT 
Fraser and intended to recognise the length of his service in Vietnam. This is 
evident in the reference to his participation in multiple operations spanning the 
length of his deployment as well as the summation of his service in the final 
paragraph of the citation; 'By his coolness under fire, consistent and sound 
leadership he has led his platoon with distinction'. 
 

                                                 
3  In the late 1990s the Howard government set up an interdepartmental committee and a 

subsequent independent review panel to review awards from the Vietnam War.  The review 
was confined to awards that had been recommend at the highest level in Vietnam but 
subsequently altered or denied in Australia.  The new or revised awards were announced in the 
End of War List. 
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The citation indicates that 2LT Fraser was not recommended only for gallant 
and distinguished service in action against the enemy as required for the MC, 
but for his excellent leadership and personal courage for the duration of his 
deployment. The citation is more reflective of good work over a long period as 
required for an MID.’ 

 
42. Defence claimed in its written submission that Mr Stretch had not provided 
any additional information to that which was available to the commanders at the time. 
Defence stated that ‘….it is important to note that while the incident [at Ba Ria] is 
identified in the citation it is not the sole reason for the recommendation, particularly 
given the recommendation was not submitted until 20 November 1968, nine months 
after the incident.  The recommendation cites a number of operations and actions that 
2LT Fraser was involved [in] as a means of highlighting his overall leadership and 
personal courage in commanding his platoon for the duration of his deployment’. 
 
43. Defence recommended in its submission that the decisions of the commanders 
of the time to award 2nd Lt Fraser the MID be affirmed. 
 
44. In his oral submission, Major General Burr reiterated the case set in Defence’s 
written submission.  He further argued that ‘a case of maladministration or new 
evidence does not of itself justify recommending an Australian honour.  Any approach 
to a review should be sustainable, equitable and transparent, and above all maintain 
the integrity of the Australian honours and awards system’.  Further, he stated: ‘Army 
does not believe that it is appropriate to apply contemporary standards to events that 
occurred at a different time to that which we live today’.  
 
45. The Tribunal pointed out to Major General Burr that it was bound under the 
Defence Act 1903 to review a reviewable decision, but that there was no mention in 
the Act about the Tribunal being bound to take into account the integrity of the 
Australian honours system.  Major General Burr still asked the Tribunal to take it into 
account.   
 
Evidence of Brigadier Shelton 
 
46. From its own research the Tribunal decided that it might be useful to hear 
evidence from Brigadier J. J. Shelton, DSO, MC (Retd), who was the commanding 
officer of 3 RAR during its 1967-68 tour in South Vietnam, and who had nominated 
2nd Lt Fraser for the MC.  Brigadier Shelton stated that he understood that there was a 
quota of awards and tried to keep his nominations within the quota.  Brigadier Hughes 
had told him that he could put forward between 17 and 19 nominations for awards.  
He discussed the performance of officers and soldiers with his company commanders 
but he did not speak directly to Howard about who he was nominating.  The citations 
were prepared in Battalion Headquarters.  He did not personally deliver his list to 
Brigadier Pearson and did not discuss his nominations with Pearson.  He believed that 
Fraser should have been awarded an MC and accepts that he might have been at fault 
for not writing the citation in such a manner to ensure that the MC was awarded.  He 
was disappointed when he later learned that Fraser was awarded an MID not an MC.  
He did not know who had downgraded it.  In response to a question from Mrs Heard, 
Brigadier Shelton agreed that he wanted to recognise Fraser’s entire tour of duty, 
while giving some emphasis to the Battle of Ba Ria. 
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The Battle for Ba Ria 
 
47. An account of the battle of Ba Ria is provided in the Australian official 
history, by Ian McNeill and Ashley Ekins and is reproduced at Appendix B.4  The 
Tribunal drew on other sources, including: 
 
• Paul Anderson, When the Scorpion Stings, The History of the 3rd Cavalry 

Regiment, South Vietnam, 1965-1972, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 2002 
• Gary McKay and Graeme Nicholas, Jungle Tracks, Australian Armour in Viet 

Nam, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 2001 
• Ray Stuart (ed.), 3 RAR in South Vietnam 1967-1968, Printcraft Press, 1969. 
• ‘The Battle for Ba-Ria 1-2 February 1968: Account of the battle by those who 

fought it’, paper provided by Mr Stretch.  It was published in the magazine 
Australian Infantry in 2011. 

• Maj B. W. Howard, ‘Combat After Action Report, 22 March 1968’ (covering 
the action on 1-2 February 1968), AWM98, R698/1/5. 

• Michael C. English, Brave Lads: The 3RAR Tour of Duty in South Vietnam 
1967-1968, AHMP, Loftus, NSW, 2008 

 
48. These accounts enabled the Tribunal to gain a better understanding of the 
Battle for Ba Ria.  A Company 3 RAR had only two platoons rather than its normal 
strength of three platoons. 3 Troop A Squadron, 3 Cavalry Regiment had only nine 
APCs rather than its proper establishment of 13 APCs.  Major Howard recounted that 
his force’s total strength was about 85 personnel.  He was led to believe that he was 
opposed by two VC platoons.  In fact he was opposed by a VC battalion with a 
strength of two to three hundred soldiers. 
 
49. The Official History gives little space to the assault by 2 Platoon to clear the 
VC from the area around the US complex at Ba Ria.  This was the assault which was 
led personally by 2nd Lt Fraser.  As a result of this action Corporal Philip (‘Spider’) 
Williams, who was acting platoon sergeant, was awarded an MID. 
 
50. In the narrative, ‘The Battle for Bar Ria 1-2 February 1968’, 2nd Lt Fraser 
provided his own account of the battle.  He wrote that after Corporal Strain was 
wounded he (Fraser) crossed the road with Strain’s section in line abreast formation.  
He wrote that he ‘approached the front door of the house and contacted the occupants.  
The key to a padlock was produced by one of the occupants and the door was opened 
to allow us to enter the building’. 
 
51. English’s book was written after interviewing several participants, including 
Fraser.  In the book, Fraser is quoted as saying (page 82) that the first half of Corporal 
Strain’s section crossed the road first and that next he (Fraser) crossed the road with 
the second half of Strain’s section.  Further, English wrote that ‘Fraser and several of 
his soldiers realised that a large padlock secured the main entrance.  He felt that he 

                                                 
4  Ian McNeill and Ashley Ekins, On the Offensive, The Australian Army in the Vietnam War, 

January 1967 to June 1968, Allen & Unwin in association with the Australian War Memorial, 
Sydney, 2003, pp. 305-309. 
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and his platoon had suddenly gone from crusading heroes to “Avon ladies” as he 
gingerly rang the doorbell – and a very nervous person opened the door’ (page 85). 
 
52. Similarly, the Official History gives little space to 2 Platoon’s efforts to rescue 
a US CIA civilian and the Australian warrant officer later in the day at Ba Ria. The 
history merely says that 2 Platoon was isolated and was not withdrawn until just 
before last light.  There is no mention that during this battle Corporal Davis provided 
medical assistance to wounded soldiers and was awarded an immediate Military 
Medal. 
 
53. Although the Battle for Ba Ria is mentioned in the citation from Fraser’s MID, 
he is not mentioned in the Official History.  The Official History (in a footnote) 
mentions that 2nd Lieutenant Tingley of 3 Cavalry Regiment was awarded an MC for 
the action but fails to mention that his troop sergeant, Sergeant John Murphy, was 
awarded an MID.  Also there is no mention that Captain John Coggan of 161 
(Independent) Reconnaissance Flight was awarded a Distinguished Flying Cross for 
his support of A Company later in the day.  So in a battle in which seven participants 
(the above-mentioned participants and Howard, whose MC citation referred to the 
Battle for Ba Ria) were awarded decorations for bravery, only two, Howard and 
Tingley, are mentioned in the Official History. 
 
54. In the context of the operations conducted by 1 ATF during 1968 the Battle for 
Ba Ria was a most significant company-level battle, one in which a small Australian 
force defeated a VC battalion in the unfamiliar environment of a built up area. 
  
55. These comments are not meant as criticism of the Official History.  The 
official history is focussed at the Task Force level and it had limited space to describe 
the multitude of operations carried out in the period covered by the volume.  
Nonetheless the comments above indicate that with hindsight there were more aspects 
to the battle than have previously been recognised. 
  
Contact on 19 October 1968 
 
56. The Official History makes no mention of the contact conducted by 2 Platoon 
on 19 October 1968 even though similar contacts are described throughout the 
Official History.  Perhaps the contact was overlooked because it took place the day 
before Brigadier Hughes handed command of 1 ATF to Brigadier Pearson.  To 
understand the contact the Tribunal drew on the Contact After Action Report of 30 
October 1968 (AWM95, R7/3/66), on an account written by the soldiers on the 
A Company 3 RAR website, on English, Brave Lads, on Major General Howard’s 
statement submitted by Mr Stretch, and on the paper ‘Operation Windsor/Capital by 
Howard, Fraser and McCrohan submitted by Mr Stretch.  
 
57. It appears that on 19 October 2 Platoon, with a strength of just 18 men (one 
account says 17 men), was mounting an ambush when it was attacked by an enemy 
company.  The platoon suffered two killed and five wounded almost immediately. 
The battle lasted four hours before 2nd Lt Fraser could withdraw his platoon from the 
area.  By then the platoon had lost another soldier wounded. Enemy casualties were 
seven killed and possibly another seven killed.  In his oral submission Major General 
Howard said that in this contact his company was in more danger of being over-run by 
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the enemy that in any other battle they were involved in in Vietnam.  As a result of his 
actions during this battle Private Kevin Booth was awarded the Military Medal. 
 
58. The Official History noted that 1 ATF Operation Capital I and Operation 
Capital II lasted from 12 October to 30 November 1968 and involved all three of the 
Task Force’s battalions as well as other units.  Total Task Force casualties during this 
seven-week operation were four killed in action, one died of wounds and nine 
wounded in action.  Enemy casualties were 46 killed, three wounded and two 
captured.5  Against these statistics, the contact by 2 Platoon on 19 October was 
significant.  Within three days, A Company had accounted for some fourteen enemy 
killed and another seven possibly killed. 
 
Tribunal Consideration 
 
59. The first matter to be considered was whether the Tribunal had any discretion 
in the matter of considering the award of an honour.  Defence argued that in its Valour 
Inquiry the Tribunal concluded that if the correct process was followed, if there was 
no maladministration, and if there was no compelling new evidence, the original 
decision should stand. 
 
60. The Tribunal noted that in the Valour Inquiry the Tribunal had Terms of 
Reference which required it to maintain the integrity of the Australian honours system 
and identify any consequential impact any finding or recommendation may have on 
that system.  While the Tribunal concluded that widespread retrospective recognition 
was generally not desirable, the Tribunal considered each case to determine if the 
correct process had been followed and whether there was any new, compelling 
evidence. 
 
61. In considering an application for review the Tribunal was in a different 
situation to when it was conducting an Inquiry.  For this review it had no Terms of 
Reference requiring it to maintain the integrity of the Australian honours system.  On 
the contrary, under Part VIIIC of the Defence Act 1903, if an application is properly 
made for a review of a reviewable decision, the Tribunal ‘must review the decision’.  
That is, even if the process by why the original decision was made was correct, and if 
there was no maladministration, the Tribunal must still review the decision.  The 
Tribunal was not persuaded by the argument that in reviewing a reviewable decision it 
was bound to take into account the integrity of the Australian honours system, except 
to note that integrity is maintained by ensuring that the criteria set out for a particular 
honour are met.  
 
62. The second matter to consider was whether the ‘quota’ policy played in role in 
Brigadier Pearson’s decision to downgrade Fraser’s award from an MC to an MID.  
Defence argued that there was no evidence that the quota policy was the reason 
Brigadier Pearson downgraded the recommendation.  It could just as easily be argued, 
however, that there is no evidence that it did not play a role.  Brigadier Pearson would 
have been aware of the quota policy and he might well have decided to make his 
recommendations with that policy in mind, aware that if he did not apply the quota, 
                                                 
5  Ashley Ekins with Ian McNeill, Fighting to the Finish, The Australian Army in the Vietnam 

War, 1968-1975, Allen & Unwin in association with the Australian War Memorial, Sydney, 
2012, p. 726. 
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then it would be applied by a higher authority anyway.  The Tribunal heard that 
Brigadier Hughes, Lieutenant Colonel Shelton and Major Howard were all aware of 
the quota system. 
 
63. Assuming that Brigadier Pearson did not consider the quota policy when 
downgrading the recommendation, the Tribunal then considered another matter that 
might have caused him to downgrade the recommendation.  This is the actual wording 
of Fraser’s citation (which is reproduced at Appendix A).  Defence argued that 
Fraser’s citation indicates that his commanding officer thought highly of him and 
intended to recognise the length of his service in Vietnam.  Defence claimed that he 
was recommended not ‘only for gallant and distinguished service in action against the 
enemy as required for the MC, but for his excellent leadership and personal courage 
for the duration of his deployment.  The citation is more reflective of good work over 
a long period as required for an MID’.  In fact, the Tribunal found that there was no 
mention of ‘gallant and distinguished service’ in the actual citation. Furthermore, in 
his evidence, Brigadier Shelton said that he wished to recognise Fraser’s entire tour 
with an emphasis on the Battle of Ba Ria.   
 
64. The Tribunal accepted that Fraser’s citation could be read in the manner 
outlined by Defence.  The Tribunal also noted that the citations for the MC for Major 
Howard and for another 3 RAR officer, Major Peter Phillips, refer to their 
performance over the entire period of their service in South Vietnam.  Clearly there 
was an acceptance at the time that an MC could be awarded for leadership and 
courage over a sustained period. 
 
65. The Tribunal noted that the eligibility criteria for an MID refer to ‘an act of 
gallantry or for continuous good work over a long period’, and elsewhere that the 
MID may be ‘awarded for either gallant or distinguished service’.  It was unclear 
whether Fraser was awarded the MID for a specific act of gallantry or for continuous 
good work over a long period.  Because his citation refers to ‘initiative, determination 
and calm leadership’ at Ba Ria, ‘resourceful leadership and daring’ in October 1968, 
resolute leadership on Operation Pinaroo, and his participation in all A Company 
operations, the Tribunal preferred the view that the latter was the basis for the award. .  
 
66. The Tribunal noted that it was reviewing a decision not to review an 
application for Fraser to be awarded an MG.  The End of War List stated that the MG 
was equivalent to the MC.  This equivalency was used by the End of War List review 
panel as a means of rectifying problems that arose from decorations being 
downgraded in Canberra.  The document is a guide for equivalency but does not 
suggest that, for example, the MC is identical to the MG.  The eligibility criteria for 
the MC and the MG are slightly different.  The MC was ‘for gallant and distinguished 
service in action against the enemy’.  By implication, the gallant and distinguished 
service could take place over a period of time, without any specific act of gallantry 
being identified.  By contrast, the MG ‘shall be awarded only for acts of gallantry in 
action in hazardous circumstances’.  That is, there must have been at least one 
specific act of gallantry.  
 
67. Defence argued that it did ‘not believe that it is appropriate to apply 
contemporary standards to events that occurred at a different time to that which we 
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live today’.  The Tribunal concluded that since it was reviewing a decision concerning 
an MG it was bound to use the criteria for that honour. 
 
68. The Tribunal considered that for Fraser to be awarded the MG he would need 
to have conducted a particular act of gallantry and that there needed to be witnesses to 
this act. 
 
69. Mr Stretch argued that there was new evidence and drew on his own evidence, 
the evidence of witnesses such as Howard, Allender and Tonking, and the accounts in 
the ‘The Battle of Ba Ria 1-2 February 1968’ and the English book, Brave Lads.  The 
only specific act of gallantry attributed to Fraser was the assault on the house with the 
US advisers on 1 February 1968.  The Tribunal heard or was presented with 
conflicting evidence about this act.  On one hand it was led to believe that Fraser ran 
across the road by himself, under fire, and kicked down the door of the house, thereby 
rescuing the US advisers inside.  On the other hand, the Tribunal has evidence from 
Fraser (in written accounts) that half a section was already across the road, and that he 
led the other half of the section across the road.  He did not kick down the door but 
asked the occupants to let him in. 
 
70. Mr Stretch provided well-researched submissions and his witnesses provided 
valuable first hand-evidence. However, the witnesses were unable to provide evidence 
of specific acts of gallantry at the CIA compound later on 1 February 1968 or in the 
contact on 19 October 1968. 
 
71. On the basis of the findings in paragraphs 69 and 70 the Tribunal concluded 
that it would not be able to recommend the award of the MG to Fraser. 
 
72. The Tribunal considered that in using the criteria for the MC as it applied in 
1968, it may have been open to award an MC for gallant and distinguished service in 
action against the enemy over a period of time, without identifying a specific act of 
gallantry.  The citation was, however, written in a manner that gave Brigadier Pearson 
the option of either confirming the recommendation for an MC or downgrading it to 
an MID.  The Tribunal cannot use these criteria in considering Fraser for the MG. 
 
73. If it could have used the criteria for the MC, the Tribunal considered, on the 
evidence available to it, Mr Fraser’s command of 2 Platoon in the actions on 
1 February and 19 October 1968 might have been worthy of the award of the MC.  
But at noted above, the criteria for the MC cannot be used to determine the award of 
the MG.,  
 
74. The evidence presented by all the witnesses who served in Vietnam indicates 
that Fraser was an outstanding officer who led his platoon with great courage and 
ability. He has maintained the respect and affection of his men over the succeeding 47 
years. The decision not to recommend him for the award of the MG was made within 
the tight constraints of the criteria for the award.  He might well have carried out 
many acts of singular gallantry.  But evidence of such acts was not presented to the 
Tribunal. This is the nature of operational service. 
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DECISION 
 
75. The Tribunal decided to recommend to the Minister that the decision of the 
Department of Defence not to review Mr John Stretch’s request that Mr Peter Fraser 
be recognised by the award of the Medal for Gallantry be affirmed.   
 
 
 
Appendices 
 
Appendix A Extract of the Recommendation for Honours and Awards, Second 

Lieutenant Peter Howard Fraser 
 
Appendix B Extract from Ian McNeill and Ashley Ekins, On the Offensive, The 

Australian Army in the Vietnam War, January 1967 to June 1968, 
Allen & Unwin in association with the Australian War Memorial, 
Sydney, 2003, pp. 305-309. 
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Appendix A 
 
Extract of the Recommendation for Honours and Awards, Second Lieutenant 
Peter Howard Fraser 
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Appendix B 
Extract from Ian McNeill and Ashley Ekins, On the Offensive: The Australian 
Army in the Vietnam War 1967 – 1968, Allen & Unwin in association with the 
Australian War Memorial, Sydney, 2003, pp. 305-309. 
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