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Published Papers

The following published paper(s) enclosed on this file have been
removed and destroyed. Copies may be found elsewhere in The
National Archives.

House of Commons Paper 218

Third Report from the Defence Committee

Session 1980-81

The String Ray Lightweight Torpedo

Together with the Minutes of Proceedings of the Committee
relating to the Report; and part of the Minutes of Evidence taken
on 10 and 17 March

Published by HMSO ) )g ﬂfbtu /(/\{/

Signed ‘)&Z/( Date %/09/40/9‘
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PERSONAL

10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWI1A 2AA

From the Private Secretary 23 December 1986

The Prime Minister has asked me to

thank you for sending her a copy of the
letter from the C-in-C Fleet about the

TIGERFISH torpedo and to say that she is

delighted for GEC.

(Charles Powell)

The Lord Weinstock
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PERSONAL and PRIVATE
From: ADMIRAL SIrR NicHOLAS HUNT, XCB, LVO

COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF FLEET
NORTHWOOD, MIDDLESEX
HAG 3HP

Telephone: Northwood 26161 Ext. 488

The Lord Weinstock

Managing Director General Electric Co Ltd

7 Grosvenor Square

London W1 15 December 1986

\Qmu e AR g

I was briefed this morning, by Dick Heaslip and the
Submariners, on the 1986 achievements of the new TIGERFISH
torpedo.

The technology inject that has made it into the MOD 2 -
you might almost have chosen a new name - has been wholly
successful. In an unprecedented number of 108 firings From
operational submarines this year the success rate has risen
dramatically, to twice the earlier MOD 1 levels against other
submarines and to three times against surface ships.

The very tight programme of converting the submarine fleet
to the new weapon, and of converting the torpedos themselves
for MOD 1 to MOD 2, is on time despite the difficulties

encountered; so your producers have done as well as your designers
and trials teams.

Torpedos - really underwater guided missiles - are at the
leading edge of military technology. I thought I should tell
you how pleased the Fleet is with the TIGERFISH MOD 2 and ask

you to pass on our congratulations to Marconi Underwater Systems

Limited. i g
T
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone O1-W&XRX 218 2111/3

MO 26/3V 3rd January 1986

Doy CLerus’

TORPEDO ORDERS

I understand that you asked for some briefing on the main
production order for Sting Ray advanced lightweight torpedoes
that was made today by Mr Lamont.

I attach a copy of the press release which we have issued
on this subject, together with the background Question and
Answer material prepared in response to questions on the order
itself, and on the recent Report by the Public Accounts
Committee which was characterised in the press as being critical
of our torpedo procurement policy. Please let me know if the
Prime Minister would like any further background information.

\1'T~ﬁ s,

D¢4~L;

(D BRENNAN)
Private Secretary

Charles Powell Esq
No 10 Downing Street




MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Issued by: Public Relations (Royal Navy), Ministry of Defence, Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A 2HB. 01-218 3257/8.

1/86
3rd January 1986

SUBMARINE AND WEAPON ORDERS VALUED AT NEARLY
£1,000 MILLION PLACED BY MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

The Minister of State for Defence Procurement, Mr Norman
Lamont, today announced three orders for submarine and weapons

with a total value approaching £1,000 million.

Commenting on the orders, Mr Lamont said: "These three major
orders, together with others to be placed later this year, show
the Government's commitment to providing the Armed Forces with
the most modern equipment to see service through into the early

years of the 21st century."

Three diesel-electric submarines of the Upholder class have
been ordered from Cammell Laird Shipbuilders of Birkenhead, a
subsidiary of Vickers Shipbuilding & Engineering Ltd. The order
follows a competitive tendering exercise. The total value of the

contract, including the weapons, will be approximately £300 million.

A seventh Trafalgar class nuclear-powered Fleet submarine,
to be called HMS Triumph, has been ordered from Vickers
Shipbuilding & Engineering Ltd of Barrow in Furness. The value
of this order, including weapons and associated equipment, is in

excess of £200 million.

A contract for the manufacture of more than 2,000 Sting Ray
advanced lightweight torpedoes has been placed with Marconi

Underwater Systems Ltd. This contract is worth around £400 million.

NOTE TO EDITOR Further details on the contracfs are attached.




ORDER FOR THREE DIESEL-ELECTRIC SUBMARINES

Mr Norman Lamont, the Minister of State for Defence
Procurement, has announced that orders for three diesel-electric
submarines of the Upholder class have been placed with Cammell
Laird Shipbuilders of Birkenhead, a subsidiary of Vickers

Shipbuilding & Engineering Ltd.

The order, for the second, third and fourth vessels in the

class, follows a competitive tendering exercise. Work on the

second vessel in the class will begin this month; the third and

fourth will follow over the next three years.

The three submarines, including weapons, will cost

approximately £300 million.

The Upholder class submarines are intended primarily for
operations on the Continental shelf, although they also have a
full ocean-going capability. They can undertake tasks such as
minelaying and patrols in constricted waters unsuited for the
operation of nuclear-powered boats. Like nuclear submarines they
have the capability to detect and destroy enemy submarines and

surface ships.

HMS -Upholdepr,+the first of class, 13 now under. construction
at the Vickers yard at Barrow in Furness. Cammell Laird is now
a Vickers Group subsidiary and it is likely that the majority of
work on the three new submarines will be undertaken at Birkenhead,

with the remainder at Barrow.

Commenting on the order Mr Norman Lamont, the Minister of
State for Defence Procurement said: "The order has been won by
Cammell Laird in the light of strong competition from two other
yards. Although we are aware of the importance of the order for
local employment of this decision, each of the shipyards that
tendered is in high unemployment areas and the winning bid is the
most competitive. To have split the order would have resulted in

substantial extra cost.

"The overall cost will be some £20 million below the figure
which my Department was expecting to have to pay for these
submarines - about one half due to competition and one half to

batch ordering. It is a clear example of the success we are having




with the Government's new policies for Defence procurement. We

have therefore decided to award the contract to Cammell Laird

as the cheapest solution from the Defence point of view and to

take advantage of the benefits of competition.

"The Government has also decided, subject to the negotiation
of satisfactory terms and conditions, to place orders with Scott
Lithgow for a range mooring - vessel later this year followed by
two ' lighters:  Scott Lithgow will also-be. invited to bid for
refit work and to compete for steel work for Trident submarines

as a sub-contract from Vickers Shipbuilding and Engineering Ltd."




ORDER FOR SEVENTH TRAFALGAR CLASS
NUCLEAR-POWERED FLEET SUBMARINE

Mr Norman Lamont, the Minister of State for Defence
Procurement, today announced that the order for the seventh
nuclear-powered Fleet submarine of the Trafalgar class had been

placed with Vickers Shipbuilding & Engineering Ltd.

The value of this order, including weapons and other

equipment, is in excess of £200 million.

The submarine, to be called HMS Triumph, will be the 19th

Fleet submarine to enter service with the Royal Navy; it is

planned that she will join the Fleet in the early 1990s.

Commenting on the order, Mr Lamont said: "Trafalgar class
submarines are probably the most potent anti-submarine weapons
in service today. Their ability to operate quietly at great
depths enables them to hunt, and if necessary destroy, enemy

submarines and surface ships."

As with previous nuclear submarines, Messrs Rolls Royce and
Associates will have special responsibility for design and

manufacture of the nuclear reactor plant equipment.

The first three Trafalgar class vessels - HM submarines
Trafalgar, Turbulent and Tireless - are in service with the
Royal Navy. HMS Torbay was launched in March 1985 and two more
submarines (HMS Trenchant and HMS Talent) are under construction

at the Vickers yard at Barrow in Furness.




MAIN PRODUCTION ORDER FOR STING RAY
ADVANCED LIGHTWEIGHT TORPEDOES

Mr Norman Lamont, the Minister of State for Defence Procurement,
today announced that an order had been placed with Marconi Underwater
Systems Ltd for the manufacture of more than 2,000 Sting Ray advanced

lightweight torpedoes.

The contract is worth approximately £400 million and delivery
will extend over several years. Marconi has accepted that payment

will be made by the Ministry on delivery of complete and tested

torpedoes.

This order was foreseen in the Treasury Minute (Command 9696)
replying to the Report of the Public Accounts Committee (28th
Report 84/85) on the torpedo programme.

Sting Ray, designed to replace Mk 44 and Mk 46 torpedoes;is
the first of a new generation of software-controlled "intelligent"

torpedoes.

Mr Lamont said: "Sting Ray is the most advanced torpedo in the
world. It has been designed to counter the threat posed by the
latest Soviet submarines with the higher speeds and improved

capabilities of the 1980s and 1990s."

Sting Ray is extremely robust and is capable of being launched
from fixed-wing aircraft, helicopters and surface ships. By virtue

of its speed, manoeuvrability and deep-diving capability, as well

as its ability to operate in shallow water, the torpedo can engage

a wide range of targets.

Sting Ray entered service with the Royal Navy and the Royal
Air Force in September 1983; it has already been bought by Egypt
and Thailand. Overseas sales prospects are good and negotiations

are currently underway with a number of other countries.
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SUBMARINE AND WEAPON ORDERS VALUED AT NEARLY

£1,000 MILLION PLACED BY MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

The Minister of State for Defence Procurement, Mr Norman

Lamont, today announced three orders for submarines and weapons

"(/uith a total value approaching £1,000 million.
o

/ Threes diesel-electric submarines of the Uphoclder zlass have

been ordered from Cammell Laird Shipbuilders of Birkenhead, a
subsidiary of Vickers Shipbuilding & Engineering Ltd. The order
follows a competitive tendering exercise. The total value of the

contract, including the weapons, will be approximately £300 million.

A seventh Trafalgar class nuclear-pcwered Fleet submarine,
to be called HMS Triumph, has been ordered from Vickers
Shipbuilding & Engineering Ltd of é%rrcw in Furness. The value
of this order, including weapons and associated equipment, is in

excess of £200 million.

A ccntract for the manufacture of more than 2,000 Sting Ray
advanced lightweight torpedoes has been placed with Marconi

Underwater Systems Ltd. This contract is worth around £40C million.

Commenting on the orders, Mr Lamont said: "These three major
orders, together with others to be placed later this year, show

\\/the Government's commitment to providing the Armed Forces with

the most modern equipment to see service through into the early

1!

years of the 21st century."

NOTE TO EDITOR Further details on the contracts are attached.




ORDER FOR THREE DIESEL-ELECTRIC SUBMARINES

Mr Norman Lamont, the Minister of State for Defence

Procurement, has.fnnsﬁhced‘grzers for three diesel-electric

submarines of the Upholder class have been placed with Cammell
Laird Shipbuilders of Birkenhead, a subsidiary of Vickers
Shipbuilding & Engineering Ltd.

The order, for the second, third and fourth vessels in the
class, follows a competitive tendering exercise. Work on the
second vessel in the class will begin this month; the third and

fourth will follow over the next three years.

The three submarines, including weapons, will cost

approximately £300 million.

The Upholder class submarines are intended primarily for
operations on the Continental shelf, although they also Lave a
full ocean-going capability. They can undertake tzasks such as
zinelaying and patrols in constricted waters unsuited for the
operation of nuclear-powered boats. Like nuclear submarines they
have the capability to detect and destroy enemy submarines and

surface ships.

BEMS. Upholder,. the first of. . class. is\now under construction
at the Vickers yard at Barrow in Furness. Cammell Laird is now
a Vickers Group subsidiary and it is likely that the majcrity of
work on the three new submarines will be undertaken at Birkenhead,

with the remainder at Barrow.

Commenting on the order Mr Norman Lamont, the Minister of
State for Defence Procurement said: "The order has been wen by
Cammell Laird in the light of strong competition from two other
yards. Although we are aware of the importance of the order for
local emplcyment of this decision, each of the shipyards that
tendered is in high unemployment areas and the winning bid is the
most competitive. To have split the order would have resulted in

substantial extra cost.

"The overall cost will be some £20 million below the figure
which my Department was expecting to have to pay for these
submarines - about one half due to competition and one half to

batch ordering. It is a clear example of the success we are having




with the Government's new policies for Defence procurement. I
have therefore decided to award the contract to Cammell Laird
as the cheapest solution from the Defence point of view and to
take advantage of the benefits of competition.

"The Government has also decided, subject to the negotiation
of satisfactory terms and conditions, to place orders with Scott
Lithgow &b for a range ;gggﬁgay vessel later this year followed
by two lighters. Scott Lithgow will also be invited to bid for

refit work and to compete for steel work for Trident submarines

as a sub-contract from Vickers Shipbuilding and Engineering Ltd."




ORDER FOR SEVENTH TRAFALGAR CLASS
NUCLEAR-POWERED FLEET SUBMARINE

Mr Norman Lamont, the Minister of State for Defence
Procurement, today announced that the order for the seventh
nuclear-powered Fleet submarine of the Trafalgar class had been
placed with Vickers Shipbuilding & Engineering Ltd.

The vaXue of this order, including weapons and other

equipment, is in excess of £200 million.

The submarine, to be called HMS Triumph, will be the 19th

Fleet submarine to enter service with the Royal Navy; it is

planned that she will join the Fleet in the early 1990s.

Commenting on the order, Mr Lamont said: "Trafalgar class
submarines are prcbably the mcst pcilent anti-submarine weapons
in service today. Their ability to operate quietly at great
depths erables ther toc nunt, and :if necessary destroy, enenmy

submarines and surface ships."

As with previcus nuclear submarines, Messrs Rolls Royce
Associates will have special responsibility for design and

manufacture of the nuclear reactcr plant equipment.

The first-th i ' vessels - HM submarines
Trafalgar, T nt g . -~are in service with the
Royal Navy. A ! vas launched in March 1985 and tw5o mcre
submarines (HMS Trenchant anc HMS Talernt) are under constructior

at the VicKkers yard at Barrow in Furness.




MAIN PRODUCTION ORDER FOR STING RAY
ADVANCED LIGHTWEIGHT TORPEDOES

Mr Norman Lamont, the Minister of State for Defence Procurement,
today announced that an order had been placed with Marééni Underwater
Systems Ltd for the manufacture of more than 2,000 Sting Ray advanced
lightweight torpedoes.

The contract is worth approximately £400 million and delivery
will extend over several years. Marconi has accepted that payment
will be made by the Ministry on delivery of complete and tested

torpedoes.

This order was foreseen in the Treasury Minute (Command 9696)
replying to the Report of the Public Accounts Committee (28th

Report 84/85) on the torpedoc progranmnme.

Sting Ray, desigred to replace Mk 44 ard Mk 46 torpedoes,is
the first of a new generation of software-controlled "intelligert"

torpedoes.

Mr Lamont said: "Sting Ray is the most advanced torpeds in the
world. It has been designed to counter the threat posed by the
latest Soviet submarines with tre higher speeds and improved

capabilities of the 1980s arnd 1920s."”

Sting Ray is extremely robust and is capable of being launched
from fixed-wing aircraft, helicopters arnd surface sShips.
of its speed, manoeuvrability and deep-diving capability, as
as its ability to operate in shallow water, the torpedc can

a wide range of targets.

Sting Ray entered service with the Royal Navy and the Royal

Air Force in September 1983; it has already been bought by Egypt
and Thailand. Overseas sales prospectis are g0od and negotiations

are currently underway with a number of other countries.




ORDER FOR THREE DIESEL-ELECTRIC SUBMARINES

Mr Norman Lamont, the Minister of State for Defence
Procurement, has announced orders for three diesel-electric
submarines of the Upholder class have been placed with Cammell
Laird Shipbuilders of Birkenhead, a subsidiary of Vickers
Shipbuilding & Engineering Ltd.

The order, for the second, third and fourth vessels in the
class, follows a competitive tendering exercise. Work on the

second vessel in the class will begin this month; the third and

fourth will follow over the next three years.

The three submarines, including weapons, will cost

approximately £300 million.

The Upholder class submarines are intended primarily for
operations on the Continental shelf, although they also hzve a
full ccean-going capability. They can undertake tasks such as
rinelaying and patrols in constricted waters unsuited for the
operatior of nuclear-powered boats. Like nuclear submarines they
have the capability to detect and destroy enemy submarires ard

surrace ships.

HMS Upholcder, the first of class, is now under constructior
at the Vickers yard at Barrow in Furness. Cammell Laird is now
arVickers Group::subsidiary iand it ‘dis likely that the majority of
work on the three new submarines will be undertaken a: Birkerhneacd,

with the remainder at Barrow.

Commenting on the order Mr Norman Lamont, the Minister c¢f
State for Defence Procurement said: "The order has been won by
Cammell Laird in the light of strong competition from two other
yards. Although we are aware of the importance of the order for
local employment of this decision, each of the shipyards that
tendered is in high unemployment areas and the winning bid is the
most competitive. To have split the order would have resulted in

substantial extra cost.

"The overall cost will be some £20 million below the figure
which my Department was expecting to have to pay for these
submarines - about one half due to competition and one half to

batch ordering. It is a clear example of the success we are having




with the Government's new policies for Defence procurement. I
have therefore decided to award the contract to Cammell Laird
as the cheapest solution from the Defence point of view and to
take advantage of the benefits of competition.

"The Government has also decided, subject to the negotiation

of satisfactory terms and conditions, to place orders with Scott

Lithgow in 1986 for a range recovery vessel later this year followed

by two lighters. Scott Lithgow will also be invited to bid for
refit work and to compete for steel work for Trident submarines

as a sub-contract from Vickers Shipbuilding and Engineering Ltd."




CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL RELEASED

SSKs 02-04

Ql. Was the order the
result of competition?

Q2. What was the degree of
difference between the bids?

Q3. Scott Lithgow's possible
claim that insufficient data
was made available by the

MOD as a basis for tendering?

Q4. What is the value of the
order?

Q5. How many more SSKs will
be ordered?

Q6. General
characteristics?

Q7. Other MOD work at
Cammell Laird?

Q8. Employment
considerations?

Al. Yes. Other yards invited to
tender were Scott Lithgow and Yarrow
Shipbuilders.

A2. This is commercial in
confidence information. Vickers/
Cammell Laird were however clear
winners.

A3. Three rounds of tendering were
involved. Scott Lithgow's
objections were made at a very late
stage and only after the 3rd round.
We are content that a reasonable
basis for tendering was applied.

A4, Precise costs are commercial
in confidence. A rough estimate
of the total value of an SSK is
£100m at today's prices.

A5. It is not our practice to
reveal the planned size of our classes.

A6. The new boats are as yet
unnamed. General statistics of
the Type 2400 are as follows:

Length: 70 metres
Pressure hull diameter:
Submerged displacement: 2,400 tonnes
Diving depth: in excess of 200 metres
Max speed: about 20 knots

Complement: 44
Torpedo tubes:

7.5 metres

6, with reloads.

A7. Type 22-13 frigate (HMS
Campbeltown) was ordered from Cammell
Laird in January 1985

AB. We are, of course, mindful

of employment considerations, but
each of the shipyards that tendered
are in high unemployment areas.

The order has been placed on the
basis of price.

CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL RELEASED




CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL RELEASED

Q9.Where will the work A9. Construction of 02 will
carried out? . commence at Birkenhead with
. some of the work to be carried

out at Barrow (such as special-
ist steel work).

CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL RELEASED




C

SSKs 02-04 '

SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS_ON SCOTT LITHGOW ASPECT

Qlp. What are the costs involved?
(Scott Lithgow and Yarrows
were the other bidders).

011.Will this mean that the Scott
Lithgow yard will have to
close?

Cl2. Scott Lithgow has complained
that the competition was
unfair?

AlO. Precise costs are commercially
confidential but as I said
Cammell Laird was the clear winner
and we are pleased with this
example of the success of the
Government's policy on
competitive procurement.

This is a matter for Trafalgar
Bouse. Scott Lithgow will
continue to be invited to
tender for other MOD new
construction and refit work
(they are among those firms

at present invited to tender
for the refit of RFA REGENT)
and we very much hope that

they will be sufficiently
competitive to be able to win
future orBers. They will also
have the opportunity to bid for
submarine steelwork sub-contracted
from -

212.This is not the case.

The matter was looked into

in considerable detail and,

in fact, the information pack
provided with the invitation

to tender conformed to the
typical package used to support
tenders for early follow-on
varship orders.

Some 800 drawings were provided
with the package, sufficient for
tendering purposes although some
12,000 working engineering
dravings were not part of the
package. Scott Lithgow were,
bowever, fully aware of the
conditions of tendering and only
made this complaint after the
third round of tendering and
after "best and final® offers
had been submitted.

It could, however, be agreed that
the lead shipbuilder has an
advantage over the prospective
follow-on shipyards due to the
design expertise it has built

up in developing the first of
class wve:




. 1s work being placed:with . Wo, Cammell Laird was the clear
Cammell Laird to assist wvinner in a competitive
in their privatisation? exercise.

What is the value of the - “This remains to be negotiated, but
work being placed with SL? is likely to be in the region of
£ (0 M (round figures).

1/mm/14/SSK1




@ OTHER NAVAL ORDERS cb. \N

PR/rrs During 1985 we have otdorfa the last
two Type 22 Prigates (13 and 14- ENMSs

i frep s CAMPRELTOWK and CEATHAM) snd we have
also accepted into service the last
three Type 42 Destroyers (EMSs
EDINBURGH, GLOUCESTER and YORK). Type
22s 07 to 12 are in varicus stages of
construction (07,08 and 11 at ¥YSL, 09
and 10 at 88E). 07 is dQue to be
loo:gtod tovards the end of next
month.

¢

The Type 23 is to form the backbone of

the programme for the replacement of
the Navy's Dastroysrs and Prigates. We
have invited tenders for the first
follow-on vessels o©of this class.
Subject to agreement on price and
other contract terms, we intend to
order 23-02 from Bwan Bunters.
Competitive tenders have been invited
for 23-03 and 23-04 with the optioen
included for a larger batch. Ko
@ecisions have yet been taken on the
tizing anéd number of ships to ba
ordered.

The first of class, EMB NORFOLK, was
ocrdered from Yarrow Shipbuilders in
October 1584. Launch 4s planned for
1987 with acceptance taking place some
two years later.

Following competition orders were placed
with Vosper Thoraycroft 4in June this
year for MCNVs 12 and 13. We &0 noct
expact to order any more NCEVs. (One
other MCMV 48 curreantly under
construction at VT, due to be accepted
oext month)

AMS SANDOWN the first of class was

ordered from Vosper Thornycroft in
August this year. Pollow-0n orders are
not expected for soms time.

[It is norwal to have s gap between
the Tirst of Class and follow-on
vesssls to ,snable the design to be
sufficiantly devaloped].

Tenders have besn recesived for the ¢4
design and build of the first two
"one-stop” Auxiliary Oiler
Replenishmant Vessaeals and are
currently being evaluated. Two




shipyards have tendered for the desigm
snd builld package whilet one has
tendered for 02 only, to one of the
othar shipyard's design. Ro decisions
have yet Ddeen made on the sige and
timing of orders.

(I

order for the first of oclass, DB
UPHOLDER, was placed with Vickers
Shipbuilding at Barrow in Novembar
1983.

The order for B8EN19, the seventh BSN
©of the TRAFALGAR Class is the last
88N to be ordered until the TRIDEET
build programme 4is well underway.
BSN» 16 to 18 are currently in
various stages of construction at
Vickers Barrow.

We hope to be able to place the order for
SEBR-05, the first TRIDENT boat,
in the near future. (Supplementary Qs
and As on BBBN 05 contract attached)

I have nothing to add to the statement
made by my Rt Hon Priend [the

previous Ministar DP] on 13 Juns.
OPVIII was considered but did not
secure 2 place in the programme and
we have no plans to proceed any
further with this proposal.

Why other work for BL? Subject to satisfactory terms and
: oonditions, the placing of other
work with 8L will be authorised
because of wider and relevent
factors.




Floating Docks

Scott Lithgow declined to tender for the
refit of Floating Dock 59 (AFD 59) and
this contract was let in November. AFD
60 (ie Rosyth) has an annual maintenance
each August at a cost of about £350K and
Scott Lithgow will be invited to tender
for this work. (Scott Lithgow also
declined to tender for this work in 1985).
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ORDER FOR SEVENTH TRAFALGAR CLASS
NUCLEAR-POWERED FLEET SUBMARINE

Mr Norman Lamont, the Minister of State for Defence
Procurement, today announced that the order for the seventh
nuclear-powered Fleet submarine of the Trafalgar class had been

placed with Vickers Shipbuilding & Engineering Ltd.

The value of this order, including weapons and other

equipment, is in excess of £200 million.

The submarine, to be called HMS Triumph, will be the 10th
Fleet submarine to enter service with the Royal KNavy; it.is

planned that she will join the Fleet in the early 1990s.

Comrenting on the order, Mr Lamont said: "Trafalgar class

e
bly the most potent anti-subrarine weagons

submarines are prcta
in service today. .Thelir ability o operate guietiy ati great
depths enabtles them to hunt, ancd if necessary destroy, enenmy

sutmarines and surface ships."

As with previous nuclear submarines, Messrs Rolls
Associates will have special responsibility for desigr

manufacture of the nuclear reactor plant equiprent.

The £irst three Trafalgar class vessels - HM submarines
Trafalgar, Turbulent and Tireless --~are in service with the
Pcyal Navy. HMS Torbay was launched in March 1985 and twec mor
submarines (HMS Trenchant and HMS Talent) are under construction

at the Vickers yard at Barrow in Furness.
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CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL RELEASED

SSN: HMS TRIUMPH

Q AND A BRIEF

Ql. Was the order the result
of competition?

Q2. Will any other yard be
developed to permit SSN
construction?

Q3. What is the value of
the order?

Q4. How many more SSNs will
be ordered?

Q5. Have VSEL been invited
to tender for any more SSNs?

Q6. What are SSN 19s' general
characteristics?

Al. No. Vickers is the only
UK yard with the current capabilty
of building SSNs. They are

also involved with the design

of our SSNs and SSBNs. Vickers,
however, will be seeking com-
petitive bids for certain equip-
ments and material.

A2. That is a matter for the
shipbuilding industry.

A3. Precise costs are commercially
confidential. A rough estimate

of the total value of an SSN

is of the order of £200m at

today's prices.

A4. It is not our practice to
reveal the planned size of our
classes, but further SSN orders
are not envisaged until the
SSBN programme is well underway.

AS.:- Rot at present, but negotiations
are in progress for the contract
for the first Trident SSBN.

A6. Similar to the other submarines
of the Trafalgar class. Dis-
pPlacement is over 5,000 tonnes,
length is 85 metres and the
complement will be around 100.

They carry Tigerfish and Sub-
Harpoon and will carry Spearfish
weapons.

CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL RELEASED




CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL RELEASED

Q7.

Characteristics of .
particular note (propulsion,
sonar, etc.)?

Q8.
Bow long will ghe be able
to stay submerged?

09.

®ill the building of SSN19
be affected by the TRIDENT
programme?

Q10.

Will / Bas the TRIDENT
programme be / been
affected by the build
programme of SSN19?

0v1.

How will the privatisation
of VSEL affect the build
Programme?

Q2.

What about the recent adverse
comments by the PAC on
productivity at VSEL?

A7,

Propulsion will be throuah geared
stean turbines powered from a
nuclear reactor. The Submarine
will be equipped with a sodern
air purification syster whieh
vill enable her to undertake long

patrols without needing to sur-
face.

A8,

It is not our practise teo reveal
Flanned endurance. Ycu will be
avare, however, of patrols in
excess of 100 days having been
performed by our SSNs.

AS.
No.

Al0.
The two build programmes are
inevitably interrelated, ang

have been designed to reflect
this.

‘11.

We are confident that the
privatisatior of VSEL will
have no adverse affect orn
the MoD's submarine orders.

A12.

Significant improvements in
manhours over previous SSN
contracts have been negotiated
which take account of expected
improvements in productivity,
experience gained from building
earlier “Trafalgar™ SSNs and the
benefits expected to be derived
from the new Submarine Facilities
Project (SFP). The MoD continuves
to insist on improvements
wherever this is possible.

CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL RELEASED

—c——
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Q13.

CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL RELEASED

Other MOD work at VSEL?

Al3. SSN 15 was accepted from the
shipbuilder on 30th October 1985,
Three other SSNs (16 to 18) are
currently under construction. The
first of the UPHOLDER class SSK
submarine (diesel powered) is also
under construction at Barrow. (Cammell
Laird became part of the Vickers
Group earlier this year).
Vickers/Cammell Laird are one of

the firms that have been invited

to take part in the competition for
Type 23 03 and O4.

With MOD assistance, Vickers/Cammell
Laird are actively pursuing prospects
for the sale of SSKs overseas (eg
Canada).

CONFIDENTIAL UNTIL RELEASED




EUPLRIENTARY Q AFD A® ON SSZF 05 QOFTRACT

YOU SAID TEA" TEE OEDER FOR Tender negotiations are still
TES FIRST TRIDENT SUBMARINE  -/¢- .
WOULD BE PLACED BY TER END taking place and it is hoped that

OF 1585, V== THB DERLAY?
these will be comoluded in the pear

/

future. It is not yet possidle to
be proailoblbuut the order dats.

WHAT ARE 75 SITPICULTIES? In 1ine with pormal practice, the
specific nature of the contract
negotiations is confidential between
the Depactoent and VSEL, -

DOES THIS MRA" TEAT TER BUILD No, the sulmarine detailed design
WILL BRE DRLAYZD?
and early production are progressing
satisfactorily under long lead

fimding crrlnglntnfa.




MAIN PRODUCTION ORDER FOR STING RAY
ADVANCED LIGHTWEIGHT TORPEDOES

Mr Norman Lamont, the Minister of State for Defence Procurement,
today announced that an order had been placed with Marconi Underwater
Systems Ltd for the manufacture of more than 2,000 Sting Ray advanced
lightweight torpedoes.

The contract is worth approximately £400 million and delivery
will extend over several years. Marconi has accepted that payment
will be made by the Ministry on delivery of complete and tested

torpedoes.

This order was foreseen in the Treasury Minute (Command 9696)
replying to the Report of the Public Accounts Committee (28th
Report 84/85) on the torpedo programme.

Sting Ray, designed tc replace Mk 44 and Mk 46 terpedoes,is
the first of a2 new generation of software-controclled "inteiligent"

torpedoes.

Mr Lamont said: "Sting Ray is the most advanced torpedo in the
worlc. It has been designed to counter the threat posed by the
latest Soviet submarines with the higher speeds and improved

capabilities of the 1980s and 199Cs."

Sting Ray is extremely robust and is capatle of being launche?
from fixec-wing aircraft, heiicopters and surface SNIPS.  Byiwitrtus
of its speed, manoeuvrability and deep-diving capability, as well
as its ability to operate in shallow water, the torpedo can engage

a wide range of targets.

Sting Ray entered service with the Royal Navy and the Royal

Force in September 1983; it has already been tought by Egypt
Thailand. Overseas sales prospects are good and negotiations

currently underway with a number of other countries.




RESTRICTED (until Press Release is issued)

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE

STINGRAY
(g aﬂb-Qj

Ql. Why such a large order?

Q2. 1Is this the total MOD
requirement for Stingray?

Q3. Competition?

a. at prime
contractor level?

b. at sub-contractor
level?

Q4. Type of contract?

Q5. Why the special comment
on payment arrangements?

Mo+ W duptdec

Al.

In order to obtain best value for
money and the lowest possible UPC.

A2. For reasons of security, it is
not the practice to reveal the precise
numbers of torpedoes planned for

the Royal Navy.

A3. Marconi Underwater Systems

Limited are the Design Authority forSting:

and competition at prime contractor
level for this production order proved
impracticable because of the high
level of design expertise needed

to support the prime contractor's
tasks of weapon assembly, integration
and test. However, these activities
represent only 10% of the total
contract value.

By far the greater part of the value
of the contract is for bought-out
components. Most of these components
will be purchased as a result of
competitions conducted by Marconi.
MOD monitor the conduct of the com-
petitions.

A4. The contract is fixed price.

A5. Previous contracts of this type
have involved payments on a progress
basis, which does not always generate
a significant financial incentive

to deliver completed weapons of satis-
factory quality. The main Production
element of the Stingray contract

does not therefore provide for any
payments except for weapons which

have been completed and tested.

RESTRICTED (until Press Release is issued)

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE




LOOSE MINUTE

D/SSC/DRP (WE) /9007 30
2 January 1986

EESIETIYEET (DP)7

Copy to:

A/Sec CofN

CPR

DRP (WE)

DRP (W)

DPO(N) (Mr Hill)

STINGRAY MPO ANNOUNCEMENT, MINISTER(DP) PRESS CONFERENCE
3 JANUARY 1986

In response to Minister (DP)'s request this morning I attach
suprlementary Q&A material on the PAC Report on the Torpedo
Programme and the Treasury Minute.

7 e

———————

J R HUGHES
DRP (WE) Sec
BB 406 230 BB




Ql. Wwhen was the PAC Report
published?

Q2. And the Government's
response?

Q3. PAC complained that poor
value for money has been obtained
in the past from torpedo
programmes?

Q4. Resources allocated to
Tigerfish and Spearfish being kept
under close review?

Q5. PAC expressed concern that
management of the torpedo programme
is still not settled; and MOD do
not yet have adegquate cost
information.

Q6. PAC stated that in the past
the contractor appeared not to have
suffered any financial penalties.
Is value for money now being
obtained for torpedo procurement?

Al.

12 September 1985.

A2. This was published on
18 December in the form of a
Treasury Minute - Cmmd 9696.

A3. Position has now improved -
Sting Ray entered service in
1983; Spearfish development is
subject to the discipline of a
fixed price contract; and Tiger-
fish reliability has improved -
the whole system is under control
of a single MOD authority and a
single contractor, MUSL.

A4. VYes. The production
programme for Spearfish will be
subject to adjustment to ensure
funding for Tigerfish is curtailed
at as early a date as practicable.

A5. Under the Tigerfish Consolidation
Programme, MUSL act as prime :
contractor for the Tigerfish

weapon system. This arrangement is !
being examined to see whether a
similar arrangement should be
introduced for Spearfish (which is
already managed for all systems
aspects .by a single MOD project
team). Decisions have yet to be
taken.

It would not be possible to
introduce full weapon system
management for Sting Ray because
there are already prime contractors
for the separate aircraft, heli-
copters and ship launch platforms.

ADP has been introduced within MOD
to improve financial management
and extensive use is made of ADP
in monitoring progress on the
projects.

A6. The statement by the Committee
that in the past the contractors
appeared not to have suffered any
financial penalties relates to the
1970s.

The joint Sting Ray and Spearfish
development contract of 1981 is
fixed price and thus provides
incentives to the contractor to
perform efficiently. The Tigerfish
consolidation programme contract qf

- - =Ya D) - - —~ - ~




Q7. PAC complained about lack of
progress on international
collaboration and overseas sales?

Q8. Was not the timing of the
PAC Report - in the middle of the
RN Eguipment Exhibition - most
unfortunate?

for bonuses related to achievement
of measured performance improve-
ments. The Sting Ray production .
contract just placed is similarly
fixed price. The main production
element of the contract provides
for interim payments only on
satisfactory inspection of fully
tested torpedoes.

The Treasury Minute stresses that
MOD are making every effort to
support MUSL with efforts to secure
export orders for torpedoes. Two
Sting Ray sales contracts-to Egypt
and Thailand - were secured in the
first year of the torpedo’s
in-service life - a significant
achievement.

MOD are engaged ,in discussionswith
the UK's European/NATO partners
with a view to harmonising future
requirements and so paving the

way for joint development programmes
We are also working closely along-

side MUSL and other UK companies to
ensure a consistent approach.

A8. Certainly, the report cannot
have helped prospects for overseas
sales but I am not responsible

for the contents or timing of

PAC reports - nor the wayv the
Press handle them!




LOOSE MINUTE
D/RP(N) 1/16/2 (1/86)
"2 January 1986

DPO(N

Copy to:

PS/Secretary of State DNSD
PS/Minister (AF) DNOT
PS/Minister(DP) €~ Head of RP(P&B)
Sec/CNS Head of Sec(NATO/UK)(P)
Sec /CNP Head of NMT
Sec/ACNS Head of Sec(NS)
PS/2nd PUS Head of RP(Army)
AUS (Programmes) Head of RP(Air)
AUS(NP) DPR

D Programmes DPR(N)

DGNMT

DN Plans

DESMOND WETTERN DAILY TELEGRAPH ARTICLE 2 JANUARY 1986

I attach, as requested, defensive Question and Answer

material for use in dealing with enquiries which may be prompted
by Desmond Wettern's article in today's Daily Telegraph (copy
attached for copy addressees). It has been prepared in
conjunction with Head of NMT. We should not, of course, be
drawn into any speculative discussion on future policy yet to be
considered let alone decided upon, by Ministers.

-~

T

F | KENWORTHY
HEAD OF RP(N)
MB4391 7818MB
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Is it true that considerable
reductions in the Navy's
operational strength can be
expected in 19867

Yhat about the manpower problems
portrayed in Wettern's article?

Current size of DD/FF force?

Are there likely to be some
reductions in 19867

Is money tight?

(Wetterrn's article refers to
nees to preserve available
funds for new ~action)

No. Suggestions that
naval manpower shortages
or budgetary difficulties
will lead to significant
reductions in the
operational fleet are pure
speculation. It remains
the Government's policy,
as indicated in the
Statement on the Defence
Estimates 1985, to
maintain an escort force
level of about 50.

(Draw on material at
Annex)

Details of the strength of
the Fleet are given
annually in Statements on
the Defence Estimates as
at 1 April each year. The
size of the DD/FF force on
1 April 1985 was 53.

The detailed composition
of the fleet varies from
year to year as will be
clear from successive
Statements on the Defence
Estimates. It is not our
practice to give detailed
forecasts of future
strengths but, as I have
indicated, suggestions of
major changes in 1986 are
speculation.

Obviously the defence
programme as a whole has
to be tautly managed, but
there is no question of
investment in future
capability being achieved
simply at the expense of
current capability. Our
aim in resource allocation
is to preserve a sensible
balance between the two.




Overall the Royal Navy is some 300 officers - or 3% - short
of its requirement. There are specific shortages in
certain categories of junior seamen officers such as Principal
Warfare Officers, Observers and Submariners. These shortages are
naturally of concern to the Navy Board but they are not such as to
call into question the RN's ability to carry out its operational
task. Measures are being taken or are being studied to ease the
shortages which stem, as the article states, mainly from reductions
in recruiting post Cmnd 8288 and from poor retention in the late
1970s. Recruitment has improved recently but, because of the
lengths of training and the subsequent time needed in gaining
appropriate experience improvements will take some time to work
through. Priority is therefore being given to measures to improve
the retention of trained officers.

2. Whilst some shore pegts are filled by WRNS or civilians, we
fully recognise the need to ensure that adequate opportunities
exist for employment ashore of seamen officers and other seagoing
personrel. The further erosion of such opportunities is to be
avoided wherever possible. However, we must also take into
account the need to deploy our resources to meet the reaquirements

of the Service efficiently, consistent with maintaining the
requirements of an all volunteer service.
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+ lanrashire, and had a tumnier
" last vear of L4500 0GD G per

POLISH ~
EMIGRE’S
TRIUMPH

By TONY FAIRCEILD

HERE can be few com-
4 panies in the boating
industry more Bntish than
* Henri-Lloyd, whose chief,

Mr Henri Strzelecki. a

Polish _emigré., was

appointed an MBE in the

New Year Honours. -

The compaoy's motto is:
‘*Export is the lifeline for
Bntawn.”

Mr Strzelecki came to Britain
in 1946. with barely a word of
Englisb. as a Polish soldier after
serving with the 6th Army.

He began work as an onskilled
labourer 1n 8 ware factory 10
Wakeficld and at one <lage went
to wnrk on a hicvele belore
founding Henri l.lovd. worid
leader ' (oul.wegther clothing
fer yacht«men

The
teres

four far.
staf 1n

ha<

300

campansy
cmpioving

cent of which was for export

Boat Show reton i
With the exception of shoes. |

 everv tem marufaciured by the |

P TURE: PALUL ARMIGER

~frering o he'nirg hend to 14.year-

r Chrisiine Perker, ofter she hed

s in ke £8,900 mini submcrine ot the

¢t Stow, Earl's Cournt, yesterdeoy, Mr

t years buiiding the croft in the beck
cf his home in Sidbury, Devon.

company 1s 100 per cent. Eritish
from ine raw matera's to the
fimshed products.

Mr Henn, as he is known in |
the boating trade. and now 60, !
has returncd to the London
interzational Roat Show at|
Ear!'s Court for the 25th time

The show. precented bv the
Sh:p and Boat Builders’ Nationa!
Federation and the DaiLy
Express, 15 opea from 10 am. to
8 p.m. on weekdayvs and from 10
a.m. to 7 p.m. on saterdays and
Sundays, and continues until
Sunday wezk.
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Navy’s operational
strength likely
to be reduced

8v DESMOND WETTERN Neval Correspondent
ONSIDERABLE reductions are expected
in the Navy's operational strength dur-
ing the forthcoming year by officers in the

Fleet.

This 1s because of grow-
ing shortage of manpower,
particularly junior
officers.

Coupled with this is the
need to preserve available
funds for the Tvpe 23 Frigate
and Upholder Class conven:
tional submarine building
programme

The lach of juninr officers,
mawly of heglenant rank. m the
Seamen Rranch is now \n acute
thét tne aprratinnal effective
nesc of prahahlv at ieast a third
of the 5! destmvers and fngates
1in fuil commicsion 1s being
edversaly affccted.

The most moadern destrovers
and fngates. and thoase on the
Falkiands and Ara%:an Sea Pat-
ro.s, i efiect the Navv's “Firet
11.” have their full complement
of Seaman Dffirers. and some
older ships have only haif the
numpber thev are supposcd 19

s

Financial levels

Amonz some junmior officers
these 1s tne fechng that semior
oflers arc reluctant to tell the
polincians that the Nawv, win
1ts present manpower and finan.
aal leveis. cannot meet the com-
utments it now faces

‘‘Particularly, as the larger
shins zre not being so hard-hit by
the lack of officers. consequertiv
senior officers arc less well
aware of the problems to be
found :n smaller and older
frigates,” one experienced Sea-
man Lieutenant in a missile
destrover with its full officer
complesient sad.

Tke aficer shortage is due
pertly to cutbacks in recruiing
oves the past four vears as part
of the 10,000 reduction oraercd
it the Navv's manpower under
the 193! Defence Review, which
b2s brought down the annua!
oficer recruiing average from
around 650 to 400.

Consequently, in the 1986-87
financial year starting 1n Apni, it
15 hikely that the recruiting target
will be raised to 600 officers,
although few of these will be
fuliy trained until the 1990s.

But the lack of junior officers,
apgravated by the post-Falklunds
decision to retain eight more

T A |

destrovers and frigates 1 full
Commission for watch-keeping
dutres at sea. has created a
wicous circle. as it has meant
more dutes and morc time spent
at <ea. to a point where the 1985.
86 figures, due out 1n the spnng.
are expected to show a <harp nise
in the number of officers
quitting

The numbar of officer< m--ry-
INg cathier an their (areers s
nerragne vear by veer, and
snme wives inevitably mare
advress (nmparisans hetwecn
Naval senvrr whieh for 2 02
men oFeer means 14 vears of
Almas) rontinunugs sence 17, €43,
aaing ships on romplet:ns his
tra:inine. and that of his awiiizn
equ!va:rals 1n more scitied
occupaliers,

in ar attemrt 1o gt more sea-
men cficers 1o sea, cuts have
becn made in t:me spent zshare
on courses. tn a dangercus ieve!l,
som.c senior nfacers mamnta.in

Yot manv frizates todav ha -
oniv half the numters of watch.
keening and welfare officers who
take cnarge ot ¢ <hip+ c¢pera-
t:ons roam or perve-cenlre, that
would be required in a war or
area of nigh risa.

Short supply

What few siiore jobs that wers
availabie tor jumor officess he.o
now mostlv been taken over Lv
cviiizas or Vren otficers.

“Whilst young watch-keepinz
officers are 1= short supply a:
sea, 1t must be difficult o0 por.
suade a yourg mamed man to
‘stay put’ when he can see per-
haps his one-and-only shore job
for a number of vears filled by a
Wren,” Lt. Cmdr Michael Casch-
lev. a former jumor sezman ofi-
cer. points ou! in the j%8s
ed:hion of his “BRimisH Wars:sips
AND AUXILIARIES . ®
~ He also puints out that increas.
Ing time spent in $€a-going stips
15 affeching the retention cof rat-
Ings as wel!, and “in peacetime,
trasming for war 1s vital=but so
1S a younz man's morale—the
cnes of ‘there’s no fun left' are
arain being heard from maay an
officer ard rating There was «
sin:lar sitwation in the Navy in
the 196y, v.hen 1t faced heavv
commitments 1n the Midcle and
Far East

. f :p'llllv. Warsh'os and Auxilieries 1684

by AlLine Criicnley. Maniime Sooas
Lisheard. (61959 ) iz :

e
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COMMITTEE OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTS - TORPEDO REPORT

/'/ry’/// /(

Thank you for your letter of 31§/,October. 0

1 sympathise with you over the timing of the PAC report on
the torpedo programme and the way in which the press comment
concentrated solely on criticisms of past performance rather
than picking up the more positive comments in the report. The
comment on the report cannot have helped the prospects for
export sales and collaboration, falling as it did in the middle
of the week of the RN Equipment Exhibition. You will
understand, of course,that I am not responsible for the contents
or timing of PAC reports nor the way the press handle them., I
have been a victim of the system myself on more than one

occasion!
I cannot believe that the omission of MUSL's name from the
MOD news release about the recent successful test firing of

STING RAY in any way aggravated this damage. The release was

Lord Weinstock




intended to emphasise the enhancement to the capability of the
RN and RAF and it seems to me a very full and positive
statement. The British defence press certainly need no

reminding of who manufactures STING RAY; and there was nothing

to prevent MUSL from capitalising on this successful firing with

their own publicity.

In his evidence to the PAC, the Chief of Defence
Procurement had rightly to adopt a balanced approach reflecting
his responsibilities as Accounting Officer and the reality that
the history of the torpedo programme is not an entirely happy
one - from your point of view or ours. But Peter Levene, and
all of us here, have and will continue to give full support to
the massive torpedo programme which is of crucial importance to
us both. The MOD has supported fully and promoted both export
sales and collaboration. Indeed, as an example, I raised the
matter directly on my recent visit to Singapore. We shall
continue to do everything possible to support your export

efforts.

Michael Heseltine




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 1 November 1985

Many thanks for your note of 31 October.

I will ensure that the Prime Minister
sees a copy of your letter to the Secretary
of State for Defence as soon as possible.

(Caroline Ryder)

The Lord Weinstock
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51st October, 1985

Dear Michael,

COMMITTEE OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTS - TORPEDO REPORT

The misleading and factually incorrect Public
Accounts report, together with the continuing reverberd-
tions of hostlle press comment arising from it, are

having a serious adverse impact on the export opportun-

jties for torpedoes. Furthermore, the prospects for

International collaboration have been reduced, and, at

the best, the UK bargaining position has been weakened.
v o

Ihe damage has been aggravated by the incom-

prehensible omission of Marconi’s name trom the recent

——

announcement of the successful firing of STING RAY,

—

notwithstanding our request that it should be Includede.

L

The Managing Director of Marconl Underwater
Systems Limited is writing to CDP to seek nls help in

putting the record straight. [ hope this will be

forthcoming in full measure, since in giving evidence

/ooooooo




before the Public Accounts Comnittee,ﬁrv’: defence of
the Department and its supplier was ngrgly robuste. He

I S,

SV I Y
certainly did not make the most of what has been

achieved, or the success of the programme since Marconi
took control of it.

The recovery of the situation seems to me so
important in vindicaotion of HMG’s decision in favour of

—

the UK torpedo programme, as well

as to the prospects

———

for exports which constituted an important part of its

Justification, that I feel it right to ask for your

R R ay
assistance. I am also copying this letter to the Prime
Minister, since from the beginning she has taken a

direct personal interest and has regularly pressed us to
N Ry -

achieve more exports of torpedoes.

T ——

Lord Weinstock

The Rt. Hone Michael Heseltine, MP,
Secretary of State,

Ministry of Defence,

Whitehall,

LONDON, SWIA 2HB.




GJW Government Relations
64 Clapham Road London SW9
Telephone 01 582 3119

21st September 1983

John Coles, Esq.
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street
London

SwW1l

t (-

I quite understand that it was not possible to meet before
the Prime Minister's visit to the United States and I am
sorry I was not able to speak to you last week.

However, I thought it might be useful to let you have a brief
paper on the way Marconi see the Two-way Street and offset
policies working at the moment. A similar note was provided
for the Defence Secretary of State's visit to the United
States last week. Hopefully, we can get together and talk
about this in either October or November, but obviously not
until the Conference season is behind us.

Wilf Weeks

ANDREW GIFFORD - JENNY JEGER - WILF WEEKS

In association with Thevenot, Murray & Scheer
Washington DC Telephone 331 8788




MARCONI

THE AMERICAN SCENE

Trident Offsets

1.

All Marconi experience is that the street is very much one
way. Noises are often made that we will be given work if
competitive, but obstacles include:

B U. S. Services concern about foreign companies
competing for critical components in high priority
programmes. Often we cannot even get a second
servicing.

The procurement rules being weighted against
proprietary equipments in requiring the surrender of
full design rights.

The need to comply with the Buy American Act.

Often having to bid against U.S. companies who already
have the jigging, tooling and instrumentation.

A further obstacle in bidding for U.S. programmes is
security clearance. On classified work or in any
competition involving advanced technology DoD staff can
classify any item as NO-FORN (No-Foreign) without
explanation. An appeal can be lodged, but the time taken to
pursue an appeal renders the action pointless. By
comparison, U.S. firms, regardless of ownership or location,
can enter almost any U.K. competition on application to the
U.K. Ministry concerned.

We doubt if there is much in practice to be done about all
this. Officials in Washington may make favourable noises
about offsets and the Two-way Street, but at the end of the
day it is the individual U.S. Services and the powerful
service and industrial lobbies in Congress who most
influence the decision.

We think it important to continue to emphasise the one-
wayness of the Street, but most success is likely to come
from companies fighting through their individual projects
and from Government support as appropriate on a case by case
basis for those projects.




Current Projects

5.

We are currently working on the following projects:

a) ICS3 - Naval Communications: one system is under
evaluation and there is a funded programme for a system to
meet future requirements.

b) Ship De-gaussing System: there is a possibility of
quite good sales as the U.S. have no comparable system.

c) HARM: we are keen to be allowed to bid for the U.S.
HARM homing head and are working closely with the U.S. Navy
Office in London on this. Substantial production would be
in the U.S.

Stingray Torpedo

Prospects of selling this weapon to the U.S. Navy are very
small. This is partly because the U.S. Navy do not wish to
be dependent upon a foreign supplier for such an important
weapon and any acceptance by them of Stingray might put
their ALWT programme at risk. But it is also partly because
of strained relations with Marconi following the various
torpedo battles. As a result, we are currently playng this
very gently. Militarily, however, it seems nonsense for the
U.S. Navy to have to wait the six or seven years until the
ALWT comes into service when Stingray is the only torpedo
that can currently meet the threat. It would at least seem
sensible for them to validate the torpedo in their own
vehicles so that it could be used in an emergency.

ZEUS - Electronic Warfare Equipment

ZEUS has already been chosen by the RAF for the GR5 Harrier.
U.S. Industry is a major supplier as a sub-contractor,
contributing some 40% of the hardware. It would be sensible
for Zeus also to be used on the U.S. Navy's AV8B Harrier
programme. If selected, we will then cooperate with U.S.
industry in exporting a down-graded version to third world
countries.

The competition is the U.S. ASPJ (Airborn Self-Protection
Jammer) which we understand is both late and very expensive.

Purchases by Marconi in the U.S.

Components for most of Marconi's advanced systems are
purchased in the U.S. Last year this amounted to almost
$8m; 1in the current year procurement is running at a level
almost double ($3.7m in the first three months) and is still
rising. This is such an important area of business that we
have set up a special procurement office in the U.S.




TRIDENT II (D5) - U.K. INDUSTRIAL PARTICIPATION

Following a presentation to members of ECIF in London on 1l6th
November, 1982, by Mr. R. D. Heiser, Manager, U.K. Industrial
Participation (Trident), Marconi Electronics Division Ltd. (MEDL)
put together a comprehensive dossier of its factories and
manufacturing capabilities for submission to the Sub-Systems
Prime Contractors in the USA. Copies of the dossier were
delivered personally to the Prime Contractors and subsequently
individual presentations were made at their factories on MEDL
activities. By the middle of this year we had confirmation that
we were fully approved potential suppliers to all seven Prime
Contractors and their Sub-Contractors.

Our understanding from discussions with the Prime Contractors is
that the basic design philosophy for Trident II must be the same
in all systems as used in Trident I, except where new equipment
is essential to meet the Trident II specification. This means
that, for the majority of the equipment, it will be an exact copy
of Trident I equipment - including the Component suppliers. Our
only chance to be considered as a vendor for repeat equipment,
either to the Sub-Systems Contractors or to their Sub-
Contractors, is if one or more of the existing vendors fail.

Where new equipment needs designing for Trident II, MEDL, in
theory, has the same chance of supplying as any USA based
company. In practice, difficulties arise from the limited scope
referred to in the above paragraph and also from MIL SPECS
requirements which specify that MIL SPEC devices must be
manufactured in the USA. It is understood that these
requirements have been repudiated by the American Navy's OSD for
components emanating from countries with reciprocal procurement
MOU's. However, there appear to be some delays before U.S.
Contractors become aware of this as the enclosed copy letter from
Rockwell International demonstrates. This letter was replied to
in the manner recommended by the Ministry of Defence, requesting
Rockwell International to refer to OSD, but to date no reply has
been received.

MEDL have now received one or two tentative enquiriess or
Semiconductor components. All MEDL products offered against
those enquiries will meet full MIL SPEC requirements but of
course are not U.S. made. MEDL have a U.S. Sales Manager located
in the USA who has already made a number of visits an will
maintain contact with the various Contractor and Sub-Contractors.
At the present time our best hopes are with

Interstate Electronics

GE Ordnance System

Lockheed

Subcontractors to Sperry
for a wide range of components subject to our beng able to

overcome the apparent procedural difficulties.
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Autonetics Marine Systems Divislon
Defense Electronics Operations

3370 Miraloma Avenue Rockwell
P.O. Box 4921
Anaheim, California 92803 International

February 17, 1983 In reply refer to 83DEO615736

Circuit Technology
160 Smith Street
Farmingdale, New York 11735

Attention: Mr. R. E. Warren

Reference: Meeting at Rockwell International
February 8, 1983

Dear Mr. Warren:

At the reference meeting, you had requested copies of Rockwell
International'’s integrated circuit (IC) specifications. In
reviewing your request, it was pointed out by Strategic Systems
Project Office that, per MIL-M-38510E, all microcircuits shall
be manufactured, assembled and tested within the United States
and its territories. Since this spec is invoked on Rockwell
International, there can be no procurement from the U.XK. There-
fore, your request for the specifications cannot be granted.

Mr. R. Heiser of the Ministry of Defence is presently reviewing
U.X.'s position as a subcontractor for IC/Jan type components .
In the event the present policy changes and at the direction of
SSPO, Rockwell will reevaluate your request at that time.

Very truly yours,

& T st

E. T. Haberski

Program Administrator
Strategic Navigation Programs
Navigation and Control Systems

ETH :mgv

cc: SP2015 - Strategic Systems Project Office, Washington, D.C.
Mr. R. Helser, Ministry of Defence, Whitehall, London
Commander R. G. Lacher, Ministry of Defence, Whitehall, London
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10 DOWNING STREET

; " v+ 1081
From the Private Secretar) 17 December 1981

Heavyweight Torpedo

The Prime Minister is grateful for your
Secretary of State's minute of 15 December
about the completion of the contracts with
GEC/Marconi for the purchase of the heavyweight
torpedo.

The Prime Minister has commented "excellent'.
She is content, subject to the views of her
colleagues, for your Secretary of State to
complete the contracts and to make an announcement
as he proposes.

I am copying this letter to the Private
Secretaries to the other members of OD and to
David Wright (Cabinet Office). :

& G SOEOTAR
P 320U N S

David Omand, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.

CONFIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE
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COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE (1)
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PRIME MINISTER MLy iz

HEAVYWEIGHT TORPEDO

At OD(81)Bxﬁ Meeting on 8th September, the Committee agreed that,
subject to satisfactory financial and contractual arrangements, the
heavyweight torpedo under development for the Royal Navy by MARCONI

C—————
Space and Defence Systems should be purchased. The new torpedo is
vital to the future ability of the Royal Navy to deal with the massive
and increasingly sophisticated Soviet submarine threat. I obtained
the agreement of my colleagues to continue negotiations with GEC/
MARCONI with the object of removing the extra cost of the British
torpedo, compared with its US competitor in the early years.

2. I am glad to report that, after some tough bargaining, we have

struck a deal with Marconi on the cash flow arising from the combined
D R,

fixed-price contrés?-?sg-gilNG RAY and the heavyweight torpedo which
will totally remove the difference in expenditure with the US torpedo
over the period up to 1986/87, which had been assessed at £55m. This
will be achieved without affecting the fixed price offer SF-ETanned
in-service dates of either STING RAY or the new heavyweight torpedo.
We have also reached satisfactory agreement with the Company on all
other major aspects of the contract, including the division of profit

on overseas sales.

b I, therefore, propose to authorise the completion of the
contracts with GEC/MARCONI and to make an announcement later this

week.

4, I am copying this minute to other OD colleagues and to Robert
Armstrong.

Ministry of Defence
15th December 1981

CONFIDENTIAL
COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE




10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER 16 September 1981
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I am most grateful to you and Mr. Bolton for
your letter of 9 September. The choice of your company
to produce the new heavyweight torpedo, assuming the
present discussions go well, is indeed intended as a
gesture of confidence in Marconi and in the future.

Remembering how very impressed I was by everything I

saw during my visit to Neston, I am sure that our

confidence will be shown to have been well founded.

I send my very best wishes to you and all your

colleagues.

R.A. French, Esq.
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£\ Marconi Space & Defence Systems Limited

A GEC-Marconi Electronics Company

‘ Management company for The Marconi Company Limited

CHESTER HIGH ROAD
NESTON

SOUTH WIRRAL L64 3UE
Telex: 629701

Telephone: 051-336 7000

Reference

9th September, 1981

The Rt Hon Margaret Thatcher M.P.,
Prime Minister,

10 Downing Street,

London.

Dear Prime Minister,

On behalf of the staff of Marconi Defence Systems Neston, may we
take this opportunity of formally thanking you for the decision
made on Tuesday, 8th September, which resulted in the contract for
the new heavyweight torpedo being awarded to our company, albeit
with certain conditions yet to be met.

As the elected representatives of the present workforce, we regard
this as an act of faith on the part of H.M. Govermment, coming at
a crucial time for us and the country in general.

You have created, we believe, the climate and the future for this

area and the help to restore the dignity and confidence which the
world recession has done so much to damage in the last twelve months.

Yours sincerely,

.A. French B.P. /Bolton

\

On behalf of the Marconi Neston Staff Councillors

1977

Registered at London No. 964491 Registered Office: Marconi House, New Street, Chelmsford, Essex CM1 1PL

Holding Company: The General Electric Company Limited of England
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Ref: BO062T1

PRIME MINISTER

The Heavyweight Torpedo
(0D(Z1) 41)

BACKGROUND

The Secretary of State for Defence is seeking guidance - not at this

stage a firm decision - on the choice of heavyweight Torpedo for the

Royal Navy. yishs e
24 The heavyweight torpedo is launched from submarines against both surface
ships and other submarines. With the defence £€5€Z§’E€Bision to emphasise
the submarine as the main weapon platform against Soviet submarines, an
effective heavy torpedo is essential. It is quite different from the light-
[
weight torpedo, which is designed to be launched from aircraft and surface
ships. But there are some significant similarities between the heavyweight
torpedo problem we now face and the lightweight torpedo issue resolved by OD
after two difficult meetings in July and October 1979. You will recall that
we then rejected a cheaper American alternative in favour of STINGRAY, a
British designed lightweight torpedo manufactured by Marconi Space and Defence
Systems (MSDS), part of Lord Weinstock's GEC Group. Much play was made with
STINGRAY's export potential; and the Chiefs of Staff,in insisting thet only
the costlier alternative met their operational requirements, formally accepted
that they would thereby be leaving less money in the defence budget for other
important purposes. o anA
3. The present dilemma over the heavyweight torpedo also features a British
model manufactures by MSDS versus a cheaper American alternative (£57O million

O —
as against £700 million over 12-15 years). But this time either would meet

the (Royal Navy's) operational requirements. The case against buying American
is purely industrial and political; and Mr Nott is therefore seeking to

establish that, if we buy British, new money should be provided, over and

above the defence budget as currently agreed, to cover the extra £100 million
e ———

involved (the net extra cost falls from £130 million to £100 million because
——

the cost of STINGRAY will rise if the MSDS heavyweight torpedo is not purchased ).




CONFIDENTTAL

4. An important difference between STINGRAY and the present case is that,
while the former had a strikingly unhappy history of escalating cost,

Lord Weinstock is on this occasion 3??3??3@ (subject to a normal inflation
clause) a fixed price contract for dE?ETEE&ent and initial production -

though  not of course for main production.

— ——

5e It was at one time hoped that a deal could be struck with the Americans
that they should buy STINGRAY if we bought their heavyweight torpedo (ADCAP).
The annex to Mr Nott's paper reports our failure to secure any such under-
taking. But the Financial Times of 3rd September reported-gie possibility
05’5'5251 with the Americans whereby we would buy ADCAP on the understanding

that they would conclude one of the purchases of British equipment, such as

the RAPIER missile for the Rapid Deployment Force, now under discussionj
and the manufacturers of ADCAP have offered to offset 35 per cent of the dollar
costs by purchases from British industry.

6. The Chancellor of the Exchequer will of course be briefed to oppose any

A A b v A A
increase in the defence budget for the British torpedo. But even if it is

not increased, he is likely to argue for the Apgerican alternative, since
a premium of £100 million to buy British is not justified on economic or
industrial grounds: on the assumption that the defence budget is not to be
increased, the consequences of buying the British torpedo would be to reduce

purchases of other British defence equipment.

o It would be a dangerous precedent to provide extra funds for the defence
budget to meet the extra cost of buying British. There is no logical basis
for managing a block budget such as defence in this way, neamenldrié-be—easy
hordefond politicallys It is for the Defence Secretary to make his own

judgements about what he can get away with politically and to live with the
financial consequences. Mr Nott may have put in his plea for extra funds
for internal Ministry of Defence reasons, since ADCAP represents the best
value for limited defence funds and the Navy in particular would not want to
give up other cherished projects to fund the premium for the British torpedo;
and he may therefore not be too suprised if he is shouted down by his

colleagues. Nor ought he to be too seriously put out if his colleagues
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suggest that he should buy British, essentially on employment grounds, but

———————
find the money himself. You will note from Appendix 4 to Mr Nott's paper

that much of the extra cost of the British torpedo would fall in the years
after 1990; and that though there are excesses in the years up to 1986, the
;ﬁa cost even in these difficult early years is never more than

£20 million - a very small fraction of a defence budget of over £12 billion
a year. Mr Nott and his colleagues are also aware that the decisions on

the future of the defence budget earlier this summer not only pre-empted this
autumn's Public Expenditure exercise but were also pretty generous in current

circumstances.

8. The Secretary of State for Industry, the Secretary of State for Employment
and the Chief Secretary have been invited, but the Lord Chancellor is unable

to be present as he is visiting Belfast.
IS SIS Y L R R 5 G T § B

HANDLING
9e You will wish to ask the Defence Secretary to introduce this paper. A % g

he does not do so unprompted, you might ask him to comment on the overseas
sales prospects of the British heavyweight torpedo and on the possibility of
striking a bargain with the Americans on the lines mentioned by the

Financial Times (paragraph 5 above).

10. You should then ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Chief Secretary

to commentjand the Secretaries of State for Industry and Employment to speak

on the industrial and employment considerations. You might also invite the

Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary to comment on any implications for the

Alliance and on the possibility of persuading the Americans to make offsetting

purchases from Britain; and you will want the Chancellor of the Duchy's views

on the attitude of Parliament.

CONCLUSTIONS
11. Since Mr Nott is not asking for a firm decision, but intends to put
forward a recommendation after the Party Conference, the discussion need only

be summed up in a way which gives him a general political steer. There is

-

likely to be a broad consensus that there can be no question of increasing the
defence budget to meet the extra cost of buying the British torpedo. The

Committee might then invite the Defence Secretary to consider and report on
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i. the implications for the rest of the defence programme of a
decision to buy the British torpedo — in particular, how would he
deal with the extra cost in the years up to 1986, and what are

the least unacceptable ways of reducing the cash flow problems?

ii. the possibility of using a purchase of the American torpedo
as a lever to secure an American purchase of British defence
equipment, or of otherwise increasing 'offset' for British

industry.

At the same time Mr Nott should be invited,in the light of i. and ii. and
of the Committee's views generally on the industrial and political
considerations, to put forward his firm recommendation on the choice of
heavyweight torpedo for discussion by the Committee before the end of

October.

g

4th September 1981 R L WADE-GERY

¢ Sir Robert Armstrong o/r
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Lord Weinstock sent the attached letter round by hand this

afternoon. You were due to dine with him and Mr. Woodrow Wyatt
on Friday, but you had asked Caroline Stephens to postpone the

occasion, though Lord Weinstock does not know this.

I have spoken to Mr. Nott's Office, and they say that a
decision on the heavyweight torpedo is not likely to be taken
before the early autumn at the earliest. There is no question of
a choice having been made secretly between the American weapon

"and the GEC torpedo - if that is indeed what Lord Weinstock<zginks.

But it 1s possible that, against an eventual decision by Ministers

to buy the American torpedo, MOD officials have begun to prepare a

draft Memorandum of Understanding and have shown this entirely

informally and without commitment to the Americans. It would take

some little time to check this possibility. But what is certain
is that Mr. Nott has not seen a draft MOU, nQr did he discuss

the heavyweight torpedo when he saw Mr. Weinb&rger in Washington
recently (though he did press the virtues of Sting Ray on the

-'—
Americans).

I think that this means that I can safely ring Lord Weinstock

and tell him that there must be some misunderstanding, and that no
.

decision has been taken on the torpedo, and will not be taken for

some time to come. There would therefore be no question of him

and you being in a false position if you met for quite other
purposes. Would you like me to do this (warning him that Friday's

engagement is being postponed anyway for other reasons)?

F ﬁ'&»b\a‘{)ﬂ%
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THE GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY LIMITED
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THE GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY LIMITED
1 STANHOPE GATE ' LONDON WIA IEH

01-493 8484

9th December, 1980

5
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Thank you for your letter of
8th December, 1980. | am very grateful to you for

agreeing to open our new factory at Neston and |
will settle the precise date without delay.

/ —
Lord Weinstock

The Rt. Hon. Margaret Thatcher, MP,
10, Downing Street,
LONDON, S.W.1.

IN ENGLAND NO. 67307 . REGISTERED OFFICE: 1




10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER
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Thank you for your letter of
to see something of the Sting Ray
you suggest I should like to take

your new factory at Neston at the

December, 1980.

24 November 1980 inviting me
programme. Of the two visits -
up your invitation to open

end of April of next year.

Perhaps your office could get in touch with Caroline Stephens

here to settle the precise date of the occasion. I hope that you

will be able to do this fairly soon since my diary for the spring

is filling up very rapidly.

The Lord Weinstock

0 o A eta,

The General Electric Co. Ltd., 1 Stanhope Gate, W1A 1EH.




CONFIDENTIAL

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1

Telephone 01-€30X7H22 218 2111/3

MO 25/3/4 5th December 1980

MSDS INVITATION TO THE PRIME MINISTER TO OPEN THE NEW
STINGRAY PRODUCTION FACILITY ON DEESIDE IN APRIL

\ A £ \

You asked me about the invitation which the Prime Minister
had received from Lord Weinstock to open the new Stingray
factory. I have as you suggested taken soundings in the
Department and to save time perhaps the simplest thing would

be to refer you to the attached note from the Private Secretary
to the Chief of Defence Procurement. The conclusion is of
course one which we endorse. I hope you have a highly successful

visit!

o

(B M NORBURY)

C A Whitmore Esq

CONFIDENTIAL
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THE GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY LIMITED
1 STANHOPE GATE - LONDON WIA IEH

01-493 8484

24th November, 1980

b B dnctioiies,

When we last met, | mentioned the
importance of the Sting Ray programme, which is three
months ahead of schedule. The cost is below budget, and
the trials have gone extremely well. The design of the
""acceptance’ weapons to be supplied to the Royal Navy was
released for manufacture in September. The U.K. has now
begun to build a generation of underwater guided weapons
capable of adapting their tactics to counter enemy reactions
during an attack. No comparable weapon exists in the western
world. Our next major effort must be to sell this weapon
abroad, principally tothe U.S.A.

It would be of immense value to our export

efforts if you could find the time to visit our Portsmouth
factory and see at first hand the weapon's capabilities. |
believe you would find the technology of considerable interest,

REGISTERED IN ENGLAND NO. 67307 . REGISTERED OFFICE: I STANHOPE GATE, LONDON




and the 4, 500 people employed there would be greatly
encouraged.

Sting Ray is to be assembled at a new factory
at Neston in the Wirral. The first production weapon is due
to leave the factory at the end of April, 1981 and we are most
anxious that this occasion should be marked with a formal
opening, particularly in view of its major contribution to new
employment in the area. Would you do us the honour of
opening the factory on that occasion ?

We will of course be very happy to make any
arrangements you wish and to provide any facilities, such as
air transport, which would minimise the demands on your time.

\'(/\M—s Aw-%l

—

Lord Weinstock

The Rt. Hon. Margaret Thatcher, MP,
10, Downing Street,
LONDON, S.W.1.




SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

Tt *ime Minister has seen

of your minute to me of 10 Novewuber,

enclosure, on this subject.

13 November 1980

taken note

and its




Ref, A03501

MR, ALEXANDER

I gather that, when Lord Weinstock saw the Prime Minister recently,
there was some discussion of torpedoes.

2. Lord Weinstock is clearly very anxious lest reductions in defence
expenditure should affect the Sting Ray and, more particularly, the 7525
programmes, in both of which GEC is deeply involved. Both torpedoes would be
assembled at the GEC factory at Neston, near Liverpool.

2. Lord Weinstock was obviously anxious that I should be in no doubt both of

the importance of torpedoes in the pursuit of Soviet nuclear missile submarines,

and of the capacity both of Sting Ray and of the new 7525 to penetrate the double

titanium hulls of the Alpha class submarines, and of the fact that we have a lead

— a——

of several years over the United States in this technology.

4, He has sent me a copy of a brief on this subject; and I have no doubt that
his hope in doing so was that I would bring it to the attention of the Prime
Minister.

5. I attach a copy herewith.

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

10th November, 1980
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A FILING INSTRUCTIONS |
There are two distinct types of modern guided to Pf?ﬁfs“

|
1., Liechtweight. (Lightweight torpedoes are about 12" diameter
and 9 ft.long).

These are air-dropped and surface-launched, anti-submarine
torpedoes. The air drop role limits fuel capacity and warhead
size., Short endurance is acceptable because the torpedoes can

be dropped close to their target. A small warhead is acceptable,
provided it will penetrate a submarine's pressure hull (the
surface ship role is not important,)

Heavyweight. (Heavyweight torpedoes are about 21" diameter and
20 ft.long).

These are submarine-launched weapens with submarines and surface
ships as targets., Endurance and high speed are vital because
the speed difference between the target and the launch platform
in this case is low, Counter-attack and evasive manoeuvres

are likely., The anti-ship role is also important and for this
purpose a large blast warhead capable of breaking a ship's

back is necessary. These requirements produce a very large
weapon,

A programmable computer-driven guidance is essential to both types
of torpedoes in the 1980s if they are even to reach their targets against
modern countermeasures,

The contenders in the U,X, and U.S, are:-

1. Lightweight Torvedoes
1.1 U.K.Sting Rey.

In service end of 1982, The computer controlled adaptive
guidance on Sting Ray has already been successful against
countermeasures in trials on A merican ranges, The warhead
is a directed charge which the MOD believes to be effective
against the double titanium hulls of the improved Alpha
class submarines,

Sting Ray will be assembled at the new GEC factory at
Neston, near Liverpool.

U.S,Mk.46 (NEARTI?)

The Mk.46 (NEARTIP) is a version of the old Mk.46 with
updated electronics but the guidance is little improved,
it is still 2 pre-set non-adaptive system, The warhead
is a small blast warhead ineffective against most modern
submarines, This torpedo is assembled by Honeywell at
Minneapolis in the U,S.A,

SE
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The U.S.Advanced Lightweight Torvedo (ALWT)

This is the U.S, replacement for the Mk.46 (NEARTIP), It is

under competitive study and is due for service in the

late 1980s., Like Sting Ray, it will have a computer
controlled guidance system, We have no information on

the warhead but it is expected to be a directed charge.
The competitors for the development contract are Honeywell
and McDonnell Douglas, The decision on which contractor
should undertake development is due in 1983.

2. Heavyweight Torpedoes

2.1 Mk,24 Mod 1.

Currently in service with the Royal Navy with a non-
adaptive guidance and a blast warhead. The warhead is
probably ineffective against the latest submarines,
This torpedo is produced by GEC, with Plessey as a
major sub-contractor.

1522

The proposed U,K., replacement for the Mk.,24 Mod 1. It
has a computer controlled guidance system derived from
Sting Ray. The warhead will be a large directed charge
It has a very high speed (probably the fastest torpedo
in service anywhere) driven by & new turbine engine
being developed under contract to GEC by Sundstrand in
the U.S., The first versions of the torpedo are now in
water. Major sub-units of the torpedo are manufactured
at Portsmouth, with finel assembly at Neston.

The engine will be assembled at a new factory to be
erected on the Neston site next to tbe Sting Ray factory.

2,3 U,S.Mk,48

This torpedo, in service with the U.S.Navy, has almost
reached the end of its production run. Like Mk,.,24, its
warhead is probably ineffective against the latest
submarines, and it has a non-adavptive guidance system.
The torpedo is produced by Gould at Cleveland in the
U.S.A. (an aree with severe unemployment problems).

U.S,.Mk,48( ADCAP)

The (ADCAP) version of the Mk.48 will have a computer
controlled adaptive guidance system, being developed
by the Hughes Aircraft Company. We believe that the
propulsion system will be improved to increase the
speed of this weapon to a2 speed approaching that of
7525, We are unaware of any improvements in the
warhead., This torpedo will be assembled by Gould at
Cleveland, with the guidance to be produced by Eughes
in Los Angeles.,




0 :_":ion for the R,N,Heavyweight Torpedo.

In order to determine the replacement for the Mk,24 Mod 1, a
competition between the U.S, Mk.48 (ADCAP) and the U.K., 7525 solution
was started early in 1979,

Discussion

GEC expects 7525 to win on technical performance,

The new generation of computer controlled weapons demand continuous
up-dating of software programmes as the threat scenario changes, and we
believe it will be important to the U,.K, not to have to rely on the U,S,
for its detailed tactics,

We expect the costs of the two proposals to be little different, if
a "whole life" costing approach is adopted. Support costs using GEC teams
and facilities already established should be substantially less than the
support costs for the U,S.weapon, :

The American solution will involve further costs associated with
modifying the fire control system of existing R.N,submarines,

The difficulty with accepting the U.,K, solution could be the
financial risk associated with the engineering phase of 7525, Even though
Mk,48 (ADCAP) is not further advanced, it could be assumed that
the Americans are bearing the financial risk, GEC will be offering a
risk-sharing contract with a2 development contribution recoverable only
on demonstration of design success or during production, The Sting Ray
incentive contract is a precedent which should provide confidence in this
method of defence contracting.

A decision against 7525 would result in about 700 redundancies from
the GEC team, If there is no production of 7525, Sting Ray must bear a
higher proportion of the Neston overheads, The extra cost would reduce
the number of Sting Ray torpedoes sold abroad and also the number which
the British Government can afford to buy.

On the other hand, a decision to buy 7525 would mean employment
opportunities for about 40,000 man years over the next 14 years. The
Sundstrand Company will add technology with a new engine factory at
Neston.

GEC would provide the increase in the 7525 engineering team from
the Sting Ray development team, which will be running down in 1981,

Gould have approached GEC suggesting:-

1. That GEC should put a modified Sting Ray homing head on
to the Mk,48 torpedo, thus producing a U.K. (ADCAP),
This would involve further development and trials of the -
combination, and seems to result in a noisier and slower
torpedo than the 7525, However, it might be cheaper,
Gould have been asked to quote for the provision of the
Mk,.48 engine, fuel system and tail., The initial reply
has been that for employment and prime contract reasons,
Gould need to keep the assembly and test in the U.S.A.
The proposal is being pursued,

conp;g;nTIAL
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An alternative suggestion is that GEC should make
substantial parts of the Mk.48 (ADCAP) in the U,K,

This would involve the additional expense of "learning"
for a new contractor with smaller production lines,

The newly-developed Hughes electronics could not be
produced by anyone but Hughes with any hope of success

at this stage of its development, This suggestion is

not being pursued as it is unlikely to be cost effective,

It is an obvious thought that if a Government-to-=Government
arrangement could be secured whereby the U.S, provided heavyweight
torpedoes with the U,K, providing lightweight torpedoes, then an
enormous export market would be opened to the U,K, worth over
£2000M, The difficulties of a genuine collaboration appear to us
as insuperable, American law ensures that any arrangements are
temporary and will be cancelled by Congress when they believe the
balance of advantage has shifted, We are trying to sell Sting Rey
to the U.S., on its merits with the help of an American partner,
McDonnell Douglas are currently offering assistance,

Conclusion,

GEC would like the present phase of indecision ended, We are
most anxious to avoid & prolonged period of uncertainty of the sort
which led to the Sting Ray delays and cost escalation,

Since the Sting Ray incentive contract was signed, we have met
every milestone on time, cost and performance. We want to build
on the U,K, investment in Sting Ray with 7525, We need clear
decisions and we can then do the job efficiently.,
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TORPEDOES

Thank you for your letter of 21sE€Fébruary
1980, enclosing a copy of a paper by the Editor
of Jane's Fighting Ships on Torpedoes.

The enclosed commentary has been prepared
under the directions of my Secretary of State,
who has asked me to forward it to you. Our
comments are directed in particular to
Captain Moore's review of the British record
in producing heavyweight and lightweight
torpedoes., We have not gone into detail on
future Soviet submarine capabilities (speed,
depth of dive etc) since there is a good up to
date summary of the position in paragraphs 3 and
4 of the report by officials circulated under

cover of OD(??)17.
6\ qﬂ,_v~,(,7
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TORPEDOES :

COMMENTS BY THE MINISTRY OF DEFENCE ON CAPTAIN MOORE'S MEMORANDUM

GENERAL

It is thought that much of Captain Moore's information comes
from articles in the British and American press, together with
material culled from US torpedo manufacturers, overlying his own
experience as a former submariner. He appears out of touch with
the level of technology achieved in the British torpedo industry
since his retirement from the Service in 1972. His judgements of
operational capability seem to involve matching current generations
of weapons against a future and developing Soviet threat which has
yet to be fully validated.

2. The record of torpedo development in the United Kingdom
has not been good but real management improvements have been
introduced progressively. The Torpedo Procurement Executive was
not a committee, as Captain Moore implies, but a project team
formed to manage the Mk 24 programme and it did its job without
proliferating paper or meetings. The Mk 24 MOD 1 TIGERFISH
heavyweight torpedo (launched from submarines) gives every

indication that it will meet the operational requirements of the
Royal Navy when it enters service this year. We are confident that
the lightweight STING RAY torpedo (launched from ships or aircraft)
will do so also. '

HEAVYWEIGHT TORPEDOES

3. All weapons systems in high technology fields have some
limitations, Of those alleged by Captain Moore for the TIGERFISH
MOD 1, a swim-out capability (ie, where the torpedo leaves the

tube under its own power) was not an operational requirement; nor

do we regard it as a disadvantage to rely on energy discharge (where
the torpedo is ejected from the tube under pressure). The length
of guidance wire, whilst always a compromise, is adequate for the
maximum effective engagement range of the torpedo.

4, For the future, feasibility studies for a successor system to
TIGERFISH have been conducted in response to the changing threat,
for entry into service in the late 1980's., The choice between a
British or American weapon has yet to be made; indications are

that both could meet the new requirement., Apart from industrial
considerations, a British solution would have the advantage of being
based largely on STING RAY technology thus benefiting from the
considerable investment in the project.

1
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D STING RAY is expected to be the most effective weapon of
its kind in the world when it enters service, both over the
relatively shallow European continental shelf - a most important
operational area for our anti-submarine forces - and in deeper
waters down to its Staff Requirement depth of 760m, In deep
water trials in November 1979 it achieved 900m. It is believed
(from recent evidence) that the titanium-hulled "ALFA" Class,

to which Captain Moore refers, can operate at faster speeds than
other Soviet submarines and possibly as deep as 1000 metres.

To this extent STING RAY, when it enters service (planned for
1983), might suffer some limitations in terms of a reduced

speed advantage, depth and penetration against the "ALFA", but
the latter is not expected to be deployed in significant numbers
during the 1980s; moreover there is still much uncertainty in
our knowledge of the ALFA's capabilities and likely place in
Soviet operatioms.

6. These limitations do not invalidate our acquisition of
STING RAY, the Naval Staff Requirement for which takes into
account the forecast speed and depth capabilities of the vast
majority of the Soviet submarine fleet in the 1980s and indeed
the 1990s. STING RAY's powerful on-board computer will enable
it to locate and destroy enemy submarines quickly in both
deep and shallow water (with a particular emphasis on its
capability in the latter). The future heavyweight torpedo
(paragraph 4 above), which is intended to enter service some
years after STING RAY, will be designed to achieve greater
depth and speed. Improvements to STING RAY that may be;ggggizgi\
in due course could in turn include increased speed and depth
(neither the sealing of the propeller shaft nor the strength
of the hull inhibit the possibility of designing for greater
depth), but such improvements will have to be founded on a
review of a range of factors including more certain knowledge
of the "Alpha" class than we now possess.

j As for compatibility, STING RAY will be capable of employment
from a full range of launch platforms on RN ships and helicopters

and Royal Air Force fixed-wing aircraft., It does not use the

American Mk 32 launching system as suggested by Captain Moore,
although that system could be modified quite easily for firing.

This question does not arise for the Types 22 or 42 (mentioned

by Captain Moore), as these ships will have the British STWS 2
tube-launch system specially designed for STING RAY but also capable
of firing Mk 46 weapons when required. The need for IKARA to be
capable of carrying STING RAY is recognised and is under consideration.

SECRET




21 February, 1980.

The Prime Minister recently met the
Editor of Jane's Fighting Ships. As a
result of their conversation, Captain Moore
has sent the Prime Minister the enclosed
paper on Torpedoes.

The Prime Minister would be grateful
for your Secretary of State's comments on it.

B.M. Norbury, Esq.,
Ministry of Defence.




10 DOWNING STREET
PRIME MINISTER

The attached letter from
Captain Moore encloses a paper

on torpedoes.

Would you like us to seek
Ministry of Defence comments on

the paper?
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18 February 1980




18 February

I am writing on behalf of the
Prime Minister to thank you for your
letter of 15 February, with which
you enclosed a paper on torpegoes.

I know that the Prime Minister will
be most interested to see this.

Captain J.E. Moore, R.N.




A N E JANE'S FIGHTING SHIPS
from the Editor

Captain John E. Moore, R.N.
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The ! lhtlt ‘on largaret atcher Telephone 0323 763 294
No. 10 Downing Street

Whitehall

London SW1

Your reference our reference date . 15 February 1980

'___:/Z,m, ﬁw/ /{ nis/er

It was most kind of you to ask my wife and myself to Chequers and we did
appreciate it very much. As my wife had returned home only a week before

fter a long period in hospital it gave her a great 1ift to visit such
”lOT“O‘” place in such excellent company on a beautiful, almost spring-like,
day. I do thank you most sincerely.

I enclose a paper on torpedoes which I realise is more than you asked for.

I felt that a recapitulation of part of that ._dgon s history over the last
forty years might be a help to you in understanding the doubts that a number
of us feel over present claims. The total fallure by the British over
several decades to produce a single worthwhile torpedo had a pervasive
effect on the high morale so necessary in submarines and caused a marked
lowering of the “oyal Navy's general anti-submarine capability. The intro-
duction of the American Mk 46 saved the day and thank goodness our abilities
in this direction were never tested in war.

The torpedo armament of the navy is only one aspect of the whole in which
worries over ship design, submarine design, uatw handling and display in
this era of incredible advances in micro-processor techniques are dwarfed
by concern over the ability of an over-swollen ministry to cope with

modern problems. The mess of self-generated paper work resulting from
inflated staffs and a massive committee structure ensures that no longer

is there any possibility of the naval staff, or ministers for that matter,
to have what Winston Churchill dcvlred for his original naval support, "the

time to thinks"

The torpedo paper is designed to allow you to congider the Stingray section
as a separate entity which can be added to the longer piece to give an

(-2

overall picture of the situation.
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TORPEDOE

Introduction

During the early part of the last war we had one aim which was shared
by our opposite numbers in German and American submarines -~ the re-
placement of our torpedo designers by people who could provide us with
weapons which would be accurate and effective. There was nothing nore
frustrating than finding, after penetrating a destroyer screen and
achieving a perfect firing position, that the torpedoes failed to explode,
hit the bottom or, :k;,'ines, circled round and pursued one's own subnarine.
In the case of the ! va conaiderable advances had been made by 1942 and
in 1945 65% of the torpedoes used by US submarines were of the Hark 18 Type,
en electric torpedo izveloped from a captured Cerman G7e torpedo. British
submarines were still ing the Mk VIII, a developuent of a design pro-
duced by the R.H. Tezzeds Factory in 1928, propelled by a semi-diesel |

engine, with the possizility of the electric driven M XI, although the

latter was rarely ecccurmiered.

In the immediate post-war years it became evident that the submarine
could be a most potent anti-zubmarine weapon system: if a suitablé.torpedn.
could be produced for this purvose. Sonar systems were improved but not

before time. The dived speed of submarines had been dramatically increased

from 8-9 knots to 16-17 and, when USS Nautilus put to sea in. 1955, this

figure rose to over 20 knots for virtually unlimited periods. By 1967 the

Soviet navy was counissioning submarines capable of 30 knots and, in 1970,
they had built the first of the "A1fa" class. This submarine clearly

posed najor problems and it is only in the last few years that the claas




has gone into slow series production. Nitg a titanium hull giving a diving
depth of some 3,000 feet (as opposed to the more general 900-1,0C0 feet)
the "Alfa" is apparently capable of 40 knotse No doubt this is an ex-
tremely expensive boat to build but,it has proved thatvmodern technology

is capable of providing boats which are faster and deeper divihg than very
nearly all Western torpedoes, whether they be launche§'from ships, aircraft

or submarines.

Current US situation

The use of torpedces for surface ship engagemant uvder conventional
rules was finally brouzht to a halt by the introductioh of surfaceeto-
surface nissiles. T orpedo became, primarily, an anti-submarine weapon
for surface ships, al:izouszh rexeining the main armament for all -purposes
for submarines until =zz iniroduction of missiles which could.be launched
when dived.

The USN introduses === IIr 37 torpedo in 1957 primarily for submerine
use, a weapon whick, wiih varioué modificatibns, could be used as a.free-‘
running weapon with its own sonar set to home on to the target or as a
wire guided weapog, also with sonar homing. In 1968 work oﬁ‘this torpedo

was put in hand to improve its speed, range and acoustic homing capability

~ the result was the NT-37C conversion kit now supplied to such countries

as Canada, Netherlands, Horway and several others, which includes a new

Otto-fuel propulsion system to replace the electric mator.
In 1960 the Mk 45 (Astor) torpedo was introduced for subm;rine use.
rance of about seven miles this is a high speed weapon which can
carry a nuclear warhead. five years ter a second muclear weapon W

introduced into US submarines, SUBROC. Mig is part of a complex weapon




éystam designed for use in nuclear prépelled submarines, the solid=-fuel
motor providing supersonic speed once the missile has left the water,
carrying a nuclear depth-bomb to a maximum range of 30 miles.

In parallel with these developments was one initiated in November 1956.
This was for an anti-submarine torpedo of high performance, its original
title being E%-10. By 1968 it had been decided that it should also have an
anti-ship capability and a production contract for this dual-purpose
weapon was awarded to Gould in July 1971. The fifteen years of research,
developnent and trials have produced the most efficient Wéstern torpedo in

55
current production. 1 s of 3 knots comes from a gas piston engine
using Otto fuel with = Tuzp-jef prOpulsof in place of the normal propellers.
ire guidance in the I1zzast (Iai 3) version is provided through.a two—ﬁay
link (Telcom) which w= trodu in 1977 and this provides a continual
control until the tuozzes own honming equipment can take over. In the

case of a wire failu—= ths iorpedo can still carry out its task vhich

includes multiple re-attacks if the first attack is unsuccessful. With a’

range of about 25 miles and a diviné depth of 3,000 feet this torpedo: now

provides US and Australian submarines with the most effective. weapon
available, one  for which Gould have further plans for lmprovement. These

include a reduction of the regquired length by two feet due to the use of

modern micro-processor techniques, which could result in the provision of
more fuel and, hence, greater range. In addition probable improvements
of the present acquisition range (4,000 yards at 40 knots) could mean the
soval of the nced for wire guidance, tlms providing either a shorter
These are sho: 1 advances; in the

torpedo or a longer range weapol. 1hes

ci? (Advanced Capability) ans suggest a 40/; increase




in horse-power to give increased speéd and range as well as an increased
diving depth of 4,000 feet and an enhanced.shallow water capability.

Other improvement plans have been introduced for the Mk 46 torpedo,
of which liod 1, which vses Otto fuel, was introduced into serjice in the USH
in October 1965 for aircraft and ship use. Thé lod 4 version of this torpedo
is to be used in the Captor mine project and Hod 5 will be the improve-
ment of those weapons now in service by the use of another conversion kit
(NZARTIP). Further in the future of the Mk 46 are plans for an increase
of the horse~power to 150 h.p., increased uueed;és well as an improvement
of the diving depth to 4,500 feet. ihat is interesting is the fact that
those torpedoes operztiaz on © fuel engines have no problems with the
propellor shaft seals “scausze the exhaust is fed back to the affer-body
to pressurise that zsction. Other torpedoes such as the Gernan SUT and
the Itslian Type 124, th ‘el rically propelled, have yet to surmount

this dilemma. The cuzrsnt plans for the poasible replacenent of the Lk 46

are centred on the Advanced Lightweight Torpedo (ALWT) design which is

unlikely to be in service until the late 1980s.

The British Situation .

After the lark XI vanisned without ceremony the efforts of the under-
water group at Portland (now Admiralty Underwater /eapons Zstablishment -
AUWE) were directed towards the production of a torpedo which would home
onto o submarine. The first of thease weapons, Pentane, achieved little
success other than sinkinz a boat-load of senior officers in the Ciyda.

1~

In 1950 the development which resulted in the ik 20 (originally Bidda)
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was begun. This was to be a dual-purpose weapon aimed against both
surface shins and submarines, and the importance of the "anti-escors"
role was emphasized by the provision of "short" tubes in the stern of

the "Porpoise" and "Oberon" class submarines, specifically designed for
the llk 20. Regrettably two things -happened ~ the surface homiﬁg capability
proved to be inadequate and the torpedo itself was inclined to burst into
flames in high ambient temperatures. The information to be set on Mk 20
was spindle set, a cﬁnbersome and unreliable method. This was to be re-
placed by an umbilical cord method (ix 22), Mk 21 having, apparently,
vanished from sight. The Ik 22 concept was in the public eye for only a
short time when "Groz", later to become ik 23, appeared. This became
well-known for seversal reasons but the primary one was that this was the
R.N.'s first wire-guided torpedo. Other qonsiderations which exercised
the operators were difficulties with the wire-guidance system and the
somevhat idiosyncratic behavioﬁr of the electric batteries. In my owm
squadrons nore of my commanding officers had any faith in the Mk:23 but
were somewhat relieved to be told fhat it was primarily intépded as: a
training version before the introduction of "Ongaxr", later tq be known as

Mc 24. This weapon was due to e in operation by 1964 - in fact it was

such a disastrous failure that,following representations by the Mag.

Officer (Submarines), a 1969 Governmeat Select Committee into MOD(N)
research and development procedures was set up. The recommegdations of
this Committee included:
a) The cancellation of the Ik 31 lightuveight torpedo programme
which had already cost £5 million and wa
another £10 million. In the event the Ik
from the USA to bridge this gap.

The transfer of Mk 24 design and production to industry.




The setting up of a comnittee under Sir Roland Baker (D& Ships)
what had gbne wrong and recomaend preventive
the future.

Amongst the findings of e Baker committee was tnaé the failures had
been due largely to inadequate dOCuant;len and that the way ahead should
be plotted by a new body, the Torpedo Procurement Executive (TPE); knongst
its sub-committees was one dealing with the Ml 24 and, by 1971, the whole
project had been farmed out to Marconi Space and Défence Systems Ltd (a
subsidiary of GEC) who were vested with contractual responsibility for
all torpedo nmanufacture in the future. levertheless it would not be
surprising if ommi £t n such subjects as the ik 25 do not gather

from tinme Other res of the ensuing witch-hunt were that a

nunber of torpe igners moved to otaer spheres and future torpedo

design w 22 - proliferation of paper a naittea meetings.

£

By 1978 the Mod 1 Tigerfish (ex—Ik 24) was in operational service in

British submarines but it has its llmltatlons,
a) I+ has no swim-out capability and requirea energy dianhargeu
b) The basic technology is now about ten years old, although
improvements are in hand.
The practice and warshot weapons are not interchangeable, the
practice variesty having half the range of the warshot.
The cost of the silver-zinc battery (about £60,000) is very
high and the battery will last for only six practice runs.
with any ‘torpedo
her than those in British
submarines.
It is suggested that the ftotal length ou cuidance wire is

less than the torpedo's range.




Thether these problems lie behind the suggested "Experimental Develop-
mnent Vehicle (EDV)", "UX option", "Tigerfish Up-date" - the names segem to

be synonymous - I don't lnow but, whatever the reasons, what appears

to be on the agenda is a mixture of the front end of a Stingray shackled

onto a Tigerfish mid~body and one bf the four back ends of the US U

Mod O which have been imported. It would be interesting to know if'these
will all fit together but one thing is certain, the Mk 48 lMod O with the
Sunatrand turbine will not produce more than 45 knbts and the argument

that it is quieter than the Otto fuel motor in the later ik 483 is therefore
academic. The speed advantage over the 40 ¥not "Alfa" class is insufficient

and there is no evidence that this is the limit of Soviet capabilities.




STINGRAY

The cancellation of the Ik 31 torpedo, recommended by the Government
Select Committee in 1969, forced the United Kingdom to adopt the Anmerican
Ik 46 torpedo and the Stingray has been designed es the successor to the
Haric 46. The minimum target for modern anti-submarine torpedoes is. the
Soviet "Alfa" class submarine, capable of 40 knots and a diving depth of
3000 feet. There is no evidence to suggest that these capabilities cannot
be exceeded in the next decade or two. But even with the "Alfa's" current
performance calculations sug: t any counter weapon would need a con=-
siderable speed advantaze, possibly 55 knots, a depth udvantﬁge, possibly
4,000 feet, and a range ol some ten miles. These figures o2llow for evasive

action by the submarine and, therefore, a re-attack capability on the part

of the torpedo.

Speed

The Stingray speed is reputed to be 45 knots, which, without a lot of
luck, is insufficient to deal with a 40 knot submarine. This speed is also
reputed to come from an 85 hp motor. To obtain a 10 knot increase in speed,

assuming these figures to be eorrect, the cube function of the speed increase

V(ratio would give a power requireéent of 152 hp. The upgraded Otto fuel

engine currently available is 150 hp - once again the question of the radiated
noise of this engine as compared to an electric motor or turbine could be

+

raised but the objections would sean to be outweighed by the spesd ad

Deoth
The Stingray is reputed to have a depth capability of 2,500 feet, insuf-

ficient to attack a submarine at 3,000 feet. Its shallow water capability




is indeéed a great advantage but any'self~respectin; subnariner who has a
deep-diving capability in his boat will use every inch of that for
evasion. Therefore Stingray could be effective within‘the continental
shel? but would be ineffective in anything over about 400 fathoms. If
this depth limitation is fact it may be due to either ‘one or both of %wo
factors -~ problems with the stern gland gealing or the streangth of the
1l itself. The use of an Otto fuel engine wouli overcome the former
by the use of the exhaust to pressurise the aftef—body and the iatter

might be overcome by pressurising the whole bodye

Honingz dead
M increase of ¢ night require.some re-engineering of .the head
although this will probably become clearer when full trials have been

carried out.

- Compatibility

Tt is worth ensuring whether Stingray can be carried by Ikara, currently

fitted in "Leander" class coaversions. If this is not so, due to it being

/' heavier than the !k 46, that particular A/S weapon will require separate

_provision of torpedoes if the Leanders are retained beyond a 20 year hull

life.

If the extra weight poses problems for Stingray's discharge from Mk 32
o g
torpedo tubes as fitted in the Types 22 and 42 (Broadgmord and Sheffield
classes) then it will have to be helicopter launched., further problens

would then arise in the Type 42 if its one helicopter were unservicable

when required.




Comments

These remarks on the Stingray are based on what knowledge is available,
both manufacturers and 10D (N) officials being somewhat reticent. jii o
the facts as stated are wrong the argunent is naturally invalid -~ if
Stingray can run at 55 knots at 4,000 feet over a satisfactory range-then
its proponents have a cast-iron case. However, after nearly forty years

ssociation with submarines, forty years in which British designers have

as

1

produced o nly one torpedo, the Tigerfish, which has any pretensions to

. AL . 4 . ) . ¥ . . . >‘
operational efficiency (coupled with several dlsaQVa;tages), it ig difficult

to accent current claizs, whi n are not dissimilar in their enthusiasm to

those expressed over T ailu ntil those claims are backed by

satisfactory trial res=.
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Future Lightweight Torpedo
(OD(79) 22)

BACKGROUND
When OD discussed this on 23rd July, you concluded by saying that

while the operational case for the new torpedo appeared strong, the Committee

was concerned at the way its costs had risen and seemed likely to go on doing

so before it came into service. You therefore asked for more cost information

about the impact of the cost on the defence budget and public expenditure.

2. This additional cost information has now been produced and is agreed
as between the Ministry of Defence and the Treasury. Paragraphs 3 and 4
below deal with this, while paragraph 5 deals with a much wider point which
is relevant to your decision to have all the Chiefs of Staff present tomorrow.

3. The new cost information shows that, although in its earlier stages the

project suffered from serious mismanagement, proper corrective action has

now been taken; and that it should be possible to complete the project

successfully. It describes the very big increase in the estimated cost of the

development and production of this torpedo since 1973 but shows that this
position now seems to have stabilised since the estimate prepared in the
autumn of 1978 remains valid except for increases due to inflation and

additional VAT. The paper also shows that there is a substantial contingency

allowance included in the existing estimate to allow for further difficulties
which might arise. Finally, there is an important footnote to Annex D of the
costings paper which indicates that the American Advanced Lightweight

Torpedo is showing signs of increasing significantly in cost.

4, On this the questions to probe seem to be:-

(a) What degree of confidence does the Ministry of Defence have that they

have fully identified the remaining risk areas in this project? Has

not the history of other advanced technological programmes shown the

likelihood of completely new problems (e.g. on the homing and

guidance system) cropping up in unexpected areas at a late stage?
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Annex D to the cost information shows the financial saving of
| soseroem——

cancelling Stingray and procuring Neartip. Are the operational
__—/f W o

advantages of Stingray over the American torpedo really worth

this extra outlay?

From an industrial point of view, are there likely to be sufficient

overseas sales or other projects to occupy the United Kingdom

industry created to manufacture Stingray once the needs of our own
forces have been met?

Our annual investment in anti-submarine forces, for whom the

lightweight torpedo will be one of the principle weapons, is difficult
to quantify precisely; but is of the order, including running costs,
of something like £400-£500 million a year. Againstan outlay of
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this order, is it worth accepting a second best weapon in terms of

operational performance?

If Stingray is cancelled, it will be the second lightweight torpedo
project in succession to suffer this fate, (Mk 31 being the first).
In these circumstances will we retain any indigenous industrial
capacity to provide a basis for collaboration with allies or will

British industry have lost too much confidence?

If we cancel Stingray and lose the associated industrial capacity, we

shall become totally dependent on overseas suppliers, probably the

United States, to meet our future needs in this field. In view of its

operational importance to us, is this consistent with our long term

interests ?
5. There is however a much wider point., Whatever the level of the
Defence Budget (and of course, despite Mr. Pym's undertaking to ""absorb"

Stingray within it, no figures for it have yet been agreed for the later PESC

years), the fact remains that the extra cost of Stingray means that there is
| esessGente—

around £500 million (the cost difference between Stingray and Neartip) less
——r

to spend on something else. Is Stingray therefore a good buy as compared

to e. g. more tanks or more aircraft? This is a perfectly valid question which

the present Ministry of Defence organisation is not well suited to answer.
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The three old Service Departments persist to far too great an extent,

successive Chiefs of the Defence Staff have failed to distance themselves

from the other Chiefs of Staff in terms of taking a personal view on priorities

between them and the concept of equal misery (or relief) still prevails. I

believe myself that at some stage you should encourage Mr. Pym to grasp

the nettle which all his recent predecessors have avoided (i. e. a full integra-

tion of the Ministry of Defence). Clearly you will not want to do that

tomorrow: but your questioning about priorities could begin to point the way.
HAND LING

6. You will wish to ask the Secretary of State for Defence to introduce

his paper. The Chancellor of the Exchequer should speak next. He is likely

to continue to argue the case set out in his minute to you and OD colleagues
dated 23rd July, He will suggest that the American alternative Neartip will
be cheaper than Stingray; that it meets the operational requirements of the

United States and other NATO navies and ought to be sufficient for our needs;

that it does not share the technical risks which still exist in the Stingray

programme; and that its purchase would allow us to relinquish an indigenous
torpedo building capacity which simply duplicates something which exists on a
larger scale in the United States.
CONCLUSION

‘ The answers to the questions in paragraphs 4 and 5 above are likely

to produce a difficult choice between short term financial advantages and our

longer term maritime defence interests. The key to the issue is probably the

readiness of the Secretary of State for Defence and the Chiefs of Staff to give
the project the necessary degree of priority within the defence budget and
whether they can satisfy you that this issue of priorities has been properly
thought through. If so, the conclusions would be:-

(i) that we should continue with Stingray as proposed by the

Secretary of State for Defence;
(ii) that the Committee should be informed if the project looks

like running into further serious trouble;

(iii) that prospects for collaboration and exports should be

S /

B /
18th September 1979 (John Hunt)

actively pursued.
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Ref. A0Z27

PRIME MINISTER

OD: Lightweight Torpedo

Paragraph 5(a) and (b) of my brief for this item raised some doubts

about Sting Ray: but I assumed that OD were likely to give the go ahead because
I had been told that the Chancellor of the Exchequer would not press his opposition
to the project.

s, His minute of today makes it clear that I was misinformed. (Some
members of OD may not have seen it and we shall have spare copies available
for handing out if necessary). There is one point which I would like to add to
those made by the Chancellor. Mr. Pym says (paragraph ¢ of OD((9) 17) that
he is prepared to accommodate Sting Ray "within whatever Defence budget ceilings
are agreed''. This is however a circular argument. The Cabinet have not yet
approved the Defence budget for the later years, and once Sting Ray has been
approved it will be that much harder to contain the Defence budget within what

the Cabinet are likely to think would be a reasonable level.

/

Wy

(John Hunt)

43rd July, 1979
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Secretary of State for Industry

2 g July 1979

Bryan Cartledge Esq
Private Secretary to the
Prime Minister

10 Downing Street
London SW 1

T

LIGHTWEIGHT “TORPEDO

My Secretary of State regrets that he will not be able to attend
the OD meeting on 23 July, as he is making a statement to the
House on shipbuilding.

I should, therefore, like to record briefly my Secretary of State's
views on the Secretary of State for Defence's lMemorandum

0D(79)17. He endorses the conclusion that STING RAY should

proceed and believes that it is providing a major opportunity

for UK industry to gain experience in the application of advanced
technology systems which will be of bemefit not only to the UK
capability in lightweight torpedoes, but generally in the field

of advanced systems analysis and the application of microprocessors.

He would also suggest, however, that the industrial implications
of major defence procurement decisions need to be taken into
account as early as possible in the decision-making process. In
circumstances where resources are inevitably restricted, my
Secretary of State feels that it is important that the relative
benefits to UK industrial capability of different defence
requirements are assessed in the broad context of our industrial
interest and the competition position of UK firms.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Private Secretaries to
the Members of OD and to Martin Vile.

PETER MASON
Private Secretary

TOTAL COPIES

COPY NG@. ..coccoccacsecsessencun
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Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street, SWIP 3AG
01-233 3000

PRIME MINISTER

FUTURE LIGHTWEIGHT TORPEDO

The Defence Secretary recommends in OD(79)17 that we should
continue development and production of Stingray at a total
estimated cost of £700 million at September 1977 prices (around

£800 million at today's prices).

! The alternative is to buy Neartip from the Americans at a
total estimated cost of £150 - 200 million at September 1977
prices (less than £250 million at today's prices and exchange
rates). The cost difference is therefore some £550 million.
The operational arguments in favour of Stingray.;gafam;eed to
be exceptionally strong before they could overcome such a

compelling financial case.

3¢ In considering this balance, we must give adequate weight

to the following factors:

(a) The cost estimates for Stingray have grown explosively.
The original development contract (approved in 1973,
to be in service by 1979) was at an estimated cost of
T

£26 million. Today's estimate of the development
WS e TW .

cost (for service in 1983) is £260 million.
Even since 1977 there have been real increases of
45 per cent and 27 per cent in the costs, respectively,

of development and production.

SECRET
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Stingray has already suffered major technical setbacks
and, although £75 million has already been spent, there

are still significant risk areas (warheadl;nwpulsion‘

and homing systems) which could lead to further time
and cost overruns; Neartip however is a modification
of a proven torpedo (the Mark U46) already in use in the

Royal Navy;

Neartip is considered adequate to meet the US Navy's
operational requirements through the 1980s and is
likely to be purchased by other NATO navies. There
are few signs of overseas interest in purchasing

Stingray.

Neartip, while not fully meeting the Royal Navy's
operational needs, will allow some improvement in
capability over the present Mark 44 and U6 American
torpedoes the Royal Navy operate, and could be in
service in substantial numbers at least a year sooner

than the earliest deliveries of Stingray.

The industrial and employment arguments in favour of
Stingray are not strong. It does not seem essential
to establish an indigenous torpedo building capacity
to duplicate that in the US on which we and other
NATO allies have relied hitherto. Cancellation of
Stingray is said to give rise to "no significant

employment problems".

The advanced lightweight torpedo (the planned US
successor to Neartip) has better design specification
than Stingray, should be available to us within five
years of the time Stingray will enter service in
numbers, and would enable us to avoid: the expense of
developing a Stingray successor (theoretically in
collaboration with allies but in practice much more

probably on our own).

_2_
SECRET
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by, If we develop Stingray to completion we shall have established
an indigenous torpedo making industry, at heavy cost, which will
lay claim to future orders and support, whether or not we can
meet our requirements more economically from existing US sources.
The additional cost of Stingray over Neartip (the bulk of which
arises in the shorter term, when our public expenditure
difficulties are at their most acute) adds to the substantial

and growing pressure which the defence budget imposes on national
resources. Purchase of Neartip would however free significant
resources for alternative use. In my view the financial
considerations point overwhelmingly to the cancellation of
Stingray and the purchase of Neartip, and in due course the

advanced lightweight torpedo, from the Americans.

5 I am sending copies of this minute to the other Members of
oD - and to 8ir John-Hunt.

v

(G.H.)

July 1979
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PRIME MINISTER

Future L ightweight Torpedo
(OD(79) 17)

BACKGROUND
Our forces need a new lightweight torpedo (LWT) for the 1980s. Our

———
present (American) ones are obsolescent. The Secretary of State for Defence's

paper (OD(79) 17) argues that we should go on developing and produce our own

LWT, Sting Ray, at an estimated total forward cost of over £700 million which

he is prepared to accommodate within the Defence Budget. The Chancellor of
the Exchequer is expected to argue that we should instead make do with an

American option, Neartip, which is estimated to cost only £200~£250 million,

The Secretary of State for Defence would not regard this as militarily adequate;

and the Chancellor is not likely to press his opposition,

2, The above cost estimates are at 1979 prices. The Sting Ray figure is
£800 million, less £75 million already spent, It has risen by over 30 per cent

since 1977, in real terms. Our track record with torpedo development has been

bad: the previous LWT project had to be cancelled before completion, and our

PR i L e

existing heavxriy\;ve’ight torpedo had a chequered history before coming into

service., Commercial management of Sting Ray, by one of Sir A, Weinstock's

Marconi companies, has been bad. But the Secretary of State for Defence believes

that it will improve in the light of new arrangements, including an incentive

T—="""" contract, now being worked out,

3, For the 1990s we shall need a new LWT generation. If we go for Sting

Ray, it could be followed by a stretched version, Barracuda, on which collabora-
tion with the French may be possible. If we wex;t for i:I;arﬁp, we should have to
buy the Advanced LWT which the Americans are just starting to develop
(collaboration with the United States is not expected to be possible). The cost :

of these alternatives is unknown,

4, If Sting Ray was cancelled, the British torpedo industry would probably

not survive., This would be an industrial and military loss. But the employmen

effect would not be serious,
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HANDLING
5. You will wish the Secretary of State for Defence to introduce his paper

and the Chancellor to comment. Key points for the subsequent discussion are

as follows:~

(a) The Military Requirement, How important to us, operationally, are

LWTS? Why are the Americans content with Neartip for the 1980s?
Why are the French content to carry on through the 1980s with weapons

we regard as obsolescent? The answers probably lie in the fact that

only Sting Ray can hope to prevent Soviet submarines, in our shallow

W T O
coastal waters, from cutting the sea communications on which as a far

from self-sufficient island we so heavily depend.

(b) Cost Considerations. How likely is further large cost escalation in real

terms? If the cost does grow, can the Defence Budget still absorb it?
Above all, is the Secretary of State for Defence satisfied that the new
arrangements envisaged will prevent Sir A, Weinstock from achieving
vis-a-vis the Government the heads~I-win-tails-you~lose position
enjoyed by the manufacturers of Concorde?

(¢) Collaboration Prospects. How reliable are the prospects of French

collaboration on LWTs for the 1990s (Barracuda)? How important
are they in the general pattern of our industrial and technological
relations with France? Could we not also try to interest the French in
collaborating on at least the production of LWTs for the 1980s (Sting
Ray)?

(d) Export Prospects. Against the competition of the Americans, with their

larger production runs, how real are our export prospects for Sting Ray

-or for Baktmcuda? Which countries do we hope to interest? How?
When? If the Americans are serious about Alliance weapon standardisa
tion, as something more than a euphemism for everyone buying from
them, should we try to interest them in buying from or collaborating
with us in this field where we expect to have the edge in terms of

military effectiveness?




SECRET

CONCLUSION
6. Subject to the discussion you may wish to guide the Committee to

conclude: -~

(i) that we should continue with Sting Ray as proposed by the

Secretary of State for Defence;

that the management and cost of the project should be much

more carefully monitored than in the past;

that prospect s for collaboration and exports should be more

actively pursued,

F 4
e

John Hu

20th July, 1979
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