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BROAD-BEAMED WARSHIP DESIGN

I have discussed with you how we might follow-up the
matters raised in the attached dossier of papers about the
Court case of Osprey Ltd. against British Shipbuilders which
the No. 10 Policy Unit has assembled. You suggested that
you might ask a senior retired official from the Department
to investigate, in a discreet but thorough way, the matters
referred to in the dossier and to prepare a report.

I have now discussed this with the Prime Minister and
she agrees that you should proceed as you have suggested.
She has stressed that the matters referred to in the Policy
Unit's dossier need to be investigated urgently and that a
report on them should be quickly prepared. She believes
also that your Secretary of State, if he has not already
done so, should give his urgent personal attention to this
matter.

Could I therefore leave it to you to proceed in this
way. We should, of course, wish to see a copy of the
official's report, together with your Department's
recommendations for action on its findings.

N L WICKS

Sir Clive Whitmore, K.C.B., C.V.O.
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MR MONCKTON 24 January 1986

cc Professor Griffiths

SHORT FAT SHIPS

Following our conversation the other day, I have tried my
hand at editing your dossier in such a way that it could be
made available to the independent "umpire", and possibly to

the MoD as well, without damaging relations between the Policy

Unit and the MoD. I happen also to believe that rephrasing
b

thé dossier with the above objective in mind would also assist
you to convince an independent umpire, and ultimately, the
Naval Architects, ie you should address the objective facts of
the case, as you understand them, rather than criticise the
Bath MoD staff, for evasions, inconsistencies, and so on. The
language, in my view, needs to be objective, and neutrally
phrased, purged of loaded terms like "errors", "deliberately
misleading” and so on. I think also that the narrative style
of the history of the case should not carry over into the

analytical discussion in Annex C.

In regard to the substance of Annex C, I have redrafted

fairly substantially, with the following points in mind:

Annex C should take on board Bath's comments to us, both
in discussion and in subsequent correspondence. Bath
will present this material to the investigator, anyway,
so it is in your interest to present as balanced an

account as you can.
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There ought to be a discussion of the S90's savings. The
increased cost of the T23 is interesting in its own
right, but it only assists your case directly if you can
demonstrate that the S90 would reduce these costs
significantly. I have suggested an approach to this in

the paper, which draws on TGA analysis,

I don't quite see where your discussion of the
correlation factor gets you. It is not clear to the
reader why Bath's assumptions have biased the analysis to
the disadvantage of the §90, especially in view of their
latest views. I would suggest that you drop this item,

unless it can be made clearer.

The conclusions of Annex C need further thought, as I am
sure you will agree. It should not be, in my view, that
Bath have practised to deceive, but that there is an
'objective discrepancy between Bath's analysis and a
convincing alternative - a discrepancy which merits a

full-scale modelling of the short, fat hull-form.
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NICHOLAS OWEN
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BROAD-BEAMED WARSHIP DESIGN : COURT CASE INVOLVING THE NAVY

You may recall that we minuted you some two years ago about the
Thornycroft, Giles "Osprey" and "SQ0" designs for fast, cheaply-
built, "short, fat" offshore patrol vessels and frigates. In the
light of recent developments, we have asked Percy Cradock for his

advice and he has said we should warn you of what is in the wind.
Background

In April, 1981, Osprey Ltd. began a court action against British
Shipbuilders, alleging theft of copyright and incorporation of
Mr. Giles' designs in the Hong Kong Patrol Craft without his

permission and without payment to him.

The preliminary rounds of the case, which have attracted a great
deal of publicity, have been won by Osprey Ltd. British Ship-
builders have admitted theft of copyright and unlawful testing of
the designs, but claim that the designs are worthless and that
they were not incorporated into the Hong Kong Patrol Craft.
British Shipbuilders have also admitted destroying evidence and a

judge has called their behaviour "deceit piled upon deceit".

The MoD's involvement in the theft of copyright

It now seems that Lhe Ministry of Defence, which handled the
procurenient for the Hong Kong Patrol Craft, had close knowledge
of the unlawful testing before, during and after the tests, and
that Osprey Ltd. have found out. MoD may even have paid for a

substantial part of the testing.




On 21 December 1980, there was a meeting at Ship Department,
Bath, between Mr. Kenneth Rawson, then Chief Naval Architect, and
Wr. Jack Daniel, the British Shipbuilders executive in charge of
the Hong Kong Patrol Craft project, to discuss the Osprey design.
Evidence was subsequently doctored in an unsuccessful attempt to

conceal the fact that this meeting took place.

The unlawful testing was done at the Vickers tanks at St. Albans
and Dumbarton from late December 1980 to September 1081. There
is evidence that Mr. Rawson at Bath received results from these
tests in April 1981, though he has since denied this. British
Shipbuilders unsuccessfully falsified evidence in order to
suggest that Mr. Rawson could not have received the test results
because the tests had been done after the date on which he was

said to have received them.

There 1is also evidence that knowledge of the unlawful tests

reached a very senior level at the Ministry of Defence.

Nick Owen and Christopher Monckton visited Bath on November 6 and
were told thrat the MoD wished to distance itself from the case

against British Shipbuilders. MoD officials said this was not

something the MoD had ever seen or had any part in: later they
said they might have received some results from the Vickers tests
on a personal basis.

The court case

Osprey Ltd. have assembled what they regard as substantial evid-

of the MoD's involvement and may very shortly amend the

e ——————————————— —eeeee

pleadings to include a request

for exemplary damages, over and




above the commercial damages of more than £1m which they are
seeking. One of the grounds for exemplary damages - a rare
technique - is malfeasance by those in high places. The amended

pleadings may name MoD personnel.

The full trial has been set down for January 1987, in the run-up

“
to the next General Election, and will take 45 days. There is

bound to bé much media interest. If any involvement of the MoD
is proved,, the embarrassment of the Government will be acute: the
plaintiffs 'have repeatedly asked for the help and protection of

Ministers and have not got the assistance they wanted.

If the case were to be settled out of court before the pleadings

were amended, the MoD's involvement need not become public.

We recommend that you should invite Michael Heseltine and
Leon Brittan to let you have a full account of the position

as they see it.
Could the designs be useful to the Navy?

Lord Hill-Norton, a former  First Sea Lord, has set up an
unofficial committee to find out whether the broad-beamed designs
are as cheap and as quick as the inventors claim, MoD and Brit-
ish Shipbuilders claim the designs are no good. Private backers
of a project to win the Blue Riband for a transatlantic crossing
in the Spring of 1987 using the new hull-form think otherwise.

We shall brief you when Lord Hill-Norton sends you his report.
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BRIAN GRIFFITHS CHRISTOPHER MONCKTON
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HKPC: !long fong Patiol Craf't, serhaps baked on TGA designs,
JENKINS, David: Chief MNaval Avchitect, IIC (v) .
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SHORT FAT SHIPS

The problem
The  Government may cone e very sbrone and Vs LW
Letan tn sl Spring of LOB7. whea the d5=day Leial of 4.
owned  3ritigh Shinhuilders i g civil acviaon Droine;
invenlors of & now O af

wAPSHLL hull “ s dat Gonmat
Phe  Conse: 'Vative Papi itides itgelf on T e Mt
fence,  wyet the Story ' Lhe short rat Sain

the ,:-lul unfolds in Ghe Fun-up Lo
WL LT e prosented in the aedia a4s a
Lessness  ang LOath i desotte

R ik Col f B N
tLite nex, A(,H-:l‘(ll
SCOry of tHinigres:;
repeated  ploas 5 SLUS S S v
Letence Ministers 4 Y inventors Cor helrn

ETATORN
malice, theft and incornetence not

)

only in Bpi Lnhu i lderes

but, also at highest levels tn the Noya) Havy,

Tforuation tnearvthed Lo date indicales a) +
persons ‘of some of ius off icers and Sevvanics
A8 - defendants  in Lhe couit, act 100 5 T
erharrassment of the CQovernment b) that 1he Directar of Yuirlic
Prosecutions may have Lo inte; vene as tie ~aase [rrocecds vith
criminal prosecutions result] ngs and c) - that tho reputation of
Lhe Government could bhe seriously damaged .

1l the tHavy in tho
27 TMIBYC OO DS A o el
the potentiall M L e

The opportunity
The Mavy hasg formally rejected the desions of Thovayevolt  2iles
LEd: for & new \/(("ﬂ-'n')';) hull on the geounds Chat thood
nov nerform as :the inventors elain., Tes reasous For o
Clon will-bhi Ln(mp.o‘ul by thec sedia &s scientific incor elence
compounded by & pal Llecious refusal (o adait theiv erroes,

wld could
fa e

However, if +the designers are pi ght, the havy could hiav

ships, bhebtep ships, Luster ships and cheaper Shipss . and e
orders could pe won From 41l “over the worla, T ithe ovess
webkte now'toeheck tha woirk of the naval civil
rejected the idea, much em Parrassment could pe

seirvanbls who
avoided,
tdea praoves to worie, the credit could reflect .on Hindiste
nos, 1itle is lost and the natter will he closed,

:

Background

,
“n the Speing a contact who knew that 1 pad done souwe inve.. Lgat -
ive dournalism in the defence Field gave we an outline of the
short fat ship cantroversy, on whieh Vavid  Pascall.
member of rhe Policv 5 41 !)z"iei’ed the Prime 4ini.
years ago, amnd on which Litere has been much recent comaen!
media.,  The worl: has £ ' have done on this question has heer
Skare~Lime, since its siegnificance in defence and pol itical
was not at first clear, This dossier sets

a Fovem e

LS80 Ok i e G

LIS
ourt vhat I have Foundg,




History

Peter  Thornycroft and/Bavid Giles are the joint inventors of a
radically new form of ship aAull, shorter in lenzth and broader in
beam than conventional hulls, which uses more fuel hurt J &)
cheaper to build aud uaintain and bh) laster Ehitousgh  Che  wvater,
The inventors claim tLhat their hull gesign . Fflacoraoratail Loty
naval patrol vessels and Prigates, could save the Loyali —dldvy
large suns over the next, 20 ¥ears, swhile piviny 1% i

of haviung the fastest shiss afloat.

The Royal MNavy disagrces. Tire vrépont “of

vhe "tull Commir
the Nefence Scientific

‘visocy Council (12 Tuly, 1082)
the new hull-foram. Since then, the Ship Denartment
which Mick Owen and ! visited lasrt weel Lo
has  been deterring othes navies from Laling
Both the XNew Zealand Havy and the Palzistan Navy had expircesed
strong interest in the design, bat Bath told Lhem it woul: now
work and the orders they might have placed were lost,. NIECtro 1t
it is not yet clear to me whethee the inventors' clains forr Lheir
design “arve justified, it is -ecleur that Lhe DSAC report. is Lased
on pany ercors, including an elementary bul not obvious vislake
Ly a Chicf Naval Architect.

(e

discuss the ‘O ) PP

the idea seriously

I

N

Admiral  of the Fleet the Lord Hill-Norton, a foruwee Chicf of

Deferice Staff and First Sea Lord, thinks the inventors are -ishc,
In - March this year, he established an unofficial co it ce
look into the reasons why the Navy rejected the new desisgns
lunch at which the comuiliee was formed was held ac wy cluli, and
one of the managers, who was the host, asked we to attend. T did
80, but am not, of course, a member of the comuittee. The ITeRIES
bers are: Lord Strathcona (former Minisier of

Lo

i Tha

Defence Prrocurc-
ment); 2V Jones (forumer scientific adviser to Winston Cihwmrclill,
author of ' "sMost Secret #War" and a dircctor of
Policy’ $turl.ie.~s"); D Richard L Garwin
US CGovérament on defence matters)
(Habitat: interior layout).

tne Centuo for
(scientific adviser vo tLhe
3 and Sir- Terence Conidu

Lord [lill-Norton, who as an Admival of
active list and has the right of access Lo “he I'rine Mindsto.s
iikely “to. insist on exercising it hy presenting his

the Fleetr remains un

A CRBITR G n
neysons, The report will probably he complete before !
Lhe year, and wheu it comes in we should bl a 2hivdieltgn B e fthin
renort  will oprobably say Lhat., though claims of enorwons
savings arve extravagant,, there are some savi ngs and the
capavilities of the ncew hull-Corw are very amnch worch

i of
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The inventors have iniciated a legal action asainst Diiiish
Shipbuilders for allesed theft of their desi gns and incorpor

of the essential features of the short fat shin in the Peo:
class of naval patrol boals for Hong FKong. sy dlovestig
indicate that, altiwoush the Royal UNavy has clained chab i

not  know of a detailcd Lank-testing prograume conducted by
ish Shipbuilders in the Vickers tanks at St. Albans agyel - Dl
ton, in fact a) the Navy took an interest in tne tests Feoan




outset; h) Lhe resulls of  at: Ieast ‘some of l,!;:: 2,900 tes
which = were carried out without the inventor s! '<now] edge o per
mission were reported Lo Bath direct Th s aud el

I
i
Vo

details -off Lhé
which had not been made public were !"nown ro ve SBnior inagyval
personnel , The - Navy conld now be joined as défendants . Gire
case. The present Chief of Yefence Staff, Admiral §i

1 'ohn
Fieldhouse, a friend of the Prime Minister, was Contvoller ot Lhe

Ravy al the time when Palh were involved in Che antavful Lest

O w2
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'wo issues arisc cach ot which will be addressed in W e e

1 © . T -
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{
strong rist? of dustifianle
public - criticism, what should the Tovernment do
marters to rights nefore the court case 1is

P

months! tine?

22 Lo what, extent will the court case damage
politically? LY there: is a
1Oy £ou

hheard 1N

2: are the invenkors right in their clain thal theiv fHull-
fora works, aad that it will 2o faster at less  cost  than
present ships? Tf they are right, should

Lue Governiwni asi
the Royal Navy to test aad build ships to

LNe new. desiina?

¢ Could the court case damage the Goverﬁmént politically?

The attached chironology of evewls relevant to the court case iy a
more complete statecment of vhat has gone on-’Laan:: L8,
knowledge, available aunywliere, Some ol the waterial has  bLeen
taken from preliminary rounds of the case, all of which nave
won by Lhe inventoios, The rest husaheew salhered PPon - Ve Lous

sources vhio had better renain nameless. SO It 0s decia o

() 1LY

bheen

Wy

ne chronology contains indications a) that Beitish snapsuilders
breached the 'copyrisht of the ‘i.nvent,(»rs. tu building amd  testing
models of their designs without their knowle dge or conseut (Bs
admit.  chis); D) that certain i’.'c.'n';ur-us of the design
incorporated 'into the !ong fong Patrol Craft
knowledge or consent of the inventors and without
royalty to them; <¢) that the Royal Havy, whose Procurcaeent
Exceutive and Ship Denarvtment had responsibilicies
Kong Paleol Craft Lendeir, knew what was going on.

Have heen
withont the
any navaent of

For the longe

The  previous publicity which this affaip
ol column inches in the nalional Tress,  1nc 1u(t1’nn‘ a leader in The
Tines, and  substantial 7TV cove ace, uncluding  Lwe
programues devoted exclusively Lo tLhe ,nh}( 2t), dindicates

the court case will actracc a vreat-deal of ll)] LG AR S ent i
cannot. think that Lle Covernaent, which Lt.u invenrors nave
repeatedly approached for help, will come out of Lhe affal. Vaeiy
vell if the case comes to trial. The invenltors, though a saall
company, now have sufficient funds to Ffight the case to the cnd.
There is bound to he very strong criticism aloag the lines that
those who take the advice of knaves are themselves fools., a5 Lhe
party of defence, we do not want. this sort of

to a General Election.

. P ! . 1 \ | '
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story in Lhe cun-up




2 : Does the design work?

Until a full-scale, 90-metre prototyne of the inventors' shori,
fat design is built, it will be impossible to “e certain aboub
the inventors' claims Lhac Lhe ship will travel sucpeisingiy Cast
for a given installecd power wathal A towi bl handbe” as wald

s 99
better than a conventional snip and that it will cost

less.,

tlowever, it is alrcady cleur that 55-metre versions of the vessel
(Lhe Osprey class, aow in service with the Sanish Havy ,

Yeacock » Class Hong Kong Patrol Craft, which incorpoeal
essential fealures off  Lthe Osprey design)  are pecioceing
excellently, and are achieving maximun speeds in full

IR U Qe TS )
t g AL NS )
scale fvhdch

are greally in excess of Lank-test predictions.

Furthermore, recenl Cesting at BHC/Westlands and projections  ag
Lhe Swedish firm of RadMceYa on behalf of a consortlium which lhopes
Lo use Che design in an attemnt to break the Bluce 1i band

gecoril
for a transatlantic crossing by using a 60-mctre Ve e e T

sitip
nower
» the 50-metre version of the design could achieve a
maximum speed approacning 60 knots, or twice the currenc
speed of British wacships.

has indicated that, if water-jec propellers and sufficient
are installed

HraY: 1 muin

The Cact' that the desien has atlracted the £10m necessary  for

such a project, and that two reputahble naval establishment s have
cousidered the project polentially viable, wust count 11 Lhe
design's favour, The ship which may heeal: the Blue Riband .ezcord
will weigh less than 800 tonnes: a conventional ship to 516 - the
same would have to weigh at least 10,000 Lonnes.,

As for the Navy's rcasons why the design should not be adogted
for full-size Frigates, the atltached commentary on the inforu-
ation given to us by Ship Department, Dalh, last week soesesis
that the case against the design is far from open and shut! ., 1
wonder  whether il is nossible that bLhe Mavy's dislike of  bthe
design ' is born not nerely of innate conservatism but of & Cesire
to indicgte by its unenthusiasm that it Cook no interest in and
had no knowledge of the tests done by British Shipbhuilcders?
Certainly, the information we were given has  oroved Lo be
unreliable in alimost all significant respecls,

e

(O

Sealkes i, st
made considerahle efforts to minimise the imoortance of soeed aond

Bath correctly stressed the Laportance

cheapness, the other Lwo Wajoe claias of tlie inventors.

L have talked Lo Sidoey Shapcott, focmerly Levuby Birector ol
Admiralty Surtace Weapons Establishment at Portsdowun il]
Director of Underwater Weapons al Portland and Dig

.
L

7

reclhoid “ernierral
orf Air YWeapons and tlectronic Systems, because his cxperience
covers air, surface and subumarine warfare.

lie said Lhat speed was very iuportant, particularly in bau weath-
er, because bad weathcer affected submarines uuch less  Llai 5

atfected the surface ships which were trying to cateh thews,




"We . ouuhit

to be looking at something in excess of
speed

Llne B aascd nnion

s, achieved by the other side, e would be living in a
fool's paradise if we believed we could do anything with vessels
that could not make that sort of speed.

It is my firm® Selief
that we should b%glooking for something Lhat can matich that,

"Speed is very imporltant, particularly because we can't nrovide
the ‘ numbers of ships that obher navies can provide, Since  our
nunbers are obviously restricted, we should be looin: for
something that is very Cast and can gelt where we need it guickly,
Tt would have to be wiconventional in sorle vay o another,"
T asked aboul the price of ships. M,
favour of a few good ships and a lot of cheap and nasty ones -

cheap for us and nasty for themn. 7T've been round this and looked

at it from every angle: even Sea Wolf, which is my baby, is not
going Lo provide you wilth 1009 protection.  So if you can'i I'ight
pack *+ you've got to he ahle to run. Te's uskful vo bhe snalls
cheap and wmanoeuviable.!

Shapcott said: #f am in

Xy
vl

S0 bthe case in favour of the ncw designs is not proven, but the
case against it is not proven either. The speed of the 300 would
be a military advantage, whatever Balh may say, and.if
that speed can be achieved at Lhe same price as thes Tyhe
frigate or the saue speed as the T23 can be achicved at less cost
the idea would have considerable werit for future frigates.

Tf the Blue Riband attenpt is successful, the design will astrace
interest and orders from all over the world. Lt would he a pity
AL " Britain, as with so many obher javenLions, lost

Lhe use and
developuent of this one.

Recommendations
1 : 'The court case: If you accepl the implications of the covicdi-
ence sel .out in the attached chironology, you will agrec ihat i)
the Prime Minister should be warned of the nossible involvement
of the kKoyval Navy in a spectacular court action during the EITVERVER
to a General Election, Ffor one of our dutics is to give warning
of danger ahead; b) that if British Shipbuilders could He
suaded Lo settle out of court quickly the involvement of thoe Havy
in the case need not emerge, I understana that the desioners
would have got around 4% of the contract price of
Patrol Craft if they had heen paid for Lhe use of

Erebhe il de s 1o 7in
Lhe usual way., And chey would want thelir legal costs on Lo,

I o

o B ¥y - s
the long SO0

2 ¢ LEvaluation of the design: if you accept ay inbeipr
Bath's position, you will agree that Lheir strictures agains: tac
designs  are ill-Ffounded, Hence a) it would bhe worth the Lavy 's
while Lo conduct a proper standard wethodical series of tests on
models of the Thornycroft, Giles hull Form, with the knowledse
consent. and co-operation of the designers and without
volvement of Bath, (o exawine in particular
1ift,. correlation factors and overall
which may make this hull-form

Slals it Oror

J
any in-

propulsive coefticicent

the hydrodvaanic:

o surprisingly fuel-etfficient ax aieh

B

k.




speeds even at Q0-melre warship scale; h) ifi €Ehe tests
ficiently promising, a prototype S90 hull could be built.

Conclusion

Batih have not bheen forthright with us, Mrr,  Giles has. 1 have
asked him several very difficult questions

and he has gone to
great tTrouble not werely to answer them

batitbe Lhashk™ up “his
answers with authoritative facts from reliable publislcd =ources.
Furthermore, his answers have usually been supported by cveryvone
excent Bath. Though - he is a. small-scale operato whose
presentation of his case has been rather
clear to me that a grave injustice has been done to nim and that,
to the extent that it is proper and possible for us, we shouldl
see to it that the injustice is put right.

disorganised, it is

CHRISTOPIIER MONCKTOM

13 Novcﬁher, 1085




THE THEFT OF COPYRIGHT TN THE OSPREY DESIGNS

Beitish Shipbuilders have admitted hreach of the COnY.C Ll @6k
URprey. Led, ~dn 1ts Jo signs, but have said that che
worthless and have offeced only £100 in compensation. The vesign-
¢es  have started court proceedings and have won every
Lo, The full trial will take two months and has been s down
for January, 1987, Lefore %r. Justice Whitford in the Mgt Cours.
The full svory, which shows that the Javy as well  as  Leinish
Shipbuilders weee  ifuplicated in the “hets and
designs,: is set out "“nlow:

desi s arve

ronng 31

Cesting o the

1978: 1t became lnown that the tonyg Kong Governvent

Wernven o (RICRY
Pive pairol craft to ceplace existing

vessels, The Mrocoosioat
dxecutive in  Londep were put in enarge. of »tihE contracy n
1078/9 Thorayeroft Giles suggested to the Procuvenent nRdscutive
that their Osprey short fat ship might be a suitable desion  For
the Hong Kong Patrol Craft and other naval vessols.

29 May 1980: havid Giles of Thornyeroft Giles visited bhe Viakers
Lestivg-tank at St. Albans. He met Mpe. Havid “oor, EnTerin-
tendent of the tank, wio was most affable and offered o ilq &
full Jdesign appraisal of the Osprey design. He asked to sce 'a
copy of the Osprey lines-plan and Mr. Giles said he would aoree
to that Jf his fellow-directors gave npernission. Lo farthey
constructive meeting vook place on 16 Juue.

20 June 1980: fHaving obtained permission from the directors, -,
Giles took the Osprey lines-plan Lo Mr., 1Moor at St. Alhans angl
showed it to him. . Mr. Moor asked if he could take g @Oy ayyd
was told that would nol bhe possible. e then asked if tha copy
could be left with him for a day or two, for inspection hv niher
peonple at the tank, Mr. Giles agreed after asking for andg seb-
Ling a written undectaking of confidentiality.

27 June 1980: Mr. ‘!ioor wrote to Mr. (iles returning the lines-
plan and saying that he had "not seen in it any feature wlhich
warrants any Curther special investigation at this stage!

August 1980: The Procureuent Executive issued cencer dotuuenhs
for the liong Xong Patrol Craft (nxpc). The vender spe
length of about 60 smetres, a displacemwenz of 000-700 tonnes, a
service speed ahove 25 linots and two heavy-cduty marine dic-cls of
7200 horse-power cacli. Oa 23 October 1080 M. Jack Panicl of
Eritish Shipbuilders, who had unsuccessfully been tryine to ce-
sign a hull-Fforw Cdpdnlu ol wmeeting the siringent
of the contract, asked his personal assistant, tir. K. manceville,
that he fwould like Lo have views on whwther the Osorey design
could be adopted ((sic)) to meet the H¥PC Naval Staff Pecitt rement,
and still be considered to be Osnrey".

cilTierl a

Speciticdiaons

Mid-November 1980: iir. Daniel gave instructions to Mr. Davic Moo
for the building aad testing of a model of cthe Osprey uparrol
craft, without the knowledge or permission of the inventors,

S




Friday 21 November 1980: An entry in the diarv of wme. oaniel
shows an entry mentioning an "Osprey wmceling al Balh", T enbay
has been crossed out. and cthe words "Did not tale place owing. Lo
non-availability of XJR" (Kenneth Rawson, then

Chief Naval Aschi-
tect and Deputy Director, Ship Design) added.

Monday 24 November 1980: MMr. Mandeville, *p. Daniel's Pursonal
Assistant, wrote to Mr. Rawson as follows: At our meccine on
Friday you said you required certain informatioa. Hare & '
This letter, taken with the diary entry, males clear a) taar
meeting  did take <=lace; b) that Bath werc
Thornycroft, Giles designs: ¢) that Mr. !klnl(el
to it that Bath's involveument was kept

iaberested iy
WS anxious Lo

S aa 1
SCCITET .

December 1980: the ifall Russell shipyacd, which had tendercea for
the HLPC contract, engaged Viekers Shipbuilding and Engincering
Ltd., a subsidiary of British Shipbuilders, to design
lhnll  foru. Mr. *Moor had overall supervigion of the
though he had no previous experience of

a suitanle
Prozecly,
designing such a Lull,

11 December 1980: 'Mi'. Daniel told #v. Moor Lo speed un thne build-
ing and testing of the¢ Osprey model, and repeated this Wnstrouc-
bLion, cmphasisinJ Hrgeucy, . on: 12 December. . In
tfoor told Vickers' Snip Model Fxneriment Tank Division at Subace-
ton Lo huild a model of Lhe Osprey from the lines-plan aud  Four
models of the Azteca, an earlier and smaller version of the
short, Ffat ship. The Osprey model was no, 2210 and che four
Azteca models werec numbered 2208, 22009, 2210 and 2217. Laber ife,
Moor told Dumbarton to build a further Osprey model frow  the
lines-plan. This model was numvered 222F%,

mid=Decemiier o,

Late December 1980: Vicliers began designing and buildine awodel
hull-forms for the ilall Russell Hong Xong Patrol Craft, as foll-
oWS : Model 2224 drawn 22 December and huilt 24 dDecewpber o 12
January; Model 2226 drawn 18 January 1981 and built 21 January to
31 January; Model 2230 built 30 January .to 2 Fehruary, These
nodels were based not on designs supplied by iall
from Vickers! own experience, Models 2224 and

- s v

s e hut
2230 were deriveda
from the Type 10 destroyer-fora and Model 2226 was decived  foow
an unrelated design of 1976. Mone of these designs wvere {ound
able to meet the stringeut specification for the ilong lone Patrol
Cratt, hesign non 2220 was forthwith abandoned. The orher Lwo
models, hased on the Type 10 desbroyer Torm, would

’ ]
navi LS
unable to meet the 25-lznot specd requirenent,

Sncey thre i ivne 1.0
was intended only for a maxiwwwe speed of 21 knouvs if baile within
the other tender requirements.

January 1981: Duwbacrton delivered the six Osprey and ‘zteca
nodels to Vickers at 3t. Albans, where extensive Lanli-tesis were
carried out at the sane time as the tests on the Hong Kong Patrol
Craft hull-forus. The Lest results, plus full-scale Crials data
for the Usprey crart "Havgrnen", British Shipbuilders would have
kinown that an enlarged Osprey was capable of neetvinyg the tender
requirements for the HXPC.




L1 February 1981: Mo,  Daniel wisited St. Alhans to watch o cank-
test on the Osprey model run at a simulaied 0 knols., He nuaid
other’ visits Lo St. Albauns during bhe
iong fong Putrol Craft designs,

no
testing of Lhe Osprey  and

16 February 1981: pr. 1. Stephens of BHC telephoned Se, Jiles to
remonstrate  thav "you wre running the 1/10 scale Ospirey audel at
the Vickers St. Albans vank without ourp “ZNowkediger = “HBHD opt ac
that vcime conductine (ests for Thoenycroft. Giles on the itesien,
Br.Giles replied Chal his 1/10 wodel ‘of the SES ol aleh i Sa Ul SO A B
shed at Bembridge. e, Stevens insisted that a lacue Osoirey
model was being run at BL. Albans. Me. Cilos told Hiy tna’ ehies

was cercainly being done without the authority of Osorey Lo

24 February 1981: b, (11 s had a meeting with lir. A, vier-all of
(
L

Lhe  Nautics Branch of »  wWino had also been cesting  Usocey
models on behalf of TﬂolnyC”ott Ciles. Dr.hmoprall Ceonfivmad
that St. Albans were running Lhe large Osorey wodel and  said
that, at the same tiume, they were testing an '1£¢C design o #all
Russell in accordance with their contract of December 1080, G
Giles said he thought, the de sion work was sur poesed “to Le  tiviisiied
by 4 Movewmber 1980, bree Morrall insisted-that bhe mode]

bhe  REPL - and that it “was 'still too slow to meet

Naval Staff Requirement., Me. Giles decided that the hest  ¢lan
would: be discreetly to let it be known in British Shipbuilders
circles that he knew of the St, Albans tests of his desion in
tLhe hope that Ghey would voluntarily confess to hia whal Ul
done, rather than maliing accusations which might result in
destroying all the evidence, ile spoke to Mi*. Graliam Day o
University of Nova Scotia, who was due to visit St. Aloans in the

near futuce, © and hinted that St. Albans were Lesling the Osurey
agiodel,
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27 February 1981: Mr. Rawson told Mr. Ciles that there
a possibilicty of persuading the Procurenent
a tender with the Osprey design. This

wagstildl)
Bxecutive to consider
indicates that the Jdesign
for the Hong Kong Patrol Craft was at this stage Tar fCrom

= COM~
plete,

13 March 1981: Mr. Martin Court, an ecuployee of Lhe Navy's "aslue
CCbLLH”-Ldﬂ», visited:8t. - Albans., At that

time, the only vests
being done at St. Albans

were Lilose on bhe Osprey models and  on
the Hong ong Patrol Crafe. :

20 March 1981: Vickers produced a report on the tescs of sodel
no. 2219, entitled “A design for a twin-screw pvatbrol-thoal.” . The
document did not wmention that the design was owned by Osprey Ltd.

March 1981: Vickers/BS produced a comparison of the pertormance
qualities of the Type 10 hull-form and the Osprey forw,

26 March 1981: Mp. Rawson, the Chief Maval Architect and
Director of Ship Design at Bath, told British Shiosbuilders Lhat
Mr, Giles had found out that the Osprey tests were being conduct-

Deouly

ed.




27 March 1981: Mr. Daniel wrote to Mr. Ciles coufessing Lo the
St. Albans Osprey model tests. Osprey Ltd. decided to take leoal
action., On 8 April Mr., Thornycroft and Mr. Giles visited the St.
Albans tank to inspect the Osprey model.

J April 1981: Osprey Ltd, issued a writ in the High Courl alleg-
ing breach of copyright by British Shipbunilders, In correspond-
ence and meetings up to the end of June, Osprey Ltd. complained
of the building and testing of the Osprey model and sought under-
Lakings Chat it should not be repeated. Legal advisers Lo Brit-
ish Shiphuilders said the building and testing had been donc with
Mr.  Giles' dimplied permission werely for evaluating his claias
for its performance. 1In thaese exchanges British Shinbuilders led
Osprey Ltd. to believe Lhat only one Osprey model had been suilt
(no. 2219) and concealed the existence of Osprey model no. 222
and of the four Azteca models.

Thursday 9 April 1981: Notwithstanding the writ, Mr. loor wsave
instructions for further extensive tank-tests of Osprey no, - 222

as a matter of extrewe urgency. These tests, which were ca-riecd
out  without the knowledge or consent of Osprey Ltd., took nlace
from 11-27 April.
Friday 10 April 1981: Mr. Kenneth Rawson, Deputy Director of Ship
Design at Ship Departwent, Bath, wrote to Mr. Giles saying chat
his Deparlment still had Further studies to complete before being
able to decide whether the Osprey design was feasible for Larger
ships. At the same time, Dumbarton were testing the Osnroey and
Azteca models day and night and at weekends. That weekend, [k,
Rawson obtained somc¢ data from Dumbarton on the basis of which he
drew a curve in nis own hand, replicating an anomaly in the
Ltonnage of the vessel. Subsequently, when British Shipbuilders
recalised that Thornycroft Giles had obtained a copy of this
curve, <'"they produced a telex purporting to show that Lhe paclic-
ular tounage of which Mr. Rawson had drawn the curve was icstod
on 4 laler date. However, the carriage-logs (data-carcds Fixed to
the models under test) indicate that the tonnage for which lawson
drew his curve was in fact tested on the weekend on which he drew
the curve, The telex, purporting to give instructions For the
order in which the tests were to he carried out ,

may , theralfore,
have bheen fabricated after the event.

Saturday 11 April 1981: The British Shipbuilders test-tank
Dumbarton carried out a test on an Osprey model running

tonnes (=373.996 tons). Dumbarton recorded this test not

tons", the correct rounded figure, but as "373 tons®.
Monday 13 April 1981: Hr. Rawson wrote again to ‘ir. Giles, saying
that the studies had now been completed and that the Ospray
design would not perform as its designers claimed. e attachced
graph showing a resistance-curve for the Osprey at "373 Loanes'.
Ln Ffact, no test of the Osprey designs was ever doae abt  this
Lonnage, either by British Shipbuilders or by BilC and NMLL o2l
some of whose results were lawfully available to Mr. Rawson. It
seems clear that Mr, Rawson had been given the results of che .




1373 tons" test at Dumbarton over the telephone and had assumed
that M373 tonnes" was intended. One key point on the zranh can
only be calculated by using the very low propulsive cocllicieanl
of .31 for the Osprey calculated at St. Albans. Later, & telex
from British Shipbuilders apparently giving instructions (o1 che
order in which the tests were to be donc impliegl that: tha' 1373
tons" test was nol done until Tuesday 14 April. {lowevee, Lhe
carriage-log of the Dumbarton tank (a card fixed to
under test, bearing its technical details and the date, and lLaler
filed *for reference) shows that the 380 tonnes (or "373 “tons™)
test was in fact done on Saturday 11 April. The “telex wnay,
therefore, have been a fabrication made in an atteupt Lo conceal
the fact that Mr. Rawson, and through him Bath,
data.

t.he wmodel

received the

April. 1981: Several documents relat.ing to the Osprey Lests were
destroyed in "a bonfire at Bath", according to a senior {orner
enployee., British Shipbuilders were ]&rer found to have das-
troyed documents also. Throughout April, despite the writ, cest-
ing of an Osprey model continued at St. Albans. At this “time,
Mire Giles approached Lord Tncnchaﬁd, the Navy Minister, an:d asked
for his assistance.

30 April 1981: At a wmeeting at St. Albans, Osorey Ltd.
clear that they intended Lo proceed with the case. Mrs = Daniel
said that the design for the Hong Kong Patrol Craft had been
completed by 4 Noveaber 1981 and that the Osprey  testing  had
therefore had nothing to do with it. The following day, although
it  is contempt of court to destroy evidence, Vickers, on Mpe,
Moor's orders destroyed Cthe Osprey model they had been testing.

made 1t

6 May, 1981: As a response to Lord TrchHAPd’s request ror
assurance that the Hong Rong Patrol Craft had not been Lhased on
the Thornycroft, Giles designs, Mr. Daniel wrote to Hr. .John
Davies, Director of Coatracts (Surface Ships), as follows: "It is
a matter of record that it (the HKPC design) was finished by
November 4, 1080." However,. MMro  ‘Davies had written to "Hall
Russell, the builders of the HXPC, in February making it clear
that he was aware that the HXPC was still being tested ai that
time and that the design had not even been started in 10%0.

an

June 1081: The Coverament announced that iall Russell had  been
awvarded the contract to build five offshore pacrol vesscls for
llong Kong, Subsequent publication of design debtails showed that
the design was siwilar to the enlarged Osprey in diusensions,
displacenent, performance and hull form.
3 July 1981: At a Migh Court hearing before Mr. Justicce ourse;
Osprey Ltd. were granted an injunction against Beritish Shiphuild-
ers reslraning them from using any information obtained rrom the
Osprey wmodel tests in any design, of whatever size; and

an--Urdaen
for Discovery, an Order for a Speedy Trial, and costs.

July to September 1981: Further models, nos. 2254A, 22540, 2255

LR RVE 2

~-JdJ
and 2265, were tested, bhased on Lhe Osprey designs, and a final




hull fowvm derived frowm them was submitted to Mall Russcll for the
"Pcacock" class of [IXPC vessels, which was submitted to the
Procurement Executive in February 1982. The vessels were bhuilt
and are now in service. Their speeds, well above tank-test
predictions, are wholly imcompatible with the Type 10 hull-Fora
from which British sShipbuilders say they are derived, but wvholly
compatible with results for the Osprey. Although the hull-Fform
of the Peacock Class ships is not an exact copy of the Osnrey
lines-plan, the Peacock hull-form has certain characteristics
which are unique to the Osprey Ltd. designs, and it is canahle of
unusually high speed for its length, beam and displacement ,

10 September 1981: Mr. Ciles learned from Lhe ®ditor of "“Jane's
Fighting Ships" that the design for the llong Kong Patrol Craft
had been done at St. Albans by Me. Moor, and Chat the design had
not bheen completed.
21 October 1981: British Shipbuilders were ordered by the
Court to discover docunents relating to their tests of the
Azteca models simultaneously with the Osprey documents,

Tigh
Four

18 February 1982: Ac St. Albans, Mr. Moor gave Mr, Ciles an
account of the provenance of the HXPC design, including lines-
plans and models with design features which could generate hyvdro-
dynamic 1lift under the hull, an idea which Thornycroft Giles had
incorporated into their Osprey and Azteca designs but which was
rejected (and continues to be rejected) as convenlional wisdou.

16 June 1982: Adairal Sir Lindsay Bryson, who had succeeded
Adniral Fieldhouse as Controller of the Navy the previous vear,
wrote to Sir John Charnley, Controller R&D FEstablishwments &
Research, as follows: "These contentions (Bath's views on the
Thornycroft, Ciles designs) have been based on standard wethodic-
al series for resistance and seakeeping trials conducted on the
Osprey in model and full scale." The only scandard welhodical
series  of tests ever done on the Osprey was the unlawful scries
using ' six models and 2,900 test runs at British Shipbuilders!
Vickers' tank at St. Albans. The Bryson letter indicales the
Navy's knowledge of these tests.

5 November 1982: The Appeal Court granted an Anton Pillar Order
against British Shipbuilders following the appareut disclosure of
a third Osprey model in the St. Albans tanl log, later discovered
Lo have been an incorrect entry, though the matter is still peing
investigated. The ilaster of the Rolls, Lord Donaldason, salid that
the conduct of British Shipbuilders had given the aopearance of
being '"deceit piled upon deceit!,

14 December 1982: The following exchange took place in a Hews-
night interview:

Interviewer: "“But supposing, if I may interrupt you, that
Mr. Giles and Mr. Thoraycroft demonstrate with their tank
tests that you are wrong, what then? Will you accept their
results?"




Admiral Sir Henry Leach: '"No, Dbecause tank tests have been
done and, I am sorry, they are not wrong. What Mr.
has said is absolutely right. And there is nothing new,
there 'is nothing novel;, in this. 1It's vather like zll sorts
of exaggerated claims in the course of what T can only
frankly describe as a really rather curious salcs

lQaywson

pusii."
July 1983: mMr. Giles was given an oral report of the resulis of
the sea-trials of the Hong Kong Patrol Craft, which had, as he
gxpected, " ‘proved toe bhe two or: -three-knotis faster on Lreialsa tnan
Cheftank~tests  Had pDiedictedy . ‘exactly . as had been the case with
the Osprey and Azteca, from which Mr., Giles clains Cthe design was
derived, Subsequent inspection of the HKPC reveals a tcll-tale
hollow in the buttocks, which, together with the bhroad bean,
notahle feature of the Thornyeroft Giles design. Certain
tures, sucn as the keel, had been changed in what Mr,
claims was an abtteupt Lo disguise the provenance of the
the abscence of a skeg in the HKPC caused undue rolling at
1 L 1
6 February 1984: A letter From Mr. Cocks of Dowty to Mr. Ciles
said: "There is no doubt that the Navy is very upset
affair" (i.e. the case against British Shipbuilders).
Navy, if they had no involvement?

.8 a
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11 April 1984: Osprey Ltd. were granted a Consent Ordec for
further Discovery and Tnspection covering all aspects of the liong

Kong Patrol Craft, the Lank Lests and the sea Ctrials, ihe date
of the Full trial has now bheen set: it will be in the High Court
for 45 days in the Spring of 1987.

28 June 1985: Mr. Giles wrote to Adwmiral Sir John Ficldhouse,
then First Sea Lord and now Chief of the Defence Staff, Lo ask
for a meeting "in order to acquaint you witih matters whicn have
arisen. within the Osprey versus British Shipbuilders lilization
since our last meeting, at which you expressed concern abouabt the
possible involvement of the Navy'". Mr., Giles says thal at that
meeting Admiral Fieldhouse had asked to be told if the casc
should prove to involve the Navy.
2 July 1985: Admiral Fieldhouse replied to Mr. Giles as Follows:
"In tne penultimate paragraph of ybur letler of 24 Junc in  Lhe
context of your litigation with British Shipbuilders, you iuply
that T was worried about the "possible involvcuient of tlh Royal
Navy!". I firmly recall that you raised this possibility which I
challenged, and specifically denied any knowledge of QN iavolve-
ment . This remains Lhe position and that is the limic otf way
goncern:, Both this letter and the previous one were copiced to
me at No, 10,

October 1895: The (GC who had agreed to take on the case on behalf
of Osprey Ltd. told them that, after a  month's dJetailed
examination of the evidence, he considered it likely that - the
Director of Public frosccutions would have to intervene in  LULhe
case,
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LIST OF INCORRECT CHANGES TO NOTE OF MEETING AT BATH

The attached note sets out the incorrect changes which Bath
have made to my note of the meeting. Would you be kind enough
to send it to them, so that the record can be corrected?

The errors all tend to confirm that Bath are continuing to try
to hide the facts a) that they were closely involved in the
unlawful tank-tests on Osprey models at St. Albans; b) that
their subsequent dismissal of the Giles designs, presumably as
part of the cover-up, is based on unsound technical arguments.

The significance of the errors listed on the attached sheet is
as follows:

Page 7 para 1 and page 8 para 3: The essence of Bath's argu-
ment that hydrodynamic lift has no beneficial effect below 40
knots is that the crossover-point of the Leander and S90
curves on the replotted Fig. 1% (resistance against speed) is
, at 40 knots. It was Mr. Wall, not I, who said that Giles'
g*&uﬁhqhvtes s of towpoint rise (a way of measuring 1ift) had showed
&z*ﬁ%q‘Q# the towpoint rising above the centre of gravity at 38 or 39
uuﬁﬂqa‘ knots. I went on to ask about whether, notwithstanding this
. high figure, there might be some benefit from lift at lower
speeds. Mr. Wall replied that this was so, but that the
benefit was still counteracted by the hull-configuration. He

prayed the replotted Fig. 13 in aid.

Page 7 para 2: The Perry curve should, as I have now dis-
covered, apply also to the Leander. It is almost certain that
the Leander curve given as Fig 16 in Bryson's paper is the
curve for the original Leander, which was 1Im narrower than
later versions, which had to be widened to give them stabil-
¥ v ge If the Perry curve and the S90 curves are correctly
replotted from Fig. 13, the crossover point is not 40 knots,
as suggested to us, but 28-29 knots.

Incidentally, I learn that building warships long and thin has
given the Navy the following operational problems:

Insufficient stability and reserve buoyancy: eg widening of
original Leanders; T22s are very short of stability.

Damage by excess longitudinal stress: eg breaking-up of
stretched T42s; "belting" of T21s with steel to hold them
together.

Page 9 para 1: Mr. Cox and Rear Admiral Thompson both said
that some of the test results from St. Albans might have
filtereq through to Bath informally. Both statgﬂgggﬁf_have
been omitted from the record. As we know, Bath helped to plan
the—Ttests, got reésults from them and passed those results up
the line in the Navy.




Page 9 para 3: You will remember that, despite repeated ques-
tioning from me, Mr. Wall was unwilling to say that the phrase
"standard methodical series" was normally applied to hull-
forms. In fact, you had to interrupt because I had pressed
the point so many times without success. The only standard
methodical series of tests done on the Osprey form was the
unlawful series at St. Albans.

Page 10 para 1: Bath have tried to suggest that, at higher
speeds, the (1+x) correlation factor might be substantially
higher than their figure of 0.9. In fact, the probable range
for the S90, according to recent BHC tests, is 0.76 to 0.83:
and the Hong Kong Patrol Craft, which incorporates certain
features of the Osprey, came out at 0.86.

In addition to the above errors, Bath have now "confirmed"
that the top speed of the Hong Kong Patrol Craft is only 25
knots. In fact, an article in the Feb 1984 edition of the
Naval Architect, written by the editor, calls the HKPC a "28-
knot ship" and says it achieved speeds of "28 knots plus on
trialsh. I have separate evidence that some of the trials
produced top speeds above 30 knots. This error is important
because Osprey Ltd. are claiming that the HKPC has features of
their design "imn it. These features would account for the
extra 3 to 5 knots of speed. The lower top speed given us by
Bath is consistent with the performance of the T10 destroyer
form, from which British Shipbuilders claim the HKPC was
derived.

So I suggest the following action:

1) write to Bath enclosing the attached list of corrections
and reminding them a) to send us the answers to our questions
and b) to send us the interesting replotted curves from Fig.
13 which they have promised us.

2) ask for the HKPC trials results and data to be sent to us.

3) ask for whatever data are available on the Yarrow frigate,
which is ©6m shorter than the Leander at the waterline but
which, for a speed of 33.5 knots, would require exactly the
same BHP as an equivalent S90.

Depending on the answers we get from Bath, we shall have to
consider what to do about their continuing attempts to give us
information which, on subsequent checking, proves to have been
incorrect. After all, they have had a signal from John Ledlie
that we were not happy with what they told us, and they should
not be sending us false figures for the HKPC, nor should they
be trying to amend the record of what they told us in a manner
which is inconsistent with the shorthand note.

CHRISTOPHER MONCKTON : 9 December, 1985
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Sv—s%’:
NOTES OF MEETING AT SHIP DEPARTMENT, BATH : 6 NOVEMBER 1985
Some of the changes made to my note are incorrect:
Page 7 para 1 should read as follows, from "because':

"... because 1lift did not begin until about 40 knots. In
answer to a question about how the 40-knot figure had been
arrived at, Mr. Wall said that Thornycroft, Giles had measured
the sinkage and rise of the towpoint. This only rose above
the centre of gravity at 38 or 39 knots."

Page 7 para 2: Mr. Wall's statement that MoD had no reason to
dispute the Perry resistance curve has been omitted.

Page 8 para 3: The words from "Mr. Monckton" onwards were not
said here. Mr. Wall said them at the end of para. 1 on page 8,
at which point the following words should be added:

"On being asked for a copy of the replotted Fig. 13, Mr. Wall
agreed to send one but said that it should not be shown to Mr.
Giles, who would say a) that Bath were using his data without
permission and b) that they were using it in an improper way."

Page 9 para 1 should read as follows:

"Mr. Cox said that the tests had been done at St. Albans,
with the agreement of Giles, and them used for other purposes.
It was not something the Ministry had had any formal part in,
though it would be difficult to say that none of the results
had filtered through to Bath informally.

"Rear Admiral Thompson said that the Navy had done no trials,
but that some information might have come the way of the
Warship Department on a personal basis. There was no reason
foru the Government to be implicated."

Page 9 para 3 should read as follows:

"In answer to a question about the meaning of 'standard meth-
odical series', Mr. Wall said that it applied particularly to
a series of tests done at Haslar on propellers, to represent
the best efficiency one could get in open water. The term was
used only in the context of open-water propeller tests.

"In answer +to a question about whether the term could be
applied to a series of models of hull-forms, with the same
basic design shape but with varying dimensions, Mr. Wall said
the term would not normally be used in this context."

Page 10 para 1 should end as follows:
"The amount of evidence was scanty, but Warship Department

believed that the correlation factor, or (1+x) factor, could
be as low as 0.9 for the short, fat ship."

CHRISTOPHER MONCKTON ' 9 December, 1985




SHORT FAT SHIPS : SOME QUESTIONS

The square-cube Let be the length-scale factor,
velocity factor, | the hydrodynamic 1lift and D the disple
factor. a tank-test of ¢ 25 scale model, let L

Then the expected results for ‘ull-scale ship will be

OWS: e ' - Heoxl = a2 y=02 and* D=kxlxb=24%285%2
Thus, vhi 1ift (H) varies as the square of the leng

R o s e A A g displacement increases as the cube. Is~this
Rawson, then Deputy Director of Naval Ship Design (Bath)
when he wrote to Dr. Richard Garwin that favourable results
1/25 scale model of a Thornycroft Giles hull were irrelevant
the performance of a full-size ship because "lift increases
(

) s 1-

the square of the length scale (like the area), while displ:

e
2

ment (weight) increases as the cube"

The speed-squared factor: Is it true that, since the BHC and

-ank-tests on the Thornycroft Giles hull were at 1/5 speed
and since hydrodynamic l1ift varies not only as the square of the
length-scale factor but also as the square of the speed, the
comparison between the performance of the model and the expectec
111
1

yerformance of the

ull-scale ship should read as follows:

D

LENGTH-scale factor

VELOCITY factor

HYDRODYNAMIC LIFT factor 1562 LxLxVxV

DISPLACEMENT factor 15625 ey e 4
Does this mean that the 1lift - and the significance of lift - as
neasured on the BHC and NMI tank-tests of the Thornycroft Giles
hull might be expected, ceteris paribus, to be achieved to the
same degree on a full-scale geosim at full speed? And that,
contrary +to Rawson's original assertion, the square-cube law is
no obstacle? Is it true, therefore, that the "complete agreement
on the physics of dynamic lift" between Rawson and Garwin men-
tioned in the CNA's minute to Mr. Owen was, in effect, a concess-
ion by Rawson that Garwin's original position (summarised in the
above table) was correct?

Significance of hydrodynamic lift: How is it calculated

effects of hydrodynamic l1ift "would only be perceptable

at speeds approaching 40 knots", >d in the CNA's

Mr. Owen? What is the evidence for the assertion that

ships would need to go very fast inde to get into the egion
where 1lift was significant"? Is this assertion based upon Raw-
son's original reference to the square-cube law?

Towpoint rise: What are the results of the Navy's measurements of
the rise and - fall of the "towpoint' -he point at which the
longitudinal centre of gravity and the 'ust line coincide - on
the Thornycroft Giles hull? Is Garwin right in saying that
towpoint rise can be used as a measuren > of hydrodynamic 1ift?




Pressure under the hull: Is it true that hydrodynam el hor B g 8 8 s o
when there is high pressure under the hull? If so, what m

e
ne

m1
I'l

>thods
the Navy use to examine the pressure-levels under the 10rny -
Giles hull (eg pressure-sensors; or holes in the hull)?

What were the results of those measurements?

Resistances compared: Is it true, as Figure 13 of Admiral Bry-
son's paper indicates, that a Thornycroft Giles hull of the same
length as a Perry class frigate, although having nearly twice the
beam and operating at over twice the displacement, has a broadly
similar resistance in pounds per ton of displacement up to a
speed of V divided by the square root of L of 1.4, and offers
Does the Navy accept the
<

less resistance at higher speeds?
resistance curve of the Perry Class frigate given in Fig. 13 of

Admiral Bryson's paper?

Performances compared: What are the Navy's estimates of a) resis-
tance; b) propulsive efficiency; c¢) horsepower requirements for
¢

speeds from 20 knots to 40 knots, for the Leander, for the Perry

Class frigate and for a Thornycroft Giles hull of the same dis-
placement? And, in particular, what propulsive coefficient would
be obtained by relating the Leander resistance given by Admiral
Bryson in Figure 16 of his paper to trials results of a full-

scale Leander in a similar condition, at 28 knots?

Data discrepancies: Admiral Bryson states in his paper that he
"fully accepts the test data produced by BHC and NMI Ltd e 2.2 EOR
-he Thornycroft Giles hull. However, there appears to be a
considerable discrepancy between the test results produced by
these two companies and YARD Ltd. NMI estimated that at 28 knots
and a displacement of 2,600 tonnes, the power required for the
Thornycroft Giles hull would be 35 Mw, while YARD's figure for a
hull of only 200 tonnes more displacement was about 70% higher -
about 59.5 Mw. Which is right, YARD Ltd. or NMI? What increased
power would a Leander class frigate require for the same increase
in displacement and making allowance for the fitting of a sonar
dome, fins and fouling?

Blue Riband: What would be the minimum length, and hence dis-
placement, powering requirement, build cost, fuel consumption and
fuel cost of a conventional hull capable of crossing the Atlantic
(say, 3,000 miles), without refuelling, at an average speed of 40
knots, carrying a reasonable payload?

Hull characteristics: Apart from the Thornycroft Giles hull, how
many other hull types now in use in the Navy or worldwide or
under construction, planned or proposed, have all three o
following characteristics: a) a length-beam ratio of of less than
oo 1+ [ b) a length of more than 6§'metves; and c¢) a hollow in
the buttocks?

the

Hong Kong Patrol Craft: What was the absolute maximum speed
achieved by the Hong Kong Patrol Craft on trials? What was the
average speed at full revolutions? How did these figures compare
with the tank-test predictions for this hull-form?




Performance of Thornycroft Giles design: The Ministry of Defence,
at a meeting at Ship Department, Bath, on 11 July 1985, accepted

without any reservations the Thornycroft Giles estimates for the
OPV III, based on precisely the same hull-form, size and tank
tests as those for the S90 frigate proposal. Why were the estim-
ates for the 0PV III regarded as accurate and those for the S90

regarded as inaccurate?

Maximum practical speeds: What would be the maximum practical

)eed, given sufficient powering, achievable by a Leander Class
frigate? And what is the Navy's prediction of the maximum pract-
ical speed achievable by the S90 hull form? How does this pre-
diction compare with that of KaMeWa? What is the maximum silent

L1 -

speed of the Leander with a Type 2031 towed array? If the silent
speed could be increased substantially, would there be any advan-
, given the underwater speeds now being achieved by Soviet
submarines?

cage
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Type 23 frigate: How many Type 23 frigates have been built? How
many are firmly ordered? How are plans progressing for the
Intermediate Frigate?

The DSAC report: Is it true that Mr. Meek, mentioned in the CNA's
minute, is a former chief naval architec ith British Shipbuild-
ers, the first defendants in the litigation which Thornycroft
Clles have initiated against various pdrtnes who, - they allege,
stole their designs? And was he at the same time Chairman of the
DSAC Hull Committee which recommended rejection of Giles' estim-
ates for the S90, based on the T‘)ki‘v and NMI taNK tests? And has
he since become Director of NMI Ltd., refusing to endorse the
sea-keeping, resistance and propulsion tests which that organis-

ation had previously produced for the S907

Terms of reference: Is it true that the S90 validation programme,
agreed my the MoD at a meeting with Thornycroft Giles on 14
1982, was to be a limited programme testing the design for
btancc. propulsion and sea-keeping, with a simple outline
lesign showing weapons-fit, rather than a fully detailed propos-
a‘l'.’ Is it true that, at the time of the DSAC Hull Committee's
report, even this limited validation programme was incomplete,
and that Thornycroft Giles' offer of an addendum to the outline
originally presented was not taken up?

Points of detail from the DSAC report: Is it true that much
subsequent evidence, some of which is incorporated in the S90
validation report to MoD, shows the conclusions in the DSAC
report to have been premature? For instance, on weapons-fit,
YARD Ltd. pointed out that the weapons-fit healthily exceeded
that specified by the Type 23 NSR. And on weight, machinery and
cost estimates, the Danish yard Frederikshavn Vaerft were pre-
pared to guarantee weight, price, performance and delivery (Sche-
uulc to the S90 validation report to MoD). On engine-fit, did the
proposed design have four engines in line abreast, as suggested
by DSAC, or four engines in four engine-rooms, two forward and
two aft, as claimed by Thornycroft Giles?
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