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THE DEFENCE PROGRAMME

Note by the Secretary of State for Defence

—

I have now examined what adjustments should be made to the
defence programme in the light of my earlier report to the
Committee (in OD(80)26) that the then estimated cost of the
planned programme was 5-7% higher than the PESC allocations.

I have looked at the programme on the assumption that, as we
have always maintained to our allies and in public, we adhere
to our plans for an annual increase in resources for defence
of 3% in real terms; and against the consideration that now is
not the time, either from the point of view of the Alliance or

in terms of the growing dangers we face, to make any major
changes in direction.

2. My proposals for reshaping the programme are set out in

the Annex to this memorandum. They represent, in the round, a
Very considerable cutback in plans. Their make-up reflects my
Judgement that while changes to earlier plans are now essential
Il several areas because of the shortfall in the sums originally
allocated to the Defence Budget, the safe limits to changg are
at present reached rather earlier in respect of our contribution
to Europe - particularly BAOR and its equipment - than elsewhere.
My.p’:'OPOSals also take very careful account of the interests of
beri SP_industry, where it would indeed on other grounds be
etter for us to spend more, rather than less.

gt;lju Ef the Committee is content to endorse my proposals for
S

Tents to the programme I would also propose, in consultation

With the f

ore eta to consider how best
We might ; Telgn and Commonwealth Secretary,

- Ditiate within the Alliance a re-appraisal of its
dlvlsg:on of effort, structure and working in the defencehfleld.
A)qu'-arlen?e over the past year has left me uneasy about t § t
the 20ce’s bagic health; while I have neither illusions a ogiom
beliooiculty of change nor preconceptions about o e
Allj;5Ve that we must pursue in the longer term how to

i approach
Might pe DOth more cohesive and more cost effective. An ap

FoA r Federa

Re i< Made initially to the United States and the A

OuSUbll:r’l after the elthions in those two countries. Meanwhile
ce

s interest, give
SPecia) Weior ro8Tamme decisions must, in our own int Rk

1ght to their effect on our Allies.
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- I invite the Committee:

general scope and balance of

a. to endorse the (Annex, paragraphs 2 and 3),

djustments I propose
ks 1y that MBT 80 should be .
egger tanks ordered (Appendix c);

agree accordin
b. to ag % hanised combat vehicle should

led and 237 Chal
gggciiai the Brit}sh ??c
be chosen (Appendix D);

to agree that I should, in consultation with the
c. o

1ine the scope
. wealth Secretary, exam :
Foe ouE gnd nggg:als to our Allles tofngzogieige
gor'pugzzgﬁhpof the Alliance in the defenc
asic
(paragraph 3 above) ;

iti lacement of the
the position on the rep
g'rrizg gﬁgejaguag aircraft (Appen?;§.E) and the Sea
K?ng helicopter (Annex, paragraph :

for enhancing our
he measures I propose ‘
Eiexigglgz;eoﬁt:ide the NATO area (Annex, paragraph 11)

PP

Ministry of Defence
3rd July 1980
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ANNEX

THE PROGRAMME
e ——

1 pParagraph 3 and Annex A of Op

estimated cost of the planned defence Programme, including
provision for a Polaris successor, was 5-77 higher than the
L S the-thr?e years 1981/82 - 1983/84,
Paragraph 10 proposed guidelines to be followed
adjustments to the programme, and dis

on 20 March generally supported these

(80)26 explained that the

in making
cussion in the Committee

The Broad Patterm

2, Given the thrust of the Committee's
the two areas in which we must mainly look for ad justments
are our NATO contributions on the Continent and in the
Eastern Atlantic. Our effort in each of these areas is

of key importance to Alliance cohesion, and no black-
white choice between them would be sensible; Appendix A
briefly illustrates the diversity of the considerations,

I have considered very carefully the relative weighting

of possible cutbacks., My general conclusion, with which
the Chiefs of Staff agree, is that in the face of the
financial pressures both areas and all three Services

must suffer substantial reductions in plans, the more
serious in face of an unremitting rise in Soviet capability;
but that current Alliance realities - includiag the
particularly clearcut task we have on the Central Front -
Set narrower limits to the scope for change ia plans for
BAOR and its equipment than elsewhere. We must accordingly
rein back plans for the Royal Navy, and to a lesser

éxtent the Royal Air Force, rather more than a purely
Mechanical division between the Services would entail.

3
impo

earlier discussion,

and=-

Within this general approach, I regard it as particularly
rtant to devise a coherent programme which will give
stability - both in avoiding sharp disruption to our

Eey tear manpower and in offering the prospect, if we

ock o Our resource decisions, that we can sustain
OUr course,

ST have already taken action on a substantial number
5 J-asures which I regard as necessary on any view of
to ¢ Priorities, The main ones are listed, with their
AOtal financial effect in the PESC years, in Part I of
prendix B. Part II lists the main further measures .
i S, regard as appropriate, given the basic judgmen

. Paragraph 2 above, to close the rest of the resource
5P Not all of these would need immediate executive
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: 1 1d be taken for the present as plannin
action - some WOl . i‘d 4 in the light of further ® within the United Kingdom { > -
assumptions, to be valldate 1 financial & 1d go ahead, althowst ot iUPTovement
examination and costing 1n the next annual Linancilal cycle, degem:zigi; wi%h :10:: éaaithough more slowly thafl ;g Oln-d 54
and PO : sks undertak anne
5. The financial effects of the measures OVer the PESC Home-based reinforcement capability fzfr1 gge:ezer"e .forces, ~ 66
period, at 1980 survey prices, are these:- gurope would be much as planned, There y 1a iy -
improvement 1ml capability for operatig ) d_be a modest
£M area. ns outside the NATO
1981-82 1987-83 Tovm 55 67
—% 9, In the maritime field, the i ——
Programme as originally costed , defence would be lower, Six plag;:;lg)erwog planned air
(and after adjustment for realism) .... 10301 .... 10706 ,,, 110 frigates would not now be built; older le::trg}frers and
’ manpower-intensive ships would be / effective,
Pabdshed anmiualss Eargets - of 1980s slightly fewer ships Woulgugeogé cixnd by the end 56 -68
(Cmnd. 7841) revalued ...cceveccccccs 9905 .... 10202 .., 105 Planned air strike and attack capabilit clared to NATO, —
i back in quality and staying power They wm;}f be cut
TR AT RaD oty s st ssion s ownoss 390 504 5 weapons systems would be génerall}.r red qtdxa TEY of Tavil
" key anti-submarine role, e ML W 57
Measures already taken N
(Appendix B Part I) .ecesseccecnscscs 193 242 0 10. More generally, for all th ™
3 : T i - : 44
Srdiacts. inClUding,improvementse:osz,?',m?s many minor equipment 7
Further measures (Appendix B Part II be deferred or cancelled, and there woliglgg R T .
and residual items) ....cessocscecans 203 262 yIt] cut-back in the planned works and : s, patied 38
scope for planned improvement nd stores programme, The ~~——
s i :
6. The overall military effect of the adjustments - both and amenities would be reduced igdcg:?ltig?s 0? bk
Part I and Part II of Appendix B = is summarised in affect morale and then r i k] t}"ls o
e T St e T ecruitment and retention.
Capability Outside NATO 59
Vs As regards the European theatre, we should have fewer 11 -
I men in BAOR than planned but more than now; this, with + The Committee's di i
: ; a 0 iscus
| some changes in organisation, should eliminate ulzxder- case for some im R OD(80)25'accepted‘a' P
: provements to our intervention capabil
[ manning. BAOR would be partially re-equipped with an outside NATO, so that oty
" i - - ve al ’ we could use more flexibly the forces 60
proved tank earlier than planned. We should buy ready have. I intend to undertake modest ext
fewer anti-tank missiles and forego planned improvements cxpenditure totalling £24M, partly for a st:sk e’]f raf well
1 to tracked reconnaissance vehicles. The quality of air taslc equipment (radio sets l.andzovers and Ehzlll?-k:)
defences in Germany - both aircraft and missiles - and 1_°,51'1pp0rt up to two battalions for six months without
L <I>f offensive air support would be less high than planned. e:‘tgmg our NATO holdings, and partly for station-keeping 6
! n particular, plans for replacing the Jaguar with 2 new £ Pment for our €130 transport aircraft to facilitate 74
i tactical aircraft capable of air comb 1 concentrated i :
o2 ound SEERel would b r c at as well as O agsau] e .drop of trained parachute forces needed
g ; e st.xbstantlally deferred. Planned algshes t landing against limited opposition. I Yntend s
y T alr'reconnalssance would also be reduced in make some related organisational changes; to y !
but overland strike/attack 1 i Crease "doub Ig H3eSs 62 '5
aireraft mumbers in G ck would be improved; total ¥here pogsi uble-earmarking" of our forces; and to extend 50
i ; n Germany would be much as at present. sible out-of-area training and exercise deployments. h
roduction plans for the Tornado would not be affected, A
but we would keep more air defence Tornados in the UK &7 %_m .
wl'o;lillg leave maritime strike/attack to the Buccaneer, 12, paope > WE 8
‘f'utc ngilé.d be run on into the 1990s assuming that itS ... Tise tq 59S Peacetime establishment is 58,000, and due to Sl
ure life (with which there have been problems) sO PE™" »3500. The actual strength is about 53,500 even -
v
2
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Ireland. This shortfa]j

i i thdrawals for Northern Thi ’
wl?hﬁuF wzriticised in NATO, is bad for ef§1c1ency and

which is t and retention. We cannot

i tmen
ale, and damages recrul .
?::pon;ibly plan for continued shortfall on this scale,

: ood military reasonsg
On the other hand, while there are g00C
for the growth in establishment, I believe we muSt‘hold
it back. I am setting 2 ceiling of 56,500 and having
the implications studied of getting down to the Brussels
Some restructuring and unit

i £ 55,000.
Treaty figure o ’1v to be unavoidable. Given our

withdrawals are likely ' . _
general record in the Alliance (1nc1ud1ng.?bov§ all the
crucial 3% real growth) it should be fgas%UEe in due
course to present this constructively in NATO alongside
ntention to achieve full manning. I shall seek
n with the Secretary of State for
practicable regular

B Eirmy &
also, in consultatio
Northern Ireland, to end as soon as
withdrawals from BAOR for temporary duty.

13, In parallel with this BAOR adjustment, I intend to
hold the Army's total trained strength to a figure 4,000
fewer than had been planned though still 8,500 higher
than the current under-manned figure. I shall achieve the
overall reduction so far as possible by general economies,
but it may be necessary to transfer more home defence
responsibility to a strengthened Territorial Army. I
do not intend to cut our UK-based ground forces for

reinforcing the flanks.

Equipment and Other Savings

14, Besides holding back planned growth in Army manpower
I shall be further cutting civilian manpower throughout
the defence support field, in accordance with the policy
laid down by Cabinet. I shall also cut provisiom for
personnel support and non-operational logistics. These
economies must be partly offset however by the need

for substantial build-up in several categories of war
reserves, particularly ammunition; most present holdings
do not provide the staying power now needed. The net
result is that major savings must still be made by other
methods. This has to mean curtailing the equipment
programme .

15, The first criterion must be military need to meé

£
our strategic priorities. This cannot however be applied

(SECRET)
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igidly; we must :
narrowly OF T st consider also th,
our defence industrial base. This has been a: ?ealth of
factor thr?UghOUt my Department's studies an; 'mpgrtant
reflected in my major proposals, . it dis

. Appendix C sets out my pro :
%6propose that we should agaidogoig%sgénaige.tank field.
new tank (Challenger) from 1984; we should introduce a
basis that half our fleet would be re'equippe:n on the‘
but at this_stage we need decide no more thsn awth.tblS;
order of 237, costing £315M, We should maintaig initial
of development work in the tank field while we r a programme
the further way ahead, including collaborative pzzzigilities

17. Appendix D sets out my proposals f i

; y or a new inf
com?at vehicle. I propose that we order the Britis:ntry
vehicle MCV 80, at an estimated future programme cost
of £970M over founeen years for some 1900 vehicles

18, Appendix E sets out my proposals on i
replacement. In the V/STO{ ?iegd, there :i:r;i;s:?g-Jaguar
balanced arguments between cooperation with the United
State§ on the AV8B and going it alone with the GRS, We
myst in any case not close our options unless and until
dlSCUS?lOnS with the United States establish that a firm
and fair deal on the AVSB is possible. On Jaguar, I
zzgzoig to make a virtue with France and the FRG of
collzb:ng a lat?r target date (about 1995) for a possible
pOSt-Jaratlve achraft, and to close some of the immediate
Harrierguaiagap %n.numbers partly by buying more improved
aas ofS than o?lglnally planned and partly by using
A our strike/attack Tornados for European tasks,

ing on Buccaneers for the maritime role.

Anti-Submarine Helicopters

22; t:e :ust decide fairly soon on the future ASW helicopter
WEStlazd N as the Sea King phases out. The present
bae Proposal is a costly one, and other options are

g further explored, Decision now would be premature;

I .
cozhal1 bring the matter back to the Committee in due
r'se,

I .
‘EQEEEEEEE_lmplications

2

igéliia:FtaCh at Appendix F a survey of the industrial

Will pe ;9ns of the programme changes. Inevitably hopes

Particyy isappointed and some sharp problems caused,

We must arly for the aircraft and guided weapon industries.
also keep particulgr watch on ship-building;

SECRET
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1 any major ship now
h I do not propose to cance : . :
Ezzﬁg built, reduced rates of ordering are imevitable
and %hese will add to the difficulties of yards already
short of work, with possible consequences for future

warship-building capacity.

savings of the order

fecting prospective
Y. Planned expenditure

21, There is no way of making
ithout extensively af

procurement from British indust E endi
on equipment will still however be higher than it is

today. The selection of adjustments has paid much regard
to industrial factors, and I hope to avoid cancelling
major contracts already placed. My officiéls will keep
the Department of Industry closely informed.

required w

Future Handling

22. In the aggregate, the changes from plans as they stood
last year are very substantial because te prospective defence budy
has been so much reduced. I believe however that their :
presentation should be manageable. I have kept to a

minimum those which will show up as cutbacks in previously-
declared plans to NATO; and in my judgment their scale

falls short - though only just - of the level requiring

special report to and consultation with the Alliance

on 1974/75 lines. Given this, few of the changes need

be specially announced. Ordering Challenger and MCV 80

can indeed be exploited positively, as a timely counter

to criticisms that replacing Polaris must damage our

BAOR contribution.

23, I must however most strongly emphasise that my appraisals
on both substance and presentation, rests on the assumption
that we will make good the real resource allocations to
defence which we announced in March and have »romised to
the Alliance. If, by whatever route, we provide
significantly less, we will be driven rapidly to measures
with much graver consequences., Aside from direct security
damage, the whole political climate in which our programme
adjustments - even the present batch, let alone additior®
ones - were viewed both at home and in the Alliance wou!
change sharply if we defaulted on our resource decisionse

(SECRET)
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APPENDIX 4

MARITIME AND CONT INENTAT, EFFORT:
THE PROBLEM OF PRIORITIES

.. [The problem of how to divide limit
zlor NATO in Europe and support for NATOe(iinrgiguﬁis bet
wide variety oftissue? gnd gonsiderations. antic
reached is & matter o road judgement Rt
as military judgement. The pur’pgse of’tﬁg ggt2011t1gal as much
indica‘ce_brlefly the range of factors; it does n %S simply to
comparative evaluation or conclusion. Purely fog' .it'ttempt ;

the factors are grouped into two artificially-op 01 éustra’clon,
of case,.one.for a primarily Continental emnhastp sed statements
for a primarily maritime emphasis. : 1s and the other

ween support
raises a
The conclusion to be

the Case for Continental Emphasis

2, It is essentially on land in E
would bring the Soviet Union most b:;(e)gje.ttgig ;gc§:§8f;1 :ggression
In Europe, moreover, NATO is at a much greater disa&va.ngs b3
in relative force strengths than it is at sea. This imbz‘%:
gvggmgrolgnggglab}i/nt:ﬁegﬁa‘c strategic advantage which geograg}i;
. : ropean theatre (the inverse of the ¢

strategic disadvantage which i & pol 2072

C v geography gives them at sea). Short-
waming aggression, and the p i ik
: on, prospect of short-duration wa
NgomgeEiﬁgrac:ive to the Soviet Union and more dmgeroug,t;s
Transatlantige han at sea; and in such circumstances seaborne
It ig significremforcement might simply become irrelevant.
thein visg of rar}t that the US are making major efforts to increase
heavy equipmenimforcement by air, coupled with pre-stocking of
emectation o h Ip Europe the Alliance has virtually no
means, ang the olding major Soviet aggression by conventional
the " B, nuclear threshold is uncomfortably low; whereas

S are less adverse at sea.

3 om - i
{iislikelcsgg Significant BEuropean allies, especially the FRG, would
Indicationg t}];n Europe far more than maritime cuts. There are
22T examp] e tat_the United States would take the same view -
for off-getty heir new emphasis on South-West Asia and their calls
12ope" £y, %Eg Alliance effort repeatedly use the phrase "in
Nantic ang oy latter. Cuts evidently oriented in favour of the
relations be away from Europe could seriously damage HNG's European
b COunter %gnd the defence field, particularly if the cuts -
Rert B0 rea) our formal Treaty commitments on force levels, which
3 519"1 woulq Iani’ntlme counterpart. Major cuts in the Central
con:l‘?‘ us or SO run more risk than in the Atlantic of proyldlng
coriTibution (DTeYext for others to follow suit. And cuts in our
®ion iy g0 Fhe Northern Flank would damage Alliance political
Teas where it is already none too robuste

=
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raphical position, skj
h the largest Hls

4. Mainly becau_s: o

and experience Britai - S
i of the European mari : e

Egoggr:;gglute reason why this spou}d remaln.1s:oL. :The FRG hasg the

resources, and 1is increasingly showing the will, 1or a wider

- ould be less awkwargd

iti i it w
aritime role in the long run, and 1 . :
glolitically for her to devote some of her growing wealth to thig

than to enhancing her already large military preponderance in

Central Europe.
. aritime forces provided for NATO can obviously provide
gresegce outside the NATO area, at some loss of readiness for Napg,
The United States have already made it clear that the importance
they attach to our out-of-area effort is "quasksymbollc"? And
if actual intervention 1s called for, the pr‘aci_:lcal contribution
of naval forces would in most scenarios be lln}lted. The likelihoog
of Soviet "out-of-area" maritime aggression_(tor example against
trade routes) which we would have to meet without the United Stateg

is arguably very low.

The Case for Maritime E_m;ghasis
rldwide has increased

6. The Soviet maritime capability wo
dramatically in the past two decades, both absolutely and
relatively to NATO's. Particularly in NATO's circumstances,

comparative force ratios at sea and on land mean quite different
things. On land, ageinst a defender with a clearcut frontier

to protect, an aggressor seeking to seize territory needs a large
advantage; at sea, an aggressor concentrating on sea-denial against
a sea-dependent defender has far more flexible options and can
achieve his purpose without numerical superiority (though in fact
the Soviet Union has a clear lead in such key maritime categories
as submarines and long-range land-based air striking power, with

BACKFIRE).

Te The Alliance's main strength lies across th
US. Any perception in peace or tension that the :
bridge to Europe was unsure would seriously damage Alliance cohesioh
just as any actual severing of it in war would make rapid
conventional defeat in Europe certain. Seaborne reinforcement
remains vital to NATO strategy, as the United States (who strongty
oppose short-war expectations) have made clear. We are far better
able than any other European country to contribute to maritime
security (the FRG is much less well placed, and would take DaTV .,
years to approach our breadth of competence even if Brussels T7¢°
restrictions were removed). As a result, we provide 2

pro;_vortlon of Alliance strength in EASTLANT than in AFCENT, an

a given proportionate cut would therefore diminish the total
European contribution far more.

e Atlantic, in the
Transatlantic

D=
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The stable and well-defined char
on land maketaggr]issmIl wange ug;ﬁggaﬁgaE?St/‘”est demarcation
onsequ?nr é‘ls.s to the aggressor - hj ; and the stakes -

scope or Soviet miscalculation e gh. There may be
sm in the less clearcut envirorment exploratory
elation todcg_nfllct in Europe it migﬁg ‘ghe sea.
4o gear planning afcl orce provision to particulaf» very hazardous
narro‘t"l}’ drawn 1nf:erm§ Ol warning time or confli contingencies
yeritime forces oller insurance against a wide v;g:eg;ragicm,

of situations.

uch moTre
adventurl
even in T

., There are dangers in too ea
The NATO area is only one of sgerzlawgg:ngﬁnce on the US Navy.
night have to undertake major maritime confroetUnued States
soviet Unionj the possibilities are much moren atlor} with the
Both for this reason and because of the flexibri?trlcted on land.
forces, pz_amanex;t reliance on particular US ll ity of maritime
as a ;u§t}f1catlon for reduction or narr0winp ans and deployments
capabllltles.could be more hazardous at sez fh"f our own NATO
over, as Soviet ASW capability continues to iman on land. More-
freasingly nesd to GerLoy siguifisans slcments o o kit
e . ooure The invulnersbilily of our SSEN y mmking
y opposing forces more difficult. W S by making
count on the United States for this. L

10. After years of urgi

\ C ging, largely from Britai i

tﬁi:igdl{ngiggq_oplng a coZ_ngctive awarenesgl:?lfbl},leNxﬁgSn%? v o

i ’A L chéﬁget:e maritime threat, outside the fomain‘%reat

detetoe ey gartggiigil; ngrrower Continental emphasis in i%s

e T t Yy when we continue i
seaborne Supplies and trade, could set bazli igig :gg;:lly




APPENDIX B

PROGRAMME ADJUSTMENTS
I - MEASURES ALREADY TAKEN

NAVY

—
mti_submarine Warfare
/

three nuclear-powered . .
Orders for two or powered fleet submarines will
bé deferred. The planned number of Lynx helicopters on Type 22
¢rigates will be reduced from two to one. The modernisation
programme of 5 Leander class frigates will not now proceed.

Anti-Air Warfare

2. The programme for producing a more advanced Sea Dart area air
defence missile has beep cancelled and will be replaced by a
cheaper and less effective system. The major refits of the guided
missile destroyers ANTRIM and NORFOLK have been cancelled.

Anti-Surface Vessel Warfare

3. UK participation in the NATO future anti-ship missile will be
concluded at the end of the study phase.

Mine Warfare

4. The conversion of HMS KENT to a minelayer has been cancelled.

Amphibious Warfare

5. The conversion of RFA TARBATNESS to the amphibious role has
b‘.’e“ dropped. HMS BULWARK's next refit will be cancelled and she
will be paid off early.

ARMY

—

Armour ang Anti-armour

6. i : tracked
ere will be no improvements to the present tr ;
reconnaissance vehiclesr:lpand no increase (as earlier planned) in

Yilan antj-tani missile launchers and in operational Swingfire
anti-tank missiles.

4r Defence

e e lled
Reductions wi1] p in the programme for the self-prope
\[:?1,}_” air defence mis:itf:d:y;tem. glowpipe missile production
be Slowed down.

:’“%x
t;“se'tl:he development of an unmanned helicopter for surveillance and
¢Quisition has been cancelled.

1-
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AIR FORCE
ti_Surface Vessel Warfare

Army Support An
9. The plan to buy Puma Mk II helicopters to form a new Army 7. The
support squadron has been a to be bou

number of both Sea Eagle and Sea S
i

ght would be reduced by 50% and the planne-ship missiles

d improvements

bandoned. t
to the Lynx's Sea Spray radar and Sea Skua missiles abandoned
oned.

Photo Reconnaissance .
i b hased out earli Mine warfare

10. The two Canberra PR squadrons will be p ier tha . e it

- r n : ann .

i ;"e“hed over a longer period. p ed for this year would be

Iraining Support ‘o Warf Amphibious Warfare
11. Facilities for Air Defence and Electronic Warfare training y; 22
be reduced by cutting the rest of the Canberra force by up to 111 19. The Wessex 5 replacement would be deferred

one-third.
Afloat Support

20. Two planned support tanker orders
quality of a new class of afloat suppor‘:o:llx(iipgo‘tor&?; gzoizgi ar(;d the
ced.

Airfield Survival Measures

12. Extensive reductions and defermer}ts in the programme for
hardened aircraft shelters and fuel p}pelmes in RAF Germgny, and
hardened facilities and airfield survival and damage repair in the
UK.

21, The plan to order a second shi
Research Vessels would be abandonecli}.) of.8 class of Undsrwater

Other

OTHER
ARMY

13. Extensive reductions in the forward works programme. e
Deferment and cancellation of minor equipment orders and improvements. Man

Reduction in provision for training, stores and support programmes, aupover:

22,
FINANCIAL EFFECTS ey tﬁzepggggdsigggl of Army manpover would be reduced by 4,000
t oned s rength of BAOR by 3,000
The above measures have rjggcedégg/gzstt, Ofbthe g—?gg;cet " cgufg,?gsalveplgs to ac}tueve this will need ¥o be rei“;‘gzd?gﬁi(t)oit
- y about a € peacetime withdr i

Qﬁzdmtsgsi The reductions in tﬁ:aivgigl;lsg(l)gnggdugtxt'zngg of

and by disb:ngmbe met so far as possible by general thinning out
ent of the Infantry Demonstration Battalion.

14.
programme over the period 1981

Survey prices.

Armour and Anti-armour

IT - FURTHER MEASURES 23,
tanksTgxe-dZET 80 programme would be cancelled and 237 Challenger
NAVY Chﬂllengep ed. Planning would for the present assume that further
. ' front lines would be ordered in due course so that half BAOR's
Anti-Submarine Warfare development“’Wld be so equipped. A programme of limited tank
for replaci would continue to support the longer term programme
ing the remaining Chieftains, whether by an improved

15. Three planned frigate orders would be dropped. The Challen
possibility would be explored of a cheaper (angpthereby less ., : 8er or by a renewed collaborative project.
capable) alternative to that now planned as a replacemen for t %

Sea King helicopter. Planned stock 1d be
reduced by 10%. S e oYE MO A e wenip

;ne Year and‘l“‘opelled Rapier missile system would be deferred by
Sars, ! the proposed self-propelled air defence gun by four

Anti-Air Warfare

16. Three planned destroyer orders would be dropped-

3
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Other
= ting radar would be cancelleg
gogkat loi‘gundgelsewhere; and the Clansm Unlege

25. The Cervantes
1d be cut back.

i i be
equivalent savings _could
communications equipment programme wou

AIR FORCE
Maritime Strike/Attack

lanned in th ;
would not be replaced as P : e mig-
26. The Buccaneer ld now concentrate on land/air roles), butS()s

ich wou A : ‘
SZui‘grg:dgm(lng];cinto the 19905.(fatigue life pegmlttlng‘) with
improved avionics and electronic warfare fit anf ge_aI:mEd With the
Sea Eagle anti-ship missile. The planned buy © ea Eagle missileg
would be halved.

Overland Strike/Attack and Offensive
57. Planned Jaguar improvements would be limited and the number
of Jaguars operational in the RAF Germany strike/attack wing would
not be increased from 48 to 60 as announced to NATO. There would
be no direct replacement of the strike/attack Jaguar until the
mid-1990s. The Harrier force would however be improved, and new
aircraft procured, to offset in part the numerical drop in our
offensive support force.

Support

Reconnaissance

28. The Jaguar reconnaissance squadron in Germany would disband
in 1987 and not run on as currently planned.

Air Defence
oms

29. Air defence Tornados would not replace air defence Phantor
in RAF Germany in the 1980s but would all be kept in the UK, with
the Phantoms being run on in Germany. Improvements to Rapier
would be reduced in scope.

Defence Suppression

30. Subject to further studies, the national programme for, AR 8
anti-radar missile would be replaced by a collaborative program®
or off-the-shelf purchase.

OTHER

31. Planned provision for improved war stocks (particularly
::tdnm:l:itmn) wouldlgebincreased by £450M in the 1980s as @ x‘o

e money wou e found by cutti ther the Pe
and logistics support fields. 4 Mg back, furtae

FINANCIAL EFFECTS
the d

gf;grml'hezeirm;etashures (Paxgs{}) would reduce the cost ofM u 1980
spysare 82 - £710
Survey prices. 1983/84 by about
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APPENDIX C

TANK_POLICY

The Warsaw Pact armoured threat in ‘
gurope is growing in numbers and qualityfhelgng{?l Region of
assessments since 1977, accepted in NATO, indiCategence
gdvance 11 the quality of Soviet tanks coming int a much greater
and in the 1980s than had previously been thou hto service now
successful defence aga:_r}s:t armoured attack rquireprobable? .
of weapon systems of which the tank will for the fg a combination
future be an essential element. At present BAOR reseeable
600 Chieftain tanks in war. can deploy about

2, Chieftain has been in service since 3 h

improvements now being installed or dEVel§§delg;13§8§'b Despite

increasingly out-matched by the quality of Warsaw P;ct te

Following 1';he fallure of persistent attempts to achiewv S

g:ﬁa?;é‘;tég? vt\rlthlnlNATO, development began in 1978 ore” a national
0 replace the whole i : :

the end of the 1980s. i Chieftain fleet starting at

3. Two new factors require this polic : .
it is now apparent that the develogmen‘tyoJIEOI‘JZ‘IE’E|3 ggv;is]e.g.taﬁlrft’
and cost more than expected = ace ) ones
= xpected, partly because of constraint
our resources of ke : e A S on
ba apadl _key civilian specialists. The new tank cannot
vailable until at least 1992, and the operational risk Ji
§:£g;gg wholly on Chieftain for so long would be very greats;.o
an Onpérm,z‘)llapse.of the planned Iranian tank order provides
derivative ;fytgg ?I‘lng into service with the British Ammy a
davelopment cost ranian tank (Challenger) from 1984 at minimum
forecast Waroan l-Da ghallengezf would not complef_;ely match the
&mprovements over Sh-tgie?t'm the 1990s, but it offers important
operational are ieftain's performance in two important
Challengertg ol as - protection and mobility. The Chobham armour on
Protection a urret and frontal aspect would provide effective
2t normal bafiln“ the T64 and T72 Soviet tanks currently in service
Bollg Repel®btle Tanges where Chieftain would be defeated; and the
Power pey 44 12 diesel engine in Challenger will generate 46% more
Tuch mope r}l‘chan Chieftain's engine, so that Challenger will be
) agile. It could also improve our sales prospects.
s Ch
:gbstit‘ﬁ]e-e?ggr@as it stands, is not a fully adequate long-term
% e fu1 Chieft _T 80 and could not therefore be used to'replace
aem}ired. But ain fleet. In due course a better tank will be
ni it oant 2 substantial purchase of Challenger would provide
d;_dﬂggos. ok improvement of our anti-armour capability from the
gl in’waru%d enable us to increase the number of tanks we could
tam, TOULY allo because we need not discard the replaced Chleftan}s);
ine) r?plaeemew us to abandon the MBT 80 programme and to reconsider
Wit ent policy in the longer term, the possible options
aga-ln NATo (%.mpr()\,ed Challenger and a renewed collaborative project
«Ringt 1o (Tor example with France and the FRG, or with tie Us,
Patible Wj:‘;":“’kg’—"ound that our timescale may now prove more easily
h that of our Allies).

]

SECRET




(SECRET)

hould be abandoned; that

5e I therefore PIroP r procurement to replag,

laming should 2 n (the precilse number remaing
half the Prg?ent fleet of CHS %o be in the range 350-450); tngy
Lo deis SEECs put li should be limited to_23 éna- inger, for
Chohoan omier snoula zor be, Flaced =2 0 221 5%t g or” 12
s e e (‘mn of development; .a.nd wan nbrtgthe loo
including completlo of dereula conbinue o Supb r ne Lhnger 7
Lixatac aas deveioggng the Chieftains 1n the L?‘os'écftv‘ ether by ay
progrﬁxgecig‘{lgggei or a renewed collaborative PTO] .

duction in this country -

6. There are twotzourgzz’dgfa;ﬁlgn\};igligrs, Newcastle.a It woulg
Royal Ordnance Fac 13’ the order for 237 C}_ﬂ:allengef and I propose
ol e ey totigct ‘with Royal Ordnance rachr’_er:geaE:tz?lch
to place the conr preferred source of supp;y for .A.:lgbmr‘ le tanks
has long been O?l-%ies and experience (derived from the cancelleg
and has the fac% L Tovide the tanks in the early timescale required,
Iranlafl1 ?riiﬁ pgogide welcome contim}i?y of gmg;iyment at Leeds,
ggewgileas work for other parts of British industIye.

i hat our future tank policy
invi the Committee to agree © g .
Z}.loulg llagnr:?rised as set out in paragraph 5 above, and an early
announcement made accordingly.

—o_
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APPENDIX D
REPLACEMENT ARMOURED PERSONNEL CARRTER FOR THE ARMY
REPLAC.

i 1
The Army requires a replacement armoured persommel carrier
l. come into service 1in the later 1980s. By then our AFV 4329
\;ghicles will have been in service for over twenty years and will
provide inadequate protection, mobility and firepower.

». Some 1,900 vehicles are required. Half will be basic
vehicles for taking infantry platoons into battle, the others
will be variants for such purposes as command, artillery
observation, forward recovery, and use by Engineer regiments
and mortar platoonse.

3. The choice lies between a British vehicle (MCV80) under
development by GKN Sankey since 1977 and the US Infantry Fighting
Vehicle (IFV) manufactured by FMC and due to enter service with the US
Army in 1981. Operationally either vehicle would be acceptable

to the Army, though IFV has better firepower and night fighting
capability. TIFV is also more certain to be available promptly,

and its adoption would advance standardisation in NATO.

4. MCV80 would meet the Staff Requirement to which British
industry was asked to work. Future programme costs are estimated
at £970M, spread over a period of fourteen years. Some 10,000

job opportunities would be sustained in British industry (notably
in semi-skilled engineering) at the production peak. But we could
not realistically expect much success with sales overseas in
competition with IFV.

5. Purchase of IFV off the shelf from the US might cost up to
£100M less than MCV 80, but the loss to British industry would be
Very serious.

> IFV could ve built under licence in Britain. For this to De
mogebtable industrially we would want the US to guarantee that they
thexd Suy vehicles from us to meet some US requirements and that

inJ Would not set up a further source of competition in America

whoy 2dition to FUC), Even then, although British industry as 2
cénéi.m}ght get more work than with MCV80, British design .
Who ity woulg suffer, and some firms, (notably Rolls Royce lotors,
cmsvivere hard hit by the Iranian cancellations) would lose E
DeforeTably; and the option would be little if any cheaper foi e
Mage g€et. The US are very keen to secure our order and _aX:
includ'a are, by their normal standards, considerable concessions,
= Dar%ng an offer of 100% offset opportunities for expenditure

the guas 20UENY from them. But they have not been able %o Eixe
SDeCialriam?es we seek. These would be made feasible onlythy
Tear ang-S8islation, which could certainly not be secured this

Probably not at all.

=d=
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ly military
i i i balanced. In PUrS. he shelf vy
T e hottcn, and buying it off e SotY woula
terms IFV is ra Defence Budget. ;Ln_the . iédustrial o
B o of Ahe political and LICUSETUE soene
against the Packg‘dqn the general 1mpa<;t (o] tlﬂed“dvantages -
as a whole (includl gmme) T do not believe th s
in the defence progr Tride the general presufnp Hw};ulé ;ho T of
oy e enogg}}: toIoggcomn'xend therefore that we si choose MCygg,
buying Britishe.

ere

=5,
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APPENDIX E

REPLACEMENTS FOR RAF OFFENSIVE SUPPORT ATRe : 54

== ASR 409 AND AST 403 — 66
“

packground

1 The RAF's front 1ine'for ground attack ang tactical ikl
r;connaissance includes eight squadrons of Jaguars and three
of Harriers. Half of the Jaguar squadrons (all based in

RAF Germany) are algo nuclear-capable. Both the Jaguar

and the Harrier in its present form will by the 1990s be
very vulnerable to Warsaw Pact Central Region defence;
moreover, assuming normal peacetime losses, front-line
strengths could not be maintained beyond about 1987 without
buying more. Replacement of the Jaguar and further
development of the Harrier have thus become essential 37
features of the RAF's re-equipment programme.

2. The Air Staff originally envisaged replacing both types

with one aircraft combining high manoeuvreability, supersonic 58
performance and short take-off and landing. Studies showed 3
however that this would not be feasible within a reasonable -
timescale and cost. It was therefore decided to aim for two

separate aircraft: one an improved version of the Harrier, &
continuing to exploit vertical/short take-off and landing 59
(VSTOL) in which we lead the world, and the other (replacing .

the Jaguar) a highly-manoeuvreable ground attack aircraft with 72
an air combat capability enabling it to survive against improved
Soviet fighters. The Harrier development is covered by Air

Staff Requirement (ASR) 409 and the Jaguar replacement by Air 60
Staff Target (AST) 403, y

5

There are two contenders for ASR 409:

2. a British Aerospace development of the present

Harrier, known as the GR5(K);
b.

and
Rolls
to me

62 5

an American development, also based on the Harrier 50
ith a very substantial British content (es;')ecially

“Royce engines), known as the AVS8B and designed

et a US Marine Corps (USMC) requirement.
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ould meet nearly all the specified
available about one year earlie,
similar, in each case arounq
lans have hitherto assumed,

4. Either aircraft w
criteria. The AV8B would be

Total programme cOStS are very

£580M for the 60 aircraft our P :
though we shall in fact now want more than this, as paragraph, g

i jtish industry has a very strong interegt
?ﬁlzzeegéglgiégrgsme - the USMC re.quirement: for 340 aircraft
could bring our firms business worth some £7OQM: RAF
involvement would increase the benefits to Brlt%sh lndustry
and should enhance the prospects of sales to thn':d Pé}rties,

derstandably want to maintain their

On the other hand, BAe un = :
leading role in VSTOL design. They would t_:hs’aLefc?re like to
see two programmes:' the AV8B (with full British involvement)

for the US forces and the GR5(K) for the RAF.

The drawback to this BAe preference is that the AVS8B
certain to go ahead, and the US Defense
tion in it would markedly

5%
project is not yet
Secretary has said that RAF participa
luence the views of the Administratiom, which has up to now
There is no doubt some element of poker-
and BAe (though not our own staff in

he AV8B strong enough to survive without
Nevertheless

inf
been ambivalent.
playing in this,
Washington) consider t
RAF participation - it has good friends in Congress.
British industry would lose heavily if this judgement proved
wrong and the AV8B programme folded. It is also possible that
if both programmes went ahead we might find British firms getting
less AV8B business and our own programme still coming second

in any clash of industrial priorities.

6. We cannot yet choose between the options; further discussion
is needed with the US. I propose to approach Dr Brown on the

following lines:

a. We are very interested in the AV8B, but we have
also the GR5(K) contender.

b. We intend to complete project definition of the
GR5(K) and to continue our examination of the AVEB.

ut we should

c. No choice has been made at this stage, D AVSB

like seriously to discuss the prospects of a joint
programme.

d. Our willingness to accept such a programme would
have to be subject to final agreement on specific
conditions important to us; to adequate assurances giofi
a joint programme would be carried through to cO™P &

(CONFIDENTIAL)

@ONHDENTIAD

and to securil:lg substantial Progress i .
negotiations in the coming mOntgs in detailed

uld say that on this basis we shoulg

round with the US at the earliest opbe ready to explore

Portunity,

1 WO
the &

as1 403

7. On current plans AST 403 will b
collaborative programme with France :nl:ile‘ge::rgugh a

what is usually called the Tactical Combat Airermany on

such a course would build on experience gainedcl‘:aft (Tca).
Anglo-French Jaguar and Anglo-German-Italian Tow:.th the

achieve a further major success in Basars rnado, and would
operation. The three operational requirementzm::ents co=-

fully harmonised, but the three national Py i ve yet .to be
have put forwa'n:d initial design and e At fo: :ompz.inles
aimed at meeting the requirements as closely as “.alrcraft
proposals are now being examined, Y possible. These

8(;87 The RAF originally hoped to introduce AST 403 in about
1987, as the Jaguar force started to waste. More recentl
we have been gnvisaging a date of about 1990. Even this 1);3
bec?me unre:al:.stic, and about 1993 is the best likely to bes
gﬁhl;\lrgble in a colléborative programme. In theory we could
mm):fh Ch: from the United States, and this would certainly be
. practiapir th{m collaboration; but I do not regard it as
g loco:lé(l rogﬁlon. I believe however that the right course now
e 199? er t.:o a collaborative aircraft entering service
Sy - This would substantially ease our budgetary

S 1n the 1980s and should not be unwelcome to our

Prospective E
than ours, partners, whose timescales have always been later

9.
Waste
buying

T:St-ef‘:;ulgs a result be a gap left as the Jaguars
rathermm 87.onwards. I propose to deal with this.by
Ve done, ang gre mP%‘oved Harriers than we.would otherwise

role (agsumi y keeping Buccaneers longer in the maritime

that g 1ng current fatigue life problems are resolved) so

re
to the 1ang§ag?rt§éﬁ'f“ed strike/attack Tornados can be devoted

Wy 0p
long_to

Lo
TC4 opt;

d

mowlalot need to settle now on a definitive view of the

o Y ahead. It is both politic and right to keep the
going, but neither we nor our Allies will be finally

3
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ull development need not start
cisions will mneed to take
long the VSTOL line of
d to replace our Sea

£
committed for years tgu;ozseétual e
before about 1985). . h s
into account also possible (E_kely L
development, jncluding the

Harriers from the mid=-1990s.

Recommendation
—————————————————————

t this stage
isi my colleagues a :
no decisions from coll 8 =
iy 'zh::elzsR 409 or AST 403. I invite the Committee to
l . 3 r‘
:x:tz the position set out in this pape

4
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APPENDIX F
INDUSTRIAL IMPLICATIONS

By 1983/84 expenditure on equipment ig
gise b§ some £600M above the‘ 1980/81 Estimatgéa?ilggrzo
of £3905M (at 1980 Survey Prices), with the overseas
element remaining fairly steady at around 8%. In real
s, therefore, even after the reshaping, UK industry
as a whole can look forwar'd.to an increase in total
business . Nevertheless, while apart from MBT 80 and
possibly the CERVANTES radar no cancellation of
existing contracts is envisaged, business expectations -
l1ike those of the Services - will be disappointed in many
individual instances.

2, The major items envisaged are listed in Appendix B.
The four main areas affected, in addition to tanks,

are combat aircraft, helicopters, guided missiles and
shipbuilding. (Numerous other adjustments to equipment
plans will arise affecting industry, but none of these
are judged to merit special comment here). The decisions
as between MCV 80 and IFV, and between Harrier GR5 and
AV8B, do not arise directly from the reshaping:
industrial considerations affecting these choices are
covered'in the separate Appendices on these projects.
Throughout, particular attention has been given to
maintaining basic technological capabilities, especially
in advanced fields such as guided weapons and electro-
optrics.

COMBAT AIRCRAFT

3. European collaboration on a tactical combat aircraft
(AST 403) will continue to be assumed but with the in-
service date for the RAF deferred to about 1995, as
Appendix E explains. This gives time for the European
collaborative situation and its alternatives to be
thoroughly explored. Meanwhile it will be necessary

to keep the AST 403 team together and engaged in

limited design work. But with the later ISD a gap

‘0 the design loading of BAe Aircraft Group would

begin to develop from about 1983/84 pending the
dunching of full development of the next generation
alreraft in the mid-1980s; and sufficient resources
would have to be allocated to maintain essential design
apabilities meanwhile. The deferment will also
eccerbate production loading problems within BAe already
sorected as Tornado work tails off in the mid to late
relo,clough this situation would be substantially
elieved, and the lead into AST 403 production made
suoother,! jif there were follow-on purchases or export
Sales of Tornado.
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jcopter (AST 404), ap
foreign (probably US)

HELICOPTERS

4, For the RAF's new uti}itgnhzl
initi to re
IE;E;Z;ep§:E§::lt;Zi particzpate %n the developme?t oF
gn Anglo-French collaborative project; bu;Af°1éOW1ng
consideration of the RN's need for‘a Sga ing ?placﬁment’
for which Anglo/Italian colla?oratlon is an optionm, the
feasibility is now being examined of meeting both the

RN and RAF requirements in a single projecE. Bu? the
requirements are very distinctj the‘cost of @eeFlng them

in one basic design could be very high; and.lt is by

no means certain that a single helicopter yl}l be the
eventual solution, The outcome will be critical for

the future of Westlands design capability in both the

short and long term. This is however an issue to be pursueq
in its own right. Studies will take some months to complete,

GUIDED MISSILES

will be the firm most affected;
duction programmes will suffer
f job opportunities. However,
a programme of Rapier improvements to Field Standard C,
albeit to a reduced specification, will help to maintain

the ground-launched GW side of their business, On the
on of

Sl BAe Dynamics Group
both development and pro
and there will be a loss o

air-launched side, ways are under considerati
maintaining adequate design effort on both AST 1228

-radar missile) and the UK/FRG

(the air-launched anti
sile

collaborative advanced short-range air-to-air mis
(ASRAAM) while their future is clarified - the issues
being for ASRAAM the timescale for in-service date,

and for AST 1228 the nature of the requirement itself
and the prospects of meeting it by collaboration or
adoption of an overseas project. AST 1228 has been

the central element in BAeD's future plans in the air-
launched area, but ASRAAM may well prove to offer 2
more robust and stable base, This issue will be pursu€
with BAeD in the coming months.,

SHIPBUILDING

planned

6. The programmed reshaping would remove the
00 jobs PY¥

§rowth in the RN programme (from 24,000 to 28,0
983) which has been assumed in British Shipbuilders’
corporate planning.

7. The brunt would fall on the mixed and smaller yards

(which build both warships and merchant ships) sincé

2
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he measures reduce or defer muc .

;n the early year§ (various SmaIT $£S::§;r €xpected workload
destroyers and frigates). In particular,’ Support ships,
(Cartsburn Yard) and Cammell Lajirg WOuldbecott Lithgow
the continglng absence of alternative » e hgrd hit in
At Scott Lithgow the deletion of ap und:mmercml work,
vessel could lead to early closure afterrWater research
of the Seabed Operations Vessel (sov) lthe completion
materialised. At Cammell Laird the ea:T eis other work
support tanker and a destroyer/frigate tz fOss of a
destroyer work could also lead to closur ollow gxisting
proved possible fairly soon to reinstatee unless it
support ténker, though even this might beat least a

term pal}lative. The prospect at Swan Hu :nly_a short-
awkward in the short term; but from 1982 nter is less
would bg increasingly severe job losses uggwards.tﬁe?e
orders increase., One specialist warshipbuiiss civilian
would lose.some 700 jobs during 1981 as a co er, Yarrows,
the reduction in the frigate programme. nsequence of

8. The small yards at present most succe
< ssful in co iti
g§r1RNdwork Hall Rgssell, Dunston, Ferguson Appledzgztltlon
e an's, Brooke Marine, and James and Stone : would b k
?ard hit., The current RN loading of some 2,000 jobs e
sg:ztﬁi a total of 3,700) at these yards could fall to
- evegg ?earer 1,000, with widespread loss of jobs
o ; osure for some yards. Those at greatest risk
2 ussell (Aberdeen), Fergusons (Clyde) and
lelands (Wallsend).

9 -
w£derA§m;1§1me-Of recession in merchant shipbuilding the
S planCat}ons °§ these measures for British Shipbuilders'
Tar _?y 1nc1u§1ng the effect on warship building

Y, will require interdepartmental study.

LAND sysTims

10. wi

in partigu;he abandonment of MBT 80 the optronics industry,
been g ggo“ar’ could lose the best part of what would have
i M development programme over the next few years

involyi ]
5“ffere?§ up to 150 design staff (MEL being the principal

1 18

Challgggzge other hand, the decision to go ahead with

our tany buwil; provide immediate production work and maintain

Tanufactyy ilding capability at the ROFs and component

Capabi]jt ers at least for some years. The military engine
allengez of Rolls Royce Motors will be sustained by

9Dtronics ~and the development and production of MCV 80. The

1n the tanﬁ“??iigy could benefit from longer-term developments

3
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