British Army Green Paints

Clive Elliott lifts the lid on the thorny subjedt post-war green paint used by the British Army

It is widely known that in the immediate post-waaripd British Army vehicles were painted in higlogg Deep Bronze
Green, which later changed to a matt finish NAT@ésr infra-red reflecting (IRR) paint. The pointwdtich this change
took place is the subject of much debate. It iseldoghat these notes, drawn from official sourcel,help explain the
efforts and ideas at work during what was quiterglperiod of change.

On P'January 1948, the Fighting Vehicles Design Depantr(FVDD) laid down the painting requirementsdtirService
vehicles. This superseded AFV Specification 201t2dié" February 1945 and Specifications issued by thedbirate of
Fighting Vehicles Inspection (DFVI) AFV Specificati 2013 and Specification MC 286C.

MINISTRY OF SUPPLY
FIGHTING VEHICLES DESIGN DEPARTMENT

F.V. SPECIFICATION

For AFVs (Armoured Fighting Vehicles) and MT (Medizal Transport) vehicles the external bodywork tealse painted
with an undercoat of Dark Battleship Grey BS Coldor 32 (Air drying to Specification CS2390 or dtayto Specification
CS2391). Followed by high gloss Deep Bronze Gre8rCBlour No. 24 (Air drying to Specification CS23&2stoving to
Specification CS2393 or heat resisting to SpedificaCS2394).

Note that these BS Colours comprise just two digitsause they are based on BS 381 “Colours fol nexked paints”

drawn up in 1931 on the formation of the Britisar®&tards Institution from the British Engineeringr@tards Association.
This standard gave 57 colours but was expande8 tol®urs in 1948 to become BS 381C this includadymew colours
and the addition of a prefix to give colour groups.

100-199 = Blue and turquoise
200-299 = Green

300-399 = Yellow, cream and buff
400-499 = Brown and pink
500-599 = Orange and red
600-699 = Grey

700-799 = Purple and violet



To take account of these changes an amendmenssuasiito Specification 2012 orf"Ilarch 1948 so that Dark Battleship
Grey BS Colour No. 32 became No. 632 and Deep Br@reen BS Colour No. 24 became No. 224,

This was the standard colour scheme for Army vekidther than those in the Middle East Commandrduatired an
undercoat of Deep Cream, BS Colour No. 353 withiaHing coat of Light Stone, BS Colour No. 361eMritish Standard
was amended in 1949 to bring the total to 97 calolinis was not just to add more colours but soameas were changed
and others clarified. This included the change afkDBattleship Grey to Dark Admiralty Grey. FVDDdagne FVDE in
March 1948 to then be incorporated into FVRDE 8ddnuary 1953.
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FIGHTING VEHICLES
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
ESTABLISHMENT

Despite this Specification, by May 1952 the Inspeate of Fighting Vehicles (IFV) had received sevahousand
complaints about defective painting of military iabs. A special section of the Materials Brancls fmed to investigate
together with the Chemical Inspectorate (CI).

INSPECTORATE OF FIGHTING VEHICLES
AND
MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT

Part of the problem was that contracts called fog of three sets of requirements for painting, ddpey whether the
vehicle was in the Combat (CT), General Service)(@SCommercial class (CL). This resulted in thpa@ting standards:

1. In accordance with FVDE Specification 2012.

2. Manufacturer's standard primer, with finish paiither to body builder’s specification, or to thejurements
of Specification 2012.

3. Paint entirely to the manufacturer’'s own specifaat

The faults occurring included, blistering, rain ®jmg, lack of adhesion between coats, crazingnidirig, flaking, soft

films, omission of one or more coats from the systand complete breakdown of the painting system tdumoisture

content. The causes identified included, inadeqpigparation of surfaces, poor painting technigiregjequate painting
facilities at various works, inadequate paint ftimitkness, use of incompatible materials, mateaatioubtful quality, and
a complete disregard for the importance of prodyeisound painting system.

During the period 1950-53 there was a shortagemiesof the raw materials for paint manufacture.sHtiie materials
were used and specifications relaxed. But by 1968Bre was an epidemic of problems due to peealintfblistering of
topcoats.



Attempts by IFV Materials Branch to upgrade theuieements for Specification 1012 were opposed fseweral quarters,
including the Production Branch of IFV itself. Irstty was under great pressure to fulfil re-armangembands, and there
was an attitude that painting was mainly a deceggtrocedure rather than a method of preservdtiamnher specifications
laid down in DEF-1044 for vehicle paints and DERA@s the stoving version, these were publishd®2.

DEF-1044 1. Paint, Finishing, Vehicles, High Gloss ; 2. Paint, Finishing
Vehicles (Heat-Resisting), High Gloss ; 3. Paint, Undercoat, for Paint,
gig%s]talmg, Vehicles. Nov. 21, 1952. Superseding C.S. 2587C and C.S.

590B.

DEF-1045 1. Paint, Finishing, Vehicles, High Gloss, Stoving ; 2. Paint,
Finishing, Vehicles (Heat-Resisting), High Gloss, Stoving; 3. Paint,
;Jslégfcoating, Vehicles, Stoving. Nov. 21, 1952. Superseding C.S.

IFV and CI developed tests to determine which psystems performed well under a variety of condgio

DEF-1053 Standard Methods of Testing Paint, Varnish, Lacquer and Related
Products. Methods :
1 Preliminary Examination and Preparation of Samples for Testing.
Sept. 26, 1952.
2 Preparation of Panels for Test Purposes. Sept. 26, 1952.
3 Consistency by the Flow Cup Method. Sept. 26, 1952.
4 *“Soluble Lead ”” Content. Sept. 26, 1952,
5(a) Flash Point by means of the Abel Apparatus. Sept. 26, 1952,
5(b) Flash Point by means of the Pensky-Martens Apparatus. Sept. 26,
1952.
6 Determination of Water, Sept. 22, 1952,
7 Surface-Drying Time. Sept. 26, 1952,
8 Hard-Drying Time. Sept. 26, 1952.
9 Tack Freedom. Sept. 26, 1952. 6d.
10(a) Colour Comparison with Colour Standard. Sept. 26, 1952.
10(b) Colour Comparison with a Freshly Prepared Standard. Sept. 26,
1952.
11 Gloss (Specular Reflection Value). (This Method is for the Measure-
[l]‘l)%%t of Specular Reflection Values in Excess of 50 per cent.) Sept. 26,
12 Opacity (Contrast Ratio). Sept. 26, 1952.
13 Bend Test. Sept. 26, 1952.
14 Scratch Resistance. Sept. 26, 1952.
15 Pressure Test. Sept. 26, 1952.
16 Setting Time. Sept. 26, 1952,
17(a) Resistance to Impact (Falling Weight). Sept. 26, 1952,
17(b) Resistance to Impact (Pendulum Test). Sept 26, 1952.

18 Alkali Resistance of Plaster Primer. Sept. 26, 1952.

19 Resistance to Softening by * Petrol . Sept. 26, 1952.

20 Resistance to “ Petrol/Benzol > Mixture. Sept. 26, 1952.

21 Resistance to Mineral Oil. Sept. 26, 1952,

22 Resistance to White Spirit. Sept. 26, 1952.

23 Resistance to Salt Water. Sept. 26, 1952.

24 Resistance to Continuous Salt Spray. Sept. 26, 1952.

25 {(;Ss;stance to Humidity under Condensation Conditions. Sept. 26,
26 Resistance to Accelerated Weathering. Sept. 26, 1952.

27 Resistance to Heat. Sept. 26, 1952.

DEF-1053 Standard Methods of Testing Paint, Varnish, Lacquer and
Related Products. Methods :
28(a) Resistance to Kerosine. Nov. 25, 1953.
28(b) Resistance to Kerosine (for the Testing of Textured Paints only).
Nov. 25, 1953.
29 Resistance to Sea-Water Immersion. Nov. 25, 1953.
30 Non-Slip Properties. Nov. 25, 1953.
31 Assessment of Sheen. May 10, 1954.
32 Development of Sheen. May 10, 1954.
33 Fastness to Light. May 10, 1954.
34 Resistance to Battery Electrolyte. May 10, 1954.
35 Fire Retardance (Indirect Heating Method). May 10, 1954.



It was to the great annoyance of the paint tradernfost proprietary paints failed to comply witle thew specifications,
but IFV resisted all pressure to relax their regimients. In 1954 they further enhanced the spetiditafor DEF-1044 and
DEF-1045.

DEF-1044A 1. Paint, Finishing, Vehicles, High Gloss ; 2. Paint, Finishing,
Vehicles (Heat-Resisting), High Gloss; 3. Paint, Undercoat, for Paint,
Finishing, Vehicles. June 16, 1954. Superseding DEF-1044. Nov. 21,
1952.

DEF-1045A 1. Paint, Finishing, Vehicles, High Gloss, Stoving ; 2. Paint,
Finishing, Vehicles (Heat-Resisting), High Gloss, Stoving ; 3. Paint, Under-
coating, Vehicles, Stoving. June 16, 1954. Superseding DEF-1045.
Nov. 21, 1952.

In the fiscal year 1955-56 vast amounts of paimeweeing sold off as surplus, in fact 38,032 gallohpaint and 14 tons
of dry paint, were put up for sale. The sale pvies generally about half the contract price. Iditiah, following the Suez
Crisis 2,000 tons of paint lay surplus in the Catwmie. Hansard records that in Parliament questiene asked as to why
this paint was being discarded and why stocks ofraercial paint could not be used, as in that yestr gver a million
gallons of new paint had been ordered. The reas@m gvas that contracts had to be placed 18 manthdvance and the
Army was downsizing at an unpredictable rate. Bpdyrseemed to miss the point that paint for Seruige needed to meet
improving specifications, there were annual amends® both specifications in 1955-58 and furtlests defined.

DEF-1053 Standard Methods of Testing Paint, Varnish, Lacquer and Related
Products. Methods :
36 Resistance to Intermittent Salt Spray. Jan. 17, 1955.
47 Fire Resistance. Sept. 13, 1955.
48 Resistance to Rubbing (Aluminium Paints). Sept. 13, 1955.

DEF-1053 Standard Methods of Testing Paint, Varnish, Lacquer and Related
Products. Methods :
49 Resistance to ‘Benzole Mixture’ and Water, May 7, 1956.
50 Resistance to Ethanediol (Ethylene Glycol). May 7, 1956.
51 Stopping Properties (Metal Surfaces). Sept. 3, 1956.

DEF-1053 Standard Methods of Testing Paint, Varnish, Lacquer and Related

Products. Methods :

46 Webbing. March 28, 1957.

52 Resistance to Methylated Spirit. Oct. 18, 1956.

53 Resistance to Petroleum Ether. Oct. 18, 1956.

54 Rﬁeﬂectivity of Paints for the Interior of Optical Instruments. Oct. 18,
1956.

55 Insulating Varnishes (Clear and Pigmented) Assessment of Drying
Properties. March 28, 1957.

56 Resistance to Fats. Nov. 9, 1956.

58 Resistance to Rape Seed Oil. Aug. 6, 1957.

DEF-1053 Standard Methods of Testing Paint, Varnish, Lacquer and
Related Products. Methods:
57 Resistance to Scrubbing. Aug. 6, 1957,
6225D1e9t§§mination of Oil or Oil Varnish Content Emulsion Paints. March

63 Resistance to Water Shower. March 25, 1958.



For completeness, | have included the later tbstsexcluding those specific to cellulose paingctical lacquers etc.

DEF-1053 Standard Methods of Testing Paint, Varnish, Lacquer and
Related Products. Methods:
66 Resistance to Sodium Carbonate Solution. Feb., 1961.
75 Oil Absorption Value (Pigments). June, 1961.
76 Comparison of Colour in Oil (Pigments). June, 1961.
77 Comparison of Staining Power (Pigments). June, 1961,
78 Determination of Residue on Sieve (Pigments). June, 1961.

DEF-1053. Standard Methods of Testing Paint, Varnish, Lacquer and
Related Products. Methods:
80. Aug. 1964. Softening Point (Ring and Ball Test).

DEF-1053 (For the Use of Government Departments and to be Quoted
only in Government Specifications). Standard Methods of Testing
Paint, Varnish, Lacquer and Related Products. Methods:

81 Determination of Lead in Lead-free Paints, Varnishes and Allied
Products and their Containers. June 1965.

82 Determination of Fineness of Grind. June 1965.

83 Large Scale Brushing Test. June 1965.

By October 1957, what was now FVRDE Specificatibd2had also been enhanced. In addition, DEF Spataiin paints
were used rather than the less demanding CS Syaiwifi originally specified. CS Specifications wegsted as individual
coats, whereas DEF Specifications required a festeocomplete paint system. This combined withrkwer FVRDE
Specification ensured that manufacturers did netpagnts in a system from different manufactureis lay 1957 an 80%
reduction in complaints had been achieved. Thdtrefall this was that IFV felt that properly ajpgd paints, under normal
use would give the vehicle protection for at leaste or probably four years.

The tests in DEF-1053 were updated annually in #&7In 1961 a standard was introduced for alkyhiale paint,
amended 1963, 1966 and reprinted in 1972

DEF-1044B Paint System for Alkyd Finishing of Vehicles. Aug., 1961.
(Superseding Defence Specification DEF-1044A, June 16, 1954.)

It should be mentioned that a specification wasddgor cellulose nitrate paint in 1956, amendetidf9, 1963, 1965 and
reprinted in 1967. Although it was listed only i€ Bronze Green and Black, it was a paint thatomfisto be used for

painting vehicles where an especially high standéfohish was essential. After pre-treatment a&f seel, a coat of primer
was followed by knifing putty of as many coats agded, 3 coats of paint surfacer, 3 coats of fimispaint. This was

followed by polishing to a high finish with compais1 By 1993 the two paints associated with thisdded were no longer
listed and were required were to be obtained comialby.

DEF-1145 Paint System for Cellulose Finishing of Vehicles. Sept. 7, 1956.

| have only covered the specifications for vehjgénts, there are whole sequences of specificatorather types of paints
such as primers of various types for different setand woods, paints undercoat and finishing for \Equipment,
ammunition, jerricans, steel helmets, general sepganvas, instruments etc. War Equipment coveeaghons and general
stores, steel helmets, cooking equipment, POL eogiip and returnable POL containers. War Equipmaintt pvas matt
Olive Drab, there was no vehicle paint in this color finish.

DEF-1110 1. Paint, War Equipment, Matt; 2. Paint, War Equipment, Matt,
Heat Resisting. Oct. 12, 1954, (Superseding C.S.2399, C.S.2400A,
C.S.2402)

DEF-1111 1. Paint, War Equipment, Matt, Stoving; 2. Paint, War Equip-
ment, Matt, Heat Resisting, Stoving. Oct. 12, 1954. (Superseding C.S.2401)



The fine details of the 1948 schemes for all velsichknd equipments were amplified in EMER WORKSHOP351
specifying the exact paints to be used to thetlaecifications in 1959 and updated again in 1962.

Problemswith Gloss Paint

The purpose of painting military vehicles was foegervation, camouflage and morale. Although gbasst can look very
smart and provide good protection from the elemeh&ye was a growing concern in the late 1960st#udically it was
not good to have a paint that could glint in theshiine and define all the vehicles as being Britieist our NATO partners
had switched to a matt finish.

A review was carried out in 1971 to bring togetakkthe problems with the existing paint systemd emdecide how best
they could be overcome. The review stédfiace World War 2 the types of paint used for piamvehicles and equipment
have varied and until 1965 there was no standarditpb and“In 1965 a bronze green gloss paint was acceptethas
standard means of protecting Army vehicles andpegent” and quotes the Equipment Regulations Pamphlet Nim 9
indicate the current regulations. It seems to igntire FVDD specification of 1948 and the improvetaemade
subsequently.

Looking at Equipment Regulations 1947, PamphletqNis. on an unrelated subject, moving to the negtilations these
were published in 1955 and again in 1959 and 196#e it gives a detailed overview as to what waglired for vehicles

of their various kinds, as far as colour and finjgh these seem unchanged from the 1948 spediiisatindeed MVEE

Specification 525 issued in February 1971 and aebibal 1977 still adhered to the 1948 specificatiohise issues under
consideration were:

Gloss or matt?

Monotone or disruptive pattern?
Infra-Red Reflectance?

Chemical warfare agent vulnerability?
Durability of paint?

Logistics and cost of a new paint system?

Disgquiet with Gloss Paint

A growing disquiet among senior commanders aboaitutbe of gloss paint was officially voiced aftereEbise ‘LINK
WEST’ in 1967. It was felt that the shine from pathvehicles could not only identify them but hight their outline. It
was also felt that it was bad for morale as thatpstheme cut across all the efforts made by ssldiecamouflage their
positions. A Royal Armoured Corps manual of theastgised thatShiny paint must be dulled using a mixture of dnsk
oil, mud or netting It was also felt that a disruptive paint patterould be helpful.

Consequently, two trials were set up, one in 1968k Army Strategic Command and the other in 196the Stores and
Clothing Research and Development EstablishmenR[Hg).

Project 212
This was the trial set up by the Army Strategic @Gmand that ran from May to November in 1969. Velsiclere observed

and photographed both from the ground and frontbpelers during exercises in a variety of locatiarmund the UK. In
the last three months of the trial it included eis@s in Denmark, Germany and the Mediterranean.

Vehicles were painted in matt Olive Drab BSC 298 &ervice Brown BSC 499 both to CS 2890 specificatiThese
paints were not specially formulated and consedyehiow IR reflectance. The conclusions were that

1. Matt paint was much better for concealment thamgloss paints in service.

2. They were just as durable (Although this was @aveery short period and by now CS 2890 specificavas outmoded
by the DEF specifications)

3. Painting should be in a disruptive pattern.

4. The paints should have greater contrast thémeirrial.

5. The disruptive patterns should be continuous thevehicle.

6. There was no need to paint the interiors mat¢pxfor permanently open vehicles.



The report concluded that gloss paints were nodorgceptable for camouflage purposes and mattspairould be
introduced with disruptive patterns.

Project 686
This was the SCRDE trial that ran from late sumir889 to early summer 1970. The trial took placentyan the UK but

included some observations made in the Persian Glf purpose was to assess the advantage of veatglmss paints,
any benefit of disruptive painting and the optimdegree of IR reflectance required.

For this trial the Quality Assurance Directorateagktials) - QAD (Mats) provided matt paints to sfieation TS10038
War Equipment, matt, infra-red reflecting in fowlaurs, Cedar Green (not BSC), Olive Drab (BSC 29&yvice Brown
(BSC 499) and Black. These paints must presumadolg lbeen mixed specially with varying levels of IRigments to
determine an optimum IR reflectance level, cleaudy stock paints. At that time, there was no UKN&TO standard
defining what the IRR level should be.

The trial vehicles were painted a single colouppa side and disruptively on the other, so thatganmons could be made
using the same location and lighting. The vehielese observed visually and photographed at groawel land from
helicopters. The conclusions were:

1. The initial use of three colours proved to bafbess, so the trials continued with just two cok

2. For a woodland situation the best camouflageatéained with matt Olive Drab BSC 298.

3. For a woodland environment the degree of IReotéince needed was 35%

4. There was shown to be no proven advantagemg asilisruptive pattern, although for morale reasbwas worth doing.
5. Disruptive pattern is of value in snow condigpwith 50% of the vehicle covered with “a whitdstance”.

Implementation

The trials clearly demonstrated that a matt pafféred superior camouflage over a gloss paint. Adyantage of a
disruptive pattern could not be proved, but it wassidered that it helped soldiers adopt a minifegtcamouflage is all
important. The Canadians in BAOR painted their popgnt in a disruptive pattern and Germany was dloodb the same
having made a 5-year study of camouflage systems.

It was also accepted that a matt green paint véth &R reflectance disrupted by matt black with obbg IR reflectance
was satisfactory for the woodland conditions foimdNW Europe. These figures agreed with the expentiad results
obtained by France and Germany and indeed in tled¢ ¢ IR reflectance already in use in SwederRdnis May 1971, the
NATO Camouflage and Concealment Working Party reeit the specifications for “a NATO Green IR reflagtpaint”.
The proposed UK Olive Drab paint would meet theunemments of the draft specification STANAG 2338.

But there were other issues to consider, the vabiltly to absorbing chemical warfare agents aratiime to develop a
suitable paint system, the cost and the logistiballenge of painting so many vehicles.

A perfect paint was some way into the future, hatdperational need was urgent and there werehiolegaints that were
matt Olive Drab. So as an interim measure Paint, Bdaipment, Matt, Olive Drab was used as the aodma was similar
to the types of green used by other NATO natiowkfalfilled the colour criteria for STANNAG 2338lthough it contained
no special IRR pigments.

By 1970, as an interim measure, this ordinary tyfggaint was used to repaint vehicles and equipineh{BR) Corps and
3 Division. Probably slightly earlier, elite uniike the Parachute Squadron RAC had their Hormetaatt paint liberally

sprayed with disruptive black and devoid of anyt onformation badges. The Hornets went out ofiserin 1969, so these
in-service pictures below can be no later than daée.



(Parachute Sgqn RAC OCA)

(Parachute Sgn RAC OCA)



Other Paint Schemes

The Working Party Review of paint schemes was tited in October 1971. In the following month, fReyal Armoured
Corps published instructions for painting vehidi@scamouflage purposes. Three different schemes described, it is
not clear whether this was the RAC just wantingébon with something other than plain green ortivreit was part of
an extended trial as it was published under trecton of the Chief of the General Staff.

Contrasting colours in large shades
The purpose was to disguise the vehicle’s silheusttusing a few large shades of contrasting celdhe example given
was for leaf green and medium brown.

Contrasting colours in three height shades

Upper surfaces of vehicles show up as a lighterurdhan the lower surfaces because the lower areas more shadows.
This can be offset by using darker colours at tipeand lighter lower down. Three or more coloursy/ina used but no
particular shades were specified other than thieedahades matching the local environment. Thismsghis best suited to
hot dry climates where there is strong sunlightyatld not be suitable in wet conditions whereltgbtest shade may be
compromised with mud splashes.

Distorting and extending natural shadow areas
A very dark paint can be used to distort and exteeds of natural shadow. This is most suitabl&férs where there are
shadows under the tracks, wheels, suspension afet tive sheltered areas of the turret.




Other variations

Until a firm policy on painting could be establishié seemed it was up to individual units to make of what paints that
they had at hand. Variations of the green and brdisruptive pattern were seen in Northern Irelamdaither different
ways. Some Humber Pigs were seen in a medium gwébna light brown disruptive pattern and the Comriéater
Cannons were dark green with dark brown disruptather curious schemes for an urban internal ggcote.

The RAC instructions for painting make frequent akkeeaf Green paint, this is not a BS Colour noeslthis shade appear
in any stores catalogue. It looks like it is a sgj@pn to use any light green paint that couldlitaioed. Here is the 1 Tonne
of the QM (Tech) AMF (L) Squadron RAC, so he wohkl/e been aware of the RAC instructions.

The most widespread scheme amongst various un#€lvee Drab with disruptive matt black. The Bedfdrelow is one
of the few camouflaged vehicles circa 1970, thessdims to be of a lighter shade than the rear body.

(Geoff Fletcher)



Below a nice line up of Bedfords at RAF Catterialabout March 1971. Note the similarity of the soke, something that
was later forbidden so that vehicles of a particutat were not identifiable.
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Especially unusual was this Commer with black thas sprayed on, reminiscent of the Hornet seereearl

Although the message was out that disruptive paintias the way to go, the availability of matt grgmint meant that
occasionally matt black was applied over what selémaky/ to have been gloss Deep Bronze Green. Ghisgive a very
dark appearance on this UK-based Rover of 4 (VIPBra in 1971.
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(Geoff Rleer)



FIRST AID POST

24EN42 d708

(Geoff Fletcher)
| encountered this scheme myself when | restorecshorland over 30 years ago. On issue to 5 Bn UDEROI70 it was

painted in gloss Deep Bronze Green with a mattkadigruptive pattern. | copied the pattern exaatid much criticism |
received for it, as | was firmly told by many exizethat such a scheme would never have been dssiite.

- (Author)

NBC Threat

In November 1970, the General Staff issued an Gipesd Requirement about protection to NBC attadiere was little

protection that paint could provide against a racitack other than not to burn and both the gloskinterim matt paints
were already made to a heat resisting specificasisrm precaution against burning it was statedlieanew paint matting
agent was to be silica. Biological agents were gihwtio pose no immediate threat because the Scwaetsot organised
themselves for it as a standard form of warfaretsgides it was thought that biological agents dagt have any effect
on paint. However, chemical warfare was somethiag the Soviets had comprehensively trained for.

It might seem that a gloss paint would allow fanare effective decontamination than a matt finisit,the problem with
all these paints were that they were alkyd and rdlesbchemical agents. The Weapons Equipment PGlaymittee
(WEPC) was the body that would authorise any oletenge in painting policy, they had already desdathat the
materials used in future equipment should ideadlgbmpletely impervious to chemical and biologagénts.



At the time decontamination of vehicles and equipimeould only be partially effective as the absarlzgent slowly
evaporates posing a vapour hazard to personnalvikchild mean long periods when troops would be iwgdull protective
clothing, which would seriously hamper their effeehess. The only solution was the use of a nooralesit paint.

Polyur ethane Paint

The persistence of chemical agents in polyuretpairé is very low, which can be seen from the exaspelow. Chemical
agents were exposed to painted surfaces for 3 tleemsiecontaminated, over the next hour the vapweats were recorded
as a percentage of the original agent.

Paint Type GD Agent VX Agent H Agent

Polyurethane 0.2% 0.1% Nil Concentration non-lethal in
enclosed areas

Alkyd 2.6% 2.3% 3.6% Might be lethal in enclosed

areas

The results were obtained on freshly painted sagaas the paint hardens with time so does itstagsie to chemical
agents.

Vulnerable Areas

Painted surfaces were not the only vulnerable arBdghe time, most “B" Vehicles were undersealednf new
unfortunately the undersealing compounds absorinidat agents. Although this was not consideredrise problem,
polyurethane paint could not be applied to the aoumg. Jerricans would need to be treated with dwe paint as they
would usually be carried by most vehicle types maglilarly exchanged for full jerricans. It was poepd that all jerricans
be re-painted with the new paint by 1975. Althojgyhicans were already painted in Olive Drab, thefurbishment was
not always considered cost effective. In 1956 thal stock of jerricans was fifteen million.

The canvas of vehicle seats absorbs chemical agedtts was expected to introduce seats of a eggisbvering by 1972-
73. No such plans were envisaged for vehicle cascgnd they were to be discarded if contaminatalb& components
in a vehicle will absorb chemical agents but tiseirface area is relatively small. The exception tyess and in a static
situation could be protected by applying a mixtofebleach and earth. Other than that normal deoatnttion and
weathering was all that could be done.

L ogistics of Repainting

It would be a tremendous task logistically and fficially to re-paint the entire stock of all Armyhieles by 1976. So, the
plan was to quickly get front line vehicles paintach matt green with disruptive black. Certain @ustrative vehicles,

staff cars and ceremonial vehicles and equipmehndi need the new paint. Difficulties arose inidieg which other

vehicles should be re-painted because within fdonatthere would be a constant rotation of unitsging in their vehicles

yet these would be out of place on returning t@otbrmations not using the new paint system. ResEorces should not
be deprioritised as they have commitments that beycalled upon and require integration with Regiarces. In

consideration of all the interactions it was recanded to the WEPC that a world-wide repainting gyoshould be

adopted.

The matt green was to be Olive Drab and as thesenwavehicle paint in this finish, the existing VW\Eguipment Olive
Drab paint was to be used as an interim measuttgsi€ould not be obtained through the usual casrthen paints could
be sourced locally, if this could not be achieveehtthe black could go on the existing gloss DemmB: Green. The next
stage was to make available a matt Olive Drab aplgidt that was IRR and both heat and gasolinstegdi This was in
effect another interim paint, it was to be avaiainl brushing and spraying presentations, so thatlild be applied at unit
level without needing any special skills or spastadquipment. At the same time a 3-part pack gelhane paint that
resisted chemical agents would become availabteatca more measured painting programme could tyedaout with
attention to the safety aspects of the procesgénialist facilities.

Financial Implications
A staged introduction of a new paint system wasssary because the final paint and its immediatrdaners were not
yet fully developed, let alone available in largentities. A staged process would also seem to firzaecial benefits.




Defence funding is determined by a Vote system bildgeting for the long-term costings of the newnpaystem was
provisioned in 1971 under Vote 5D340 for the foliogvfiscal years on the basis below:

1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 & so on
£600,000 £600,000 £300,000 £300,000

The sums for the two years 1972-3 and 1973-4 imclulde provisioning of the new paint and mainteeandth subsequent
years just maintenance. Due to the review of thieml® Budget 1971 there were attempts to blockuihéing for the new
paint system for the three years 1972-75, this voutan a major setback for implementation.

Various costings were prepared for the differeages of paint systems to be applied. The first idenstion is the
comparative costs for the various paints:

Gloss Deep Bronze Green (Existing scheme) (Alkyd) £0.95 per gallon
Matt  Olive Drab “Interim” (Alkyd) £0.97 per dan
Matt  Olive Drab IRR (Alkyd) £1.50 per gallon
Matt  Black IRR (Alkyd) £1.10 per gallon
Matt Olive Drab IRR Chemically Resistant (Polyinate) £2.75 per gallon
Matt  Black IRR Chemically Resistant (Polyurethane) £2.00 per gallon

Costings were provided for painting the variousesots for just 1 (BR) Corps plus 3 Division and weslide repainting
including vehicles in depots. As it was the firmidiethat anything other than world-wide paintingsvnot acceptable for
a variety of reasons, | have just included the dwvide figures. There were also costings givertierdifferent systems in
one colour green or disruptive with black. Note tha disruptive pattern with IRR Black is a litteeaper than IRR Green
alone. The reason is that the black paint contassIRR pigment than the green and is therefozapmér. This differs from
the “interim” paints where there was no IRR pigmenprice advantage with using black. The list beiofor initial world-
wide repainting with two finishing coats.

Deep Bronze Green (Existing system) (Alkyd) 6200
Olive Drab “Interim” (Alkyd) £273,000
Olive Drab “Interim” Disruptive (Alkyd) £28800
Olive Drab IRR (Alkyd) £422,700
Olive Drab IRR Disruptive (Alkyd) £396,000
Olive Drab IRR Chemically Resistant (Polyuretian £775,500
Olive Drab IRR Chemically Resistant Disruptive (Roethane) £750,300

The next list is for the annual maintenance woridew Alkyd paints were calculated to have a tworyida, whereas
polyurethane paints were calculated for a four-yéarAgain, the calculations were for two finiglgi coats, but there was
the expectation that this could be reduced to oa¢ for polyurethane paints.

Deep Bronze Green (Existing scheme) (Alkyd) 3E500
Olive Drab “Interim” (Alkyd) £136,800
Olive Drab “Interim” Disruptive (Alkyd) £14800
Olive Drab IRR (Alkyd) £211,700
Olive Drab IRR Disruptive (Alkyd) £198,400
Olive Drab IRR Chemically Resistant (Polyurethan £192,000
Olive Drab IRR Chemically Resistant Disruptive (Roethane) £187,600

Government Policy

The projection for the annual maintenance codhiefinal paint system was £187,000 and fell betwsvoriginal allowance
of £300,000. Of course, not all vehicles would ieguepainting annually because the initial paigtoould never be
completed in one year, it would be a staggeredgssd-urther difficulties were to arise from thea@mcement on the 21
March 1974 that the Government héaitiated a review of current defence commitmeatsl capabilities against the
resources that, given the economic prospects afdhatry, we could afford to devote to defenc&hese reductions were
embodied in the Statement on the Defence Estini&Xes.




It was recognised that there was a mellowing of-Réast relations so cuts could be justified;tae Government does not
believe that the Warsaw Pact countries would coptete outright aggression against the West in thesent
circumstances”.It also had to be seen in the light of a need tb£410 million from the 1976-77 defence budget
progressively until 1983-84 with total cuts in tiwdole period of £4,700 million. In this atmospherepainting Army
vehicles was not going to be a high priority.

The 1975 policy of the newly elected Conservatiew&@nment set to reverse Labour’s plans for cutfiregTerritorial and
Volunteer Reserve (TAVR), the new Government wateder integration of the TAVR with the Regulam#yrin a new
District organization. Despite cuts in the ordérls,000 troops in the Regular Army, the TAVR levalere to be
maintained. This had consequences for vehicleshenday that they were marked.

The Materiel Regulations for the Army 1975 were adexl in August 1977 to take account of this intégna The new

District based units were to display their new titgrin matt white lettering 27 mm high on the ftaffside wing at the

front and rear, bridge load plates were to charaa f/ellow to grey. From 31 March 1978 Formatioratdic signs/badges
as well as Arm/Service identifying colour signs &/& be phased out as these had no place in theOrenArmy” concept

and besides did not fit well with the new camoudidgainting schemes being introduced.

Infra-Red Reflectance

Infra-red (IR) is that part of the electromagneipectrum that is below red and is invisible tolthenan eye. With the aid
of night vision equipment, the performance of infed rays can be observed. The behaviour of thesereflecting off
objects such as foliage and vehicles is ratheedifft than with visible light. For instance, a wbhivith conventional paint
may reflect very little IR energy yet the chlorofihy the surrounding leaves of foliage will reftanuch more. The use of
IRR paint on a vehicle is an attempt to mimic tke@dwiour of this foliage. In particular, the fg@of NW Europe with a
suitable reflectance value of approximately 35%rigpersed with black with no more than 10% reflezgaan IRR paint
system can give a useful degree of IR camouflage.

NATO Green IRR

The British Olive Drab that was to contain the rieeg IRR pigment was named as “NATO Green” in B8IQG No. 285
in 1980. In earlier reports and reviews, from titndime, there were references to developing “a WAGreen” i.e. one
that complied with the NATO STANAG. Each countrysaaee to interpret their version of “a NATO Greghat also
complied with the STANAG, these were similar but tie same shade as our NATO Green BSC 381C No. 285

NATO standard STANAG 2338 was ratified in 1971, ussially happens what is drawn up in a STANAG igdar
incorporated into a British Defence Standard (lahpsometime later. The designation of our newts “NATO Green”
was marked in Def Stan 00-23 Issue 1 in Octobe£198

Instructionsintroducingthe use of IRR paints appeared in Materiel Reguiatfor the Army, Painting of Army Vehicles,
Aircraft and Equipment in December 1980, these Reigms superseded the 1975 edition. The 1975 Régok contained
details of markings but despite its title, contdim® information on painting, clearly indicatingtthhe proposed new paint
scheme was not yet available. The 1980 Regulationtain instructions to familiarise users with girenciples in using
these new paints for the first time. The descriptialy covers the alkyd IRR paints available indhing or spraying for
NATO Green, but black was only available in brughifihe finish of the two types of green can be seéme picture below
of a load arriving in the UK docks from BAOR.



(Author)
The vehicles demonstrate the required paintingiiecte for maximum effect at long range, consistifiigrge bold patterns
trying to extend and distort areas of shadow. Hselting scheme should be two thirds green andhirkblack, this will
give the right colour balance at extreme rangeswgadterns are no longer obvious. Wheels shoulgblirgted in just one
colour and the grey bridge load plate was to betpdiin the colour of the surrounding bodywork,hatithe load class

marked in the opposing colour e.g. black on greegreen on black. Similarly, tyre pressures weréonger to be marked
in white but the opposing colour.

(Author)

There was no special benefit in spraying greerheretiges of hand brushed patterns as this wasrgfrabbenefit only
at very short ranges. There was no benefit in pajrainy equipment smaller than a % Ton trailehalgh it was frequently
done in service and in preservation.



In 1980 no IRR paint had yet been developed tiihhdt harm the canvas of vehicles, so these webe teft unpainted
until the start of hostilities. It was not until Eember 1981 that specifications for IRR emulsioimtgafor canvas were
published as TS 50111A, which eventually morphéal ef Stan 80-125. This included a few basic cddncluding UN

White and Arctic White, neither colour had defin&R properties but Arctic White had defined leveldJV reflectance
to STANAG 2385.

Alkyd paint, without the resistance to chemicalrggewas at one time regarded as a stepping stahe tvorld-wide use
of polyurethane paint with its resistance to chednégents. It seems curious that alkyd paintsdastelong in service, at
some stage there was a change of policy, as itisingcas late as October 1997 still show a paraiidtence for the two
paint types. But there was a policy change thatedlicles and equipment unless otherwise spedfiedld be painted with
alkyd paint and only equipments exposed to contisimmersion or contact with water merited polyoagie paint.

The Research and Technology Organization (RTQ)stientific arm of NATO and met in 1999 to dicagange topics
including “Approaches to the Implementation of Eowiment Pollution Prevention Technologies at MilitBases”. The
paper presented by the UK demonstrated becaudeedEnvironmental Protection Act (EPA) 1990 thers baen a
significant pressure exerted on the paint indusgrthe Department of the Environment to reducetbeuction and release
of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) not only thematself that was of concern but also the solsenid processes in
preparing surfaces and particularly removal ofgéht. To assist industry a set of Process GuiddPGg notes have been
issued, typical of these is “Paint Application iehicle Manufacturing” (PG 6/20).

Concern was expressed that STANAG 4360 — “Spetificdor Paints and Paint Systems, Resistant tar@ts Agents
and Decontaminants, for the Protection of Land tstifi Equipment” lagged behind the UK who had 2 geearlier
produced a low VOC standard in the form of Def 28208 for polyurethane paint that had displacefl &tan 80-166
that was non-compliant.

Usually a STANAG is drawn up, ratified by individumembers who then may decide to produce their oational
standard that conforms to the basis of the STANB@ in this case the UK showed itself to be a stegad.

Alkyd paints (Def Stan 80-41) had been withdrawanfrgeneral use in April 2004 and in December 200v¥as decided
that all vehicles painted with alkyd paint shoull lepainted with a new polyurethane paint to comyth the Volatile
Organic Compounds Directive PG6/24. Following 8% Log Div LAND would require the equipment ideiwtiftion plate

to be stampeBU DS80-208 by the painting contractor to signify that the iaddhas been painted with polyurethane (PU)
paint to Def Stan 80-208. It is surprising the nemtif defence contractors who still offer equipmerihe old specifications
Def Stan 80-41 and Def Stan 80-166.

Vehicle Record Cards

The description so far has covered the implementaif the new paint scheme on vehicles alreadgiivice, it would be
advantageous to have new vehicles that are alqe@idied appropriately. Vehicle record cards usugillg an indication
of the colour scheme of a vehicle held on censhis fhkes the form of a two-character code, tret haracter gives the
basic colour and the second the finish. By notiregadhange in colour code a time line can be estadddi for certain vehicle
batches.

Deep Bronze Green Gloss is “72". The first chanmacist indicates it is “Green” and the second thist “Gloss”.

Olive Drab or NATO Green in IRR is “A6". The firsharacter indicates “Army/NATO Green” and the set@m1'IRR”.
Olive Drab or NATO Green in IRR with disruptive f&n is “A7".

Olive Drab or NATO Green in IRR with distinctivetpern is “A8”

It is hard to ascertain what might constitute aimiisive pattern in IRR paints, but the exampleokemay be a candidate.
Geoff Fletcher's searches of about 100,000 recardscover 20 years, has failed to identify any “A®lour codes.
Although updating the colour codes on record carals a practice that seemed to be abandoned ird#Gs1



(Aat)

The first record card sighting of a change from™#2“A6” has been noted as early 1977, suggedfiregcontract would
have been specified in 1976. The fact that it i§™father than “A7” suggests the disruptive patteould have been
applied later at unit level.

It is unclear as to the extent of the IRR paintt@etion that the manufacturer was required to plewt that stage. The
DGFVE Specification for a 0.5 Tonne Land Rover 80 required matt IRR NATO Green paint to TS 10b,part of
this specification was not applied.

Note: The requirements of section | of TS 10144 do not apply in that the
finishing coats only are required and that the minimum film build up is to be 15
microns. It is recognised that the full IRR requirements will not be met.

The rather thin paint layers consisted of one adgirimer, no undercoat and one finishing coahds already been
established that a minimum of two layers of IRRnpaiere required to realise the full IRR performanto what extent
this minimalist painting policy applied to otherhiele types of the time is not known, but for thésed Rovers further
painting was required before entering operatioaalise.

TS 10144 was an alkyd paint specification thatihtesschanged with DEF 1044, which in turn was abedrinto Def Stan
80-50 that was itself deleted ofi ecember 1998.

Defence Standard 00-23

Def Stan 00-23 was first issued or"XJctober 1980, from the specifications quoted leheanstructed a chart to illustrate
the typical performance of the new NATO Green IRithpbased on the information in the Def Stan. Nloéé this is about
the IRR performance, the specifications for thentzaihemselves were in series Def Stan 80. Def @a23 ran to four
issues gradually including extra colours, but waslated obsolescent off Dctober 2016.
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IRR Paint Abuse

| have witnessed many in-service vehicles at digpleeing smartened up by wiping down external sedawith a cloth
soaked in preservative oil. Likewise, many of uthwiehicles in preservation have at times used gungelike WD-40 to
give a more impressive display that anyone isledtib do with their vehicle. But in-service itrigher different, it is likely
that PX-24 preservative oil was used, this not @ffgcts the IR reflectance (as it does visually) ib also reduces the
chance of a subsequent paint coverings having equade adherence.

Just as soldiers like to see their vehicles lookimgrt, so do commanding officers. This has sonestilad to a feeling of
unit solidarity by painting all vehicles in the sardisruptive scheme, something that was specijidalbidden in the

painting regulations. But commanding officers ca@e everything and | have been told of instanderevtall vehicles
had no painting done to the roofs as they weresight. Also forbidden was the picking out of detaih the vehicle, such
as maker’'s name, in white or a similar bright colou

IR Absor ptive Paint

Much has been made of the benefits of IRR painthmre may be circumstances in a peace keepingviadee appearing
to avoid detection could be wrongly interpreteddoglition partners. In 1995 during Operation Ref®nlto reduce the
chance of fratricide, coalition vehicles were markd-OR” in white “IRR absorbent” paint. But the NSof the paint
guoted relates to a standard matt white alkyd ghattwould normally have minimal IR reflectancenany.

Actual Paints

The contrast between Deep Bronze Green and Oliab Br NATO Green is obvious. But it is not alwaysye to
differentiate between the two matt greens, esgdgdiam old photographs of vehicles in isolatiorel®w is a test panel
that | digitally photographed in daylight some yeago, NATO Green has a grey tinge that gets acatad the longer the
paint is exposed to sunlight.




IRR NATO Green has a 12-month shelf life, once @it was meant to be repainted every 2 yearst iBhahy when
acquiring an ex-MOD vehicle there will often be maayers of paint, | once had a vehicle with selesters of IRR paint
that took a long time to remove. Nowadays the reaho¥ old paintwork is influenced by environmenitgdues that have
been building up over the last few decades. Rengdeiyers of paint in service was rarely done, ost for the sake of the
environment but it was expensive in terms of materand labour, apart from often the lack of prdgeilities. It should
be remembered that the IRR effect is not just deé@enon the final coat but on the layers beneatiat s why patch
painting due to chipping requires two layers of IR&nt, in addition to any primer and undercodizfe metal is exposed.
For those who require a definitive assessment akfRRctance on a painted surface, an IR reflectemeith appropriate
probe could be used like this one that was ex-BA&tens.

ADJUST LOW ADJUST HIGH
l ; ' 4 ,
POWER IN voLts

ELECTRONIC DESIGNS (IW) LTD
Telephone Cowes | W. 202581

o
[ 4 i FF
r 2160 IR REFLECTANCE METER  ON

| now regret removing all those layers of paint aedlise my vehicle would have looked far more entit had | just
painted over the old paintwork rather than tryit@gerhaps an unrealistically smart appearandenbay of us strive for.
The vehicle in question is the Carawagon, thatedron the back of the Bedford shown earlier. lulddave looked more
authentic if | had left it alone!

Radar Absor ptive Coating

One of the urban myths about IRR paints is theysibpeople claiming to have painted their vehinléRR paint and being
able to drive through radar speed traps undete@tdd.makes no sense, apart from the fact thap#éiat is designed to
increaselR reflectance it has no bearing on the reflectance of radamadfg which is due to the metal of the vehicle. To
minimise radar detection, you need to reduce tfectance.

With the increase in battlefield radar surveillaacgeries of studies were conducted from Janua§ i®October 1969 to
assess if any covering could be applied to varigpes of vehicle to mask their presence by absgriadar energy and
dissipating it as heat. The early trials were eargut using Q and X band radar on an Austin K@yessuccess was achieved
with two forms of protection, a foam fixed to thehicle and a form of nylon fabric with overlappisigts to form a netting
that was temporary, both materials were impregnaitd“poly-vinylidene acetylene black dispersion”.

The later trials were carried out on two Centutimnks and a FV432 APC. A thicker and fire retardaam was used and
a commercially available dispersion of carbon blackvater was used as the radar absorber for #@ fand the nylon
netting. The results were encouraging for both melte although the foam was difficult to applyaneas of movement
(wheels, gun turrets) whereas the nylon fabricad el applied like a camouflage net to any vehhdiere work was needed
as regards IRR properties and chemical agent piratealthough the netting could be discardedliEitame contaminated.
None of these procedures would make a vehicleilmgiso radar, but they would provide some protectdy making it
less discernible.



Multi-Colour Paint Patterns

It was mentioned earlier that the SCRDE trials969-70 concluded that a third colour served no ggepHowever, most
NATO partners have adopted a three-colour systemisting of green, brown and black, known as Stah@amouflage

Paint Pattern (SCAPP). Unlike the UK policy of mpeatrmitting camouflaged vehicles to have an idehfieént pattern,

with SCAPP all vehicles of a particular type wezquired to have an identical paint scheme thatspasified in diagrams.

(Geoff Fletcher)

The UK was considering whether to adopt this schesoefield trials were conducted by the Armouredalr &
Development Unit (ATDU) during August and Septemb®89. Two vehicles were selected to be painte8GAPP, a
Challenger MBT and a Fox CVR(W). As there were pecific patterns for indigenous UK vehicles, theesoe had to be
based on diagrams for similar sorts of vehicles¢heere provided by the Bundesamt fir Wehrtechnik Beschaffung
(BWB).



With two people working on each vehicle it tookd@ihs to mark out the patterns to +/- 50 mm on e@tticle. Painting
then took another 5 hours per vehicle. Problemseavdth trying to spray the paint accurately anchsareas had sheen
compared with the hand painted areas. It was stegjésmplates would speed up the marking out psp@specially as
peeling occurred over the areas where chalk haal beed to mark out the patterns.

The two test vehicles, and for comparison simikdrigles in UK camouflage, were viewed at variowssatices in different
tactical situations at Wool Heath, Bovington. Thewing was by observers and photographically incdgdhermal imagers
and image intensifiers. SCAPP proved better in @peand for a static vehicle otherwise there wdg amarginal benefit
from SCAPP or none.

Over the next seven months the paintwork was inegdenonthly revealing some peeling, chipping amting There was

concern that this would be considerably more iftBeyear repainting cycle of other countries waspaed. SCAPP was
not adopted, this was a time when even the origisgirations of repainting programme had stillbextn achieved. Nations
that had adopted the scheme based their colowasstandard that emerged as NATO AEP-31 in 1994,
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Appendix

Specifications & Standards

The meaning of CS is probably Chemical Specifica#ie these specifications were laid down by theddir of Chemical
Inspection (Cl). This was a branch of the War @ffinspection Organization under the control of Alssistant Master-
General of the Ordnance (Inspection) (AMGO (I))eTdther elements comprised the Inspectorate of Avemés (I Arm),
the Inspectorate of Fighting Vehicles and Mechdritcpuipment (IFVME) and the Regional Organization.

This should not be confused with CS Specificatimssied by the Air Ministry. These Air Ministry spfécations first
appeared in 1936 and relate to Civil Specificatidxis Ministry specifications also included DTD Syfications, the first
appeared in the early 1920s. The Air Ministry Dépa&nt of Technical Development produced standartiss DTD series
to cover aeronautical requirements not alreadyreaMey an existing British Standard. DTD Specifima$ came to include
technical specifications other than aeronauticglirezering, this was particularly so after 1940 bea formation of the
Ministry of Supply that absorbed many new or ergtDTD Specifications.

In the July 1951 Defence Specifications for the bl overnment Departments were issued startingghes with DEF/1,
similarly in January 1953 Defence Lists were issstagting the series with DL/1. Then in May 195éesDefence Codes
of Practice that were issued starting the seritis BEF-CP-1. Other specifications were issued leyMinistry of Supply

until it was abolished in 1959.

Defence Standards in their present form came dimmguse of the policy on quality assurance seindbe 1975 Defence
White Paper. Prior to that standards had existediious forms principally as handbooks, speciftra and guides. These
later embraced aerospace requirements and aftendrghl 967 were issued by the MOD (Aviation SuppAdl DTD
specifications were declared obsolescent from psil A999 as they had either lapsed or had beeorbéd and updated
as Defence Standards. The Ministry of Aviation (M@#oduced their own specifications and it showdaddmembered that
it was a different organisation to the Air Ministrffhe MoA was responsible not just for military @ion research and
development but also guided weapons, radar, radickectronics. Running parallel to these were BedeSpecifications
and Defence Guides issued by the Joint Equipmamidgtdization Committee and authorised by the et Production
Committee (Ministry of Defence).

The authority later changed to the Defence Adniaigtn Committee, Ministry of Defence and in 1966 tesponsibility
for issuing these specifications passed to the mdefeMateriel Standardization Committee and latethes Defence
Engineering & Equipment Standardization Commit&mon after the 1975 Defence White Paper the fief¢ce Standard
appeared in 1976. Def Stans as they became known embodied large elements of the NATO Standandsvk as

STANAGs. Nowadays the issuing authority is the UKf&hce Standardization, which is part of the Daedtechnical

Organization within Defence Equipment and SupdE&S).
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