238 June 1957
Hr. F. T. Smys

Je Co Floyd
KOTES O DISCUSSIONS WITH G/C FOOTTIT

CORPIDENTIAL

Just to keep you up to date, the fallowing are same
notes on discussions which Bcb Lindley and myself had with Rey
Foottit in Ottews yesterday, Thursday, the 27th of June.

ArTow - Astra - Sparrow

I brought Hay generally up to dats on the discuss-
ions that you had had with ths CA3S and told him that our philos-

ophy was, gensrally, as follows ;-

1. There are four main chunks of this complete progrem:

(b) Engine (Orenda)
(0) Fire contral System (R.C.A.)
(4) Missile (Douglas, Canadair)

It seems to us that while the airframe and engire are
canpletely compatible, and the final Astre 1 fire control system
is compatibls (any de-rating of the fire control gystem could be
carrisd out by a de-sophistication of the Asira conoept, with a

nt to full Astre), the missile was the cne out-

gradual
standing incompatibility.

Qur own feelings on the missils were apparently not
al variance with the D.R.B. report which conecluded that neither
the Sparrow 2 or Sparrow 3 were really compatible with the Arrow
weapon system, which should be in squadron service in 1561,

The R.C.A.F. also realise this, btut EBaston's pitch has always been
that sinoe thers was not a weapon that wvas compatible, Canada
should desvelop ons.
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We pointed cut to Ray that there were obviously
Lwo wvays, as we see it, of tackling this weapon developments-

1. The R.C.A.F. could chocee a weapon being developed
bty the United States which was coxpatibls with the
overall weapon aystem, and it appsared that the Sparrow X, with
provision for either high yield TNT warheed or atamic warhead,
would be avatlable in approximately the time soals considered.,
They eould then ensure that thes weapon which was used as an int-
eria was, in fact, one of the Sparrow X femily of weapons, so
that their logistics and training, etc. would have continuity.
This road was available to them now in the semi-ective family of
weapens being developed at Raytheon for the U.8. Kavy. The
Sparrow 3 could be used now, and gradual developmsnt towards the

Sparrow X could take place, using the same wagpon concept of a
seni-active missile.

2. The othar alternative, and the one which the R.C.A.P.

had apparently choeen, was to take a missile which
had been abandoned by the U.S. Navy, and develop it to the point
at which it would be the equivalant, say, of ths Sparrow X, and
ompatible with the gesneral Arrow weapons system concept., From
the figures which Bob Lindley had obtained from Raytheon, it app-
esared that this would entail an enormous missile development and
pre-production program for Canada, which =might run into a hundred
million dollars, and even when this was through, the missile
would not necessarily be campatible with a Continental defence
systenm,

Ray said that he was generslly amare of all these
mca.uwmmmmmcatmmwcum-
volved in the Sparrow 2 development program. I left a copy of
Bob Lindley's memo to me on Sparrow 3 dsvelopment coets, and Ray
i1s to extract what he wants fras this and return it., He said that
a meeting liad just taken place on the complete Arrow program,
the main object of which wms to bring Hendrick up to date on the
situation after his recent return from Europe, and that they had
themselves come to the conclusion that the Sparrow 2 would probably
not be available for operstional use until about 1965.

eeecovecoe 3



He confessed that he was not clear himself on some
of the reasons for the CAS's decision to continue with the
Sparrow 2 and sbandon the Sparrow 3, however, he said that this
nove had bsen made after many checks, including a visit to
Buser by the Vics Chief, and that thers had also been a strong
recommsndation from the U.3.
from Sparrow 2 to 3 at this ¢t
Buser feel that it would be in their cwn interest to hawve
Canada coxmplete the davelopment of the Sparrow 2 missile, at
Canada'’s expense, a3 a back-up for thelir
Progran. ).
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Avro had got too deeply into the t of

Ray said that it had always been the intemtion of the R.C.A.T.
that Avro should carry out
canpatibility, working directly
Canadair informed, and he
lotter which gives Avro this responsibdlity. I told him &
certainly not cur intention to get anybody's ncee out
and we had just attempted to carry
mCquFo’m*hm“d'm
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He falt that there was a little competi

Jealousy evident among the other parties concernsd and that they
~ had probably D.D.P., moaning about Avro's gover-enthus-
iasm on this Mo
of the R.,CoA.Fe in the
tusiness. (I aa wriling you a separate memo on this,)
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CF-100 Mark 5 Wings

Poottit sald that the general xnim in the R.C.A.7.
was that, while there weas no question that 5 was as sirong
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as the specification indicated, it was going to be very diffi-
cult to educste the flying boys on the low level structural
linitations, and Avro wore probably going to be asked what it
involved to improve the load factors at low altitude, includ-
ing any repair schemes which might improve the situvaticm,
delsting wing tip axtensions, stc,; and that we should indio-~
ats tha effect on performance and cost, etc, of doing this,
ineluding retrofit. (We are checking this,

This meeting was oompletely informal and should
be sonsidered as an "off the record” deal with no quotes of the
omunimw% Ve merely tried to lsave with Ray
sufficient data to assist him in dealing with some
ortmmnuuhichmmtinmmnm

Je Co nqd.,
VICB~-PRESIDENT, ENGINSERING

JCP-kas
Ces Mr. RJH. Lindley
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