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EDITORIAL

WHERE TO DRAW THE LINES?
When I started research for my PhD into the Ground
Handling of Large Airships some twenty years ago, I found to
my surprise that there was a problem with both of the twoword combinations in my title. Reading through my collection
of published histories of LTA flight revealed that both terms
had meant different things to different people at different
times. There was no agreed definition of either of them
This is how I described the problem in the finished
thesis: “It is normal for the definitions section of a thesis to
contain some fairly straightforward explanations of the various
terms that are to be found in the text. However, in the case of
this investigation, two of the commonly used word combinations
referred to in the title, are ill-defined, and both have been
somewhat carelessly used in all previous works on the subject.
These terms are “Large Airships” and “Ground Handling.”
Because these terms are fundamental to the whole Historical
Research project, it was necessary before digging into the
archives, to attempt a clearer definition of them.”
In the course of working out some suitably concise
definitions for these commonly used terms I first had to answer
the question What is an “Airship”?
Researching this, I found that, officially, according to
the British regulatory authorities,* an airship is A power-driven,
lighter-than-air aircraft. However, other authors,† offered
some more precise and descriptive definitions. These included:
•

A powered aerostat with dirigibility ;

•

A dirigible motor-driven balloon, usually of an elongated
cigar-shaped form ;

•

A balloon specially shaped to facilitate its passage in a
definite direction, having suspended from it a car or cars
containing engines and propellers, and fitted with tail
planes, rudders and elevators, which serve to direct its
course ; and

•

A term applied loosely to any powered aircraft
incorporating a significant element of aerostatic lift.
However, none that I could find, made any attempt to
draw a precise line that separated the small and large airships.
Conventionally, airships are categorised by the structure within
which their lifting gas is contained. Thus, in virtually all
published histories of LTA flight today, airships are described
as being ‘pressurised’ or ‘non-pressurised’, ‘rigid’, ‘semi-rigid’
or ‘non-rigid’. While this latter classification method does
offer a fairly straightforward way of sorting large from small
because all the rigid airships of the past were effectively ‘large’
whereas all non-rigid ships have been considerably ‘smaller’,
(with the ‘semi-rigids’ somewhere in the middle), it still
doesn’t draw an exact dividing line.
For my thesis, I solved this puzzle by creating the ‘Rule
of 123’ by which I decreed that all airships longer than 123
metres (403.5 feet) were ‘large’ and all those less than that
were ‘small’. Interestingly, doing so revealed that there have
only ever been six ‘large’ airships that were not ‘rigids’ – four
US Navy ZPG3W-class blimps; one German, Gross-Basenach
M-IV(c) blimp and Italy’s semi-rigid T34 Roma. Conversely,
on the other side of the line there is only one ‘small’ airship
that was of rigid construction – LZ120 Bodensee (in its original
form before it was re-built).
In order to create my ‘123 Rule’ I first had to make a
‘List of Lengths’ – this appears as Appendix F : Comparison of

Airship Classes by Length in my thesis, now available as a
book.‡ In the course of compiling it, I noted that “...
approximately 1,000 airships have been built and flown in the
past ...”. I based this estimate on a statement made by Dr Edwin
Mowforth in his book An Introduction to the Airship (1991), in
which he calculates: “It appears that about 850 pressure airships
[blimps] were built between 1900 and 1970. … The figures for
rigid airships between 1900 and 1940 are predictably smaller and
rather better defined … The total appears to be 162”.
While other sources were not in absolute agreement
with Mowforth’s total, for example, those listed by Douglas
Robinson in his Appendix A (Giants in the Sky, 1973), or by
Brooks & Griffin (Historic Airships, 1973) nevertheless,
regardless of how the calculation was done,§ it was apparent
that the number of airships that have previously existed, since
the first one flew in 1784, was little more than a thousand.
This surprisingly small number over such a time span
led me to the realisation that it would be perfectly within the
bounds of reason to compile another list; one that included All
the Airships There Have Ever Been. Consequently I began to
assemble one and I based it initially on Robinson’s Appendix
A. The intention being, eventually, to place this list on the AHT
webpage as an aid to historical research and, as there is
unlimited space online, to also include pictures of each airship.
However, in starting to work on this project I almost
immediately found myself back at the original question: What
is an “Airship”? In other words, what qualifies for inclusion in
my list? Robinson’s list contains successful airships that flew
but it is an historically proven fact that it is perfectly possible
to design an object on paper which will not work in reality.
Indeed, I soon found innumerable ‘airships’ not on Robinson’s
list because they had not flown - for a variety of reasons. If the
purpose of my list is for future would-be-airship-builders to
learn from the lessons of their forebears then what was tried
and didn’t work is just as useful to know as what did.
Consequently, my list now contains airships that:
a) Never got off the drawing board
b) Were assembled, or only part constructed, but not inflated
c) Were lighter-than-air but never flew
d) Only flew once or twice on test flights
e) Made multiple flights but never earned any money
f) Fulfilled their intended purpose or were commercially
successful.
Having done this, surprisingly it turns out that each of
these six categories has clearly defined boundaries. It is easy to
put any newly found airship into one of these classifications.
This is in contrast to the general term ‘airship’ which remains
open to interpretation. For example, take the main topic of this
issue of Dirigible - the Italian ‘semi-rigids’ or ‘in-betweeners’
as I have dubbed them as they were a mixture of blimps and
rigids. Highly successful in their day, when Nobile flew his
Italia over the North Pole, the class today includes everything
from Giffard’s low slung keel-beam in 1852 to the Zeppelin NT
which houses three rigid beams inside a pressurised gas cell.
Anyone care to have a go at defining ‘semi-rigid’?

GILES CAMPLIN – EDITOR
‡

ISBN 978-1-78507-362-5

§

*
†

CAA: CAP 471, 1979
Recks, 1977; Stubelius, 1958; Spanner, 1929; Mowforth, 1991

The problem here centres on such complications as to whether
airships that were cut in half, and lengthened, are to be counted as
one or two separate aircraft, and whether putting a new gas bag onto
an old gondola or vice versa makes a completely new blimp?
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THE PROBLEM WITH NAVAL AIRSHIP No.1 – Part 2
By Brian J Turpin © 2018

Ever since I first read the story of HMA No.1 in Robin Higham’s seminal work The British Rigid
Airship, published in 1961, I have been intrigued by the fact that the official Court of Enquiry papers have
somehow disappeared. ... Was she really struck by an unexpected squall blowing across Cavendish Dock,
Barrow-in-Furness, at the very moment she emerged from her shed in what appeared to be perfect weather
conditions? Or was the gust of wind an excuse conjured up to cover up for something else which might have
shown the Royal Navy in a bad light? In this article I will look at the available evidence and draw my own
conclusions as to what really happened at the launch of Naval Airship No.1.
CONTINUED FROM Dirigible 88:
THE COURT OF ENQUIRY – October 1911 ...
... Although considerable damage had been done to the
ship during the accident, and subsequently in trying to get her
back into the shed, there was still enough of the structure intact
to allow for at least a partial reconstruction. Vickers therefore
took up Sueter’s suggestion of a training vessel and put
forward two proposals, both suggesting the ship be rebuilt with
its overall length reduced by about 112 feet or nine frame
spaces. The first proposal was for a non-flying ship, which
could be used for mooring and ground handling trials to give
crews experience in this type of work and to solve some of the
outstanding problems. This ship would have retained the
forward gondola without engines, the after one being replaced
by a float. The second proposal was for a flying ship having a
single gondola amidships containing lighter and more powerful
engines, lighter gasbags and modified fuel and air systems.
Both designs would have used considerable portions of the
original ship, including the complete bow and stern sections
and parts of the parallel section. Some new frames would have
been required, together with replacement of 70% of the outer
cover and new fins and control surfaces.
Ultimately, none of the recommendations of Sueter or
Vickers was adopted. In a letter to Captain Sueter dated 31
October, 1911, Rear Admiral Sturdee wrote: I do not know
what the Admiralty are proposing to do but I have privately
advised them not to repair your monster.
At a meeting held in the First Sea Lord’s room at the
Admiralty on 25 January, 1912, it was decided that all
experiments with airships should cease, that the special airship
section should be broken up and that Captain Sueter and his
officers should return to general service. This decision was
endorsed by the Technical Sub-Committee in their report dated
28 February, 1912: The Sub-Committee are of (the) opinion
that the prospects of the successful employment of the rigid
type of airship are not sufficiently favourable to justify the
great cost.
The utmost vigilance should be taken, however, by the
Admiralty in watching foreign developments of the airship, and
the present recommendations should not be taken to prejudice
a reopening of the question, should important developments
occur.
In other words, the old wait-and-see policy was to
continue. Further valuable time was to be lost. The only small
glimmer of hope was that the Technical Sub-Committee did
recommend that experiments with aeroplanes and hydroaeroplanes should continue, but that was little consolation for
the airship men who had worked so hard for three years, only
to see their hopes dashed before their eyes in a heap of twisted
metal and torn fabric. Fortunately for the future of British
naval aviation, when this report came before the Committee of
Imperial Defence on 25 April, 1912, that body directed that the
airship question should be further investigated.
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THE AFTERMATH
So, what had gone wrong? Was the failure of Naval
Airship No.1 something peculiar to this design or would any
contemporary rigid airship have failed under the same
conditions? Or was it, as the President of the Court of Enquiry,
Rear Admiral Sturdee, is reputed to have said on seeing the
remains, “The work of an idiot!”?
As the Report of the Court of Enquiry has been lost, and
as it was never published at the time, it is difficult to come to
any firm conclusions after so many years. In any case the
Enquiry was more concerned with directing responsibility
away from the Navy and towards Vickers Ltd, and exonerating
the naval personnel involved in the launch, than to finding
technical reasons for the disaster. However, by studying what
evidence we have and the events surrounding the launching of
the airship, it is possible to give a fairly accurate indication of
what happened and the reasons behind the failure.

Captain Sueter supervising the procedure

Captain Murray Sueter wrote a full report of the launch
for the Advisory Committee for Aeronautics. After stating his
actions prior to the start of the launch in discussing the
suitability of the weather with Commander Schwann and
Lieutenant Usborne, he described the actual launching process:
At 6.59 am I commenced hauling the ship out of the shed. All
went well except for a slight hitch of about 45 seconds when
one of the overhead hangers jammed. This, and all the
remainder were at once cut and the hauling out of the airship
was continued without them. No damage was done to the
airship whilst hauling her out; the time taken was 5 minutes 5
seconds. As soon as the airship was out alongside the jackstay
the hawsers were passed in to the gondolas and made fast as
arranged in the stations.
At 7.12 am I commenced moving the airship away from
the jackstay by easing the port forward gondola guy and No.4
hawser until the airship was over the Red dolphin when the
port gondola guy was let go and No.3 hawser given the strain
of the airship. The after gondola was by this time close to the
Blue dolphin, and the steamboat was ordered to haul the
airship ahead and to starboard, the slack of the mooring post

hawser (No.1) being taken in by hands at the mooring post at
the same time. No.3 hawser was eased, and the airship slued to
starboard. Before the airship had moved sufficiently far ahead
to clear the Blue dolphin, she suddenly started to rupture just
forward of No.24 frame, the forward portion shearing and
rising above the level of the after portion, the upper and lower
longitudinals breaking first, the remainder appreciably
afterwards.

The first break with the front part higher than the tail section

The airship almost parted, being only held together by
the wire jacketing along the upper longitudinal and the rudder
control wire. The stern rose and depressed the forward end of
the after gondola until water came in over the gunwale and the
gondola sank to the bottom.

The tail rises and the airship is moved away from the dockside

At the same time all the gas-bags with hand operated
valves, situated in the after portion, were deflated by the
control wires being pulled on by the airship. The after end of
the forward portion was hauled down to the waterline by the
after gondola …

Further damage was caused when the tail was pulled down

The airship was then hauled ahead by No.3 hawser and
back into the shed by special hawsers run from the North end
of the rope walk to the forward and after portions of the
airship.

The broken wreckage is hauled back into the shed. Note wind sock in
pictures above hanging vertically to indicate little wind.

It will be noted that there is no mention of any squally
wind in this report. Following the accident, Murray Sueter sent

a telegram to the Admiralty which stated: Regret to report
airship collapsed after leaving shed this morning wind slight
nobody injured will report in person at Admiralty as soon as
possible. Again no mention of a gusting wind but instead the
statement that the wind was slight.
Captain F L M Boothby’s account was published in
Lord Ventry’s magazine, The Airship, in the Oct/Dec edition of
1938. He was a junior Lieutenant in 1911, with minor duties as
far as the airship was concerned, but he was part of the crew
and was anticipating flying on her that day. As he admits
himself, this was a long time after the event but his account
does give some additional relevant information.
The bow had just cleared the entrance, and was being
swung towards the mooring mast, when it looked as though the
after car would foul one of the newly erected pylons (assumed
to be the Blue dolphin mentioned above), and the officer in
charge of the after hawser, worked from the shore, gave the
order to hang on to it. This brought the after car clear of the
pylon, but brought considerable stresses on the ship, which, in
her weakened state, she could not stand, and, with a noise like
showers of stones being thrown through acres of glass houses,
she started to break, in shear, just before the after car.
By saying ‘in her weakened state’ he was probably of
the opinion that the removal of the keel had seriously
compromised the strength of the ship. Earlier in his article he
states that without the keel the ship was not a pleasant sight.
She hogged amidships and sagged over the cars, although this
is not obvious in the many photos taken of the airship when
being launched. Perhaps he had seen this when the ship was in
the shed and not fully inflated with gas. But he also states that:
No.1 did not stand up to her handling stresses, but in my
opinion these were not fair ones on this occasion. Pylons, with
platforms on them had been placed on the lake-ward
(starboard) side of the shed from which parties of men could
attend to the guys on that side.
In other words, although he thought the ship had been
weakened by the removal of the keel, the direct cause of the
break-up of the ship was the mishandling of the new method of
undocking which pulled the ship apart. Again, there is no
mention of a gusty wind contributing to the accident.
Although the official Admiralty Handbook for HMA
No.1 contains diagrams of the methods used to launch and
recover the ship to and from the mooring mast in May, 1911,
[see part 1 of this article in Dirigible 88] there are no similar
diagrams for the September launch, and no description of the
process although it is known that the method was modified in
some ways. It is therefore difficult to fully understand Sueter’s
description of the launch as we have no idea where the various
hawsers and mooring ropes were attached to the ship. Nor do
we know the positions of the red and blue dolphins; ‘dolphins’
in naval parlance being fixed structures not connected to the
shore and acting as mooring points in the dock. If we knew
exactly where these items were it would be easier to work out
the forces being imposed on the hull during the launch process.
However, examination of photographs taken during the
launching confirms that at the time the structure failed she was
in the process of being pulled forward and to starboard by a
steamboat and was therefore pivoting around the after gondola.
One photograph taken at this moment clearly shows
considerable distortion of the hull around Frame 24. It also
shows that the bow of the ship, being less restrained than the
stern and already being pulled to starboard by the steamboat,
has heeled over further than the stern, putting a twisting
moment through the hull structure. A similar bending and
twisting force applied inadvertently to the hull during the
inflation of May, 1911, caused the collapse of several
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transverse frames, between gasbags. These frames were
strengthened subsequently by triangulation of the girders.
It should be noted that in all the photos taken of the
accident, there is no evidence of wind streaks normally caused
by a gusty wind blowing over the surface of the water in the
dock.
Curves of buoyancy, weight and load for this airship,
published in the official handbook [see diagram below], show
that a considerable sheer force existed within the structure at
Frame 24 and that bending forces were also quite high at this
point when the ship was in equilibrium loaded for flight. The
longitudinal members aft of Frame 24 were all strengthened
and extra frames introduced to take the weight of the after
gondola. Frame 24 therefore represented the first
comparatively weak point in the structure ahead of the after
gondola and also a point of already high stress concentration,
even in a static condition. The airship hull was being twisted
from the bow and restrained from the stern. The stresses were
transmitted through the structure and found their weak point at
Frame 24, between gasbags 10 and 11.
Photographic evidence also confirms Sueter’s statement
that Frame 24 itself remained intact and that the actual failure
occurred at points on the front face of the frame where the
twelve longitudinal girders were attached. The structure then
behaved as predicted in the curve diagram: that part of the hull
ahead of the break lifted under the influence of the fully
inflated gasbags forward, pivoting upwards about the forward
gondola; the structure aft of the break dropped down under the
weight of the after gondola while the lighter stern lifted up,
pivoting this part of the hull about the after gondola. The steel
jackstay wire along the top of the ship was the only thing that
held and, as the two sections of the hull tried to separate, this
wire pulled out the top of several frames ahead of the break,
causing further catastrophic collapse of the structure.
Many writers on this subject in the past have made great
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play of the fact that during the radical alterations made to the
airship the keel walking way was removed. This is often given
as the immediate cause of the airship’s collapse. But a study of
the Admiralty Handbook clearly indicates that this structure
was far too light and flimsy to impart any real strength to the
ship’s hull. In fact, the Handbook clearly states that it did not.
It was simply a walkway between the forward and after
gondolas, slung from the main hull structure by means of
simple joints. It should also be noted that the longitudinal
girders to which the keel frame was attached were specially
strengthened from Frame 10 forward to No.28 aft. In addition,
treble longitudinals were used above the forward car from
Frame 5 to No.11, and over the after gondola from Frame 24 to
No.29. There was, therefore, even without the light keel walkway, considerable extra strength along the bottom of the hull.
Bending forces in this airship were resisted by the
longitudinal girders, not by a keel as in some later ships, while
shearing forces were resisted by the diagonal mesh bracing
wires. During the construction of the ship, these duralumin
wires gave considerable trouble, both during the erection of the
ship and later, as they were difficult to tension uniformly and
were constantly breaking. There were 20,000 wires in the
framework and at one stage these were breaking at an average
rate of one every hour and twenty minutes. As the brittle wires
eliminated themselves by breaking, this rate fell to about one
every four hours, but even this rate would have given
considerable trouble in service. Just how capable were these
wires of withstanding a sudden load? As the ship appears to
have failed finally under shear forces a number of mesh wires
must have broken when the hull was twisted, with or without a
squall.
If this wind did occur it must have been of considerable
strength to make the ship heel over so far. A 20 mph wind
blowing on the ship during the docking operations of 26 May
caused her to heel over by about ten degrees; but on that

occasion the wind was broadside to the hull and no twisting
moment was being applied. Under the different circumstances
of September, it was almost inevitable that some form of
structural failure would occur. Given the same method of
undocking, it is probable that any contemporary rigid airship
would have suffered the same fate if subjected to sudden
broadside winds of equal force while being restrained by
hawsers and handling lines.
The question of whether there was or was not a squall is
important because if the ship failed without being subjected to
such a squall it indicates that the hull was not strong enough
and would almost certainly have failed at some time, possibly
while the airship was in flight with potentially disastrous
results. If there was a squall then it was probably this, plus the
method used to manoeuvre the ship, that was at fault. Had the
airship been housed in a shed on dry land, she would have been
walked out with a landing party of perhaps 300 men, holding
on to guy ropes and mooring lines. In a sudden squall the party
would have been unable to hold the ship with the same rigidity
with which it could be held with wire hawsers and firmly
anchored winches. There would have been some ‘give’ in the
restraining forces, which would have helped the ship absorb
some of the stresses placed upon it.
In mooring trials in later years with HMA No.9 and the
23 Class ships, where ships were anchored to mooring blocks
they too suffered structural damage due to over stressing of
structural parts, as they did when being manoeuvred with the
aid of caterpillar tractors and tanks. Damage was less likely to
occur to rigid airships when being handled on the ground by
large landing parties made up of trained men. Building the
shed over the side of Cavendish Dock introduced many
unnecessary problems, both during the building of the ship and
when trying to get the ship in and out of the shed.
Nevertheless, some nagging questions still remain. Most
importantly, did the removal of the keel walking way really
reduce the strength of the hull to the point where any extra
stresses would cause structural collapse, regardless of the
method of docking? Unlike later British rigid airships, the keel
did not run the full length of the hull but only from transverse
Frame 10 to No.25, that is just one frame beyond Frame 24
where the ship failed. Would that short length of keel, spanning
the gap across Frame 24, have made any real difference, given
the light construction of the keel framework? Short of making
a full modern stress analysis of the design, this must remain in
the realm of speculation. However, it should be pointed out
that the keel would be mainly resisting compressive and
bending loads which, by the nature of its design, it was ill
equipped to resist.
There is also the possibility that the disaster was the
fault of the naval handling party, as suggested by Boothby.
Indeed, Commander Masterman is reported to have made an
unofficial statement to the effect that Mayfly was pulled in half
by the handling party when someone forgot to release the lines
that tethered the bows of the ship. The launching procedure
had been changed since the ship’s first outing in May, with
much more reliance being placed on mechanical aids in the
form of hawsers and winches than on the previous occasion.
It could well be that the reason for the ship rolling to
starboard in the way that she did was not the result of any
squall of wind but that she was inadvertently pulled over as a
result of someone’s oversight. The truth of the matter may well
have come out during the Enquiry and was the reason why the
result was never made public and has since been ‘lost’.
Whatever the truth, Murray Sueter was undoubtedly
worried about his situation after the accident. He had been
responsible for accepting the ship on behalf of the Admiralty

and refused to do so until 22 September, 1911, when he
received assurances from Vickers Ltd, that they would be
responsible for any structural weakness that might be inherent
in the design. In a letter to the Secretary of the Advisory
Committee for Aeronautics, dated 7 December, 1911, Sueter
wrote: I have to report to the Committee that I refused to
accept the Airship three times from Vickers – once in May and
twice in August last because they could not build her to
Admiral Bacon’s specification.
On the third occasion I was informed by the Controller
at Admiralty in presence of Mr Smallwood, one of his Civil
Staff, that the Admiralty could not on legal grounds refuse to
accept the airship. I then reported that if Messrs Vickers could
give me a little more lift I would do my best to obtain a flight.
Messrs Vickers guaranteed to the Controller and myself
that nothing would be done to weaken the airship or make it
risky for me to take the crew up in her.
The Controller accepted this guarantee and so did I.
Messrs Vickers eventually obtained the lift within 150
lbs, that is, I balanced the ship when floating freely in the air
in the shed, and she lifted within 150 lbs of 1 ton of petrol and
one ton of sand ballast. To obtain this lift from the May
condition, Messrs Vickers removed the external keel, gear box
and clutch in foremost gondola, water-trimming system, water
recovery system and replaced all the wooden gondola struts by
Duralumin struts.
I accepted the airship on Sept 22, in accordance with
the attached conditions. Messrs Vickers’ acceptance of these
conditions as attached. The accident to the airship occurred on
Sept 24, as previously reported to the Committee.
In his letter to Vickers Ltd, provisionally accepting the
ship on 22 September, 1911, Murray Sueter wrote: Although
the Airship in some minor points does not come up to
specification, I agree to accept her for the Admiralty on
condition that the general terms of the specification are
carried out. That is, if any weakness to Hull or Rudders are
brought out in the actual air trials, Messrs Vickers will make
them good. Replying on the same day, Vickers Ltd, accepted
these terms.
It also has to be noted that in his report of the accident,
already referred to, Sueter makes no mention of the wind at the
time that the ship began to break up, which is a strange
omission, if in fact such a strong wind did occur. In an extract
from a letter that accompanied his report, he expresses the
opinion that the stresses thrown on the airship when she was
being returned to the shed in May were four times as great as
those thrown on her at the time of the disaster.
In a previous report on the mooring trials of May, 1911,
he does mention the wind conditions and in particular the
squalls which struck the airship as she was about to be put back
into her shed. He noted that this occurred very rapidly from
dead calm to winds of 30 mph, and that a similar squall took
place the following day. He was concerned that there might be
some peculiarity of the local coast that would account for such
sudden high winds from dead calm.
One other person expressed concern over the strength of
the airship after it was modified, the bright young marine
engineer Hartley B Pratt. He worked in the submarine mines
department at Barrow, did his own calculations and predicted
that the now keel-less airship would break her back. Whether
he thought the airship would break her back because the keel
had been removed or because he thought the whole hull
structure was too weak is not known to the present author. It is
also not known in what way and to whom he made this
statement. Unfortunately, he made his opinion known publicly
and lost his job as a result.
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My own opinion is that HMA No.1 was probably
structurally weak by later standards but not more so than
Zeppelin airships of the period, many of which broke up in
spectacular fashion when subjected to strong forces in unusual
circumstances. I think that if wind gusts had occurred, of
sufficient strength to lay the ship over to the extent shown in
photographs at the moment of her breaking, someone would
have reported them in their eyewitness descriptions of events.
Where the Higham description came from remains a mystery.
Based on statements in the Handbook, I don’t think the
removal of the keel walkway made any significant difference
to the strength of the hull, but this is an open question that
could only be solved by a detailed stress analysis of the
structure.
This only leaves the question of the way in which this
ship was handled during the launch. It seems that although the
method may have been sound in principle, in practice someone
made a decision during the execution of the complex process
which inadvertently put too much strain on the ship and she
failed at a point of high stress in the hull. Had this been made
public, naval personnel would have been seen to be responsible
for the wrecking of the ship but such a verdict was
unacceptable as far as the Admiralty was concerned.
Consequently, the blame was shifted to Vickers Ltd, and
everyone, including Vickers, went along with it, simply
because not to have done so would have put the whole future
of British rigid airship development in immediate jeopardy. In
the event, the strategy failed as far as Vickers were concerned
and this soured the relationship between the company and the
Admiralty from that point on.
If she had been housed in a land-based shed, rather than
the one on the side of Cavendish Dock, she was strong enough
to have survived the launching, with or without a gusty wind,
and would have flown without any major difficulties. She had
after all ridden out some strong winds when first moored to the
mast in May, 1911. Had she been flown carefully, and only on
days when the conditions were perfect for testing an
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experimental craft, she would have provided useful
information for future airship designs and the aircrew with
valuable flight experience.
The loss of this ship before she could be flown was,
therefore, a tragedy as far as the future British rigid airship
programme was concerned. Instead of the hiatus between
November, 1911, when further airship work was cancelled, and
the start of the new programme in June, 1913, which led
eventually after more delays to the construction of HMA No.9,
work on a new ship could have started as soon as sufficient
information had been extracted from the flight test programme
of HMA No.1. This, in turn, would have advanced the
programme by at least two years with a second rigid flying
possibly by 1914. Instead, HMA No.9 did not fly until
November, 1916, and the British rigid airship programme
never did catch up with developments in Germany, thus
depriving the Grand Fleet of the aerial protection it needed.
One of the main problems with this airship was that the
original specification was too ambitious. What the Admiralty
were asking Vickers to build was a fully operational naval
reconnaissance airship, which could go to sea and work with
the Fleet, whereas what the company should have been asked
to build was an experimental rigid airship that could be used to
gain experience in handling such craft on the ground and in the
air. HMA No.1 was too complicated and contained too many
over-engineered systems that were not essential for the task in
hand. It has often been said that the way to a good design in
aviation was to “simplify and add more lightness”. It was a
philosophy that airship designers would have done well to
emulate. The overly complicated design, and the desire to try
too many experiments at one time in one ship, was a pattern
which was to be repeated in later British airship history with
tragic consequences.
It is interesting to note that when the Vickers airship
design department was re-opened in 1913; head of that
department was a young engineer, H B Pratt, ably assisted by
his equally young friend, Barnes Wallis. ♣
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Inst. Civil Engineers, Mem. Aeronautical Inst. Gt. Britain, Etc.) with a Foreword by L. Blin Desbleds
(Director of the Aeronautical Institute of Great Britain; Special Lecturer at the University of Sheffield,
and at the Royal Military Academy, 1910; Examiner in Aeronautics for the Fellowship Examination of
the Society of Engineers). Published by The Aeronautical Institute of Great Britain, 3 Arlington Street,
Piccadilly, London - Houses of Parliament Edition. The Price of this Publication is 6d. to Non-members.
FOREWORD.
“... Personally, I think an error was made when we
deliberately, after consideration, refused to follow the
German example and try to develop lighter-than-air ships on
a considerable scale. But do not let the House suppose it was
an easy decision that had to be taken or an easy problem that
had to be solved. I think myself that we should have been
better situated if we had gone in for Zeppelins eight or ten
years ago. No doubt we should have lost a great many, and
there would have been a great outcry about money having
been wasted and many lives risked. I daresay I should myself
have been among that band of critics. But looking back, I am
sorry that we did not develop a rigid lighter-than-air ship, not
so much for the purposes of aggression and defence, as for
the purposes of maritime and air-scout duties. I think they
might have played an important part there, and I think the
Germans have had an advantage in their possession. We are
doing what we can at the Admiralty to remedy that state of
things, but I do not pretend to the House that when you begin
this race against an enemy who has had a ten years start or
more, there is any immediate probability of catching him up.”
This utterance, made by Mr. Balfour in a speech in the
House of Commons on the 16th ult., has been received with
great satisfaction by many, both in Government circles and
elsewhere, who have given much time and study to the
question of large airships, and cannot fail to have a profound
influence on the development of aircraft in this country.
The moment, therefore, would appear to be opportune
for re-printing Mr. Liversedge's study on the Possibilities of
the Large Airship.
The attitude of the Press in this country till now
towards the large airship, when it is considered by the future
historians of the present war, will probably constitute a
remarkable psychological puzzle. Whether due to the
influence of the Censorship, or whatever other causes may
have operated, the Press has been almost unanimous, not in
condemning the idea of the large airship, but in simply
ignoring it. By some sections of the Press, when the question
has been considered at all, it seems to have been assumed that
to provide ourselves with large airships. would mean that we
were bound to adopt a policy of reprisals against the enemy,
which would involve the wanton killing or injuring of noncombatants. Such an attitude is, of course, absurd; it can have
proceeded only from a singular and deliberate obtuseness, as
it is impossible to suppose that it has had its origin in
ignorance or want of imagination. In other quarters, it has
apparently been assumed that the large airship was a failure:
would never be of any importance; and could be easily
countered by fleets of aeroplanes. At any rate, with one or
two rare exceptions, the Press in this country has turned
down the idea of the large airship whenever circumstances
have arisen which have drawn attention to its possibilities.

The greatest credit is, therefore, due to the Fortnightly
Review for publishing Mr. Liversedge's study, which the
Aeronautical Institute of Great Britain is now re-printing.
Now, after Mr. Balfour's remarkable declaration in the
House of Commons, there will probably be something in the
nature of a revulsion of attitude in regard to the airship, so far
as the Press is concerned. To the public, upon the whole,
patient, uncomplaining and prepared to accept with quiet
resignation their share of the inevitable and unavoidable
disasters of war, the position of the country and the attitude
of the authorities, in respect to the airship, have been a
complete puzzle, while the enlightenment they have received
from the Press has been of the most meagre character.
It is certain that the country would receive with great
satisfaction a statement to the effect that our authorities had
determined to secure for us, as quickly as possible, at least an
equality with the enemy in the air. including an equality in
regard to large airships.
The Germans have their own theory to explain the fact
that we are without large airships. They say we cannot build
them; that we have tried and made a mess of it; and,
unfortunately, they have some justification for their view.
Since the study, which is here reprinted, was first
published, two events of importance have occurred in aerial
warfare. In the first place, the greatest air raid which has yet
been attempted over this country, or over any other region,
has been carried out by the Germans. A fleet of Zeppelins,
comprising seven or eight ships, visited this country on the
7th February, and penetrated at least as far inland as the
neighbourhood of Birmingham. This raid only confirms the
conclusions of the study which is here reprinted. We have not
been able to claim that at any point in the course of this raid,
even when some of the airships were flying very low, did we
so much as hit a single one. So far as we were concerned,
everyone of these raiders got safely away from our shores.
There will be probably other raids on even a greater scale;
and it is to be hoped that the result to the raiders may be
different on the next occasion. The probabilities are,
however, that they will once more get safely away. Hence,
one of the claims made in the study may be here emphasised,
namely, that the almost only adequate means of defence
against Zeppelins will be opposing them in the air by airships
of something like equal power.
Again, there is the unquestionable occurrence of the
sinking of a small vessel in the North Sea, off our shores, by
bombs dropped from a Zeppelin. It is quite true that the
vessel was not armed to resist an aerial attack, and, in
consequence, the Zeppelin was able to fly low. Nevertheless,
the fact that the Zeppelin was able to hit, as the result of a
deliberate aim, so small an object, in motion on the sea, is, to
my mind, one of the most important events which has
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occurred in aerial war - second, probably, only to the
lamented Warneford's achievement in hitting a Zeppelin
while flying over it. Here again, our Press, technical and
general, in pursuance of its apparent policy to ignore or
belittle the achievements of the airship, has been - reticent.
Nowhere has the importance of this achievement been
remarked, although it is certain to take its place in the history
of aerial warfare as an event marking a great advance in war
aeronautics. It is claimed in the Study reprinted, “that with
experience and practice, together with improvements in
sighting and discharging apparatus, accuracy of aim will
surely follow;” and if a Zeppelin can deliberately aim at and
hit a small vessel putting on its best speed at sea, why do not
large and powerful British airships attack the vessels of the
German Grand Fleet lying in the estuary of the Weser, or
even in the roads of Kiel ?
It has been frequently stated that the Zeppelin raids
upon this country have accomplished nothing of ‘military
value’ or ‘military importance’; both these expressions have
been used by non-technical Ministers in the Houses of
Parliament. In a letter to the Westminster Gazette of the 25th
ult., Mr. Liversedge dealt very lucidly with the question of
what constitutes damage of military value, and his
observations therein are repeated and summed up in the
following paragraph.
In his speech in the House of Lords, Lord Kitchener
remarks that “up to the present, hostile air invasions of
England have had no influence whatever on the military
conduct of the war,” but that is totally different from a
statement that the raids accomplish nothing of ‘military
value.’ If we neglect the damage which has been done by the
Zeppelins upon works, let us say, more or less, munition
works, is it not an achievement of ‘military value’ to compel
us to plunge our munition factories in darkness, to stop the
working of thousands of tools and machines and tens of
thousands of artisans, for hours, even if it is only once now
and again, or to oblige us to intermit the running of our
railway trains over a large section of the country? At this
moment, how many guns, how many searchlights, how many
aeroplanes, are dotted about the Eastern and South-Eastern
coasts of this country and about the ‘London area’? And how
many men are laid off to man those guns and searchlights and
aeroplanes? Does the necessity under which we are laid to
make all that military provision represent nothing of ‘military
value’? When the mere existence of enemy airships
appropriates a considerable portion of the time and thought of
a man like Viscount Field-Marshal French, and the whole
time and thought of a man like Sir Percy Scott, when they
oblige us to give the preference in our gun factories to antiaircraft guns, and to intermit, to that extent, the manufacture
of other types of guns, how can it be said that the Zeppelin
attacks upon this country accomplish nothing of ‘military
value’?
A most pertinent question is - Are we imposing upon
the enemy, by the existence and the potentialities of our
aircraft, any military obligations in regard to defensive
material and men corresponding to those which he has
imposed upon us ? To ask this question is to answer it; for no
one would pretend that we are doing anything of the kind.
It would be quite easy to extend the claims which, in
Mr. Liversedge's Study, are made for the large airship, but it
is unnecessary to waste time in doing so. There are, however,
two or three points to which reference might be made.

In the first place, the Germans have very considerably
extended their mine fields, both in the Baltic and North Sea.
There is no weapon which can do more to break up a
minefield than the large airship. Suitable bombs have been
designed for the purpose; it is understood that some have
actually been made.
The Germans have announced the reopening of their
submarine warfare against merchant ships, and there are good
grounds for believing that they have now available much
larger and more powerful submarines than any that have yet
appeared. Large airships, such as are contemplated in Mr.
Liversedge's Study, could not only detect the presence of the
new large submarines but could probably hit them before the
latter could get their anti-aircraft guns into action. At any
rate, the contest between the most powerful submarine likely
to appear at present, and the large airship would probably not
be to the disadvantage of the latter.
There appears, in some quarters, a disposition to
believe that, after all, the Germans have very few large
airships. It is certainly not likely that they have anything
approaching the number which has been suggested by a
Swiss journal which claimed to have special sources of
information. According to that authority, the number of large
airships which had been built by Germany was nearly 100.
But, anyway, it is significant that while six, seven, or eight
large airships were raiding this country, two or three were
making an attempt to approach Paris, there were two in the
region of Dvinsk, and two, perhaps three, in the Balkans.
It is not the purpose of Mr. Liversedge’s Study to
engage in any discussion as to the aeroplane versus the
airship: but it is unfortunate that some of the advocates of the
aeroplane are apparently so obsessed by their proposals as to
be unable to concede either honesty or intelligence to anyone
who puts in a claim on behalf of the airship. There seems no
occasion for the heat or passion which at times proceed from
the advocates of the aeroplane. We certainly need more
aeroplanes, but we are equally in need of large airships.
It may be now added that a considerable section of a
very large airship* of the type contemplated in the Study is at
this moment under construction, the necessary funds for the
purpose having been provided by two gentlemen bearing
names of world-distinction in science, industry, and finance,
both men of affairs, both members of the Privy Council, and
one a member of the House of Commons. As this preliminary
work is being developed, the possibility of constructing a
considerable fleet of such large airships quickly becomes
more obviously a practicable proposition. The project now
calls for nothing but adequate Government support for its
realisation.
March 16th 1916. L. Blin Desbleds
Lucien Blin Desbleds is a bit of an enigma. Dirigible can
find little about him on the internet. Born about 1880 on the
island of Mauritius he came to take an engineering course at
the University of London and matriculated in 1899. In 1909
he began lecturing on Aeronautics at Northampton Institute
(now City University) where he was joined by Frederick
Handley Page in what later became the Department of Civil
and Mechanical Engineering. Apart from being arrested at a
Suffragette rally in 1913 and returning to live in Mauritius on
the 2 Nov 1939, he seems to have left little record of his life.
Maybe someone can find more about him?

*In addition to the one alluded to yesterday evening by Mr. Macnamara in the House of Commons. [Presumably this was the
McMechan which was also intended to be a Zeppelin attack airship. See illustration on back cover of this Dirigible - Ed]
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THE SECOND EXTRACT FROM THE PARLIAMENTARY PUBLICATION

POSSIBILITIES OF THE LARGE AIRSHIP
By A. J. Liversedge (A.M. Inst. Civil Engineers, Mem. Aeronautical Inst. Gt. Britain, Etc.)
Reprinted, by special permission, from THE FORTNIGHTLY REVIEW (December, 1915).

MAIN POINTS OF THE STUDY
Section I. - our pre-war misconceptions of the capabilities of the large airship.
Section II. - Notwithstanding prevalent misconceptions and the unfortunate accidents which, during the early history of British
Aeronautics, led to abandoning the construction of large airships, there are Admiralty experts who have always
maintained strong faith in their capabilities.
Section III. - The large airship is a weapon to be husbanded for particular duties and special occasions, when, under favourable
circumstances, it may prove the decisive factor on land or on sea.
Section IV. - The great point to consider with regard to the capabilities of the large airship is not what the Germans have failed to
do with their Zeppelins, but what British airmen might accomplish with airships of equal capacity.
Section V. - The large airship possesses qualities which are different from, but not less important than, those possessed by the
aeroplane.
Section VI. - The only practicable way of dealing with the Zeppelin raids is to meet the raiders in the air with equally powerful
airships.
Section VII. - The rapid construction of a fleet of large airships is thoroughly practicable both from the point of view of labour and
of actually available material.
Section I.
A disposition has existed in this country to look upon
the large airship as a failure. There are those who had written it
off, for the remainder of the present war at any rate, as a
weapon of any military value. These statements are put thus, in
the past tense, for the reason that views, official and otherwise,
in this country, on this question, at this moment, are in a state
of flux. There are signs, feeble perhaps, but there, that at length
it is realised in high quarters that the possibilities of the large
airship may not have been properly appreciated here in recent
years.
The view of the Zeppelin airship as a failure is
admirably set out, in a sense at once popular and technical. In
the September issue of this journal, by Messrs. C. GrahamWhite and Harry Harper. It does not in any way detract from
the merits of that article to suggest that a certain bias on the
part of the writers against the large airship is not unnatural. It is
easy to understand how this view of the airship as a failure has
appealed to the popular mind, though, possibly, it has been
largely a case of the wish being father to the thought. The
British public have seen little or nothing of the large airship (if
we take no account of the German raiders), though they have
read, much of the disasters which, even before the war, befell
the Zeppelins. Certainly, up to the present, these great German
aircraft, fortunately for us, have neither realised the
expectations formed in regard to them in Germany, nor
justified the fears entertained in other quarters. Nevertheless,
what they have done has indicated, emphatically, certain
possibilities; and it would be a most serious mistake to turn
down the idea of the large airship as not worth further
consideration. It may be noted that in his interesting letter
which, not long ago. appeared in the public prints, Mr. Balfour
took no such line. While distinctly caustic as to the
achievements of the Zeppelins in this country, he was careful
not to commit himself to any condemnation of the large airship
as a military weapon; his mind remained open on that point. In
passing, it may be remarked that certain later utterances of Mr.
Balfour on this question do not, perhaps, display an equal
caution. When he recently appealed for consideration in the
House of Commons on the ground that aerial warfare had taken
on developments that had not been anticipated, he was not
strictly correct. If he had said, not anticipated in certain
quarters, he would, doubtless, have been right. All that has
happened so far in aerial warfare had been anticipated by those

whose business it was, or who had made it their business, to
study this question, including responsible officials of the great
Service over which Mr. Balfour himself now presides. Indeed.
much was anticipated that has not yet occurred; there is more
to come.
The extraordinary character of the situation in this
country at this moment in regard to aircraft was vividly
illustrated only the other day, when Mr. Balfour, from his place
in the House of Commons, gave expression to the surprise with
which he had found that he became responsible for aircraft
when he took charge of the Admiralty. The arrangements under
which the Admiralty became responsible for large aircraft were
initiated by the Imperial Defence Committee, a body which the
country owes to Mr. Balfour himself, and of which he is still a
member. The position in regard to large aircraft is, indeed, so
remarkable that it will well repay a brief historical review.
Section II.
The history of the airship in this country may be said to
have begun with the appointment, in 1909, by the Imperial
Defence Authorities of an Advisory Committee to guide the
Services in the construction of aircraft. This Committee, with
Lord Rayleigh as Chairman, was a very learned body, and
appeared, also, to be of an eminently practical character. In due
course, the Admiralty, who had been specially charged with
the construction of large airships, arranged with one of our
great ‘armament houses’ to build such an airship at their works
on the west coast of England. The airship was designed, built,
launched, and made trial trips, amidst mutual congratulations.
Unfortunately, one morning, as the great vessel was being
drawn out of its shed, it broke in two pieces - perhaps one of
the most unlucky accidents that ever happened in either of our
combative Services. ... ...
... ... Section VI. ... ...
... ... A personal incident may perhaps be interpolated
here. As the writer was finally revising this writing, at twenty
minutes past eleven precisely by the clock in front of him,
there came a terrific crash which seemed just outside the door.
Upon rushing into the open, the soft, steady hum of a Zeppelin
could be heard. Flash and crash followed in quick succession,
the former revealing, by its ghastly yellow light, every leaf
upon the trees, the latter rocking the neighbourhood. Later, one
watched the searchlights locating the raider, and the shells
trying to reach him, but all bursting short and low.
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To provide London with any adequate defence in the
form of artillery against such raids would be the work of years,
and guns are needed elsewhere. London has no framework
corresponding to the great rings of forts which surround Paris,
about which such a protection could be formed. Nor do ‘triple
lines of aeroplanes’ seem effective. The only practicable way
of dealing with such raids is to meet the raiders in the air with
powerful airships and in the daylight. To reach the ‘London
district’ the raiders must start in the daytime; the authorities
have ample warning of their approach; our airships, if we had
any, would either themselves destroy the raiders outright, or
engage and hold them while our aeroplanes could climb aloft
and repeat the wonderful exploit of Warneford. There probably
is no other way; to provide the airships is a matter of months
rather than of years.
Section VII.
It remains only to consider if there is any possibility of
providing this country with any such airships, not one or two,
but an adequate fleet capable of achieving decisive results. The
writer believes that it is possible, and to provide the fleet long
before the war seems likely to come to an end. There are
difficulties, but if the Government could be persuaded that it is
really possible to do even things of this kind outside the works
of one or two ‘armament houses,’ the difficulties could be
readily overcome.
The really large airship must be either of the rigid or
semi-rigid type; the latter is the type here contemplated, for the
reasons that it can be built with a total capacity equal to that of
any ship yet put into the air, much more quickly and at much
less cost than the former. An airship of either type has a
framing complete in the rigid, interrupted or partial in the
semi-rigid. The framing of the Zeppelins and also of the large
Admiralty airship, the unfortunate history of which has been
mentioned, have been constructed of special alloys of metals,
combining more or less lightness with great strength. Such a
framing is expensive, requires skilled engineering labour for its
construction, and takes much time to build. But metal is not
essential to the framing; some of the very largest German
aircraft have had their framings constructed of wood - a special
form of wood. That material is available to us; all the necessary
supplies can be obtained.
The adoption of this material for the airship framing
removes at once the engineering labour difficulty, so far as this
part of the work is concerned. The managing director of an
important ship-building house, recently discussing the plans of
an airship with the framing of this material, remarked that the
only difficulty he saw was as to whether carpenters would not
quarrel with joiners as to which of them the work should be
given; anyway, there would be plenty of labour available.
Engineering labour would, of course, be required for the
construction of the motors and machinery of the airships.
Patterns for suitable motors are in existence, and now that Mr.
Lloyd George’s new department is supposed to be complete, it
will be a simple matter to arrange for the construction of the
machinery without serious disturbance of any other war work.
As a matter of fact, all the machinery needed for a considerable
fleet of large airships will represent but a trifling fraction of the
productive resources available to the Government.
For the rest, the work would be done by wood workers,
handy men and youths and female labour. There are thousands
of men of good class beyond military age who have a certain
facility in the use of tools, who would be perfectly suitable for
the work, and who would be only too pleased to be engaged
upon it. Any handy man or youth who can use a screw driver,
an auger, or a shifting spanner can be utilised, while, as to
women, for the sewing work, the difficulty would be to make a
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selection from the mass that would certainly present itself.
Indeed, the work can be made a great national undertaking, in
which much zeal and labour, technical and otherwise, not now
engaged on war work, and not likely to be otherwise, may be
mobilised and effectively directed to the attainment of the great
aim on which the mind of the country is now concentrated - the
decisive overthrow of the enemy.
The airships would not, of course, be built all at one
centre. The London district can provide a number of suitable
sites for stations, while in the country situations are to be found
in the localities of Bristol, Birmingham, Southampton,
Plymouth, Ipswich, Hull, Goole, Middlesbrough, the Tyne,
Edinburgh, Dundee, Leeds, York, Bradford, Manchester,
Leicester, Nottingham, Bedford, Derby, Northampton, and
other places. All these centres are within striking distance of
those regions where the airships would mostly operate, in the
first instance at any rate, while at all the necessary labour is
available. In each case the Municipality could render
invaluable aid. In certain districts there are existing shipbuilding or other establishments which could take on the entire
world but in every instance the Municipality has in the
departments of its Borough Engineer or Surveyor, its Gas
Works, and its Electricity Station, in most cases, practically all
the ‘organisation’ needed. Plans, the necessary direction, and
the finance would, of course, be provided by a central
authority, which would also distribute the materials, except,
perhaps, as far as concerned the large sheds to contain the
airships. These would probably be more advantageously
handled by the local authorities. The shed would be in most
cases built of wood; the timber is available. Even in regard to
the provision of the hydrogen gas which would be required for
the use of the airships, the Municipality, through its gas
department, can do all that is required.
The project thus briefly outlined is not a visionary idea;
with Government support it is a practicable scheme. At each
centre named one or more large airships could be built; and in
this way it would be possible to provide the country with a
great fleet of really powerful airships within a period of eight
or nine months, a fleet that could finish off the war. The spirit
of voluntary effort which does so much at all times in this
country would carry such a project to a successful conclusion if
it were but given the opportunity. If such a fleet of airships
shortened the war by but a single day, it would pay for its
entire cost; it might shorten it by months, with an incalculable
saving of life and treasure.
Granted all the limitations of the large airship, it may be
compared to certain bowlers known to all lovers of cricket.
They may be useless for match after match, but on their days
nothing stands against them. On its ‘day,’ and its days will
come, the large airship will accomplish results quite impossible
to any other weapon. It will be worth going to any expense,
incurring any trouble for the sake of that day. ♣
LIVERSEDGE THE WRITER
In addition to the Parliamentary booklet abridged above,
Alfred Liversedge edited a regular supplement on engineering for
the Daily Mail and wrote several articles for AIR, the Journal of
the Aeronautical Institute. These included:
• Large Airships : Their relation to Britain’s Air Power – 1916
• Cost of a Pre-War Aerial Misconception - Dec 1916
• The Importance of The Large Airship - Jan 1917 (booklet)
• The Large Airship to Date - Jan 1917
• Air Power and Food Supply: A Hint from America - Feb 1917
• Still the Large Airship - Mar 1917
• The Large Airship and Other Aircraft - Jun 1917
• “In War, Neglect no Means” - Aug 1917

THE LIVERSEDGE RIGID AIRSHIP A.S.54
Submitted by Barbara Selby – Alfred Liversedge’s great-grand-daughter
Compiled from documents and scrapbooks in the family’s possession

Brief Biography of Alfred John Liversedge (1854-1934)
Born in Huddersfield, son of John Arthur Liversedge
(Tailor and Draper) Alfred’s first job was a draper’s assistant.
In 1871 he was apprenticed to J. Hopkinson & Co safety valve
makers becoming a draughtsman. He studied at Huddersfield
Mechanics Institution, gaining certificates in Mechanical
Construction and Drawing, Theoretical Mechanics, Practical
Plane and Solid Geometry, Applied Mechanics, Acoustic,
Light and Sound, Steam and Magnetism and Electricity.
In 1879, he became general manager with Victor Coates
& Co of Lagan Foundry and Prince’s Docks Works in Belfast
where he worked on the Clarendon Docks Swing Bridge,
pumping engines and engines for ships, and registered his first
patent - an improved safety lamp.
In 1884 Alfred moved to Glasgow where he was
employed by Watson, Laidlaw & Co specialists in centrifugal
machines for sugar and textile industries. In 1885-6, with John
Laidlaw, he co-patented two ideas for improvement to
centrifugal machines and he experimented with Joseph
Bazalgette on the possibility of using centrifuges as part of the
Crossness Sewage Scheme.
In 1888 he designed and patented, with William Foulis,
a machine to separate tar from gas and in 1889 published his
first book under a pseudonym.
In 1890 he travelled to Barbados and British Guiana
(Guyana) for Mirrlees, Watson & Co carrying out trials of
evaporators at various sugar plantations. In 1894 he travelled to
Zanzibar and Mauritius where he redesigned a boiler house and
supervised installation of new machinery. [It seems likely that
this is where he first met the young Blin Desbleds. - Ed].

Thereafter, Alfred travelled extensively in Europe
trouble shooting for the ‘Yaryan Evaporator’ and in 1892 he
took out another patent for concentrating liquors and utilising
steam, becoming assistant to the managing director of Mirrlees,
Watson, Yaryan & Co in Glasgow and carrying out trials for
water-tube boilers in naval ships.
In 1897 he became Engineering Manager with the
Beaman & Deas Destructor Company and moved to London.
Here he patented a number of improvements in refusedestructor furnaces between 1889 and 1906 and designed
destructor and power stations for Hackney, Bermondsey,
Streatham, Rotherhithe, Barry, Aston Manor, Morecombe,
Llandudno and Fredericksburg, Copenhagen.

Morecambe 1900 – Electricity Works, Refuse Destructor and
Power Plant
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In 1904 Alfred published a Memorandum on the
Utilisation of Tidal Power in the estuary of the Severn and in
1905 worked with French engineer Paul Kestner on patents for
purifying gases. In 1907 he moved to Fullerton, Barclay &
Hodgart Limited where he patented Improvements in and
relating to Fat Melting Pans or Digesters, applicable also to
Oil Boiling and Distilling Apparatus and Improvements in and
relating to the Utilization of Exhaust Steam for Heating
Evaporators, Heating, Boiling, and Vacuum Pans, Stills, and
the like. Acting as a consultant he worked on soap and
glycerine plants for clients including Lever Bros. and the Cooperative Wholesale Society. He also designed a new roof for
Paper Mills in Wells, Somerset.
In 1911 he moved to Nottingham to work as consultant
for Manlove, Alliott & Co where he patented Improvements in
Apparatus for Evaporating, Drying, Distilling or Crystallising.
Around this time he also began writing and edited the
Engineering supplement of The Daily Mail overseas edition.
He also had a number of articles published in The Times on
both engineering and commerce and in 1912 his second book
Commercial Engineering was published and two short fiction
stories appeared in monthly magazines.
His consultancy work continued with Venesta, a
plywood manufacturing company based in London and Riga,
(then in Russia, now in Estonia) and he also travelled to Russia
to investigate engine problems at a factory near St Petersburg.
During a short period of employment with the Healy
Box Company, he patented Improvements in the Manufacture
of Ply-wood Boards and Improvements in and connected with
Folding and Wrapping Machines.
In 1912 he began a collaboration with the chemical
engineer William Brown Davidson. Between 1912 and 1919,
together they registered seven patents for gas scrubbers which
were used to purify coal gas and extract usable by-products.
This technology became important during the war as a means
of extracting toluene, a constituent of TNT.
THE LIVERSEDGE RIGID AIRSHIP A.S.54
As explained in his article on the preceding page,
Possibilities of the Large Airship, it was at the start of the war
that Alfred seems to have got the idea of building a ‘Zeppelin
killer’ airship. The little that we know about it comes from the
notes passed down within the family, from which, his greatgrand-daughter, Barbara Selby has compiled the following:
LONDON, July 7, 1917.
... In his recollections Alfred glossed over the few years
before The War saying simply that after returning from Russia
[in spring 1912] he began “the design of a large Rigid Airship
with the Framing of Plywood, not being aware that such an
Airship was actually under construction in Germany; to the
design of Professor Schütte financed by Herr Lanz, a wealthy
ship-owner of Bremen.” ...
... when war broke out remunerative work practically
ceased ... but voluntary activities [were] not an option for
Alfred, he still needed an income. At first he was “less
anxious” as “ever since the outbreak of the war I had been
urging the Admiralty to build a certain number of large
airships. I had submitted plans, which had appealed to the
Aircraft Department.” In his Recollections outline written
sometime later Alfred says of his initial failed submission to
the Admiralty; “As soon as he hears of them Mr Winston
Churchill, (First Lord) turns them down”.
On the formation of Asquith's Coalition Government
Alfred presented his proposal to Balfour, First Lord of the
Admiralty from 1915 to 1916. Again he was put in touch with
the Aircraft Department and had very promising interview with
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the head of the department who promised him that within a few
days he would be given work; “as there was much to be done”
even though it might not be Alfred’s particular project. “We
went so far as to make preliminary arrangements for the
construction of a section of the framing of my Airship—I gave
an estimate for it, and submitted, at the request of the
Department, a detailed scheme for the carrying out of my
plans”. This was probably “Commander Sueter - An Airship
enthusiast.”... But then he received a note from Mr Balfour
saying that the “Admiralty could not see their way to go on
with the matter, and suggesting I should see Vickers or
Armstrong.”
Alfred had already been to see the London Director of
Armstrong, perhaps hoping that his previous contact with the
ship-building arm of the company would be useful, but that
was now 20 years ago. Armstrong already had their own plans
and were not interested in new ideas that competed with theirs
nor did they “take kindly to suggestions from the Admiralty”.
Alfred believed that he had “interest[ed] some members
of the House of Commons in my project which appeals to every
practical or business man who looks at” but they were in no
rush. “Meanwhile, I am finished ; I am in arrears with rent,
insurance (life), rates and taxes, and shall be, for the first time
in my life, with one’s tradesmen’s bills.” ...
... Then life picked up, Alfred finally got an article
published in The Fortnightly Review. ... one of the most
prominent and influential magazines in nineteenth-century
England. ... When Alfred’s article “Possibilities of the Large
Airship” appeared in December 1915 the editor was W. L.
Courtney (1894-1928). ... Alfred’s article was reprinted in a
“Blue Book” issued by the Aeronautical Institute of Great
Britain in March 1916.
On 27th June 1916 Alfred wrote to L. Blin Desbleds, the
secretary of the Aeronautical Institute ... Alfred had been
invited to provide an update on his previous article for
circulation in the first instance among “Members of the
Institution and of those public bodies and authorities whose
interest in this important subject you wish to keep alive.”
Whether Alfred anticipated the first part of his letter
being published as a sort of introduction to the article “The
Case for A Strong Airship Fleet” is not clear. It feels unlikely
but luckily Desbleds published the whole letter and it provides
a timeline to the progress Alfred was making. He had recently
received “from the Admiralty an official ‘recognition’ of the
offer which was put before them a long time ago of a section of
the framing of a large airship to my design, for the purposes of
testing free of cost to them. The Admiralty have now agreed to
examine this section and to test it as soon as ready. They also
undertake to assist me to obtain any material that I may
require, provided, of course, that it can be done without
detriment to other Admiralty work which may be in progress.”
Now follows one his interesting statements; “As a
matter of fact, I have not yet had to apply to the Admiralty for
assistance in this direction, and think I shall now be able to
obtain, perhaps, all that I need without troubling them. The
section of framing in question is being assembled at a wellknown
shipbuilding
and
engineering
establishment
‘somewhere on the coast’, if I may use a form of expression
with which we have now become familiar.”
Alfred had finally managed to convince private capital
to invest in his project; in his letter to Desbleds he thanks his
“guarantors, who have no commercial ends of any kind to
serve, but are actuated solely by regard for our national
interests,” for their “assistance and encouragement” and
without whom he “must long ago have dropped [his] project
altogether.” But for publication, he does not name them.

“In the end while admitting important features they wish the
work to stop on the ground that I could not have an Airship
completed to be of service in the War.” And then he loses his
surviving guarantor; “Sir Alfred Mond joins the Ministry under
Mr Lloyd George, and thinks it desirable for him to withdraw
from the airship undertaking.” Alfred tried to interest the
Admiralty Engineering Department under the chief designer
Mr Campbell in his designs but the Zeppelin tradition within
the service was too strong for him. Closing the chapter on
airships Alfred writes “I predict the fate of R39.” If he has the
correct reference number, the R39 which was due to be built by
Armstrong-Whitworth was, like Alfred’s own airship,
cancelled by the Admiralty.
... H. Rider Haggard wrote thanking Alfred for a letter
and pamphlet: “I am glad to know from one who has studied
the matter, that my suggestion as to a supply of British airships
able to cope with Zeppelins, is not altogether impractical”.
This is too early to be the The Blue Books produced by the
Aeronautical Institute so possibly Alfred had already published
something privately containing the same arguments he used
later? Haggard’s interest was very personal; his country home
was Ditchingham House in Norfolk, while in London he stayed
in various hotels and clubs. In his diaries he records a number
of Zeppelin raids both over the Norfolk coast and in London.
He visited Lowestoft in the aftermath of a raid there in
August 1915 and wrote to The Times: “As a dweller in a happy
hunting ground of Zeppelins, against which I have been
obliged to insure stock and crop and everything else at
considerable expense, I should like to ask – why cannot we
meet Zeppelins with Zeppelins? It is obvious that these terrible
machines, so long and foolishly mocked at, are not easy to deal
with by our present methods. They sail too high to be a facile
target for shells at night, and aeroplanes are unsuitable, also
dangerous, in the dark. But airships of the right sort could rise
when warned of the approach of the Zeppelins and wait aloft to
attack them when they came. Under these circumstances not
many bombs would be dropped on London or any other place.
I know it will be answered that we have no armed aircraft of
the sort; but the Zeppelin season is going over and surely these
could be constructed before another comes next year, bringing
with it more frequent and heavier attacks and longer lists of
victims.” ... Later Haggard recorded this description of raids
close to home on 1st August 1916. Returning to Ditchingham
after a lengthy tour abroad “we were greeted by a Zeppelin
raid, several of these accursed machines being on bomb in the
neighbourhood”. Two days later ... “It was hellish – the whirr
of the machine above, the fearful boom of the bombs, and the
crashing of glass in greenhouses ... The accursed thing went
over spawning shells and we sat for hours in the cellar.” ♣

However in his Recollections, outlined after the positive
visit to Sueter, when he refers to “delays and difficulties” he
writes that he “put the situation before Sir Alfred Mond and Sir
Ernest Cassel, who authorised me to go ahead with my
proposition independently of the Admiralty, provided I get the
necessary authority from the Admiralty. After delay the
authority is given on the personal intervention of Mr Balfour at
the insistence of Sir Alfred Mond.”
“I begin building my airship section at Earles’ shipyard
Hull”; to Desbleds he added that the Managing Director and
Manager of the shipyard (not named) came especially up to
London to see him “going over plans, discussing details, and
arranging [the] programme. They are both deeply interested,
‘intensely sympathetic’ “ to use the Managing Director’s own
words. They also confirmed Alfred’s contention that “a great
deal of the work in connection with such a design as I have put
forward can be done by women and unskilled labour – in fact
by any handy person.”
Alfred then provided a technical update on two
improvements he was developing which would increase the
usefulness of the airship outside warfare. The first, for which
he had registered a provisional patent, was a simple form of
“Ballonette” which would allow the airship “to load up to its
maximum normal capacity at ground level and rise to a
considerable height without appreciable loss of gas.” The
second improvement related “to the safety of crew and
passengers” in the case of an airship coming to grief over
water and seems to have been designed to allow those on board
“a more than sporting chance … of getting safely away from
the structure before it sank.” He saw this as particularly
relating to voyages across the Atlantic.
Then he gave an round-up of the airship world
including the reports from Friedrichshafen of “superZeppelins” and the rumours around The Battle of Jutland. Sir
John Jellicoe’s report was not publically available, however
Alfred surmised that observation Zeppelins had kept the
German Fleet constantly informed as to the movements of the
British Fleet enabling them to avoid the full engagement at
which they might have been destroyed.
There are two other articles in this Blue Book; “A
Criticism of the Zeppelin as a military Engine of War” by
Colonel Sir Thomas Hungerford Holditch (possibly included
for balance) and “The Dirigible in Naval Warfare” by Signor U
Rossini (reprinted from Rivista Marittima May 1916. [see p19]
But nothing about Alfred’s airship would ever go
smoothly; “Sir Ernest Cassel dines out and hears news which
leads him to withdraw from the Airship ventures. Sir Alfred
Mond authorises me to carry on.” Alfred invited the Admiralty
to inspect the work done at Hull and they send two inspectors;

Eyeletting cables

:

Jointing plywood straps

:

Fitting fiddle-struts

:

Making radial members
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Fitting radial members

Wrapping steel connections for cables
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Fitting fiddle struts in girders

Alfred’s patents over this period covered:
Dirigible Airship;
Improvements in and connected with
Dirigible Airships;
Improvements in the Construction of Struts
or other Members for Aircraft and
Improvements for Cable Bracing Ties in
Aeroplanes.
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And that is all that we know of the Liversedge A.S.54.
We don’t know its dimensions, or anything about the gas cells,
or the propulsion system, or how much further they got with
building it. We don’t even know why it was number 54!
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What we do know is that Alfred was not the only person
to conceive the idea of a Zeppelin Killer airship. Dirigible has
previously published an article on the McMechan - see the
reprinted article on the back cover of this issue. ♣

FOUND IN THE LARGE AIRSHIP IN WAR PUBLISHED IN JULY 1916 BY THE
AERONAUTICAL INSTITUTE OF GREAT BRITAIN

THE DIRIGIBLE IN NAVAL WARFARE
By Signor U. Rossini
Reprinted from the Rivista Marittima, May, 1916

A perusal of the official communiqués issued during the present war clearly shows the extent of the
development which the airplane has undergone at the hands of every combatant Military Power. This
development, the result of experience, shows that the aeroplane has fulfilled the expectations of those who
saw in it a new and useful instrument for scouting and attack. It would be very difficult, however, to deduce
from these communiqués the conclusion that the utility of the dirigible, as a weapon of war has likewise
been confirmed; the communiqués rarely mention the use of airships, and, Germany excepted, it would
appear that no nation has obtained results worthy of note or different from those that might have been
attained by one or more aeroplanes. From these, it would seem that, always with the exception of Germany,
the different nations have concluded that the dirigible as a weapon of war is useless. The usual process of
reasoning by which it is sought to prove that this is so is the following:The construction of an airship and its essential base
demands a large outlay of money and time; the airship is less
speedy than the aeroplane and forms a bigger target than the
latter. On the other hand, the newer large and speedy
aeroplanes just as the airship of moderate size (350,000 to
630,000 cubic feet), possess a fair radius of action, and a
squadron of four of these machines might collectively carry a
larger load of bombs than a dirigible of the dimensions
indicated. Why, therefore, build dirigibles? It may be profitable
to consider these arguments, as much as the whole subject of
the employment of dirigibles is as yet little understood.
The dirigible is decidedly superior to the aeroplane and
to the seaplane for scouting at sea. and it may be said that, just
as no one would to-day conceive of a large army without its
attendant flying corps, so before long no one will dream of a
fleet unaccompanied by dirigibles or of a naval base
unfurnished with these auxiliaries. The superiority of the
dirigible over the seaplane for scouting work over the sea is
shown by the following factors :-

dirigible as a ‘spotter’ of submarines, they built a large number
of airships of a much smaller type (Sea Scout, 60,000 cubic
feet), which were very simple in construction and were devoted
to the search for submarines. These dirigibles, however, owing
to their small dimensions, were only fitted for coastal
exploration. Nevertheless, the English are justly proud of the
results they have obtained by means of these ‘Sea Scouts,’
which have greatly extended the scope of their land scouting.
While continuing the construction of these vessels, they
have also had recourse to dirigibles of greater dimensions
(from 140,000 to 350,000 cubic feet), and, since this is no
longer secret, are actively engaged in procuring these to serve,
as their name indicates, as ‘Coast Patrols.’

(1) The dirigible can fly at reduced speed or even hover. This
means that it is better adapted for making accurate
observations, especially when searching for submarines.
(2) Airships of medium or of large cubic capacity have roomy
covered-in cars, in which the crews can, without serious
discomfort, remain aloft for some considerable time.
(3) A dirigible can naturally drop bombs with greater precision
than an aeroplane or seaplane.
(4) A dirigible can communicate far more easily with a ship
under weigh either by means of wireless or by some
other method of signalling.
Germany, which at the outbreak of war already
possessed a number of airships, was the first to employ them
for sea scouting, and the officers of the ‘Grand Fleet’ have seen
through the mist Zeppelins loom into sight on the look-out for
the disposition of their ships and to watch their movements.
Zeppelins have often proved themselves to be a distinct peril
for English and Russian submarines over the Baltic Sea. It was
also in the Baltic that the Zeppelin L19, after ordering a
Swedish ship to stop, launched a boat and sent an officer
aboard to examine her papers - an incident which until now
remains unique. [See box opposite for correct story! – Ed.]
The English at the beginning of the war possessed
practically no dirigibles, and had very little experience of this
class of aircraft. Recognising, however, the possibilities of the

German Naval Airship L.23 (LZ.66)
rd

DATE : April 23 1917
AIRSHIP TYPE/SIZE : Zeppelin rigid - 1,264,100 cu ft
- 585 ft long x 61 ft dia x 79 ft high
INCIDENT 36: Deliberate landing on the sea near the
Danish coast to effect the capture of a Norwegian
schooner ("Royal") that was spotted carrying
contraband cargo. Three crew-men were
disembarked by row boat to act as a ‘prize-crew’
on-board the captive ship. The airship then flew
away leaving them to sail it overnight to meet with
German destroyers next morning at Horns Reef.
OUTCOME : No damage to airship. No crew injuries.
SOURCES: The Times, Saturday, May 12, 1917 and
Marben, R. (1986) Zeppelin Adventures (London :
Greenhill Aeolus Leventhal)
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France and Russia at the outbreak of the war were in
much the same position as England - that is to say, they had
only a few small dirigibles, which were used for offensive
operations, not always with great success, which fact still
further diminished the limited faith of these nations in the
airship. As, however, there has been a sharp awakening to the
need of possessing dirigibles for use at sea, France and Russia
have already, or shortly will have in service, a number of
dirigibles (sea-scouts and coast-patrols) designed to keep their
sea-coasts under observation.
And so this utilisation of the airship for the purpose of
sea scouting - which, when carried out on a large scale and
over a wide radius of action, may constitute a most efficient aid
to existing methods of reconnaissance and exploration goes on,
slowly developing. Although, as regards the development of
this new function of the air service, they observe as strict a
secrecy as they do in the case of their cruiser scouts, it is now
evident that the belligerent powers recognise the value of the
new service and the great assistance it can render. The larger
the number of airships devoted to this service, and the larger
they are made, the sooner will their value be proved. It is
evident that for a complex and continuous service the number
of dirigibles must be great; furthermore, the airships should be
of considerable capacity, so that their sphere of usefulness may
not be limited to the immediate vicinity of the coasts. Hence, a
dirigible suitable for sea scouting purposes should fulfill the
following requirements:(1) It should be able to ascend on the greatest possible number
of days in the year, and therefore possess a fair rate of
speed (38 to 42 m.p.h. at least), and its hangar should be
built so as to allow the egress and ingress of the
dirigible even during a high wind.
(2) It should possess a fair independent range of action (not
less than ten to twelve hours).
(3) It should be equipped with an efficient system of wireless
telegraphy.
(4) It should be efficiently armed with weapons carried either
in the cars or on the top of the envelope for defence
against attack by aeroplanes or possibly by other
dirigibles.
(5) It should possess facilities for riding at anchor on the sea.
The above conditions are not speculative; many
existing airships already possess them to a large extent, but in
order that they may be combined in a single craft it requires a
volume of from 350,000 to 630,000 cubic feet.
The results which the Allies until now have obtained
from the use of dirigibles are truly not very brilliant. They have
as a fact sustained in this particular field relatively grave
losses, and in proportion these have been very much larger
than those incurred by aeroplanes employed in like operations.
On the other hand, Germany has to its account some
thirty raids by Zeppelins over England (some of them carried
out with four, five, or even more airships); two attacks on
Paris; several others on France and Russia, and at least one on
Salonika; but she only has to lament as the result of the direct
offence made against these attacks the loss of two Zeppelins,
one brought down in France on February 21st, 1916, by an antiaircraft battery, and the other at the mouth of the Thames on
April 1st, 1916, in a manner not yet published.
The reason for the very unequal results obtained by the
Allies on the one hand, and the Germans on the other, from the
use of dirigibles for the purpose of offence must undoubtedly
be sought for, in the fact that none of the dirigibles hitherto
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produced by the Allies can reach either the speed (90 to 95
kilometres or 56 to 59 miles per hour) nor the height at which
these Zeppelins can maintain themselves over an enemy zone.
It would appear that over enemy territory Zeppelins can
maintain a height of between 3,000 and 4,000 metres - that is
to say an altitude which practically foils such searchlights as
are employed on the land.
It should be remembered that, whereas the aeroplane is
suitable for offensive purposes during daylight within a
restricted radius of action, the dirigible, with its capacity for
maintaining a height of some 3,500 to 4,000 metres (11,500 to
13,000 ft.), is peculiarly adapted for a similar offensive at night
time, and its radius of action is far greater. An altitude of 3,500
to 4,000 metres is reached by large-sized dirigibles (that is to
say, of the rigid type) without impairing the other ideal
qualities that dirigibles should possess; that is, speed, ease of
starting, bomb-carrying power, and armament of small quickfirers or machine guns. At the same time it has also been
demonstrated theoretically, and experience we trust will soon
confirm the fact, that the height in question may also be
reached by dirigibles of moderate size without the sacrifice of
the other essential qualities in the shape of speed, radius of
action, and load-carrying capacity.
The fact that neither anti-aircraft guns nor aeroplanes
have hitherto shown good results as a method of defence
against airships manoeuvring at great heights opens up another
field wherein the dirigible may well show its superior powers
of attack - that is, in fighting enemy dirigibles. In order to
ensure success it is obvious that the defending dirigible should
be swifter, more heavily armed, and possess higher and quicker
climbing capacity than the attacking craft. And these qualities
– high speed, great climbing power, and heavy armament - can
only be jointly possessed by a dirigible of great dimensions - in
other words, by those of the rigid type.
Of this type, at the beginning of the war only Germany
possessed extended experience; hence it is probable that, if
peace is not too far distant, no rigid dirigible other than the
Zeppelin will make its appearance in the struggle, and
therefore there will be no opportunity for demonstrating in
practice that the best means of defence against Zeppelins is
attack by still more powerful airships.
Conclusions
The conclusions which we seem able to draw are the
following:(1) The dirigible has a great future for coastal work as well as
for scouting on the high seas.
(2) A dirigible is well suited for attack on enemy country
because it can reach great altitudes and can carry its
attack to much greater distances than the aeroplane.
(3) The dirigible is probably the better weapon to attack hostile
aircraft of the same nature.
(4) Except in the case of coast scouting, for which small
vessels suffice, airships must be of large dimensions in
order to possess, in a sufficient degree, the necessary
qualities.
(5) The moderate-sized type, which will probably be the only
one which the Allies will have used during the present
war, may serve a useful purpose for coast scouting and
offence - that is for the two objects which for us
Italians, at least at the present moment, are of by far the
greatest importance – namely, defence against attacks of
hostile airships. ♣

ITALIAN AIRSHIPS
Submitted by Norman Gilham, National Hon. Sec. RFC/RNAS Association

Introduction
The following notes on Italian Airships have been contributed by Colonel Tito Tombesi. Colonel
Tombesi’s war services date from World War One, in which he served as a 2nd Lieut. in a medium battery.
He was awarded two decorations for Military Valour. After a short spell of duty in Tripolitania towards the
end of the war he returned to Italy to take a course as an Airship Pilot, and took part in many flights in semirigids. He ended as 2nd in command of the rigid airship Esperia (ex-Bodensee). When airships were
abandoned as serving no further military purpose he converted to heavier-than-air. He has written many
educational books and reviews in Italian and other journals.
Early Days
The story of Italian aviation follows a pattern exactly
similar to that of France and Great Britain, and need hardly be
related here. In 1905 an airship designed and built at his own
expense by count Almerigo de Schiro “made a number of
flights in and around the aerodrome, returning always
successfully to its point of departure”. The characteristics of
this ship which ensured its success were the aerofoils (rudders
and elevators), and the expanding envelope. In general
appearance this ship nearly resembles an early ‘Gamma’, but
carries the aerofoils in the bows and stern of the car.
Illustrations show no ballonet here.
In the next decade two competing designs were
developed, the Forlanini and the P-type. The designers of the
P-type airships were Messrs. Usuelli, Crocco and Munari. This
semi-rigid design became the choice of the military school, and
the Forlanini was relegated to civil use.
Italian Airships in War
A military balloon service was formed in 1884, and
took part in the Eritrean Campaign of 1887-8. The company
had three balloons and, in four months of active service, made
many ascents, observing front-line, lines of communication
and troop movements.
Military airships made their first appearance in 1911 in
Army Manoeuvres. One of the objects of the manoeuvres was
to ascertain whether aircraft, both lighter and heavier than air,
had any useful part to play in military operations. Weather
conditions were consistently adverse throughout the period.
Two airships, P1 and P2, were placed at the disposal of the
Chief Umpire and made successful reconnaissances by day and
by night. In the second phase, one airship was allotted to each
Army and each succeeded in gaining useful information. The
conclusion drawn justified the employment of airships in the
imminent expedition to Tripoli in operations against the Turks.
The two airships, P2 and P3, joined later by P1, were
based upon Tripoli and Benghazi, and were used to find and
bomb enemy concentrations, to intercept camel-trains, and to
strike the principal Turk and Arab bases. On 19 March 1912 P3
bombed Zanzur and reconnoitred the enemy camp Suani-BeniAdem from 4,000ft (1,250m). P2 and P3 were both so
damaged by rifle fire that their return to base was endangered.
The following month photographic reconnaissances
were carried out, and P2 and P3 made a long flight in bad
weather to reconnoitre the zone in which it was planned to
disembark a fresh division. P1, based on Benghazi, became
operational on 29 May, and remained so until 12 July, being
used for incendiary bombing and night reconnaissance.
Experiments were carried out, with some success, in the
detection of submarine mines and their destruction by
bombing. Kite balloons were used for artillery observation, one
being moored to the hulk of a brigantine and another to a
motor-driven winch. These activities, often carried out under
fire, earned the commendation of the C in C.

Italian Airships in the First World War
Before the outbreak of war certain principles governing
the employment of airships, based upon experience gained in
Libya, had been established. It was concluded that lighter-thanair craft could be used effectively against communications
depots, HQ concentrations, and such targets as magazines,
troop-trains, etc. in effect in any zone where intense A/A
opposition was not to be expected.
At the onset there were four airship bases, Venice and
Verona for military airships, Ferrara and Iesi for naval airships.
In effective use there were:Airships Type M – semi-rigid 12,500 cu m, 82 m long. 2 x 180
hp motors driving 2 x four-bladed propellers of variable
pitch. Maximum height 3,700 m, useful load 1,240 kg.
Airships Type P – semi-rigid 5,000 cu m, 62 m long. 2 x 140
hp motors driving 2 x two-bladed propellers of variable
pitch. Max height 2,100 m, useful load 260 kg.
Airships Type V – semi-rigid, 15,700 cu m, 87.5 m long (no
other data).
Every effort was made to use these ships effectively. On
the night 25/26 May 1915, P4 and P5 attempted to bomb Pola
but were unable to penetrate the defences. On 27 May, M(?)
bombed the Trieste-Nabresina railway, the Trieste Technical
establishment, and the San Marco shipyards in spite of
unfavourable weather. Between May and November 1915
these ships effected eighteen sorties whilst, on the part of the
Navy, P4, M2 and V1 carried out a further fourteen. M4 was
shot down in flames at Gorizia in 1916.
In 1917 an improved M type came into service with a
maximum height of 4,700m and a useful load of 1,220 kg.
Enemy resistance, however, became more efficient, and M3
was so badly holed by gunfire that a forced landing away from
base resulted in her entire destruction; while M10, on the same
night, also reported many holes in her envelope. On 23 July
1917, M12 was so badly shot up that she came down in the sea
with the loss of three officers out of the crew of six.
From February to July 1917 eighteen successful sorties
are recorded.
In September 1917 three ships, M1, M10 and M14
made a simultaneous attack on Prossecio. M10 was hit, forced
to land away from home and was deflated. In this incident
Lieut. Castruccio climbed from the car into the housing under
the envelope and thence to the forward ballonet. There he
crawled to the mooring-point, where he remained for one and a
half hours in an attempt to trim the ship. For this gallant action
he was awarded the Medaglio d’Oro [Gold Medal of Military
Valour] (equivalent to a VC).
In four nights four ships made seven sorties. In
November, in spite of bad weather and increasing distances to
the front line, two ships made twenty-one sorties and dropped
twenty-one tons of H.E. [high explosive] on targets.
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In 1918, apart from the continuous activity in difficult
conditions, M11 and M14 were caught in fog during their
return from a night action, and were forced to land away from
base. Forlanini F5 and F6 came into service and were based in
Milan. In one sortie they attacked the distant objective of
Facine in the Val di Sole and dropped 400 kg of bombs from
4,000m.
After the Armistice of 4 November, the airships were
used to drop flowers over liberated cities.
Between the outbreak of hostilities and the Armistice,
Army airships made 197 sorties and dropped 133 tons of
bombs and 32 tons of [leaflets]. Seven large and seventeen
small naval airships were used chiefly for naval
reconnaissance. In all, casualties amounted to twelve airships
lost, thirteen killed and ten captured.

Italian semi-rigid M10 prepares to land

Post War Airships
Existing Italian airships of M and F types were rebuilt
for passenger-carrying purposes. Mooring mast experiments
were made and a missile called a ‘tele-bomb’ was tried out.
Flights for VIPs and photography took place. In the years
preceding the North Pole Flights many small and mediumsized airships were built for foreign customers. The Norwegian
Government commissioned the building of the airship Norge
and this ship carried Amundsen, Ellsworth and Nobile across
the North Pole to Nome in Alaska, where she was dismantled.
(We think it unnecessary to go into great detail on this point
because there is already well-known literature on the subject.)
Two years later the second Polar expedition was
launched, using the car of Norge. The ship was called Italia,
was manned wholly by Italian personnel under the command
of Nobile and reached the Pole. On its return it made a forced
landing and many of the crew were lost. (Again, the existing
literature makes it unnecessary to go into detail.) With this sad
incident the history of Italian airships comes to an end.
ooooooo
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Colonel Tombesi’s Greatest Disappointment
The following episode was one of the outstanding
events of my career.
After helping in the preparations for the first Polar
expedition with Norge it was not unnatural that I should most
ardently desire to take part in the expedition itself. I had made
my wishes known but it proved to be impossible to include me
in the crew because of the conditions imposed by Norway,
who, having bought the airship, called for a mixed crew with
Nobile as captain, Larsen as No.1 and Amundsen in supreme
command. All this happened in 1925/26 during which period I
was No.1 in the German Airship Bodensee, renamed Esperia.
Two years later, in the early part of 1928, the second
Polar expedition, with the airship Italia and Nobile in
command, set out to re-attempt the great enterprise with an allItalian crew.
At the very last moment I received an order to take
command of Mr the famous tiny airship in which Nobile had
flown out of and landed again in the barracks which lay
alongside the Air Construction Establishment in the heart of
Rome. Exactly at mid-day, the Mr, with Nobile in command
and the indispensible Titina (his dog) left the airport
(Ciampino) and flew towards Rome. As he approached the
barrack square for the landing Nobile asked me whether I
wished to take part in the Polar expedition. Without stopping to
think, I accepted with alacrity. We then recalled that on the
following day we were to take a party of foreign and Italian
journalists in Italia to witness tests of towing a basket designed
to set down and pick-up scientists charged with important
researches at the Pole. After that we were to go to the Ministry
to get the Minister’s (Balbo’s) formal approval for the
expedition.
Next day, after a sleepless night, I met Nobile at
Ciampino. The airship, with its passengers on board, was
already out of the hangar awaiting its Captain. With me at his
side Nobile boarded the ship, leaving me on the ground to
await his return. At that moment a dispatch rider came up and
handed him a letter. The General hesitated and drew back a
few paces. After a short silence he spoke irritably, turned to the
control cabin and gave order to let go. Turning the head to
Ostia at first, he then quite unexpectedly made off in a
northerly direction and flew to Milan, a trip of several hours.
Many years have passed since this incident and,
although I had the opportunity to approach the General, I have
asked myself what it was in that dispatch that made him forget
my presence and arising our of that, omit me from the
expedition.
The tragic end is known. Was it a good thing or a bad,
that I was omitted? I cannot help feeling that it was a bad
mistake since, without presumption, if the disaster could have
been avoided I, more than any member of the crew, had the
necessary technical knowledge to control that ship which was
so very like my own Esperia. ♣
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THE VISIT TO ITALY (DECEMBER 1917)
Excerpt from Report on the Italian Airship Service 1917 published by the Admiralty Airship Dept. January 1918
Submitted by Nigel Hills from the Airship Association Collection

P-type airship, showing nose stiffening and handling guys

On December 11th 1917, Board approval was given for Squadron Commander F. W. Lucas,
representing D.A.S., in company with Lieutenant Commander R. V. Southwell, R.N.V.R., representing
D.C.A.P., and Flight Lieutenant R. Maitland, who was kindly lent by the Italian Naval Attache to act as
Interpreter, to proceed to Italy, in order to discuss with the Authorities there the general outline of
construction of the different types of Airships used by them, and the likelihood of any approved type being
supplied to this country.
Paris was reached on the 12th, where it was necessary to
report to the British Aviation Commission, and, at the same
time, a request was submitted for any information which could
be given with reference to the French programme for lighter
than air. The information obtainable was extremely limited,
and it is considered advisable that a special tour should be
made later of the French Airship Stations and Factories. On
arrival at Rome, Flight Lieutenant John Barron joined the party.
Every facility was given by the Italian Authorities to the
Officers from the Admiralty, and the Authorities stated that
they trust this visit will be the beginning of a very close liaison
between the two countries, to the mutual benefit of the Airship
Services, and that they hope that the British Government will
send drawings of the Rigids and Non-Rigids to Italy, together
with copies of the N.P.L. report. As assistance was so readily
given, it is thought that this return should be approved.
A visit was first made to the Central Aeronautical
Institute - (LC.A.) at Rome, and the dimensions, performance,
and supply of existing models of Italian Airships discussed
with Colonel Crocco. In view of the fact that the speed of
present types does not exceed 45 miles per hour, Colonel
Crocco was asked to prepare a scheme for an Airship which
would fly for 30 hours, at a speed of 72 miles per hour, and at a
maximum height of 5,000 feet, ...
The assistance rendered by Colonel Crocco in
answering all the questions that were put to him, and by
placing all possible information at the disposal of the visiting
officers, is very gratefully appreciated.

THE ITALIAN AIRSHIP SERVICE
General Information
Reviewing generally the progress made by the Italian
Airship Service during the past two years, since the issue of the
previous handbook in October 1915, it will be ,seen that, while
much of value and interest is to be recorded, the developments
made, both with design and construction, and in the training of
personnel and the execution of operations, add little to the
knowledge in our possession.
Progress, guided by the necessities of the offensive
operations performed, has chiefly taken the form of an increase
in the height attainable by the types of semi-rigid Airships
employed and of improvement in constructional practice made
possible by the abundance of skilled labour available. The
production of more reliable engines has been very carefully
proceeded with, and it may be said that the esteem with which
the Airship Service is regarded by the Italian Authorities is
largely attributable to the high standard of engine reliability
obtained. The engines generally used in Italy are of the sixcylinder vertical type; simple, very clean and smooth-running,
and are usually designed to run at a speed of 1,600 r.p.m.
For all purposes apart from its operations with the
Forces, the Italian Airship Service is under the direction of the
Commissionaire d’Aviation, who alone is responsible for the
provision and maintenance of equipment, and for the training
of personnel, to meet the requirements of the two Branches of
the Service working separately with the Army and Navy. The
Military Branch of the Service is considered more efficient; its
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work being confined, in the main, to night bombing raids
behind the enemy’s lines, which are carried out whenever
conditions are favourable.
The Naval Service devotes its energies to antisubmarine and routine patrol duties on the Western and
Adriatic coasts. All Stations visited were under the control of
the Military. It was understood that very useful work had been
carried out by the Airships. On one occasion, it is reported that
an important bridge was destroyed, which severely
handicapped the advance of the enemy. Four Airships were lost
while on this work.
Programme of Building
The Ministry of Marine intimated that it is proposed to
complete a programme of building which will give the use of
32 Airships by June 1918, to be distributed as follows :On the Western coast :4 x “M” type.
10 x “Usuelli”
9 x “P” type.
Total
23

On the Adriatic coast :2 x “A” type.
7 x “M” type.
Total
9

In addition to this Naval programme, it is understood
that a Military programme provides for 10 new Airships,
consisting of “Forlanini,” “M,” and “D.E.” types.
Personnel
The total number of Officers serving in the Airship
Service at the time of this visit was 72, all of whom were pilots,
and 6,000 men. The Officers employed at the Central
Aeronautical Institute and engaged on constructional duties are
not included in this number. There are no trained Engineer
Officers in charge of engines in the Service, all the work on the
engines being done by ratings. In the same way, there are no
Meteorological Officers. One Flying Officer at each station
specialises in this particular duty, and under him is a chosen
rating to carry on the routine work.
The pay of the Officers varies from four to eight
shillings per day, according to the Command. The Command
pay is also granted in addition to this amount when an Officer
is in charge of a ship similar to the “M” type, and his standard
pay is assessed according to his rank and standing in the Army
or Navy. The general impression throughout the personnel is
that the Officers are extremely keen on their work and are
always studying the Airship propositions, even in the ward
rooms. Promotion in the Service appears to be rapid, as
Officers who were Captains in 1915 are now LieutenantColonels.
The training of Officers extends over a period of seven
months, during which time four months are spent on theoretical
instruction under Professor Bianchi, and the remaining three
months on practical instruction. All training is carried out at

M type airship in flight
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the Central Flying School at Ciampino Air Station. An Officer
who does not pass the necessary examinations and whose
qualifications prove unsatisfactory reverts to the Army or Navy,
as the case may be.
The usual complement of a Station is 180 men, and
from 80 to 90 ratings constitute a landing party for a normal
wind.
Development and Construction of New Types
Each year an improved type of Airship is designed and
built, which forms the following year’s model. This prototype
is made and thoroughly tested at the Central Institute until
efficient, after which parts are given out to contractors for
manufacture. All envelopes and fittings are made at the
Institute; the Airship is then assembled and rigged at Pontedera.
The construction of the Airships throughout, which is carefully
inspected and is of a very high class, is fully dealt with in
Chapter IY of this Report, as well as in the 1915 Report.
Further details of the manufacture and composition of
fabric, together with samples, can, if necessary, be obtained,
but as this subject is not of great interest to the majority,
application for more information is to be made to S.A. The
permeability of the envelope is very satisfactory, and it is
stated that although envelopes have been kept in commission
for four years, they are able to maintain a purity of
approximately 97 per cent. It is noteworthy that the bursting
pressure of the envelopes is ten times the opening pressure of
the valves.
In 1918 the Italians propose to give up the well-known
method of reversible propellers, and to use instead a standard
wooden type. The alteration is being made owing to the length
of time reversible metal blades take to construct, and the extra
weight and loss of efficiency involved by their use.
No fresh developments have been made with rigid
design since the plans which were brought over to England by
Colonel Crocco in 1915, as it is considered in Italy that,
although the rigid has possibilities as a means of transport in
time of peace, 8.5 a proposition for war work a semi-rigid is
more practical, on account of the rapidity and cheapness of its
manufacture.
Spare Parts
The organisation for the supply of spares provides for
one central depot, specially selected with due regard to its
position for railway facilities, to store all spares necessary to
maintain the Airships of both branches of the Service in
commission. A spare part book is prepared by the Drawing
Office for every fresh model produced, and issued to the
Station and Stores.
Visits to Airship Stations
Three Military Airship Stations were visited in the order
hereafter mentioned :Pontedera
At this Station, where
there is one shed, the
complement consisted of two
Airships, one of the “M” type
and one of the Usuelli type. M
17 was ready, and a flight was
made in this ship. With the
crew on board, the ship was
easily man-handled out of the
shed. In addition to the four
members of the visiting party,
there was an officer as
coxswain, an officer pilot and
elevator, and two engineer

ratings, besides which the ship lifted sixteen bombs of 200 lbs
each and four of about 100 lbs. The maximum height attained
during the flight was about 2,000 feet. Throughout the flight
the ship was extremely easy to handle, and answered both the
helm and elevator controls very efficiently. The flight covered
a period of 45 minutes, and a landing was made at about 200
feet from the ground; the ship being light, two trail ropes were
dropped, one being placed in a pulley-block and the other manhandled direct. The ship was then taken into the shed.
A brief inspection of the two types of Airships was then
made, particulars of which appear in the following chapter.
The sheds and buildings were also inspected, but it was
impossible to procure the shed dimensions. The type of
construction is similar to that used in England, reinforced
concrete being used as stanchions for the sides of the shed as
far as the top of the annexes, otherwise the material is all steel
and corrugated iron. Doors are only fitted to one end of the
shed, and there are no wind screens.
The general plan of the Station is good; the buildings
and dwellings being kept on one side of the shed and within
easy reach. All buildings except the sheds are built of brick and
reinforced concrete.
Campi Bisenzio
(approximate distance from Pontedera, 50 miles).
At this Station also there is one shed, with doors only at
one end and no wind screen, housing a Forlanini Airship (F5),
the dimensions of which are :Length - - - - 295 ft. 4 in.
Beam - - - - 65 ft. 7 in.
Overall height - - - 88ft. 7 in.
Capacity - - - - 635,400 cubic feet.
Maximum speed - - - 40! knots at 13,000 feet.
Owing to this ship being under orders to proceed to the
front at any minute, and to the fact that it was snowing and
already dark, it was impossible to make a flight. A general
inspection of the ship, buildings, stores, etc, concluded the visit.
Ciampino
On December 19th a visit was made to the Ciampino Air
Station, which is the Central Training School for Airship
pilots; theory under Professor Bianchi; the practical work being
under Colonel Seimandi, who at the same time is Commanding
Officer of the Station. The shed at this Station is the largest in
Italy, being originally constructed for housing a rigid airship of
1,400,000 cubic feet capacity.

At this Station there were three old ships of the P type,
which had been in commission four to five years, and one DE
type which is similar to the SS type used in England. The
dimensions and details of these two ships are given on p 14.
An ascent was made in P 7, which carried, besides the
party of three visitors, four Italian officers and one rating,
making a total of eight, the spare lift being absorbed in
sandbags and water ballast. Great trouble was taken by the
engineer rating to keep the temperature of the two engines
correct and similar. This ship is not so handy to control as the
more modern model, in which a flight was taken previously.
Again a high landing was made, the ship being very
light after a flight of about an hour. It was particularly noticed
that the pilots are not accustomed to ballasting up before
landing, presumably on account of the good weather conditions.
The disadvantages of this method are overcome by long trail
ropes being used, large landing parties, and by a very
noticeable feature, namely, that of ratings in the landing party
hanging on to the trail rope with all their weight.
The DE type, although not flown in, owing to the
pressure of time, was seen to leave the ground and was
observed in flight. On this particular day, besides the 100-h.p.
power unit, five officers were lifted with ease. The climbing
capacity of this ship was marvellous, and at the same time it
appeared to be very fast.
General Remarks on Buildings
The general construction of the buildings is similar to
the present English practice, and although reinforced concrete
is being seriously considered, nothing definite has been done.
The method of reinforcing the concrete varies from the English
method, in the substitution of bamboo sticks for expanded
metal.
The lay-out of a Station is very similar to that of a
British Station; all the buildings being concentrated on one side
of the landing ground, with roadways leading to the shed and
huts. There is one substantial difference, and that is, that the
Stations are made, not temporarily but permanently, the houses
being constructed with reinforced concrete and brick.
At the stations visited a special building was
constructed for hydrogen tubes, raised about 8 feet from the
ground, with a concrete floor and a roof above. The internal
part of the Officers’ quarters is very nicely decorated, the walls
being painted, the floors laid with stone, and the woodwork,
carved lightwood. ♣

Italian Airship Data
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ITALIAN ‘M’ TYPE DATA
VOLUME - 437.500 CU FT
WIDTH - 60 FT
LENGTH - 271 FT
HEIGHT - 80 FT
MAX SPEED - 56 MPH
ENDURANCE AT CRUISING SPEED - 36 HOURS
ARMAMENT - 1 x 35 mm GUN
CREW - 2 OFFICERS, 1 W/T, 2 ENGINEERS, 1 GUNNER
ALTITUDE - 5,000 FT
ENGINES- 2 x FIAT (500 HP)
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RE: THE TWISTED SISTERS :
ZR2 (R38) AND ZR3 (LZ126)
(Dirigible 88, p4)
C.P. Hall’s essay on R38 and LZ126 in Dirigible No.88
was a very thorough comparison, but there is one point which I
think is misleading.
On the first page, he claims ‘the standard transverse
ring’ (a simple polygon) ‘had apparently reached a limit of
size beyond which structural integrity seemed to become
impossible’. Arnstein’s solution was a triangular braced truss
covering two sides of the polygon. In fact, size is not the
problem. This is clear from R100, which had simple polygon
rings, despite being 133 ft diameter, almost the largest ever.
So why did Arnstein abandon the simple polygon for
the truss? The critical thing is the number of sides to the
polygon, which is also the number of longitudinals. The
maximum number of sides of a simple polygon ring was 19 (on
L2 and L10), any more and they were trusses. The r-type (L30
class) had 23, increasing to 36 for the LZ129. The R100 had
only 16 sides (of course, historically R100 was unique in
having so few sides for such large diameter).
So why is this? The more sides to a polygon, the closer
the corner angle is to 180°. In an infinite polygon, it would be
180° and the slightest push on the corner would make it
concave and thus unstable; the bracing wire tension could not
resist an inward force. The angle must be small (convex)
enough so that no deformation under load would ever make it
concave. Making a corner at every second longitudinal
effectively halves the number of sides, greatly increasing its
stability.
(The above analysis is strictly true only for pin-jointed
frames, whereas the corner joints of rings were in fact riveted
and effectively a continuous beam. However, analysis
techniques in WW1 were not up to this and structures were
generally always considered pin-jointed frames. This changed
by the 1920s, and in R100 the rings were analysed as
continuous arches. As Neville Shute says in Slide Rule, this
involved solving seven simultaneous equations in seven
unknowns, which could take months (modern computers can
do it in a fraction of a second). I do not know if Zeppelin also
adopted this method subsequent to LZ126; I suspect not, they
would have stuck to their traditional methods.)
So the number of sides on the polygon was halved, but
why change the girders to trusses? The girder now had a
longitudinal at its middle point and this would have introduced
a lateral force, not good for a girder in compression, so it was
braced to resist this.
There is one other question that C.P. Hall did not
address, why did both Campbell and Durr change from the
triangular truss of L30 and R33 to the ‘diamond’ (rhombus)
truss? I don’t have any evidence, but I would guess because it
improved structural efficiency. In the triangular truss, the outer
long girder takes all the compressional load in the ring, while
the two inner girders resist only the lateral load from the
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intermediate longitudinal. In the rhombus truss, both inner and
outer girders take the compression load equally.

Alan Sherwood, Melbourne, Australia
C.P. Hall responded:
Your correspondent raises several very interesting
points and questions. They are too complex and inter-related to
begin answering ‘off the cuff’ right now. As you know the
article was written about 20 years ago. Since that time there
have been some interesting additions to the available resources
which, were they available to me then, I might have modified
the text somewhat. When Giants Roamed the Skies by Dr. Dale
Topping, edited by Eric Brothers, is a prime example.
In the interest of creating an article of publishable
length, several design elements of R38 were neither mentioned,
nor compared to ZR3. It was also written in the hope that the
Zeppelin Museum would be drawn out to offer comment and
correction of this comparison. They were not drawn out on this
occasion but, instead, chose to rebut a subsequent article in
Buoyant Flight: “The Strange Tail of the Bodensee”.
I wonder if your correspondent is familiar with the
content of The Report of the Airship Stressing Panel (R & M
800)(AUG 1922)? The ‘guidelines’ contained therein explain a
good deal of why R100 had but 16 longitudinals and no
intermediates while larger, later Zeppelins had more of both as
the diameter of subsequent craft increased! This was a
theoretical improvement which contributed to fabric structure
deficiencies in both R100 and R101.
---ooo000ooo---

RE: DIRIGIBLE No. 88
Part 1 of Naval Airship No.1 - I would swear that I
read somewhere that Barnes Wallis told someone in an
interview that Mayfly was pulled apart because lines in the
hangar were not properly cast off. When I went looking for it, I
could not find it. Wallis was not at Vickers at that time,
however, he joined when No.9 was ordered and no doubt spoke
with those present. If I come across it I shall advise.
When the balloon went up has been fascinating. The
small advantage of a lookout at altitude was a considerable
advantage against WW-1 vintage U-boats.
“Airplanes vs. Zeppelin in 1917 ... demonstrated
airplane’s superiority ...” (?) In broad daylight over hostile
territory with fuel and crew both exhausted - perhaps! ...
The Secret Australian Airship Scheme - A very
Burney promotion of 1925. Ricardo was assembling his
prototype 600 h.p. hydrogen kerosene engine and promising to
double it to 1200 h.p. as soon as the prototype was perfected.
The R101 illustration is from The Illustrated London News (20
Nov 1924) by G. H. Davis. ... The R100 is 1925. Note hull
shape is already established and lower fin is already smaller
even though no center line aft engine gondola is where a full
sized fin would conflict. Note the RAF roundels and colors on

both ships’ fins. The features on pp. 24-5 were patented by
Wallis, applied in Jan 1924 Patent 233,021. ...
Airship Personnel - An interesting find by Peter. I am
curious about the comment “... are at present employed in
some department of the Air Force”. It is my understanding that
T.R. Cave-Brown-Cave was still Royal Navy and did not
change services and join Cardington until 1925?
Graham Clements’ Mother-in-law’s Airship Pictures
(Page 33) – R101 lower photo. Under magnification I can
almost say that I can see that the reefing girders were removed
from between the fins which definitely dates the photo to June
1930. ...

Frank was the owner/proprietor of The Bookseller Inc.,
that was LTA central in Akron for many decades. He passed
early in 2019 and the store closed in July about which I wrote a
small essay. I am pretty sure that the photo on page 36 is the
same Margaret Bourke-White photo; I wonder if Peter Davison
found it in a dural frame? ...
Back cover photo – I presume that the white circle has a
red interior which was a national emblem on Japanese aircraft,
just as a white star is seen on American airships (with centered
red circle pre WW-2) and whatever was on the tail of Graf
Zeppelin depending upon the date of the photo.
And finally, I have noticed Paul Cawte’s inquiry
regarding the forward platform on R33 and responses. I hope
someone pointed out to him that, circa 1919 as a Victory Bond
promotion effort, a ‘military band’ played patriotic tunes from
that platform while the R33 was in flight. While I believe that
‘brass ensemble’ rather than ‘military band’ might be a more
accurate description; there are a few photos around. If Paul
could find tiny musicians in a small enough scale, his R33
might really stand apart!

C.P. Hall II
---ooo000ooo---

RE: BACK COVER PHOTO
(Dirigible 88, p48)
... The “E” main longitudinal is the visible line just
under “G-FAAW”, the “F” main longitudinal runs along the
bottom edge of the promenade windows. Follow these two
lines to the area between the fins. I believe I see a faint line of
a ‘reefing girder’ between them until the imaginary line
between the front edge of the port horizontal fin and the lower
fin. Aft of that line, the surface is flat between “E” and “F”
longitudinals indicating reefing girder has been removed dating
photo as June 1930. Which of three flights in that month I
cannot say. Also note this view is of the port side and both sets
of ‘promenade’ windows are still in place. Radiator locations
are also a tell-tale if visible. I believe that this confirms your
analysis.
Peter Davison’s Brussels Icon photo of Akron Although I live in Brookfield, Illinois, [USA], about 20 years
ago I received a phone call from an old book dealer, Frank
Klein, in Akron, Ohio. He said, “I have something that might
interest you. It is a Margaret Bourke-White photo of ‘Akron’
leaving the Goodyear Air Dock in a duralumin frame made
from scrap from the building of the ‘Akron’. The price is
$500.” I replied, “I’ll ask my brother, Bob, (B.A. Journalism,
M.B.A. Photography) to stop by, look at it and advise me”. Bob
bought the photo for himself!
Six months pass. Frank calls Bob and tells him that the
same photo and frame just sold at auction at Christie’s in New
York for $3000. Frank wants to take back the photo, offer it for
sale in New York, and was offering to split the sales price
50/50 with Bob. Bob declined; the photo still hangs on his
living room wall.
Word of the New York sale got out and folks all over
Akron start looking in the attic for ‘grandfather’s souvenir
photo’ several of which were offered for sale and the price
collapsed. There was a great deal of scrap duralumin as, like
R101, holes to lighten the structure were stamped out of much
of the raw sheet metal for both Akron and Macon. Since you
cannot sell scrap in a depression and Goodyear wanted
publicity, Goodyear made souvenirs of various metal shapes. I
have a round disc souvenir of the Akron’s christening and a
cigar ash tray in the shape of the Goodyear/Zeppelin Air Dock.

... The white circle on this [Japanese Navy AstraTorres] airship is the ‘roundel’ of Japanese military aviation - a
crimson disc with a white surround.
Search JASDF [Japan Air Self-Defense Force https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Japan_Air_Self-Defense_Force]
for more pictures.

Peter Davison
---ooo000ooo---

COLLECTABLES

A postcard from David Marks’ collection
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Email – 03 September 2019
Airship Videos Online
All buttoned up for the hurricane now dragging its
feet getting here. Since the lights are still on I could
finally get around to finishing the R34 video. Given the
sparse amount of available footage and beg/borrow/steal
still images, I’m afraid it’s the best thing that will ever be
done in this internet-attention-span age. ... When you
have four minutes:
https://youtu.be/hvup77Zo0Uw
Thanks to Laurie for the script, Alastair for
recording it, and all the others who played some role in
helping complete what will be our proud drop in the
internet ocean. ...
... Following the R34 video I put up a couple of
simple copies of tapes in my collection, then I took a
week to make an edit about ZRS docking. Enjoy.
zrsthemovie.com/?p=3658
R G van Treuren, Florida, USA
Editor of US Naval Airship Assoc. Journal
The Noon Balloon
+++++++
Via Nick Walmsley:
Email – 04 October 2019
Photos of R101 over Anglesey
... I am particularly looking for a photo (or photos)
of the R101 taken over Anglesey on its overfly visit on
th
th
17 or 18 Nov 1929. Or indeed any photos of the R101
from that time, which so far have been unidentified in
location, which I might be able to identify. In particular
over Rhosneigr, where Irwin’s mother lived.
Would you have, or be aware of any such photos ?
I have “Mr Bull of Swindon” (c1990) as a potential airship
photo donor from c1990s, if that rings a bell at all, as I’m
told he had such photos, but so far he has proved
untraceable.
If you are aware of anything, might you be able to
send me a copy please ? I’m very happy to pay a
reasonable sum for it. If not, how can I look at the R101
photos in your collection please ? and do you know of
any other private collectors/collections who may have
such photos ?
I have already been in touch with Giles Camplin,
but so far nothing has turned up
Tim Hale, Anglesey
https://rhosneigrpublishing.co.uk
Nick Walmsley responded:
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... I personally don’t know of any photos taken of R101
over the Rhosneigr area.
Obviously the entire AHT archive was scoured for
material for the R101 picture book and nothing came to
light then. I was on the AHT Council in the 1990s, but
have no recollection of a ‘Mr Bull of Swindon’ donating
any photos.
Air-to-air pictures of R101 are incredibly rare, and
most were taken in the Bedford/London area (with one
exception of R101 over Norfolk); most of the ‘official’ and
press photos taken from the ground were in that area
too. The only real possibility is that someone on
Anglesey took some snapshots as the airship passed
over, or one of the local papers covered it, in which case
there might be something in a local archive (which I’m
sure you’ve already checked). The former would be like
looking for the proverbial needle, and we only get to
know of their existence when the families of the
photographer bring them to our attention, or they surface
in an estate sale; the latter is unlikely as the flights were
not ‘advertised’ in advance.
I can however tell you that the flight in question
was the 30-hour ‘endurance flight’ which took place on
17/18 November 1929 and that Flt Lt H C Irwin was flying
the ship when she passed over Anglesey. To quote from
Lt Cdr N G Atherstone’s diary for 18 November (as
quoted on p.142 of Sir Peter Masefield’s classic R101
history To Ride the Storm):
“Here [Dublin Bay 0800] Irwin took over the
Forenoon Watch and flew the ship in majestic sweeps
over his native land and city! Up de Valera! We
wandered down the coast to Bray and gave the
Kingstown-Holyhead mail boat a good start and then
hooshed past her headed for the same place which we
reached at 1006. We then did a tour of Anglesey and
made for Chester, reaching there at 11.55.”
Obviously the ‘tour of Anglesey’ was for the benefit
of Irwin’s mother!
Hope the foregoing will be of use to you - sorry not
to be able to help with any pictures as they do indeed
speak a thousand words!
Nick le Neve Walmsley, Norwich
Author of R101 A Pictorial History
+++++++
Email – 07 October 2019
LZ-129 Hatches and Vents
Richard Van Treuren [Editor of the US Naval
Airship Assoc. Journal] received Alastair Reid’s new
translation of The Hindenburg by Rolf Brandt and
forwarded it to me for review [see page 39].

On page 102 is a photo of luggage being unloaded
from Hindenburg. Richard found it fascinating as it is the
only photo he has seen with a staircase deployed under
the airship other than the main staircases at the forward
end of the passenger compartment.
The same photo caught my eye for another
reason. Along the top edge of this photo, just left of
centre, is some sort of structure with which I am not
familiar. ... It seems too low for a running light housing
and I do not believe it to be part of an engine car
housing. It seems quite elaborate for an air intake but
Alastair sent me another photo with the comment:
I am not sure about this feature. I have attached
another shot which shows it from afar and helps perhaps
with the context. I would guess at an air intake. The
location and the size of the scoop seems to me to
suggest it ought to be related to the galley on ‘B’ deck.
Alastair Reid, Wem, Shropshire

This photo of the starboard side of LZ-129
Hindenburg shows the structure in question just forward
of the passenger accommodation. ...
In his book, Rolf Brandt mentions two fans aft of
the passenger compartment. He says that one aft of the
passenger compartment runs constantly whether or not
the ship is in flight. It is just loud enough to be heard from
the passenger compartment. No explanation of purpose
is offered. The second fan is further aft related to forced
air ventilation of the passenger compartment.
At the end of the return flight from Brazil, Brandt
says, “The ventilation system is scheduled to be
improved”. Assuming that the first fan is intended to
move enough air that no leaking hydrogen can ‘pool’
under the outer cover, and the second is for passenger
comfort, both would require fresh air from outside the
hull, thus, in either case, an exterior intake. One wonders
if either the first proved unnecessary, or the second was
“improved” such as to result in elimination of this fixture
after the first overseas flight?
C.P. Hall II, Brookfield, IL. USA

together in the UK by “Fonthill” with a new introduction by
Ian Castle and multiple added photographs. On page 333
is a photograph of a man passing loaves of bread(?)
though an open hatch with ladder extended. The caption
reads, “Forward keel provisioning hatch through which
Werner Franz escaped”.
Giants In The Sky – A History Of The Rigid Airship
by Douglas Robinson, page 287 “. . . an unusual closeup from the top of the mobile mast. . .” (Robinson) and
page 290, caption “‘Hindenburg’ at Lakehurst, 1936. Note
the multiplicity of hatches and windows along the bottom
of the ship (Fred Tupper-Hepburn Walker collection)”.
Finally, last and undeniably least, The Hindenburg
by Michael M. Mooney, Dodd, Mead & Co., New York,
(1972). Photos following page 55, under photo of Ernst
Lehmann is a photo of the Hindenburg, starboard bow to
forward engine car. Caption general info about start of
service in 1936; source “The National Archive”. Better lit
than most, barely visible dot where Alastair has his arrow
pointing.
C.P. Hall II, Brookfield, IL. USA
+++++++
Email – 14 October 2019
Another R101 Propeller
I obtained this [propeller] blade from Mr Burt Butlin
who was 97 and an engineer. He recently passed away.
He visited the airship sheds between the wars when they
were testing the R101 and replacing different prop
blades. He asked if he could have a part of one and they
cut it off.

Mr Hall followed this little puzzle up with a second
message a couple of days later:

I am open to sensible offers for it.
My number is 07725089199.
Darren Burgess, Northampton

Regarding the exercise of looking for photos of
cargo hatches and the like on the underside of
Hindenburg and that strange apparent vent structure that
seems to have disappeared after the ship’s first transAtlantic flight; I offer the following references in the hope
that someone has access to actual copies of the original
photographs which may help the cause:

+++++++
Email – 24 October 2019
Skyship Gondolas
I have heard that one of the Skyship gondolas is in
someone’s possession but he does not have anywhere
to keep it. I think it is on Facebook somewhere but I don’t
do Facebook. Last I was able to establish:

Zeppelin – The Story Of Lighter-Than-Air Craft by
Ernst A. Lehmann. This is a 2015 reprint of the Lehmann
book that came to my attention at about the same time
as Alastair’s translation. I did review it. It was put

500-01, G-BECE Gondola and engines are at the
South Yorkshire Aircraft Museum “viewable but stored
outside pending restoration”. That is still stated on the
Museum’s website this morning.
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500-02, G-BIHN The gondola was preserved in
Cumbria (RAF Millom Museum which closed in 2010) but
I cannot trace its subsequent fate. So perhaps this is the
one that this chap is holding?
Andrew Barber, BSc CEng MRAeS
Certification Manager and Flight Test Engineer
Hybrid Air Vehicles, Bedford
Dirigible put out an appeal for news to the usual suspects
and Alastair Reid responded:
Of the two SK 500s in the UK, 500-01 is at
Doncaster Air Museum. I visited it in 2009 almost 30
years to the day of last stepping out of it, and took the
attached picture.
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Email – 01 November 2019
On Line Links
A couple of airship things I found on LinkedIn:
www.facebook.com/oceansky.se/videos/728494
750910907/
www.linkedin.com/feed/update/urn:li:activity:65
94612303667175424/

Broke my heart! 10 years on it is still under the
same tarpaulin.
I thought the 500-02 was in the care of the AHT
but somehow it ended up at Millom, then when Millom
went bust it was sold at auction for £80 to someone who
used it as a Wendy House in the garden for several
years. It came up again at auction a couple of years ago
and that owner sold it on last year to Paul Adams.
He did inquire on FB about possible storage but I
think he must have sorted it because it has gone quiet on
the subject. It is in the UK but I do not know its exact
location. As for the others:
500-03 is in the States with Julian Benscher but I
hear that it is stored outside and not in great condition.
500-04 was cut up in the ‘salvage’ operation when
it got blown onto a power-line as Tommy Hilfiger.
500-05 crashed in Japan but I don’t know what
happened to the gondola.
500-06 is still upside down in a remote corner of
Argentina. Its envelope is used by former racing driver
Carlos Reutemann to cover the roof of one of his
agricultural sheds.
Alastair followed up a few days later:
Further to my last I thought I’d try and track down
the [US Navy] K88 gondola for you. I contacted a couple
of nearby scrapyards including one specialising in more
exotic metals. They had not had any airship gondolas
through their doors, and thought that it had been sold off
instead, though no-one can remember specifics or
names. ...
... I tracked down the original owner of the Millom
museum who has sent me this. Sadly another blank and
it is not looking good, but I will keep my ear to the
ground.
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Andrew Barber BSc CEng MRAeS
Certification Manager and Flight Test Engineer
Hybrid Air Vehicles, Bedford
+++++++
Email – 17 November 2019
Death of Last Hindenburg Survivor
In The Chicago Tribune of 17 November 2019 it is
announced that Werner Gustav Doehner, the last living
survivor of the Hindenburg disaster, died on 8 November.
... He was 8 years old when the Hindenburg went
down and was 90 at the time of his passing. He died in
Laconia, New Hampshire. He was born in Germany,
grew up in Mexico City, moved to USA to work for
General Electric as an electrical engineer in 1984.
C.P. Hall II, Brookfield, IL. USA
+++++++
Email – 10 December 2019
Article by Sir Frederick Sykes
In [the newly published book] Line Squall, Ch.V,
page 55, there is an extensive quotation attributed to Sir
Frederick Sykes from an article entitled British Airship
Policy, its defects and necessities. For me the lack of
footnotes and bibliography in Line Squall is a problem
and the origin of this article is today’s quest.
Obviously Sykes’ role in British airship history is
significant. I have a copy of his wartime autobiography,
From Many Angles (1942), which is a disappointment as
far as his role in 1920-21 goes ... Until Line Squall, I was
unaware of this cited article and would like to obtain a
copy of the text. Does anyone have a copy of it?
C.P. Hall II, Brookfield, IL. USA
+++++++
Email – 16 December 2019
Airlander Documentary Trailer
https://sparksflymedia.co.uk/story-of-airlandershop/
Andrew Barber, BSc CEng MRAeS
Certification Manager and Flight Test Engineer
Hybrid Air Vehicles Limited, Bedford, MK42 9QG
www.hybridairvehicles.com
+++++++

Email – 15 December 2019
Cautionary R101 Podcast
Here is a great account of the R101 airship, and
quite a few facts that were new to me. I knew that the
failure of the envelope and chafing of the gas cells was
deemed the cause of the accident, but I had no idea that
they flew the airship even after it had failed inspection.
http://timharford.com/2019/11/cautionary-talesep-4-the-deadly-airship-race/
Very clearly the cause of the accident was
posturing and pride, with a good dose of incompetence
mixed in. Had they just followed their own rules, the
airship world might have changed then. It was certainly
pivotal for the development of the UK airship industry.
Dr. Barry E. Prentice
Professor, I.H. Asper School of Business
University of Manitoba, Canada
[This audio file can also be found on ‘Apple Podcasts’ but
as with all such links to websites there is no guarantee
that it will remain accessible in years to come. – Ed.]
+++++++
Email – 19 December 2019
Missing R100 Manuscript Handbook
The attached excerpt is from the R100 and R101
edition of Dirigible reprinted in 1999, and it says that
there exists a ‘manuscript handbook’ of writings on the
R100 airship by Meager, Booth, etc.
At the last AHT committee meeting, I asked about
the handbook, and the Morse bequest mentioned in the
reprinted article, and nobody could tell me where it was
or what it contained.
Roger Allton, Radcliffe-on-Trent, Notts.

R101 which went, if memory serves, to a local school in
the Cardington/Bedford locale.
Unfortunately, I never did get to see the
manuscript, which I always thought had been held for
quite some time with the majority of the AHT collection
on Crispin Rope’s family farm, prior to its donation with
most of the collection to the Fleet Air Arm Museum at
Yeovilton. I have queried the whereabouts of this item
several times with both Giles Camplin and Crispin Rope
(via Peter Davison), but no-one could recall having seen
it. I have an awful, nagging fear that Norman Peake may
have had it in his possession for a while, intending for it
to be handed over to AHT with his own substantial
collection when the time came.
Unfortunately, I have to report that dementia
greatly impacted Norman’s later years, and at some point
his care-givers made the decision to sell Norman’s
collection at auction. This was duly carried out without
the AHT being notified, and some incredible gems were
sold off piecemeal by an auction house in East Anglia.
I only became aware of this as a result of buying
an extremely rare book being sold online by a secondhand book dealer who had become involved in the
appraisal of the Norman Peake collection. I spotted this
title being sold online, and on purchasing it, and making
enquiries as to there being any other similar materials
available to buy, was informed of the disposal of the
Peake collection and archive, 99% of which had already
been sold. Poor old Norman would have been terribly
upset by all this as he had been most vocal in his
intention to leave everything to the AHT.
I fear that this manuscript may have been sold with
the great bulk of Norman’s collection. There remains the
chance (albeit, I fear, the slimmest of slimmest) that the
manuscript handbook may be tucked away in storage at
Yeovilton?.
I’m sorry that I cannot be any more helpful or
positive Roger ... what a loss if the manuscript has been
sold on or mis-placed.
If I can be of any other help regarding rare
materials, then please let me know. I am always adding
new material to my reference library, and am on the hunt
for new finds. It is remarkable what is still out there.
Nigel
Picking up on Nigel’s mention of the Fleet Air Arm
Museum at Yeovilton, their Archive Curator, Barbara
Gilbert, took a look but could find no evidence to support
the suggestion:
I do not believe that this is at FAAM. ... Could this
document be at the National Archives?
Barbara Gilbert, Curator (Archives)
Fleet Air Arm Museum, Yeovilton
www.nmrn.org.uk

(Dirigible 30 (R100 & R101) 1999. Page 13.)

Roger put out an appeal to the cognoscenti commenting
that the title of the manuscript is unknown, that it could
be hand-written, it might be in a binding, or with other
documents in a box! Nigel Caley responded:
I remember reading about this manuscript
handbook at the time in Norman Peake’s article. There
was also a brief report concerning the bequest in
Dirigible which listed some of the other items left to the
Trust. I seem to recall that there was a superb model of

The whereabouts of the R100 Manuscript Handbook thus
remains a mystery – unless any of our readers has any
information concerning it? – Ed.
+++++++
Email – 20 December 2019
Beware of Zeppelin Ransomware
Called ZEPPELIN, this is one to be avoided at all
costs! Please beware.
Arnold W L Nayler, Gerrards Cross, Bucks.
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Email – 24 December 2019
News from Italy
I’m Nicola Masi from “Associazione Dirigibili
Archimede” an Italian Association (the only one) for the
diffusion of knowledge and the promotion of interest in
airships.
... I seize this opportunity to answer (very rapidly
now, but something that I wanted to do for a long time) to
your appeals in the last [Airship Association] Newsletters
“write something” and “Spread the word  airships” to let
you know about some of our continuous and recent
activities related to airships.
For diffusing information about airships we
continue to maintain our website (www.dirigibiliarchimede.it) and the “Airship Information Desk”
(answers to questions or requests of support).
Then some of our recent and programmed
activities:
9 November: internal association workshop about
“Vacuum airships”: an overview about published works
on the theme
4 December: “Airship introductory lesson” for 150
students of the Aeronautic Technical Institute “De
Pinedo” (High school) in Rome
20 December: meeting with the Association of
Aerospace Engineering Students of “La Sapienza”
University in Rome for future collaboration, beginning
with an airship lesson in March in their University
10 April 2020: Presentation about airships in the
cycle of conferences of the Public Library “Elsa Morante”
in Rome – Ostia
In the future I’ll try to give you more regular
information about our activities and news from Italy ...
... Answering to your request for some articles
regarding Italian semi-rigids I’ve looked for something of
possible use for you.
On our website, section “Gli studi in rete”
www.dirigibili-archimede.it/studi.php, you can find (in
chronological order) two papers (1921 and 1924) by
Umberto Nobile, describing some Italian semi-rigids and
a paper, also by Nobile, concerning the preparations for
Norge expedition. All these materials are downloadable
but  in Italian.
In English can be found online some studies
conducted referring to Italian semi-rigids:
• The dead weight of the airship and the number of
passengers that can be carried (Crocco) –
https://ntrs.nasa.gov/search.jsp?R=19930080917
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•

The Employment of Airships for the Transport of
Passengers (Nobile) –
https://ntrs.nasa.gov/archive/nasa/casi.ntrs.nasa.gov
/19930080851.pdf
In English there is also a very good recent article
by G.A. Bendrick and S. Alessandrini, on the human and
technical possible causes of the accident of the dirigible
Italia in 1928. It is published on “Polar Research” the
journal of Norwegian Polar Institute:
• No second-in-command: human fatigue and the
crash of the airship Italia revisited:
https://polarresearch.net/index.php/polar/article/view/
3467
Nicola Masi, Rome, Italy
Associazione Dirigibili Archimede
http://dirigibili-archimede.it/

+++++++
Email – 02 January 2020
Important News from Naval Airship Association
[Many of our members] recently received several
notices to pay your dues from Wild Apricot, the
membership service that was cancelled in April 2019.
The Naval Airship Association has not sent these
notices. Wild Apricot is working from our membership
email list. They have been asked to cease and desist by
me and our Secretary/Treasurer.
They continue to attempt to induce you to pay your
dues through them. Do not respond to this. It is bogus
and your dues and donations cannot be retrieved by us.
... Many of you have already paid your dues by
sending checks or contacting our Secretary for further
instructions when you could not log into a payment page.
Thank you for doing that.
You may pay your dues by logging onto our new
website:
www.naval-airships.org
- the address looks the same as the previous one
except it does not have .wildapricot tacked onto the end.
You may contact me (frmorin@verizon.net) or our
Secretary, Deborah Van Treuren (deborah_v@cfl.rr.com)
if you have problems with this or need further instruction.
Fred Morin, President
The Naval Airship Association
www.naval-airships.org
AND
The Noon Balloon Issue #123
We have heard from several members that [The
Noon Balloon] issue #123, mailed in October of 2019, did
not arrive at the intended destination of our NAA
members and subscribers. These are mailed via USPS
bulk mail at the Not-For-Profit rate, unfortunately, this
puts us at a great disadvantage to trace the mailings.
If you did not receive this issue, please email
sandy@ronsmith.com and we will mail a replacement
copy out right away.
David Smith, Bloomington, IL USA
Publisher Naval-Airships.org
+++++++
Via The Airship Association:
Email – 03 January 2020
The Lyncean Group of San Diego
I am the technical blog writer for the Lyncean
Group of San Diego. This is an informal group of mostly
retired technical professionals that have been meeting
regularly since 2002.

Our website is here: https://lynceans.org - This is
a non-commercial website with no advertisements.
In August 2019, I completed three large posts on
airship (Modern Airships - Part 1, -Part 2 and -Part 3),
which collectively contain 79 individual articles on historic
and advanced airship designs. In total, these posts
contain 563 pages of resource material on airships that
are free for anyone to read or download.
The links to the three posts are here:
https://lynceans.org/all-posts/modern-airships
Other airship articles I’ve posted on the Lyncean
website are:
• Riding the Phantom Zephyr (electrostatic propulsion,
including the Festo b-IONIC Airfish)
• The Huge Scale of the Latest Generation of Wind
Turbines is Challenging Available Manufacturing and
Transportation Infrastructure (including airship
delivery of blades)
• Phoenix Makes Its First Flight With Variable
Buoyancy Propulsion. What’s Old is New Again!
(including Dr. Solomon Andrews Aereon, and AHAB):
Pete Lobner, San Diego, CA USA
PL31416@cox.net
+++++++
Email – 20 January 2020
How Could Cook See R101C Gasbags?
It has been my understanding that one difference,
between post-war German airships and R100 and R101,
was that, in German airships, the crewmen were always
housed along the keel, outside of the passenger
accommodations; while in R100 and R101, since neither
ship had a keel, crewmen were housed in the lowest
level of the passenger accommodation structure.
Diagrams and photos of the crew’s quarters are
frequently found in Dirigible. This bit of mental flotsam
floated to the surface the other day when, again, I came
across a citation of Engineer A. J. Cook’s comment that,
while lying in his bunk, he noticed that the gasbag No.8
overhead was surging more than on any previous flight.
This has puzzled me as, if crewmen were housed
at the aft end of quarters, lower level; their bunks had to
be under the lounge, how could Cook see a gasbag from
his bunk? The lounge floor was solid and larger than the
crew’s quarters. Gasbag No.8 was directly over the
lounge. Even if there was a cut-out in the aft wall, how
could a man reclining on a bunk see gasbag No.8?
Curious, I went looking in the actual evidence
transcript. Cook does say what the citation reads but
later adds, actually it was gasbags No.8A and No.9
(paraphrased here). Doesn’t this mean, if Cook was in
his bunk and looking up at gasbag 8A and 9, his bunk
had to be located within Frame 8A, some 45 feet aft of
the passenger accommodation?
I have never seen a statement that one or some
crewmen were housed in new Frame 8A, however, if
watch officers were housed in Frame 7, why not? If we
accept this arrangement, it raises other questions:
1) How many were housed there? Just Cook?
Cook and his relief? Six engineers manning three aft
engine cars? Six engineers and one Charge-hand
Engineer-in-charge?
2) If any of these engineers were housed at Frame
8A; were any other engineers housed forward near
engine cars 1 and 2?
3) If engineer Binks was housed at frame 8A and
he departed from there to relieve engineer Bell at 0200

hrs, doesn’t that further narrow the location of Squadron
Leader F. Michael Rope as reportedly seen by Binks en
route to engine car 5?
4) Are you aware of any record of bunk space
being installed in Frame 8A?
The number of crewmen bunking in the designated
space would have been crowded, upper and lower bunks
are seen in photos, probably hot-bunking as well. A bunk
space in Frame 8A would create some space in the
regular crew’s quarters.
It seems that there are always little mysteries,
waiting to be found, regarding R101!
C.P. Hall II, Brookfield, IL. USA
+++++++
Email – 26 January 2020
The Zeppelin Fund
My translation of an article in the German Press
this week.
Alastair Reid, Wem, Shropshire
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BOOK NEWS AND REVIEWS

NEW BOOKS

THE ZEPPELIN
OFFENSIVE:
A German Perspective in
Pictures and Postcards

from a viewpoint that has rarely been
considered: Germany itself.
From its maiden flight in July
1900, the Zeppelin evolved into a
symbol of technology and national
pride that, once war was declared,
was at the forefront of German’s
propaganda campaign. The Zeppelin
links the rampant xenophobia at the
outbreak of the conflict against
England (it was almost never called
Britain), France, Russia and their
allies to the political doctrines of the
day. The postcards that profusely
illustrate this book show the wideranging types of propaganda from
strident Teutonic imagery, myths and
legends, biting satire and a surprising
amount of humour. This book is a
unique
contribution
to
our
understanding of the place of the
Zeppelin in Germany’s culture and
society during the First World War.

+++++++

By David Marks
Paperback 98 Pages:100 illustrations
Publisher: Air World,
Date: October 7, 2019
ISBN: 9781526737199
Price: £14.99
www.pen-and-sword.co.uk

PRESS RELEASE
“Fly, Zeppelin! Help us in the
war. Fly to England, England shall be
destroyed by fire. Zeppelin, fly!” Such
was the hymn which the children
sang; such the refrain which greeted
the aged inventor, Count Ferdinand
von Zeppelin, wherever he went.
Why was there this reaction across
Germany? How did a handful of
aircraft giving pleasure cruises
become a fearsome fleet of
rapacious giants encouraged to
punish Germany’s enemies? What
were the images that became part of
the public’s wartime consciousness?
Books on the Zeppelin raids
during the First World War have,
traditionally, focused on the direct
impact
of
Britain,
from
the
devastating effects on undefended
towns and cities, the psychological
impact of this first weapon of total
war to the technological and strategic
advances that eventually defeated
the ‘Baby Killers’. Now, drawing on
the largest postcard collection of its
kind and other period memorabilia,
David Marks tells the story of the
Zeppelin during the First World War
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balloon. The following year saw the
first ascent with aeronauts – not
human beings but a sheep, a duck
and a cockerel. But it was not long
before men and women too took to
the air and became ever more
adventurous. The aeronauts became
famous giving displays before crowds
of thousands, often accompanied by
special effects.
In the early years, ballooning
th
was a popular pastime, but in the 19
century it found a new use with the
military. Balloons were used to send
messages out during the Siege of
Paris and later found a role as
observation balloons for the artillery.
But their use was always limited by
the fact that they were at the mercy
of the wind. There were numerous
attempts at steering balloons, and
various attempts were made to power
them but it was the arrival of the
internal combustion engine that saw
the balloon transformed into the
airship. The most famous developer
of airships was Graf von Zeppelin
and the book tells the story of the use
of his airships in both peacetime and
at war. There were epic adventures
including flights over the poles and
for a time, commercial airships
flourished – then came the disaster of
the Hindenburg. Airships still fly today
and ballooning has become a hugely
popular pastime.

REVIEW

BALLOONS AND
AIRSHIPS : A Tale of
Lighter Than Air Aviation
By Anthony Burton
Hardback 208 Pages : 60 illustrations
Publisher: Pen and Sword
Date: September 2019
ISBN: 9781526719492
Price: £25.00
www.pen-and-sword.co.uk

PRESS RELEASE
This book tells the often
dramatic and always fascinating story
of flight in lighter than air machines.
For centuries man had dreamed of
flying, but all attempts failed, until in
1782
the
Montgolfier
brothers
constructed the world’s first hot air

It is nice to see a book
produced solely on the subject of
Balloons and Airships. Starting from
the early days of flight, the author,
Anthony Burton, has probably done
the best job in explaining the history
of ballooning in a very good
conversational style, which makes
history and events at the time very
easy and enjoyable to absorb. Other
books on the same subject can often
make the reader want to overlook or
page turn the pieces they are not
interested in. Anthony Burton paints
the picture of events very well, and
makes the reader want to keep
reading.
Airships are covered but only
from the last third of the book, and
there is a lot to cover in a short space
so you do feel a little rushed.
However, as we know, airships have
been covered by a library of other
books in detail, and so I feel that the
author didn’t need or want to cover
this section in detail. It’s an
enjoyable read, and I was

surprised at how the Author could
take some of the dry pieces of early
history, and make it an entertaining
read.

Alastair Lawson
+++++++

unable to find any information related
to the medal’s history. Unfortunately,
there is no known personal account
by Sir Charles Wakefield concerning
the events surrounding the shooting
down of the L15 or the award of the
Wakefield Medals.

+++++++

REVIEW

ZEPPELIN L15 &
The Wakefield Gold Medal
By Bernard A. N. Green
Paperback, 169 Pages, illustrated
Publisher: Bernard A. N. Green, :
[Farnham] [2018]
ISBN: 9780957604223
Price: £12.00 (plus £3.82 p+p)

PRESS RELEASE
It tells the story about Sir
Charles Cheers Wakefield, Lord
Mayor of London 1915-1916 and the
beautiful gold medal that he
produced. This was for gunners that
shot down the very first Zeppelin to
be brought down over London. He
had offered £500 to the gun crew that
shot down the first Zeppelin, but the
War Office was opposed to this cash
prize, so Lord Wakefield offered a
gold medal.
The War Office ended up
making him give a medal to every
gunner and searchlight operator, a
total of 353 medals. The Lord Mayor
was told it was to be called a
medallion and the War Office
ensured that there was no record of
this medal or the recipients. The irony
of the situation is that later when the
second Zeppelin was shot down by Lt
Leefe Robinson of the RFC, he
received a cash prize of £3,500 and
the Victoria Cross.
The Appendix records the
names of 241 men with the Corps or
Regiment of those that received the
Lord Wakefield Gold Medal. It is quite
likely that many medals were sold for
their gold value as the families were

Further to my quest for
information on the L15 Zeppelin and
my Grandad's Wakefield Medal, I
keep a search active on Ebay for
items related to the L15.
Yesterday
it
flagged
up
'Zeppelin L15 and the Wakefield Gold
Medal' by Bernard A.N.Green. I have
ordered a copy (of course!) ...
I read the book on receipt and
found it quite interesting.
I still can't believe that there is
a whole book on the subject
(although other Zeppelin items are
included) and my Grandfather's
name is noted twice (correctly spelled
as Julien and not, as on his medal
Julian - which always irritated him!
It was reassuring to read that
apparently at the time, minimal fuss
was made about the medal and there
was no official presentation - which is
sad but at least I now know that my
lack of findings for my research is
because the information is simply not
there.
It seems bizarre that such a
significant event was almost ignored I would have thought it would have
been more celebrated at the time - I
know that by the time the medals
were issued my grandfather's parents
collected it on his behalf as he had
already been posted abroad.
He always said it was a
dangerous thing to shoot at
Zeppelins due to the risk of it
catching fire and/or exploding and
coming down on the gunners and
that is why he thought the reward and
medals were offered - to encourage
gun crews to shoot at them.
I am glad I bought a copy but
wish I had known it was being written
as I could have offered parts of my
memorabilia collection for inclusion if
required (I have emailed the author
anyway). ... I have had an email back
from the author and he was pleased
to hear that I had more information
and he says he has been contacted
also by someone in Australia.
He says he may produce a
follow-up book - but the current one
took
five
years
of
research
apparently!

Susan Brown

LINE SQUALL
By Enid Holmes
Paperback 246 Pages : illustrations
Publisher: Airship Heritage Trust
Date: September 2019
Price: £15.00 + £3.00 p&p
Payment possible by PayPal online:
www.airshipsonline.com/sales/
Bookshop.htm

PRESS RELEASE
Maurice Giblett was a gifted
mathematician and scientist, with an
exceptional talent for organisation.
After training as a meteorologist, he
applied himself to research into new
meteorological concepts (weather
fronts) and wireless technology
relating to aviation. In 1924 he was
selected to head up the Met Office’s
new Airship Division. His work with
the ‘British Airship Mission’ led to him
being responsible for the creation of
a global network of wireless-relayed
Met information to prepare the path
for the new intercontinental routes of
the Imperial Airship Programme. On
the eve of success, his hopes and his
life came to a fiery end in the crash of
the R101

REVIEW
This is a biography of Maurice
A. Giblett, Britain’s Superintendent of
Airship Meteorology, who was the
meteorologist on board the R101 for
its fatal flight to India which departed
October 4, 1930. The author, Enid
Holmes, was M. A. Giblett’s 3 year
old daughter at the time of the
disaster. She was ‘protected’, by
mother, family and friends, from the
truth about her father’s fate for
several years. Even after learning the
truth, her mother would not discuss
the matter. Later this situation
inspired her to research her father’s
history and this book is the result.
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Mrs. Holmes has two primary
purposes: to tell her father’s story;
and to defend his professional
reputation against any and every
criticism.
There are neither footnotes,
nor end notes in this book.
Quotations are attributed but not
sourced. Innumerable pieces of
correspondence are cited and
signed. Regarding post-war rigid
airships
there
are
errors
typographical, ambiguities, and misstatements of fact. There are
bomblets dropped when the reader
least expects?! For example, at the
top of page 178 are two paragraphs
of an atypical, damning, candid
opinion of Flt. Lt. H. Carmichael Irwin,
Commanding Officer of R101 which
conclude, “Her Captain was a
figurehead”.
Mrs. Holmes does not agree
with the R.101 Inquiry’s conclusions;
nor do I. She notes that her father’s
wristwatch stopped at 2:06, three
minutes before the fire ‘officially’
started. She notes the first ‘smoking
room’ on a hydrogen-filled airship
and that it was restricted to
passengers and ship’s officers. She
hypothesizes that her father was
working on the next day’s forecast in
the navigation room above the
control car when a fire engulfed the
compartment. She concedes that we
shall never know the details with
certainty.
There is a gem in this book
which is Chapter VII, The ‘British
Airship Mission’. The original “Burney
Scheme” and the “1924 Labour
Airship Programme” involved a
Britain to India via Egypt airship
service. Burney, the promoter,
advocated a service to Australia in
1925 and a trans-Atlantic service to
the USA with landing rights at
Lakehurst in 1928, prior to the Graf
Zeppelin’s first flight. At the 1926
Imperial Conference the Air Ministry
promoted empire air services both
lighter and heavier-than-air. This was
followed up by a mission to the
African colonies, Australia, New
Zealand, and India on the return trip.
The mission was scouting out
potential
landing
sites
for
a
commercial empire airship service.
M. A. Giblett was an airship mission
principal. For that reason, Enid’s
research was extensive and her
description detailed. This is the crown
jewel of the book and fills an
otherwise under-reported chapter in
airship history.
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I can highly recommend Line
Squall to the student of the era
looking to fill in a data hiatus
regarding actions following the 1926
Imperial Conference; less so to the
potential reader unfamiliar with Slide
Rule and To Ride The Storm.
I count 44 photos, documents,
and a map. The photo reproduction is
better than one expects from Lulu.
Line Squall is available through the
AHT web site.

C. P. Hall II
+++++++

seriously disrupt the flow of merchant
vessels then Britain's ability to have
waged war, or indeed feed its
population,
would
have
been
rendered either difficult or impossible.
As well as examining the growth in
Royal Navy anti-submarine activities
and the roles of key personnel, it also
looks at the important part played by
rapidly developing technology and
the measures devised to counter this
new enemy - the U-boat. A
fascinating new book that also
highlights the role the US Navy
played from 1917 onwards and
comes fully illustrated with many rare
and previously unpublished images.
"The phrase that Admiral Jellicoe
`could have lost the war in an
afternoon' in the North Sea is well
known. From Guy's research we now
know that had Admiral Sir Lewis
Bayly and the patrol forces under his
command around the Irish coast not
been as efficient and operationally
successful as they were, defeat might
have taken a few weeks longer but
would have been just as certain."
Commander David Hobbs

REVIEW

U-BOATS AROUND
IRELAND:
The Story of the Royal
Navy's Coast of Ireland
Command in the First World
War
By Guy Warner
Paperback: 239 pages
Publisher: Colourpoint Books
Published: 19 Oct. 2018
www.colourpoint.co.uk
ISBN-10: 1780731760
ISBN-13: 978-1780731766
Price £18.00

PRESS RELEASE
In 1914 Ireland was a naval
backwater with only one base of any
size in Co Cork. However, by the end
of World War I, there were 18 naval
bases operated by thousands of
personnel, hundreds of ships of all
sizes and dozens of aircraft. Ireland
had become a crucial theatre of the
war, fundamental in winning the
campaign to defeat the German Uboats. How and why did this come
about? In this well researched and
readable new book, Guy Warner tells
the story of how vital success at sea
in the waters around Ireland became.
If Germany could break or even

The British Isles are not selfsufficient in regards to a number of
commodities
and
is
therefore
dependent upon imports. This
situation is exacerbated when the UK
is at war as the importation of
commodities is vital to sustaining a
th
war effort. In the early 20 century,
for the first time in the nation’s
history, the advent of the U-Boat
made it possible for a hostile power
to establish a ‘blockade’ of sorts in
the face of the strength of the Royal
Navy. As it was vital to maintain the
flow of imports, and as Ireland was
located such as to allow craft based
there to extend their reach into the
western approaches, naval bases
were established around Ireland the
emphasis of which was the detection
and destruction of the U-boats.
Guy
Warner
offers
a
comprehensive history of this naval
command during the First World War.
In a volume of fourteen chapters, the
first seven cover the establishment of
bases, the early U-Boat activities,
“The Development of Aerial and other
U-boat Countermeasures”, 1915, 16,
and 17, the main U-Boat effort, and
the final struggle to the end of the
war. There follow seven more
chapters regarding several related
topics with more details. Several
specific naval encounters are dealt
with in three chapters; two are

dedicated to the U.S. Navy’s
contributions to this command. It is
an interesting literary structure. About
five chapters in, the reader may feel
the text to be a bit thin regarding
detail; then one catches a ‘literary
second wind’ finding that the author
first covered the era, and then filled in
more significant events and details.
The book is well illustrated with
maps, photos (many labeled from the
author’s collection), and illustrations.
As the U-Boat was a technical
innovation of attack, the technical
counter-innovation
was
largely
aviation is several forms. Blimps,
flying boats, land-based planes and
observation balloons each played a
role and are covered in proportion to
their contribution; which is to say that
there is a good deal of discussion in
multiple chapters about the SS
classes of blimps. I recommend the
book to those interested in the era,
vintage submarine operations, and
anti-submarine warfare.
The book is a soft cover
volume, with 199 pages of text, about
30 pages of appendices, references
and lists. Footnotes and end notes
are conspicuous by their absence;
photo
reproduction
quality
is
substantially better than the typical,
modern offering.

C. P. Hall II
+++++++

TRANSLATIONS

THE HINDENBURG:
Germany’s Latest Airship
Translated by Alastair Reid from the
German original By Rolf Brandt
Paperback, 166 Pages
Publisher: Lulu : August 27, 2019
www.lulu.com
Price: £7.00 (excl. VAT)
Prints in 3-5 business days

PRESS RELEASE
Written in March / April 1936,
this is one of the most evocative and
detailed contemporary accounts of
the Hindenburg, and a celebration of
the new dawn of commercial airship
travel.
The
book
includes
a
description of the author’s tour of the
airship, first-hand accounts of the first
flight with fare-paying passengers in
Germany, and of the outbound and
return legs of the first commercial
service to South America. It also
gives brief details of the ‘propaganda
flight’. The concluding chapter
contains an interview with Dr.
Eckener, who explains the reasons
behind the delays in establishing
commercial airship services.

REVIEW
About one year ago, in this
Journal, you likely read my review of
the title, Graf Zeppelin – The First
Flight To America by Rolf Brandt &
Hugo Eckener, written in 1928,
translated into English by Alastair
Reid in 2018.
Alastair has now translated a
rather similar volume, this time by
Rolf Brandt about the latest new
(1936) German airship, Hindenburg.
This second book is written eight
years after the first. The author
begins by describing the Hindenburg
in very considerable detail: first a
description
of
the
passenger
accommodation; followed by a
walking tour of the airship’s interior
from bow to stern.
The book continues with Rolf’s
voyage as a passenger on the
Hindenburg’s “first passenger flight”
from the Zeppelin Works via Lake
Constance to Lowenthal. Brandt was
also on board for the four day
election flight over Germany in March
1936.
There follows the ‘maiden
trans-Atlantic voyage’ from the new
hangar at Lowenthal, Germany to the
new hangar at Rio de Janeiro, Brazil.
He enjoyed a rather sheltered 30
hour layover in Rio, followed by the
return voyage to Germany. Late in
the return voyage the now wellknown
engine
problem
is
acknowledged but down played;
finally described as “. . . just teething
troubles. . .”
The final chapter is a
conversation with Dr. Hugo Eckener
entitled The History of the Zeppelins.
It is more accurately a discussion of
Zeppelin
Company
mile-stones,

triumphs and setbacks, post – World
War 1. Brandt quotes Dr. Eckener
frequently with quotation marks;
however, in the final paragraph there
are no quotation marks and that
paragraph, in part, reads:
“Time and again, as if in some
great drama, new obstacles were
placed in the way of progress. Now,
under the Third Reich, that way is
finally clear. The ‘Hindenburg’ . . .
has now entered service – and
already in the vast assembly shed at
Friedrichshafen, the first rings of a
new airship are being pieced
together. . . A new era begins”.
Alastair Reid has translated a
1936 vintage book with the good and
the bad elements intact. To my eyes
the number of favorable comments,
regarding Hermann Goering and the
Air Ministry, Adolf Hitler and the Third
Reich, exceed the boundary of
gratuitous. It is probably something
that the author saw as a necessary
literary genuflection to the powersthat-be and reflects his judgement as
to the degree of deference to be
shown. I suspect that the “Now under
the Third Reich . . .” attribution
without quotation marks is an
author’s addition falling into this
category.
Dr. Eckener was onboard the
first trans-Atlantic flight as a
‘passenger’ while “Kapitan Lehmann,
Director of the new Zeppelin Shipping
Company” was in command. While
Dr. Eckener’s role on that flight goes
unmentioned; a drawing of Dr.
Eckener is opposite the title page,
Knut Eckener guided Brandt through
the ship, and Kapitan Lehmann’s
interview about Zeppelin crew’s
comradeship begins with multiple
paragraphs devoted to Dr. Eckener’s
contributions to the airship’s cause.
Perhaps this once again
demonstrates that some good
German men of standing were not
silenced by Dr. Goebbels declaration
of non-person-hood?
Rolf Brandt had a sharp eye
for detail. Between the descriptions of
Hindenburg’s interiors and his inflight
observations, I believe that the most
knowledgeable reader will learn a
little detail or two, which he did not
know before, after reading this book;
in my case, more than one. This
volume is soft cover, with several
added photos as noted on page 165.
Copies are now available from
www.lulu.com/spotlight/alastair_reid

C.P. Hall II
+++++++
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CARDINGTON:
A Pillar in the Development of the
Post War Royal Netherlands Air
Force
By Pieter J. Huijskens
Captain, Royal Netherlands Air Force
(retired)
Translation by Pieter J. Huijskens
Style correction by Ian Eaglestone of
Bedford

Paperback : 90 pages
Published by Royal Netherlands Air
Force (RNLAF) : The Hague 2005

REVIEW
Despite the barrage balloons
on the cover drawing, this book is not
about airships or balloons.
There is a short but wellwritten background chapter on LTA at
Cardington, about which I have two
minor comments. It portrays the Sea
Scouts as "The British answer to the
Zeppelin"
which
is
somewhat
misleading and this chapter devotes
one of its six pages to the R101.
At the risk of offending history
orientated readers, the world does
not need to keep being told endlessly
about the R101. Those involved in
flight testing aircraft need to be
reminded of it occasionally as a
lesson in the perils of allowing
"management" to interfere in flight
test; the rest of the airship world
should, I submit, move on.
When we discuss airships of
the past let it be the Sea Scouts, the
Graf Zeppelin, the R100, the ZPG-2
fleet and the Skyship fleet; not the
R101 and the Hindenburg, ...
Anyway, back to the subject.
the book is a translated into English,
abridged version of a rather longer
Dutch book which Eagle Bookshop
also has but which I did not buy,
being literate only in English.
The book tells the story of
young Dutchmen who joined the
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RNLAF around the end of World War
2 and passed through Cardington in
its role as a recruit training centre. ...
[It] is mostly a collection of
anecdotes, with some history given
for context, from veterans of the
programme to train Dutchmen to form
the nucleus of the post-war RNLAF.
They often begin with stories of
their escapes from still-occupied
northern Netherlands to the already
liberated south of the country. ... The
stories
of
basic
training
at
Cardington, Bridgenorth and elsewhere will be familiar to those who
have read much about the wartime
Royal Air Force but the accounts
given by these recent escapees from
German occupation have a different
perspective.
The British stories talk of the
shortage of food while the Dutch tell
of their wonder at the availability of
food. The Netherlands came very
close to serious starvation ...
The recollections are pretty
much universal in their stories of the
friendship and hospitality of the
British, especially in the context of
this book, the people of Bedford.
One chapter deals with RAF
slang. This is rather fun since the
translation of these words into Dutch
then back to English does lead to
some odd outcomes. There are some
interesting
photographs
and
recollections about a 1977 air display
at Cardington which some of the
veterans attended.
In summary, an interesting
small part of Cardington's history. Not
directly related to LTA flight but
certainly ten pounds well spent.

Andrew Barber
+++++++

REVIEWS

REAR ADMIRAL
HERBERT V. WILEY:
A Career in Airships and
Battleships
By M. Ernest Marshall
Hardcover: 352 pages
Publisher: Naval Institute Press
www.usni.org
Published: 15 Sept. 2019
ISBN-10: 1682473171
ISBN-13: 978-1682473177

REVIEW
Herbert V. Wiley was one of
those truly fascinating naval officers
whose career began shortly before
the United States entered the First
World War and concluded with the
end of World War II.
The book’s title is somewhat
incomplete, perhaps a matter of lack
of space, as Wiley served on
destroyers, light cruisers, heavy
cruisers,
pre-dreadnaught
battleships, dreadnaught battleships,
and airships.
He was an exemplary officer in
both command and staff positions, so
well regarded that, neither being the
only surviving commissioned officer
of the USS Akron crash, nor the
commanding officer of USS Macon
when it went down, were careerending events.
When World War II began, he
was commanding officer of a
destroyer squadron in the Asiatic
Fleet. Subsequently he would
become Captain of the battleship
USS West Virginia (BB48) which was
his command at the battle of Leyte
Gulf and the invasion of Okinawa.
Wiley’s career path was rather
unique both for his day and in
comparison
to
a
typical
st
commissioned officer in the 21
century U.S. Navy.
Wiley spent an inordinate part
of his naval career in Lighter-ThanAir in general, rigid airships in
particular; a branch seen by many as
expendable as it was expensive both
in cost of acquisition and operation
while seen by many as of little
practical value to the fleet.
On several occasions Wiley
asked for a transfer to sea duty which
was refused as he was held to be
indispensable as an experienced
airship officer at Lakehurst. He was a
junior officer on USS Shenandoah
(ZR1), XO and CO of USS Los
Angeles (ZR3), XO through three
COs on USS Akron (ZRS4) and
finally, after a sea duty stint,

appointed CO of USS Macon (ZRS5)
even
though
this
was
a
‘Commanders slot’ and he was still a
Lieutenant Commander in rank. The
loss of the Macon did not prevent his
promotion to Commander and,
eventually, to Captain.
...
Since Wiley was the only
surviving officer of the Akron and
Commanding Officer of the Macon,
one might hope for some novel
insight into both of these disasters;
especially the Macon. I fear that, in
this, the reader will be disappointed.
In this version of all three
disasters, there is a standard refrain:
every man stayed at his post and
obeyed orders as given; every officer
gave orders in a clear, unhurried,
quiet but audible, unexcited tone of
voice, Wiley setting the example
when present.
In the case of the Akron, a
frequently cited reference work is the
exemplary The Airships Akron &
Macon by Richard K. Smith. In the
case of Macon, the source is often
“Testimony Given during Court of
Inquiry. . . . “ of Lt. (jg) George W.
Campbell, USN and “George W.
Campbell,
“Five
O’Clock
off
California” Saturday Evening Post,
May 15, 1937.
Campbell was a very junior
Lieutenant. The first mention of him is
when he starts his watch as officer of
the deck on 12 February 1935, 1605
hrs. Because of deteriorating weather
conditions, Campbell called Wiley to
the bridge at 1615 hrs. The structural
failure occurs at 1705 hrs. Marshall
declares, “Campbell reacted quickly
reaching
for
the
engine-room
telegraphs to bring all engines to
idle”.
Curiously, that was Campbell’s
intent but did he do it? Questions of
engine usage are key to the
questions of Macon’s fate; however,
there are few answers, either here, or
in other sources.
At 1705 hrs. Chief Boatswain’s
Mate R. J. Davis was in the upper
keel, under the point where the upper
fin joined the hull. He heard the
structure fail aft. He could see the
interior of the fin and saw no sign of
damage. He started aft to see what
failed when leaking helium forced him
to retreat, first forward, then
downward in the main transverse
frame where he phoned and
reported, “... that the top fin had
carried away along with the structure
upon which he had been standing”.

Richard K. Smith estimates a
two minute interval between initial
break and fin collapse; Marshall
seems to offer a five minute interval
(P. 196 and P. 207). Little wonder the
Macon
tragedy
remains
an
unresolved puzzle.
Herbert V. Wiley is a
fascinating individual with a multifaceted naval career. M. Ernest
Marshall has written a wellresearched, comprehensive, very
readable biography of a Naval
Academy graduate who became an
exceptional naval officer and was
recognized as such by both his peers
and superiors during his career; and
now by Dr. Marshall in this biography.
I am pleased to recommend
this book, published by, and available
from, the Naval Institute Press.

C. P. Hall II
+++++++

MEMOIRS OF AN
OLD BALLOONATIC
by Goderic Hodges
Hardcover: 175 pages
Publisher: HarperCollins
1st Edition (1 May 1972)
ISBN-10: 0718303024
ISBN-13: 978-0718303020

REVIEW
This is a gem of a book which I
bought recently, signed by the
author, for a mere fiver in Bedford’s
marvellous Eagle Bookshop.
I was privileged a few days
before writing this to be present at an
interview with the splendid Peggy
Seeger in which she defined a
biography as a sequence of events,
places and names while a memoir is
a
less
ordered
collection
of
recollected experiences and feelings.
By those definitions, Memoirs of an

Old Balloonatic is indeed a memoir
and a great one at that.
The author, Goderic Hodges,
was twenty-one when the First World
War started during his second
summer vacation from studying
theology at Oxford. He immediately
volunteered for the Army and was
posted to the Northamptonshire
regiment. A year later he was at
Gallipoli from where after five weeks
in
that
most
miserable
and
unsuccessful campaign, he was
evacuated with para-typhoid. He rejoined his regiment in summer 1916
in Sinai but soon answered a call for
volunteers for flying training (he felt
that it was the duty of a junior officer
to volunteer for anything). Later in
1916, he volunteered for balloon
training. He served in balloons to the
end of the war, both in France and on
the defences of London.
After the war, he decided not
to pursue becoming a priest, as had
been his pre-war intention, but
instead became a teacher and as
best as I can tell taught at a private
school in Bedford for the remainder
of his working life.
The book is vague but I think
that is correct. The flyleaf tells me
that he also studied in France and
Germany. He lived to a very good
age, my copy of the booked is signed
in 1979 when he would have been 86
and is inscribed clearly and firmly.
I will not spoil the book by
recounting the narrative, which is
non-linear. Suffice to say that he tells
his story in the most delightful prose
with great humour and great
humanity while being totally clear
about the horror and loss of the Great
War, the War to End All Wars.
I have little in common with
Goderic Hodges other than our
passion for aviation, but I feel certain
that I would have very much enjoyed
the company of this gentleman, a
term I use very deliberately in this
case.
I understand that our own
Giles Camplin met the man himself in
the 1970s and I hope that he will be
able to add some recollections.
[He came to view the Chitty
airship in 1967 in Shed 2 but sadly I
don’t think we conversed. I think he
lived in Cotton End. – Ed. ]
I cannot recommend this book
highly enough, not so much for its
aviation content but for its humanity
and insight.

Andrew Barber
+++++++
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THE AHT MERCHANDISE SHOP IS OPEN!
Browse the new collection at : www.airshipsonline.com
The AHT collection is now available with a range of new clothes and apparel. With more choice,
not only on sizes but colours as well, there are styles to suite all tastes.
To explore the collection, click on the SHOP button on the front page of the AHT website.
Each purchase provides support for AHT fundraising.
Click now, and order some new stylish surprises for someone special.

AHT V-NECK JUMPER £30 *

AHT RUGBY SHIRT £34

AHT CONTRAST POLO SHIRT £24

AHT WOMEN’S T-SHIRT £10

AHT ULTRA COTTON POLO £20

AHT UNISEX T-SHIRT £10

AHT RUCKSACK £31

AHT LAPTOP CASE £15

AHT MESSENGER BAG £35

Direct delivery is by Royal Mail 3-5 working days delivery (£2.95 first item and £0.50 every additional item).
*All clothing prices include VAT. Delivery charges are exclusive of VAT.
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AHT NEWS

The R101 Airship Disaster

RECENT LECTURES
His Majesty’s Airship R-100

th

On 4 December 2019, at Hillingdon Park Baptist
Church, the partnership of Peter Davison (AHT Curatorial
Advisor) and Dr Giles Camplin (Dirigible editor) gave
another airing of their highly successful ‘double-header’
lecture The R101 Airship Disaster to a full house of the
Hillingdon U3A Science & Technology Group.
Both these lectures, along with a selection of
others on airship history-related topics, are available for
the entertainment/education of assemblies and special
interest group meetings.
Anyone interested in booking an AHT lecture for
their group should contact the webmaster, the Dirigible
editor or any member of the AHT Council.

---ooo000ooo---

AIRSHIP MEMORIALS
Allonne

th

To commemorate the 40 anniversary of the death
of Sir Barnes Wallis Bsc., designer of several of Britain’s
large rigid airships, the Weybridge Branch of the Royal
Aeronautical Society hosted a lecture by Airship Heritage
Trust’s Membership Liaison Officer, Roger Allton, at the
th
Brooklands Museum on 16 October 2019.
Entitled His Majesty’s Airship R-100. Designed by
Barnes Wallis BSc., innovator extraordinary, Roger’s talk
told the story of R-100 which was built by the Airship
Guarantee Company Ltd., a subsidiary of Vickers Ltd.,
and anticipated by Air Ministry contract to be the last of
the Zeppelin-based designs.
Roger explained that Barnes Wallis designed the
R-100 from first principles and produced a truly excellent
experimental airship.
The lecture showed how, although limited by the
dimensions of the former RNAS shed at Howden, Wallis’
innovations and patents broke the traditional form in
many ways. How lessons he learned from his R-80
design research, enabled the R-100 to handle better, and
to fly considerably faster than the R-101 produced by the
Royal Airship Works at Cardington.
Roger concluded that although Wallis is known
world-wide as the ‘Bouncing Bomb man’, he deserves
also to be renowned for the R-100 airship.
There will be a repeat performance given by Roger
of his Barnes Wallis/R-100 lecture on the evening of
st
Thursday October 1 in Bedford as part of AHT’s
contribution to their shared co-hosting of the Airship
th
Association’s 12 International Airship Convention and
model flying Regatta.
Details of this event can be found on the AHT
webpage:
www.airshipsonline.com/events/convention2020.htm
- and the Call for Papers is printed at the back of
this bumper-sized issue of Dirigible.

The current printed edition of the Institute
Geographique National [IGN] Serie Bleue 1:25,000 map
of Beauvais – Sheet 2211 E, Edition 6, dated May 2012 –
shows new roads south of Allonne and that the former
N1 which passes the R101 Memorial is now the D1001.
Although the obelisk marking the crash site in the Bois
des Coutumes is still clearly marked on the map and
identified as a monument, the position of the main
roadside Memorial is no longer identifiable.
However, the map has an IGN e-mail address to
which one is encouraged to send corrections to the
published information, so I asked for the Memorial’s
location to be added at the next revision and the site
identified as a monument.
I subsequently received a reply from the IGN
saying that the digital version of the map had been
updated and this could be viewed on the ‘IGN Map’ layer
of the Geoportal website (www.geoportail.gouv.fr).
They added that the correction would be taken into
account when the next edition of the paper map was
produced.

Cardington
Listed Building Consent for the repairs to the R101
Memorial [in Cardington Cemetery] was granted by
st
Bedford Borough Council on 1 July 2019. There were
no conditions attached to the Consent, although it was
suggested that the reason for the cracks in the two
sections of the plinth be investigated while the work was
being carried out.
th
I went to Cardington on 15 October to have a site
meeting with Dan Gerard of Corinthian Stone, the
Bedford-based stone masons carrying out the work on
behalf of the Trust. Despite the recent poor weather, they
had managed to complete the work on lifting and reseating the broken paving stones around the Memorial.
The joints had been cleaned out and filled with a mixture
of sand and gravel to improve drainage. I hope you’ll
agree that it’s a great improvement.
At the time of my visit, they were completing work
on the Memorial itself and had replaced the tapered
block under one of the decorative vases and had
repaired the broken piece adjacent to it, although this still
required smoothing off.
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been stored in the open in Corinthian’s yard and had got
very wet.
The colour will lighten as the stone dries out and
should be a close match to the original. They had also
done quite a lot of re-pointing.
I discussed the possibility of cleaning the Memorial
using Corinthian’s specialist steam-cleaning equipment
and I will look into this further.
Steam-cleaning won’t remove all the discolouration
but will certainly improve the top and most of the plinth.
Sadly, some of the rust stains resulting from
wreaths having been left in place for too long are now
almost impossible to remove.

You will also see how well the parched areas of
grass have recovered since the previous photos were
taken [see Dirigible 88, p40].
The two new sections of stone in the plinth are a
different colour at the moment because the stone had
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Paul Ross
---ooo000ooo---

THE R38 MEMORIAL
As requested at the last AHT Council meeting I
have made some enquiries regarding the status of the
R38 Memorial. I sent the following request to Hull
Museums:
“The Airship Heritage Trust is looking for
information on airship memorials, and wondered if you
have a photo of the R38 memorial referred to below, on
your website? “There is a memorial in the Western
cemetery on Spring Bank West, Hull, to commemorate all
those who lost their lives”.
“For our records also please, could you tell us who
is responsible for maintaining it?”

setting ‘Cardington, Bedford’ into the Shed wall on the
AHT logo/handstamp.
Our vice chairman Alastair Lawson, had been
contacted by artist Keith Goldsmith, who had offered the
Trust the use of his painting of the R-100. This proved
ideal for our cover, so I set about creating the draft on
computer.
Here it is with the current Queen Elizabeth aircraftcarrier stamp (Barnes Wallis was in the Royal Navy in
WWI and Nevil Shute Norway in WW II):

I received the following reply:
“Thank you for your enquiry to Hull Museums.
There are images on our collections website – go to
http://museumcollections.hullcc.gov.uk/collections/
The upkeep for Western Cemetery is the responsibility of
Hull City Council.

And this is the insert card that tells the story:

www.hull.gov.uk/location/western-cemetery
Jocelyn Anderson-Wood
Research and Documentation Assistant
Hull Maritime Museum”
Type 'R38 Memorial' in the webpage search box to
see the photos. I have asked if the text on the plaques is
available in a high res photo.

Roger Allton
AHT Membership Liaison Officer

---ooo000ooo---

A COMMEMORATIVE FLOWN
COVER FOR R-100
Soon after being elected as a Trustee of the
Airship Heritage Trust, I was looking for some
commemorative occasion to promote both the event and
the Trust. Being a keen reader of both Nevil Shute’s
novels and Barnes Wallis’ biographies, the maiden flight
th
of the R-100 on 16 December 1929 seemed ideal. But
how to commemorate this occasion?
By chance, a philatelist friend invited me to a
meeting where fellow philatelists showed off their
collections of Air Mail stamps. One impressed me
especially since he showed a cover (envelope) postmarked for each of the Graf Zeppelin’s flights from
Friedrichshafen to Rio during 1935 – even one which
was dropped by parachute at Madrid when the Graf was
unable to moor there.
I asked many questions of the stamp collectors
and decided to ask my fellow AHT Trustees to support an
th
H.M.A. R-100 90 Anniversary Commemorative cover to
sell to AHT Members and the public to help raise funds
for our charitable activities.
With the help of Royal Mail, we were able to create
an AHT handstamp for ‘cancelling’ our covers and
agreed the date of 16 Dec 2019, (90 years on), to be
shown as the postal date.
There was one slight problem, which was that the
Royal Mail needed the nearest post office town (Bedford)
to be shown on the cover – this was achieved by in-

As well as arranging for the covers to be flown in a
friend’s Cessna over the start and end of the maiden
flight centres shown on the cover, I decided to drive to
th
Howden to be there on 16 December 2019 at 07.00.
This was the time at which the R-100 was walked out of
the shed where she was built – IT WAS DARK!


I started rear stamping the covers (see above left)
and gradually the dawn came. By 07.53 when ‘let go’
was called in 1929, it was just getting light in 2019. No
wonder the Pathé News film was murky!
I then drove, as the R-100 had flown, via York to
Cardington, where I had arranged to set up the AHT
banner in the foyer of the Shorts Building, and stamp the
other rear stamp (see above right), celebrating the
mooring at the Royal Airship Works at 13.30. (There is
discussion about the arrival time, I took a ‘mean’ as
13.30.)
Lydia Saul, of The Higgins Art Gallery & Museum
in Bedford and Peter Davison, the AHT’s Curatorial
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Advisor with his wife Kim joined me, along with a
philatelist who had emailed me earlier, alerted by our
handstamp in the Royal Mail bulletin.
We were made welcome by Director Ross Antony
and his team at Knights Estate Agents, who now have
their offices in the building.

Roger Allton (left) hands Ross Antony, Sam Weller, and
Rochelle Applegate of Knights Estate Agents a commemorative
HMA R-100 cover to celebrate the occasion.

Sitting in the Shorts Building, where the designers
of the Government-built airship HMA R101 had worked
some 90 years ago, at precisely 13.30, I set about back
stamping the first of the 340 commemorative covers for
the second time.
Having completed the task I completed my trip,
driving Home-Howden-York Minster-Cardington-Home,
covering 360 miles exactly - my car celebrated 160,000
miles on the way!
The end result is that we now have two versions of
the R-100 Maiden Flight Commemorative Cover for sale.
Both come with a descriptive stiffener card insert inside a
protective commemorative envelope.
Firstly, there are a limited number (200) which
are rear-stamped and signed by both Chris Henderson,
Trustee and Treasurer of the Barnes Wallis Foundation,
and also by John Anderson, President of the Nevil Shute
Norway Foundation.
The retail price of these is £14.00 but AHT
members are offered a special price of £11.00
Secondly there are 340 unsigned and rearstamped only.
The retail price of these is £10.00 with the AHT
Members’ special price of £8.00

A MEETING OF MINDS
Following a suggestion by the AHT’s Membership
Liaison Officer, Roger Allton, representatives from four
organisations, with varying degrees of interest in
th
promoting the study of airship history, met on the 17
January at the Yorkshire Air Museum (YAM) at Elvington.
th
Their purpose was to discuss the possibility of 90
anniversary commemorations for both the R100 and
R101 at YAM during 2020.
The organisations represented were:
• AHT a charitable, not for profit, voluntarily run
organisation that aims to promote interest and study
in the history of airships and lighter than air travel. www.airshipsonline.com
• The Barnes Wallis Foundation (BWF) a registered
charity that aims to inspire, inform and advance
education in aeronautical and engineering design, in
memory of the life and work of Sir Barnes Wallis. –
www.barneswallisfoundation.co.uk
• The Nevil Shute Norway Foundation (NSNF) whose
web site exists primarily for the exchange of news,
opinions, and information among those interested in
researching aspects of the life and work of the author
Nevil Shute. - http://nevilshute.org
• And the meeting’s hosts, The Yorkshire Air Museum
(YAM) a registered charity that recognises and
commemorates the achievements and sacrifice of
allied airmen and women in all conflicts, and is the
largest original wartime RAF Bomber Command
Station open to the public anywhere in the world. https://yorkshireairmuseum.org
The meeting was chaired by YAM Museum
Director, Barbara George and she was joined by Ian
Richardson and John Wright (YAM), Chris Henderson of
BWF, John Anderson, president of NSNF, Roger Allton
of AHT and Pat Cleary, a colleague of Roger’s with
experience of running exhibitions.

Left to right: Pat Cleary, John Anderson, Roger Allton, Barbara
George, Ian Richardson, Chris Hendrson, John Wright.

•

Obtainable from the AHT website shop:

www.airshipsonline.com/sales/R-100
Commemorative Cover.htm
The purpose of this initiative is to raise funds for
AHT, so we ask members to use these collectable items
as gifts for birthdays, etc., since they will be historically
significant in the future. If they sell well, we shall do more
in future to mark other anniversaries.

Roger Allton
AHT Membership Liaison Officer
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•
•
•
•
•

Agenda items included:
Discussion of suitable dates in the YAM season, to
match upcoming airship anniversaries during 2020.
Roger Allton’s RAeS lecture, By Airship to Canada at
th
4 Hamilton Place, London 29 July 2020.
Availability of the Barnes Wallis Foundation mobile
exhibition for 2020.
Loan of Hendon RAF museum R100 artifacts,
currently at Stafford and Rolls-Royce Heritage Trust
at Derby.
Commemorative postal covers.
th
The 12 International Airship Convention at Bedford
th
rd
from 30 Sept – 3 Oct 2020 – see opposite.

Roger Allton
---ooo000ooo---

THE AIRSHIP ASSOCIATION
Limited by guarantee

th

12 International Airship Convention and Regatta
RETROSPECTION AND RESURGENCE
Bedford, England : 30th September – 3rd October 2020

Invitation to Participate
You are hereby cordially invited to attend the
Airship Association’s 12th International Convention
and Model Regatta, which is to be held, jointly in
collaboration with the Airship Heritage Trust, from
Wednesday 30th September to Saturday 3rd October
2020 at the Mercure Bedford Centre Hotel, 2 St
Mary’s Street, Bedford MK42 0AR United Kingdom
(formerly Radisson Park Inn).
Bedford is a cosmopolitan town with a rich airship
heritage. Centrally located between London, Oxford
and Cambridge it is close to the village of
Cardington, which was home to Britain’s Royal
Airship Works some 90 years ago. The giant sheds
that housed the great rigid airships R100 and R101
still exist today, but they are currently in use as film
studios and consequently closed to public access.
Convention delegates will be able to participate in a
full two-day technical conference as well as
enjoying the opportunity to network with the world’s
leading airship experts, active practitioners and
historians.
Social events will include an historical lecture, the
opening of airship-themed public exhibitions and a
full programme of activities to entertain spouses and
partners. Delegates and their guests will also be
welcome, on the Saturday, to attend the model
airship Regatta which will feature an official FAI
time trial plus performance competitions for radiocontrolled models and other LTA drones.

Call for Papers
At the two-day technical Conference hosted jointly
with the Airship Heritage Trust, delegates will have
a rare opportunity to attend a mixture of historical
and forward-looking presentations on a variety of
airship-related topics. There will be an opportunity
to meet with speakers and discuss their papers and to
exchange new ideas with fellow enthusiasts on all
matters concerning the past history and future
potential for airships.

Major subject areas for consideration are:
1. Current Projects and Technology
2. History and Learning from the Past
3. Flight Operations and Potential Growth Areas
4. Infrastructure and Ground Handling
5. Loading and Unloading Payloads
6. Management/Regulation and Safety
7. Market Finance/Leasing/Insurance
8. Innovation/R&D/Environmental Impact
9. Education/Training/Skills and Simulations
10. Fun, Fantasy and Futuristic Concepts
Interested contributors should submit an Abstract of
250-words maximum (no figures or references) to:
papers-committee@airship-association.org
Abstract submission deadline: 30th June 2020
Paper selection decision by: 31st July 2020
Paper ready for publication: 2nd October 2020
Abstracts should include indication of their author’s
preferred subject areas from those listed above.
Selected papers will be published in the Conference
Proceedings and distributed free to all delegates after
the Convention. Authors must present their papers
orally (20 mins plus 10 mins discussion) : NB - No
podium, no publication! (If authors do not turn up
to read their papers at the Conference, or appoint a
suitably qualified substitute to read it for them, then
their paper will not be included in the Proceedings.)
The Airship Association and the Airship Heritage
Trust reserve the right to publish papers given at the
Convention in the Conference Proceedings and at
any time thereafter in their respective publications.
Copyright of papers will, however, remain with the
authors and this will be acknowledged wherever and
whenever papers are published.
The Convention is funded largely from conference
registration fees and, consequently, speakers are
obliged to register and to pay the requisite
attendance fees. However, speakers will be eligible
to pay a Discounted Registration Fee.
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The Conference Centre
The Conference Centre is the Mercure Bedford
Centre Hotel which is located in St Mary’s Street,
close to the centre of Bedford on the south side of
the river by the main A6 road bridge.
Set your SATNAV to MK42 0AR.
The direct telephone number is:
+44 (0)1234 799 988.
The general website for the hotel, which includes an
option to reserve accommodation online is:

www.accorhotels.com/unitedkingdom/index.en.shtml

Hotel Accommodation
It will be necessary for all delegates and their guests
to make their own travel and accommodation
arrangements for the Convention.
However, the Convention organisers have negotiated
and reserved for delegates a limited number of
rooms at the Mercure Bedford Centre Hotel at a
concessionary rate of £80.00 double room per night,
or £70.00 single. Room numbers are limited and the
concessionary rate will lapse one month before the
Convention – so book before 30th August!
If the four star Mercure Hotel is not for you, the
Conference Centre is within easy walking distance
of Bedford’s main shopping centre where there are
more hotels close by and other options such as
Airbnb and Bed & Breakfast that will suit all
budgets.
Sadly the Bedford Tourist Information Centre closed
in 2017 but details of available accommodation in
the Bedford area can be found online.

Travel
Getting to Bedford
Bedford is an ancient town that still retains much of
its medieval layout. Whilst this adds to the charm of
the place, it does make driving and parking difficult.
Many hotels have their own car parks and delegates
are advised to contact the hotels directly about
parking.
The Mercure Bedford Centre Hotel has car parking
for guests at the rear with space available on a firstcome first-served basis. There is a charge for
overnight parking. Adjacent public car parks and
others in Bedford also charge for overnight stays.
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Road Transport - Bedford lies 50 miles north of
London on the A6 London/Carlisle road; the A1 and
M1 roads lie to the east and west respectively.
Cambridge is 40 minutes driving time to the east via
A428/A45. To the west are Milton Keynes (25
minutes), Buckingham (35 minutes) and Oxford (75
minutes) via A428/A421/A422
Rail Transport – Bedford’s main Rail Station is a 15
minute walk from the Conference Hotel. It is served
by frequent rail services to London St Pancras (50
minutes) with through services to Gatwick (120
mins), Brighton (135 mins) and northbound trains to
Leicester, Derby, Nottingham and Sheffield.
Services to West Midlands, Lancashire and Scotland
go via Bletchley. For information call National Rail
Enquiries 03457 48 49 50 or visit their website:

www.nationalrail.co.uk

Park & Ride
Those who wish to attend as day delegates may find
it advantageous to use the very efficient Park & Ride
scheme which is “easy to use, easy on your pocket
and easy on the environment.” according to Bedford
Tourist Information. “Just park in the spacious car
park in Elstow and the easy access buses will whizz
you quickly … into the town centre …” At the time
of printing buses run every 15 minutes, 6 days a
week. Parking is free, you just pay to ride on the
bus. More details can be found on the website:

www.bedford.gov.uk/parking-roads-andtravel/public-transport/park-ride/

Association Membership
Membership of the Airship Association is open to
anyone interested in the development and future use
of airships. Membership is £45.00 per year and can
be secured by credit card payment on our website
(click The Airship Shop), or by sending a cheque to
the Treasurer, 1 Magdalen Close, Hempstead,
Gillingham ME7 3TA, UK. A discounted rate of £25
is available for UK residents who are either in fulltime education or over the age of 65.

membership@airship-association.org

Cancellations
Any refunds of delegate fees that are requested after
registration has been completed will be made at the
sole discretion of the Convention organisers
irrespective of whether payment was by credit or
debit card, cheque, money order or banker’s draft.

Convention Format
The Conference
Central to the Convention is a two-day Conference
where all aspects of matters related to the history
and future uses of airships will be discussed. Anyone
wishing to submit a paper for presentation at the
Conference should follow the instructions given
above in this Call For Papers.
The Convention is funded largely from registration
fees and all attendees are obliged to pay the requisite
fee. A discounted fee is offered to chosen speakers,
session chairs and volunteer helpers.

Session Chairs and Volunteers
Members of the Airship Association or the Airship
Heritage Trust who would be willing to take on the
responsibility of chairing a conference session, or
who would like to volunteer to assist with helping to
organise and run the events during the Convention,
are requested to contact the Chairman of the Airship
Association by email at:

chairman@airship-association.org
Session Chairs and Volunteer Helpers will be
eligible to pay a Discounted Registration Fee.

Partner Programme
On the two days of the Conference, the Wives,
Husbands, Partners, Family and Friends of the
delegates will be offered the opportunity to
participate in a programme of visits to places of
interest in the Bedford area. Some of these events
will be included in the delegate’s fee.

Model Flying Regatta
In keeping with past practice we will be holding a
model airship flying Regatta, but in a departure from
previous events there will be a range of competitions
for several different classes. In addition to officially
sanctioned FAI competitions for University teams
we hope to attract entries from schools and youth
organisations as well as individual home-builders.
To this end, a range of competitions is planned to
suit all skill levels and prizes will be offered for
completing tasks set by the organisers.
The Regatta is open to all comers but place
numbers are limited and contestants must
register with the organisers at least one month
BEFORE the start of the event.
Anyone wishing to compete and enter a model
airship in the Regatta should apply by email to:

martinlta@hotmail.com

Welcome Reception
The Mayor of Bedford will open the Convention on
the evening of Wednesday 30th September 2020.
After registering for the Conference the delegates
and their guests will be invited to attend a Reception
hosted by the Airship Heritage Trust (AHT). The
theme of the evening will be the British Imperial
Airship Scheme of the 1920s which aimed to
connect the far flung countries of the British Empire
with a fleet of gigantic airships providing a regular
airline service carrying mail and fare-paying
passengers. There will also be a fund-raising
Auction and prizes to be won in a Raffle and a Quiz.

Historical Lecture
The 2020 Convention happens to coincide with the
anniversaries of several significant events in airship
history. These include the centenary of the last SSZero blimp to fly in the Royal Naval Airship
Service, and the 90th anniversaries of R80’s first
flight, R100’s successful flight to Canada and
R101’s disastrous crash. An illustrated talk on
Barnes Wallis and the R100, is planned for the
Thursday evening sponsored by the AHT.

Delegate Fees include two tickets for spectators but
owing to limited space, entrance to the Regatta for
non-delegates is restricted to members of the Airship
Association and the AHT and their invited guests.

Opportunities for Sponsors
The Airship Association’s 12th International Airship
Convention and Regatta will be a forum where
manufacturers, designers, and potential customers
can meet face-to-face to present news of their
projects, showcase their capabilities, recruit
experienced personnel, and discuss the latest ideas
and developments within today’s LTA industry.
Details of sponsorship opportunities are available on
application to the Treasurer at:

treasurer@airship-association.org
Throughout the Convention, the Airship Heritage
Trust will be staging a Public Exhibition to mark
several significant mile-stones in LTA flight history.
The Exhibition will include a limited number of
Display Tables for Convention Sponsors which will
be allocated on a first-come first-served basis.
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MODEL AIRSHIP REGATTA
ASHFORD, 2012

12th International Airship Convention and Regatta
RETROSPECTION AND RESURGENCE
Bedford, England : 30th September – 3rd October 2020

Delegate Registration Fees
Status
Airship Association and AHT Members
Non-Member of the Airship Association
Registered Students (Conference Only)
Presenters of Papers
Session Chairs and Volunteer Helpers

Delegate Fee
£200
£230
£70
£180
£180

A special reduced fee is offered to Presenters of Papers, Session Chairs
and a limited number of Volunteer Helpers.
Registration fees for the full convention include conference lunches, teas, coffees and the welcoming reception.
th

Credit card reservation is available until 20 September 2020 from these websites:

https://www.airshipsonline.com/events/convention2020.htm
https://the-airship-association.myshopify.com/collections/convention-2020
This payment method is preferred as it avoids bank charges associated with foreign currency exchange.
Registration can be confirmed by writing and enclosing the full remittance, to:

The Treasurer, The Airship Association,
1 Magdalen Close, Hempstead, Gillingham ME7 3TA, United Kingdom.
Please make cheques payable to The Airship Association Ltd.
RETROSPECTION AND RESURGENCE IS SUPPORTED BY

ENVELOPE TECHNOLOGY
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NOTICE OF ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING
Notice is hereby given that the 2020 Annual General Meeting
of the Airship Heritage Trust will be held in
Cardington Village Hall, Southill Road,
Cardington, Bedfordshire MK44 3SP
at 2:00 pm on
Saturday, 6th June 2020

Please return a Proxy Form if you cannot attend!
FOLLOWING THE AHT 2020 AGM
There will be a talk on

H.M.A. R100 DESIGNED BY BARNES WALLIS:
INNOVATOR EXTRAORDINARY
By Roger Allton
Refreshments (tea and biscuits) will be provided and guests are welcome so bring a friend!

---ooo000ooo---

FORTHCOMING EVENTS
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

23-25 March 2020 – World Hydrogen Congress - Le Méridien Etoile, 81 Boulevard Gouvion Saint-Cyr 75848
Cedex 17, 75017 Paris, France. Information from: www.worldhydrogencongress.com/Agenda
15 March 2020 - British Balloon & Airship Club AGM at Egerton Hall, Brackley, NN13 6GN : www.bbac.org
15 May 2020 – Farnborough U3A Lecture by Nigel Hills of the Airship Association, entitled Carriers in the Air How the Airship Aircraft-Carrier evolved : Information obatinable from - www.u3afarnborough.org.uk/home
th
1-5 June 2020 - Nevil Shute Norway Foundation 11 International Conference, ‘Devon 2020’ at Buckfast
Abbey Conference Centre, Northwood Ln, Buckfastleigh, Devon TQ11 0EG. https://shutedevon2020.co.uk
6 June 2020 - Airship Heritage Trust AGM will be held at 14.00 in Cardington Village Hall, Southill Road,
Cardington, Bedfordshire MK44 3SP (see notice above).
29 July 2020 - RAeS Lecture by Roger Allton, By Airship to Canada – 90 Years On at 18.00 in No.4 Hamilton
Place, London W1J 7BQ. www.aerosociety.com/events-calendar
30 Sept to 3 Oct 2020 – AHT and Airship Assoc International Convention – Mercure Bedford Central Hotel,
Bedford, UK – see Call for Papers on pp 47-50 herein :www.airshipsonline.com/events/convention2020.htm

---ooo000ooo---

MEMBERSHIP MATTERS
UK Membership : £25 per annum : Overseas Membership : £35 per annum
st

AHT Annual Subscriptions are due on the 1 of January each year
Please renew your subscription promptly – each reminder letter costs us postage. Many thanks!

Subscribe via PayPal at the AHT website (www.airshipsonline.com/members)
=

or
By Standing Order made payable to: “The Airship Heritage Trust” : Account Number : 31563866
Sort Code: 40-24-07 : HSBC Bank plc, Unit 2, Marlowes Centre, Hemel Hempstead, HP1 1DX
or
By cheque made payable to: “The Airship Heritage Trust”

Sent to: The Membership Secretary
Brian Harrison, 9 Quaggy Walk, Blackheath, London SE3 9EL
Enquiries: membership@airshipsonline.com
AHT welcomes new members : Roy Bolton : Gary Haines : Peter Harris : David Isby :
Mark Krause : Martin Mahony : Ross Mann : Scot Mathieson : Andrew Millington :
Sean O’Brenan : Mike Rumble
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was an unusual technique of heating the hydrogen to
increase lift and of cooling it to descend, using engine
exhaust gases!
The whole 'killer airship' concept was flawed.
Nevertheless, it received some official backing. Five
airships were proposed and the writer has evidence that
several well known aeronautical people were involved.
Thus a shed 266ft long, 50ft wide was constructed at
Barking in May 1915. Rails were laid out from the
entrance and electric winches provided to assist entry
and exit. [According to Admiralty report CB819 “State of
development of Airship Service - 1/Jan/1918” the
“Experimental Construction Shed” at the Barking
“Homestation” was still extant and was 266ft long x 40 ft
wide x 40ft high. - Ed.]
Airship construction commenced immediately. The
ship's rigid frame was made of wood, using a principle
similar to the early Shütte-Lanz airships. Two ENV
engines were delivered and at least one fitted to a
propeller-drive and tested. Late in June 1916, the
Admiralty took over the 'Marshall-Fox Establishment' at
Barking and nothing further was heard.
Speaking to an elderly resident of Barking some
years ago, I discovered that this shed was carefully
guarded and supposed to contain a 'secret weapon'.
Later on towards the end of WW.l., the whole project was
presumed to be something of a swindle as nothing ever
came of it. The shed survived a number of years after
WWl.”
I trust the above is of some interest and I have
several photos of this airship during building but it was
never completed.
Ces Mowthorp

Airship To Airship Combat
Dirigible No.51 pp25/6
Quote from my book Battlebags - P.160, re: the
McMechan 'killer airship'.
“At the outbreak of war, a constructional shed was
built at Barking, Essex. This was part of an isolated
attempt at building rigid airships and had a peculiar
history.
Before 1914, Britain had seen the Zeppelin as a
real threat. No aeroplane could equal a Zeppelin's
performance, so it was thought the only way to stop
these huge craft was to attack them using a similar
airship, known at the time as a 'killer airship'. For a time,
fleets of such airships were envisaged, fighting for the
control of the skies in a manner of the World’s navies.
Naturally, such schemes fell by the wayside as the
performance of the aeroplane increased. However, such
a 'killer airship' was constructed, but never flown, in
Britain. It was known by several names, e.g. the
Macmechan airship, the Macmechan Zeppelin or the
Marshall-Fox airship, to name but three.
Extreme secrecy surrounded the building by
Marshall Fox of a large shed at Barking, near London.
T.R. Macmechan was a journalist who became President
of the Aeronautical Society of America. The designer,
Walter K Kamp took out patents in America and Britain
for this airship. With a length of 236ft, a diameter of 28ft
and a capacity of about 108,000 cu ft, it was supposed to
have a range of 300 miles, and carry a crew of four plus
their 'armament' with a speed of 50mph. It was powered
by two engines, a 75hp Green and a 125hp ENV, driving
four propellers by direct cable drive. Also incorporated
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