


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































222

The Prime Minister, Winston Churchill was well aware of public opinion with
people shocked that enemy ships could pass British shores unmolested, furthermore, he
needed to be ready to answer questions in Parliament. Churchill therefore ordered, as
he stated: ‘To allay complaints an official enquiry was held’.** This was held by
Mr Justice Bucknill, but included Service representatives, and I was aware at the time,
of aircrew from No 224 squadron being required to attend. In respect of Coastal
Command’s involvement, the enquiry stated that it would have been prudent for an
additional reconnaissance following apparent failure of the Command’s ASV.

Captain Roskill, in the official naval history stated: ‘The main cause of failure to
do more damage to the German ships was that they were at sea for twelve hours, four of
them in daylight before they were disco{/ered, and it was undoubtedly the failure of our
air patrols, which brought this about’.> What of the two Naval sources that failed to
report the movement of the ships? They should have been the first to inform, namely,
the agent at Brest, and HMS Sealion. The Navy had made no attempt to fill the gap left
by that submarine as would surely have been ‘prudent’. It would not have made the
slightest difference if the third line of intelligence, Coastal’s aircraft, had reported after
the other two had failed.

In fact it was an “air patrol’ that gave the first sighting. The naval forces provided
to attack the battle cruisers demonstrated quite obviously that they were incapable of
doing any damage, however much time they were allowed. The Admiralty as Roskill
stated: °...realised that a few destroyers, motor torpedo boats and torpedo boats were
unlikely to do more than inflict some underwater damage’. %

Even after passing the Straits of Dover, there would still have been many hours
for the Navy to use a battleship against the battle cruisers particularly as they had been
crippled By mines laid by the RAF. The prime error made by the Admiralty was in their
appreciation to make no provision for the enemy’s forces traversing the Straits of Dover
during daylight, as would have been prudent, in addition to taking for granted that the
enemy would use the dark hours. They had thereby nullified the chance of successful
torpedo attacks by the meagre light forces in addition to those of the Fleet Air Arm and

Coastal’s torpedo aircraft.

24, Churchill, W.S., The Second World War, London, 1977, Vol. 1V, p.110.
25. Roskill, S.W., The War at Sea, London, 1956, Vol. I1, p.159.
26. Roskill, S.W., Vol. IT, p.152.
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Dr Goulter states that ‘The Command as a whole was acutely embarrassed when it
was held primarily responsible for the Chanﬁel Dash incident’.?” She does, not,
however, give the reason or source for that statement. Goulter states also, that the
squadrons at the beginning of 1942 ‘Suffered from low morale’.® From 10 February
onwards I met up with aircrew from at least two of the strike squadrons in addition to
- my own (No 224); I neither saw nor heard any sign whatever of low morale; rather was
it otherwise. Evidence of high, rather than low morale, is to be seen in the operational
records.?’ '

Sir Arthur Harris acknowledges that the ‘weather was too bad for any successful
bombing attack’ and that ‘...minelaying [was] a most effective weapon against the
enemy’s shipping’.*® Sir John Slessor aéknowledges the enemy’s ...operational use of
the weather ...undercover of a front of which they must have known the timing and
movement to a nicety...>.*" Sir Philip Joubert sums up the Channel Dash with:

It is doubtful whether the forces employed to attack the German squadron were
sufficient to cripple the battlecruisers, even if we had received immediate knowledge of
their departure from Brest. A night attack by surface vessels might have been more
successful, but the numbers available at that time in the Channel were very small. As it
was, on 12 February the attack had to be made by day, when the best prospect of
crippling the ships lay with the bombers and torpedo bombers apart from the possibility
of damage by mines. Owing to the very low cloud base the bombers were of very little
use and the only effective striking force was the torpedo bombers. >

For successful attacks by torpedo bombers, however, surprise was essential and the
enemy expected attacks. Furthermore, with very low visibility, they could not have
hoped to have aimed accurately, even should they have been able to break through a
powerful screen of E-boats and destroyers, and lacking in cover by other aircraft to
counter both AA fire and fighters. For Kim Abbott, one of No 407 squadron’s pilots,
‘The fault lay in questionable planning, lack of preparation, and extremely poor
leadership, not sea power’ 33 By ‘sea power’, he must have thought of the Royal

Navy’s heavy units that were available.

27. Goulter, C.J.M., The Forgotten Offensive, London, 1995, p.161.

28. Goulter, CI M., p.161. '

29. ORBs: Air 27-1793 No 407 sqdn; Air 27-471 No 48 sqdn; Air 27-1387 No 224 sqdn;
Air 27-1365 No 220 sqdn.

30. Harris, A., Bomber Offensive, London, 1947, pp.68-9.

31. Slessor, J., The Central Blue, London, 1956, pp.379-380.

32. Air 15-773 C-in-C’s Despatches, Vol. I, para.281.

33. Abbott, K., 4 Gathering of Demons, Perth, Ont., 1987, p.133.
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In referring to ‘leadership’, Abbott was thinking of the higher command, not
his own squadron, far from it. Rather does he rightly refer to those natural leaders,
S/Ldr Anderson and F/O Cowperthwaite as exceptional, lost as they were, near the
Prinz Eugen. Their final sorties may be compared with the Navy’s VC, L/Cmdr
Esmonde, but tactically, there were differences, Esmonde had a lethal weapon and had
some fighter cover, Anderson and Cowperthwaite had neither. Abbott in his account,
readily acknowledges the valour of Esmonde, but regrets that his own squadron
(No 407), lacked any recognition.** Winston Churchill in his war memoirs shows a
general reluctance to criticise either personnel or forces and that policy prevailed in his
account of the Channel Dash.>

The Luftwaffe officer, Adolf Gallahd, who organised the fighter umbrella to cover
the enemy’s ships stated:

The Vice-Admiral commanding the Dover station had received additional MTBs
and Swordfish torpedo carriers. During the previous days British aircraft dropped 1,100
magnetic mines between the Frisian Islands and Brest. It cannot, therefore, be said that
the British Command was completely taken by surprise...the British Command showed
amazingly little ability to improvise ...this operation was accomplished within range of
the [British] Home Fleet.>®
I consider that the Admiralty had no serious intention of stopping the Scharnhorst,
Gneisenau and Prinz Eugen from sailing up the Channel, as demonstrated by the
meagre forces it deployed. It was apparent that British forces lacked co-ordination and
no satisfactory plan had been made, (in sharp contrast to, for example, the Torch
operation). The fault lay, not with individual forces, but with the Admiralty whose duty
it was surely, to counter the movement of an enemy fleet. It would have made no
difference whatsoever, if Coastal’s reconnaissance had given earlier reports; they did,
however, serve as a scapegoat for the naval historian, Captain Roskill to justify the
Admiralty’s indifference.”’

The enemy had again shown that in moving its heavy warships, it was able to

choose weather conditions that provided excellent cover and nullified any counter

moves by the British.

34, Abbott, K., Gathering of Demons, Perth,Ont. 1987, p.131.

35. Churchill, W.S., The Second World War, London, 1977, Vol. IV, p.102.
36. Galland, A., The First and the Last, London, 1970, pp.152,165,167.

37. Roskill, S.W., The War at Sea, London, 1956, Vol. II, p.159.
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As Robertson stated: ‘This cleverly executed plan was to be largely responsible
for the delays in the British attacks’; and,‘The Channel Dash remains a monument to
muddled leadership’.*® For the enemy it was a “tactical victory but a strategic defeat’.*®

Of the three heavy warships, Gneisenau never went to sea again, Scharnhorst was
sunk in the Battle of North Cape in December 1943, and Prinz Eugen was to be attacked
again by Coastal Command in 1942 but not effectively.*

The advantages that followed from the ships leaving Brest, were that for the RAF,
Bomber Command had 40% of its effort which had been devoted to bombing ships in
Brest was now able to direct that effort towards Germany. For Coastal Command, its
aircraft that had been on regular reconnaissance covering those ships were now free to
concentrate on anti-submarine warfare, fhus in the case of my own squadroh, No 224,
we were posted from St. Eval to Limavady to undertake North Atlantic sorties.

The strike squadrons were moved to northern bases such as Wick and Leuchars as
it was still necessary to counter possible movements by the battleship Tirpitz in addition
to those by Prinz Eugen and Scharnhorst. There remained also Coastal’s requirement
to cover the convoys to and from Russia.

For Coastal’s Air Officer Commanding-in-Chief, Sir Philip Joubert, the Channel
Dash episode had demonstrated his shortage of strike aircraft, and his lack of other
aircraft to cover the strikes. The Prinz Eugen was located in Trondheim roads with an
escort of four destroyers on 16 May. A second potential target, the pocket battleship
Liitzow, also with a four-destroyer escort was seen in the Kattegat but steaming
northwards at 15 knots. Just before midnight on 16 May six Hampdens were sent to
mine the Haugesund area and reconnaissance on 17 May reported enemy warships in
positions 59°43'N 05°25'E, 59°40'N 05°35'E, and later at 58°30'N 05°35°E.

Frofn these positions it was estimated that enemy warships would pass Lister
Light in southern Norway on 17 May between 1900-2000hrs. Off Lister Light the ships
would be sailing in open waters and thus where attacks were possible with both bombs
and torpedoes. A total force of twenty-seven Beauforts, six Blenheim fighters, eight

Beaufighters and thirteen Hudsons was deployed.

38. Robertson, T., The Channel Dash, London, 1958, pp.58, 191.
39. Robertson, T., p.191, quoting Admiral Raeder.
40. Roskill, S.W., Vol. II, p.398.
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The term ‘fighter’ for the Blenheims was a misnomer, as they lacked the
firepower even of the Hudsons. Nevertheless, they were to attack the enemy fighters
that were rightly expected to oppose any attack on shipping. Additionally the
Blenheims were expected to make dummy torpedo attacks to confuse the enemy.

The limited number of Beaufighters was to counter anti-aircraft fire and attack the
destroyers with cannon. In the first wave of twelve Beauforts, their three leaders were
shot down. In a second wave, four more Beauforts were lost. For successful torpedo
attacks where the enemy had fighter cover, in this case from Stavanger, surprise was
essential, and that had not been achieved. Again, the Admiralty was not prepared to risk
units of the Home Fleet off the enemy-controlled coast; thus it was a task for Coastal
Command aircrew and with quite inadequate aircraft and armament. A combined
Operational Instruction was, however, prepared which made provision for fighter
cover.* This was essential for any daylight strikes off the Norwegian coast due to the
enemy’s strong fighter forces based there. There remained also Coastal’s requirement to
cover the convoys to and from Russia.

By late summer, major enemy naval units were based at Narvik including the
battleship Tirpitz, the pocket battleship Admiral Scheer and the heavy cruiser Admiral
Hipper. They thus posed a threat to British convoys to or from Russia, and when at that
time, two were scheduled, namely PQ 18 and QP 14. To give cover against such ships a
detachment of Hampden torpedo bombers from Nos 144 and 455 squadrons was flown
from Sumburgh in the Shetlands.

Twenty-three arrived at Vaenga. Additionally, a detachment of Catalinas from No
210 squadron also flew to Russia where the whole of Coastal’s forces were under the
command of Group Captain F. L. Hopps who had earlier served at Wick as Station
Commander.

Hitler was not prepared to risk his major fleet units at sea, wishing instead to keep
them to protect Norway; attacks on the convoys were then left to U-boats and the
Luftwaffe’s aircraft.

The outcome for Coastal Command was that the aircraft were left in Russia for
the Russians, including some PRU Spitfires and for the Command’s personnel to return

to the United Kingdom by sea.*?

41. Air 15-773 C-in-C’s Despatches, Vol. II, para.183.
42. Air 15-773 Vol. I, para.242. Roskill, S.W., The War at Sea, London, 1956, Vol. II, p.278.
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Comments made by aircrew that served in Russia, reflect an indifferent attitude in
respect of the help given to the Russians and at great cost to the British, particularly of
the merchant seamen. Post war, Coastal’s aircrews that served in Russia however, were
awarded Russian decorations.

Leaving aircraft in Russia may have given the impression of Coastal being well
equipped but it was not so. Its few squadrons were intended to cover the whole of the
enemy-controlled coastline, from possibly, Trondheim in Norway down to the Spanish
frontier. Because the enemy still had major warships such as the battleship Tirpitz in
- Norway, it was necessary for the Command to have a strike force based in the north at
Leuchars, Wick or Sumburgh to counter any breakout by such potential raiders to the
Atlantic or against the Russian convoys.~ Furthermore, strike aircraft were required to
operate over the Bay of Biscay against blockade- runners, and also to cover the Spanish
coastline from Bilbao to French ports due to the traffic of iron ore along that route.

As a Strike Wing was intended to comprise at least three strike squadrons, the
forces available were obviously quite inadequate. There remained, also, ever the need,
from May 1940 onwards, for strike forces to operate against the German E-boats.

My only notable trip to Norway was to seek the battleship Tirpitz and the heavy
cruiser Admiral Hipper that were thought to be in Trondheim fjord on 6 June 1942. We
must have been chosen because we had the best navigator on the squadron, and accurate
navigation was paramount for a potential shipping strike.

This sortie must have been rated of some importance as it was the only time that
the Station Commander came into the operations room to check, in addition to the
pilot and navigator, that I personally was fully briefed, although I was then only
a Sgt. Wop/AG (Wireless Operator/Air Gunner). Our safety was dependent on cloud
cover, but on reaching Trondheim fjord we found none, and in a trip of 7%hr in that
northern latitude, there were only three hours of darkness. We were challenged by the
guard ship at the entrance to the fjord, and it must have reported our presence to the
Luftwaffe, as on return to the operations room, the controller asked me if I had seen any

enemy aircraft as three fighters were looking for us.
If we had sighted either the battleship or the heavy cruiser, I doubt if we would

have escaped. Although we had cut short our trip down the fjord, it was far enough to

make an escape rather difficult.
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A single battleship docked in Norway was enough to require considerable effort
on the part of Coastal Command because of the possibility of it breaking out into the
Atlantic. Furthermore, it meant that convoys to Russia, needed naval escorts capable of
dealing with a modern battleship that was superior to any single ship of the Royal Navy.

The need for extremely accurate navigation was essential, as also reliable W/T
signals; with at least one strike squadron on standby and armed, they would have had
little reserve in fuel to start looking for the target rather than flying direct to its position.
This necessity became apparent for the strike wings that came later. The checks made
by the Station Commander at that briefing were typical of that officer (then G/Capt
Hopps). He checked also the records of the link trainer, as all aircrew, and not just
pilots, were expected to be able to handlé an aircraft. In fact, to stand in, for all the other
aircrew categories as necessary.*’ All aircrew, likewise, were expected to study
intelligence reports in the operations room.

In 1943, when armaments were being considered for the strike squadrons; they
were to include, torpedoes, bombs and rocket projectiles, in addition to the
Beaufighters® cannon. Equipment that was added included ASV aerials, plates for the
installation of rocket projectiles and dive brakes. Collectively, these additions, could
result in the speed of Beaufighters being reduced by as much as 17 knots.**

Sir Philip had intended increasing his anti-shipping operations in the stretch of
open water south of Stavanger to Lister and including the Skagerrak. That was in
October, but the need for reconnaissance against a possible break out of Germany’s
major fleet units meant that there were just not enough aircraft for both those tasks.

At the time of Operation Overlord, Germany still had available for operations, 90-
100 E-boats, 135 R-boats, twenty to twenty-five destroyers, and thirty-five torpedo
boats; in addition to about 200 U-boats and 150 W-boats (midget submarines). The
possibility of a breakout into the Atlantic by heavy warships had also to be considered.*’

Although it was thought that the main threat to the Allies’ forces would be from
U-boats attempting to enter the Bristol, St.George’s and English Channels, an enemy
offensive was expected using destroyers and other light surface craft against Allied
convoys and Sir Sholto Douglas laid on anti-shipping operations for dusk and dawn and

during the night.

43. Spotswood, D., MRAF, letter to the author.
44. Air 15-46 Aircraft Operational Requirements Policy, Jul.1939-Jun.1943. 12.2.43.
45. Air 15-102 Overlord - The Role of Coastal Command, para.33.
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These were to be flown largely by Nos 16 and 19 Groups, although the main task
for No 19 Group was considered to be anti-submarine warfare.*

For No 16 Group’s prime task of anti-shipping operations, it had strike wings at
North Coates and Langham; while a Flight of No 415°s Albacores with Fleet Air Arm
Swordfish was at Manston. On anti-ship reconnaissance from Leuchars was a Flight of
No 333’s Mosquitoes. The anti-shipping tactics were those already given, they were: at
night the Albacores and Swordfish could be controlled by Nos 10 and 11 Groups with
their D/F systems. Wellingtons would undertake reconnaissance sorties and could be
used when required by No 16 and 19 Groups and in co-operation with light surface
forces and/or Beaufighters. The dawn and dusk sorties were against light surface craft
when leaving harbour at dusk or refurning at dawn and were to be flown by
Beaufighters.

The Home Fleet was responsible for countering any attempt by the enemy’s heavy
warships to break out. No 18 Group was to lay on reconnaissance sorties to cover such a
possibility.*’ Coastal Command was specific in the armament for its anti-shipping
forces in Overlord. Against E and R-boats, cannon were to be used, with bombs being
of only secoﬁdary use. It was appreciated that if rocket projectiles were used at night,
the first launch of a pair would obscure the target, and therefore, it would be to either
use just one pair, or the complete salvo.

Bombs were favoured against ships, but with the first choice being the medium
case (MC) type due to their high charge/weight ratio and with good fragmentation. In
fact, this type came to be used against E-boats in the winter of 1944-45. Trials had
already shown that MC bombs were the best compromise for attacks on E-boats as it
was found that the fragmentation area for two 500Ib and two 250lb MC bombs was
between 75-100yd diameter.

Against destroyers in Overlord, rocket projectiles and bombs were to be used, but
with cannon serving as anti-flak. The most notable decision was that torpedoes were not
to be used. This decision, although not so stated, probably stemmed from the likelihood
of Allied surface forces being available to use gunfire in support, and perhaps also, the

critical nature of releasing torpedoes when friendly vessels were likely to be present.

46. Air 15-102 Overlord - The Role of Coastal Command, paras.8,14,15.
47. Air 15-102 paras.8,14,15.
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In the event of Wellingtons on reconnaissance sighting enemy destroyers, they
were to transmit so that the Royal Navy’s destroyers could home on to the scene.
Furthermore, torpedoes were hardly an economic way of attacking small surface craft
that were likely to predominate in the hostile areas. As a back-up to the armaments
mentioned, depth charges were to be available on all the operational bases, as an
alternative to the use of MC bombs.

The Command’s directive stated that the armament of E-boats included two
20mm cannon and two machine guns, although the E-boats that I was later to see at
- Felixstowe had just one cannon in the stern, in addition to two torpedo tubes. A flotilla
of such craft was, nevertheless, a force to be respected.

The preferred form of attack at the time of Overlord, was to release MC bombs
from an altitude of at least 1,000ft, and those tactics were to prevail in the following
winter.*® Against the midget submarines (W-boats), MC bombs could again be used,
but if fused to detonate at 25ft depth with a 14sec delay fuse. These craft were to
continue operating over the North Sea, long after the Overlord landings such as the
operational records of Nos 612 and 524 squadrons were to show.*’

A prime need for the Allies in Operation Overlord was to capture a port although
the improvised harbours were to prove their worth. The Americans gained Cherbourg
on 26 June and the Canadians captured Antwerp on 4 September. The latter, however,
was covered by the enemy on Walcheren Island and it was 26 November before the first
Allied ship reached Antwerp.”® It was a task throughout for the Command’s aircraft to
cover the flanks of the Allies” convoy routes to whatever ports were used.

The enemy sank only eleven of the Allies’ minor vessels; for, as Donitz states:
“Since March 1944 our ships had been constantly detected by radar as soon as they left
harbour and had found themselves very swiftly exposed to sea and air attack’.”!
Captain Roskill refers to the success of the Wellingtons and specifically the
Beaufighters of Nos 143 and 236 squadrons sinking E and R-boats.*?

43. Air 15-102 paras.46-48. Author’s experience.

49. ORBs: Air 27-1997 No 524 sqdn; Air 27-2114 No 612 sqdn.

50. Eisenhower, D.D., Crusade in Europe, New York, 1968, p.278.
Cunningham, Viscount, 4 Sailor’s Odyssey, London, 1951, p.609.

51. Dénitz, K., Memoirs, London, 2000, p.395.

52. Roskill, S.W., The War at Sea, London, 1961, Vol. I11.2, p.58.
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The Command’s involvement in operation Overlord had resulted in three new
developments during that period. In fact, from 8 to 29 June No 16 Group’s aircraft sank
nine small naval vessels, one of 3,500 tons, plus a merchant vessel of 7,900 tons. No19
Group’s aircraft, in the same period, damaged three of the enemy’s destroyers, each of
3-4,000 tons and sank a naval auxiliary vessel.”

They were the use of combined Wings for strikes on enemy anchorages; the object
being for a large force to provide saturating fire power, in contrast to using a small
force, which it was considered, would result in ‘costly failure’.* This belief may be
~ questioned however. It had already been demonstrated that just one Hudson aircraft,
armed with only four 250lb bombs could cause devastation, and return to base
unscathed.” | '

A second development was with Mosquitoes that had initially been used as long-
range fighters from Cornwall, but had proved to be increasingly successful in attacking
ships in the Bay of Biscay. Later, Mosquitoes were displacing Beaufighters as
squadrons re-armed for operations over Norway.

A third change was for the Halifax squadrons, Nos 58 and 502, that had operated
successfully against U-boats, were now to be used for anti-shipping operations off
Norway and in the Kattegat and Skagerrak areas. By August, they were based at
Stornoway for that purpose.>

The two latter developments indicated what ever applied for Coastal Command.
That was cbntending with the ‘cast offs’ of Fighter and Bomber Commands, albeit
using such aircraft with considerable success. Of all the aircraft being used by Coastal
against shipping in 1944, none had been designed specifically for that purpose; those
machines were Wellingtons and Halifaxes from Bomber Command, and Beaufighters
and Mosquitoes intended for Fighter Command. There was, however, a flight of
Albacores, intended for the Fleet Air Arm. Even for the Halifaxes and Mosquitoes,
there were limitations in their availability, as, earlier in 1944, it was reported that there
would be insufficient for Nos 58 and 502 squadrons to operate Halifaxes much after
September. In respect of Mosquitoes; after five had gone to Bircham Newton, it was

reported ‘absolutely the last to be available to Coastal Command’.”’

53. Air 15-162 Coastal Command’s War Record, 1939-1945, Table F.

54. Air 15-773 C-in-C’s Despatches, Vol. 1V, para.139.

55. Taylor, C., No 407 sqdn at Den Helder, 18.9.42.

56. Air 15-773 Vol. 1V, para.139.

57. Air 15-282 Aircraft Situation, Coastal Command Conferences, Dec.1943-Mar.1945.
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E-Boats

These approximated to the Royal Navy’s motor torpedo boats (MTBs) but with
two important advantages over the MTBs; they were powered by Diesel engines, and
they were much faster. The Diesel engines used oil rather than highly inflammable
petrol. The speed which my crew estimated, when we first sighted a flotilla of E-boats
was 40-45 knots; this was based on the tremendous wake which E-boats could produce.
It was, in fact, their wakes that enabled us to sight them easily in moonlight, rather than
the vessels that were relatively small. ‘

The first recorded attack on E-boats by Coastal Command aircraft was by a Battle
Flight of No 48 squadron’s Ansons on the 20 May 1940 against eight or nine E-boats
off the Dutch coast, near Texel. The Aﬁsons used 1001b bombs and machine guns. A
direct hit on an E-boat with a 100lb bomb would certainly at least have seriously
damaged it, and machine-gun fire would have cleared the decks. In that attack, No 48
squadron lost one aircraft and another was damaged. The E-boats that I was able to
inspect at Felixstowe in 1945 had just one small cannon in the stern, but the German
gunners, as I had experienced earlier, were remarkably adept in gunnery.

From May 1940 up to May 1945, the German E-boats operating from the Dutch
coast were able to cross the North Sea to attack British shipping using torpedoes (they
had two tubes, one to port, one to starboard on the deck); alternatively they were used
for minelaying. Because of their speed, manoeuvrability and small size, E-boats were
extremely difficult to attack, and sailing as a flotilla, their combined anti-aircraft fire
was certainly a factor to consider. Coastal Command later developed tactics and
weapons to counter this menace.”® The Command came to use a number of types of
aircraft against E-boats including Ansons, Hudsons, Beaufighters, Albacores,
Wellingtbns, and the Fleet Air Arm’s Swordfish.

On 19 February a conference to consider anti-E-boat measures was held at Coastal
Command’s Headquarters. The outcome was for No16 Group to introduce offensive
patrols on 1 March. They were to be between 53°10°N and 52°N as cross-over patrols to
locate E-boats and report their position, course and speed. It would then be for the
reconnaissance aircraft to shadow the E-boats and to await a W/T signal to illuminate

the enemy with flares for an attack by other aircraft or naval surface vessels.

58.Air 15-773 Vol. 11, paras.57,63,64. Author’s experience in No 524 squadron.
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As already stated for other strikes, accurate navigation was essential, and at this
time, ASV beacons were to aid the reconnaissance aircraft. Later, however, certainly in
the winter of 1944-45, GEE became available for Coastal’s North Sea patrols.>

The tactics adopted against E-boats were similar in some ways to what followed
with the Strike Wings of Beaufighters using a pathfinder aircraft, such as a Wellington
that had better facilities for navigation than a Beaufighter. In early 1942, however, anti-
E-boat operations were undertaken by the-maid-of-all-work, the Hudson. Hudsons flew
the patrols between 10 March and 16 April, operating from North Coates and Bircham
Newton, although no enemy contacts were achieved. Some attempt had been made also,
to use fighter aircraft armed with cannon in January and February.

Although E-boats could have ‘ been sunk by cannon, their speed and
manoeuvrability made them difficult targets for such weapons. The fighter operations
nevertheless proved enough to stop the E-boats attempting daylight operations.®
A feature of the British anti-E-boat operations was the use of shore-based radar stations
that could plot the arrival of the enemy. As was the case with U-boats, however, weak
spots in the British defences were probed. Thus on 7 July E-boats sank six ships in
Lyme Bay where RDF stations were limited.®'

In 1942, both the Royal Navy and Coastal Command were increasingly on the
offensive against E-boats. The E-boats obviously favoured operations from Dutch ports
such as Ijmuiden although on occasions they were located off Texel as I was later to
appreciate. They also used the French port of Cherbourg.

While the Navy was able to deploy more light surface craft against E-boats in
1942, Coastal Command remained stretched to the limit in respect of both aircrews and
aircraft. It was not until 1944 that the Command had suitable numbers of aircraft that
could be devoted to anti-E-boat operations with squadrons such as Nos 612, 524 and
also No 415 (RCAF). Meanwhile the light surface forces of the Navy had to contend
with an enemy that ever posed a difficult target and a serious hazard to Allied
shipping.%? In September 1944, the enemy was withdrawing from north-eastern France
and much of Belgium, which resulted in Channel ports being evacuated of merchant
vessels and naval auxiliaries, but thirteen E-boats withdrew from Boulogne to

Rotterdam and Ijmuiden on 4 September.®’

59. GEE- similar to radar but using ground station signals in conjunction with a special chart.
60. Roskill, S.W., Vol. I, p.162. Air 15-773 Vol. 11, paras.299-304.

61. Roskill, SW., Vol. II, p.163. Air 15-773 Vol. 11, para.305.

62. ORBs: Air 27-2114 No 612 sqdn; Air 27-1997 No 524 sqdn; C12285 No 415 sqdn.

63. Roskill, S.W., The War at Sea, London, 1961, Vol. 1112, p.138.



50. A Wellington of No 612 squadron with the housing for the scanner of a later mark
of ASV/radar visible in the nose. In the latter months of the war No 612 was
operating against E-boats off the Dutch coast, and additionally was sighting

German midget submarines.

51. German E- boats which operated from the Dutch and also the Norwegian coasts in
1944 - 1945. Nos 415, 524 and 612 squadrons were directly involved in countering
their attacks against British shipping along England’s east coast and the English Channel.
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I was involved with those E-boats later on 30 November as I flew on a cross-over
patrol off Ijmuiden looking for E-boats to attack.** Those few E-boats based in Dutch
ports were reinforced, making the numbers up to twenty, and E-boats and the midget
submarines such as the Seehunds were to engage two squadrons of Nol6 Group’s
Wellingtons (Nos 524 and 612), until the end of hostilities.®®

When posted to No 524 squadron at RAF Langham on 14 November 1944, I was
asked: ‘Have you a car? — We have so many here unclaimed’. Another officer with
whom I had been posted, I met only once subsequently; his time must have been short.
Later I became aware of empty bed spaces in the Nissen huts that served as
accommodation. No 524 squadron was involved mainly in anti-E-boat operations off
the Dutch coast, which during the loﬂg winter nights were very active. After some
practice flights my first operational sortie was a cross-over patrol off [jmuiden, a port
favoured by E-boats. The other requirement of the Wellington squadrons was to
co-operate with the strike wings, and on 28 November I was detached to North Coates
for practice on a ‘Gilbey’ operation.

The AOC-in-Chief, Sir Sholto Douglas was obviously imbued with the need for
more training for his anti-shipping squadrons, and my flying with No 524 squadron
during December included a course on Mark III radar. E-boat successes achieved by the
Wellington squadrons are not included in the Command’s record due to the decision to
omit shipping of very low tonnage. There can be no certainty, therefore, of what they
achieved, and aircrew were ever reluctant to make claims, when there was some doub.

On the 19 January 1945 a conference was held at Chatham to consider ways of
improving co-operation between the Navy’s surface craft and Coastal’s aircraft in
operations against the enemy’s E-boats. The Navy’s MTBs were already under the
control of a frigate that could communicate with aircraft by VHF/RT and it was decided
to have some MTBs also fitted with VHF/RT.

There were trials undertaken with a Wellington flown by W/Cmdr Knott of No
524 squadron on 17 March which proved successful. It was found that the Wellington,
using Mark III radar, that is, with a rotating radar scanner, could detect the relative
positions of both the enemy and the Navy’s forces up to thirteen miles on the same trace

and thus give a direct bearing of the enemy to the Navy.

64. The authdr’s log-book.
65. Roskill, S.W., Vol. ITIL.2, p.139.
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A new procedure was adopted along these lines, ‘Dictator’, which came into effect on
29 March.®® Sholto Douglas gives the weapons used by Wellington against E-boats,
namely, medium case bombs with air-burst pistols, having only a harassing effect and
were not decisive. At least three squadrons, however, operating Wellingtons, Nos 415,
612 and 524, were all able to claim successes using bombs, albeit with some serious
losses.”  Sir Sholto considered 20mm cannon to be the most effective weapon against
E-boats, but it could only be used successfully at night under ideal conditions. Only
once, in a number of sorties over the North Sea, can I recall the conditions being ‘ideal’,
and Wellingtons were not armed with cannon.*®

AVM Hopps, the AOC of No 16 Group, reviewed the anti-shipping operations off
the Dutch coast in a letter dated 23 Jénuary to the SASO AVM A Ellwood. Hopps
intended extending his sorties further east using ‘Gilbey’, as by then he had sufficient
Wellingtons for both ‘Gilbey’ and ‘Drem’ procedures and when nights were down to
ten hours. He considered those procedures would be profitable off Borkum and
Wangerooge areas to force the enemy to sail before dusk when he could be attacked, or
after dawn, when the Drem system would allow a Wing to strike. Against E-boats, he
considered it important on a clear night, for aircraft to fly from Den Helder to the Hook
of Holland before darkness to catch any E-boats that started early, and for weapons,
cannon and bombs were essential in a general anti-E-boat plan.

Certainly, with good visibility, there was much to be said for using cannon, with
more shells available than bombs that could be carried; and cannon could be aimed
immediately on making a sighting. Hopps suggested that there should be attacks on
anchorages such as Den Helder but acknowledged that it was ‘hazardous’ and only
justified when suitable targets were there. He did not accept that it was ‘too dangerous’,
given that there was suitable fighter cover. His suggested tactics were for fighters to
release bombs against ships a minute before the Strike Wings arrived, and then to attack
the flak positions. These tactics could probably have served, given that complete
surprise was achieved; thus to have the raid over before enemy fighters appeared on the
scene. There would have been the complication, in any case, of the need for very

accurate timing. With the large forces intended, that would not have been easy.

66. Air 15-773 Vol. 1V, paras.218-223. Air 27-1997 No 524 sqdn’s ORB.
67. ORBs: Air 27-1997 No 524 sqdn; Air 27-2114 No 612 sqdn; C12285 No 415 sqdn.
68. Air 15-773 Vol. 1V, para.226.
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In fact, Den Helder had been attacked on 17 January by thirty Beaufighters, but six were
shot down by anti-aircraft fire, for just one small patrol vessel being sunk.* During
briefings at Langham, I came to expect the warning of not getting too close to either
Den Helder or Texel, due to the anti-aircraft batteries; I cannot recall being warned that
[jmuiden had 50% more AA than Den Helder, although Ijmuiden was often the arca
which Wellingtons were required to patrol.

The friendly co-operation that ever appears between Fighter and Coastal
Command is apparent in AVM Hopps® letter, as he intended discussing the matter with
the AOC of No 12 Group of Fighter Command. In respect of the Dutch coast, AVM
Hopps was prepared to: ...run recces whenever weather permits, and if there are
enough aircraft not to prejudice other Wing activities’.”” The response from the SASO
at Coastal’s Headquarters was that an attack on Den Helder was °... bound to be a costly
affair’ ! and the AOC-in-C Coastal Command did not wish to take a decision until he
had heard AVM Hopps® views.

In addition to E-boats, the enemy was using a number of midget submarines in
1945, Although there were three types, probably the most important was the Seehund
that had a range of 275 nautical miles at 5 knots, and three days endurance with
sixty-seventy hours submerged. They were able to take two torpedoes or mines, and,
as was the case with E-boats, posed a threat to shipping off the east coast of England
and to Allied convoys sailing to the Scheldt.

One of the other types of midget submarine, the Biber, with its more limited
range, was being used to operate off the Scheldt, and with its sailings geared to coincide
with the tides at high water. In January it had been reported that there were already over
100 midget submarines, in addition to fifty E-boats and that a continuous
reconnaissance was required off the Dutch coast.

It was added that in the face of enemy fighters, it was unwise for Wellingtons to
be used.”? Coastal Command’s patrols were therefore laid on to cover the wider area of

the Seehund and other patrols off the Dutch coast for the Bibers.”

69. Air 15-541 No 16 Group’s Anti-shipping Operations, Apr.1942-Feb.1945, p.53.
70. Air 15-541 p.53.

71. Air 15-541 p.53.

72. Air 15-541 memo 14.1.45. p.55.

73. Air 15-773 C-in-C’s Despatches, Vol. IV, para.235.
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Additional forces were used to counter the midget submarines in April including
Wellingtons from No 407 (RCAF) squadron at Langham and the FAA squadron No 882
at Manston. In a review of the situation made up to 28 April, it was found that after the
17 April, day sightings had almost ceased.™

No 612 squadron, which had been operating against E-boats, and with
considerable success, reported on 13 April that it was undertaking searches for midget
submarines, and that other squadrons operating Mosquitoes, Beaufighters and
Swordfish, had already sunk a large number.”

In the last four to five months of the war, No 16 Group’s aircraft had flown 1,191
sorties against enemy midget submarines, making eighty sightings, and sixty-four
attacks. The Navy’s forces had made a similar number of sightings and attacks, but with
greater success. These efforts could be set against thirty-two Allied ships sunk or
damaged.”

No 524 squadron’s flying detail was changed in January, and the crew with which
I would have flown, was seen to go down in flames off the Frisian Islands on 13
January. On the 29 January I was one of a crew of seven off Texel. It was one of those
rare occasions when visibility was good and with moonlight, which, not only made the
wake of E-boats visible, but also must have been clearly silhouetted our Wellington. We
attacked five E-boats with medium case bombs fused to explode in mid-air. We suffered
only one shell-hit that passed right through the tailplane before exploding. It
demonstrated an advantage of fabric covering rather than metal; as almost certainly, the
enemy’s shells were designed to encounter some resistance. It meant that our rear
gunner escaped any wounding, and that the aircraft was not seriously damaged.

Base was under fog on return, and the controller demonstrated his concern for
aircrew by providing us with a tot of rum. He was a former solicitor; a profession that
Sir Philip considered provided good controllers.”’

Controllers served as a direct link between aircrew on operations and the
administration, and an important one in sounding the attitude of aircrews. The controller

at Langham, had earlier served at Wick, where he always appeared to be on duty.

74. Air 15-773 Vol. 1V, paras.242-5.

75. Air 27-2114 No 612 sqdn’s ORB.

76. Air 15-773 Vol. IV, para.249.

77. Air 15-359 C-in-C’s 21% meeting, 1.8.41.
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On the night of 14 March, we were on an anti-E-boat patrol off Ijmuiden,
although we were also expected to report the launching of V2 rockets that were being
directed towards South East England. In only two more attacks on enemy shipping; on
23 March we sighted three minesweepers in position 53°48'N 07°01'E. After instructions
from base an attack was made, but the results were not seen. My final involvement in an
attack was on 6 April after E-boats were sighted off Ijmuiden. Although there was
action in these sorties, they all appeared somewhat mundane, albeit, not quite ‘routine’;
we considered the sorties of the Beaufighters much more hazardous.

There was much to be said for using single aircraft such as Wellingtons and
Albacores against the flotillas of E-boats that were severely harassed, if not sunk or
damaged. The loss of one aircraft, albeit with perhaps a crew of seven, could be justified
on that account, and certainly so, if just one ship was saved from mines or torpedoes.
Most aircrew adopted a fatalistic, and truly philosophic outlook. In action, one would be
too busy to be fearful, but still concerned about how others in a crew were coping,
Conclusions

Anti-shipping operations by Coastal Command had begun in August 1939 with
reconnaissance over the North Sea against the likely outbreak of surface raiders. That
possibility prevailed certainly up until November 1944 when the battleship Tirpirz
capsized after bomb hits. The Command had initially been limited in respect of
offensive operations due to the wishes of the French.

With the capitulation of France, and the German occupation of Norway, there
were progressive modifications in Britain’s anti-shipping policy, but with some initial
constraints on what, where and when Coastal’s aircraft might attack. The first
acknowledged success was by a Hudson of No 233 squadron of No 18 Group on 29
April 1940; the first for No 16 Group was also gained by a Hudson but operating off
Terschelling on 3 September 1940. Those two attacks represented what were to remain
the two main areas for Coastal’s anti-shipping offensive; namely, the Norwegian and
Dutch coasts.

The first success for No 19 Group proved to be unique. It was on 6 April 1941
when F/O Kenneth Campbell, of No 22 squadron torpedoed the battle cruiser Gneisenau
at Brest putting the ship out of action for months. F/O Campbell was awarded a
posthumous VC.

Armament used ranged from bombs, (typically 2501b), cannon, rocket projectiles,

torpedoes, and even depth charges.
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Throughout the war there were progressive developments in weapons, tactics,
strategy and aids such as ASV/radar.

Ever lacking, it appears, were effective bombsights, and limited availability of
radio altimeters, due possibly, to labour shortages and priorities. With the capitulation
of France, and the German occupation of Norway, there were progressive modifications
in Britain’s anti-shipping policy, but with still some initial constraints on what, where
and when Coastal’s aircraft might attack.

The first acknowledged success was by a Hudson of No 233 squadron of No 18
Group on 29 April 1940; the first for No 16 Group was also gained by a Hudson but
operating off Terschelling on 3 September 1940.

The only aircraft under Coastal’s control, used in anti-shipping operations, and
designed for the purpose, were the Beauforts that were sent to the Middle East, and
those of the Fleet Air Arm. All the others were modified air-liners, bombers or fighters.
A major change in tactics was in the summer of 1942 when ‘mast height’ bombing was
changed to medium altitude due to the heavy losses that, for example, for No 407
squadron in one strike, was 54%.

A development in strategy was the formation of the strike wings, composed
typically of three squadrons, and with another squadron or more, of single-engined
fighters as cover from Fighter Command. Despite serious losses, morale remained high
amongst the strike squadrons, and for example, when No 407 was taken off shipping
strikes, the aircrew were demoralised! The chain of command from the Air Ministry
down to individual aircrew remained remarkably flexible, this appeared particularly so
when Sir Philip Joubert was AOC-in-C of Coastal Command, and who, on occasions
briefed or conversed with individual aircrew. Co-operation prevailed with both the
Admiralty and Fighter Command, and Bomber Command came to accept the necessity
for co-operation.

During the whole of the war, aircraft controlled by Coastal Command sank 366
vessels totalling 512,370 tons, and damaged 134 others totalling 513,454 tons. These
successes were against a loss of 876 aircraft including 101 lost in the few months of
1945, Thus, despite Coastal’s apparent superiority in forces in the remaining months of

the war, shipping strikes remained ever dangerous.
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As Sir Sholto Douglas stated: ‘The work done by the strike wings was
outstandingly successful; but their casualties in carrying it out were heavier than in any
other flying done by the Royal Air Force during the last six months of the war’.”®

The effect of Coastal’s shipping offensive in the Norwegian area had resulted in a
drop from 8,500,000 tons of cargo in and out of Norway in 1944, to less than 500,000
tons/annum by 28 February 1945. The other effect would have been to tie down many
of the enemy’s forces in protecting his ever-diminishing shipping against Coastal’s
offensive.”

In 1940 Coastal Command lost twenty-seven aircraft for every enemy ship sunk,
but in 1945, the ratio was one for one. The efficiency of the shipping offensive had
obviously improved. This was due to a number of factors; there were better trained and
experienced crews devoted to that specific task.

Armament had improved with the use of rocket projectiles and cannon, which at
one stage were intended to cover for torpedo attacks, but, nevertheless, in their own
right, were able to sink ships and counter flak at the same time.

Despite the success of a torpedo against the battle-cruiser Gneisenay, 1 question if
torpedoes were suitable weapons against most of the shipping encountered by the
Command, which were mainly less than 6,000 tons and without armour plating, thus
vulnerable to rocket projectiles that were equivalent to a 6in shell.

The use of bombs against ships were shown to be effective by Coastal
Command’s Hudsons in low altitude attacks, by Bomber Command against Tirpitz from
essentially high altitude, and most famously by the USN in the Midway battle. Much
more attention might have been given to the development of bombing attacks in
conjunction with bombsight development,

A part of the Command’s anti-shipping offensive was minelaying, which for
Coastal terminated in 1943. Its usefulness was best demonstrated at the time of the
Channel Dash; mines struck by the two battle cruisers were the only effective weapons.

The many types of aircraft used in shipping strikes with success, demonstrated

that the type was not a crucial factor.

78. Douglas, Lord, Years of Command, London, 1966, pp.273-4.
79. Air 15-391 Anti-shipping Operations, Norway and Kattegat, 1944-45, p.30.
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The ‘mast height’ attacks had certainly resulted in serious losses, and yet No 220
squadron, which had suffered in that respect, had demonstrated in October 1941, that
Just one squadron armed with aircraft each armed with four 250Ib bombs could sink and
damage ships without loss to themselves and at almost ground level.

There was much to be said for night attacks and not necessarily with flares to
illuminate. What remained important, however, was not so much the type of aircraft, but
its range.

I consider that the concept of a Strike Wing with a close fighter escort was wrong.
The fighters were ‘tied’ to the main force, when they might have more effectively
devoted their attention to enemy fighter bases near the Strike Wing’s target. A large
strike force of typically three squadroﬁs was restricted in manoeuvres just by its own
numbers. Both these aspects were touched upon by Sir Philip Joubert and Sir Sholto
Douglas.

The latter had asked for attacks on enemy fighter bases, albeit by bombers; - he
was refused. Sir Philip had intimated at the time of the conception of Strike Wings, that
there were occasions when just three or five aircraft were more suited for some
operations. The disastrous strike on 9 February 1945 clearly demonstrated these points.

Coastal Command’s shipping offensive from 1940 to 1945 seriously disrupted the
enemy’s trade with Norway and required the enemy to use considerable resources to
counter that offensive. If one accepts the serious losses of aircraft and aircrews that
resulted, then that offensive was fully justified by the results.

Epilogue

There are now memorials to the aircrews lost in the North Coates Wing at
Cleethorpes; and those of the Dallachy Wing at Dallachy. The latter is constructed of
rocks ffom the countries of the various aircrews who became casualties. In Norway,
there are memorials to aircrews lost there. Dr Goulter gives the title of her thesis on the
Command’s anti-shipping campaign as ‘4 Forgotten Offensive’. 1 consider that it has

never really been known.



7.Cinderella’ Units

Three additional tasks given to Coastal Command were photo-reconnaissance,
meteorological flights and Air-Sea-Rescue. The work of the squadrons and flights on
such sorties was probably more important for Bomber Command’s operations than for
Coastal’s. The Photo-Reconnaissance aircraft were able to provide intelligence of
potential bombing targets, and if required, the results of any bombing. The
Meteorological Flights provided data that enabled weather conditions to be forecast for
possible bombing raids. The Air-Sea-Rescue service of Coastal Command would expect
to rescue the bomber crews that had ditched. Those three services lacked the glamour of
Fighter and Bomber Command, but not the dangers and strain for their aircrews.

Air — Sea - Rescue

In 1938 there was awareness that in the event of war many of the RAF operations
would be over the North Sea and therefore with the prospect of some crews having to
ditch. On 28 February 1939 at an Air Ministry conference it was decided that the
organisation of high speed launches (HSLs), should be under Coastal Command’s
control. Arrangements were made for a chain of HSLs for rescues to be located round

the coasts of Britain from Wick in the north, down the east coast, and along the southern

coast to Pembroke Dock.!

During the Battle of Britain there were serious losses of aircrews and on 22
August the Deputy Chief of Air Staff held a meeting at the Air Ministry. The outcome
was for a local rescue service to be organised by the Vice-Admiral, Dover, with Fighter
Command, uéing RAF HSLs, naval craft, and Lysander (Army Co-operation) aircraft.
While the RAF would be responsible for air searches, the Navy would organise all the
surface craft.2

Initially, the Battle of Britain pilots had only life-jackets (known as Mae Wests),
should they ditch. These could be inflated manually through a tube, or by activating a
CO; bottle; the latter could cause problems in making one’s exit if used prematurely.

L. Air 15-773 C-in-C’s Despatches, Vol. I, paras.255-6.
2. Air 15-773 Vol. I, paras.255-6



52. Anairborne life-boat with its sail raised (although it was provided with engine power).
Airborne life-boats were first designed to be fitted to Hudsons of No 279 squadron.
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53. A Warwick with a life-boat.
Such aircraft were used late in the war to support the strike wings on their sorties.
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A further addition to the Mae West was a fluorescene block to mark the position
of the airman when ditched. Individual ‘K’ Type dinghies were to be provided that
could be clipped to parachute harness.

There remained the need to provide additional survival gear after a ditching, and
this became a matter for individuals at some stations to improvise with the materials
available on stations.

One of those was the ‘Thornaby Bag’ — a parachute bag containing kapok to
keep it afloat, and with tins of food etc. The ‘Bircham Barrel” — devised from cardboard
containers that had contained bomb fins. The Bircham Barrel was used to contain
distress signals, food, etc. There was a third improvisation, the ‘Lindholme Gear’ or
‘Lindholme Dinghy’ which came to bé generally accepted. It was devised by Group
Captain Waring at Lindholme, and comprised a string of five containers, one with an
eight-man rubber dinghy, the other four with various items such as food, signals,
clothing etc.

There was much to be said for this emergency equipment. Not infrequently,
even after an aircraft had ditched safely, the aircraft dinghy might explode due to excess
pressure from the CO; bottle, or be torn, or drift away, or lacking in room for all the
crew. The Lindholme Gear was officially accepted and to be produced commercially.
From No 279 squadron’s records, the first of the ASR squadrons, the Lindholme Gear
was frequently and successfully used.?

A meeting was held on 14 January 1941 to consider the expansion and
improvement of the rescue service and was to result in the appointment of a Director of
Sea Rescue Services with Air rank and with a naval captain as Deputy Director. They
were to have officers at each of the Area Combined Headquarters (ACHQ) of Nos 15,
16, 18 and 19 Groups of Coastal Command. At that time, however, there was a lack of
suitable marine craft to cover the increasing needs of the rescue service and in February,
representations were made to the Air Ministry.*

During the period February to August 1941 only 444 airmen were saved out of
about 1,200 who had ditched.> In 1943, however, the success rate had not improved
with 1,684 saved out of 5,466 presumed lost at sea, with percentages of 37% and 31%

respectively.®

3. Air 27-1609 No 279 sqdn’s ORBs (1941-43).

4. Air 15-773 C-in-C’s Despatches, Vol. I, para.276.

3. Saunders, H., RAF 1939-1945, London, 1954, Vol. I1, p.88.
6. Air 15-773 Vol. 1V, para.256.



244

The reasons for so many being lost could be attributed to a number of factors.
Under very cold conditions, men could die in just a few minutes. How well the crew
had prepared themselves for ditching in respect of making their exits, collecting
emergency equipment etc. Some aircraft were well provided with exits, such as the
Hudson with five for a crew of four, others less so. Paramount would be how well the
pilot was able to ditch according to sea conditions, and if their ditching had been
reported by whatever means, with ideally the position given.

These aspects were obviously outside the control of the rescue service, although
attempts would be made to take bearings from any signals from a distressed aircraft. If
reported, it could be taken that every effort would be made to affect a rescue. Some
squadrons would immediately undertake their own search. '

During a staff meeting at the Command’s headquarters on 8 August 1941, it was
stated that the Sea Rescue Service was to be ‘quite considerably increased’ and that all
administration would be under Coastal Command.” By November it was decided to
form four squadrons for Air-Sea-Rescue and for them to be equipped with Hudsons.
This was at a time when the Command was being depleted of both aircraft and aircrews
due to postings to the Middle East.

To form the first ASR squadron, aircraft were taken from other squadrons,
and likewise, aircrews were provided by existing squadrons.® When a second ASR
squadron was being formed, it had to be disbanded as there were only enough aircraft
for the first one (No 279).°

The first ASR squadron was formed at Bircham Newton on 16 November 1941.
Although it had an establishment of twenty Hudsons, only seventeen had been received
by 1 December. One of the first lectures for its Wop/AGs (Wireless operator/Air
Gunners) was not on the subject of ASR but on gunnery. This was to be fully justified,
as on rescue missions they had to contend with attacks by enemy fighters, including
JU88s, Me109s and FW190s. It was significant also, that they flew with side guns in
addition to forward and rear guns.'’

There was an awareness of the need to provide better survival equipment for those

who had ditched far from Britain’s shores.

7. Air 15-359 C-in-C’s Meeting, 25" 8.8.41. _

8. Air 15-359 Meeting, 68" 1.11.41. Air 27-1609 No 279 sqdn’s ORB.
9. Air 15-359 Meetings, 81* 100™ 27.11.41.27.12.41.

10. Air 27-1609 No 279 sqdn’s ORB.
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In September 1941, Group Captain Waring who had devised the Lindholme Gear,
worked in conjunction with a naval officer, Lt Robb, RNVR, and a yachting enthusiast,
Uffa Fox. This was to produce an airbomne lifeboat that could be dropped using three
parachutes. No aircraft was designed to take a lifeboat, rather was the Hudson modified.
The prototype was dropped on 11 December 1942 but the parachutes had failed to
open.'!

The airborne lifeboat was first taken operationally on 17 February 1943. The
modifications to the aircraft, however, had made navigation difficult, and heavy fuel
consumption resulted in the operation having to be cut short. The all-up weight of the
lifeboat with a maximum of 17001b meant that the Hudson was overloaded, particularly
with the additional armament being taken. The lifeboat also, would have affected the
flying characteristics and made landing difficult due to limited ground clearance and
greater weight.

Although not so stated in the squadron’s records, crews must have studied the
necessary requirements for success, and on 5 May 1943 that was achieved. An airborne
lifeboat was released to fall only 30ft from a ditched crew. They boarded the lifeboat,
started the engines, and when out of petrol, hoisted the sail. They were met by an RAF
launch.”? Another drop in July, although less successful, indicated the operating
conditions of releasing the lifeboat from 700ft and at a speed of 140 knots. The
relatively high speed for such a purpose was probably due to the need for a higher
cruising speed because of the greater load, and also to ensure more positive control of
the aircraft.

The ASR rescue crews needed to be rescued themselves on occasions; this was
due to weather conditions and a hostile enemy. The crews did not begin as specialists
but became so with service on the squadrons. Their first Commanding Officer, Group
Captain P. Lynham, had in fact, earlier served on shipping strikes. In a letter to The
Times, he quotes from an official account: ‘the squadron was directly responsible for the
successful rescue of 55 members of aircrew.” Lynham added: ‘Not one of those rescued
had taken more than three or four minutes to get into his dinghy and most ditchings

were at night”."?

11. Lynham, P., Goff, F., and Whittaker, D., (all ex No 279 sqdn), letters to the author.
12. Air 27-1609 No 279 squadron’s ORB.
13. The Times 20 .8.97.
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Group Captain Lynham mentioned also whistles that became standard issue to
aircrew in 1941. They were worn near the collar of one’s battledress, for immediate use
to attract attention. Another means of attracting attention was the use of a mirror or any
reflector, and at least one crew was located after 3% days by such means.'*

By November 1943, two other ASR squadrons, Nos 280 and 281 were using
Warwick aircraft. These also were adapted to accept an airborne lifeboat but of greater
length than was possible for the Hudson.

As the ASR service was concentrated on the east coast, on 26 January 1944, it
was stated that the Air Ministry was prepared to agree to the formation of a fourth
squadron for the west. At that time, however, many of the Warwicks being received by
Nos 280 and 281 had needed to be retﬁmed to the contractors for modiﬁcaitions, while
the Command was still expected to provide for overseas services. '’

Sir Sholto Douglas must have been concerned at the ‘Make do and Mend’ that
was prevailing in the ASR service as on 14 February he asked staff to contact the Air
Ministry for a new directive in respect of ASR. About that time there was some beg and
borrowing of Hudsons and the supply of Warwicks. He must have been conscious also,
of the need to prepare for the intended Operation Overlord.

There was a conference at Coastal’s headquarters on 29 March when ASR
arrangements were considered. It was chaired by Sir Sholto but the Air Ministry was
represented. '°

There was an obvious need for ASR arrangements to be made before Overlord,
and for the deployment of squadrons and marine craft to be decided by May 1944."
The final deployment of the HSLs was for them to range from Plymouth, round the
south coast and northwards along the east coast to Felixstowe.'®

On 30 August, Sir Sholto Douglas held another conference to discuss ASR
arrangements.’” This was due to the changes in the war situation that was then shifting
northwards towards Norway but away from Biscay. The Air Ministry agreed his

recommendations on 26 October.?’

14. Wells, D., F/O, letter to the author. C12295 No 422 sqdn’s ORB, 1943,
15. Air 15-360 C-in-C’s Meeting, 26.1.44.

16. Air 15-360 Meetings, 14.2.44. 2.3.44. 20.3.44. 27.3.44.

17. Air 15-360 Meeting, 27.3.44. Air 15-773 Vol. 1V, para.259.

18. Air 15-773 C-in-C’s Despatches, Vol. IV, para.260.

19. Air 15-773 Vol. 1V, para.268.

20. Air 15-773 Vol. 1V, para.270.
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As was the case for other tasks, Coastal’s ASR service suffered problems of
supply and modifications to equipment and to aircraft, as for example, the shortage of
Warwick aircraft had held up the re-equipping of No 279 squadron.®!  Other aircraft
such as Hurricanes and Sea Otters that would have been used for short-range operations
were not available.”? There was a shortage of airborne lifeboats and squadrons were
expected to avoid jettisoning them if at all possible.?

The Air Ministry proposed on 9 November that the short-range ASR service, that
was, up to forty miles from Britain’s coasts, should be undertaken by Coastal
Command, in place of Fighter Command whose responsibility it had been. Sir Sholto
agreed, as for the Channel area, enemy fighters were no longer a problem and it was
expedient to use aircraft such as the Séa Otter amphibians that were then éoming into
service. They could serve for both search and rescue, albeit to pick up only a few
ditched airmen due to limited space in the aircraft.

The AOC-in-Chief’s suggestions were approved on 15 February 1945, and
Coastal Command, in conjunction with the Naval C-in-C became responsible for the co-
ordination of all ASR operations around the British Isles, and also Coastal’s other areas
of Iceland, Gibraltar and the Azores.

The Command was also prepared to assist the Tactical Air Force in its ASR
operations from the Continent’* Although the Command, in conjunction with the
Royal Navy, had set up an ASR organisation,; it had been for individuals such as Group
Captain Waring to devise life-saving equipment such as the Lindholme Gear and the
airborne lifeboat.

No aircraft were specifically designed for ASR; rather was it a case of modifying
existing machines that had been intended for other purposes such as the Hudson and
Warwick. An ASR school was set up, but it was for aircrews on squadrons such as the
pioneer unit, No 279 to learn and adapt by experience. The operational records of such
units show that they were just as likely to be attacked by enemy fighters, although their
sorties were those of mercy missions.

Crucial factors for aircrews to be saved from the sea were; that the pilot should be
able to ditch the aircraft without ‘nosing in’; that the crews could exit quickly, and that

they should be able to board a dinghy with the minimum of delay.
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Thereafter, it was essential that their position should be known, and that they
should be picked up before succumbing to exposure; their one essential intake need,
was water.

Photographic Reconnaissance

In 1938 Sidney Cotton, an Australian acronautical engineer was flying an aircraft
on behalf of British Intelligence over Germany, ostensibly as a businessman, but with
his aircraft equipped with RAF cameras. The RAF had at that time, some difficulty in
taking a series of photographs from the air due to the high altitudes and the cameras
froze as a result of condensation. Cotton overcame the problems by being prepared to
fly at lower altitudes and ensuring that a current of air from the aircraft flowed over the
cameras. He began work at Heston on 23 September 1939 after being approéched by the
Air Ministry, and used a spare hangar for his ‘No 2 Camouflage Unit’ as it was known.
Cotton used two of his own aircraft but was allotted Bristol Blenheims to adapt and two
Spitfires. The Unit came under the control of the new Photograph Development Unit
(PDU) at Heston in October 1939.%°

Cotton gave first priority to the taking of photographs of high quality and did not
wish his aircraft to be involved in aerial combat. Thus, to fly over enemy territory with
reasonable safety, it was essential that the aircraft used could outpace the enemy. The
Blenheims in France were too slow and had suffered casualties and Spitfires were the
preferred aircraft. By removing all armament and smoothing the fuselage, the speed of
the aircraft was increased. The disadvantage of a one-man fighter aircraft was the
difficulty of navigating over long flights in bad weather. Cotton therefore requested
Hudsons that were heated and provided good facilities for the crews who were thus able
to concentrate on their tasks. His plan was for a Hudson to fly out along the proposed
Spitfire route and radio back if the weather was unsatisfactory.

By the end of February 1940, some excellent pictures had been taken including
some of Wilhelmshaven and the battleship Tirpitz. Winston Churchill, as then First
Lord of the Admiralty, on seeing these photographs, stated that if the Air Ministry did
not take over Cotton’s Unit, then the Admiralty would do $0.%6

On 4 June 1940, F/O R. G. M. Walker from No 224 squadron, but dressed as a
civilian, flew a Lockheed 14, G-AGAR from Britain, with the intention of being abroad

on photo-reconnaissance for three weeks, and accordingly took his own ground crew.
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With the capitulation of France, and Italy’s entrance into the war, Walker’s
aircraft became stranded in the Middle East. This was the beginning of what came to be
known as No 2 Photo-Reconnaissance Unit, in the Middle East. The Lockheed 14
received its original RAF serial No N7364, and together with another Hudson that had
flown out with some Hurricanes, became based at Heliopolis to cover the Middle East
from Malta to Aden and Greece to Khartoum.

At Heston on 10 February 1940, No 212 became the first photo-reconnaissance
squadron, but on 10 June there was a conference at the Air Ministry. It was then decided
that the Photographic Development Unit at Heston and the Photographic Development
Interpretation Unit at Wembley, were to be under the control of Headquarters Coastal
Command with effect from 18 June. | |

They were to be re-named ‘Photographic-Reconnaissance-Unit’(PRU), and
“Photographic-Interpretation-Unit” (PIU) respectively.”’

Sir Frederick Bowhill issued an Operational Instruction in July. The PRU was to
provide photographs and interpretations as required for the Combined Intelligence
Committee of the Air Ministry, Admiralty, War Office and RAF Commands. The PIU
was to be administered by the PRU but under the direct control of Headquarters, Coastal
Command, and there would be a liaison officer at headquarters to deal with both units,
Four operational PRU flights were formed, each equipped with three medium and one
long-range Spitfire, one Hudson and one Tiger Moth. One flight was detached in the
south-west at St. Eval, and another flight at Wick in the north-east.

When stationed at RAF, Wick in 1942, I saw one of the PRU’s Spitfires. It was
devoid of armament and camouflaged duck-egg blue. Over Norway, it would have been
solely dependent on having greater speed than the enemy’s fighters, and yet vulnerable
to AA batteries.

For much of the war, it was a case of the Luftwaffe and the RAF endeavouring to
increase the speed of their fighters perhaps just a few knots more than the enemy’s, for
such as the Me109s and the Spitfires, - the difference of life or death for one or the
other. Without armament, the one advantage the Spitfire had in combat that was, flying
in tight circles, would have been nullified.?® By the nature of PRU operations also, they
would have been lacking in cloud cover. At RAF Sumburgh in 1942, I saw in the

operations room, some of the PRU’s work.
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It included a photograph of the battleship Tirpitz, which was so detailed, that a line of
the crew’s washing could be seen on the deck!

By the end of July 1940, the Command had available for photo-reconnaissance,
eight medium range Spitfires, which with an extra 30 gallons, had a safe range of 750
miles at 30,0001t and 300mph speed, three long-range Spitfires of 1,100 miles range,
and two with 1,300 miles range.

There were two Spitfires for training purposes, one Blenheim, two Wellingtons,
some Hudsons, and DH Moths, and a Lockheed XII, the latter had probably been
Sidney Cotton’s aircraft.”’ |

With the enemy’s occupation of much of the Continent, many intelligence sources
were cut off, and photo-reconnaissanée became increasingly important. initially, the
emphasis was on covering enemy occupied ports, but to be followed by the need to
photograph enemy air bases. For that purpose, the Air Ministry, on 20 July 1940
approved an additional flight of six medium range Spitfires plus two in reserve.

An increase in the establishment of both the Photo-Reconnaissance Unit and the
Photo-Reconnaissance Interpretation Unit was agreed during a conference at the Air
Ministry on 2 October 1940. It was also decided that a Deputy Directorate
(Photography) should be established at the Air Ministry to look after photographic
interests and its future planning. Bomber Command, it was decided, should be
responsible for its own interpretation of its bomb damage to targets.

Following this conference at the Air Ministry, Sir Frederick Bowhill held his own
staff meeting to consider the future organisation of Photo-Reconnaissance. He
recommended to the Air Ministry that the PRU should move from Heston to Benson.
The reasons for this move were the lack of runways and a hangar at Heston and also the
unfavourable weather conditions that prevailed there. Benson was still near London, and
the Headquarters of both Bomber and Coastal Commands. There was a further
conference at the Air Ministry on 18 October 1940, when, although Cranfield was also
considered as a possible base for the PRU, it was decided that Benson should be used,
with the PRU as a lodger unit at what was then a Bomber base. This decision was to
take effect from 4 January 1942 and the Unit would be under Coastal’s control.®

29. Air 15-773 C-in-C’s Despatches, Vol. I, paras.214-6.
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There was a further development in November at the Air Ministry. It had been
proposed that a Central Interpretation Unit, (CIU) should be formed. This was due to
the increasing demands made by the War Office, Admiralty and the Intelligence staffs
of the various Ministries.

It was decided that it should be under the Assistant Chief of Air Staff through the
Deputy Director of Photography but under Coastal Command’s control for discipline,
accounts, stores and accommodation.

This unit was to move from Wembley to Medmenham in April 1941. In that
month, Sir Frederick opposed a decision to centralise the control of the PRU and the
matter was considered by the Chiefs of Staff in May. This resulted in a communication
dated 7 June that in accordance with thé Defence Committee (Operations), Nos land 3
PRUs were to be amalgamated and to be under the operational and administrative
control of Coastal Command with effect from 16 June 1941.

Demands for photo-reconnaissance from Bomber Command, Fighter Command
and the Admiralty should go to Coastal’s headquarters, but requests from other
Departments to the Assistant Director of Intelligence (Photography) who would deal
also with requests intended for the Central Interpretation Unit.!

By this time, photo-reconnaissance had become the prime means for gaining
intelligence on the Continent, and in 1941 there were four sorties per day. By January
1942 a new camera was introduced with a magazine for 500 exposures and with a scale
of 1 in 10,000 at 30,0001t altitude.”

Sir Frederick had relinquished Command in June 1941 to be succeeded by Sir
Philip Joubert as AOC-in-Chief. By then most of the ‘spade work® of organising an
efficient photo-reconnaissance service had been accomplished. It was due to Sir
Frederick that Benson was adopted as the main base for PRU operations and that
Coastal had operational control over the units.

Much was expected of individual aircrew and aircrews; and on 10 April 1942, at
one of Sir Philip Joubert’s staff meetings, a report on the number of crashes in No 2
PRU was discussed. It was considered that the crashes were due to pilot fatigue, and
that the remedy should be for pilots to be ‘broken in’ to undertake longer and longer
flights! It was considered also, that it would be ‘a lever for [the Command] getting its

own PRU going quickly’.*?
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The Sunderland squadrons had been well aware of this problem and had alleviated
it by endeavouring to provide three pilots for each sortie.>*

On 19 October 1942, five squadrons were formed at Benson; Nos 540, 541, 542,
543 and 544. No 540 was equipped with Mosquitoes, Nos 541, 542 and 543 with
Spitfires, while No 544 had initially, Ansons and Wellingtons but with a flight of
Spitfires at Gibraltar.*

The number of personnel (RAF and WAAF), by the end of 1942 exceeded 1,000,
and the output for that year included about one and a half million photographs and about
five and half thousand reports.*

Sir Philip was succeeded by Air Marshal John Slessor in February 1943 and at the
end of that year, Slessor outlined the. work of the Command in ‘Coastal Command
Review’. He referred to the five PRU squadrons, which by then were within No 106
Wing; which, in that year had flown over 3,000 sorties, and of those, 75% had been
productive with operational negatives totalling 470,000. His tribute was:

The enormous extent to which we rely on this Wing for our knowledge of every aspect

of the enemy’s activity, is perhaps not generally realised; the science, not only of air
photography but of interpretation, has made enormous strides in the last four years and
the intelligence staffs would be blind without the courage and skill of the pilots and
ground personnel of No 106 Wing. >
Slessor added that photo-reconnaissance was important for the planning of bomber
raids, in gaining intelligence of the enemy’s shipping movements off the Dutch coast
and in the Bay of Biscay. He concluded: ¢... on no occasion has any Allied Commander
ever had to go short of information required from visual or photographic
reconnaissance’.’’

Out of the hundreds of staff conferences held by the Air Officers Commanding-in-
Chief at Coastal Command’s headquarters, only about two dozen give a mention of
photo-reconnaissance.®

It is apparent, that the Commanders just found that the system worked efficiently,
and what appears so often in some operational records; they were considered ‘routine’,

despite enemy activity and often unfavourable weather conditions.
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54. A Halifax of No 518 squadron off Tiree in the Inner Hebrides.
No 518 was one of the meteorological squadrons that were devoted to such work.

55. A Wellington fitted with coils through which a current of electricity was passed providing
a magnetic field that was used to detonate German-laid magnetic mines. This was one of
the tasks allocated to Coastal Command.
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Lord Douglas gives a brief tribute to the five PRU squadrons at Benson, with:
‘...all of them devoting their time to this work which could be, on occasions, as
uncomfortable as any other type of flying’ ¥ ,

During the war years, the Press would from time to time publish photographs
taken by the Royal Air Force. Perhaps one of the first was of Heligoland taken by a No
224 squadron Hudson on 21 September 1939.1t gained a headline, ‘Heligoland as Seen
on a Daring British Flight’, but in the Daily Telegraph and Morning Post dated January
27 1940. The newspaper had marked in the gun emplacements and AA batteries, and
refers to Heligoland being ‘heavily fortified”.*

Meteorological Flights

As early as 1925 ‘weather clirﬁbs’ were undertaken by the Royal Air Force, but
in 1936 Bristol ‘Bulldogs’ of the Station Flight at Aldergrove were flying high altitude
meteorological sorties. The Service began forming Meteorological Flights and numbers
were being assigned to them.

At the outbreak of war, the weather reports from shipping had to be discontinued
due to them giving their positions to the enemy in radio transmissions. At that time
there was an increasing need for accurate weather reports that were essential for
Bomber Command.

The weather climbs were being undertaken by out-dated Gloster Gauntlets and
Gladiators; the latter, in fact, were to continue their vertical climbs, typically to 24,000

*! Subsequently, Spitfires

feet throughout the war, for which they proved very suitable.
and Hurricanes were also used for the vertical flights, with the advantage that Spitfires
were able to reach the higher altitudes.

In late 1940 Coastal Command authorised the formation of three Long Range
Met. Flights, Nos 403 at Bircham Newton, No 404 at St. Eval, and No 405 at
Aldergrove. ,Subsequently, the Flights were re-numbered in the 14-series. Initially,
Bristol Blenheims were used for the sorties over the Atlantic and North Sea.
They, however, were obviously unsuited for transmitting weather reports as the wireless
operator was remote from the navigator, and in 1942 the Blenheims were being
displaced by Lockheed Hudsons where the navigator, pilot and wireless operator were

in close contact.

39. Douglas, Lord, Years of Command, London, 1966, p.251.
40. Womersley, L., W/Cmdr, letter to the author.
-41. Saunders, H., RAF 1939-1945, London, 1954, Vol. I11, p.77.
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Additionally, Lockheed Venturas and Handley-Page Hampdens were used, but Hudsons
became one of the preferred aircraft for meteorological flights throughout the war.*2

At a Coastal Command staff meeting on 9 August 1941 it was decided to revise
the administration, and if possible, the status of meteorological flights. Up to that time,
the sorties were classified as ‘non-operational’, and which, it was acknowledged was
“...unfair as their work in this Command is often hazardous’.*

It was an important aspect for the aircrews involved as a tour of operations was
normally fixed according to the type of sortie and the aircraft flown. For example, an
operational tour on Hudsons became fixed at 500hr, but on flying boats, 800hr. This
aspect became reviewed also for the PRU squadrons.

One of the first ‘Tannoy’ broadcasts I heard at RAF St. Eval in February 1942
was: ‘All flying scrubbed, except for the Met. Flight.” No 1404 Met. Flight was at St.
Eval during 1942 and 1943 but with some aircraft detached at Gibraltar. They flew
down to the Bay of Biscay at 3,000ft. At the extremity of the patrol, readings were
taken at under S0ft altitude, and then at regular intervals of 1,000ft up to 20,000 to
22,000ft. The W/T reports were coded by the navigator, and the wireless operator, after
obtaining a fix of their position, would be transmitting for about two hours. In addition
to weather hazards, there was that of being in range of enemy fighters when about fifty
miles from Brest. A wireless operator/Air Gunner (Wop/AG), gave the following
account of one such trip:

We turned for home but were unable to get a fix due to the atmospheric conditions
and had been flying in cloud on met. winds for five hours; we just had to break cloud and
get a drift or pin-point for navigation to be checked. We began to feel our way down with
everyone straining to spot the sea. We eventually broke cloud at 250ft into heavy rain,
over three flak ships which opened fire with machine guns and pom-poms,[cannon].I saw
tracer coming up then we were clear and vanished into the rain. I reported a bullet hole in
the tail plane and port engine on fire. We used the extinguisher and the flames died down.

The inner half of the wing was blazing with the flames coming almost to the tail. In
the fuselage was a mass of flame with the ’chutes burning; the observer used a fire

extinguisher which had no effect.
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The bomb bay which contained petrol tanks was on fire and flames were coming up
through the bomb inspection covers. We crash-landed on the beach at Cameret in
Finisterre. **
By ‘met. winds’ was meant the speed and direction of winds given to the crew when
they were briefed. Severe atmospheric conditions prevented the wireless operator from
either taking a series of radio bearings from transmitting stations, or calling up a station
to give the crew their position after taking bearings from the aircraft’s own
transmissions

A Meteorological Observers’ Section was set up in September 1942, but it was to
be in April 1945 before an ‘M’ brevet for this aircrew category became available.*
An amalgamation of the flights 1401 and 1403 became No 1401 Flight at Bircham
Newton; at Wick, 1406 amalgamated with 1408 as No 1406 Flight, and 1402 with 1405
formed No 1402 Flight at Aldergrove. No 1404 Flight at St. Eval replaced its Blenheims
with Hudsons in late 1941, but in 1943 was operating Hampdens.

On 11 August 1943 this flight was reclassified as No 517 squadron. It continued
to operate in the South Western Approaches and in addition to Met. Flights, served also
in anti-submarine operations. In 1943 No 517 and No 518 squadrons were converting to
Halifax aircraft. These had the advantage for ‘horizontal’ sorties, of greater range and
were able to fly out 700 miles over the Atlantic, although they became equipped with
drop tanks.

From the minutes of the conferences held periodically by the Commanders-in-
Chief at Coastal’s headquarters, the Halifaxes were not without problems. These were
related to the type of engine fitted to the aircraft, the drop tanks, and the addition of
depth charges to be used in the event of sighting a U-boat.

Sir Sholto Douglas made a special mention of the Halifax aircraft because of the
difficulties, which occurred through attempting long flights at the instigation of the
meteorological section at the Air Ministry. At first the nose of the aircraft had to be
modified to accommodate the meteorological observer, and that initially had to be done
on the squadrons. It was found also, that if one engine failed in the first four hours, the
Halifax could not maintain height.** The number of overload tanks had therefore to be

reduced, and thus limit the range.
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It had to be overcome partly by using drop tanks. It was finally resolved by having
Mark III Halifax aircraft, which were powered by Bristol Hercules engines.

There was the question also, of just how to fly the sortie. Thus at a conference on
4 November 1944, there was a request for a different mark of Merlin engines to be
fitted, and the question of the rate of climb and descent to be decided. At a conference
on 3 February 1945 it was decided that meteorological aircraft could jettison their depth
charges at the end of the outward flight before the ascent commenced. The reason for
this was obviously to lighten the load of the aircraft, particularly before it attempted to
climb. It would have been logical for the aircraft to traverse the outer route at
comparatively low altitude while it st111 had almost a full load of fuel, but it remained
necessary to climb to report conditions in the higher altitudes.

By September 1944 the Meteorological Committee in considering aircraft to
replace Hudsons and Halifaxes agreed to Warwicks being used to re-equip the Met.
squadrons, but due to delays in their availability, decided that Halifax Mark IIIs should
serve for routine reconnaissance, and for vertical flights, Spitfires and Hurricanes would
be standardized.*’ Nevertheless, in 1944, No 520 squadron came to operate Halifaxes,
Hudsons, Gladiators, Spitfires and Hurricanes. No 521 squadron, in addition to
Hudsons, Venturas and Spitfires, operated Flying Fortresses.

It was customary for Coastal Command squadrons engaged in such as anti-
submariné operations to give, additionally a weather report. Those reports, however,
would not have been transmitted while the aircraft was on anti-submarine operations,
but given at the time of de-briefing in the operations room.

Those meteorological units (flights or squadrons), however, which were
ostensibly fully engaged in transmitting weather reports, were on occasions, sighting
U-boats. It was decided therefore, that the Met. Flights should be armed, additionally
with depth charges, and out of thirty-six sightings, eleven attacks were made. They, on
occasions also, sighted enemy aircraft, and at least one Met. aircraft claimed to have
shot down one of the enemies.*® In addition to the meteorological units in the United
Kingdom, some were deployed in Iceland, Gibraltar and the Azores. All came under

Coastal Command’s jurisdiction.
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In ‘Coastal Command Review’ dated December 1943, Air Marshal Slessor
referred to the meteorological squadrons doing ‘yeoman service” for all the British and
Allied forces operating from the United Kingdom, and of the units being the ‘Cinderella
of the Air Force’ for reasons that included shortage of aircraft.

None of the aircraft used for meteorological work had been specifically designed
for the task, rather were they modifications of bombers, fighters and civil aircraft.
Slessor mentioned the shortage of aircraft being ‘put right’ with Halifaxes and
Venturas; but there were problems with the Halifaxes; and the Venturas were to prove
less satisfactory than their forebears — the Hudsons. He mentioned also, the ‘veteran
Gladiator’ which was used as late as 1945 but when there was a lack of undercarriages
for the aircraft.*’ ‘ ’

The post-war tribute of MRAF Lord Douglas was:

...it was Coastal’s job to keep going some fifty aircraft for the meteorological
service which, in their probing for information beyond the friendly home shores, was the
sole source of information for all the weather forecasting used for operations by the Royal

Air Force, the Royal Navy and the other Services.”
Most aircrew in Coastal Command would say that their worst enemy was the weather; it
was particularly so for the met. units. While those flying east to Germany would expect
to be told with some degree of accuracy the state of the weather; those in the met units
flew westwards to find out just what weather was coming to Britain, and, has already
been stated, when flying was ‘scrubbed’ for other squadrons due to bad weather, those
on Met. sorties were required to find just how bad it was. To fly for ten hours under all
conditions up to 700 miles out over the Atlantic was no mean task; as likewise for those
pilots in Spitfires who flew up to 40,0001t for as long as 1}zhr.

The work of the Air-Sea-Rescue, Photo-Reconnaissance and Meteorological Units
lacked the glamour of Fighter and Bomber squadrons; but their work was vital for the
successes of others. They were the Cinderellas of a Cinderella command.

The aircrew involved in these tasks experienced the same hazards of those on
offensive operations, of bad weather and a hostile enemy; and by the nature of their
work, a great strain was imposed on the crews, and they suffered serious losses. Their
Crews, none-the-less, remained dedicated to their tasks, as was to be shown by their

records.
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56. Trondheim naval base where the Germans built U-boat pens, in addition to those at French ports.

57. Bordeaux U-boat base.
The Gironde provided bases for both German and Italian submarines.



Coastal Command in Retrospect

‘When 1 asked through various Service publications for opinions of Coastal
Command, I received a number of responses from former Coastal aircrew. Most looked
upon the work of the Command in the Battle of the Atlantic as Coastal’s prime
contribution to victory. _ .

G/Capt J. B. FitzGerald, RAAF, who served with No 500 squadron considered
WW?2 in three phases; the Battle of Britain, The Battle of the Atlantic and the Bomber
Offensive. He added, however, that in Australia, the Battle of Britain and the Bomber
Offensive are marked every year, the latter by a number of events; but ‘... the Battle of
the Atlantic never gets a mention.” An officer who served post-war in Fighter
Command, Air Commodore Mark Tompkins acknowledges ‘Coastal Command’s vital
part in the Battle of the Atlantic.” The BBC History Unit belatedly recognised, in
September 2000, the Battle of the Atlantic as ‘...the dominating factor all through the
war’ [quoting Churchill]; with “...the first comprehensive history of the Battle of the
Atlantic on British Television.” The three broadcasts were to include ... men from
Coastal Command.’

Air Chief Marshal Sir Derek Hodgkinson considered that Coastal was the
Cinderella in *... the main battle of the Atlantic’ but that *... the air war against Germany
had...to take precedence in the allotment of long-range aircraft.” Flt/Lt Bryan Quinlan,
RCAF writes that the Battle of the Atlantic was “...less glamorous when compared to
either Bomber or Fighter Commands and they made for better public relations.”

Most of my correspondents were aware of Coastal Command coming third in
order of priority for aircraft but appeared ready to accept that. As Sir Derek Hodgkinson
adds: ‘Looking back, I think we did pretty well with what the Air Staff gave us, and do
not blame them for their priorities. They had very difficult decisions to make, and on the

whole, they did well.’
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In an address given at a Coastal Command Association conference in 1992,
Flt/Lt John Cruickshank, VC acknowledged the leadership of Coastal’s °...great
Commanders, Bowhill, Joubert de la Ferté, Slessor and Sholto Douglas. Men who could
inspire us...” Inspired leadership prevailed at “grass roots’ level also.

As a navigator, Flt/Lt Simmons, in No 143 squadron who was on shipping strikes
said: ‘I was not unhappy, due to having a good pilot, a good CO [of the squadron] and a
good Station CO.” Simmons adds, however, ‘I survived, but 50% of my original fellow
aircrew were lost.’ |

Others, also, comment on the number of casualties. Of the forty-six students on
W/Cmdr Derek Martin’s pre-war flying course, ‘...only two survived the war.’
Flt/Lt Gron Edwards who served with‘ No 233 squadron Hudsons was thankful that he
was not a torpedo pilot with a 17% % survival rate for an operational tour.

The difference between flying in Coastal Command and either Bomber or Fighter
is recollected by such as F/O Bob McGill. While Bombers took off as a squadron, for
most of Coastal’s crews it was in a lone aircraft, ...and probably not seeing another
until it landed at base. Coastal Command’s enemies were the sea and the weather.” One
must add to that statement, however, that a number were involved in serious air-to-air
combats. The Australian, G/Capt FitzGerald ...found each sortic a challenging
assignment, e.g. when we are at PLE on this particular sortie... I always felt that we
were making a worthwhile contribution to the war effort.” That attitude was typical of
most captains; they would attempt to fly to the limit of their endurance, particularly
when on convoy escort. A Canadian, Flt/Lt Bryan Quinlan, appeared no less dedicated;
‘...we were completely absorbed in our day to day operations and existence, wrapped
up in our crew members and other friends on the squadron. We were happy to acquire
anything that came our way.’

Overall, former Coastal Command men were content with their time in the
Service, and quite accepted that priority was not given to them. Furthermore, there was
no sense of envy towards the other services. Rather were most Coastal aircrew mindful
of the tasks undertaken by such as Bomber Command, but in particular, the lot of the
Mercantile Marine.

My own feeling, particularly when leaving a convoy at last light, was that we
would probably soon be back at base, while at any moment, after we had left, a ship

might well be torpedoed.
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A pilot who served with No 269 squadron in Iceland, Dr R. Yorston, refers to the
mutual respect of Coastal Command and the Mercantile Marine, and quoting a member
of the latter; ‘When we see your aircraft we go below to rest.” Yorston adds: “So it had
what nowadays would be called “job satisfaction”.” Of Coastal Command as the
Cinderella, Yorston comments — ‘Yes’, but look how Cinderella finished!’

Both W/Cmdr Geoffrey Bartlett and W/Cmdr Derek Martin take a philosophic
view. Bartlett expresses ...a general satisfaction with the way Coastal Command dealt
with [him] personally, and for a broad and deep reverence for the way “it” conducted
the war.” Bartlett quotes John Terraine; ‘The end arrived none too soon in the maritime
war’ and adds that Terraine, rightly, he thinks, believes that °...the Atlantic Victory
never got its proper recognition.’ Derek Martin also refers to Terraine’s view of Coastal
Command; post war, Martin was actively involved with an International Youth
Organisation and of our former enemies he states in retrospect: ‘...the people we were
trying to kill were very similar to ourselves. Similar background, intelligent, technically
capable.” One must question, however, that Coastal set out to kill people. It was
otherwise, to ‘kill” U-boats, but not men.

I still receive a number of letters from both war veterans and from civilian
researchers concerning crashed aircraft, lost aircrew and the restoration or
commemoration of former Coastal Command bases such as Carew Cheriton, Thornaby
and Silloth. Former aircrew of the North Coates Wing, in addition to a memorial at
Cleethorpes, have shared a Dutch memorial at the formerly notorious Den Helder/Texel
area. Most exceptional, were letters from two eleven-year old girls at a primary school
in Wick. Subsequently I received a copy of their project, which is devoted to RAF
Wick, and of those aircrew who operated from there.

A pilot who served with Coastal Command post-war, G/Capt D. Cook found that
‘...the Command was left with few aircraft and modified bombers were pressed into
service.” I experienced that briefly in 1950 when on detachment to No 210 squadron
that was then flying former bomber aircraft - Lancasters. G/Capt Cook considered that
Coastal had been overlooked and gave lines of verse written by S/Ldr Tony Spooner.
They begin:

‘Fighters or Bombers'? his friends used to ask,
‘But when he said “Coastal”, they turned half away.
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They conclude:
‘Fighter or Bomber? his friends used to ask,
‘Coastal’ he said, his face a tired mask,
Though not in the spotlight where others may bask,
We 've a tough job to do and I'm proud of the task.

It is due to the efforts of such as the late S/Ldr Tony Spooner, DSO, DFC who
served with Nos 53 and 221 squadrons that, at long last, a National memorial is due
to be unveiled to Coastal Command in Westminster Abbey on 16 March 2004 by
HM Queen Elizabeth II.

I agree with the views of all those correspondents apart from the two provisos
made. In what was published during the war about Coastal Command, I was aware at
the time, of two posters, one depicting No 220°s Hudson raid on Alesund, and the
‘capture’ of U-570 by a Hudson from No 269 squadron. In contrast, on the back page of
some newspapers in small type was: ‘From all these operations two Hudsons of Coastal
Command failed to return.” Headlines were, however, given to the SS Kensington Court
rescue.

When at a Coastal Command OTU during the winter of 1941-42, I was very
conscious of the effect of good leadership that prevailed there. All the instructors had
not only flown on operations, but proved exceptional; three of them, later commanded
squadrons, two were later knighted, and one became Chief of Air Staff.! On posting to
No 224 squadron I became aware of the elusive ‘squadron spirit’ which permeated
through all the ranks. This was due to leadership, but also, that many squadrons were
conscious of their history. Some newly-formed units appeared lacking in that spirit.

The effect of squadron spirit resulted in high morale, exemplified by No 48 in
early 1943 at Gibraltar, and which was acknowledged by the Command. This factor,
‘squadron sp}'rit’ I put above all other aspects that may lead to success.

It did extend through to the Command, upwards, I believe, rather than
downwards. Although there could be fn'endly rivalry, there were also “sister’ squadrons,
such as Nos 53 with 59, and 206 with 220. The Command itself became something of a
fraternity that extended through all ranks, and post-war, that is exemplified by the

formation of a Coastal Command and Maritime Association.

1. AM Sir Robert Craven, KBE, CB, OBE, DFC.
W/Cmdr A. de V. Leach, DFC.
MRAF Sir Denis Spotswood, GCB, CBE, DSO, DFC, FRAeS.



58. A memorial to No 269 squadron in Selfoss, Iceland ,1 August 2000.
No 269 operated Hudsons from Kaldadarnes, Héfn and Reykjavik for much of the war on
anti-submarine operations over the North Atlantic, and also undertook 'ice patrols' to warn
shipping. Their work was hazardous and their conditions most grim.

59. A memorial to the North Coates Strike Wing erected at Cleethorpes
on 25 September 1999.
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An aspect of Coastal Command was the lack of direct orders; it was really
‘England expects’ although of course, ‘Station Routine Orders’ and ‘Mayflys’ (flying
details), were always published daily.

I was fortunate in working through the ranks and aircrew grades by beginning as a
u/t Observer, followed by training as wireless operator and air gunner, but after a tour of
operations, remustering to pilot/navigator/bomb aimer. While ‘on rest’ between tours of
operations, I was able to appreciate the work of ground staff from blacksmiths, cooks,
instrument repairers, etc in addition to that of the specialist officers. I was lucky in
having some brief experience of anti-submarine and anti-shipping operations in addition
to reconnaissance. Those operations were over the North Atlantic, the North Sea, the
Norwegian Sea and the Mediterrane;m. Bases used extended from Iceland to North
Africa. Overall, it was enough to gain some appreciation of the work of Coastal
Command and other Services.

Of many recollections, there are those of aircraft coming down in flames, and of
crashed aircraft at the end of a runway, and the survivors in the Dallachy Wing
‘pancaking’ after a raid over Norway. Of other services, FAA Swordfish taking off or
landing on their carrier which was pitching and tossing in half-a-gale. Convoys
indicated the vulnerability of merchant vessels, sailing sometimes at only 5 knots, but
‘fast’ convoys in the Mediterranean at 17 knots. Above all, I best recall, the Merchant
Navy captain at a convoy conference in April 1942 begging: ‘Please may we have more
aircraft?’” In common with all other veterans of World War II, I am conscious of having

survived, and of the many friends who did not.



Conclusions

Coastal Command began the war with one squadron of Hudsons and three
squadrons of Sunderland flying boats. All its other squadrons were equipped with
out-dated aircraft. It had no effective anti-submarine weapon and its defensive
armament was limited to 0.303in calibre machine guns. It was thus in no state to
undertake an offensive against either U-boats or enemy shipping. The American
Lockheed Hudson provided an invaluable stopgap for the Command, particularly due to
the very limited production of Sunderland aircraft. ,

The German invasion of Norway in April and the capitulation of France in June
1940 opened the way for Coastal to attack enemy shipping. By then, however, the
whole of the west European coastline needed to be covered by Coastal in addition to the
western Mediterranean, the South-Western Approaches and the North-Western
Approaches. The entry of Italy into the war meant that some Coastal forces had to be
deployed in the eastern Mediterranean.

The first successful attacks on enemy merchant shipping were achieved that year
by the Command. By then, due to the serious shortage of forces, and its heavy
commitments, some bomber squadrons were transferred to Coastal.

Although the Command was involved in successful attacks on German U-boats in
1940, it still lacked a lethal weapon, and could only share successes with the Navy’s
ships. It was to be in 1941 before a modified naval depth charge was being carried by
both flying boats and Wellington bomber aircraft that had transferred from Bomber
Command. Outstanding, that year, however, was the ‘capture’ of U-570 by No 269
squadron Hudsons. No less in historical importance was the sighting of the battleship
Bismarck by a No 209 squadron Catalina and the attack on the battlecruiser Greisenau
by a No 22 squadron Beaufort with a torpedo.

The desert campaign in North Africa and the entry into the war of Japan and
America, resulted in Coastal Command being depleted of both aircraft and trained
crews to postings in the Middle East and the Far East. Furthermore, due to America’s
own commitments in the Pacific, it was reluctant to release such valuable aircraft as the
Liberator for Coastal Command.

Instead, one of Coastal’s squadrons was deployed off the American Atlantic seaboard to

_assist in anti-submarine operations.
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By 1941, many aircrews had completed their first tour of operations, and it was
the Command’s policy to use such men as instructors at Coastal’s own Operational
Training Units (OTUs) before flying on a second tour. The German battle cruisers and
heavy cruiser at Brest had ‘tied up’ considerable forces from both Bomber and Coastal
Commands, (although little from the Navy). Following the Channel Dash, Coastal was
able to deploy some of its squadrons to the west to counter both U-boats and Luftwaffe
aircraft over the Atlantic. This raised an immediate need for bases in the west with
runways, and for its limited flying boats, bases with at least some shelter from wild
weather.

1942 marked major turning points for Coastal Command in both its anti-
submarine operations and what had beéome an effective shipping offensive off Norway,
the Dutch coast, and to a much lesser degree, in the Bay of Biscay. In anti-submarine
warfare, not only were longer-range aircraft such as Fortresses and Liberators becoming
available, as they were not required by Bomber Command, but the Leigh Light
Wellingtons were able to overcome the former British weakness, that was the inability
to counter night surface attacks by U-boats against which the Navy’s Asdic was useless.
In 1942, 2501b depth charges were available for aircraft such as Hudsons, and in
Operation Torch, their effectiveness was clearly demonstrated.

There was a change of policy in the anti-shipping offensive in 1942; that was to
cease mast height attacks, substituting medium height operations. This was due to the
heavy losses that had prevailed in low-level operations. Losses were reduced, but also
the number of ships sunk or damaged.

El Alamein was the ‘Hinge of Fate’ for Churchill in 1942; but for Coastal
Command, the turning point was the 24 May 1943 when Admiral Dénitz ordered his
U-boaté away from the North Atlantic to ‘safer’ areas. This was countered by a base for
Coastal’s aircraft in the Azores. U-boats continued to be a threat, however, up to May
1945 and off the shores of the British Isles. The Mid-Atlantic Gap south of Cape
Farewell, where U-boats had operated initially out of range of aircraft, had been closed.

This was due to the use of long-range Liberators, but also the whole-hearted
co-operation of the Canadians who readily adopted Coastal Command’s procedures, as
also the Americans.

In 1943 the Beaufighter strike wings were operating successfully off the
Norwegian and Dutch coasts. The intention had been to provide overwhelming forces tb

attack enemy shipping that were heavily defended by flak ships and fighter aircraft.
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From the results obtained and the losses suffered, it is questionable whether such
considerable forces were justified, particularly in the Norwegian fjords due to the nature
of the terrain and the fighter opposition. The great success of No 220 squadron Hudsons
in October 1941 had demonstrated an effective alternative.

Strategy and tactics in the U-boat war were varied according to conditions. Air
Marshal Slessor considered the Bay of Biscay as the ‘trunk of the tree’ through which
most U-boats passed. There was justification therefore, in concentrating operations
there. Over the Atlantic more surface could be covered by having sweeps by aircraft
along the convoy routes rather than by close escort. In ‘practice, all three strategies were
used. ASV/Radar was used both to ‘swamp’ an area when U-boats had detectors for a
specific wavelength and thus caused U-boats to suffer many alarms. The éonverse was
also applied when U-boats lacked detectors for 10cm radar and thus when surprise
attacks could be achieved. U-boats also, at one stage were prepared to remain surfaced
to ‘fight it out’ but it was to be proved a costly tactic for them, and generally U-boats
opted to submerge when aircraft were detected or sighted. The mere presence of an
aircraft was thus a deterrent, and at the critical times of first and last light, there was
much to be said for close escort of convoys; such was the plea of the Merchant Navy
captains. |

Radar has been considered by some to be the great innovation in World War II.

Certainly, even the Mark II in aircraft could detect a surfaced submarine, and there were
many such detections. Nevertheless, often U-boats were sighted, as also ships, visually
at about the same time as radar detection. The later, Mark III radar was a definite
improvement, as with a scanner, rather than fixed aerials, and improved sensitivity,
accurate bearings could be given, and it was free of ‘sea returns’.

Far too little attention was given to the need for a radio altimeter that would give
the height of the aircraft above sea level rather than to measure air pressure. This was
because Coastal’s aircraft operated at low altitudes and down to 50ft for attacks on
U-boats. Radio altimeters came too late and in too few a number. There is no doubt that
many aircraft were lost due to using an altimeter that had not been corrected for
pressure changes.

Initiative was shown by individuals in Coastal Command by the development of
such aids as the Leigh Light, and rescue equipment such as the Lindholme dinghy and

the airborne lifeboat. Initiative was taken also in improving the forward firing armament
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for attacks on U-boats. Many trials were made at squadron level in the development of
tactics with cannon, rocket projectiles and torpedoes.

Against ships, the Command gained only limited success with torpedoes, the
notable exception being the attack on Greisenau. Their cost in terms of aircraft, crews
and weapons was not justified against merchant vessels. There was limited success with
acoustic homing torpedoes against U-boats. The foremost weapon against merchant
vessels was the 250 Ib bomb, followed by cannon and rocket projectiles. The RPs were
also useful against U-boats but the standard weapon for U-boat attacks was the 250 Ib
depth charge.

In Operation Overlord, the Command demonstrated that it had developed into a
highly efficient force that was able to éounter any threat from the enemy’s‘ forces at that
time. This fact was acknowledged by Admiral Sir Andrew Cunningham.

By 1945, the Command was in conflict with the schnorchel-equipped U-boats, but
it was able to counter them to some extent by direct sightings or radar detections, and
when submerged, sonobuoys were used, which in principle, were similar to the Navy’s
Asdic.

For the final wartime Commander, Sir Sholto Douglas, there remained the
problem that had prevailed throughout the war for Coastal Command, which was the
lack of suitable aircraft with enough range.

From operational records it is apparent that the human factors for aircrews were
the space-in the aircraft to do their work, space also for the instruments they had to use
in sorties of up to eighteen hours and 700 miles out into the Atlantic.

Too little attention was given to the design of aircraft for human beings, the
notable exception being the Hudson; the Sunderland had space but lacked effective
heating,

Nevertheless, from both operational records, and contact with many personnel of
all categories, one saw no sign of low morale. In all the squadrons, of those formed
from the‘ RFC and the RNAS there was a ‘squadron spirit’, and obviously so in the
Auxiliary squadrons. Coastal’s aircrews adopted a fatalistic, philosophical attitude; they
just did the job that was expected of them.

My theme has been that Coastal Command was the Cinderella out of three RAF
Commands; the two ‘sisters’ being Fighter and Bomber that gained precedence, but

ultimately Coastal Command achieved much despite such odds.
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Appendix 1

Coastal Command Commanders

No 10 Group

Apr 1918 Wing Commander A.W. Bigsworth, CM.G., D.S.0., AF.C.

Air Officers Commanding Coastal Area

Sep 1919 Air Vice-Marshal A.V. Vyvyan, C.B,, D.S.0.

Sep 1924 Air Vice-Marshal F.R. Scarlett, C.B.,, D.S.O.

May 1928 Air Vice-Marshal C.L. Lambe, C.B., CM.G,, D.S.O.
Oct 1931 Air Vice-Marshal R H. Clark-Hall, CM.G., D.S.0.

Oct 1934 Air Vice-Marshal A.M. Longmore, C.B., D.S.0.

Air Officers Commanding-in-Chief, Coastal Command

Jul 1936 Air Marshal Sir Arthur M.Longmore, K.C.B., D.S.O.

Aug 1936 Air Marshal P.B. Joubert de la Ferté, C.B., CM.G., D.S.0.
Aug 1937 Air Marshal Sir Frederick W. Bowhill, K.C.B., CM.G., D.S.O.

Jun 1941 Air Chief Marshal Sir Philip B.Joubert de la Ferté,
K.C.B,CM.G.,D.S.O.

Feb 1943 Air Marshal J.C. Slessor, C.B., D.S.0., M.C.

Jan 1944 Air Chief Marshal Sir Sholto Douglas, K.C.B.,, M.C, D.F.C.

Jun 1945 Air Marshal Sir Leonard H. Slatter, K.B.E,, C.B.,, D.S.C., D.F.C.
Nov1948 Air Marshal J.W. Baker, C.B.,, M.C,, D.F.C.

Jan 1950 Air Marshal C.R Steele, C.B.,, D.F.C.

Jun 1951 Air Marshal A.C. Stevens, C.B.

Nov1953 Air Marshal Sir John N. Boothman, K.B.E,, C.B, D.F.C,, AF.C.

Apr 1956 Air Marshal Sir Bryan V. Reynolds, K.C.B., C.B.E.



Appendix 2

Summary of Planned Expansion Programmes of R.A.F., 1934-1936

Home Defence Home Defence Other Home Units | Other Home Units Overseas Overseas aircraft | FAA 1st line aircraft Total 1st line

squadrons aircraft squadrons aircrafi squadrons aircraft
Squadron Establishment as at 1st 42 484 9 75 25 253 150 971
April 1934
As approved in July 1934 75 884 9 76 27 292 213 (b) 1,465
As approved in May 1935 112 1,386 11 126 27 292 213 (b) 2,017
As approved in February 107(2) 1,568 17 128 37 444 504 2,684
1936

(a) 30 fighter squadrons of 14 aircraft each in place of 12 aircraft

(b) Plus any additional requirements for new construction

[Based on Table No.16 from Grand Strategy Vol.I by N.H.Gibbs]
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Coastal Command- Order of Battle
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10 September 1939

Group Base Squadron Aircraft

15 Mount Batten 204 Sunderland
Pembroke Dock 210 Sunderland
Pembroke Dock 228 Sunderland
Warmwell 217 (part) Anson
Aldergrove 502 Anson
Carew Cheriton 217 (part) Anson

16 Bircham Newton 42 Vildebeest
Bircham Newton 206 Anson
Thomey Island 22 Vildebeest
Thorney Island 48 (part) Anson
Detling 500 Anson
Detling 48 (part) Anson
Guernsey 48 (part) Anson

18 Sullom Voe,s.s.Manela 201 London
Invergordon 209 Stranraer
Invergordon 240 London
Thornaby 220 Anson
Thornaby 608 Anson
Leuchars 224 Hudson
Leuchars 233 Anson
Montrose 269 Anson
Dyce 612 Anson
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Aircraft in Service with Coastal Command 10 September 1939

Aircraft Sqdn. Estab. Economical 80% range & Bomb load Gun Armament
1LE IR true speed at endurance in with normal (All .303s)
2000 ft. still air tankage
Anson 18 6 114 knots 510 sea miles 2-1001b 1x fixed VGO
25gals/hr 4.5 hours 1 rear Lewis in
manual turret
Vildebeest 12 4 82 knots 370 sea miles 8-1001b or 1x fixed VGO
26 gals/hr 4.3 hours 4-2501bor 1 rear Lewis on
2-5001b or rocking pillar
1- 18" torp.
Hudson 18 6 165 knots 990 sea miles 10-1001b or 2 fixed fwd
71 gals/hr 6 hours 4-2501b Browning ;2
rear in B&P
turret
London 6 2 86 knots 450 sea miles 8-250Ibor 1 Lewis in nose
55 gals /hr. 5.2 hours 4-5001b 1 Lewis in
centre,1 rear
Lewis, all on
ring mounts
Stranraer 6 2 92 knots 660 sea miles 4-2501bor “ ”
55 gals/hr 7.2 hours 2-50010b
Sunderland 6 2 137 knots 1,700 sea miles | 8 -2501bor 1 front VGO
130 gals/hr. 12.4 hours 4-5001b 2 centre VGOs
4 Brownings in
F-N rear turret

Establishment, Strength and Average Daily Availability During September 1939

Squadrons Establishment Reserve Strength Average daily
No.of Availability

6 f'b. sqdns. 36 12 59 21

13 GR sqdns. 206 70 239 150
Totals 242 82 298 171
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Appendix 5
Coastal Command - Order of Battle
1 November 1940

Group Base Squadron Aircraft

No 15 Plymouth St.Eval 217 Anson/Beaufort
St.Eval 236 (part) Blenheim fighter
St.Eval B Fit PRU Spitfire/Hudson
Mount Batten 10 RAAF (part) Sunderland
Pembroke Dock 209 (part) Lerwick
Carew Cheriton 321 Anson
Aldergrove 502 (part) Anson/Whitley
Aldergrove 224 (part) Hudson
Aldergrove 48 (part) Anson
Aldergrove 236 (part) Blenheim fighter
Limavady 502 (part) Whitley
Hooton Park 48 (part) Anson
Oban 210 Sunderland
Oban 10 RAAF (part) Sunderland
Oban 201 (part) Sunderland
Stranraer 240 Stranraer
Stranraer 209 (part) Lerwick
Port Ellen 48 (part) Anson

No 16 Chatham North Coates 22 Beaufort
North Coates 812 FAA Swordfish
Bircham Newton 206 (part) Hudson
Bircham Newton 235 (part) Blenheim fighter
Bircham Newton 500 (part) Anson
Detling 500 (part) Anson
Detling 53 Blenheim GR
Thorney Island 59 Blenheim GR
Thomey Island 235 (part) Blenheim fighter
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No 18 Pitreavie castle Sullom Voe 201 (part) Sunderland
Sullom Voe 204 Sunderland
Sullom Voe 700 FAA (part) Walrus
Sumburgh 248 Blenheim fighter
Wick 42 Beaufort
Wick 269 Hudson
Wick AFIt PRU Spitfire/Hudson
Dyce 612 (part) Anson
Dyce 254 Blenheim fighter
Leuchars 233 Hudson
Leuchars 224 (part) Hudson
Leuchars 320 ITudson (training)
Thomnaby 220 Hudson
Thornaby 608 Anson/Botha
Stornoway 612 (part) Anson

Iceland Kaldadarnes 98 Battle

Gibraltar Gibraltar harbour 202 London

Additionally, a Photographic Reconnaissance Unit (PRU) was at Heston with Spitfires & Hudsons

Establishment,Strength and Avera

¢ Daily Availability during November 1940

Squadrons LE. LR. Serviceable U/S Average
- availability
7 flying boat sqdns 36 15 33 25 14
22 GR & fighter sqdns 402 14 366 98 197
Totals 438 29 399 123 201
1 %2 F.A.A. sqdns 12 - 10 2 9
Totals 450 29 409 125 210
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Appendix 6

Coastal Command - Order of Battle

15 June 1941
Group Base Squadron Aircraft
No 15 Liverpool Aldergrove 254 Blenheim fighter
Aldergrove 233 Hudson
Aldergrove 143 Beaufighter
Limavady 502 Whitley
Limavady 224 Hudson
Limavady 221 Wellington
Nutts Corner 120 (forming) Liberator
Lough Emne 209 Catalina
Lough Erne 240 Catalina
Hooton Park 48 (part) Anson
Oban 210 Catalina
Port Ellen,Islay 48 (part) Anson
Bowmore, Islay | 119 C&G flying boats
Iceland Kaldadames 98 Battle/Hurricane
Reykjavik 204 Sunderland
Kaldadames 269 (part) Hudson
Reykjavik 330 (forming) Northrop
No 16 Chatham North Coates 22 Beaufort
North Coates 86 Beaufort
Bircham Newton | 206 (part) Hudson
Bircham Newton | 248 Blenheim fighter
Bircham Newton | 500 Anson/Blenheim F
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No 16 Chatham Bircham Newton | 1403 Met.Flt. Blenheim GR
Detling 59 (part) Blenheim GR
Detling 816 FAA (part) Swordfish
Thorney Island 59 (part) Blenheim GR
Thorney Island | 816 FAA (part) Swordfish
Thomey Island | 404 & 407(forming) Blenheim fighters
No 18 Pitreavie Sullom Voe 201 (part) Sunderland
Castle
Wick 269 (part) Hudsbm
Wick 220 Hudson
Wick 612 Whitley
Wick 1406 Met Flt Spitfire
Wick C Flight PRU Spitfire/Blenheim
Invergordon 201 (part) Sunderland
Dyce 235 (part Blenheim fighter
Leuchars 42 Beaufort
Leuchars 320 (Dutch) Hudson/Anson
Leuchars 114 B.C.(on loan) Blenheim GR
Thornaby 608 Blenheim GR
Stornoway 48 (part) Anson
Hatston 812 FAA Swordfish
Sumburgh 235 (part) Blenheim fighter
No 19 Plymouth St.Eval 217 Beaufort
St.Eval 53 Blenheim GR
St.Eval 236 (part) Blenheim fighter
St.Eval 206 (part) Hudson
St.Eval No.1404 Met.Flt. Blenheim GR
St.Eval B Flt PRU Spitfire/Blenheim
Pembroke Dock 10 RAAF Sunderland
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No 19 Plymouth Carew Cheriton | 236 (part) Blenheim fighter
No 200 Gibraltar Gibraltar 202 London/Catalina
West Africa Freetown 95 Sunderland
West Africa Bathurst 200 Hudson

Benson No 1 PRU Spitfire/Blenheim

Establishment, Strength and Average Daily Availability during June 1941

Squadrons I.E. LR. Serviceable uU/s Average
Availability

9 flying boat sqdns 65 7 45 19 17

26 GR & fighter sqdns 495 25 408 110 281

Totals 560 32 453 129 298

2 FAA sqdns 18 - 16 2 7

Totals 578 32 469 131 305

Three Met.Flights of total I E5 + 3IR & 2PRU Flights of total IE +4 IR

NB. No.120 Liberator, No 404 Blenheim,No0.407 Hudson, and No.330 Northrop squadrons were
forming

(Total LE. 61 + 8 LR. & strength 26 aircraft)
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Appendix 7
Coastal Command Aircraft Wastage September 1939 to June 1941 Inclusive
Month ASW | Convoy | Enemy Mvs Enemy naval | Air Land Fighter | Photo
escort Strikes/ Recce | units at sea mining | targets protecn. | recce
Strikes/ Recce

1939

Sep. 1 - - - - 9 - - - 2
Oct. 4 2 - - - 2 - - - -
Nov. 1 - - - - 4 - - - -
Dec. 1 - - - - 4 - - - -
1940

Jan. 3 1 - - - 2 - - 2 -
Feb. 1 3 - - - 1 - - - -
Mar. 1 1 - - - - - - - -
Apr. 1 - - - 2 5 1 3 3 -
May - 1 - - 4 19 2 13 1 -
Jun. - 3 - - 8 17 3 9 3 1
Jul. - 2 1 - 2 20 - 9 2 -
Aug. - 1 2 - - 18 1 16 2 5
Sep. - 6 8 - - 5 1 8 - 2
Oct 1 4 10 - 1 15 - 2 - 4
Nov. 3 3 5 - - 2 - 9 5 1
Dec. 2 1 3 4 - 6 2 10 3 2
1941

Jan, 1 6 2 - - 5 1 5 1 i
Feb. 1 5 3 2 1 7 2 13 - 2
Mar 4 5 8 3 - 4 - 2 7 2
Apr. 4 6 13 8 1 7 2 3 6 2
May. 2 5 - 4 - 1 - 4 3 3
Jun. 2 - 5 4 1 9 2 6 4 2
Totals 33 55 60 25 20 162 17 112 42 29

Monthly totals: 12,8,5,5; 8,5,2,15,40, 44,36,45,30,37,28,33; 22,36,35,52,22,35;

Grand Total for the period September 1939 - June 1941 inclusive : 555 aircraft.
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Sightings and Attacks on U-boats - September 1939 - June 1941
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Month | hrsc/v | hrsc/v | a/clost | sighted | attack | sunk hrs sighted | attack | sunk
escort | supt on alu other
tasks

1939 1,138 839 1 21 18 - 5,590 6 5 )
Sep.
Oct. 1,396 685 6 5 4 - 2,090 7 7 -
Nov. 1,038 914 1 2 2 - 2,800 3 3 -
Dec. 1,154 1,314 1 3 3 - 2,600 4 4 -
1940 shared
Jan. 1,025 | 1,762 4 5 3 Uss 2,340 1 1 -
Feb. 1,310 | 1,762 4 15 11 - 2,080 - - -
Mar. 2,800 | 2,027 2 7 6 - 2,350 - - -
Apr. 3,318 | 1,332 1 9 7 - 3,980 7 5 -
May 4,098 1,719 - S 4 - 5,310 2 2 -
Jun. 3,990 2,117 1 12 12 - 6,570 1 1 -
Jul. 3,356 1,204 1 2 2 shared | 7,340 4 4 -

U-26
Aug. 3,437 | 1,284 2 8 8 - 5,620 6 6 -
Sep. 3,428 965 4 5 5 - 6,000 1 1 -
Oct. 2,337 928 2 4 4 - 4350 5 4 -
Nov 1,790 869 7 2 2 - 4,670 2 0 -
Dec. 1,443 702 3 3 3 - 4,180 1 0 -
1941
Jan. 1,445 912 7 1 1 - 2,860 1 1 -
Feb. 1,398 995 6 3 3 - 2,620 1 0 -
Mar 2,079 | 1,360 9 9 5 - 3,980 - - -
Apr. 2,221 | 1,59 3 4 2 - 5,150 4 3 i}
May 2,017 2,362 7 9 5 - 7,650 4 4 -
Jun, 2,063 2,645 1 20 15 - 6,110 6 3 -
Totals | 48,281 | 30,293 | 78 161 125 2 96,240 | 66 54 nil

shared -
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Coastal Command Order of Battle

15th June 1942

No 1 Photographic Reconnaissance Unit

No 202 Squadron
No 233 Squadron (Part)
No 1 PRU (Part)

No 269 Squadron

No 612 Squadron

No 330 Squadron (Part)
No 1407 Met.Flight

No 15 Group HQ Liverpool

Aldergrove

Tiree

Lough Ermnc

Nutts Corner

Oban

Stornoway

No 206 Squadron

No 1402 Met.Flight

No 224 Squadron

No 119 Squadron
(Re-forming)

No 201 Squadron

No 422 (RCAF)Squadron
(Forming)

No 120 Squadron

No 220 Squadron

No 228 Squadron

No 423 (RCAF) Squadron
(Forming)

No 500 Squadron

Catalina/Sunderland
Hudson

Spitfire/Mosquito

Hudson
Whitley
Northrop/Catalina
Hudson

Hudson
Hudson/Spitfire
Hudson
Catalina

Sunderland

Catalina

Liberator
Fortress
Sundcrland

Sunderland

Hudson



No 16 Group HQ Chatham

Bircham Newton

North Coates

Wattisham
Thorney Island

Detling

No 235 Squadron
No 407 (RCAF) Squadron
No 320 (Dutch) Squadron

288

Beaufighter
Hudson

Hudson

No 1401 Met Flight Hudson/Mosquito/Spitfire/Gladiator

No 279 Squadron

No 59 Squadron

No 415 (RCAF) Squadron

No 236 Squadronm

No 233 Squadron (Part)

No 489 (RNZAF) Squadron
(Forming)

No 143 Squadron

Hudson (Air-Sea-Rescue)
Hudson

Hampden

Beaufighter

Hudson

Hampden

Blenheim/Beaufighter

No 280 Squadron(Forming) Anson (Air-Sea-Rescue)

No 18 Group HO Pitreavie Castle

Dyce

Leuchars -

Sullom Voe
Sumburgh
Wick

Woodhaven

No 254 Squadron

No 404(RCAF)

No 144 Squadron(Training)

No 455(RAAF) Squadron
(Training)

‘H’ Flight PRU

No 210 Squadron

No 248 Squadron

No 608 Squadron

No 48 Squadron

No 86 Squadron

No 1406 Met Flight

‘C’ Flight PRU

No 330 Squadron (Part)

Blenheim F.
Blenheim F.
Hampden
Hampden

Mosquito/Spitfire
Catalina
Beaufighter
Hudson

Hudson

Beaufort
Hudson/Spitfire
Mosquito/Spitfire
Catalina (PBY5A)



No 19 Group HO Plymouth

Mount Batten No 10 Squadron RAAF Sunderland
No 461(RAAF) Squadron ~ Sunderland
(Forming)
St.Eval No 502 Squadron Whitley
No 53 Squadron Hudson
No 58 Squadron Whitley
No 1404 Met.Flight Hudson
‘B’ Flight PRU . Spitfire/Blenheim
Chivenor No 172 Squadron Wellington (Leigh Light)
No 51 Squadron B.C.(loan) Whitley
N 77 Squadron B.C.(loan) ~ Whitley
Talbenny No 311(Czech)Squadron B.C.(loan) Wellington
Dale No 304(Polish)Squadron B.C.Loan) Wellington
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Coastal Command’s Establishment, Strength and Average Availability June 1942

Units Establishment | Reserve Serviceable | J/S Av.Daily
Availability

6 Flying Boat Squadrons 48 7 32 22 28

31 GR & Fighter Sqdns inc. | 484 114 356 134 201

those on loan

Totals 532 121 388 156 229

5 Met.Flights 34 17 21 19 15

No.1 PRU. 58 15 59 12 40

1 A.S.R. Squadron 16 4 12 10

4 Flying Boat Squadrons 30 6 3 2 non-op

forming

1 Torpedo Squadron 16 4 15 4 non-op

forming

1A.S.R. Squadron forming 16 4 - - non-op




Mosquito/Spitfire
Wellington/Anson

Hudson

Catalina
Hudson
Spitfire

Hudson
Northrop

Appendix 10
Coastal Command Order of Battle
15 October 1942
Benson Nos 540,541,542,543,544 PRU
SquadronsFlights detached at Leuchars,
St.Eval and Gibraltar
West Indies No 53 Squadron
Gibraltar No 202 Squadron |
No 233 Squadron
No 544 (PRU) Squadron (Part)
Iceland
Kaldadarnes No 269 Squadron
Reykjavik No 330 (Norsk) Squadron (Part)
No 73 VP Squadron USN

No 1407 Met Flight

No 15 Group H.Q. Liverpool

Aldergrove No 1402 Met Flight
Ballykelly - No 120 Squadron

No 220 Squadron
Lough Eme No 201 Squadron

No 422 (RCAF) Squadron (forming)
Benbecuia No 206 Squadron

No 279 (ASR) Squadron (part)
Oban No 228 Squadron

No 423 (RCAF) Squadron (forming)
Stornoway No 58 Squadron

No 16 Group HOQ Chatham

Bircham Newton No 320 (Dutch) Squadron
No 254 Squadron
No 811 FAA Squadron (on loan)
No 812 FAA Squadron (on loan)
No 521 Met Squadron

Catalina PBYSA

Hudson

Spitfire/Hudson/Gladiator
Liberator

Fortress

Sunderland

Sunderland

Fortress

Hudson

Sunderland

Sunderland

Whitley

Hudson
Beaufighter
Swordfish
Swordfish
Mosgqito/Spitfire
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Langham
North Coates

Thorney Island

No 279 ASR Squadron (part)
No 280 ASR Squadron

No 143 Squadron

No 236 Squadron

No 816 FAA Squadron (on loan)

No 819 FAA Squadron (on loan )

No 59 Squadron (converting)
No 86 Squadron (converting)

No 18 Group HQ Pitreavie Castle

Dyce

Leuchars

Woodhaven
Sullom Voe
Sumburgh
Wick

No 404 (RCAF) Squadron
No 144 Squadron

No 455 (RAAF) Squadron
No 415 (RCAF) Squadron
No 540 PRU Squadron (part)
No 330 (Norge) Squadron (part)
No 210 Squadron

No 48 Squadron

No 489 (RNZAF) Squadron
No 179 Squadron

No 612 Squadron

No 1406 Met Flight

No 19 Group HQ Plymouth

Beaulieu

Mount Batten
Pembroke Dock
Hamworthy
St.Eval

Chivenor

No 224 Squadron

No 10 Squadron RAAF

No 119 Squadron (re-equipping)
No 461 (RAAF) Squadron
No 502 Squadron

No 407 (RCAF) Squadron
No 10 OTU BC (on loan)
No 543 PRU Squadron (part)
No 1404 Met Flight

No 172 Squadron

No 235 Squadron
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Hudson/Albermarle

Anson
Blenheim/Beaufighter
Beaufighter
Swordfish

Swordfish

Liberator

Liberator

Beaufighter/Blenheim
Hampden

Hampden

Hampden

Mosquito

Catalina III

Catalina

Hudson

Hampden

Wellington (Leigh Light)
Whitley
Spitfire/Hudson/Albermarle

Liberator
Sunderland
Sunderland
Sunderland
Whitley

Hudson

Whitley

Spitfire
Hudson/Albermarle
Wellington (Leigh Leight)
Beaufighter



Talbenny No 311 (Czech) Squadron
No 248 Squadron
Dale No 304 (Polish) Squadron

Coastal Command’s Establishment, Strength and Availability, October 1942

Wellington
Beaufighter
Wellington

292

Establishment

Units Reserve Serviceable | U/S Av.Daily
Availabilty

8 Flying Boat Squadrons inc.1xXUSN 72 21 53 47 44

30 GR & Fighter inc.1xBC Sqdn 469 111 343 225 180

Totals 541 132 396 272 224

+4 FAA Sqdns with 36 a/c on loan

5 PRU squadrons 67 16 59 23 35

1 Met.sqdn & 4 Flights 38 19 24 28 16

2 ASR squadrons 32 8 28 12
Non-Operational :

4 Flying boat squadrons forming or converting of totals LE 24 + 12 LR.

2 GR squadrons converting to Liberators of totals LE. 18 + 6 LR.

2 GR squadrons under orders to move to Gibraltar
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Coastal Command Order of Battle

1S February 1943
Benson Nos 540,541,542,543,and 544 squadrons
(Flts detached at Leuchars,St.Eval & Gibraltar)
Gibraltar No 202 Squadron
No 210 Squadron detachment
No 48 Squadron

No 233 Squadron A
No 544 PRU Squadron detachment
No 179 Squadron

Iceland
Kaldadammes  No 269 Squadron

Reykjavik VP 84 USN

No 120 Squadron detachment

No 1407 Metcal Flt

No 330 (Norge) squadron detachment
No 15 Group HQ Liverpool

Aldergrove No 1402 Metcal Flight
Ballykelly .  No 120 Squadron
No 220 Squadron
No 280 ASR Squadron detachment
Lough Eme  No 201 Squadron
No 228 Squadron
No 423(RCAF) Squadron
Oban No 422(RCAF) Squadron (forming)
No 330(Norge) Squadron re-equipping
Bowmore No 246 Squadron
Benbecula No 206 Squadron
No 16 Group HQ Chatham

Bircham Newton No 320 (Dutch) Squadron
No 407 (RCAF) Squadron
No 521 Metcal Squadron
No 279 ASR Squadron

Bircham Newton No 280 ASR Squadron

Mosquito-15
Spitfire-66 Wellington-2

~Catalina 1- 12

Catalina 1

Hudson VI-16+4
Hudson IMI-16+4
Spitfires

LLWellington VIII-16+4

Hudson III -20+4
Catalina I1I-12
Liberators
Hudson I11-4+2
Northrop - 6+0

Spit/Hud/Glad 9+5
VLR Libs I & III- 16+4
Fortress IIA-9+3
Anson

Sunderland I&I1-6+3
Sunderland I1&I11-6+3
Sunderland 11&111-6+3
Sunderland ITI-6+3
Sunderland I1I-6+3
Sunderland IT &I11-6+3
Fortress ITA -9+3

Hudson V&VI -16+4
Hudson V&VI-16+4
Spt/Mos/Hud/Glad-15+7
Hudson III-16+4

Anson -16-4



Docking
North Coates

Thorney Island

No 53 Squadron (Hudson) re-equipping
No 143 Squadron

No 236 Squadron

No 254 Squadron

No 415 (RCAF) Squadron

No 833 FAA Squadron (on loan)

No 836 FAA Squadron (on loan)

No 86 Squadron partially operational on VLR

No 18 Group HOQ Pitreavie Castle

Leuchars

Woodhaven
Sullom Voe
Wick

No 144 Squadron

No 455 (RAAF) Squadron

No 235 Squadron

No 540 PRU Squadrondetachment
No 1477 (Norge) Flight

No 190 Squadron

No 489 (RNZAF) Squadron

No 612 Squadron re-equipping
No 1406 Metcal Flight

No 19 Group HQ Plymouth

Beaulieu

Chivenor

Talbenny
Dale
St.Eval

Predannack

Mountbatten

No 224 Squadron

No 405 BC Squadron on loan
No 172 Squadron

No 179 Squadron detachment
No 547 Squadron

No 59 Squadron

No 404 (RCAF) Squadron
No 311 (Czech) Squadron
No 304 (Polish) Squadron
No 502 Squadron

No 10 (B)OTU on loan
1stA/S US AAC Squadron
2nd A/S US AAC Squadron
No 1404 Metcal Flight

No 543 PRU Squadron detachment
No 248 Squadron

No 10 Squadron RAAF

Pembroke Dock No 210 Squadron
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Whitleys V

Beaufighter II(F)-16+4
Beau.IC&VIC(F)-16+4
Beau.VIC(T/F)-16+4
Hampden(T/B)-16+4
Swordfish 9

Swordfish 9

Liberator ITI- 16+4

Beaufighter 16+4
Hampden T/B-16+4
Beaufighter 16+4
Mosquito

Catalina IB-3+0
Catalina IB-6+3
Hampden T/B -16+4
Whitley/LL Wel.16+4
Spitfire/Hudson- 6+3

Liberator ILIIL, & V-9+3

Halifax 12

LL Wel. VII&XII-16+4

LL Wellingtons

Wellington VIII T/B-6+2 -
FortressIIA -9+3

Beaufighter II (F)-16+4

Wellington IC-16+2

Wellington IC&X-16+2

Whitley VII-16+4

Whitley -20

Liberator- 12

Liberator- 12

Huds/Ven/Albermarle-4+2

Spitfires

Beaufighter VIC (F)-16+4

Sunderland I1&I11-6+3

Catalina [, 1B & I1A-6+3



No 119 Squadron
Hamworthy No 461(RAAF) Squadron
Holmesley South No 58 Squadron

Sunderland II & I11-6+3
Sunderland II & I11-6+3

Whitley/Halifax 9+3
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Coastal Command’s Establishment, Strength and Average Daily Availability, 15 February 1943

Establishment | Strength Non-op-U/S | Available
12 % Flying boat Sqdns inc.one USN Sqdn 126 118 69 49
18 ASW GR Sqdns. inc.2 BC & 2 USAAC Sqdns 304 293 132 161
13 AS, GR & LR fighter Squadrons 238 260 115 145
Total: 43 V% squadrons fully operational 668 671 316 355
5 PRU Squadrons 91 85 31 54
1 Metcal Sqdn & 4 Flights 68 49 15 34
2 ASR Squadrons 40 34 8 8

To the above must be added 6 squadrons, altogether or partially out of the line :-

No 422 (RCAF) Squadron forming with 6+3 Sunderlands

No 53 Squadron re-equipping from Hudsons to 16+3Whitleys

No 58 Squadron re-equipping from Whitleys to 9+3 Halifaxes

No 407 (RCAF) Squadron re-equipping from Hudsons to 16+4 LL Wellingtons.
No 502 Squadron re-equipping from Whitleys to 9+3 Halifaxes

No 547 Squadron with 6+2 Wellingtons on torpedo training.
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Appendix 12
Coastal Command Order of Battle, Establishment, Strength and Availability
1 March 1943
No 15 Group Estab. Strength Availability | Remarks
Ballykelly
No 120 VLR Lib. I & ITIA | 16+4 14 11 Det.in Iceland
No 220 —Fortress 1 & II 9+3 13
Benbecula
No 206 ~Fortress I & 11 9+3 14 5
Castle Archdale
No 201 Sunderland II/ 111 6+3 11 4
No 228 Sunderland 1V IIT 6+3 8 2
No 423 Sunderland II/ III 6+3 9 3
Oban
No 422 Sunderland III 6+3 9 4
No 330 Sunderland III 6+3 5 Nil Forming
Bowmore
No 246 Sunderland 11/ 111 6+3 9 3
No 16 Group
Thorney Island
No 86 — VLR Lib. IITA 16+4 17 12
No 415-Hampden I Torp. 16+4 17 12
No 833-Swordfish FAA 9 9 7 On loan
No 836-Swordfish FAA 9 9 6 On loan
Bircham Newton
No 320 -Hudson V & VI 16+4 13 9 To re-equip Mk XI
No 53 — Whitleys/Libs. 16+4 21 3 Re-equipping
North Coates
No 143-Bfter II 16+4 20 9 To re-equip Mk XI
No 236-Bfir IC/ VI 16+4 21 3 Re-equipping
No 254-Bftr VI (Torp) 16+4 22 14 To re-equip Mk X
No 18 Group
Sullom Voe
No 190- Catalina IB 6+3 9 4
Wick
No 489 Hampden | 16+4 25 15
No 612-Whitley/LL Wel. 16+4 18 9 Re-equipping
No 407-Wellington I & II 16+4 20 9 To re-equip LL
Leuchars
No 144-Bftr VIC-Torp 16+4 20 16
No 235-Bfir VIC-fir 16+4 20 14
No 455-Hamp. I -Torp. 16+4 20 12 To re-equip
Woodhaven
No 1477 Flt. (Norge) Cat. IB 3+0 2 1 Special Duties
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297

No 19 Group Estab. Strength | Available Remarks

Mount Batten

No 10(RAAF)-Sund &I | 6+3 9 3

Pembroke Dock

No 119-Sunderland II & ITII | 6+3 10 5

No 210 -Catalina IB 6+3 4 3 Half at Gibraltar
Hamworthy

No 461-Sunderland I & IIT | 6+3 9 4

Chivenor

No 172-LL Well VI & XN | 16+4 20 7

No 547-Well. VIII-Torp. 6+2 10 Nil Training at Tain

No 59-Fortress IIA 9+3 10 7

No 404 Beaufighter II -fir 16+4 -19 5 To re-equip to Mk XIC
Talbenny

No 31 l(Czech) Well.IC 16+4 17 12 To re-equip to Mk X
Dale

No 304(Polish) Well.IC 16+4 19 9 To re-equip to Mk X
St.Eval :
Nos 1 & 2 USAAF Lib. 24 13 10 On loan-left 5.3.43.
No 10(B)O.T.U.Whitley 26 20 15 On Loan

No 502-Halifax II 9+3 12 1 Non-op until March
Predannock

No 248-Beaufighter VI-fir 16+4 20 14

Exeter

No 834-FAA-Swordfish 9 9 6 On loan
Holmsley South

No 58-Halifax II 9+3 11 2 Non-op until March
Beaulieu

No 224-Liberator IL IIl, & V 9+3 6 2

Iceland

Reykjavik

No 120 det. VLR Liberators - 7 3

No 330 det.Northrops - 9 4

VP84 USN PBYSAs 12 12 8 On loan
Kaldadames

No 269- Hudson 111 20+4 23 16

Gibraltar

New Camp

No 202 - Catalina IB 12+0 15 10

No 210 - Catalina IB - 7 5

North Front

No 48- Hudson VI 16+4 23 17

No 233-Hudson I11 16+4 20 12

Coastal Command 513+145 | 637 323

squadrons- 42+ one Flt

Squadrons on loan- 7 89 71 52
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Photo-Reconnaissance Estab. Strength Available Remarks

Benson

No 540-Mosquito-Mks var. | 18+4 22 10 Det. At Leuchars
No 541-Spitfires-MKks var. 14+4 14 9

No 542-Spitfires-Mks var. 14+4 22 15

No 543-Spitfires-Mks var. | 14+4 16 10 Det. At St.Eval
No 544-Spitfires,Anson and | 7+2 9 6 Det. At Gibraltar
Wellingtons

Air —Sea- Rescue

Bircham Newton

No 279- Hudson 111 16+4 12 7

No 280- Anson 1 16+4 22 17

Meteorological

Bircham Newton

No 521-Mosquito, 17+8 19 14 Det. At Gibraltar
Hampden,

Gladiator, Spitfire

Aldergrove

No 1402 Flt.-Hampden, 9+5 14 8

Gladiator, Spitfire

St.Eval

No 1404 Flt. -Hampden, 4+2 9 5

Hudson

Wick

No 1406 Flt.-Hampden, 6+3 9 2

Spitfire

Iceland

No 1407 Flt.-Hampden, 4+2 2 1

Hudson
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Appendix 13
Coastal Command Order of Battle, Establishment, Strength and Availability
1 January 1944
Group Estab. Strength | Available | Remarks
No 15
Ballykelly
No 86 — VLR Liberator V & IIIA | 15 18 4
No 59 — VLR Liberator V 15 14 7
Castle Archdale
No 201 — Sunderland III 12 12 4
No 422 — Sunderland II1 12 12 3.
No 423 — Sunderland III 12 11 3
No 16
Bircham Newton - ‘
No 415 — Albacore,Wellington XIII | 10, 15 10,14 | 5,8 Albacores on detachments at
Manston & Thorney Island

North Coates
No 236 - Beaufighter X - RP 20 18 12
No 254 — Beaufighter X- Torp. 20 18 12
Thorney Island
No 547 — Liberator V 15 12 Nil Re-equipping,
No 18
Leuchars
No 333 — Mosquito VI Flt 6 5 2
No 455 — Beaufighter X — RP 20 16 Nil Training & re-equipping
No 489 — Beaufighter X — Torp. 20 21 Nil Training & re-equipping
Wick
No 144 — Beaufighter X — Torp 20 21 10
No 404 — Beaufighter X - RP 20 20 4
No 618 —Mosquito IV — Special op. | 20 14 Nil Non- operational
No 1693 Flt — Anson 6 5 2
Woodhaven
No 333 — Catalina IB Flt. 3 2 1
Sullom Voe
No 190 - LL Catalina IB & IV 12 13 2 Withdrawing to re-form as 210
No 330 — Sunderland II & 111 12 13 3
No 19
Mount Batten
No 10 RAAF — Sunderland IT & 1l 12 13 4
Pembroke Dock
No 228 — Sunderland III 12 11 5
No 461 — Sunderland 111 12 11 4
Chivenor
No 172 — LL Wellington XIV 15 15 1 Det. In Azores
No 407 — LL Wellington XII & XIV 15 15 6

15 15 4

No 612 — LL Wellington XIV
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Group Estab. | Strength | Available | Remarks
No 19 (Continued)
St.Eval
No 224 — LL Liberator V 15 13 3 1 a/c with RP
Dunkeswell
No 103 USN - Liberator 12 11 6 On loan
No 105 USN — Liberator 12 12 7 On loan
No 110 USN - Liberator 12 12 7 On loan
St.Davids
No 58 — Halifax Il 15 16 6
No 502 — Halifax II 15 14 4
Beaulieu
No 311 — Libcrator V 15 12 8 10 a/c with RP
No 53 — VLR LL Liberator V 15 16 7 1 a/c with RP
Predannack
No 304 — LL Wellington XIV 15 15 5
-Beaufighter X fighters 20 11 9 Re-equipping to Mos. VI
No 248 — Mosquito XVIII - 6 pdr 2 2 1
Portreath
No 143 — Beaufighter XIC - firs 20 18 12
No 235 — Beaufighter X firs & XIC | 20 19 7
Iceland
Reykjavik
No 120 VLR Liberator LI & V 15 18 4 All MK V a/c with LL
Gibraltar
No 202 — LL Catalina IB & IV 12 12 9
No 48 -Hudson IILIIIA & VIRP | 20 20 10
No 233-Hudson III & IIIA (RP) 20 17 3 Det. In Azores
No 179-LL Wellington XIV 15 14 5
Azores (No.247 Group)
Lagens
No 206 — Fortress 11 & IIA 15 16 4
No 220 — Fortress Il & IIA 15 16 5
No 233 — Hudson III & IIIA (RP) | - - 8 Det.from Gibraltar
No 172 - LL Wellington XIV - - 2 Det.from Chivenor
CoastalCommand Squadrons —40 | 630 598 218
+ 1 Flight; Squadrons on loan-3 36 35 20
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Air Sea Rescue Estab. | Strength | Available | Remarks
Bircham Newton

No 279 — Hudson IILV & VI 20 16 7

Thornaby

No 280 — Warwick I 20 21 4

No 281 — Warwick I 20 16 Nil

Iceland

No 269 — Hudson III Flight 2 2 )

Meteorological

St.Davids

No 517 — Halifax V 23 8 - Re-equipping
Tiree

No 518 — Halifax V 14 15 2

Wick

No 519-Ventura V & Gladiator 17 15 4

Bircham Newton

No 521-Ventura V & Gladiator 9 8 2

Aldergrove

No 1402 Flt.-Glasdiator,Spitfire 8 7 5

Iceland

No 1407 Flt.- Ventura V 6 - - Re-equipping
Gibraltar

No 520-I1alifax V & Gladiator 9 1 - Re-equipping
Photographic-Reconnaissance

Benson

No 540 -Mosquito 1l 20 18 10 Det. At Leuchars
No 541 — Spitfire 11 & XIII 20 22 16 Det.at St.Eval & Gibraltar
No 542 — Spitfire IV, XI & XI1II 20 21 13

No 544 — Mosquito IX 20 17 11




Appendix 14
Distribution as between Anti-U-Boat and Anti- Shipping Operations

1 March 1945
| Anti- U- Boat | Anti-Shipping |
Group Squadrons U.E. Strength | Available | Squadrons U.E. Strength | Available
No 15 59,120,304,201,202, 423, 172, 815 112 111 53 None - - -
No 16 810, 822 24 26 19 119,612,236,254,813, half 524 95 95 60
No 18 206,547,224,210,330,86,311, half 105 116 42 143,235,248, 144, 404,455,489, | 188 173 93
1693, half 333 58, 502, half 524, half 333
No 19 14,36,407,228,10,422,461,179, 103, | 187 180 114 None - - -
105,107, 110, 112, half 63
Iceland 53, 162 30 35 15 None - - -
Gibraltar 22,458 35 33 3 None
Azores 220,144 27 24 11 None - - -
Battle Line 37% squadrons 520 525 277 15% squadrons 283 268 153
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Appendix 15

Coastal Command Order of Battle, Establishment, Strength and Availability

1 April 1945
Group, Bases and Squadrons Estab. Strength | Available
No 15 Group
Ballykelly
No 59 — VLR Liberator V & VIII 15 15 13
No 120 — LL Liberator VIII 15 15 11
Benbecula
No 36 — LL Wellington XIV 15 15 10
Castle Archdale
No 201 — Sunderland III 12 10 5
No 423 — Sunderland Il & V 112 13 7
No 202 —LL Catalina IVA 16 16 7
Limavady
No 172- LL Wellington XIV 15 13 7
Total in No.15 Group — 7 RAF Squadrons | 100 97 59
No 16 Group
Thorney Island (under No.19 Group
control)
No 810 F.A.A -Barracuda 12 10 10
No 822 F.A A -Barracuda 12 11 10
Langham
No 612- Wellington XIV Mk VIA radar 15 15 11
No 524- Wellington XIV Mk IITA radar 20 17 9
North Coates
No 236 — Beaufighter X —RP 20 18 14
No 254- Beaufighter X — RP 20 21 11
No 254- Mos. XVIII -Tsetse-6 pounder 4 4 4
Knocke, North Belgium
No 119-Swordfish 111 15 15 11
Total in No.16 Group-5 RA.F.+ 2F AA. 118 111 80
Sqdns
No 18 Group
Banff
No 143 ~Mosquito VI — RP 20 18 16
No 235 — Mosquito VI - RP 20 20 14
No 248- Mosquito VI - RP 20 22 18
No 333(Norge) Flt — Mosquito VI — RP 10 9 7
Dallachy
No 144 —Beaufighter X — RP 20 19 12
No 455 RAAF —Beaufighter X — RP 20 22 13
No 489 RNZAF —Beaufighter X —Torp. 20 20 11
No 404 RCAF — re-arming to Mosquitos
Leuchars
No 206 — LL Liberator VIII 15 15 4
No 547 — LL Liberator VI 15 14 6
Milltown
No 224 — LL Liberator VIII 15 17 8
Group, Bases and Squadrons Estab. Strength Available
Stornoway




No 58 — Halifax II & 1II 15 15 6
No 502 — Halifax II & 11 15 15 7
Sullom Voe (No.18 Group continued) Estab. Strength Available
No 210 — LL Catalina IVA 12 10 3
No 330 (Norge) Sunderland III 9 8 2
Tain

No 86 LL Liberator VIII 15 15 3
No 311 Czech — LL Liberator VI 15 15 8
Woodhaven

No 333 (Norge) Flight —Catalina IVA 3 3 -
Sumburgh

No 1693 Flight — Anson 6 7 5
Total in No.18 Group — 16%: R A.F. 265 264 149
Squadrons

No 19 Group

Chivenor

No 14 — LL Wellington XIV 15 16 11
No 407 — RCAF — LL Wellington XIV 15 14 10
No 459 — RAAF — LL Wellington non-op.

Dunkeswell

No. 103 - USN Liberator 15 15 13
No 105 — USN Liberator 15 14 13
No 110 - USN Liberator 15 15 14
Mount Batten

No 10 RAAF — Sunderland III 12 15 8
Pembroke Dock

No 228 — Sunderland I1I 12 15 9
No 422 RCAF - Sunderland 111 12 11 9
No 461 RAAF - Sunderland HI & V 12 16 8
St.Eval

No 179 - LL Warwick V 15 12 6
No 304 — LL Wellington XIV 15 15 11
Upottery

No 107 — USN - Liberator 15 13 11
No 112- USN -~ Liberator 15 15 14
VP63 USN det, MAD PBYSA 4 4 3
Total in No.19 Group 8 RA.F.+ 512USN 187 185 138
Sqdns

Iceland

Reykjavik

No 53- LL Liberator VIII 15 15 5
No 162 R.C.AF. Cansos (Catalina III 15 13 5
amphib)

Total in Iceland- 1 RA.F.+ 1 RCAF 30 28 10
Squadron

Gibraltar

No 458 RAAF — LL Wellington XIV 15 16 11
No 22 SAAF - Ventura V 20 18 13
Group, Bases and Squadrons Estab Strength Available
Total in Gibraltar- 1 RAF + 1 SAAF 35 34 24
Azores

Lagens

No 220 — LL Liberator VI 15 15 10
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No 114 — USN — LL Liberator 15 14 11
Total in the Azores- Il RA.F.+ 1 US.N. 30 29 21

Photographic -Reconnaissance

Benson

No 540 -Mosquitoes VLIX, XVI 20 21 14
No 541 — Spitfires X, XLXIX; Mustang Il | 23 19 14
No 542 — Spitfires X, XI, & XIX 20 21 19
No 544 — Mosquitoes VL,XVI Det. At 20 18 13
Leuchars

Total Photo-Reconnaissance — 4 squadrons | 83 79 60
Air — Sea — Rescue

Tiree

No 281- Warwick,Sea Otter, Det.at Limavady | 18 20 5

Beccles

No 278- Walrus,Sea Otter,Det. At Hawkinge 16 14 9

No 280 — Warwick 24 26 10
Banff

No 279- Warwick,Hurricane; 28 35 15
Det. At Wick Leuchars _and Thornaby

St.Eval

No 282- Warwick, Sea Otter 18 19 11
Lagens,Azores

No 269 —Warwick,Martlett,Spitfire. Anson | 17 17 9

Combined A.S.R. and Meteorological Flts

Total A.S.R. — 6 Squadrons 121 131 59
Meteorological Flights

Tiree

No 518- Halifax V 22 24 7

Ballyhalbert

No 1402 Fit.- Spitfire VII, Hurricane IIC 9 8 6

Langham

No 521 — Fortress II, Hurriance IIC 9 9 8

Skitten

No 519 — Fortress II, Spitfire VII 15 14 6

Brawdy

No 517 — Halifax V 13 15 4

Reykjavik, Iceland

No 251 — Fortress 11, Hudson III 12 14 7
Gibraltar

No 520- Halifax V,Hudson, Hurricane 13 11 5

Total Meteorological - 6%: Squadrons 93 95 43
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Appendix 16
Summary of Coastal Command
1 April 1945
Group Estab. Strength | Available | Number of Squadrons
No 15 100 97 59 7 RAF.
No 16 118 111 80 5 RAF.+2F.AA.
No 18 265 264 - 149 16/2R.AF.
No 19 187 185 138 8RAF.+ 5%2US.N.
Iceland 30 28 10 2R.AF.
Gibraltar 35 34 24 1RAF.+1SAAF.
Azores 30 29 21 1RAF. +1USN.
Coastal Command 765 748 481 41% RA.F. + 2FAA+
Battle Line 6% US.N. =350
Photo-Reconnaissance 83 79 60 4 Squadrons
Air-Sea-Rescue 121 131 9 6 Squadrons
Meteorological 93 95 43 6”2 Squadrons




Appendix 17

Coastal Command 1 April 1945

Distribution as between Anti-U-boat and Anti-Shipping

Anti — U- Boat Anti- Shipping
Group Squadrons Estab. | Strength | Available Squadrons Estab. | Strength | Available
No 15 59,120,36,201,202,423,172 100 97 59 None - - -
No 16 810, 822 24 21 20 119,612,236,254,524 94 90 60
No 18 206,547,224,210,330,86,311, half 133, 105 104 45 143,235,248,58,502, 160 160 104
half 1693 half 333
No 19 14,407,228,10,422,461,179,304,103,105, 187 185 138 None - - -
107,110,112, haif 63
Iceland 53, 162 30 28 10 None - - -
Gibraltar 22,458 35 34 24 None - - -
Azores 220, 114 30 29 21 None - - -
Battle Line 36%: squadrons 511 498 317 13%: Squadrons 254 250 164
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Appendix 18
U-boats Sunk by Coastal Command Controlled Aircraft
Number of U-boats Sunk Qutright No.of U-boats sunk shared
with Naval Forces
Group By Coastal By U.S. a/c By By Coastal | By U.S. a/c
Command a/c | under CC Canadian Command under CC
control EAC a/c alc control
under CC
control
No 15 31 German - - 5 German -
No 16 5 German - - - -
No 18 39 German - - 3 German
No 19 53 German 9 German - 6 German 1 German
1 Italian
Iceland 9 German 1 German 1 German
Gibraltar 13 German - - 5 German 2 German
3 Italian 1 Italian
Azores 5 German - - 1 German
Totals 166 German 18 German 1 German 20 German | 3 German
4 Ttalian 1 Italian
Grand 185 German 23 German
Totals 4 Italian 1 Italian
U-boats Damaged by Coastal Command Controlled Aircraft
No. of U-boats Damaged By:
Group Coastal Command Bomber or Fighter American aircraft under
Aircraft Command aircraft Coastal Command Control
under CC Control
No 15 16 German - -
No 18 24 German - -
No 19 44 German 7 German 2 German
4 Italian
Iceland 10 German - 3 German
Azores 1 German -
Totals 105 German 7 German 5 German
4 Italian
Command 117 German
Totals 4 Italian

Only U-boats which were so damaged that they had to break off operations or return to port

are listed.
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Appendix 19
Enemy Controlled Ships Sunk or Damaged by Coastal Command
Controlled Aircraft
Year No 16 Grou No 18 Group No 19 Grou
Sunk Damaged | Sunk Damaged | Sunk Damaged
1940 2/2,860 8/32,176 4/2,701 6/15,486 Nil Nil
1941 9/23,374 3/15,042 16/19,659 | 15/29,685 | 3/8,932 2/39,640
1942 13/27,139 | 5/17,559 8/27,343 6/16,075 5/942 9/48 478
1943 18/41,944 | 2/19,093 10/33,083 | 2/1,785 4/9,732 1/6,240
1944 99/80,105 | 6/15,449 42/68,308 | 29/98,110 | 29/34,779 | 4/13,699
1945 37/14,686 | 4/24,444 67/116,743 { 32/120,493 | Nil Nil
Total No. 178 28 147 90 41 .16
Ships
Total 190,108 123,763 267,337 281,634 54,385 108,057
Tonnage
Total No. of Ships Sunk by Coastal Command Controlled Aircraft- 366
Total Tonnage- 512,330
Total No. of Ships Damaged by Coastal Command Controlled Aircraft- 134
Total Tonnage- 513,454
Mines Laid by Coastal Command Controlled Aircraft
Year No 15 Group | No 16 Group | No 18 Group | No 19 Group | Yearly Totals
1940 3 396+ 288 13 - 412+ 288
1941 - 110 16 224 350
1942 - 141 6 - 147
1943 - 27 - ; 27
War Totals 3 674 + 288 35 224 936 + 288




Coastal Command Controlled Aircraft Lost During World War II

1. On Anti —Submarine Operations

Appendix 20
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Group Year War
Total
1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945
15 4 20 34 24 20 19 3 124
16 3 7 1 - - 2 2 15
18 2 11 25 19 8 21 10 96
19 - - 17 117 179 90 9 412
Iceland - - 2 12 6 8 1 29
Gibraltar | - - 4 28 16 7 1 56
Azores - - - - 4 4 1 9
Yearly 9 38 83 200 233 151 27 741
Total
2. On Anti-Shipping Operations
Group Year War
Total
1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945
15 - 19 4 - - - - 23
16 10 88 63 79 49 88 20 397
18 9 63 63 59 42 50 81 358
19 - - 38 26 7 27 - 98
Yearly |19 161 168 164 98 165 101 876
Total '
3. On Mine-Laying Operations
Group Year War
Total
1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945
15 - 1 - - - - - 1
16 - 9 14 8 4 - - 35
18 - - 2 - - - - 2
19 - - 4 - - - - 4
Yearly |- 10 20 8 4 - - 42
Total




Coastal Command Aircraft Lost During World War II (Continued)

4. Aircraft Lost on Fighter Protection of Ships
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Group Year War

Total
1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945

15 - B) 8 - - - - 13

16 - 5 6 3 - - - 14

18 - 11 8 6 - - - 25

19 - - 15 8 3 - - 26

Yearly |- 21 37 17 3 - - 78

Total

5. Aircraft Lost During Attacks on Land Targets

Group Year War

Total
1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945

15 - 14 14 2 - - - 30

16 - 53 17 2 - - - 72

18 - 12 2 - - - - 14

19 - 10 3 - - - 13

Yearly |- 79 43 7 - - R 129

Total

6.Aircraft Lost on Photo- Reconnaissance

1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945 War
Total

2 15 31 51 46 40 9 194

Coastal Command’s Annual Aircraft Losses

1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945 War
Total

30 324 382 447 384 356 137 2,060




Appendix 21

Coastal Command Casualties

3 September 1939 to 8 May 1945

312

Killed Missing Prisoner of War | Wounded
Flying Battle .
Aircrew 5,863 128 (125) 478 (477) 986
Groundcrew 159 3(3) 5(5) 49
6,022 131 (128) 483 (482) 1,035
Flying Accident
Aircrew 2,261 10 (8) 17(17) 1,049
Groundcrew 182 - 303 120
2,443 10 (8) 20 (20 1,169
Ground Battle
Aircrew 18 - 3(3) 20
Groundcrew 135 - 10 (10) 172
153 - 13 (13) 192
Ground
Aircrew 38 - - 31
Groundcrew 218 - - 174
Totals
Aircrew 8,180 138 (133) 498 (497) 2,086
Groundcrew 694 33 18 (18) 515
Grand Totals 8,874 141 (136) 516 _(515) 2,601

The above figures are inclusive of Dominion and Allied personnel at R.A.F. posting disposal
and include amendments up to 31 May 1947. The figures in brackets represent those included
in the adjacent totals, who at the date of amendment had been reported safe. Personnel
previously reported missing or prisoner of war and subsequently killed are included as killed.

In addition to the above figures there were 23 aircrew and 224 ground staff (total 247), who
died of natural causes. [From Air 15-162 Table I]




