Capability Update: ‘Overlander’

In the junk yards of Afghanistan

Now into its second attempt to settle on a design for
replacement medium/heavy vehicles, Defence capability
planners are struggling with external criticism they do
not understand the physics of progressively adding
weight (via armour) to civilian designed vehicles,
when professional militaries around the world are
addressing ballooning payload demands by adding
more axles to their vehicles. The 2009 Defence White
Paper envisages, however, an ADF in 2030 that is not
principally designed to deploy to the Middle East, or
regions such as Central and South Asia or Africa.
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Key risks identified in Budget
papers for the project include
a chance the requirement to
integrate new generation com-
munications equipment into
the light/light weight vehicles
and modules prior to capabil-
ity delivery may impact on cost
and schedule. There is also a
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capability basis of provision-
ing will be affected by industry
prices substantially surpassing
the estimated project costing, in
particular, because the armour
levels now sought from all ten-
derers was never included in
the specifications that saw BAE
Systems first elevated to the po-
sition of preferred tenderer.

WHAT YOU SEE IS NOT WHAT YOU GET: DMO Land Systems Head,
Colin Sharp, told a Parliamentary Committee in April that following
scope changes to project Land 121/3, “it became clear the vehicle
that was tendered ... did not meet the requirements that we wanted.
To do so, the costs were adjusted up significantly, which made it
necessary to go back to government and say, ‘this is not the solution
that we want’.”
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