Some notes about ¥8 modifications

There are guite a few myths about the Cos-
iello: Wa's, which have given rise to some
argument in the club magazine (articles and
letters ). Perhaps this articlewill dispel some
ol the myths and start a few more argu-
ments,

[t might be worth a look at Ken Costello
himself, first of all. When I first met him in
1972 he was a short, balding chap with a
slight pot belly. He ran asmall garage work-
shop called Costello Motor Engineering
Ltd., in Farnborough, Kent.

Ken is a very skilled, practical engineer,
good at innovative design. He had made a
name for himself in earlier years, agpres-
sively winning lots of races with hairy Minis.
When the V& conversion idea came 1o him,
he wias of course able to drop the Buick!
Oldsmaobile/Rover unit into almost any car,
but it was easily done (o MG's and it spec-
tacularly transformed the car.

There was no single “Costello V&7, there
were different versions which are more cas-
ily defined as “earlv™ and “late” versions.
The early version had the V& unit with twin
SU carburettors. o bulging (fibreglass) bon-
net snd - a o noticeably  different black,
aluminium grille. The late version could be
fitted with the standard MG bonnet — no
Bulge was required since the W8 unit was fit-
ted with a single rearward-facing Weber 40
DCOE  carburettor; the  standard  grille
could also be fitted (black, plastic “'ega-
box™ type). The last of the late versions
could either be Weber carburated or SU
carburated engines, depending on customer
preference and availability of enging units
and parts.

The MG's which were converted were
MGE roadsters and G175, MGC Roadsters
and GT's and even Levland MGE GTVE'S.
The Costello V&'s are fairly easy to distin-
guish in the case of the early version, with
their bulging bonnet and different grille.
The late version wis not so casy to spot
since it may or may not have had the diffe-
vent grille and it may or may not have had
the (no longer necessary) bulging bonnet.
The appearance depended very much on
customer preference. Most of the Costello
Wi's would sport the aluminium V8 badge
[off Rover) somewhere or other (usually
the front) and a specially made chrome and
plastic badge was often stuck on the rear
end of the car = “Vee Eight Costella™ 1
think it said.

Ken's MG eustomers either brought their
MOTs o him for conversion. or comimis-
sioned him to buy and convert new or sec-
ond-hand MG's. They all wanted improved
performance and they got it, whether the
car was MGE. C or V&, In the case of the
By and s they also gor a remarkable
mmprovement o road-handling = & fact
which is perhaps not appreciated as much as
it could be. This improvement came from
an eneine which was 30 bs, Lighter than the

4 cvlinder unit. and & nearly S0-500 weight
distribution between front and back wheels,
the W8 unit sitting further amidships than
the 4 or G oylinder units.

Al one stage (sometime in 1972, 1 think)
Leyland (MG at Abingdon) asked to
inspect one of Ken’s V&5, and he obliged.
During {abowt) 1973, Levland sent their dis-
tributors & memo advising them not to sell
the Rover 3.5 V& assembled engine unit to
Costelle, When I read this memo, it
sgemed, tome, to be a sad move by Levland
< hut it of course coincided with the planned
market launch of the MGRE GTVS., How-
cver the effect on Costello was interesting;
umable to readily get the V8 assembly. he
resorted o buyving  second-hand  scrapd
imported  Buick/Oldsmobile and  Rover
cngine bBlocks and rebuilding them with
components  bought  from = “tame™  or
friendly Levland distributors and any other
sources of the vital components. This means
that some Costello V3 owners, are driving
around  with - Buick/Oldsmohbile  engine
blocks in their cars.
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The 3.5 litre, aluminium Buick engine
was produced in the US inthe mid-60's and
caused guite a stic amongst the racing
fraternity, because of the advantageous
power-to-weight  ratio. Oldsmobile sieh-
sequently used the enging, changing the
cvlinder head and valve train to get more
power. The significant differences between
the two engines was just that (i.e. cvlinder
head and valve train). the hlock remaiming
essentially the same. The blocks were high-
pressure died castings, as opposed 1o the
UK Rover low-pressure “sand’” castings.
Costello’s engineering knowledge told him
that the U5 blocks were stiffer and lighter
than the UK Rover blocks and were there-
fore a better block. The difference between
the UIS and UK blocks can be seen ancd fell
— the US one has & smooth finish, the UK
one is rough.

And now i short diversion —

It iy dnteresting to nofe here thai Rover
anly got fold af the V& wnie by chance. A
"H.j_g.rrjr_v af Rever”, read several years
ago in Enfield Public Libravy, told thar a
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Rover ar Levignd marketing excenme
stunthled aoross the engine as it was Dving
i Mevenry Marime workshop in the LS;
Mercury had been exarmining it for poten-
tial marine application, since it wes such G
fighr engine. This same enging foinnd ity
wav back o e LR = and went inio e
Rover 200 body as a protonpe. From
Hrat corre the 3500 and 35008 Rover, with
Rover muannfaciuring  the engine  on
licence fromt Bruick. Ineidentally, Ley-
e Ausstralia prodiced o car in JO73(74
coalled the P76, which uses the same basic
design Rewer V& unil but witl the copac-
ity increased (o dod fitres so thrt o conild
drag alonie the farge-bodied PRo, Disen-
chanted Tricemph Stag owners have jor
vewrs been discarding the poor Trivmph
V& i favorr of (fuswally) Ford 3 fitre Vo's
or Rover 3.5 litre V8 52 in New Zealaid
ancl Awstralio. they nse the PAo 404 fire
V& which gives g startling improvement.

Early Costello MG WVES nsed the Rover
J5ENES engine, which produced more power
than the lower compression engine fitted to
the standard Rover 3300 In order to fit the
Vi engine into the engine bay, the bulkhead
and other engine bay parts had to be cut into
and reshaped: the consequential weakness
wis overcome by adding stiffening and bars
at the front of the bay. In this as in every-
thing. Costelle and his company did a first-
class enginecring job and no corners were
cut where safety was concerned.

Aswellas this. changes were made (o the
braking ayvstem - the additon of power-
assist and competition  dise pads if not
already fitted. The exhaust manifold was
miade by “Mike the Pipe™ and was very effi-
cient, despite the ack of spage to accommio-
date it. The MGE GTVE manifold by con-
trast. was not so efficient. though it was
used when it hecame available. On the
input side. the SU carburated models were
basically Rover copies, then GTVE copies.
The Weber carburated models were fitted
with a stubby aluminium inlet manifiold (de-
signed by Costello), which Fed into an 8-
branch inlet - manifald  from o Buick!
Oldsmoebile.  The  rearward-facing 40
DCEOE had stubby outer venturi pipes fitted
{eood pracuce), enclosed by an aluminium
plenum. chamber (designed by Costello).
drawing air down a single, large diameter,
re-inforeed flexible plastic pipe which con-
necied o an aluminium casting (designed
by Costello) housing a large paper-element
tvpe aie lilter — which was probably i Hed-
ford van component.

The eventual frecing-up of Leyland’s
embargo enabled him tostop doing “special
runs” and he then just threw in GTVE
engine units complete. By about 1975 Ken
was probably losig interest in his VE busi-
ness a5 he was by then tryving to ger UK car
manufacturers interested ina Sspeed gear-
hox swhich Be had designed. He eventoally
joined up with o partner in Farnborough:
moved his workshop a short distance and
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