50209 - H0

000001




File-Tex Vertical
Folder No. Sp. 1334-10

ACCESS TO INGORMATION

FORMATION
MINE PAR:

E}D}Y/
d

AMIN
4

=

L’ACCES A LN

nATE7ATE: '

000002




: tht

Document disclosed under the Access fo Inforation Act B

Document divulgué en vertu de la Loj surlacces a / @format/o

SECRET

RED REGISTRY

Depagtment of Extemal Affairs
File No.

Subject:

1lations and defcence

) 1bt vities in Canada ==

United States Military

Volume

From 7’%@—1/& S5°

50209-40

One

O

jj“ : 5 3=

' lseneral reguirements and Canadian Policy To Sent, 30, 1952
: Date Referred To Returned Date Referred To Returned i
T -50195-40 Pogting of |United Statel Stratesic Bopbers in Canada %
o 10298~C540 Negotéatiofs re Lease of] Goose Bav Bage: General
o
Lo 50069=C=40 Consultatiof Between Govlrnmert on nsp of Atomis Rdmh
)
S 50221-40 United Stafes Northesst|[Command —= Cn
-y e
g .
ol
N S
/A
Yolen e U
Ny

// —
Yo e
7 3 K
. ’h N
- )
3
- - R
A PR -
. M .
. 4
¢ - ﬂ. - =y .
- i . 4
R o % e
. . -

o v bl
Y~ 1
] ) - ‘:. _Z
' S SN L
178 A o | a7 ]
ACCESS TO |
e 3
_ Lt
¥ DATE/DA:‘:E’, %?99——% "/
| 2
, | | 000003

«
J

:




’

o

Document disclosed under the Access fo Information Act W
on

Documgnbgiyuig&sn vertu dedefl ofSUnfgcog Dpindasyati

* v

TOP SECRET AND PERSONAL.

Washington 6, D. C.,
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Dear ilir. Heeney: Rtmi:f A bﬁLRtT

As you know, we have been hoping to get through the
State Department clarification of the further requests which
might be expected from the United States Government for defence
facilities in Canadas. 1 am now able to report at least a par-
tial clarification resulting from a conversation which Mlr. R.
Gordon Arneson had with General Walsh tThis xpak insofar as it
concerns additional requirements which the United States Air
Force will have for the use of the Strategic Air Command.

General ¥Walsh told lir. Arneson that the United States
Air Force will require cne base additional to the base at Goose
Bay for the use of the Strategiec Air Command, to be located in
a site in Newfoundland. The reasons for this requirement were
two. First, the U.S.4.F. wanted to have a base which would be
easily accessible by water all the yesr round for the transport
of the large quantities of gasoline required for S.A.C. opera-
tions. The base at Goose Bay, he pointed out, had the defect
that for a large part of the year it was accessible only by air
transport. The second reason was the large expansion of the
United States Alr Force now in train, which included the expan-
sion of aircraft to be used by the Strategic Air Command, as
well as the expansion in the number of special weapons to be
used in these operations. Apparently it is the opinion of the
U.S.A.F. that the facilities at Goose Bay will not be aufficient
to accommodate this expansion.

General Walsh told lr. Arneson that all he could say
at this time was that it was the clear objective of the U.S.A.F.
to seek one more base from the Canadian Government, and to secure
arrangements by negotiation which would enable the U.3.A.F. to
use such a base for special weapons on the same conditions as

/applied

A.D.P. Heeney, HKsq.,

Under-3Secretary of State
for kExternal Affairs,
Ottawa, Canada.
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applied at Goose Bay. Mr. Arneson was also told that the United
States base at Harmon Field is apparently to be regarded as a
supporting field to be used particularly for the storage of fuel
and for fuel carrying aircraft,

1 should mention that Mr. Arneson had promised Mr.
liacKay when he was in Ottawa that he would get this informetion
for him, but had been unable to have his conversation with
General Walsh until this week.

Yours sincerely,

He He WRONG
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR, MacKAY

Re Principles of Defence Co-operation
between U,S. and Canada

I understand that the Minister has asked
whether the Joint Statement of February 12, 1947,
(CTS 1947 No. 43) could usefully be revised.

When considering this, we might keep in
mind the Thirty~Sixth Recommendation of the PJBD
dated November 20, 1946, which is also in force and
which was recently declassified by the Board.
Although the Joint Statement was based on the
Recommendation, not all of the significant parts of -
the Recommendation were included in the Joint State~
ment; I do not know the reason for this, Paragraph
f (11) of the Recommendatlon goes a long way in
asserting the principle of "no prejudice to
sovereignty" -- the Joint Statement is really pretty
vague on this point.

There is no doubt that the Joint Statement
is out of date in many respects -~ both maaor and
minor.

Taking the minor points first, the second
sentence of Item (3) dealing with U.K. standards of
equipment could certainly be revised in the light of
the decision to use U.S., Army designs. The second
sentence of Item (4) should, I think, be separated
from the first sentence and should be expanded to
mention visits (not merely transit) of U.S. forces
and vehicles,.

The major points which could be faced in a
revised version are:

/2
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Newfoundland Leased Bases

Some mention of the special position of the
leased bases could be included in any revised Joint
Statement.

Principles of Command

This is a problem which hardly existed at the
beginning of 1947. My understanding is that the command
relationships between the forces of the two countries
are now being worked out on Service levels and that
governmental agreement of some kind may be reached before
many more months. If such agreement has been reached
before a new Joint Statement has been negotiated, it
might be desirable t6 include in the Joint Statement
some part of the agreed command principles.

North Atlantic Treaty

Obviously, this Treaty has greatly changed the
picture of defence relationships between the U.S. and
Canada and any Joint Statement which does not mention
the Treaty is unrealistic. I do not think that there
would be any great difficulty in working in suitable
references to the North Atlantic Treaty if one were
revising the Joint Statement.

Proposed U.S. Installations in Canada and their

Financing

It seems to me that this is the biggest
question which has developed since the beginning of 1947,
We have recently agreed to give the U.S. a lease at
Goose Bay and have agreed to long-term rights for the
U.S. in the radar defence system., No doubt the United

States will be asking for permission to build and

operate othér defence installations in Canada on a

large scale. It seems to me that it would be better to
postpone suggesting the revision of the Joint Statement
until the Canadian Government has decided on what basis ~-
and particularly on what financial basis =~ future U.S,
large-scale installations will be permitted., This is,

I think, the most importance question to be settled in
our defence relationships with the United States and

..s/3
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T think it should be settled as a separate exercise-
prior to suggesting the revision of the Joint State-
ment, which is, of course, a public document, However,
if it were the wish of the Minister to try for a
revision of the Joint Statement immediately, we might
reasonably suggest that paragraph f (ii) of the PJBD
Recommendation be incorporated in a revised Joint
Statement.

M. H., Wershof.
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MEMORANDUM FOR NHE UNDER SECRETARY Pl Fild

At the meeting in the Minlster's office on
Saturday morning, Mr. MacKay undertook, at Mr. Pearson's
suggestion, to examine the question of negotiating a
new "canopy agreement" or statement of principles
concerning defence co-operation between Canada and
the United States. The PJBD recommendation of 1947,
which had served the purpose reasonably well, was
now somewhat out of date in view of NATO and other
developments. While NATO operations could scarcely
be incorporated in such a document, a master docu-
ment to cover co-operation in the fields of radar and

U.S. operations in north-eastern Canada might be
useful,

o 7]
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Canadian Section, PJBD - e
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THE CANADIAN AMBASSADOR, WASHINGTON, D.C. 0 %
THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AEFA;Ba/ CANADA
My.Despatch.No,..15891 .0f. May..1Q,..195L7........ AP

Uads .requests . far..additional. defence..facilitleaes..in.Canadas

Since the recent meeting of the Permenent
Joint Board on Defence, officers at the staff level
in the State Department have referred on several
occasions to the Canadian position with respect to
the U.S. request for additional defence facllities
as expressed at the last meeting of the Boards They
have suggested that 1t might be desirable to have
general discussions between the Embassy and the State
Department regarding the type of agreement or agree-
ments which Canada might wish to conclude as a result
of the further U,3. request for military base
facilities. They have also suggested that consideration
might be given to the duration of such a defence agree-
ment, and to the questlon of whether it might be
concluded as a joint Ganada-U.3., defence arrangement,
or within the framework of the North Atlantic Treaty.
So far, we have limited our comments in response, to
remarks based upon the memorandum prepared for the
Chairman of the Canadian Section of the Permanent Joint
Board on Defence (forwarded under cover of your letter
D-1791 of May 2, 1951) and have indicated that thesse
matters are presently under consideration in Ottawa.
We have also stressed the desirability of having as
much information as possible concerning the United
States plans and requirements involving the construction
and development of defence facilities in Canada,

2e From our informal discussions it is apparent
that U.S. authorities do not consider the United States!
bilateral agreement with Iceland as setting a desirable
precedent for any proposed agreement on the construction
or operation of additional defence facilities in Canada.
That they have indicated that they would like to have
(and this, from their standpoint, would be as satisfactory
as a lease), would be a long-term agreement, say for

20 years, granting the United States unrestricted

"user rights" for military purposes at certain specified
sites provided by the Canadian Governmént. Such an
agreement would be adequate to meet both Congressional
and military requirements. Congress could be assured
that they were not belng asked to appropriate funds to
construct permanent-type facilities in Canada on sites
to which the United States had no long~term rights.,
United States military authorities would also be in a
position, for plamning purposes, to count on long=term

LN 2
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military rights 1in respect of their facllities in
Canada, : :

Se , While, as a result of the statement of
the Canadian Government position made by the Chairman
of the Canadian Section at the last meeting of the
Permanent Joint Board on Defence, the United States
authorities have understood that we would not be
disposed to grant any further long=term leases for
defence purposes in Canada, they are now inclined to
seek a solution, on the basis of a defence ‘agreement
within NATO or otherwise, which would give the Unlted
States unrestricted "user rights" for military purposes
for as long a duration as may be agreed, if possible
for 20 years,

4. I am not sure whether this approach 1s
consistent, in letter and in spirit, with a principle
contained in the joint statement on peacetlime co-
operation between the United States and Canada of
February 12, 1947, which says "As an undeplying-
principle all co-operative arrangements will be with-
out impairment of the control of either country over
all activities iIn its territory". As I understand it,
we are quite willing to enter into an agreement with
the United States for projects required in Canada for

- joint defence or in implementation of military require-
ments 'in the North Atlantic Treaty. However, once
defence facilities in Canada required by the United
States were no longer necessary for the implementation
of agreed NATO military requirements or mutually agreed
joint defence purposes, either government should have
the right, after sufficient notice, to terminate or
alter the agreement. In other words, the United States
would not have blanket permission to use .the facilities
for any purposes which the United States might :
unilaterally declare to be necessary or desirable. For
example, a facility granted for operational use by the
Strategic Alr Command could not be turned into a U,S.
training station for fighter aircraft or vice versa,
without the express consent of the Canadian Government.

Se In my despatch under reference 1 suggested
that we might be expected to contribute something more
than property as our share of the common costs of any
additional U,S. facilities in Canada. In recent
discussions on NATO infrastructure (which the United
States have stated should not necessarily set a precedent
for all areas 1n NATO), the United States position has
been that the host govermments should provide land and
public utilities, but that the remalning cost of .
constructing the facilitles should be borne by the "user”
governmments. From the financial ‘standpoint and with -
respect to defence facilities in Canada, this proposal
would seem to be one which would cause us a minimum of
hardship, particularly if the facilities in Canada are
‘not operated on a joint basis,

Be As officials in the State Department may be

expected to return to a discussion of the questions
ralsed in this despatch it would be helpful to have

your guidance.
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SECRET

FROM: THE CANADIAN AMBASSADOR TO THE UNITED STATES
TO: THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS, CANADA

System
CYPHER - AUTO
Priority

No. Wa-2178 Date: May 23, 1951

Reference: Vour EX-1075 of May 16th.

Departmental Subiject: ' > A
Cireulation SUDECE Publication of defence agreements.

1. VYesterday we dilscussed with Tate, the
acting legal adviser, and other officers of the
State Department the question of publication and
registration of'United'StatespCana&a defence
agreements.

2. We pointed out %o Tate that what we were
anxious to know was the general United States

attitude on the following points:
Done.
(a)

Whether im 211 cases formal agreements
Date

were necessary, and

References {b) If in those cases where formal agreements
were neceasary they should be reglstered under
Article 102.

We pointed out that, in our opinion, for
some of the agreements registration, even in an
abbreviated form, would be impossible and in some
others the registered agreement would have to
omit various details of importance.

3. Tate said that in the opinion of the

State Departwent it was not possible to lay down

Done

000012
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a2 general rule goverming publication and registration
of all agreements on defeﬁce-érrangementsc Tate
agreed that informal arrangements which would not
cqmstiﬁuﬁe formél agreenments would, wherever
practicable, be satisfactory. This could take the
form of acceptance of P.J.B.D. recommendations by
both governments or of inter-service correspondence.
At times, however, for various reasons a formal
agreement might be necessary. He pointed out that
he had fivst thought accepbance by the two governments
of ¥he P,J.8.D. recommendation cdmcerming the radar
defence screen would be adequate. Subsaquenﬁl?;
however, he was coanviunced by the legal officers of
the air force that under their leglslation and also
for the purpose of obitalning appropriations from
Congress a fTormal agreement would be reguired.

%, He suggested that in each case where a
formal agreement was reguired the procedure followed
'in the radar case should, where possible, be adopted,
i.2., an agreement worﬁed in éuch a wa§ that it could
be published and registered wiﬁh the United Hations
should be worked out, and he thought this could be
done in moet cases where a Tormal agreement was
reguired.

5. The general impression gained at this
interview was that Canadian and United States thinking
on the problem was not far apart. The United States
will not press for Fformal agreemsnts except where
they are reguired for some practical purpose. They
do no% consider that any hard and fast rule should
be adopted as to publicati&n and registration, but

will be ready to consider each case Individually.

000013

Vo



Document disclosed under the Access fo Information Act
Document divulgué en vertu de la Loi sur I'acces a l'information

# iy
e Xk

Dear HMr. Claxton,

Ae you knowv, at the last meeting of the Fermanent
Joint Board on Defence, we discussed at some length the
U.8. reguirements at Torbay and elsevhere in Newfoundland.
In reply to the U.8., request of April 23, we have given
permission for the USAF to make surveys jointly with the
Canadisn suthorities. It appears that we can anticipate
further U.8. requests for substantial new facilities at
Torbay.

The use to which the USAF would put fscilities at
Torbay is directly related to the U.8. strategic bombing
role under NATO. It seems to me, therefore, that our
poliey on U.8. activities in Torbay -~ as well as similar
undertakings elsewhere - nmust be comsidered im the light
of gemersl NATO arrengements, I am not nov in @ position
to comment on the relstion of U.8. facilities at Torbay
to NATO infrastructure, though I would like to see & study
on the subject prepared by those who are versed in these
matters.

I should like to suggest, therefore, that before any
final policy is decided for dealing with U.8. requests at
Torbay, the subject might be referred to the Lconomie
Panel on Defence Questions., If this suggestion commends
itself to you I feel sure that the External Affairse member
of the PJBD, who is also a member of the panel, would be
able to arrange for the consideration of this guestion with
the urgency whieh 1t clearly requires.

Would you let he know what you wish done.

/Lhﬁ.@{gikqu Yours sincerely,

" (‘
o l A.G.L. McNaughton
i The Honourable Brooke Claxton, Chairman
N Minister of Natiomal Defence, Canadian Section
9, OTTAWA
“2_’%’\&'{*1\\’ ;
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PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL

W

25 May 1951

Dear #rooko,

T was very glad to receive your letter of 21 May
1951 'in which you outlined some general principles which
might goveru our megotiations with the Americans on
joint defence projects. In a separate letter, I shall
refer specifically to Torbay, but here I would like to
comftent more gemerally on the broad principles which you
indicated.

/i As you have foreseen, my views largely coincide
ith yqi‘»ovn and it seems to me that im your nine points
ou have given a very clear statement of the position
/whieh ve should endeavour to establish.
A '
' A8 you well kmow, our relatioms with the U.8. in
natterd of defence policy have been undergoing a steady
development in the past year and a half, This is clearly
reflected in the changing status of the facilities in
Canads 'for U.8., use or for joint use which we have been
able %o achieve in our megotiations with our U.S8. colleagues,
From our point of viev, the Goose Bay Lease was a very long
step forward from the srrangements at the Fewfoundland
Leassed Bases. We advanced a good deal further with the
extension of the Continental Air Defence System when it
came | for discussion at the beginaning of this year. We
vere then successful in establishing that the ides of
10&3:: wvas outmoded and wve made arrsngements whereby con-
tributions were based on proportionate use of the facility
a8 a wvhole, At the last meeting of the Board, in Kingston,
ve made our position substantially clearer by taking
; vantage of aq'uppropriat. opening to state that Canada
mas pot prepared to grant any further lesses although wve
/yorg;roady to cooperate fully iam all necessary defence projects,

/ L i
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I fully agree with you that it is important that
ve give close thought to the fundamental principles
goveraning Cenada-~U.8., defence poliey, but I am not sure
that we have yet reached the time to define this policy
Jointly with the U.8. authorities, I am apprehensive
that in the United States if this were attempted at
present there might be some misunderstanding of our
purpose in enuncieting a set of primeiples which is, in
effect, clearly designed to protect our own position;
wve might be thought to shovw some lack of coafidence in
U.8. motives. Further, with the development of NATO
defence plans, including both armed forces and iafrastructure
installations, wve are entering a new era in which Cansda-
U.8. defence policy is necessarily related to the larger
NATO picture. As the pattern of U.S. requests and of NATO
planning develops, it may be to our advantage to adjust
our present thinking in some respects. For these reasons,
I would offer it as my personal opinion thet we should not,
at this stage, seek any agreed set of principles with our
U.8, colleagues, At the same time, I should like to
emphasize again the far-reaching importance to us of a
thorough consideration of our long~term policy and in this
connection I think it would be very useful to the Canadian
Section of the Board to have for its own guidance a set of
general principles such as you have outlined and which could
have been agreed to by yourself and your colleagues as a
basis from which ®e could approach particular problems as
they are raised for consideration.

Yours sincerely,

L

Ay G," L/ McHRaughton
Chairman
Canadian Bection

The Homourable Brooke Claxton,
Minister of Nationsl Defence,
OTTAWA
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Copy
CANADA
Minister of National Defence Ottawa, May 21, 1951.

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL i T e

General, the Honourable A.G.L. McNaughton,
PQC.’ C.H" CQB" DoSoOo,

Chairman, Canadian Seetion, PJBD,

East Block, Ottawa.

Dear Andy,

Obviously we must anticipate the development of further
arrangements with regard to joint defemce with the United States.
In any discussions it seems to me that all our representatives should
alvays make it plain that sny arrangements must be in accordance with
certain general principles. If all the Americans concerned come to
understand this, it should simplify negotistions and prevent misunder -
standing.

The prineciples, I suggest, should be along the lines of
the following:

1) Canada should be prepared to eanter into amy project
we consider to be in the interest of joint defence.

2) Once a project is considered by us to be desirable,
the only question remaining is the terms om which it
it is to be carried out.

3) All projects in Camada should be carried out by us as
3 Canadian projecius.

k) If the project is of advantage to the United States we
should be willing to accept assistance in money,
materials, men and the loan of egquipment without charge.

5) The extent of United States participation should depend
on the extent of United States interest. If the matter
is exclusively of advantage to the United States we
should be prepared to have the United States cover the
whole cost. Ordinarily, however, we would have an
interest and the extent of participation should be
roughly determined, as was done in the case of the radar

000017
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stations, with the United States paying, say two-
thirds, or some other round sum figure. Ordinarily,
the division should be on & round figure share basis
like one~third, one-quarter, etc.

6) In no eircumstances will there be a long term lease.
Usually the arrangements should be automatically re-
newed from year to year, but terminable at any time
upon notice.

7) In the event of termination the United States could
remove any detachable equipment we did not want to pay
for. Permanent imstallations would be left where they
are wvithout further payment.

8) In no circumstances would an establishment im Canada
be under the overriding command of a United Btates
officer.

9) All arrangements must be on a reciprocal basis.

It might be desirable for us to ask the United States
for an arrangement under which we would have the use of a large
area, say one hundred square miles, in a suitable part of the
United States; for training purposes.

In this general conmection it is interesting to note
that so far the United Kingdom has not granted leases to the
United States, but has paid half the capital cost and ome half
the cost of maintenance up to United Kingdom standards. This
appears ian a telegram from our High Commissioner at londom,
dated April 18, 1951, No 933.

Applying these principles tc the case at Torbay, it seems
to me that we should be prepared to comsider an arrangement along
the following lines:

1) The R.C.A.F. and U.S8.A.F. could make a joint survey
of Torbay and other possible sites. With the R.C.A.F.

should be associated & representative of the Department
of Tramsport.

-3,
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The R.C.A.F. or Department of Tramsport would
continue to coatrol and operate the airfield. To
this end it would command the coatrol tower and
maintain the runways and admiaistration bulldings,
as well as the buildings occupled by Canadlams.

The United States and Canada would participate in

the cost of constructing ruanways aand other permanent
installations, to be used by both nations. The cost
would be shared in proportion to the estimated extent
of use by each country.

In the case of hangars, ete. specially built to house

U.S5. aireraft, which would not be required by Canada -
in any event, the cost might be entirely borme by the
United States.,

The United States would supply the men and eguipment
to maintain its own aircraft.

Barrack accommodation or married quarters would be
paid for by the couantry using them or alternatively we
eould pay for their cost and charge a rental.

8pecial equipment which the United B8tates has and we have
not got might be loaned amd possibly operated by the
United ctates without paymeat.

At each installation there should be a Jjoint plan for
combined actiom to defend the statiom agaimst direct
attack. Any ground troops specially detailed for this
purpose and not having any other duties, eg. full time
anti-aireraft, should be Canadian.

Our plans should of course cover the case of command in

the event of general war. While it would gemerally be desirable that
command in Canada should be exercised by a Canadian, this might be
departed from in the interest of coordination and special cases. For
example, for purposes of air defence, North America is a single
territory and might be under the overriding command of a United States

s &
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officer with Canadians and Americans imn charge of various sectioans.

From the talks we have had, I feel that these views will largely
coincide with your own, but perhaps it would be a good thing if you
could let me have your comments or suggestions om the foregoing.

If our views coincide, I would then put these views to Mr. Pearson
and we might put the result befre the Cabimet Defence Committee, so
that we would have Canbinet authority for the attitude to be taken
in future discussions. I realize that there will prodbably be

cases where it will be desirable to depart from the foregoing in
some respect or another, but we should have before us a set of
objectives which we regard as generally desirable.

Yours sincerely,

Sgds

Brooke Claxton.

‘ ' : 000020
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General, the Honourable A.G.L. McNaughtoen . ——=
r.C., C.H., C.B., D.5.0.,

Chairman, Canadian Section, PJBD,
East Block, Ottawa. :;j/

Dear Andy,

Obviously we must anticipate the development of further
arrangements with regard to joint defence with the United States.
In any discussions 1t seems to me that all our representatives should
always make it plain that any arrangements must be in accordance with
certain general principles. If all the Americans concerned come to
understand this, it should simplify negotiations and prevent misunder -
standing.

The principles, I suggest, should be along the lines of
the following:

1) Canada should be prepared to enter into any project
we consider to be in the interest of Jjoint defence.

2) Once a project is considered by us to be desirable,
the only question remaining is- the terms on which it
it is to be carried out,

3) A1l projects in Canada should be carried out by us as
Canadian projeects. ' '

L) If the project is of advantage to the United States we
should be willing to accept assistance in money,
materials, men and the loan of equipment without charge.

5) The extent of United States participation should depend
on the extent of United States interest. If the matter
is exclusively of advantage to the United States we
should be prepared to have the United States cover the
whole cost., Ordinarily, however, we would have an
interest and the extent of participation should be
roughly determined, as was done in the case of the radar
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stations, with the United States paying, say two-
thirds, or some other round sum figure. Ordinarily,
the division should be on a round figure share basis
like one-third, one-quarter, etc,

In no circumstances will there be a long term lease.
Usually the arrangements should be sautomatically re-
newed from year to year, but terminable at any time
upon notice.

In the event of termination the United States could
remove any detachable equipment we did not want te p
for. Permanent installations would be left ‘where th
are without further payment.

In no circumstances would an establishment in Canada
be under the overriding command of a United States
officer.

All arrangements must be on a reciprocal basis.

It might be desirable for us to ask the United State

for an arrangement under which we would have the use of a large

area,

say one hundred square miles, in a suitable part of the

United States, for training purposes.

In this general connection it is interesting to note

that so far the United Kingdom has not granted leases to the
United States, but has paid half the capital cost and one half
the cost of maintenance up to United Kingdom standards. This
appears in a telegram from our High Commissioner at London,
dated April 18, 1951, No 933.

Applying these principles to the case at Torbay, it

ay
ey

?

5

seems

to me that we should be prepared to consider an arrangement along
the following lines:

1)

The R.C.A.F. and U.S.,A.F. could make a Jjoint survey
of Torbay and other possible sites. With the R.C.A.
should be associated a representative of the Departm
of Transport.

F.
ent

...5_
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[’ 4%
£MMQ§/° 2) The R.C.A.F. or Department of Transport would
tmwn ;Y ' ﬂu? continue to control and ogperate themgngiiig: To
1 Flas this end it would command the control tower and
ALY f maintain the runways and administration buildings,

Yiws & as well as the buildings occupied by Canadians.

fﬁﬂp 3) The United States and Canada would participate in

the cost of constructing runways and other permanent
installations, to be used by both nations. The cost
would be shared in proportion to the estimated extent
of use by each country.

In the case of hangars, etc. specially built to house
U.S. aircraft, which would not be required by Canada
in any event, the cost might be entirely borne by the
United States.

The United States would supply the men and equipment
to maintain its own aircraft. '

6) Barrack accommodation or married quarters would be
paid for by the country using them or alternatively we
could pay for their cost and charge a rental.

7) Special equipment which the United States has and we have
not got might be loaned and possibly operated by the
United States without payment.

) i .
fa\wthV'%) At each installation there should be a Jjoint plan for
combined action to defend the. station against direct
kit attack. Any ground troops specially detailed for this
“Whi;. purpose and not having any other duties, eg. full time
§ e anti-aircraft, should be Canadian.

L
g
3T e trvea

)
T

)
nAL:
Our plans should of course cover the case of command in
| the event of general war. While it would generally be desirable that
command in Canada should be exercised by a Canadian, this might be
departed from in the interest of coordination and special cases., For
example, for purposes of air defence, North America is a single
territory and might be under the bverriding command of a United States

- L,

000023




Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act
Document divulgué en vertu de la Loj sur I'accés & l'information

@

L.

officer with Canadians and Americans in charge of various sections.

From the talks we have had, I feel that these views will largely
coincide with your own, but perhaps it would be a good thing if you
could let me have your comments or suggestions on the foregoing.

If our views coincide, I would then put these views to Mr. Pearson
and we might put the result befire the Cabinet Defence Committee, so
that we would have Canbinet authority for the attitude to be taken
in future discussions. I realize that there will probably be

cases Where it will be desirable to depart from the foregoing in
some respect or another, but we should have before us a set of
objectives which we regard as generally desirable.

Yours sincerely,

Sgd:

Brooke Claxton.
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Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act

EEEE—QQEX Defence i, e?gg%%ff/ﬁﬂﬁmﬁﬁﬁiiﬁﬁgfﬁﬁ’mmmmmm

e e

e e

N SECRET :
' Ottawa, May 21, 1951. 0/~ 7~ /B
e Sa—

n@.ﬁ?ﬂ%mi/..?am“..é

MEMORANDUM FOR HEADS OF DIVISIONS - May 21, 1951

Permanent Joint Board on Defence Meeting

The Permanent Jolnt Board on Defence met
at Kingston, Ontario, from May 7 to May 11l. Among
other i%ems on the agenda, there was a frank dis-
cussion of U.S. requirements and plans for defence
installations in Canada. The conclusion emerged
that present U.S. facilities are insufficient,
particularly in Northeast Canada, to enable the
United States to carry out its agreed role under
NATO. The Canadlan Section of the Board made clear
the willingness of the Canadlan Government to
co=-0operate fully in whatever measures may be neces-
sary, but added that further leases on Canadian
territory were, in the Canadian vieuw, neither a
necessary nor desirable feature. The Canadian
Government, however, would be prepared to consider
other methods for meeting U.S. requirements. (This
statement would, of course, not apply to the under-
taking made a year or more ago to grant the U.S,

a short-term lease %0 an area within the Goose Bay
Air Base).

Defence Liaison Division(l1).
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SECRET

1 Economic: A.G.S. Griffin:MMM

May 18, 1951

MEMORANDUM FOR MR, MhoKAY
7

New U.S. Defence Instasllations in Canada

I refer to Mr. George's memo to Mr., Wershof
dated May 7 on this subject.

2. There are one or two minor points in Mr.
George's memorandum to which I might, in the light of
events which have occurred since the memorandum was
written, apply correction.

3e In para 1l(c) Mr. George states that as one of
three possible approaches to the general problem raised,
"g proportionate sharing of the capital charges by all
NATO members through an application of infrastructure
formula™ might be adopted. It ought to be kept in mind
that no formula has yet been adopted nor do we see one
emerging not only until all the technicalities are ex-
amined very carefully by the Working Committee set up

by the Deputies but until their findings have subsequent-
ly been examined by the governments of member states.

4, . In his last paragraph Mr. George refers to

the "modest appropristion of costs that Canada will
probably be paying for infrasitructure charges in Europe,
i.e., about 8% on the basis of present negotiations."

The figure of 8% has never been mentioned as the

possible basis for Canada's contribution under infra-
structure. In any formula adopted for the final settle-
ment, or even for an interim settlement, of infrastructure,
Cabinet Defence Copmittee has specifically restricted our
participation to a basis of capacity to pay (national
income). Our percentage, even assuming that this formula
is adopted, which is by no means certain, would involve
us at most in 3.72%.

2...
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5. As T have already stated verbally, I share
Mr. George's doubts as to the advisability of finan-
cially linking the Torbay extenslon with European
infrastructure. But I even question its usefulness
as an anglogy for Jjustifying a low Canadian partici-
pation in the sharing of costs at Torbay. In my
opinion, the less we pay at Torbay, the weaker our
position will be in resisting pressure for a lease.
On the other hand, the more we pay at Torbay, the
stronger will be our position on the lease question
and the more credit we will get in the final outcome
of the burden-sharing operation. Thls may be over-
simplifying, but I think it makes some sense.

P

Hconomic Division

000027



171,

Document disclosed under the Access fo Information Act

[
éﬁxiégfu@q%p;yﬁb&pelaLotﬁﬁj fijhnmnﬂahon

EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE 495TH MEETING OF £l?
THE CHIEFS OF STAFF COMMITTEE HELD AT 1000 HOURS,
THURSDAY, 17 MAY, 1951
CANADIAN POLLEY’R;aARDIﬁ==ﬁT%° DI FﬂwcL ACLIVI%Eﬁ;M__~ ZTOP SECRET) —=———
IN CANADA
6, The Committee had for consideration a paper by

the Joint Planning Committee concerning the Canadian policy
regarding U,S., defence activities in Canada,

{(csc 1211-1 (4/SEC) of 11 lay, 19%1) -

7. LThe Chief of the Air Staff pointed out that this
paper implied, in para, 4(b) on page 4, that the Northwest
Staging Route had been built to serve the Alaska Highway.
This was not the case and in fact the Alaska Highway had
been constructed to link up and serve the airfields com=
prising the Northwest Staging Route,

8. Representative of the Under-Secretary of State for
Ixternal Affairs stated that the Department of Fxternal
Affairs had some minor comments concerning the paper; these
consisted of the deletion of para, 8 and the amendment of
the words shown in brackets in para., 22 to read "(with the
exception of the U,S, bases and the Loran stations in
Newfoundland)," also in the 6th line of para. 24 after the
words "agreed planning" insert the words "for the use of the
projects in Canada',

9, It was agreed to note the paper as presented by
the Joint Planning Committee,
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Ottawa, May 16, 1951.

T M v—

MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER-SECRETARY }

{{} Item No. 3 of Chiefs of Staff 5 0(7709""‘76
) Agenda for May 17, 1951. é?’ ’ ’
é§g§$' . . . Emf; EMmLf{iﬁk&.
= j§$ . Canadian Po}lcy_Regardlng U.S. b -
% e Defence Activities in (anada
N The paper on this subject was prepared by

égg‘% e

%>J¢ o SJPS at the request of Chiefs of Staff. In fact,
' <%§P 4§3%§ the fxternal Affairs member of JPS did most of the
& work and the writing. The paper has been seen in
draft by Mr. Ritchie and Mr. Glazebrook,

2. The stated object of the paper is to review
Canadian poliey on U.S. defence activities in Canada
‘and I think it does this in a~ very useful manner.

It does not, however, go into the current "no lease"
issue. o

3. The conclusions at page 17 are important.
Although we should have made these corrections at an
earlier stage, I think that you might propose two
textual amendments: -

(1) Something along the following lines
might be added to the brackets in
para. 22:

"and the LORAN stations in Newfoundland.™"

(Tie:LOKAN stations in Newfoundland are
another exception. The Department of Transport,
which would be responsible for their operation,
is reluctant to take over on the ground that we
are already doing too much for ICAO., However,
these stations were originally purely for
military rather than civil use.)

' /2 L et

sequential cﬁange in“para. 8.

(2) In the 6th line of para. 24, I think
that, to be accurate, the phrase "agreed

planning" should read "agreed planning for 000029
the use of the projects 1n Canada". The

...?'
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point of the change is that we do not, for
example, demand agreed planning of the
strategic air offensive.

4, We do not know what COS plan to do with the
paper when they have approved it. If they wish to
send it to Cabilnet Defence Committee, I see no
objection.

/4
Defencd%;iaison Division (1).

(Annexed is an extra copy of the proposed changes).
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TOPSECRET CJSWAT2 12 MAY |

, (/';1; REPLY TO YOUR REQUEST GONTAINED IN PARA 4 OF YOUR GSC €3 DATED 27 APR THE INFORMATION

SET OUT BELOW HAS BEEN CBTAINED CHIEFLY FROM US SOURCES.,

PARA TWOS } . | e

THE MANNER BY WHICH USAT ARE ACQUIRING THE USE OF BASES FOF STRATEGIC ATR COMVAND OUTSIDE
THE CONTINENT OF NORTH AMERICA FALLS INTO T7O CATEGORTES:

(A) DIRECT PILATERAL ARRANGEWENT WITH THE BRITICH CONTINUING ALONG THE SAME CHANFELS

AS USED BEFORE NATO WAS FORMED,

(B) THROUGR THE NATO ORGANIZATION WHERFBY THE FEGIONAL PLANNING GROUP WITHIN THOCE
BOUNDARIES IT TS DEFIFED TO SECURE A BASE INVITES THE TRO COUNTRIES GONCERNED TO NEGOTIATE
AN AGRUEMFNT, THE USAF PASSES THE REQUEST TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT WHO NEGOTIATES A
BILATERAL AGREEMENT., | |

PARA THREE: |
THE CONDITIONS UPON WHICH THE USAT HAVE ACQUIRED BASES IN THE UK ARE SET OUT IN EXTERNAL

AFFAIRS SIGNAL 933 DATED 18 APR 51 FRCM THE HIGH COMMISSIONER FOR CANADA IN LONDON FOR
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS,

PARA TFOURs

WITH SOME COUNTRIES FOR EXAMPLE FRANCE A BROAD AGREEMENT OF UTILIZATION IS DRAWN UP BETWEEN
THE T¥O GOVERNMENTS AND THEN DETATIED ARRANGEMENTS ARE AGREED ON AN AIR FORCE TO AIR FORCE.
BASI®, SOME OTHFR COUNTRIES PREFER TO HAVE THE DETAILED 4GREEMENT NEGOTIATED ON A GOVERN-

MENT 70 GOVERNMENT IEVEL.
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PARA FIVM

TEGRNICAL SCHEDULES ARE GENERALLY ATTACHED TO AGREEMENTS SETTING OUT SPECIFIC AREAS
OVER WHICH THE AMERICANS HAVE JURISDICTION SUCH AS RADTO STATIONS ETC. THE AGREEMENTS
(GENFRALLY COVER FERMISSION TO BUIID HAINTAIN OFERATE AND USE FACILITIES ETC, THE USAF |

" DOES NOT IEASE THE PROPERTY. THE ARRANGEVENT MADE ALLOWS UTILIZATION OF THE FROPERTY BY
THE TEAF. " o o ' |

PARA SIXs - _ _
FHILE THE USAT 15 ATTEMFTING TO HAVE THE’ AGEEEMENTS REMAIN EFFECTIVE DURING THE FPERICD

GMBED BY THE RRTH ATLANTIC TREATY I UNDERSTAND THEY WERE NOT ABLE T0 DO THIS IN THE CASE

oF IGBLAND/.J S

20469/ 3348/ 1217437 MAY 51.
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COFY OF TuLEGRAM FROM CANADIAN JOIN (,;;«f 4@ ;@
STAFF, WASHINGTON TO CHI&FS OF STAFF,

OTTAWA, May 12, 1951. @%ZD

In reply to your request contained in Para. 4

of your CSC 6/3 dated 27 April the information set out
below has been obtained chiefly from US sources.
2.  'The manner by which USAF are acquiring the use of
bases for Strategic Air Command outside the continent
of North America falls into two categories:
(a) Direct bilateral arrangement with the British
continuing along the same channels as uséd before
NATO was formed.
(b) Through the NATO Organization whereby the
Regional Planning Group Witgin those boundaries
it 1s deslired to secure a base invites the two countdes
concernsd bto negotiate an agreement. The USAF passes
the request to the State Department who negotiates a
bilateral agreement.
So The conditions upon which the USAF have écquired
bases in the UK are set out in External Affairs signal
933 dated 18 April 51 from the High Commissioner for Canada
in Iondon for Sceretary of State for sxternal Affairs.
4. With some countries,for example, France a broad
agreement of utilization is drawn up between the two
governments and then detailed arrangements are agreed on
an Air Force ﬁo Air PForce basis. ©Some other countries prefer
to have the detalled agreement negotiated on a government

t0 government level,

N~

/

o. Technical schedules are generally atitached to agreemenf?
setting out specific areas over which the Anericans have
Jurisdiction such as radio stations, etc. The agreement
generally cover pernission to build,maintain, operate and
use facilities, etc., The USAF does not lease the property.

The arrangement made allows utilization of the property by

the USAF.

. 0-02
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Address reply to: éﬁ&}yﬁ ég& ? FILE:- e =

GG 531"
The Secretary,

Chiefs of Staff, 4 J‘Zga Qg‘ 2 CLASS*" 0P _SECRET ..
 Ottava. * |

CHIEFS OF STAFF SECRETARIAT

MEMORANDUM

Subject: US BASES fox- Strateg&.e &ir Command
foutpide Conti Sf North dmeries)
-~ 1. The following document is referred to: Deputy ﬁiniater
- D ’ A&teg Hrg Nolan)
/Z . G'vA.SQ
v il Masmage 472 of 12 —— Under-Secretary of State
7 from ¢JS Washingbon, " for External Affeirs,
Re-=vg
‘ N ; 2. It is requested that action be taken by: Deputy éﬁniéﬁﬁf
SIEEY M For informaticon of Sub-Psnel on Economic Agpects
e of Defence Questions, pleass, B '
15 MAY 1951

3. It is desired that, when no longer required, the
document be nedurned/disposed of as addressees see fit,

ll. E !;.‘ ‘ /J7
; /
\ f
/’f VAN ¥ Qﬁ

(H.S. Rayner)
Commodore, RCHN,
HSR/L9T71/0ea Secretary,
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IN REPLY TO YOUR REQUEST CONTAINED IN PARA 4 OF YOUR CSC 683 DATED-
27 APR THE INFORMATION SET OUT BELOW HAS BEEN OBTAINED CHIEFLY FROM
US SOURCES. | | '

© . PARA TWO: - - - N .
THE:MANNER,BY-WHIQH.USAF ARE ACQUIRING THE USE OF BASES FOR STRATEGIC
ATR COMMAND OUTSIDE THE CONTINENT OF NORTH AMERICA FALLS INTO TWO CATE=-
GORIES 3 o I . | |
(A) DIRECT BILATERAL ARRANGEMENT' WITH THE BRITISH CONTINUING ALONG THE

| SAME CHANNELS AS USED 'BEFORE NATO WAS FORMED.

(B). THROUGH THE NATO ORGANIZATION. VHEREBY THE REGIONAL PLANNING GROUP
VITHIN THOSE BOUNDARIES IT IS DESIRED TO SECURE A BASE INVITES THE TWO

!

‘COUNTRICES CONCERNED TO NEGOTIATE AN AGREEMENT. THE USAF PASSES THE

REQUEST TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT WHO NEGOTIATES A BILATERAL AGREEWENT o
. PARA THREE: \ \ ,

THE CONDITIONS UPON WHICH THE USAF HAVES ACQUIRED BASES IN THE UK
ARE SET OUT‘IN EXTERNAL AFFAIRS SIGNAL 533 DATED 18 APR 51 fnom THE
HIGH. COMMISSIONER FOR CANADA N LONDON .FOR SECRETARY OF STATE FOR

000036
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\ WT H SOME COUNTRIES FOR EXAMPLE FRANCE A BROAD AGREEMENT OF UTILIZ=-

e‘?{, IS DRAUWN UP BETWEEN THE TWO GOVERNMENTS AND THEN' DETAILED ARRANGEJ

i 1

' MLNTS ARE AGREED ON AN AIR FORCE TO AIR FORCE BASIS. SOME OTHER

COUNTRIES PREFER TO HAVE THE DETAILED AGREEMENT NEGOTIATED ON A GOVERN'
1

MENT TO GOVERNMENT LEVEL. =~ .
-PARA FIVE: |
o TECHNICAL 'SCHEDULES ARE GENERALLY ATTACHED TO AGREEMENTS SETTING OUT

| SPECIFIC AREAS OVER'WHICH THE AMRICANS HAVE JURISDICTION SUCH AS RADIO
- STATIONS ETC. THE AGREEMENTS GENERALLY COVER PERMISSION 70 BUILD

| MAINTAIN OPERATE AND USE FACILTIES ETC. THE USAF DOES NOT LEASE, THE

E PROPERTY + THE ARRANGEMENTMADE ALLOWS UNTILIZATION OF THE PROPERTY |
E BY THE USAF. . f - -
PARA SIX: I : ey f
WHILE THE USAF IS ATTEMPTING TO HAVE THE ACREEMENTS REMAIN EFFECTIVE ‘_j
DURING THE PERIOD- COVERED BY DHE(NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY I UNDERSTAND
THEY"WERE NOT ABLE TO DO THIS' IN THE CASE OF ICELAND:

RPTNS ¢ CJSU472 12 4.¢CsC 6¢3 27 USAF (A NATO (B) NATO USAF 'USAF UK

533.18 51 CANADA LONDON FRANCE USAF USAF USAF ICELAND
ccws NIL - o o

4

20469/ JIAB/ 1217432 MAY 51, |
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Installations in Newfoundland. The Canadian Cheirman referred

to recent requests from the U.S. Government (Note No. 322 of
April 23 and Note No., 324 of April 30 from the U.S. Embassy in
Ottawa) which indicated the desire of the U.S. authorities to
acquire extensive new facilities in Newfoundland. He pointed
out that Canada is not merely willing but most anxious to co-
operate with the U.S, in projects required in Canada for the
joint defence of North America or as a result of our commitmerts

000038
under the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. He said that the
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Canadian Government would view mOSt Bxﬁﬁgggﬁﬁﬁggﬁ%XLg%yzgﬁggﬁﬁ%WmmMHMn

which the U.S. might submit to further these two ends., The
Canadian Government did not, however, believe that it was
necessary for the U.S, to acquire any further leases in Canada
for defence purposes} There would be no.difficulty from the
point of view of Canadian sovereignty, in permitting the U.S. to
use and develop a Canadian installation if that use and develop-
ment were found to be necessary to our joint defénce or for NATO.
The. Canadian Chairman emphasized that before formal con-
sideration could be given to U.S. requirements for further
facilities the Canadién Government wished to obtain a clearer
picture of the plans of the U.S. services in Canada. He Said
that although the Canadian authorities appreciated the desire of
the U.S. Government to avoid discussing plans which were highly
tentative and might be changed frqm time to time, it was very

difficult for the Canadian Government to consider piecemeal

requests without a general knowledge of U.S. plans for facilities

ip ngada.q He thought it desiréble tpat Canada should be kept
infqrmed at an early stage of all plans of the U,S. armed forces
involving requirements in Canada.

The U.S. Air Member discussed the tentative plans for his
service for the development of Tofbay as an additional site
which might be made available for the use of the various commands
of the USAF.. ', |

The U.S. Air Member pointed out that in addition to the
survey of'Tqrbay which had. been requested by the ﬁSAF, his office
had also requested the Canadian Government'é concurrence in the
darrying out of surveys of‘ﬁpe Island of ‘Newfoundland with.a
view to locating addit;onal\sites which might be suitable for

airports. His thought was that other sites might be found that

 TOP_SECRET
(except where otherwise indicated)
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would be more acoeptaﬁle-€3;?Eénbanadian Government and equaliy
desirable for the purposes of ﬁhe USAF. After some discussion,
the Canadian Section agreed that the particular survey of Torbay
and also the general surveys of the Island of Newfoundland should
proceed forthwith as matters of high priority. It was also
agreed that the Canadian Section would refer the entire gquestion
back to their Government for further consideration.

After considerable discussion in the Board of the various
factors involved, the Canadian Chairman agreed that he would
take back to Ottawa the information received from the USAF. This
information would be placed before the appropriate Canadian

authorities for consideration as a matter of urgency.

000040




’; - / ' p ' Document disclosed under the Access to Informati 3 1
: . 2 ‘ 1\‘ - Q rQ/H/ —R/ Document divulgué en v 54 cq_gsgl /nform ion
' Defence Liaison (1) / George / DG !

H

{

i
- ‘ M'\ iA‘Z)J%‘ g e o -
g KVLI " Ottawa, May 7, 1951. E K /, I
- ) . 9 A3 L. 3’5.‘:3.3‘.:.—10-.]}

e s %E,AG,—_-R-»E»—T R
MEMORANDUM FOR MR. IARSHOF

New U.S. Defence Instéllations in Canada

. ,
Assthe-Govérnment has virtuallwy: decided not to grant

further leases to the U.3. for defence installations in
Canadian territory, some alternative basis for negotia-
tions with the Americans will have to be worked out. As-
suming that the Canadian Government is going, in some way
or other, to grant the U.S. the use of whatever facilities
they need for Continental or NATO defence, there appear

t0 be three possible approaches to the problem:

a. some form of rental scheme amorti21ng capital
- ' charges paild by Canada,

b. a proportionate sharing of the capital charges
as agreed between Canada and the U.S.,

c. a proportionate sharing of capital charges by
all NATO members through an application of the
infrastructure formula.

The possibilities of (a) above have already been
discussed in Mr, Phillips'! memorandum to you of April 27.
Perhaps the chief difficulty with this approach is that
it would place on the Cgnadian economy a heavy burden of
capital charges during what 1s at present assumed to be
the peak yearsof defence expenditure —~- barring, of oourse,
a war. .

As regards (b), the advantage to Canada would ob-
viously depend on what share we would have to pay and
how a final settlement would be reached after the emergency
is over,

The possibilities of (e¢) would, I think _be of value
chiefly in pursuading the Americsns to accept a high pro-
.portion of the capital charges, as proposed under %
above. The U.,S, Strategic Air Command plans will never
be tabled in NATO and the USSAC will probably not be
willing to discuss even the location of their airfields
-1f they can possibly help it. The U.S. Government will
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‘ therefore refuse to consider S.A.C. airfields under the

+ infrastructure programme. The suggestion that the USSAC
bases in Canada could be regarded as infrastructure would
also, of course, be resisted by our European partners.
In additlion, it might be argued with some justice that
USSAC, .although filling the NATO responsibility entrusted
to the U.S., has other reasons for its existence. The
U.S5. would have to have a Strategic Air Command even if
there were no NATO, and in fact the USSAC might be used,
if the President of the United States so decides, in
clrcumstances having nothing to do with the North Atlantic
Treaty -- e.g. Korea.

Using the analogy of infrastructure with the Ameri-
cans might, however, be a way -of Justifying Csnada paying
the modest proportion of costs that Canada will probably
be paying for infrastructure charges in Europe, i.e. about
8%, on the basis of present negotiations. By allowing
some offget for the residual value of the airfields in
Newfoundland to the Canadian economy after the emergency,
Canada might pay 10% or 15%. This might be 2 starting
point in negotiations with the Americans undertaken with
the object of reaching an agreed sharing of costs while
giving the U.S. no further tenure in Canada as of right.
But we should be careful to avold, if possible, having
our infrastructure argument backfire by being applied
retroactively to installations in Canada which the
Americans have already paid for in toto. For this reason
alone, I think it would be unwise to bring up infra-
structure as a formal proposal aspplicable to Torbay,
although it might be useful to use it, as I have suggested,
as an analogy for Justifying a low proportion of the
capltal charges being paid for by Canada, even though we
are not going to give the Americans a lease. :

) S | |
0 e 7

J{ feorge.
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Re United States Reyuest for lease of
Torbay Alrport and General (uestion of
Pinanclal and other Arrangements to be
lMade Between Canada and the United States
For U.S. Installations in Canada.

I am sending you herewlith the Torbay
file (10298-B-40). I think that the mconomic
Division is likely to be called upon shortly to
advise on the financial aspects of the Torbay
regquest and of the general problem which the

“Torhay request illustrates.

I would suggest that you look at the
file commencing with Note No. 322 of April 23 from
the United States Lmbassy. Please note particularly
Mr. Claxton's memorandum to the Prine linister of
April 25 and the letter of that date to lr. Heeney
Trom General Foulkes.

The Torbay request is belng discusced
this week by the PJBD. Znclosed is an extra copy
of the wmemorandum dated liay 2 given to the Chairman

of the Canadian Section of the YJIRD.

Also enclosed is an extra seét of our
telegram No. 614 to Canada House and the reply btele-
gram No, 933 of April 18 on the general subject of
financing of U.S8. installations. The originals of
these telegraws are on file 50209-40 which is the
general file on U.S. Defence Installatiovns in CGanada.

.O.z
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I think that it 1s the Under-Secretary's
view that the Panel should,study the Tinancial side
of the Torbay request (and“the general guestion on
U.S. installations in Canada) and formulate recom-
mendations to Cabinet. However, Mr. Heensy agreed
with my suggestion that the matter should not be
sent to the Panel until Mr. MacKay has returned with
a report from the PIBD meeting.

As the annexed file is in constant use,
I hope that you wmay be able to look at it and return
it to our Registry within the next day.

M\~

Defence Liaison Division (1).
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-~ © MEMORANDUM FOR THE R
_ CANADIAN SECTION T
‘ ' CERMANENT JOINT BOARD ON DEFENCE |50227 ’fé

AR

U.S. Defence Instailations'in Canada ,

At a meeting held 1in Mr. Pearson's offlice on
May 3, Mr. Claxton referred to seven points which he
thought should govern Canadian policy with respect
to U.8. alr installations in Canada., Although fthese
are in a slightly different form, I understand that
the points listed below are the main conslderations

which Mr. Claxton had in mind:

00

5 (Gl

T
5]
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¥ ]
v
1 1 s

vl bl

" (a) Canada would agree to the United
Stages alreraft using the base on
terms similar to those in effect
at Goose Bay or elsewhere in Canada,

i

X

13

, - S (p) This agreement would be renewable - ' =2
_ ‘ B from year to year. =]

(¢) The airfield would be in charge of
a Canadlan and the R.C.A,.F. would
supply personnel to man the control
tower and administer and maintain the

alrfield.

(d) The United States would supply ground
control and obther similar equlpment on
loan, This equipment could be operated
gither by imericans or Canadiane or both.

I3g3S 6

(e) Canada would supply free of charge any.
existing accommodation and the United
States would pay for putting it inbo
condition for use., - . :

(£) The United States Air Force would
maintain thelr own alreraft and the

.  services directly related o their
operation, ‘ : o

'(g) Large scale capltal expenditures on
s runways, hangars, accommodation would be
shared by the two countries on an agrged

basls.

(n) At the terminatlion of the arrangement
the United 3States could remove any
renovable equipment subject to our
exércising a right of purchase at an -
agreed price. '

RO

" Ottawa, May %, 1951. 000045
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U.8. DEFENCE INSTALLATIONS IN GANADA

Members of the Canadian Section may be
interested in knowing the understanding of the
Department of Egternal Affairs on U.8. legislation
regarding tenure requirements at U.S. installations
abroad. There has not yet been an opportunity to
verify this information in Washlington.

Until 1950, U.Ss leglslation in effeet prohibited
the erectlon of bulldings on foreign soll unlesg
leases were secured. So far as the present law ls
concerned, 1t ls necessary %o deal separstely with

- radar defence installations and with other instasllations,

Rader Installations .

‘ The present law is Public Law 30, 8lst Congress,
approved March 30, 1949, It 1s an authorlzation adt

and appears to require the Secretary of the Air Forece

to obbtain at least ¥temporary tenure® in land before
plecing improvements thereon. This is the statube on

 which the USAF lawyer recently based his statement

that some kind of tenure would be legally necessary
%0 enable the United States Government to spend money
in Canada”qnder the radar defence agreement.

Other Defence Installations

. ~0n January 6, 1951, an important new authorization
statute came into force. It is Public lLaw 910, 8l1st
Congreas and 1t authorlzes vast expenditures for
defence lnstallations the world overs This statute,
unllke those which preceded i%, does not expregsly
require leases, or even "tenure®,s We have not so far

- palged wlth the State Department the preclse question

of the slgnificance of the present law so far as the
need for leases is concerned.

RAJP

May. 2, 1951,
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-



Document disclosed under the Access fo Information Act

TOP_SECRET

COPY NO._ ﬂ ;

| é§73§é?5?/;?‘L’222f ) 6sC 1211-1 (J2C)
| c92527 Y I 2 May, 1951

CANADIAN POLICY REGARDING

UNITED STATES DEFENCE_ACTIVITIES I CANADA

Report by the Jdint Planning Committee

'to the

Chiéfs of Staff Committee

APPENDICZS: -

A" - Ogdensburg Agreement 18 Aug 1940
4 . _(UnclaSSLlled)

"Bl - Text of Joint Statement Issued in
Ottawa and Washington on 12 I'eb 1947

"¢ - Extract from PJBD Journal
Meetlnw Jan=Ieb 1951

"D - Authorizations Permitting USAF
' To Fly Over Canada

1l
2d

- Memorandum to the Cabinet -
United States Newfoundland Bases

OBJEGT
1. To review Canadian policy on United States defence

activities in Canada in the past and present.

-INTRODUCTION
CENTZRAL
2. Joint participation has long been the principle -

goverping Canadian policy with-respect to foreign
military activities in Canada. Close collaboration with
the Us has'been emphasized ever since the defence of
North America from external attack emerged as a serious
question. The Ogdensburg Agreement (see Appendix "A™),

out of which grew the Permanent Joint Board on Defence,

TOP SECRET
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em?hasi%é&,i@int responsibilities, a theme which has
dominaﬁéd'thé work of the PJBD in the past éleven years.
While-Can§§é has~been willing to co-operate with the US
in joint defence, the‘Canadian Government has been

F ipsis?e@p on tﬁé'presérvation and recognition of those

Canadlan rights which affect the sovereignty of Canada.

WORLD WAR II DEFENCE COLLABORATION WITH THE US
3. Although the principlés set out above were never
consciously abandoned during war, US activities in
Canada assumed such proﬁortions that Canadian control
was-oftén in practise almost totally ineffecfive.
4, The main projebts which the US undertook on Canadian
soil were as follows:

(a) Alaska Highway

This road was-built»by the US during 1942-19435
at a'cﬁst of approximately $130,000,000. The
only Canadian contribution to the construction
of the highway was the provision of rights of
way and ceftain tax concessions. On its
completion, the highway was maintained by the
US, using at first US troops and civilian
labour from the US and Cénada; later most of
the troops were withdrawn.

At the end of the war, in accordance with a
United States/Canada agreement made in 1942,
ownership of the highway passed to Canada free
of charge on the understanding'that:

(i) Canada would assume responsibility for its

maintenance;

TR
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(13) at no time would there be imposed any
discriminatory conditions in relation
to the use of the road as between
Canadian and United States civilian
traffic,

The Canadian Army assumed responsibility for
the maintenance of the highway on April 1,
1946, and is at present the sole agency
responsible for its administration. It
employs anproximately five hundred military
and four hundred civilian personnel for this
purpose, In addition to the physical main-
tenance of the road, the Army operates and

maintains essential services for other govern-~

ment departments and for civilians at certain
stations along the highway.

A six wire telephone line from Edmonton
to the Alaska boundary, which had been install=z1
as part of the general highway project, was
bought by Canada in 1944 for $1,342,208 and is
now being operated by the Northwest Communica-
tion System (NCS), subsidiary to the Canadian
National Telegraph.

An exchange of notes was concluded between
the United States and Canada iﬁ 1948 wheresby
some telephone and telegraphic lines from
Edmonton to the Alaska boundary were leased
to the United States for an annual rental of

$271,000,00,

TOP SECRET
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(b) Air Fields

The first series of airfields bullt as a
joint defence project was the Northwestistaging
Route, which included 15 airfields, of which aboutb
one~half were built and operated by Canada. The
route started at Calgary and Edmonton and followed
the line of the Alaska Highwey. The Northeast
Ferrying Route (Crimson Route) from The Pas through
Churchill to Southampton Island, Fort Chimo and
Frobisher Bay, was begun in 1942 and was completed
during 1944, There were also nine fields or
flight strips on the Canol route. At the end of
the war, apprehension was.felt that the US might
claim postwar rights on the basls of wartime
expenditure for construction and operation of these
airfields. In view of this concern, and since
Canada's exchange position was very favourable,
it was agreed in April 1944 to pay the US a total
of %76,811,551 for airfields and other facilities
in the North whic£ had been provided by the US.
The cost of all construction which could be regarded
as having permanent value was therefore ulbtimately
borne by Canada.

Of the eleven airfields at present in operation
on the Northwest Staging Route, eight are under
the control of the RCAF and three under the control

of the Department of Transport.

‘ TOP SECRET
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(c) Weather Stations

In the course of the war, approximately 60
weather stations Qere established\by the US forces,
about a third being abandoned before the end of
the war. The remainder were either taken over by
Canada and paid for out of the $76,811,551, or
closed down.

There are five weather stations which are
jointly operated by the ﬁnited States Weather
Bureau and the Department of Transport. At these
jointly operated stations, the United States
suppliés the expendable equipment. The United
States aléo supplies the expendable squipment
at fourteen weather stations operated by the
Department of Transport.

There are three other stations which are under

the sole control of the United States by reason of
their location on bases leased to that country, at
Stephenville, Fort Pepbefrell and Argentia,

Negotiations are at present underway for
handing over to Canada the control of the weather
station at Padloping, which 1s operated by the
United States.

(d) The Canol Project

e . The Canol project was started by the US in 5
June 1942, Its purpose was to provide a pipeline
to bring crude oil from Norman Wells on the Mackenzie

River to Whitehorse, a distance of some 600 miles,

TOP SECRET
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The Canadian Government was not convinced of the
soundness of the project, and later events
substantiated this view, Canol was completed
in the spring of 1944 and was closed down aboutb
a year later, having cost the U3 Government an
estimated 134,000,000, Some of the equipment
was dismantled and sold on the public market; the
remainder was abandoned.

o. During the height of US activity in 1945, in the

general area between Bdmonton and Alaska, in the

Mackenzie valley, and in Northern B.C.,, there were

about 46,000 US oivilians in addition to a number of

US troops. At this time there were only 7000 Canadilan

civilians and a few hundred RCAF in the area.

6. By the end of 1946, Canada had taken over nearly

all US military installations on its soll; it was agreed

that the few which remained would be transferred to the

Canadian Government when conditions warfanted.

7. Today the only US military installations in Canada

are:

(a) The USAF weather station on Padloping Island,
Northwest Territories.

(b) Three Loran stations operated by themUS Coast
Guard in Newfoundland, |

(c¢) The leased bases and certain other facilities
in Newfoundland.

8. It 1s expected that by the end of 1951 the three

Loran stations (para 7(b) above) will be taken over by

Canada.
TOP SECRET
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POSTWAR DEFENCE COLLABORATION |

e Since the war the Canadian Govermment has resisted
any military activity carried out on Canadian soil by

US authorities alone; this iﬁcludes both Installations
and exercises. Canadian policy;on‘defeﬂce collaboration
‘is clearly set out in a_statéﬁent issued. in Ottawa and
Washington on 12 Feb 1947 which.is attached as Appgndik
"B", #hile emphasizing the need for_collaboratién,'by
implication it defines the limits of this collaboration
as followss’

(a) Facilities are offered on a feciprocal basis.
It has been the generaifrule that Canada has
not agreed  to granf rights in Canada to the
US without obtaining reciprocal privileges.
At times the reciprocal privileges sought
have little or no meaning, neverthelésé the
principle df reciprocity has been upheld.

(b) Each coﬁntry determines the extent of its
'practicai,éollaboration. In this, Canada
ressrves the final voice on the need or
nature of éﬁy-power in Canada,

(c) Neither country is to take any action incon-
sistent with the Charter of the United Nations.

(d) Either country may at any time discontinue

collaboration on any project.

10. The application of these principles can be seen in
the arrangements for US installations in Canada, Joint
exercises, flights over Canada, and the handling of the

Newfoundland leased bases pir*oblem°
: TO02 SECRET
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Installations and Exercises

11, Arctic Weather Stations. In 1946 a request by the

US to open a number of weather stations in the Canadian
Arctic, the first of which was to be opened within a
few weeks, was not approved inasmuch as the Canadian

Government was not prepared to collaborate on the

project on such short notice. When the request was

renewed in 1947 Canada, having had time to give thorough
considération to the subject, granted the request, The
conditions under which the stations have been operated
are as follows:

(a) Caﬁada and the US have each suvplied half
the personnel;

(b) Overall responsibility at each station has
been vested in the Canadian civilian official
in charge., Radio operators have Canadian
citizenchip.

(¢) The “anadian Government has borne the cost of
the pay and subsistence of Canadian personnel
and has provided all permanent installations,

(d) The US has borne all other costs, including
equipment, fuel, arctic suoplies and trans-
portatibn.

(e) All permanent installations and improvements
including those at adjacent air strips have
remained the property of Canada.

(f) A1l personnel of the station have besn required
to observe the applicable laws of Canada and
of the Northwest Territories subject to the

Visiting I'orces Act.
TOP SHCRET
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The Canadian Government, having reserved the

right, intends to take over the manning of
(@) 2 o

all stations at a later date.

12, Radar Sites. The Governments of Canada and the US

have recently agresd to undertake the extension of the

Continental Air Defence system. This extension will

involve about 30 radar installations on Canadian soil.

Canadian policy on this request is reflected in the

Recommendation of the PJBD dated 31 Jan 1951 (attached

as Appendix C'"). This Recommendation may be summarized

as follows:

(a) No installations on Canadian soil will have an

(b)

:

(a)

. The system as a whole will be jointly manned,

1

exclusively foreign character.

The Canadian CGovernment will acouire all land
for installations and will pay a share of the
cost of building and maintaining the stations
(in this case.the Canadian share is appro=-
ximately one-third of the whole).

No leases are to be given to the US authorities
but they will be grahted rights of access,
When the stations have outlived thelr useful-
ness (in the opinion of both Governments) the
immovable equipment (buildings and other-
permanent installations) will remain in the

title of Canada,

although such will not be the case in respect

of each separate station.

TOP SECRET
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(f) Canada will take over the manning of as
many stations as her reserve of trained
operators permits.

(g) Canada will also construct as many of the

stations as possible, in some cases on US

account., .

, '&h) As far as possible, the stations which are

,b [ ;A ‘lfj iest ) ' N N
/ o Ty to be built and manned by the US will be ki
' {
v W( § e éﬂ . those which are most remote from populated
\f)w\:\'( ™ /(/.(./ag > ‘ -

areas.

The Recommendatigﬁ has now been approved by the
President of the United States and the Canadian Govern-
ment. There are indications, however, that the U.S.
authorities maybconsider asking that.an agreemeht be
concluded with Canada through an Exchange of Notes
setting out, inter alia, the terms of occupancy of
tenure of the sites on Canadian soil by the United .
States. The preliminéry Canadian view is {that such an
agreenent is_unmecéssary and should be resisted if it
were to go further than the approved ?P.J.B.D. Recommenda:

tion on the .point of tenure.

13, Joint Ixercises., The main conditions attached to

all joint exercises are as follows:
(a) There should be joint participa%ion.
(b) Publicity concerning US participation should.
be kept as small as possible and should always

be cleared with the Canadian authorities.

TOP SECRET
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Ordinary permission for recurring projects
is giﬁen on a one-time basis, or for no
more than a calendar year., Permanent blanket
permission is rarely given by Canada, and
when 1t is given there is a clause allowing
termination at will,
Compliance with customs and immigration

formalities,

14, Flights over Canada. Attached as Appendix "D"

is a separdate memorandum on authorizations at present in

force permitting the USAF to fly over Canada. Some of

the conditions embodied are as follows:

(a)

(b)

(1)

Publicity arrangements to be in accordance
with the Joint Publioity Directive,

Canadian participation in planning and execution
(in case of surveys),

Reservation of rights ‘to include Canadian
observers on aﬁy flights across Canadian
territory. > |

Duplicates of all photographs taken and copies
of other data to be given to the Canadian
Government,

In case of SAC training flights, all flights
to be at high level with no mass flights over
Canadian cities,

No live bombs to be carried without specific

permission on each particular flight,

TOP SECRET
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ILeased Bases

15. The leased bases in Newfoundiand at Stephenville,
Argentia and Fon/Pepperrell are in a special category
and cannot be called joint projects. The rights

enjoyed by the US forces in those areas‘cannot be
'tahen as an indication of the privileges Which'the
Canadian Government is normallj prepared to'give to

US forces. The original US rights; whioh'were more
extens1ve than the Canadlan Government has glven, were
defined in the Leased Bases Agreement s1gned by the UK -
and US on March 27, 1941, Canada inherited thls 99-
year agreement on the entry'of Newfoundland into Canada.
Thé'PJBD assumed the task of reviewing these rightS'at
a time when. the US was anx1ous to obtain a lease at
Goose Bay. 1In respect of US rlghts, the PJBD was able
to recommend certain modlfloatlons whlch are explained -

in a memorandum to Cablnet dated March 15, 1951

(Appendix "E"). The Canadian Government has now agreed
to lease to the US certain property at Goose Bay.
16, The U.S. Govermment has a 99-year lease for its

island bases in Newfoundland. Within thosefareas it

has complete control over its activities. When the
United'States is engaged in war or in time of other
emergency, the United States may exercise in the
territories and surrounding waters or air spaces all
such rights, power and authOrity‘as may be necessary
for conductlng any mllltary operatlons deemed ‘desirable
by the United Qtates. In short the Unlted-States may

" TOP_SECRET
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use the bases for offensive operations, or may use
territories in the viéinity of the bases fof these .
purposes., In July, 1950, the U,3. Government agreed

to the principle of prior consultation with the Canadian
'Government "with the understanding that only operations
of reasonablé consedquence and not of an emergency nature
would be involved". . .
17. According to Article XXVII of the Leased Bases
Agreement, the United States may, by common consent,
acquire by supplementary lease additional land as may

be foundlnecessary for{the use and protection of the
Bases.

18, Although the United States will receive at Goose
Bay some of the privileges given at the Island Bases, US
authority is much more limited at Goose, The lease is
to run fpf 20 years rather thaﬁ 99 years, the base is
Canadian,. and the U.3. Government is merely to be given
a lease to certain lands within the area. Installations
are subject to the approval of the RCAF, which has

general administrative control,

Customs and Immigration Facilities

19, US Service personnei and equipment admittéd
to Canada for the purpose of any joint exercise or
defence activity are;required to comply with applicable
Canadian customs and immigration formalities and
clearance for such entrY-is'obtained through diplomatic

channels in each case, unless special arrangements are

TOP SECRET
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authorized., In certain cases, e.g. joint air defence

training exercises, authority may be initially granted

for obtaining customs and immigration clearance by

local notification through Service channels, This

blanket authority is restricted to a definite period

of time, usually less than a year, and to a specified
activity. (In this ébﬁnection it should be noted that
Canada does not consider valid the Twenty-sebond.
Recommendation of the PJBD, which authorized the
defence authorities of both countries to make any
necessary arrangements for cross-border movements.,)

US Service equipmeﬁt brought into Canada under the
clearance procedures deécribed above is admitted with
a minimum of formalities, which include-a declaration
that such equipment will rgmain the property of the
U.S. Government. With the éxception of the leased
bases, where US Service personnel enjoy sﬁecial custons
privileges, there is no authority for free entry of
goods intended for resale to US Servicemen.

20. The US forcés at the leased bases are‘not required
to comply with the usual procedure for customs and
immigration oleérance. In general, goods imported

into the bases for US use are cleared through local

N

" noti ication. Although US forces at Churchill have

no special customs concessions, the US personnel and
'equipment are able to enter on local notification.
Similariy,.US forces travelling up tﬁe Northwest High-
way System are able to get clearances at border points

on local notification.

TOP SECRET
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CHANNELS OF COMMUNICATION

At its meeting of June 3-4, 1948, the P.J.B.D.
eonsidered the question of the channels of communi-
cation between the United States and Canadian Govern-
ments in connection with defence pians and operations,
As a result of these discussions, the Board issued
a recommendation, the aim of which was to ensure both
maximum speed in communication and systematic clearance
by responsible officers and agencies of the two
Governments. This recommendation has been approved
by both the United States and Canadian Governments,

It reads as follows:
"Recommended Rules Concerning Channels of Communications
between the U.S. and Canadian Goverﬁments in cohnection
with Defence Matters.

1. The subject matter of the communication
determines the channels,

2. If the subjebt matter relates primarily to
the detalled administrative or technical implementa-
tion of plans or policies previously agreed uﬁon, or
exploratory discussions, the service-to-service
channel may be utilized, In this case, however,
interested officers in other agencies should be in-
formed.,

'5, The Department of External Affairs-State
Department channel should be used whenever the subject
matter involves:

(a) The determination of government policy:

TOP SLCRET \
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(b) Ppopbsed U.S. projects or exercises in
Canada or the extension or modification
to a significant degree of such projects
or exerci;es already authorized;

(¢) Proposed ganaaian-United States projects
or exerciéés or extension or modification
to a significant degree of such projects
or exercises already authorized;

(d) International or third-country aspects;

(¢) The United Nations;

(f) Publié reiations as prescribed by the
publicity directives in effect in both
countries;

(g) Clearance with otﬁer agencies and
especially bther civilian agencies;

(h) Notifioation to other interested officers
or agencies., "End of text.

The Service Channels to which reference 1is

made in Paragraph 2 of the directive include the

following;

(a) Direct oommunicétion between R.C.A.F,
and U.S.A.F.

(b) The service Attaches

(c¢) The Canadian.Joint Staff Mission in
Washington

(Ad) Joint Committees such as the Military
Cb-operation Committee

The chamnel R.C.A.F.~U,S.A.F. is used mostly

at P.J.B.D. level by the respective air members for

the purpose of discussing procedure befbre a request

TOP SECRET

R 2 |

L




Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act

TOP SECRET

is formally submitted to the other Government for
approval,

CONCLUS ION

21l Althougthanada has always endeavoured to uphold
the.principle of joint cbllaboration in all U.S. defence
activities in Canada, tﬁé extent of U.S,. activity in
Canada during the Second World War was such as to make
Canadian control almost totally ineffective.

22. In the post war per}od Canada made determined
succéssful efforts to regain control or, when appropriate.
a share of control, over all defence activities on-
Canadian soil (with the exception of the U.S. bases in

Newfoundland).

23. The principles which have governed joint colla-
boration were set forth in the Canada-U.S. Joint
Declaration of February 12, 1947 (Appendix B).

24, With the acceleration of defence activity, Canada
has been and will probably continue to be presented
with many U.S.'proposals for defence projects in
Canéda. In dealing with these proposals Canada
insists that they be put up through recognized channels
for approval and that there be agreed plamning, as
required, and joint control, where deemed necessary,
25, Approved Canada-~U.3, defence plans have been

written in conformity with the policy outlined above.

TOP SHECRET
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APPEFDIX "A" 70
CSC 1211-1 (JPC) -,
DATED 2 MAY 51 /

OGDENSBURG AGREENENT - 18 AUG 40

The Prime Minister and the President have
discussed the mutual problem of defense in relation
to the safety of Canada and the United States.

It has been agreed that a Permanent Joint
Board on Defense shall be set up at once by the two
countries.

This Permanent Joint Board on Defense shall
commence immediate studies relating to sea, land and
alr problems including persomnel and material.

It will consider in the broad sense the
defense of the north half of the Western Hemisphere,

The Permanent Joint Board on Defense will o
consisthof four or five members from each country,

most of them from the services. It will meet shortly.
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TEXT OF JOINT STATEMENT ISSUED IN OTTAWA AND
WASHINGTON, FEBRUARY 12, 1947 TOGITHER WITH
TEXT OF SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT BY PRIME
MINISTER OF CANADA MADE IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS

STATEMENT MADE BY THEE PRIME MINISTESR OF CANADA
IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS ON DEZFENCE COOPERATION
WITH THE UNITTED STATES,; FEBRUARY 12, 1947,

I wish to make a statement which 1s also being
made today by the Govermment of the United States regard-
ing the results of discussions which have taken place
in the Permanent Joint Board on Defence on the extent
to which the wartime cooperation between the armed
forces of the two countries should be maintained in
this postwar period., In the interest of efficiency and
economy, each Government has decided that its national
defence establishment shall, to the extent authorized
by law, continue to collaborate for peacetime joint
security purposes. The collaboration will necessarily
be limited and will be based on the following principles:

(1) Interchange of selected individuals so as to
increase the familiarity of each country's
defence establishment with that of the other
country.

(2) General cooperation and exchange of observers
in connection with exercises and with the
development and tests of material of common
interest.

(3) Encouragement of common designs and standards
in arms, equipment, organizations, methods of
training and new developments, As certain
United Kingdom standards have long been in use
in Canada, no radical change is contemplated
or practicable and the application of this
principle will be gradual.

(4) Mutual and reciprocal availability of military,

' naval and air facilities in each country; this
principle to be applied as may be agreed in
specific instances., Reciprocally each
country will continue to provide, with a
minimum of formality, for the transit through
its territory and its territorial waters of
military aircraft and public vessels of the
other country.

As an underlylng principle all cooperative
arrangements will be without impairment of
the control of either country over all

activities in its territory. T

D — .
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While in this, as in many other matters of
mutual concern, there is an identity of view and interest
between the two countries, thée declsion of each has been
taken independently in continuation of the practice
developed since the establishment of the Permanent Joint
Board on Defence in 1940, No treaty, executive agree-
ment oy contractupal obligation has been entered into.
Bach country will determine the extent of its practical
collaboration in respect of each and all of the fore-
going principles, Either country may at any time dis-
continue collaboration on any or all of them. Neither
country will take any action inconsistent with the
Charter of the United Nations. The Charter remains the
corner-gstone of the foreign policy of each.

An important element in the decision of each
Government to authorize continued collaboration was the
conviction on the part of each that in this way their
obligations under the Charter of the United Nations for
the maintenance of international peace and security
could be fulfilled more effectively., Both Governments
believe that this decision is a contribution to the
stability of the world and to the establishment through
the United Nations of an effective system of world wide
‘security. With this in mind each Government has sent a
copy of this statement to the Secretary General of the
United Nations for circulation to.all its members.

‘ In August, 1940, when the creation of the Board
was jointly announced by the late President Roosevelt
and myself as Prime Minister of Canada, it was stated
that the Board "shall commence immediate studies relating
to sea, land and air problems including personnel and
material, It will consider in the broad sense the
defense of the north half of the Western Hemisphere,'
In discharging this continuing responsibility the Board's
work led to the building up of a pattern of close
defence cooperation, The principles announced today
are in continuance of this cooperation. It has been
the task of the Govermnments to assure that the close
security relationship between Canada and the United
States in North America will in no way impalr but on
the contrary will strengthen the cooperation of each
country within the broader framework of the United
Nations., '
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SUPPLEMENTARY COMiENTS MADE BY THE PRIME MINISTER

_IN THE HOUSE OF COMONS FOLLOWING THE AGREED
STATEMENT ON DEFENCE, FEBRUARY 12, 1947,

There sre a number of comments I should like to make on
~the feregeing statement: '

Cooperation between Canada and the United States in matters
of defence has become increasingly effective in recent years. Among
" the first public statements to be made by the head of either Govern-
ment was the speech of the late President Roosevelt at Kingston,
Ontario, 1938, when he said, "The Dominion of Canada is part of the
sisterhood ef the British Empire. I give to you assurance that the
peeple of the United States will not stand idly by if domination ef
Canadian seil is threatened by any other Empire." Two days later at
Woodbridge, Ontario, as Prime Minister of Canada I replied, "We, %oo,
have our obligations as a good friendly neighbor, and one of these
is to see that, at our ewn instance, our country is made as immune
from attack or possible invasion as we can reasonably be expected
to make it, and that, should the- g¢ccasion ever arise, enemy forces
should net be able to pursue their way, either by land, sea or air,
to the United States across Canadian territory."

It was two years later, in August 1940, that the Permanent
Jeint Beard on Defence was created and it has met regularly ever since
te discuss common problems and to make recommendations to the Govern-
ment which created it. The statement made today emphasizes the
desirability of continuing the cooperation between Canada and the
United States in matters eof defence which has developed through the
years.

As the Joint statement points out, the Charter ef the
United Nations is the corner-stons of the foreign pelicy of both
Gevernments, Certainly, the Canadian Government holds that its
obligations to the United Nations are of overriding importance. In
time, it is to be hoped that there will emerge--apart altegsether
from reduction and limitation of arms and eliminatien of weapens of
mass destruction--a system of international security which will be
adequate to preserve the pesace of the world. The ultimate objective
is not joint or regional defence, but collective international defence
as the guarantee of national security.

It must be recognized, however, that much progress has
still to be made before a system of international security becomes
effective., HKach nation must therefore consider what steps it sheuld
take in the meantime to defend itself against aggression, while
bearing constantly in mind that these steps should contribute to the
development ?f general security in accordance with the Charter of
the United Nations. I should like to make entirely clear that,
se far the Canadian Government is concerned, and I am sure the United
States Government alse, defence coeperation between Canada and the
United States is intended t? suppert and strengthen the United Nations,.

It will be noted that the principles ef cooperation announced
in the joint statement parallel clesely the precedures which have long
been applied between the nations of the British Commonweslth., Without
f’?mal agreements between Governments, we have had working arrangements

ceore/4
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with the United Kingdom and sther Commonwealth countries for the inter-

change ef personnel, the exchange of observers, and so forth. The

similar arrangements envisaged between Canada and the United States in

ne way interfere with or replace our Conmonwsalth connections in

matters of defence training and erganization. Given the geographical

position in Canada, it is impertant that mcasures of ceoperation |
should be undertsken both with the United States and the United .

Kingdome

In cenclusion, I sheuld like to comment briefly en problems ‘
of nerthern defence. The subject has naturally engaged the attention
¢f many people both here and abroad and some quite unfounded suggestions
have been put forward. There is a persistent rumeur, for example, that
the United States Goveérnment has asked for basas in the Canadian
Northe This is & rumour which I, sheuld like to deny emphatically,

There has been talk of Maginet Lines, of large-scale defence prejects,
all of which is unwarranted and much of it fantastic. What we ars
trying to do is te view the 81tuat10n soberly, realistically, and
undramatlcally.

s It is apparent to anyone who has reflected even casually en
the techﬁolqgical advances of recent ysars that new geographic factors
have been brought into play. The polar regions assums new inportance
as the shortest routes between North America and the principal centres
of population of the world. In censequence; we -must think and learn
more about these regions. When .we think of the defence ¢f Canada, we
must, in additien to looking East and West as in the past, take the
Nerth into consideration as well, Our defence forces must, of course,
have experience ef conditions in these regions, but it is clear that
most of the things that should be done are required apart altogesther
from consideration of defence. We must know more abou’t such fundamental
facts as tepagraphy and woather. We must improve facilities fer
flying. We must develop better means of cemmunicatisn. The .
general ecenemic development 3f the Nerth will be greatly aided by
tests and projects carried out by both civilian and defence services.
As the Gevernment views it, our primary objective should be te sxpand

T eur knqwiedge of the North and of the conditiens necessary fgr life

end work there with the ebject of developing its resourceés.

Ganada's nerthern pregramme is thus primarily a civilian
ene to which contributions are made by the armed forces. This has
been the pattern for many years. Thus the Army years ago installed
and has continued t# maintain cemmunication systems in the Northwest
Territeriess It is new ressponsible for administering the Alaska
Highway, now known as the Nerthwest Highway System., extending froem

Dawsen Oreck to the Alaska boundary. The R.C.A.Fi has been responsible

for taking aerial photographs te be used in the preduction of maps

and charts. It has alse boen given the respensibility of administering
the airfields of the Northzest Staging Route from Edmonton Nerth which
are_used for civil aviatian, More rscently, a small winter experimental
establishment was set up at Churchill where various tests on cloﬁhing,
equipment, transport and so on, are being cenducted which will be of
general benefit to all who live in the North, Since the United States,
as well as Canada, recognizes the need for greater familiarity with
northern conditions, we have arranged for its government to participate
in the work of this establlshment. It may be that other tests and
Qro1ects will require te be undertaxen on a joint DQSLS, in order to
extend with a maximum ef ecenomy and cffectiveness, our knowlsdge of

the N¢rth. Through such extension we will acquire thc basic data that
are néeded to make more accessible the econemic resources of this region
and which will be~valuable for defence purpeses as well,
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RECOMMENDATTOCNS

1. That a plan for the extension and coordinaticn of the air

defence systems of the TS and Canada substantially as set forth is

feasible and acceptable, and should be implemented forthwith as a

matter of great urcency.

2. That the implementction of such a plan in Canada be in

accordance with the following general principles:

(2) Canada to acquire and retain title to all sites

Ep)

The U.S. to assume financial responsibility for

&

recuired in Canada for the system; the U.3. to be

- granted such rights of access; use and occupancy

as may be required for its effective participation.,

The capital costs of construction (except housing for

dependents), and of equipment and of communication

facilities, to be shared in this joint enterprise on

the basis -of approximately two=-thirds U.S, and one=

third Canada. In order to facilitate implementation

of the plan and to siwplify administrative procedure,

Ganada to assume financial responsibility for the

construction znd equipping of the following stations

anf their assccizted control facilities:

Chatham, N. B,

Lac St. Joseph, P.Q.
liont a Pica, P.Q.
Edgar, Ont,

lfeCarthy, P.Q.

Senneterre, P, C,

Holherg, B.C.
Feymount, Ont,

Falconbridge, Ont.

the construction

00.0002
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and equipping of the remaininc stations and their asscciested control
facilities,
(¢) The maintenance and operating costs as determined
approximately to be shared two-thirds by the U.S.
and cne-third by Canada.
(d) Construction of the installations recuired by the
plan to te carried out by Canadian =gencies and con=-
tractors with C=nadian labour and materiecls so far as
cracticable; electronic and cther ecuipment manufacturéd
in Canada to be used as far as practicable.
(e) The installations to be manned and operated initially
by Canada andAthe U.S., respectively, as set forth in
the plan; Canada may by agreement take over the manning
and operation of additional stations.
(f) Neither Governmeﬁt to discontinue ﬁhe operation of any
vart of the system without the prior concurrence of the
other Government.
3. Thet detailed arrangements for the implementation cf the plan be
drawn up by the appropriate officials of tYe two countries.,
Lo That in view of the great urgency of the situation, all
possible measures be taken to ensure thaf the projsctec system will be
operating by the terget cate 1 July 1952.
5. That the capebilities of the system be kept uncder review in

the light of currcnt developments.
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Authorization at Fresent in Force Perml
(or US Naval aircraft) o fly over Gonada, T~
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ting the USAF

NOTF: The date of suthorization is: (a)

~ ~.

-The .date when Cabinet or Cabinet Defence Committee approved,

when this is indicated in the appropriate column, or
(b) The date when approval was communicated to the US authorities.
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CSC 1211-1(JPpC)
Dated 2 May 51

Nature of Auvthorigzation

Authority

Tate when
Avthorization
Given

Duration

US Magnetic Survey Flights over fringes of Canadian
Archipslago and Ornadian magnetic stations in the north.
‘Conditions: (a) Iublicity arrangements in accordance
i vith Joint Publicity Directive.
(b) (anadian participztion in planning
tnd execution of survey.

Ministers of Natiocnal
Defence and Extcrn:1
Affairs, and Deputy
Minister of kines &
Resources. :

(1) May 12, 1249
(extended to cover
1950 seascn because
of postponement)

(2) March 5, 1951
Canadian Embassy
authorized to approve
project for 1951,

Approval renewed
on a:nnual basis.

USAF Training Flirhts in Polar Navigstion over
Cenadian Archipelago.
Conditions: (a)- Canada reserves right to include its
. cbservers on any or all flights across
Canadian territory. :
(b) Iuplicates of 211 rhotographs taken and
copies of other data that may be collected
to be given to Canadian Government,

Cabinet Defence
Committee

March 3, 1948

ot specified

US Navy Aerial Photovracnlc SUTVeVs of Newfoundland and
Labrddoro
Conditions:

Results of opcratlons to be made available
to the RCAF

Cabinet Defence
Committee

April 15, 1942

Summers of 1948-52
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Transit Facilities accorded in:

(a) -Local notification agreement of 1940,

(b) Joint Statement of February, 1947,

Note: These arrangements cover visits of service aircraft
and overflight privileges for an aircraft making
g routine flight between one regional cammand
2nd another., e.g., Western United States and Alaska.

{a) Deputy Ministers
of Natieonal Defence
(Air), Transport,
National Reveaue,

Mines and Resources.

(b) Cabinet.

(a) December 16, 1940
(CTs 1940/s/6)
(b) January 16, 1947

(a) Subject to termina-
tion upon notification

by either party,.
(b} Collaboration on
this point may Dbe

—
|
|
|

discontinued at any tlme‘

by either vnarty.

Air Search-Rescue dperations permission for public aircraft
to engage in such operstions along the common boundary
without being subject to the normal immigration or customs
formalities,

Deputy Ministers of
National Revenue,
Citizenship and
Immigration, and
National Defence.

January 24, 1949,
(CTS Wo, 2 of 1949)

Termination.on 60 days
notice by either party.

USAF Transport Flighta from Westover, Mass, to Fort

Note:

Churchill for logistic support of US Army Engineering
tests. - .
Flights on a weekly basis and ineluding 8-hour
non-stop training flights to Baker Lake area
approved February 20, 1951.

Minister of
National Defence.

June 18, 1948

thority sibject to
review whenever

changed circumstances

warrant.
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SAC Training ¥Flights, including vertical and radarscope Ministers of July 7, 1950 Psrmission
photography of Canadian cities (Calgary, Montreal, Vancouver, National Defence January 8, 1951 covers calendar
ghurchil}, wuebec, Winnipeg, Edmonton, Regina, Ottawa and and External year only,.
oronto. '

Conditions include:

(a) Photosraphs and negatives to be classified secret and
not to be released without Canadian permission.

(b) RCAF to get cobpies of all photographs.

(¢} All flights at high levels; no mass flights over
Canadian cities,

(@) Flights to originate and terminate at specified
US bases.

(e) Number - of planes in a flight substantially less than
45; only one aircraft at a time will fly over a
Canadian ¢ity and at a high altitude.

Affairs,

Overflight privileges for US Navy aircraftAproceeding
"~ to Air Gunnery and Rocket Range neer Port Huron,
Michigan, from their base at Grosse Ile, Michigan,

Minister of
National Defence

and Deputy Ministef

of Transport,

Septenber 22, 1948

Not specified.
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Date when ’
Nature of Authorization Authority Authorization Duratien
Given . d
USAF Interception Flights in Canada: Conditions: Cabinet Defence December 1, 1950 To remain in ferce

(a) Investigations over Casnadian territory would only
occur in. the case of an aircraft headed for the Ganada-
United@ States border from the Cgnadian side whose flight
plan hed not been transmitted to the United States autho-
rities, or which was off course, and only then in the
event that the actions of the aircraft gave rise to a
reasonable interpretation of intention to cross the
international boundsry; the activities of Canadian
aircraft over US territory would be similarly

restricted;

(b) Close investigation with all due precaution, or
interrogation, would be performed solely on unidentified
four-engine aireraft for the purpose of obtaining radie
or visual identification, No attemnt would be made to
order £n intercepted aircraft to land, nor to open fire
except when the intercepted aircraft is over the national
territory of the Air Force performing the interceptiong
(¢) Investigating aireraft would not approsch closer than
1000 feet to any single-engine or twin-engine sircraft.

Note: This arrahgement is not yet in effect. Cabinet
~approval and US agreement to stated conditions
are still required,

Committee.

until terminated
.by either
Government.,
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Date when
Nature of Authorization Authority Authorization Duration
. Given

Joint USAF-RCAF Air Defence Training Exercises, Conditions: PJBD Recommen- February 20, 1951 - .Terminstion
(a) Each exercise to be carried out with consent of the dation (51/3) upon notification
Chief of the Air Staff of the country in which exercise and Cabinet by either
talgeng place.. Defence Government..
(b) Re participation of bomber sircraft: copies of all Committee. ’

photographs taken over Canada would be provided to the

RCAF; would be given a high security classification; and

would not be distributed without prior approval of RCAF

Headquarters. While performing camera bombing ever

Canadian cities, aircraft would fly at a high altitude

and not more than one at a time would fly over Canadian

cities; the number of bombers participating in any flight

‘over Canadian territory would not be great; RCAF Head-

quarters would be given advance flight plang and no live

bombs would be carried.

See note belew

USAF Transportetion Flight for Resupply of Joint Arctic Cabinet ‘ January 28, 1947
Weather Stations, :
Conditions: US transportation would be limited to

such as was necessary for their construc-

tion and maintenance.

Note: Tn note No. 16 of February 13, 1947, the US Embassy was
invited to co-operate in the work of the weather programme
and it was indiceted that a minimum period of operation
of 5 years was considered desirable, In Note No. 181
of December 22, 1947, requesting US concurrence in the
1949 weather programme it was indicated that Canada
would eventually take over full responsibility for .
transportetion as well as other arrangements.
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MEMORANDUM TO THE CABINET

UNITED STATES NEWFOUNDIAND BASES

Recommendations of the Permanent Joint Board
on Defence, and Proposed Legislation

BRIEF HISTORY:

1. In April, 1950, Cabinet Defence Committee and
Cabinet considered the PJBD's Recommendations of HMarch
30, 1950, The question of revision of the Leased Bases
Agreement had been referred to the PJBD following the
sending of a request by the Canadian Government to.the
United States Government for modification of the Bases

- Agreement. In particular the Canadian request referred

to income tax exemptions, customs and excise exemptilons,
postal privileges, and jurisdictional rights enjoyed

by the U.S. under the Bases Agreement. It was the
desire of Canada that the rights enjoyed by the U.S.

at the Bases should be brought as nearly as possible
into line with the Joint Defence Statement issued by
the two governments on February 12, 1947 (Treaty Series,
1947, No. 40)

2. Cabinet Defence Committee on April 25, 1950,
noted the Board's Recommendations with approval.
Cabinet on April 27 indicated that the necessary legise

lation should be drafted before formal approval was
considered,

Se The President of the United States approved
the Recommendations on August 1, 1850,

BRIEF SUMMARY OF THE RECOMMINDATIONS (fuller summary
' in Cabinet Document D243)

Income Taxes

4. On June 12, 1950, a new Double Taxation
Convention between Canada and the U.S. was signed. When
it comes into force it will replace certain exemption
provisions now in the Bases Agreement. In addition the
Board recommends that the U.3. walve exemptions on
contractor's profits, U.S. civilian employees and their
families,

COMMENT - This will place income tax exemptions of U.S.
personnel in Newfoundland on the same basis as in the
rest of Canada.

Customs and Excise

5. The U.5. to waive duty and tax exemptions on:

(a) contractor-owned equipment

(b) personal belongings and household
effects of contractors and their
U.S. employees other than on first
arrival

(¢) individual purchases in Canada by U.S.
personnel, .
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6. Customs and excise exemptions for Post
hxchanges and Service Clubs to continue, it being
understood that the U.S. authorities will endeavour

to increase purchases for these institutions in Canada
and will take special steps to prevent abuse of
privileges. :

COMMENT = With the exception of privileges for PX's
and Service Clubs, this recommendation in effect meets
the Canadian Government's request.

Postal Privileges

7 Originally Canada asked for replacement of
U.S. military postal facilities by Canadian Post Offices,
This request was not met, but under the Board's
Recommendations the U.,S., will not establish normal
civilian postal offices and will limit the use of the
APO system strictly to mail destined to U.S. territory
or to other U.S: APO!s,

Jurisdiction

8. | (i) The U.S., to waive all rights of jurisdic=-
ticn, permitted under the Bases Agreement, over British
subjects and over aliens other than U.S5. personnel;

|
|
(11) The U.S. to suspend for five years : !
exercise of rights of jurisdiction over U,S, civilian
personnel, subject to revival on notice thereafter or in
event of war or other emergency;

(1i1) The Canadlan Government to seek to amend
the Visiting Forces (USA) Act to permit of compulsory
attendance of witnesses: :

(iv) The Canadian Government to seek legislation
to protect security interests of the U.S. forces in
Canada, as required under the Bases Agreement.

COMMENT = The Board's Recommendation will permit of the
extension of the Visiting Forces (USA}Act as revised to
Newfoundland and will remove probably the most ojection-
able feature of the Bases Agreement, namely, the right

of jurisdiction by U.S. courts over Canadian citizens.
Revival of the rights of jurisdiction by U.S. Service
courts over "followers of the camp’ who are U.S. citizens
can probably be met when the time comes, if ever,

~~

OUTLINE OF LEGISIATION REQUIRED TO CARRY OUT THE
PJBD'S RECOMMENDATIONS

9. Following Cabinet'!s consideration in April,
1950, the Departments of External Affairs and National
Defence have been engaged in working out draft legislation,

ceeooes/B
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in consultation with the other interested Depart-

ments. The drafts were shown informally to the U.S.
Section of the PJBD in February, 1951l. The texts of

the draft amendments are annexed to this memorandum,
although they have not yet been officially cleared

with the Department of Justice and will no doubt undergo
further drafting changes. Following is an outline:

Customs

(In consultation with Departments of
National Revenue; not yet approved
by Department of Finance)

10, Item No. 708 of the Customs Tariff (which gives
free entry to military supplies of the "Imperial Govern-
ment') would be replacéd by a new Item No., 708 applic=
able to any government, on condition of reciprocal
treatment and subject to authorization by the Governor
in Council. This is, it is submitted, a desirable
amendment quite apart from the PJBD Recommendations.

-

Postal Privileges
(In consultation witn the Post Office
Department )

'11. In order to legalize the U.S. military post

offices in Newfoundland, it is proposed to add a new

item (y) to Section 7 of the Post Office Act. This

would authorize the Postmaster General to make regulations
governing postal services of Allied Forces in Canada.

Jurisdiction
(In consultation with officials of the
Department of Justice)

12. Almost .every Section of the Official Secrets

Act would be amended in order to extend its protection
(limited at present to Canadian Government and
Provineial Government secrets) to secrets belonging to
other Commonwcalth Governments or to an "associated
state". The phrase "associated state' means any state
that enters into an agreement with Canada relating to
security and that is designated by the Governor in
Council (e.g., any North Atlantic Treaty country.) It
is submitted that these amendments are d031rable guite
apart from PJBD Recommendations.

13, A new Section 541A would be added to the
Criminal Code to protect the property of ”Hls Majesty's
forces, or any forces cooperating therewith.” This
Section is desired for the benefit of Canadian forces,
gquite apart from the PJBD Recommendations.

OO PO 9 00w 4
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14, A new section would be added to the
Visiting Forces (USA) Act to provide for compulsory
attendance of witnesses before U,S., courts-martial,
under regulations to be made by the Governor in
Council, in the same manner as now applies to courts-
martial of the Canadian forces.

General Observation re Legislation

15. It is not necessary to decide now how many
Bills will be necessary. The amendment to the Criminal
Code, for example, could be included in the usual
annual Criminal Code Amendment Bill,

EXCHANGE OF NOTES

l16. If Cabinet approves the Recommendations and
agrees in principle to the introduction of the necessary
legislation, the Secretary of State for External

- Affairs proposes to enter into an Exchange of Notes

with the. U,S. as contemplated in the Recommendations,
to record officially what the U.S. is giving up and
what the Canadian Government will do, A draft of the
Notes will be submitted to Cabinet in due course.

LETTER TO NEWFOUNDILAND GOVERNMENT

17. ‘An important condition of the Recommendations
is the following:

"That the Canadian Government, as a
condition precedent to the waiver and
suspension of the exercise of rights
under Article IV and to the extension
to Newfoundland of an amended Visiting
Forces (USA) Act, give satisfactory
assurances that the U.S. officials in
Newfoundland will have a degree of
jurisdiction comparable to that which
they now in fact exercise, In this
connection, the U.S5. Section would
regard the proposed letter from the
Government of Canada to the Govern-
ment of Newfoundland, with a reply
from the Newfoundland Government that
jurisdictional conditions would remain
substantially as now exercised, as the
. basis for satisfatory assurances to be
given by the Canadian Government.”

18, The draft letter referred to reads as
follows: R

"It is contemplated extending the
Visiting PForces (USA) Act to the
Province of Newfoundland, including

coes/5
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the U.S. leased Bases. Although the
present Act does not interfere with

the jurisdiction of Canadian courts

and law enforcement authorities, it is

the hope of the Government of Canada

that those charged with law enforcement
may really find 1t necessary to bring
members of the United States forces

before Canadian c¢ourts. In particular,

it is hoped that, when an offence is by
its nature essentially prejudicial to the
discipline of the United States Armed
Forces, when an offence is committed
within the Leased Areas,; or when an offence
involves only members of the United States
forces or only the property of the Govern-
ment of the United States, the Canadian
authorities will find it desirable to
leave the wrong-doer to be dealt with by
the United States Service courts and
authorities.

"I hope that your Government will bring
the Act to the attention of law enforce-
ment authorities, I should be glad to
learn the views of your Government on
the question discussed in the preceding
paragraph.”

The wording of the letter is similar to the wording of
a communication sent to all provincial governments in
July, 1947, when the Visiting Forces (USA) Act was

passed.,

19.

The Attorney General of Newfoundland

indicated informally some time ago that such a letter
would receive a satisfactory reply.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DECISIONS BY CABINET

20, (1)

(2)

(3)

To approve the PJBD Recommendations
and to authorize the notification of
this approval to the U.S. Government;

To approve the proposals for introduction
of legislation as set forth in this
memorandum, subject, of course, to
official consideration of the drafts

by the Department of Justice;

To authorize the Secretary of State for
External Affalrs to enter into an
Exchange of Notes with the U.S,, subject
to submission of the draft Notes to
Cabinet:

TOP SECRET
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(4) To authorize the Minister of Justice
* to send the suggested letter to the

Attorney General of Newfoundland at
a time to be settled by the Ministers
of Justice, National Defence, and-
Bxternal Affairs; this exchange of -
letters to be followed by a note to
the U.3S. Government giving the
required assurances.

(SGD) L.B. Pearson,
Secretary of State
for External Affairs

(3GD) Brooke Claxton
o Minister of National
o Defence.,

- March 15, 1951, °
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The Prime Minister, Mr, St. Laurent, took twenty minutes
yesterday in the Commons to explain the new Canadian-American
agreements on the Bases in Newfoundland, He eould have given
all the substance of this poor bargain, which follows several . -
others, in a single sentence, Canada puts the e¢loek back eighty
years in her history arnd leases for & century the ownership of

power, by ratif¥ying in her own legislation her offiecial status
of a satellite state and of colonial dependence,

Whichever way you look at the statement of the Prime
Minister, this 1s the only c¢onclusion one c¢an draw, The
Conservative Leader Drew had the 1rony or the eyeicism to
describe this agreement as an example "that it is now, as it
has been in the past, easy to deal on a friendly and satisfactory
basis with the government of the eountry whieh geographiecally
is closest to us, and whose deatiny in the years to come is
inseparably linked with ours”, ~.

The Canadians need not be great 1awyers to realize that
the oné& and only result of these so-called "friendly and
satisfactory agreements™ is to accept permanently in the fiseal
customs, postal, and within judiciary legislation of our
country the presence and the sovereignty of American forces on
four military and naval bases in Canada., In other words, the
statement of Mr, St, Laurent and its servile endorsement by the
Leader of the Opposition mean that Canada, elghty years after
the departure of the last English foreces of occupation, grants
until the year 2040 extra-~territorial rights to an Imperial
power, like the Philippines, like the China of yesterday, and
of the other peoples in trusteeship,

Mr, St. Laurent has stated that the purely legal right
of the United States to occupy those bases is absolutely
incontestible, They have been leased before Newfoundland
became a Canadlan province and Canada can only aeccept this
mortgage on the property whiech she has acquired, M r, Drew
has gone further and has forced his enthuslasm to suggest that
the agreement of yesterday is a “symbol of unity between the
twe countries for the greater good of humanity".

It is not necessary to discuss these two statements in
order to justify the resentment of Canadian patriotism in the
face of this surrender, The United States were even not at
war when they obtained those bases for a century, in exchange
for fifty old destroyers which were to serve only during a
eritical phase of a few months during the ceconflict, If the
Canadlan territories were then in danger, why did ouy soldiers
not oceupy them instead of waging war overseas?

How is it that the Americans have had enough "j
vigor to obtain this legal bargain while Canadians do
show enough energy to demand to be at least their oug
masters on their own territory, in return for Ths
the tens of thousands of her sons whom Canada séndj

fronts of American policy?

The maintenance of the bases during 1650 ha
gnited States $19 million, Canada this year appro
1,600,000,000 for the defence of liberty throughoj
but is not even wealthy enough to become free in

To deseribe the agreement of yesterday, all
Canadians who thought they had c¢reated a nation
MaeDonald, Wilfred Laurier, Mackenzie King, and ev
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. ' Borden -- would all have the one and same word on their
lips: the Empire's reblirth.

The Statements of Mr, 8t, Laurent and Mr, Drew were
received in the Commons by a deadly silence, Everyone
understood the significance of those measures, One did
nothing more than bow one's head.

The same reaction of silence has "greeted" the
statement of Minister €Claxton on the formation of an
Imperial Division in Korea.

The Canadians supply by themselves one-third of
this Imperial Division, while England, New Zealand, and
Australia have in Asia interests considerably more
"material®™ than those of Canada, One can look at this
deeision under several aspects:

(1) Canada definitely casts aside "the
flag of the United Nations™ under
which had been mobilized the brigade
formerly known as "Special®,

(2) The Imperial Division does not ineclude
troops from India or Pakistan, This
military disunion is only an illustra-
tion of & political disunion in fthe
Commonwealth which, by exeluding the
Asiatic nations, destroys its very
"raison d'etre®™ and one of the great
hopes of humanity.

(3) For the moment, the influence of the
Commonwealth will perhaps be slightly
more respected as regards the econduct
of the war in Korea,

(4) The British Chiefs, whieh had made the
Empire evolve towards the ideal of a
Commonwealth, will probably soon be
replaced in England by the most rabild
defenders of 'an imperialism, the death
of whieh they never accepted,

For the Canadians, yesterday's developments open
the perspectives of a return to Hong King, this pearl
of eivilization picked in the opium crusade; of an
expedition in Malaya, this treasure of rubber and of
demoeraey, or perhaps in Indo-€hina, one of the three
or four provinees which France took away from China
allegedly as a vengeance for the murder of a Missionary,
and thus establishing her trade on a basis of
Christianity.

Sinee the Empire comes back to life, it is
inevitable that €anadians should again wear their

uniforn of colonials,
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. WERSHOF ok TS
4
“/%/5 S;atus of U.S. Defence.Installa ' lﬁét) qu{t@
J/ &Tﬁ# tions in Canada ‘ b&”hmfwwfbbﬂaiﬁ
W | oo, Oy
g}ﬂ?g‘ I understand that we have now @»J { (*4dfﬂﬁﬁ

42/
é§7 /reached the point where any further requests by Wﬁugx) ;)m3

the United States for leases of defence instal- |, a]
“H-* J&M‘ o o

lations on Canadian soil willhbe resisted. D

A ‘(l‘\w Y &‘ﬁ
2. One way in which Canada can avoid (ﬁ @
. - cdode
giving leases or any form of fixed right or tenure
Cl 440
is by offering to finance at least a proportion U i

of the cost of whatever installations on Canadian Axprodibatts

soil are necessary to the United States (for joint e ve

defence or for NATO). It may well be that we tﬁﬂdl*t%
shall adopt this policy in a limited form. Torbay f4;£@ '
is a case in point. The United States has indi- v

cated its desire for a lease., We recognize the ~

need to develop the airfield, and might pay for |

whatever improvements are considered necessary by

the United States in order to fulfil its strategic h&?&%

bombing commitments under NATO., The money we spend

on the development of the field would be taken into

account in NATO burden sharing exercises.

3. Although this solution to the tenure

problem is in the long run much preferable to the

granting of leases, some difficulties may arise.

It might eventually involvé us in extremely heavy |

expenditures which would place an undue burden on

Canada as a NATO member. However h logical this form

of contribution to NATO, there is perhaps a danger

that the policy will be misinterpreted in Europe as
2... /

j
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an attempt to build up North American defences to

the detriment of the &fence of Europe if the burden
of paying for bases in Canada forced us to reduce

our contribution to European defences. No matter

how we try to counteract that argument, undoubtedly
the left-wing press in Europe would try to use it

to undermine faith in Europe's North American allies.
It might increase the pressure on Canada to send

more than a token ground force contribution to the
Integrated Force.

L, I suggest that thére is something

to be said for consideration of yet another arrange-
ment, i.e., rental without lease. In the case of
Torbay, we would obtain a statement of total U.S.
requirements. Let us say that, after we have re-
viewed them, we agreed that facilities costing §20
million were fully justified. Canada would then make
the entire expenditure. On the assumption that the
facilities were of no particular value to Canada
economically and were not necessary for the defence
of Canada individually but only as a member of NATO,
we would then charge the United States annually a sum
for its use of the facilities., The annual rental would
be based on an amortization period which would be
fixed in accordance with the nature of the facilities;
it might vary from ten to twenty years (i.e., the
period of the North Atlantic Treaty). The United
States would have ho guarantee of tenure and Canada
would have no guarantee that the United States would
occupy the installation until the capital costs had

been amortized. The financial success of the arrange-

3. ..
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ment would depend upon the ability of the planners

to forecast future requirements. Canadian losses could
be charged to the protection of sovéreignty, and in

any event those losses could not be as burdensome as
the payment by Caﬁada for all installations without
compensétion, assuming Canada were to pay for the whole

cost of the installations, or a large proportion of it.

[s. " The rental paid by the United States

could be used either to build Canadian armed strength
or to finance help to European members of NATO through
mutual aid or the stationing of Canadian forces in
Europe. The inltial costs to Canada would tend to

be heavy and, presumably, would eventually taper off.
They would thus tend to counterbalance what we must
assume will be steadily mounting annual charges for
other forms of defence.

6. ; Rental arrangements without a lease
might have considerable political advantages in

Canada. Not only would if forestall chafges of giving
undue rights to the United States in Canada, but it y
would answer any allegation from Cahadian sources

that we are paying for U.S. activities in Canada not
needed by Canada.

7 Finally, the undertaking by Canada of
substantial installations for U.S. use, since it would
initiallylresult in inflated defence budgets, should

end for all time charges of Canadian feet dragging.

It is possible that a new charge of profiteering might

arise, but nqt if the "rent" were turned over to national

A

ReAeJ. Phillips.

or NATO defence purposes.
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NATIONAL DEFENCE HEADQUARTERS,

OTTAWA, 25 _Apr 51 e

Joint Plenning Committee

Canadian Policy Regarding US Defence
Activities in Canada.

1. ‘In accordance with the direction contained
in item 231-2 of the 23lst meeting of the Committee,
the Joint Planning Staff has now prepared a second
working draft, a copy of which is attached, . The
major additions are underlmed.

'D,"r// 2. : It is 1ntended to place this item on the
v agenda of the next meeting of the Committee,:
A3 PrT——

3

4

5 -

6 -

7

p ) )

Y Commander, RON

o Secretary,

Joint Planning Committee,

- \ . - \

25 APR 1951
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23 April, 1951

A REPORT BY TEE JOINT PLANNING COMMITTEE
ON
CANADIAN POLICY REGARDING
UNITED STATES DEFENCE ACTIVITIES IN CANADA

APPENDICES: -

"AY - Ogdensburg Agreement 18 Aug 1940
(Unclassified)

"B o Text of Joint Statement Issued in
Ottawa and Washington on 12 Feb 1947

"G - Extract from PJBD Journal
Meeting Jan-Feb 1951

"DV - Authorizations Permitting USAF
To Fly Over Canada

WEN o Memorandum to the Cabinet -
United States Newfoundland Bases
OBJEGCT
1. To review Canadian policy on United States defence activities

in Canada in the past and present.

INTRODUCT ION

GENERAL

2, Joint participation has long been the principle governing
Canadian policy with respect to foreign military activities in
Canadaﬂ Close collaberation with the US has been emphasized ever
since the defence of North America from external attack emerged as a
serious cuestion, The Ogdensburg Agreement (see Appendix "A"), out

of which grew the Permanent Joint Board on Defence, emphasized joint
responsibilities, a theme which has dominated the work of the PJED

in the past eleven years. While Canada has been willing to co-operate
with the US in joint defence, the Canadian Government has been
insisfent on the preservation and recognition of those Canadian rights

which affect the sovereignty of Canada,

AT B A N IRV

000090



Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act
- * Document divulgué en vertu de la Loi sur 'acces a l'information

-2 -

WORLD WAR TI DFFENCE COLLARCRATION %WITH THE US

3. Although the principles set out ébove were never consciously
abandoned during war, US activities in Canada assumed such
proportions that Canadian control was often in practice almost
totally ineffective,

4. The main projects which the US undertook on Canadian soil
were as follows:

(a) Alaska Highway

This road was built by the US during 1942-1943

at a cost of approximately $130,000,000. The only
Canadian contribution to the construction of the
highway was. the provision of rights of way and cerfain
tax concessions. On its completion, the highway was
maintained by the US, using at first US troops and
civilian labour from the US and Canada; later most

of the troops were withdrawn.

At the end of the war, in accordance with a United

States/Canada agreement made in 1$42, ownership of

the highway passed to Canada free of charge on the

uncerstanding that:

(a) Csanada would assume responsibility for its

maintenance:

(b) _at no time would there be imposed any discriminatory

conditions in relation to the use of the road as

between Canadian and United States civilian traffic.

The Canadian Army assumed responsibility for the maintenance

of the hishway on April 1, 1946, and is at present the

sole agency regponsible for its administration. It

employs_approximately five hundred military and four

hundred civilian personnel for this purpose. In addition

to_the physical maintenance of the road, the Army operates

and _maintains essential services for other government
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departments and for civilians at certain stations along the

highway. '

A six wire telephone line from Edmonton to the Alaska

boundary, which had been installed as part of the general

highway project, was bought by Canada in 1944 for $1,342,208

and is now being operated by the Northwest Communication

System (NCS), subsidiary to the Canadian National Telesraph.

An exchanse of notes was concluded between the United

States and Canada in 1948 whereby some telephone and telegraphic

lines from F?montorntg the Alaska boundarylwere leased to the

United States for an annual rentgl Qf $271,000,00,
(b) Air Fields

The first series of airfields built as a joint defence
project was the Northwest Staging Route, which included 15
airfields, of which-about one-half were built and operated by
Canada, The route started at Calgary and Edmonton and followed
the line of the Alaska Higﬁway. The Northeast Ferrying Route
(Crimson Route) from The Pas through Churchill to Southampton
Islanéd, Fort Chimo and Frobisher Bay, was begun in 1%942 and
was completed during 1944. There were also nine fields or
flight strips on the Canol route. At the end of the war, apprehen-
sion was felt that the US might claim postwar rights on the basis
of wartime expenditure for construétion and operation of these
airfields. In view of this concern, and since Canada's exchange
position was very favourable, it was agreed in April 1944 to
pay the US a total of $76,811,551 for airfields and other
facilities in the North which had been provided'by the US. The
cost of all construction which could be regarded as having
permanent valve was therefore ultimately borne by Canada.

Of the eleven airfields at preéent in operation on the

Northwest Staging Route, eight are under the control of the

RCAF and three under the control of the Department of Transport.
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(¢) Weather Stations

In the course of the war, approximatcly 60 weather
stations were established by 'the US forces, about a third
- being abandoned before the end of the war. The remainder
were either taken over by Canada and paid for out of the
$76,811,551, or closed down,

There are five weather stations which are jointly

operated by the United States Weather Bureau 2B4 the

Department of Transport. At these jointly operated

stations, the United States supplies the expendable equip-

ment., The United States also supplies the expendable

equipment at fourteen weather stations operated by the

Department of Transport.

There are three other stations which are under the

sole control of the United States by reason of their

-location on bases leased to that country, at Stephenville,

Fort Pepperrell and Argentia,

Negotiations e at present underway for handing over

to Canada the control of the weather station at Padlopingl

which is operated by the United States.

(d) The Canocl Project

The Canol project was started by the US in June 1942,

Its purpose was to provide a pipeline to bring crude oil from
Norman Wells on the Mackenzie River to Whitehorse, a distance

of some 600 miles. The Canadian Government was not convinced

of the soundness of the project, and -later events substantiated
this view., Canol was completed in the spring of 1944 and was
closed down about a year later, having cost the US Government

an estimated $134,000,000, Some of the equipment was dismantled

and sold on the public market; the remainder was abandoned.
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between Edmonton end Alaska, in the Mackenzie valley, and in
Northern B.C., there were about 46,000 US civilians in addition to
a number of US troops. At this time there were only 7000 Canadian

civilians and a few hundred RCAF in the area,

6; 'By the end of 1946, Canada had taken over nearly all US military
installations on its soil; it was agreed that the few which remained.
would be transferred to the Canadian Government when conditions
warranted,
7. Today the only US military installations in Canacda are:
(a) The USAF weather station on Padloping Islénd,
Northwest Territories.
(b) Three Loran stations operated by the US Goast Guard
in Newfoundland,
(c) The leased bases and certain other facilities in
Newfoundland.
8. It is expected that by the end of 1951 the three Loran stations

(para 7(b) abave) will be taken over by Canada,

POSTWAR _DEFENCE COLLABORAE;QE
9, Since the war the Canadian Government has resisted any
military activity carried out on Canadian soil by US authoritiés
alone; this includés both installations and exercises. Canadian
policy on defence collaboration is clearly set out in a statement
issued.in Ottawa and Washington on 12 Feb 1947 which is attached as
Appendix "B"., While emphasizing the need for collaboration, by
implication it defines the limits of this collaboration as follows:
(a) .Facilities are offered on a reciprocal basis.

It has been the general rule that Ganada has

not agreed to grant rights in Canada to the US.

without obtaining recipfocal privileges, At times

the reciprocal ﬁrivileges sought have little or no

meaning, nevertheless the principle of reciprocity

has been upheld,
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_ h 0 (b) Each country determines the extent of its practical
- collaboration. In this, Canada reserves the final
voice on the need or nature of any power in Canada.
(c¢) Neither country is to take any action inconsistent
with the Charter of the United Nations,
(d) Either country may at any tire discontinue collaboration
on any.project,
10. The application of these prirciples can be seen in the
arrangements for US installations in Canada, joint exercises,
flights over Canada, and the handling of the Neﬁfoundland leased

bases problem,

Installations and.Exercises

11. Arctic Weather Stations. In 1946 a request by the US to open

a number of weather stations in the Canadian Arctic, the first of
which was to be opened within a few weeks, was not appréved inasmuch
| as the Canadian Government was not prepared to collaborate on the
project on such short notice. ¥hen the requestlwas renewed in 1947
Canada, having had time to give thorough consi-eration to the
;ubject, granted the request. The conditions uﬁder which the stations
have been operated are as follows: ‘
| ‘ (a) Canada and the US have each supplied half the personnel;
(b) Overall responsibility at each station has been vested.
in the Canadian civilian official in charge, Radio
operators have Canzadian citizenship,
(e¢) The Ganadian Government has borne the cost of the pay
and subsisténce of Canadian personnel and has provided
all permanent installations.
(d) The US has borne all other costs, including equipment,

fuel, arctic supplies and transportation.

(6) All permanent installations ahd improvements including
those .at adjacent air strips have remained the property

of Canada,
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(f) All personnel of the station have been required to
observe the applicable laws of Canada and of thg
Northwest Territorieé subject to *the Visiting
Forces Act.

(g) The Canadian Government, haviﬁf reserved the right,
intends to take over the manning of all stations at
a lafer date.

12. Radar Sites. The Governments of Canada and the US

have recently. agreed to undertake thé extension of the Continental
Air Defence system. This extension will involve about 30 radar
installations on Canadian soil., Canadian policy on this request
is reflected in the Recommendation of the PJBD dated 31 Jan 1951
(attached as Appendix nowy, This Recommendation may be summarized
as follows:

(a) No installafions on Canadian soil will have an
exclusively foreign character.

(b) The Canadian Government will acquire all land for
installationé and will pay a share of the cost of building
and maintaining the stations (in this case the Canadian
share is appfoximately one-third of the whole),

(c) No leases are to be gien to the US authorities but
they will be granted rights of access,

(d) When the stations have outlived their usefulness (in
the opinion of both Governments) the immovable ecuipment
(buildings and other permanent instaliations) will remain
in the title of Canada.

(e) The system as a whole will be jointly manned, although
such will not be the case in respect of each separate
statien,

. (f) Canada will take over the manning of as many stationé

as her reserve of trained operators permits,
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(g) Canada will also construct as many of the stations
as possible, in some cases on US account.
(h) As far as possible, the statious which are to be built
and manned by the US will be those which are most

remote from pdpulated areas,

The Recommendation has now been approved by the President of

the United States and the Canadian Government. There are

indications, however, that the U, S. authorities may consider

asking that an agreement be concluded witl Canaca through an

Exchange of Notes setting out, inter alia, the terms of occupancy

or _tenure of the sites on Cznacian soil by the United States.

The preliminarv Canadian view is that such an agreement is

unhecessarv and_should be resisted if it were to go further than

the approved P.J.B.D. Recommendation on the point of tenure,

13, Joint Exercises. The méin conditions attached to all joint
exercises are as follows:

(a) There should be joint participation.

(f) Publicity concerning US participation should be
kept as small as possible and should always be
cleared with the Canadian authorities.

(c) Ordinary vermission for recﬁrring projects is given
on a one-time basis, or for no more than a calendar
year, Permanent blanket permission is rarely given

- by Cenada, and when it is given there is a clause
allowing termination at will,

(d8) Compliance with customs and imrigration formalities.

14. Flights over Canada . Attached as Appendix "D" is a
separaté memorandum on authorizationé at present in force permitting
the USAF to fly over Canada. Some of the conditions embodied are
as follows:
(a) Publicity arrangements to be in accordance with the

Joint Publicity Directive.
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(b) Canadian participation in planning and exscution
(in case of surveys).

(¢) Reservation of rights to include Canadian observers
on any flights across Canadian territory.

(3) Duplicates of all photographs taken and copies of
other data to te given to the Canacian Government,

(e) 1In case of SAC trainisg flights, all flights to be
at high level with no mass flights over Canadian
cities.

(f) No live bombs to be carried without specific permission

on each particular flight,

15, The leased bases in Newfoundland at Stephenville, Argentia

and Fort Pepperrell are in a special category and cannot be called
joint projects. The rights enjoyed by the US forces in fhose

areas cannot be taken as an indication 6f the privileges which the
Canadian Government is normally prepared to give to US forces.

The origingl US rights, which were more extensive than the Canadian
Government has given, were defined in the Leased Bases Agreement
signed by the UK and US on March 27, 1941. Canada inherited this
9C-yecar agreement on the entry of Newfoundland into Canada. The
PJBD assumed the task of reviewing these rights at a time when the
US was anxious to obtain a lease at Goose Bay. In respect of US
rights, the PJBD was able to recommend certain modifications which
are explained in a memorandum to Cabinet dated March 15, 1951 .
(Appendix WE"), The CanadianvGovernment has now agreed to lease

to the US certain property at Goose Bay,

16, The U.S. Government has a 99-year lease for its islénd bases
in Newfoundland, Within those areas it has complete control over
its activities, When the United States is engaged in war or in time
of other emergency, the United States may exercise in the <
territories-and surrounding waters or air spaces all ssuch rights,

power.and authority as may be necessary for conducting any military
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' ‘ operations deemed desirable by the United States., In short,
the United States may use the bases for offensive operations,
or may use territories in the vicinity of the bases for these
purposes. 1In July, 1950, the U.S. Government agreed to the
principle of prior consultation with the Canadian Government
Hwith the understanding that only operations of reasonable
consecuence and not of an emergency nature would be involvéd“.
17. According to Article XXVII of the Leased Bases Agreement,

| the United States may, by common consent, acquire by supplementary

lease additional land as may be found necessary for the use and
protection of the Rases.,
18, Although the United States will receive at Goose Bay some of
the privileges given at the Island Bases, US authority is much more
limited at Goose. The lease is to run for 20 &ears rather than 99
years, the base is Canadian, and the U.S. Government is merely to be
given a lease to certain lands within the area, Installations are
subject to the approval cf the RCAF, which has general administrative

control,

Customs and Immigration Facilities

19, US Service persomnel and equipment admitted to Canacda for the
purpose of any joint exercise or defence activity are required to
comply with applicable Canadian customs and immigration formalities
and clearance for such entry is obtained through diplomatic channels
in each case, unless special arrangeﬁents are aﬁthbrized. In certain
cases, e.g. joint air defence training exercises, authority may

be initially granted for pbtaining customs and immigration clearance
by local notification through Service channels. This blanket
authority is restricted to a definite period of time, usually less
than a year, and to a specified activity, (In this connection it
should be noted that Qanada does not consider valid the Twenty-second
Recommendation of the PJBD, which authorized the defence authorities
of both countries to make any necessary arrangements for cross=-

border movements,) US Service equipment brought into Canada under
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| ' Q the clearance procedures described atove is admitted with a
| minimum of formalities, which include a declaration that such

equipment willfreqain the property of the U. 8. Government,
With the exception of the leased bases; where US Service personnel
enjoy speqial customs prifileges, there is no authority for free
entry of goods intended for resale to US Servicemen.
20. Tﬁe US forces at the leased bases are not reguired to comply
with the usual procedure for customs and immigration clearance.
In general, goods imported into the bases for US use are cleared
through local notification, Although US forces at Churchill have
no special customs concessibns, the US personnel and ecuipment are
able to enter on local notification., Similarly, US forces
travelling up the Northwest Eighway System are able to get

clearances at border points on local notification,

CHANNELS OF COMMUNIGATION

At its meeting of June 3-4, 1948, the P.J.B.D. considered

the question of the channels of communication between the United

States and Canadian Geovernments in connection with defence pluans and

operations. As a result of these discussions, the Board issued a

directive, the aim of which was io ensure both maximum speed in

communication and systematic clearance by responsible officers

and agencies of the two Governments. This directive has been

accepted by both the United States and Canadian -Governments, It

reads as ' follows:

" Recommended Rules Concerning Chennels of Communications between

the UiS. and Cenadian Governments in cornnection witt Defence Matters.

Ll The subject matter of the communication determines the

channels,

2. If the subject matter relates primarily to the detailed

administrative or technical implementation of plans or policies

previously agreed upon, or exploratory discussions, the service-to-
3 3

Service channel may be utilized, In this case, however, interested

officers in other agencies should be informed.
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‘ 6 3. The Devartment of External Affairs-State Department

channel should be uvsed whenever the subject matter involves:

(a) The determination of government policy:

(b) Proposed U.S. projects or exercises in Canada

or the extension or modificsiion to a sisnificant

Gegrece of such projects or exercises already

anthorized;

(c) Proposed Canadian-United States projects or

gxercises or extension cr modification to a

significant de¢gree of suéh projects or exercises

alrcacdy suthorized:

{d) International or third-country asnects:

(e) The United Nations:

{£) Eublic relations as prescribed bv the publicltv

divectives in effect in both couptriess

(g) Clearance with other agencies and especially

other civilian acencies:

{h) Notificstion to other interested cfficers or

agencies." BEnd of text,

Ihe Service Channels to which reference is made in

Paragraph 2 of the directive include the followineg:

{a) Direct communication between R.C.A.F. and

U.S,AF : ’

(b) The Service Attsches’

(¢) The Canadisn Joint Staff Mission in Washineton

{d) Joint Committees such ss the Militery

Co-operation Committee

Jhe thannel R.CLAF.-I.S.A.F. is used mostlv at P.I.B.D,

Jevel by the respective ajr memhers for the nurpose of discussing pro-

. cedure hefore a regnest i formally submitted to the other Government . °

Jor apnroval,
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'0 ' CONCLUSION
‘ 21. Although Canada has always endeavoured to uphold the
principle of joint collaboration in all U.3. defence activities
in Canacda, the extent of U.S. activity in Canada during the Second
World ¥ar was such as to make Canadian control almost totally
ineffective.
22, 1In the posl war period Canada made determined successiul
efforts to regain control or, when appropriate, a sha?e of control,
over 211 defence activiﬁies on Canadian soil {with thé exception
of the U.S. bases invNewfoundland).
. 23, The -rinciples which have governed joint collaboration were
setvforth in the Canzade-U.8. Joint bec;aration of February lé,
1947 (Appendix B). .
24. With the acceleration of defence activity, Canada has been
and will probably continue to be presented with many U.S. proposals

for defence projects in Canada. In_dealing with these proposals

Canada insists that thev be put uop through recognized channels for

approval and that there be agreed blanning, as recuired, and joint

control, where deemed necessary,

25, Approved Canada-U,S. defence plans have been written in

conformity with the policy outlined above,
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The Prime Minister and the President have discussed
the muitual problems of defensé in relation to the safety of
Canade and the United States.

It has been agreed that a Permanent Joint Board on
Defense shall be set up at once by the two countries.

This Permanepnt. Joint Bqard on Defense shall commence
immeclicte studies relating to sea, land ahd aif problems including
personnel and material,

It will consider in the broad sense the defense of the
north half of the Western Hemisphere,

- The Rermanent Joint Board on Defengse will consist of
four or five members from each country, most of them from the

services. It will meet shortly.
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TEXT OF JOINT STATEMENT ISSUED IN OITAWA AND
VASHINGTON, FEBRUANRY 12, 1947 TOGETHER WITE
TEXT OF SUPPLEMEHTARY STATELENT BY PRIME

MIEISTER OF CANADA MATE TI7 TiS HOUSE OF GOLONS.

STATEVERT MADE BY THY PRILE MINISTER OF CANADA
Il THE HOUSE OF COMMONS ON DEFENCE COOPERATION
TITH THE UNITED ST:TES, FEBRUARY 12, 1947.

T wish to meke a statement which is also being made today
by the Government of the United States regarding the results of
discussions which have taken place in the Permanent Joint Board
on Defence on the extent to which the wartime cooperation between -
the armed forces of tie two countries should be maintained in this
postwar period. In the interest of efficiency and economy, each
Government has decided that its nationsl defence establishment
shall, to the extent authorized by law, continue to collaborate
for peacetime joint security purposes. The collaboration will
necessarily be limited and will be based on the following principles:

(1) Interchange of selected individug;s so as to increase
the familiarity of each country'!s defence establishment
with that of the other country,

(2) General cooperation and exchange of observers in
connection vith exercises and with the development
and tests of material of common intersst..

(3) Encouragement of common designs and standards in
arms, equipment, organizations, methocs of training
and nev develosments., 4&s certain United Xingdom
standards have long been in use in Canada, no radical
change is contamplated or practicable and the
avplication of this princinle will be ; radual.

(4) Mutuel and reciprocal aveilability of military, navel
and air facilities in each country; this principle |
to be applied as may be agreed in specific instances. ,
Reciprocallyesoh country will continue to srovide,
with a minimum of formality, for the transit through its
territory and its territorial waters of military air-
craft and public vessels of the other country.

(5)- 4s an widerlying principle all cooperative arrangements

will be without impairment of the control of either
country over all activities in its territory.

While in this, as in many other matters of mutual concern,®
there is on identity of view and interest between the two countries,
the decision of each has been taken indepéendently in continvation of ~
the prcatice developed since the establishment of the Permanent Joint
Board on Defence in 1940, No treaty, executive agresment on contractural
obligation has been entered into. Each country will detsrmine the
extent of its practical collaboration in respect of each and all of
the foregoing principles. ZEither country may at any time discontinue
collaboration on any or all of them, Neither country +ill taoke any
action inconsistent with the Charter of the United Nations. The Charter
remains the corner-stone of the foreign policy of each.
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An important element in the decision of eaca Government
to authorize continued collaboration was the conviction on the vart
of each that in this —ay their obligations under the Charter of the
United Nations for the maintenance of international peace and
security couls bs fulfilled more effectively. Both Governments
believe that +this decision is a contribution to the stability of
the world and to the establishment through the United Nations of
an effective system of world vide security., ™ith this 'in mind each
Government has sont a copy of this statement to the Secretary General
of the United Fations for circulation to all its members.

In August, 1640, wien the creation of the Board was
jointiy arnounced by the late President Noosevelt and mycelf as
Prime Minister of Carada, it was stated that the Board ¥shall
comaence imnediste studles rslating to sea, land and air ~roblems
including personnel and material, It will consider in the broad
sense the defense ol the north half o the Testern Hemisphere.®
In discharging this continuing responsibility the Board!s work led
to the building up of a »attern of close dcfence cooperation.
The principles announced today are in continuance of this cooperation.
It has been the task of the Governments to assure that the close
security relationship between Canada and the United States in North
America will in no way impszir but on the contrary will sitrengthen
the cooperation of each country within the broader framevork of the
United Nations, '
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SUPPLEMENTARY COMMENTS MADE BY TEE PRIME MINISTER
IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS FOLLO TNG TEE AGREED
STATENENT ON DEFENCE, FEBRU&RY 12, 1947,

here are a number of comments I chould like to make on
the foregoing staterents

Cooperacion between Canada and the United States in matters
of defehce has become rncrea51ng1y effecblve in recent years, Among
the first public statements to be made by the nhead of either Govern-
ment vwas Lne speech of the late PfeSlaent Roosevelt at Xingston,
Ontario, 1938, when he sald, "The Dominion of Canada is part of the
sisterhood of the Dritish Empire., I give to you assurance that the
people of the United States will not stand idly by if domination of
Canadian soil is thicatened by any other Empire." Two days later at
Woodbridge, Ontario, as Prime Minister of Canada I replied, "Ue, too,
have our obligations as & good friendly HEeig. bor, aid BRE-0f tnese
is to sec that, at our own instance, our country is made as immune
from attack or nossible invasion as we can rsasonably be expected
to meke it, and thau, should the occasion ever arise, enemy forces
should not be able to pursue their ”ay, either by land, sea or air,
to the United States ecross Canwdian territory,"

It was two years later, in August 1940, that the Permanent
Joint Board on Defence was created and it hes met regularly ever since
Lo discuss common >roblems and Yo make recommendations to the Goverp-
ment which created it., The statement macde tolay emphasizes the
desirability of continuing the cooperation between Canada and the
United States in metters of defence which has developed through the
7ears.

As the joint statement points out, the Charter of the
United Nationg is the corner-stone of the foreldn policy of both
Governments, Certainly, the Caradian Government holds that its
obligations to the United Nations are of overriding importance, In
time, it is to be hoped that there will emerge--apart altogether
from:reduction and limitation of arms and elimination of weapons of
mass destruction--a system of internationsel security which will be
adequate to preserve the peace of the world. The ultimats objective
is not joint or regional defence, but collective international defence
as the guarentee of nationzl security.

It must be recognized, hovever, that much progress has
still to be made before a system of international security becomes
effective, Fach nation must thersfore consider what steps 1t should
take in the meaptime to defend itself aga: nst aggression, while
bearing constantly in mind that these steps should contribute to the
development of general security in accordence with the Charter of
the United Hations. I should like to malke entirely clear that,
so far the Canadian Government is concerned, and I am sure the United
States Government also, defence cooperation betweesn Canada and the
United States is intended to support and strengbhen the United Netions,

"It will be noted that the principles of cooperation anncunced
in the joint statement parallel closely the procedures vhich have long
been aprlied between the nations of the British Commonwealth. ¥ithout
formal agreements between Governmants, we have had working arrangements
with the United Kingdom and other Commonwealth countries for the inter-
change of personnel, the exichange of observers, and so forth, The
similar arrangements envisaged betwecen Canéda and the United States in
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no way interfere with or replace our Commonwealth connections in _
matters of defence training and organization., Given the geographical
position in Canada, it is important that. measures of cooperetion
should be undertaken both with the United States anc the United
Kingdom,

In conclusion, I should like to comment briefly on nroblems
of northern defence. The subject has naturally engaged the attention
of many peopls both here and abroad and some quite unfounded suggestions
have been put forward, There is a persistent rumour, for example, that
the United States Covernmert has asked for basis in the Canadian
¥orth. This is a rumour which I, should like to deny emphatically,
There has been talk of Maginot Lines, of large-scale defence projects,
all of vhich is unwarranted and much of it fantastic. What we are
trying to do is to viev the situation soberly, realistically, and
undramatically.

Tt is apparent to anyone vho h's reflected’ even casually on
the technological advances of recent years that new geographic factors
have bszen brought into play. The polar regions assume new importance
as the shortest routes between North America and the principal centres
of population of the world. In consequence, we must think and learn
more about these regions, Vhen we think of the defence of Canada, we
must, in addition to looking East and WVest as in the past, take the
North into consideration as well., Our defence forces must, of course,
have experience of conditions ik these regions, but it is clear that
most of the things that should be done are reguired apart altogetier
from consideration of defence, We must know more about such fundamental
facts as topogrephy and weather, ¥e must improve facilities for
flying. ¥e must develop bobtter neans of communication, The 4
gencral economic development of the North will be zreatly alded by
tests and projects carried out by both civilian and defence services.
4s the Government vievs it, our primary objective should be to expand
our krorvledge of the North end of the conditions necessary for life
ané mork there with the object of developing its resources.

Canadal's northern programme is thus primarily a civilian
one to which contributions are made by the armed forces, This has
been the pattern for many years., Thus the Army years ago installed
and has cortinued to meaintain communication systems in the Northwest
Territories, It is now responsible for administering the Alaska
Highway, how known as the Northwest Highway System, extending from
Davscn Creek to the Aleske boundary, The N.C.A.F. has been responsitle
for taking aerial photographs to be used in the production of maps
and charts. It has a2lgo bheen given the resvonsibility of administering
the airfields of thc Northwest Staging Route from Edmonton North which
are used for civil aviation, More recently, a small vinter experimental
establishment vas set up at Churchill wiaere various tests on clothing,
equipment, transport and so on, are boing conducted which will be of
general benefit to all vho live in the Northe Since the United States,
as well as Canada, recognizes the need for greater familiarity with
northern conditions, we have arranged for its government to participate
in the work of this establishment. It may be thal other tests and
projects will recuire to be undertaken on a joint basis, in order to
extend with a meximum of economy and effectiveness, our knowledge of
the North, Through such extension we will acquire the basic data that
are needed to make more accessible the economic resources of this region
and which vill be valueble for defence purposces as well,
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EXTRACT FROM PERMANENT JOINT BOARD ON DEFEICE
JOURFAL - MEETING JAN 30 TO FEB 1 (incl) 1951

RECOMMENDATIONS

That a plan for the extension and coordination of the air

defence systems of the US and Canada substantially as set forth is

feasible and acceptable, and should be implemented forthwith as a

matter of g¢reat urgency.

.2-

That the implementation of such a plan in Canada be in

accordance with the folloming general principles:

(2)

(b)

Canada to acquire and rétain title to all sites
required in Canada for the system; the U.S. tg be
granted such rights of access, use and occupancy
as may be required for its effective participation,
The capital costs of construction (except housing for
dependents), and of equipment and of communication
facilities, to be shared in this jolnt enterprise on
the basis of approximately two-thirds U.S. and one-third
~Canada, In order to facilitate implementation of the

plan and to simplify administrative procedure, Canada
to assume financial responsibility for the construction
and equipping of the following stations and their
éssociated control fécilities:

Chatham, N.B.

Lac St, Joseph, P.Q.

Mont a Pica, P.Q.

Edgar, Ont.

McCarthy, P.Q.

Senneterre, 7.Q.

Holberg, B.C.

Foymount, Ont,

Falconbridge, Ont.,

The U.S. to assume financial responsibility for the construction

0‘..uo.2
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and equipping of the remaining stations and their associated cbntrol

facilities. “

(¢) The mainﬁenance and onerating costs. as determined
approximately to be shared two-thirds by the U.S.
and one-third by Canada.

(d) Construction of the installations required by the
plan to be carried out by Canedian agencies and
contractors with Cansdian labour and materials 8o
far as practicable; éléctronic and other eguipment
manufacted in Canede to be used as far as practicable.

(e) The installations tc be manned and onerated initielly
by Carada ano the U.S8., respectively, as set forth

' in the plan; Canade may by agreement take over the
menning and oneration of additional stations.,

(f) DNeither Government to discontinuc the opcrztién of.
any part of the system without the prior concurrence
of the other Government,

3. That detailed arrangements for the implementation of the plan be

dravn up by the appropriate officials of the two countries.

4. That in view of the great urgency of the situation, all

possible m casures be taken to ensure that the projected system will

g

be operating by the terget date 1 July 1952. . ‘ (
5. That the capabilities of the system be kept under review in the

lignt of current developments.
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(or U5 Navel aircraft) to fly over Canada,

NOTE: The date of authorization is: (a) The date when Cabinet or Cabinet Defence Commi ttee approved,

TOP SECRET

Appendix "D" to
CSC 1211 ~1-.£JpC)

when this is indiceted in the appropriate column, or Ey?j:gyr 5%
(b) The date when approval was communicated to the US authorities.
Date when
Mature of Authorization Authority Authorization Duration
Given

US Magnetic Survey Flights over fringes of Canadian
Archipelago and Canadian magnetic stations in the.north. .
Conditions: (2) Publicity arrangements in accordance
with Joint Publicity Directive.
(b) Canadian participation in planning
and execution of survey.

Ministers of National.
Defence and External
Affairs, and Deputy
Minister of Mines &
Resources,

(1) May 12, 1949
(extended to cover
1950 season because
of postponement)
(2) March 5, 1951
Canadian Embassy
authorized to
approve project

Approval renewed
on annual basis.,.

USAF Training Flights in Polar Navigation' over
Canadian Archipelago.
Conditions: (a) Canada reserves right to include its
observers on any or all flights across
- . Canadian territory.
(b) Duplicates of all vhotographs taken and
coples of other data that may be collected
to be given to Canedian Government.

Cabinet Defence
Committee

for 1951,

March 3, 1948

Not specified

US Navy Aerial Photographic surveys of Newfoundland and

Labrador,

Conditions: Results of operations to be mede available
to the RCAF.

Cabinet Defence
Committee

April 15, 1948

Summers of 1948-52
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Given

Transit Facilities accorded in: (a) Deputy Ministers (a) December 16, 1940 (a) Subject to termina-
(a) Local notification agreement of 1940, of National Defence (cTs 1940/8/6) tion upon notification
(b) Joint Statement of February, 1947, _ (Air), Transport, (b) Tanuary 16, 1947 by either party.
Note: These arrangements cover visits of service aircraft National Revenue, (b) Collaboration on

and overflight privileges for an aircraft making Mines and Resources.. this point may be

a routine flight between one regional command (b) Cabinet. discontinued at any time

and another, e.g., Western United States and Alaska, by either party.
Air Search-Rescue @perations permission for public aircraft Deputy Ministers of January 24, 1949, Termination on 60 days
to engage in such operations along the common boundary National Revenue, (CTS No. 2 of 1949) notice by either party.
without being subject to the normal immigration or customs Citizenship and
formalities, ‘ Immigration, and

National Defence.

USAF Transport Flights from Westover, Mass, to Fort Minister of June 18, 1948 Authority sibject to
Churchill for logistic support of US Army Engineering National Defence, . review whenever
tests, - - changed circumstances
Note: Flights on a weekly basis and including 8~hour warraat,

non-stop training flights to Baker ILake area
approved February 20, 1951,
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SAC Training Flights, including vertical and radarscope Ministers of July 7, 1950 Parmission

photography of Canadian cities (Calgary, Montreal, Vancouver, National Defence January 8, 1951 covers calendar
Churchill, “uebec, Winnipeg, Edmonton, Regina, Ottawa and and External Year only,

Toronto.

Conditions include:

(a) Photographs and negatives to be classified secret and
not to be released without Canadian permission,

(B) RCAF to get copies of all photographs.

{c) ALl flights at high levels; no mass flights over
Canadian cities.

(d) -Flights to originate and terminate at specified
US bases,

(e) Number. of planes in a flight substantially less than
45; only one aircraft at a time will fly over a
Canadian city and at a high altitude.

Affairs,

Overflight privileges for US Navy aircraft proceeding
to Air Gunnery and Rocket Range near Port Huron,
Michigen, from their base at Grosse Ile, Michigan.

Minister of
National Defence

and Deputy Minister

of Transport.

September 22, 1948

Not specified.
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Nature of Authorization Authority

Date when
Authorization Duratien
Given

Cabinet Defence
Committee,

USAF Interception Flights in Canada: Conditions:

(a) Investigations over Canadian territory would only
occur in the case of an aircraft headed for the Canada-
United States border from the Cgnadian side whose flight
plan hed not been transmitted to the United States autho-
rities, or which was off course, and only then in the
event that the actions of the aircraft gave rise to a
reasonable interpretation of intention to cross the
internstional boundary; the activities of Canadian
aircraft over US territory would be similarly

restricted; _

(b) Close investigation with all due precaution, or
interrogation, would be performed solely on unidentified
four-engine aircraft for the purpose of obtaining radie
or visual identification, No attemnt would be made to
order en intercepted aircraft to land, nor to open fire
except when the intercepted alrcraft is over the national
territory of the Air Force performing the interceptiong
(c) Investigating aircraft would not approach closer than
1000 feet to any single-engine or twin-engine aircraft.

Note: This arrangement is not yet in effect. Cabinet
' approval and US agreement to stated conditions
are still required.

To remain in force
until terminated
by either
Government,

December 1, 1950

000113




Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act
Document divulgué en vertu de la Loi sur I'acces a l'information

TOP SECRET
Appendix DT

Nature of Authorization Authority

Date when
Authorization Duration
Given

Joint USAF-RCAF Air Defence Training Exercises, Conditions: 4 PJBD Recommen=
TE) Each exercise to be carried out with consent of the dation (51/3)
Chief of the Air Staff of the country in which exercise and Cabinet
taking place. Defence

(b) Re particirpation of bomber aircraft: copies of all Committee.
photographs “taken over Canada would be provided to the

RCAF; would be given ahigh security classification; and

would not be distributed without prior approval of RCAF

Headquarters. While performing camera bombing over

Canadian cities, aircraft would fly at a high altitude

and not more thkan one at a time would fly over Canadian

cities; the nunber of bombers participating in any flight

over Canadian territory would not be great; RCAF Head-

quarters would be given advance flight plang and no live

bombs would be carried.

February 20, 1951 Termination
upon notification
by either
Governmént.

USAF Transportztion Flight for Resupply of Joint Arctic Cabinet
Weather Stations.
Conditions: US transportation would be limited to

such as was necessary for their construc-

tion and maintenance.

Note: In note No. 16 of February 13, 1947, the US Embassy was
invited to co-operate in the work of the weather programme
and it was indicated that a minimum period of operation
of 5 years was considered desirable, In Note No, 181
of December 22, 1947, requesting US concurrence in the
1949 weather programme it was indicated that Canada
would eventually take over full responsibility for
transportation as well as other arrangements.

January 28, 1947 See note belew
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MEHORLEDUM TO THE C.BINET

UNITED ST.IES NEMFOUEDL..ED B..SES

Recommendations of the Permanent Joint Board
on Defence, and Proposed Legislation

BRIEF HISTOZY:

1 In Lpril, 1050 Cabinet Defence Committee and Cabinet
considered the PJBD!s Recommehéablons of March 30, 1950. The cuestion
of revision of the Leased Bases .grreement nad becn referred vo the PJED
following the sending of a rscuest by the Canadien Government to the
United States Government for modificcotion of the Bases igreement. In
.articular ths Canadian recuest reforred to income tax exemptions, customs
and excise exemptions, postal privileges, and jurisdictional rights
enjoyed by the U,S. uncer tne Bases “gracment Tt was the desire of
Canada that the rights enjoyed by the U.S. at the Bases should be brought
as nearly as pozsible into line vith the Joint Defence Statement issued
by the)two governments on February 12, 1947 (Treaty Series, 1947,
NOQ 143 .

2. : Cabinet Defence Committee on Lpril 25, 1950, noted the
Board's necommendations with approval. Cabinet on 4pril 27 iadicated that
the necessary legislation should be drafted before formsl approval was
considered,

3. ~l1e President of tne United States approved the
rlecommendations on Jugust 1, 1950,

BRIEF SUBMLL.RY OF THE DECOILZND.LTIONS (fuller summary
in Cabinet Document D243) ‘

Income Taxes

e On June 12, 1950 2 new Double Taxetion Convertion between
Canada and the U.S. was 1gned. then it comes into force it will replace
certain exemption provisions now in the Beses [greement. Tn addivion the

Board recommends that the U.S. weive sxemptions on coumtrzctor's nrofits,
U,3. civilian employees snd their families,

COMi ENT = This ”lll place income tex oxemptions of U.S. personnel
in Newfoundland on the szme basis as in the rest of Canada.

Customs and Excise

5. The U,S. to weive duty and tax exemptions ons

(a) contractor-owned equipment
(b) personal belongings and household effects
of contractors and their U,S. employces
other than on first arrival
(c) individual purchases in Canada by U.3. personnel.

6, - Customs and excise exempniions for Post Exchanges and Service
Clubs to continue, it being understoof that the U.S. authoritizs will
andeavour to increase purchases for thcse institutions in Capnada and will
take special steps.to prevent abuse of privileges,

COMMENT - With the exception of privilsges for PX's and Service Clubs,
this recomncndatior in effect mests the Canadian Governnentls requests
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Postal Privileges

e Originally Canada asked for rcplacsment of U.S. military
postal fecilitics by Canadian Post Offices. This request was not met,
but under thc Board!s Recommcndations the U.S. will not establish normal
civilian postal offices and will limit the usc of the ..PO system
strictly to mail destined to U.S. territory or to other U.S. iPO's.

Jurisdiction

S (%) The U.S. to waive all rights of jurisdiction, permitted
under the Bases .greement, over British subjects and over aliens other
than U.S. personnel; “

(ii) The U.S. to suspend for five years exercise of rights
of jurisdiction over U.S. civilian personnel, subjcct to rovival on
notice thereafter or in event of war or other emergency;

) (iii) The Canadian Govcrnment to seck to amend the Visiting
Forces (USA) het to permit of compulsory attendanc: of witnessos;

(iv) The Canadian Government to seek legislation to protect
security intercsts of the U.S. forces in Canada, as recuired under the
Basas Jigreement.,

COMIEL™ o = The Board's Kecomgendation will permit of the extension

of the Visiting Forces (USLi) hLct as revised to Newfoundland and will
remove probably the most objectionable feature of the Bases .greement,
namely, the right of jurisdiction by U.3. courts over Canadian
citizens, Revival of the rights of jurisdiction by U,3. Servic: courts
over "follovers of the camp" who are U.S. citizons can probably be met
vhen the time comes, if cver,

QUILINE OF LEGISL.LTION REGUIRED TQO C.ERY QUT THE
PJBD'S RECOMLEND.TIONS

J
C. Following Cabinet'!s consideration in 4pril, 1950, the
Departm:nts of Externel Lffairs and National Defcnce have been engaged
in working out draft legislation, in consultatios with the other
intcercsted Depertments. The drafts were shown informelly to the U.S.
Section of the PJBD in February, 1S5l., The toxts of -the draft
amendments. are annexed to this memorandum, althourh they have not yet
. been officially cleared with the Dewartment of Justice and will no doubt
uncergo further drefting changes. Following is an outlines

Customs
(In consultation with Departments of
National Revenue; not yet apvroved
by Department of Finance)

10. TItem No, 708 of the Customs Tariff (which gives free entry
to military supplics of the "Imperial Government!) would be replaced
by a new Ttem No, 708 applicable to any government, on condition of
reciprocal treatment and subject to authorization by the Governor in
Council, This is, 1t is submitted, a desirable amendment quite apart
from the PJBD Recommcndations.,

Postal Privileges
(In consultation with the Post Office
Department )

11. In order to legalize the U.S. military post offices in

Newfoundlard, it is provosed to add gnew item (y) to Section 7 of the

Post Office Licts This would auvthorize the Postmaster General to make
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regulations governing postal services of Allied Forces in Canada,

Jurisdiction
(In consultation with officials of the
Department of Justice)

\

12, Almost every Section of the Qfficial Secrets Act would be amended
in order to extend its protection (limited at prasent to Canadian
Government and Provincial Covernmept secrets) to secrets belonging to
otier Commonwealth Governments or to an "associated state". The phrase
"associated stalte" means any state that enters into an agreement with
Canada relating to security and that is designated by the Governor in
Council (e.gs, any North Atlantic Treaty country.,) It is submitted
that these amendments are desirable quite apart from 2JBD
Recommencations,

13 A new Section 541A would be added to the Criminal Code to protect
the property of "His Majesty's forces, or any forces cooperating
therewith,"  This Section is desired for the berefit of Canadian forces.

guite apart from the PJBD Recommendations.

1. A new section would be added to the Visiting Forces (USA)

Act to provide for compulsory attendance of withesses before U,Ss
courts-martvial, under regulations to be made by the Governor in Council,
in the same manner as now s:plies to courts-martial of the Canadian

- forces.

General Observation re Legislation

15, - It is not necessary to decide now how many Bills will be ‘
necessary, The amendment %Yo the Criminzl Code, for exemple, could
be 1ncluded in the usual annual Criminal Code Amendment Bill,

EXCHANGE OF NOTES

16,. If Cabinet approves the Recommendations and agrees in principle

o the introduction of the necessary legislation, t e Secretury cf State
for External Affairs proposes to enter into an Exchange of Notes with the
' U.S.  as contemplated in the Recommendations, to record officially what
the U.S. is giving up and what the Canadian Government will do, A draft
of the MNotes will be submitted to Cabinet in due course.

LTﬂBTO FOU DL.5'D GOVESIFENT

"

17. An important condition of the Hecommendations is the fOllOang.

"That the Canadian Government. as a condition
precedent to the walver and auepenston of the
exercise of rights under Articie IV and to the
extension to Nevwfoundland of an amended Visiting
Forces (USA) Act, give satisfactory assurances
that the U.S. offlcials in Newfoundland will have
a degree of jurisdiction comperable to that which
they now in fact exercise., In this connection,
the U.3. Section would regard the proposed letter
from the Government of Canada to the Government
of Newfouncland, with a rcply from the FKewfoundland
Government that Janodlctlonal concditions would
remain substantially as nov exercised, as the
basis for sztisfactory assurances to be given by
the Canadian Government,"

Il.n.ooco.tzp
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The draft letter refarred to reads as follovs:

Tt is contem lated extending the Visiting Forces
(USA) Act to the Province of Newfoundland, including
the U.S. leased Bases. Although the present Act

does not interfere with the Jurlsdlctlop of

Canadian cuurts and law enforcement authorities, it
is the hope of the Government of Canada' thaet those
cnarged with law enforcement may really Tind it necessary
to bring members of the United States forces before
Canadian courts, In particular, it is hop&d that,
when an offcencc is by its nature essentlially
prejudicial- to the discipline of the United States
Armed For ces, when an offence is committed vithin

the Leased ireas, or when an offence involves only
members of the United States forces or only the
property of the Govsrnment of the United States,

the Cenadian authorities will find it desirable to
lcave the wrong=-doer to be dealt with by the

United Stztes Service courts and. mubhorities.

"T hope that your Government —ill bring the Act to

the attention of law enforcement authorities. I

should be glad to learn the views of your Goverament -
on the quastion discu-.sed in the preceding paragraph.t

The vording of the letter is similar to the wording of & communication

sent to all provincial governments 1h July, 1947, vhen tha Visiting

Forces (Ust) Act vas passed.

19°

some time

The Attorney General of Newfoundland indicated informally

)
ago that such a letter vould racsive a satisfactory rcply,

RECOLE-ZHD-TIO0S FOR DECISTONS BY CABINET

20, (1)

(2)

(3)

(4) T

To approve the PIBD Recominendations
and to authorize the notification of this
arproval to thc U,S. Govermment;

To approve the proposals for introduction

of legislation as sct forth in this memorandum,
subject, of course, to official consideration
of the drafts by the Department of Justices

To authorize the Secretery of State for
External 4ffairs to enter into an Exchange of
Notes with the U.S., subject to submission of
the draft Notes to Cabinet;

To authorize the Ministor of Justice to send the
uggested letter to the Attorney Gencral of

Jetfoundlana at a time to be settled by the

Ministers of Justice, Netional Defence,

and External Affalrs; this exchange of latters

to be followed by & Note to the U.S. Government

giving the recuired assurances.

(SGD) L.B. Pearson,
Secretary of State
for Txternal Affairs

(8GD) Brooke Claxton
Minister of National Defence.

\

Department of External Affairs,

March 15,

1951, . ‘ 000118
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MiMORANDUM FOR NISTER

Re Un1 d States Defence Installations
in Canada

The Cabinet Minutes of April 17 contained o
the following paragraph:
o
" The Secretary of State for External
Affairs pointed out that present U.S.
legislation prohibited the erection of
buildings on foreign soil unless leases
of 20 years or more were secured. Since
it was clearly undesirable for Canada to
extend such long term leases to a foreign
government, it would be advisable to make
every effort to obtain appropriate amend-
ments to the American legislation.®

It is our understanding that this was the position
under U.S. law until the end of 1950 (except that

no precise term of years was specified). However,

it is not our understanding of present U.S. law.

So far as present law is concerned, it
is necessary to deal separately with (1) radar
defence installations and (2) other defence instal-
lations.-

" Radar Installations

The present law is Public Law 30, 8lst
Congress, approyed March 30, 1949. It is an
authorization Act and seems to require the Secretary
of the Air Force to obtain at least "temporary
tenure" in land before placing improvements thereon.
This is the statute on which the USAF lawyer recently

9’7 "F—/KJ\SX bﬁf 000119 :
2S¢ ¢alss




Document disclosed under the Access to Information At
Document divulgué en vertu de la Loi sur 'accés a l'information

-2 -
based his statement to this Department that
some kind of tenure would be legally necessary
to enable the United States Government to spend
money in Canada under the Radar Defence Agree-
ment. You will recall that you agreed with our

recommendation that we should resist this demand
for "tenure', '

Other Defence Installations

On January 6, 1951 a great new authorization
Statute came into force. It is Public Law 910, 8lst
Congress and it authorizes vast expenditures for
defence installations the world over. This statute,
unlike those which preceded it, does not expressly
require leases or even "tenure®. We have not to date
raised with the State Department the precise question
of the significance of the present law so far as the
need for leases is concerned. However, it may be:
that the latest request for a lease at Torbay will
bring this legal point into discussion between the

two governments.

A. D. P. H.
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Welegram No. 9383 of ﬁpril ig, 1981 frumfv\’ﬁzfﬁ.%Lff;H@”_.ﬁ
Canada House e ST

V.8, Defeucs Inatalﬁatiuno in the Umited
Kingdom

. In view of the praciice of the United

Stetes of asking for & lense or some kind of tenure
in respect of their installatlons in Pmnsaa, Caneada

| fAouse was asked to repordt on the handliing of this

| .problem in the U.K. It appears thet the T.X.

| dous not give the U.S5. leases or any assursd rights

A of oetupancy. However, the U.K. pays half of capltal
costn and pays fer mai&tcn&nee up to U.X. stapdards,

Mo As
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April 23, 1951

‘WEMORAKDUM FOR THE MINISTER OF NATIONAL DEFENCE ¢

Re: Facilities in Canada Ffor Joint
Canada-U.5. Defence  Operations

You asked me to put briefly in writing the
points I tried to make in conversatlon today sbout my
reflections on the implications of the use of 7Yorbay
Airfield by the U.S. forces.

: I have been very warried for a long tlme thet
sooner or later someone 1s golng to say that while we
are sending our leglons to defend the frontiers of
civilizatlon on the Yalu and the BLlbe, we are permitting
our own country to be occupied strategically by the
Americens. I know this is a very extreme way of putting
what 1s, nevertheless, a disguieting situation.

I do not see why it should be necessary for us
to lease any more bases or any other facilitles to the
Americans for any term of years. What I would suggest .
instead 1s that we undertake ourselves to provide any
defence facllities which our Chiefs of Staff, after
consultation with theirs, are satisfied are roquired
for the joint defence of the continent and that the
costs be divided on some ratic to be agreed upon, with
an understandling that the facilities be asvaillable to
the forces of both countries in peace or in war - so
long, in the latter case, as both countries are engaged
in the same war. That it also be understood that any
earnings of U.S3. dollars through this arrangement be
earmarked exclusively for Canadian defence expenditures
in the United States and thereby help to meet the deficit
we are likely to incur in reciprocal arms dealings.
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In order to meke 1t abundantly clear Lo the
ﬁmericans that these demands for facilitlies do create
real political problems for us, it might be worth
congidering a request for the setting aside for the
use of the Canadian Army and Alr Force of a training
area scmewhere in the Soubthwestern inited States, for
winter training only, and thet in making the request
we ask préeclsely the sawme privileges and immunities
for cur forces as the Amerlcens desire to receive for
theirs in Canada, fThis might be an extremely useful

exerclse, even il we had no intention of using the
' Pleld, ‘though that possibility by no means needs be
ruled out as it might be a great desl cheaper than
providing winter guarters in Canada, and might even
stimulate recruiting for the Army the way tbe
Caribbean crulses are alleged to do for the Navy. .

Ve have clearly got to face the fact that. the
Amoricanigation of our army egquipment is ereating a
permanent potential burden on the Canadlian economy
which the Americans are ﬁOiﬁﬁ to be very reluctant to
offset by defence purchases in CGanada., On the other
hand, they apparently resally need défence facilitles
in Canada for joint defence, and 1t seems to me that
it would be both self-respecting and sensible to make
an arrangement whereby we would ourselves provide .
and control these Facilities while agreeing to make
them freely availeble In return for the kind of con-
sideration which would contribute materlally to h
balanecing the accounts, |

what I would really like to see is a new and
much broader Hyde Park which would tlie all these thlngs
up .in a single parcel.

: It mi@ht’aven be that the administration at
Washington would not be too averse to some move of
" this kind which might be a distraction fr“m.ether
defence debites now current..

Jo He Pa
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“} DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNALYPFAIRS
OTTAWA SECRET
April 19 51
.................................................... T 1 — ;
NG.J-/6323.. . e .
502 09-47
Sir, 8 o a5D eri.
I enclose the document (s) listed below. L : T
I héve the honour to be,
Sir,
, . Your obedient servant,
The Canadian Ambassador,
Canadian Embassy,
Washington, D.C. M. H, WERSHOF
for Secretary of Stdte for External Affairs.
DESCRIPTION OF DOCUMENT SuBJECT

Our telegram No. 614 of April 14 Unlted States defence installations
to Canada House. in Canada.

Canada House telegram No. 933 of | United States defence installations
April 18. in Canada.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE MINTgTER Comrealed o 3

ke

Re United States Defence Installations
in Cenada--Comparable Problems in the [}yr
United Kingdom {XPZ»

I sent you a memorandum recently regarding
the request of United States officials for some kind
of "“tenure" in connection with the radar defence system.

I thought that it would be useful to know
how these problems are dealt with in the United Kingdom.
cese Enclosed is a copy of my telegram No. 614 of April 14
to Canada House and a copy of the very interesting
reply, telegram No. 933 of April 18.

It appears that the United Kingdom has
been able to avoid giving the United States any leases
or even "assured rights of occupancy". On the other
hand, the United Kingdom is paying half the cost of
capital charges and is also paying for the maintenance
0T existing facilities up to RAF standards.

AD.P.H.
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FROL: Ty SnCRaT4HY OF blaTih FOR wXisRNAL AFFAIRS, CANADA -
TO: Ths HIGH COMLISSIONsR FOR C.NADA, LONDOM, BNGLAND
Vo. 614 April 14, 1951

J.8, defence installations in Canada,
2o During the past few months, the yuesbion of the legal form
unger which U.%. defeunce projects should be uncertaken in Canada
has been cesusing us consicerable perplexity. During the war,
the patvern was to grawt rights for bthe duration of the war
only. A&fter the war, we took over all U.S, ianstallations snd
as a rule, although there wsres imporianit excepitions, compensatea
the Uuiﬁec States on the basis o continuing veglue to Canada of

these installations. Albthough the U.3. has participated in

joint defence projects siuce the war, the general priaciples -
Iollowed have heen that whevre these involved consitruciticn

of ingstallations, the United States was granted no title or
continuing rights of use ork:ntcv.lpation,7 and /where the stationing
of personnel was involved, the command should remsiu in Canadian
hands,

3o When Newfouﬂdlané joined Caneada we were, of course, faced
with the problem of the Newfouvndland bases, and po reduction

of the 99-year HLerm for the leased bases has bzen effscted.

o Obviously the wartime rule of granting rights for the
duratvion only 1s nob gpplicabla to the present situation, when
we have to envisage a long pexriod of international tension.

The principle of 103@ term lesses such as the Newfoundland

bases is, of course, objectionable. On the other hand, tae
United Stutes naturally wunts some security. of tenure to
installations in which it proposes to make large capital

investwent. As you lnow, we have agread %0 & 20-year lease o

e
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an aresn within the Goose Béy area, The btexrm of 20 yesars
seemed o be appropriate, since it was similar to that oi the
North Atlantie Treaty. We are, however, reluchant to use this
2s a precedent for other instailatidns9 and particularly ia

&

the case of those in settled areas, we snbiclp dtws for example,
reguests for the developpent of Lorbay Alrport and for special

communications faclilities in sefitled country in the Newlfoundland

Ro It occurred o us that it would be useful to krow what
pracitice the United Kingdom is Tollowing with respect o
installations mede available to or constructed by bthe United
States in the United Kingdom., For example, is the Inited
Kingéom giving the United States any assured rights of vccupency
to alrfislds bturned over %e thewm? I8 the Lnited States paying
for the use of any facilities turned overn? In'the case of new
facilities, for example, new airfields, are these bteing con-
structed by the T.kK. for tne'U;SG or are they being constructed
by the U.S.7% If the latter, is the U.S. given any assured Tights
0f occupancy?

6., We should be grateful if you would wake informal enquiries
onlthese or related questions. we would mot, of course, reveal
%0 the Lnited States any informution you can obltain unless the

sauwe ipnformatlon 1s made available to us by the United Hbahes,

SuCRATAKY OF sT4Te »OR sX4RNAL AFf»JB
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‘Secret. Relera gomv telegram No. 513 of Lpril 14,

United 3tates defence insaall& blons in Canada.

We have discussed thg cowpareble Unlitec Xingdom

srrangements with Compton and Humphrey-Davies, the oflicilals
I
concerned with defence matterﬂ at the United Kingdom fréasuvy

2, Drief 1y $he pvas@mm position is that:

fe) 1In the case of %apiﬁal charges for the construction
of Tscilitles, the Bniten'st aies pays halfl the costy

{2) In the cese of whe mainvenance of existing
facllitiesp the Unlied States pays the "extrs cost” res suieing
from the use of those facilities by United States forces;

{¢) Im ne cass hes %he Uniced Tinpuom granted assured
rights of oeCupancy Lo Unloed 3tates forces.

3. Compiton explaine@ bhat the_arr&qgements with Lthe
{inited States hed develogéé in a fairly ﬁaphazard nanner
Irom th@ time of the initial avrrival o£ United States air
force units on a "weekend visii” im connecti@ﬁ with the
Berlin sirliit. 4 f iﬂly;g@mpzehensive agreement with the
United States vas not Psach&c until Januery 19:1 in the
intervel each casze was caait with more or less on an ad hoc
kasis, _ _

L. There wse an 1nitiél period when the United 3tates
¢id not m&k@-cash'paymént§ in rezpect of capitsl expendisures
tut did provide @Quipmsntfand_manpowev {lncludlng engineering
troeps). A% that time thé United States Alr Force did not
have funds available and the United Kingdow was preparsd to
regard Lhe payoent "in rih&" as adequats compensetion. For

capitel sxpendlitures lncuwvoc wvithin the past year ov Q%gas
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months snd for future caplial exubnmibur@s env&sageo aver

the nest three yeers (for which the secret estimete is some

£33 million), sthe United 5@&&@% will pay 50 percent of the

cost ol ney worka Some part @f this United States ahare
wmay still be met "in king” (sigce corbein Unlued Statas
eguipment, msterials and labour will be 1ﬁvolved), but the
bulk 1s expected to be pald in cash.

'
t

5. [he gensral princigleiapplicable 10 recurrent
axpencitures on the m&intemana% of existing works, accom-
modation, ete., from July i, 1949, is that the United
Amnbfon will cover any empendituves vequ;?eu to malntain such
facilitles at United Aingdom suanﬁawds and the Un;tea States
will cover any extrs costs P&qgired to bhring such faclilitvies
up to Unlted States standards.ﬂ Tne standard of malntenance
for which the United King@@m_wﬁll ke responsible &pp&rehmly
varies counsiderably end is tneisubject of d¢iscussion in each
case. For instence, the Zasi énglian giriields which were
in an opevraitional stats at theitims th@& wvers Laken over by
the Unlted Staveg Alr orca are to e ma aintained by the
United Kingdom in the @peranionQT conoition which weulﬁ e
reguired 1f they vere still used Ty the RAF¥. In the case
of ather airfieldé which-we?e Qn a “care and maintenancs’
basis at the time the United S@ateé A;F.FOPQQ moved in, the
United Tingdow is responsible énlv for maintaining them In
s "wav p otential” andé nof fully operatloral condition.

-6, In no case has the Unitec Kingdom granted lesses Lo
the United States or given them agsured rights of oeccupancy.
£3 Compton expressed it, the United States_fdrces are
occupying these fecilities onlf "on sufferance". The Unltesd
Kingddm~haa also attempted to évaid reéogniti@n of any
aventuel United States claiw tﬁ.ail or part 6? the "vesidual
value” of any installations to:the finanéing of which the
Tnited States may have cantrib#ﬁed. The only exception so

far hes been certaln living scdommocation, such as that at
i 000129
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‘I’ Burton Wood wheve the United ﬁingd@m has apparently admitted
that a settlesent will be Peqﬁiv@ﬁ f@r the residual value of
the substantisl lmprovements &;aﬂa by the United States.

7. 7The above remaris d@%n@ti ef course,; apply Lo
offlce accommodation and csrt%ln other propertics taken over
by the United States eavevnma@t in London whers ieases have

bsen granted. ' 3

i

i

HIGH £O3 ISBIONER
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Copy No.l of 3 Copies

Defence Liaison/J .George/bw

. TOP_SECRET
/}A}J} , Ottawa, February 19, 1951,

MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER-SECRETARY

U.S. Strategic Air Command Projects L= %%é

The memorandum forfthe Minister and the %%é |

letter to Mr. Claxton have been delivered for their wFl T |
meetings with Mr., Wrong this morning. We have sent =3

in to you our only remaining copy of the draft reply‘§§% P
to Mr. Wrong. ; woy &

There was one general point that we think
might be worth making in the draft reply to Mr. Wrong, Mﬂﬂﬂq
although it was apparently not discussed by the E;% L
Ministersand is not reflected in our present draft =) ¢/
reply. That is.the assumption. on which we take it the pFi gg;
discussions so far have been based, that we are discus-==i 22y
sing consultation and information only up to the very =
early stages of a general war; Once a general war had sl
unquestionably begun and once“the bomb had been used, -
by either side, the sort of consultation we have been
discussing would surely no longer be applicable. The
Government presumably wish to 'be consulted only about
the initial fateful decision. ' Further political
decisions concerning the use of the bomb in war which
might have to be made, such as whether to use it in
Western Europe for other than tactical purposes, or
whether to use 1t against the satellites as well as the
Soviet Union itself, would have to be made during the
course of the war and consultation on such matters would
either have to be worked out in a separate agreement now
or, perhaps more realistically, left out of account for
the time being, in which case 1t would be necessary only
to say in the proposed U.S. note, or in our reply, that
we assumed the period we were talking about was from now

../2
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until such time as the bomb had been used.

In connection with the!Service arrangements pro-
posed in our draft reply, it has been suggested that a
reference should be made to the existing authority given
to the U.S. Strategic Air Command for training flights
over Canadian territory and other matters covered in a
request from the State Department to the Canadian Embassy
in Washington last March 9th, approved last July 10th for
the year 1950, and renewed for ‘1951 on January 8th.

Defence Liaison Division.
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Letter No. i i vvmie: vt i ol bt SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
April 17, 19851 SECRET
Datesaiie o it i i e nd S e A
FROM: THE UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS, CANADA
TO: The Canadian Ambassador, Wwashington, D.C.
A Hefereficer Lo ve A S TG T o R LA SRR e N e s e T
Sebject: Re Question of Publication and Registration of Defence

Agreements with the United Stutes, with rarticular-------

Heference to the Radaer Defence System.

Before discussing the general question, I will
explain what has happened regarding the PJHD'Ss Recommenda-
tion 851/1 on the radar defence system.

2. On March 9 kr. Johnson (Assistant General Counsel,
USAF) was in Ottawa and met with officials of this Depart-
ment and the Judge Advocate CGeneral. He said that the
USAF and the State Department thought that it was necessary
and desirable to have an sLxechange of Notes to confirm and

content to rely on the Recommendation of the PJED &nd to
dispense with a formal Sxchange of Notes, we suggested to
Er. Johnson that he prepare and send us informally a draft
note. He has done 8o snd we are not satisfied ith some
of its provisions. Eknclosed for your information is & cop
of Mr. Johnson's draft and a copy of my memorandum of
April 6 to the Minister explaining the objections to some
of its provisions. (The Minister agreed with the
momorandum). This is for your informstion only; we do
not desire you to initiate any discussion with the State
Department of kr. Johnsou's draft. In due course, when
¥Mr. Johnson re-opens the subject in Ottawa, he will be
given our views on his draft. In the alternative, it is
always open to the sState Department to propose a draft.

3. However, having coneluded that ky. Johnson's o’
draft is not acceptable and having started to prepare

a counter-draft, we have come syuarely up against the
problem of publication and registration with the United
Nations. kr. Johnson gave us to understand that the
State Department had told him that the proposed LXchange
of Notes would have to be registered with the United
Hations. Mr. Haselton of the Ltate Department, who was
here last week, also sald that registration with United
Nations &s contemplated.

4. It seems %0 us that, if the HNotes are to be
reglistered and made publie, it is not desirable that they
should refer to a particular Recommendation of the Board
wiilch is not being published or registered. Some parts
of the Recommendation clearly must be kept secret for
security reasons.

0.0z
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8. What we wish to know now is whether the State
Depurtment has given serious consideration to the general
problem of publishing and registering U.S.-Canada defence
arrangements snd has definitely concluded tist publication
and registration are always necessury.

6. It seems to this Department, on the official level
that most of the defence arrangements entered into between
our two countries are not very suitable for publiecation
and that there 1s no compelling reason to register them
under Article 102 of the Charter of the United Hations,

In fact, tiere are many asgreements in foree which have
been neither published nor registered, e.g., agreements for
VGAF flights ané exercises. There will undoubtedly be
agreements in the future which must be kept absolutley
secret, 6.g., Lhe "canopy" proposal with which you are
familiar.

7 Our thinking with regard to the radar Recommenda-
tion is that, although we are willing to have an Exchange
of Notes if ¢t he United Ztates waunts one and if 1ts termns
can be agreed, 1t does not necessarily follow that such

an agreement should be published and registered. It would
seem to us more appropriate, aund also safer, to limit

the publieity to a general statement that the two countries
are co-operating in the construction and operation of
radar stations for thelir Joint defence.

8. If you see no objection, I should be obliged if
the Embassy would have an informal talk on these geuneral
problems with a high officlal of the State Departuent.,

I venture to suggest a "high official" because I do not
think that the vliews of the Cavadian desk would be adequate
for this purpose. When we have received your report on
this talk, and your views, we will endeavour to obtain a
decision from cur Minister and the Minister of National
Defence on the juestion of the kind of Kxchange of Notes
they would accept in the case of the radar project.

A.D.r¥., Heeney
Under-tecretary of ostate
for Lxternal Affairs.
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U.S, defehcq.installations in Canada.
2. During the paéftféw months, the question of
~ the legal form under which U.S..defence pf&jects‘*
f‘should beﬂﬁndertéken in Canada has' been causing |
us cohsiderable ﬁerpiexity. " During the war,'
the paﬁtern‘was to grant rights for the duration
of the war only. After the war, we took over
all ﬁ.é..instaliaﬁions aﬁd as a.rule,-although
there were important-éxceptions, compensated the-
United States on the basis of continuing value
to Canada of‘these'insﬁallations. Although the
" U+S. has @articipated in Joint defenoé projects -
since the war, the géneral principles followed :‘
have been that where these involved construction
of installations, the United Stateé was granted

no title or continuing rights of use or occupation,

and where the stationing_of personnel was involved,

bate . %/a[s/

49-P-274-100M

the command should remain in Canadlian hands.
3.

course, faced with the problem of the Newfoundland

When Newfoundland Joined Canada we were, of -

. bases, and no reduction of the 99-year term for

the leased bages has been effected.

L2 2N 2
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.‘lTUuA Obviously the wartime rule of granting rights for
uijgthe duration only is not applicable to the present 1
'a:ﬂsituation, when | we have to envisage a long period of
:ﬁ;.internatienal tension..f The,principle of 1ong term leases ftﬁ
~f:such as the Newfoundland bases is, of course objectionable. -
.f:;”On the other hand the United States naturally wants some
L=f]?security of tenure to installations in which it proposes'
ﬂﬁ:iﬁféto make 1arge capital investment. -Ag’ you know we have
‘ ;;;*faagreed to a 20~year lease to an area Within the Goose Bay !
] ‘area.,i The term of 20 years seemed to be gg%ugigggggsza
‘ermtyi, since 1t was similar to-that of the North AtTantic
:F Treaty. . We' are, however, reluctant to use this a8 & f;\~:'
. precedentifor other installations, and particularly in
the case of- those in settled areas. We anticipate for R
B example, requests for the develOpment of Torbay Airport ”
:{ and for speeiam communications facilities in settled !
-oountry in the Newfoundland area. _
= '-?‘5; It occurred to us’ that 11: Would be useful to know |
:'wzt what practice the United Kingdom is - following with reSpect

gji to installations made available to or constructed by the .*“

o United States in the United Kingdom.‘ For example is

a;fﬁitv'ffthe United Kingdom givtng the United States any assured

'<A7;rights of. occupancy to airfields turned over to them?gﬂ

. A

,In the case of new. facilities for example new airfields,
r‘{fare these being constructed by the U.K. for the U.S. or
'«are they being constructed by the U, Sc? Ir the 1atter,

- ;is the UeS. - given any assured rights of occupancy?

»i Is the United States paying for the use of any facilities

'flfturned over fer—exampla,_ainﬁie}ds

i %je..‘ We' should be grateful if you.pmuld make~informal ,
'J_feHQuiries on these or related questions.._ We should not

i ;of couree reveal to the Uhited States any information

'5%1 hyou can obtain unless the same information is made available

‘ .:'h_ ito us by the United States...ff’-“‘ T L A'. 000137
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ence Liaison/RAJ Phillips/gc

' I SECRET
g el 22
S SE DRAFT March 29, 1951

o
RELATIONS WITH THE UNITED STATES

2, aa/ mt[ooW-o
Defence ﬁwug,ﬁééfﬁz;q;fi:;Zma/§//94¢g

The United States has taken the lead in organizing

the defensive strength of the West. This maintenance of
U.8. leadership is readily Jjustified by the relatively heavy
commitments in men and money which the U.S. has made. The
momentum of U.S. rearmament, as well as the volatility of
-U.S. public opinion, is bound to result in continuing pressure
for greater efforts by Canada and other North Atlantic countries.
In particular, we shall probably be subject to pressure to make
~available more manpower. Increased dollar expenditure will
alleviate this expenditure to only a limited extent.

Canada shares with the United States responsibility
for the defence of North America; defences in Canada are of
as much, and in some cases greater, importance to the United
States. Consequently Canada is faced with the problem either
of straihing severely her financial and manpower resources
in order to provide.as many as possible of the necessary
defence facilities in Canada: or Canada can risk igpairing
her sovereignty by letting the United States undertake the
preponderant share. In the extended radar programme, we ¢
have already agreed, through the PJBD, to undertake one-thir&“
of the capital and maintenance costs. We have reserved all
legal rights in connection with the stations, and have not
offered a lease. There are indications, however, that the
financial authorities in the U.S. may demsnd some more formal
tenure -~ if not leases, then an arrangement sanctified by an
exchange of notes.

Apart from these projected radar stations there are
no significant Joint defence installations of a permanent

nature. There 1s a great deal of U.S. activity at the

Newfoundland Leased Bases, and a leage to an ares st Goosge Bay
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will shortly be sighed to legalize the extensive U.8. activity
T
there. The United States has asked for small tracts of land e

e
near their present sites to build world communications oo tocedd,
\,(,Ocdb/u W‘wﬁm’ G M(IML‘LG/{ /V\- "L{, M(«f "{}m ?-3 Dhﬂ-WJ/LL LA, ~ '
facilities. They havamggggg~§;§g_§or permission te—unée;take *
4Lx:au4fv¢u&su«v{w ﬁu»a WLM,_’JW“&/ U-Q PM
large scale construction at Torbay, aré—meyr—witrimog
et Gon tadanidey has fotld . foymandCod st bie stguensd bfon J@ bafpois. 7’<‘f5m‘?
seek authority to build an entlrely new alrport at Clarenvill . e,

&

These additional facilities are put forward as a
milita®y necessity in view of the inadequacy of the present
installations. Since we have accepted under NATO the
assignment to the United States of responsibility for
strategic alr operations, we are bound to see that the
necessary facilities are available elther by providing them
ourselves or by letting the Unlted States provide them.

. o G ennd
One important.right sought by the United States is xhe’right
of SAC bombers to overfly Canade en-local notifiesdion.
It 1s quite clear that to accede to this request and, even
more, to allow the U.S. to proceed with all the facilities
considered desirable in Newfoundland, would create real
political problems in Qanada. On the other hand, to delay
any defence measure designed for the protection of North
America woﬁld run the'grave risk not merely of serious
deterioration of relations with the U.S., but of the loss
of all claims to Canadian sovereignty over large pafts of
the country.

Command is 2 separate and technical problem, Asg
matters now stand, there is a unified command in most North
Atlantic regions, but not in North America. At present,
the U.S5. Commanding Officer in St. John's (U.S. Northeast
Air Command) has responsibility for the defence of the
U.S. leased bases in Newfoundland, which in practice has
been interpreted as responsibility for a large part of

eastern Canada; he reports direftly to the Joint Chiefe

of Staff in Washington. There is no satisfactory relationship
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between Canadian and U.S. commands.

A solution of this problem now being considered by
the RCOAF is that there should be an overall Joint Alr Defence
Commander whose headquarters would presumably be at Colorado
Springs. Northeast Air Command would then be responsible,
under NATO arrangements, for the air defence of Newfoundland
with Canadian support. The C in C, Northeast Air Command,
would report through the Canadian Air Defence Command in
Montreal to the headquarters at Colorado Springs. Some
Canadilan squadrons would be attached to the U.S5. Northeast

 Alr Command, and the U.S. C in C at St. John's would have
on his staff o senior Canadian officer responsible both for

the RCAF units and for civilian defence arrangements.
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4 ORANDUM

CSC 1211-1

14 #ar 51

Secretary, JPC

Canadian Pelicy on Nature and Extent
of U8 kilitary Installaztions and
Activities in Canada

1. The marginally-noted subject was discussed
informally at Chiefs of Staff at their 486th meeting

on 14 Mar 51. The discussion was brought about by
receipt, in close succession, of a number of documents
each raising questions to which the answers, to be
consistent, should fall within our overall Canadian
policy on the nature and extent of US Lilitary
Installations in Canada which our Chiefs of Staff

are prepared to recommend and our Government is prepared
to approve., The documents are:

(a) The linutes of the 3rd meeting of the
Joint Services Committee, East Coast,
which was attended by General Whitten,
and in which the question of the defence
of Northeastern Canada was raised
(CsC 5-1-22 Vol, 1 and CSC 2-1-5 Vol. 1).

(b) Two requests from the US Embassy via
External Affairs for increase of leased
rights at Torbay at a scale which denotes
a US intention to build up its forces
substantially in Newfoundland (CSC 5-3-1 Vol.2)

(c) A US request (via MCC channels) for a
Cenadian evaluation of the adequacy of
Canadian Defensive measures both against
internal and external attack for its uranium
ore sources (CSC 2-4-6 Vol, 1)

(d) 4 USHF request (via CUSRPG channels) (CUSH-230
being draft Appendix “H"™ to the CUSRPG lisdium
Term Plan, file CSC 5-27-7-1, Folio 41) from
which an extract reads "NATO military
operating requirements will necessarily include
long-term rights to survey, establish, occupy,
operate, improve, expand, develop, protect,
maintain,stockpile and support ports, depots,

-~ bascs,. fdcilitics ord airfields essentizal to
the implementation of NATO plans, Rights
required er. now in cffect in Canada for
operation of US forces arcjdeece"

2. " There is some uncertainty as to just how much
stabilized Canadian policy on the marginal subject exists,
Certainly there is a good deal of policy, some of it written
and some of it in the form of precedent set by past handling
of certain questions, eg, the recently concluded decisions

,.....;..,./2
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on the permanent continental radar defence system,

3. It is requested that the JPC undertzke as

a project of high priority the preparstion of a paper
outlining as lucidly as possible existing Canadian
policy with respect to the marginally-noted subject,
The paper should distinguish between any policy
recommendations approved by our Chiefs of Staff

(in other words Chicfs of Staff Policy) and poliecy
approved by the Canadian Government, and should rocord
both (if applicable). It will undoubtedly be neccessary
to do extensive research through records and kiinutes of
Chiefs of Staff Committee, PJBD Journals, Military Co-
operation Committee, Cabinet Defence Committee, etc,

4, After the above paper is completed it should
be possible to determine whether enough Canadian Poliey
exists on the subject in question to permit proceeding
with replies and/or discussions with US authorities on
the questions mentioned in para 1, If it is considered
that inadequate Canadian policy on this question exists
or that the existing policy deserves re-consideration,
you may anticipate a further directive requesting a paper
along those lines,

(C.L.Annis)’
Group Captdin
Chief Sescretary.
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1 MORANDUM

CSC 1211-1

5%r?$ﬁ(vw' SECRET

14 iar 51

e | SRR
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Secretary, JPC

5

]
P
N

' 1 . — x
Canadian Pelicy on Nature and Extent k ﬂsg:%:éljim.mww—m~“wﬁ
of US Lilitary Installations and q ‘ L ‘
Activitios in Canada ' %Qﬁgﬁf e, VR
1, The marginally-noted subject.was discussed

informally at Chiefs of Staff at their 486th meeting

on 14 iHar 51, The discussion was brought about by
receipt, in close succession, of a number of documents
each raising questions to which the answers, to be
consistent, should fall within our overall €anadian
policy on the nature and extent of US Military
Installations in Canada which our Chiefs of Staff

are prepared to recommend and our Government is prepared
to approve., The documents are:

(a) The Minutes of the 3rd meeting of the
Joint Services Committes, East Coast,
which was attended by General Whitten,
and in which the question of the defence
of Northeastern Canada was raised
(CSC 5-1-22 Vol, 1 znd CSC 2-1-5 Vol, 1),

(b) Two requests from the US Embassy via
External Affairs for increase of leased
rights at Torvay at a scale which denotes
a US intention to build up its forces
substantially in Newfoundland (CSC 5-3-1 Vol,2)

(c) A US request (via MCC channels) for =2
Canadian evaluation of the adequacy of
Canadian Defensive measures both against
internal and external attack for its uranium
ore sources (CSC 2-4-6 Vol, 1)

(d) & USAF. request (via CUSRPG channels) (CUSi-230
being draft Appendix "H" to the CUSRPG Iiedium
Term Plan, file CSC 5-27-7-1, Folio 41) from
which an extract reads "NATO military
operating requirements will necessarily include
long~tesrm rights to survey, establish, occupy,
operatc, improve, expand, develop, protect,
maintain,stockpile and support ports, depots,
bases,. fdcilitics and airfields essential to
the implementation of NATO plans, Rights
required er. now in effect in Canada for
operation of US forces arejdeses"

24 There is some uncertainty as to just how much
stabilized Canadian policy on the marginal subject exists,
Certainly there is a good deal of policy, some of it written
and some of it in the form of precedent set by past handling
of certain questions, eg, the recently concluded decisions '

seseececesss/2
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on the permanent continental radar defence system.

3. It is requested that the JPC undertake as

a project of high priority the preperation of a paper
outlining as lucidly as possible existing Canadian
policy with respect to the marginally-noted subject,
The paper should distinguish between any policy
recommecndations approved by our Chiefs of Staff

(in other words Chicfs of Staff Policy) and policy
approved by the Canadian Government, and should record
both (if appllcable) It will undoubtedly be necessary
to do extensive research through records and Minutes of
Chiefs of Staff Committee, PJBD Journals, Military Co-
operation Committee, Cabinet Defence Committee, etc.

4, After the above paper is completed it should
be possible to determine whether enough Canadian Poliey
exists on the subject in question to permit proceeding
with replies and/or discussions with US authorities on
the questions mentioned in para 1, If it is considered
that inadequate Canadian policy on this question exists
or that the existing policy deserves re-consideration,
you may anticipate a further directive requesting a paper
along those lines,

(5
/
‘)

(c L,Annls)
Group Captaln
Chief Secretary.
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\'h.

Defence Liaison/J .George/bw QS?
SECRET
Ottawa, February 14, 1951.

MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER- SECRETARY

Rei Item No. 9 on the Agenda for the Panel on Economic
Aspects of Defence Questions, February 15, 1951,

Estimate of U.S. regquirements for new military installa-

tions in Canada.

This item.; also is for report by General
Foulkes, although we have no indication that he has any-
thing to add to his last statement re U.S. requirements
for new military installations in Canada.

Defence Liaison Division.
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‘Despatch Nog? 34 ol ﬁ e, i o .L?Ec‘bﬁgy%usslrﬁrm TION. )

Date........ November.15,..1950...... - TOP SEGB-T :

FROM: - THE SECRETARY 'OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL -AFFAIRS, OANADA

T0: THE CANADIAN AMBASSADOR, WASHINWION, D.C.
Beference ............................................................................
Subject:........ Eroyiston and Gontrol of How U.S. Military.

You may be interested to have the attached
set of the following papers on this subject:

Memorandum of Novesmber 13 to the Panel
on Economic Aspects of Defence Questions.

Memorandum of November 13 to Mr. Heeney.

Extract from the Minutes of the Panel'
meebing of November 1L, X

%:ples Referred - 1% irill be noted from the Minutes that as a basis

---------------

.................
Pesrsseasnseseeen
..................
“sscacoevescsesnn

-----------------

No. of Enclosures

........ Ao

Post File -
" No...... e eenea

. for considering what contribution Cansda might moke

to the constructlion and manning of new U.S.
installations in Canada, the Department of Natlonal
Defence is going to endeavour to obtain from the
Pentagon a realistic estimate of the UJs8. Forces'
requirements for instalWations in Ganada during

the next few years. .

B, A, BaclAY ' ' .
L Q:E\g‘} :
Secretary of State RN
for External Affairs \\\\\
. ' [
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d Defence Liaison/C.C. Eberts/ge

. \' ”W%@R A0ED TO SECRET TOP SECRET
REDEU T A SE@REW

ERMANLNT JOINT BOARD ON DWF NOE

CANADIAN SHOTION

November 15, 1950 ‘

. . You may be interested to have the abtached
aet of the followlng papers on this subjecta

'Memorandum of November 13 &6 the ?anel on
Eeonomic Aspectz of Defence ngsticns.

Memorandum of Noveaber 13 to Mr. Heeney.

. Extpact from the Minutes of the Panells
meeting of November 1,

It will be noted from the Minutes that as a basle
for considering what contribution Canada might

make to the construction and menning of new U.B.
installations in Cansds, the Department of National
befence 18 golng to endeavour to obtaln from the
Pentagon o realisetic estimate of thHe U.S. Forces!
requirenents for installa tiona in Canads during
the next few years. .

I , |
ol & e EBER g
A 4“i@‘m/{ze 4As ds "~ (Christopher Eberts)
’ 7 L/ 0[7 /é/ Seeretary, Canadian Section
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PANEL ON ECONOMIC ASPEGTS OF DEFENCE QUESTIONS/,/’:::T

The fourteejtb nﬁwﬁlng of the Panel on
Ecor-mic Aspects of Defence Questions was held
in the Privy Council Committee Room on Tuesday,
November 14th, 1950 at 2:30 p.m. /ﬁ?»

enss 2

PRESENT ¢

Mr. N.A. Robertson, in the Chailr

(Secretary to the Cabinet),
Dr., W.C. Clark .

(Deputy Minister of Finance),
Mr. A.D.P. Heeney, %

(Under—Secretary of State for External Q&r

Affairs), ~
Mr. C.M. Drury, '

(Deputy Minister of National Defence,
Lieutenant-General Charles Foulkes,

(Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee),
Mr. M.W. Macken21e,

(Deputy Minister of Trade and Commerce),
Mr. J.B. Coyne,

(Deputy Governor of the Bank of Canada),
Dr. 0.M. Solandt,

(Chairman, Defence Research Board).

ATSO PRESENT ;

Mr. RJsA. MacKay
Mr. A.F.W. Plumptre

(Department of External Affairs),
Mr. T.N. Beaupre
Mr. S.V. Allen

(Department of Trade and Commerce)
Mr. R. B. Bryce

(Department of Finance).

Secretariat

Mr. W.R, Wright (Privy Council Office)
Mr. J. George (Department of External Affairs),

PROVISION AND GONTROL OF NEW U.,S. MILITARY INSTALLATIONS
IN CANADA

1. The Under~Secretary of State for External Affairs

saild that Canada was facing a period during which requests

for American military Installations in this country would

be likely to increase substantially in variety and volume.

It would be useful to try and determine to some extent
principles on which the Canadian attitude might be based
In advance of these requests. There were a number of
alternative stands that might be taken with regard to

possible Canadian contributions to such installations, and
formulation of policy would have to depend to a large extent
on the scope of the activities the Americans were considering.
The forccast of the probable oxtent of requests for American

military installations should be examined in the light of
other commitments that would be mde or were likely to be

made, taklng into account the general financial and
geconomic p031tlon.
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An explanatory memorandum had been circulated.

(External Affairs memorandum, Nov.,l3, 1950 -
Panel Document ED-20) ’

2. The Chairman said that from his recollection
of events at the time, the second sentence of the first
paragraph of the paper that had been prepared did not
fully reflect the reasons for the Canadian Government
purchasing U.S. installations in Canada at the end of
the war. While the desirability of Canada acquiring
control of these installations had been a consideration,
a more compelling one perhaps had been the desirability
of reducing our reserves of American dollars.

3, The Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee
suggested that it would be useful to get an estimgte in
terms of cost and of manpower before considering general
policy. Previously the U,S. had not revealed all its
plans to Canada but in view of the fact that recently
they had found that it was essential for them to discuss
certain plans with us in order to implement them, it
might be appropriate to ack them to make known all their
planning in which we had an interest., It had been
indicated recently that the Americans were attaching
much greater importance to the continental defence of
North America than had previously been the case,

4 4, The Deputy Minister of National Defence
agreed that it would be desirable to obtain from the -
Americans the best possible information concerning |
requests they were likely to make for installations in
Canada. However, this would be difficult to secure
because planning for continental defence was not always
done centrally and because in the sort of creeping
mobilization which they were undergoing the tendency
was to settle on one project and push it through to
completion without always relating it to the whole
picturs. -

5. Mr. Drury said that each of the various |
arrangements suggested might be followed in one |
instance or another. As each project would produce a
different set of considerations, it was difficult to
enunciate common principles that would underlie all of
them, with the exceptlion that the principle of Canadian
sovereignty should be protected to as great an extent
as possible. This could be accomplished 1f a situation
was established whereby, at the terminatlon of any lease
or agreement, Canada had an opportunity to exercise her
scvereignty.

6+ Mr. Bryce said that the Canadian attitude must
depend on the scale of the American plans. If this was
limited, then Canada might well assume a considerable
proportion of the cost of constructing and manning the
installations. However, 1f something much larger was
anticipated, it might so distort the whole Canadian
effort that we would have to consider different arrange-
ments., The question was part of the whole problem of
dofence policy and should be related to the effort we
werc prepared to make on other defence activities, such
as civil defence.
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7. Dr., Solandt suggested that any U.S.proposal
should meet the primary requirement that, in the Canadian
judgement, it was a good proporal both from the military
and technical points of view,.

8., Mr. Robertson said the qustion involved
basic concepts of our defence planning. If, for
instance, the maintenance in Europe by Vvoluntary enlist-
ment of one-third of a division, in accordance with the
Medium Term Defence Plan, became difficult for Canada
and, at the same time, it became necessary for the
Americans to station in Canada more personnel than we
had in Europe, then a number of fundamental qiestions
were raised about the role of our Forces, enlistment
policy, campulsory military training, the importance
of hcme defence, etce

9. Mr. Drury sald that Canada was prepared to
accept certain risks with respect to the continental
defence of Neorth America which the U.S. wers not

-prepared to accept in view of their much greater

economic resources.,

9. The Deputy Governor of the Bank of Canada
suggested that 1f the importance that the Americans
attached to continental defence became apparent 1t
would be difficult for Canada to take a much diffevent
attitude. The public would question a policy of
defending Canada in EBurope if the U.S. considered it
necessary to defend themselves in Canada.

10. Mr. Robertson said that in fact Canada would
not be in the position of taking a calculated risk that
the U.S. was not prepared to take, because insurance
against that risk would be provided by the U.S.

11. Dr. Solandt said that in this connection
our attitude was greatly influenced by our geographical
position. For instance, if we were not adjacent to
the U.S. with i1ts numerous valuable targets, our ailr
defence problem would be greatly reduced,

12. Mr. Robertson said that the suggestion that
there should be a condition that the U.S. Forces vacate
any new installation by a specific date presented certain
difficulties. If the installations coased to be of
interest to the U.S., in most cases they would probably
no longer be of interest to Canada. It might be possible
to take a date that fitted NATO plamning, say, twenty
years, which was the duration of the Treaty, w1th the
right of review after ten years.

13, The Deputy Minister of Finance polnted out
the importance of the right of review so that the kind of
situation that had arisen with the Newfoundland bases
would not re-occur.

14, Mr., Drury said that the length of any agree-
ment might be related to the nature of the facility
contemplateds If the installation was an elaborate one,
a longer lease should be granted than in the casc of a
relatively temporary installation,
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15, Mr. Robertson suggested that training
facilities for Canadian troops might be secured in the
UeS. by agreement with the latter in return for granting
of further facilities to them in Canada, This would

seem to make sense from both the military and political
point of view,

16. Dr., Clark felt that to continue to make
arrangements for training Canadians in the U.S. on an
ad hoc basis would present less difficulties than
making them part of a formal agreement.,

17. The Panel, after further discussion, agreed
that the Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee, attempt
to secure from the U.S. authorities the best possible
estimate of their plans related to the North Atlantic.
Treaty Organization and the joint U.S.-Canadian defence

. 000157
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Defence Liaison/C.C. Eberts/ge
@@W%@%@@E@ il gﬁf@f@(“"g TOP SEGRET .

November 13, 1950 guum -

;
l ea—
? { / [ 1
Provision and Control of New : Lbﬁ_ R
U,B., Military Installations in Canada.

1. The attached paper, which raises a matter of some
importance from a Canadian point of view, has been distributed
as a document for tomorrow's meeting of the Economic Defence
Panel.

2. A number of U.S5. proposals for new installatlons 1in
Canada for the use of the U.S: Forces is expected shortly.
Many more such proposals will follow. The paper therefore
suggests that early consideration be given to the question
of what, if any, contribution Canada would be able to, and
should, make to the construction, equipping, manning, main-
tenance and control of U.5. installations in Canada during
the next 3 or 4 years. It outlines (pages 3-4), five possible
formulae for such Canadian contributions and suggests that,
as a flrst step, Natlonal Defence obtaln from the Pentagon
a realistic pleture of the scope of U.S. requirements here
durling the next few years.

3. I should think that if such information is obtained,

1t would be useful to have it considered by a group consisting
of representatives of National Defence, Trade and Commerce,
CCC, Transport, Labour and Externsl.

L, It seems unwise to treat the matter on an ad hoc

b e S

bagls each fime a proposal is. received from_WaghiAgton, as
we might then have the U.S. Forces present in various parts
of Canade under a variety of conditions. Again, without
knowing what Canadian participation would mean in manpower
and materials, it would not seem possible to make sensible
recommendations, in view of our other responsibilities.,
Thirdly, I am not so sure that this matter will not have

to be treated sooner or later as part of the overall problem
of deciding approximately what proportions of our manpower
and other resources can be and should be allocated to the

various programs at present envisaged. I think there is

LR ] .‘ 2
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perhaps still some tendency in Ottawa to overlook the extent
of our responsibilities for the defence of this continent.
Finally, there is always some risk of criftlicism 1f we devote
a large proportion of our resources to the defence of other
areas and permit substantial numbers of U.S. troops to enter
Canada to take the places of Canadign troops that have gone
abroad. :

5, In this connection, the following is an excerpt of a
memorandum that Eberts has given me:

"The question of what resources Canada might devote
to U.8. installastions in Canada is, of course, only part
of the broasder question of the allocation of Canadian
resources to various programs. While our manpower,
financial and industrial resources are limited, our
present thinking in Ottawa appears to contemplate
allocating these resources to a wide range of defence
and civilian activities during the next several years.
There would seem to be a need for co-ordinated planning
in this field in Ottawa if we are to avoid miscalculations
in the allocation of our limited developed resources and
ensure thelr best use. As NATO Medium Term requirements
are now emerging, it may be that this would be an approp-
riate time to initiate study, on an lnter-departmentsl
basis, of the proportions of our resources which can best
be devoted to the defence of the North American, Atlantic,
Western European and other reglons, civil defence in Canada,
industrial and agricultural production, research and
civilian development (communications, mining), etc."

| M,{v\

Defence Lialson Division.
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MEMORANDUMSORe THE PANEL ON ECONOMIC MPECTS -
A AV _of OF DEFENGE QUESTIONS !

e
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o &

4\‘ Provision end Control of new U.B5. 1}
%\ Military Installebions in Cansds  #

1o During the war, the U.S5. Forces were pervmitted %o
construct, at thelr own expense and very largely with U.5.
manpower, s number of installations in Canada, principally
air, weather and communications stations - including
operations, admninistration and sccommodation buiidings
of both semi-permanent and temporary types ag well as
agquipmentd. One result of this policy was that Canada
had no semblance of effective control over s number of
these instellations during the war period, 4 pecond result
wag that, towardes the end of the war, tﬁe Canadian CGovernment
had to pay the U.%. CGovernment large sume for these instale
lations in order to avold any Ue.S. clalm %o use or control
of them in peacetime, ‘ . ‘ ;
2, Since the war, the Cansdian authorities have taken
over all of the exclusively U.S5. military establishments in
Canada except a USAF weather station at Padlopiﬁg Island,
NeWoTo, and 3 Coast Guard-opersted Lorsn stations in the
Province of Newfoundlasnd. . In connection with the defence
of this continent and the support of forces” in Wester
' Eurepé, however, the U.5. Defense authoritlesn are once more
beginning to ask permisslon to constrict installatlons for
thelr use at verlous pointe in Canada.
Fe There were four recent requests from the UBAF,
now spproved, for permission to carry oubt construction
projects of significant proportions at Gooee Bay (a

125,000-barrel Tusl tank, storage bulldings costing $250, 000, -

i Th%s memorandum does not ftske into account the
Uo5, leased bases on the Island of Newfoundland.
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prefabricated personnel accommodation and warshouses costing
£1,000,000 and §110,000 vespectively)., It is understood
ﬁhat there will be similer requests in connectlon with

eight Further projects to be lald down at Goose prior to
July, 1952, I% Ls expected that, in the near future,

the USAF will propose construction of 25-30 new radar
stations ab various points in Canada, the division of
vesponsibllity for financing and manning %o depénd in esch
case on the proportion of benefit to be derived by each
country; It appears very probable that, next spring,

the USAF will want %o establish an air station {(including

‘accommodation, communications and fuel tankage) at Resolute

Bay, NoW.T., for emergency landlnge. Present indicatlons
are that the U.S. Army will ask permission to build a pipe-
line on the Baines-~Falrbanks route next summer,

b, Further, while Canada-U.S. military plans fegarding
new Service installations that will be required on this
continent during tﬁe next three or four years have, generally
speaking, not yet reached a stage where they constitute firm
commitments, it is cléar Trom the current drafis of the plans
that, ln the next very few yesars, thé U.8, Forcés will want
an inereasing number of new installations for their use at
various polnts in Canada.

50 It would therefore appear desirable to consider,
before any more .S requests.of>this kind are received,

what general policy or policies might best be adopted in
connection with future proposals for new military instal-
iations in Canada Tor the use of the U.S. Forces.

6. From,some pointe of view, the ideal policy would

be for Canada %to construct, provide, and man as necessary,
all military installetions required in Canads by the U.S.

Forces. Thls mlght, however, be beyond Canada's financial

resources {at least unless the U.S. provided the equipment

a5 dlstinet from the buildings), would entall the diversion

n Act
rmation
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of Canadian civilian manpower and materials from industry
and the Cansdian military constructlon programme, and
might well mean, 1f Canadian defence responsibilities
at home are taken inﬁo sccount, that only véry 1imited
Canedian military manpowsr could be made avallable for
service outside the country.,
7o ‘Following are the'main policies that would appear
to be open to consideration: |
(2) Canadisn construction ot UsS. expenge of all
permanent-type gtructures required by the
U.8. Forces, with U.S. provielon of all types of
.equipnment snd 21l military manpower redquired for
these installations. This would avoid the possibility
of Canada having to buy up; at a later date, buildings
constructed at unreasonable prices, but would glve
Canada no control whatever over the installationé -
even though it would, presumably, retain title to
" the land, |
(b} Cansdien construction at Cansdian expense of
all permanent-type structures, with the .S,
contributing all equipment and military manpower asg
in {a). Ownership of the permanent-type structures
would give Canada some iimited measure of control.
Canadian provision of perménentmtype gtructures with
Us5, provision of most of the necessary equipment 1s
part of the formula on which the Canada-U.S. Arctic
weather statlons are operating,

(e} Cansdlan construction at Canadian expense of all
permanant-type structures, Canadian provision

with U.S. provision of all or a large proportion of
the equipment required. If Canada wevre to provide
half the military personnel and the C.0. ét each

installation {as in the case of the civilians at the

L 000162
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Joint Arctic weather statlions) 1t would have a far
greater measure of conbrol, even if 1% was unable %o
provlde a substantial propertion of %he alr and water
transportation.

(8) U.8, constructicn, equipment and manning of all

installations reguired by the U.3. Forces on the

understanding that, bsing required only for a period

of emergency, the installabtions would be wacated by

the U.3, Forces by a specific date and put up for

gale, or turned over %o the Canadiasn Government wilthout
charge, or remain the property of the U.S. Government
while belng avallable for use by the Canadian Government.
Washington might well have difficulbty in obtaining
authorlzation %o spend large sums in Canada on the
basis of i%ts having $¢ make something aﬁproaching a
gift of the installatlions to Canada after a period

of years,

(e) Canndizn sssumption of the cost of congsructing

and manning._some proporktion of the installations
required by the U.S., in exchange for U.S8. provision

Qf aprmg. Lraining, ete, for the Canadlan Forces.

8. Wherever possible, there should probably be a

condition that the U.3. Forces vacate any new installation
by a specifie date, say, 1960, unless otherwise agreed by
the Canadian CGovernmént at that date. Consideration would
doubtless have to be glven to whether it would be desirable
and possible for Canada %o asdopt policy (a),'(b), {e), (a)
or (e):
{1) 1in peacetime only or also in an emergency:
(11) in the case of all installatlons required by
the UcS. or only those in localitles 1likely %o
be of conéiderable Importance in the years to
come %o a more developed Canada - e.g. Goose Bayy

Churchill, Edmonton, Whiltehorse, eltc.

00 5
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In this connection, 1t should be noted tha%, as yart of the
gettlement of the Newfoundland Basses guegtion, it is proposed
%o give the U.B8. n twenty-year lease of an areas at Goose

where the U.5. Forcss would be free %o carry oubt any COnD=

struction they wish, sublect %o the consent of the local

senior Cansdian officer, and %o bass any activities in or

.over Canada, subjlect To the consent of the Canadian Covernw

ment. In granting this lesse, possibiy 1% would be desirable
for the Canadian Government $to provide the buildings required
by the U.5., Foreces as, in the long run, Goose appears likely
%o have increasing imporitance %o Canades as a 1link in inter-
national air routes and me a base for the develcopment of the
Eastefn Arctle and sub-Arvctio régionsa

2. It would be difficult to make any realiestic pro-
posals as to policy without further information as %o the
number and types of Insbtallations that will be required by
the U.S. Forces. Pesgsibly the Department of Natlonal
Defence'might be asked %o gpdeavour to provide a realistic
estimate of the installations that may be required during,
say, the next three or four years, The matter 1s of some
urgency, a6 a number of important U;Sa requests for conw

structlon in Canadas are expectaed in the near futurs,

DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS.
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i?lyifgf "~ Economic Division.
i !A@ ‘ i, F.W. Plumptre/eck,
" November 103 1950 -

MEMORANDUM TO MR. EBERTS:

Erm, , '
50292 4/0 -1

‘A Provision and Control of New U.S.lwﬂéﬁ?,“hf //,v; 6
N} ll’ﬁ"" Military Installations in Canada v <7200 .01 L0

I was most interested in your draft memorandum
of November 7 on this subject. I am in general agreement
with it. My only comments refer to the first and last
paragraphse.

2 At the end of the first paragraph you suggest
that the Canadian Government paid unduly high prices
when it took over the U.S. Govermment installationss.
T recalle® a transaction late in 1944 or early in 1945
when Canada paid about $300 million for U.S. installa-
tions., If you are referring to that particular trans-
action I do not think that your comment is falr. Under
the operation of the Hyde Park Declaration Canada had
sccumulated what the United States Treasury considered
to be an unduly large amount of U.S. dollars. It was
' agreed that in some manner these dollars should be

repaid. Just at that time an official of State Depart-
ment happened to be in charge of a Committee which was
valuing U.S. installations in Canada and it just so
happened that the total valuation put on those installa-
tions worked out at just about the same amount as our
excess of U.S. dollars - $300 million. All this was
fully understood between the two Governments. Hence I
do not think that as far as this transaction is concerned
you can charge that the U.S. Government "overcharged" us

for the installations.

As for your final.paragraph, I would incline

3
to drop it. The question can be raised when ﬁpe paper
ig discussed. I have two considerations in mind:
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(a) If there is going to be any general
survey of Cansdlan resources and thelr uses
I do not think it should be tied onto the tail
of such a relatively minor question as the
finance and construction of U.S. installations
in Canseda.

(b) I am a little doubtful as to whether
a general survey of resources, such as you seen
to have in mind, is really practicable; however,
this is & matter which can be explored further.
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The attached memorandum for the Panel
on Economic Aspects of Defence Guestions deals with
the provision and control of new United States military
installations in Canada and is an attempt on the part
of Mr. Eberts to relate the various aspects of this
subject and the questions arising under it. It con-
cludes with a recommendation that, in view of the need
for coordinated planning in this field in Ottawa,
this would be an appropriate time to initiate study
on an interdepartmental basis of the proportions of
our resources which can best be devoted to the defence
of the North American, Atlantic, Western European
and other regions, civil defence in Canada, industrial
and agricultural production, research and civilian
development (communications,mining), etc.

, Mr. MacKay has seen and approved this
paper. 1 have run through it rapidly and it strikes

me on first sight as sound and timely. I should be
grateful for your comments.

¥ Fleer PRIFET Lg\/

C.5.A.R.
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3{,. ‘ G 4@ hovember 7, 1950

“

‘o= OF DEFENCE QUESTIONS
Provision and Control of New U, » /bn
Mili Instsllations in C da

1. During the war, the U.S. Forces were permitted to

construct, at their own expense and very largely with U.S.
menpower, a number of installations in Canada, principally
alr, weather and communlcations stations -- ineluding
operations, adminlstration and accommodation bulldings

of both seml-permanent and temporary types as well as
equipment. This construction was, moreover, carrlied out

at what, on the basis of Canadian standards, were unnecessarily

high cests. One result of these policies was that Canada

had no semblance of effective control over a number of these
Installations during the war period. A second result was
that, after the war, when the Canadian Government pald the
UsS, Government the cost price of these installations (in
order to avold any possible U.S. claim to future use or
control of them), 1t had to pay a far higher price than
would have been the case if it had itself been able to

/

undertake the construction.

2. Since the war, the Canadisn authorlties have taken

‘over all but one of the exclusively UsS. military establishments

in Canada ~- a U.S.A.F¢ weather station at Padloping Island,
NeWeTe In connection with the defence of this continent and
the support of forces in Western Europe, however, the U.S.
Defense authorities are once more beginning to ask permission
to'construct installations for their use at various points

in Canada.

3. | There were four recent requests from the U.SeAuF,,

now approved, for permission to carry out construction pro jects

vee 2
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of significant proportions at Goose Bay (a 125,000-barrel

fuel tank, storage buildings costing $250,000, prefabricated
personnel accommodation and warchouses costing $1,000,000

and $110,000 respectively). It is understood that there

wlll be simllar requests in connection with eight further
projects to be laild down at Goose prior to July, 1952,

It is expected that, in the near future, the U.S5,A.F. will
propose construction of 25-30 new radar stations at various
points in Canada, the division of responsibility for financing
and mannling to depend in each case on the proportion of benefit
to be derived by each country. It appears very probable that
the U.S.A.F. wlll want to establish an emergency air station
(including accommodation, communicatlons and fuel tankage)

at Resolute Bay, N.W.T., next spring. ©Present indications
are that the U.S. Army will ask permission to build s pipeline
on the Halnes-Falrbanks route next summer;

L, Further, while Canada-U.S. military plans regarding
new Service installations that will be required on this
contlnent during the next three or four years have, generslly
speaklng, not yet reached a stage where they constitute firm
comnitments, it is clear from the current drafts of the plans
that, in the next very few years, the U.S. Forces will want

an lncreasing number of new installations for their use at
varlous points in Canada.

5. It would therefore appear desirable to consider,
before any more U.S. requests of thls kind are received,

what general policy or policies might best be adopted in
connection with future proposals for new military instal-
lations in Canada for the use of the U.S. Forces.

6. From some points of view, the ideal policy would be
for Canada to construct, provide, and man as necessary, all

mllitary instellations required in Canada by the U.S. Forces.

This might, however, be beyond Canada's financial resources
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(2t least unless the U.S. provided the equipment as distinct
from the bulldings), would entail the diversion of Canadien
civillan manpower and materigls from industry and the
Canadlan militery construction programme, and mlght well

mean, 1f Canadlan defence responsibilities at home are

taken into account, that only very limited Canadian military
manpower could be made avallable for servicerﬁtside the
country.
e Fbllowing are the main policles fhat would appear
to'be open to conslderation:
(a) Canadian construction at Us.S. expenge of all
permanent-type structures requlred by the U.S.
Forces, with U.S. provision of all types of equipment
and all militar& manpower redulred for these inetallations;
This would avolid the possibility of Canada having to buy
up, at a later date, bulldings constructed at unreasonable
prices, but would give Canada no control whatever over
the 1lnstallations - even though it would, presumably,
retain title to the land, _
(b) Cenadisn construction gt Cansdian expense of
all permanent-type structures, with the U.S.
contributing all eduipment and military manpower as
in (a). Ownership of the permanent-t&be structures
would glve Canada some limited measure of control.
Canadian provision of permanent-type structures with
Us8s provision of most of the necessary equipment 1ie
part of the formula on which the Canada-U.S. Arctic

weather stations are operating;

(¢) Canadisn construction at Canadian expense of all
permanent-type structures, Canadisn provision of

some proportion of the military manpower, with U.S.

provislon of all or a large proportion of the equipment

required. If Cenada were to provide half the military

1
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personnel and the C.0s. at each installation (as in
the case of the civilians at the Joint Arctic weather
stations) 1t would heve a far greater measure of control,
even if 1t was unable to provide a substantial proportion
of the alr and water transportation,
(&) U.S. construction, equipment and manning of all
ingtallations required by the U.S. Forces on the
understanding that, being required only for a period
of emergency, the installations would be vacated by
the U.S. Forces by a specific date and put up for sale,
or turned over to the Canadian Government without charge,
or remain the property of the U.S. Government while being
avallable for use by the Canadian Government. Washington
might well have difficulty in obtalning authorization to
spend large sums in Canada on the basis of ite having
to make something epproaching a gift of the installations
to Canada after a period of years. N
8. Wherever possible, there should probably be a con-
dltion that the U.S. Forces vacate any new installation by
a specific date, say, 1960, unless otherwise agreed by the
Canadian Government at that date. Consideration would
doubtless have to be given to whether it would be desirable
and possible for Canada to adopt policy (a), (b), (e) or (4):
(1) 1in peacetime only or also in an emergency;

(11) 1in the case of all inetallatione required by the
UeS. or only those in locelities likely to be of
considerable importance in the years to come to a
more developed Canade - €.8. Goose Bay, Churchill,
Edmonton, Whitehorse, etc,

In this connection, it should be noted that, as part of the
settlement of the Newfoundland Bases questlion, 1%t is proposed

to give the U.S. a twenty-year lease of an area at Goose

see 5
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: where the U.8. Forces would be Lfree to carry out any construction
they wlsh, subject to the consent of the local senior Canadlan
officer, and to base any actlivities in or over Canada, subject
to the consent of the Canadlan Government. In grantling this
lease, possibly it would be desirable for the Canadlan Govern-
ment to provlide the bulldings required by the U.S. Forces as,
in the long run, Goose appeers llkely to have lncreasing
importance to Canada as a link in international air routes
and as a base for the development of the Eastern Arctic and
sub-Arctic regions.

9. It would be difficult to meke any realistlc proposals
as to policy without further information as to the number and
Types of installations that will be required by the U.S. Forces.
Posslbly the Department of Natlonal Defence might be asked to
endeavour to provide a realistic estimate of the installations
that may be required during, say, the next three or four years.
The Panel may then wish to arrange for considerstion of the
whole matter by a group consisting of representatives of
Natlonal Defence, Trade and Commerce, CCC, Transport, Labour
and External Affairs. The matter is of some urgency, as‘a
number of lmportant U.S. requests for construction in Canada
are expected in the near future,

10. The question of what resources Canada might devote

to UsS. installations in Canada is, of course, only part of
the'broader question of the allocation of Canadlan resources

to varlous programs. While our manpower, financial and indus-
trial resources are limited, our present thinking in Ottawa
appears to contemplate allocating these resources to a wide
range of defence and eivilian activities durlng the next
geveral years, There would seem.to be a need for co-ordinated
Planning in this fileld in Ottawa if we are to avoid miscalculatio:
in the allocation of our limited developed resources and ensure

their best use. As NATO Medium Term requirements are now
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‘i’ proportions of our resources which can best be devoted %o

emerging, it may be that thié‘ WORFEN USRI I 4% 84 GRS & /informati

to initiate study, on an inter-departmental basis, of the

the defence of the North American, Atlantic, Western Emropean
and other regions, civil defence in Ganada; industrial and
agricultural production, research and eivlilian development

(communications, mining), etc.

DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS.
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