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Dear Mr. Heeney: REDUIT A SECRET

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 Canada. Il am now able to report at least a par-

tial clarification resulting from a conversation which bir. Re

Gordon Arneson had with Generel Walsh this week insofar as it

concerns additional requirements which the United States Air
Force will have for the use of the senaceete Air Command.

General Walsh told Mr. Arneson: ‘that the United States
Air Force will reqyere one base additional to the base at Goose

Bay for the use of the Strategic Air Command, to be located in

a site in Newfoundland. The reasons for this requirement were

two. First, the U.S.A.F. wanted to have a base which would be

easily accessible by water all the year 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 Air 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 sufficient

to accommodate this expansion.

General Walsh told ir. 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.S.A.F. to
use such a base for special weapons on the same conditions as

/applied
A.D.P. Heeney, Hsq.,

Under-Secretary of State

for External 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.

I should mention that Mr. Arneson had promised Mre
MacKay 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 (14) of the Recommendation 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 ma jor 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 to 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 other 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

-f3
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I 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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At the meeting in the Minister's office on
Saturday morning, Mr. MacKay undertook, et 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.
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THE CANADIAN AMBASSADOR, WASHINGTON, D.C. 0 WY

THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIBRY CANADA

My. Despatch. No». .1A91 of. May..10,..1951e7........ Le ageteeeeeteeees

Vads.. requests .far. additianal. defence. .facilitias..in Canadas

Since the recent meeting of the Permanent

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.5. request for additional defence facilities
as expressed at the last meeting of the Board. They

have suggested that it 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.5. 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 question of whether it might be

concluded as a joint Canada-U.5. 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 these
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.
What 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 Government. Such an
agreement would be adequate to meet both Congressional

and military requirements. Congress could be assured
that they were not being 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 ina
position, for planning purposes, to count on long=term

ee 2
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military rights in respect of their facilities in
Canada. .

oe 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 United
States unrestricted "user rights" for military purposes

for as long a duration as may be agreed, if possible
for 20 yearse

4a I am not sure whether this approach is

consistent, in letter and in spirit, with a principle

contained in the joint statement on peacetime co-

operation between the United States and Canada of

February 12, 1947, which says "As an underlying::
principle all co-operative arrangements will be with-

out impairment of the control of either country over

all activities in 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 Air 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.

De In my despatch under reference I 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 Ganada. In recent

discussions on NATO infrastructure (which the United
States have stated should not necessarily set a precedent

for all areas in NATO), the United States position has

been that the host governments should provide land and

public utilities, but that the remaining cost of

constructing the facilities should be borne by the "user"

governments. 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.

6. As officials in the State Department may be

expected to return to a discussion of the questions

raised 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 No, WA-2178 Date: May 23, 1952 |

Priority |
Reference: Your EX-1075 of May 16th.

|

| Departmental Subject: Publication of defence agreements. |

|
| 1. Yesterday we discussed with Tate, the |

acting legal adviser, and other officers of the | |

State Department the question of publication and |
| . :

registration of United States-Canada defence

agreements. :
u i

@. We pointed out to Tate that what we were

anxious to know was the general United States

attitude on the following points: :
Done

(a) Whether in all cases formal agreements

Date.
were necessary, and

| References {o) If in those cases where formal agreements

were necessary they should be registered under

Articie 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 Department it was not possible to lay down

DONC
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a general rule governing publication and registration

of all agreements on defence arrangements. Tate

agreed that informed arrangements which would not

constitute formal agreements would, wherever

practicable, be satisfactory. This eould 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 Pirst thought acceptance by the two governments

of the P.3.8,.D. recommendation concerning the radar

defence screen would be adequate. subsequent ly,

however, he was convinced by the legal officers of

the air force that under their legislation and also

for the purpose of obtaining appropriations from

Congress a formal agreement would be reguired.

4k, He suggested that in each case where a

forwal agreement was required the procedure followed

in the radar case should, where possible, be adopted,

1.@., an agreement worded in such a way that it could

be published and registered with the United Nations

should be worked out, and he thought this could be

done in most cases where a formal agreement was

required.

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 formal agreements except where

they are required for some practical purpese. They

do not consider that any hard and fast rule should

be adopted as to publication and registration, but

Will be ready to consider each case individually.

000013
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Dear Mr. Claxton,

As you know, at the last meeting of the Permanent

Joint Board on Defence, we discussed at some length the

U.8. requirements at Torbay and elsewhere in Newfoundland.

In reply to the 0.8. request of April 23, we have given

permission for the USAF to make surveys jointly with the
Canadian authorities. It appears that we can anticipate
further U.S. requests for substantial new facilities at

Torbay.

The use to which the USAF would put facilities at

Torbay is directly related to the U.S. strategic bombing
role under NATO. It seems to me, therefore, that our

policy on U.S. activities in Torbay ~ as well as similar

undertakings elsewhere ~- must be considered in the light
of general NATO arrengements. I am not now in a position

to eomment on the relation of U.8. facilities at Torbay

to NATO infrastructure, though I would like to see a 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.S. requests at

Torbay, the subject might be referred to the Economic

Panel on Defence Questions. If this suggestion commends

itself to you I feel sure that the External Affairs member

of the PJBD, who is also a member of the panel, would be

able to arrange for the consideration of this question with

the urgency which it clearly requires.

Would you let me know what you wish done.

Yours sincerely,

mh,
A.G.L. McNaughton

The Honourable Brooke Claxton, Chairman

Minister of National Defence, Canadian Section —

OTTAWA

000014
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PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL

25 May 1951

Dear Brooke,

= was very glad to receive your letter of 21 May

1951 in which you outlined some general principles which

might govern our negotiations with the Americans on

joint defence projects. In a separate letter, I shall

refer specifically to Torbay, but here I would like to

coment more generally on the broad principles which you

indicated.

fi As you have foreseen, my views lergely coincide
ttn jade own and it seems to me that in your nine points

you have given a very clear statement of the position

/waich We should endeavour to establish.

f |

As you well know, our relations with the U.S. in
matterg 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
Canada ‘for U.S. use or for joint use which we have been
able to achieve in our negotiations with our U.S. eolleagues,.

From omr point.of view, the Goose Bay Lease was a very long
step forward from the arrangements at the Newfoundland
Leased Bases. We advanced a good deal further with the
extension of the Continentel Air Defence System when it
eame up for discussion at the beginning of thie year. We

were then successful in establishing that the idea of

seivee was outmoded and we made arrangements whereby con-

trivutions were based on proportionate use of the facility

as ae whole, At the last meeting of the Board, in Kingston,

ve made our position substantially clearer by taking

aivantage of an appropriate opening to state that Canada

was not prepared to grant any further leases although ve
/werg ready to cooperate fully in all necessary defence projects,

y
/ ce Re
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I fully agree with you that it is important that

we give close thought to the fundamental principles

governing Canada-U.S. defence policy, but I am not sure

that we have yet reached the time to define this policy

jointly with the U.S. authorities. .I am apprehensive

thet in the United States if this were attempted at

present there might be some misunderstanding of our

purpose in enunciating a set of principles which is, in

effect, clearly designed to protect our own position;

we might be thought to show some lack of confidence in

U.S. motives. Further, with the development of NATO

defence plans, including both armed forces and infrastructure
installations, we are entering a new era in which Canada-
U.S. 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 that we should not,

at this stage, seek any agreed set of principles with our

U.S. colleagues, At the same time, I should like to
emphasize again the far-reaching importance to us of 4
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 we could approach particular problems as

they are raised for consideration,

Yours sincerely,

ee |
. McNaughton

Chairman

Canadian Section

The Honourable’ Brooke Claxton,
Minister of National Defence,

OTTAWA

000016
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Minister of National Defence Ottawa, May 21, 1951.

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL Fs an nema

General, the Honourable A.G.L. McNaughton, B50 40.9 fo |
PsCuy CoH.» ©.B.; D.8.05 5 Mesh. athe -
Chairman, Cenadian Seetion, PJBD, t i
East Block, Ottawa.

| Dear Andy,

Obviously we must anticipate the development of further

arrangements with regard to joint defence with the United States.

In any discussions it 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 joint 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) All projects in Canada should be carried out by us as
; Canadian projects.

4) 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

000017
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stations, with the United States paying, say two-

thirds, or some other round sum figure. Ordimarily,

the division should be on a round figure share basis

like one-third, one-quarter, etc.

6) In no circumstances 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 installations would be left where they

are without further payment.

8) In no circumstances would an establishment in Canada

be under the overriding command of a United States

officer.

9) All arrangements must be on a reciprocal basis.

It might be desirable for us to ask the United States

ror 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, Wo 933.

Applying these principles to the case at Torbay, it 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 joint survey
of Torbay and other possible sites. With the R.C.A.F.

should be associated a representative of the Department
of Transport.

- 3.
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2) The R.C.A.F. or Department of Transport would

continue to control and operate the airfield. To

this end it would command the control tower and

maintain the runways and administration buildings,

as well as the buildings occupied by Canadians.

3) The United States and Canada would participate in

the cost of constructing runways and other permanent

installations, to be used by both mations. The cost

would be shared in proportion to the estimated extent

of use by each country.

4) In the case of hangars, ete. specially built to house
U.S. aireraft, which would not be required by Canada -

in any event, the cost might be entirely borne by the

United States.

5) 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

eould pay for their cost and charge a rental.

7) Special equipment which the United States has and we have
not got might be loaned amd possibly operated by the

United States without paymeat.

8) At each installation there should be a joint plan for

combined action to defend the station against direct

attack. Any ground troops epecially detailed for this

purpose and not having any other duties, eg. full time

anti-aircraft, should be Canadian.

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 owerriding command of a United States

e
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officer with Canadians and Americans in charge of various sections.

From the talks we have had, I feel that these views will largely

eoincide 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 befre 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,

Sgds

Brooke Claxton.
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Minister of National Defence i % Maw, May 21, 1951.

Le
‘pong “© :

A

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL yr"
General, the Honourable A.G.L. McNaughtoa:

P.C., C.H., C.B., D.S.O.,

Chairman, Canadian Section, PJBD,

East Block, Ottawa.

Dear Andy,

Obviously we must anticipate the development of further

arrangements with regard to joint defence with the United States.

In any discussions it seems to me that all our representatives should

always make it plain that any arrangements must be in accordance with

certain general printipies. 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 fohlowing:

i) Canada should be prepared to enter into any 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 on which it

it is to be carried out.

3) All projects in Canada should be carried out by us as

Canadian projects. , ,

i) 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.

6) In no circumstances 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 te pay

for. Permanent installations would be left where they

are without further payment. ~

} a og 8) In no circumstances would an establishment in Canada 2
ne PERC SEN be under the overriding command of a United States

! 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 connection it is interesting to note

that so far the United Kingdom has not granted leases to the

United States, but has paid haif the capital cost and one half

the cost of maintenance up to United Kingdom standards. fThis

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 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 joint survey

of Torbay and other possible sites. With the R.C.A.F.

should be associated a representative of the Department

of Transport.

- 3,
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3.

if weLar 2) The R.C.A.F. or Department of Transport would
carts ve _--) continue to control and gperate the airfield. To

j flew this end it would command the control tower and

eA a f maintain the runways and administration buildings,

As vie ¢ as well as the buildings occupied by Canadians.

Flare 5) 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

Stl
| Mn.Ga liet Le

4

Ta

AM

tA Ui

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.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.

) 7,

J aah) At each installation there should be a joint pian for
combined action to defend the. station against direct

attack, Any ground troops specially detailed for this

purpose and not having any other duties, eg. full time

anti-aircraft, should be Canadian.

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

~ 4,
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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 befre 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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MEMORANDUM FOR HEADS OF DIVISTONS - May 21, 1951

Permanent Joint Board on Defence Meeting

The Permanent Joint Board on Defence met

at Kingston, Ontario, from May 7 to May 11. Among
other items 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 Canadian Section of the Board made clear

the willingness of the Canadian Government to

co-operate fully in whatever measures may be neces-

sary, but added that further leases on Canadian

territory were, in the Canadian view, 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 to an area within the Goose Bay

Air Base).

Defence Liaison Division(1).
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( Economic: A.G.S. Griffin:MMM

May 18, 1951

MEMORANDUM FOR MRy WacKAY
fF

New U.S. Defence Installations in Canada

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

Be 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.

Be In para 1(c) Mr. George states that as one of
three possible approaches to the general problem raised,
"ag 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 appropriation of costs that Canada will

| probably be paying for infrastructure 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 infrastructuré,

Cabinet Defence Committee 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%.

Bese
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De As I have already stated verbally, I share

Mr. George's doubts as to the advisability of finan-
cially linking the Torbay extension with HBuropean

infrastructure. But I even question its usefulness

as an analogy for justifying 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. This may be over-

simplifying, but I think it makes some sense.

A
Economie Division
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. EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF. THE 4O5TH MEETING OF Lye
THE CHIEFS OF STAFF COMMITTEE HELD AT 1000 HOURS,

THURSDAY, 17 MAY, 1951

— ot, CANADIAN POLIGY REGARDING UcS. DEFENCE ACTIVITIES | (TOP 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.

{os 1211-1 (a/SEC) of 11 May, 1961) _
7. The 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

External Affairs stated that the Department of External

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",

ee ee SR a

| 9 Tt_was agreed to note the paper as presented by
i the Joint Planning Committee,
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER-SHCRETARY :

AL Item No. 3 of Chiefs of State [FO%~9-Y0
cy5 Agenda for May 17, 1951. TS

£9 30°20 cn. oO cited.€; owe - Canadian Policy Regarding U.S. Penta Sree
| . a Ry Defence Activities in Canada

LE

& ie The paper on this subject was prepared by
Ly at the request of Chiefs of Staff. In fact,

| ‘ QS AL the external Affairs member of JPS did most of the
es work and the writing. The paper has been seen in

ef draft by Mr. Ritchie and Mr. Glazebrook,

Be The stated object of the paper is to review

Canadian policy 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. g

3e 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."

(The;sLOKAN 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.) |

Than. ani, hate

sequential change 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 in Canada". The

se0e
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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 Cabinet Defence Committee, I see no
objection.

Averondt, Division (1).

(Annexed is an extra copy of the -proposed changes).
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TOPSECRET CISHA72 12 MAY |

(a8 REPLY TO YOUR REQUEST CONTAINED IN PARA 4 OF YOUR CSC 693 DATED 27 APR THE INFORMATION
SET OUT BELOW HAS BEEN OBTAINED CHIEFLY FROM US SOURCES,

PARA TWOs 7 oo | ec me

THE MANNER BY WHICH USAT. ARE ACQUIRING THE USE OF BASES FOR STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND OUTSIDE

THE CONTINENT OF NORTH AMERICA PALL INTO THO CATEGORIES:

(a) DIRECT BILATERAL ARRANGEMENT VITH THE BRIGISH CONTINUING ALONG THE SAME CHANNELS

AS USED BEFORE NATO WAS FORMED,

(8) THROUGH THE NATO ORGANIZATION WHEREBY THE REGIONAL PLANNING GROUP WITHIN THOSE

BOUNDARIES IT IS DESIRED TO SECURE A BASE INVITES THE TWO COUNTRIES CONCERNED TO NEGOTIATE

AN AGREEMENT, HE USAF PASSES THE REQUEST TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT THO NEGOTIATES A

BILATERAL AGREEMENT. | |

PARA THREES |

THE CONDITIONS UPON WHICH THE USAF HAVE ACQUIRED BASES IN THE UK ARE SET OUT IN EXTERNAL

AFFAIRS SIGNAL 933 DATED 18 APR 52 FROM THE HIGH COMMISSIONER FOR CANADA: IN LONDON FOR

SEORETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS,

PARA FOURs

WITH SOME COUNTRIES FOR EXAMPLE FRANCE A BROAD AGREEMENT OF UTILIZATION Ig DRAWN UP BETWEEN

THE TWO GOVERNMENTS AND THEN DETAILED ARRANGEMENTS ARE AGREED ON AN AIR FORCE TO AIR FORCE.

BASIf, SOME OTHER COUNTRIES PREFER TO HAVE THE DETAILED AGREEMENT NEGOTIATED ON A GOVERN=

MENT TO GOVERNMENT TEVEL.
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Para FIVE! |

TECHNICAL SCHEDULES ARE GENERALLY ATTACHED TO AGREEMENTS EETTING OUT SPECIFIC AREAS

OVER WHICH THF AMERICANS HAVE JURISDICTION SUCH AS RADTO STATIONS ETC, THE AGREEMENTS

GENERALLY COVER PERMISSION ‘T0 BUILD BATNTAIN OPERATE AND USE FACILITIES ETC,.THE USAF

' DOES NOP LEASE, THE PROPERTY. THE APRANGEUENT WADE ALLOWS UTILIZATION OF THE PROPERTY BY

THE Dear. .

PARA SIX:

WHILE THE Usar Is S ADTEMPTING TO HAVE TEE AGREEMENTS REMAIN EFFECTIVE DURING TRE PERIOD

COVERED BY THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY I UNDERSTAND THEY WERE NOT ABLE £0 DO THIS IN THE CAFE

oF LEELA. I Co | OO

29 469/3T0B/121743% MAY 52.
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COFY OF TsLEGRAM FROM CANADIAN JOINT “yp <Q fi
STAFF, WASHINGTON TO CHIuFS OF STAFF, O
OTTAWA, May 12, 1951. Sp ety,

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 used before

NATO was formed.

(b) Through the NATO Organization whereby the

Regional Planning Group within those boundaries

it is desired to secure a base invites the two counties

concerned to 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 acquired

bases in the UK are set out in Kxternal Affairs signal

955 dated 18 April 51 from the High Commissioner for Canada

in London for Sv.cretary of State for uxternal 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 to Air Force basis. Some other countries prefer.

to have the detailed agreement negotiated on a government

to government ilsvel.
eA

DS. Technical schedules are generally attached to agreements

setting out specific areas over which the Anericans have

jurisdiction such as radio stations, ete. The agreement

generally cover permission 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.

° eo0e
P.T.0 000034 :
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The Secretary, 4a

Chiefs of Staff, NG 8p y Pee GOP SECRET_ Ottawa. Cy Me |

CHIEFS OF STAFF SECRETARIAT

MEMORANDUM

Subject: US BASES for Strategic air Command
foutpide Conti of North American)

1, The following document is referred to:
Deputy (ate° D | 

(Atten: Hr, Nolan)(Z _ 
GAG.

Bal Message 472 of 12° _» Under-Secretary of State7 from CJS Washington, 
_~ for External Affairs,

te

2 _ 2. It is requested that action be taken bys Deputy lanister

(23 f 
For information of Sub-Panel on Economie Aspectsof. of Defence Questions, Pploase, .iS MAY 1951

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

; A Zé fr

i f

: \ 
i

; we NS ‘ Z fa

(H.S. Rayner)
Commodore, RCN,

HSE/L971/o0ea Secretary.
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TOPSECRET CISW472 12. MAY

Oe . .

Lipien MG8.3 UR, -
TO CSC OTTAWA - oes una EA 79 Gey,

: . : Met ye ae anne rahe LOVE

: a Te
SEGRE

IN REPLY TO YOUR REQUEST CONTAINED IN PARA 4 OF YOUR CSC 603 DATED

27 APR THE INFORMATION SET OUT BELOW HAS BEEN OBTAINED CHIEFLY FROM

US SOURCES. | |

’ . PARA TWOs

THE MANNER BY. WHICH USAF ARE ACQUIRING THE USE OF BASES FOR STRATEGIC

‘AIR COMMAND OUTSIDE THE CONTINENT OF NORTH AMERICA FALLS INTO TWO CATE-

GORIES: i Lom

(A) DIRECT: BILATERAL ARRANGEMENT’ WITH THE BRITISH ‘CONTINUING ALONG THE

SAME CHANNELS AS USED “BEFORE NATO WAS FORMED.

(BD. THROUGH THE NATO ORGANI ZATION. WHEREBY THE REGIONAL PLANNING GROUP

WITHIN THOSE BOUNDARIES. IT IS DESTRED 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 AGREEMENT «

é

THE CONDITIONS UPON WHICH THE USAF HAVES ACQUIRED BASES IN THE UK

ARE SET OUT IN EXTERNAL AFFAIRS SIGNAL 933 DATED. 18 APR 51 FROM THE

HIGH. COMMISSIONER FOR CANADA IN LONDON FOR SECRETARY OF STATE FOR
000036
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\* w? H SOME COUNTRIES FOR EXAMPLE FRANCE A BROAD AGREEMENT OF UTILIZ=

ee iS DRAWN UP BETWEEN. THE TWO GOVERNMENTS AND THEN’ DETAILED ARRANGE

MENTS ARE AGREED ON AN AIR FORCE TO AIR FORCE BASIS. SOME OTHER

COUNTRIES PREFER TO HAVE THE DETAILED AGREEMENT NEGOTIATED ON A GOVERN-
MENT TO. GOVERNMENT LEVELe

PARA FIVES | |

| 7 TECHNICAL SCHEDULES© “ARE GENERALLY ATTACHED: TO AGREEMENTS ‘SETTING OUT
: SPECIFIC AREAS OVER’ WHICH THE ANRICANS HAVE JURISDICTION SUCH AS RADIO

STATIONS ETC. THE AGREEMENTS GENERALLY COVER PERMISSION TO BUILD

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

PROPERTY + THE ARRANGEMENTMADE ALLOWS UNTILIZATION OF THE PROPERTY |

BY THE USAFe : —_ _

PARA SIX? re / PS :

WHILE THE USAF IS ATTEMPTING TO HAVE THE “ACREEMENTS REMAIN EFFECTIVE

DURING THE PERIOD: COVERED BY THE, NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY I UNDERSTAND

THEY WERE NOT ABLE TO DO THIS’ IN THE CASE OF ICELAND:

RPINS? CJSW472 12 4.CSC 603 27 USAF CA) NATO (B) NATO USAF USAF UK
933.18 51 CANADA LONDON FRANCE USAF USAF USAF ICELAND

CONS ¢ NIL | te a
|

20469/ SJAB/ 1217432 MAY Bi, | oe | -
wee oan on 

’ , + 000037



4. (TOP SECRET) Plans for TorhepcRibindesiasee yes ity dgress fo information Act
Installations in Newfoundland. The Canadian Cheirman referred

to recent requests from the U.S. Government (Note No. 32228 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 commitments

000038
under the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. He said that the
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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 woula 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 defence or for NATO.

The. Canadian Chairman emphasized that before formal con-

Sideration could be given to U.S. requirements for further

facilities the Canadian 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 from 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.

in Canada. He thought it desirable that Canada should be kept

informed 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 Torbay 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 Torbay which had. been requested by the USAF, his office

haa also requested the. Canadian Government's concurrence in the

carrying out of surveys of the Island of Newfoundland with.a

view to locating additional 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 acceptable €o the Canadian Government and equally

desirable for the purposes of the 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 question

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

J

authorities for consideration as a matter of urgency.
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. _WERSHOF

New U.S. Defence Installations in Canada
:

Asethe<-Government has’virtualby: decided not to grant

further leases to the U.S. 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

to be three possible approaches to the problem:

ae some form of rental scheme amortizing capital
-' charges paid by Canada,

b. a proportionate sharing of the capital charges

as agreed between Canada and the U.5.,

Cc. 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 Canadian economy a heavy burden of

capital charges during what is at present assumed to be |

the peak years of defence expenditure ~- barring, of course,

a ware .

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 (c) would, I think be of value

chiefly in pursuading the Americans to accept a high pro-
portion of the capital charges, as proposed under (b)above. The U.S. Strategic Air Command plans will norer
be tabled in NATO and the USSAC will probably not be

willing to discuss even the location of their airfields

‘if they can possibly help it. The U.S. Government will

000041
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e 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 addition, 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.S. 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

circumstances 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 Canada 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 Offset 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 5 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 avoid, 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 applicable to Torbay,
although it might be useful to use it, as I have suggested,
as an analogy for justifying a low proportion of the
capital charges being paid for by Canada, even though we
are not going to give the Americans a lease.

) SK | |

a ee
J éHeorge.
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Ottawa, uay 9, 1351. | a

MEMORANDUM FOR sCQNOMIC DIVISION iad Com
Re United States Reyuest for Lease of

Torbay Airport and General Question of

Financial and other Arrangements to be

Made Between Canada and the United States

For U.S. Installations in Canada.

I am sending you herewith the Torbay

file (10298-B-40). I think that the neonomic
Division is likely to be called upon shortly to

advise on the financial aspects of the Torbay

request and of the general problem which the

‘Torbay request illustrates.

I would suggest that you look at the

file commencing with Note No. 322 of April 23 from

the United States Embassy. Please note particularly

Mr. Claxton'’'s memorandum to the Prine Minister of

April 25 and the letter of that date to Mr. Heeney >

from General Foulkes.

The Torbay reguest is being | discussed
this week by the PJBD. #nelosed is an extra copy

of the memorandum dated May 2 given to the Chairman

of the Canadian Section of the FIBD.

Aiso enclosed is an extra set of our

telegram No. 614 to Canada House and the reply tele-

gram No. 956 of April 16 on the general subject of

financing of U.S. installations. The originals of

these telegrams are on file 50209-40 which is the

ecneral file on U.S. Defence Installaticbs in Ganada.

eoek |
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I think that it is the Under-Secretary's

view that the Panel should,study. the financial side

of the Torbay request (andthe general question on
U.S. installations in Canada) and formulate recom-
mendations to Cabinet. However, Mr. Heeney agreed

with my suggestion that the matter should not be

sent to the Panel until Nr. MacKay has returned with

a report from the PIDD meeting.

As the annexed file is in constant use,

Lf hope that you may be able to look at it and return

it to our Registry within the next day.

WY
Defence Liaison Division (1).

000044



Document disclosed under the Access fo Information Act

Document divulgué en vertu de la Loi sur laccés a l'information

TOP SECRET

, (fH

MEMORANDUM FOR THE 00

CANADIAN SECTION i Se

PERMANENT JOINT BOARD ON DEFENCE [50207 p>
peek te

U.S. Defence Installations “in Canada

At a meeting held in Mr. Pearson's office on

May 3, Mr. Claxton referred to seven points which he
thought should govern Canadian policy with respect
to U.S. air installations in Canada. Although these

are in a slightly different form, I understand that
the points listed below are the main considerations

which Mr. Claxton had in mind:

00
Fant

OE
Be Hi

¥ ‘Tehv atet- (a) Canada would agree to the United
Stases aircraft using the base on

terms similar to those in effect

at Goose Bay or elsewhere in Canada.

;

iJas Y LIRCEY
wl

(vb) This agreement would be renewable
from year to year. 13 1IUIIS 6(c) The airfield would be in charge of
a Canadian and the R.C.A.F. would
supply personnel to man the control

tower and administer and maintain the

airfield.

(4) The United States would supply ground
control and other similar equipment on

loan, This equipment could be operated

wither by Americans or Canadians or both.

(e) Canada would supply free of charge any .

existing accommodation and the United

States would pay for putting it into
condition for use. - oe

(f) The United States Air Force would
maintain their own aircraft and the

services directly related to their
operation,

(g) Large scale capital expenditures on

“punways, hangars» accommodation would be

shared by the two countries on an agreed
basis.

(hn) At the termination of the arrangement
the United States could remove any

removable equipment subject to our |

exercising a right of purchase at an.

agreed price. ,

RASP

Ottawa, May %, 1952. 000045
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U.S» DEFENCE INSTALLATIONS IN CANADA

Members of the Canadian Section may be

interested in knowing the understanding of the
Department of External Affairs on U.S. legislation
regarding tenure requirements at U.S. installations

abroad. There has not yet been an opportunity to
yerlfy this information in Washington.

Until 1950, U.S. legislation in effect prohibited

the erection. of buildings on Goreign soil unless
leasés were secured. So far as the present law is

concerned, it is necessary to deal separately with

Rader Installations.

The present law is Public Law 30, Slst Congress, -

approved March 30, 1949, It is an authorization adt

and appears 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

that some kind of tenure would be legally necessary
to enable the United States Government to spend money

in Canada under the radar defence agreement.

Other Defence Installations

.- On danuary 6, 1951, an important new authorization
statute came into force. It is Public Law 910, 81st

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 so far

- paisged with the State Department the precise question
of the significance of the present law so far as the

need for leases is concerned,

RAJ®P

May 2, 1951.
—y
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CSC 1211-1 (JPC)

2 May, 1951

CANADTAN POLICY REGARDING

UNITED STATES DEFENCE ACTIVITIES IN CANADA

Report bv the Joint Planning Committee

to the

Chiefs of Staff Committee

APPENDIG 23S 3 -

Man . Ogdensburg Agreement 18 Aug 1940

a . _(Tnelassified)

"Bt - Text of Joint Statement Issued in

Ottawa and Washington on le Feb 1947

"ot .~ Extract from PJBD Journal

Meeting Jan-Feb L951

ip" ~ Authorizations Permitting USAF

To Fly Over Canada

Haat
ted ~ Memorandum to the Cabinet -

United States Newfoundland Bases

OBJECT

1. To review Canadian policy on United States defence

activities in Canada in the past and present.

‘INTRODUCTION

GENGRAL

eo Joint participation has long been the principle °

governing 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,

eeTOP SECRET
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emphasized. joint responsibilities, a theme which has

dominated the work of the PJBD in the past eleven years.

While Canada has been willing to co-operate with the US

in joint defence, the Canadian Government has been

SJ insistent on thé preservation and recognition of those

Canadian. rights which affect the sovereignty of Canada.

WORLD WAR II DEFENCE COLLABORATION WITH THE US

Oe Although the principles set out above were never

consciously abandoned during war, US activities in

Canada assumed such proportions that Ganadian control

was: often in practise 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 1942-1945

at a cost of aoproximately $130,000,000. The

only Canadian contribution to the construction

of the highway was the provision of rights of

way and certain 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 1942,

ownership of the highway passed to Canada free

of charge on the understanding that:

(i) Canada would assume responsibility for its

Neer rar °°°28
¢
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(ii) 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 aoproximately 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

*%o0 the Alaska boundary, which had been installe1

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 in 1948 whereby

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 S#0RatT



i

- 4 ~

(oD) AirFields

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 Highway. 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 basis 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 which had been provided by the US,

The cost of all construction which could be regarded

as having permanent value was therefore ultimately

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 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 and the Department of Transport. At these

jointly operated stations, the United States

supplies the expendable equipment. 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 are at present underway for

handing over to Canada the control of the weather

station at Padloping, which is operated by the

United States.

(d) The Ganol Project

hs . 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.
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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 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.

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

general area between Edmonton and 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 Canada

ares

(a) The USAF weather station on Padloping Island,

Northwest Territories.

(b) Three Loran stations operated by the US Coast

Guard in Newfoundland, |

(ec) 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) above) will be taken over by

Canada.

TOP SECRET
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POSTWAR DEFENCE COLLABORATION |

De Since the war the Canadian Government has resisted

any military activity carried out on Canadian soil by

US authorities alone: this ineludes 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 Canada has

not agreed to grant rights in Canada to the

US without obtaining reciprocal privileges.

At times the reciprocal privileges sought

have little or no meaning, nevertheless the

principle of reciprocity has been upheld.

(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 incon-

sistent with the Charter of the United Nations.

(dq) 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 problem.
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Installations and Exercises

ll. 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

consideration to the subject, granted the request. The

conditions under which the stations have been operated

are as follows:

(a) Canada 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

citizenship.

(c) The VYanadian Government has borne the cost of

the pay and subsistence of Canadian personnel

and has provided all vermanent installations.

(d) The US has borne all other costs, including

equipment, fuel, arctic suoplies and trans-

portation.

(e) All permanent installations and improvements

including those at adjacent air strips have

remained the property of Canada.

(f) All personnel of the station have been required

to observe the applicable laws of Canada and

of the Northwest Territories subject to the

Visiting Forces Act.

TOP SECRET
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(g) The Canadian Government, having reserved the

right, intends to take over the manning of

all stations at a later date.

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

have recently agreed to undertake the extension of the

Continental Air Defence system. This extension will

involve about 50 radar installations on Canadian soil.

Canadian policy on this request is reflected in the

Recommendation of the PJBD dated 61 Jan 1951 (attached

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

as follows:

(a) No installations on Canadian ‘soil will have an

exclusively foreign character.

(b) The Canadian Government will acovire 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).
(c) No leases are to be given to the US authorities

but they will be granted rignts of access.

(ad) When the stations have outlived their useful-

ness (in the opinion of both Governments) the

immovable equipment (buildings and other’

permanent installations) 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 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.
4 A .

t 4 it be a § i h tati hich SPfighot , , > seh) As far as possible, the stations whic are

thay (° abe to be built and manned by the US will be 
,

gah:
fw 0¥ yt ~ those which are most remote from populated

hy AW M Avs 3 , . .
nv 4

areas.

The Recommendation 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 may consider asking that:-an agreement 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 preliminary Canadian view is that such an

agreement is unnecessary 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 Exercises. The main conditions attached to

O1ll joint exercises are as follows:

(a) There should be joint participation.

(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 given on a one-time basis, or for no

more than a calendar year. Permanent bianket

permission is rarely given by Canada, and

when it is given there is a clause allowing

termination at will.

Compliance with customs and immigration

formalities,

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

is a separate memorandum on authorizations at present in

force permitting the USAF to fly over Canada. Some of

the conditions embodied are as follows:

(a)

(b)

(f)

Publicity arrangement s to be in accordance

with the Joint Publicity Directive.

Canadian participation in planning and execution

(in case of surveys).

Reservation of rights ‘to include Canadian

observers on any 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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Leased Bases

15. The leased bases in Newfoundland at Stephenville,

Argentia’ and ForPepperréll are in a special ‘category

and cannot be called joint projects. The rights

enjoyed by the US forces in those areas cannot be

“taken as an indication of the privileges which the

Canadian Government is normally prepared to give to

US forces. The original 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 99-

year 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 rignts, the PJBD was able

to recommend certain modi fications which are explained -

ina memorandum to Cabinet dated March 15, 1951

(Appendix mph) The Canadian Government 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

island bases in Newfouridland. 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

such rights, power and authority ‘as may be necessary

for conduct ing any military operations deemed desirable

by the United States. In’ short, the ‘United: States may

“ <TOP_SEGRET
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use the bases for offensive operations, or may use

territories in the vicinity of the bases for these.

purposes. In July, 1950, the U.S. Government agreed

to the principle of prior consultation with the Canadian

Government "with the understanding that only operations

of reasonable consequence 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 found necessary 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 for 20 years rather than 99 years, the base is

Ganadian,. and the U.S. Government is merely to be given

a lease to certain lands within the area. Installations

are subject to the approval of the ROAF, which has

general administrative control.

Customs and Immigration Facilities

19, US Service personnel and equipment admitted

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, esg. 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 connection it should be noted that

Canada 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 the

clearance procedures described above is admitted with

a minimum of formalities, which include a declaration

that such equipment will remain the property of the

U.S. Government... With the exception of the leased

bases, where US Service personnel enjoy special custorns

privileges, there is no authority for free entry of

goods intended for resale to US Servicemen.

20. The US forces at the leased bases are not required

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

‘noti ication. Although US forces at Churchill have

no special customs concessions, the US personnel and

equipment are able to enter on local notification.

Similarly, US forces travelling up the 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 plans 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 Governments in connection

with Defence Matters.

1. The subject matter of the communication

determines the channels.

ee If the sub ject matter relates primarily to

the detailed administrative or technical implementa-

tion of plans or policies previously agreed upon, or

exploratory discussions, the service-to-service

channel may be utilized, In this case, however,

interested officers in other agencies should be in-

formed.

3, The Department of External Affairs-State

Department channel should be used whenever the subject

matter involves:

(a) The determination of government policy:

CRET
"TOP S tert t
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(b) Proposed U.S. projects or exercises in

Canada or the extension or modification

to a significant degree of such projects

or exercises already authorized;

(c) Proposed Canattian-United States projects

or exercises or extension or modification

to a significant degree of such projects

or exercises already authorized;

(d) International or third-country aspects;

(e) The United Nations;

(f) Public relations as prescribed by the

publicity directives in effect in both

countries;

(g) Clearance with other agencies and

especially other civilian agencies;

(h) Notification to other interested officers

or agencies. "End of text,

The Service Channels to which reference is

made in Paragraph 2 of the directive include the

followings

(a) Direct communication between R.C.A.F.

and U.S.A.F.

(b) The gervice Attaches

(c) The Canadian Joint Staff Mission in

Washington

(ad) Joint Committees such as the Military

Co-operation Committee

The channel 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 before a request

TOP SECRET
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is formally submitted to the other Government for

approval. |

CONC LUS ION

21. Although Canada has always endeavoured to uphold

the principle of joint collaboration in all U.S. defence

activities in Canada, the extent of U.S. activity in

Canada during the Second World War was such as to make

Canadian control almost totally ineffective.

e2. In the post war period Canada made determined

successful 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

Canada. In dealing with these proposals Canada

insists that they be put up through recognized channels

for approval and that there be agreed planning, as

required, and joint control, where deemed necessary.

20. Approved Canada-U.S. defence plans have been

written in conformity with the policy outlined above.

TOP SECRET
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OGDENSBURG AGREEMENT - 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

air problems including personnel 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 a

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 OTTAWA AND

WASHINGTON, FEBRUARY 12, 1947 TOGsTHER WITH

TEXT OF SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT BY PRIME

MINISTER OF CANADA MADE IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS

STATEMENT MADE BY THE PRIME MINISTER OF CANADA

IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS ON DEFENCE COOPERATION

WITH THE UNITED STATES, FEBRUARY le, 1947.

I wish to make a statement which is also being

made today by the Government 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 countrys; 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 underlying principle all cooperative

arrangements will be without impairment of

the control of either country over all

activities in itsterritory. a
oo ee,
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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, thé decision 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 os contractuyval 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. Hither 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-stone 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 Governments to assure that the close

security relationship between Canada and the United

States in North America will in no way impair but on

the contrary will strengthen the cooperation of each

country within the broader framework of the United

Nations. ,
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SUPPLEMENTARY COMMENTS MADE BY THE PRIME MINISTER

_IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS FOLLOWING THE AGREED

STATEMENT ON DEFENCE, FEBRUARY 12, 1947

There are a number of comments I should like to make on

_the feregeing statement:

Gooperation between Canada and the United States in matters

ef 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, too,

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: eccasion 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 ef defence which has developed through the

years.

As the joint statement points out, the Charter ef the

United Nations is the corner-stone 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 altegether

from reduction and limitation of arms and elimination of weapens of

mass destruction--a system of international security which will be

adequate to preserve the peace 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. Hach 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 ef 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 te suppert and strengthen the United Nations.

It will be noted that the principles ef cooperation announced

in the joint statement parallel clesely the procedures which have long

been applied between the nations of the British Commonwealth. Without

fermal agreements between Governments, we have had working arrangements

econ e/4
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with the United Kingdom and ether 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 Commonwealth connections in

matters of defence training and erganization. Given the geographical

position in Canada, it is impertant that measures of cooperation

should be undertaken both with the United States and the United

Kingdotte

In conclusion, I sheuld like to comment briefly on problems

of nerthern defence. The subject has naturally engaged the attention

ef 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 Government has asked for bases in the Canadian

North, This is a rumour which I, sheuld like to deny emphatically,

There has been talk of Maginet Lines, of large-scale defence projects,

all of which is unwarranted and much of it fantastice What we are

trying to do is te view the situation soberly, realistically, and

undramatically.

6 It is apparent to anyone who has reflected even casually on

the technelegical advances of recent years that new geographic factors
have been brought into play. The pelar regions assume new inportance

as the shortest routes between North America and the principal centres

ef population of the world, In censequence, we-must think and learn

more about these regions. When.we think of the defence of Canada, we

must, in additien to looking Hast 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 ef the things that should be done are required apart altogether

from consideration of defence. We must know more about such fundamental

facts as tepragraphy and woather. We must improve facilities fer

flying. We must develop better means ef communication, The .

general ecenemic development sf 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 expand

“eur knewledge ef the North and of the conditiens necessary fer life
and work there with the ebject. of developing its resources.

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

Territeries, It is new responsible for administering the Alaska

Highway, now known as the Nerthwest Highway System, extending frem

Dawsen Creck to the Alaska beundary. The R.C.A.Fé has been responsible

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

and charts. It has alse boen given the responsibility of administering

the airfields of the Nortnyest Staging Route from Edmonton Nerth which

are_used for civil aviatian. More recently, a small winter experimental

establishment was set up at Churchill where various tests on clothing,
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 establishment. It may _be that other tests and

projects will require te be undertaken on a joint basis, in order to
extend with a maximum ef ecenomy and cffectiveness, our knowledge of

the N@rth. Through such extension we will acquire the 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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° _ EXTRACT FROM PERMANENT JOIN? BOARD ON DEFENCE

' JOURNAL - MEETING JAN 30 TO FEB 1 (incl) 1951

RE me MMENDATICNS

1. 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 great urgency.

Ze That the implementction of such a plan in Canada be in

accordance with the following general principles:

(a) Ganada to acquire and retain title to all sites

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

' granted such rights of access, use and occupancy

as may be required for its effective participation.

(b) The capital costs of construction (except housing for

dependents), an¢ of equipment and of communication

facilities, to be shared in this joint enterprise on

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

third Canada. In order to facilitate implementation

of the plan and to simplify administrative procedure,

Ganada to assume financial responsibility for the

‘construction and equipping of the following stations

‘and their associated control facilities:

Chatham, WN. B.

Lac St. Joseph, P.Q.

Mont a Pica, P.Q.

Edgar, Ont.

MeCarthy, P.Q.

“Senneterre, P, &,

Holherg, B.C.

Feymount, Ont.

Falconbridge, Ont.
The U.S. to assume financial responsibility for the construction —
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and equipping of the remainine stations and their associated control

facilities.

(c) The maintenance and operating costs as determined

approximately to be shared two-thirds by the U.S.

and one-third by Cenada.

(d) Construction of the installations recuired by the

plan to te carried out by Canadian 2gencies and con-

tractors with Canadian labour and materials so far as

erecticable: electronic and other equipment manufactured

in Canada to be used as far as practicable,

(e) The installations to be manned and operated initially

by Canada and the U.S., respectively, as set forth in

the plan; Canada may by agreement take over the manning

and operation of additional stations.

(f) Neither Government to discontinue the 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 eppropriate officials of te two countries.

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

possible measures be taken to ensure that the projected system will be

operating by the terget cate 1 July 1952.

5. That the capebilities of the system be kept uncer review in

the light of current developments.
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Nature of Authorization

US Magnetic Survey Flights over fringes of Canadian

Archipslago and O:nadian magnetic stations in the north.

‘Conditions: (a) Jublicity arrangements in accordance
" vith Joint Publicity Directive.

(b) (Canadian participstion in planning

and execution of survey.

USAF Training Flishts in Polar Navigation over

Genedian Archipelago.

Conditions: (a): Canada reserves right to include its
: cbservers on any cr all flights across

Canadian territory,

(bt) Inplicates of 211 nhotcgraphs taken and
copies of other data that may be collected

to be given to Canadian Government,

US Navy Aerial Phetopraphic SUrVEeYsS of Newfoundland and
Labrador,
Conditions: Results of operations to be made available

to the RCAF

Authority

Ministers of National

Defence and Extcrn:1

Affairs, and Deouty

Minister of Mines &

Resources. :

Cabinet Defence

Committee

Cabinet Befence
Committee

Tate when

Authorization

Given

(1) May 12, 1749
(extended to cover

1950 season because

of postponement)

(2) March 5, 1951

Canadian Embassy

authorized to approve

project for 19451,

March 3, 1948

April 15, 1948

Duration

Approval renewed

onannual basis.

Not specified

Summers of 1948-52
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- Date when |
Nature of Authorization Authority Authorization Duration

Given

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

a routine flight between one regional canmand

end another, e.g., Western United States and Alaska,

Air Search-Rescue Operations permission for public aircraft

to engage in such operetions along the common boundary

without being subject to the normal immigration or customs

formalities.

(a) Deputy Ministers

of National Defence

(Air), Transport ,

National Revenue,

Mines and Resources,

(b) Cabinet.

Deputy Ministers of

National Revenue,

Citizenship and

Immigration, and

National Defence.

{a) December 16, 1940

(CTS 1940/S/6)

(b) January 16, 1947

January 24, 1949,

(CTS No, 2 of 1949)

—

(a) Subject to termina-

tion upon notification

by either party.

(b) Collaboration on .

this point may be 2

discontinued at any time |
by either party.

Termination.on 60 days

notice by either party.

USAF Transport Flights from Westover, Mass, to Fort

Churchill for logistic support of US Army Engineering

tests.

Note: Flights on a weekly basis and including 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

enanged circumstances

warrant.
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. Given

SAC Training Flights, including vertical and radarscope Ministers of July 7, 1950 Permissionphotography of Canadian cities (Calgary, Montreal, Vancouver, National Defence January 8, 1951 covers calendarToneeta.y’ 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 cdpies of all photographs.
(c) All flights at high levels; no mass flights over

Canadian cities,

(a) 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.

Overflight privileges for US Navy aircraft proceeding
‘to Air Gunnery and Rocket Range’ near Port Huron,
Michigan, from their base at Grosse tle, Michigan,

Affairs,

Minister of

National Defence

and Deputy Minister
of Transport.

September 22, 1948 Not specified.
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USAF Interception Flights in Caneda: Conditions: ; Cabinet Defence December 1, 1950 To remain in ferce

(a) Investigations over Canadian territory: would only Committee, until terminated
occur in» the case of an aircraft headed for the Ganada—

United States border from the Canadian 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 boundery; the activities of Canadian

aircraft over US territory would be similarly

restricted;

(bo) Close investigation with all due precaution, or

interrogation, would be performed solely on unidentified

four-engine aircraft for the purpose of obtaining radio

or visual identification, No attempt 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 interception;

(c) Investigating aircraft would not approach closer than

1000 feet’ to any single-engine or twin-engine eircraft.

Note: This arrangement is not yet in effect. Cabinet
_approval and US agreement to stated conditions

are still required.

.by either

Government,
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Joint USAF-RCAF Air Defence Training Exercises. Conditions: PJBD Recommen-= February 20, 1951 Termination

(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 varticiyation 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.

Cabinet January 28, 1947
USAF Transportetion Flight for Resupply of Joint Arctic

Weather Stations,

Conditions: US transportation would be Limited to

Note:

such as was necessary for their construc-

tion and maintenance.

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 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 wes indicated that Canada

would eventually take over full responsibility for

transportation as well as other arrangements.

See note below
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MEMORANDUM TO THE CABINET

UNITED STATES NEWFOUNDLAND 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 March

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

Agreement. In particular the Canadian request referred

to income tax exemptions, customs and excise exemptions,

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. 43).

2e Cabinet Defence Committee on April 25, 1950,

noted the Board's Recommendations with approval, |

Cabinet on April 27 indicated that the necessary legis-

lation should be drafted before formal approval was

considered,

Oe The President of the United States approved

the Recommendations on August 1, 1950.

BRIEF SUMMARY OF THE RECOMM:NDATIONS (fuller summary
in Cabinet Document D243)

Tneome 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.S. waive 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.S. to waive duty and tax exemptions on:

(a) contractor-owned equipment

(bo) personal belongings and household

effects of contractors and their

U.S. employees other than on first

arrival

(c) individual purchases in Canada by U.S.
personnel, .

TOP SECRET resereee/2
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6. Customs and excise exemptions for Post

Exchanges 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'ts
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 othor U.S. APO's.

Jurisdiction

8. | “(i) The U.S. to waive all rights of jurisdic-
tion, permitted under the Bases Agreement, 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, subject to revival on notice thereafter or in

event of war or other emergency;

(iii) The Canadian 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.

oéOUTLINE OF LEGISLATION REQUIRED TO CARRY OUT THE

PJBD'S RECOMMENDATIONS

o. Following Cabinet's consideration in April,

1950, the Departments of External Affairs and National

Defence have been engaged in working out draft legislation,

ce cccee/d
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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, 1951. 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 Revenues; 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 replaced 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 with the Post Office
Department )

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

Provincial 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 desirable quite
apart from PJBD Recommendations,

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 benefit of Canadian forces,

quite apart from the PJBD Recommendations.
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Council, in the same manner as now applies to courts=
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' 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

martial of the Canadian forces.

15,

Bills will be necessary.

General Observation re Legislation

It is not necessary to decide now how many

The amendment to the Criminal

Code, for example, could be included in the usual

annual Criminal Code Amendment Bill,

EXCHANGE OF NOTES

16. 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,

Notes will be submitted to Cabinet in due course,

LETTER TO NEWFOUNDLAND GOVERNMENT

17.

is the

18.

‘An important condition of the Recommendations

following:

A draft of the

"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.S. 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.”

The draft letter referred to reads as

follows:

"Tt. is contemplated extending the

Visiting Forces (USA) Act to the

Province of Newfoundland, including
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the U.S. leaséd 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 it necessary to bring

members of the United States forces

before Canadian courts. 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,

'T 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) To approve the PJBD Recommendations

and to authorize the notification of

this approval to the U.S. Government;

(2) 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; |

(3) To authorize the Secretary of State for
External Affairs to enter into an |

Exchange of Notes with the U.S., subject |

to submission of the draft Notes to

Cabinets
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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 -

External Affairs; this exchange of.

letters to be followed by a note to

the U.S. Government giving the

required assurances.

(SGD) L.B. Pearson,
Secretary of State

for External Affairs

(SGD) Brooke Claxton

vo Minister ‘of National
a 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
ali the substance of this poor bargain, which follows severak ._

others, in a single sentence, Canada puts the elock back eighty

years in her history and leases for a century the ownership of
/@ part of our national territory to the hands of a foreign

power, by ratifying in her own legislation her official status

of a satellite state and of colonial dependence,

Whiehever way you look at the statement of the Prime

Minister, this is the only conclusion one can draw, The

Conservative Leader Drew had the irony _or the eyecicism 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 country which geographically

is closest to us, and whose destiny in the years to come is

inseparably linked with ours", a |

The Canadians need not be great lawyers to realize that

the oné and only result of these so-called "friendly and
satisfactory agreements" is to aecept permanently in the fiseal

; customs, postal, and within judiciary legislation of our
eS 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, eighty years after

the departure of the last English forees of occupation, grants
entil 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 Canadian province and Canada can only accept this

mortgage on the property whieh she has acquired, Mr, Drew

has gone further and has forced his enthusiasm to suggest that

the agreement of yesterday is a "symbol of unity between the
two 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
eritieal phase of a few months during the conflict, If the

Canadian territories were then in danger, why did ou soldiers

not occupy them instead of waging war overseas? ;

How is it that the Americans have had enough “y
vigor to obtain this legal bargain while Canadians do

show enough energy to demand to be at least their ouwg

masters on their own territory, in return for tig

the tens of thousands of her sons whom Canada send;

fronts of American policy?

The maintenance of the bases during 1950 ha
nited States $19 million. Canada this year appro
1,600,000,000 for the defence of liberty througho]

but is not even wealthy enough to become free in

To deseribe the agreement of yesterday, al:

Canadians who thought they had created a nation

eS MacDonald, Wilfred Laurier, Maekenzie King, and ev
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: ’ Borden -- would all have the one and same word on their
lips: the Empire's rebirth.

The Statements of Mr, St. 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.

fhe same reaction of silence has "greeted" the
statement of Minister Glaxton 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
"“naterialTM 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 include
troops from India or Pakistan, This

military disunion is only an illustra-
tion of @ political disunion in the
Commonwealth which, by exeluding the

Asiatic nations, destroys its very
"raison dtetre" 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 eonduct
of the war in Korea,

(4) The British Chiefs, which had made the

Empire evolve towards the ideal of a

Commonwealth, will probably soon be

replaced in England by the most rabid

defenders ef 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
ef civilization picked in the opium crusade; of an

expedition in Malaya, this treasure of rubber and of
demoeraecy, 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.

Since the Empire comes back to life, it is
inevitable that Canadians should again wear their

wuniforn of colonials.
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MEMORANDUM FOR MR. WERSHOF and TE

4

fo , (Re un bitutiy
yp Fo Status of U.S. Defence Installa- , i)
a tions in Canada bihe dow dffertl

ea _ Yo . feelers, Onky
pte I understand that we have now Ub be [or ate[yetTM

Atae yore? the point where any further requests by thon) Jud
the United States for leases of defence instal- , ; "|

\ Yee yt id fa

lations on Canadian soil will be resisted,
J Irtad bs by

26 One way in which Canada can avoid l, j
m 

debe W

giving leases or any form of fixed right or tenure eet
ft dhe

is by offering to finance at least a proportion i 7

of the cost of whatever installations on Canadian Axpecdstates

soil are necessary to the United States(for joint 4-6. bS

defence or for NATO). It may well be that we Lnute

shall adopt this policy in a limited form. Torbay Heeht .

is a case in point. The United States has indi-

cated its desire for a lease. We recognize the A

need to develop the airfield, and might pay for l

whatever improvements are considered necessary by

the United States in order to fulfil its strategic (APA

bombing commitments under NATO. The money we spend

on the development of the field would be taken into

account in NATO burden sharing exercises.

36 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 involve us in extremely heavy

expenditures which would place an undue burden on

Canada as a NATO member. However logical this form

of contribution to NATO, there is perhaps a danger

that the policy will be misinterpreted in Europe as

2... |
i

|
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| an attempt to build up North American defences to

the detriment of the @éfence 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.

4, I suggest that there 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 no 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-

Zee.
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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 sovereignty, and in

any event those losses could not be as burdensome as

the payment by Canada for all installations without

compensation, assuming Canada were to pay for the whole

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

[~5. ‘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 initial 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 it forestall charges of giving

undue rights to the United States in Canada, but it f

would answer any allegation from Canadian sources

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

needed by Canada.

7e Finally, the undertaking by Canada of

substantial installations for U.S. use, since it would

initially result 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 not if the "rent" were turned over to national

(~
ReAeJ. Phillips.

or NATO defence purposes.
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, came

NATIONAL DEFENCE HEADQUARTERS,

OTTAWA yeceene 25 ABE. Bm me

Joint Planning Committee

Canadian Policy Regarding US Defence

Activities in Canada,

l, ‘In accordance with the direction contained

in item 231-2 of the 231lst meeting of the Committee,

the Joint Planning Staff has now prepared a second

working draft, a copy of which is attached, . The

ma jor additions are underlined.

2 : It is intended to place this item on the
agenda of the next meeting of the Committee,:

Commander, RCN

Secretary ,

Joint Planning Committee,
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23 April, 1952

A REPORT BY THE JOINT PLANNING COMMITTEE

ON

GANADIAN POLICY REGARDING

UNITED STATES DEFENCE ACTIVITIES IN CANADA

APPENDICES: -

"au - Ogdensburg Agreement 18 Aug 1940

(Unclassified)

"BU = Text of Joint Statement Issued in

Ottawa and Washinston on 12 Feb 1947

ng" ~ Extract from PJBD Journal

Meeting Jan-Feb 1951

"ip" - Authorizations Permitting USaF

To Fly Over Canada

"EN + Memorandum to the Cabinet -

United States Newfoundland Bases

OBJECT

1. To review Canadian policy on United States defence activities

in Canada in_the past _and present.

INTRODUCTION

GENERAL

2, Joint participation has long been the principle governing

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, 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

insistent on the preservation and recognition of those Canadian rights

which affect the sovereignty of Canada.

‘rE Teen nr Les

000090



Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act
Document divulgué en vertu de la Lo/ sur l'accés a l'information

-2-

WORLD WAR II DEFENCE COLLABORATION WITH THE US

3. Although the principles set out above 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 certain

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 1942, ownership of

the highway passed to Canada free of charge on the

uncerstanding that:

(a) Canada 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 highway on April 1, 1946, and is at present the

sole agency responsible 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), subsiciary to the Canadian National Telesraph.

An exchange of notes was concluded between the United

States and Canada in 1948 whereby some telephone and telegraphic

lines from Fémontomto the Alaska boundary were leased to the

United States for an annual rental of 271,000.00.

(o) 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 Highway. 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 trips 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 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 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 present in operation on the

Northwest Staging Route, eight are uncer the control of the

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

In the course of the war, approximatcly 60 weather

stations were established bythe 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 28d the

Department of Transport. At these jointly operated

stations, the United States supplies the expendable ecuip-

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 anc Argentia.

Negotiations xe at present underway for handing over

to Canada the control of the weather station at Padloping,

which is operated by the United States.

(d) The Canol 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 solc on the public market; the remainder was abandoned.
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© © 5. During the height of US activity in 1943, in the general area
between Edmonton and 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 soils; 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 Canaca are:

(a) The USAF weather station on Padloping Island,

Northwest Territories,

(b) Three Loran stations operated by the US Coast 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) absve) will be taken over by Canada,

POSTWAR DEFENCE. COLLABORATION

9. Since the war the Canadian Government has resisted any

military activity carried out. on Canadian soil by US authorities

alone; this includes 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 "E". 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 Canada has

not agreed to grant rights in Canada to the US.

without obtaining reciprocal privileges. At times

the reciprocal privileges sought have little or no

meaning, nevertheless the principle of reciprocity

has been upheld,

000094



Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act

Document divulgué en vertu de la Lo/ sur l’'accés 4 l'information

. | -6-

®@ © (ob) Each covntry 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,

(a) Bither country may at any tire discontinve 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 Newfoundland leased

bases problem,

Installations and Exercises

ll. 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 consi-leration to the

subject, granted the request. The conditions under 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 Canadian citizenship,

(ce) The Canadian Government has borne the cost of the pay

and subsistence of Canadian personnel anc has provided

all permanent installations.

(d) The US has borne all other costs, inclucing equipment,

fuel, arctic supplies and transportation.

(6) All permanent installations and 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 anc of the

Northwest Territories subject to the Visiting

Forces Act.

(g) The Canadian Government, havine reserved the right,

intends to take over the manning of all stations at

a later date,

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

have recently. agreed 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 cn), This Recommendation may be summarized

as follows:

(a) No installations on Canadian soil will have an

exclusively foreign character.

(b) The Canadian Government will acquire 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 approximately one-third of the whole),

(c) No leases are to be given to the US authorities but

they will be granted rights of access,

(a) When the stations have outlived their usefulness (in

the opinion of both Governments) the immovable ecuipment

(buildings and other permanent installations) 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

station,

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

as her reserve of trained operators permits,
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® © (g) Canada will also construct as many of the stations
2s possible, in some cases on US account,

(h) As far as possible, the stations which are to be built

and manned by the US will be those which are most

remote from populated 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 concluced with Canaca through an

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

or_tenure of the sites on Ganacian soil by the United States.

The preliminary Canadian view is that such an agreement is

unnecessary 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 main conditions attached to all joint

exercises are as follows:

(a) There should be joint participation.

(b) Publicity concerning US participation should be

kept as small as possible and should always be

cleared with the Canadian authorities.

(c) Ordinary permission for recurring projects is given

on a4 one-time basis, or for no more than a calendar

year, Permanent blanket permission is rarely given

- by Canada, and when it is given there is a clause

allowing termination at will,

(d) Compliance with customs and immigration formalities.
14. Flights over Canada . Attached as Appendix "D" ig a

separate memorandum on authorizations 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 execution

(in case of surveys).

(c) Reservation of rights to include Canadian observers

on any flights across Canadian territory.

(d) Duplicates of all photographs taken and copies of

other data to te given to the Canacian Government.

(e) In case of SAC training flights, all flights to be

at high level with no mass flights over Canadian

cities.

(f) No live bombs to be carried without specifie 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 those

areas cannot be taken as an indication of the vrivileges which the

Ganadian Government is normally prepared to give to US forces,

The original US rights, which were more extensive than the Canacian

Government has given, were defined in the Leased Bases Agreement

signed by the UK and US on March 27, 1941. Canada inherited this

99-year agreement on the sentry of Newfoun¢land 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 "E"), The Canadian Government 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 island 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 1

territories and surrounding waters or air spaces allssuch rights,

power.and authority as may be necessary for conducting any military

000098



Document disclosed under the Access fo information Act |

Document divulgué en vertu de la Loi sur ’accés a l'information |

Lo : |

- 10 -

® @ 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. In July, 1950, the U.S. Government agreed to the

principle of prior consultation with the Canadian Government

‘with the understanding that only operations of reasonable

consecuence 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 found necessary 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 for 20 years 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 personnel and equipment admitted to Canaca 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 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 connection it

should be noted that Canada coes 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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| ® @ the clearance procedures described above is admitted with a
| minimum of formalities, which include a declaration that such

equipment will’remain the property of the U. &. Government,

With the exception of the leased bases, where US Service personnel

enjoy special customs privileges, there is no authority for free

entry of goods intended for resale to US Servicemen,

20. The US forces at the leased bases are not required 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 concessions, the US personnel and ecuipment are

able to enter on local notification, Similarly, US forces

travelling up the Northwest Highway System are able to get

clearances at border points on local notification,

CHANNELS OF COMMUNTC ATION

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 Governments in connection with defence plans and

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

directive, 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 directive has been

accepted by both the United States and Canadian Governments, It

reacs as follows:

"Recommended Rules Concerning Channels of Communications between

the U:S. and Cenacian Governments in connection with Defence Matters,

Le 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-

service channel may be utilized. In this case, however, interested

officers in other agencies should be informed.
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® @ Be The Devartment of External Affairs-State Devartment
channel should be used whenever the subject matter involves:

(a) The determination of government policy:

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

{e)

{f)

(g)

{h)

or_the extension or modificstion to a sienificant

Geerse of such projects or exercises already

authorizeds

Rroposes Canadian-United States projects or

exercises or extension or modification to a

significant degree of such projects or exercises

alreacy suthorizeds

International or third-country aspects;

The United Nations:

ewblic relations as preseribed by the publictty

aikectives in effeet in both countries;

Clearance with other agencies and especially

other civilian agencies:

Notification to other interested officers or

agencies." End of text,

The Service Channels to which reference is made in

faragraph 2 of the directive include the following:

fa)

(b)

(ge)

(a)

tis thanne] BOAF SAF. is used mostly at PiJ.B.D,

evel by the resnective sir members for the purpose of discussing pro-

. cedure before a request is formally submitted to the other Government .

for_apnroval,

Direct communication between RCAF, ang

USAF

The Service Atteches’

the Canadian Joint Staff Mission in Washineton

Joint Committees such as the Militery

Co-operation Committee
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e® . CONCLUSION
21. Although Canada has always endeavoured to uphols the

principle of joint collaboration in all U.5. defence activities

in Canada, the extent of U.S. activity in Canada during the Second

World far was such as to make Canadian con’-rol almost totally

ineffective.

22, In the post war period Canada made determined successful

efforts to regain control or, when appropriate, a share of control,

over all cefence activities on Canadian soil (with thé exception

of the U.S. bases in Newfoundland).

. 23, The -rinciples which have governed joint collaboration 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 Canaca. In dealing with these proposals

Canada insists that they be put uo through recognized channels for

approval and that there be agreed planning, 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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Tne Prime Minister and the President rave discussed

the muiusl problems 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 Boaré on Defense shall commence

immecicte 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 Vestern Hemisphere,

- The Bermanent Joint Board on Defenge 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 OTTAWA AND

WASHINGTON, FEBRUARY 12, 1947 TOGETHER WITH

TEXT OF SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMEIT BY PRIME

MINISTER OF CANADA MADE IN Tilt HOUSE OF COiMMONS -

STATEVERT MADE BY THE PRIME MINISTER OF CANADA

Iii THE HOUSE OF COMMONS ON DEVENCE COOPERATION

TITH THE UNITED STATES, FEBRUARY 12, L9A’7.

I wish to make 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 7

the armed forces of tze tvo 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, metho:s of training

and nev developments, As certain United Kingdom

standards have long been in use in Canada, no radical

change is contemplated or practicable and the

acplication of this principle will be : radual.

(4) Mutual and reciprocal aveilability of military, naval

and air facilities in each country; this principle

to be applied as may be agreed in specific instances.

Reciprocelly each country will continue to srovide,

with a minimum of formality, for tne transit through its

territory and its territorial waters of military air-

craft and public vessels of the other country.

(5): As an widerlying principle all cooperative arrangenents
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 vier and interest between the two countries,

the decision of each has been taken independently in continuation of ~*

the preatice developed since the establishment of the Permanent Joint

Board on Defence in 1940. No treaty, executive agreement on contractural

obligation has been entered into. Each country will determine the

extent of its practical collaboration in resect of each and all of

the foregoing principles. Either country may at any time discontinue

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-stone of the foreign policy of each.

000104



Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act

. : ’ Document divulgué en vertu de la Lo/ sur l'accés 4 l'information
» , 

.

“ . APPENDIX: "B" TO

; @ So ogo de tded (sku)
© | “DATED 27 Apr. 31

-2-

An important element in the decision of eacn 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 coul* 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. ‘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, 1940, when the creation of the Board vas
jointiy announced by the late President Roosevelt and myself as

Prime Minister of Canada, it was stated that the Board "shall
commence imueciate studies relating to sea, land and air «roblems

including personnel and material, It will consider in the broad

sense the defense of the north half of the Vestern Hemisphere."

In discharging this continuing responsibility the Board's work led

to the building up of a »attern of close defence 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 impair but on the contrary will strengthen

the cooperation of each country within the broader framevork of the

United Nations, ,
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SUPPLEMENTARY COMMENTS MADE BY THE PRIME MINISTER

IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS FOLLO'ING TEE AGREED

STATEMENT ON DEFENCE, FEBRUARY 12, 1947.

here are a number of comments I should like to make on

the foregoing statements

Cooperacion betveen 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 nead of either Govern-

ment as ves speech of the late President Roosevelt at Kingston,
Ontario, 1938, when he said, "The Dominion of Canada is part of the

sisterhood | of the British Empire. I give to you assurance that the
people of the United States rill not stand idly by if domination of

Ganadian soil is threatened by any other Empire." Two days later at

Woodbridge, Ontario, as Prime Minister of Canada I replied, "Ve, too,

have our obligations as @ good fPIendly Wels Bory Ait SAE Or tnese

is to sec that, at our own instance, our country is made as immune

from attack or »ossible invasion as we can reasonably be expected

to make it, and that, shoulé the occasion ever arise, enemy forces

should not be able to pursue their may either by land, sea or air,

to the United States across Canedian territory,"

It was two years later, in August 1940, that the Permanent

Joint Board on Defence was created and it has met regularly ever since

to Giscuss common problems and to make recommendations to the Govern-

ment which created it. The statement mace tocay emphasizes the

desirability of continuing the cooperation between Canada and the

United States in matters o” defence which has developed through the

Fears.

As the joint statement points out, the Charter of the

United Nationg is the corner-stone of the foreign policy of both
Governments, 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 altogether

from :reduction and limitation of arms and elimination of weapons of

mass destruction--a system of international security which will be

adequate to preserve the peace 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, hovever, that much progress has

still to be made before a system of international security becomes

effective. Each nation must therefore consider what steps it should

take in the meantime to defend itself against aggression, while
bearing constantly in mind that these steps should contribute to the

development of general security in accordance with the Charter of

the United Nations, I shovld like to make entirely clear that,

so far the Canadian Government is concerned, and I am sure the United

States Government also, defence cooperation between Canada and the

United States is intended to support and strengthen the United Nations,

“It will be noted that the principles of cooperation announced

in the joint statement parallel closely the procedures which have long

been apolied between the nations of the British Commonwealth, Without

formal agreements between Governments , we have had working arrangements

with the United Kingdom and other Commonwealth countries for the inter-

change of personnel, the exchange of observers, anc so forth, The

similar arrangements envisaged between Canada 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

shovlé be undertaken both with the United States anc the United

Kingdom.

In conelusion, I should like to comment briefly on oroblems

of northern defence. The subject has naturally engaged the attention

of many people both here and abroad and some quite unfounded suggestions

have been put forward, There is a persistent rumour, for example, that

the United States Government has asked for basis in the Canadian

North. This is a rumour vhich 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 view the sitvation soberly, realistically, and

undramatically.

Tt is avcarent to anyone rho hs reflected' even casually on

the technological advances of recent years that new geographic factors

have been 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, When ve think of the defence of Canada, we

must, in addition to looking East and West as in the past, take the

North into consideration as well. Our defence forces must, of course,

have experience of conditions in these regions, but it is clear that

most of the things that shoulé be done are required apart altogether

from consideration of defence, We must know more about such fundamental

facts as topography and weather, We must imorove facilities for

flying. We must develop botter means of communication, The

general economic development of the North will be greatly aided by

tests and projects carried out by both civilian and defence services.
As the Government viers it, our primary objective should be to expand

our knovledge of the North and of the conditions necessary for life

anc vork there with the object of developing its resources.

Canadats 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 continued to maintain communication systems in the Northwest

Territories, It is now responsible for administering the Alaska

Highway, now known as the Northwest Highway System, extending from

Davson Creek to the Alaske boundary, The RG.A.F. has been responsitle

for taking aerial photographs to be used in the production of maps

and charts. It has also been given the resvonsibility of administering

the airfields of tne Northwest Staging Route from Edmonton North which

are used for civil aviation. More recently, a small vinter experimental

establishment vas set up at Churchill where various tests on clothing,

equipment, transport and so on, are being conducted which will be of

general benefit to all tho 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 establishment. It may be that other tests and

projects will recuire to be undertaken on a_joint basis, in order to

extend with a maximum 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 valuable for defence purposes as well,
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EXTRACT FROM PERMANENT JOINT BOARD ON DEFENCE

JOURNAL - 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 great urgency.

- 2,
That the implementation of such a plan in Canada be in

accordance with the folloving general principles:

(a)

(b)

Canada to acquire and retain title to all sites

required in Canada for the system; the U.S. to be

granted such rights of access, use and occupancy

as may be requires 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 jo’nt 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

associated control facilities:

Chatham, N.B.

Lac St. Joseph, P.Q.

Mont a Pica, P.Q.

Edgar, Ont.

McCarthy, P,Q.

Senneterre, °.Q.

Holberg, B.C.

Foymount, Ont.

Falconbridge, Ont,

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

eseccned
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and equipping of the remaining stations and their associated control

facilities.

(c)

(4)

(e)

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

drawn up by the appropriate officials of the two countries.

he That in view of the great urgency of the situation, all

possible me easures be taken to ensure that the projectcd system will

be operating by the target date 1 July 1952, , |

56 That the capabilities of the system be kept under review in the

lignt of current dovelopments.

uv

The maintenance and overating costs. as determined

approximately to be shared two-thirds by the U.S.

and one-third by Canada.

Construction of the installations required by the

plan to be carried out by Canedian agencies and

contractors with Canadian labour and materials go

far as practicable; electronic and other equipment

manufacted in Canaca to be used as far as practicable.

The installations to be ; manned and overated initially

by Canada. and the U.S., respectively, as set forth

in the plans Canada may by agreement take over the

méenning and overation of additional stations.

Neither Government to discontinue the opersti¢n of.

any part of the system without the prior concurrence

of the other Government.

a
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when this is indicated in the appropriate column, or B/23. Apr 5

(b) The date when approval was communicated to the US authorities,

Date when

Nature of Authorization Authority Authorization Duration

Given

US Magnetic Survey Flights over fringes of Canadian ©

Archipelago and Canadian magnetic stations in the. north. .

Conditions: (2)

(b)

Publicity arrangements in accordance

with Joint Publicity Directive.

Canadian participation in planning

and execution of survey.

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.

Duplicates of all vhotographs taken and

copies of other data that may be collected

to be given to Canedian Government.

US Navy Aerial Photographic surveys of Newfoundland and
Labrador,

Conditions: Results of operations to be made available

to the RCAF.

Ministers of National.

Defence and External

Affairs, and Deputy

Minister of Mines &

Resources,

Cabinet Defence

Committee

Cabinet Defence

Committee

(1) May 12, 1949

(extended to cover

1950 season because

of postponement)

(2) March 5, 1951

Canadian Embassy

authorized to

approve project

for 1951,

March 3, 1948:

April 15, 1948

Approval renewed

on annual basis,.

Not specified

Summers of 1948-52
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Nature of Authorization

Apoendix "D"

Date when -
Authority Authorization Duration

Given

Transit Facilities accorded in:

Ta) 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

a routine flight between one regional command

and another, e.g., Western United States and Alaska,

Air Search-Rescue @perations permission for public aircraft

to engage in such operetions along the common boundary

without being subject to the normal immigration or customs

formalities,

(a) Deputy Ministers

of National Defence

(Air), Transport,

National Revenue,

Mines and Resources,

(b) Cabinet.

Deputy Ministers of

National Revenue,

Citizenship and

Immigration, and

National Defence,

(a) December 16, 1940
(CTS 1940/S/6)

(b) January 16, 1947

January 24, 1949,

(CTS No. 2 of 1949)

(a) Subject to termina-
tion upon notification

by either party.

(b) Collaboration on
this point may be

discontinued at any time

by either party.

Termination on 60 days

notice by either party.

USAF Transport Flights from Westover, Mass. to Fort

Churchill for logistic support of US Army Engineering
tests, .-

Note: Flights on a weekly basis and including 8-hour

non-stop training flights to Baker Lake area

approved February 20, 1951.

Minister of

National Defence,

June 18, 1948 Authority subject to

review whenever

Changed circumstances

warrant,
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Date when _
Nature of Authoriaation Authority Authorization Duration

Given

SAC Training Flights, including vertical and radarscope Ministers of July 7, 1950 Permission
photography of Canadian cities (Calgary, Montreal, Vancouver, National Defence January 8, 1951 Covers calendarToray xuebec, 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.

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

(ec) 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,

Overflight privileges for US Navy aircraft proceeding

to Air Gunnery and Rocket Range near Port Huron,
Michigan, from their base at Grosse Ile, Michigan.

Affairs.

Minister of

National Defence

and Deputy Minister

of Transport.

September 22, 1948 Not specified.
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Nature of Authorization Authority

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 Ganada-

United States border from the Canadian 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

internetional 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 attempt would be made to

order én intercepted aircraft to land, nor to open fire

except when the intercepted aireraft is over the national

territory of the Air Force performing the interception;

(ec) 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,

Date when

Authorization Duratien

Given

To remain in force

until terminated

by either

Government»

December 1, 1950
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ooo . Date when
Nature of Authorization Authority Authorization Duration

Given

Joint USAF-RCAF Air Defence Training Exercises. Conditions: r PJBD Recommen= February 20, 1951 Termination

(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

taking place. Defence Governmént.
(b) Re participation of bomber aircraft: 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 over

Canadian cities, aircreft 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.

USAF Transportetion Flight for Resupply of Joint Arctic Cabinet January 28, 1947 See note belew
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.
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MEMORANDUM TO THE C.uBINET

UNITED STATES NE FOURDLOND B..SES

Recommendations of the Permanent Joint Board

on Defence, and Proposed Legislation

BRIEF HISTORY:

1 In tpril, 1950, Cabinet Defence Committee and Cabinet
considered the PJBD's Recommendations of ‘March 30, 1950, The cuestion
of revision of the Leased Bases usreement aad becn referred to the PJED

folloving the sending of a request by the Canadian Government to the

United States Government for modification of the Bases zgreement. In
articular the Canadian request reforred to income tax exemptions, custous

and excise exemptions, postal privileges, and jurisdictional rights

enjoyed by the U.S. uncer tne Bases igroement. It was the desire of

Canada that the rights enjoyed by the U.S. at the Bases should be brougnt

as nearly as ,ossible into line vith the Joint Defence Statement issued
by the two governments on February 12, 1947 (Treaty Series, 1947,
No. 43).

2. Cabinet Defence Committees on April 25, 1950, noted the

Board's Recommendations with approval. Cabinet on april 27 indicated that

the necessary legislation should be drafted before formal approval was

considered.

36 The President of the United States approved the

Recommendations on sugust 1, 1950,

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

_ Incowe axes

he On June 12, 1950, a nex Double Taxetion Convention between
Canada and the U.S. was signed. When it comes into force it will replace
certain exemption provisions now in the Bases Lgreement. In addition the

Boarc recommends that the U.S. waive exemptions on comtractor's orofits,

U.S. civilian employees and their familics,

COM ENT - This will place income tax oxemptions of U.S. personnel

in Newfoundland on the some basis as in the rest of Canada,

Customs and Excise

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

(a) contractor-owned equipment

(b) personal belongings and household effects

of contractors and their U.S. omployces

other than on first arrival

(c) individual purchases in Canada by U.S. personnel.

6,° Customs and excise exemmtions for Post Excnanges and Service

Clubs to continue, it being understoor. that the U.S. authoritizs 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 privil:ges for PX's and Service Clubs,

this recomecndation in effect meets the Canadian Governnent!s request.
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Postal Privileges

Te Originally Canada asked for replacement of U.S. military

postal facilitics by Canadian Post Offices. This request was not mot,

but under the Board's Recommendations the U.S. will not establish normal

civilian postal offices and will limit the use of the ..PO system

strictly to mail destined to U.S. territory or to other U.S. <Pd!'s.

Jurisdiction

Se (3) The U.S. to waive all rights of jurisdiction, permitted

under the Bases agreement, over British subjects and ovor 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, subject to rovival on

notice thereafter or in event of war or other emergency;

. (iii) The Canadian Government to seck to amend the Visiting

Forces (USA) Act to permit of compulsory attendance of witnesses;

(iv) Tho Canadian Government to seck legislation to protect

security interests of the U.S. forces in Canada, as recuired under the

Bases agreement.

COMIEN: 9 © The Board's Kecotiggendation will permit of the extension
of the Visiting Forces (USA) Act as revised to Nowfoundland and will
remove probably the most objectionable feature of the Bases igreement,

namely, the right of jurisdiction by U.S. courts over Canadian

citizens, Revival of the rights of jurisdiction by U.S. Services courts

over "follorers of the camp! who are U.S. citizens can probably be met
vhen the time comes, if ever.

QUTLINS OF LEGISL.TTON RECUIRED TO C..RRY OUT THE

PJBD'S RECOM EED«.TIONS

J

o. Following Cabinet's consideration in april, 1950, the

Departments of Externel tffairs and National Defence have been engaged

in working out draft legislation, in consultatio: with the other

interested Departments. The drafts were shown informally to the U.S.

Section of the PJBD in February, 1551. The toxts of the draft

amendments. are annexed to this memorandum, althouzh they have not yet

_ been officially cleared with the Devartment of Justice and vill no doubt

uncergo further drefting changes, Following is an outline;

Customs

(In consultation rith Departments of

National Revenue; not yet aporoved

by Department of Finance)

10. Item No. 708 of the Customs Tariff (which gives free entry
to military supplics of the "Imperial Government") vould be replaced
by a new Item No. 708 applicable to any government, on condition of

reciprocal treatment and subject to authorigation by the Governor in

Council, This is, 1t is submitted, a desirable amendment quite apart

from the PJBD Recommendations.

Postal Privileges

(In consultation with the Post Office
Department )

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

Newfoundland, it is prooosed to add anew item (y) to Section 7 of the

Post Office act. This would authorize 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 Official Secrets Act roulc be amended

in order to extend its protection (limited st present to Canadian
Government and Provincial Government secrets) to secrets belonging to
otner Commonwealth 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
thet these amendments are desirable quite apart from PJBD

Recommencations.

13 A new Section 541A vould 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 benefit of Canadian forces.

guite apart from the PJBD Recommencations,.

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

Act to provide for compulsory attendance of witnesses before USS. |

courts-martial, under regulations to be made by the Governor in Council,

in the same manner as nov splies to courts-martial of the Canadian

' forces.

General Observation ré Legislation

15. Tt is not necessary to cecide now how many Bills will be ‘

necessary. The amendment to the Criminel Code, for example, could

be included in the usual annual Criminal Code Amendment Bill.

EXCHANGE oF worEs
16,. If Cabinet approves the Recommendations and agrees in principle
to the introduction of the necessary legislation, t e Secretary 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 Notes rill be submitted to Cabinet in due course.

LETTER TO} FOU SLD COVERENT
4

17. An important condition of the Recommendations is the Folloxing:

"That the Canadian Government. as a condition

precedent to the waiver and anapenston of the.

exercise of rights under Articie IV and to the

extension to Nerfoundland of an amended Visiting

Forces (USA) Act, give satisfactory assurances

that the U.S. officials in Nevfoundland will have
a degree of jurisdiction comparable to that rhich

they nov in fact exercise. In this connection,

the U.S. Section would regard the proposed letter

from the Government of Canada to the Government

of Newfouncland, with a reply from the Newfoundland

Government that jurisdictional concitions would
remain substantially as now exercised, as the

basis for setisfactory assurances to be given by
the Canadian Government,"

aeeresseeeed
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18. The draft Latter referred to reads as follors:

"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

docs not interfere with the jurisdiction of

Canadian courts and lav enforcement authorities, it

is the hops of the Government of Canada'thet those ~~

charged with law enforcement may really find “at necessary
to bring members of the United States forces before

Canadian courts. In particular, it is hopéd that,

when an offenec is by its nature essentially

prejudicial to the discipline of the United States

Armed Fox cCeSy when an offence is-comnitted within

the Leased Areas, or when an offence involves only

members of the United States forces or only the

property of the Government of the United States,

the Canadian authorities will find it desirable to

leave the wrong-doer to de dealt with by the

United States Service courts and. authorities.

| °
wyk

co
/

Cc

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

the attention of lar enforcement authorities. I

should be glad to learn the views of your Government

on the question discu.sed in the preceding paragraph."

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

sent to all provincial governments in July, 1947, when the Visiting

Forces (US) Act was passed.

19° Tne Attorney General of Newfoundland indicated informally

some time ago that such a letter voulc receive a satisfactory reply.

REC OME 2D=TIONS FOR DECTSTONS BY CABINET

20, (1) To approve the PJBD Recommendations

and to authorize the notification of this

acproval to the U.S. Government;

(2) 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

(3) To authorize the Secretary of State for
External affairs to enter into an Exchange of

Notes with the U.S., subject to submission of

the draft Notes to Cabinet;

(4) Zo authorize the Minister of Justice to send the

uggested letter to the Attorney General of

Newfoundland at a time to be settled by the
Ministers of Justice, Netional Defence,

and External Affairs; this exchange of letters

to be followed by a Note to the U.S, Government

giving the recuired assurances,

(SGD) L.B. Pearson,

Secretary of State

for External Affairs

(SGD) Brooke Claxton

‘ Minister of National Defence,

Department of External Affairs,

March 15, 1951. ; 000118
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MEMORANDUM FOR’ NISTER

Re uni od States Defence Installations
in Canada

The Cabinet Minutes of April 1” contained a
the following paragraph:

eee

" 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, 81st

Congress, approved 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

?/- ef Fos) hae 000119 -
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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, 81st

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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Selegras No. 983 of Apr 46, 1952 trod ‘eh. ? 03 30 BED
Canada House |

U.S. Befance installations in the United
Kinsdom

tn view of the practice of the United

States of asking for a lense or some kind of tenure
in respect of their installations in Canada Canada
Bouse was asked to report on the handling of this
problem in the U.k,. It appears thet the U.K,
doves not give the U.S. leases or any assured rights
af occupancy. However, the U.K. pays half of capital
costs and pays for maintenance up to U.K. standards.

o£
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FOP SECRET

April 23, 1951

‘MEMORANDUM FOR THE MINISTER: oF NATIONAL DEFENCE :

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

You asked ma to put briefly in writing the
points I tried to make in conversation today about my

reflections on the implications of the use of Torbay

Airfield by the U.S. forces.

. I have been very worried for a long time that

sooner or later someone is golng to say that while we

are sending our legions to defend the frontiers of

civilization on the Yalu and the Elbs, we are permitting

our own country to be occupied strategically by the

Americans. I know this is a very extreme way of putting

what is, nevertheless, a disquieting situation.

I do not see why it should be necessary for us

to lease any more bases or any other facilities to the

Americans for any term of years. What I would suggest .

instead is that we undertake ourselves to provide any

defence facilities which our Chiefs of Staff, after
consultation with theirs, are satisfied are required

for the joint defence of the continent and that the
costs be divided on some ratio to be agreed upon, with
an understanding that the facilities be available to
the forces of both countries in peace or in war - so
long, in the latter case, as both countries are engaged
in the sane war. That it also be understood that any
earnings of U.S. 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 make it abundantly clear to the
Americans that these demands for facilities do create
real political problems for us, it might be worth

considering a request for the setting aside for the
use of the Canadian Army and Alr Force of a training

area somewhere in the Southwestern United States, for

winter training only, and thet in making the request

we ask precisely the same privileges and immunities

for cur forces as the Americans desire to receive for

theirs in Canada, ‘This might be an extremely useful

exercise, even if we had no intention of using the

' fleld, ‘though that possibility by no means needs be
ruled out as it might be a great deal cheaper than

providing winter quarters in Canada, and might even

stimulate recruiting for the Army the way the
Caribbean cruises are alleged to do for the Navy. .

We have clearly got to face the fact that. the

Americanigetion of our army equipment is ereating a

permanent potential burden on the Canadian economy

which the Americans are going to be very reluctant to

offset. by defence purchases in Canada. On the other

hand, they apparently really need défence facilities

in Canada for joint defence, and 14+ seems to me that
Lt 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 available in return for the kind of con-

sideration which would contribute materially to .
balancing the accounts . :

what I would really like to see is a new and
much broader Hyde Park which wotld tise all these things

up . in a single parcel.

It might even be that the administration at
Washington would not be too averse to some move of

‘this kind which might be a distraction from other
defence deb&tes now current..

Je He OP.
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a DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL @FFAIRS
OTTAWA SECRET

April 19 51

No. 2-183 8... —e—v— '

50 209 - VO
Str, Gea, bP ra

I enclose the document (s) listed below. me . ——

I have the honour to be,
Sir,

Your obedient servant,

The Canadian Ambassador,
Canadian Embassy,

Washington, D.C. M. H, WERSHOF

for Secretary of State for External Affairs.

DESCRIPTION OF DOCUMENT SUBJECT

Our telegram No. 614 of April 14 United 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 MINTSfER Communts ov rb

kts
Re United States Defence Installations
in Canada--Comparable Problems in the ie

United Kingdom Cyp 2.

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.
Enelosed 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
of existing facilities up to RAF standards.

A.D.P.H.

000125
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OUTGOING

FROM: Tha SnCRuTaky OF ots Tis FOR ust uwkNAL AFFAIRS, CANADA

Vie HIGH COMLISSIONsR OR C.NADA, LONDON, ENGLAND

No, 614 April 14, 1951

U.S, defence installations in Ganada,

Bo During the past few months, the yuevstion of the legal form

unger which U.S. Gefeuce projects should be uncertaken in Canada

has been causing us consicerable perplexity. During the war,

the pattern was to grant rights for the Guration of the war

only. after the war, we took over all U.S; installations and

f

as a rule, although there were important exceptions, compensated .

the Unitec States on the basis od continuing value to Canada of

these installations. Although the U.S. has participated in

joint defence projects since the war, the general priaciples

enfotoTollowed have been that where these involved construct

of installations, the United States was granted no title or

continuing rights of use or occupation, and “where the stationing

of personnel was involved, the command should remain in Canadian

hands.

Do When Newfoundland joined Canada we were, of course, faced

with the problem of the Newfoundland bases, and no reduction

of the 99-year ferm for the leased bases has been effected.

ae! Obviously the wartime rule of granting rights for the

Quration only Ls not applicable to the present situation, when

we have to envisage a long period of international tension,

The principle of long term leases such as the Newfoundland

bases is, of courses, objectionable. On the other hand, the

United Stutes naturally wants some security. of tenure to

iustallations in which it proposes to make large capital

investment, As you know, we have agread to @ 20-year lease t
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am ares within ths Goose Bay area, The term of 20 years

seemed to be appropriate, since it was similar to that of the

North Atlantic Treaty, We are, however, reluctant to use this

as a precedent far other installations, and particularly ia

the case of those in settlieca areas, we anticip Date , for example,

requests for the developweat of Torbay Airport and for special

comnmuyications facllities in settled country in the Newfoundland

Do It occurred tao us that 1% would be useful to know what

practice the United Kingdom is following with respect to

installations made available to or constructed by the United

States in the United Kingdom, or example, is the United

Kingdom giving the United States any assured rights of occupancy

to airfields turned over to them? Is the United States paying

for the use of any facilities turned over? In the case of new
rTP i

facilities, for example, new airfields, are these being con~ a

structed by the U.K. for the U.S. or are they being constructed

by the U.S.? If the latter, is the U.S. given any assured rights

of occupancy?

6. Wwe shoulda be grateful if you would wake informal enquiries

on these or related questions. we would not, of course, reveal

to the Lnited States any informtion you can obtain unless the

sauce information is wade available to us by the United states,

SuGRWTAKY OF STA bOR aXlwRNal ABPALRS
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telegram No. S14 of April 14,man

United States defence installetions in Canada.

We have discussed the conpareble Unites Kingdom

arrangements with Cempton and Uumphrey-Davies, the officials

concerned with defence matters at the United Kingdom Peeagury

ae Ariefly She preserst position is that:

fe.) Im the case of ¢apital charges for the construction

D of facilities, the United States pays half the cost:

4é) In the case of the maintenance of existing

Sr. facilities, the United States pays the "extre cost” resulsing

el from the use of those facilities by United States forces:

¢) In no cass has the United Kingdom eranted assured_ & S

a Tights of occupancy to United States forces.

3. vompton explained that the arrangements with the
18 APR 1951 . :

United States hed developed in a fairly haphazard manner

‘from the cine of the initial avrival af United States air

force units on a "weekend visit” in counection with the

Berlin girlie. 4, Lairly| comprehensive agreement with the

UniteG States was not reached until January 1952. in the

interval Gach case was dealt with more or less on an ad hoc

basis,

k, There wos an initisl period when the United States

aid not make-cash payments in respect of capital expenditures

but did provide equipment: and, manpower {inc Luding engineering

troops). At that tine the United States Air Force did not

have funds aveilable and the United Kingdom was prepared to

regard the payment "in tthe" as adequate compensetion. For

capitel expenditures incurrec within the past year or ae
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months and for future capital expenditures envisaged over

the next three years (for which the secret estimate 1s some

‘£33 million), the United States will pay 50 percent of the

eoskt of new werke Some part of this United States share

may still be met "in kina” (since certain United 2¢ntes

equipment, materials and Llakour will te involved), Bue the

bulk is expecte: to be pald in cash.
1

1

&, fhe general principie applicasle to recurrent

expencitures on the neintenance of existing works, atcon-

modation, ete., from culy 1, 1949, is that the United

Kingdon will cover any expenditures required to maintein such

facilities at United <ingdoni standards and the United states

will cover any extra costs required to bring such facilities

up to United States standards. | Tre standard of maintenance

for which the United Kingdom will be responsible appsrently

varies considerably and is the subject ef discussion in each

ease. For instance, the Yast Anglian airfields which were

in an operational state at the tine they were taken over by

the United Statea Air: FOree are to be ma nintained by the

United Kingdom in the operational vondition which would be

required if they were still used by the NAY. Im the case

of other airfields which were an a "care and maintenance”

basis at the time the United States Ais Fores moved in, the

United Wingdow Ls resyonsivle only for maintaining them in

s “war Be otential” and not fuldy operatlorlal condition.

-6, Jn no case has the United Kingdom granted leases to

the United States or given then nes sured rights of eccupancy.

43 Compton expressed it, the United States forces are

occupying these facilities only "on satferance”, Phe United

Kingdom has also attempted to avoid recognition of any

eventual United States clain to all or part of the "residual

value" of any Installations to ‘the financing of which the

United States may have contributed. The only exception so

far has been certain living secommocation, such as that at

\ 000129
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& Burten Wood where the United Kingdom has apparentiy adinitted

chat a settlement will be required fer the residual value of

the sunstantial improvements made by the United States.

7. ‘fhe above vemarks donot, of course, apply to

offices accommodation and certain other properties taken over

by the United States Government in London where leases have

been granted.
H

‘

| 000130
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Copy. No.1 of 3 Copies

Defence Liaison/J .George/bw

~ TOP SECRET

WW, . Ottawa, February 19, 1951. vy |

MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER-SECRETARY

U.S. Strategic Air Command Projects

The memorandum for’ the Minister and the | A
letter to Mr. Claxton have been delivered for their Fo} ae
meetings with Mr. Wrong this morning. We have sent

in to you our only remaining GODy of the draft reply & pas
to Mr. Wrong. =) CS

There was one general point that we think

might be worth making in the draft reply to Mr. Wrong,@# ==
although it was apparently not discussed by the aa) cS
Ministers and is not reflected in our present draft =) 6/8

reply. That is.the assumption. on which we take it the Fri cS

discussions so far have been based, that we are discus—=4 any
Sing consultation and information only up to the very re
early stages of a general war . Once a general war had worl
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 it 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 it 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 ina

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.

- 000133
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. Supplement the Recommendation. Although we would have been
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DP.

THE UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS, CANADA

The Canadian Ambassador, Washington, D.C.

See ee ww mere ree reser eee sere sees e seers ereresesesreseere res eesreeeeeeeeeeseeeeseseeserur--

Re Question of Publication and Registration of Defence
‘Agreements with tie United Stutes, with: -Particuler::-:::--

Reference to the Rader Defence System.

Before discussing the general question, I will
explain what has happened regarding the PJSD'S Kecommenda-

tion 61/1 on the radar defence system.

On March 9 Mr. Johnson (Assistant General Counsel,
vaaF) was in Ottawa and met with officials of this Depart -
ment and the Judge Advocate General. He said that the

USAF and the State Department thought that it was necessary

and desirable to have an Sxchange of Notes to confirm and

content to rely on the Recommendation of the PIED and to

Gispense with a formal sxchange of Notes, we suggested to

Kix. Johnson that he prepare and send us informally a draft

note. He has done so and we are not satisfied wth some

of its provisions. inelosed for your information is a 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
memorandum). This is for your information only; we do

not desire you to initiate any discussion with the State

Departament of kr. Johnson's Graft. 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 State Department to propose a draft.

&. However, having concluded that Mr. Johnson's »

Graft 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. lr. Johnson gave us to understand that the

State Department had told him that the proposed sichange

of Notes would have to be registered with the United

Nations. Mr. Haselton of the State Department, who was

here last week, also said that registration with United

Nations &s contemplated.

4&e it seems to us that, if the Notes are to be
registerec and meade public, it is not desirable that they

should refer to a particular Recommendation of the Board

which is not being published or registered. Some parts

of the Recommendation clearly must be kept secret for

security reasons.

oo0k
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5. What we wish to know now is whether the State

Department has given serious consideration to the general
problem of publishing and registering U.S.-Canada defence
arrangements end has definitely concluded tist publication
and registration are always necessary.

6. It seems to this Department, on the official level
thet most of the defence arrangements entered into between
our two countries are not very suitable for publication
and that there is no compelling reason to register them
under Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.
In fact, tiere are many agreements in fores which have
been neither published nor registered, e.g., agreements for

USAF flights ané exercises. There will undoubtedly be

agreements in the future which must be kept absolutley

secret, 6.g., the “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 ifthe United States wants one and if its terms

Can be agreed, it does not necessarily follow that such

@h agreement should be published and registered. It would

seem to us more appropriate, and also safer, to limit

the publicity to a general statement that the two countries
are co-operating in the construction and operation of

radar stations for their joint defence.

8. If you see no objection, I should be obliged if

the Embassy would have an informal talk on these general

problems with a high official of the State Department.

I venture to suggest a “high official" because I do not
think that the views of the Canadian 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 our Minister and the Minister of National
Defence on the question of the kind of Exchange of Notes

they would accept in the case of the radar project.

A-D.?. Heeney

Under-Secretary of State

for sxternal Affairs.
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U.S. defence installations in Canada.

2» During the past few months, the question of
_ the Legal form under which U.S. defence projects -

* should be undertaken in Canada has: been causing |

us considerable perplexity. ‘During the war,

the pattern was to grant rights for the duration

of the war only. After the war, we took over

all U.S. installations and as a rule, although

there were important exceptions, compensated the

United States on the basis of continuing value

to Canada of these installations. Although the

U.S. has participated in joint defence projects .

since the war, the general principles followed -

have been that where these involved construction

of installations, the United States was granted

no title or continuing rights of use or occupation,

and where the stationing of personnel was involved,Date on: Vp Lehi,

49-P-274-100M

the command should remain in Canadian hands.

36

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 bases has been effected.

eee 2
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we yes “Ovitonsty the wartime rule: of granting Stents! ‘for
the duration only:te’ not applicable to. the, ‘present ae

* Sgdtuation, 1 when we have,to envisage a : Tong, period, of: i

°” sntemietional’ ‘teneton. The ‘principle, of. Long term leases aa
gush | as “thé Newfoundland bases is, of course, objectionable. -

* On. the. ‘other, hand; the United States. haturally wants: some

aeourtty of tenure. to Angtellations. fn ‘which. it proposes
ote, make . large capital: Anvestment. “As you ‘now, we have |

. cl Cagreea~ to a ‘20-year Tease: to. an area. within the. Goose. Bay .
ange The term of. 20 years secined to be. Bete
“dsneth, since it was similar to- that of: ‘the North “Atlantic |
Treaty. “We are; However,: ‘reluctant’ to: use this: as a a
|pecan other’ astallations,: and particularly in.
| the” case. of- those in settled areas. te. anticipate, for .

“example, requests:for ‘the ‘development. of ‘Torbay. Airport :

and, ‘for specian conmuntoations ‘facilities in settled .

pie in the Newfoutiatena area.
oe ob. It. occurred, to: us, that At: ‘wouta be useful to ‘now, |
ot what: ‘practice’ thie. United Kingdon is- ‘following with. respect,

Og installations made. available to. or constructed by. the. -
- Datteds States. an ‘the’ United, angdon. For, exanple,. 1s -

Oo the United ‘Kingdom giving the ‘United: States any aseured

7 ©: lente: of occupancy to. aireields ‘turned over. to, then?

In the: case : ‘Of. new. facilities, _‘for- example, new. airfields,’ ,

“| ere: these being” odnstructed by the UeKs ‘tor. ‘the W.8e/ or es
are. ‘they: being constructed ‘by. the. Us 86? If the latter, :

ie the Used. ‘given. any. assured rights: ‘of oceupancy? =

) is the ‘United States, paying ‘for: the use of any. factiities

| turned over; fon_sxenpleatptielés?

4 be We: should be grateful if you four make Informe) .

wo venguiries: on these: ‘or related. questions... We shoutd, not,

of: course, reveal. to ‘the United States. any informatio

VB. “you. can ‘obtain, unless the same inforination is made available.

— \to. Be “by the United’ ‘States. Sey 000137
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SECRET

1 le rl,— DRAFT March 29, 1951

NO
RELATIONS WITH THE UNITED STATES

RP, wal im dideavaeenyDefence port enacooaclf of
The United States has taken the lead in organizing

the defensive strength of the West. This maintenance of

U.S. leadership is readily justified 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 straining 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 impairing

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-third

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.5. may demand 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 is a great deal of U.S. activity at the

Newfoundland Leased Bases, and a lease to an area st Goose Bay

* * 000138
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will shortly be signed to legalize the extensive U.S. activity
"tna

there. The United States has asked for small tracts of land wi

neenear their present sites to build world communications comhocebl
Uo ales Onlin tL toy a Md ittned fn Nhe Yok of ton hea On te ptt th “ ‘

facilities. They have asked also for permission tolundextakd .
Ales wl wits lime Uvdiwtay) Od bea x Peecennes
large scale construction at Torbay, and—may—witrin-e-y

Capmacviliey ion Corelathny Mand fected ye hentiaraasend srtt he seguitred Khoo Tab heffets. ff Te Suey
seek authority to build an entirely new airport, at Clarenvill sh 24,2

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 air operations, we are bound to see that the

necessary facilities are available either by providing them

ourselves or by letting the United States provide them.
a ated

One important. right sought by the United States is pee right

of SAC bombers to overfly Canada en—local _notifies+ion,

It is 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 Canade. On the other hang, to delay

any defence measure designed for the protection of North

America would 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 parts of

the country.

Command is a separate and technical problem, As

matters now stand, there is a unified command in most North

Atlantic regions, but not in North America. At present,

the U.S. 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 direétly to the Joint Chiefs

of Staff in Washington. There is no Satisfactory relationship

» « 000139
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between Canadian and U.S. commands.

A solution of this problem now being considered by

the RCAF is that there should be an overall Joint Air 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 GC, Northeast Air Command,

would report through the Canadian Air Defence Command in

Montreal to the headquarters at Colorado Springs. Some

Canadian squadrons would be attached to the U.S. Northeast

- Air Gommand, and the U.S. C in G at St. John's would have

on his staff a senior Canadian officer responsible both for

the ROAF units and for civilian defence arrangements.
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ids MORANDUM

CSC 1211-1

14 Har 51

Secretary, JPG

Canadian Pelicy on Nature and Extent

of US Lilitary Installations 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 Military

Installations in Canada which our Chiefs of Staff

are prepared to recommend and our Government is prepared

to approve. The documents ares

(a) The Minutes of the 3rd meeting of the

Joint Services Committee, Bast 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

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) A USAF request (via CUSRPG channels) (CUSH-£30
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,

. bases,.facilitics and airfields essential to

the implementation of NATO plans, Rights

vequired er. now in cffect in Canada for

operation of US forces arege..ce"

Ze ‘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

veceseeeee/2
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on the permanent continental radar defence system,

36 It is requested that the JPO undertake as

a project of high priority the preparation 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 policy

approved by the Canadian Government, and should record

both (if applicable). 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, otc,

4. After the above paper is completed it should

be possible to determine whether enough Canadian Policy

exists on the subject in question to permit proceeding

with replies and/or discussions with US authorities on
the questions mentioned in paral, 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 Secretary.
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iW MORANDUM

CSC 1211-1

eR SECRET

14 Mar 51
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Secretary, JPG
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Peres
am

. | . _
Ganadian Pelicy on Nature and Extent 02-097 FO.
of US Kilitary Installations and r é Lh.

Activities in Canada | |e weet, WEL

l. The marginally-noted subject was discussed
informally at Chiefs of Staff at their 486th meeting

on 14 Har 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 Military

Installations in Canada which our Chiefs of Staff

are prepared to recommend and our Government is prepared

to approve. The documents ares

(a) The Minutes of the 3rd meeting of the
Joint Services Committee, Hast Coast,

which was attended by General Whitten,

and in which the guestion of the defence

of Northeastern Canada was raised

(CSC 5-1-22 Vol. 1 and CSC 2-1-5 Vol. 1).

(>) 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

Ganadian evaluation of the adequacy of

Canadian Defensive measures both against

internal and external attack for its uraniun

ore sources (CSC 2-4-6 Vol. 1)

(d) & USAF. request (via CUSRPG channels) (CUSi-+230
being draft Appendix "H" to the CUSRPG Ledium

Term Plan, file CSC 5-27-7-1, Folio 41) from

which an extract reads "NATO military

operating requirements will necessarily include

long~tsrm rights to survey, establish, occupy,

operatc, improve, expand, develop, protect,

maintain,stockpile and support ports, depots,

bases,. facilitics and airfields essential to

the implementation of NATO plans, Rights

required er. now in effect in Canada for

operation of US forces arejzit...."

Be 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

peveccccese/Z
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on the permanent continental radar defence system.

36 It is requested that the JPO 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

recommendations 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 applicable). 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.

4e After the above paper is completed it should

be possible to determine whether enough Canadian Policy

exists on the subject in question to permit proceeding

with replies and/or discussions with US authorities on
the questions mentioned in para l, 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,

C3
A

Ye(c Dat
Group Santedn

Chief Sectetary.
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|: 282° 5-f 7 Defence Liaison/J .George/bw sy
is Pr 7 Chen re “ria... | SECRET

Ottawa, February 14, 1951.

MEMORANDUM FOR THR UNDER- SECRETARY

Re! Item No. 9 on the Agenda for the Panel on Economic
Aspects of Defence Questions, February 15, 1951,

Estimate of U.S. requirements 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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;Date........Nevenber. 14...4959, _ TOP SEORET

FROM: “THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EXTERNAL “AFFAIRS, CANADA

TO: THE CANADIAN AMBASSADOR, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Reference: Peet cece ete eka eee Ee One EEE ea EE EEO Oeo cee eae eseuStceseseruns

Subject: .......5 Erovision and, Control of Hew U.S. Military.

You may be interested to have the attached
set of the following papers on this subject:

Memorandum of November 13 to the Panel
on Economic. Aspects of Defence Questions.

Memorandum of November 13 to Mr. Heeney.

Extract from the Minutes of the Panel's
meeting of November 14, .

Co : . 
.

pies Referred — It will be noted from the Minutes that as a basis
Trteeeecererers . for considering what contribution Canada might make ©

to the construction and manning of new U.S.
{nstallations in Canada, the Department of National

SLittrepssssss un Defence is going to endeavour to obtain from the

weereepsressecces Péntagon a realistic estimate of the UsS. Forces!

Cr ee

ee eneesconen sero eee

Beoon ease coe neone

requirements for installations in Canada: during
the next few (Yearse—

iB A. Mach AY . me

- 9 Enclosures wo . Secretary of State 7 SS a

ae 3.0. for External Affairs YS

‘Post File . : | Ny

’ No...... Seees ceaee
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aid that Canade waa ‘geoing a period during which requeete
For American mhlstary insteliations in this country “would
be Lively: td inereaae aubatantielly in-yerlety and volume,

fe would be useful: to. tu and deternine to gone extent:

- principles on nko the Sanndian abeitude antght ‘be baged.

«An advance of thease: requests. There vere a nuaber of -

alternative stonda that wight ba tak: ven with regard £6

possible Canadien contributions ‘0 such installations,
and formulation of pOlioy would have to dapend to &

Large axtent on the seope or the aot tivities the Ana loange |

were considering. _. the forecast of the probable axtent
of requests for Auarioan oilitary inetallatione should
be examined inthe Aight of other comm taente that would
be sade or Hore Likely to be mats, taking into account

“the ‘general finanotal and economic position.

An explanatory aohovandun as. been circulated. ..

(Sxternad Affaire senorandun, Hove Sy 1950

. Panel Dosunent p20)

thet it would be usezat to get an satioate in teras. of

seat and of. aanpover before considering. general parang:

Previously the U.5. had not wovealed all ite plana. toa.

Canada but in view of ‘the: fast that recently they had

. found thet 1% wen eanential tor thea to discuss oertain

plane with us Sg order to. iaplenent: them, it might be

| appropriate WO agkc then to al ie Enown ald their: planning
in which wo had an interest. (Te had been indicated -

teeently that the Americana were attaohing guch greater -

inportance to the continental derence af North Amnerloaa

‘than had previously been the BREA»

eae 2
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~— a wah: . . . |

- he Ghatznan qaid that from hie recollection of
evente at the tige, the sasond sentence of the tirat

paragraph of the paper that had been prepared ald fat

fully reflect the Peesona for thes Canadien Governiaant

purchasing Ue ie inetablations in Canada ab the end of

the ware . WhELS the desirability of Ganada soquiring

gontrol of these instelistione hed been a conelderation,

amore coapelling one perhapa had been the desirability

oF reducing cur reeerves of American dollars.

Liieber | tionel Defence agread

that 4 At wonld be deairable to eecura from tha Americans

the beat podekble information concerning requeste they

wore LLkely to seke for Anstealistions in Canada, Hovevar,

this would be diffiewlt to secure becavse planning for

continentel detenge ead not always Gene centrally and

beenuse in the dort of eresping mobilization which they

were undergoing the tendenty was ta cattle on one pes leet

and push Lt through te completion without always rolating

At to the whole picture. .

br, 22upy m@iggested that each of the various

aprangesents sugcedted might all be followed in one

Anstancs or ancthor.. 48 sash projeat would oroduse

a aifferent net of ceneliderations, it wae abgrioult ta

omunciate a set of prlnolplesa thet would underlie alt

of thes, except thet Canadian soversienty should be.

peoteoted to as great an exbent aS poseible. This

gould be aveomliched if a eituation wae established

whereby, ot the termination of any Lean ox agreement,

Canada hed en opportu ty %0 a8eraise hor sovereignty, -

eae 3
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Ure Bovesald that the canadian attitude mat
depend on the seals of the A merican plant. tg this

was. limited, than Canada sight vali AgSUGe B nonaidernble

_. | proportion of the eoat of const tructing and manning the

_ AngtaLlations, ‘Hovever, if gogething auch Janger was

. antlelpated, it aitght 80 alatert the. whole Ganedien

effort that we would have $¢ consider different: artangenenta. |

oF the question was part of the whole proklen of defence .

-, pou Loy and should be rolated to the offort ws ware prepared|

_ te fake on other defence activities, sugh as. ohh defence,

br, folandt suggested that any U.S. proposed»

. Should sect the pebmary. reguirenent that, in, the Ganadian -_

_ +. Judgment, At wae a good, proposal bath from ‘the aiitery

and teohnioal points. of VLG .

The $..Gho! y wan sald the question tnvolved basic.
goncepte « of our defense planning. Eg. for instance,
“he: aaingenande in Eurspe by voluntary enlistment of -

ontethiva of « atvision, in, accordance with the Hedium
Porm befence Plan, became. dirtiouls for Canada and, at.

: the @ ting, at berame- aeveseary fox the Asertoans

te. station an Canada more personnel, than we had ‘on Burope,
© then & number oF fundasentel Zuesstions. wore retosd about
— the vole of owe Foraea, onlistadnt polioy, compulsory

mba tteny Sradning, the: iaportance ot hase defence, abe.
tix, Drury weid that Canada wae prepared to.

aonept contain ok ighte with reopest to continental ‘defence
whieh the U.S. ware rot. prepared fo. acogps an whew of

their sion greater seononte resouncta. , _

sugeented ¢ that a the “Auportianes that the Anerioata
. attached to continental defence beoame apparent 1%,

would ‘bea. ateriouns for Canads te take a miutok aitterent

. .

» # #000150
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we th we

attibads. fhe public vould question a polisy of

defending Canade in Burope if the U.S. oonsiderdd 16

necencary to defend themesiver in Sanadas

he lenar gate fhat in fact Cannda would nek

ba in the poaltion of taking a ealewiated risk that the.

U8. wae fot prepared te take, beowise insurence egaina’s

thes rick would be provided, by the Ube |

Dry Solendt eaid thet in thie connestion our

attitude wan grdetiy Influenced by our geographical

position. For ingtende, if we were not edjacend to

the U.5. with ite numerous valuable tatgete, our aly

darena a problen would be greatly peduoed,

fabeptnon wala that the suggestion that

| there should be a soniiition that the U.3, Forces vacate

any oes Anatallation by a eneoltile date presented certain
difficulties. ff the installations esagcd to be oF.

int orest to the Le, in most sages they would, probably

ne longer Be oF interest #5 Uaneda. It might be

poasible to take o Aste thet fiteed RACO planning, ay,

twenty years, whieh wad the duration of the Sreaty,

with the rlent of review after ten years.

Pinanos pointed out the

amportaned of the iene of pevlaw so that the kind of

Situation thet hed avisen with the Hewfoundlend vane

would not aries,

a Htey eald that the length of any agreonent

might be poleted te she nated of the fackiity contemplated.
if the inateLia ation WRG ah elaborate one, 8 iorter leads

ahold be granted than in the case of a relatively,

Senporary inetaliation.

see §&
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- Siac aceseved tht Sdn nse oe
. -foy Canadian troope a night be eooured in @b 6 ote by. |

: agseenent wi th t the latter in returi for granting et
txpther fachiits ties Ye thes in Ganada. This woula seen

.. t@.aeke senee pareee mbes cay and polities] poing
or view | : |

| Bee leet: felt that to continue to make arrange.

monte fov training danaddane in the Use Of an ad. BSC.

haata would present lade algriquisies ‘then asking thea.

part ef @ forasl aleoonante |

. that the ; Ghateeay | Shi af ot Bhat | Geant Stee, atteapt
oSoaniktes, after further discussion, agresd ~-

. of forth feortoa,
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Defence Liaison/C.C. Eberts/ge

3 , DOWNERE ADED TQ SECRET TOP SEGRE?
EDU WT A SECRET

PERMANENT JOINT BOARD ON DEE ENCE
CANADIAN SEOTION

November 15, 1950

7 en aw ere TE wae MW Aemre one to < i

sere 49K wor | 5 are

a EMAL OF Cb tee

|Heonaupuy 70. GANADIAN SECTION. 2s Te BeDe bee So 309° jy, |
2 |

\ atone ass
Provision and Contre. of ay F ora 2 sine... |

. You may be interested to have the attached
_ aet of the following papers on this subject:

“Memorandum of November 13 to the Panel on
Eeonomic Aspects of Defence Questions.

Memorandum of November 13. to Mr. Heeney.

Extract from the Minutes of the Panel's
meeting of November 14.

It will be noted from the Minutes that as a basis
for considering what contribution Canada might
make to the construction and manning of new U.5.
installations in Canadas, the Department. of National
Defence is going to endeavour to obtain from the

Pentagon o realistic eatimate of the U.S. Forces!

requirements for installa ations in Canade during
the next few years.

Nor Va - O¢

: TS

Jb dass AE, dAp Aad (Christopher Eberts )
| pret tial ,o4 l,). Seeretary, Canadian Section

he. Ay g
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PANEL ON ECONOMIC ASPEHGTS OF DEFENCE quisiions a

The some YY, Mseing of the Panel on
Ecorcmic Aspects of Defence Questions was held

in the Privy Council Committee Room on Tyesday,

November 14th, 1950 at 2:50 p.m. Ey,
lente “ED oy

PRESENT :

Mr. N.A. Robertson, in the Chair

(Secretary to the Cabinet),
Dr. W.C, Clark. .

(Deputy Minister of Finance),
Mr. A.D.P. Heeney, <n

(Under-Secretary of State for External og
Affairs), ‘

Mr. CM. Drury,

(Deputy Minister of National Defence,

Lieutenant-General Charles Foulkes,

(Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee),
Mr. MW. Mackenz ie,

(Deputy Minister of Trade and Commerce),
Mr. J.B. Coyne,

(Deputy Governor of the Bank of Canada),

Dr. O.M. Solandt,

(Chairman, Defence Research Board).

ALSO PRESENT s

Mr. RA. 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 CONTROL OF NEW U.S. MILITARY INSTALLATIONS
IN CANADA

; x

oe TA

heat lboe EGP

Ll. The Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs

said 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 forecast 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

madc, taking into account the general financial and

economic position.
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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 estimate 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 ask 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. 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

picture.

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 exception that the principle of Canadian

sovereignty should be protected to as great an extent

as possible. This could be accomplished if a situation

was established whereby, at the termination of any lease

or agreement, Canada had an opportunity to exercise her

sovereignty.

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, if 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

were 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 proposal both from the military

and technical points of view.

8. Mr. Robertson said the question involved

basic concepts of our defence planning. If, for

instance, the maintenance in Europe by voluntary 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 Ganada more personnel than we

had in Europe, then a number of fundamental qrestions

were raised about the role of our Forces, enlistment

policy, compulsory military training, the importance

of heme defence, etc.

9. Mr. Drury said that Canada was prepared to
accept certain risks with respect to the continental

defence of North America which the U.S. were not

‘prepared to accept in view of their much groater

economic resources.

9. The Deputy Governor of the Bank of Canada

suggested that if the importance that the Americans

attached to continental defence became apparent it

would be difficult for Canada to take a much different

attitude. The public would question a policy of

defending Canada in Europe 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.

ll. 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 its numerous valuable targets, our air

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 planning, say, twenty

years, which was the duration of the Treaty, with the

right of review after ten years.

13. The Deputy Minister of Finance pointed 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 tho length of any agree-

ment might be related to the nature of the facility

contemlated. If the installation was an elaborate one,

a longer lease should be granted than in the caso of a

relatively temporary installation,
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15. Mr. Robertson suggested that training

facilities for Canadian troops might be secured in the
U.S. 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. Dre, 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
-of North America,
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Defence Liaison/C.C. Eberts/ge

_Rovieinen Fe Ae TOP SECRET
November 13, 

1950 = ..

i ——er' ae wa re ao
Provision and Control of New Oe ee
U.S. Military Installations in Canada.

l. 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.5. proposals for new installations in

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.S. 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 first step, National Defence obtain from the Pentagon

a realistic picture of the scope of U.S. requirements here

during the next few years.

3. I should think that if such information is obtained,
it would be useful to have it considered by a group consisting

of representatives of National Defence, Trade and Commerce,

CCC, Transport, Labour and External.

4, It seems unwise to treat the matter On an ad hoc
a SEDO LET

basis each time a proposal is. received. ‘from. “Washington, as
we mipit then have the U.S. Forces present in various parts
of Canada 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

ee . 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 criticism if 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 Canadian 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.S. installations in Canada is, of course, only part
of the broader 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 their 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 inter-departmental

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."

| tie

Defence Liaison Division.
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© _Novenber 13, 1950

MEMORANBUM SPORE THE PANEL ON ECONOMIC M6PEOTS ow ws

a NY OF DEFENCE QUESTIONS
acer

a Gy
«* Provision and Control of new U.5.
\ Military Instelletions in Canadas

Le During the war, the U.S. Forces were permitted to

construct, at theiy own expense and very largely with U.S.

manpower, @ number of installations in Canada, principally

air, weather and communications stetions .- including

operations, administration and accommodation puildines

of both semi-permanent and temporary types as well as

aquipmens. One result of this policy was that Canada

hag no semblance of effective control over a number of

these installations during the war period. 4 second vesult

was that, tewards the end of the war, the Canadian Government

had to pay the U.S. Government large sume for these instal=

lations in order to avoid any UeS. claim to use or control

of them in peacetime. . .

‘Re Since the war, the Canadian authorities have taken

over all of the exclusively U.& military establishments in

Canada except a USAF weather station at Padloping Island,

NoWeTe, and 3 Coast Guerd-opersted Loran stations in the

Province of Newfoundland. _ In connection with the defence

of this continent and the support of forces’ in Wester

gurope, however, the U.S. Defense authorities are once more

beginning to ask permission to construct installations for

their use at various pointe in Canadas.

3. There were four recent requests from the USAF,

now approved, for permission to carry out construction

projects of significant proportions at Goose Bay (a

125,000-barrel fuel tank, storage buildings costing $250,000,

bi Tals memorandum does not take into account the
U.S. leased bases on the Island of Newfoundland.
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prefabricated personnel accommodation and warshouses costing

$1,000,000 and $110,000 respectively), It 1s understood

that there will be similar requests in connection with

eight further projects to be laid down at Goose prior to

July, 1952. It is expected that, in the near future,

the USAF will propose conetruction of 25.30 new radar

stations at various points in Ganeda, the division of

responsibility for financing and manning to depend in each

gase on the proportion of benefit to be derived by each

country. It appears very probable that, next spring,

the USAF will want to establish an air station (including

accommodation, communications and fuel tankage) at Resolute

Bay, NwW.T., for emergency landings. Present indications

are that the U.S. Army will ask permission to build a pipe-

dine on the Haines-~Fairbanks route next summer,

hb, Further, while Canada-U.S. military plans regarding

new Service installations that will be required on this

continent during the next three or four years have, generally

speaking, not yet reached a stage where they constitute firm

commitments, it is cléar from the current drafts of the plans

that, Jn the next very few years, the Ud. Forces will want

an increasing number of new installations for their use at

various points in Canada,

So It would therefore appear desirable to consider,

before any more U.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-

ations in Canada for the use of the U.S. Forces.

be From,some pointe of view, the ideal policy would

be for Canada to construct, provide, and man as necessary,

all military instelletions required in Canada by the U.S,

Forees. This might, however, be beyond Canada's financial

resources (at least unless the U.S. provided the equipment

as distinct from the buildings), would entail the diversion
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of Ganadian civilian manpower and materials from industry

and the Cansdian military construction programme, and

might well mean, if Canadian defence responsibilities

at home are taken into account, that only very Limited

Canadian military manpower could be made available for

service outside the country. ,

fo Following are the main policies thet would appear
to be open to consideration: |

(a) CGanegian construction atU.S. expense of all

permanent.type structures required by the

U.S. Forces, with U.S. provision of all types of

equipment snd all military manpower required for

these installations. This would aveid the possibility

of Canada having to buy UD» at a later date, buildings

constructed at unreasonable prices, but would give

Canada no cantrol whatever over the installations =

even though it would, presumably, retain title oO

‘the land. |

(b) Canadian construction at Canadian expense of

all permanent-type structures, with the U.S.

contributing all equipment and military manpower ag

in (a). Ownership of the permanent-type structures

would give Canada some Limited measure of control.

Canadian provision of permanent-type structures with

U.S. provision of most of the necessary equipment is

part of the formula on which the Canada-U.S. Aretia

weather stations are operating.

(c) Cansdian construction at Canadian expense of all

permanent-type structures, Canadian provision

with U.S. provision of all or a large proportion of

the equipment required. If Canada were to provide

half the military personnel and the C.0, at each

installation {as in the case of the civilians at the

h 000162
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Joint Arctic weather stations) it would have a far

greater measure of control, even if 1t was unable to

provide a substantial proportion of the alr and water

transportation,

(4) UcS. construction, equipment and manning of. all

installations required by the U.8. Forces on the

understanding that, bsing 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

Bale, or turned over to the Canadian Government without

charge, or remain the property of the U.5. Government

while belng available for use by the Canadian Government.

Washington might well have difficulty in obtaining

authorization to spend large sums in Canada on the

basis of its having to make something approaching 2

gift of the installations to Canada after a period

of years, . |

(e) Cansdien assumption of the cost of constructing

and manning some proportion of the installations

required by the U.5., in exchange for U.S. provision

of earns. training, ete. for the Canadian Forces,

8, Wherever possible, there should probably be a

condition that the U.S. Forces vacate any new installation

by a specific date, say, 1960, unless otherwise agreed by

the Canadian Governmént at that date. Consideration would

doubtless have to be given to whether it would be desirable

and possible for Canada to adopt policy (a), (bp), (ce), (a)

ar (e);

(i) in peacetime only or also in an emergency:

(41) in the case of all installations required by

the U.S. or only those in localities likely to

be of considerable importance in the years to

come to a more developed Canada - e4.¢, Goose Bay,

Churchill, Edmonton, Whitehorse, etc.

coe 5 000163
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In this connection, it should be noted that, as part of the

eattlement of the Newfoundland Eases question, it is proposed

to give the U.5. 5 twenty-year lease of an area at Goose

where the 0.5. Forass would be free to carry out any cone

struction they wish, subject to the consent of the local

senior Canadian officer, and to base any activities in or

,over Canada, subject to the consent of the Cansdian Govern.=

ment. In granting this leage, possibly 4% would be desirable

for the Canadian Government to provide the buildings required

by the U.S. Forges as, in the ong ruin, Goose appears likely

%o have increasing importance to Canada as a link in inter-

national air routes and as a base for the development of the

Eastern Arctic and sub-Arctic regions,

9. It would be difficult to make any realistic pro-

posals as to policy without further information as to the

number and types of installations that will be required by

the U.S. Forces. Possibly 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 matter is of some

urgency, es a number of important Ue. requests for con.

struction in Canada are expected in the near future,

DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL APPFAIRS.
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MEMORANDUM TO MR. EBERTS + Pray: :

‘f/m Provision and Control of New U8) OY... woe
Ae pay Military Installations in Canada ' 0.7000 Dou 2.0

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

paragraphs.

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. Government installations.

T recalleé 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 fair. Under

the operation of the Hyde Park Declaration Canada had

accumulated 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 |36
to drop it. The question can be raised when the peper

is discussed. I have two considerations in mind:
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(a) If there is going to be any general
survey of Canedian resources and their 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 Canada.

(b} Iam a little doubtful as to whether

a general survey of resources, such as you seem

to have in mind, is really practicable; however,

this is a 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. I have run through it rapidly and it strikes

me on first sight as sound and timely. I should be

grateful for your comments.

KF esr peARET (L-
C.S.A.R.
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Lae" OF DEFENCE QUESTIONS

Provision and Control of New U,. hp,
Mii Installations in © da

1. During the war, the U.S. Forces were permitted to

construct, at their own expense and very largely with U.S.

manpower, a number of installations in Canada, principally

air, weather and communications stations -~- including

operations, administration and accommodation buildings

of both semi-permanent and temporary types as well as

equipment. This construction was, moreover, carried out

at what, on the basis of Canadian standards, were unnecessarily

high costs. 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, efter the war, when the Canadian Government paid the

U.S, Government the cost price of these installations (in

order to avold any possible U.S. claim to future use or

control of them), it had to pay a far higher price than

would have been the case if it had itself been able to
7

undertake the construction.

260 Since the war, the Canadian authorities have taken

‘over all but one of the exclusively U.5. military establishments

in Canada ~- a U.S.A.F. weather station at Padloping Island,

NoW.T. 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.

36 | There were four recent requests from the U.S.AF.,

now approved, for permission to carry out construction pro jects

wee 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 warehouses costing $1,000,000

and $110,000 respectively). It is understood that there

will be similar requests in connection with eight further

projects to be laid down at Goose prior to July, 1952.

It is expected that, in the near future, the U.5.A.F. will

propose construction of 25-30 new radar stations at various

points in Canada, the division of responsibility for financing

and manning 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. will want to establish an emergency air station

(including accommodation, communications and fuel tankage)

at Resolute Bay, N.W.T., next spring. Present indications

are that the U.8. Army will ask permission to build a pipeline

on the Halnes-Fairbanks route next summer.

4, Further, while Canada-U.S. military plans regarding

new Service installations that will be required on this

continent during the next three or four years have, ganerally

speaking, not yet reached a stage where they constitute firm

commitments, it is clear from the current drafts of the plans

that, in the next very few years, the U.S. Forces will want

an increasing number of new installations for their use at

various points in Canada.

5e It would therefore appear desirable to consider,

before any more U.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~

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

military installations required in Canada by the U.S. Forces,

This might, however, be beyond Canada's financial resources
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(at least unless the U.S. provided the equipment as distinct

from the buildings), would entail the diversion of Canadien

Givilian manpower and materials from industry and the

Canadian military construction programme, and might well

mean, if Canadian defence responsibilities at home are

taken into account, that only very limited Canadian military

manpower could be made available for service outside the

country.

Ve Following are the main policies that would appear

to be open to consideration:

(a) Canadian construction at U.S. expense of all

permanent—type structures required by the U.5.

Forees, with U.S. provision of all types of equipment

and all military manpower required 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 give Canada no control whatever over

the installations ~ even though it would, presumably,

retain title to the land,

(b>) Ganadian construction at Canadian expense of

all permanent-type structures, with the U.S.

contributing all equipment and military manpower as

in (a). Ownership of the permanent—type structures

would give Canada some limited measure of control.

Canadian provision of permanent-type structures with

U.S. provision of most of the necessary equipment is

part of the formula on which the Canada-U.S. Arctic

weather stations are operating.

(c) Canadien construction at Canadian expense of all

permanent-type structures, Canadian provision of

some proportion of the military manpower, with U.S.

provision of all or a large proportion of the equipment

required. If Canada were to provide half the military

000170

Pe



Document disclosed under the Access to Information Act

Document divulgué en vertu de la Lo/ sur l’accés a l'information

~ho

personnel and the C.0. 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 it was unable to provide a substantial proportion

of the air and water transportation.

(4) U.S. construction, equipment and manning of all

installations 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 specifie 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

available for use by the Canadian Government. Washington

might well have difficulty in obtaining authorization to

spend large sums in Canada on the basis of its having

to make something approaching a gift of the installations

to Canada after a period of years. 7

8. Wherever possible, there should probably be a con-

dition 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), (ce) or (a):

(1) in peacetime Only or also in an emergency;

(11) in the case of all installations required by the

UeS. or only those in localities Likely to be of

considerable importance in the years to come to a

more developed Canada - e€.g. Goose Bay, Churehill,

Edmonton, Whitehorse, etc.

In this connection, it should be noted that, as part of the

settlement of the Newfoundland Bases question, it is proposed

to give the U.S. a twenty-year lease of an area at Goose

coe 5

000171



Document disclosed under the Access fo Information Act

Document divulgué en vertu de la Loi sur ?accés a l'information

~5-

i
where the U.S. Forces would be free to carry out any construction
they wish, subject to the consent of the local senior Canadian

officer, and to base any activities in or over Canada, subject

to the consent of the Canadian Government. In granting this

lease, possibly it would be desirable for the Canadian Govern~

ment to provide the buildings required by the U.S. Forces as,

in the long run, Goose appears likely to have increasing

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 make any realistic proposals

as tO policy without further information as to the number and

types of installations that will be required by the U.S. Forces.

Possibly the Department of National 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 consideration of the
whole matter by a group consisting of representatives of

National Defence, Trade and Commerce, CCC, Transport, Labour

and External Affairs. The matter is of some urgency, as a

number of important U.S. requests for construction in Canada

are expected in the near future,

10. The question of what resources Canada might devote

to U.S. installations in Canada is, of course, only part of

the broader question of the allocation of Canadian resources

to various 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 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 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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emerging, it may be that this WORPEEMIVeM Mla UAB Naa Soe bal 64” taRges 4 /7nformati

to ifiitiate study, on an inter-departmental basis, of the

the defence of the North American, Atlantic, Western Emropean

and other regions, civil defence in Canada, industrial and

agricultural production, research and civilian development

(communications, mining), etc.

DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS.
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