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The JCS Historical Division prepared this chronology in
response to a request by the Plans and Poliay Directorate,
J-5. As specifled in the request, the chronclogy covers the
years 1946 through 1975. For the period 1946-1958, the terms
of reference called for inclusion of the JCS and higher level
US decisions and agreements with Canada leading to the formal
conclusion of the NORAD agreement in 1958, as well as the mile-
stones in the develcpment of US continental defense and the
resolution of interservice disputes on this matter. Coverage
is less extensive in the period after the formal establishment
of NORAD, since the‘requester wished only the following topics
to be treated after 1958: developments, changes, revisions,
and additions to NORAD, but not the NORAD relatlon to CONAD;
renewals of the MNORAD agreement; and posslible NORAD assumption

of an aerospace defense mission.

Note on Classification

Owing to the nature of some of the sources used,
the overall classification of this work is SECRET,
The informatlon presented in many of the individual
items 1s unclassified, however, and with proper care
i1t may be extracted for use wlthout classification.
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INTRODUCTION

Canada and the United States gained valuable experience in
defense collaboration during the yvears of World War II. The
threat to the security of the northeastern United States and
Canada caused the United States on the eve of entry into World
War II to take a number of steps to facilitate Western Hemisphere
defense. Among them were the establishment, 1n agreement with
Canada, of the Permanent Jolnt Board on Defense, Canada-United
States, on 17 August 1940 and the conclusion of the destroyer-
leased bases negotiations with the British in September 1940,
which gave the United States among other things a 99-year lease
on bases in MNewfoundland.

In 1941 the United States put forces in Labrador, a depend-
ency of Newfoundland, which was a British crown colony at the
time. This also involved relations with Canada, since 1n late
1940 Newfoundland had leased land to Canada near Goose Bay in
Labrador for 99 vears. The lease contalned a stipulation that
the base Canada planned to build would be made available for use
by US alrcraft for the duration of World WVar II and for as long
afterward as the governments agreed was necessary. The United
States established base areas in Newfoundland--one near St. John's
{(Fort Pepperrell), another at Argentia (Fort McAndrew), and a third
at Stephenville (Ernest Harmon AFB)., A US Naval Operating Base
was also established at Argentia. In April 1941 a US agreement
with Denmark provided for US defense of the Danish possession,
Gireenland, and gave the United States rights to build bases there.
From these beginnings Canada and the United States continued
their military collaboration throughout World War II.

Lydus H. Buss, (S8) U.S. Air Defense in the Northeast, 1940-
1957, CONAD Historical Reference Paper No. 1 (1957), pp. 1-2.
For an account of Canadian-US military collaboration during World
War IT, see Stanley W. Dziuban, Mllitary Relations Between the
United States and Canada, 1939-1945, US Army in World War II
(1959),

With the end of hostilities in September 1945, the Jolnt Chiefs
of Staff began to conslder the postwar defense needs of the
Vlestern lemisphere, and it was immediately clear in the light of
new weapons and the probable threat from the USSR that the United
Atates should collaborate with Canada in planning defensilve
measures, Acting in response to a JCS request of 19 October 1345
(JCS 1541), the Secretaries of War and the Navy instructed the US
Army and Navy members of the Permanent Joint Board on Defense to
initiate conversations leading to the revision of the Joint
Canadian-US Basic Defense Plan (ABC-22), which had been in effect
during World War II. The revision would provide a continulng basis
for jolnt action of Canadian and US military forces to ensure the
security of Alaska, Canada, Labrador, Newfoundlancd, and the
northern portion of the United States. Danger areas in the
northern half cf the Western Hemisphere, in the JCS view, included
the Arectlc air approaches as well as the Atlantic and Pacific sea
and air approaches to the MNorth American centinent. The US pro-
posal that revision of ABC-22 be undertaken was put forward at the




meeting of the Permanent Joint Board on Defense held in New
York City on 7-8 November 1945,

(Decl) Dec On JCS 1541, 20 Oct 45; (Decl) JCS 1541/1, 20
Mov U45; CCS 092 (9-10~45) sec 1.




16-17 Jan 46

28 Feb 46

21 Mar U6

1946

At the Permanent Joint PBoard on Defense,
Canada-US (PJBD) meeting on 1l€-17 Jan 46 it
was stated that the Canadian Government had
approved the US proposal to revise the Jeint
Canadlan-iJS Basic Defense Plan (ABC-22) and
had designated a2 commlittee to work with one
to be set up by the Unlted States.

(TS) JCS 1541/2, 1 Mar 46, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
see 2.

The Secretaries of War and the Navy informed
the JCS that they had approved in principle

the recommendations of the PJBD for oroceed-
ing with the revision of ABC-22. They desired
to establish a US committee for this purpose
comprised of the US Service members of the

PIBD (in a capacity distinct from their member-
ship on the PJBD), representatives of the JCS,
and a llaison representative of the Secretary
of State. The US committee was to be headed by
the senior Service member, and the Secretaries
requested that the JCS detail representatives
to the committee, When subsequently appointed,
the US committee and the corresponding Canadian
committee became the US and Canadian Sections
of the Canada-US Military Cooperation Com-
mittee (MCC). Besides fosterlng this development,
the PJBD had drafted a statement of principles
that should be incorporated in the revised Canada-
US basic security plan. Among other things, 1t
contemplated that in time of emergency a United
Canada-United States Chiefs of Staff (CANUSA)
organization would be set up, charged with the
implementation and strategic directlion of the
plan.

(TS) JCS 1541/2, 1 Mar 46, CCS 091 (9-10-45)

sec 2.

The US Army Air Forces (AAF) established the Air
Defense Command at Mitchel Fileld with a mission

of defending the continental United States against
air attack. This command, headed by Lieutenant
General George E. Stratemeyer, was allocated 4
fighter squadrons, a2 few radars, and 6 numbered air
forces, only 2 of which were actlve. The Alr
Defense Command was one of three new commands that
the AAF created at this time, the others being the
Strategic Air Command and the Tactical Alr Command.

(S) Fifteen Years of Alr Defense, NORAD Historical
Reference Paper No. 2 (1G60), p. 2.




30 Mar 46

6 May U6

2 Jul 46

1946

The JCS informed the Service members of the
PJBD and the Secretaries of War and the Navy
that they had directed the Joint Staff Plan-
ners to arrange for JCS representation on the
Canada-US MCC, It was thelr view, however,
that the responsibility for revising ABC-22
should rest primarily with the military members
of the PJBD, with the added JCS representation
being "on a flexible basis." At the same tinme,
all agencles of the 0JCS would be available to
provide technical advice on request. With refer-
ence to the PIBD recommendation that a United
Canadian-United States Chiefs of Staff (CANUSA)
organlization be established, the JCS sounded a
cautionary note, Its desirabllity should be
carefully weighed, they wrote, intimating that
a US-Canadlan tie of this nature mlight set a
pattern requiring the JCS to meet bllaterally
or multilaterally with the chiefs of staff com~
mittees of other allies.

(Decl) Memo, JCS to Service Members, PJBD, 30 Mar
46; (Decl) Dec On JCS 1541/5, 1 Apr 46; CCS 092
(9-10-45) seec 3.

President Harry S. Truman approved the 34th Recom-
mendation of the PJBD, which revised the lst
Recommendation, providing for a free and compre-
hensive exchange of military informatlion affecting
the security of the two countries, subject to
national policies and such restrictions as might
be specified by the two governments. He also
approved the 35th PJBD Recommendation providing
that Canada and the United States would cooperate
closely in all matters relating to the security

of the northern part of the Western Hemisphere.

(Uy JCS 1774, 7 May 47, CCS 092 (9-10-45) sec 6.
Dept of State, Forelgn Relations of the Unilted
States, 1946, Vol."V, p. 56, n. 5.

The Canada-US MCC held its first meeting in
Washington during the period 20-23 May U6. There
it was agreed that the Canadlan and US Sectilons
would continue their work toward completlon of a
full outline basic security plan and the prepara-
tion of detailed annexes on the most pressing
security requirements of the two countries,
inecluding establishment of the necessary elements
of an integrated air defense system and completion
of mapping and photographic programs. Following
the meeting, the Senior US Army and Navy Memters
submitted to the JCS a report of the proceedings
(JCS 1541/6) with two documents representing the
MCC's Initial effort--an Appreciation of Require-
ments for Canadian-US Security and an Outline of
Joint Canadian-US Basic Security Plan.



2 Jul 46
(Cont.)

13 Aug 46

12 Dec U6
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On 2 Jul 46 the JCS agreed with the main
elements of the analysls in the Appreciation
and approved the Outline Plan as a sultable
initial step toward preparation of a complete
plan. The JCS sald that they would take into
account the need for release of classified
information to Canada as part of their more
general consideration of disclosure policy for
foreign countries.

{TS) JCS 1581/6, 1 Jun 46; (Decl) Dec On

JCS 1541/7, 2 Jul b6; CCS 092 (9-10-45) sec 4.
Dzluban, Military Relations Between the United
States and Canada, p. 336.

The Senior US Army and Navy Members, MCC, sub-
mitted a completed Canada-US Joint Basic

Security Plan (JCS 1541/8) to the JCS for appro-
val on 3 Jul U46. They reported that the Canadian
Chlefs of Staff had concurred in the plan and in
the Appreciation of the Requlirements for Canadian-
US Basic Security (see item of 2 Jul 46).

On 13 Aug 46 the JCS approved the plan and advised
the Senior US Army and Navy Members, MCC, of their
action, stating that they had directed the Joint
Intelligence Committee to prepare a tentative out-
line plan for Canadian-US intelllgence collabo-
ration. The JCS noted that preparatory measures
were to be effected by speciflc agreements that
would be embodied in the annexes to the basic plan.

{Decl) JCS 1541/8, 10 Jul 4€; (Decl) Dec On

JCS 1541/9, 13 Aug 46; (Decl) Memo, JCS to Senior
US Army and Navy Members, MCC, 13 Aug L4f; CCS 092
(9-10-45) seec 5.

After preparation and approval of this first Canada-
US Basic Security Plan, the MCC reviewed the Plan
annually, revising it when appropriate. The Plan
continues in effect to the present day. The perlodic
revisions and the JCS and Canadlan Chiefs of Staff
approval of them are not included in this chronology.

The JCS submitted to the President an overall plan
for the unified command of US forces outside the
continental United States. The plan described com-
mands that might be activated 1n strateglc areas of
the world, including an Alaskan Command and a North-
east Command. The latter would encompass the US
foreces in Newfoundland, Labrador, and Greenland; the
missions of both the Alaskan and Northeast Commands
would include the protection of the United States
from air attack through their areas.




12 Dec U6
(Cont.)

1946

The President aporoved this first unified command
plan (UCP) on 14 December 1946,

(Decl) JGS 1259/27, 11 Dec 46, CCS 381 (1-24-U2)
sec U,




1 Jan A7

12 Feb 47

1947

The JCS established the Alaskan Command (ALCCM)
under the UCP and designated an air officer,

Major General Howard A. Cralg, as Commander 1n
Chief, Alaska (CINCAL). CINCAL's mission was to
(1) maintain the security of Alaska, inecluding

the protection of sea and air communications,

and protect the US from attack through that area
and the Arctic regions within his command; (2)
support the Far East, Pacific, and SAC commanders
in their missions; (3) control the airways through
the Arctic, except as that responsibillity was
otherwise assigned; (!) make plans for accomplish-
ing those missions in case of a general emergency.

CINCAL subsequently delegated the tasks of plan-
ning and executing the air defense mission to

the Alaskan Alr Command, which the AAF had estab-
lished in Dec 45, Army and Navy component commands
of ALCOM were formally established on 15 Nov 47,

as the US Army Alaska (USARAL) and the Alaskan Sea
Frontier. The Commander, Alaskan Air Command, was
authorized to exerclse operational control over

the antiaircraft forces of USARAL during maneuvers
and in an emergency.

(Decl) Msg WARX 87793, JCS to CINC AFPAC et al.,
16 Dec 46, CCS 381 (1-24-42) sec 4. (S) Seventeen
Years of Alr Defense, NORAD Historical Reference
Paper No. 9 {1963), p. 1. Thomas A. Sturm, (S)
Alr Defense of Alaska, 1940-1957, CONAD Historical
Reference Paper No. e (1957), pp. 6-T.

The PJBD in its 36th Recommendation of 20 Nov U6

set forth the following measures for close
coordination of the armed forces of Canada and the
United States: (1) interchange of military person-
nel as mutually agreed; (2) adoption as far as
practicable of common designs and standards in arms,
equipment, organization, and methods of training,
with new developments to be encouraged; (3) cooper-
ation and exchange of observers in connection with
exercises and the development and tests .of material
of common interest; (4) reciprocal provision of
military, naval, and air facillities by mutual arrang
ment with each country providing for transilt through
its territory and territorial waters of military
aircraft and public vessels of the other; (5) unless
otherwise agreed, each country to be primarily
responsible for mapping its own territory and pro-
viding maps; and (6) a statement of principles
governing various administrative asnects of mutually
agreed military activities, designed to rule out any
permanent impairment of the sovereignty of either
nation.

The Canadian Government approved the 36th Recommenda-
tion on 16 Jan 47, and President Truman approved 1t



12 Feb 47
(Cont.)

21 May 47

1947

on 4 Feb U47. On 12 Feb 47, Canada and the United
States publicly announced the collaborative
measures agreed to as a result of the 36th PJBD
Recommendation.

(Decl) JCS 1774, 7 May 47, CCS 092 (9-10-U5) sec 6.
Dept of State, Forelgn Relations of the United
States, 1946, Vol. V, pp. 66-067; 1987, Vol III,

pp. IUﬁ-IﬁE. Dept of State Bulletin, 23 Feb 47,
p. 361.

Following JCS acceptance of the Joint Canada-US
Basic Security Plan (see item of 13 Aug U6), the
MCC monitored the preparation of a series of
appendices to the basic plan through a number of
parallel national subcommittees of technical
experts. This work served not only to integrate
and coordinate the vliews of Interested agencies
but also to establish informal working relation-
ships on a breocad basis between the Canadian and US
Services.

At a meeting in Washington on 1-2 Apr 47, the MCC
approved the first three of these appendices for
submission to the Chilefs of Staff of Canada and
the US: Appendlix A, Alr Interceptor and Alr Warn-
ing; Appendix B, Meteorological Services; and
Appendix C, Mapping, Charting and Air Photography.
Other appendices were under study.

T—Dec'-gr_JCS 1541/10, 6 May 47, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
secC .

At the recommendation of the Senior US Army and
Navy Members of the MCC, the JCS noted on 21 May
47 that acceptance of the Joint Canada-US Basic
Securlty Plan and 1ts appendices did not commit
elther country to any action but only provided an
agreed war plan for the security of the North
American continent,

(Decl) Dec On JCS 1541/10, 21 May 47, same file.

MCC preparation and approval of the remaining
appendices proceeded over the next year, and the
Chiefs of Staff of both countries approved each
appendix as it was produced. For the appendlces
as well as JCS and Canadian Chiefs of Staff
action on them, see the following:

Appendix A, Alr Interceptor and Air Warning
JCS 1541/11, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 6.

Appendix B, Meteorolegical Services,
JCS 1541/12, same file, sec 6.




21 May 47
(Cont.)

29 Aug 47

R
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1947

Appendix C, Mapping, Charting and Air Photo-
graphy, JCS 1541/13, same file,
sec 6.

Appendix D, Air Navigation Alds, JCS 1541/18,
same file, sec 7.

Appendix E, Strategic Information, JCS 1541/14,
same flle, sec 7.
Appendix F, Strategic Air Reconnaissance,
JCS 1541/14, same file, sec 7.
Appendlx G, Antlailrcraft Ground Defense,
JCS 1541/15, same file, sec 7.
Appendix H, Protection of Sea Lines of Communi-

cation, JCS 1541/24, same file,
sec 8.

Appendix I, Mobile Striking Forces, JCS 1541/19,
same file, sec 7.

Appendix J, Signal Communications, JCS 1541/28,
same file, sec 10.

(For further action, see item of 3 Jun 48.)

The MCC, at a meeting on 21-25 Jul 47, approved
a statement of principles (JCS .1541/17) for use
as pollcy guldance for the MCC planning committee
and subcommittees charged with preparing peace-
time measures to permit Implementation of the
Canadian-US Basic Securlty Plan in the event

of war or emergency conditions. The MCC
believed that preparatory measures should
reduce to an acceptable maximum the time

needed to provide the facllities and equipment
and to deploy and support the forces required
to defend Canada and the US. The MCC considered
an acceptable maximum to be 12 months after
1951, with the entire Joint Basic Security Plan
being capable of executlon with one month's
notice by 1 Jul 57. Implementatlon measures
through 1949 should be concerned primarily

with fundamentals of each country's defense
complex, such as continuation of mapping and
meteorclogical programs, development of
detailed planning to allow rapid mobllization
of forces, and furtherance of standardization
in arms, equipment, and operating procedures.
In succeeding years, 1t might be necessary

to provide for certain installations or to
initiate construction projects. On 5 Aug 47,
the Senior US Army and Navy Members of the

MCC asked the JCS to note the MCC statement

of principles.



29 Aug u7
(Cont.)

17 Sep 47

4 Nov 47

28 Nov 47

1947

On 29 Aug 47, the JCS noted the statement
of principles. Subsequently, the Canadian
Chiefs of Staff Committee, at meetings on
9 and 25 Sep 47, noted the statement and
approved 1t with a minor revision.

(Decl) JCS 1541/17, 12 Aug 47; (Decl) Dec On
1541/17, 29 Aug U7; N/H of 'JCS 1541/17,
13 May 48: CCS 091 (9-10-45) sec 7.

Pursuant to the National Security Act of
1947, James V. Forrestal was sworn in as

the first Secretary of Defense (SecDef).

On the following day the new. National
Military Establishment (later the Department
of Defense) began operatlons. It consisted
of the Departments of the Army, Navy, and
Air Force and included the US Alr Force as

a separate Service, to which the former

AAF commands and personnel had been transferred.

PL 253, 80th Cong, lst Sess, approved 26 Jul U47.

At the recommendation of the Senior US Army
and Navy Members of MCC, the JCS approved
the MCC outline program for implementatlon
measures for the Canada-US Basic Security
Plan for the period 1 Apr 48 to 30 Jun 49.
The Canadlian Chilefs of Staff Committee had
approved the outline program on 14 Oct U47.

{TS) Dec On JCS 1541/20, 4 Nov 47; (TS}
N/H of JCS 1541/20, 13 May 48; CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 8.

Subsequently, the US Section of MCC submitted
to the JCS for approval implementing measures
for the various appendices to the Canada-US
Basic Security Plan. These measures and the
JCS action on them are all in the JCS 1541
series, contained 1n CCS 092 (G-10-45) sectlons
9-12.

The SecDef informed the JCS that he and
the Secretary of State had agreed that a
uniform and clearly deflned policy and
procedure (JCS 1541/23) should apply to
publicity for plans and operations Jolntly
conducted by Canada and the Unlted States

10



1947
28 Nov 47 or conducted by either country in the
{(Cont.) territory of the other. It would be the

policy of the two governments to issue simple
factual announcements at an early stage

about those projects that could be classified
"unrestricted" from the point of view of
military security and of the international
political situation. Publitc announcements
would require the approval of hoth governments,
and primary responsibility for public
announcement would rest with the country

whose territory was used. The State Department
and the Service members of the US Section, PJBD,
would consider each case as 1t arose.

{(Decl) JCS 1541/23, 9 Dec 47, CCS 092 (9-10-45)

sec 8.




3 Mar 48

21 Apr 48

1948

The JCS noted the conclusion of the US Section,
MCC, that the US Alr Force should assist the
Canadians with aeronautical charting in the
Canadian Arctic and that the US Navy should assist
with hydrographic charting of Newfoundland and
Labrador in order to permit implementation in 1G52
of the Air Photography, Hydrographic Survey, Map-
ping and Charting Appendix to the Canada-US Basic
Security Plan.

(Decl) Dec On JCS 1541/26, 3 Mar US, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 9,

On 9 Mar 48, the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee
concurred in the MCC recommendation for US partici-
pation in air photegraphy and charting in certaln
areas of Canadlan responsibillity and forwarded the
MCC recommendation to the Canadlan Cabinet Defence
Committee for decision. On 15 Apr 48, the Cabinet
Defence Committee approved the recommendation with
the understanding that all information resulting
from the US Air Force and Navy operations would be
made available to Canada.

{Decl) N/H of JCS 1541/26, 13 May U48, same file.

Following consultations with the JCS in Florida and
Washington during Mar 48, the SecDef issued a state-
ment of "Functions of the Armed Forces and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff," known as the Key West Agreement.
Primary functions of the US Air Force included:

To be responsible for defense of the
United States agalnst alr attack in accord-
ance with the policlies and procedures of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

To formulate jolnt doctrines and procedures,
in coordination with the other Services, for
the defense of the Unlited States against air
attack, and to provide the Alr Force units,
facilities, and equipment required therefor.

The Army had among its primary functions "to organize
train, and equip Army antialrcraft artillery units”®
and "to provide Army forces as required for the
defense of the Unlted States against air attack, in
accordance with Jolnt doctrines and procedures
approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff." The parallel
provision in the llsting of primary functions of the
Navy read:

To provide naval (including naval air)
forces as required for the defense of the
United States against air attack, 1n accord-
ance with Joint doctrines and procedures
approved by the Joint Chiefs of Starf.



21 Apr 48
(Cont.)

26 Apr U8

30 Aor 48

1948

UV JC8 1078/23, 26 Apr 48, CCS 370 (8-19-45) sec -,
(Deel) JCS Hist NDiv, Chronology of Changes in Kev
West Apreements, April 18848-January 1358, pp. 1, L-6.

At the Newport conference, 20-22 Aug 48, the Sec

Def approved a JCS recommendation that he 1issue

a supplement to the Key West Agreement. The supple-
ment made two points: (1) exclusive Service respon-
sibility in a given fleld did not preclude particl.-
pation by another Service; -(2) the Service with the
primary function had the responsibility to determine
the requirements but in doing so must take into
account the contributlions that might be made by the
forces of another Service.

{UY JCS 1578/26, 21 Aug U8, CCS 370 (8-19-45) sec 10.
(Decl) Chronology of Changes Iin Key Vest Agreements,

p. 10.

The JCS established the Contlnental US Defense Plan-
nineg Group. They Ilnstructed the Dlrector of the
Group to ensure that plans, estlimates, and studies
necessary to permit the JCS to carry out their joint.
responsibilities for continental defense were pre-
pared. They stated that the Group should be guided
by such special international arrangements as might
be made between the US and other countries important
to the defense of the United States.

{(Decl) Dec On JCS 1259/62, 7 Apr 48, cCS 381 US
(5-23-46) sec 6. (Decl) JCS 1259/68, 26 Apr 48,
same flle, see 7.

The US Section, MCC, recommended (JCS 1541/29) on :&
Mar 48 that the JCS note the following MCC conclusicn
regarding implementation measures for the Canada-US
Basic Security Plan for the period 1 Apr 49 to 30 Jun
50: (1) a vigorous program of research and develop-
ment had a high priority; (2) no obstacle appeared to
be in the way of the time schedule set forth in the
MCC memorandum contained in JCS 1541/17 (see item of
29 Aug 47) for the appendices on meteorological ser-
vices, air navigation alds, strategic information,
strateglce air reconnalssance, antlalreraft ground
defense, and mobile striking forces; (3) serious diff!
cultiles were anticipated in achleving timely defini-
tion of 1mplementing measures for the appendices on
air interceptor and air warning; alr photography,
hydrographic survey, mapping and charting; protection
of sea lines of communication; and signal communi-
cations. The MCC considered 1t essential that the MC
undertake: an early review of the basiec plan with
revision lcooking toward the attainment of an adequate
defense establishment properly balanced between offen
sive and defensive requirerments with a phased program
to provide the most effective defense at any stage of




30 Apr 48
(Cont.)

25 May 48

3 Jun 48

20 Oct 48

1948
its development; and a determination of the roles
to be played by each nation.
On 30 Apr 48, the JCS noted the MCC conclusions.

(TS) JCS 1541/29, 24 Mar 48; (TS) Dec On
JCS 1541/29, 30 Apr 48; cCs 092 (9-10-45) sec 10.

The CSA recommended that the JCS establish the North
east Command as provided 1n the UCP (see item of

12 Dee U46). He also recommended that the JCS
designate the CSAF as their executive agent, that ths
Canadlan Government be informed through the PJBD, ane
that the Government of Newfoundland be notifiled.
Further, CSA proposed that CSAF then issue a press
release in accordance with the SecDef directive (see
item of 28 Nov 47) on publicity regarding US oper-
atiens in or over Canadlan territory. The CSA recom
mendations had the informal concurrence of the State
Department.

{(Decl) JCS 1259/74, 25 May 48, CCS 381 (1-24-42)
sec 10.

The JCS were unable to reach agreement on establish-
ment of the Northeast Command until Apr 49. For
further action see items of 30 Nov 48, 22 Dec 148,

3 Mar 49, and 11 Apr 4i9.

The JCS informed the US Section, MCC, of their
review of the appendices of the Canada-US Basic
Securlty Plan. The JCS viewed these appendlces as
excellent progress in combined planning and con-
sidered the associated force requirements not to be
excessive. With respect to specific appendices, they
made the feollowing comments: passages in the Air
Interceptor and Air Warning Appendix indicating the
necessity for a particular command structure should
be deleted pending formulation of a command appendix;
both the Air Interceptor and Alr Warning Appendlx and
the Antlaircraft Ground Defense Avpendlx should be
reconsidered in the light of up-to-date capabilities
studies. The JCS found nothing in the remaining
appendices that was inconsistent with current US rplan
ning and stated that subsequent revislons of the
Basicec Plan should phase force requlirements over the
period of time up to 1955-1957.

{(Decl) SM-10249 to US Sec MCC, 3 Jun 48, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 11. (Deel) JCS 1541/27, 19 May i8,
same file, sec 9.

During the spring of 1948, Congress considered but
adjourned without acting on an Alr Force proposal
for establishing an aircraft warning and control

14
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20 Oct 48 network using available radars or ones ready for

(Cont.) immediate procurement. The proposal was subse-
quently referred to as the "radar fence program."
On 1 Jul 48, the SecDef requested the JCS to con-
sider the program and submit recommendations
before Congress reconvened in January 1949.

(8) JC3 1899, 3 Jul 48, CCS 413,44 (7-1-48) sec 1.

On 20 Oct 48, the JCS informed SecDef that a
modified radar fence program had been designed to
provide air defense coverage in two 1increments.

The first, or interim increment, proceeding within
authorized troop strengths and using equipment on
hand or under procurement, would provide an
extremely limited air defense .for CONUS and Alaska.
The second increment, phased for initiation in

FY 1950, would give additional protection for vital
areas covered only sketchily by the first incre-
ment. The latter increment would require equipment
not currently on hand or programmed and would
include ! Navy radar picket ships. Further expansicn
and improvement of the program would awalt exper-
lence mained throuch operational tests of the
defenses in being. The JCS Informed SecDef that
there was an urgent need for realistic development,
englneering, and operational testing of the radar
fence program. They recommended that SecDef:
establish the modified program (later called the
Interim Program) as a matter of priority; support
early Congressional authorization for the overall
program and budget requests for immediate implemen-
tation of the first two ilnecrements and for succes-
sive increments as they became practicable; and
seek authority from Congress for the Seceretary of
the Alr Force to acquire lands and implement con-
struction for the program. (For further actilon,
see 1tem of 30 Mar 49.)

{(Decl) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 20 Oct 48 (JCS 1899/2),
CCS 413.44 (7-1-48) sec 1.

30 Nov U8 The CNO informed the JCS of his opposition to
establishment of the Northeast Command as a unified
command. He would agres to a USAF command in
Newfoundland, Labrador, and Greenland with oper-
ational control exercised by the JCS through the CTSAF
in the same manner as the JCS exercised control over
the Commander, US Naval Forces, Western Paclfle. The
purpose of the command would be to protect CONUS, in
collaboration with the USAF Air Defense Ccmmand,
against alr attack through the northeast air
approaches and to command the USAF bases and forces
in Newfoundland, Labrador, and Greenland. (For

further action, see 1tem of 22 Dec 48.)

{C-GP 1) JCS 1259/106, 30 Nov 48, ocs 381 (1-28-42)
sec 14, '




1 Dec U8

1948

The US Alr Force established the Contilnental Air
Command, placing the Alr Defense and Tactical Alr
Commands under 1it. Thils action was designed tc
enable the US Alr Force to order the full welght
of the combined units into elther defensive or
tactical operations as might be required in the
event of enemy attack on the United States and to
permit rapild cooperation with the Army and Navy in
a future emergency. Lileutenant General George E.
Stratemeyer, USAF, then commander of the Alr Defense
Command, took command of the new Continental Alr
Command, with headouarters at Mitchel Alr Force
Base 1n New York.

At the same time, Canada, which had previously had

no separate crganization for ailr defense, establishea
the Air Defence Group as a separate corganization
within the Headquarters, RCAF, at Oftawa. The Alr
Defence Group moved to RCAF Station St. Hubert the
following year.

S) Fifteen Years of Air Defense, pp. 4, 6. NY
Times, 19 Nov 4&, p. 1. (S) Seventeen Years of
Alr Defense, pp. 1-2.

The CSAF recommended to the JCS the establishment cf
the Northeast Command as proposed by the CSA (see
item of 25 May 48). Arguing against the CNO objec-
tions (see item of 30 Nov 48) to such a unifiled ccm-
mand, the CSAF stated that increasing enemy capablli-
tles during the next ten to fifteen years would undoutt
edly requlire an expansion and development of bases

in the northeast area and that a single-Service ccr-
mand, such as CNO had proposed, could not adequately
meet the requirement. (For further action, see item
3 Mar 49.)

{Dec1l) JCS 12597113, 22 Dec 4B, CCS 381 (1-24-42)
sec 1B,




1 Mar 4¢g

3 Mar 49

10 Mar 4o

1a49

The USAF Continental Air Comnmand established an
Fastern and a Western 4Air Deafense Group and
assigned responsibility fcr CONUE air defense te
them instead of to the numbered alr forces,

The USAF Continental Air Command on 1 Sep 49 re-
designated the Eastern and Vestern Alr Defense
Groups as FEastern and Western Alr Defense Forces.

The USAF Alr Defense Command was reduced to record
status and eventually abollished on 1 Jul §0.

(S) Fifteen Years of Alr Defense, p. 7.

On 5 Jan 49 the JCS concluded that they could net
agree on the establishment of the Northeast Command;
they referred the matter to the Operations Deputies
for preparation of a memo setting forth the diver-
gent Service views for decision by SecDef., After
further consuitations, however, the JCS agreed on

3 Mar 42 that it was thelr intention to set up a
unifiled command covering the northeast approaches.
They asked CSAF to draft a directive establishing
the Northeast Command, so drawn as not to interfere
with the duties of CINCLANT. (For further action,
see item of 11 Apr 49.)

(Decl) Memo for Record, Secy JCS, & Jan 49, CCS 381
(1-24-42) sec 15. (Decl) SM-367-LUS to CSAF, 3 Mar
49, Enel to JCS 1259/132, 8 Mar 49, same file, sec 1f

The US Section, MCC, recommended (JCS 1581/55) tc
the JCS on 10 Jan 49 a reorganization of the US
Secticn in order to meet a Canadlian desire for more
direct integration of Canadlan-US basic security
planning with overall strategic planning. The reor-
ganlzation provosal provided that: the US Section,
MCC, should be part of the structure of the Joint
Strategic Plans Committee (JSPC) and not of the US
Section, PJBD; close lialson should be maintained
between the US Sections of the MCC and the PJBD;

and membership of the US Sectlon, MCC, should be
reconstituted tc consist of the Service members of
the JAPM or thelr representatives designated cn 2
relatively permanent basis, plus a representative cf
the State Department 1in a lialson capacity.

On 10 Jan 49 the US Steering and Coordinating Member
MCC, informed the Director, Joint Staff, that the
MCC had before it a number of uregent tasks, incliudin:
complete revision of the Canada-US Baslec Security
Plan. He noted that the Canadlan Section of the PFCC
had been completely reorganized and requested that
the parallel reorganization of the US cection be con.
sidered as a matter of priority.




10 lMar 49
{Cont.)

30 Mar 49

11 Aor %

1949

Cn 1) Mar 46, the JCS zpproved the reorganization

of the US Section, MCC, and informed the SecDef of
their action the followlng day. The SecDef apprcved
the reorganization on 15 Mar 49,

{TS) JC3S 1541/55, 13 Jan 49; (Decl) N/H of JCS 1541/5%,
16 Mar 49; (Decl) MCCM-52 to D/JS, 10 Jan 49; CCS 092
(9-10-Lt5) sec 14. (Decl) JCS 1541/59, 25 Feb UG, same
file, sec 15, ‘ ‘

President Truman signed a bill authorizing an Interim
Program for Alrcraft Control znd Warning Systems in
the Unlted States and Alaska. However, funds for the
construction of the radar stations and control
centers involved 1in the system were not provided.

"Report of the Chief of Staff, USAF, to the Secretary
of the Air Force, Flscal Year 194G," in Second Report
of the Secretary of Defense, p. 270.

Tne JCS approved changes to the paragraph of the UCP
(see item of 12 Dec U46) that defined the MNortheast
Command. The revised paragraph assigned the Commander
in Chief, Northeast (CINCNE) the mission of maintain-
Ing the security of his command, "including protecticn
of sea and air communlcations except as otherwlse
assligned, and defend the United States from attack
through the Arctic regions within his command.”" The
ICS specifled that CINCNE should support the European,
Atlantic, and Strateglc Alr Commanders 1in their
missions and that establlshment of the Northeast Com-
mand would not affect the exlsting responsibilitiles

nf CINCLANT. CINCLANT would contlnue to exercise
unified command over the forces currently asslgned

and would retain administrative and cperational control
over the naval facilities and base at Argentia. The
JCS designated CSAF as their executive agent for the
Mortheast Command.

{(Decl) Dec On JCS 1259/13€, 11 Apr 49, CCS 381
(1-24.-42) sec 16.

Mn 13 Apr L9 the JCS advised the SecDef that the
“ortheast Command should be established, comprising
~-he forces assigned to US bases in Newfoundland-
_abradcr and Greenland. SubjJect to nls concurrence,
they recommended that SecDef inform SecState and
arrange for the US Section, PJBD, to notify the
Canadian Government. SecDef took these actions on 20
Apr 49, noting that after the effective date of the
North Atlantic Pact and receipt of advice that thre
“anadian Government had been Informed, he intended to
155U a press release cleared with the Dept of State.
{For further action, see item of 22 Sep 49.)

(Decl) “Meme, JCS to SecDef, 13 Apr 49 (JCS 1259/136);
(C) JCS 1259/147, 21 Apr 49; same file, sec 17.




i4 Apr Ug

1949

The JCS amended the directive to the Director cf

the Continental US Defense Planning Group (see

item of 26 Apr 48), The JCS charged the Director

of the Group with the preparation of a Basic Defense
Plan to coordinate the efforts of the armed forces

in carrying out the functions assigned by the Key
West Apreement that pertained to the defense of the
contlnental United States. In addition, the Director
was to prepare such other plans or studles as he con-
sidered necessary. He would exerclse no command
functlons, but would serve as an agency subordinate
to the JCS to search out polnts of confllct, over-
lapping functions, and gaps 1n responsibility in the
plans and activities of those commands and Services
having responsibllities for continental defense. He
would also make recommendations to the commands or
Services concerned and provide for the necessary
corrective actlion in the Baslc Defense Plan. To
accomplish this mission, the JCS authorized the
Director, Continental US Defense Planning Group, to
obtain and review the plans of responsible commanders
and Services.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1259/13ﬂ, 14 Apr M9, cce 381 US
(5-23-46) sec 10.

The MCC on 25 Mar 49 submitted to the JCS and the
Canadlan Chlefs of Staff Committee the Canada-US
Emergency Defense Plan (JCS 1995}, The Plan provided
ror the mutual defense of Canada and the US against
a common enemy, using the forces currently available,
The Plan assumed that the USSR was capable of reach-
ing any important industrilal concentration in Canadz
and the US in one-way attacks, using B-29 type air-
craft, and or launching two-way attacks from north-
east Siberia against Alaska and northwestern Canada,
reaching in the extreme case the general 1ine Puget
Sound~Edmonton.

[TSY JCS 1995, 30 Mar 49, CCS 692 (9-10-L5) sec 16.

On 21 Apr 49 the JCS approved the Canada-US Emergency
Defense Plan, and the Canadian Chiefs of Smff Com-
mittee gave it general anproval with minor changes cn
26 Apr 49,

{TST Dec On JCS 1995, 21 Avr 493 (7TS) MN/H of JCS 1937,
21 Jun %9; same file.

The MCC reviewed and revised the Canada-~U3 Emergency
Defense Plan annually thereafter and, in 1951, 1t was
included as part of the Canada-US Baslc Security Plan.
Purther revisions in the Emergency Tefense Plan and
Canadlan and US action on them are not included in
this chronology.




22 Sep uU9

22 Nov L9

1949

In late April 1949, the US Section, PJBD, informally
advised its Canadian counterpart of the JCS "plan

and desire" to establish the Northeast Command as a
unified command 1n Newfoundland and Labrador. ©Cn

3 Jun 49, the US Section, PJBD, was informed that

the Canadian Chiefs of Staff had considered the matte:
but were withholding final decision, apparently owing
to the approaching Canadlan natlional elections. 9n
11 Jul 49, the US Section, PJIBD, asked SecDef for
additional information that might be provided
informally to the Canadlan Section, PJBD, to assist
the Canadian deliberations. The SecDef forwarded thi:s
request to the JCS.

(C) Memo, Actg Chm, US Sec PJBD to SecDef, 11 Jul 49;
Memo, ExecSecy 0SD to JCS, 13 Jul 49; Enels to
JCS 1259/157, 14 Jul 49; CCS 381 (1-24-42) sec 18.

On 22 Sep 49, the JCS approved the following informa-
tion concerning the Northeast Command to be forwarded
informally to the Canadians: the command was intendec
primarily to provide a more direct c¢perational control
by the JCS over all 1UUS forces stationed in Newfoundlar
Labrador and Greenland and to facllitate development
of Jolnt and Canadian-US plans and surveys for use in
emergenclies; the missions of the command conformed to
the approved Canada-US Emergency Defense Plan

(JCS 1995); and CINCNE would be guided by such special
international arrangements as might be made between
the US and Canada in planning and conducting pertinent
operations. The JCS outlined the broad functions
stemming from CINCNE's missions, including provisiocn
that he would coordinate operations with appropriate
Canadian officials and refer any problem affecting
the national policiles of either country to proper
governmental authorities. The JCS provided this
information to the US Section, PJBD.

(Decl) Dec On JCS 1259/168, 22 Sep 49, CCS 381
(1-24-42) sec 18. (Decl) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 23
Sep 49; (Decl) SM-1920-49 to Actg Chm, US Sec PJRD,
23 Sep U9; same fille, sec 19.

President Truman announced on 23 Sep 49 that there
was evidence of a recent atomic explosion in the USSRH.
On 16 Nov 49 the CSAF recommended that the JCS direct
the Joint Strategic Survey Committee (JSSC) to evalu-
ate the strategic significance of ailr defense of
CONUS and Alaska in the light of this event. 1In
addition, the JSSC should collaborate with the Researc
and Development Board to determine, as a matter of
highest priority, the best means to improve the tech-
nological capabilities of US alr defense. The CSAF
also recommended that the Joint Strategiec Plans Com-
mittee, with the Alr Staff, study how best tc use all
available resources to improve US a2ir defense 1in the




22 Nov 49
(Cont.)

2 Dec 49

1949

short term and determine the minimum acceptable air
defense system for CONUS and Alaska under existing
technological limitations.

Public Papers of the Presidents, Harry S. Truman
1505, p. 085. (Decl) JCS 2084, 16 Nov 49, CCS 373.24

03 (9-8-49) sec 1.

On 22 Nov 49, the JCS agreed to direct the JSSC to
evaluate the strategic significance of air defense

of CONUS and Alaska on the assumption that the USSR
possessed an atomic bomb stockpile, but they deferred
action on the other CSAF recommendatlons, pending
completion of the JSSC report. The JCS agreed that
they would back the CSAF to the 1limit in his dealings
with higher authority in the attempt to solve the
short-term problem of continental air defense within
the capabilities availlable to him.

(Decl) N/H of JCS 2084, 23 Nov 49, CCS 373.24 US
(9-8-49) sec 1.

On 1 Dec 49, the CSAF recommended to the JCS that he .
present to them a detailed exposition of current US
alr defense capabllities together with an examination
of what could be done to improve the situation with
the resocurces then availlable and a specific program
for increasing those resources. The JCS approved

the recommendation on 20 Dec 49. (For further action,
see item of 11 May 50.)

(Decl) JCS 2084/1, 1 Dec 49; (Decl) Dec On JCS 2084/1,
20 Dec 49; same file.

The US Seetion, PJBD, informed the JCS of indications
that the Canadlan Government desired to be assured
that the proposed Northeast Command was not territoris
but administrative and tactical, with a misslon to
maintain the securlty of US forces and to plan and
cooperate with Canadlan forces for the defense of =uct
parts of North America and the sea and alr approaches
thereto as might be agreed upon by the two countries.
The Canadlians had also expressed a preference for
designation of the command as "US Forces, Northeast."

{U) Memo, Actg Chm, US Seec PJBD to JCS, 28 Oct U9,
CCS 381 (1-24-42) sec 19,

On 2 Dec 49 the JCS requested the US Section, PJBD, tc¢
inform the Canadians that the Northeast Command would
be established as a unifled command to faclllitate plar
ning and tactical employment of US forces assigned anc
that the missions of the command would be in conson-
ance with those stated by the Canadlans. The JCS
expected that the command would plan in concert with
the Canadian forces for such defense tasks as nmight

be agreed upon by the two countries. They said that




2 Dee U9
(Cont.)

g3 Dec 49

30 Dec 49

1949

the command would be designated "US MNortheast Com-
mand." (For further action, see item of 13 Jun 50.)

{Decl) SM-2456-49 to Actg Chm, US Sec PJBD, 2 Dec 49,
Enel to JCS 1259/187, 17 Jun 50, CCS 381 (1-24-42)
sec 21.

The JCS submitted for SecDef approval a charter
revising the organization of the US Sectlion, MCC.

The new charter would establish the US Section as

a committee of the JCS charged with preparation,
continuing revision, and submission of recommenda-
tions for implementation of the Canada-US Basic
Security Plan. Previocusly, the US Section, MCC, had
been part of the structure of the Joint Strategic
Plans Committee (see item of 10 Mar 49). The
revision was necessary, the JCS Informed SecDef, to
ralse the operating level of the US Section to the
JCS representative level, since thenceforward the
members of the US Section, MCC, were to serve zlso as
the JCS representatives to the Reglional Planning Com-
mittee of the Canada-United States Reglonal Planning
Group {(CUSRPG) under NATO.

{(Decl) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 9 Dec 49, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 18. (Decl) JCS 1541/62, 28 Oct 49,

same flle, sec 17.

The SecDef concurred on 23 Dec %9 in the charter for
the US Section, MCC, and 1t was issued as JCS 202/7Y
on 27 Dec U9,

(Decl) N/H of JCS 1541/62, 27 Dec 49, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 17.

The CSA Informed the JCS that he shared the concern
of the CSAF (see item of 22 Nov 49) regarding the
problem of alr defense of CONUS. YHe consldered that
there was an urgent requirement for a unified command
for the defense of the US to insure adequate pro-
tection against Soviet capabllities, and he recom-
mended the establishment of such a command.

(TS) JC3 1259/179, 21 Dec 49, CCS 1381 US (5-23-46)
seec 12.

On 30 Dec 49, the JCS deferred action on the CSA
recommendation pending further studles on the entire
question of US alr defense.

(TS) N/E of JCS 1259/179, 30 Dec 49, same file.




5 Jan 50

24 Jan 50

1950

The US Section, MCC, submitted to the JCS on 22 Dec
49 a Canada-US Regional Planning Group "Strategic
Concept and Outline Plan for Defense of the Canada-
US Region in the Event of a War with the USSR Com-
mencing approximately 1 July 1954." The US Section
concluded that: the strateglc concept and outline
plan, while adequate as a statement of intentions,
might not prove capable of implementation in view of
perspective enemy atomic capabilities; the extent to
which the concept could be implemented required
further study; until better defense systems became
available, current systems should continue to be
developed; and the concept and outline plan were
satlsfactory for initial NATO planning purposes.

The US Section recommended that the JCS approve these
conclusions and approve the codncept and outline plan
for tabling and consideration by the Chiefs of Staff
Committee, Canada-US Regional Planning Group, NATO,
at i1ts next meeting.

(T3} gCS 1541/63, 22 Deec 49, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 148.

On 5 Jan 50, the JCS approved the US Section recom-
mendations, sublect to minor amendments in the
concept.

{(TS) Dec On JCS 1541/63, S5 Jan 50, same file.

The CSAF on 23 Nov 49 again called to JCS attention
the fact that the USSR had attained atomic weapons
nearly four years 1n advance of the estimated prob-
able date, He belleved that this invalidated the
exlsting schedule of the radar fence program and
made 1ts completion at theearliest possible time
essential. CSAF recommended that the JCS concur in
the acceleration of the completion of the airecraft
control and warning system for CONUS and Alaska (see
items of 20 Oct U8 and 30 Mar 49) and approve an
effort to obtain the $35.5 million authorized by
Congress but not then available for expenditure in

- FY 1950. On 6 Dec 49, the CNO recommended that CSAF

provide further information on the system, and CRAF
provided the information on 17 Jan 50,

{Decl) JCo 1899/4, 23 Nov 49; (Decl) JCS 1899/5,
6 Dec 49; (Decl) JCS 1899/6, 17 Jan 50; CCS 413.u4
(7-1-48) sec 2.

On 24 Jan 50, the JCS approved the CSAF recommendation
to accelerate the program and seek the release of
$35.5 million.

(Decl) Dec On JCS 1899/4, 24 Jan 50, same file.




2 Mar 50

1950

At JCS direction (see item of 22 Nov 43), the CSAF

on 2 Mar 50 made a presentation to the JCS on "Attai:
ment and Maintenance of an Operational Alr Defense
System 1n the Continental United States and Alaska."
The Alr Force held that the ailr defense of CONUS and
Alaska was inadequate and that an operational air
defense system capable of deterring or effectively
countering enemy alir attacks should be in being by

1 Jul 52. The Air Force concluded that the following
action should be taken immedlately: (1) place under
operational control of commanders responsible for the
alr defense of CONUS and Alaska the regular forces
allocated in the current emergency plan to the air
defense mission at the outbreak of war, in order that
an improved air defense system could be attailned at
the earliest practicable date; (2) direct each Servic
to make available for air defense those forces in
CONUS and Alaska having an important alr defense capa
bility but not then assigned an alr defense mission
under the emergency war plan, insofar as possible
without serious detriment to primary missions. The
Alr Force envisaged a radar system as the basic
minimum warning system assoclated with the maximum
acceptable degree of calculated risk on 1 Jul 52 and
the foreseeable future after that. Additional warn-
ing means, including submarine pickets, airborne
early warning, and mobile warning systems in the NATC
countries should supplement the basic system as
practicable. The Alr Force recommended that the JCS
present the air defense problem in these terms to the
President and the Congress.

(Deel) JCS 2084/3, 3 Mar 50, CCS 373.24 US (9-8-49)
sec 1.

The Army and Navy did not agree with the Air Force,
considering that the presentation 4id not fully
answer the questions posed by the JCE. The Army and
Navy belleved that: the alr defenses of CONUS and
Alaska would be dangerously 1lnadequate against esti-
mated Soviet capabilitles as of 1 Jul 52; US 1intel-
ligence was lnadequate to provide a rellable evalu-
ation of enemy intentions or capabillitles; and there

.was an immediate need for a comprehensive plan for

the alr defense of CONUS and Alaska. The Army and
Navy also believed there were interim measures the
JCS could take, within current resources, that would
enhance US ailr defense capabllitles pending formu-
lation and approval of a comprehensive plan. The
Army held that the JCS should provide a command
system capable of directing and coordinating the air
defense effort, but the Navy polnted out that the
problem of command structure for air defense was
already before the JCS in the Basic Defense Plan for
CONUS (JCS 2086/1). There were a number of other
points of disagreement,

{TS) JCS 2084/9, 11 May 50, same file, sec 2.




2 Mar 50
(Cont.)

13 Jun 50

15 Jun 50

1950

After a review of the divergent Service views on
the air defense presentation, the JCE directed the
Weapons Systems Fvaluatlion Group on 11 Oct 50 to
undertake a study of the effectiveness of present
and projected US alr defense weapons and weapon
systems.

(Decl) JCS 2084/12, 12 Jul 50; (Decl) Dec On
JCS 2084/12, 11 Oct 50; CCS 373.24 US (9-8-49) sec 2.

The Chalrman, US Section, PJBD, informed the JCS
that the proposed establishment of the US Northeast
Command had been approved by the Canadian Government.
Should US defense authorities desire to issue a press
release, the Canadian Government suggested the
Canadlan Department of National Defence might wish
to 1ssue a joint or similar release. The Chairman,
US Section, had been asked to Inform the JCS that

the Canadian Government appreciated the manner in
which US authoritles had taken Canadian views into
acc?unt. (For further action, see item of 29 Aug

50.

{(Decl) JCS 12597187, 16 Jun 50, CCS 381 (1-2L-42)
sec 19.

The USAF and Steering Member, PJBD, submitted to the
JCS for approval on 20 Apr 50 a proposed draft
securlty agreement (JCS 1541/64) between Canada and
the US. The agreement would provide for the Chiefs
of Staff of each country to make every effort to
maintain the security classification and safeguard
millitary information of the other country or military
information of Joint origin., On 15 Jun 50, the JCS
approved the agreement subject to a revision to sub-
stitute the word "government"” for "Chiefs of Staff"
throughout the document in order tc safeguard classi-
fled Iinformation that might be exchanged through
channels not controlled by the Chiefs of Staff of the
two countries. '

{T8) JCS 1541/64, 24 Apr 50; CCS 092 {9-10-54) sec 1E&
(Decl) Dec On JCS 1541/65, 15 Jun 50, same file,
sec 21,

On 11 Aug 50, the SecDef forwarded the draft agree-
ment to the Canadian Minister of Defence, stating
that his letter signified US approval of the agree-
ment. The Canadlan Minister of Defence advised
SecDef of Canadian approval on 15 Sep 50, and the
agreement became effectlve con that date.

{(Decl) N/H of JCS 1581/64, 14 Aug 50, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 18, (Decl) JCS 1541/66, 26 Sep 50,
same file, sec 23.




1 Jul 50

17 Aug 50

29 Aug 50

1950

Untll early 1950 no Army AA units had been assigned
primarily to continental air defense, and then only
two units were assigned, one in the Washington-
Baltimore area and the other at the Atomic Energy
Commission works at Hanford, Washington. An Army
study, completed in Mar 50, had concluded that"
there was no means to exercise centralized command
over AA units when they were in air defense.
Individual units looked to the Air Force for oper-
ational control and to Army area commands for
logistical and administrative support. Following
the ocutbreak of the Korean War the Army actlvated
additional AA units for use in air defense of CONUS
and established the Army Antlaircraft Command at
the Pentagon on 1 Jul 50 with MG Willard W. Irvine
as commanding general. He moved hls headquarters
to Mitchel Field on 1 Nov 50 to be near Continental
Air Command headquarters. (For further action, see
item of 1 Jan 51.)

(8} Fifteen Years of Air Defense, p. 9.

The JCS agreed to conslider the establishment of a
unified air defense command for the US and to have
CSAF submit a paper on the subject. (For further
action, see item of 30 Oct 50.)

(Decl) JCS 1259/191, 25 Sep 50, CCS 381 (1-24-42)
sec 22.

The CSAF recommended on 10 Aug 50 that the JCS
implement the decision to establlsh the US Northeast
Command (see item of 11 Apr 49),.

(Decl) JCS 1259/189, 10 Aug 50, CCS 381 (1-24-42)
sec¢c 22.

On 29 Aug 50, the JCS agreed to establish the US
Northeast Command on 1 Oct 50. They notifled the
SeeDef and the Chalrman, US Section, PJBD, on 30
Aug 50, suggesting a Joint Canadlan-US press release.

{Decl) Dec On JCS 1259/189, 29 Aug 50; (Decl) Memo,
JCS to SecDef, 30 Aug 50; (Decl) SM-2041-50 to Chm,
US Sec PJBD, 30 Aug 50; same file.

On 7 Sep 50, the JCS were advised that the Canadian
Government had approved the proposed release on the

- US Northeast fommand but dild not wish to issue a

Joint and simultaneous announcement. On 8 Sep 50,
the SecDef concurred in the JCS proposal to establish
the command. He also informed the Seeretary of State
on that date. (For further action, see item of

1 Oct 50.)
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{Decl) Memo, US Sec PJBD to Secy JCS, 7 Sep 50;
(Deecl) N/H of JCS 1259/189, 11 Sep 50; (Decl) Memo,
SecDef to CJCS, 8 Sep 50; (TS) Ltr, SeeDef to Sec
State, 8 Sep 50; CCS 381 (1-24-42) sec 22.

The US Northeast Command (USNEC) was established as

a2 unified command under the JCS, with MG Lyman P.
Whitten, USAF, as CINCNE and headquarters at Ft.
Pepperrell, St. Johns, Newfoundland. The CSAF served
as the JCS executive agent. (For the USNEC mission,
see item of 11 Apr 49.) Also on 1 Oct 50, the USAF
established the Northeast Alr Command (NEAC) as the
Air Force component of the unified command and assign
to 1t all units of the USAF Newfoundland Base Command
and Greenland Base Command.

(Deel) Dec On JCS 1259/189, 29 Aug 50; (Decl) Msg,
JCS 90097 to CINCNE and CINCLANT, 29 Aug 50; CCS 381
(1-24-42) sec 22, Lydus H. Buss, (S) U.S. Air
Defense in the Northeast, 1940-1957, pp. 7-8.

The CSAF recommended on 25 Sep 50 that the UCP be
modified by adding provision for a United States Alr
Defense Command.

{Deci) JCT 1259/191, 25 Sep 50, CCS 381 (1~-24-42)
sec 22. '

On 30 Oct 50, the JCS agreed that provision for a US
Alr Defense Command should not be incorporated in the
UCP since that plan dealt solely with command of US
forces outslde CONUS. The CSAF undertook to draft
and submit a separate JCS directive for the establish.-
ment of a unified air defense command for the US.

{Decl) SM-2730-50 to Dir of Plans, USAF, 30 Oct 50,
same flle, sec 23.

The Secretary of State on 13 Nov 50 advised the
SecDef that the uniform publicity polley and pro-
cedure for Canadlan-US defense plans and operations
(see 1tem of 28 Nov 47) had not worked well in
practice and that this matter had been discussed at
the PJBD meetings on 19-20 Feb U8 and 27-31 May 50.
At both meetings the US Section had suggested changes
in the policy, and at the 2-5 Oct 50 PJBD meeting the
Canadian Section had presented a draft revision. The
Seeretary of State requested SecDef's comments on
this proposed revision.

The SecDef on 11 Dec 50 informed SecState that he
agreed to the revisions, which set up direect liaison
and responsibility for clearance of routine press
matters between the Public Information Offices of the
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(Cont.)
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Defense Departments of both nations. He suggested
a provision be included that the Directors of
Public Information of elther nation, whenever they
deemed it necessary or desirable, should recommend
that press releases be handled through diplomatic
channels.

(Decl) Ltr, SecState to Secbef, 13 Nov 50; (Decl)
Ltr, SecDef to SecState, 11 Dec 50; CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 24,

The agreed policy on public affairs aspects of
Canadian-US defense plans and operations was

i1ssued as a directive by the Acting SecDef on 19 Mar
51, replacing the memorandum of 29 Dec 47 on the
same subject.

(Decl) Memo, Acting SecDef to Secys of Mil Depts
et al., 19 Mar 51, same file, sec 28,

The CSAF on 26 Jun 50 advised the JCS that review

of the air attack threat faced by Canada and the UZS
Indicated a need for a Jolnt aircraft warning system
in being and operational on D-day of the approved
Canada-US Emergency Defense Plan. Currently, however
most of the radar stations in Canada were scheduled
to be installed after D-day. The CSAF recommended
that the problem of air raid warning be considered
by the PJBD, with particular attentlon to possible
action by the Canadlan Government to accelerate,
extend, and man the Canadlian radar system,

(Decl) JCS 1899/10, 27 Jun 50, CCS 413,44 (7-1-48)

sec 2.

On 11 Aug 50 the CSA observed that the problem of
radar installations could not be isoclated from the
ailr defense problem as a whole. He belleved over-
all requirements for the integration of the Canadlan
and US radar systems could not be developed until
the JCS resolved the divergent views that currently

. prevented their agreement on an alr defense system

for CONUS. Pending that resolution, CSA thought the
USAF, in consultation with the RCAF, should concen-
trate on developing a more definitive proposal for
implementing the already approved interim early warn-
Ing system.

{(Decl) JCS 1899/11, 14 Aug 50, same fille.

On 6 Sep 50 the CSAF withdrew his recommendatiocn of
26 Jun 50 and submitted a "Plan for the Extensicn

of the Continental Alr Defense System" which would
provide additional warning for CONUS and an important
alreraft control and warning capability in Canadian
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(Cont.)
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1950

vital areas and the Newfoundland Basgse Command. He
characterized 1t as "a loglical extension northward"
of the approved warning system already under con-
struction. The plan would extend and consolidate
the aircraft control and warning nets of Canada and
the US as one operational system, providing a
division of costs between the two countries and a
means of operational control of the system. The
CSAF recommended that the plan be forwarded to the
US Sectlon, PJED.

{T3) JC3 1899/13, 9 Sep 50, same file.

On 15 Dec 50 the JCS agreed to forward the plan to
the US Section, PJBD, with a statement that they had
not approved it but dild belleve the plan provided

"a suitable basis for consideration of the problems
incident to the extension and integration of the
Canadian and US air control and early warning systems
on an interim basis during the emergency period."

The JCS asked for PJBD consideration of the accept-
abllity of the plan and the feasibllity of its inple-
mentation.

{Decl) SM-3065-50 to Steering Member, US Sec PJED,
15 Dec 50 (JCS 1899/13), CCS 413.44 (7-1-U48) sec 3.

At a 2-5 Oct 50 meeting, the PJBD recommended that
Canadian-US planning for the defense of instal-
lations on or near the border of the two countries
be conducted by the MCC.

{(TS) JCS 1541/67, 24 Nov 50, CCS 092 (9-10-45) sec 23.

On 15 Dec 50, the JCS concurred that action was
necessary to solve the problems of defense of border
installations and that the MCC was the proper agency
to undertake the task. (In fact, the MCC had already
berun informal consideration of the matter.) The JCS
advised the SecDef of their opinion on 18 Dec 50, and
he furnished the JCS views to the Secretary of State
on 5 Jan 51. (For further action, see item of

20 Jun 51.)

{Decl) Dec On JCS 1541/68, 15 Dec 50; (Decl) N/H of
JCS 1541/68, -9 Jan 51; (Decl) Memo, JCS to SecDef,

18 Dec 50; (Decl) SM-3079-50 to US Sec MCC, 18 Dec 50;
game file, sec 24,
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1l Jan 51 The US Alr Force reactivated the USAF Air
Defense Command (ADC) as a major command
with the sole mission of air defense of
CONUS. Headquarters ADC opened at Colorado
Springs, Colorado, on 8 Jan 51 under the
command of LTG Ennls C. Whitehead. GEN
Benjamin W. Chidlaw Succeeded him as the
ADC commander in Aug S51.

On 15 Jan 51, the Army Antlaircraft Command
(ARAACOM) moved its headquarters to Colorado
Springs to operate alongside the USAF ADC.
Subsequently, on 10 Apr 51, all AA units in
CONUS were allocated to the Army Antlaircraft
Command. At that time there were 23 AA
battalions--6 automatic weapons, 9 90mm, and
8 120mm battalions.

(S} Fifteen Years of Air Defense, pp. 4, 7, 11.

5 Jan 51 On Y4 Dec 50 the RCAF Member, PJBD, passed to
his USAF counterpart a proposal that already
bore the approval of the Canadian Chlefs of
Staff. He sought USAF concurrence in 1ts
submission to the PJBD. The Canadlan proposal
was designed to remove the current handicap of
having to obtain governmental approval in both
countries for each Joint ailr defense training
exercise. Also, while war planning was proceeding
on the assumption that the alr defense forces
of either country could be employed, disregarding
natlional boundaries, this principle had not
been tied down in an Intergovernmental agreement.
The intent was to obtain, through the PJBD,
blanket permission for the ailr defense forces
of Canada and the US to carry out joint air
defense tralning exerclses as necessary in
peacetime and to reinforce one another in
emergency. The agreements would be applicable
in two vital areas: a large eastern region
encompassing the Great Lakes-3t. Lawrence and
a lesser one in the Vancouver-Washington area.
On 27 Dec 50 the CSAF brought this proposal
before the JCS, recommending approval. On
5 Jan 51 the JCS advlsed the US Section, PJBD,
that they approved the central purpcse of the
Canadian proposal and recommended that 1t be

- consldered by PJBD. (For further actlon, see

items of 25 Sep 51 and 18 Jan 52.)

(TS) JCS 1541/69, 27 Dec 50, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 24, (Decl) SM=32-51 to Chm, US Sec PJBD,
5 Jan 51, same flle, sec 25.
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24 Jan 51 The CSAF on 8 Jan 51 recommended JCS approval
of a Unified Alr Defense Command Plan to
establish a functlonal azir defense command.
The CSAF propeosal included a Commander in
Chief, US Alr Defense Command (CINCAD) who
would: (1) exercise unifled command over
all forces allocated to him by the JCS;

(2) in accomplishing his mission, arrange

for the appropriate employment of available
forces of other commanders having an air
defense capability; (3) in dire emergency,
and during air battle, assume operational
control of such forces as were capable of
assisting in air defense of the US, notifying
the JCS of such actlon. CINCAD would coordi-
nate the ailr defense of the US with that of
Canada and Mexico in accordance with agreed
plans and policies. He would exercise
unifled command over component Army, Navy, and
Air Force forces and have a Joint staff with
representatives of the components in key
positicns. In conducting the alr defense
battle, however, he would be authorized to
bypass the component commanders with respect
to operaticnal control of AA weapons and
tactical employment of aircraft.

(Decl) JCS 1259/194, 8 Jan 51, CCS 381
(1-24-42) sec 23.

On 19 Jan 51, the CNO objected to the CSAF
proposal on the grounds that an approved
concept for air defense was lacking, the
responsibllities of the component commanders
were not clearly deflned, and no reference
had been made to an integrated air defense
system covering CONUS, Canada, and Alaska.
The CNO sald that Canadian members of the
PJBD had indicated informally a willlngness
to accept a US offlcer to exercise operational
control over an integrated air defense system
for North America, provided some changes

were made in the command relationships of
CINCNE. The CNO also pointed out that JCS
consideration of the problem of air defense
of North America had been unduly protracted.

(Decl) JCS 1259/196, 19 Jan 51, same file, sec 24,
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24 Jan 51 The JCS considered the CSAF proposal and
(Cont.) the CNO objections on 24 Jan 51 and agreed
that the CSAF would monitor the preparation
and presentation to the JCS of a joint
briefing on the defense of the US against
alr attack. The JCS considered the matter
again on 9 Feb 51, but reached no agreement.
Following the meeting, the CSAF and the
CNO withdrew their papers from JCS consideration.

(Decl) SM-213-51 to CJCS, CSA, CNO, and CSAF,
25 Jan 51; (Decl) N/H of JCS 1259/196, 12 Feb
51; CCS 381 (1-24-42) sec 24. (Deecl)N/H of
JCS 1259/194, 12 Feb 51, same file, sec 23.

16 Feb 51 On 6 Feb 51, the US Section of the PJBD for=-
warded to the JCS a revised Plan for the
Extension of the Permanent Radar Net of
the Continental Air Defense System (see
item of 15 Dec 50), with notice of PJDB
Recommendation 51/1 that the plan was
feasible and acceptable and should be
implemented. The plan provided for the
extension and consclidation of the presently
programmed continental aircraft control and
warning systems of Canada and the US into
one operational system to meet the air
defense needs of both countries. The
target date for operaticon of the projected
system was 1 Jul 52. The US Secticon of
the PJBD advised the JCS that expeditious
action was required to implement the plan
on the scheduled target date.

(TS) JCS 1899/16, 12 Feb 51, CCS 413.44
(7-1-46) sec 3.

On 16 Feb 51, the JCS approved the imple-
mentation of the plan and the recommendations
of the PJBD.

{Decl) Dec On JCS 1899/17, 16 Feb 51; (Decl)
SM-454-5]1 to Steering Mbr, US Sec PJBD, 16 Feb
51; same file.

The SecDef on 23 Feb 51 requested SecState
approval of the PJBD recommendation. The
SecDef understood that when the President's
approval had been obtalned, an exchange of
notes would permit prompt implementation of
the plan. He pointed out that because of
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the short constructlion and navigation

season, construction of all basic facilities
would have to be well advanced by Oct 51

1f the system was to be operative by 1 Jul 52.

(TS) Ltr, SecDef to SecState, 23 Feb 51,
Encl to JCS 1899/18, .23 Feb 51, CCS 413.44

(7-1-48) sec 3.

The President approved PJBD Recommendation
51/1 on 14 Apr 51, subject to the availability
of the required funds. (For further action,
see 1tem of 1 Aug 51.)

{TS) N/H of JCS 1899/18, 20 Apr 51, same file.

In Feb 51, CINCNE forwarded a study of "Forces
proposed for the Performance of the CINCNE
Mission,” and CSAF submitted it to the JCS

for consideration on 14 Mar 51.

{Decl) JCS 1259/201, 19 Mar 51, CCS 381
(1-24-42) sec 24.

On 23 Apr 51, the JCS directed CSAF, as
their executlve agent, to advise CINCNE
that final action on hils study had been
deferred pending completion of overall
force studies, but that programming had
been approved for construction, equipping,
and manning of 10 US radar installations
in the Newfoundland/Labrador area. An
alreraft control and warning group to
operate these statlons would be assigned
at an appropriate time, and 1t was planned
to deploy 2 filghter interceptor squadrons
to USNEC during the period 1 Jul 52 to

1 Jul 54 when facilities were available.
(Previously no combat forces had been
allocated to USNEC because of the limited
overall availability of forces.)

(Decl) Dec On JCS 1259/204, 23 Apr 51;
(Decl) JCS 1259/204, 13 Apr S51; same file,
sec 25.

The US and Canada announced agreement in
principle, arranged through the PJBD, on
certain changes 1in the March 1941 agreement
for US 99-year lease of naval and zir bases
in Newfoundland. The US had operated four
bases 1n Newfoundland since 1941, but recon-
sideration had become necessary owing to the
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incorporation of Newfoundland as the tenth
Canadian rrovince on 1 Apr 49. Accordingly,

. Canada had requested that the US negotiate

changes 1in parts of the 1941 agreement
regarding customs and exclse taxes, lncome
tax arrangements, military postal facllitles,
and Jurisdiction of courts in criminal cases.
When Canada had passed the necessary domestic
legislation to implement the PJBD agreement,
an exchange of notes would .take place.

Dept of State Bulletin, 21 May 51, p. 813.

The Canadian Alr Defence Group was redesignated
the Air Defence Command, under Alr Vice Marshal
C. R. Dunlap.

(S) Seventeen Years of Air Defense, p. 6.

The US Section, MCC, forwarded to the JCS on

8 Jun 51 a MCC list of vital installations that
might require coordinated US-Canadlan defense
measures because of thelr location on or near the
Canadian~US border. The contemplated measures
included both antiaircraft defense and protection
against subversive activities, the latter falling
largely outside military responsibility. It was
recommended that responsibility for planning and
coordinating the provision of antlaircraft defense
rest with the CG, Air Defense Command, on the US
slde, and the AOC, Alr Defence Command, on the
Canadlan side. The US Section, MCC, recommended
that the JCS: (1) approve the list of instal-
latlions and assignment of antlalrcraft defense
responsibility; (2) direct the Continental US
Defense Planning Group to pass the MCC 1list to the
1S nonmilitary agencies responsible for protection
against subversive activities, requesting those
agencles to collaborate with their Canadian counter-
parts to carry out the necessary protective measures.
When the Canadians had also approved the 1ist, 1t
should be forwarded to SecDef. (For further action,
see item of 25 Aug 51.)

(TSy JCS 1541/71, 12 Jun 51, CCS 092 (9-10-L5)
sec 28.

The JCS on 20 Jun 51 approved the recommendations of
the US Section, MCC.

{(TS) Dec On JCS 15481/71, 20 Jun 51, same file.
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1 Aug 51 Through an exchange of notes, Canada and
the US agreed on a proposed radar extension
plan (later designated Plnetree). It
involved building 33 radar stations in
Canada stretching in a line across southern
Canada and up the eastern coast. The U3
would finance 22 stations and Canada 1l.
The US Northeast Command would man 9 of
the stations 1n its area, the USAF ADC
8 stations along the southern Canadian
border, and the RCAF ADC the other 16
stations. (To provide coverage until
the Pinetree Line became operational,
Canada set up a S-station temporary system.)

{S) Seventeen Years of Alr Defense, pp. 6-8,

8 Aug 51 The Canadian Government issued Order-in-Council
PC 348 providing the legal basis for the
operation of radar stations, aircraft ground
control systems, and radio stations in Canada
by US personnel. On 30 Oct 51, the USAF and
Steering Member, PJBD, provided the Order-in-
Council to the JCS for information and
requested that SecDef determine whether or
not the US needed to issue parallel authority
to permit operation of Canadian egquipment in
the US.

{(U) JCS lS“l/Tu, 2 Nov 51, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 29,

25 Aug 51 The US Section, MCC, advised the JCS on
9 Aug 51 that the Canadian Chiefs of Staff
had approved the list of vital border in-
stallations {(see 1tem of 20 Jun 51) subiect
to certain amendments. The Canadians wanted
additions to indicate that: the instsllations
were "essential militarily to the joint
Canada-US defense of North America'"; when
military operating rights were required by
the forces of one country 1in the territory
of the other, the military commander would
request such rights through his own command
channels and the rights would then be negotilated
through usual diplomatlc channels; authority
would be delegated to the responsitle commanders
to arrange for combined surveys within either
country with operational control vested in an
officer of the country in which the survey
would take place; and delegated authority
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would include power to authorize admission
of the necessary survey personnel and
equipment from one country to the other.
The US Section requested JCS approval of
these changes.

iTS5 JCS 15U1/72, 11 Aug 51, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 29. '

The JCS on 25 Aug 51 approved the Canadian
changes and forwarded the revised list of
vital installaticns to the SecDef. On

6 Sep 51, SecDef informed SecState that

the JC3 and Canadian Chlefs of Staff had
approved the conclusions regarding the
defense of the Canada-US border installations
and requested that this information be
furnished the US Section, PJBD.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1541/72, 25 Aug 51; (TS)
Memo, JCS to SeeDef, 27 Aug 51; (TS) Ltr,
SecDef to SecState, 6 Sep 51; same flle.

The SecDef informed SecState that the PJBD
had considered the problems Iinvolved in
allowing alr defense alrcraft of either

the US or Canada to fly over the territory

of the other country to carry out interception
of unidentified aircraft. At i1ts 7-11 May 51
meeting the PJBD had adopted Recommendatlon
51/4, which permitted interceptor flights
over both countries subject to a number of
stipulations, and the Canadlan Government

had approved it on 30 May 51. The CSAF

had already agreed to the provisions of
Recommendation 51/8 as an interim measure,
and SecDef requested that the recommendation
be submitted to the President for full US
approval.

(3) JCs 1541/73, 26 Sep 51, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 29.

The President approved PJBD Recommendation
51/4 on 9 Oct 51.

(S) N/H of JCS 1541/73, 1 Nov 51, same file.
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At an 1nformal conference of CJCS, the
Canadlan Chiefs of 3Staff, and members of
the Canadlan Government in Ottawa, 1-2

Aug 51, the Canadians expressed concern
over their lack of participation in the

US Northeast Command. The CJCS reported
that the Canadians seemed to have in mind
some sort of combined command with a
Canadian deputy commander. The Canadilans
had been offered a lialson arrangement but
had indicated that was not what they wanted.
On 2 Oct 51, the CSAF recommended that the
JCS inform the Canadlans through the PJBD
that they did not consider 1t necessary or
desirable at that time to reorganlize USNEC
into a combined Canada-US command. The CNO
concurred with this view on 17 Oct 51.

(Decl) JCS 1259/209, 3 Oct 51; (U) JCS 1259/211,
17 Oct 51; CCS 381 (1l-24-42) sec 26.

On 24 Oct 51, however, CSAF advised the

JCS that Canadlan participation in the US
Northeast Command would do much to allay
Canadian apprehension over US activities

in Canada and would be beneficial to mllitary
cperations in the northeast area. Accordingly,
he recommended that the JCS inform the Canadlans,
through the PJBD, that participation in the

form of Canadian representation on the staff

of CINCNE would be welcomed but that 1t was
considered both undesirable and unnecessary

to convert USNEC to a combined Canada-US command.

{(Decl) JCS 1259/214, 24 Oct 51, same file.

Cn 26 Oct 51, the JCS approved the CSAF rec-
ommendation and directed the US Section, PJBD,
to inform the Canadlans accordingiy. The JCS
listed the followlng reasons against conversion
to a combined command: USNEC had been estab-
listed primarily to provide more direct
operaticnal control cver US forces in Canada
and Greenland; the existing command was not
territorial and i1ts primary operational
functions were associated with support of

SAC and MATS; no combat forces were allocated
to 1t and any assigned in the future would

be for US air and base defense. The JCS

also stated that establishment of a comblned
or NATO command for the Canada-US region was
unlikely in the foreseeable future and, 1f
one should be establlshed, there was no
indication that USNEC would be more than a
subordinate element.

(Decl) Dec On JCS 1259/214, 26 Oct S51; (S)
SM-2585~51 to Chm, US Sec PJBD, 26 Oct 51;
CCS 381 (1-24-42) sec 20,
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26 Oct 51 The JCS approved a Basic Defense Plan for
the Continental United States. It assigned
responsibllity in general terms, leaving
detalled planning to subordinate commanders.
Primary responsibillity for air defense was
assigned to the US Air Force, but the other
Services were expected to contribute as
necessary. In case of hostilities, all
defending forces would come under command
of CSAF, but until the moment of attack
the defensive forces remained scattered
among a number of commands. The most
important of these were the USAF Air
Defense Command and the US Army Antiaireraft
Command. The approaches to the Continental
US were guarded by forces assigned tc CINCLANT,
CINCPAC, CINCNE, and CINCAL.

(TS} Dec On JCS 2086/1, 29 Oct S51; (TS)
JCS 2086/1, 5 Apr 50; CCS 381 US (5-23-4f)
PB pt 1A.

31 Dec 51 The US forces assigned tc air defense of
the North American continent at the end
of 1951 consisted of 51 fighter Iinterceptor
squadrons, U8 antiairecraft gun battalions,
and 65 radar stations. The fighter inter-
ceptors were malnly propeller-driven aircraft
or early model jets. A few all-weather jets,
F-89Bs or F-9UAs, were avallable, but the
F-94s carried no de-icing equipment. Fighter
interceptors carried fixed guns, either
.50=caliber machine guns or 20mm cannons.
Antlaircraft weapons were 40mm, 90mm, and
120mm guns, and the radars were VWorld War II
types, nearly all clustered around only the
most vital target areas.

(S) Seventeen Years of 4ir Defense, p. 9.
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At 1ts Nov 51 meeting the PJBD adopted two
recommendations related to the air defense:
(1) 51/5 - Movement of Service Alrcraft
Across the Canada-US Border, providing for
complete reclprocity in the rights enjoyed

by alrcraft of elther country flying over

the territory of the other in matters of
concern to mutual defense, subJect to certain
enumerated restrictions; (2) 51/6 - Mutual
Reinforcement 1n Wartime of Air Defense
Forces. Canada approved both recommendations
on 13 Dec 51, stipulating that approval of
51/5 was subject to provisions to ensure

guns were safe and that bombs carried no fuses.

ESS JCS 1541/75, 10 Jan 52; (TS) JCS 1541/76,
10 Jan 52; CCS 092 (9-10-45) sec 30.

On 18 Jan 51, the JCS approved both PJBD
recommendations, including the Canadian
amplification to 51/5.

(S) Dec On JCS 1541/75, 18 Jan 52; (TS)
Dec On JCS 1541/76, 18 Jan 52; (Decl)
SM-177-52 and SM-178-52 to US MilMembers,
PJBD, 18 Jan 52; same file.

The Acting SecDef concurred in the two
recommendations on 13 Feb 52 and so informed
the PJBD. Subsequently, President Truman
approved Recommendation 51/5, and the PJBD
agreed on arrangements and procedures, none
of which applied to SAC aircraft, for moving
alrcraft across the international border.

(Decl) Ltrs, Actg SecDef to Chm, US Sec
PJBD, 13 Feb 52, CCS 092 (9-10-L45) sec 30.
(S8) JCS MOI 848, 14 Apr 52, same file, sec 31.

At a 23 Oct 51 MCC meeting, the Canadians
requested a US l1list of military operating
requirements, to ineclude all requirements

for bases and facilities zlready submitted

to the Canadian Government but not yet
approved, and all other pre-D-day anticipated
requirements, indicating the intended use

by and importance to the US. The Canadians
also requested that the US designate a

single milltary channel for presentation

of future requirements. On 7 Apr 52, the

US Seection, MCC, recommended to the JCS

that these lists be provided to the Canadlans
and that the MCC be designated as the military
channel for exchange of information on
operatling requirements.

{T8) JCS 1541/77, 7 Apr 52, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 31.
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The JCS on 16 Apr 52 approved the US Section's

recommendatlons with certain amendments.
Also, to avoid misapplication that had caused
confusion in the past, the term "Service~to-
Service channel" would thereafter be inter-
preted to mean direct communicatlions at the
Canadian and US Service Chilefs level only.

(TS} Dec On JCS 1541/77, 16 Apr 52; (Decl)
SM-981-52 to CSA, CNO, and CSAF, 1€ Apr 52;
(Decl) SM-982-52 to US See, MCC, 16 Apr 52;
same file.

On 13 Oct 52 the CSAF informed the JCS that

US fighter forces were scheduled for deployment

to US bases in Canada in the near future.

This deployment raised the problem of Canadian

apprehension over US military activity in
Canada. Accordingly, CSAF proposed a concept
in-general accord with the Command Appendix
to the Canada-US Emergency Defense Plan

(MCC 300/3), for submission to the PJBD. By

1ts terms, US fighter alrcraft while operating

over Canadian territory would come under the

overall operational control of the appropriate

Canadian military commander. 1Initially the
only forces in thils category would be the
fighter and alrcraft control and warning

’ ;3; :

units of the US Northeast Command. On 29 Oect 52

the CNO recommended that, rather than moving
immediately to the governmental level in the
PJBD, the proposal be submitted first to the
MCC, whose recommendations would come to the
Canadian and US Chiefs of Staff for approval.

{Decl) JGS 1259/253, 15 Oct 52, CCS 381
(1~24=42) sec 33. (T8) JCS 1259/258,
29 Oct 52, same file, sec 34,

On 5 Nov 52 the JCS agreed to refer the
matter to the MCC, requesting the US Section
to seek a military agreement providing for
Canadian operational control cof US 8efense
forces operating from bases in Canada. (For
further acticn, see item of 10 Dec 52.)

(Decl) Dec On JCS 1259/258, S Nov 52, CCS
381 (1-24-42) sec 34. (Decl) JCS 1259/260,
I Nov 52; (Decl) SM-2559-52 to Chm, US Sec
MCC, 5 Nov 52; same file, sec 35.

—_———— e
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The MCC on 21 Nov 52 reached agreement on
Canadian operational control of US air
defense forces operating from bases within
Canada. The agreement took the form of a
revised Command Appendix (App F) to the
Canada-US Emergency Defense Plan. The
general provisions of the appendix were

the folleowing: (1) any forces located in
Canada and employed in execution of the

plan would operate under a commander
designated by Canada; (2) any forces in

the US and Alaska and employed in execution
of the plan would have a commander designated
by the US; (3) forces of either country
serving in the territory of the other would
be under immediate command of a commander
designated by thelr own government. These
provisions did not apply, however, to forces
stationed at the US leased bases in Canada
(Argentia, Harmon, and Pepperrell, in
Newfoundland). The forces there, all under
the US Northeast Command, were covered by a
speclal provision: US alr defense forces
(fighter ailrcraft, aireraft control and
warning units, and AA srtillery) when
operating over Canadian territority would

be considered to be employed in tasks
implicit 1n the Emergency Defense Plan;

they would be under Canadlan operational
control. (Operatlonal control was deflned
as "the power of directing, coordinating

and controlling the operational actlvities
of deployed units which may, or may not,

be under the command or operational command
of the authority exercising operational
control"; it specifically excluded redeployment.)
Arrangements for exerclsing this operational
control were to be agreed upon by the Canadlan
AOC, Air Defence Command, and the US CINCNE.

(TS) JCS 1259/268, 28 Nov 52, CCS 381
(1-24=-42) sec 36.

On 10 Dec 52 the JCS approved the revised
Command Appendlx, infermed the US Section,
MCC, and directed CSAF to prepare implementing
instructions to CINCNE for JCS approval.

(For further action, see items of 2 Mar

and 2 Apr 53.)

(TS) Dec On JCS 1259/268, 10 Dec 52, same file.
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12 Dec 52 The CSAF informed the JCS on 1 Dec 52
that the target date of 1 Jul 52, previously
approved by the JCS (see 1ltem of 1€ Feb £1),
for the extended radar program for CONUS
and Canada had not been met. The US-
Canadian Project Pinetree Offlce had
recommended a new date of 1 Jul 54, and
the CSAF recommended that Canadlan con-
currence with that date be sought through
the PJBD.

(Decl) JCS 1899/20, 3 Dec 52, CCS 413.44
(7-1-48) sec 3.

On 12 Dec 52 the JCS approved the recommendation
and instructed the US Sectlion, PJBD, accordingly.

(Decl) Dec On JCS 1899/20, 12 Dec 52, same file.

22 Dec {2 The SecDef on 17 Dec 52 asked for JCS
comment on a draft Presidentlal policy
statement on an early warning system. The
draft indlicated that recent technical
advances made 1t possible, for the first
time, to envisage the establishment at
acceptable cost of a distant early warning
system designed to give 3 to 6 hours warning
of alrcraft approaching over land and sea
approaches to the US. The draft also included
provision for the DOD to develop, 1install,
and operate the system with $75 million to
te included in the FY 1954 budget for that
purpose and a target date for completion of
31 Dec &5.

{TS) JCS 1899/21, 18 Dec 52, CCS 413,44
(7-1-48) sec 3.

On 22 Dec¢ 52, the JCS informed SecDef that
the proposed Fresidential statement should

be withheld fcr several reasons, lncluding
the following: the implication that a proven
system for early warning would be available
by a set date was premature; such an early
warning system would not provide unequivocal
warning unless backed up by other extensive
systems; and the statement would focus undue
attention on defensive as opposed to offensive
measures.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1899/22, 22 Dec 52; (TS) Memo,
JCS to SecDef, 22 Dec 52; same file.
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The Deputy SecDef on 23 Dec 52 forwarded
the JCS views to the Executive Secretary,
NSC, with his concurrence. (For further
action, see item of 31 Dec 52.)

(TS) JCS 1899/23, 30 Dec 52, CCS 413.44
(7-1-48) sec 4. ‘ _

The Deputy SecDef replied to a recommendation
of the US Section, PJBD, of 28 MNov 52 that
Canada be notified through the MCC of any
signiflicant changes in personnel or activitiles
at the 99-year leased bases in Newfoundland
during peacetime. He informed the Chairman,

US Section, PJBD, that the DOD was willing

as "a matter of courtesy and not of obligation”
to give Canada advance notice of changes on

a voluntary basis, but 1t would still be
necessary to clear classifled information in
accordance with the policlies of the State-Defense
Military Information Control Committee.

(S-GP 1) Ltr, DepSecDef to Chm, US Sec PJED,
27 Dec 52, CCS 381 (1-24-42) sec 37.

The President approved NSC 139, a policy
statement on continental defense providing

for construction of an early warning system.
NSC 139 recognized that the estimated time
scale on which the USSR might possess sufficient
nuclear weapons to deliver heavily destructilve
attacks on the US required planning for an
effective system of alr, sea, and land defense.
2 key element of this system would be a radar
screen to afford from 3 to 6 hours warning,
and NSC 139 designated DOD to develcop and
install such an early warning line as "a
matter of high urgency" with completion by

31 Dec 5”5,

ET85”NSC 139, 31 Dec 52, CCS 413.44 (7-1-48)

s5ec

On 12 Jan 53, SecDef called on the JCS to
initiate planning of an effective system

of alr, sea, and land defenses with a target
date for readlness of 31 Dec 55. On 19 Jan
53, the SecDef directed the JCS to prepare
plans for the establlshment and operation

of the early warning system, assigning the
Department of the Alr Force responsibllity
for the initial phase of the system (acceleration
of develcpment of necessary equipment and
installation of several test stations) under
the name Project COUNTERCHANGE.

(TS JCS 1899/24, 15 Jan 53; (TS) JCS 1899/25,
2l Jan 53: same flle.
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At a meeting on 10-13 Dec 52, the MCC agreed that it:
terms of reference were adequate to accomplish its
function as the primary bilateral military agencv cor
cerned with recommendations for the security of Canac
and the US (including Alaska). The MCC alsc restatec
1ts procedures and channels of communication.

{SY JCS 1541/81, 24 Dec 52, CCS 092 (9-10-45) sec 32.

The JCS approved the restated procedures and channels
of communication on 8 Jan 53, and the Canadian Chief:
of Staff did likewise on 22 Jan 53.

{3) Dec On JCS 1541/81, 9 Jan 53; (S) N/H of
JCS 1541/81, 23 Jan 53; same file.

At a 25 Feb-2 Mar 53 MCC meeting it was stated that
the Canadian Chiefs of Staff had approved the revisec
Command Appendix to the Canada-US Emergency Defense
Plan (see item of 10 Dec 52) which provided for
Canadian operational control of US fighter forces cope
ating from bases 1in Canada.

(Decl) Memo, US Sec MCC to Secy JCS, 6 Mar 53; (Decl)
SM-401-53 to CSA, CNO, and CSAF, 9 Mar 53; CCS 381
(1-24-42) seec 38. (TS) N/H of JCS 2159/268, 10 Mar -
53, same file, sec 36,

The JCS approved CSAF's proposed implementing
instructions to CINCNE for the revised Command Appenc
to the Canada-US Emergency Defense Plan (see item of
10 Dee 52), giving Canada operaticnal control of US
fighter forces operating from bases in Canada. CINC}
was designated as the lmmediate commander of US alir
defense forces assigned to his command and was dilrect
to make the necessary arrangements with the AOC, RCAI
Alr Defence Command, for the latter's assumption of
operational control. CINCNE was authorized to plan .
concert with the AOC, Alr Defence Command, within
areas of assigned responsibility for the defense of
Newfoundland, Labrador, and the northeast approaches
to North America. CINCNE was authorized to exchange
personnel between his headguarters and that of the A.
Defence Command.

(Decl) Dec On JCS 1259/279, 2 Apr 53, CCS 381
(1-2L-42) sec 38.

During Jan 53 the US had provided Information to
Canada, through the PJBD, on the COUNTERCHANGE
project, the test phase of development of the early
warning system (see item of 31 Dec 52). In a note
to the US on 27 Feb 53, Canada proposed establish-
ment of a Canada-US Military Study Group (MSG),
which should consider those aspects of the North
American Defense system in general, and the early
warning system in particular, that were of mutual
concern. Canadian offilcials indicated Informally

Li
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that thev were not prepared to consider proposals
for extension of the early warning program past
the COUNTERCHANGE phase until they had had time
to review the report of the MSG.

On 9 Apr 53 the JCS approved a CSAF recommendation
for the establishment of a US Section of the MSG.
The CSAF would serve as the executive agent and the
US Section would 1nclude: A USAF general offlcer
as chailrman; representatives from USAF Headquarters,
the Alr Defense Command, the Alr Research and
Development Command, the Alaskan Air Command, and
the Northeast Alr Command; and representatives from
the Nepartments of Army and Navy as desired.

{TSY JCS 1899/28, 3 Apr 53; (78) Dec On JCS 189¢/28,
10 Apr 53; (TS) SM-772-53 to Steering Mbr, US Sec
PJBD, 10 Apr 53; CCS 413.44 (7-1-48) sec 4.

Subsequently, the Secretaries of Defense and State
concurred in the establishment of the US Sectilon

of the MSG, the latter requesting participation o?f
a State Department representative in the Section.

On 19 May 53, the Actlng Secretary of State informed
the SecDef that he proposed to conclude an agreement
with Canada on this matter by replylng favorably to
the Canadlan note.

{'fSY JCS 1899/31, 6 May 53; (TS) JCS 1899/34, 1 Jun
53; same file, sec 5.

Beginning in Jan 52 the JCS perlodically consideresd
seward extension of the CONUS land-based radar

system to critical areas contliguous to the East znd
West Coasts. The US Navy and Alr Force could not
agree, however, and the conflicting Service views
were ultimately expressed 1n the US MNaval Basic
Defense Plan for Continental United States (NBDP 1-5%
(JCS 1899/27) of 30 Mar 53 and the Alr Force Plan

for Nefense of Continental United States Agalnst Alr
Attack (DOCONUSAA) (JCS 1899/36) of 13 Jun 53. The
Air Force plan called for 20 plcket vessels to oper-
ate 8 stations 1in extension of radar cover off the
Atlantic and Pacifilc coastal areas, but the Navy cvlar
did not provide forces for that specific mission.
There was also an unresolved question of who would
have operational control of the picket shilps, a naval
commander or the commander charged with alr defense
of CONUS.

TTSY JCS 1899/27, 1 Apr 53, CCS 413,44 (7-1-48)
seec 4, (TS) JCS 1899/36, 17 Jun 53, same file, sec 5

The Continental US Defense Planning Group presented
the JCS on 11 Jul 53 a review of these Service plans
and the divergent views contained therein. The
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Planning Group recommended that the JCS direct ClIO
to revise hils plan tc provide foreces for the Air
Force plan that would operate in close support of
the air defense commanders to extend the radar
coverage seaward, but the JCS fook no action on
that recommendation.

(T8) JCS 1899/40, 11 Jul 52, CC2 413.44 (7-1-48)

sec 6

The Continental US Defense Planning Group on

30 Jun 53 submitted to the JCS a Joint Butline

Plan for an Early Warning System. The plan, which
would fulfill the requirement of 1ISC 139 (see item
of 31 Dec 52) by providing for the early warning
portion of the Alr Defense System, included the
following provisions: existing unilateral and
Joint command structures would be used insofar as
possible to establish and operate continuocusly an
early warning system to consist of a chain of
electronic high and low altitude detectors across
rourhly the 54th Parallel (the Southern Canada Line)
airborne early warning (AEW) and picket ship
barriers would be Joined to the Southern Canada Line
at the Atlantic and Pacific ends: a northern line
(DEW Line) Joining the Alaskan Air Defense System
to the Northeast Alr Command's air defense system
at Frobisher Bay would be constructed; and the CSAF
would retain command over all USAF forces and
exercise operational control over all other US mili-
tary forces operating as part of the early warning
system and not specifically assigned to the unified
commands of the JCS.

ZTSSsJCS 1899/39, 30 Jun 53, CCS 413.44 (7-1-48)
sec

The JCS considered the Cutline Plan on 1% Jul 53 and
returned it to the Planning Croup with instructions
for revision. The Planning Group submitted a
revised GCutllne Plan to the JCS on 20 Jul 53.
Although by now 1n substantial agreement on most
features of the plan, the JCS held divergent views
on one key matter, which they submitted to SecDef
for resolution on 29 Jul 53. The Army and Air Force
believed all aircraft engaged in the early warning
system should be provided by USAF: CNO held that
Naval planes should particlipate in the system. (Not
immediately declded by SecDef, this matter was over-
taken by events.)

(TSY SM-1364-53 to Dir, Continental US Defense Plan-
ning Group, 15 Jul 53; {(TS) JCS 1899/u2, 20 Jul 53,
CCS B13.44 (7-1-48) sec €. (TS) JCS 1899/51, 29 Jul
53; (TS) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 29 Jul 53; same file,
sec 7.
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In June 53 the NSC Planning Board established a
Continental Defense Committee, under the chair-
manship of LTG Harold R. Bull, USA (Ret.), to
review planned programs, organization, and other
continental defense matters. The Commlttee report,
circulated on 22 Jul 53 as NSC 159, stated a need
for prompt action on the matter of continental
defense. Among other things, the report- assigned
highest priority to the following programs: the
southern Canada early warning system, including the
seaward extensions; and seaward extension of con-
tiguous radar coverage.

{TS) JCS 1899/38, 25 Jun 53, CCS 413.44 (7-1-48)
seec 5. (TS) JCS Hist Div, The JCS and National

Policy, 1953-1954, pp. 233-235.

At ASD(ISA) request, the JCS reviewed NSC 159 and
informed the SecDef on U4 Aug 53 that: Service

plans for an effective system of land, sea, and alr
defense and the Jolnt Cutline Plan for an Early
Warning System would provide a defense system to
reduce materially the effects of a direct military
attack against CONUS; exlisting machinery within

the DOD, together with certaln other Federal
agencies, oueght to be adequate to ensure continuing,
coordinated evaluation of the net capablllties of
the USSR to inflict direct injury on the US and
actlion in the field of continental defense; resources
allocated for development of defenslve programs
should be directly related to US and allied offensive
retallatory capability; programs to increase air-
craft ldentification should be accorded the same
priority as the establishment of a program for an
early warning system; priorities of programs for
detection and area defense against clandestine
introduction and detonation in place of atomic demo-
l1ition weapons against selected critical target
systems should be reviewed from time to time in
light of the changlng threat.

{TSY Dec On JCS 1899/52, 4 Aug 53; Memo, JCS to
SeeDef, I Aug 53; CCS 381 1S (5-23-46) sec 25.

SecDef informed the Chairman, US Section, PJBD, on
11 Aug 53 that the US should do everything 1t could
to impress the Canadians with the fact that the US
considered them partners in defense arrangements
and would exert itself to prevent any unauthorized
disclosure of joint plans. The SecDef wished to
establish a closer relationship with the Canadian
defense authorities and would encourage the JCS to
work more closely with the Canadlan Chiefs of

Staff Committee.

{C) 5CS 1541/83, 14 Aug 53, CCS 092 (9-10-45) sec 33.
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The NSC on 6 Aug 53 considered NSC 159 (see item
of 4 Aug 53) and requested the JCS to submit
recommendations on continental defense including
views on an integrated mllitary rrogram and the
priorities, size, and timing of these varilous
programs.

(TSy JCS 1899/8%, 11. Aug 53, CCS 381 US (5-23-46)
sec 25. -

On 27 Aug 53, the JCS agreed on the following
priorities, which they forwarded to SecDef the
following day:

Priority I: (1) complete as soon as possible a
southern Canada early warnineg system of radars
across the Slth Parallel, and extend seaward a
minimum barrier of ships and aircraft in the
Atlantic approaches at the same time the southern
Canada line became effectlve; install a Pacific
barrier when forces were available; (2) extend to
seaward contiguous radar coverage as soon as
possible; (3) provide methods of aircraft identi-
filcatlon as soon as possible.,

In Priority II: (1) provide an air control system
as soon as possible; (2) provide low frequency
analysis and recording (LOFAR) ror distant detecticn
of submarines by 31 Dec 55; (3) provide gap filler
radars for low altitude survelllance, with priority
to areas in northeast US to parallel iInstallation
of the air control system; (4) increase fighter
interceptor forces by 31 Dec 55; (5) increase AA
forces bv 31 Dec 55; (6) decide on the northern
Canadian early warning line (DEW Line) after com-
pletion of Project CORRODE feasibility testing and
a MSG report.

Priority III: (1) improve harbor defenses; (2)
increase coastal escorts and coastal ASW patrol.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1899/57, 28 Aug S3; (TS) Memo, JCS
to SecDef, 28 Aug 53; (TS) JCS 1899/56, 21 Aug 53;
CCS 381 US (5-23-U46) sec 26,

The JCS considered a draft NSC policy (NSC 159/3)

on continental defense, designed tc replace

NSC 139 (see i1tem of 31 Dec 52)}. They informed

the SecDef that they were engaged in development

of a strategic concept to meet the requirements
Imposed by both the Soviet threat and the dictates
of a sound economy. They recormmended that the draft
NSC policy not be approved until they had completed
their strategy review,.

(TSY JCS i899/63, 19 Sep 53; (TS) Memo, JCS to
SeeDef, 22 Sep 53: CCS 381 US (5-23-46) sec 27.
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On 25 Sep 53 the President approved NSC 159/4,
containing a statement of US pollcy on
continental defense, as a guide to the Execu-
tive Departments 1in implementing their programs
during FY 1954 and future years.

(TS) NSC 159/4, 25 Sep 53, same file, sec 28,

At the recommendation of the Continental US
Defense Planning Group, the JCS approved guldance
on military requirements for early warning lnstal-
lations in Canada, based on the Joint Cutline Plan
for an Early Warning System (see item of 29 Jul 53}
then under consilderation. They furnished this
guidance to the MSG (through the CSAF), stating
that 1t was desirable as a first step for the MSG
to report acceptance in principle of the require-
ment for an electronlc early warning system
generally located along the Alcan Highway and the
54th Parallel from Alaska to the east coast of
Canada.

{T8Y Dec On JCS 1899/64, 26 Sep 53, CCS 413.44
(7-1-48) sec 7. (T8) SM-1655-53 to CSAF, 26 Sep
53, same file, sec 8.

At a meeting on 7-8 Get 53, the MSG agreed to sub-
mit an interim report to the Canadian and US

Chiefs of Staff recommending the installation cf

an early warning system between Alaska and Newfound-
land across North America generally along the 55th
Parallel (a system that eventually became known as
the Mid-Canada Line). It was needed to correct the
inadequacies of the early warning time then pro-
vided by the programmed alr defense system of the
two countries.

(8) gés 1899/69, 20 Oct 53, CCS U13.44 (7-1-48)
Se¢

On 20 Oct 53 the JCS noted the MSG report and con-
curred in the recommendation therein. They
requested the US Sectlion of the PJBD to seek
Canadlan agreement for an early warning system as
outlined in the MSG report. On € Yov 53, Canada
agreed to the establishment of the proposed early
warning line, indlcating a readiness to proceed
with the necessary surveys and siting. (For fur-
ther action, see item of & Apr 54.)

{S) Dec On JCS 1899/69, 20 Oct 53; (S) SM-1734-53
to Chm, US Sec PJBD, 20 Oct 53; (TS) JCS 1899/81,
20 Nov 53; same file.
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The SecDef on 27 Qct 53 referred tc the President's
approval of the statement of pnollcy on continental
defense (NSC 159/l--see item of 22 Sep 53) and
asked the JCS to complete a more precise definition
of the programs, with phasing and costing, for the
seaward extenslons of the southern Canadlan early
warning system, flghter intercentor forces, and
antlaireraft forces. The followlng day, the Special
Assistant to the President requested that this
information be furnished in the DOD progress report
on NSC 159/4 because there was special interest in
programs that required Canadian cooperation.

{TSY JCS 1899/71, 2 Nov 53, CCS 381 US (5-23-46)
sec 29,

On 21 Nov 53 the JCS forwarded Army, Navy and Air
Force memorandums providing, respectively, more
preclse definitions of continental defense programs
for antlaircraft forces, seaward extensions of the
southern Canadian early warning system, and fizhter
interceptor forces. The JCS iInformed SecDef that
they had approved the programs contained 1n the Jer-
vice memorandums and that every effort would be made
to meet the requirements of NSC 159/4. They did not
agree, however, that the continental defense program
should take preclusive priority over essential offen
sive programs, and they considered that this program
should be adjJusted in relation to support availzable
for other essentlal commitments. The JCS also sub-
mitted to SecDef on 21 Nov 53 a detalled progress
report on planning for lmplementation of DCD respon-
sibility 1In programs for continental defense as
provided in NSC 159/4,

{TS) JCS 1899/82, 21 Nov 53; (TS) Memos, JCS to SecDe
21 Nov 53; CCS 381 US (5-23-46) sec 31.. (TS)Dec On
JCS 1899/76, 21 Nov 53, same file, sec 30.

The SecDef on 19 Nov £3 requested JCS comments on
changes to the staffing and functioning of the US
Sectlion of the PJBD to make Canadian and US defense
collaboration meore effective. Among other things
he proposed that the mlilitary members of the US
Section report to him, through their Steering Memter
and work in close coordination with the ASD(ISA).
The SecDef also asked ahbout the possibllity of a US
liaison officer in Ottawa or a small US joint mili-
tary office there as a counterpart to the Canadilan
Joint Staff Office in Washington.

ZDeclg JCS 1541/85, 20 Nov 53, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 34,

On 27 Nov 53 the JCS informed SecDef that they had
considered the whole problem of Canada-UC relations
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pertaining to defense, including an examination

of the three organizations (PJBD, *MCC, and MSG)
charged with US-Canadian military cooperation;
thelr mode of operation, membership, and respon-
sibllities; and the difficultles encountered by
these organlizatlions. They had found that these
organizations provided an effective means for
carrying out collaborative programs. The JCS noted
a Canadlan reluctance to permit bllateral planning
during the period 19951 tc October 1953, but they
added that currently there seemed to be a general
change in the Canadian attitude aznd that progress
was being made. Therefore, since an effective
organizatlion already exlisted for Canadian-US mill-
tary cooperation, the JCS believed that no changes
should be made 1n the terms of reference of the
exlsting agencies., In addition, the JCS considered
that any sort of US joint agency or liaisonofficer 1
Ottawa would detract from and possibly destroy the
close relationship currently in effect.

(SY Dec On JCS 1541/86, 1 Dec 53; (S) Memo, JCS to
SecDef, 27 Nov 53; same flle.

At CJCS request, CSAF presented the JCS a review of
command arrangements for the defense of the US in
order to ldentify the best methed of bringing the
ailr defense function under "more immedlate cognizanc
of the JCS and meeting the increasing Soviet threat
of nuclear attack, At that time CSAF discharged his
responsibllity for US alr defense through a unilater:
USAF command while exercising operational control of
certain other forces with an alr defense capability
pursuant to mutual agreement among the Services.
Further, he said, there was a c¢losely integrated
system of coordination with Canadian and Mexican
agencles and with such elements of the US Governmmen
as the CAA, FCC, and Federal Clvil Defense Adminis-
tration., CSAF found thls arrangement an effective
and economical working solution to the problem. He
belleved that nelther 2 unifled nor a specified
command as usually defined would be suitable for the
alr defense of the US and that more frequent reports
on his part could meet the JCS need for cognizance.
The JCS consldered the CSAF paper tut deferred actio
on 1t pending submission of CJCS views. (For fur-
ther action, see 1tem of 22 Jan SL.)

(T3) JCS 1899/89, 16 Dee 53, CCS 381 (1-24-42) sec 4
(TS) JCS 1899/100, 25 Jan 54, same flle, sec U6.
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At a 17-18 Dec 53 meeting, the MSG considered
problems involved in the selection of and
specifications for equipment for the Mid-Canada

segment of the Early Warning System for North

America (previocusly referred to as the southern
Canadian early warning system}. The MSG agreed
to submit to their respective chiefs of staff a
report containing recommendations on this matter.

fTSSBJCS 1899/95, 7 Jan 54, CCS 413.44 (7-1-48)
sec

On 8 Jan 54, the JCS approved the MSG report and
concurred that early detzalled planning should be
undertaken jointly by the USAF and the RCAF to
develop mutually acceptable military character-
istics for the Mid-Canada segment of the Early
Warning System and to complete selectlion and
speclfications for the equipment. The JCS
informed the PJBD of their actilon.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1899/95, & Jan S#; (TS) SM-14-54
to Chm, UUS Sec PJBD, 8 Jan S4; same file.

On 30 Jun 54, the Canadian Chiefs of Staff informed
the JCS that the Canadian Government had agreed to
the construction of the Mld-Canada Line as a
Canadlan project at Canadlan expense. (This agree-
ment was made formal ty a2 Canadlan note to the

State Department on 14 Jul S4.) The Canadians
inquired 1f their understanding that the US intended
to proceed simultaneously with the seaward extension
in the Pacific and Atlantlic Oceans was correct.

{TSY JCS 1899/134, 21 Jul S4; (S) Canadian Note
No. 463 to SecState, 14 Jul 54, Enel to JCS 1899/139.
12 Aug 54; CCS 413.44 (7-1-48) sec 8.

The CJCS replied to the Canadlan Chiefs of Staff on
8 Jul 54 that it was the US intention to bring the
seaward extensions 1nto readiness progressively with
the Atlantic portion (Argentia-to-Azores) essentially
complete by 1957 and the Pacific portion (Kodiak-to-
Hawall) as soon as possible thereafter. (For fur-
ther action, see item of 30 Jul 54.)

(TS) Ltr, CJCS to Chm Canadian Chlefs of Staff,
8 Jul 54, Fnel to JCS 1899/134, 21 Jul 54, same file

The CJCS on 15 Jan 54 brought to JCS attention the
emphasis placed on air defense by the Presildent,

the NSC, and the Senate Committee on Armed Services
as well as the fact that at least one of the speclal
committees on continental defense had commented
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adversely on the alr defense command arrangements.
In an era when enemy capabilities to inflict
massive damage on the continental US by surprise
alr attack were increasing rapidly, the CJCS con-
sidered 1t the duty of the JCS to establish a
suitable "Joint" command for the air defense of
the US. He used the term "Jjoint," realizing that
the necessary terms of reference might not fit
exactly the current definition of a "unifiled"
command. He requested JCS approval of such a
Joint command.

szsugCS 1899/100, 25 Jan 54, CCS 381 (1-24-42)
sec 46,

On 22 Jan 54, the JCS approved in principle "the
establishment of a JCS command for the alr defense
of the United States" and dlrected preparation of
the necessary terms of reference. (For further
action, see item of 16 Jul 54.)

{TSy JCS 1899/100, 25 Jan 54; (C) SM-59-54 to JSPC,
25 Jan 543 same file.

The JCS agreed that the Continental US Defense Plan-
ning Group was no longer needed and disestablished
it effective 1 Feb Sl, The personnel and functicns
of the Planning Group were transferred to the Joint
Strategic Plans Group of the Joint Staff.

[TSY Dec On JCS 204L/21, 6 Feb 54, CCS 381 US
(5-23-L6) sec 35,

The NSC on 11 Feb 54 circulated a revised draft
policy statement, NSC S408, on continental defense,
designed to replace NSC 159/8 (see item of 23 Sep
53). The rrincipal change was to place fighter
Interceptor and antiaireraft forces in the category
of programs having the highest priority and to make
clear that increased emphasis on continental defense
was not to Jjeopardize the obJective of a balanced
budeet.

(TS) NSC 5408, 11 Peb 54, CCS 381 (S (5~-23-46)
sec 37.

On 15 Feb 54, the JCS found the draft statement
acceptable subject to minor amendments, and the
President approved the revised policy on continental
defense as NSC 5408 on 2& Feb 54.

(TSy Dec On JCS 1899/105, 15 Feb S54; (TS) Memo,
Exec Secy NSC to NSC, 24 Feb 5l8; same file,
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The Acting SecDef cn 19 Feb 54 informed the JCS
that 1t had become 1ncreasingly apparent that the
work of the PJBD involved budgetary, political,
public relations, and other nonstrategic matters,
and he requested them to Instruct the Steering
Member to report to SecDef through the ASD(ISA).
The JCS would still be requested to comment on
matters within their purview. The JCS on 24 Feb
54 so instructed the Steering Member.

(SY JC38 15&1/87, 2 Mar S4; (S) SM-1T71-54 to
Steering Member, PJBD, 24 Feb 54; CCS 092
(9-10-U45) sec 36.

Subsequently guldance for the Mllitary Members,
US Section, PJBD, was issued as DOD Directive
5132.5, 3 May 54. President Eisenhower on 26 Feb
54 had authorized SecDef to make changes there-
after to the US Armed Forces membership on the
PJBD on the recommendation of the Secretary of
the Military Department coneerned.

{(U) 1st N/H of JCS 1541/87, 14 May 54 (U)
JCS 1541/88, 5 Mar 54, same file.

On 5 Apr S4 the JCS approved, with minor amend-
ments, a draft publlc statement c¢n continental
defense Intended for simultaneous release by the
US and Canadlan Governments. The statement was
issued in Ottawa and by SecDef in Washington on

8 Apr 54, It reviewed the cooperatlon of the

two countries since World War II in developing za
defense of North America against air attack,
stressing the continuous collaboration and Jjoint
planning that had occurred. The statement
reviewed the four-year effort to construct the
Pinetree Line of detection and alrcraft control
radars, and it revealed the recent intergovern-
mental agreement to proceed with an early warn-
ing radar system generally to the north of the
settled territory in Canada (the Mid-Canada Line),
as well as the US undertaking to extend early
warning barriers Ilnto the seaward approaches. It
was noted that "the Alaska radar system 1s
coordinated with those in Canada and the conti-
nental United States, and the development of air-
borne radar is well advanced." As evidence of
the close cooperation between US and Canadian air
defense commands, "unidentifled aircraft are
investigated bv the most immedlately available
interceptor force, whether Canadlan or American.”
The final paragraph of the statement related the
entire effort to NATO: "The Defense of North
America is part of the defense of the North Atlantle
Region to which both Canada and the United States
are pledged as signatories of the North Atlantic
Treaty."

(8) JCS 1899/109, 5 Azr 54, CCS 281 US (5-23-46)
gec 39. Dept of State Bulletin, 26 Apr 54, pp.
39-640.
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g Jul 54 At a 2-3 Jun 584 meeting, the MSCG declded that
Intergovernmental agreement should be concluded
on the need to establish a distant early warn-
ing (DEW) line and so recommended to the US and
Canadian Chiefs of Staff. On 9 Jul 54, the JCS
approved the MSG recommendation and requested
the US Section of the PJBD to seek Canadian
agreement on this matter.

(3) JC3 1899/135, 29 Jun 54; (S) Dee On JCS 1899/125,
9 Jul 54; (S) SM-630-54 to Chm, US Sec PJBD, 9 Jul
S4; cCS U13.4Y4 (7-1-48) sec 8.

A Canadian note of 2 Sep 54 to the Secretary of
State advised that the Canadian Government agreed
in principle to.the need for the establishment of
a distant early warning line across the most
northerly practicable part of North America, with-
out prejudice to the extent of Canadian partici-
pation and subject to further review when neces-
sary studies and cost estimates were complete.

(S} Canadian Note No. 580 to SecState, Encl to
JCS 1899/149, 15 Sep 54, same file.

Agreement on the location, characteristics, oper-
ational concept, and forces and facility require-
ments for the DEW line were the subject of long
and difficult negotiations that extended from late
1954 throughout 1955 and into 1956. These prob-
lems are contained in the JCS 1899 series in fille
location CCS 413.44 (7-10-48) sections 9-13.

As finally resolved, the DEW line comprised: a
land-based route and western and eastern sea
extensions. The land portion ran from Cape Dyer,
Baffin Island, generally within two degrees of the
69th Parallel, to Cape Lisburne, Alaska. The
Western sea extension ran from Umnak in the Aleu-
tlans to Mlidway Island, and six land-based radars
extended ccverage from the last Alaskan radar at
Naknek out to Umnak. In 1956 two eastern extension
routes were approved: one from Cape Farewell,
Greenland, to the Azores; the other across Greenland
to Iceland and then to the United Kingdom. The DEW
line was declared technically ready by 15 Jul 57,
but many more months were required before the line
met required performance standards.

(S) Seventeen Years of Air Defense, NCRAD Reference
Paper No. 9, pp. 1b6-17.

16 Jul 54 During the pericd Feb-Jun 54 the JCS considered the
terms of reference for a jolint air defense command
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16 Jul 54
(Cont.)

1954

(see item of 22 Jan 54) but were unable to reach
agreement. They did agree on 25 Jun 54 to refer
their individual proposals on the matter to an

ad hoe committee to resolve as many of the diver-
gent views as possible and to defline the remain-
ing 1ssues.

(T3) JCS 1899/115, 28 May 54; (TS) JCS 1899/122,
22 Jun 54; CCS 381 (1-24-42) sec U4B. (TS)

JCS 1899/124, 24 Jun S4; (TS JCS 1899/126, 26 Jun
54; same file, sec 49,

On 16 Jul 54, the JCS considered the report of the
ad hoe committee and approved the establishment of
the Continental Air Defense Command (CONAD) as a
joint command for the defense of CONUS against air
attack. They deslgnated the Department of the Alr
Force to be the executlve agency for the command
and designated the Headquarters, USAF Alr Defense
Command, augmented by representatives from the
other Services, as Headquarters, CONAD. The JCS
also approved the terms of reference and mission
for CONAD. The Commander in Chlef, Continental
Air Defense Command (CINCONAD) would be a USAF
general officer and would alsoc be designated Com-
mander, USAF Alr Defense Command. He would exer-
cise operational control over all forces assigned
or otherwise made available by the JCS or other
authority. The command would consist initlally of
the USAF Alr Defense Command, the US Army Antlair-
craft Command, and a Naval command composed of
forces of the contiguous Naval radar coverage
gaystem. The commanders of this Navy command and the
Army Antialrcraft Command would serve as principal
advisers to CINCONAD on Navy and Army matters,
respectively, and a Marine Corps representative
would be assigned to the CONAD staff,

Forces and operations of the seaward extensions

of the early warning system would continue under
CINCLANT and CINCPAC, and the early warning
installations in Alaska and the US Northeast Com-
mand would continue under CINCAL and CINCNE. Those
commanders, however, were to support CINCONAD in
accordance wlth plans approved by the JCS and
mutual agreements by the commanders concerned to
insure that plans for and operaticns of the elements
of the early warning system would be responsive to
the needs of CINCONAD.

({TSY JCS 1899/128, 1 Jul 54; (C) JCS 1899/133,
19 Jul 54; CcCS 381 (1-24-42) sec 49,

On 26 Jul 54 the JCS informed SecDef of their
decision to establish CONAD and requested his
approval of the mission statement, organizational
structure, and terms of reference.
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(Decl) Dec On JCS 1899/135, 26 Jul 54; (Decl)
Memo, JCS to SecDef, 26 Jul 54; same file, sec 50.

On 30 Jul 54, the SecDef approved the establishment
of CONAD as a Joint command effective 1 Sep 54 and
the designation of the Department of the Alr Force
as the executlve agency for the command. The SecDef
stated that hls office would notify the Canadian
Government of this decision before release of the
public announcement that was in preparation.

(Decl) N/H of JCS 1899/135, U Aug 54, same file.

The JCS Informed the US Sectlon of the MSG that they
had approved a program to provide for the seaward
extensions of the Mid-Canada Line from Argentia to
the Azores 1n the Atlantic and from Kodilak to Hawaii
In the Paciflic. In antlecipation of a Canadian
question at the next MSG meeting concerning movement
of the western terminal of the programmed Atlantic
extension to the tlp of Greenland, the JCS opposed
any modification 1n the existing program for the
Line cr 1ts extenslons,.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1899/137, 2 Aug 54; (TS) JCS 1899/137,
29 Jul 54; (TS) SM-685-54 to Chm, US Sec MSG, 2 Aug
54; CCS 813.44 (7-1-48) sec 8.

The JCS established the Continental Alr Defense Com-
mand (CONAD) with headaquarters at Ent Alr Force Base,
Colorado Springs, Colorado, under the command of
General Benjamin W. Chidlaw, USAF, as CINCONAD.
CINCONAD's mission was as approved by the JCS on 16
Jul 54 (see item) and forces initially allocated to
CONAD were those of the USAF Alr Defense Command,

the Army Antiaircraft Command, and the naval forces
of the contiguous radar coverare system.

(S) Fifteen Years of Air Defense, NORAD Historical
Reference Paper No. 3, pp. 47-49,.

The Canadian Chiefs of Staff suggested to the JCS

on 30 Sep 54 a reappraisal of the problem of
continental defense, in view of the advances made

by the Soviet Unilon 1In the filelds of mass destruction
weapons and bomber alrcraft and the possible effects
of fallout of atomic and thermonuclear weapons.
Speciflically, the Canadlans proposed a Jolnt Canada-
US study to define clearly the effects of fallout.
Upon completion of that study, they proposed three
further studies: on the effects of fallout on
present plans for the defense of North America; a
reexaminatlon of the weapon systems of the two
countries for the defense of North America; and a
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determination of a Jolnt approach for implementa-
tion of revised weapon systems.

TTSTHTE_C 1899/159, 9 Oct 54, CCS 381 (5-23-46)
sec 49,

On 5 Nov 54 the JCS agreed that the studies suggested
by the Canadlian Chiefs of Staff were not required
since the problem of fallout from TN weapons did
not affect the objectives of the continental
defense system. Moreover, studles then under way
had the common obJective of suggesting remedies
for the deficlienciles in thelr weapon systems

and defense plans. The JCS concluded that there
was a requirement for discussions of a broad
nature to collate information avallable and

under study. They belleved that 1t should be
made clear to the Canadlans that US military
representatlives were ready at any time to discuss
these matters and that, when the legal bars

had been removed, such dlscussions could include
weapons effects. They so informed the Canadian
Chiefs of Staff on 10 Nov 54,

(TS) Dec On JCS 1899/161, 5 Nov 54; (TS) Ltr,
CJCS to Chm Canadian Chiefs of Staff, 10 Nov 54;

same file, see 50.
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8 Feb 55

18 Feb 55

1 Mar 55

1955

On 7-8 Feb 55, personnel of CONAD and the
RCAF Alr Defence Command briefed the MSG.
They pointed out that Soviet development
of high-performance long-range jet bombers
as well as both atomlc and thermonuclear
weapons had greatly increased the Soviet
threat to North America. The personnel

of the two commands outlined trends in
cooperation and command that might be
developed between CONAD and the RCAF Air
Defence Command and proposed that the most
effectlve organizational arrangement for
the ailr defense of North America was the
integration of the two alr defense systems
and the ultimate establishment of a comblned
command.

At the conclusion of the briefing, the MSG
agreed that each section would bring this
matter to the attention of the higher
authoritles in their respective military
establishments. Subsequently, the Canadian
Chlefs of Staff concurred 1in principle in
the need for a combined air defense command
but did not submit the proposal to the
Canadian Cabinet. (For further action, see
item of 14 Dec 55.)

(S) Memo, US Steering Mbr PJBD to Distribution,
9 May 55, CCS 092 (9-10-45) sec U0. (8}
JCS 1541/102, 5 Dec 55, same file, sec 41.

The JCS approved and forwarded to the SecDef
a revised Unifled Command Plan, which took
account of the establishment of CONAD. The
SecDef approved the revised UCP and the JCS
issued 1t on 9 Mar 55.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1259/337, 18 Feb 55; (C) MN/H
of JCS 1259/337, 10 Mar 55, CCS 381 (1-24-42)
sec 53. (C) SM=-180-55 to CINCAL et al.,

9 Mar 55, same file, sec 54,

At an Aug 54 MSG meeting and an Oct 54 PJBD
meeting, US and Canadian representatives
discussed changes 1n the working relationships
between the alr defense agencies of the two
countries in light of the establishment of
CONAD. At the PJBD meeting, the USAF Member
proposed certain changes 1n the composition
of the US Section of the MSG to reflect the
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26 Oct 55

14 Deec 55

establishment of CONAD, and the Canadian Air
Force Member of the FJBED concurred. These
changes, which the CSAF subsequently carried
out, substituted CONAD representation for

US Alr Defense Command representatlon and
designated the USAF Member of the PJBD as
Chairman of the US Section, MSG.

TTS) Jcs 1 899/187, 21 Feb 55, cCcs 381
(1-24-42) sec 54

The JCS on 1 Mar 55 noted the changes in
the composition of the US Section, MS3G.

{TS) Dec On JCS 1899/187, 1 Mar 55, same file.

CINCONAD on 31 Jan 55 submlitted to the JCS
his Alr Defense Plan, Continental United
States (1-55), providing for the employment
of forces assigned or otherwlse allocated
to the alr defense of the continental US
should war occur.

(TS) CONAD Air Defense Plan, Continental
United States (1-55), 31 Jan 55, CCS 381
(1-24-42) BP pt 9. (U) JCS 2245, 22 Mar 55,
same file, sec 54. :

On 26 Oct 55 the JCS approved the plan
subject to certain modiflcation for accuracy
and clarity. They informed CINCONAD of
their action on 28 Oct 55. One of the JCS8
modifications was a change to provide that
the CG, Army Antiaircraft Command, would
provide AA defense forces to the extent
appropriate units were availlable and would
command these AA unilts except Iinsofar as
operational control was assigned to sub-
ordinate Joint air defense commanders. The
JCS made this change on the grounds that
Service component commanders under CINCONAD
were to provlide combat-ready forces and
Joint commanders under CINCONAD were
responsible for combat operations.

(TS) Dec On JCS 2245/6, 28 Oet 55, CCS 381
(1-24-42) seec 56. (TS) SM-872-55 to CINCONAD,
28 Oct 55, same file, sec 57.

The CSAF called to JCS attention on 5 Dec 55
the CONAD-RCAF Alr Defence Command briefing
given the MSG (see item of 8 Feb 55) on the
possible integratlion of the Canadian and US>
alr defense commands and the fact that the
Canadian Chiefs of Staff had approved in
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principle the establishment of such a combined
command. The CSAF recommended that the JCS8
approve 1in principle the desirability of

.establishing a combined Canada-US Nerth

American air defense command and that they
Inform the Canadian Chlefs of Staff, asking
for suggestions regarding further action.
He a2l1so recommended that he, together with
CSA and CNO, be charged with developing the
details of a combined air defense command.

(3) iCS 15“1/102, 5 Dec 55, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 41,

On 14 Dec 55, the JCS agreed to refer the
CSAF recommendations to the JSPC for further
study based on the following guildance: (1)
a combined Canada-~US command was probably
not acceptable tc the Canadians at that

time and should not be proposed; (2) the
proposal to the Canadians should he limited
to the peacetime integration of operational
control of Canadlan and US warning systems
and air forces assigned to contlnental air
defense; (3) the SecDef should be informed.
(For further actlon, see item of 18 Jan 56.)

(S) N/H of JCS 1541/102, 16 Dec 55; (TS)
SM-1012-55 to JSPC, 15 Dec 55; same flle.
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4 Jan 56 The Deputy SecDef informed the Secretaries
of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, and the
CJCS of a new policy agreed between DOD and
the Canadian Department of National Defence
for publicity regarding the DEW Line. The
policy supplemented the "Directive Concerning
Publicity Relating to the Jolnt Canadian-US
Defense Plans and Operations,"” of 19 Mar 51
(JCS MOI 783) and defined the policy and
procedures pertaining to the security of
officlal information regarding the DEW Lilne.

{0) JCS 1899/245, 11 Jan 56, CCS 413.44
{(7=-1-48) sec 12.

18 Jan 56 The JCS concluded that agreement should be
reached with the Canadlan Chilefs of Staff on
a peacetime air defense arrangement that
would provide: (1) operational integration
of the continental elements of the air defense
systems of both countries; (2) centralization
of authority for operational contrel of the
continental-based forces of both countries
assigned and such augmentation forces as
might be allocated to continental air
defense; (3) a peacetime continental air
defense arrangment between Canada and the
US that would be readily adaptable to meet
conditions imposed in the event of a general
war or at such times as might be mutually
agreeable. The JCS Informed the SecDef of
thelr declsion and requested his concurrence
prior to sollciting the views of the Canadian
Chlefs of Staff. They also directed the CSAF
to undertake, in conjunction with CSA and CNO,
studies and actions necessary to develop the
details of a US military position.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1541,/103, 18 Jan 56; (TS) Memo,
JCS to SecDef, 18 Jan 5€; (TS) SM-36-56 to
- CSAF, 18 Jan 563 CCS 092 (9-10-45) sec by,

On 10 Feb 56, the SecDef informed the JCS of
his approval, and they raised the matter with
the Canadian Chiefs of Staff on 14 Feb 56.

(TS} N/E of JCS 15417103, 15 Feb 56; (TS)
SM-126-56 to Chm, Canadian Chiefs of Staff,

14 Feb:=56: same file.
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The Canadian Chiefs of Staff Informed the

JCS of their agreement that a study of

methods of 1integrating peacetlime operational
control of continental elements of the alr
defense of North America should be undertaken.
They suggested 1t be done by an ad hoc¢ group

of US and Canadian Air Force officers reporting
separately to the Canadian and US Chilefs of
Staff. They further suggested that, to avoid
raising delicate political problems, the ad hoc
group limit its discussions and recommendations
to the problems of operational control, a
subJect "very sensitive politically" in Canada,
and that there be no leakage of information

to the press on the propocsed ad hcec group

or its discusslons. (For further action, see
item of 27 Mar 56.)

zTSS JCS 1541/104, 27 Feb 56, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec U1,

In early Feb 56, CINCONAD requested that he
be relieved from further participation in
Alaska-Canada-US emergency defense planning.
He belleved that his particlipatlion in the
preparation of the Canada-US Emergency
Defense Plan as well as publication of the
CONAD Air Defense Plan, Continental US,
adequately covered alr defense planning for
the West Coast and Canada.

{CY JCS 1995/25, 1u Feb 56, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 41.

On 28 Feb 56, the JCS decided to seek Canadian
agreement before relieving CINCONAD of the
responsibllity. Canadian agreement was ob-
talned through the MCC, and the JCS informed
CINCONAD on 10 Jul 56 that he was relleved
from particlpation in Alaska-Canada-US
emergency planning.

{CYy JCS 1995/26, 28 Feb 56; (C) SM-160-56 to
Chm, US Sec MCC, 28 Feb 56; CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 41. (C) Dec On JCS 1995/28, .10 Jul 5&;
(C) SM-570-56 to CINCONAD, 10 Jul 56; same
file, sec 42.

The JCS accepted in principle the Canadian

Chilefs of Staff suggestion for the study of
methods to integrate operational control of
the continental alr defenses of Canada and

the US by an ad hoe group cf alr force
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27 Mar 56 officers of the two countries reporting
(Cont.) separately through their air chief of staff

to thelr respectlve chiefs of staff. The
JCS so informed the Canadlan Chiefs of Staff
and stated that, from the US point of view,
the Army and Navy, as well as the Air Force,
should be represented- in the ad hoc group
because of the composiltion of US air defense
forces. The JCS believed that the ad hoc
group should be formed in early May 1956

to allow time for CINCONAD to complete a
study and for the development of a US
position. They authorized the CSAF to
represent them in negotlations on the es-
tablishment of the ad hoc grour and informed
the Canadian Chiefs of Staff that every
precaution would be taken to preclude leakage
of information on this matter. The JCS

also directed the CSAF, 1in collaboration
with the CSA and the CNO, to take the
required actions leading to the establishment
of a Canada-US ad hoc group.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1541/105, 27 Mar 56;

(TS) SM=-243-56 to Chm, Canadlan Chiefs of
Staff, 27 Mar 56; (C) SM-244-56 to CSA,
CNO, and CSAF, 27 Mar 56; CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 41,

14 May %6 The Canadlan Chiefs of Staff agreed with
the JCS on the establishment of an ad hoc
group to study the integration of operaticnal
control of the continental alr defense of
Canada and the US 1n peacetime. They
recommended that the study be assigned fto
the Canada-US MSG which, 1in turn, could
organize the ad hoc group under its super-
vislion. The Royal Canadian Navy considered
1t unnecessary to participate in the study,
so the Canadian section of the ad hoc study
group would consist of Army and RCAF offlcers.
So that the group would not be constralned by
inflexible Service or national positions, the
Canadian Chiefs of Staff planned to 1ssue only
general guldance to thelr designees. They
suggested the group meet as soon as convenlent
in May. (For further actlion, see item of
19 Jun 56.)

{TSY JCS 1541/106, 23 May 56, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 41.




18 May 56

1956

The SecDef on 2 Feb 56 reguested JCS comment
on whether the existing operational control
assignment for weapons in continental alr
defense clearly delineated the responsibility
of CINCONAD to control of all continental
antiaireraft defense, 1lncluding the assignment
of Indilvidual batterlies to designated targets.
If so, he also asked whether the installation
of the AN/FSG-1 Systems to control NIKE units
would result 1n any conflict in the operation
of the overall defense system.

(S) JCS 1899/252, 3 Feb 56, CCS 381 (1-24-42)
sec 57.

The JCS considered this matter on 17 Apr 56,
but could not reach agreement. They did
declide to forward thelr divergent views to

the SecDef, which they eventually did on

18 May 56. The CJCS believed that CINCONAD's
terms of reference should be clarified to
provide: centralized operaticnal control

of all alr defense forces assigned, attached,
or otherwlise made available, 1ncluding assign-
ment of Individual AA batteries to designated
targets; and responsibility for recommending
to the JCS the operational requirements in
CONUS for alr defense weapons and surveillance
systems. Army and Alr Force development

and procurement of weapons and systems should
be in accordance with the requirements laid
down by CINCONAD. The CNO and the CSAF
generally agreed with CJCS, but CSA con-
sldered the current CINCONAD terms of reference
should not be changed until systems were fully
operational and experience was gained with
varicus new weapons.

(1S) JCS 1899/26L4, 9 May 56; (TS) Memo, JCS
to SecDef, 18 May 56; (TS) CM-297-56 to
SecDef, 18 May 56; same file, sec E£9,

On 21 Jun 56 the SecDef agreed with the CJCS
on the specific problem of the AN/FSG-1
equipment. (For the SecDef decision on
CINCONAD terms of reference, see item of

5 Jun 56.)

{CY Memo, SeeDef to CJCS, 21 Jun 56, CCS 381
(1-24-12} sec 61. (C) NJE of JCS 1899/264,
27 Jun =€, same flle, sec 59.




4 Jun 56

5 Jun 56

1956

The JCS forwarded to the SecDef a proposed
revised Unified Command Plan that, among
other things, provided for the disestablish-
ment of the US Northeast Command by 1 Sep 56,
with residual tasks assigned to appropriate
commanders, and for asslignment to CINCONAD
of responsibility for the air defense of
Alaska and the northeast. In accordance
with these changes, CINCAL would report to
the JCS through CINCONAD on all matters
pertalning to the air defense of the North
American Continent, and operational control
of the Alaskan air defense forces would be
vested in CINCONAD.

(C) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 4 Jun 56; (C)
JCS 1259/354, 4 Jun 563 CCS 381 (1-24-42)
sec 61 and BP pt. 10.

On 21 Jun 56 the SecDef approved the revised
UCP, informing the Secretary of State of
these approved changes the following day.

(C) JCS 1259/357, 3 Jul 56; (C) Ltr, SecDef
to Sgcstate, 22 Jun 56; CCS 381 (1-24-42)
sec H1.

The JCS distributed the approved UCP to
the CINCs on 3 Jul 56, stating that 1t was
effective upon receipt. The JCS also
notifled the Canadlan Chlefs of Staff on

3 Jul 56 of the changes in the US command
structure with regard to CINCAL, CINCNE,
and CINCONAD.

(CYy SM=-54B-56 to CINCAL et al., 3 Jul S6;
(C) SM-551-56 to Chm, Canadian Chlefs of
Staff, 3 Jul 56; (C) JCS 1256/359, 3 Jul 56
CCS 381 (1-24-42) sec €1.

After hearing a presentation on continental
defense by Army and Air Force spokesmen, fthe
Armed Forces Policy Council agreed that

there were problems that needed to be solved.
Consequently, the JCS were requested to make
recommendations to the SecDef on a concept
for CONAD covering command relationships

and operatlonal control to clarify the
authority of CINCONAD.

{CY JCS 1B99/263, 8 May 56, CCS 381 (1-24-42)
se¢ 59,




5 Jun 56
(Cont.)

1956

On 5 Jun 56, the JCS informed SecDef that
some of the current problems of CONAD stemmed
from 1ts organization and the wording of the
current terms of reference (see item of

16 Jul 54). Since CONAD did not precisely
fit any of the types of Joint command
prescribed iIn the manual, Joint Actlon of
the Armed Forces (JAAF), they belleved that
it should be organized under a concept

where CINCONAD: (1) would not serve as
Commander, USAF Air Defense Command; (2)
would establlish a separate and distinct
headquarters and exercise operational
control over the Army Antialrcraft Command,
the USAF Ailr Defense Command, and Naval
Forces, CONAD, and other forces assigned

or made avallable to those commands; (3)
would establish a Joint staff to operate
under the basic princlples set forth in JAAF.
The JCS considered that CINCONAD's operational
control should inciude those functions of
command lnvolving composition of subordinate
forces, assignment of tasks, designation

of obJectives, and authoritative direction
necessary to accompllsh the air defense
mission. The CJCS, supported by the CMC,
the CNO, and the CSAF, favored authority

for CINCONAD to centralize operational
control of all air defense forces assigned,
attached, or otherwise made available, including
assignment of individual AA batteries to
designated targets. The CSA belleved that
CINCONAD should have authority to assign
targets through subordinate joint commanders
to the local AA defense commanders, but not
to exclude the exercise of initiative by

the local AA defense to engage all enemy
targets and not to include designation of
targets by CINCONAD and his subordinate
Joint commanders to the Ilndividual AA
batteries.

(TS) JCS 1899/268, 29 May 56; (TS) Dec On
JCS 1899/265, 5 Jun 56; CCS 381 (1-2u4=42)
sec 60. (TS) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 5 Jun 56,
same flle, sec 61.

On 19 Jun 56, the SecDef approved the concept
for a new terms of reference for CINCONAD as
proposed by the JCS. With regard to the
divergent views on CINCONAD's operational
control, the SecDef concurred with the
position of the CJCS. (For further action,
see 1tem of 24 Aug 56.)

(C) gCS 1899/274, 26 Jun 56, CCS 381 (1-24-42)
sec 6l.




1956

19 Jun 56 The JCS accepted the Canadian Chiefs of Staff
recommendation (see item of 14 May 56) that
the MSG organize the ad hoc group to study
the integration of operational control of
the continental alr defense systems of the
two countries. The JCS directed the US
Section of the MSG to take the necessary
actions to accomplish the study within the
framework of the MSG. The JCS and the
Canadian Chlefs of Staff would furnish
thelr respective sectlons appropriate
general guldance. (For further action,
see 1ltems of 24 Aug 56 and 6 Feb 57.)

(TS) Dec On JCS 1541/107, 20 Jun §6;

(TS) JCS 1541/108, 18 Jun 56; CCS 092
{9-10=-45) seec 41. (TS) SM=512=56 to
Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee, 20 Jun
56; (TS) SM-513-56 to Chm, US Sec MSG,

20 Jun 56; same fille, sec 42,

1 Aug 56 The DepSecDef on 2 Jul 56 noted that, under
the revised UCP (see item of 4 Jun £€),
CINCAL's functions and responsibilities
would be greatly reduced, and he asked the
JCS to reconsider the need for retaining
that command.

(CYy JCS 1259/358, 3 Jul 56, CCS 381 (1-24-42)

sec 61.

On 1 Aug 56 the JCS informed SecDef that

the strategic location of the Alaskan Command,
as well as the administrative, logistic, and
ground defense responsibllities of CINCAL,
Justifled the retention of the command. They
wished to awalt evaluation of changes already
ordered before making further changes in ALCCM.

(C) Dec On JCS 1259/360, 1 Aug 56; (C) Memo,
. JCS to SecDef, 1 Aug 56; same file, sec 62.

24 Aug 56 The JCS approved a CINCOMNAD study of 28 Apr 56
as 1nitial general guldance for development
of the combined study on integration of oper-
ational control of US and Canadlan continental
alr defense. In transmitting it to the US
Sectlion, MSG, they also restated the provisions
for inclusion in any combined arrangement as
approved on 18 Jan 56 (see item) and concurred
in a CINCONAD view that: (1) operational
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24 Aug 56 control of the air defense forces in Alaska

(Cont.) should be included as a part of an integrated
alr defense system for the US and Canada;
(2) the system for the integration of oper-
ational control of the continental air
defenses of Canada and the US must be developed
and exercised over a pericd cf years in order
to be effective when needed and not require
major adjustment from a peacetime to a general
war status; (3) the possibility that a
commander of one nationallty might exercise
operational control over subordinate combat
forces of the other nation should not be a
governing factor in developing combined
recommendatlions on the optimum arrangement
for Integrating Canadlian and US alr defenses.
The JCS also sald that the terms of reference
for CINCONAD, then under revision, would be
forwarded to the US Section, MSG, when
approved by SecDef, as additional general
guldance. (For further actlon, see 1ltem
of 6 Feb 57.)

(TSY Dec On JCS 1541/109, 24 Aug 56; (TS)
SM-687-56, to Chm, US Sec MSG, 24 Aug 56;
CCS 092 (9-10-45) sec U42.

24 Aug 56 The JCS submitted to the SecDef revised terms
of reference for CINCONAD in accordance with
SecDef's 19 Jun 56 decision (see 1item of
5 Jun 56) on thils matter. The JCS were
still not in agreement on several points.
The principal one was that CSAF and CMC
wanted the terms of reference toc specify
that CINCONAD would be a USAF officer. The
CSA and CNO preferred allowance for assign-
ment of an officer of another Service 1f
that should prove desirable, and CJCS en-
dorsed this view.

(S) Dec On JCS 1899/281, 27 Aug 56; (C)

JCS 1899/281, 15 Aug 5€; CCS 381 (1-24-42)
sec 62. (TS) Memo, JCS to SecDef, 27 Aug 56,
same file, sec 63.

On 31 Aug 56 the Deputy SecDef zpproved the
revised terms of reference for CINCONAD,
resolving the divergencles as recommended
by CJCS. The JCS furnished the revised
terms of reference to CINCONAD on 4 Sep 56.
A copy was supplled to the US Section, MSG,
on 14 Sep 56.

(CY N/H of JCS 1899/281, 7 Sep 56, CCS 381
(1-24-42) sec €2. (TS) Memo, DepSecDef

to CJCS, 21 Aug 56; (C) SM-T16-56 to CINCONAD,

4 Sep 563 (C) JCS 1899/283, L Sep 56; same

file, sec 63. (C) N/H of JCS 15417109, 17 Sep 56;
(C) SM-748-56 to Chm, US Sec MSG, 14 Sep 56;

CCS 092 (9-10-45) sec 42.

69




1 Sep 56
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The US Northeast Command was dlsestablished
and CINCONAD assumed responsibility for all
US air defense activities in the northeast
area and operatlonal control over all US air
defense forces assigned or allocated for

the defense of that area. CINCONAD also
became responsible for all air defense
activities in Alaska and operational control
of air defense forces assigned or allocated
for Alaska. He designated CINCAL as the
commander responsible to him for all air
defense activities in Alaska; operational
contreol would be exercised by CINCAL as
before through the Commander, Alaskan Alr
Command, a component of ALCOM. CINCONAD
also assumed responsibility for development
of plans and requirements for the air
defense of Alaska and the northeast area.

ZC; JCS 1259/371, 29 Nov 56, CCS 381
(1-24-42) see 57.

At the recommendation of the CJCE, and in
order to facilitate a reappraisal of US
objectives for national securlty, the JCS
recommended to SecDef the establishment of
an ad hoc commlittee to study the general
problem of alr defense of North America.
The JCS proposed that such a group reevaluate
the concepts of continental air defense

in light of increasing Sovliet capabllitiles
and the technclogical improvements 1n
weapons and weapons dellvery systems and
then submit appropriate recommendations to
them.

(S) Dec On JCS 1899/285, 10 Oct 56; (S) Memo,
JCS to SecDef, 10 Oct 56; CCS 334 Air Defense
of North America Ad Hoc Comite (9-20-56) sec 1.

On 11 Oct 56, the SecDef approved the establish-
ment of an ad hoc committee. Later, on 7 Nov 56,
with JCS and SecDef approval, the CJCS

appointed retired general officers from the

Army, Navy, and Air Force (GEN Thomas T. Handy,
USA; ADM John T. Ballentine, USN; and GEN Carl

A. Spaatz, USAF) and Dr. Albert T. Hill, Director
of Research, WSEG, to the Ad Hoc Committee on
North American Alr Defense.

{S) N/E of JCS 1899/285, 17 Oct 56; (S) CM-400-56
to Spaatz, Handy, Ballentine, and Hill, 7 Nov 56;
same file.
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10 Oct 56 The report of the Ad Hoc Committee on

(Cont.) North American Air Defense to the JCS was
dated 28 Jun 57. During the subseaquent
JCS consideration of the report and the
comments on it by selected commanders of
unified commands, its content became
increasingly outmoded -owing to the progress
of CINCONAD's planning and the establishment
of NORAD in Sep 57. On 26 Feb 58 the JCS
agreed to ncote the report.

(TS-RD) JCS 1899/39%, 8 Jul 57, cCS 381
US (5=-23-46€) sec 95 and BP pt 10. (TS) Dec On
JCS 1899/391, 26 Feb 58, same file, sec 9U4.

26 Nov 56 The SecDef informed the Armed Forces Policy
Councll that the following problems relating
to Service rcles and missions and air defense
had been resolved after consideration of the
recommendaticns of the JCS and civilian
officials of 0SD: (1) the Army had been
assigned responsibllity for the development,
procurement, and manning of land-based
surface~to-air missile systems for point
defense (NIKE I, NIKE B, and land-based
TALOS); (2) the Alr Force had been assigned
similar responsibility for land-based
surface-to-air missile systems for area
defense (BOMARC); (3) the Navy, in coordination
with the Army and the Alr Force, had received
the same responsibility for ship-based
air defense weapon systems for the accomplish-
ment of its assigned functions; (U4) the Marine
Corps had been authorized to adapt to 1ts
organic use such surface-to-alr weapon
systems developed by the other Services as
might be required in the accomplishment of
1ts assigned functions.

() J%S 1378/81, 15 Mar 57, CCS 370 (8-19-45)
sec 58,
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The M3G on 19 Dee 56 recommended that the
coenclusion of the ad hoc group studying
integrated operational control of Canadian
and US ailr defenses be approved. The ad
hoe group had concluded that, in order to
provide the most effective air defense of
North America, operational control over
all continental elements of forces made
avallable for the air defense of Canada,
CONUS, and Alaska should be integrated

and delegated to a single commander, who
would be responsible to the chiefs of
staff of both countries. The ad hoec group
also provided a general mission statement
and terms of reference for a Commander in
Chief, Air Defense, Canada-United States
(CINCADCANUS).

(TSY JC3 1541/112, 25 Jan 57, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 43.

On 6 Feb 57 the JCS approved the conclusions
of the ad hoc group as the basic principles
on which integrated operational control of
the air defenses of Canada, CONUS, and

Alaska would be undertaken. They further
agreed that the Canadian Chilefs of Staff

and the JCS should take action to secure

the approval of both governments with the
understanding that integration of operational

control would be limited to the continental

elements of the air defense systems of both
countries (to include the extension to sea-
ward of the contiguous radar coverage),
including the continental portions of the
warning systems. The JCS requested SecDef
approval of their action.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1541/112, 6 Feb 57; (TS) Memo,
JCS to SecDef, 7 Feb 57; same file.

On 16 Mar 57, the SecDef approved the basic
principles for peacetime integration of
operatlional control of the continental air
defenses of Canada and the US as proposed
by the MSG and approved ty the JCS. He
stipulated that hils action should not be
construed as approval for future US force
levels for continental defense as contained
in the MSG report. ils action d4id constitute
the required governmental approval to
proceed with further action including de-
tailed planning for the integration. He
noted that account would have to be taken
of the impact on the proposed command
structure and operational procedures
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(Cont.)
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of the need to maintain in US custody 1in
peacetime any atomic weapons lccated in
Canada for use by Canadian forces. He
requested that terms of reference for the
CINCADCANUS as might be agreed with the
Canadian Chiefs of Staff be submitted to
him before implementation and that the

JCS submit appropriate recommendations for
necessary governmental or intergovernmenteal
agreement to implement the milltary aspects
of the integration. The SecDef had informed
the Secretary of State and the President of
this action. (For further action, see item
of 11 Apr S7.)

zTSS JCS lSul/lls, 20 Mar 57, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec U4,

The CSAF furnished the JCS a progress report
on CINCONAD's air defense planning in the
northeast area, stating that command and
operational arrangements of a permanent
nature would be effective on 1 Apr 57.
CINCONAD had also reported that he and

the Alr Officer Commanding, RCAF Ailr
Defence Command had signed an alr defense
agreement providing z mutual understanding
for the exercise of command and contrcl of
all air defense forces operating in and/or
over Canadlian territeory located within

the northeast area. (This agreement superseded
the earlier agreement between the AQC, RCAF
ADC, and CINCNE; a copy had been forwarded
to the PJBD.)

{C) JC3 1259/384, 14 Feb 57, CCS 381 (1l-24-42)
sec 71.

The JCS noted a CSAF account of an informal
discussion with the Chalrman c¢f the Canadian
Chiefs of Staff, General Foulkes, on 4 Mar 57.
General Foulkes had stated that he saw

no difficulty in obtaining Canadian govern-
mental approval for the integration of
operational control of North American alr
defenses 1f he cculd assure his government
that a Canadian officer would occupy the
deputy command position. In replying,

CSAF had noted that one of the ad hoe

group's conclusions was that the commander

in chief and his deputy should not normally
be from the same nation. Assuming the
commander in chlef would be a US officer, he
was certain the JCS would concur in the appoint-
ment of a Canadian officer as the deputy.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1541/114, 19 Mar 57, CCS 092
(9~1C~45) sec U43.
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The JCS notified the Canadian Chlefs of Staff
of thelr and SecDef's approval of the basic
principles for integratlion of operational
control of the continental air defenses of
North America. They suggested that, when
Canadlan Government approval had been given,
CONAD and Canadlan representatives should
form an ad hoc group tc develcp initial
plans for consideration by the MSG and
approval by the Canadian Chliefs of Staff

and the JCS.

{TSY Dec On JCS 1541/11€, 11 Apr 57; {(TS)
SM-292-57 to Chm, Canadlian Chiefs of Staff,
11 Apr 57; (TS) SM~=293-57 to CINCONAD,

11 Apr 57; CCS 092 (9-10-45) sec 44,

The Canadlan Chlefs of Staff notified the
JCS of their approval on 26 Apr 57, but
the Canadian Government had yet to approve
the integration. (For further action, see
item of 1 Aug 57.)

(TS) N/E of JCS 1541/116, 3 May 57, same
flle.

The Deputy ASD(ISA) furnished the JCS with
the State Department views on the principles
for integration of Canadlan and US air
defenses. The State Department considered
it highly important from a political view-
point that: one of the three sectors into
which the North American Continent was to

be divided, as then planned, be commanded

by a Canadilan; if CINCADCANUS was to be an
American, the deputy should be a Canadlan;
the location cf the headquarters should be
explored with the Canadlans with an effort
to accede to Canadlan preference 1f one was
expressed; the principles on interception

of unidentified aircraft 1in the airspace

of the other country as lald down by the PJBD
should be examined tc see whether they
would be equally applicable under unified
command; and steps should be taken to make
the rules of interception and engagement
exactly the same over both countries. The
State Department presented these suggestions
because of the extreme sensitivity of the
Canadian Government and publlic to any impli-
cation that Canada was belng placed in a
secondary position or was of interest to the
US mairnly because of its terrain. (For
further acticn, see item of 4 Sep 57.)

(TS) JCS 1541/118, 2 Jul 57, CCS 092
(9-10-L5) sec 44,

Th
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CINCONAD on 14 May &7 recommended that:

(1) a formal agreement bte executed between
Canada and the US affirming the fact that
the air defense of the two countries was

one problem and that both would react
automatically and 1n unison against any
attack against the North American Continent;
(2) pending conclusion of such an agreement,
the policy regarding exchange offlcers be
modified to provide that all personnel
involved in air defense be continued on
duty, subject to any governmental decilsion
that might be made after an attack.

(TS iCS 2019/226, 6 Jun 57, CCS 381 (1-24-42)
sec T4. .

On 24 Jul 57 the JCS informed CINCONAD that

they considered it unnecessary to seek such

an agreement and that the US Alr Force was
requesting a modification of the RCAF

exchange officer pollicy to ensure the avallability
of Canadian officers in Canada-US air defense
assignments.

(TS) Dec On JCS 2019/230, 24 Jul 57; (T8)
SM-543-57 to CINCONAD, 24 Jul 57; same file,
sec 75H.

The SecDef and the Canadian Minister of National
Defence announced that their two governments
had agreed to the establlshment at an early
date of a system of Integrated operational
control of the alr defense forces In CCNUS,
Alaska, and Canada under an integrated
command resoonsitle to the chiefs of staff
of both countries. A headguarters would

be set up in Colorado Springs, Colorado,

and joint plans and procedures would be
worked cut in peacetime, ready for immediate
use in case of emergency. Other aspects

of command and administration would remain
the national responsibility. This bilateral
arrangement extended the mutual security
objectives of NATO {o the air defense of

the Canada-US Region.

Dept of State Pulletin, 19 Aug 57, p. 306.
(U) DM-242-57 to CJCS, 31 Jul 57, CCS 092
(9-10-15) sec Ui,

At this time the Canadian Government zannounced
the appointment of Air Marshal C. Roy Slemon,
RCAF, as Deputy CINCADCANUS.

iTSi JCS 1541/121, 26 Aug ©7, p. 863, CCS 092
(9~10-45) sec U45.




16 Aug &7
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CINCONAD on 13 Aug £7 noted that a long
series of reglignments would be necessary

to Integrate fully the air defense systems

of Canada and the US. As an initial step,

he proposed that the Canadlan Chiefs of Staff
order, effective 12 Sep 57, operational
control over the RCAF Alr Defence Command
(commanded by Air Vice Marshal Wray with
headquarters at St. Hubert near Montreal)
transferred to the integrated headgquarters

in Colorado Springs. On the same date, CONAD
Headquarters would issue orders that

Air Vice Marshal Wray was responsible to
CINCADCANUS for operational control of all
Canadian and US air defense forces in Canada.
CINCONAD also found the short titles ADCANUS
and CINCADCANUS awkward and recommended
designation of the new command as the North
American Alr Defense Command (NORAD).

{CY Msg, CINCONAD to CJCS and Chm, Canadian
Chief of Staff, 12 Aug 55, CAF IN 86165,
CCS 092 (9~10-45) sec 4k,

On 16 Aug 57, the JCS concurred in the CINCONAD
recommendations and requested SecDef approval
of thls course of action, including the change
in name from ADCANUS to NORAD.

(CY JCS 1541/120, 16 Aug 57; (C) Memo, JCS to
SecDef, 1€ Aug 57; same file.

The Deputy SecDef approved on 29 Aug 57. He
stated that his action eliminated the require-
ment that the speciflic terms of reference and
other proposals concerning NORAD be submitted
to the SecDef for approval.

(C) N/H of JCS 1541/120, 3 Sep 57, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 44. (C) JCc8 1541/123, 3 Sep 57,
same file, sec U5.

The JCS approved political guldance for
CINCONAD for use in develcpment of plans

for Integration of cperaticnal control

of the continental air defenses ¢of Canada

and the US. After considering the suggestions
of the State Department (see item of 28 Jun
57), the JCS advised CINCONAD that: (1) one
of the principal geographic subdivisions of
the integrated command, preferably comprising
a large segment of the American Middle West,
should be commanded by a Canadizn; (2) the
commander and hls deputy should not be from
the same country, but this should not preclude
designation of the commancer and deputy from
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L Sep 57 the same country when the forces or territory
(Cont.) of the other country were very small; (3) the
location of the headgquarters should not be
discussed in development of detalled plans
wilth Canadian representatives since Canada
and the US had already announced selection
of Colorado Springs; (%) the JCS recognized
the need for common procedures for cross-
border intercepts and rules of engagement
and had approved a recommendation of the
MSG that common plans and procedures for
use in wartime be prepared and approved.
The JCS requested that they be 1informed as
soon as a tentative agreement had been
reached with the Canadlan representatives
concerning geographic regional and sector
boundaries so that appropriate governmental
agencles could assess the political implications.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1541/121, 4 Sep 57; (TS)
SM~-639-57 to CINCONAD, 4 Sep 57; CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 45.

6 Sep 57 The Canadian Chiefs of Staff informed the
JCS on 12 Aug 57 that they considered the
ad hoc group conclusions and the MSG report
on them (see item of € Feb 57), including
the terms of reference for CINCADCANUS, to
be a satisfactory directive for the commander
to plan the organization of hils command.
The Canadlan Chilefs of Staff felt, however,
that CIMCADCANUS and his deputy should
themselves study the report and prepare
detalled terms of reference for submission
to the MSG and consideration by the chiefs
of staff of both ccuntries. Air Marshal
Slemon, RCAF, the designated Deputy CINCADCANUS
(see item of 1 Aug 57y, would be available
in early September to collaborate with CINCONAD.

TT§T;§§§“I5M1/119, 16 Aug 57, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec .

On 6 Sep 57, the JCS accepted the Canadlan Chiefs
of Staff proposalis and directed CINCONAD, in
collaboration with Air Marshal Slemon, fto

develeop initilial plans and detailed terms of
reference for submission to the MSG for con-
sideration by the chiefs of staff of both
countries. (For further actlon, see ltem

of 11 Oect 57.)

(TS) Dec On JCS 1541/122, & Sep 57; (TS)
SM-649-57 to Chm, Canadian Chiefs of Staff,

6 Sep 57; (TS) SM=-650~57 to CINCONAD, 6 Sep 57;
same file, sec 45.
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12 Sep 57 The North American Air Defense Command (NORAD)
was established at Ent Alr Force Base, Colorado
Springs, Colorado, effective 120001Z Sep 57.
CINCNORAD exercised operational contreol over
Canadlan and US air defense forces in Canada
through the AQCC, Canadlan Air Defence Command,
and over all other US alr defense forces in
CONUS, Alaska, and Greenland in accordance
with TOR for CINCONAD. All policles, plans,
rules, procedures, and agreements established
by and with CONAD remained in effect under
NORAD for all US commands, forces, and units
concerned. Publlcity was to be released
only by authority of the JCS and the Canadian
Chiefs of Staff in the US and Canada respectively.
General Earl E. Partridge, USAF, who was
already serving as CINCONAD, was designated
CINCNORAD, and Air Marshal C. Roy Slemon,

RCAF, served as Deputy CINCNORAD.

{C) Book msg, CINCONAD COOOP X0151, 11 Sep 57,
CAF IN 93796 (12 Sep 57), CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec U5. (S) Fifteen Years of Air Defense,
NORAD Historical Reference Paper No. 3, p. 68.

11 Oct 57 CINCNORAD and Deputy CINCNORAD prepared and
submitted to the Canadian Chiefs of Staff
and the JCS proposed terms of reference for
NORAD, requesting approval and publication
as we}l as designation by both chiefs of staff
of theilr respective executive agents for NORAD.
CINCNCRAD and hils deputy also requested that,
concurrent with the approval and publlcation
of the terms of reference, the JCS disestablish

CONAD.
ECS iC§ 15417124, 17 Oet 57, CCS 092 (9-10=45)
seec 45.

On 14 Nov 57, the CJCS informed the JCS that
the Canadian Chiefs of Staff had accepted

the proposed terms of reference for NORAD
sublJect to certain changes. The Canadians
hoped that the JCS might flnd it convenient

to approve the terms of reference without
submitting them to the MSG. The CJC3 concurred
that the terms of reference need not be
reviewed by the MSG, but recommended that

they be. considered by an appropriate committee
of the JCS. Accordingly, the NORAD terms of
reference were submitted to the JSPC.

TCY CH=00<=57 to JCS, 14 Nov 5§7; (C) JCS 1541/127,
18 Nov 57; CCS 092 (9-10-45) sec 46.
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The JCS were unable to reach agreement on

the terms of reference until January 1958
because of divergent views on the question

of retaining CONAD as a distinet organizatiocn.
On 23 Dec 57, the CSAF informed the JCS

that the Canadians were restive at the US
delay 1in approving the terms of reference.
(For further action, see item of 10 Jan £8.)

(S) Memo, CSAF to CJCS, 23 Dec 57, same file.

Following the 1 Aug 57 announcement of the
US-Canadian agreement on the 1ntegrated air
defense command, the Canadlian Lliberal Opposition
subjected the Conservative Government to

sharp criticlism for falling to consult
Parllament before agreeing to the command

and for falling to secure a formal written
agreement. Prilme Minister Diefenbaker
mentioned these difficulties during a visit
with President Eisenhower on 17 Oct 57 and
expressed the hope that the operaticn of
NORAD would be preceded by a governmental
agreement, thereby demonstrating the

continued supremacy of civilian authority

over the military. Subsequently the Canadian
Government requested and received US agreement
in principle for development of a governmental
agreement on NORAD in a form for publication.
(For further action, see item of 2 May 58.)

(S) ggs 1541/134, 25 Feb 58, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
5ec

In early Nov 57, the Canadian Chiefs of Staff
advised the CJCS that they preferred to keep
the exchange of military views on the develop-
ment of guidelines for CINCNCRAD informal
until such time as agreement had been reached
between the JCS and the Canadian Chiefs of
Staff on the NORAD terms of reference. The
Canadlans believed the determination of a
sound concept of alr defense for North America
must be based upon: {1) a clearly defined
concept of the target systems that the enemy
must attack to achieve his objectives: (2) an
appreclation of the threat to the target
systems; (3) a definition of the level of
defense requlired. They also belleved that




15 Nov 57
(Cont.)

1957

in defining the target system, CINCNORAD
should be guided by the strategic concept
for the defense of North America as agreed
in NATO document MC 14/2, revised 21 Feb 57,
which included defense of the strategic
rnnuclear counteroffensive capability (SAC),
and protection of as much as possible of

the warmaking l1ndustrial capacity and
military potential of North America.

(3) ﬂCS 1541/125, 6 Nov 57, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
se¢ 45,

The JCS consldered this matter on 1% Nov 57
and referred 1t to the JSPC for consideration
with the proposed terms of reference for
NORAD (see item of 11 Oct 57).

(3) Dec On JCS 1541/125, 15 Nov 57, same file.
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10 Jan 58 The JCS on 8 Jan 58 considered the proposed
terms of reference for NORAD (see item of
11 Oct 57) and agreed that they should be
rewritten so as not to include the responsi-
bilities of CINCONAD or the responsibility
for the air defense of US bases In Greenland.

ZTSSHJCS 1541/132, 9 Jan 58, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 47.

On 10 Jan 58, the JCS considered and approved
terms of reference for CINCNORAD revised in
accordance with thelr above decision. These
terms of reference provided that NORAD was
an integrated (US-Canada) command including,
as component commands: The USAF Air Defense
Command, US Army Air Defense Command; US
Naval Forces, Continental Air Pefense Command,
and the Alr Defence Command of Canada.
CINCNORAD was responsible to the US JCS and
the Canadlan Chiefs of E£taff and was c¢harged
with the mission of defending the CONUS,
Canada, and Alaska against alr attack and
supporting other US and Canadian commands.
CINCNORAD was assigned operational contrcl
over the component commands,the air defense
forces cof those commands, the air defense
forces in Alaska, and all other defense
forces assigned, attached, or otherwise made
avallable tec him by proper authority. The
terms of reference specified that CINCNORAD
and his deputy would not be of the same
nationality.

The JCS forwarded the revised terms of reference
to the Canadian Chiefs of Staff, stating that
provision should be made for designation of a
natlonal commander responsible to the US JCS

for purely national matters. Such action

was necessary to insure recognition of US
responsibilities for the air defense of US
installations in Greenland, for assisting in

the alr defense of Mexico, and for the necessity
of national channels for transmittal of certain
classified material concerning purely national
matters. The JCS also advised CINCONAD of
their action, providing him a revised terms of
reference for his responsibilities as CINCONAD
upon final approval of the NORAD terms of
reference.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1541/132, 10 Jan 58, CCS 092
(9~10-45) sec U47. (TS) SM=-35-58 to Canadian
Chiefs of Staff, 10 Jan 58; (TS) SM-26-58 to
CINCONAD, 19 Jan 58; same file, sec U8.
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10 Jan 58 On 24 Jan 58, CINCONAD informed the CSAF
(Cont.} that the revlised NORAD terms of reference
were adequate and "that the North American
alr defense system can be made to operate
effectively under this charter." The
commander belleved that the terms of
reference for his responsibilities as
CINCONAD introduced unnecessary dupllication
and confusion into what should be a relatively
simple arrangement with a clear division of
responsibilities between CINCONAD and CINCNORAD.
Therefore he proposed that he, as the senior
US officer, be 1ssued a letter augmenting
the NORAD terms of reference and designating
him the US national commander with appropriate
tasks and responsibllities. Subsequently,
on 12 Feb 58, the JCS decided that final
action on the CINCONAD terms of reference
should not be taken untill after Canadian
approval of the NORAD terms of reference.

{C)y JCS 1541/133, 31 Jan 58; (C) Dec On
JCS igql/l33, 14 Feb 58; CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec .

2 May 58 The Canadlan Chiefs of Staff on 14 Apr 58
informed JCS that they and their Minister
of National Defence concurred 1n the
revised terms of reference for CINCNORAD
(see item of 10 Jan 58), subject to changing
the mission for support of other US and
Canadian commands to read other "continental"
US and Canadlan commands.

(S) JCS 1541/138, 18 Apr 58, CCS 092 (9-10-45)

sec 49,

The JCS considered the Canadlan change on

2 May 58, noting that it would preclude
CINCNORAD from supporting US and Canadian
commands in areas adjacent to continental
Neorth America. They recognized, however,
that support for such US commands could

be included in the CINCONAD terms of
reference. Thereupon they approved the
CINCNORAD terms of reference with the
Canadian change and submitted them to SecDef.

(TS) Dec On JCS 1541/141, 2 May 58; (TS) Memo,
JCS to SecDef, 2 May 58; same fille.
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On 7 May 58 the SecDef approved the CINCNORAD
terms of reference and forwarded them to

the State Department for consideration

with the proposed governmental notes on
NORAD. On 28 May 58, the Deputy SecDef
informed the JCS that the State Department
had concurred in the proposed terms of
reference for CINCNORAD. The Deputy
Secretary requested the JC3S, in coordination
with the appropriate Canadian military
authorities, to implement the terms of
reference. (For further action, see item

of 10 Jun 58.)

{U) N/H of JCS 1541/141, 12 May 58; (TS)
N/H of JCS 1541/141, 13 May 58; (S) N/H of
JCS %5&1/141, 9 Jun 58; CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 49,

The JCS considered a State Department draft
note intended to constitute the text of

a bilateral US-Canadian agreement on future
organization and operation of NORAD. The
draft enumerated generally the same missions,
responsibilities, authority, and operational
control as provided in the proposed terms

of reference for CINCNORAD, and the JCS
informed SecDef that they found the draft
acceptable from a military polint of view.

(S) Dec On JCS 1541/140, 2 May 58; (S)
JCS 1541/140, 1 May 58; (S) Memo, JCS to
SecDef, 2 May 58; CCS 092 (9-10-45) sec 49,

On 12 May 58, Canada and the US concluded
an exchange of notes making formal the
future organization and operation of NORAD.
The State Department made the exchange
public on 19 May 58, stating that NORAD

had been operating on an interim basis
pending the conclusion of the formal govern-
mental agreement.

Dept of State Bulletin, 9 Jun 58, pp. 979-980.

The Asst SecState on 22 Apr 58 requested the
concurrence of SecDef in a Canadian proposal
for a Joint Canadian-US ministerial committee
to consider important defense programs of
mutual interest. The ASD(ISA) asked for:

JCS views on the matter.

(8) JCs 1541/142, 1 May 58, CCS 092 (9-10-55)

sec 49,
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2 May 58 On 2 May 58 the JCS informed SecDef that
(Cont.) they belleved that most Canadian-US defense

problems could be resolved by the NORAD
organization, the MCC, the PJBD, or by

the Canadlian Defence Minister and the SecDef.
In the event of problems that could not be
resolved by those methods, the JCS favored
the current procedure of conducting meetings
for consultation at the request of either
governmment.

(S) Dec On JCS 1541/142, 2 May 58; (S) Memo,
JCS to SecDef, 2 May 58; same file.

President Eilsenhower on 22 Jul 58 informed
the SecDef of a discussion he had had during
a recent visit with the Canadian Prime
Minister regarding a combined ministerial
committee. The purpose of such a committee,
he said, would be to make sure that both
governments had a coordinated view toward
Joint efforts to produce an adequate

security for the two countries and to supervise
the PJED. The Presldent belleved that the
functlions of the PJBD would not be impaired
by this arrangement, and he expected that
when the joint committee met, the Canadian
and US PJBD representatives would be in
attendance. The President's letter to SecDef
ended with the following: "It is still
necessary that none of the services within
the Defense Department attempt to shortcut
the PJBD in bringing joint defense problems
to the attentlion of politilical officials.

We must be very careful in this particular
regard; thelr appropriate contact is the PJED."

(U) N/E of JCS 1541/142, 25 Jul 58, €CS 092
- (9-10-45) sec 49.

On 10 Jul 58, Canada and the US announced
the establishment of the Canada-US Committee
on Joint Defense to further the policy of
cooperation btetween the two countries on
matters relating to continental defense.

The Committee consisted of the Canadian
Ministers for External Affairs, National
Defence, and Flnance and the US Secretaries
of State, Defense, and Treasury.

Dept of State Bulletin, 4 Aug 58, pp. 208-209.
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13 May 58 The Canadian Chiefs of Staff forwarded to
the JCS on 7 Jan 58 a statement by the
Canadian Prime Minister that emphasized
that NORAD was an integral part of the
NATO military structure in the Canada-US
Region and would report to the Standing
Group and the NATO Councilin a manner
similar to that followed by other NATO
commands. The Canadian Chiefs of Staff
did not intend that NORAD should report
directly to anyone but the Canadlan and
US Chiefs of Staff, but 1t was felt in
Ottawa that the Canada-US Region should
report regularly on its activitles in
progress reports of the NATO Military
Committee so that the NATO Council could
be kept informed. In addition, Canada
would continue to show its NORAD forces
in the NATO Annual Review document.

() ﬁﬁs 1541/131, 9 Jan 58, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 47.

On 28 Feb 58, the JCS approved memorandums
for the SecDef and the Chairman of the
Canadlan Chiefs of Staff settling forth
thelr view that NORAD had been established
through bllateral agreement and was not

and should not be a NATO organization.

The JCS believed that there should be no
change in the existing agreed Canadian-US
reporting procedures, which provided:

(1) NORAD reported only to the US and
Canadian Chilefs of Staff; (2) the individual US
and Canadian Military Services reported
nationally to the Canada-US Regional
Planning Group (CUSRPG) such matters of
NATC concern as were authorized by the
"Security Agreement Between the US and
Canada": (3) CUSRPG would forward to the
NATO Military Committee plans for and other
agreed material pertaining to the defense
of the Canada-US region, but excluding
NORAD plans; (4) the US would continue to
report 1ts continental US air defense forces
to CUSRPG in accordance with established
procedures.

(8) JC8 1541/134, 25 Feb 58; (U) N/E of
JCS 1541/134, 29 Apr 58; same file, sec U48.

Before the memorandums were dispatched,
the Chairman of the Canadlan Joint Staff
called on the CJCS to explaln certain
Canadian political difficultlies in this
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matter. He stated that any military program
in Canada with a NATO label had little
opposition, but the prevalence of anti-
American pollitical sentiment led to attacks
on any military program considered to be

a bllateral arrangement between the US

and Canada outside the NATO- context. He
gave assurance that the Canadian Chlefs

of Staff had no intention of attempting to
bring NORAD under the NATO Military Committee
or Standing Group. They wlshed only to

be able to advise their government that

the arrangements with the US fulfilled

NATO Regicnal responsibilities, and to
avold receiving a JCS communication so
worded as to provide a basis for domestic
political attack on Canadian mililtary
cooperation with the US. As a result,

the CJCS revised the memorandums to delete
the point that NORAD was not and should not
be a NATO organization, thus avolding a
subject difficult for the Canadilans.

The CJCS further revised the memorandums

to state that the CUSRPG would forward

to- the NATO Military Committee only agreed
material, not to ineclude plans, pertaining
to the Canada-US Region. The Chairman

of the Canadian Joint Staff assured the
CJCS that these revisions would make the
memorandum acceptable to the Canadlan Chilefs
of Staff. The JCS considered and noted

the CJCS revision of the memorandums on

13 May 58,

TSY Dec On JCS 1541/134, 13 May 58, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 48. (8) JCS 1541/139, 29 Apr
58; (S) Dec On JCS 1541/139, 13 May 58;
same file, sec U9.

The CSAF on 7 Mar 58 proposed that the

MCC be designated the staff agency of the
JCS and Canadian Chiefs of Staff for con-
sideration of NORAD matters of combined
interest. He also thought that the Army,
Navy, and Air Force members of the JSPC
should be designated as the US members

of the MCC. The (CSA objected on 31 Mar 58
to changing the US membership of the MCC
but did support amendment of the MCC terms
of reference to inelude cognizance of
NORAD matters.

lSS JCS 15hl/135, 11 Mar 58; (C) JCS 15”1/137,
3 Apr 58: CCS 092 (9-10~-U45) sec 48.
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On 26 May 58 the JCS revised the charter
of the US Section of the MCC to elimilnate
inconsistency with the approved terms of
reference for CINCNORAD and to provide
more specific authorization for the MCC

to handle NORAD matters that were referred
to 1¢t.

(S} Dec On JCS 1541/144, 29-May 58, same
flle.

The JCS and the Canadian Chlefs of Staff,
separately, informed CINCNORAD that his
terms of reference had been approved and
were effective 10 Jun 58.

{Uy N/H of JCS 1541/141, 11 Jun 58; (C) N/H
of JﬁS 1541/141, 18 Jun 58; CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 49.

At the same time, the JCS iInformed CINCONAD
that the terms of reference already provided
him (see item of 10 Jan 58) were effective

as of 10 Jun 58. These terms of reference
established CINCONAD as a US Joint command
under the JCS, with a mission of defending

US installations 1in Greenland against air
attack, assisting in air defense of Mexico,
and coordinating and implementing purely
national matters pertaining to the air
defense of CONUS and Alaska, besldes support-
ing the adjJacent US unifled commands and SAC
in their missions as appropriate. The Depart-
ment of the Alr Force was designated the
executive agency for CINCONAD. As the senior
US officer 1in Headquarters, NORAD, CINCONAD
was to exercise operational control over the
USAF Ailr Defense, the US Army Alr Defense
Command, and the US Naval Forces, CONAD, and
forces assigned, attached or otherwlse made
avallable to those commands in carrying out
national responsibilitles, He was not to
serve as a component commander within CONAD.

(C) N/H of JCS 1541/132, 11 Jun 58, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 47. (C) Msg, JCS 943043 to
CINCONAD, 10 Jun 58, same file, sec 50.

The CSAF informed the JCS on 29 May 58 that
the gradual expansion of NORAD and component
commands had prompted CINCNORAD to state a
requirement for a new headquarters including
a hardened combat operations center (COC).
The CSAF said that there appeared to be three
feasible solutions: (1) remaln at Ent AFB
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30 Jun 58 and locate the new COC at Peterson Fileld
(Cont.) (3 miles away):; (2) remain at Ent AFB for
an interim perlod and build a hardened
COC 1n Blodgett Peak or Cheyenne Mountain:
(3) relocate NORAD and the component head-
quarters at Lowry AFB.

(S) JCS 1541/145, 3 Jun 58, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 50.

After considering a J-4 report, the JCS on

30 Jun 58 requested CINCNORAD to develop and
submit his justification and recommendations
for a headquarters site, including cost
estimates. The JCS provided guldance to
assist CINCNORAD in his study, the main point
being that the location of the headquarters
should be determined by the optimum locatlon
for the hardened COC. (For further action,
see item of 18 Mar 59.)

(U) N/H of JCS 1541/145, 13 Jun 58, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 50, (S) Dee On JCS 1541/148,
30 Jun 58; (S) SM-449-58 to CINCNORAD, 30
Jun 58, same file, sec 51.

20 Aug S8 CINCNORAD informed the CJCS that during a
recent visit to Ottawa he had been informed
that the NATO Secretary General had made a
flat statement 1n Canada that NORAD was not
a part of NATO. In reactlion, the Canadlan
Prime Minister had stated: "There 1s no
NATO command in North America. Military plan-
ning in the area is, however, reported to
NATO through the Canada-US Regional Planning
Group which is made up of the Chlefs of Staff
of both countriles. This group reports to the
Standing Group and through that agency to the
Military Committee and the NATO Council.
Accordingly, the NATO Council 1s kept informed
.0f alr defense arrangements in the Canada-US
Region." CINCNORAD suggested that thls state-
ment be circulated within the DOD and other US
agencles for use 1n reply tc questlons on this
subject.

(U) JC8 1541/147, 16 Jun 58, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 51.

On 20 Aug 58 the JCS informed SecDef that the
Canadian Prime Minlister's statement was an
acceptable interpretation of the relatlionship

of NORAD to NATO. Accordingly, they recommended
that the statement be cilrculated to high
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20 Aug 58 officials of the DOD and other interested

(Cont.) US Government agencies for use in reply to
question on this relationship. (For further
action, see item of 2 Apr 59.)

(SY JCS 1541/155, 13 Aug 58; (U) Memo, JCS
to SecDef, 20 Aug 58; same file, sec 52,

8 Sep 58 With the approval of the President and Sec
Def, the JCS 1ssued a revised unified command
plan that Implemented provisions of the
Department of Defense Reorganization Act of
1958. Among other things, the 1958 Act ended
the executive agency arrangement and made
each commander of a unified or specified com-
mand responsible to SecDef, through the JCS,
for the accomplishment of hls mission. CONAD
was now designated a unified command, rather
than a joint command; as prescribed in the
Act, CINCONAD exercised "operatlonal command"
over the forces assigned. The UCP stated
that CINCONAD's responsibilitles could best
be defined within the context of those of
CINCNORAD and that they were set forth in the
CINCONAD terms of reference, lssued separately.
(For the existing terms of reference, see item
of 10 Jun 58; for further action revising them,
see item of 31 Dec 58.)

(CY JCS 1259/419, 4 Sep 58, CCS 381 (1-24-42)
sec 80. (C) SM-643-58 to CINCAL et al., 8 Sep
58, same file, sec 81.

24 Dec 58 CINCNORAD on 5 Sep 58 requested JCS approval
of the US manpower space requirements for a
proposed Northern NORAD Reglion Headquarters.
Subsequently, on 3 Nov 58, he recommended that,
pending submission of hils overall package pro-
posal for his subordinate organizations, the
JCS note the need for US positions on the
Northern NORAD Region commander's staff and
direct the CSA and CSAF to allocate the required
manpower spaces to their component commanders to
allow CINCNORAD to fill the key staff posltions
in the Northern Region Headquarters.

(CYy JCS 1541/159, 17 Sep 58, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 53. (C) JCS 1541/172, 17 Dec 58, same file,
sec 55,

On 24 Dec 58, the JCS decided that US manpower
space requirements for the Northern NORAD region
staff should not be approved before consideration
of CINCNORAD's requlrements for all subordinate
organizations of his command. They did request
the CSA and CSAF to allocate the required
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24 Dec 58 manpower spaces to thelr respective component

(Cont.) commands in NORAD toc enable CINCNORAD to fi11
urgent US requirements. (For further action,
see i1tem of 10 Feb K9,)

(C) Dec On JCS 1541/172, 24 Dec 58; (C) SM-1060-58
to CSA and CSAF, 28 Dec 58; (S) CM-1061-58 to
CINCNORAD, 24 Dec 58: CCS 092 (9-10-45) sec 55.

24 Dec KR INCNORAD forwarded to the JCS and the Canadian
Chiefs of Staff on 3 Jul 58 recommended military
nolley puidance for his command.

(S) JCE 1541/150, 15 Jul S8, CCS 092 (9-10-L5)
sec 51. '

On 24 Dec 58, the JCS approved this guldance with
certain changes and forwarded 1t to SecDef. The
military poliey guidance for CINCNORAD as approved
bty the JCS provided:

1. The Unlted States and Canada must
maintain a defense posture at all times
adequate to make its proper contritu-
tion fo the over-all deterrence cf
Soviet apgpresslon, or, in the event of
war, to Insure the survival of the
Urilted States and Canada as free nations.
In this connection, the requirements for
air defense should not be considered 1in
isolation from the requirements for
other defensive and offensive forces.

2. Further, to accompllish these
objectives, the Unlted States and Canada
intend to achieve and to maintain, at an
appropriate state of readilness, an effec-
tive integrated ailr defense system capa-
ble of defending the essentlal elements
of the Canada/United States war-making
capacity, and providing an appropriate
degree of protecticn to key vopulation
centers apalinst attack by aircraft and
missiles. Areas and installations which
are not essential tc the war effort may
have to remaln relatively undefended,

3. To this end, CIMCNORAD should sub-

mit to the Unlted States Jcint Chiefs
of £taff and Canadlan Chiefs of Staff
Committee studles, recommendations, and
pericdic long-range otjective plans
designed to accomplish the agreed objec-
tives relative to air defense. In the
event that budgetary, manpower, or cther

imitations preclude the approval of
such recommendations c¢r plans, it 1ic
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anticipated that CINCNCRAD's recom-
mendaticns fcr lesser alr defense
programs, within the limitaticns
imposed, will be reaquested and con-
sidered by the Canadlan Chlefs of
Staff Committee and the United States
Joint Chiefs of Staff prior to
approval of theilr respective national
programs.

{SY Nec On JCS 1541/170, 24 Dec 58; (7}
SM-1054~58 to US Seec MCC, 24 Dec 5E; £CS
092 (9-10-45) sec 55.

After the Canadlan Chiefs of Staff had approved
the military policy guidance, it was fcrwarded
to CTINCNORAD on 3 Feb 59.

(SY N/H of JCS 1541/170, 5 Feb 59, zame file.

The JCS issued revised terms of reference fcr
CINCONAD to bring them Into conconance with the
DOD Reorganizaticn Act cf 1958 and the revised
0P (see item of 8 Cep 98). Changes from the
exlisting, CINCONAD terms of reference {cee item
10 Jun 58) lay mainly in the new terminolopy
resulting from the 1658 Act, which appeared
particularly in the first part of the fcllowing
passage:

3. Without dupliczting the furcticns
and responsibilities of CINCNORAD,
CINCONAD is responsible to the Secretary
of Defense, through the Jcint Chiefs of
Staff, for accomplishment of the follow-
ing missions and tasks:

a. Lxercise operatiocnal ccmmand
over all United States forcec assipred,
attached, or cotherwvlse made avallable
In order to:

(1) Cocrdinate, irmplement, and
control purely naticnal acticns in
defendlng the Ccntinental Urited
Ztates including Alaska against air
attack if unilateral U.S. actlon is
required.

(2) Defend U.S., installations in
Greenland agalinst air attack.

(3) Assist in the defense of
Mexico against zir attack, in accora-
ance with apprcved plans and acgree-
ments.

L. Support CINCAL, CINCLANT, CTHCARTI:,
CINCPAC, and CTMCSAC in thelr missions,
as appropriate.
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In approving these terms of reference,
specifically regarding subpara 3 a (1), the
JCS noted that "1t was not their intention

to provide for the assumption of operational
responsibillity by CINCONAD for the air
defense of the Unlted States and Alaska ex-
cept in the circumstance of action by Canada
or the United States which make it impossible
for CINCNORAD to exercise this assigned re-
sponsibility."

(C) Dec On JCS 1541/168, 2 Jan 59, CCS 092
(9-10-45) sec 54. (C) SM~1076-58 to CINCONAD,
31 Dec 58, same file, sec 55.

The practice of 1ssuing CINCONAD terms of
reference as a separate document lapsed with
the next revision of the UCP, The JCS dils-
tributed a new UCP on U4 Feb 61 that incor-
porated the above terms of reference without
substantial change.

[CY SM-105-61 to CINCAL et al., 4 Feb 61,
JMF 5160 (15 Jul 60). (U) 1lst N/H of
JCS 1541/168, 7 Mar 61, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 54,
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10 Feb 59 In Mov 58, CTNCONAD submittea to the JOO
(through the CSAF) 2 pronosed nlan fcor the
reographical reorganizaticn of the MORAD
system, 1lncluding provision for the
realigpnment of NORAD regional boundaries
and allocation of command positions between
Canada and the US. ({(Initially, after the
establishment of the command, CINCNORAD had
set up a geographical organization with f{ive
regions and 23 divisions.) The new plan con-
tained nine majJor subdivisions, five of
which would include forces and/or territaory
of both countries. Of those flve, cne would
be commanded by a Canadian nand two would
have Canadian denutv commanderz. The con-
firguratlion of the proposed remional areas
was based on the 1nstallation of SAGE and
other control elements. On 12 Tec £8,
CINCONAD submitted descriptions of the areas
¢f responsibility of the proposed HGRAD
replons as well as estimated actlvatlon dates.

(S)Y JCS 1541/166, 3 Nov 58, CCS 092 (9-16-45)
seec 5, (8) JC8 1541/174, 22 Dec 59, same
file, sec 55. (S) Seventeen Vears of Alr
Nefense, NORAD Historical Reference raper

No. 49, p. 69.

On 10 Peb 5% the JCZ forwarded the proposed
NORAD regional houndary nlan to the Scclef,
reguesting that they be advised of any
political Implications that might affect the
NORAD reorganization. (For further action,
see item of 22 Jul £9.)

(S) Dec On JCS 1541/178, 10 Feb 59; (8)
JC8M-47-59 to SecNef, 10 Feb 59 (JCS 1541/178):
JMF 9081/92n0 (9 Feb 59).

11 Feb 59 The CJCS brought to JCS attention on 23 Jep
58 that CINCNORAD, being directly responsible
to both US and Canadian Chiefs of Staff,
could be directed by either with the approval
of the other to 1ncrease the alert status of
his forces. TIn the event the JC8 considered
that CINCONAD should 1ncrease the alert status
of all his forces under circumstances in
which he had net done so on his own initia-
tive (as provided 1n hils terms of reference),
machlnery had been set up wherebty the JC=
would notilfy the Canadlan Chiefs of Staff
through the Canadlan Joint Staff in VWashingten
of the desirability of directing CTMCMCRAD to
take such action. Mo order would he issued
to CINCNORAD until the concurrence cof the
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Canadlan Chiefs of Staff had been received.
The machinery referred to by the CJCS had
been instituted at his direction as an
informal working arrangement between his
office and the Canadian Joint Staff in
Washington. He suggested that the JCS
might want to make thils machinery formal,

(S) CM-186-58 to JCS, 23 Sep 58, Encl to
JCS 1541/160, 24 Sep 58, CCS 092 (9~10-45)
sec 53.

On 11 Feb 59 the JCS approved the procedure
instituted by the CJCS and on the following
day designated the Director for Operations,
J-3, as the indlvidual to initiate action
to: obtain Canadlian concurrence in such
Instances; thereafter transmit the directive
to CINCNORAD to increase hils readlness;

and inform the Secretaries of Defense

and State.

(SS Dec On JCS 1541/171, 12 Feb 59; (S)
SM-157-59 to Dir for Operations, J-3,

12 Feb 58 (JCS.1541/171); CCS 092 (9-10-45)
see 55, '

In response to a Canadian request for an
interpretation of the terms of reference

of CINCNCRAD in regard to his authority

to declare increased readiness of NORAD
forces, the JCS informed the Canadilan

Chiefs of Staff that the terms of reference
authorized CINCNORAD to increase the operaticnal
readiness whenever in his judgment such action
should be taken. However, 1t was the JCS
opinion that, time permitting, CINCNORAD
should request advice from the Canadian

Chiefs of Staff and the JCS before directing
an increase in the alert status in cir-
cumstances of heightened international
tension. In addition, they concluded that
CINCNORAD should be encouraged to establish

a system of increasing his readiness in

such a manner as not to be apparent to

anyone outside his commandg.

(SY Dec On JCS 1541/181, 25 Feb 59; JCSM-69-59,
to Chm, Canadian Chiefs of Staff, 25 Feb 59;
(JCS 1541/181); JMF 9081/3180 (25 Feb 59).
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The Canadian Chiefs of Staff informed the
JCS on 20 Mar 59 that they could not
accept the JCS position. They contended
that the responsibllity for assessing the
avallable information to determine if an
Increase in readiness was warranted must
be with the chilefs of staff of the two
countries, in consultation with the political
authorities, as agreed at the Dec 58
meeting of the Canada-US Committee on
Joint Defence.

{TS) JCS 1541/189, 25 Mar 59, JMF 9081/3180
(1 May 59).

On 1 May 59, the JCS replied to the Canadian
Chiefs of Staff that, although they d4id not
agree with the Canadian interpretation of
the discussions at the Dec 58 meeting, they
did agree that CINCNORAD was not 1n a
position to assess all the political factors
avallable at the governmental level.
Therefore they consldered that 1t should

be the responsibility of the chilefs of
staff of both countries, in consultation
with their respective political authoritiles,
to increase the readiness during periods of

international tension when factors of over-

riding political significance were involved.

The JCS reiterated, however, that CINCNORAD

was authorized to increase operational readiness
as set forth in his terms of reference, and

that he could be directed by either the JCS

or the Canadian Chiefs of Staff, with the
approval of the other, to increase the alert
status of all forces under his control.

(For further action, see item of 2 Oct 59.)

(S) Dec On JCS 1541/196, 1 May 59; (S)
JCSM-166-59 to Chm, Canadian Chiefs of
Staff, 1 May 59 (JCS 1541/196); same file.

CINCNORAD recommended to the JCS on 31 Jul 58
that a hardened combat operatlions center {COC)
with an adjacent headquarters complex for
NORAD be constructed wlthout delay in the
Colorado Springs area.

{S) JCS 1541/153, 7 Aug 58, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
sec 51.
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18 Mar 59 On 24 Sep 58, the JCS deferred consideration

(Cont.) on the location of the NORAD Headquarters
until completlion of CSAF site surveys and
cost estimates for several proposals. Sub-
sequently, on 18 Mar 59, the JCS approved
the Cheyenne Mountain-site as the location
for the NORAD COC with the 'understanding
that the CSAF would continue studies to
insure that the maximum economies would
be effected.

(C) SM-703-58 to CSAF, 24 Sep 58, same
file, sec 53. (S) Dec On JCS 1541/186,
19 Mar 59, JMF 9081/5000 (18 Mar 59).

2 Apr 59 The Assistant Secretary of State for European
Affairs on 28 Jan 59 referred to the JCS-endorsed
statement by the Canadlan Prime Minister con-
cerning the relatlonship of NORAD to NATO
(see item of 20 Aug 58) and informed the
Deputy ASD(ISA) that it would be desirable to
avoid use of that direct quotation. Instead,
the Asst SecState proposed the followlng:
"NORAD 1s a Jolnt United States-Canadian Alr
Defense Command established withln the
Canada-United States portion of the NATO area.
Strictly speaking, 1t 1s not a NATO Command.
The actlvities of NORAD are reported to
NATO through the Canada-United States
Regional Planning Group, which is composed
of the Chiefs of Staff of both countries;
this group reports to the NATO Standing
Group which in turn reports to the NATO
Military Committee and the NATO Council.
Accordingly, the NATO Council is kept informed
of air defense arrangements in the Canada-
United States region."

(Cy JCS 15417183, 17 Feb 59, JMF 9081/500
(2 Apr 59).

On 2 Apr 59, the JCS approved the State
Department revision subjJect to a change
to state that: "NORAD 1s an integrated
Canada-United States Alr Defense Command
established through billateral agreement
within the Canada-United States region

of the NATO area." They also proposed
inclusion of a statement that the Canada-US
Regional Planning Group had no assigned
forces and was not a command "in the real
sense of the word."

{C) Dec On JCS 1541/187, 7 Apr 59; (C)
JCSM~109-59 to SecDef, 7 Apr 59 (JCS 1541/187);
same file. '




23 Jun 59

22 Jul 59
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CINCNORAD on 15 Dec 58 submitted a plan to
reorganize his command in consonance with

the concepts and principles developed in
connection with the full operational command
over assigned US forces now exercised by
CINCONAD. Subsequently, on 27 Mar 59,
CINCONAD submitted a plan for the Organiza-
tion and Funetions, Headquarters, North
American/Continental Alr Defense Command,
setting forth the organization, principles,
and manpower requirements for reorganization
of the NORAD/CONAD headquarters and superseding
all previous submissions pertalining to
reorganization by those headquarters.

CINCONAD stated that two separate and dlstincet
headquarters, one for NORAD and one for CONAD,
were totally unnecessary.

ZUS JCS 1541/173, 17 Dec 58, CCS 092 (9-10-45)
see 55. (U) N/H of JCS 1541/180, 30 Mar 59,
JMF 5164 (2 Feb 59) sec 1.

On 23 Jun 59, the JCS approved the plan for
implementatlon, subjJect to a number of
speciflic changes and guldance pertaining

to the phased transfer of personnel from

the components, the assumption of additional
functions, and the personnel requirements
and organization of the Headquarters, CONAD.

(C) Dec On JCS 1541/203, 23 Jun 59; (C)
SM-630-59 to CINCONAD, 23 Jun 59 (JCS 1541/203);
same flle, sec 2.

The ASD(ISA) on 19 Feb 59 requested State
Department advice on the political impll-
cations of the NORAD regional boundary plan
(see item of 10 Feb 59). The Asst SecState
replied on 10 Apr 59, commenting on part of
the plan that proposed both a US commander

and deputy commander in the 26th Region,

which included Toronto. He suggested

elther modification of the boundaries or

the appointment of a Canadian deputy commander.

ISS JCo 1541/199, 30 Apr 59, JMF 9081/9200
(28 Apr 59).

On- 22 Jul 59, the JCS informed SecDef that,
pending Canadian reaction to the plan, it
would appear unprofitable to assess further
the international political implications
involved. Therefore they recommended that
the boundaries of the 26th NORAD Region not
be altered at that time and that the plan
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22 Jul 59 be forwarded to the White House for an
(Cont.) assessment of the domestic political implications
prior to formal coordination with the Canadians.

{S) Dec On JCS 1541/209, 22 Jul 59; (S)
JCSM-281~59 to SecDef, 22 Jul 59 (JCS 1541/209);
same file. :

On 17 Aug 59, the Canadian Cabinet Defense
Committee agreed in principle with the
subordinate NORAD organization and the
allocation of command positions within the
proposed areas, but suggested that Canadian
interests would be better served if Canadian
officers were appointed deputy commanders in
the 29th Region, the Grand Forks Sector,

and the Detroit Sector. The Canadians

posed no objection to elither the boundaries
or nationality designation for the deputy
commander of the 26th Region. CINCONAD
advised the JCS on 25 Sep 59 of his concurrence
with the Canadian proposals except for a
Canadian deputy commander for the Detrolt
Sector.

(Sj JCS 15&1/213, 29 Sep 59, JMF 9081/5000
(25 Sep 59).

On 13 Nov 59, the JCS concurred with the
Canadian proposal that Canadian offlcers
should be deputy commanders 1n the 29th
Region and the Grand Forks Sector, but they
did not accept a Canadian officer as deputy
commander in the Detroit Sector. The JCS
forwarded to the Canadian Chiefs of Staff

a NORAD command position proposal (setting
forth NORAD regional boundaries and designating
command natlonality for the regions and
subordinate sectors), which incorporated the
above decislons. On 25 Nov 5%, the Canadian
Chiefs of Staff notifled the JCS that they
concurred with the command position proposal.

{SY Dec On JCS 1541/217, 13 Nov 59; (S)
JCSM-U475-59 to Chm, Canadian Chiefs of
Staff, 13 Nov 59 (JCS 1541/217); (S)
JCS 1541/220, 2 Dec 59; same file.

On 31 Dec 59, the JCS advised SecDef of

the revisions necessitated in the NORAD
regional boundary plan by the above NORAD
command position proposal. They recommended
that this proposal. be forwarded to the State
Department and the White House for an assess-
ment of domestic political implications and
then be returned to them so that firm guidance
could be furnished to- CINCNORAD for the '
organization of subordlnate headquarters.

(SY Dec On JCS 1541/222, 31 Dec 59; (S) JCSM-543-59
to SecDef, 31 Dec 59 (JCS 1541/222); JMF 9081/9200
(28 Apr 59).
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22 Jul 59 On 28 Mar 60, the Acting ASD(ISA) advised
(Cont.) the JCS that the required coordination with

US" Government agencles on the division of
commander positions in the NORAD regional
organization had been completed. Accordingly,
on 31 Mar 50, the JCS advised CINCNORAD

that they concurred with the subordinate
organization command position proposal

and authorized him to implement it.

(S8) 2d N/H of JC8 1541/222, 31 Mar 60,
same flle.

2 Oct 59 On 30 Sep 59, the Canadian Ambassador
in Washington informed SecState that, as
a.result of the agreement reached at the
15 Dec 58 meeting of the Canada-US Ministerial
Committee on Joint Defence, the Canadlan
Government proposed the following under-
standing with regard to increasing the state
of readiness of CINCNORAD's forces: (1)
CINCNORAD was authorized to increase the
operational readiness of his forces as set
forth in his terms of reference; (2) 1t
would be the responsibility of the chlefs
of staff of the two countries, in consultation
with their respective political authorities,
to reach agreement for increasing states
of readiness of NORAD forces during periods
of international tension when factors of
overriding pollitical significance were
involved; (3) should agreement be reached
to authorlize an increase in the readiness
of NORAD forces, agreement would also be
reached on the desirability of making a
public announcement of the increase; (4)
the JCS and the Canadian Chiefs of Staff
should be informed in advance of any important
training exercise in order that each govern-
ment might be in a position to deal with
any publlc comment generated by the exercise;
(5) either government would be free to make
further proposals. On 2 Oct 59, SecState
concurred with the above understandings,
and the JCS informed CINCNORAD that the
understandings became effective as of 2 Oct 59.

1Sy T65 I541/215, 22 Oct 59; (S) Msg, JCS 967478
to CINCNORAD, 27 Oct 59; JMF 9081/3180 (30 Sep 59).




15 Sep 60

2 Dec 60

1960

The SecDef on 19 Aug 60 asked for JCS views
on the appropriate existing command to

which operational control of the Satelllte
Detection and Tracking System should be
assigned. The JCS forwarded divergent

views to SecDef on 15 Sep 60. CSA and

CSAF consldered that CINCONAD should retain
operational control of the system; CSAF

and CINCNORAD were of the opinion that
CINCNORAD should exerclse cperational
control of the system. The CJCS recommended
that SecDef assign operatlional command of
the system to CINCONAD and specify that
CINCNORAD would exercise operational control
of the system. On 7 Oct 60 SecDef assigned
operational command to CINCONAD and
operational control toc CINCNORAD.

(C) JCS 2283/99, 22 Aug 60; (S) JCSM-402-60
and CM 604-60 to SecDef, both 15 Sep 60,
Encls B and A to JCS 2283/103, 15 Sep 60;
(C) JCS 2283/107, 10 Oct 60; JMF 9081/8670
(21 May 59) sec 2.

The JCS approved changes In the existing
procedures {see item of 11 Feb 59) for
obtaining Canadian concurrence for increasing
the operational readiness of NORAD forces

in order to conform with the Canada-US
agreement of 2 Oct 59 (see item), providing
for the agreement of the chiefs of staff

of both countries In consultation with

their respective political authorities.
Accordingly, they instruceted the Director
for Operations, J=3, in the event they
determined that the NORAD readiness should
be increased, to: obtain Canadian concurrence
through the Canadian Joint Staff in Washing-
ton; concurrently request the SecDef to
inform SecState in order that the counsel

of political authorities might be obtained;
and, upon receipt of Canadian concurrence,
transmit the appropriate directive to
CINCNORAD, informing the Secretaries of
State and Defense.

{3y Dec Om JCS 1541/241, 2 Dec 60; (S)
SM-1262-60 to Dir, J-3, 2 Dec 60
(JCS 1541/241); JMF 9081/3180 (30 Sep 59).




2 Mar 61

17 Mar 61

1961

The JCS forwarded to CINCNORAD an agreement
between DOD and NASA on functions involved
in space surveillance of US and foreign
satellites and space vehicles for imple--
mentation of the NORAD responsibilities
contained 1in it. ’

(S) oM-222-61 to CINCNORAD, 2 Mar 61, Encl
to JCS 2283/118, 15 Feb 61, JMF 8670
{19 Jan €1).

CINCNORAD on 8 Feb 60 submitted to the JCS

a plan for Organization of Subordinate NORAD/
CONAD Region Headquarters. The plan proposed
formal NORAD/CONAD region headquarters to
replace the seven provisional region head-
quarters through which CINCNORAD/CONAD
currently exercised operational control/
command. The plan dld not include the
Alaskan and Northern NORAD Regions. On

27 Jun 60, the JCE8 returned the plan to
CINCNORAD for revision to include both region
and sector headquarters. Accordingly, on

28 Oct 60, CINCNORAD submitted a plan for

the Organization of NORAD/CONAD Region and
Sector Headquarters.

(87 J7CS 1541/225, 11 Feb 60; (S) SM=620-60
to CINCNORAD, 27 Jun 60 (JCS 1541/233);

(U) JCS 1541/240, 3 Nov 60; JMF 5164 (8 Feb
60) sec 2.

On 17 Mar 61 the JCS forwarded the CINCNORAD
plan to SecDef together with certain changes

on which they had agreed. They could not
agree, however, on the propriety of the

Service representation recommended by CINCNORAD
for certain command and key staff positions in
the region and sector headquarters, and they
submitted divergent views on this matter.

The CJCS informed SecDef that he favored
approval of the plan as submitted by CINCNORAD,
with the changes on which the JCS were agreed.

(C) JCOM-151-61 to SecDef, 17 Mar 61; (C)
CM-137-61 to SecDef, 17 Mar 61; Encls to
JCS 15417249, 17 Mar 61; JMF 5164 (8 Feb 60)
sec 3.

On 31 Mar 61 the SecDef approved the CINCNORAD
plan, together with the changes on which the
JCS agreed, and the JCS advised CINCNORAD on

3 Apr 61.

ZCS ist N/H of JCS 1541/249, 10 Apr 61; (U) .
SM-368-61 to CINCNORAD, 3 Apr 61; same file.
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4 Apr 61 At the request of DDR&E, the JCS furnished
additional guldance to CINCNORAD and CINCONAD
relating to their responsibilities for the
Space Detection and Tracking System (SPADATS).
The assignment to them of SPADATS, now
consisting primarily. of SPACETRACK and SPASUR,
was not restrictive to those systems alone.

It was expected that CINCNORAD would plan
for and request operational control, and
CINCONAD operational command, of such
additional military sensors or systems, or
modifications thereto, as were found necessary
to the performance of the SPADATS mission as
identifled by CINCNORAD. Also, assignment
of SPADATS operational control to CINCNORAD
was predicated on the concept that the
central control facility developed therefor
would be manned and operated as an integral
part of the existing NORAD COC.

(U) Msg, JCS 550944 to CINCONAD and CINCNORAD,
4 Apr 61, App to JCS 2283/128, 31 Mar 61,
JMF 9081/8670 (21 May 59) sec 2.

29 Aug 61 In connection with a proposed statement of
functions outlined by CINCNORAD, the JCS
clarified the intent behind the assignment
of responsibilities for SPADATS to CINCNORAD/
CONAD: (1) the assignment of SPADATS
implied no change 1in the mission of CINCNORAD
as stated in his TOR; (2) the SPASUR and
SPACETRACK elements of SPADATS were assigned
to the Departments of the Navy and Air Force
respectively to provide manpower spaces and
to operate them under operational control
of CINCNORAD and operational command of
CINCONAD; (3) should effective intelligence
support not be forthcoming from other DCD
and National Intelligence activities and
agencles, recommendations should be submitted
to the JCS.

[S) JCS 1B849/461, 5 Apr 61; (S) SM-932-61
to CINCNORAD, 29 Aug 61, Encl A to JCS 2283/146,
22 Aug 61; JMF 1040.1 (31 Mar 61) sec 1.




3 May 63

1963

The JCS approved a CINCNORAD/CSAF proposal to
relocate the NORAD Alternate Command Post (ALCOP)
to the Ottawa Combat Center/Direction Center
hardened facility at. North Bay, Ontario, from
Headquarters 29th NORAD Region at Richards-Gebaur
AFB, Kansas City, Mo. Funding for the project
would continue to be the responsibility of the
USAF. (For further action, see item of 11 Apr 66.)

(U) JCT 2308/188, 3 Apr 63; (U) SM-595-63 to CSAF
and CINCNORAD, 3 May 63, Enel A to JCS 2308/193,
29 Apr 63; JMF 4930 (26 Mar 63).
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S) Msg, CINCNORAD to JCS,_S Jul 63
(s) Jcs 15417281, 18 Dec 63; JMF 9081/5000
(5 Jul 63).

On 11 Dec 63, the Acting CJCS noted with gratifi-
cation the Canadlan Chiefs of Staff agreement to
expansion of the NORAD terms of reference. He
informed the Canadian Chiefs of Staff that the

JCS were also. in agreement hut that several inter-
nal US actions must be taken before such a pro-
posal could be processed through dlplomatic
channels. Therefore he belleved it would be pre-
mature for either government to Iintroduce this
subjeet into diplomatic channels at that time.

(3) Ltr, CJCS to Chm, Canadian Chiefs of Staff,
11 Dec 63, Encl to JCS 1541/281, 18 Dec 63, same
fille.
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28 Apr 64

—"{TS) JCSM-296-
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64 to SecDef, 9 Apr 64, Encl
A to JCS 1259/637-3, 26 Mar 64, JMF 5160
{21 Aug 63) sec 1.

On 5 May 64, SecDef expressed his views and
those of the JCS to SecState. SecState
replied on 3 Jul 64 that he was not aware
of any political urgency. He believed the
question might be kept under review for
reconsideration at a more approprlate time.

(TS) 1st N/H of JCS 12%9/637-3, 8 May 64;
(TS) JCS 1259/637~4, 8 Jul 64; same file.

On 10 Dec 63, SecDef called for CINCNORAD
to conduct an overall study and analysis

of the requirements, technical design,
operatlion plans, and acquisition management
for the NORAD COC complex. The JCS reviewed
the resulting Cheyene Mountain Complex Task
Force Study Report and told SecDef that
they found i1t generally responsive to his
requirements. They recommended approval of
the operational level and conflguration
proposed in the Study Report, subject to
certain modifications. :

(S) JCS 2308/251, 17 Dec 63; (S) JCS 2308/251-1,
24 Mar 64; (S) JCSM-355-64 to SecDef, 28 Apr 64,
Encl A to JCS 2308/251-2, 16 Apr 64; JMF L4930
(10 Dec 63) sec 1.




24 Aug 64

1964

Subsequent to the JCS review of the Cheyenne
Mountain Complex Task Force Study Report

(see item of 28 Apr 64), the CSAF submitted
te the JCS a study on the operational manage-
ment and technical support concepts of the
NORAD Space Defense Center. After con-
sidering this study together with the comments
of CINCNORAD, the JCS recommended to the
SecDef on 24 Aug 64 that: (1) the establish-
ment of a Space Defense Center in Cheyenne
Mountain to accomplish the technical and
operational functions described in the
Cheyenne Mountain Task Force Study Report

be approved; (2) the Space Defense Center
design, space allocation, installation of
equipment, and computer programming be based
on CINCNORAD/CONAD requirements; (3) the
findings of the DOD Ad Hoc Study Group on

DOD Space Detection Surveillance, Tracking,
and Data Processing Effort be provided the
JCS. On 24 Sep 64 SecDef stated that CINCNORAD/
CONAD was responsible for the functional
performance, the operational management,

and the technical support arrangements for
staffing, operating, and maintaining the
Space Defense Center 1n the Cheyenne

Mountain Complex. He should proceed with
arrangments for staffing, operating, and
maintaining the Space Defense Center to
achieve full capability by Jan 66.

{S) JCSM-723-64 to SecDef, 24 Aug 64, Encl
to JCS 2308/274-5, 24 Aug 64, JMF 4930

(10 Dec 63) sec 2. (C) JCS 2308/274-6,

29 Sep 64, same fille, sec 3.




13 Jan 65

3 Jun 65

1965

On 30 Dec 64, CINCONAD recommended to the JCS that
consideration be given to the early assignment to
CINCNORAD of the space defense mission now charged
exclusively to CINCONAD. The JCS replied on 13

Jan 65 that timing of the formal proposal to assign
an- aerospace defense mission to CINCONAD/NORAD was
gsensitive to current negotliations with Canada. The
JCS Intended to consider such assignment after
negotiation of US-Canadian agreement on consultation
and procedures related to the use of nuclear air
defense weapons. Assignment of weapon systems to
CINCNORAD would be handled separately on a case-by-
case basis,

) Hsg, CINCONAD to JCS, 301750Z Dec 614,

(TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 3741 to CINCONAD, 13 Jan 65, Encl
E to JCS 1259/637-7, 4 Jan 65, JMF 5160 (21 Aug 63)

sec 2. (JCS 1259/637-7 contains a useful review of

the CINCNORAD space defense mission question to the

end of 64.)

The JCS informed SecDef that, in accordance with
approved program changes for the phasing out of Navy
airborne DEW Line extension and contiguous barrier
picket ship operations in FY 1966, it was planned
that actual operations by those forces would termin-
ate on 1 Sep 65. At that time, naval participation
in CONAD/NORAD operations would be limited to space
surveillance (SPASUR) and contingency augmentation
forces supplied by CINCLANT and CINCPAC. Therefore
the JCS recommended the disestabllishment- of
COMNAVFORCONAD effective 1 Sep 65. Upon SecDef
approval, the JCS would initlate requlred implemen-
ting actions, including notification of the Canadian
Chief of Defence Staff.

(S-GF 3) JCSM-424- 65 to SecDef, 3 Jun 65
(JCS 15"1/290—1), 5164 (9 Apr 65).

On 30 Jun 65 the Deputy SecDef approved the dis-
establishment of COMNAVFORCONAD, and on 1 Jul 65
the JCS informed the Canadian Chief of Defence Staff
of this planned action. They anticipated that US
Navy participation in NORAD would continue with IS
naval coordinating, planning, and advisory functions
being accomplished effectively by US naval personnel
asgigned to the joint CONAD/NORAD Headquarters staff
and the Regional and Sector Headquarters staffs.

CS 1541/290-2, 6 Jul 65; (S-GP 3)
JCSM-513-65 to Canadian Chief of Defence Staff,
1 Jul 65; same file.
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2 Sep 65 The JCS advised SecDef of thelr opinion that the
gquestion of expanding CINCNORAD's mission should
again be reviewed. They noted that there was
general agreement that the milssion of defense
against space systems should be assigned to
CINCNORAD; the question had become primarily one
of timing and overcoming other obstacles to such
assignment. The JCS noted that adding this
mission would not obligate the US to assign
specific weapons or units to CINCNORAD 1f prcblems
of security and political sensitivity dictated
otherwise. They considered that SecDef should
approach SecState with a recommendation to examine
the need for government-to-government negotiaticns
on the Canada-US agreements. Pursuant to the cut-
come of the negotiations, the JCS would undertake
action in conjunction with the Canadlan Chief of
the Defence Staff to revise the CINCNORAD TOR.

(TS-GP 3) JCSM-667-65 to SecDef, 2 Sep 65, Fncl A
to JCS 1259/659, 24 Aug 65, JMF 5160 (24 Aug 65).

3 Sep ©% CINCNORAD on 20 Jul 65 provided the JCS with his
current requirements for interceptor dispersal
bases 1n Canada to serve as a basls for government-
to-government discussion of this matter. :

(S-GP 3) JCS 15W41/292, 28 Jul 65, JMF 9121/4920
(25 Feb 65).

On 3 Sep 65 the JCS informed SecDef that CINCHORAD
had a requirement for four Canadlan bases fer the
dispersal of US interceptor aircraft. The JCS sup-
norted fthzt requirement, recommending that a summary
of the CINZNORAD reguirements be used as the basis
for initiating negotlations with the Canadlans,

(S-GP UY JCSM-xT2-65 to SecDef, 3 Sep €5
{JCS 1541/292-1), same file.

On 17 Sep €65 the Secbef concurred in the nesd for
. the use of interceptor dispersal bases 1n Canzda
but asked for more complete information on th

Eg Inrolved,
\

KRR

(S-GP Ty JCS 1541/292-2, 21 Sep 65, JMF 5121/4920
(25 Feb 53).

n 10 Dec 65 the JC3 forwardeéd to the Seclef
IS additional cost data on the four vpronosed Cangdinn
{ dispersed operating b
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R ) JCSM-876-865 to SecDef, 10 De¢ 65 o ___
(JCS 1541/292-3), same f1le.
T Tan 5% The CJCS wrote the Canadian Chief of Defence ltaff

stating that the time appeared appropriate tc tring
the cuestion of expanding the NORAD mission to
include space defense before the two governments.
e asked for an assessment of the peolitical climate
in 2ttowa and for views on the current attitule cof
the Canadian Government toward a mission expansion
and the advisability of a Canadian rather than a (S
initiative in processing the matter through diplc-
matic channels. On 27 Jan 66 the Vice Chlef of the
Defence Staff answered that the Canadlan fiovernment
was dicrosed to lock favorably on the addition cf
space defense to MORAD's misslon but considered It
appropriate for the US State Department to take the
initiative. He thought it essential that the
Canadian Government be provided with the fullest
avalilable information before being requested teoc cive
tie wmattzr rormal consideration.

(TS-GF 4) Memo, CJCS to Chief oi Defence Staff,
3 Dec 65, Enel to JCS 1259/663, 8 Dec 65; (TS) Ltr,
Vice Chief of Defence Staff to CJCS, 27 Jan 66;

JMF 5160 (24 Aug 65).
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28 Feb 66 In reply to the Canadian letter of 27 Jan 66
(see item of 3 Dec 65) CJCS furnished the
Canadians with a definition of "aerospace
defense." A preliminary analysis had indi-
cated to CJCS "that 1t may be a relatively
simple matter, subject to higher authority,
to convert the language in the TOR from 'air
defense' to 'aerospace defense'. The more
difficult problems will probably be concerned
with the resources to do the job."

(S) Memo, CJCS to Chief of Defence Staff,
28 Feb 66, JMF 5160 (24 Aug 65).

11 Apr 66 The JCS recommended to SecDef that the NORAD
Alternate Command Post (ALCOP) Basic Plan
for moving the NORAD ALCCOP from Richards-
Gebaur AFB, Missouril, to North Bay, Ontario,
Canada, be approved. SecDef approval would
also constitute approval of the telecommuni-
catlons requirements under the provisions of
DOD Directive 4630.1. The JCS further recom-
mended that subsequent to Canadian Defence
Staff approval of the baslic plan, the Depart-
ment of the Alr Force be authorized, as an
agent of the JCS, to obtailn Canadlan Defence
Staff agreement on Jjolint manning actlions and
funding and then to implement the plan. On
29 Jun A6, SecDef approved each of the JCS
"recommendations. On 18 Jul 66 the Chairman
notifled the Chief of the Defence Staff of
these developments and asked that the JCS be
mrormed whsn Janadlian action on the baslc
plan was comnleted. (For further action, see
item of 29 &ep 71.)

(CY JC3V-228-6¢6, 11 apr 66, Fncl A to
3-1

JCH 224571531, G0 Har £65 () JCS z2245/1%53-2.
1 Jul any () 1zt N/ o8 JICS 22“5/153—2,
- 16 Jul ¢h 7 s02n L5 Don 69),

2! Jun 66 CINCNORAD on 1 Jun 66 expressed to the JCS his
concern over the delay in obtaining Canadian
approval for the dispersal of USAF interceptor
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21 Jun 6€ aircrarft Lo Canacdian ozses.  On <l Tun o8
(Cont.) the JCS informed CTINCNORAD “nat tney =zharad

his concern znd stated that State Departmant
and DOD representatives were {inallizing
instructions for dispatch to the US Ambassador
in Canada on this matter. The JC3 also
brought CINCNCRAD's concern te the attenticn
of the ASD(ISA).

{S=GP §) JCS 1541/296, 3 Jun 56; (S-GP 2) Msg,
JCS 4854 to CIMCMORAD, Z1 Jun 56; {(U)
DISM-821-66 to ASD(ISA), 22 Jun 66; JMF 9121
(1 Jun 66).

7 Dec 66 The PIBD discuszed tne Niture <f NORAD at &
3-7 Oct 66 meeting and decided to seek the
views of CINCNORAD, throuzh the appropriate
military channel, on his future mission and
the requirement to fulfill that misslon in the
pveriod after 12 May 6£ when the Canada-US
agreement on HNORAD expired., At MCC raquest,
the JCS on 7 Dec €6 asked for CINCNORAD views
on this matter. Since CINCONAD made a major
contribution £o the forces of NORAD, the JCS
also sought his views.

(S-GF 1) JCS 1541/297, 2 Nov €6; {(8-GF 1)
SM-QUB8-66 to CINCNORAL, 7 Dec 66 (JCS 1541/297-1);
(S-GP 4) SM-949-66 to CINCONAD, 7 Dec 66

(JCS 1541/267-1); JMF S081 (26 Oct 51) sec 1.

Botn CINCNORAD ‘on 20 DJee 063 and CINCCNAD “on
23 Jan 67) supperted the continuatvicn of NORAD
and argued strongly for a change in the :CRAD
terms of reference to include the mission of
"aerospace defense’ ather tnan "air defencse™ as
was currently the nase. (Feor farther action,

I

“ge ltem of § Mar T ..

(S=GP 37 JCS 1843, 297-4. 5 Jan 67; (8-3P I}

JCS 1sb81/207-4) 31 Jan £7, same Tile,
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1967

The JCS Torwarded te che szelsf thaiir visws oo

ths renewal of the NCEAD agrzament. T“hey concluzsd
that the =experience «f th=2 rast jy2ars zad Fn2 _uw
lock for the future indlcated 2z czcontinuing nesd ur

a combined Canadian~US command. They belisved that
the principles in the existing agreement shoulld btz
accepted as a basis Tor renegotiztion and that, -
"the appropriate time," the NORAD air defense mis
sion should be changed tc z2n "zerospace defense
one. Such an assignment would charge CINCNORAD wit
the mission of defending the North American Ccntine
against enemy bombers, missiles, and satellites.
Accordingly, the JCS recommended government-to-gove
ment negotiations with Canada f¢ renew the NOEAD
agreement with modificaticn o allow assignment c?
the mission of aeroopace delznse.

(TS—GP 3) JCSM-126-67 to SecDef, 9 Mar &7
(JCS 1541/297-5), JMF 9081 {26 Oct E€) seec 1.

The SecDef replied on £ May o7, =ndo rsing renewa. >
she NORAD agreement upon 1ts =xpiration in Masy 5¢.
He disagreed, however, “hat any attempt should %w=
made at that time to negotiate a change in the NCRA
mission from "zlr" toc "aerospace” defense, althoughn
he favored leaving open the possibility cof such an
amendnent in the renern' :mvotiations. {The
ASD(ISAY had noted on 18 Mar 57 that "we have bz
loath" to approve earl commendations for z
ment of the NORAD nis inciuvde zeronspace 2
rense owing to pcli cy o“oo ems posed by octep ial
demands ror nulti-nationali cneration z
:pace and missile svstﬂ?u and T“he rvo
Plexitilicy in US lecisicinc concernir
deployment of emerging space and nis

-(t "L‘l’" :-' r'JL. .L ul _.-',7
JCS *54112?7_7, 28 Mar
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, 11 May 37; (78
?, same [{ile.
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The CJCS orwarded ¢ fz2clef the wiews of TINCHORAD
and hig Caradian deputy aa certain difficulties cecn
fronting NORAD, The Commanuer had stated that,

nnless “h4e '3 was extremels carelul, discussicns on
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Gaminlh Salo4 nagor nolitiosl rattoi: in Canaaa. =
addea, e Luadeslsion and Uagueness ol ne U2,

positlion has done much to foment these condltions.
A millitary alliance as ZImpertant as NORAD must be
based upon a feellng cf mutual trust and a reasonab.
exchange f information az %¢ goalsz and r:jent;:es.
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2ted the ilmi=cziizns on ezcnarga ¢z

tallistic missile derfernze i;::?mati:n as an 2xample
cf the current lack of murtual tewst., The (03
inrormed the Secref that the JCS had preposed to the

08 Military Lizisen Committee =2 :tatutory determing.
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Yo 2273 in wilmincsbin i thz misunderstancinsg.

(S-GP 3) JcS 1541/297-%, 8 Jun 67, JMF 9081
(26 Oct 56) zec 1.
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1968

The ASD(I3A) on 12 Dec =7 forwarded to the JCS
for comment the Canaaiar response to the US
proposal for extension of the HNORAD arreement.
The Canadlan proposal, which agreed substanti-
ally with that of the U3, called for an exchange
of notes to provide: (1) renewal of agreement
of 12 May 58 for a five-vaar term with the
understanding that either party could request a
review of the arrangement &at any time or termi-
nate the agreement upon one year's notice; (2)
renewal of the agreement would not involve in
any way a Canadian commitment to participate in
an active ballistic missile defense.

(S=GP ) JCS 1541/311, 27 Dec 57, JMF 803
(30 Nov 67).

On 19 Jan 68 the JCS informed SecDef that the
Canadian provosal "proovably" represented the
best agreement currently attainable and shoull
be accepted as a basls for negotiating renewal
of the NORAD agreement. They reaffirmed, how-
ever, their position (see iltem of 9 Mar 67) that
the CINCNORAD mission should be expanded to
Include aerospace defense.

{S-GP T) JCSM-39-68 to SecDef., L4 Jan t8
{JCS 1541/311-1), zame file.

In response toc & CINCNORAD request to change the
commar:d designaticn of the Tontinental Alr Defeng
Tommerd tc the Contirentzl ﬁ;"cspace Defense domu
mand, the JC3 replied that unegotilaticns for the
renewal ¢ the NORAD azreement made favorable son-
sideratisn ol the redesignztion inadvisable a= thzt
time.

(S=3F 37 Msg, CIKCONAD to JC3, 1016187 Jaon 48

TCS TN 291L9;  (8) Msg, ICS 2238 to CIICONAD 28
Feb £3, Encl A to JO8 1229/b89, £ Feb 63; FHF kL3
(10 Jan £5Y,

1oz, L4Annange ol onistes, Lomgedlac=2ly omalds it lio
the ¥ and “znada zeresd Yo vinsy trnr NORAD azree -
ment Yor i pericd cof five yzars from 12 May 68.

The agreement could be revizwed at any time zt the
request of elther party and might be terminated

hy elther government alfter such review following a
one year Tericd cof notice.

Cept of Stacve Bullekin, 29 «pr 35, »p. 571-572.
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24 Sep €8
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Dec 58

1968

At & Jan £8 meeting, Lue #CC agresd t.aat when
ciis venegotiation of the NORAD agreement aad
heen :xompleted, CINCHCRAD should be invited
to review his terms cf reference. The agree-
ment having been renewed on 30 Mar 68,
CINCNORAD was duly irequested to review his
terms of reference. CINCNORAD submitted thzs
results to the CJCS and the Canadian Chief of
Defence Staff on 24 Jul 68.

{C=G? §) JCS 1541/315-2, 29 May 68; (S-GP 3)
JCS 1541/315-4, 30 Jul 68; JMF 802 {22 Apr 68)
sec 1.

After considering the CINCNORAD submission, the
JCS inforined SecDef on 24 Sep 68 that the
CINCNORAD terms of reference were not current
and should be updated. Before approaching the
Canadlan Chief of the Defence Staff on this
matter, they requested SecDef apprecval to re-
state the WORAD mission as follows: (1) dafend
she continental US (incliuding Alaska) and Canadza
against aerospace attack; (2) support other
contlinental US and Canadian commands. The JCS
stated that this recommended change would in no way
precommit the assignment of additional weapon
systems or forces.

{S-GP 3) JCSM-566~68 to SecDef, 24 Sep 6%
{(JCS 1541,315-5), same file, sec 2.

{m 8 Nov £8 the Deputy SecDef informed the Jil
“hat he did not btelieve *t was either pciz.l-
zally expedient or militarily pressing at hne
present time to recommend t2> the Canadians suzn
a cnange in the NORAD mission.

{3-Gr 3) °JCS 1541/315-6, i3 Nov 68, same fils,

At a meering, the CJC3 and Zeneral Allard cr tne
Canaaian Defence Staff agreed tc¢ establish a U3-
Canadian working group at the NOREAD Headguarters
Yo undertaks cooperative strdies cn aercspace
ot wzitere,  JSpeciticaliy, The zrooun use Lo
2oL il such matters 3is:  AWACS: intepocotare:
_onz-range radars; alternate command post3; and
S0MARCS. In additicn the group would be prepared
£o examlne Canadlan participation in SENTINEL
following Presidential approval of a statutory
detefmination on the ralease of agorecpriate atomiz
Informaticn. Thls zrcuo, snichi was Lo Lecuns Lie
(znada-T3 Air Defense Jooverative 3tudy dreup,
#nuld te formed with participaticn orf tre U3 J
staff and Services and the Canadian Nefence It
(For further action, see item of 10 Apr €9.)
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1969

CINCNORAD in Jan 69 preparec terms cof reference
tor the Canada-US Alr Defense Cooperatiwz ftudy
Group (CANUSAD) (see item of 5 Dec 68), and the
Canadlan Defence Staff approved them on 27 Mar
69. The JCS approved these terms of reference

on 10 Apr 69 and forwarded them to CINCNORAD.

The terms of reference established the CANURAD

as a binational ad hoc military study group
responsible to the JC3S znd the Canadian Chlef cf
Defence Staff. CANUSAD was charged with a
mission of conducting studles on aerospace defense
matters of mutual interest to include development
of recommended Canada-US milltary options on air
defense nmatters and, when approvriate, ballistiec
missile defense matters for suomission to the JCS
and the Canadlan Defence Staff.

{3y JCS 2289/34, 2 Apr 69; (S) Msg, JCS 6639 to
CINCNORAD, 10 Apr 69; JMF 979/303 (19 Dec 68},




14 Jun 71

29 Sep 71

1971

At CINCNORAD request, the JCS proposed to the
Canadlan Chief of Defence Staff that the
Canada-US Alr Defense Cooperative Study Group
(see item of 10 Apr 69) be terminated. The
Canadian Chief of Defence Staff agreed on

9 Jul 71.

{8) Msg, CINCNORAD to JCS, 13 Apr 70, JCS 1IN
4101k, (S) Msg, JCS 9703 to Canadlan Chief of
Defence Staff, 14 Jun 71, Enel A to JCS 2323/15-2,
2 Jun 71; (S) Msg, Canadian Chief of Defence

Staff to CJCS, 9 Jul 71, JCS IN 23359; JMF 979/303
{13 Apr 70).

In 1966 the JCS had recommended and the SecDef

had approved (see item of 11 Apr €6) a NORAD
Alternate Command Post (ALCOP) Basic Plan, which
proposed moving the NORAD ALCOP from Richards-
Gebaur AFB to North Bay, Canada. This plan, hcw-
ever, was never approved by the Canadlan Government.
Consequently, at CINCNORAD request, the JCS
requested SecDef approval on 29 Sep 71 to withdraw
the NORAD ALCOP Basic Plan from Canadlian channels
and to seek the concurrence of the Chilef of the
Canadian Defence Staff to designate Headquarters,
2Uth NORAD Region, Malmstrom AFB, Montana, as the
primary NORAD ALCOP. This latter proposal would
combine the CONAD and NORAD ALCOPs. The SecDef
approved the JCS request on 14 Oct 71, and the Chief
of the Canadian Defence Staff concurred on 10 Nov 71.

(S} JCSM-L36-71 to SecDef, 29 Sep 71, Att to

JCS 2308/L85-2, 21 Sep 71; (8) Ltr, CINCNORAD to JiS,
12 Oct 70, Att to JCS 2308/485, 9 Nov 70; (S8) 1lst
N/H of JCS 2308/485-2, 15 Oct 71; (S) JCSM~475-71

to Chief of Defence Staff 22 Oct 71, App B to

J0S 2308/485-2, 21 Sep 71; (S) JCS 2308/h85-3,

17 Nov 71: JMF 363 (12 dct 70).




17 Aug 72

1972

In response to a SecDef request for recommendation
on the military considerations that should influ-
ence a future NORAD agreement, the CJCS furnished
him the following six military factors deemed of
particular interest in any negotlatlion of the agree-
ment: (1) inclusion of an agreed US/Canadian con-
cept for a modernized air defense force setting
forth the depgree of Canadian participation, command
and control arrangements to meet the Canadian desire
for control of Canada's airspace, and cost-sharing
arrangements for new equipment; (2) recognition of
current Canadian participation in passive aerospace

defensive systems; (3) recognition of Canadian con-

cern over alr defense objectlives for NORAD, especially
Canadian apprehension that the current US air defense
objectives (for defense against a small bomber attack
with one or two days of strategic warning) might
reflect a reduction of emphasis on North American air
defense to a degree no longer Jjustifying the NORAD
agreement; (4) provision for emergency consultations
as outlined in a 1965 Canada-US agreement on this
matter; (5) no consideration of change in command and
control untll ongolng air defense studies were com-
plete; (6) adoption of a flexible position on the
duratlion of the agreement, supporting a two-year
extension to allow time to develop more definitive
cost data prior to negotiation of a new agreement
should the Canadians declde to participate activel

in modernized force development. The CJCS personaily
recommended a two-year extension of the present
agreement.

(S) JCS 1541/347, 24 Mar T72; (S) CM-2110-72 to SecDef,
17 Aug 72, Enel to JCS 1541/347-2, 7 Aug 72; JMF 803
(22 Mar 72).




1973

13 Apr 73 The JC3 informed SecDef that, uniess otherwise
directed, they would approve CINCAL's request
for a realignment of NORAD control centers 1n
Alaska. He proposed to eliminate the boundary
lines between the Camplion and Murphy Dome NORAD
Control Centers, converting Camplon to a NORAD
Ground Controlled Intercept/Contrcl and Report-
Ing Post and converting Kotzebue to a NORAD
Survelllance Statlon/Forward Air Control Post.
SecDef's reply of 23 Apr 73 approved the realign-
ment, subject to the following: "In order to
conform to terms of the NORAD Agreement, however,
the proposal should be forwarded to the Canadian
Department of National Defence fer 1ts comments,
and final approval . . . should be withheld until
that consultation has been completed." The
Canadian authorities responded in a message dated
7 May 73 that read: "Consultation appreciated
however we have no comment tc offer on proposed
realipnment," and implementation was ordered the
following day.

{(U)y JCSM-161-73 to SecDef, 13 Apr 73, Encl A to
JCS 2147/553, 30 Mar 73; (U) JCS 2147/553-1,

26 Apr 73; (U) Msg, NDHQ to CINCNORAD, 7 May 73,
JCS IN 71327; (U) 1st N/H of JCS 2147/553-1,

17 May 73; JMF 364 (7 Feb 73).

10 May 73 By an exchange of notes, the US and Canada
extended the NORAD agreement without change for
a period of twe years from 12 May 73. The event
received no publicity, and the extension was
listed rcutinely among other treaty ltems in the
Department of State Bulletin.

(U) Note, Canadian Ambassador to SecState, 10
May 73; (U) Note, DepAsstSecState for Canadian
Affairs to Canadian Ambassador, 10 May 73;

JMF 802 (10 May 73). Dept of State Bulletin,
11 Jun 73, p. 866.

21 Ang 73 In expressing thelr concern to SecDef over pro-
posed reductions in US air defense, the JCG
argued that unilateral reduction in US air defanse
forces could be interpreted by Canada as an
abrogation of Canadian-US defense agreements,
thereby Jeopardizing NORAD and other vital mili-
tary agreements requiring Canadian participation.

(SS JCSM-37H—73 to SecDef, Z1 Aug T3, Encl to
JCS 2&58/868~2, 18 Aug 73, JMF B56 (13 Aug 73)
sec 1,




24 Sep 73

1973

In opposing US alr defense reductions the CJCS
stated that approval of the revised air defense
obJectives of surveillance and peacetime control
of US airspace, together with the corresponding
force reductions reflected in recent PDMs, could
cause a collapse of Canadlan participation in
North American air defense and faillure to renew
the NORAD agreement. On 3 Nov 73, SecDef replied
that while the possibllity of such a result could
not be ruled out, he did not belleve it likely
that US reductions would affect the basic will-
ingness of the Canadian Government to continue 1ts
cooperation in billateral defense arrangements such
as NORAD, "We must, of course, handle our reduc-
tions and future planning for NORAD with sensi-
tivity to Canadian interests, and we must not rule
out possible 'new roles' for NORAD."

(S) CM-2910-73 to SecDef, 24 Sep 73, Att to
JCS 2458/868-13, 26 Sep 73; (S) JCS 2456/868-14,
6 Nov 73; JMPF 556 (13 Aug 73) sec 3,

Taking up a SecDef statement that appropriate con-
sultation with Canada on these matters would be
scheduled by ASD(ISA), the CJCS recommended on

20 Nov 73 that he and SecDef initiate the con-
sultation by themselves visiting Ottawa within the
next few weeks to discuss air defense declsions

and the future of NORAD. He suggested that follow-
on consultations should proceed under the ausplces
of the PJBD.

(3} CM-3011-73 to SecDef, 20 Nov 73, Att to 1lst
N/H of JCS 2458/868~14, 21 Jan T4, same file.




5 Jun T4

11 Jun 74

2 Aug T4

1974

The JCS furnished SecDef with specific recommen-
dations, which included the views of CINCRORAD.

for changes in the NORAD agreement. They pro-

posed that the agreement contailn an unclassified
statement settling forth the following NORAD
strateglc objectives: (1) safeguard the sovereign
rights of the US and €anada in North American zir-
space; (2) contribute tc the deterrence of aerospace
attack on North America through maximum warning of
attack and defensive capabilities; (3) if deter-
rence falled, inflict maximum possible attrition

on the attacking forces. They also proposed the
following changes 1n the agreement: wherever
required, change the term "air" to "aerospace" and
redesignate NORAD as the "North American Aerospace
Defence Command"; include in the stated principles
the right of either nation, in situations short of
strategic attack on North America, to take unila-
teral action 1n its own defensive interests which
would not affect the sovereignty of the other;
eliminate the 1968 ballistic missile defense caveat;
and extend the agreement for a five-year pericd to
1980 with the right of elther party to request
review and to terminate with a one-year notificatlon.

(S} JCS 1541/351, 11 Feb TU; (S) JCSM-224-74 to
SeeDef, § Jun T4, Att to JCS 1541/351-2, 29 May T4,
JMF 803 (5 Feb T74) sec 1.

In response to an ASD(ISA) request for a review of
all aspects of North American defense arrangements
for consideration in the NORAD agreement rencwai,
the JCS informed SecDef that there were in exictence
a number of such agreements and that the MCC had
undertaken a prolect to rzview more than 250
Canadian-US defense agreements wlth the objective
of validating them for content, currency, and
retainability. The JCS recommended that the r=g0-
tiations for the renewal of the NORAD agreemenc be
addressed without reference to the results of the
review of defensive arrangements under way in the
MCC.

1S) Joo i541/351-1, 1t Feb 74; ¢ >
Saebet, 11 Jun T4, Att ©o 4085 1s581/135
SMF 803 (5 Feb 74) seec 1.

[
B
)

CINCNORAD on 25 Jun 74 informed the JCS that both
Canada and the US had indicated that the oprime
micssion for aerospace detfenge orces i:n peéacet os
was surveillance and conctrol o soveraighn alrspasis.
To accompllsh that mission, coth nations had viuns
to reconfigure the NORAD Regilon boundaries o oz ©2
provide the maximum practizal measure ~f ccntrci of
national airspace in time of reace while retaining
the capability to filght as a cingle force 1t !l vth
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1974

America was ever attacked by air. The US plan
provided for the installation of a FAA/USAF Joint
Surveillance System (JSS). This system would
reduce the existing NORAD command and control
regions for six to four and would require the
establishment of Region Operations Control Centers
(ROCCs) in each region from which airborne warn-
ing and control system aircraft would be positicned
and from which the peactime surveilllance and
control mission would be directed. The Canadilans
had a simlilar plan based on a two-reglon confligu-
ration. CINCNORAD supported a MCC recommendation
for the collocatlon of the ROCCs of the two
countries.

T8Y JCS 1541/353, 2 Jul T, JMF 803 (8 Apr T4).

On 2 Aug 74, the JCS relayed this information to the
SecDef, concurring with the J3S/ROCC concept for air-
space control and with the recommendation to col-
locate US ROCCs with Canada. They asked SecDef to
forward this information to SecState, regquesting
determination of the US and Canadian political
positions on this matter in order to allow PJBD
action at the Oct T4 meeting.

(S) JCSM=334-Th4 to SecDef, 2 Aug T4, Encl to
JCS 1541/353-1, 19 Jul T4, same file.

121




16 Apr 75

8 May 75

27 Tun 75
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In response to an ASD(ISA) request for the JCS
position on a proposed Canadian draft for the
renewal of the NORAD agreement, the JCS concur-
red in a revised US draft proposal, They recomn-
mended that the term of the renewal of the NORAD
agreement be indefinite, provided the Canadians
would agree to include the NORAD objectives and
a greater emphasis on the evolution of the aero-
space nature of CINCNORAD's mission. If these
items were not 1included, the JCS recommended
that the agreement be renewed for a period of
five years only.

(Sy JCS 1541/354, 11 Apr 75; (S) JCSM-137-75 to
SecDef, 16 Apr 75, App to JCS 1541/354-1, 15
Apr 75; JMF 803 (5 Feb 74).

The US and Canada agreed to renew the NORAD agree-
ment for an additional period of five years. The
agreement became effective 12 May 75. The renewal
took "into account the changes in the character of
strateglc weapons and the threat posed by then to
North America which had occurred since NORAD was
first established." The agreement made clear that
"the continuing, if changlng, threat from the
manned bomber still calls for close US-Canadian
cooperation in air defense for North America.
While paticipating in the warning, aerospace sur-
veillance, and control functions of NORAD, Canada
willl not particlpate In any active anti-ballistic
missile defense." Under the terms of the new
agreement, "close coordination and cooperaticn
will take place between civilian and milltary air-
space control authorities in the United States

and Canada."

Jept of State Bulletin, 2 Jun 75, pp. 749,750. iee
also Ltr, SecState to Canadlan Ambassador, nd,
with attachment, Att to JCS 1541/351-4, 14 May 75,
JMF 803 (5 Feb 74) sec 1.

The JCS issued an approved revision of the UCP.
Effective 1 Jul 75, CONAD was disestablished and
the Aercspace Defense Command (ADCOM), a sceciried
sommand, assumed all the responsibilities pre-
viousliy assigned to CONAD. The Commander 1n Chief,
Aerospace Defense Command (CINCAD) was designated
to serve as CINCNORAD. The JCS had been in agree-
ment in recommending this feature of the general
UCP revision as early as 19 Mar T74.

{C) SM-35b6-75 to CSA et ai., 27 Jun 75, Encl %c
JCS 1259/758-43, 19 Jun 75, JMF 040 (11 Jan 174)
seec 11. (C) JCSM-81-74 to SecDef, 19 Mar 74§
(JCS 1259/758-5), same fille, sec 2,
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1 Oct 75
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Following the renewal of the NORAD agreement,
representatives of the Joint Staff, the Canadian
Defence Staff, and the NORAD staff met and agreed
that the CINCNORAD terms of reference should be
revised. (For previous terms of reference, see
item of 10 Jun 58.) On 22 Jul 75 the JCS approved
revised terms of reference for CINCNORAD and for-
warded them to the US Section of the MCC for use
in negotlating agreed terms of reference with the
Canadlan Defence Staff. The proposed terms
included recommendations, as agreed by the Joint
Staff, Canadlan, and NORAD representatives, for:

a statement of NORAD objectives; a NORAD mission
statement; changes conscnant with the language of
the renewed NORAD agreement; separate terms of
reference for Deputy CINCNORAD and for the national
component commanders; a statement of responsibili-
ties of the Commander, Alaskan NORAD Regilon; and
declassification of all parts of the terms of refer-
ence. On 8 Aug 75 the MCC accepted the proposed
terms of reference subject to certain changes.

{U) SM-I004-75 to US See MCC, 22 Jul 75, Enel to
JCS 1541/351-5, 14 Jul 75, JMF 803 (5 Feb 74)

sec 1. (U) MCCM/US 18-75 to Secy JCS, 8 Aug 75,
Att to JCS 1541/351-6, 11 Aug 75, same file, sec 2.

The JCS recommended SecDef approval of the CINCNORAD
terms of reference agreed upon by the MCC. On 19
Nov 75, ASD(ISA) approved the terms of reference for
promulgation subject to concurrence by the Govern-
ment of Canada, and on 21 Nov 75 the JCS forwarded
the approved terms of reference to the US Section of
the MCC requesting that they be promulgated through
the MCC to CINCNORAD for implementation.

(Uy JCSM-376-75 to SecDef, 1 Oct 75, Encl A to
JCS 1541/351-7, 23 Sep 75; (U) JCS 1541/351-8, 21
Nov 75; (U) SM-668-75 to US Sec MCC, 21 Nov 75;
JMF 803 (5 Feb 74) sec 2.

The Canadlan Government accepted the terms of refer-
ence and, on 3 Feb 76, the CJCS and the Chief of the
Canadian Defence Staff forwarded them to CINCNORAD
to be effective upon receipt. Although the terms of
reference were unclassified, no publicity was given
in either Ottawa or Washington to the approval or
transmittal to the commander. The CJCS and the Chie.
of the Defence Staff told CINCNORAD, however, that
there was no objJection to a publle announcement by
his headgquarters.

(U) Ltr, CJCS and Chief of Canadian Defence Staff
to CINCNORAD, 3 Feb 76, Att to JCS 1541/351-9,
18 Feb 76, same flle.




1975
1 Oct 75 The new terms of reference of 3 Feb 76 gave no
(Cont.) exceptional emphasls to "aerospace” as distinect

from "air" defense. The central paragraphs were
the following:

2. In accordance with the terms of the
NORAD Agreement concluded between the
Governments of Canada and the United
States on 8 May 1975, the primary objec-
tives of NORAD are:

a. To assist each country to safe-
guard the soverelgnty of its
ailrspace.

b. To contribute to the deterrence
of attack on North America by
providing capabllities for warn-
ing of attack and for defense
against alr attacks.

¢. Should deterrence fail, to insure
an appropriate response against
attack by providing for the effec-
tlve use of the forces of the two
countries available for air defense.

3. The mission of the Commander in Chief, North
American Air Defense Command (CINCNORAD), i1s to:

a. Provide surveillance and control
of the airspace of Canada and the
United States.

b. Provide appropriate response against
air attack.

¢. Provide warning and assessment of
aerospace attack, utilizing mutual
support arrangements with other
commands,

d. Support other continental United
States and Canadlan commands.




