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New Solutions for OId P r o b h ?  

Since the 1971 Defena White Papr, support to sowreisnty and surveiIlance Ems 
evolved into a primary role for the navy- Foilowing the white pper, continuhg 
Goverment interest in oçeaa sovereienty issues was evïdent in the 1973 ûceans Pokcy, 

Sea WCtOS). In 1977, c m a d a m y  d e c W  a 2Oenur$'ai mile exciusive 
f i ~ * t ~ z o n e d n a ~ ~ t o ~ t h i s ~ b e c a m e ~ .  

nUsreqirirementconimucdinboththc 1987rod 19WWbpiPag Wbeatk 
UN Lawofthe SeiCoIwenSimcimemtof~in ~ 9 9 S , d i e ~ ~ d i s p l . y s d  
strong suppot tOr ocern sovereipty-rad mil laace  issucs as witnessd by the 
implemaitation in 1997 of fae Canadian ûœans Act. Gien tk on@ng IX3S 
discussions to extend jtrtisdietiod mnttof over seabed resou~ices out to 350 muticai 
miles, and the ment UN convention on straddliag stocks, the miphment to support 
ocean sovereignty and s w e i h c e  U IikeIy to grow. As such, tfüs task wüi continue to 
be important b the navy weU into the mitlexmium, 

This thesis demommes 
a support of sovaeignty by the navy has been a declared goverment role 

tbat has p w n  in scope and importance since 1971; and 
6. for a mety ofrea~ons, the d e  has not becn Caectiveiy supportad by the 

government or put imo full operation by the M.. 
Given this situation, the thesis explaios that there has beea a disconnetion 

between the govemmcnt's objective and the subaequent actions ofth mvy. This 
mi~m8tch Jms becn caused, in varying dqncs, ûy the impacts of four féctors. The most 
important féEtOr 6as ken a la& ofadquate govemment support and coiiJistent dkdon 
to the mvy. The second cause was the mistance of the aavy to chans its focus fÎom P 
coIIective Mence role. The third fiutor, i minor conüibiitor, wu the hok of 
interdeparimentai cooperatio~t Lady the departmenîs have lacked adeqyate technology 
to aliow the data ncccssary to maintaùi sovereignty to be managed d c i d y  ktmen 
the departments involved in the oceans area 

With the con3iaued cutbacks to the navy's budget, the SIOW DFO progress on 
devefoping aa Oceans Strategyt and &e re-digrunent of the navy inîo a combetapabit, 
multifunctod force, the prospects for improvements in the m a  of sovereignv support 
an not cncauraging. 

Tbemearratbatdoesoffasomebopefort6efiiaaetev0Evesmrmdthe~ts 
o f f d  by cprmit technoiogid devdopments aich as C-* RADARSAT II 
andHFSWR 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Canada has the Iongest coastline in the worfd, the second kgest continental 

sheif, and is one of ody three counaies that borders on three oceanseatlS Canadians derive 

approximately 26 billion doflars of our rationai weaith directiy ftom the sea, we 

transport 35 billion dollars in exports annually, and more than 500,000 jobs depend 

directly on our ocean resources.' 

HistoricaIly, in Canada. the fesponsi'bility for management of ocean issues has 

been fiagmented between f e d d  and provincial departments. Oceans' policy has 

developed by sector (fishery, coast guard, defence, environment, etc.), and various 

govenunent departmentd agencies cuntroI different aspects. In "ûceans' PoIicy and 

Naval Policy 1970 to 1997", Fred Crickard states that the efforts of Canadian oceans' 

poiicy makers can be grouped into three periods: 

a 1969-1979 - thk era was marked by a technoIogy-based development 

approach to faciIitate offshore 0i.l and gas exploration, and concems 

regarding overfishing and marine pollution. Canada passed the Arctic 

Waters PoiIution Prevention Act in J9707 and dateraiIy declared a 200 

nautid mile Canadian Exclusive Fishing Zone in 1977. Canada also twk 

a signincant leadership rote at the United Nittions Law of the Sea III 

(UNCLOS m) negotiations that b e p  in 1973. 

b. 1980-1989 - in this e o d ,  interesî in offshore resounx development was 

repiaced by concems over envÏronmentd degradation, and the near 

depletion of important fis6 stocks. In 1987, the goverment identifiai that 

75 ocean-related program were king implemented via 14 different 

departments and agencies. Subseqvedy, Î n  1987, a new oceans' strategy 

was developed and pubIished m OCeaps Po[iEy for C&& This poIicy 



had four goals: promotion of ocean industry, development of ocean 

science, sound management of ocean resourd environment, and 

protection of sovereign rights;) and 

c. 1994 - 1997 - this @od witnessed an inaease of Canadian governent 

awareness of the oceaas as a resource for sustainable weaith genedon 

Coupled with this was an expansion of the definition of sovereignty 

protection to cover areas such as marine pouution, iuegai dnigs, and 

illegal immigratioa In 1997, the Canadian govenunent passed the ûceans 

Act, concurrent with the coming into force of the Law of the Sea (LOS) 

Convention The Oceans Act acknowledged C a d s  jurisdiction over a 

twelve-mile territorid sea, a twenty-four-mile contiguous zone(CZ), and a 

200-mile exclusive economic zone (EEZ). This gave Canada control of 

one of the largest EEZs in the world In addition, this açt provided for the 

development and ùnplernentation ofa ~18tionaI Oceans' Management 

strategf 

The right to daim jurisdiction over specinc ocean areas is accompCed by the 

responsiiiIity to eosure that those waters remah Eee and safe for IawN use by 

Canadians and others. Therefore, the mainte~mce of sovereignty must be one of the 

essentiai eIements within any concept of oceans managements The Carisdt'an Navy, by 

the nature of its wthities* has traditiody provided this type ofsppport to CaxiadrCan 

oceans sovereignty. h 19 10, the Naval Sem-ce Act created the RoyaI C d i a n  Navy 

(RCN). Among the dm-es assîgned tu this fledgling n a d  force was the responsiiiiity 

for fisheries patroIsP As a resalt, fiom the eariiest days of the RCN, the navy has 

proMded support to Canadian s~vereignty~ Traditiody the aavy devoted the majority 

ofits effort toward providipg support to C a d s  allies through the NATO affiance The 

n a .  maintanled this emphasis rigbt through the 1968 mification of the navy mto the 

Canarit'= Armed Forces. ' 



In the 1971 Defence White Paper, the Trudeau govemment re-prï~&kd support 

to mvereignty to make this the primary role for the n a . -  This refi ected the ïncreased 

govemment concern over fis- and poilution as noted in Crickard's first pend A 

continuing high degree of importance was accorded this role, as weU, in both the 1987 

and 1994 White Papers. With the signing of the Canada Oceans Act, and the coming iota 

force of the LOS Convention in 1997, the requirement for the Canadian oavy to support 

ocean sovereignty will continue to be an important role for the navy weI1 into the next 

miUem*um. 

OBJECTIVE 
Through a review of criticai documents and events, this study wiIl demonstrate 

ihat: 

a support of sovereignty by the navy has been a declared govement role 

that has grown in scope and importance to Cariadians since 1971; and 

b. for a varieîy of reasons, the role has not been effectiveIy nrpported by the 

govenunent or put into MI operation by tée navy. 

On the basis of these two conditions, the purpose of this thesis is to explain why 

there has been a disconnection between this declared govement objective and the 

mbsequent action by the navy. The thesis wiiI also inchde a look toward the friture to 

show how the requirement might beaer be met through cooperative interdepartmentai 

arrangements, mmbined with the effective employment of surveillance and information 

management technoIogy- 



APPROACH 

In order to determine how effectively the navy has conducteci the role of 

sovereignty support, the following four factors are considered the most critical efements 

for analysis: 

a govemment support; 

b. response of the navy, 

c. interdepartmentai cooperatioo; and 

d. technologicd capability. 

Ofprimary importance is govenunent support. This fctor inclides the extent of 

govemment cornmitment to the sovereignty task and the budgetary support provided to 

the navy. The intent is to dernomte ht, M e  the govemment has maintained the 

importance ofthis role in declaratory documentation, the uavy has beea hampered in 

implementing this task due to a lack of foiIowa support in resowces. 

The second factor involves the navy's commhnent to canying out this task This 

portion of the analysis wilI determine if the navy activeIy resisted replacing the NATO 

role as the navy's top priority. 

The third factor, interdepartmental coopcration, was chosen because there are 

fourteen federai govemment departments invohed in ocean issues. Thus, it can be 

guickiy reaiized that any attempts by the m .  at management of its sovereignty support 

role wouid require extensive interdepIlrtmentd cooperation, The intent here is ascertain 

ifthe navy and the other goverment departments have been successfuI in establishing or 

maintaining any meaningful Iongterm cooperaton efforts. 

The nnal factor, technoIogical capMty, has has seIected as a direct resdt of 

the importance of electronic idionnation gathering, cornpiration, and management to the 

deveIopment ofan accufate and M y  p i e  of activity in Canada's sovereign areas. 

This picture is the key to the efficÎent use oflimi&d governent assetsaSSefS With a Iarge 

number of dlfferent areas, methods, and types of m e i b n c e  support uifomtion 

availabk, the collection, management and uîihtiion ofsu~vedlmce data reqyhs 



extensive technoiogical support and sharing of data The mtent is to determine ifthe 

technologies in use, by the navy and the other government departments, were adequate, 

compatibIe, and capable of supporthg the requirement 

There are several other factors that have had an efféct on the deveiopment of the 

Canadian Navy's support to the sovereignty d e .  These fiictors indude such issues as 

pubiic opinion, media influence, and extemai nation Muence, and assistance. A fidl 

evduation of these fiors, while important, is beyond the scope available within the 

bbt ions  of this thesis. Where appropziate, the impacts of these issues will be induded 

in the review ofevents mder the other categories. 

STRUCTURE 
Throughout the -s, the information presented has been acqiiired tlnough a 

review of open literature, augmented where possibIe by persona1 intemiews of 

individuals fiom the principal departrnents involved in the ocean sovereiguty issues. 

These Ïnte~*ews include representatives nom the navy, Fisheries and Oceaas, RCMP, 

Environment, Customs and Excise, academmra, and industry. 

The thesis wiII be deveIoped in three partsparts Part I provides the necessary 

background, Part II analysizes the topic and Part III establishes the conclusions. In Part 

1, Chapter I establishes the objective, approach and structure that wilI be used to 

develop tfw review, andysis and conclusions Chapters 2 through 4 wiiI be used to 

address the foUowing questions: 

a Chapter 2 - 'What are the req@remetlf~ of sovereignty support?' 

b. Chapter 3 - 'What have been the declared govemment expectations for 

the navy regarding sovereignty support &ce 1971?' and 

c. Chapter 4 - 'What evidence bas been providd by actual events 

regardhg the match between declaratory poIicy and action 

snice L971. 
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Chapter 2 sets the Wework for the thesis by initiaiîy establishuig a definition of 

sovereignty, and then i d e n m g  the necessary reqrrirements to provide support to 

sovereignty. Finaily, the chapter wiU discuss, in generic terms, the types of technology 

available to navies to provide this support 

Atter Chapter 2 has identincd the reqyüements of sovereignty support, Chapter 3 

wiU trace the government's declared intent regarding sovereignty support and the navy. 

This begim with a review of the events that lead to the development of the 1971 White 

Paper and the shift in prionty of the sovereignty support role for the Canadian Forces 

(CF). AAer examining the details of this White Paper, the chapter nmows its focus fiom 

the CF to the navy. With this focus, the review moves forward with an examination of 

government's declaratory policy from 1971 until 1999. This rwiew wüI &O inchde 

examine the implications of the developing Department of Fisheries and Oceans, 

Oceaas' Strategy on the near fûture of this naval role. The goai by the end of Chapter 3 

is to identify what the govemment has direaed the aavy to accomplish, since 1971, as 

regards the sovereignty support role. 

The aim in Chapter 4 is to examine actual events associated with the sovereignty 

support role over the period 1971 - 1999. The inteut is to analyse what actually 

happened when the govemment was faced with a challenge to Canadian sovereignty. 

This chapter concludes with a briefanalysis of the degree of conpence between 

govemment decIared poticy and actions taken in support of t .  poiicy. 

Part [I ofthe study provides an aaalysis of the Miormation presented in Part I to 

detemine expIsu1ations for aü the codIicts identÏfied between the dechratory policy and 

the actions takea This wül be doue m Chapten 5-8 under the four categories identifieci 

previousiy: Govemment Supporf Naval Response, Interdepartmentai Cooperation and 

TechooIogÏcaI Ca@iiutyty 

Part Ili of the thesis begins with a summary of the Sadings nom the andysh 

conducted in Chapters 5-8. Chapter IO compIetes the thesis witb the development of 

concfusions regarding the fessons for the disconnest, and the mipi.ïcafions for the aavy in 

the fùttne mder tbe new 'Oceans Strategy'. A stmmaq ofconciusions and 



recommea&tiom regardhg the part to be pl@ by govefnmentd support, technologid 

devehpments and interdepartmental cooperation in the uavy's frrture support of this role 

is ais0 iucluded in this chapter. 

In order for the reader to be able to understand the implications and importance 

of the decisiom made, and actions taken in the years since 1971, it is necessary to have 

an understanding of the basic requirements of the sovereignty support task Therefore 

Chapter 2 wiiI provide a theoreticai grounduig in the basics of sovereignty support. 



CHAPTER TWO 

SOVEREIGNTY REQUIREMENTS 

INTRODUCTION 

The object ofthis chapter is to provide background information regarding the 

requirements of the sovereignty support task To that end, tht chapter begins with a 

deEUiition ofsovereignty and progresses through the scope, goals and tasks associateci 

with providing support to sovereignty. Subsequentiy, the chapter wilI focus on 

identifying, in general tems, what Ievel of support the governent has deemed necesSay 

to provide this support in Canada's oceans. The chapter will conclude with an 

examination of the types of technology genedy mployed in this rote. While this 

background will be primarily generic, where possible specific references to the impacts, 

or effects on the navy, will be presented in support of the principeif focus of the thesis. 

SOwREIGNW WOUIREMENTS 

Under the Montevideo Convention on the Rights and Duties of States, arnong the 

four criteria that states must possess to be  recognized under mternationai law is a defined 

territov and a goverhg centrai auîhority that maices and enforces laws."ccompanying 

the nght to daim jm~sdiction over specinc territory are certain respoasibüities for the 

Canadian goverment This is equalIy true for the ocean areas claimed as Canadian 

territory. These respousiiüities are coasidend an essentiai requirement for the 

maintenance of sovereignty as the "supreme and independent poIiticaI at~thority."~ 

In 1990, the Standing Codtîee on Nationai Defcnce and Veteniris Affairs 

(SCONDVA) undertook a study on "Maritime Sovereignty." As a basis for their 

deiiberatioas, this cornmittee developed the foiIowuig definition for Sovereignty: 

"the prevention of trespss, the provision of services and the dorcement 
of national and international Iaw within (Canadian) terrltory, waters, and 
airSpace-''" 



This thesis b e g k  with that dennition and places it in context with the 

requirements for ocean management to identify the support requirements for the navy. 

Using the ocean management definition presented in the -an Marine PoIic~ and 
Stratew Roi= it cm be seen that Canada must undertake the folIowing marine tasks: 

a, ment - Protection ofhabitats, consemation of species, 

environmental forecasting poUution prevention. and control; 

b. Resources Develop~ent - Fisheries, aquaculture, offshore petroleum and 

minerais, alternatives for generating energy, 

c. ne Tranmrtatioq - Support of sbipping, harbours and watewys, ice 

brraking, aids to navigation, search and rescue, emergencies; 

d, 
. . 

oaal Mantirne Sec- - Defence, sovereigtty, support of law and 

regdation enforcement, intemationai contniutions; and 

M ~ n e  Science and T e c m  e. - enhancing capabilities in al1 above." 

In Canada, three main autonomous fleets have evolved to support these 

nquirements: the Coast guard, fisheries and oceans, and the navy. In reviewing the 

fimctioas of a navy, Ken Booth suggests- that aiI navies have three main hetions:" 

a l&Iomatiç - use ofwarshîps as extensions of a nation's foreign policy; 

6. Policing - to address issues of national sovereignty, resource management, 

and the maintenance of Iaw and order at sea; and 

c. JvfWxry - employment related to nationai and intemationai secunty. 

Cornparison of these roks to the Ocean Management tash previousIy identifiied, resuIts 

in a direct match between sovereignty support and the navy policing role. 

There are two basic IeveIs of sovereignty support that must be coasidered. The 

fint is protection of sovereignty h m  e x î e d  miIitary threats, exclusiveiy a military 

role. The second is protection ofCanadian sovereiguty fiom nonnir7itary cidîenges in 

areas suc6 as the fishery and the environment In this m n d  ana, the miIitary provides 

support to Other Govenunent Departments (OGDs) who hrwe the primary nspollslcbiky 

in these areas. 



While there are two Ievels to sovereignty support, the basic govanment 

objectives for the overaü sovereignty support task remain, as descni  by Peter Haydon, 

a knowhg what is gohg on in Cananiau waters; 

b. maifltaining an unequivOcaj expression of govemment authority in the 

waters; and 

c. king able to respod quickly and effectvely to violations. l3 

Given these goals, govemments must determine how much control is necessary to 

meet the objectives. This provides a problem for governments because the -ter the 

degree of control desired, the grwiter tend to be the associated costs. As the costs 

associated with exercising full control over all activity in a specified area of ocean are 

prohibitive7 govemments have îypically sought compromise solutions This solution 

most often starts by the governent determining what is the minimum IeveI of control 

considered acceptable. At this poinf governments try to strike a baimce somewhere on 

the continuum between minimum and full control besed on what the governent fiels it 

can a o r d  This is certainly the situation in Cwda as seen in this commentary by 

Crickard and Haydon regarding the sovereignty support question in Canada, 

The area is just too large and the chance that there be threats or 
challenges to ai i  that area at the same tirne is so remote as to be 
nonexistent However, there is a clear requirement to be able to 
conduct surveiIIance, patrol, and fespond to situations in select parts of 
Canadian waters. Those areas are invarÏabIy relateci to the natiod 
&tirne vital iaterests: shipping routes; approaches to ports and 
waten~ays; resource areas; areas of environmentai -tMty; and arwis of 
shared or disputed use."'4 

In order for the navy to meet the government's objectives for sovereignty support, 

Adinid Ganiett stated, that the Canadranadran n a .  must focus on three mission areas: 

B surveillance; 

6. -1; and 

C. fespofl~e~" 



Sumeillance - the maintenance of sovereignty demands, as a minimum, that a 

state must be able to monitor activity in natiodly c h e d  areas. To gain an appreciatioa 

of the requirements of surveillance in Canada, start by considering aiI the activity 

undenamy at any time in Canada's ten million square kilometres of maritime 

juxisdictional area. If, in abstract terms, one couid consider the jdsdictiooal area as the 

large rectaagie show in Figure 2-1, then any 

type of activity anywbere in Canadian waters must faIl into one of three categories: 

a undetected; &pre 2-1 - Sovereigaty Concept Di- 

b. detected but ddentiEed; or 

c- identifie& l6 

Within these three categories is a M e r  

distinction between activities involving 

cooperative parties, uncooperative parties, and 

parties whose willingness to cooperate is 

unknown. Combining dl these fàctors r d t s  in a continuum that goes fiom the best 

case, an activity UivolWig a cooperative, identified party, to the worst case, an 

undetected uncooperative Party. 

This spectrum of possible activity sets the boundanes of the merUance 

problem, and the essence of the "big picturem neceSSaLy to defie the support reqirirement 

ofdepIoying scarce meillance resouces. The obviolrs goai of any sweillance 

program, is to use ali available information sources to compile an accurate, 'Xecognized 

Maritime Pictue" m) maxbhhg the number ofaçtivities, not just in the "best case" 

box but for the entire continuum, 

A review ofthe major resources avdable to provide maritune surveilIance 

information in Canada, reveais the folIowing 

a && - govement-operated ships, subrnarhes, and 

aircraft (rnaialy the Depar tma ofNationai Mence, and FÏsheries and 

O==); 



b. Voluntag Remfine Source - information provided either by vessels or 

govemment departmen6 through program such as the Coast Guard 

Vessel T r a c  Management Scheme, Fisheries Observers and Coastal 

Watch; 

c. on -svsterns - systems such as shore-based radar, space- 

based seosors, and ail available intelLgence sources hccluduig "classicd 

intelligence* provided by other nations; and 

d. ornmercial Informatton Sources - various pubIications, perÏodicais, 

online databases, and NTERNET services that provide useful background 

information" 

As no singe surveNmce source cm provide aii the information required to 

maintain the RMP, infornation avdable fkom aiI the sources Iisted above must be 

incorporated to have an effective surveillance program. In turn, the picture itseif must be 

the tool used to direct the resource management of scarce surveiI1ance assets. 

Commander D m  Knight has suggested tbat combining the information fkom the 

vananous sources into a single pictwe to monitor activity and direct the response shouid be 

doue mder a "Sweiliance Concept of Operatiolls." This concept of operations is 

based on the premise that it is d C s t i c  and too expensive to attempt to provide 

contïnuous compIete coverage in tems of sumeillance, paol  and respome of Canada's 

EEZ. As such, the Sweillance Concept of Operations proposes t h e  distinct levers of 

effort be utilized to maintain an effective surveillance programme: 

a Lever 1 - the information collected fiom the voIuntary, technicaI, and 

commercial sources is used to establish and maintain a common baseline 

surveillance RMP which is maintaincd 24 homs a day, seven days a week; 

b. LRVeI 2 - each involved department can use the informatÏon h m  the RMP 

to iden* meas of interest, and its patrol assets can assigned ta these 

areas. While on -01 these assets support the rnonito~g i m c a t i o n  

and data coiledon actmty, and 



c. w3 when a specinc surveillance problem or requirement is 

identifie& tbrough cooperative discussion between the iavolved 

departme-, aii availabie resources cm be focused on a discrete area or 

vessel. This type offespom applies for probiems as complex as 

counter-dnig operations or as stmightfonward as supportmg a basic search 

and rescue effort? 

PatroU Responsc - while surveilIance systems are the heart of ail navai 

operatioos, these two categories are ünlred on both sides to surveillance. 

PaîroURespome assets conûibute to the surveillance pichne while deptoyd This is the 

case any time navy ships are operating within Canadian waters. Even though the ships 

may not be on a dedicated sovereignty support bsk, they are providing a sovereign 

presence in Canadian waters. As weii, the ships are availabie to respond ifthey observe 

illegai activity, or they are required for search and rescue (SAR). While it is ciifficuit to 

quanti@ the degree of support provided in this manner, Ï t  is important to remember that 

this support must be included in any discussion ofthe navy's contribution to the overail 

task of sovereignty support 

The surveillance concept of operations provides a good fhmework for the 

compromise approach to the sovereignty support roIe. The next questions revolve 

around, "How much support is required in the canadian situation?" In tryhg to address 

the questions of cpantity, it becmes very diffidt to establish just how much is enough. 

However, this was attempted by the govenunent in 1975 in an attempt to antÏcipzrte what 

resources wodd be reqiiired to maintain sovereignty under an extended 200 nmi fishery 

protection zone. In a 1975 shdy done for Cabinet, it was detemhed for fisheries 

surveiliance in this protection zone 

"...the minimum Ievel offkheries pIitroI acbmty requÏred for effective 
meiUance of fishing actinty and domernent ofregulatious mrst be 
dcient to permit at sea -011s of one third ofthe fonign fieet and 
one six& of the Canadt'an fieet eveq month"" 



?..air patrols must Iocate and identify every fishing vesse1 in areas of 
Canadian interest once a week throughout the year as a minimum with an 
additional 20% increase in total flying activity for more fiequent coverage 
of 'sensitive areas?" 

This study indicated that approximately 2000 dedicated sea days and 4200 air 

hours were requked to provide the minimum ievels of surveillance and enforcement 

capabfity required in support of the fishery." 

A second study, conducted for the Cabinet during this same period, stated that the 

following Ievels of support were req@red to provide adequate coverage to meet the 

requirements ofthe other departments hvolved in o c m s  management 

a of Traomrt (Mon.  Vesse1 S o m  Pollution - Whiie no 

requkernent for dedicated sutface vesse1 support was identifie& it was 

stated that the necessary surveillance requirements could be met as a 

secondary task for Coast Guatd ships when deployed Dedicated air 

support of approxhately 1700 air hours was seen as king required for bi- 

weekiy meülance of the shippuig laoes) 

INA) Minerai Resources - Approximately 1000 hours of air 

support were identifieci for meiilance of areas ofminerai resource 

a Ç t i v i e  and 

c. WE. MOT. D m  RCMP: Arctic requirements - 'ïhese various 

departmena reqMe approomately 1300 air support hom for surveillance 

piirpose~.~ 

A summary ofthese reqhments is pmvlded in Table 2-1 for referenœ pinposes 



While the totds show in Table 2-1 indicate the buik of the sovereignty support 

requiremens there is an addîtionai need for the government to maintain mfîicient 

capability in reserve to be able to deploy for a Level3 type mission in response to a 

situation identined through the sweillance pichrre. 'Es includes being able to 

respond to a full range of actMty nom identifying detected vessels, to SAR, and to the 

use of force to dissuade or apprehend intnders. 

Given the gods and the amount of support resUyed, it is now appropriate to turn 

to a review of the capbiIities of the assets themselves. Each of the paîdlresponse 

assets (ships, submarines, air&) brings ce- charaçterktks and limitatrtons to the 

task ofpatrolling the three dimensionai mantirne environment, While ships move 

reIativeIy sIowly, they offer good endurance. Ahra f t  travel rapidly but are much more 

Limited in the amount of operational thne they can main  in an area Submarines 

combine steaith and endurance with an ab- to use specd at the cost of the other two 

factors. 

Other considerations in this category mcfude the eimdless combinations of 

equïpment and the e f f i  on platform size- S d e r  is generdy cheaper, but this offers 

Iess capability and endufance+ TechnoIogy is a major factor in this regard, not ody h m  

the perspective of Ïmproved performance of new eqp&ment+ but a h  hm the 

penpective ofsystems iineropexabiiity with assets nom other govemment deperhnents 

Task 

, Fishery Protection 

Vesse1 Pollution 

Mineral Resources 

Arctic ActMty 

1 TOTALS 1 1 1 m o  1 

Deparünents 

DûE 

MOT 

EMR, DWA 

WE, MOT, D I N '  

RCMP 

Sea Days Air Hom 

2000 4200 

Secondary Task 1700 

Nil 1000 

Nil 1300 



and fÎom allied corntries that dso provide infiormation and support to Canada's 

sovereignty efforts? The next section will provide a more detaiIed description of the 

gened types of techaoIogy employed in this regard. 

mEw OF TECHNOL0C.Y 

To understand the d e  technology play in the support of sovereignty, it is 

necessary to restate the three sovereignty support mimissions de- above: surveillance, 

patrol, and respoose. 

Among these three missions surveillance is the area primarily affiected by 

technology. While the same technological applications wodd be used in support of the 

patrol and response missions, the most mitid factor for sovereignty support is the initiai 

detection and identification of actMty of interest Conceming this requirement, again 

recall fkom the requirernents section above that any type ofactivity in Canadian waters 

wodd fa into one of these areas: mdetected, detected but Midentified, or identined 

The cnuc of the problem for technology is to provide the means to detect and 

identify these activities in any of the three ocean dimensions (over, on, and under the 

sa). The detection ideally shodd occur no rater than den the activity begias to take 

place in CariildtCan waters. The same ided situation appües to the task ofactivity 

identification There are two parts to this problem. The first part concems questions of 

quantity. Are there sufficient resources availabIe to rnaÏntaia necessary coverage, and to 

allow timely management of the data obtained? This part was introduced m the pfevious 

section regarding the 1975 delineation ofcesources quired to manage the 200 nmi 

hhery zone. The second part concems the availabiIity of appropriate technoIogy to 

facilitate the detection and identification process. 

In support of the detectiou and identification process, the following technologies 

have been the p ~ c i p i i r  assets used by Cariadian departments in this regard= 

a Radat Svstems- these systems have been the primary method used by 

patrol at sea. and in the air. As weil, radar has been riscd extensiveIy 
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on shore-based applications Space-based radar systems began to appear 

in the 1990s and these have begim to see more fiequent use; 

b. S o m  Svstem- this type oftechwlogy has beai utilized both on shore 

and at sea aIthough most predominantly by the navy, 

W .  

c. ommunicahons Systerqs - historically, the bulk of communication has 

been station-station direct ~ s s i o n s ,  either from ship to ship or 

between ships and shore bases. In the 1990s, the use of satellite-managed 

communications (SATCOM) has been rapidly increasing and 

d Data Maxiwment Svstems - cornputer-based data storage and 

management systems have generdy been used by ai l  the involved 

departments to collect and store data for management and bistorical 

reference pqmses. 

Limitations on the maximum ranges obtainable for the data acquisition and 

commtmicatious systems (radar. sonar, radio, etc.) determine the area of coverage of a 

particdar asset By defauIt, this defines the number of surveillance assets required to 

provide adequate coverage.' 

A second factor associateci with the detedon and identification of targets, and the 

efficient use of the available assets, is related to the question of data sharing. Data on 

any particuiar activity held by one govanment department may reside in that 

department's data coUection system. Without some method of data-shanng, a mond 

department, on coming into contact with that activity, muid be m i a .  that M e r  data 

is avaiIabIe. This m a .  resttit in an unnecessary expenditure ofpatrol assets. Another 

* 
For exampIe, ifa coastal radar station can cover a semi&cdar arc of misthe 
and ocean for 20 miles eitfier si& ofthe station, you wodd require approxiimtely 
3 such stations for every IO0 d e s  ofcoastiine to allow coverage overiap. 



aspect of the data sharing concept involves the synewstic amalgamation of the pieces of 

data from the various avaiIabIe sources into a single picture. T6is proces* hown as 

"data fusion" is traditionalfy done by a trained &yst who is essentiai to the process. 

For exampIe, if four contact reports are received Eom vm*ous sources and the position 

reports are very close but slightly diflierrent It is the d y s t  who must fuse the data to 

make a determination ifthere are four ships, or just the same ship king reported at 

different times. 

This intent of this chapter was to provide a concise background of the 

requirements for supprting sovereignîy. The Caaadian govemment's declaratory 

expectatious for the navy and this role since 1971 is that next a m  t h  wilt be examined 

in the chapter 3. 



CHAPTER THREE 

THE DECLARED SOVEREIGNTY ROLE 

c 
nie 1971 White Paper, Defence in the 70s, assigned the "generai responsibility 

for surveillance and control over Caaadian territory, waters and ahpacen to the 

Canadian Forces (CF) as its nrst priority? This was an apparent major role change for 

the CF nom its previous focus: support of colIective secuxity through NATO. This 

chapter begùis with a review of the Id up to the 1971 Mence White Paper. 

Subsequentiy, it reviews govemment declaratory policy from 1971 to the present in order 

to determine, "What has been the govemment's d e c l a d  poücy direction regardhg the 

navy and the role of sovereignty protection?" 

BACKGROUND 
Bruce Thordanon notes that CanaAian foreign poiicy remained remarkably 

consistent between 1948 and 1968. The cenûd focus of this policy was providing 

support to coilective secinity via the United Nations, and by Canada's partiparticipation in 

various security  alliance^.^ As a resuft, the main tenet of Canahanadtan defence policy 

became centred on Cariadian uivoIvement with NATO, and NORAD? When Pierre 

Trudeau became Prime Mùiister m 1968, this change6 T~deau heId three beiiefs that 

were to become relevant for DM). The nrSt was tbat nationai mterests shodd determine 

and promote both foreign and domestic policies. This was in direct contrast to the in 

vogue Pearsonian premise, that saw Caaada's naturai d e  as the worId's "helpful 

hersa 

Trudeau7s second befief was that defence policy shodd flow fiom foreïgn policy. 

The following statement demonsttates that Tmdeau believed the rwme had been the 

case ever the f o d o n  ofthe NATO defence aliiance, Tor two decades, Caaada's 

foreign poIicy was largdy its policy in NATO, tb t tgh  



forces. 

FinaUyy Trudeau believed that the= was M e  vaiue in maintaming the armed 

This aîîitude was obvious in his comment to ex-Wing Commander BiII Lee, 

"Why would a guy as smart as you waste his time in the militar~?''~ 

Mer becoming Prime Minister, Trudeau wasted M e  t h e  in acting on these 

beliefs. He direct& that "nrst princ@Iesn reviews of defence and foreign policy were to 

take place. Regarding defence policy, Trudeau insisteci on "a cornprehensive review ... 
[ofl Canada's armed forces policy, incIuding alternative forces' structures and costing? 

Despite Trudeau's preference for developing defence poiicy fiom foreign policy, the 

defence review commenced and was completed fïrst. This was because of a 

pressing need to estabiish the size of the defence budget for the next fiscal year. Severe 

inflatioa was dramaticaily affecthg the Canadian economy and the govement's fiscal 

situation. As well, the annuai NATO review meeting was approaching. At this meeting, 

Canada would be recpired to make h military commitments for one year, and forecast 

its commitments to NATO for the next five. The fiitwe status of Canada's NATO 

commitment was therefore the most contentious issue at this point. Bruce Thordarson 

"NATO was the issue that seemed to arouse the greatest interest among critics of 
Canada. foreign policy, and because it was one ofthe areas in which ME 
Tmdeau himselfappeared mCticai of &sting p~I icy ."~  

Trudeau was mcnticaI of contmuïng Canada's exrexrsting mvoivement in NATO for 

two reasons. Firsf Western Europe had fiilIy recovend fiom the devastation of World 

War IL As weU, a substantid number of other comrn*es had emerged on the 

international scene, Trudeau beIieved th& these two f~cfors had combined to reduce 

Canada's political. influence m the Western Empan  arena3* Tnideau's second reason 

was that the centrai premise for mamtainingthe NATO s e c e  alIiaace was to provide a 

balance against the USSR Suice the end ofthe Second World War. the USSR had 

Western we&nesss However, ,dinmg the f %Os, there was grawhg &dence of 



' b p l d s m "  within the Soviet bloc and a generai development of east-west detente? 

The perceived loss of idluence, and the apparent easing of E-W tensions were two major 

factors fuelhg Trudeau's beiief that there was no longer any r w e m e n t  for Canada to 

support NATO at the m e n t  1eveL 

By March 1969, a b d - b a s e d  review of defence policy had been cooducted 

This resulted in the production of three officiai reports containhg recommendations 

regarding Canada's future in NATO: 

a the report of the Speçiai Task Force on Relations with Europe 

@ T m ) ;  

b. a jouit report by the Departments of ExternaI Anairs and National 

Defence; and 

c. a report tiom the House of Cornons Standing Committee on Extemai 

Affairs and Nationai Defence. 

In generai, all three reports recommended Canada's continued commtmmtment to 

NATO, at least mtil the main items of equipment for the Air Division and Mechanid 

Brigade nquired replacementn These reports provÏded srnail comfort to the Prime 

Minister, giveu his mind-set about reducing the Canadian cornmitment to NATO. As a 

result, Trudeau directed his speciai assistant, Mr Ivan Head, to produce a separate secret 

report This report was fht reveaied tu the cabihet on March 29.% This paper, 

''Canadian Defence Policy - A Study," more accuniteiy refiected the Prime Minister's 

thinlcing It advocafed a reduction of support to NATO and a shB in focus for the Armed 

Forces to domestic roles. As such this report became the basis for the subsequent cabinet 

de ci si on^?^ 
There were severai other deveIoprnents durhg this perîod that ais0 in£Iumced the 

govemmerrt's decision to shift the fius of the CF to &mestic roles. in 1969 and 1970, 

the voyages of the US tanker M W a n  through the Northwest Passage awakened 

Canadan public Ïnterest regarding Arctic sovereignty issues- This was seen in the 

snbsequent rapid deveIopment ofthe Arctic Waters PoITution Prevention Act PnbIic 



concem was dso growing regardkg ovedishing, and environmentai problems associateci 

with an increase in offshore gas and oil explorationJ0 In 1970, the govemment asserted 

its j~sdiction over its offshore waters for the purpose of establishing pollution and 

fishing control. Goverment officids believed that an empbaslk on sovereignty was 

necessary to nmind Canadians that more attention shouid be focused on Canadian 

issues, and Iess on a "crussning" htemationaI role. '' 
III addition, during the 1960q C m d a  had become heavily ixtvolved in the United 

Nations development of the Law of the Sea, hawig participated in two UN Conferences 

(UNCLOS 1 and UNCLOS II). These conferences had achieved some inihd success m 

redefinug principles for this critical area In 1968, the UN established a commïttee to 

study the peaceful uses of the seabed beyond national j~sdidon This committee 

openited nom 1968 - 1973 and it established the agenda for the UNCLOS III convention. 

The agenda proposed severai radicai ideas such as the estabfishment of a 200 nmi. 

Exclusive Economic Zone for each maritime country?2 The Canadian govemment 

redized this dramatically increased Canada's sovereign ocean area which require a 

sizeable increase in management effort and resources. 

The nrst public Uikling of this pendllig change in defence policy f i  came at a 

press conference heId by the Prime Minister April3,1969. Trudeau stated that, while 

Canada rejected a non-aligned or neutrai role for Canada, his government beiieved that 

the armed forces coufd be better employed m Canada than m Europe. UnQr his 

govemment's new "philosophy of defeace,"defence priorities thaefore wodd be: 

a the surveillance of our omi tenienitory and codmes - sovereigpty 

protection; 

6. the defence ofNofi  America in coopemtion with the Umted States 

forces; 

c. the fii[fiilment of agreed NATO commibaents; and 

ci the performance ofinternational pe8cekeeping roIes nom time to tirne? 



h a speech to the Liberal Association, in Calgary, on A p d  12,1969, Trudeau 

reitentted his intention to domgrade the NATO role. He stated that the country had no 

previous foreign policy except for that provided through the defence policy position of 

supporting NATO. In m a h g  this change, Trudeau explained that the goverment was 

attempthg to, 

"stand the pyramid on its base instead of its heaci" - '?O review our 
foreign policy and have a defence poiicy f i  ow nom that, and from the 
defence policy to decide which alliances we want to belong to, and how 
our defences should be deployed?.. rtiat is why we gave a senes of four 
prionties? 

Regardhg the order of the four pnorities, Trudeau Iefi no doubt as to the 

magnitude of the shift he intended when he stated that, "Our fht  priority is the 

protection of Canadian sovereignty, in all the dimensions that it means.'" 

Donald Macdonald, as the Minister of National Defence, inherïted the task of 

developing a White Paper to justify this shift in priorities. Macdonald supported 

Trudeau's contention that the conventionai keat had been reduced and that nuclear 

parity had been established between the US and the USSR Macdonald believed that this 

factor, added to budgetary pressures, and increasing nationai concems over Northern and 

CoastaI sovereignty issues, supported the need to rework defence poiicy priorities." 

Therefore, Macdonaid began to constnict the white paper baseci on his strategic 

assessrnent that detente between the US and the USSR wouId lasf that there would 

continue to be steady economic growth in Europe, and that there wouid be growing peace 

and prosperÎty in the wodd The r d t i n g  improvement m world stabllity would allow 

Europeans to take more tespoasibfity for their own defence and as such, Canada couid 

reduce its cornmitment to NATO? To replace the NATO role, the CAF would f;ocris 

primarily on the domestic task ofsovereignty protection- 



IGNTY 1971 - 1999: GOVIERNMENT DECLARED POLICY 

Diiring the @od fiom the reiease of the 1971 White Paper untii 1997 there were 

a number of critical policy developments that provided insight into the govemment's 

perspective on the support to sovereignty issue. This section wiil review govemment 

declaratory policy and actions over this period under the foliowing categories to 

determine what direction the navy reçeived regardhg the sovereignty support role: 

a the1971WhitePapeq 

b. the 1974 Defence Structure Review: 

C. t 977 Fishery's Zone m i o n  to 200 nmi; 

d. the 1987 White Paper, 

e. 1 987-1 994: Sovereignty as Securiq, 

E the 1994 Defence Review and White Paper, and 

g the 1997 Oceans Act 

The 1971 White Papa clearIy estabtished the scope ofthe sovereignty support 

task in the foiIowing statemenk * National Defence has, however, uitimate responsibility 

to ensure that overd an adetpite Canadian sulcveillance and control camty exists for 

the protection of Canadian sovereignty and securîîy."~ 

To accomplish this objective the Govenunent ïndicated its intention to establisfi 

CF Operations Centres on the East and West Coasts to work with the cidian 

departments to ensure overail ad-e surveillance and exercise con& in areas aot 

covered by chdian auth~rities~ 

The section of the White Paper entitled Sm- Role & 
. . - 

stated that the Argus and Tracb wouid provide the buik of the air surveiüance W the 

end of the decade. As we& a shidy of the fe8~1-biray of nistalling a stbsufiace 

perimeter detection systern for the Arctic wodd be wndacted, and research wodd begin 

on the use ofhydrofoils (Bras drûr) for meiJIance. Direct support by the navy to 

FisherÎes and Enviroment for 8CreStS of vioIators was also pIe~ige&*~ In addressing 



defence budget issues, the necessity for continued cutbacks was ernphasised, dthough it 

was noted that some inmase Ui the b a e t  wodd occur to d o w  the continued operation 

of the Tracker? 

Criticai review of this new diremcon for the navy fotmd opinion on both sides of 

the argument. Colin Gray states that the 1971White Paper was a welcome step away 

fiom the Cold War mentality, 

"The very limited contri"bution that Caaada can make directly to 
intemationai secdy has been recognized by a saisie ndkction of 
attention to those domestic that have ofien been slighted in the 
pst m the face of more @amorow, bigleague, kal soldie~g'  ahnce  
duties' "." 

On the other hanci, John Gnuiatstein, fiom York University, was strongiy critical 

of this shiR in roles, 

"... the paper's ernpbasis on sovereignty and surveillance has to be seen 
for what it is. Except for those in NATO and NORAD, and on 
peacekeeping duties, the bulk of the armed forces is to have as its fht 
charge the maintenance of sovereignty. But wbat does this mean? ... 
Sovereignty is a hud, a patentiy phony defence pri~ntytY There is no 
physicd threat to our sovereignty in the north. ... The reai ceason, the 
ody possible ceason, for the emphasis on sovereignty is the justification it 
offen for keeping troops in Canadawn 

CC. Me& supports Gcanatsteui's position in his h c l e  "The True 

Requirements of C h a n  Deface". The author takes up the argument that the White 

Paper totally ignores the realïties of the tme defence roIe and that it is a case of 

"inadeqyate resomces bemg wroagly apptied" and "a coffection oftrivia" Me& 

chaIIenges the WhÏte Papefs statement thaî the resourçes ofthe CF were adeqyate for the 

meillance role. He concIudes that this White Paper was for appearance only, and that 

it had no substance? Arnel and Anderson concur with this assessment Their revlew 

of this policy shift notes that, ' M e  it identified these roIes and the assigped to 

each ofthem, the statement Ieft uasettIed the m o n  ofeffort to be devoted to each 

role..? Thus the aavy was @en a task that was not well defined wah no indication of 



the degree of effort expected to be expended on what was considemi a 'phony @ority.' 

In retrospect, the critiques by these authors wodd appear to have had justification 

given that only three years later, the CF wodd have to hold a Defence Structure Review 

to redefine its roIe and functions. 

J974 Defence ShYcture Review lDm 

In November 1974, the MND, James Richardson, announceci that a Defence 

Structure Review committee wodd be established This committee was to examine 

options for dealhg with the increasingiy obvious inability of the military to deai with its 

commitments in the face of f&g revenues. A seven percent h d h g  increase, staried 

after the 1971 White Paper, had been overtaken by double digit inflation and the CF was 

facuig a financiai &sis. 

As a redt of this situation, the DSR was tasked with examining options for the 

CF to meet its cornmîtments within its budgetary constraints- Prior to making its 

recomendations, this review group established several basic points: 

a a weU trained and equipped force serves a wide range ofGovemment 

interests; 

b. certain tasks of a pureiy national nature, sovereignty, fishuig, etc are best 

perfionned by the Armed Forces; 

c. detente rests on the maintenance of a balance of powe~ ami 

6 Canada has benefitted fhm its pmticipaîion ni the coUeCtive SecIfnty 

anangement" 

On the besis dits hdtogs, this DSR group recommeuded that 

a Canada stay in NATO and in NORAD; 

6. 18 new AWO~CIS be acquired; 

c. the goverment make an immediate decision on the construction of new 

Canadian Patrd Fngate (0 ships for the n q  



Thus, after only three short years, the govenunent had retumed the NATO commi*tmmt 

to the nrSt priorïty. 

h 1977, L. Rossotto provided a good finaI analysis of this period in his article, 

"A Fuial Look at the 1971 White Paper on Defence." The following po t e  f?om that 

article appears to capture the essence of the government cornmitment to reai change at 

that time, 

"The irony of the current situation is that akhough the Cabinet has 
produced a clear and rational definition of its objectives in Defiince in the 
70s it has refused to give them substance- The White Paper indicated very 
dennite requinments for the rnilitary to fulnlI, yet a ûue deface policy is 
not ody a matter of White Papen, but dso of men, equipnent and 
training Eveu a c u r s o ~ ~  look at the recent past ofthe Canadian Armed 
Forces must reveai that either the govemment did not redy believe what 
it said or it was not wilIing to face the economic sacrifices which were 
required" " 

Thus, by 1977 the prionty on sovereignty support was on the waue and questions 

were beguining to appear regarchg the ability of the CF to meet the nquirernents of the 

role. This was h d y  an auspicious thne to dramat idy  incfease the cequirements of 

the task Nonetheless, that is exactiy what the government tmdertook to do in 1977 with 

an expansion of a fishery proteon zone out to 200 nmi 

Fisheria 7ane Evansiop 

In 1977, the Cdan Governent imilaterdly declared a 200-nadcal mile 

exclusive fisheries zone. This was done in conjimction with Canada's continued 

participation in the LOS deveiopment pfocess that was mderway m New York This 

declaration inaeased the Sue of the ocean area cIaùned by Canada as sovereign territory 

6iom tweIve miles to two hundred mies, a total now ofeIeven &on square 

kiIometresn To ovefsfate the obvious, tbis decIaraîion dramatidy increased the area 

for which the navy was respnsiibe to provÎde sovm*gnty sappoct, 

At this pomt, the navy had too many tasks, and iimfîicÏent resormxs to meet al1 

its requhnents. This situation became known as the CLcommi*tment-capabbiIity gap" h 



the last years ofthe Trudeau govenunent @or to a 1984 election, this problem was 

recognized by the government and it began efforts to rat@ the situatiom In 19û4, the 

Mulroney e l d o n  platform ako expressed outrage at the poor state of the Defence 

Department and the Consexvatives promised a six percent increase in defence spending 

immediateIy upon election Once eiected, Mulroney inÏtiated foreign and defence 

policy reviews. Amoog the main issues identified in these reviews were: 

a contuiued support for Canada's military alliances; 

b. the problems ofthe "capability-commitment gaptr; and 

c. the re-emergence of the sovereignty issue due to the inaease of 

American/Soviet activity in the Arctic and the growing importance ofthe 

Pacific Ocean WhiIe the Arctic had been seen previously as a buffer, it 

was aow seen as having the potentiai to becorne a battleground due to the 

advent of nuclear submarines and intercoatinental ballistic missiles." 

in 1986, Perrin Beatty was appointed Nationai Defence Minister and, after 

extensive consultation with the miIitary, he produced the 1987 White Paper, 

ent.. 

The 1987 White Pa= 

The basic thmst ofthk defence poticy statement was that Canada wouid continue 

to support collective security and deterreme through NORAD, and NATO. Canada 

wouid dso rededicate itseIf to peacekeeping and continue working for arms control. On 

the national fiont severai new *atives were announced to enhance natiod capabüibies 

tmder a new Three ûcean Navy" concept that recognued the importance ofthe Arctic 

fiom a strategic perspective. 

Mer reMewing each ofthe proposais in this White Paper, Joseph Jockei said 

w 
"Havhg foimd somethuig for the &nnans, the h e ~ ~ * c a n s ~  the three 
armed services, assorted d c s  ofpiist piicy, Yraasatlantcistsi and those 
wncerned about C d i a a  sovereignw, h a -  even found a ünIe 
somethmg for the Nompians; and ha* retained the same number of 



Canadian contriiutions to NATO Europe, while at the same time 
announcing a boistering of Canadian sovereignty protection, surveillance 
and territorial defence, ChaiIenge and Comnzihnent still manages to stay 
in the good graces of Finance Minister Wilson and his 
departm~nt.~'~ 

Professor RB. Byers çayj that this White Paper comectly identined that Canadds 

security concems revolve around the E-W stnitegic baiance. He feels however, that the 

tone of the paper was fiu more "right wingt' than the positions estabiished in the foreign 

policy review. ui discussing the comminnent-capabilay gap, Byers gave credit to Mr. 

Beatty for his honesty, and he indiaited that a aumber of other non-governmentai studies 

had ais0 s h m  thak "Canadian corrunthments to NATO and Western secUnty exceeded 

the abiIity of the Canadian Forces to Mfil assigned roles and missions in a credieble 

manner.t'6 ' 
Byers betieves that while ail areas of the miitary received an augmentation in 

capabiiity, the true winners were the maritime forces, the surveillance and control 

capability and the rcserves. Byers states that this priority rcflects the recognition that 

Canada is a maritime nation with three ocean interests, 

"In order to pursue these interests it is deemed essentiai that Canada's 
navy of the futlire have sdfîcient sea demenrai capabBies to fulnll maritime 
roles and missions withui the pmjected demands of Western sec unty..... 
Acq@Sition of such capabiIities would dso ensure that Cansidian 
sovereignty can be protected." 

in cIosing Byers raises the various impacts and Unplications regiuding 

impiementaiion of the recommendatons ending wÏth this statemenk "The red question 

is whether CanadrCan govements wilI ex& the wcessary politicd will to docate 

safficient resources to ensure the security and sovereignty ofCanada" 

Dotglas Bland, in bis rwiew of this White Paper, says thaî it differed h m  the 

1971 venÏon in that thk one mis more of a "classk defence statementtrI It was prepared 

in compfete cooperation wnh the miIitary and it refl ected a "reaüstm perspective on the 

soviet thrwrts of submarnie lamicheci missiies* Cnese missiles and bomber atîack This 



White Paper also clearly identifIed the problems associateci with the "cornmitment- 

capability gap" that had deve1oped under the Li'beral govemment Bland believes that 

Penh Beatty attempted to shift the defence department's priority back to the NATO role 

over the domestic focus but events such as the Arctic passage challenge and the Tme 

North Strong and Free M y  meant that he had to maintah a baianceci approach This 

led to the White Paper introducing the "Three Oceans Navy" concept. BIand contends 

that Beatty's god was to provide the navy with enough high end equipment to do bot.  

the NATO and domestic roles? 

Middemiss and Sokolsky suggest that this paper mdicated a re-emergence of the 

sovereignty issue due to the increase of Amcrican and Soviet activity in the Arctic, and 

the growing importance of the Pacifïc Ocean. What had been seen in the Arctic before 

as a strategic backwater, now had the potentiai to become a batt lcgro~d~ in 

nimmarizuig this White Paper these two authors corne to the foiiowing conclusions, 

"Ovedl then, the 1987 White Paper on defence promiseci to rebuild the 
CF in accordance wïth a trzrditiod Canadian approach whereby Canadian 
security was predicated on tbat of the United States and the West 
European allies. Within these parameters, however, there was an 
unmistakable shift ofernphasis fiom the primanly European orientation of 
the CoId War years to North Arnerhn roles. Of the four changes 
identined by the mùiister, three ofthem - the importance ofthe Pacific 
and ofthe Arctic and the growing ALWSLCM k t  - necessitated 
more attention to the direct defence of Canadan= 

With this new direction and support for the sovenignty role as a counter to the 

subrnarine threat, hope begao to nse in the navy, especidy given the extensive capM 

eWpment pmchases iden@ed to support this roIe. However, Perrin Beatty was 

replaced as Defence Minister by BiII McKnight shortiy after the reIease ofthe White 

Paper. This move did not ôode weU for the govemnent's coritinubg support of its boId 

white papef. Nor was anyone in the nawy any more nassmcd when Marcel M&se 

repiaced McKnight as Defençe Ministerjust after the 1989 budget amounced the 

cancelIation of fourteen ofthe major capaal Ïtems h m  the White Paper. It remamed to 



19874994 - Sovereim w Secuï-ïtv 

The 1989 budget amouncement was cIoseIy followed by the end of the Cold War 

in 1990. Now dl the rationde behuid the 1987 White Paper had been caiied into 

question In L99 1, Masse produced a defence policy review booklet This booklet was 

intended to outline the department's post-lold War vision of defence issues. Masse 

began this review with his observation that the world is both, a safier yet more voIatile 

place. The booklet continued by identifying factors currently shaping defence poiïcy. 

These were the collapse of the Soviets, the ascent of ethaic nationaIism as a force, and a 

new expandeci definition of securitytY This new definition now included the, 

"adoption of a broader approach to nationai and gobai security, brought about by 
international coucem over such issues as the environmenf population growth and 
the avaiability of criticai resourc es..."67 

This report also incIuded several glimpses of how the goverment now viewed 

the Mure role of the navy and the degree to which it wouId becorne mvolved in the 

maintenance and support of thk new security, 

"The maritime forces of the fuhne wüI be asked to respoad to a new set of 
challenges The fius for the Caniidr'an navy, first and foremosî, wil1 be 
the Canadian a m  of maritime respo~l~~tbility off our East and West 
toasts. 

an4 
"The maritune forces wiI1 be trained and equipped to conduct sea patrols 
for the protection of Canadian sovereignty, pwtidarIy with respect to 
fisheries, h g  interdiction and our mantirne economîc zones. Greater 
use of our mantune areas of natïod jmkfiction wilI increase the 
demands pIaced upon the maritime forces for search and m e  and 
environmental monitoring." 

and 
W e  wiU districbute adable capltcity more e v d y  between the Atiantic 
andpacinc ffeets. IncfeaSed Cansdim presence in thepacific Win 
enhance sovereignty, enabIe the mvy to carry out nationai roles more 
effectnely and signai CariadaCs bcreaSmg mtenst in Pacinc secrrntysecrrntyW " 



nius in 1993, as Canada prepared for an election, there was a state of hrmioü 

regarding the role of the MY. During the election campaigu, the Chrétien L~LberaIs 

indicated that there was a need for an immediate Defence Poiicy Review. With their 

nibsecpent eIection, weryone in the navy now waited for that promised review. 

1994 Defence Policv Review 

Mer David Conenette was appointed Defence Mirister, he announceci his 

intention to hoId a open, and 'democratic,' parliamentary review of defence po ticy. In 

reference to this review Robert Lawson said that, 

"The 1994 defimce review began as an attempt to impkment the Liberal 
Party's promises to demmtize the process of defence policy formation in 
Canada while shifting Cmadiaa defence policy away fiom its Cold War 
fixation and into the service of a fiir more activist, intemationalist and 
independent foreign policy. "" 

To estabiish the gromd niles and expeciations for this review committee, 

Coilenette produced a 'Mhistef s Guidance" document This document specified the 

range of issues to be considerad by the committee. This papa admced the concept that 

the "New World Order" was anything but orderly, and it appeared to want a directed 

m e r  for the CF as cm be seen in the question the commiffee wa9 tasked to m e r ,  

"ShouId Caaada maintain - at the Iowest possible cost - a combat-capable 
total force of naval* land and air forces which is adeqnately eWpped, 
appropriately supporte& and properIy trained to protect canadi= and 
protect theû interests and values 

The Guidance Document also mggested a range oftasks for the CF to meet the pposed 

roIe. These included, 

a good governarice at home incIuding &on agak t  die@ activity that 

chalIenges Cmadian Sovereignîy (fis- dru@, immiimmigraiion, pollution); 

b. sapport cinlian iaw enforcement agencies ( S A ,  h umanitarianaid) 

c. recognition of the importance ofproviding support to NATO; and 

d continental deface? 



The review committee was drawn fiom aiI the parti-es within Parfiament, except 

the New Democrats. As weU, Claire Sjolander says, the Canadian Forces' (CF) 

perspective was well represented. Three of the eleven meutbers were ex-senior officers, 

two others had previously been commissioned officers, and two othm represented 

rïdings with large aiitititry bases." During the review, this committee inte~ewed 841 

witnesses, received written submissions in ten cities from non-govemmental associations 

(NGûs) Iike the Canada 21 ComciI, and the Conference of Defence Associations. It 

aiso visited several locations in Europe and the United States. 

From the outset of the ratiew, the conunittee discovered that most Canadians 

believed the world had become an unstable and very dangerous place. In addition, the 

public hearings established that massive Canadian public support existed for the 

peacekeeping function. The cornmittee also concluded that the goverment's fiscal 

situation meant that M e r  cuts to the defeace budget would be reqyired. The 

coumittee coatended that the solution was to move fkom a 'generai mobilizationt mode1 

"unineci, combat-capable, mdtipurpose armed forces composed ofsea, land and 
air elements that are: properly eNpped, able to openite abroad in support of 
Canada's muitüateml vace and secririty interests and respoasibiIitie~."~~ 

in October 1994, the committee pubfished its report, "Security in a Changing 

WorId," which recommended the foiIowing poIicy positions: 

a establishing Sovereignty Protection as the fimiamentai role of the CF; 

b. remahhg as an effective partner with the United Staîes in the defence of 

North America, and continuhg to participate m NORAD; 

c. continuhg to participate in the fall range ofUN, and other multiIateraI 

peacekeeping opt ions;  

d remainuig an active member ofNKT0; and 

e. increashg the ernpEks on the P d c  aspects of Cdan secuity? 



The *or@ for the sovereignty support role, wbile estabfished as king 

'fiuidamental,' was now on par for priority with the other four roles. The 

recommendations dso reflected a need to expand the peacekeeping role and they 

identined the need for finber budget cuts. It now feii to the Defence Wster to 

determine how the department was going to achieve these contradictory goals one more 

time. This was done one month after the release ofthe review ceport when the 

govanment published the 1994 White Paper, the tirst in the pst-Cold War era. 

ï994 Defenee White Pa- 

The tone for tbis White Paper was set early in the domestic considerations 

section which discussed at length the growth ofthe public sector debt. This &on also 

referred to the Specid Joint Coumittee's recommendation of stable hding for DND at 

a Ievel lower than that set ai the 1994 Budget and the aecessity for additionai cuts. 

However, in Chapter 3 of this White Paper, governrnent support for retauiing a combat 

capiibility was established, "Even so, we must maintain a prudent mi- force to deai 

with challenges to our sovereignty in peacetime, and retain the capabi%ty to generate 

forces capgbIe of conmiuthg to the defence of our country shodd the need arise? 

Chapter 4 idenfieci seved roles for the navy dateci with Canadian 

sovereignty protection: 

a demonstrating, on a regular basis, the capabiüty to monitor and controI 

actMty within Canada's maritime areas ofjurisdiction; 

6. assisthg on a routine basis, other governent departmats in achîeving 

other national goals in such areas as f i skies  protection, diug interdiction, 

and environmental protectrion; and 

c. maintahhg a nationai search and rescne cqmbIiity. 

in -ewing tbis White Papef* Claire SjoIander felt that the document had Wed 

to identay one cIear threat and this dernoa~ttafed inabfiîy to fmus on a central theme 

&ted in, "the 'transfo~on' ofthe Canadian militacy d o  one capable of respondmg 



to any emergency anywhere in the world on short notice represents a broadening ofthe 

mandate of the department"= 

While these mchinations were underway in the Defence Department, there were 

also some very signincant developments in progress in other areas of the govemment 

regarding oceans' policy. In May 1994, the National A M r y  Board on Science and 

Technology presented the Prime Muüster with a report by the Coumittee on Oceans and 

Coasts. This report, entitled Qpmrtunitxes F . . 
rom Our Oceans, recommended the 

development of a strong oceaos policy through the creation of an Oceans ~ c t ?  

FoUowing this recommendation, and coupled with the coming mto force of the Law of 

the Sea Convention in 1994, the govemment began to create the Canadian ûceans Act 

The govemment intended this act to be the Wework for the development ofa 

Canadian Oceans Management Stnitegy that would map out the Canadian government's 

plan to manage alI aspects of Canada's oceans in the 21st m ~ h i r y . ~  

1997 Oreans Act and 

The Canadiadian Oceans Act became law on January 3 1,1997. It ofncialIy 

estabtished a twenty-four nautid mile Contiguous Zone (CZ) and a two hundred 

muticai d e  Exclusive Economic Zone 0 for Canada Within these waters, this Act 

consolidated prwious activities and IegisIation that allowed Canada to take action with 

respect to offences committed in Canadian waters reiating to customs, enWonmenta12 

fiscal, and immigration Iaws?' The Oceans Act cded for leadership by DFO in 

integrating and coordinathg oceans activities - fiom deveIopÏng and implernenting an 

oceans management sûategy, to establishing a national wtwork of marine ptected 

areas; nom deveIoping marine e n . n n i d  quaiity standards, cEiteria and @delines, 

to achieving integrated management 0fai.L dvities that talre place in, or âffkct, the 

oceans. The intention ofthe govenunent was to use thk act as the Iegd fhmework for 

the deveIopment and ÎmpiementaîÎon of the Oceans Màmgement Strategy- This stnitegy 

was to be deveiopeâ under the same wdehes as the Law of the Sea, ie: baseâ on the 

prhcipIes ofsustaùlabk devefopment, inkgrateci management, and the pfecautiomy 



approacb" In support of this process. the Canadian government aIso announced its 

intention to ratify the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) and the UN 

Fisheries Agreement(UNFA) on stmddling stocks. Given the stronger conservation and 

management provisioas of the M A ,  the goverment specified it wodd first tatiti, the 

UNFA agreement, fonowed by the ratification ofthe UNCLOS. The bill for ratifjk~g 

UNFA was passed by parliament in December 1997 and ratification ofuie bilI is forecast 

for August 1999? 

To begin the development of the ocean strategy, DFO released a discussion paper 

caüed Towards Canada's _Oceans. This paper identifieci eleven major issues 

that needed to be addressed withb the strategy. Amoag the eleven issues, it is 

envisioued that Maritime Secwity and Enforcement WU be the issue area that 

predorninately defines the navy's future roIe as regards sovereignty protection. Goals 

established for this issue are the development of: 

a an integrated sweillance and enforcement regime; 

b. a capacity tu monitor and enforce temtorial and enWomnental secudy; 

c. coordination mechanisms to exercise and protect sovereign rights over 

offshore areas and resomces; 

d international9 coopetative surveillance offisheries; and 

e. methods to share technology and assets between surveillance providers" 

DF07s plan was to use this discuss~*on paper as the focal point for a series of 

meetings with Provincial and Territorial govemments, and Aboripinai organkations 

These meetings were to be conducted nom March 1998 - March 1999. and a public 

consultation process wodd follow this series of meetings- On wmpIetioa ofthis 

process, a work pIan was to be deveIoped to ide- pilot pmjects and various initiatives 

to be conducted. The Ooeaas Mimagement Stratew was to be deveioped rismg the 

resuits of these projects with a target date for iinpIementatlon of this strate@ as the year 

2000.s However7 due to detays in the donofthe Oceans Sector department and the 

appointment of an ADM ûceans, the nrst of meetings did not begin Imtü October 



1998. As weii, the new ADM Oceans has decided to proceed Eom the mitid of 

meetings to the developmeut of a "straw man" strategy paper. This stFaw man papa 

would form the bais  for bïîaterai interdepartmental discussions. These talks are now 

forecast to commence in the summer of 1999. On cornpIetÏon of these taksI the stritegy 

will be halized with the goal of presentiag it to the government for standing committee 

review by Jaauacy 2000- 

With the initiai discussion phase just underway, DFO officiais believe it is too 

early in the process to be able to dehe the navy's role. They suggest that perhaps 9-12 

m o n h  after the public comdtation phase DFO would be in a better position to comment 

on this roIe." At this point, DFO is still nnaliPng the working arrangements resulthg 

fkom the 1995 merger with the Coast Guard and the reduction in the combined fleets. As 

nich, the roles of the Coast Guard and even the Conservation and Protection Directorate 

in DFO have not been nnalized mder the new strategy* 

SUMMARY 
To briefly summarUR this review of deciaratory poiicy since 197 1, it is evident 

that a dramatic s W t  in the prîmary CF role occurred with the 1971 White Paper. This 

shift lasted MtiI the 1975 DSR which reestabIished the primacy of the NATO support 

role. Ftom 1975 tmtil 1987, a series of mixed messages were deiivered by the 

govemment as highlighted by the 1977 expansion of the fishery protection zone, and the 

development of the 'commitment-capab~ gap. The 1987 White Paper re-established 

the priori@ of the sovereignty support role, but more so in response to a perceived 

military submarine threat than in the support tu OGD aspects. MarceI Masse's 1991 

defence poIicy revïew booklet appeared to rwert to stronger OOD suppo* whiie the 

1994 Defince Review and White Paper, estabiished the "combat-capabIe, multiprirpose" 

focus for the CF with sovereignty support againjust one ofthe assigned roies. As these 

events were emergÎng for the md.iiuy9 DFO was the major task of develophg 

the overarching stmtqy for the oceans bcIrdirig the future role for the navy in t6is ana 



The end r e d t  of twenty-eight years of varied policy declarations appears to be an 

uncertain status of the priority ofthe sovereignty support role for the navy as envisioued 

by the government. Indeed, the very fact that there were oniy three defence white papas 

during this period is indicative of the degree of importance the govemment placeci on 

defence and, by defadt, the navy's role in this area. On the one hand, the govemment 

appeared to recognize the importance ofthe task as seen through its actions such as the 

Arctic Waters Pollution Revention Act, the extension of the fishery protection zone, the 

Oceans Act, and the declared support for the LOS and üNFA conventions. On the other 

haad while the scope of this task was king increased through these actions, the pn-ority 

attached to thîs role by the govenunent wanled fiom the initial strong support under 

Trudeau to become just another task among the many tasks assigned to the navy under 

the 1994 White Paper. With this chapter as the background, the next chapter wil1 now 

examine a number of instaaces where the government faced challenges to Canada's 

sovereignty. nie intent in this process is to determine to what degree govemment 

actions matched its declaratory policy. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

A SYNOPSIS OF SOVEREIGNTY EVENTS 1971-1999 

TION 

As Uustrated in the last chapter, with the election of Trudeau in 1969, 

Canadian sovereignty became a declared priority of the Cariadian govemment. Tbe 

focus on Canada's oceans appeared to grow in declared importance for the subseqyent 

govemments as witnessed by the policy Iine Iinking the 1970 Arctic Waters Poilution 

Act, the 1977 Fishexy Protection Zone Act  the ûceam Act, and the goveftl~nent's 

decIared support for the LOS and UNFA conventions. Over this same p e n d  there have 

beeu severaf incidents which presented challenges to Canadian sovereignty. The 

objective of thi-s chapter is to review these key incidents and the govemment's responses 

in order to determine, "What evidence bas been provideci by actuai events regarding the 

match between declaratory poticy and action *ce 197 1 ?' 

in 1968 the discovery of signincant quantities of 02 in Aiaska Ied a US company, 

Humble Oil, to examine cost-effdve ways to transport this oü to the US. Their plan 

was to send an oil tanker, the Manhattan, through Canada's portion ofthe Northwest 

Passage. At this time there were contlicthg claims regardhg the Iegai status of this 

passage. Canada's position was that this was Canadian territorial water, whiIe the US 

claimed it was an iatmtional strait in keephg with an informai arrangement between 

Canada and the US, Humble ûü notined Canada ofthe intended trip. Ottawa, in an 

atternpt to strengthen its sovereignty clami, decÏded that the Cmadh icebreaker, John 

A. Macdonald wodd accompany the Manhattanan As weII Canada suggested that the US 

send an official reqyest for an American icebfeakef to accompany the ship, and the three 

ships wodd thea travel together. When the US govemment did not respond to tills 

suggestion, the Canadim goverment began to issue pubfic statements signalling its 



detennination to cesolve the sovereignty issue." The Department of Exîernal Anairs 

also began discussions with other corntries regarding Arctic issues such as Canadian 

continentai shelfrights, and strsu*ght basehes legislation,' This was foilowed by Prime 

M . r  Tadeau's April12, 1969 speech wherein he dedared that sovereignty support 

wodd become the nrst priori@ role for the CF. In addition the govemment inttoduced a 

biu to amend the TemtoriaI Seas and Fishg Zones Act. ui May of the year, the nime 

Miaister delivered a speech deciaring Canada's sovereignty over the Arctic lands, and its 

rights to the Arctic continental shelfand Arctic territorial waters." These 

pronouncements were foilowed by a joint Canada-US meeting in June at which an 

agreement on the joint transit of the Manhattan was reached. In August, the Mcmhattan, 

with the two icebreakers, began its transitransit of the passage, emerghg on September 14. 

Humble decfared the transit a success and indicated that a second transit wodd occur the 

following year. Exterd Anairs officiais concluded that, while the arrangement used 

for this transit did not directly challenge Canadian sovereignty? a dennitive IegaI position 

wouid be reqired prior to the next transtk In the nnol three months of 1969, the 

Cabinet moved slowly to resolve the problem. The strategy that emerged in January 

1970 avoided a direct sovereignty c l a b  and focused htead on the prevention of 

poIIution damage through the imposition of restrictions on Arctic sbipping The key to 

this strategy was the monopoIy held by Canada on hcavy icebreakers. In simple te-, 

ai1 shipping wanting to go through the passage had to meet C d a n  pollution 

regdations or ice bfeaking s e ~ c e s  wodd be withheIdgt The position Eakcn by the 

government received unexpected ptiblic support as a redt of the grouading off Nova 

Scotia of the hian tanker, the Arrow. The furor ovcr the one million-gallon oiI spüI 

raised Canadian public awareness ofthe poteutid probfems amciated with oÎI bransport 

at sea and especialIy in the Arctic. Thus, when the Humble Oil Company formaly 

notined the Canadian govemment of the second M i t m  voyage, it was decîded that 

* This concept involved dcdating Canada's tenitozid waiers based on *ght 
Iines extendhg out hm h d m d  to hedand rather then foiiowing the cianitine 
ofthe enclosed coastiine. 



discussions would be undertaken with the US repding the M t m  hakg  to meet 

the provisions ofthe then Qaft kctic Waters Pollution Reveation bill. After much 

discussio~ Humble Oil agreed to give Canada dthate control over the voyage. They 

requested the assistance ofthe Canrrtit'an icebreaker, agreed to have a C d a n  

govemment representative travel onboard, agreed to meet the Canadian poiIution 

prevention standards, aud they posted a bond and sccepted respomibfity for the 

voyage? The US govemment was considerabIy less amenable. not conceding anything 

on the juriscIictionaf issues and feeling out-manoewred on the environmental issue. On 

April 1, the Mmrhatm began its voyage. At the same time the US Senate approved the 

c o l l ~ t ~ ~ o u  of a series of what wodd b m e  the world's most powerfuI non-nuclear 

icebreakers? Whne Cauada had won the nrst round, one ofthe new US icebreakers, 

the P d 0  Sea, wodd return to the Arctic seas Meen yean later to renew the - 
In the s m e r  of 1985, the US ice breaker, the P h  See, made an unannounced 

trip through the Northwest Passage. This re-ignited the wntroversy over Canada's claim 

of sovereignty in this atea Once again public opinion in Canada was iaaarned and a 

series of discussions e m e d  baween the two countries. The issue was W y  resolved 

after a s d t  meeting in April1987 between Prime Minister Mulroney and President 

Reagan. At that smmit, Reagan was supportive of the Canadian position and this Ied to 

the evenhial signhg of the Arctic Cooperation Agreement m 1988. Under thÏs agreement 

the US agreed to ask for Canadr'an consent More any füatre voyages by Coast Guard 

icebreakers through the passage? 

With the 1988 tesoiuîion of one pîece of the Arctic sovereignty puzzle, the ne% 

challenge developed the foUowÎng year on the Atlantic, and mvofved the US nshing 

vesse4 the ConcordÏa- 



CONCOAWia 

At 9:00 am. on December I l ,  1989, the Concordia was observed by a Tracker 

aircraR nshing îiIegaily off Georges Bank in Nova Scotia As the DFO patrol vesse1 

crews were on strike, HMCS S a p e 9  was dispatched to arrest the Concordia. 

Saguenay Wved on the scene at 11:00 am. and was mmmed while attempting to stop 

the Arnezican ship. The Concorda proceeded to take off at high speed heading toward 

-cari temtorid waters. At 1 :O0 p m ,  a series of interdepartmentai discussions 

began in Ottawa between DFO, DND, M e m a i  -airs, and the Privy Corncil Office 

@'CO). At 3:00 p.m. the mvy was asked to apprehend the Concordia Once in position, 

at 530 pm,, Saguenay requested permission to fie waming shots at the Concordia 

Permission was sought via conference cal1 directed by DFO to the PCO. At 6:45 pm., 

pamission was received and the shots fired These shots were ignoreci, and the 

Concorda eatered US territorial waters at 950 p.m that evening where she was arrested 

by US authorities. The skipper and owner each a fine of  $9000, but were ailowed to 

keep their catchgs This incident highlighted a major problem with sovereignty protection 

at this point in that the Government had no plans in place to deai with such an incident 

This was evident in the time delay fiom the fht 1 1:00 am. arrest attempt untü the 6:45 

p.m. nring of wamuig shots, indications ofa bureaucracy tryuig to develop a plan on the 

run. The navy was dso unprepared for the role demanded in this incident Dan 

MiddIemi notes that few states "have wanted to becorne embroiled in a miIitary 

confrontation over an isolateci violation [mch as in the case of a fishïng dispute]."% The 

n a .  ais0 Iacked the proper ngid hull Matable type boa& and the training necessaiy to 

conduct CCassadt-typen hardhgs for this type ofenforcement operation? While this 

incident was not we11 hadeci, Operation Ambuscade would prove to be a much more 

successfiil endevour, 



OPERUION AMBUSCGDE 

In 1992, discussions between MARCOM and DFO d t e d  in an agreement that a 

suharine would be used for a fishery surveillance trial. Code named "Operation 

Ambuscaden, HMCS O J w a  was dispatched to monitor the advity ofUS scaliop 

draggers dong the Hague Line *ch divided the US and C d - a n  scallop gcounds ou 

Georges Bank in the Atlantic. Witù a DFO fisheries officer embarked on board as a legai 

eyewitness, Ojibwa departed on March 5,1993 ami she spent a week in the area tracking 

and recording information via low light television, radar and sonar. While there were 

several technical diffïculties with the Ojibwa 's equipmenc the trial demonstrated the 

potential inhetent in this type of operation- Foremost perhaps was the detemnt effect 

achieved when the submarine contacted a US dragger on radio and uiformed the captain 

that they wodd be apprehended and charged ifthey crossed over the Line a g a k  

However, the operation did have some noteworthy problems. Even though the 

event was jointly planned it was not conducted as a joint interdepartmental operation 

This let to problems relaying iaformation fiom the DFO flights to the Ojibwa. As wefl, 

it became obvious that despite the excellent covert ability of the submarine, it could not 

work alone. The submarine could not effectivey apprehend a violator, there was 

inherent danger to the submerged submarine tiom nets and trawl equipment, and once on 

the surface, the submarine was VUlnerabIe to weapon £ire or nimming by hostile 

fishemad8 As a result ofthis operation, DFO recommended that a combined usub-air 

bamei' be established dong the Hague he. At a subsequent press confierence release 

of the information that Canada was now rising its suharinaes to support DFO had an 

amazing deterrent e f f i  Violations of the Hagrie Line dropped h m  33 in 1993 to 6 in 

1994, and to 1 in 1995. This operation demonstrated the versatiiay avaiiable to 

support sovereignty operations, and it aided interdepartmentai worbg arrangements for 

impving finther jomt options. This fàct muid become v a y  cIear in 1994 when an 

old domestic overfishmg dispute boiIed over into what became kuown as, 'the Tmbot 

War', 



OT WAR 

Foilowing the entry of Spain and Portugal hto the Empean Union (EU) in 1985, 

the EU acqrrired a reputation for overfishing and ignoring NAFO attempts at 

conservation in the Nose and the Tai1 of the Grand Banks, 

When the Chrétien govermnent was eIected, it made fisheries conservation a 

priority. In May 1993, the Canadian Parfiament amended the Coastal Fisheries 

Protection Act to give the governent the authority to conserve the straddling stocks. '00 

By 1994, the Canadian government became very concemed about the growing number of 

illegal fishing citations against Spain and Portugd. An intensive Canadian diplornatic 

effort followed, which resuited in NAFO agreeing to greatly lowered quotas for 1994. 

The EU refused to accept these quotas, and Spanish Eshing continued in the area 

Canada responded in March 1995 by having a Fisheries and Oceans vesse1 anest the 

S@sh trawler, the Estai 10' As might have been expected, this sfowed diplornatic 

efforts to negotiate a settiement Later that month, spanr*sh trawlers returned to the areas 

and a Fisheries and Oceaas vesse1 went out and cut the nets of the Spankh trawier, the 

Pescmnaro URO. At this point, the EU wanted to negotiate a seîîiemenî, but Spain 

resolutely rejected ail  propos&. In April 1995, the Canadian government sent two 

Canadian wafships to support the DFO vesseIs. Canada informeci the EU to be prepared 

for military action a@st the mwIefs. The next day, as the warships took up positions, 

the Spanish agreed to the offer thus ending the crisis. lm 

The management ofthis crisis saw foreign poiicy progressed primarily from two 

sources - the Department of Foreign M i  and International Trade @FAIT), and the 

Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO). DND was mvolved in a backup role 

providing monitoring and sweullance suppon WhiIe the navy did not actively 

participate in any milm action, it did have the two ships in reserve as previously 

mentioned, '03 

A textbook case of mterdepartmentd teIlSion, this cnsis pitîed a chmCsmatic, 

opportunistic minister m Fisheries% agamst a ministcy t6as viewed Îtself as tne keeper of 

CanAAars nationai &xests, and experts in tradition Canadian stateeraR Andrew Cooper 



m e s  that neither DFAIT, nor Tobb tri& to conceai their dislike for each other. 

Foreign Affairs believed that Tobin's actions were disniptive. with great potentiai to 

escalate into retaliation by the EU on 0th- issues, such as beefexports. Tobin, on the 

other han& beiieved that diplomacy had ken attempted d o m  to the last few remaining 

fish without any success and bord actions were required'" Therefore the whole 

campaign evolved into a 'good cop, bad cop' afliür with DND dispiaying "Iittte ifany 

inclination to get involved in any naval action"'0s WhiIe the DFO vessek conducted al1 

the arrest and seisure activity. dispatching two warships to the area decidely escalateci the 

seriomess of the situation, evai given that the sfucps just remained in waiting over the 

horizon. This situation, much like the Concordia incident, the question ofhow 

should the navy be employed in these types of incidents. in this case7 Barry says, the 

threat of naval action against the Spanîsh fishing vessels certdy  assisted in the uitimate 

mival at an agreement to end the dispute- LM However, it was a tense situation that had 

the explosive potentid to develop Uito a very unpleasant, 'war' between Canada and an 

EU nation, 

The previous sections raiseci some questions regardhg the role of the navy in the 

area of sovereignty  support^ To provide some bdance, the next events demonstrate 

severai examples where the navy uivolvement was more cleady denned 

In October 1996, the RCMP inteitigence became aware ofa planned h g  

smuggfing operation invo1ving the saüing vesse1 Dme Bkmchehe The surveilIance of 

this vesse1 was undertaken by an Awora air& wMe an RMCP Emergency Response 

team was dispatched in HMCS Terra Nova. The suspect vessel was subsquently 

boarded off the coast of Cape Breton and eight tomes ofbes6ish were impoundeb 

Based on the evidence co1Iected durhg the meÏliance and the raid, the New was 

coavicted of importing narcotics. 

A good example ofthe extent to &*ch the navy, the Coast G d  and other 

Canaâian Government departmen& cau work toggther effectiveIy occrnred on the 



morning of  16 Januacy* 1998. Acting on a Mayday message nom the W Flme, the 

search and rescue (SAR) teams and aircraft from Greenwood, Nova Scotia, and Gander, 

Newfoundland, were dispatched together with HMCS Montreal and five Coast Guard 

patrol vessels. Information on the FZwe was coUected at MARLANT's Mantirne 

Operations Centre and used to brief aiI the rescue team- Four survivors were 

subsequently rescued before the FIme broke in two and 

ui bot .  of these incidents, the abilitj ofthe navy to provide surveillance and 

coilate information was of extreme value. in the case of the Dame Blanche, whiIe the 

navy did not act in au enforcement role, the presence of the ship on the horizon provided 

a convincing backdrop that indicated the serious intent of the proceedings. This 

"response of Iast resort' reserve role for the aavy seemed to be a role weiI suited to the 

severity and scope of the incident 

SUMMARY 
The voyages of the Manhanan sparked a si@ficant change in Canadian foreign 

policy concerning sovereignty issues. Aithough the centrai issue revolved around 

sovereignty, it quickly became a dud focus issue with pollution prevention in the end it 

was the po1Iution aspect that provided the key to a difficuit international situation. In 

this instance the governent acted with a strong sense of convim*on. The dipiornatic 

efforts went well beyond ~~SCUSSI*O~S and rhetoric to actuai legisIation as witnessed by 

the psing of Arctic Waters Pollution Prevention Act and the work to amend the 

Temtorial Sea and Fishing Zone Act that wodd eventuaUy d a c e  in 1977 as the Fishing 

Zone Protection Act In this exampIe, the of the goverment strongly sppported 

the declaratory position of the govemment aibeit in a r-onary mode. 

The foiIow-on mcÏdent ÏnvolWig the Polw Sea e v d y  strengthened the 

CanadÏan cIaim to ArctÏc s ~ v ~ g n t y .  However, the mcident wght  the CanadÏan 

govemment off gtiard aad it again teqpiied a mctionary deveIopment of a new 

agreement tu cuver that area Though this Inci- [ed to a strengthening of Canada's 

position k this one area. it did not address issues acnws the board. One area in 



particuiar remained very much unres01veci This was the question of the Arctic ûansits 

of US navy nuclear submarines- WhiIe it was cornmon knowledge that these transits 

were occurring, the Canadian Govemment never officidy achowledged this facf 

Bistead prefemng to tum a blind eye to this type of activity. However, the problem 

codd become a major issue if one of the submarines was forîed to d a c e  and was 

discovered in Canadian waters. The Government wodd be forced to ded with this 

Matant sovereignty violation This wodd be a very dificuit situation as noted by Rob 

Huebert who believed that the governent " is defhitely uncertain as to what action 

codd be taken." 'Og 

Regarding the Concordia incident, a simple review of the time Iine demonstmted 

the ineficiency of the interdepartmental coordination process in place at that tirne. 'Io 

Secondly, the inability of the Canadian authorities to apprehend iufiduals engaging in 

iiregaf advity in Canadian waters raises guestiom about the part played by the navy in 

this a r a  The goveniment, though the circmstances of the DFO strike, found itself 

with its biggest enforcement mource, a Canadian warship, on site. The decision to use 

this asset to oniy fie waming shots and then to provÎde witness to the escape raised 

severe doubts about the rationde of the mvy bemg M y  involved in these types of 

events. F.S. Northedge notes that for maritime enforcement operatious, the strength of 

the uavy lies in the deterence factor- He says that ifa nation, uhas  to use force, rather 

than the threat of force, the purpose of the operation has already broken dom"'" In 

this instance, the Cariadian govemment's bIuffwas caüed Thus the inability of the 

govemment to arrest the ship m Canadian waters severeiy damaged the aedibilay of the 

government3s sovereignty claim. 

With the confiision stin rampant over the navy's d e  Ïn sovereignty protection, 

'ûperation Ambuscade= served to highli-ght both positive and negaive aspects of the 

support role expected ofthe navy at the tirne. On the one han4 the submarîne offered 

exceiient detenent value. On the other han& it couid not work aione and whüe the 

interdepartmental cooperation Împroved dukg this operation, the depertments were stiU 

not used to wohing togethen The Iack of effective mte&qmtmeatal C O O ~ O ~  was 



also evident dirring the 'Turbot War-' As was noted, several Canadian govemment 

departments were involved in the foreign policy decisioas and actions during this 

incident Andrew Cooper contends that this led to several competing interests behind the 

foreign plicy actions during this crisis: 

a departmental cornpetition - DFO and DFAIT, 

b. domestic interests (the coiiapse of the gmundfishery); 

c. an attempt to defiect attention h m  intemai Canadian problems; and 

d an attempt to promote global govemance-tu 

WhiIe the end resuit of the 'good cop, bad cop' approach adiieved the aim. this 

example appears to provide another instance wherein the govemment found itseif in an 

ad hoc reactive mode somewhat akin to the Polar Sea and Concordia incidents. The 

major dinerence in tbis instance mis that a lot of the reactive activity came about in 

respoase to the 'Ioose cannon' actMty of the Fisheries Minister, Brian Tobin. The DFO 

actions regardhg the Estai and the Pescadmo took place in intematiod waters and ran 

coimter to internationai Iaw. Once the process had begun, the events uafolded not 

accordiug to any wel1 thougbt-out plan by the governent but more by happenstance. 

The navy, perhaps wary ofbeing caught in the Concordia Iirnbo a- resisted my direct 

invohement, and was content to merely provide a distant presence. In reviewing the 

outcome of this dispute, Robert Edwards notes that, 

"Cauada's strategy ofcoercive diplomacy also lent substantid support to 
Canada's decision to act Signincantily, the tbreaî tu use force, and the use 
of force itseK was not ùitended as the sole means to gain cornpliance in 
the fishery. Rather, it was designed to be used as an adjunct to 
diplomacy."' 

This incident seemed to demonstrate that the concept ofthe navy forces as the ' 

nIiaI reserve' option had deveioped as a better method ofempioyment ia thk regm& 

This was SUbsequentIy again danomtraîed in the Danse Biatfche incident. While this 

roIe was under deveIopment over t6is period, the value of the aavy for information 

coiIdon, collation and dista%ittion appeami to be die one clear ma that is weff 

maîched to the navy's strengtbsstrengtbs 



With this short review now complete Ï t  remains to detefmme, " M a t  evidence 

has been provided by actual events regarding the match berneen declaratory policy and 

action since IWI .* The events examined provided a diverse series of challenges to the 

various Canadian governments. In virtually every case, it is safie to say that the 

challenges were not anticipated and no great degree of government planning or 

foresight, was in evidence. This forced the govemment into a Ractive mode and far- 

reaching decisions, such as the decision to arrest the Esiai appear to have been made on 

the spur of the moment. While the end redt  may have been an improved Canadian 

position vis-à-vis new legislation, the feality is that there was pre-planning to match 

activity to declared objectives. 

For the navy, the crucial questions regarding its role were never satisfactorily 

addressed rmtil the events of the Turbot War unfolded. Rior to this point the role had 

been very confuseci as events such Concordia undercut the navy's crediity and the end 

of the Cold War added in new directions and priorities for the navy. One wouid 

sumise that ifthe navy had been provided the cleariy defined 'threat of Iast resort' role 

with well def5ned goals and an appropriate degree of support aAer the 1971 White Paper, 

the match between poücy and action wodd have been much closer. This period was 

more a continuhg series of ûÏd and error, and Save for a few bright spots such as 

Operation Ambuscade and the Dmne Blanche case, the navy support to sovereignty was 

confûsed and disjointed unfil the Turbot War provided a successfuI model. 

Having estabiished that the match between policy and action has been a 

developmenta1 process that mis Iess than ideal, the stage is set for an analysis of how the 

factors of Govemment Support, Naval Response, Interdepartmental Cooperation and 

TechnologicaI CapabiIity have contriiuted to the situatZ011. However, it shouid not be 

forgotten that whenever navy ships are operating wit& Canadian waters* they are 

providing a degree of support to Canadian sovereignty. This de- ofsrrpport must be 

ùichded in any discussion ofthe navy's corrbnIbution to the overall task of sovereigaty 

support and it wiII 'k specifidy addtessed in Chapters 6 and 7 as part of the anaI.pts of 

the navy's fesponse and interdepartmentaI c o ~ ~ o e  



GOVERNMENT SUPPORT 

INTRODUCTION 

Part 1 of this thes& demonstrated that the govanment appreciated the growing 

importance of oceans sovereignty to Canadians and this was refl ected in its declaratory 

policy. This policy, however, was not always snpported with the same degree ofpriori@ 

when it came to the tashg direction pmvided to the navy This lack ofconiminnent to 

its sovereignty policy was a h  evident in the govefnmenî's actions when confionted by 

challenges to Canadian sovereignty. The objective of thîs chapter is to review the 

govemment's budgetary and procurement support provided to the navy to d e t e d e  the 

extent these fkctors contnbuted to the discrepcies betsveen words and deeds. 

1971 WHITE PAPER 

In his article, "Naval MWqc The Candian Context,= P d  Kennedy states that 

Western political îradition was to keep defence expenditures to a minimum, Even so, 

Kennedy notes that as eady as 1950, Caaada was gagllng a reputation and some degree 

of embarrassrnent for Ïts Iower than average spendhg on Mence and by the time the 

Trudeau govemment was elected def- spending was a Iow govemment priority 

indeed? Dan MiddIemiss wncurs with Kenned$% assessment noting tliat, h m  1970 

onward, the Caaadian govemment's contri~on to NATO was w d  below one-halfof 

the average, and it "placed Canada consistaitly next to Luxembourg as the 10- 

contnbuor to the AIIiancece1" 

W6iIe the White Paper did annotmce the Mority shift to sovererverergnty mppc 

there was no indication ofany adcütÏond fmiduig f9r DND. As prevÏous1y ciiscussed, 

one of the main factors b e W  the rde sJiift was to dow the govemmentto 

reduce o v d  DND costssts Thus the White Paperexpessimofsripport to sovereignty 

was soon foUowed by govenunent aftempts to extract some nscaI benefit fiom this s h i n  

in piimary roles. In the 1971 budget, a three-year fkze was miposed on defence 



expenditures. This was followed by a reduction of one-haIf of the Canadian forces in 

Europe, the decommissioning ofHMCS Bonaventure, and a substantiai lowering of 

maapower levels in both the active forces and the reserves The defence budget was 

also fkozen and indications were that the constraint wodd continue for the firture. 

Accordhg to Douglas Bland, this provideci defence plamers with a diffidt, perhaps 

iasurmountable problem. The govemment continued to accept commitments to the 

NATO alliance, while at the same time announcing new roles and emphasising older 

tasks to be met Born a diminished resource base. '" 
Notwitbstanding the motives behind the White Paper, the first opportunity for the 

government to demonstrate its degree of resolve for this new role was not long in 

coming The nrst evidence of the govemment's resolve was to be seen in the 

circumstances surrounding the decision to replace the A r p  with the Aurora long range 

CP-140 AURORA AC0 I MSITION 

in his book, -dian Fore* Policy Contempom Issue and Themes, 

Miehael Tucker indicates that problems with the 1971 White Paper fint b e a ~ e  obvious 

during the process of identifymg a replacement a i r d  for the A r p .  The navy was 

faced with an immediate contradiction between sripporting the new sovereignty rok, and 

its preferred traditionai alliance cornmiânent to MW. Tucker suggests thaf given the 

priority of sovereignty as a DND task in the I971W6ite Paper, the choice ofa 

replacement for the Argus shodd have supporteci that task 'Ig This process, obviously, 

was the fïrst "proof ofthe pudding" for the commitment of the government and the aavy 

to the new priori@ of sovereignty support 

In December 1972, the Dm James Richairdsoa, tord the Stauding Cornmittee on 

Extemal Affairs and Natiod Defence (SCEAND) that, 

"the aircraft wilI be muitipfffpose, with a capabiray ofperfotming defence 
and aondefence missions, and wiII tefiect the Govemmeats intentioa to 
make increased use of the capabilities ofthe Canadi'an h e â  Forces to 
assist cnrü regdatory agencies to discharge &u sunreilIance and control 



responsibilities. The primary role of the a i r d  wül be to safeguard 
Canadian national sovereignty through sumeillance and controI of all 
Canadian territory, ainpace and waters off the coasts of 

This direction Iasted until March 1974 when, coincident with a budget fkeze, and 

the canceIIatioa of the Arctic sovereignty fiights to save money, the minister changed his 

mind and hfiormed SCEAND that, 

primary requirement, he infomed that body, is still the anti- 
suimarine capability with other surveiIIaace capabilities as well. But 
reaIIy the most apparent need is in ASW rather than in general 
surveilIance." uo 

In July of 1975, the joint cabinet task force oa Capabiiities and Resources for 

Sovereignty ControI reIeased its report Tasked with identifying the necessary 

requirements to support the expandeci sovereignty ofa 200 nauticd mile. fishery zone, 

this task force had examined the question of r-ed air support. Sqnishgiy, the 

cornmittee recommended that, '"The decision to procure a Long Range PatroI A i r d  be 

justined on demon~aated military needsWUL This recommendation was subsqentiy 

reaiized in a December 1975 government announcement indicating that the CF wodd 

acquUe the Luckheed P3, equipped with the most up-to-date ASW gear. Ih addition, it 

was decided to equip these pIanes with a sophisbcated and expensive c ~ I . i a n  remote 

sensor pack for sovereignty protectioa This plane wouId be kwwn as the CF140 

Aurora- Th-s deci-sion was subsequently revoked in May 76 when a Lockheed fimucial 

shortf '  became public knowledge. With rewotked finances, and under extensive US 

Govemment pressure, the deai was put back together. However, the cidian 

surveillance capability was elimimited fiom the package as it was deemed too expensive. 

Regardhg the nnaI outcorne, Tucker says thaf "The ofthe CP-140 Aurom 

heIped sed the fate of the sovereignty protection roIe as Canada's fïrst defence 

pria*."" 

The reasou for this change seemed to cane h m  the cornpetmg mterests o f T d e  

and Commerce for indutriai ofEeb, DND for an ASW pworm, the US govemenfs 

desire to help Lockheed, and the Cabinet's desire to fhd an aircraft that couid fiII the 



sovereignty roie. Of these factors, Tucker indicates that the sovereignty roIe ended up as 

the last priority for the navy and the goverrunent to fiII. It was also the nrst requirement 

dmpped when the pressure to fbdIy make a ded mounted." This was the nrst 

indication ofthe extent of real cornmitaient of the govemment for this role. 

While the Azuora decision-making process was underway, problems with the 

sovereignty support role and the budget began to develop. These problems resuited in 

the Defence Mïnister deciding to set up a Defeace Structure Review Cornmittee to 

review DND's hancial situation 

1974 DE-E STRUCTURE REVIEW f D S N  

In 1973 the govemment attempted to establish a stabilued h d E g  system for 

DND. It had approved a scherne hvolving a seven percent increase in budget for the 

next five years. However, by 1974, the seven percent fimding increase in spenduig had 

been overtaken by doubledigit inflation and the CF was facing a hanciai crisis. The 

Defence Minister, James Richar- s ~ ~ a r i z e d  the situation by noting thaf 

"with no major equipment purchases for ahost ten years, and insufncient 
resources to meet &y-to-ciay operatiod needs, the Canadian Armed 
Forces were approaching the point where they codd no Ionger carry out 
effectiveiy the tasks assigned to them, either at home or abroad." 

Dan MiddIemiss provides a suinmary of nscal evenis that had taken pIace since 

the change of navy role in 1971. He contends that even though the govemment had made 

a shitt m the role of the navy, Tn p6cd tems, however, the reversal in Canada's mvaI 

policy was more apparent than red- hdeed, for the navy, the Trudeau era amounted to 

'consttaint as usualt."" This situation, Middlemk says, began in 1971 and was obvious 

in govemment actions up to 1975. Over this perioâ, the navy's capitd budget was 

decreased f?om 26 percent to 8 percent In in 1974 and 1975, high MatÏon 

forced additbnai economies and MARCONS budget was cut 10 percentu6 The n a .  

now struggied mder the twin probIems oftoo many tashgs and iasufficient support As 

a resuif the DSR was initiated m November 1974 to d e  these problerns- 



This review group conciuded that certain tasks of a purely natiod Iüiture, such 

as support to sovereignty , the fishery, etc. are best perfonned by the Armed Forces. 

However, the group ais0 believed that Canada had benefitted iÏom its participation in 

coIiective security arrangements such as NATO." As such, the group recommended: 

a Canada stay in NATO and in NORAD; 

b. an additionai 18 new Auroras be acquire4; 

c. the govemmeut make an immediate decision on the construction ofnew 

Canadian Patrol Frigate (CPF) ships for tht navy, and 

d a new realistic hd ing  arrangement be pursud *= 

Given that three of the four rrcommmdatio~~~ supporteci the collective defence 

task and the fourth recommendation suggests that support for the collective defence 

requirements must be identined, the govemment had re-instated the NATO cornmitment 

as the navy's first priority. However, this 1976 quote by the Assistant Deputy Minister 

of the Department of National Defence, Mr C R  Nixon, is noteworthy in that it 

provides the impression that the government was still Ioohg for both tasks to be 

maintained at the pre-DSR Ievels, 

'Those are still the four main areas of concem, the main deteminants of 
the activities of the CanaâÎan Armed Forces..As to the order of priorities 
a major problem arises in that although one ofthem may be tisted at a 
padcuIar position, say number one, it may not be the one. In other words, 
you camiot start off with saying that this is the h t  one you are going to 
fTU because one of the other ones may detennine the nature of the force. 
This is very much the case here, NATO is the one that determines the 
nature ofthe force. That daes not change the fact tbat the sovereignty and 
surveiUance one is [the] one [that] the govemment @va priori&" " 

Mer its delibrrations, the DSR recommefxdatioa, in effect, had restored the 

NATO roie as the primary support role for the navy. The report also recognized the need 

to provide the resomces to eqmP the CF appropriatefy. The commtmmtttee mmmended 

that the o p e m ~ g  budget be increased each year for the next f ie  years by an amount 

e@ to inflation andthat the capital procurement budget be hcreased by W v e  percent 



each year after inflation rmtil it reached twenty percent of the total defence budget " 
The question now became one of whether this was too Little, too late as the CF was 

caught in the throes ofwhat was to becorne known as the %ommitment-capabïMy' gap. 

1975-1987: BUILDING 'lnE COMMI'RWCNT-CAPABnlTY GAP 

Mer the DRS recommendations were publisha the govemment took action in 

severai areas. In 1976, the order was placed for eighteen CP-140 Aurorm. This tumed 

out to be a disappointment for the CF as this was ody one-halfof what was considered 

necessary to adequately support the requirements of the sovemgnty support role. 13' 

On the positive side, in 1977, the govemment amotmced its intention to begin the 

first phase of the 24 CPF ship replacement program. At the h e ,  work began on a 

submarine npIacement program, the replacement of the navy's Awciliary Oiler 

Replenishment (AOR) ships, a new miw comtemeasmes c& program, and the Sea 

King replacement prognun. Middlemiss States that even thougb the navy's capital 

budget rose nom 1978 to 1984, aII ttie programs were subsequently delayed due to cash 

fiow problems and cornpetion with other DM) procurement progams. '" 
As a r d t  of these delays, the situation regarding navy equipment and personnel 

became more desperate. The folIoWmg quote ftom an Apd 1984 meeting of the Speciai 

Committee of the Senate on NationaI Defence aptly descfl'bes this situation, 

'Because ofthe reduced amber of ships and air& combineci with age- 
obsolescence problems, there is a mounting scepticism that the navy, as Î t  
is currently postured, can cany out its various fesp0nsibiIïties. This is 
espciai.Iy so *en the additional duties acquired after Canada declared its 
200-miIe Eshing zone in 1977-"" 

This was the situation ihat Eiced the Mulroney Consetvatives after their elaction and 

their attempt to address the problems of the "commiîment-capabïIiity' gap appeaied in the 

1987 Defence White Paper, 



1987 WHITE PAPER 

Chapter VI of the 1987 White Pape. provides an excellent synopsis ofthe state of 

the CF in 1987 and why, "After decades of negiect, there is i n d d  a sipnincaut 

'commitment-capability' gap."'" The chapter goes on to state that, 

"...much of the equipment of most elements of the Canadian Forces is Ui 
an advanced state of obsolescence or is aiready obsolete. Modernization 
programs have not kept pace with obsolescence. The maritime forces 
have too few operationai vessels, very Iimited capacity to operate in the 
Arctic and no capability to keep Canadian waterways and harbours clear 
of mines."'" 

The White Paper clearly lays the blame for this probIem on the long-tenn 

govemmeat trend of reducing the percentage of the budget and Caoadian GDP spent on 

defeace. It notes that this trend, in sorne years. meant that the defence budget did not 

even keep pace with inflation? The White Paper M e r  States that the solution that 

wil i  be pmued d l  involve the aiteration of some commitments, Miproving the 

effectiveness of the others and hcreasing spending througb., "a steady, predictable and 

honest fimdhg prognun based on coherent and consistent political leadership."'* 

The White Paper introduced a novei budgethg scfieme that recognized the long- 

term nature of major capital putchases. It pledged a rtal growth in defence spending of 

not Iess than two percent per year after inflation, with additional capital mcreases in 

some years as necessary to cover the fiincihg of the new major capitaI purchases. A 

forecast p h  wouid be developed based on a flifkn-year period tu provide planning 

gukfance, wWe tkm budgets wouid be estabiished for a Eve-year period with a yeady 

review proce~s.~* 

Tumïug to the major capital equipment, the White Paper indicated t@ 

a six additional CPF fnga-tes wodd be bdt; 

b. Canada wodd p h a s e  10-1 2 miclear sabmarins, 

c. a modem hed under-iœ Arctic sunret7Tance system wodd be msta[Ied; 

c i  new sonar systems and towed arrays wodd be a c q e d  to enhance the 

anti-sabmarine warfàre capabiiity of the CPFs; 



e. a fieet ofminesweepers wodd be birilt for use by the Naval Reserve; and 

E new ASW helicopters wouid be pmbased for the fleet 

g at least six additionai Aurora long range patrol air& would be acquired; 

h the existing medium range airnaft wodd be rnodernized; and 

I+ research on the use of space surveiIIance systems would be conducteci; *' 
In reviewing the various critiques of the Whae Paper, the cost of a i i  the upgrades, 

the requirement for nticlear submarines and the government resolve to get the job done 

were dl raised David Cox notes that the White Paper has resulted in a 'full shopping 

cart'. He questioned whether the goveniment could get it through the regikter. He 

believed that the costs associated with gohg fkom three conventionai subrnarines to 

twelve nuclear submarines capable of under-ice patrols wouid be enormous and this 

wodd suck alI the resources nom the other programs. '40 As indicated in the next 

section, the something for everyone approach was to prove tw costly, aithough no one 

could have predicted that this bold poiicy statement would ody have a twa-year We. 

In their article, "CanadÏan Defence Poücy: An Anelysis," Terry Wu and Ross 

Fetterly look back at the f 987 White Paper three years after its release. They indicate 

that initiai public reactr*m to the proposab in the White Paper was supportive, but with 

some scepticism regardhg the proposed nuclear submarine purchase. However, after the 

White Paper's release, a number ofkey events occurred The author and chiefdefender 

ofthe White Paper, Perrin Beatty, was repIaced as Defeace Minister by Büt McKnight, 

and a government expenditme review cornmittee was estabkshed. This committee 

subsequently made the recornmendation to reduce the DND budget in 1989 by $2-79 

billion over 5 ~ears.'~' 

In the 1989 bu@% eleven major equipment purcbases were canceJIed, reduced in 

scope or dehyed The plan to purcbase nuclear s u b m a ~ e s  was canceIled as was the 

Truck Replacement program. No nirther AWO~CIS muid be purcbaseâ, but the 

mhesweepers wodd stilI be built, It sfiouid be noted at this point that M y  all the 



cuts announced imroIved @pment being acqimed to enhance the navy's sovereignty 

protection capabiiity- 

Wu and Fetterly atternpted to d y s e  why the White Paper was so ambitious. 

They refl ect the fact that, the "ca@rlity-commitment" gap was so serious that drastic 

action was required The authors dso state their beiief that the Cornervative 

govemment was more prodefence tban the Trudeau Li'beraIs. Funher. there was 

genuine and growuig coacem among the NATO allies over the strength of the Soviets, 

and as well, a defence lobby orgmhtion had developed in Caoada that was now actively 

workùig in support of defence intefe~f~.~~ 

In determinhg the reasons why the 1987 White Paper was abandoneci, the authors 

put forward the following three theories: 

a e White Paper was fl aw& - even fiom the beginning the government 

couid not &ord the bu. Public support for defence wss aiso sofî and the 

nuciear submarine component acted as a tightnuig rod for cnticism; 

ere was no mIiticaI dement the Wh b. 

~ e c o ~ d a t i o w  - the govemment Iacked the political will to impiement 

controversid programs such as the nuclear submarine acquisition when 

the public opinion poUs showed a majonty of Canadiam were opposed to 

the pian; 

c. obsolete due to WOU 
ç i r c ~ c e s  - the White Paper M y  tied Canacüan sectdy to the E-W 

NATO balance, The end of the CoId War undercut the centra1 tenet of 

the poli~y. '~ 

in r e m ,  the mure of the 1987 White Paper was pbabIy caused by a 

combination o f  aH thnx fhctorsZS The end redt was that formal dnection was gÏven to 

the navy to strengthen the NATO role while at the same time broadenmg the sovereignty 

tasking to increase support to sovereignty 01 the and the Pacinc. Homer, the 



guvemment not ody fded to provide the promisecf additional assets, but in fact it dso 

ended up reducing the oavy's budget and available resources, most especiaily those 

intended to support the sovereignty role. 

With the collapse ofthe White Paper and the 1990 end of the Cold War, there 

was widespread uncertainty regarding the future role of the navy. W c e l  Miuse was 

appoiated Defence Minister and in 199 I he published a defence policy review booklet 

that provideci a new expanded definition of security which now included, "adoption of a 

broder approach to natioaal and global secirrity, brought about by international concem 

over such issues as the environment, population growth and the availability of d i c d  

resourc es..."'& Again however, this declaratory support for a m g  sovereignty role did 

not have any finartciai backing* in fact, in the 1992 "Canadian kfence Policy" 

overview, the Mulroney govemment announceci its intention to reap a "peace dividend". 

This dividend was to be hamested over the next hve years. The Regular Force was to be 

reduced from 89,000 to 75,000 members and a fiirther severai billion dollars was to be 

cut fiom the defence budget. These savings wouId be used to assist the govemment with 

the more pressing prionty of attacbg the feded deficit. " With confusion over priority 

of roles and hadequate fimding the d e  of the &y, a do eve@ing with nothingformer 

syndrome began to appear in the navy.' 

In 1993, as Canada prepared for an eIdon, th- was a state ofturmoil 

ngarding the role of the navy. However, Claire SjoIander noted that there was one beIief 

heId by Canadians, " The 1993 election witne~sed the emergence of a remarkable 

consensus among the major p0Iitica.i parties in Cluiada: wbatever the outcorne, the 

defence budget wodd be slashd" 'M 

Mer the e1ection of the Chrétien L~Cùerats the extent to which the defence budget 

wodd be affied began to take shape tbrough the 1994 Defence Review. 

t 

h the operations m m  of HMCS Atha6mcart, durhg my tom in 1990, there was 
a sign that read "We have done so arch with so [ittlefor so long thut soon we will 
be d e d  tu do everytlimgwiMt nofhiitgforever. " This sentmient was 
commonpIace among the r d  and nIe m e m h  of the navy at thk time. 



1994 DEFENCE REVIEW 

As previously discussed, the principaI ncommendation of this review was the 

estabiishment of a combat-capable rnultipirrpose role for the CF. At the same t h e  the 

commàtee made seved recommendations regardhg and force structure . 

Recommendations that aected the sovereignty support role for the navy included, 

a maintai. the current ffeet of fiigates and destroyers; 

b. take early action to putchase helicopters to replace the in senice ship- 

borne, and SAR helicopters; and 

c. not pursue the replacement of existing conventiotial submarines, but be 

prepared to buy ifhuds were avdable within current budget'" 

The Review Cornmittee also provideci a recommendation on fùture budget 

reductions. It proposeci ody a modest $300 million cut to be phased in over three 

years. The comminee believed that, 

"We are approaching the minimum size of force and minimum level of 
capbility required for the govemrnent to act to pmtect Canadian interests 
in the world. .. Defence spending is not respoosible for the deficit problem, 
nor can cutting it be the remedy."ta 

With this report provlding direction, the Defence Minister developed and released 

a White Paper six montbs Iater that wouId detail to what extent the new role would be 

impIemented and at what cost to the defence budget and procurement pIans. 

c 
This White Paper estabcished the multipurpose d e  for the CF and it then tirmed 

to plicy miplementato~ It identifieci that most meas of defence wouid be cut, and that 

there wopld be a reductîon in infirastnicture with one Ievd of command bemg eIHnmatd 

Equipment Iife extellsion wodd be the primary focris with ody new "con9 fCrnctÏon 

equipment purchased Fateen billion douars muid be removed fiom the capital budget 

over 15 years and cornmerciai onthe sheIf(C0TS) standards were to becorne more 



cornmonplace. A forecast of force posture reduction estabiished that by 1999, the totai 

number of personne1 in DM) wodd be reduced by 25 percent'Jg 

For the navy, the paper indicated that new helicopters would be acquired by the 

end of the decade, the govemment wouid explore the purchase of the Uphoder 

submarines, that HMCS Provider wouid be Iife-e~ended, and stamng m 1995, the MCM 

vessels would begin amving- lm However, budget restrictions resulted in a change of the 

primary focus for these vessek This class of vesse1 now became Maritime Coastai 

Defence Vessels (MCDVs) and they inherited the additionai roks ofcontrol of shippmg 

and maritime coastal defence, in addition to their origuial minecotmtermeasure tasks. "' 
Ciaire Sjolander notes that against this backdrop, t h  F h c e  Minister Paul 

Martin was busily cutting DND's budget with a promise of a $7 billion cut over five 

years. in his 1994 budget, he proposed reductions in reguiar force and civilian personnel, 

and the closure of several bases. His 1995 budget mereIy foliowed through on the 

M e r  cuts proposed by the White Paper. Defence spending was projected to go fiom 

$1 1 billion in 1994/95 to $9.9 billion in 1997/98 and $8.7 billion in 1998/99, whiIe 

capital spendmg was to be reduced by $1 5 billion over the next 15 years. la 

SUMMARY 
In examinhg the 1971 White Paper and the follow-on DSR, it is apparent that the 

Trudeau govemment attempted to d e  a fùndamentai shift in the m . s  primary roie 

nom NATO to sovereignty support The reality, however, was that regardes ofwhat 

roIe mig&t have ken the principaI mie, the govenunent àÏd not provide stdlicient 

support to the military to alIow it to address ewer roIe effectiveIy- This Iack of support 

began even before Trudeau came to power and he m d y  followed the pattern 

estabkshed since the end of the K o m  War- Paul K m e d y  notes that, 

"...ail comparaMe statistics covering the @oâ fiom the 1960s to the 
d y  1980s have reveaied how Iow &wn the Iists - in one of Ga* 
Kennedy's tables, forty-sndh among the aations - the Canadian position is 
when it Mmes to m d g  the s k  of GNP aad per c a p b  uicome 
devoted to defen~e."'~ 



Mer the 1971 White Paper, the M .  struggIed under the budgetary pressmes to 

try to maintain its roles. MARCOWs capital expenditure budget reached a post-war low 

in 1975, and operations bad to be cut back due to the Iow Ievels of fiuiding available. 

While new CPFs and Aurorus were acqpked, the nnal numbers of each were fewer than 

originally announced and certainIy Iess thrin what was considered as necessaiy for the 

identified requirements. These prognuns were also delayed on several occasions due to 

cash flow problems. This forced the navy into expensive stopgap measures to preserve 

the navy's old, obsofete ships. '" This reality was most appropriately noted by the 

members of the Standing Senate Cornmittee on Foreign 

"The failure to provide MARCOM with additional equipment designed 
for the purpose of sovercignty surveillance and its reiated warthe tasks 
becornes tnily baffling when the ewmous additions to Canada's 
m & h e  jurisdictional daims since publication of Defence in the 70s are 
taken into acco~nt"'~~ 

This 'cornmitment-capabiIity gap' was M y  addressed in the 1987 White Paper. 

As an aside, the very fact that it took sixteen years for the reîease of another white papa 

p i n t s  a t e h g  picture regardhg the cornmitment of the goverment to addressing 

military issues. Wu and Fetteriy noted, "The siueen-year gap between the two white 

papen reflected the Iow priority accorded to the military by bot. the federai governent 

and Canadian ParIiamentWU6 RB. mers adds that "A sixteen year hiatus between white 

papers constituted an abdication of politicai and govenimentd respotl~l%ility'*'~ 

The 1987 White Paper attmpted to reinforce the sovereignty support role as a 

cotmter to the perceived increase in the Soviet threat to North Arnerican and ais0 in 

response to growÏng public conceni over sovereignty protectiodS The White Paper 

was aIso a dramatic attempt to address the ucommitment-capabiIi~ gap. However, the 

reaIity ofthe government's fiscal defÎcit situation, combmed with the end ofthe Cold 

War, d t e d  in this ambitious p h  ody lastirig two years- The miiitaty was agah 

subjected to m e r  reductions m resotrrces with no comperabIe reductrCons in 

iespansr%Îrïties* 



The Gulf War and the end ofthe Cold War r d t e d  in a m e r  shift in p h a r y  

roks to that ofa combat-capable, mdtipufpose flet Since 1990, the Canadian navy 

has remaineci at about the same size, but the composition of the fleet has changed 

dramatically. With the CPF, TRUMP, and MCDV ships ail coming into s e ~ c e ,  

sovereignty support on the StIfface is weil served by the navy. The 1998 amouncement 

of the purchase of the UphoIder" Class of Submarine has provide a definite boost to the 

rmdmea surveillance capabiiity of the navy, especialIy with one of the submarines being 

stationed in the MARPAC region'". The next areas that need to be  addressed for the 

navy are replacements for the aging Sea King and Aiaora a i r d  While these a i r d  

continue to provide the required Ievels o f  suppor&, the amount of time now king spent 

on maintenance and repair has increased past the point of cost-eEectiveness. 

For the navy, the @od Erom 1971 to 1999 saw a continued series of budget cuts, 

reductions in numben and capabilities of equipment, and delays in alI major equipment 

purchases. This was aident in the A m a  acquisition process, the 1989 budget, the 

1991 h u a i  Defence Review, the CPF acquisition process, the MCDV project, the 1994 

White Paper, and the subrnarine and Sea King Replacement program delays. The 

government has failed, at virtually every ttirn, to provide the budgetary support necessary 

to meet the requirements it had specined- This was not just E t e d  to the sovereignty 

support roIe but to the entire specûum of tasks asked of the navy durhg this period 

Specincaiiy in the area of sovereigaty support, the equipment acquisition programs never 

seriously coasidered the sovereignty support reqirirements, considering these 

requirements oaly as add-ons and 'nice to have' features- The story of governent 

support to the navy bas been one of continuous cutbacks and reductions in resources 

wMe adding to the navy's îask Iist The govermnent's procurement pattern has been 

slanted towards the NATO ASW role and Little, ifany, consideraiion has been @en to 

@pment aqgisition in direct support of the sovereignty teslc A€?er the Aworu 

purchase exampIep the MCDV pmject Ïs perhaps the next best instance of tbis 

** The WphoIdet. Class of s u b w  have recentIy been reaamed as the Victoria 
cIass. The deSignation wilI be used for frmne teferences. 



phenornenon at work This project was orighdy conceive& in the 1987 White Paper, 

to provide the navy with a minesweeping capiibiiity. la a move forced by budgetary 

constraints, these vessefs had two additiod roles added to their duties: navai control of 

shipping and maritime coastai defence. IW Again too few resources are expected to 

undertake too many tasks. 

Against this backdrop ofshrinkùig budgets, conaicting &man& and inadeqyate 

support, it is appropriate that the response ofthe uavy to these cucuxnstances be 

rwiewed This is the focus of Chapter 6. 



CHAPTER S M  
THE NAVY'S RESPONSE 

TRODUCTION 

Chapter 5 provided insight into the degree of Govemment support &orded the 

navy regarding the increased pri~rity for sovereignty support expressed in the 1971 White 

Paper. This objective ofthis chapter is to look at the other side of the coin and examine 

the willingness demoflsfrated by the navy to meet the requirements of this role. 

SPONSF, TO THE 1971 WHITE P U E R  

Rior to the release of the 1971 White Paper. there were reviews underway by 

NATO and the US aavy regarding fuhne developments at sea. Two reports were 

completed, the 5 i 0  StuQr , and AIlied Defence in the Seventia. Both of these reports 

indicated that the growth of Soviet submarine strength was worrisome and that better 

maritime surveillance, anti-submarine forces, and more maritime patrol air& were 

required to counter the Soviet threat 16' When the 1971 White Paper announced that 

Canadian efforts wodd shift from collectivedefence to sovereignty protection, Canada 

appeared headed in the opposite direction f h m  its NATO alIies, in spite of a strong 

NATO appeal for more and better ASW forces and the replacement of over-age ships. 162 

Given this strategic situation, there was obvious reiuctance fiom the navy to 

change its prllnary focus. in addition, as  Micidemiss and Sokolsky note, Yt is dso 

difficuit to decide what role DND and the CF should play in sovereignty protection. as 

opposed to that pIayed by other governmentd agencîes, such as those concerned with 

fisheries, transportation, and the enWonment"lg 

These difficdties became apparent when Tndeau shifted emphasis nom 

colIective defence to sovereignty in the 1971 White Paper. It was unclear what levef of 

effort the oavy was to devote to this task as opposed to the NATO ASW d e ,  @dIy 

@en that aone of Ïts commitments had been &O@'" Amen and Andemon noted 

that even though the sovereignty protection roie had been as the fïrst prioiity 

role, the goverment had not pmvidëd any M o n  on the de- of effort to be devated 



to this role or the balance of effort to be sntick between ail the roles assigned to the 

navy.'" Colin Gray supportai this belief stating at the t h e  of this shift in focus th, 

"Mantirne Command is happy to contemplate a future in pollution legislation 
policing but this fuhire is to be acliid on to existing ASW and surveillance 
duties. Any suggestions that, for example, some ofthe Argus aircraît shouid be 
stripped and re-equipped as a flying anti-pHution pair01 would be rnost 
strenuously resisted In briec Maritime Command is loolring for work, but not at 
the expense of any ground &&y ~ccupied"'~~ 

Thus the navy was faced with a situation ofhavbg to balance the mpirements of 

the sovereignty role with those of the collective sec- role. The approach adopted by 

the navy was to focus on the more demaading requirements of the collective defence 

tasks in the belief that the capabiIities required to meet the NATO task wouId easily be 

capable of meeting the sovereignty ta& ûue of the primary positions espouseci by the 

navy was that mythe Canadian warships are sailhg in C&an waters they are seMng 

to afEm Canadian sovereignty even ifthey are purnUng couective defence tasks. As 

well, these ships would be in the area ifrequired to provide support to OGD or corne to 

the aid of any vessel in trouble. An unarmed fisheries patrol vessel might be able to 

meet the second requiremenc it ceaainly codd not rneet the fkst This approach was 

considered the best way to make effective use of the navy's limited resources. 

As noted by Dan Middlemks, the navy's resomces were contindy cutback over 

the period 1971 -1975. The navy's fesponse was to d e  reductioas in both training and 

operations scheduies. As weIl, four older destroyers were sent for disposal, and the 

TracRer fleet was reduced fiom 33 to 16 a i r d  Arctic SumeilIance flights were 

cancelled, six of the Argus fleet were eIimÏnated and shlp/aic operatioas ran at 82 percent 

of the normal minhum r e m e n t ~ . ' ~  In examlliuig the navy's reactiou to these 

budget cutéacks it appears that the navy's response was to try to maintain the barance 

between the two tasks and share the critbacks @y. Notwitbstandtng the g& the 

effeçts of the cutbacks were @te severe and the navy obviousLy weIcomed the stmt of 

the November 1974 DSR, in hopes ofreceiving some M e r  aSSiStSlIlce or dhecfion m 

deaiing wÏth this situation 



1974 DEmNCE STRUCTURE WWEW 

As previously outiined in Chapter 3, the DSR committee was established to 

examine various options for the CF to meet its commitments within its budgetary 

collstraints. This review reestabiished the NATO cornmitment as the navy's fint 

priority while continuhg to emphasùe the importance of the sovereignty role. This 

review therefore did Little to provide any better direction on the level of effort to be 

devoted to each tasic. The one benefit tbat did r d t  fkom the DSR was an increase in the 

defence budget With the additional capital hduig, the navy began an ASW 

modemization program for the Seo King helicopters and it began to lobby actively for an 

ASW platform to replace the Argus. As discussed in Chapter 5, the acquisition process 

for the CP-140 Aurora saw the joint cabinet task force on Capabilities and Resources for 

Sovereignty Control supporting the DND position of ailowuig the force structure to be 

determined by the cdlective defence role over that of sovereignty- 

While the Aurora decision supporteci collective-secwity as the priori@ role, the 

sovereignv support ta& had certainly not been reduced or eliminated as a redt of the 

DSR It now fell to the navy to continue to meet al1 of its requirements in the midst of 

the penod of hyper- inflation that gripped the world in 1975 and the growing 

'commitment-capiibility7 gap. 

1975-1987 O COPING WIm A CO-NT 3 CAPABILITY GAP 

In his review of this period, Dan Middlemiss higbiights severai interesting events 

that directly affected the navy's ability to support the new sovereignty role. Among these 

events was the OPEC oil crisis and high mflatioe In 1974 and 1975, MARCOMs 

budget was cut 10 percent. When tEÛs cut was combhed wah the OPEC incfea~e in fixe1 

prices, it led to a dramatic decrease in navy operations over this period? Admimi 

BoyIe cut operatÎons by onethird, canceued the a ~ u d  spring exmise offPuerto Riw, 

and cutout Northem sovereignty patrols for îhree months." In the m g  of 1975, after 

the Defence Minister, James Richardson, anaounced m e r  CU&, Admual Boyle pahted 

a bleak pictrne to a group of T q  MPs vïsitmg HaMax He Ie that his resources were 



inadequate and if" we can't put up then we shotdd shut up and surrender our soveteignty 

to the ~mericaas."'~~ 

F W y ,  in 1977, the govemment annomced the start of the CPF ship replacement 

program. It is important to note that the navy worked to have these ships designed as 

Anti-Submarine Warfare (ASW) platforms with anti-surface and antitiair misde defence 

systems to counter the Soviet threat. At the same time, work began on a submarine 

replacement pro-, the replacement of the navy's Awiliaiy OiIer Replenishment 

(AOR) ships, a new mine colmtermeasufes vesse1 program, and the Sea King 

replacement progmm. AU of these programs he14 as their raison d'être? support to the 

NATO role. The concept of c o ~ ~ v e  defence determining the force structure was 

obviously still the dnving factor. Even though these were encoumghg announcements 

for the navy, the acnial delivery dates for any of this equipment was not mtil the mid- 

1980s. Middlemiss states that, even though the navy's capitd budget rose from 1978 to 

t W, dl the programs were subsequentiy deiayed due to cash flow problerns and 

cornpetition with other DND procment programs. ln 

As a resuit of these delays, the uavy was forced to stretch out the capability of its 

aging fleet in order to meet the commitments. Thedore? while awaiting delivery of the 

new equipment, the navy resorted to costiy, short-term stopgap programs iike the 

destroyer Life extension program (Dm, the submarine operational @te prognun 

(SOUP), and the TnW update and modemization program (TRUMP). This coping 

sûategy of "must do - c m  do" was evident in the persornef side as weïI. In 1985, the 

navy was operathg the same fleet as in 1954 but with 45 percent fewer pemmel." 

At this point, DM> began to reiterate that it codd not meet ail its commtmmttments. 

In the Supplement to the DM) S-gic OveMew, I984I85, DND stated tkt, 

"Canada's mantune forces are no Ioager capable offiilnlling 
~uitaneoz~sIy nationd reqairements and internationaf commitments. 
This situation resuits fiom financial constra&s over the past decaée 
**ch led to the fdure to make Qnely provision for the modernization or 
replacement ofobsoIescent ships and 0 t h  major combat systemssystems"" 



When the Mulroney Cornervatives wexe elected, the navy waited in anticipation 

of the government's renewed interest in defence probIems which was promiseci during 

the election campaign The fint sign of this new support came in the 1987 White Paper. 

1987 WHITE PAPER 

This White Paper was produceci after extensive discussions with the military and 

it appeared to provide an effective solution to the sovereignty versus collective defence 

duality problem. The White Paper combined the collective sec- concems with the 

domestic sovereignty requirements into one common concern focused on a perceived 

Soviet submarine threat. in addition, the White Paper formally acknowledged the 

cornmitmentcapabiIity gap and the bleak state of the CK's equipment This 

acknowledgement was followed by the identification of an extensive List ofequipment 

that was to be acquired in support of the new combined rote. The paper dso introduced 

a redistic approach to defence bding. nie situation W y  looked to be taking a turn 

for the better, most especidy as fàr as the navy was concemeci. This, however, was 

short-lived as the government reassigned the funding to fighting the deficit and the navy 

was retumed to its more regdar diet of budget nits and resource reductions. The resuIt 

was that both roles suffered equaiIy throughout the remahder of the 1980s. Over this 

period, the navy began to pin its hopes on the eagerly a d e d  deiivery of its f h t  new 

CPFs, and the enhancement of its NATO capabüity- There mis certainly no anticipation 

of the changes that wodd be wrought by the 1990 G d f  War and the end of the CoId War. 

c 
The 1992 GuIf War was neither anticipa@ nor planned for, and ande d e s  the 

oavy perfionned in respondmg to thÏs chalIenge were not co~steat with the existing 

defénce policy pri~ritieses GeneraI de Chastelab, the Chiefof the Mence S M a t  the 

the, best descrilied the exient of the deviaton h m  estabfished defénce policy priorities 



"The Gulf Operation forced us to make rapid changes and introduce new 
procedures to sustain what wentualIy became a combat operation halfway 
around the globe in an area and as part of a coalition for which we had 
neither prepared nor planued" '" 

The navy, in pursuing NATO and sovereignty support aims, had becorne North 

Atlantic anti-submarine warfae experts. It hiad Iinle expenence or training for an 

operation based on &-dace and anti-air threats in the indian Ocean. I u t e d g l y  

enough, it was the Canadian experience base derived nom years of cooperative 

operatioas with NATO and commonwdth navies that provided the necessary 

background that allowed the Canadian naval ships to @cipite effectively as part of the 

coalition in the Gulf War. 

With the Cold War uuexpectedy coming to an end between 1990- 1992, there was 

much uncertainty as to the fùture for navies and collective defence. in 1994, the United 

States Naval Institute compiled the results from a questionnaire sent to NATO navy 

personnel regardhg what the most important naval developments of the coming decade 

wouid be. The m e r s  were; 

a the need for baIanced generd-purpose forces; 

b. the importance of technoIogy; 

c. the growing importance ofjoint and cornbined operatioas; 

d the growing importance of national roIes in the coastai zones; and 

e. the need to act within a fiscalIy restrained regime? 

This m e y  reflected a shÏft in focus for the worId naval personnel. How that wodd be 

înterpreted for the Canadian navy wodd be detennined by the 1994 Defence RevÏew and 

subsequent White Paper. 



1994 DEFENCE REMEW AND WHITE PAPm 

As discussed in Chapter 2, in estabtïshing this review, the govemmentk intent 

was to conduct a joint defence and foreign poiicy review. Chex the course of the review 

the committee was exposed to an extensive parade ofwitnesses and presentations* This 

testimony could be divided into two camps, the peace movement and the prdefence 

camp. Among the pro-defence grorrps, the Conference of Defence Associations (CDA) 

were one of the 6rst groups to take &on This action, in f i  acnialIy begun in 1992. 

In anticipation of the promised defence review, the CDA reieased a pper supporthg the 

need for defence policy review. This paper, "Canadian Security: A Poücy for the 2lst 

Cenauy" provided such a solid opming position for the CDA's appearance before the 

review committee in ApnlI994, that the CDA was asked to pmduce a costuig and time- 

frame for the force structure they advocated In Sune, the CDA released this paper, 

"Canadian Secuity: A Force Structure Mode1 for the 21s Cenhuy." This was due to the 

strong interluiks between the CDA and other groups such as the Naval Officers 

Association of Canada (NoAc).'" Over the course of the revkw cornmittees 

deliberations the navy continued to work with the Naval Ofncer Association of Canada 

(NOAC) to present a coordinated message to the committee. The NOAC then worked 

with the Maritime Defence Association ofCanada and the Navy League to ensure that a 

coordinated single response was heard on every occasion a naval presentation was made 

to the cornmittee. Captah(N) Eric Lehre States that the theme ofthis message was that 

the oniy rational option for the navy was to be developed hto a modem, generd-purpose 

naval force. These groups coUectiveIy argued that such a force structure wouId be well 

mked to support peacekeeping efforts.'" The presentations nom this faction 

highlighted the fact that this capabiIay had been successtiilly demonstrated off Somalia, 

Raiti, and the former Yugoslavia The groups dso argued that this force structure codd 

aiso continue to p t e c t  CanadrCanadrm ocean sovereignty. This was a sensitive issue at the 

time @en the collapse ofthe cod stocks in 1993. The gist oftheir message was that 

uody pend-purpose forces codd provide both the high capabilî@ combat and the Iow 

capabiIity pekeeping/ poIiciDg tadis with the same ~ e n t n m  



As noted ui Chapter 2, this message was apparentzy heard and understood by the 

committee that concluded that Whe general mobilizatiou mode1 for the armed forces was 

no longer appropriate, and that the real need was for Imined combat-capable 

muhipurpose m e d  forces This theme subsequentiy became the centrepiece of the 

committee's report, "Secunty in a Changing World", released on Novembet 2, 1974.1m 

The efforts ofthe defence review committee had been monitored by thc kfence 

Department throughout the process and the hdings and recomrnendations were broady 

consistent with what the Govemment felt was acceptable. This made the task of 

producing the White Paper considembIy easier. Even so, the fact that the 1994 White 

Paper was released a month after the Defence Review Cornmittee's report raised 

questions regardhg the potentid of coUusion between the committee and the department 

Dr Stairs notes that while the Committee's malysis and recommendatioas were repeated 

in the White Paper, that, 

"Outcornes in the makùig of public poIicy are often the product of a happy 
convergence of muitiple wüIs with muitipIe circumstances - of ideas, in 
short, whose time has corne. It is not then clear that wbat ensues should 
be interpreted entireiy as evidence of a poiitically engineered change of 
min&- '8' 

Either way, the navy now had the force structure direction it believed was 

appropriate. How then did the navy respond to the new M o n s  provided in the 1994 

White Paper ? 

94-2000: ADJUSTING CO- 

The 1994 paper by Aclmgal Cairns entitied, -VAL VISION: C h e  

rces into the 71st C- provides insight into the 

thoughts and long-range planning for the n a .  durhg this period; 

"-., Madime Command forces rnust be smted tu all intensities of 
operati~ns~ They must be apabIe, aot ody ofpeacetùne pro1 ami 
st~pport to other government deprtmenfs, bot also United N&om 
operations Ïn potentiaUy threatenùigenskunments a& ifneed be, high 
i n t w  warîh. ... they must be capable of operatSig and addressiag 



threats in ail t h e  dimensions of ocean space: above, on and mder the 
surface. Such a force will preserve the navy as a positive instrument of 
national policy: one which aIlows us to pedorm stewardship obligations m 
home waters and grasp opportunities to conm%ute to giobai peace and 
secdty  versea as."'^ 

This paper indicated tkt, in order to meet natiod requirements, the balance of 

forces East and West would be adjusteci to ensure the response capabizity wodd be 

equitably ciistriiuted between the Pacific and Atlantic as new and modernized ships were 

introduced over the next five yuus. The paper argued that the requirement for baianced 

mantirne forces wouid be met through a range of platform life extensions, replacements, 

and upgrades. The Canadian fleet of the fuhae would consist of the following *lit of 

capabïlity: major warsbips - 9 east, 7 west; AORs - 2 each CO* nibmarines - up to 3 

each coast; MCDVs - 6 each coast; and m * t i m e  patrol a i r h  - 23 east and 8 westl" A 

quick review of these projected resources indicates that the cornbat-capable multipurpose 

balance of assets appears to be the objective. With this balanceci force, the primary 

focus would be on collective defence and sovereignty support wodd m a i n  in a 

subordinate role. 

From 19941998, the navy i m p l e m d  the detaiis of this vision through a yeariy 

strategic guidance document cded Bfence PI- Gui- @PG). Over this 

peri~d, the DPGs established the foUowing generai objectives for Maritime Command 

(MARCOM): 

a monitor and control activities; 

b. assist other govemment deparûnents; 

c. provide humani-= 8SSiSf8tlce and disaster reiief; 

d provide search and rescue; 

e. respond to territonal incidents; and 

E provide Aïd to Civil ~ o w e r . ' ~  



. * The Maritime Commander uses the DPG to produce the Maritme C e i l i t y  

Plaminp Guidan= (MCPG). The MCPG is used by the Maritime Commander to provide 

the Commanders of the Maritune Forces Atlantic (MARLANT) and the Maritime Forces 

Pacific (MARPAC) with direction about missions, resources, and expectatiom over the 

nexi five years. 

Again h m  1994 to 1998, the MCPG established the following tasks as priority 

one roles, 

a Defence. Surveillance and Monitoring Deterrence and defence agaïnst 

challenges to Canadian Sovereignty; 

Alliance C o r n  'tments b- 1 : Contribute to coUecfive defence; and 

c, rt to ûther Governent De-ents IOGDk Assist in protection of 

Caaadian maritime sovereignty and jlmsdictionai interests. 1U 

In Febniary 1997, the CF began to develop a planning concept known as Force 

Planning Scenarios (FPS). This scenario-based capability planning process was designeci 

to d o w  the CF the ability to Mer analyse fbture requirements and to assist in the 

development of an appropriate force structure. A &es of eleven draft scenarios were 

developed and included in the DPG for 1999. The scenarios involvhg navy support to 

sovereignty are: 

a, Scenarîo I - Search and Rescue: two sub-scenarios have been identifiai -. 

a nscue fiom a ship at sea; and sean:hing for an overdue aurraft; 

b. Scenario 4 - Surveillance/Control of Caaadan Temtory and Approaches: 

The proposed s c e ~ o  uses h g  smugglmflmdings of üiegai immigrants 

as cataiysts and the CF is committed to workmg in cooperatiou with OGD 

to conduct meillance and control oMons; and 

c. Scenario 8 - N&ond Sovereignty/IntefeSfS Enforcement: The proposed 

scenario is centred on the theme ofprotecting C d m  natural resources 

nom ülegd W o r  damaging exploitation, The mission is to assist OGDs 

in the enforcement ofCanadian daims in the exknded EEZUL6 
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Further on in the DPG, the Chief of Maritime Staff(CMS)' is tasked with 

meeting the following objectives in support of the scenarios: 

a Protect Canadian Sovereignty - CMS is to provide an appropriate response 

by maritime forces and assigned air forces on each coast within eight 

hom; and 

b. Assist Other Govemment Deparûnents - CMS is to maintain the capability 

to meet cooperative agreements in support of OGDs. Again an 

appropriate response by maritime forces and air forces is to be available 

within eight hours.ln 

For the navy, the CMS has taken these scenarios and objectives and used them to 

provide direction to the navy in the 1999/2000 MCPG. In this document, the navy bas 

assigned each DPG 99 objective a priori@ levet for operatiom. Within the priori@ one 

category, the following are examples of roles supporteci by the navy: 

a ' ow  contingency operations, search and rescue, 

Canadian US naval exercises, NATO commitments, Pacific Ri. 

exercises, Canadian National Joint Exercises; and defence, weiUance 

and monitoring activities; and 

b. er G o v e m t  Demutme aid to civil power, conter 

dmg operatioast promothg Canadian Security interests, promoting 

Canadian Foreign policy objectives, support to intemational ûade, and 

support to natiody m d e d  objectives such as APEC. G7 ~ummit'~ 

In 1997. MARCOM was rdocated h m  EM.-fiax to Ottawa and merged with the 
NDHQ maritime staff. The new orpanization became known as ChÏefof 
M;aritnne Staff. 



It shodd be noted that among the priority two and three examples, the following 

sovereignty support tasks are Iisted: 

a FYÏori& T ~ Q :  Department of Fisheries and Oceans Support, Search and 

Rescue SurveiIIance, and support to Canadian Law enforcement 

operations; and 

b, ~ b r i t v  Thrw Interdepartmental Concept ofMaritirne Operatioas 

(ICMO) support activities (hydrographie, oceanogcaphic research). '" 

As evident fiom the direction provided in these documenîs, there appears to have 

ken an internai adjustment by the navy in the priority of the sovereignty support role. 

While the pst emphasis since 1971 had been on using the colIective defence role as the 

guideIine for force structure, the sovereignty support role has dways been maintained as 

a priority one tasking ( in keeping with the goverment's declaratory policy). This 

important shift in the formaf status of the role shouid therefore be noted with interest 

Notwihanding the change in direction for the navy, and the re-priontization of 

the sovereignty support role, the navy is projecting the levels ofsovereignty presence in 

Canadian waters as shown in Table 6-1: 

1 Formation 1 Warship 1 Submiriies 1 ~ïnorvesseis 1 

Note: These figures do not inclde the days of dedicaîed support provided to DOE (155 

sea days) and the RCMP (30 &YS). 

Miuitime Atlantic 

Maritime P d c  

TOTAIS 

381 sea days 

325 sea days 

706 

63 

NIA 

63 

450 

626 

1076 



SUMlMARY 
in the 1971 White Paper, sovereignty support assumed a major role, supposedly at 

the expense of the collective defence NATO rote. This eIevation in priority was 

presented to the navy without any compensatory decrease in commitruents As such, the 

navy adopted the approach of ma>ciminng assets for the more demanding NATO d e  

beiieving that the same assets couid then d y  meet the demands of the sovereignty 

support rote. This approach could be seen in the Aurora acquisition process and in the 

definition process for the CPF. 

The afterrnath of the Gulf War, combined with the end of the Cold War, Ied to a 

shift in this philosophy. This shift was noted in 1992 by the CDS, k e r a I  de Chastelain 

when he sa id  that, 

'?..the Cold War doctrine had been replaced by the concept of general- 
purpose combat-capabIe armed forces, stationed in Canada for the most 
part, ready to deploy anywhere in the world in Canada's interestS.""' 

In 1994, DND took an active roIe in Iobbying the Defence Review Cornmittee to 

support this new rote, fearing that a badiy b d e d  rwiew couid resuit in deeper cuts to 

the defence budget, and a loss of high end equipment such as submarines. '*. Claire 

Sjotander States that the 1994 White Paper legitïmhd the development of the new pst- 

Cold War rote for the miIitary7 

Y.. in the case of Nationai Defence, hogram Review under the guise of a 
white paper was successful; the cuts deemed acceptabIe within the 
mandate of a general-purpose combatapable force defhed by DND were 
traristated into budgetary reaiitïes in the Uaram budget exercise. The 
1995 Budget was a clear si@ that the Chrétien government endorsed the 
hew roIeT dehed by the miütmy for itseKW Lm 

At the same the, thc 1994 Whae Paper did reiterate the miportance ofthe 

sovereignty support roia Three of the fie roies to the milaary in this document 

are c o n c d  with sovereignty support and providing assistance to the 0 0 ~ s .  

However, the pper stopped shozt of re-asslaSSlpning this d e  a nimiber one priori* The 

new concept for the mvy appeared to be a mdti-purpose, muIti-capabIe force stnictrne 



that must be prepared to handIe a varie@ of roles. To the government, sovereignty 

suppoa was now just one of these priocity roles assigned to the navy. The events 

beginning with the Gulf War and ending with the new diredons in the white paper 

appeared to be the "proof of the pudding" that the aavy's contuiued concentration on the 

maintaining a force structure to handie to more demanding coiIective defence role over 

the period since 197 1 had been the right decisioa 

As evidenced by the 1997 Maritime Commander's Operational Planning 

Guidance, the navy reflected thÏs direction by listing aU the roles as priority one taskings 

that had to be supported equaüy. This left the navy able to interpret the degree of 

support to provide to the roles as circum~fances dictateci 

Sovereignty support continued with firrt priori@ task status until the internai navy 

shift to the scemio-based program format. This shift was si@cant for two reasons 

vis-a-vis the sovereignty support role. Firstiy, mder the xenario system, the navy's 

responsibilities have become more generalized The stated requirernent now is only to 

provide an 'adequate' respunse within eight hours. Who is it that determines what is an 

adequate response Ievel? 1s it adequate for the navy to respond to a sovereignty support 

tasking by sending oniy whatever is left over at the the? It would appear so mder this 

definition. 

Secondiy, the sovereignty support roIe has now been spi& into various 

components with ody the RCMP component king maintained as  a first priority task. 

The larger component of the support to DFO has been reduced m prÏ~rity. 

It would appear nom this review that, fiom I Wi-lg87, the navy kept the 

sovereignty support task as a figunhead f&st priori@ tasking. In reaWy, the navy 

focused its efforts on maintainhg the collective defence de .  This reality was not due to 

any active resistance on the part of the M., but more m respome to the government's 

cooniaed direction and insisteme on manitairimg both roies at the same level. The 

NATO mpkments as the force stmctme determinant was a sensible approach given the 

much greater costs of maintainhg a combat capabil& over just sovereignty svpport. 



In 1987, these two roles were merged as one, but this was not to Iast The Gulf 

War and Cold War end saw a signifiant replacement of the limited NATO role with the 

Iarger collective defence role of a combat-capabIe force prepared to deploy world-wide. 

Sovereignty support was maintained as a one task as before, but contiauing 

budget and resource reductions were beginning to take their toU. The latest shift in 

priority for the bulk of the sovereignty support tasks ma. be a M@er for m e r  

reductioas by the navy in this are% as are the ongoing discussions to reduce the air 

suppoa leveis. Table 6-1 demonstrates that the navy does spend sipnincant numbers of 

sea days in Canadian waters. This sovereignty presence must be con'dered within the 

total navy conmbution to the role. However, it is difficult to quanti& the value, or 

deterrent effect this presence provides. In the absence of any govemment defhed 

minimum remment ,  this level of support must be considered a d e p t e  to meet the 

f h t  basic level of sovereignty support protection of sovtrtignty fiom extunal military 

threats. 

As defmed in Chapter 2 , the second role for sovereignty support is protection of 

Canadian sovereiguty from nonmilitary challenges in areas such as the fishery and the 

environment There are fourteen other deparbments involved in the oceans area. The 

degree of the oavy's interest and effort in pursuing this second sovereignty support role 

cm be determincd through a review of interdepartmental cooperation since 1971. This 

forms the subject matter of the next chapter. 



CHAPTER SEVEN 

INTERDEPARTMENTAL COOPERATION 

INTRODUCTION 
Cooperation between the departmens involveci in the ocean sector has ken an 

area of continuhg govenunent interest since the Royai Canadian Navy was spawned 

from the Department of Fisheries and Marine in I9 IO. From this start point, the Royai 

Canadian Navy maintained a close working relationship with the Department of Marine 

and Fisheries In facf for the fhst few years- t&e same minister was respousible for both 

sectoa During the Fint World War, the ships of the Canadian Govemment Service 

were used to supplement the navy7s meagre number ofships. Ships shified back and 

forth between the two fleets, even serving in both capacities simdtaneously on some 

 occasion^.'^' Mer the First World War, the RCN began to deveIop as a distinct n a d  

entity. In 1922 the defence services were combineci into the Department of Nationd 

Defence. Under this reorgdmion, five naval services were trarrsfened to the 

Department of Marine and Fishmenes. These senrices were: the RadioteIegraph Sewice, 

Hydrographie Survey, Tidai and Curmt Swey, Fisheries Protection S e ~ * c e  and Patrol 

of Northern Waters.'% In the remaining intemm years, the RCN devoted the majority of 

its efforts «> first tiying to become estabiished as a navy, and secondty, tryuig to siwive 

the effects of the depression which saw the naval budget for 1934/35 cut by more than 38 

percent and the Chiefof the General Staff lwking at eIiminating the navy to Save 

costs.'" Dining this same period, the Govermnent of Canada passed the Department of 

Traasportation Act, recognhhg the interdependence of various transportation modes by 

bringing them under a sÏngIe federai authonty- This included the Marine Services section 

ofthe fotmer department ofthe Department of Marine and FÏsherieses 

The Second World Ww saw the ncovery and buildup of the Carisidi'au navy mto 

the thnd largest fleet in the WorId This did not fast long as the pst-WBT era was focused 

on two concepts. The fïrst concept was that thermonucfear war was the ody remaining 



threat to national security- The second concept was that the enomously powemil US 

navy, Wook away any pressing need for Canada to step into the breecb"lM As a remit, 

the size of the Canadian navy shrank quickIy. By the t h e  Rear-Admird Grant became 

Chief of the Naval Stanin September 1947, only eight ships were in active 

CO-ssion lg9 It was not Mtil the Defence White paper of 1949 that a decision was 

made that 'The main task of the navy would be, as in the last war, the protection of 

Canadian and ailied shipping and Canadian Coast- Watersmgw In support of this 

decision, Canada began to build its nrst new ships designeci for Canadian Waters, the SI 

Luzirent cIass escorts, an icebreaker, and minesweepef~.~' The estab~siiment of NATO 

W e r  strengthened the navy's declared role. The govemment's cornmitment to Europe 

meant a conunitment to seclmng the sea lines of communication to Europe in a war and 

NATO ASW convoy escort duty became the logical task for the RCN. Ioel Sokolsky 

states that, " At this time the naval tasks of national suvereignty protection, continental 

defence of North Amerka, and NATO were vimially indi~tin~shabie."~ Throughout 

the 1 WOs, the main focus of the RCN was on its NATO role. As the focus of this role 

centred on North Atlantic activity for the navy, sovereignty support was an automatic 

byproduct The focus ofthis support, however, was defence agamst invasion with the 

other more domestic sovereignty issues now largeIy the domain of the Department of 

Marine and Fisheries and the Department of Transport (DûT). Within the DOT, a 

separate fleet of vessek had been dwelopllig since 1935 tu handle the department's 

ocean responsibilities. in I962, this fleet wodd officiaüy become the Coast Guardm 

At this point, Caaada had developed three major fleets tbat were involved in different 

areas of ocean management the navy, the Department of Fisheries, and the Coast Guard 

In 1962, the Glassco Commrmmrssion was established to examine ways to reorganize 

dI govemment departments in order to reduce dupLiation and excessVe bureauccacy. 

As part ofits studyt the Commission examhed the overfap between the requirments for 

the three govermnent fleets. WhiIe h g  h t  overlap existe GIassco reected any 

tho@ts of d g a m a t i n g  the three fl eets, dthough it did suggest progressive 

consolidation of aIî chdian marine reqtiuements under the Coast Griard? Thus by 



1971, th- appeared to be much overlap and Iittle coordinated interaction between the 

three major departmena: National Defence, Transport, and (now) ûceans and 

Environment As well, other govemment departments such as Immigration, Customs 

and Excise, and the Solicitor General (RCMP) were begmaing to increase their 

involvement in the ocean sector. While there were limited examples offormai 

cooperation between the d e v e n t s  and each of these were organized on a case-by-case 

basis. This section wïIi now trace developmmts in interdepartmental cooperation from 

1971 to 1999. As introduced in Chapter 2, there are two Ievels of support provideci to 

sovereignty by the navy: 

a support against extemal military threats* a exclusively military mie; and 

b. support to OGDs for nonmilitary challenges. 

While this chapter will focus m a d y  on the support to UGDs, both types of 

support will be addressed in this chapter to anive at an assesment of the navy's support 

to sovereignty. 

1971-1975: POST L WHITE PAPER ACTIVITY 

Arnell and Anderson contend that in the wake of the 1971 White Paper, 

additionai poiicy guidance was r e m d  for the navy to be able to operationalize the 

requirements. While the new govemment policy ceded nrst priori@ to the proteaion of 

sovereignty, clarification was reqtrired on the scope and the purposes of the role? To 

that end, a group ofofficiais Eom the Pnvy Council08nce (PCO), Treasury Board 

Se-at (TES), and DND formeci a working group. This goup was tasked with 

deciding how DM) could best provide support to the OGDs At the outset, the group 

detennined that there wodd be no assignmerrf or dgnment tv DND ofrespom%iiity 

fiom other goverment departmentS. As suc4 DND would be required to: 

a support chdian depiutmen& in snrveiuance and controI over Cansldim 

territory-, and 

b. carry out meillance and control ni areas not covcred by civilian 

ckpartmentsnts2O6 



Foilow-on discussions wae held to detemine how to accomplish this support for 

Fisheries, Energy, Mines- and Resources, Indian Affairs, Customs & Excise, Traosport 

Canada, and the RCMP. At this point, 

"Although most departments believed their own advities adeqyately 
protected Canada's inte-, they agreed that support nom the Armed 
Forces in surveillance and tond activities, especially in the North and 
off the coasts, and in providing fadities for the coordinsitïon of effort 
would substantially enhance the nationai capbilities in a number of 
areas?' 

ui 1975, as noted in Chapter 2, two Cabinet Coumittees were set up to provide 

recommendations on the minimum level of additionai survei1Iance and enforcement 

capabilities, required by Canada to manage the proposeci expansion of Canada's 

jurisdiction out to 200 nautid d e s  (nmi) m 197Tm These studies determined that, 

given Canada's participation in the North AtIantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO), there 

was no significant difference behveen the present and future requirements for 

meiuance and enforcement for the exîended jitnsdiction on the Atlantic coast 

However, the requîrements for the Pacinc coast wouId increase under the expnded 

jurisdiction situation. The study went on to ide* that the Ieveis ofsovereignty 

support show in Table 7-1 were required to meet the requirements of the various 

departmats involved in the oceans. 

Task 

Fishery Protection 

Vesse1 Poilution 

Departmen6 

DOE 

MOT 

Sea Days 

2000 

Secoudaty Task 

Air Hom 

4200 
I 

1700 



These studies also acknowledged that neither coast, at that tirne* was meeting the 

minimum requirement. As weil, the Department of Ocems and Environment (DûE) 

required support fiom DND and the Ministry of Transport (MOT)?' Iu 1975, the navy 

was providing support to DOE in two ways: dedicated, and mdti-tasked Dedicated 

support involved naval resoufces king deployed M y  on W E  tasks. Multi-tasked 

support meant that, whiIe navy assets were deployed on collective defence tasks in 

C a ~ d i a n  waters, they wouid also provide a sovereignty presence in the area. They were 

ais0 avdable to gather information and respond to reqyests for assistance. h 1975, 

DND was providing the following levels of support to DOE?O 

able 7-2 - 1975 DND Levels of S w r t  to DOE 

1975 - 1989: CANADA GAINS AN a 

1 

The level of sea day support to Fisfieries, shown in Table 7-2, remained constant 

throughout the remainder of the 1970's and 1980's. This is qrÏSmg given the sizeable 

increase in required are- coverage that d t e d  nom the passage of the 1977 Fishery 

Zone Protection Act, 

Air hour support however, was reduced ui 1976 after the tetirement of six of the 

Argus ffeet This Ieft DFO with a shortfi of about 500 heurs. To nII this void, DFO 

began contracthg CiVian a i r d 2 "  From 1976 ta 1979 air support consisted of 

approximateIy 1,500 hours h m  the Truck. Fmm 1979 tmtiI 1990, this was 

suppIemented by about 500 ho- h m  the A m  and CliaKengee wmbinedZL2 

Il I I I 

Type of Vehicle 

I V  

S hip 

Trac ker 

Dedicated T h e  

95 sea days 

940 hom 

500 hours 

Mdti-Tasked Time 

128 sea days 

980 hours 

1000 fiours 



Nad support to Other Govemment Departments (ûGDs) began to incrwise 

during this period under a type of agreement known as a Mernorandum of Understanding 

(MOU). Similar to a contract, in a MOU, each department deluieated Its 

responsiiiiities, the degree of support to be provided, and the services expecfed nom 

each Party. The MOU had long been the methoci used to identify the levels of naval 

support provided to the Department of Fisheries. Now additional MOUs were 

estabiished with the Department of the Environment (DOE), the Ministry of the SoIicitor 

General (for the Royal Caaadian Mounted Police), and Empfoyment and Immigration. 

As a result, naval ships and aireraft began to routinely conduct pollution sweillance for 

DOE whde deployed on other operations in Canadian waters. As well, the uavy was 

made avdable to respond to requests for support fiom the RCMP for counteranig 

operations and immigration for illegal immigrants.2u The establishment of this matrix 

of individual department by department MOUs, whiie serving the immediate purpose, 

was to prove very cumbersome and inefficient when put to the test, as previousIy 

uidicated, during the Concordia incident This incident highlighted the Iack of an overai1 

mechanism for interdepartmenta1 coordination. This deficiency wouid subsequentiy be 

addressed as a result of two key conmittee reports, "Maritime Sovereignty" , and NI the 

Ships that Sail. 

In October 1990, the Standing Committee on National Defence and Veteranrs 

Affiiirs (SCONDVA) completed a report entitled 'Wuitime Sovereignty". In reviewiag 

the interdepartnientat cooperation aspects, the report noted that, 

T h e  numerous instances of interdepartmental cooperation r e m  some 
meam ofcoordinatioa Approaches to coordniation are aImost as vafied 
as the services provided, but are essentiaüy of six types: takeover, 
htegrated corninand; dMded respoasr-bÏMy with wnsuitat-ion; divideci 
responsiibiIity without C O I I S U I ~ O ~ ;  incidental response; and mformaI 
arrangement"a4 



By way of explanation, the SCONDVA cornmittee idenaed that, 

a the takeover approach hvolved DND's right to invoke its responsibility 

foliowing the declaration of the 1988 Emergencies Act: 

b. the National Search and Rescue program jointiy nm by DM) and the 

Coast Guard was the best example of an integrated command setup; 

c. the incidentai respome referred to a generai request for support made 

between departments through a formal director general to director general 

request; 

d infiormal arrangements were those estabiished at the working Ievel 

between depaaments; aad 

e. the remaining two areas of coordination - divided responsibility with 

consultation, and dMded responsibility without consultation were 

estabiished through the formai signing of a 

The SCONDVA, having delineated the vMous mechanisms in place for 

interdepartmental coordination, tumed to a review of the effectiveness of this pro SS. 

The report details the foUowing concLusion, 'Departments appear to cooperate and 

coordinate oniy because they have to, and set up ciiffiirent amuigements to govem each 

type of interaction. The end resdt appears to be a Iack ~fcoordination*~'~ 

ui May 1990, at approxhately the same tune as the SCONDVA report was being 

presented to Cabine the Resident of the Treasuq Board commïssioned an mdependent 

study into the management and utilization of the Federai Govemment marine flets. This 

study was conducted by Gordon Osbaideston with the objective of identifying ways to 

W o v e  tasking management and utiIization of the fleets ofDND, Fisheries and the 

Coast Guard. 

The report, NI The Sm Th- found that there were 23 MOUS ni place 

covering various aspects of mterdepiirtmentaI actiiity- Osbaideston's report also 

determineci that there existed a rrspirement for additionai resources açross the federai 

goverment, The Iargest shortfa1Is were in fisheries management, mea~ch and marine 

science and hydrographyhy SomewEiat paradoxidy, @batdeston a h  ÏdenfSed that 



excess capacity was avdabie. This capacity, the study proposecl, codd be made 

available by more e f f i v e  vesse1 utilization and ïnaeased muiti-tasking The 

committeek beiief was that a new process was required. This process would bring fleet 

operators fiom the various departments together into a singe fonmi where they could 

match recpkernents to availability. The study reviewed various aItemaîive management 

schemes such as, fleet coosoIidation under DND, consolidation of civilian fleets under 

single agency, presewing the status quo, andfor ratiodization of tasks and duties 

without any reorgauktion. The report indicated that, while consolidation of fleets was 

not recommended, major improvements in neet usage were possible if coordination 

improved The committee recommended the creation ofa new forum for "buyers d 

seIIers". This f o m  was to be caiied the Interdepartmeutai Program Coordination aud 

Review Cornmittee (PCRC), 

"This cornmittee wouid not have a managerial role with respect to the 
fleets themeIves but wouid provide a forum in which capacity and supply 
can be matched with demand ... In matters of ship acquisition, the 
miiitary fleet shouid be justified on military grounds alone. The 
Interdepartmental Cornmittee as such shouid have no direct role in 
whether or not ships are replaceci or new ships acquired for any one of the 
fleetsn2" 

It is Mportaot to note that the Co rnmiaee recommended by Osbaldeston was to 

be based on volmtary interdepartmentaL cooperation and as such couid ody discus~~ 

iden* and recommend efficiencies in the processes. ûther major recommendations 

nom the Osbaldeston report were that 

a the MOU system shoufd be conthued; 

b. D m  should be assigned additional respomcbiiity for increased 

offshore pa td  in support of sovereignty, fisheriesY management, 

marine S A .  and environmental surveiEance; 

c. DND shouid assist in meetmg the RCMP reqgknents for 

preventive petroIs where amed vessek are needed; 



d the Coast Guard should be sigeincantiy and M y  rnulti-tasked to absorb 

demands and to more effively and fiilly use their existuig vesse1 

capacitiies. As weil, the Coast Guard shodd be assigaed additionai 

responsiibüity for inshore, coastai, and near shore patrd, Uicludiug support 

for enviro~~~llentai surveillance, on the watcr, administration of marine 

regdations and support to meet the needs of other govemment 

departnients, particuiarly the present demaml for fisheries' management 

vesse1 support; 

e. the demand for fisheries' management patrol shouid be provided through 

greater utilkation of the available capacity of al1 three fl eets; and 

f, there should be a detailed examination of the marine communication and 

information exchange infiastructure to achieve effective bterdisc5pIinary 

workZi8 

The Osbaldeston report was presented to the Treasrny Board in October 1990 and 

an organizing committee at the Assistant Deputy Minister 1eveI was established to 

identie government program quirements for ship support and tasking. The IPCRC 

committee was subsequently established to take on the role identined by OsbaIdeston 

1990 I 1999 - WCRC AT THE 

OIK of the first actions teken by the IPCRC was to establish the byers and 

seHers forum for ship semices as recommended by the Osbaldeston Report 

Subsequently, the PCRC estabfished £ive sribcommittees to progress the reqyirements to 

standardk: Cornmunicatious, Concept of Operations, SurveiIIance, Vesse1 Activày, and 

Hydrographie Cornmittee? 

In looking at the navy's contncbution, the W=RC determineci tbas up to 1990, 

DND had been pmviding DFO with 95 dedi- sea days (60 easf 35 west), and 1500 

air hoors rismg Ataora and Tracker a i r d  h addition, DND had aiso been providing 

20 dedicated sea d i  and 750 aircraft homs to the RCMP Ïn sppport of Qng 



interdictioaPD As a redt of initial IPCRC discussions, there was an ïncrease of 

dedicated support for DFO to 155 sea days. With the retirement ofthe Tracker, in 1990, 

the Awora/Chail[eger time was increased to 1000 hours. The total air hours provided 

by the Maritime Air Group therefore was reduced fiom 1500 to 1000 and DFO increased 

the cidian contract again in an effort to recoup the shortfall. 

At this point, dedicated aavy support to the RCMP was dso increased to 30 sea 

days. As well, liaison billets were established for RCMP persomel as part of the staffs at 

the Atlantic and Pacinc Naval Commaad ~eadquarters.~' Mdti-tasked support varied 

as a factor of navy collective task saüing scheddes. 

WhiIe the support requirements were bemg established, the Commrmications 

Commîttee arninged for the procurement of digital encsrption systems to support RCMP 

reqttirements, and it pushed for the standardized use of satellite cornmimication systems, 

as weii as secure telephones, fax machmes, and a common data encryption standard? 

The Concept of Operations Co mmittee began working on a master document to act as an 

operations manual. The Surveillance Cornmittee began an evaluation ofthe stuveillance 

capab~Iity of the three fleets and a project to establish improved joint operatioas 

capabitlity. This project hcluded the development of a near-reai-the pictirre system to 

track ail vesse1 advity of in- in Canatiian temtorial waters. 

In 1994, the PCRC completed an assesment ofits progres in meeting the 

recommendaîions of the Osbaldeston report Its report, NI the S b a a  - TWQ 

-~ssessment. identifkt that user departments were very satiSned with the enhanceci 

degree ofcooperation that had been developed, and tast some reduction of excess 

capacity had ken achieved through reassÏgument oftasks. However, the demand for 

resomces had not been SignincantLy reducd The gains achieved through retasking had 

been oflket by departnientai cuhcks dorced mder the new regmie of fiscai feSfraint, 

These two &ors &teci in a shifüng but constantly mfÙEU& reqghrnent for more 

ship and a h r a f t  servicesm This study also mexmhed the question of fieet mergex of 



the two d a n  fleets. It found thaf 

"With respect to the option to recousider the consolidation of the two 
civilian fleets, there is clear indication that the IPCRC process had a 
beneficid impact on increasing the efficiencies of federal fleet 
management through increased interdepartmental cooperation. This 
success of the PCRC process suggests that, as long as improvement 
continues, there is no need at this t h e  tu monsider c o n s o l i d a t i o ~ ~  

Among the other successes noted were: the departmental pwchases of 

standarcüzed communicatioas equiprnents, the production of an intexdepartmental 

Concept of Maritime Operations (ICMO) manui, and the deveIoprnent of a 

interdepartmentai nirveillauce &ta management system. This system became howu as 

the Canadian Maritirne Network ( C v .  Further details regarding this system 

are provided in Chapter 8, Technological Capability. 

In 1995, the government, in its continued efforts to try to deal with the deficit, 

privatized Transport Canada's aiqmrts aad ports, and transferred the Coast Guard (CG) 

into the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO). This rnerger d t e d  in a 40 

percent reduction in the Coast Guard budget and a 25 percent reduction in the combined 

CG/DFO fleet Out of roughly 170 vessels, 45 vessels were sold and their m w s  

reallocated to other tasks? In 1996, the IPCRC Oversight Conmittee initiated a 

review of the IPCRC structure to identq what changes shouid be made to reflect the 

new combined DFOKG department This Ied to the disbanding ofthe Orgaauing 

Cornmiettee at the ADM level. The principal management of the IPCRC was assumed by 

the Working Group. The chhaaship of this cotnrnitfee, which used to rotate between 

the three departments, now became a co-chair arrangement between DND and DFO. 

The Sweillmce, Commtmicafiom7 Common Fieet, and Concept of Operations Sub- 

cornmittees were subsequendy merged into a single operations Sub-Cornmittee. A new 

Z o d  mb-commitiee system was set up with an Atiantic, a combhed Centrai & Arctk7 

and a Pacific Zone commitcee behg estabfished? lPCRC then devo1ved authety to 

the Zonaf cornmittees for the balance of opefatiod work 1ea.g the centrai cornmime 

to focus on other issues. The MARLANT and -AC cornmittees began operations m 



1997. The combined Central and Arctic committee, howeva, has not yet started due to 

delays in identifying the DFO chairman This commitke is scheduied to begin in the 

summer of 1999.P7 

While the IPCRC continueci to perfiorm its market place f'unctioa, by 1998 it had 

become even more obvious that the lack ofexcess capacity in any of the departments, 

identined in Osbaldeston - 2 5  later. was to be the nom for the near futme. In fact, 

there were obvious shortages in some areas and departmats were unable to meet even 

their basic tasks. For example, the Coast Guard determirred that it no longer has 

sufficient resources to cover its three Search and Rescue zones in the W A C  region 

on a continuous basis. The navy therefore began taking on some of those taskings mder 

an informai arrangement charging the sea days against the DFO accormt This has 

caused somewhat of a problem as the navy sea days were assigned for fisheries' support 

ody. Discussions are now undenvay between the Coast Guard, and DFO. to cesolve the 

situation." DFO believes, ifanything, it would Wre additionaf mpport days from the 

navy especialIy in the area of Consmation and Protection Since the 1995 rnerger this 

deparûnent has been reduced from 69 vessels to 14 total for both coasts? The Coast 

Guard, on the other hand, a h  have seen additionaf cuts in numbers of vesseis and thexe 

are forecasts of a M e r  16 vessels bemg phased out in 2000.230 

In other sueas, IPCRC distributed Change 4 to the interdeparmientai Concept of 

Maritime Operations (ICMO) for interdepartmental review in July 1998. This manuai 

outlines agreed procedms for different types ofmissioas. It was developed due to the 

fact that for some missions no MOUs existed, whereas, for other missions numerous 

MOUs &std Further, in many cases, the MOUs were vague and offered little 

The ICMû contaias the upâated Iist of the MOUS shown in TabIe 7-3. A 

review ofthese MOUs shows the extent to which the IPCRC process has been s u c c d  

in incfeasing mterdeparünentai co0peration, 



Table 7-3 Memorandums of lJndersÉnndiqg in P 0 Iaace. 1999 

h g  Law Enforcement 

Canadian Deepsea and InIand 
Water Ports. 
Surface ship patrols and seriai 
fisheries' surveiIlance 

Employment of CCG ships and 
aircraft in a war or emergency 

Combatting Oil Spills 

Assistance to RCMP Law 
Eriforcement 1 
Mutual Assistance between DFO 
and RCMP 

I Interdepartmentai Programme 
support between CCG and DFO 

Rovisim of  ch and Rescue 
Senrices 1 

WhiIe the cooperabCon between the deparrments has hproved as a result ofthe 

eEorts ofthe IPCRC, the CO mmittee's orÏ@ mandate was to pmvÏde the d e t  pIace 

exchange hcti011, The redi~ctions in departmental assets, coupled with the devoIution 



offespomibility to the ZonaI sub-committees, have aiI but obviated the need for the 

IPCRC centrai organization As such, a decision was retpired regarding either a 

miefinition of the PCRC roIe or disbanding the orgmization, DM) took the position 

that the PCRC was a useful organkation and that it s W d  now play a role in the 

development and implementation of the oc- stratea. To that end, in Jdy 1998, a 

ietter was sent by the Deputy Minister Policy to DFO proposing that within the 

development process for the Oceans Management Strategy, the IPCRC "couid, for 

example, be made respomible for overseehg the coordinated system of mil lance and 

enforcement cded for in Towards C a n e s  Oc-Sbzi To &te there has not 

been an officiai raponse to that leîter and the futrne of the IPCRC is undecidedm 

This chapter bas examined various aspects of the support provided to the OGDs 

by the navy, and as aoted in the 1990 and 1994 Osbaideston reports, the govement's 

overail sovereignty support requirements are not being adequately met To what extent 

is this problem related to the navy effort? As noted in the two 1975 Cabinet d e s ,  

approximately 2,000 sea days and 8200 air hours are required to provide adequate 

support to sovereignty protection from non-mxlitary chdenges. As mentioned 

previousIy, the navy bas ~ t i o n d I y  provided support in this regard in two ways First, 

direct support through a number ofnegotiated sea days and air hours. Second, indirect 

support provided while on coiiective defence tasks in Canadi'an waters. in 1975, the 

navy's contribution of 95 sea days provided Less than 5 percent of that reqykernent and 

utüized less than 1.5 percent of the navy's availabk m u r c e  h e p . .  As weii, ody 1500 

air hours ofdedicated support were pmvided or 18 percent of the requiremeat Adding 

in the mdti-tasked support time flom 1975, brings the contnnution up to 11 percent on 

the sea side and 42 percent on the air side. Whüe this does make both contniution 

IeveIs Iarger, the muItÏ-tasked sea days d air hom can ody &y be comîâéred as part 

value, @en that the ship or a i r d  is dqIoyed m the area ou another task and providing 

mpport to sovereipty occm onIy by happemtance. 

Thus, whiie the navy was providnig the agreed Ieweis of s~pport, the mninnai 

amotmt of nwaI resources pfovided indicate that tbis tasL was certarmy not king treated 



as a first priority role. As weii, these commimmitments never did hcrease when the 

temtoriai Wts were expaoded in 1977, despite the obvious increase in requirement in 

fact, while the sea day commrmmrtments remaineci constant, the air hour commitments have 

were reduced when the Tracker and Argrcs went out of service. 

As a resuit of the 1990 Osbddeston report, sovereignty support was accorded a 

higher prome and the navy increased its ievel of support to the OGDs. However, the 

hcreased levels of support still ody represented a very small contribution to the overail 

sovereignty support remement and these Ievds are re-negotiated each year. For 1998, 

the number of sea days remained at 155, but it was proposed that the air support wodd 

be cut back to 700 hom. This proposai was corisidered unacceptable by DFO and after a 

series of discussious the figure was restored to 1000 heurs.*' For 1999, the sea day 

figure has again been established at 155 days, but the air hours total has not yet been 

finaüzed. Discussions are again underway in an atternpt to have the number of air hours 

reduceda6 

The preceding review of interdepartmentai cooperation demonstrated that the= 

has been considetable improvement in this area since 1971- In that year, the 

departments had littie interaction and the majority of cooperation was arranged at an 

informai Ievel. Fisheries support mis the principai area where navy support was 

deheated via the use of a MOU. Throughout the 1980's, a patchwork system of 

Uiformal agreements, MOUS and other arrangements developed The resuits of these 

efforts were best desmied by Captain LeslÏe Hutchins, Past President of the Ottawa 

Branch ofthe Naval Officers Associations of Canada, in a presentation to the 

"Some ofthese bave big fieeîs, some have W e  ffeets, some have no fleets 
at alL They aII operate as independent entities. Ifone examiDes 
arrangements made bemveen these v a r Ï ~ ~  agencies m the matter of 
resp~nsriilities~ what stood out - was that th- was dways some Iack of 
coordmation. It appaxed to us that on occasion aibitxaq decisions were 
made wfthoat regard to offices ofwIIaterai &erest ... There k a de- of 



cooperation. but not totaI cooperation In spite of these arsangements, the 
present manageriai and adminstrative approach is insufficient to ensure 
totaIIy efficient actions and concI~sions .~~ 

The SCONDVA report and the Osbddeston study proved to be landmark 

documents in improving this situaiion, As a d t  of these reports* the govenunent 

established the IPCRC and charged this group with implernentation of the Osbddeston 

recommendations. PCRC took the recommendations of this report and engineered the 

necessary changes to dramatidy improve the cooperation between the departrnents, 

sbndardize the equipment, procedures and practices and aUow effative use to be made 

of shrinlang resources. This committee has reacted weli to the changes imposed by 

shrinking budgets and most recently to the CGmFO merger. However, as aoted in the 

two year review of the IPCRC efforts, the overd surveillance requùements are not king 

mec and the demand for additional seMces has not ken  reduced due to the continuing 

cutbacks in fleet capability. 

The summary of sovereignty support fiom 1971 to 1997 sfiom in Table 7-4, 

demonstrates that while aavy sea day mpport has hcreased over the period, air nipport 

has decreased since the retirement of the Tmcker aircraRfU Notwithstaad.bg this 

situation, the Ievels of support provided in sea days and air hours both, whüe meeting the 

Ievels agreed by the MOU fd far short of the IeveIs necessary tu meet the fidi 

reqykment and are not in keeping with that expected for a nrst prÏority task. 

WhiIe the IeveI of actuaI oa-site support provided may have been Iess than what 

the OGDs wouid Wre to have been aUocated, there has been a major inmase in the 

efficiency of that support to the OGD and on balance the total e f f i  lias been moving in 

a positive direction since the establishment of the IPCRC in 1992. As well, the 

improvements in the areas of ecpipment, proceduresp and operations have produceci 



Date 

1975 

1976- 
1979 

1979- 
1990 

1992 
PCRC 

able 7-4 - Summary of Sovereigg@ S a p ~ o r t  to OGDg 

Agency 

DFO 

DFO 

DFO 

RCMP 

DFO 

RCMP 

DFO 

R W  

Dedicated - 95 
MuIti-tasked - 128 

Dedicated - 95 

Dedicated - 95 

Respond as asked 

Dedicated - 155 

Preventative Patrol 
days assigneci 

Decücated - 155 

Dedicated - 30 

Maritune Air Group 
(Air hours) 

Dedicated 420 - Argm 
1480 - Trackm 

Mdti-tasked 1000 - Argus 
980 - Tracker 

Dedicated 1480 - Tracker 

Dedicated 420 - Aurora 
1480 - Trucker 

Respond as asked 

-. -. .- 

Dedicated - t000 - Awora 

Dedicated - 1 O00 - Aurora 

Respond to reqyest 
1280 hours adable 

6 Argus retired 
MOU 
developed 

Trucker retired 
in 1990 

MOU updated 
in 1989 

DND & RCMP 
iiaison 
positions 
estabfished 



In CO~CIUSÏOQ after twenty-one years ofsporadic infomal cooperation, the 

PCRC came into being. This cornmittee bas developed a coordinated, controlled 

respouse capability that has W e d  the departments involved into a more effective 

respome mechankm as evidenced by the release of Version 4 of the KM0 and the 

maîurhg of the organization into the Zonai Cornmittee structwe. However, this effort 

appears to be too iittie too late. IPCRC improved cooperatioa but could not achieve its 

main goal of reduchg demand for services. At this point five years into its mandate, the 

PCRC is on the verge of being disbanded. The co&e has been dowmized and its 

day-to-day work devolved to the regional comniittees. With its experience, history of 

success, and its weil estabLished interdepartmental network, the IPCRC would seem the 

ideal candidate to be employed in the developmeat of the Wework and roles of the 

various departmenu under the Oc- Strategy. However, it appears that the slow 

progress on developing the Oceans Strategy may result in this cornmittee king 

disbandeci and the Ioss of an excelIent interdepartmental liaison network To sum up the 

history in this regard, it appears that since 1971, cooperaton between the departments 

has been less than ideal, Save for a brief period after the stamip of the IPCRC. This 

Cornmittee made great in havuig the departments work together more effeçtively, 

but its usefûlness appean to have been undone by a combination of fiscai restraint and 

inactivity in redefining a role for the comminee within the fhmework ofthe Oceaos 

Strategy. 

To what extent then has this cooperative effort k e n  successfirl? In 1975, 

deficiencies in support coverage of970 sea days and 2600 air hours were no& 

Between 1975 and 1990 the budgets and resources ofthe navy in mccular and tht other 

departments in general were reduced. The 1990 Osbaldeston report identifiai that the 

shoMaiI ni sovereignty support coverage stiîI and the foIIow-on OsbaIdeston 

report in 1994 again noted the &fi& was not reduced in spite ofthe efficiencies 

Unpiementeci by the PCRC process. Since 1994, the OGDs have also been subjected to 

large-scde budget rednctions and the 1997 merger ofD-OE and the Coast Guard 

d t e d  in further Iarge-scaIe catbacks ia budgets and resomeses Ow area of 



sovereignty suppo* however. has grown since 1971. That is the size of the requinment 

The 1977 expansion ofthe fishery protection zone folIowed by the 1997 Oceans Act 

dnunaticaily expanded the size of Canada's sovereign ocean area In addition the ocean 

transportation i n d m  has grown considerably over this same pend inaeased ocean 

transportation brings increased pollution, both by routine dumping or through uicreased 

accidents. Kayden and Crickacd noted in 1994 that "Canada can expect 300 smalI 

chemicai spills, 100 maii oil spas, 10 moderate spills and one major spill aanualiy."uO 

This quote by Admual Garnett provides an excellent summation of the increasing scope, 

"International trade created 36.6% of our GDP in the first three m e r s  of 
1995; 17% of Canadian exports move by water. Given the Iikely 
expansion of NAF'ïA, the creation of the WTO, and the graduai move 
towards fiee trade in Asia-Pacifk mder APEC, Canada's intedonai 
maritime tmde will almost certainly inmase in value and importance over 
the next twenty years. Despite recent probIems with declinhg fish stocks, 
Caiiadas fisheries wili, ifanythuig, grow in hportance. This is eqxcially 
tnie if stocks fa11 elsewhere around the worId Sûicter conservation 
practices codd make our waters and sûaddling stocks increasingly 
important to other areas. Canada's other abundant seabed resources - 
hydrocarbns and mînerals - art also Iikely to assume a far greater 
importance than at present if phces continue to rise. Clearly then, 
Canada's oceans are a vduable economic resource that deserve the 
protection of capable maritime forces.nz4' 

W6üe cooperation between depiubnents is critical, and standardization of 

procedures is essentid to effective support to sovereignty, in the end it is the actual effort 

in the field that determines the success or faiture of sovereignty suppon This brings the 

discussion arotmd to the resomces and technology avaiIabIe for empIoyment by the 



CHAPTER EIGHT 

TECHNOLOGICAL CAPABILITY 

ITCTION 

So fa in Part II of this thesis, the analysis bas focused on the degree of support 

the govemment provided to the navy, the navy's response to the sovereignty support 

tasking, and the degree of cooperation that existed between the govemment departments 

involved in this area This chapter wiU review how e f f i v e l y  technoIogy has been 

employai by the navy and the other government departmene to provide that mpport to 

sovereignty. This review WU use the following breakdown: 

a the navy; 

b. ûther Government Departmene (OGD); and 

à. the Canadian Maritime Network (CANMARNET) 

During the period 19714999, there have ken three main departments in Canada 

involved in sovereignty support: National Defence, Department offisheries, and the 

Department ofTransport (Coast Guard). The foiiowing review, thedore, wiU focus 

prirnady on the use of technology by these three deparbnents. However, to complete 

the pictint, a summary of the technid efforts of other imroIved departments (Solicitor 

General -RCMP, Customs and Excise, Environment Canada, etc) wiIi be provideci As 

the n a .  is the kgest conmihutor in this regard, this chapter wül begin with an 

examination of the navy's technoiogica1 capabiIity during the ppenod  under review. 

It shodd not be sucprisMg that the oavy, @en its combat mie, has the most 

sophisticated technology offering the greakst and identification capbiIitytY 

The foltowing sedous provide a btiefgeneric overview ofthe technology utilized by the 

navy during this period, 



M a r  Svaerns - Canadian n a d  radar systems have primarily been shipbased. 

Since the 1970s, there have been four types of radar systems onboard naval warships: air 

warning, Mace warning, fire control, and navigational radars. From a sovereignty 

support penpective, the air waming and d a c e  waming systems were the assets 

primady utilized on this task in the 1970s and I980s, maximum radar iimits for 

acquiring air targets was typicaüy in the 40-60 nauticai mile (tuni) rauge and for surface 

targets. the maximum range was generaily in the 20-25 mi range. In the 1990s, a major 

leap in technology occurred in the navy with amvd of the first Canadian Patrol Frigate 

and with the completion of the m*dlife reMs for the Tncbai Class destroyers. Both classes 

of vesse1 were fitted with more advanced radar technology, which improved the detection 

capabilities of these ships. Air warning radar detection ranges were extended to 80-100 

mni and stdace radar detection ranges incrwised to 25-30 ami. It should be noted that 

these ranges are the maximums for the qstems under ideai atmospheric conditions and 

that shigborne radar performance is very dependent on ambient conditions. Both 

classes of ship were also equipped with Sea King heiicopters. The helicoptm greatly 

aided in the identification process and the helicopters' onboard radar systern extended 

the radar coverage of the vesse1 out to L20 nmi. 

In the 1994 Defence White Paper. DND indiateci an interest in e x p l o ~ g  the 

poteatial of space-based surveiuance s y s t d .  in 1995, the Canadian Space Agency 

Iaimched the RADARSAT I satefite. This systern has ail  the advantages of au earth- 

based radar, but as it is space-based, it does not have the same range or weather 

limitations. The navy began an investi*gatiou into the value ofthis serwr and determined 

that it provided useful information that codd be used to focus the efforts of patroi assets. 

This was particdady usefiil when the systern codd iden* that a search sector was 

empty. As RADARSAT data ody costs $650 per picture and an Awora costs $8000 per 

hou, the cost bene- aione are immediately obvious and the n a .  is currently obtaining 

data througk a national standing offer" 



In the 1997 Maritime Command Operatiomi Training (MARCOT) exercise, a 

portable RADARSAT ground &on was mted nom Madhnaid-Dehiveiller. This 

station was set up in Halif- to support meillance, photo reconnaissance, terrain 

analytis, enviromentai data and search and rescue ope ration^.^ Given the success of 

the ground station triai during the MARCOT, the navy has joined in an interdepartmental 

evaluation of the system with DFO, the Canadiaa Centre €or Remote Sensing, the 

Department of Energy, Mines and Resources Canada and the Ice Centreas 

RADARSAT 1, however, is limited in revis& capability, as there was only one 

satellite in orbit? AS welt, the system addresses only the detectiodc1assificatioa aspect 

of the probtern, requiring that some aIternate method be used for identification In 200 1, 

MacDonald-Detweilkr is planning to lamch RADARSAT IL This satellite wiii transrm*t 

a stronger signai that can be received by srnalier antennas, resulting in lower entry costs 

for operators and improved portability. RADARSAT II will also produce quality colour 

images that can be used to identify targets, classi@ sea ice, and dinerentiate types of land 

cover. As well, RADARSAT II can revisit a site twice as often as RADARSAT I, and it 

provides a tediold improvement in resolution. The Company expects that these 

hprovements wiIi have a major impact in areas such as defenœ, navigation, exploration, 

cartography, environmental monitoring, and disaster relief. 

in 1996, a collaborative project began between DND and a group of cidian 

companies headed by Raytheon The objective was to develop a shore-based high 

fiequency, d a c e  wave radar (HFSWR) system capable of vesse1 and akcraft detectioa 

ranges out beyond Canadars EEZ. Derno-on systems were instaiîed at Cape Race 

and Cape Bonavista in Newfodand and the evduation begim By the end of 1996, the 

system has successfulIy achieved over-the-horizon deteaion ranges ofaircraft, ships, and 

icebergs beyond 250 nautid miles as shown in TabIe û-1. 



OBJECT 

- -- 

Boeing 707 

Boeing 747 
- - 

Boeing 767 

Douglas DC-3 

Beech King Air 

Rescue Cutter 

offshore Trawier 

SmaU Iceberg 35M 

- 

RANGE IN NAUTICAL MILES ** 

** m: Each bar fepfeseflts the span of detection ranges covering the maximum 

achieved at night to the maximum range achieved durhg the day. 

In Jme 1997, a iightning strike severefy damagedthe transmitter- The 

evaiuation was restarted in the ni11 of 1998, but problems dweIoped with the tracking 

software- Work is now ongoing to try to r~iolve these probIeais. An operatiomi 

evaIuation is forecast for September 1999. During this evaiuation, the HFSIHR pictute 



will be transmitted to MARLANT HQ and North Bay for assessment by the end ~ s e r s . ~ ~  

in anticipation of a favourabIe resuit fiom this evaluation, the navy has conducted a 

feastiility study. This study detennined that full East and West coast HFSWR coverage 

out to 250 Mù could be provideci by 16 sites (10 sites E, 6 sites W) at a cost ofâ74.6 

m i l l i o ~ . ~  

Sonar Svstems - During this period, the principal focus for the Canadian navy 

has been the shipboard use of hull-mounted, active sonar systems. These systems operate 

by puthg sound waves h o  the water and then capturing and anaiysing the sotmd waves 

that reff est fiom objects in the water, very much Like undenvater radar- Sonar systems, 

however, can aiso be used in a passive mode. Here the sonar receiver is used to pick up 

sound energy from the water. The operator studies the received sound signais lookuig for 

specitic sound Eequency patterns such as those generated by mechanicd rnachinery or 

propdea The same iimitations imposed on radar by power and ske of bransmitter and 

receiver dso festnkt sonar effîveness, but to a much pater degtee- Typicaüy, huii- 

mounted active sonar systems have maximum ranges of l e s  than five ami*. Hull 

mounted passive systems can demonstrate greater detedon ranges but this advamage is 

offset by the amount of self-mise generated by the ship as this masks target signais. 

in the early f98Os, the US navy introduced a new type of sonar system known as 

the towed array sonar. This is a passive detection system that consists of a d e  of 

mal1 sonar receivers contained within a cable. This cable is towed behind the ship, thus 

greatly reducing the self-noise problem. The outputs fiom this Sefies of sonar receîvers 

are cornputer-tmked to produce a composite signai capable of identif'ying noise fiom 

ships and submarïies. WhiIe the exact mge capab~wes are cIassified, under the right 

conditions, target vesseis have been ideMeci at ranges greatIy exceeduig those of air 

waming radartadaf In Canada, the Defence Research EstaWhment AtIantic @REA) 

developed and instslIed an experhmtai towed array system (EIXfB) on EMCS 

FRASER in Itdy 1986.~' 

DREA conducted evaluatious on the M8tk F and Mark II versions ofthe ETASS 

m FRASER up to 1994- The resuIts f h n  these duations fomed the basis for the 



production of the Canadian Towed Array Sonar System (CANTASS). The fïrst 

production CANTASS was instalIed in HMCS ST JOHNS in August 1994 and aU CPFs 

were subsequentiy fitted with the CANTASS system. A paraliel project developed 

towed amay sonar systems for submarines. That program resuited in a l l  OBERON Class 

Submarines bebg fitted with SUBTASS? 

In the area of sonar &veIopment, the ETASS Mark iII evaLuation began an 

assessrnent of the next generation towed array sonar system. This a m y  is being 

developed for the MW by Hermes EIectroaics to replace the CANTASS arrays (SQS-19) 

currentiy on aU Canadian Wafships. It is intended to combine this array with a new data 

processor into a new system to be know as Canada's Towed Integrated Active Passive 

System (TIAPS) 

Regarding shore-based appIicatiom7 the Canadian navy has participated in a joint 

Can/rrS/üK lntegrated Undersea SuweilIance System (RISS) project since the 1960s. 

This project was fomed to operate the Sound Sweillance Undenmiter System 

(SOSUS). SOSUS is a broad area, undenea surveillance system consisting of fixed 

arrays of passive hydrophones mounted on the ocean floor. The hydrophones in the 

Canadian section were designed to detect, classify, and track siirface7 & d a c e ,  and 

Iow flying maritime air actMty in the Canadian Atlantic area h o m i  as CANLPLNT. 

These fimctiom were conducteci at United States navy (USN) nm stations in Sheibume, 

Nova Scotia and Argentia, NewtoundIand. 

in the early 1990s, the USN, as a cost-timing move, began to close d o m  80 

percent of the SOSUS network* As part of this reduction, they closed Sheîbume and 

they planned to replace the IUSS stations in Argentia with a nmote qmtem that wodd 

tnuismit the information to Norfolk. Recognizing the importance of this infodon to 

the survetlrance ofthe CANLANT area, the Department ofNatiod Defence uegotiated 

a memoraudum of understanding (MOU) with the USN. This MOU redefined the 

operationai, aciminttstrative, and fhanciai aspects of Canada nmahing in the NSS 

network, Thk d t e d  in a progtam to bdd a nceiving and processihg station in 

Hdifhx, wiiich wodd receive the data h m  Argcatia via sateliite. This facility became 



operational in 1995 and is known as Trinity Canadian Forces LUSS Centre (CRC)." In 

setting up Trinity, the shore system facilities were upgraded to cornputer-based 

workstations. This significantiy improved the system's ability to detect, track and 

classi@ submarines and ships. 

There was one other shore-based application undertaken by the navy during Uiis 

p e n d  This involved research into the potential ofMc ocean floor anays. Tbis 

researcb was initiated as a result of the 1971 White Paper which indicated that for the 

channels between the Arctic ûcean and Bafan Bay, and Baffin Bay and the Atlantic, the 

"Government is therefore undertakmg research to determine the costs and feaslcbility of a 

limited subsurface system to give warning of any unusuai maritime activit~..."~ As a 

resuit, a demonstration array system was instaiIed in the nanows of Lancaster Sound 

This system was found to be highiy susceptible to scouring by icebergs and very 

expensive to maîntain? 

The 1987 White Paper, reiteraîed government support for the use of ocean floor 

arrays in the Arctic, and a defence services project (M2500) was put in place to develop 

an Arctic S ub-surface Surveillance System (ARCSSS). A request for proposais was let 

to Litton systems and McDonaId-Detweiler. These cornpanks subsequently developed 

and Wied two prototype systems. Whiie encolwging progress was king made in 

overcoming the scouring problerns, this program was put into abeyance in 1994, due to a 

lack of departmental fcunding and the betief that a reassessment ofthe post-Cold War 

threat was required.? At this point, the navy began to examine Merent methods to 

enhance its underwater target tracking capabüity. This iavd&ation was an atternpt to 

iden* alternatives to the expenses associated with repiacing the SOSUS array in the 

AtIantic or installing an ARCSSS type array system m the Arctic. Two different options 

were considered: tmmanned midemater vehicles 0, and rapidIy depfoyable arraysys 

In the area ofUWs, Mernationai Sub Engineecing and the Defence Research 

Establishment Pacinc @REF) jointly deveIoped an air transportable vehicIe known as 

Theseus. h 1996, in a joÎnt CaniUS evaluation, knom as 'OPgati*on Spmnaker', this 

U W  demonstrateci the ab* to Iay a bottom-motmted nbre-optic anay under the 



IO6 

pack ice north of Ellesmere lslandm The Theseus has been designed to be able to travel 

compietely autonomously for 200 km under the ice and to return to its start point with a 

navigational enor of -5 percent of distance tmvelId With modifications ta its payload, 

the vehicie has the poteuthi for remote route swey,  minehunting and rapid deploymeat 

of surveillance systems. The manufacturer suggests that longer missions are possible by 

replacing the battery system with a fuel ceil, or an air independent propulsion (AIP) 

power systexn." 

The Canadian navy is aiso monitoring the USN development of a portable array 

system known as the Advanced DepIoyable System (AIX). This system is containerized 

and is qyickly deployable fiom any vesse1 of oppommity. The ADS is designed to detect 

submarùies, minelaying activity, and d a c e  contacts in shdlow water?' 

la 1996, the USN proposed to Canada, a Transition to Full Partnership (TTFE') for 

the SOSUS network This TTFP o f f i d  Canada the chance to become a full m e r  in 

the IUSS by taking over complete operational and financiai responsibnity for Trinity? 

The TTFP proposal by the USN appeared at a time when MARLANT was 

reviewing the many information sharing arrangements in place, or under discussion, with 

the USN O£flce of Naval intelligence. This review d t e d  in the deveIopment ofa 

separate project known as 'Minerva'. Under this projecf Trinity wouid be deveIoped 

into an &-source surveiIIance compilation centre for the Maritime Forces Auantic 

m. To achieve this objective, the Commanding Officer of Trinity was given 

the respom%iiity for the MARLANT Qmations Centre, htelligence Support, Acoustic 

Data AnaIysis Centre, photography, weather and enWonmentai seNices. A similar 

project was begun in the hkitune Pacinc Headqmrters (MARPAC) under the project 

name of 'Athena', 

The basic idea b e h d  Minerva and Ath- was to conect information a m  

@eus nava1 co~nman4 controI, wmmunications and inteuigenœ (C3I) systemssystems This 

coiIected data wodd then be anaiysed, coneIated and "data fuscd" by navy personnel 

with other govemment source data, such as t h  provided through CANMARNET to 

prochce a singe composite RME? 



0 * ommunicatmn Svsteipa - In the 1970s and 1 9 8 0 ~ ~  the navy utiIued three types 

ofcommunication systems based on the frequency used to traasmit the idionnation: 

a High Frequency (HF) - used for long distance data and voice transmission 

primarily for ship to shore communicatioa; 

b. Ultra High Frequency (UHF) - used for medium distance tacticai ship to 

&p, and ship to air& communication; and 

c. Very High F r e q u e n c y o  - used for line of sight commrmications 

between ships in close proxihity- 

Beginning în the 1990s7 the navy began to use SatelIite Comm~catiCon 

(SAKOM) systems. This resuited in great advances in the clanty, security, and range of 

communications. In addition, the greaîly improved speed and capacity for data M e r  

led to the utüization of command and control information systems onboard ships. These 

systerns couid be provided snapshot updates ofthe RMP h m  ashore which couid then 

be dispIayed onboard. As these systems have becorne cheaper and more capable, the 

navy has expanded its use of this system to Mude  e-mail and data trans6er capability. 

h m m t  Svstem - The aavy bas aiways mahtained two Ievels of 

information management cIassified and uncIassified In 1970 the main medium of 

information W e r  was via a message system that allowed information to be received 

and transmitîed to the ships. This system was known as the Maritime Command 

OperationaI Information System (MCOIN 1). The data was stored at the MW's 

headquarters and it consisteci p W d y  oftext Contact information was extracted and 

mauually plotted nom both ciassined and unclassineci sources to buiId and maintsin the 

RMP. Over the 1985-87, the next generation system MCOIN II was phased in 

This gstem had a limited graphies capbilay that alIowed automatic ploaing of the 

RMP. In the eady 1980s, the US navy kgan to devdop an at sea RMP dispIay system 

known as the Jomt Operations Tactid System (J0TS)- This was a classined contact 

disph. system that was fed mandy to provide the ships with the same RMP 

mfomation held &orere This system was acqnind and mstaIIed iu the Canadian FIeet 



in the late 1980s where it became known as the N a d  Tacticai Display System Moat 

(NTDSA). In 1995-96, prototype work for the MCOIN Di development got mderway 

with the installation of a shore-based version of the NTDSA in Maritime Command 

Headquarters. This system was knuwn as the Joint Maritime Command Mionnation 

System (JMCIS). This system was brought online in 1997 as part of what became known 

as MCOIN II.5. This was a major step forward as the system offéred the advantages of 

greater compatibility and information exchange capability with US agencies, a greatly 

improved direzt plotting capability for the RMP, and the abïiity to cornmimicate pictuce 

iaformation with the NTDSA systems on the ships so they couid maintah the same RMP 

heId ashore? 

TurnIng to the mcIassified component of data management, the navy begau to 

develop Local Area Networks (LAM) of connected cornputers in 1993. This was done 

for administrative purposes withui each of the headquarers and then between 

headquarters. In the MARLANT headquarters, this unclassified system was known as 

the Manantime Command Administrative Network (MCAN). Chosen as the initiai host of 

the CANMARNET, in 1996, this systern was established as a separate LAN in Halifax, 

A similar CANMARNET deveIopment was dso established in MARPAC. Thus by 

1997, the navy was using two priacipai systems to support the RMP, 

a the classined MCOIN IL5 LAN systan nmnùig the JMCIS; aMi 

b. an unclassined LAN system hosting the CANMARNET. 

The MCOIN HI impiementaiion îs the prhcipai f- of the navy's nwir futrne 

efforts repding database management This project win m e r  enhaace the automated 

rnechanisms for processing milicary messages and saisor data, thereby alIowiug 

operationai M t o  anaiyse, fuse, and present ugto-date information more efficiently, 

not just to coastal commauds, but also to CMS in Ottawa? In addition, MCOIN III wilI 

provide the core capab- necessary to automatÏCany integrate maritime sumeihme 

data received fiom a of govemment sources such as that provideci by 

C n T T  The MCOIN III project is forecast for completion in Jdy 200 1 .% 



Since 1990, the Canadian mvy has remaineci at about the same size, but the 

composition of the fleet has chauged dramatidy- With the CPF, TRUMP, and MCDV 

ships aiI coming into s e ~ c e ,  sovereignty support on the sllrface is weli served by the 

navy. The 1998 amouncement ofthe purchase of the Victoria Ciass of Submarine will 

provide a defhite boost to the undexsea meiliance capabiiity of the navy, especialiy 

with one of the subrnarines king stationed in the MARPAC regi~n*~'. As well, the 

ongoing work between the Ballard corporation and the navy to devefop an air 

independent propulsion system for submarines offers exciking potentiai for a non nuclear 

undermice capabiIity for these s~brnuines.~ Homer, during the transition period 

1998 - 2002, there will be some decrement in submarine support given that two of the 

three submarines have now ken tied up to provide the initial crews for training on the 

Victoria class. The next areas that need to be addressed for the navy are replacements 

for the aging Sea King and Aurora a i r d  Whne these a i r d  continue to provide the 

required Ievels of support, the amount of time now king spent on maintenance and 

repair has inmeased past the point of cost~ffectiveness. 

As is apparent fiom the preceding review, the navy bas deveioped and maintaineci 

a very extensive capability that not ody supports effkctïve detedon and identification, 

but which is supplemented with satellite data exchange capabiiity to maintain a RMP 

link with shore authorÏties. 

[OGD) 

Rior to diSCIlSSing sl>ecinc departmental systems, a @ck overview of the 

technology employed by the OGDs m support of sovereignty makes it mmiediately 

apparent that the scaie h m  is exponentiaiiy reduced fiom that employed by the navy 

There are some M e d  applications ofradar'+ but no sonar systems at all The 

departme* u t i l k  the same HF, URF and VHF type commedons systems and they 

dso u t i i k d  SATCOW aIthough not to the same extent as the navy with regard to 

maintenance of an onboard RMP. The most common appEication in these departme 



appears to be a number of separate data collection aml management systems. This 

review will examine the status and developments for the ûGDs as foIIows: 

a Fishenes and Oceans; 

b. Transport - Coast Gwd; 

C, Solicitor Generai - RCMP; 
d, Customs and Excise; and 

e. Environment. 

Fisheries and Oceans 

ln the Department of Fisheries and Oceans @FO), the bulk ofthe sovereignty 

support work is conducted by a fleet of inspection vessels operated by the department 

These ships are fitted with d a c e  search and navigational radar systems. Thus they are 

restncted to 20 - 30 nmi in the range they can acquire vesse1 contact data However, 

DFO was supported in the colIectiou, patrol, and response capabiIity via two sources - 
the navy and commercial contract The oavy provided air and ship support under the 

terms of a Memonindm ofUnderstanding between the two deparmiene. The Ievels of 

this support were discwed and agreed upon each year. These levels have been 

On the air support side, the buik of the navy contriiution in the 1970s was 

provided by the Argus and Tracker. WhiIe DFO desperately required air support, it 

discovered certain probtems with the support provided ui a 1975 Memorandum to 

Cabinet regarding fisheries meiilmce, it was noted thaf 
'The aircraft (Tracker) currentIy utilized for fisheries sumiHance is k t e d  in its 
capability to provide the type of information necessary for credible sufveillmce 
and enforcement as it is not afways abk to provide evidence adeq118te for the 
successfuI prosecution of violam$"' 

Thus, in 1979 with the armomced retirement of the Tracker, DFO began to 

deveIop its own DTiu~ker Replacement Planw. On the cast coast, this d t e d  in the 

negotiation of a contract & Provlncid Airlines (Fa) to provide addihional 



surveillance coverage to supplement îhat bemg provided by the AWOTU and ChuIIenger 

flights. Under this contract, PAL aircraft conduct surveillance flights using an 

integrated radar trachg data acquisition system lmown as ADAM (Airborne Data 

Acquisition Management). At the end of each ni& the data was provided to DFO on a 

computer diskette so that the infiormation could be d o m  Ioaded into a database system in 

St John's, Newfoundland h o w n  as ASlS (Air Surver'llance Infontlittion System). Data 

nimmaries and reports were produced and fax& to the central data repository for input 

bto DFO's master database application, the Canadian Fisheries Miormation Network 

(0. The information was also faxed to field offices, paîrol vessels, and ODGs. 

The CFIN system was established in 1992 by DFO as a national management 

system that Iinked the idormation nom several departmental databases. The bulk of the 

data came fkom fishing liceme applications submitted by bath national and international 

fishg vessels and companies. This information was mppIemented by actual vessel 

position data information submitted by the fishery observers on paper reports, or through 

an observer reporting system known as OASIS. As previously mentioned, information 

nom MIS was faxed to the centrai collection centre and m a n d y  entered The system 

aiso maintains the data on violations in a subsystem known as the DVS (Deputmental 

Violations System). Two new eahancements are king developed for CFDTCFIN The first is 

a personnel activity module known the Fish Enforcement Activity Tracking System 

(FEATS). The second is the Vesse1 SmeiIiance Miormation System- This system is a 

data coliection system adapted f?om the Provinciai Airhes "ADAM" system, but 

designed to go onboard the DFO patrol vessels." 

There are aIso two new DFO systems currently king evduated: a GPS tracking 

system, and a qstem ofelectronic transponders. The GPS tnicker project, known as 

Trak Targets", was deveIoped to make navigationd evÏdence to @a and to 

preset in court d e n  deahg with fishing vesse1 vioIations This system is designed to 

nm on any PC computer. The computer is cornecteci to a GIobal Positioning SateIlite 

(GPS) receiver and to the digitai output fiom a target tracking radar- Through this 

software, the cornputer dispkys an electmnic mvi@on chart with liws representing the 



Iimits of DFO fishaies zones. The position of the patrol vessel is accuratdy shown on 

this chart by using the GPS position for the ship, Uskg the radar output, a i l  targets 

appear on the chart relative to the patrol vesse1 showhg their tme geographic position. 

The patrol vessel and target tracking data, includuig date and time, are stored on the 

computer and the data hiçtory can be replayed on any other computer. The data prcxiuct 

nom this system has already ken used in court and has proven to & an excelIent asset 

for presenting evidence. *' 
Another area king investigated by DFO involves the use of electronic 

tramponders. These devices are iastalled on fishuig vessels and îhey relay the vessel's 

GPS positional data back to the regdatory agency. in A p d  1998, the Internationai 

Maritime OrpanUation (MO) approved an intemationai standard for this type of 

transponder. As a resuk, the field is deveIoping tremendously aIi over the worId These 

systems are becoming popular with the fishing cornpanks because the transponders offer 

the crews the abiiity to transmit catch information back to the company and e-mai1 

ashore to theu families. In the summer of 1998, National Sea Products conducted a triai 

ofthese transponders usùig scailop bats  Ui the Bay of Fundy in hopes ofencouraging 

DFO to d o w  them to use these systems as opposed to having to pay for observers. A 

SirriIIar triai was aiso nui on the West Coast in the sahon f ishg industry. DFO was 

encouraged by the resuits noting ody one ârawback wMe the transponders provided 

positional information, they cannot indicate what the ship was actualIy doing whiIe there. 

To that eml, a second trial wrrs conducted to investigate the use of Mdeo cameras on the 

mwI deckm DFO is reviewing the resuIts of these triais, but as yec has not made a 

decision on how to proceed with these devices. The canent belief in DFO is that this 

type ofsystem cm only serve as an aid to the observers, notas an o*ght replacementm 

As mentioned ui the navy review &on, DFO is cunentLy hvolved with DND 

in an eduation of RADARSAT- DFO officiais have monitored RADARSAT 

developments for s e v d  years, a d  téey hoId the same reseNafions as the navy with 

regards to revisit the  and contact identEcafion abiiity. Howwer. DFO has mw begm 

to use WARSAT data to provide a @ck check on vesse1 M c  m bamied se~tors?'~ 



Trrinsgort - Coast Guard 

Similar to DFO, the Coast Guard also maintams a fieet of support vessels 

equipped with d a c e  search and navigationai radars. The primary piirpose of these 

vesseIs is to provide support to vesse1 t d i c  management and search and rescue. The 

Coast Guard's most signincant conm%ution to sovereignty support came tiom the Vessel 

T f i c  Clearance and Management Systern that was established in 1976. The Coast 

Guard utiIizes this Wem to manage all cooperative vesse1 trafiic within Canada's 

territorial waters. Ail vessels intending to enter Cariadian waters require clearance 

approval before entering the 12 mi zone. This is done via ciearance requests that are 

sent to a centrai clearing section m Ottawa. Once the ship is cleared to enter Canadian 

waters, the information on the ship is entered into the appropriate regionai database for 

either the east coast (ECAREG), the wrth (NORDREG) or the west coast (WCAREG). 

Once this data is entered in the database, it is available to the designateci Coast Guard 

traffic control sites for the particuIar area As the ship enters the territorial waters, it is 

required, by Iaw, to contract the IocaI vesse1 &C controt otace for that ana This 

office maintains smeil1ance over that vesse1 untiI it departs Cartadiau waters again. 

This is done through a local Vessel Trafic System (VTS). The VTS system utilized by 

the West Coast is a joint venture shared with the United States Coast Guard in Puget 

Sound and it is based on a linked systern ofcoastal radio and radar sites. The East 

Coast System has radar and radio port trafnc conml systems ody Ui Iarge ports such as 

Halifax In areas where this fWy positive control systern is not availabIe, ships ate 

reqtiired to report by radio to the regional tranic controI fhdity on amvaI in Canadian 

temtoriai waters, once they have slipped for depume fiom a Canadian port, aml on 

actuai departme nom the tenitorid waters- A simiIar radio check& qstem was 

estabhhed for the North, the St Lawrence, and the Great Lakes regi~ns.~' 

ui the Iate 1980s, the Coast Gaard began the deveIopment of a reqIacement 

sy- for the vesse1 tracking and -ment system- This new sysiem was to becorne 

known as the IIifodon System on Marine Navigation (INNAv)- The god of this 

system was to integrate vesse1 tratnc and data management infiormation with waterway 



management information into a Iayered graphic dispiay. This system would initially 

merge the ECAREG, NORDREG, WESTREG systems and then incorporate the VTS 

systems of the West Coast, Great Lakes and the S t  Lawrence. At a later date, it wodd 

aiso provide a sedess  trafnc management system for the major East Coast Ports 

Control centres smÜlar to that in place on the West Coastn6 This system mis forecast 

for htdlation in Spring 1998. hie to design problems, this htaktion was defayed 

initiaiiy until S p ~ g  1999. However, after a recent project restructrning the deadline is 

to have an operationai system in s e ~ c e  late in 2000?' 

Solicitor General - RCMP 

The RCMP has very few resources available for oceau surveillance wok These 

consist primarily of small Boston Whalers and Rigid Huii Matable Boats (RHIB) for 

conducting local harbour work As a r e d t  of an Osbaldeston recommendation, initiai 

disc~sions about cooperative support between the navy and the RCMP led to the signing 

of a 1986 MOU. This agreement codhmed that a number of air and sea hours would be 

provided each year to the RCMP by the navy, again as previously discussed earlier. 

in 1992, RCMP liaison positions were estabtished in the navy's Atlantic and 

Pacific Headquarters. These positions were to act as a Iink in employing the aavy 

resources avdable to the RCMP. As 99 percent of RCMP work starts on land, the 

prîinary data collection rnethod for ocean issues is through a program known as C o d  

Watch This program attempts to educate the Id populace to report musuai actMty iu 

their areas via the tdephone. ûther systems used by the RCMP include a locally 

maintained dmsionaI inteagence bank, the Naîiod Crime Data Bank (NCDB), and the 

National Criminal Intelligence Bank. The NCDB has records ofconnctions, achieI 

charges laid etc., while the inteEgence bank has infonaation on people not yet charged 

but under suspicion. The RCMP dm used the US UnteIIigence network centced in EI 

Paso (EPIC). On the east and west c w  access to this aifonnaîion couid ody be 

acqoired thniugh the forwarding of a request to Ottawam 



ustoms and Excise 
0 

The primary soutce of information on v i h g  commercial ships came to Custotns 

via faxes h m  the ship agents in the ports where the ships were due to fïrst arrive in 

Canada. Customs Onices dso received Coast Guard system printouts every moming by 

fax This was one of the principal tooIs for setting up their work, and cross-checkuig 

their iaformatioa Customs a h  had access to several international customs databases- 

(US, Interpol, etc) and to the RCMP Police Wormation Retrievd System (PIRS).~ 

As regards the pleasure crafi coming hto Canada, Customs used the CANPASS 

System which has been estabtished via a MOU with the US. Under CANPASS, pleasure 

crafi that registered in the program used a toU-free number to c d  into Hamilton, Ontario 

to receive clearance. Once contacteci, the CANPASS personnel wouid either clear them 

over the phone, or direct them to a designated spot for a check. Unregistered pleasure 

craf? were required to calI in as weii, but they were aiways sent to a designated spot for a 

customs check. Chce the Hamilton office cleared a vessel, the information wouid be 

faud to the appropriate regionai customs office. As one can imagllie, the voluntary 

nature of this process meaus that there are large drawbacks to this system." 

Iu the ocean, the focus ofDOE work has been ocean dumping wntrol with a 

juridiction for dumping in Canadian Waters out to the 200 miIe f i t  In this ami, there 

are two types of operation: permit work and non-permit work. The majority of work of 

both types tends to be focused withùi 12 nmi With permit wodc, ships are required to 

arrange pemiits for pichip* dropofff or the transportation of hazardous goods. The 

requests and oiformation are stored in a regional database- For non-permit (illegal) 

dumping, the EnMroment personne1 g e n d y  respond to the redts ofinspections, 

intefigeme or complamts. They utiIize the resotnces of the Coast Vessel TratFic 

Management Centres such as EhMiix, Saint John or St John's for radar tracking of 

ve&s and Iopging vessei movements For operations beyoud the 12 nmï kt, they 

r e c p t  assistance fiom one ofthe other departments @ND, DFO, CG. etc.). The details 



for this type of support seMce were worked out through I o d  afzsttlgement? 

With the mvy and the ûGDs expanding th& uiformation coliecti011 and trachg 

capabilities, it aow remains to review the devetopments in the collation, fusion and 

distriiution of this data through the CANMARNET project 

RNET 
The genesis ofthe Canridian Maritime Network (CANMARNET) began with the 

1990 Osbaideston Study. As a resuit of this report, NDHQ tasked Maritime Cornand in 

Halifgx to conduct a feIbiIity study to determine how to share positionaI data 

iaformation between DFO, the Coast Guard, and the uavy. A prototypt systern was 

developed and stand alone terminais were proMded to the Coast Guard and Fisheries for 

manual data entry. The navy agreed to extract and compile the data and transfer the 

resdtant information back to the other two agencies. The aial only lasted six moaths 

because the Coast Guard and Fisheries participants felt that the requirement to menter 

their data into this systern was a duplication of their work that did not offer any obviow 

retum benents. The navy felt that sunicient potentiai had ken demonstrated by this 

prototype and as su&, a second system was developed and trided in 1994. During this 

trial, the CFIN and ECAREG files were fiixed by Fisheries and the Coast Guard to the 

Maritime Command ûperations Centre in Halifax Here the data was manuaiïy entered 

by navy personnel into the MCOIN lI system, Based on the resuits ofthat trial, the aavy 

decided to establish the C- on the MCAN LAN, so that the OGDs could use 

an amail nle traasfer mstead of fâxes. Thîs system was estabiished in three locations: 

DFO St John's Coast Guard Halifax, and Mantirne Command Headqaartas. The Coast 

Guard and Fisfieries uow used did-in modems to gain access to the CANMARNET 

system. The navy again took on the role of data management They deveIoped a 

software program to strip out the idormation 4kom the CFIN and ECAREG nies and 

hpnt the poposind data into the MCON II system, The navy dm obtained 

authorkation to M y  access the CFIN database in O t l a .  so that informatÏon muid 

be obtained on demmd. 



The nnt operational use of this system o c c d  in the "Turbot War" of 1995. 

During this operation, the CANMARNET terminal in St John's proved to be extremely 

valuable in keeping DFO updated on the activities undenvay in the area and acting as a 

Link between DFO and the navy. This CANMARNET IinL was used to 

electronic photos, situational reports, and data mes. This capabiîity for information 

sharing between the departments had never previously e&ecLULL 

With the demonsûated success of the CANMARNET, the navy decided to 

establish the system as a stand-aione Local Area Network (LAN). At this tirne, the 

technology king demonstrated by the Internet offered some attractive features the 

developers believed couid be used effectiveIy in the systere USing web technology, the 

next version of C- was devetoped in 1995 as an InWet, an Intemet style 

system restncted to registered users. In March 1996, a CANMARNET Regional S t e e ~ g  

Group was established to guide the Wer developrnent of the system. Under the 

guidance and focus of that steering group the number of involved deprtments and 

agencies grew to approxhately 60 users, not just in the Atiantic m a ,  but in Ottawa as 

well? Next severai additional features were added to the web site version These 

included. 

a MARLANT ship deployment infonnation/schedules; 

b- AenaI Surveillance Patrol Plans; 

c. severai databases that codd be queried by CANMARNET nibsmM; 

ci. copies of the navy's weekiy o v e ~ e w  briefings desm'bing maritime 

ad*, and 

e. detaiIs of RCMP C o d  Watch Programme. 

Each ofthe departmm was encouraged to work with the navy deve10prnent team to 

host a home page for thea department on the CANhlARNETANhlARNET The RCMP was the fht  

to deverop its home page, @cHy foIIowed by the other agencies- 

At this po@ due to the ciassined nature ofsome ofthe i'dormaton contained m 

the RMP, the fiin picture was ody availabIe to the navy. A query featine was 



nibsequently estabfished through CANMARNET to d o w  the ûGDs to request 

information on any vessel. These requests were processed by the navy personnel who 

passed ou only mclassified information In addition to responding to these departmentai 

queries there were two additional levels ofquery developed for CANMARNET - an Alert 

Table and a Suspect Vessels List The Nert Table is a IÏst of hmdreds of ships noted as 

being of interest to the navy, or one of the OGDs. Ifone of these ships is picked up by 

the system, au automatic alert s i p i  is raised and the agency intetested in the vessel is 

notifîed. The Suspect Vessel list is more actively mauaged and generdy only contains 

10-15 ships. This Iist is broadcast to ai1 navy assets and an active watch is maintaineci by 

ships on station or in the area2" Two other features were added to the CANMARNET 

in 1997. The navy purchased query access to the Uoyds of London Vessel Database and 

it also began to devdop a Merchant Ship Database for the CANMARNET. Both of 

these services were made availabIe to the OGDs, This has become one of most usefd 

aspects Discussions were also started on moviag to direct w~ectivity between 

departmental computers. As well, the navy began to investigate how to incorporate 

HFSWEt and RADARSAT data into the W. 

At this point, CANMA.NET is a centrally hosted system coasistuig ofa 

collection of networked PCs and serves co~ected to a bank of modems for diai-up 

e x t e d  use. The number of users on the system has now grown to 74, thirteen of which 

are MARLANT Headguarters * The remainder are spread across various federd 

agencies inctuding: Fisfieries & Oceaas, Coast Guard, Revenue Canada Custorns, Rescue 

Coordination Center, Transport Caoada, Environment Canada, Citizenship & 

lumigration, RCMP, C a ,  and the Transportsrtion Safety Board 

MARLANT users are provided with pemnai computers and direct network 

access to ai1 system resources. Did-up users are provided with a user accolmt but they 

must provide their own PC and modem. FunctionaIity differs siighdy beîween diai-up 

and networked users. Those that are did-up have access to emaü, file ttansfer, and 

WEB-based information, Users who are ~0~eCtedtO m s  i n t e d  backbone 

aow have access to the Merchant Ship CIiaracteristics database and are able to vkw the 



unclassified RMP from the GIobai Command and Control (GCCS) semer. To enhance 

the access capabilities of the OGDs, the CANMARNET development group is 

invdgating the use of a software package caiied the Enhanced Linked Vimial 

Information System (n.VIS). By utilizing this software, ali of the OGD users would be 

able to access the unclaSSiEied RMP on the MCOIN system through their PCs? 

The navy beiieves that in the longer tem, expansion of the user community is 

central to the continued heaith of the CANMARNET- However, to achieve any 

signincant growth will require some type of direct network to network connecfivity 

between the navy and the major participating departments. To that end, the 

CANMARNET developers are investigating the hosting of the CANMARNET on a 

system known as the Govemment Enterprise Network (GNET). This GNET is an 

existing govemment LAN that links the networks of more than eighty federai and 

provincial organizatioos. The principal benefit of beiag connecteci to GNET would be 

the capability to communicate and access the applications, services, and data offered by 

dl the comected netwotks. Use of the GNET wodd dIow easier access to many of the 

CANMARNET cunent users and would reach rnany potential ww users without 

ni6stantiaDy increasuig the impact on maintenance res~urces.~ 

One other ami that is curredy king reexamined is the connectivity with 

MARPAC's version of C-- InitialIy viewed as a quirement, the tink 

between caasts was rarely used As suc4 it went out of m c e  and the rationde for the 

cornecfion is mder review? 

Dming the past year, generai awareness ofCAB&UWET bas risen withlli DND 

and the OGDs, as more agencies have had the opportmhy to see the system in action. 

One of the more striking exampIes of thÏs type of use was during the Swiss Air tragedy m 

Septernber 1998. The CANMARNET became the centrai information tooi for 

forwarding information baween aII the various depaameats involveb The estabiished 

network of personnel in place was also extrerneIy effective in providiag support to the 

Traosportation Safety Board W e  the RMP compiIatioa p v e d  to be very vaiuable, 

the CANMARNET was ais0 used to exchange bri&g and smmaary data The power of 



data h ion  was ais0 demonstrateci during this operaton. Data as diverse as 

RADARSAT pictures, side-scan sonar information, ber Ihe scan, ff ight path analysis, 

and tidal &ît computer simulations, were combined with physicai evidence fiom the 

d a c e ,  subdace  and land teams in order to establish the probable sites for debris 

exploration. In addition, the Motmation collectai and collateci by the CANMARNET 

operators at the MARLANT Operatioos Center was used to establish an latemet website. 

The information on this website was enhanced with daily RMP situationai mapshots, 

briehg summaries, photos nom the onsite participants, and selected video coverage. 

The CANhriARNET operation demonstmted that exceptional benefits were available 

fiom this type of technology. As welI, the sirnpIe transfer of information to the website 

proved to be a very positive public relations move. The site had over I million hits the 

first month a10ne.~'~ 

SUMMARY 
As evident nom this review, the role of technology in the area of sovereignty 

support is to provide sufncient equipment to allow an acceptable level ofdetection and 

identification of vessels operating within Canadian waters. In this regard, the aavy 

certainly Ied the govemment in the sophistication and capability of its technoIogy. 

Starting with a basic level ofcapability in the 1970s (radai-, sonar, communicatioas), the 

navy continued to introduce techuologicai advances that enhanced its sovereigoty support 

role. This process began with the tadar and sonar acivances that accompanied the 

introduction ofthe CPFs. The advent of SATCOM and computer driven command and 

control systems again moved the navy's technoIogicai capability to a higher Ievel with 

regards to detection, identifrcation, and management of the data that comprises the RMP- 

The evaiuations begun by the navy into HFSWR and RADMAT offér evidence that 

the navy is c o n m g  to move forward in this regard. 

At the same the, the technology atilized by the OODs duringthis period was 

very hited in capiibiIity- The major data appiicaiions for these departments 

were based on voIuntary reporting systems and data colIection was centraIized m the 



interior of the country. Data query and retried of historic information was a question of 

formal request with a minimum 1-2 day wait for the information to be r e n ~ n e d , ~ ~ ~  

Despite the advent of the cornputer revolution in the late 1980s, the fax machine 

remained the tool of preference for data t d e r  between sections in DFO, the Coast 

Guard, Customs, Environment, and the RCME! The INNAV project is the ody major 

upgrade appIication being pursud at the nationai level in these departmentS. Mer  

initiatives su& as ADAM and Trak Targets were developed ouiy as stand alone regional 

applications. 

By banding information fiom m e n t  reporthg systems together to strengthen 

the surveillance picture through 'data fision,' the MinervalAthem concept offers great 

potentiai for the uavy. Through the extension of the origllial CANMARNET 

development, this same type of advantage was also offered to the OGDs. The concept of 

centralired contact data management goes a long way towards effective data sharing and 

marked irnprovement in the maintenance of ~overeignty~ 

The decision to purchase the Victoria class submarines is a major step that 

dramaticai1y enhances the navy's undenmiter capability- The new submarines wilI be a 

decided boost to the mvy's ab- tu provide sovereignty s u p o o ~  espccidly on the west 

coast. The Arctic, however, r e d n s  a large hole in the sovereignty blankd SimiIarity, 

the advancing age of the MARLANT array system threatens the tmderwater sovereignty 

support capab- in the Atlantic EEZ. The Theseus and rapidy depIoya&le arrays 

investigations o f f i  some mteresting potentÏai in this regarâ, but these developments are 

stilI at the exploratory stage. 

With the undemater aspects ofsovereignty support king addressed by the navy, 

prionty government action on replacements for the Sea drmg and Alaora is naw 

necessary ifthe navy's d a c e  support aspect of sovereigaty protection is to be 

e e b  Howevert ifthe HFSWR aad RADARSAT II projects dehm on their 

forecast potentid, the navy wüI have access to some very uicxpmsive and effective tools 

that wouid greatIy enhance the monitoring aspects ofthe surveiIIance task. 



W e  there are some interesting deveIopments underway regarding 

improvements to the ûGD technology, these are mostIy rmall d e .  There does uot 

appear to be a plan for centrai Iinkage or fusion ofthe data. The electronic transponder 

investigation seems to offer the greatest potentiai for a cheap and e f f d v e  djunct to 

observen and pîcol vessels. These types of systems have demonstrated their 

effectiveness arormd the world, not ody in the fishery, but aiso in automatic scientific 

data collection and transmission from buoy fields, as emergency position locator 

systems, polIution tracking devices, and for tracking migratory anirnal~.~~' 

The continuing delay in implementing the INNAV system is troubhg This 

system design was started in the 1980s and the technology king empIoyed in the system 

is rapidly becoming obsolete, even before it c m  be deployed In addition, the system 

cunently has no capabirity to input CFIN data. Thus, even when depioyed, it wiD stiU 

only serve halfof the DFO community. 

As demonstcated by the unfortunate Swiss Air incident, Septembrr 2,1998, the 

CANMARNET has evolved into an exceptionally powerful and versatiIe tool that is 

rapidly adaptable to the demands ofthe users. With the enhanced engine power that wii1 

be provided by the MCOIN III instailation and the c h g  edge web technology king 

iotroduced though innovations such as the ELVIS, this system appears to be staying in 

the techno10gicai forefront and contindy enhankg its usefulness to the n a .  and the 

OGDs The move to estabiish the CANMARNET on GNET shodd solve the major 

drawback of Imiited access for non-MARLANT ctients and offer ail clients an 

exceptienally powemil service. 

WhiIe this miew of technoIogy has demonstrated the power avdable to exhance 

the effectveness of data prucessing it sbuld not be forgotten that technology done 

canwt serve as a wmpkte repiacement for the human components in the process. The 

key element in the chah is the knowfedgeabIe analyst who nlters, analyses, and fuses the 

&ta provided by the various technologies mto a nsefid end prodÜctrn The Swiss Air 

incident demonstraied this point exceptiondky weU At Ieast a dozen diff- 

technoIogies were being empioyed at the site- Each system pmvlded a smalL piece ofthe 



p d e .  Without the data fusion and cooperation netsvork estabfished by the 

CANMARNET links, the processing of this infiormation wodd have been done under a 

stove pipe arrangement, perhaps with Little sharing or data correlatiom The reai secret 

to the success of this operation was not oaly the technologies themselves, but the 

efficient merging of these data products into a usefd fiised tool that was invaluable to the 

decision maken. As well, the CANMARNET data was rapidy disseminated to the 

public through the Internet, 

This chapter completes the aaalysis of the degree to which the factors of 

Government Support, Naval Respoflse, Interdepartmental Cooperation and Technological 

Capability have contnauted to the disparity between the Govemmeat's declared 

sovereignty position and its respoase to actual challenges to that sovereignty. Pnor to 

drawing concIusioas in this regard, Chapter 9 wiU draw together a b&f s ~ ~ a r y  of the 

fhduigs and anaiysis to this point 



CHAPTER NINE 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

INTRODUCTION 

In 197 1, the actions of the Trudeau government resdted in a major shift in the 

focus for the navy. This shift in primary role, f?om coilectivedefence to sovereignty 

support., was motivated by a number of different factors, both emotive and substantive. 

The emotive, 'defend your country' and 'stand up to the Yankees' (and the foreigners) 

issues were experienced during the Manhanan, Polar Seo, Concordia, and Estai 

examples. The substantive issues revolved around the goveniment's desire to cut back 

defence spending, as well as Trudeau's belief that the CF should be focused more on 

Canadian issues and less on a ' d g '  international role? This shift, however, 

wouid aot prove easy to accomplish. As Dan Middlemks and Joel Sokolsiq note, 

"Politicai leaders in ûttawa may sense these domestic pressures fiom tirne to 
tirne and rnay feel obligated to respond ... But it is difficdt to translate this 
ernotional concem over sovereignty into defence poticy desisions and 
procurements that are distinct fiom those associated with Canada's collective- 
defence roles. It is dso dificuit to decide what role DND and the CF shouid play 
in sovereignty protection, as opposed to that played by other govenunentd 
agencies, such as those coacemed widi fisheries, transportation, and the 
environmentm 

The difficuities associated with this role &ch became evident durhg incidents 

such as the attempted arrest of the Concordia which demo-ted coordination problems 

between the departments. The "Turbot War" was another instance whereïn the soIution, 

wMe effèctive, was just short of piracy and appeared to be QRren by the Fisheries 

Minister, Brian Tobin. Whde the navy was involved in these incidents, its h d o n  was 

initially not weff defhed The role of ' k a t  of last resort' seemed to evoIve over the 

course of the events. However, dong the way, navy crediifity d e m i  @om the 

restrictions imposed on its a&* to apprehend riidnriduals engaging in iIIegai actMty in 

Canadian waters. Later Enstances, such as the case ofthe Dame Blanche, were manageci 

much more e f f i e I y  with the navy effiveLy acting as a nnal reserve option 



After introducing the theme and structure of the thesis in Chapter 1, Chapter 2 began by 

denning the tems and r e m e n t s  of sovereignty support One ofthe key 

issues identifïed was that there are two types of sovereignty support provided by the 

navy: 

a protection of sovereignty Eom exteniai military threaîs; and 

b. protection of sovereignty fiom n o d t a r y  challenges. 

It was dso noted in that chapter that both of these aspects must be considered in order to 

gain a full appreciation of the contribution of the uavy to sovereignty support 

Chapter 3 reviewed the govemment's declaratory policy regardmg sovereignty 

since 1971. This review concIuded that the govemment recognized the importance of the 

task as witnessed by the Arctic Waters Pollution Act, the extension of the fishery 

protection zone, and its declared support for the LOS and UNFA conventions- The 

miew ais0 traced the most recent h - t y  sunoundhg the ûceans Acc noting the slow 

progress to date on the development of an Oceans Strategy. Chapter 4 charted a brief 

history of the govemment's response to a senes of signiscaut sovereignty challenges that 

occurred over the iast thuty years. This chapter a h  examined the degree to which the 

govment's actions during those everits matched its decIaratory policy. The 

concIusion, from that poIicy versus action cornparison was that whüe the goveniments 

espoused strong support for the sovereignty support roIe, it provided mixed messages to 

the navy conceming its rote and the prÏonty of that rde in the support of sovereignty. 

The sovereignty support provided the OODs by the navy, except for 'orme snaü 

successesi was inconsistent As we& the confiision over the employment of the n a .  

when Canacüan sovereipty was king challenged damaged its CfedliiIity. 

Whüe depIoyed on ~UeCtive-defence tasks m C h a n  waters over this period, 

the nav has provideci a sovereignty presence. However, this piesence is a byproduct 

resuIting nom efforts focused on other tasks- While this has beea of d u e  in the broader 

scheme ofsovereignty suppoIt, it has not helped tesoIve the more dBiCUIt questions that 

anise nom the hconsistenciies ofthe policy and the probIems wi16 acttiaI events- 



Therefore, after establishing that the match between policy and action has been 

less than ideal, Part II of the thesis began an analysis to determine the extent to which the 

factors of Declaratory Policy, Govemment Suppoa Naval Response, hterdepartmeutd 

Cooperation, and Technoiogicd Capability contributeci to this mismatch This chapter 

d l  provide a synopsis of the declaratory poiicy and sovereignty events chapters, 

foUowed by a summary of the salient points fiom each ofthe analysis areas before 

proceeding to the last chapter for conclusions and recommendatioas. 

RATORY POLICY 

In attempting to assess what factors may have led to the 1971 Government 

decision to change the CF'S primary role, Bruce Thordanon provides one rationale, 

''...the decision to emphanze sovereignty appears to have been tispired by the 
beliefthat defence poIicy had to be based on natiooal interests that were more 
North Amerkm-oriented than were contn'butions to wodd peace and securîty 
through pdcipation in NATO."a9s 

It is aiso usefÙI to recall that PNne Minister Trudeau questioned the value of a 

ditary role outside ofCanada and he wanted to reduce costs. He betieved that the 

change of focus fiom the NATO role to the sovereignty support role would achieve ai1 

his objectives. Sovereignty support was to be the CF'S prime mission. Trudeau made 

this very cIear in his speech in Calgary, "Our fûst prïonty is the protection ofCanadian 

sovereignty, in alI the dirnensi*ons tbat it me an^."^ Once Trudeau had decided that 

Canada's main national interest wodd be the development of a national Candian 

identity and independence rather than peace and collective secmity, it was inm-table that 

support to NATO wouid be reduced This move was M e r  supported by the 

govemment's perception that Caaada's inaueuce in NATO was dwindIing The 

economic recovery of the Emopean nations and the reduction m the perceived USSR 

threat aiso fiieiIed the drive to redvce Canada's contn-b~*oa, 

Thus the officiai governent 'party iine' was that the Mence focus c d d  be 

shifted because the threat had been reduced. DorigIas BIand, contends that the official 



position offered for the change in roles was just a guise to cover the red rationale, a 

defence need-resornces i m b a l a n ~ e . ~  The govemment faced severe fiscd constraints, 

coupled with an economy in recession in an era of high Mation, Thus, reducing the 

size ofthe perceived threat wodd d o w  the govemment to reduce defence cornmitments 

and Save money. 

Why did Trudeau want to replace the NATO role with support for sovereignty as 

the first prionty for the Anned Forces? Thordarson States that Trudeau, in his Calgary 

speech, explained that the redefinition ofthe rotes of the Canadian Forces was intended 

to reasme the CF personnel, and 'especiaiIy' to convince the public, that there was a 

vdid role for armed forces in Canadafg' This role was in keeping with Trudeau's 

Canada first philosophy and it was supported by the growing Canadian public sentiments 

regarding bettes controi, use and management of the cormûy7s oceans- This move was 

aiso supported by Canada's participation in the UN development of the Law of the Sea, 

and the potential of expanding the scope ofsovereignty protection to encompass an EEZ. 

However, the ~ s o l v e  that led to this shift was not long lasting. The nrst crack 

appearrd in the 1974/75 Defence Structure Review @SR) wherein the primacy of the 

NATO role was restored. However, as cm be seen in this C K  NNUn "doubte speak" 

expIanation of the situation der  the DSR, sovereignty support was to be maintaineci at 

the saine level, "NATO is the one thaî determines the nature of the force. That does not 

change the fact that the sovereignty and surveillance one is [the] one [that] the 

govemment gîves priori@Pm 

The importance of the sovereignty support role was nitemted m the 1987, aud 

1994 White Papen. MiddIemCss and Sokolsky state that in 1987, the d e  was reg 

enforced to cotmter the perceived increase in h e  Soviet threat to North Amencan and in 

response to growing pubiic concern over sovereignty protectionm As an aside, the 

very fact that it took sixteen years for the release of anot6er white paper pain& a t ehg  

pic- regarding the conu~lt~tment of the govemment to seriody address milaary issues. 

Wu and Fetteriy noted, The sixteen-year gap between the two white ppers reffected the 

low priority accord& to the dÎ tary  by both the federd govermuent and Carisuirarisuirau 



~arliament"~~' Professor R B .  Byers adds that, "A sixteen year hiatus between white 

papers consti~ed an abdication of po1iticai and govemmental cespo~~s&ility*~~ 

The end of the Cdd Waq saw a sh3 away fiom the primary NATO support focus 

of the navy. This change was first evident in 1992 as can be seen in this comment by the 

Chief of the Defence S t a  Generai de Chastel- "the Cold War doctrine had ken 

replaced by the concept of generd-purpose combat-capable anned forces, stationed in 

Canada for the most part, ready to deploy auywhere in the world in Canada's inter est^."^^^ 
The 1994 Defence Review and White Paper legitimized the development of this 

new postCold War role for the military. in examining these two events, Claire Sjolander 

says thaffWatioIISLL Defence will do everything it once did and more, ail wrapped in the 

packaging of peacekeeping, but fiscal realities and the end ofthe Cold War's 'peace 

dividend' will require it to do everything on much lesCm Sovereipty support was still 

being considered as a priority task, but now it became just another of the p'ority tasks 

assîgned to the muhipurpose navy. 

Fred Crickard notes that since 1990, the federai govenuncnts focus on oceans 

policy fias moved fiom resource development to marine conservation and fiom maritime 

defence to sovereignty and law enfiorcement, Crickard argues that by 1997, maritime 

defence and naval policy had returned to the priorities set out in the LW t White paper." 

The thnist of the Oceans Act and the DFO position established in the Oceans 

Management Strategy discussion paper support Crickard's premise. However, two years 

later, the Iack of anything other than that discussion paper and promises ofa consuItation 

process indicates that the dwelopment of an Oceans Management Strategy is not king 

pumied with any great degree of urgency. 

c 
The objective of Chapter 4 was to detemine "What &dence has been provided 

by actual events regardmg the match between declaratory policy and action since 19?In 

The events covered in this chapter* fbm the voyages ofthe Manhatt. to the Estai, 

Ambuscade, and the anest ofthe Dame Blmche, ppovided the various 



Canadian govemments with a diverse set of challenges. In Wtually every case, Ït is d i e  

to Say that the chaIlenges were not anticipated and no great degree ofgovemment 

planning or foresight was in evidence. This forced the govemment into a reactive mode. 

As a &t, far-reaching decisioas, such as the decision to arrest the Estai, appear to have 

been made on the spur of the moment While the end result may have been an 

improved Canadian position vis-à-vis new Iegislation, the reality is that there was Iittle 

apparent pre-planning so that activity matched declared objectives. 

For the navy, the crucial questions regarding its role were never satisfactorily 

addressed at the starr In point of fa& the role became even more codbsed as events 

such as the Concordia incident mdercut the navy's credibility- Each event involving the 

navy was, in reality, more ofa trial than a programmed response. As each event 

developed, the navy and the various govenunent departme& invented procedures and 

practices untii eventuaUy the two parttCes arrived at the concept of employing the threat of 

the navy vice risking exaIation fiom actdIy using naval force. As noted by F.S 

Northedge, " ifa nation has to use force, the purpose of the operation has already btoken 

down."* The bottom IUie is that, without a clearly defined roIe with weiI de- goals? 

the support provided by the navy during these incidents was hco~l~l*stent, As weII, the 

reactive respoase mode, utüized by the govemment in the majority of this cases, 

demonmted that the match between policy and action was not good during this period 

In the 1971 White Paper, the govenunent made a hdamentai shat in the navy's 

prUnary role fiom coiIectivedefence (NATO) to sovereignty support. Joei Sokolsky 

indicates that this shÏft highlighted two important factors, 

"Canada began to downgde its NATO maritime roies, incIading convoy 
escort, simdtaneously with an upgrading o f ~ e  importance ofthose roles 
by the aUiance. Ykt, cJmmtedic of the TNdeau govemment's approach 
to cotiective secrniiy, Ït td not withdraw h m  any alriance cornmitment 
nor even elimÎnate those roles which it was appareridly no longer willing 
to fimd adeqruitelyc3O7 



As noted by Sokolsiry, the govermuent wanted to =tain both roles and hmd 

neither adequately. This lack of fiirzding, Kennedy contendeci, was a historicai reaiity 

faced by the CF since the 1960sPm This tndh was compounded by the resuits of the 

Defence Structure Review @SR) which saw both continu& reductions m the navy's 

budget and substantiation for additionai sovereignty roles for the CF. The theme of 

tCy.ig to meet too many requirements with too few resources was ako very evident in the 

process leading to the selection of the Aurora as the replacement for the Argus. The 

initial decision to purchase the ASW A u t o m  w*th the civilian surveillance equipment 

demonstrated support for the two roles. When budgetary pressures came to the fore the 

sovereignty support equipment was eliminated As well, fewer a ircd  were purchased 

than originaI1y amounceci, and certainly fewer than the number considered necessary to 

meet the requirements. This process was an excellent example ofthe continuhg 

government trend of shortchanging the defense department. As noted by Rossotto, Y.. 

either the govemment did not d l y  beIieve what i t  said or it was not willing to face the 

ecouomic sacrifices which were required." This funding starvation process continued 

throughout the 1970s and early 1980s leadhg to the deveIopment of the infimous 

'cornmitment-capability gapP7 

The 1987 White Paper attempted to address both the sovereignty support 

questions, and the 'comrnifment-capability gap' problem. This attempt nui into the 

'bottom he' of financiai restraint, Iasting only two years before the n a .  support 

situation reverted to the nom of M e r  redudons in resou~ces with no comparable 

reductions in responsibïîities. 

The aflermath ofthe GuIf Wat, combuied wit6 the end of the Cold WC, saw 

another redefhkion ofthe aavy's primary roIe in the 1994 White Paper. This thne, the 

navy was to be devefoped into a combatcapabIe, muItipprp0se fleet avdabie to respond 

to any and aII taskmgs. History, h m e r ,  wodd repeat itseK in L995, the navy's 

budget was agaùi reduced as part ofthe govexment's plan to combat the deficit 

Tmning to promement stxategy, since 1971, the focris ofthe major equipment 

a ~ ~ s i t i o n s  has bcai in sapport ofthe coIIective defence role with sovereigaty support 



requirements a definite afterthought, ifeven considered at d l .  As the CFP, TRUMP and 

MCDV ships came into service, the Canadian mvy improved h ability to suppoa its 

collective defence requirements. By defaut, the navy also had sufficient d a c e  

capability to provide support to sovereignty. Even so, the Victoria class submarines wiîi 

be a welcome boost to the undersea support areas of both recpimnents. Replacements 

for the aging Sea King and Aurora ahraft are now necessary to compIete the picture. 

That the navy is in such a good position regarding equipment is rernarkable considering 

that, fiom 1971 to 1999, the storyline for govemment support to the navy has been one of 

continuous cuts, reductions in the numbers and capabitities of mpment, and delays in 

al l  major equipment purchases. While the navy definitely has the equipment to meet the 

sovereignty support role, this role is now just one ofrnany that may be demanded by the 

government, The involvement of Cauadian navy ships in blockade and support 

operations in the Gulf, off Bosnia, and most recentiy off Yugoslavia, are indicative of the 

new taskings that are becoming cornmonplace and that reduce the resources available to 

meet the sovereignty support requirements. Against this background of governrnental 

'ask much, give Me', the response ofthe aavy to these mïed demands forms an 

essentiai part of the final picture. 

NAVAL RESPQm 

The 1971 White Paper, presented sovereignty support to the navy as its primary 

d e ,  without any decreast in its collective-defence NATO commitments. Givea a Iack 

of direction regardmg the amount of effort to expend on each ofits tasks, the fesponse of 

the n a .  was to attempt to maitirnue assets for the more demanding NATO role and use 

what was avaiIabIe to address the ~ v e ~ g n t y  support requirements. This approach was 

evident in the navy's approach during both the dwora and CPF projects 

Throughout the 1970s and 1 9 8 0 ~ ~  as budgets became tighter and the assets of the 

navy became ofder, reductions affecting bai rotes were undertaken, A£kr the end of 

the CoId War, there was a shift in n a d  philowphy to try to deveIop uito a cornw 

capable, muitipurpose force, a aole nIst undertaken by the mvy d e g  the GuIf War. 



The 1994 White Paper formalized the new approach for the navy while maintahhg 

sovereignty support on the same par as collective defence. From 1994 to 1998, this 

direction was tnmslated faithfiilly into the navy's principal planning document, the 

MCOPG. ui the 1999 MCOPG, the navy shiAed to a new scemuio-based format This 

format changed the level of ~ v y  effort provided for sovereignty support The navy's 

respoosibüities in this area k a m e  more generalized and the buik of the tasks associatexi 

with sovereignty support were reduced to priority 2 and 3. This shift in priority 

coincided with discussions between the Air Force and DFO regardhg the reduction of air 

support. While a reduction in naval support has not been discussed fonnaily, it is 

certauily an option being considered at the stafflevel given the myriad oftasks expected 

ofthe navy and the continuhg efforts of  the govemment to reduce the aavy's budgetN0 

WhiIe the support to the ûGD aspect of sovereignty support appears to be on the wane, 

the navy continues to provide a visible sovereignty presence m Canadian waters. In 

1993, the Osbaideston follow-on nport noted that the mvy had approximately 2300 sea 

days available to support aii taskings3" The t SOO-odd sea days spent in Canadian 

waters (Table 6-1) repfesents about 80 percent of the total time available. This is a 

considerabIe portion of the navy's effort that appears as sovereignty presence. However, 

the value of that time to sovereigmy support is difficdt to establish, given that this time 

is spent primarily m p d  of other tasks. 

From the 19 IO birth of the aavy tmtil the 1935 formation of the Department of 

Transport, the Departments of National Deface, and Marine Services and Fisheries 

worked very closely with one another, often mterchanging vwsek From that point 

onward, the navy developed into a fleet focused on support to coIieCtnre-defience. This 

was Nidmt first in the convoy work against the Germans dming Worid War II and Uien 

in the CoId War ASW support provideci to NATO- 

During this same two other sepamte £'ieets devefoped, fisheries under 

Marine Ser~ces and the Coast Gmd tmder the Department o f T q r t ,  E'hhad its 



own wotk requirements, there was Little overlap between tasks and Iittie demand for 

cooperatio~ By 1971, these three departments had very liale interaction., with the 

majority ofcooperation occming between the navy and Marine services for fisherïes 

support However, as budgets deched duruig the 1970s and I980s, departments were 

forced to look for extemal assistance. This Ied to the deveIopment of a system of 

informai agreements, MOUS and other arrangements, but there was no o v e d  

coordination of these efforts. The end result was that, "There is a degree of cooperation, 

but oot total cooperatioe in spite ofthese arrangements, the present managerid and 

administrative approach is imuflicient to ensure totaiiy efficient actions and 

c o n c ~ u s i o n ~ . " ~ ~ ~  

As a resdt of the 1990 SCONDVA report on maritime sovereignty, and the 

Osbaideston study, this situation began to improve. This Ied to the establishment of the 

IPCRC, a formaily structured, interdeparbnentaf coordination body. The IPCRC 

cwrdinated a series of necessary changes drarnaticaiIy improving the cooperation 

between the departments, sbndarnizing the equipment, procedures and practices and 

allowing more effective use to be made of shrinking resources. The major problem with 

the IPmC was its inabiIity to elllninate, or even reduce the shortfdl in required 

nweiiImce support ident5ed in the Osbaideston report Despite the Cornmitteeh best 

efforts, continued government cutbacks to ail three fleets meant that the remaining total 

capacity in al1 departrnents was insufncient to meet aü the sovereignty support 

requirements. This situation, coupled with the startup of the Z o d  system in 1996, has 

Ied to questions regarding the future of the IPCRC. DND suggested to DFO that the 

IPCRC codd, and shodd play, a roIe in the impIementatiou of the Oceans Strategy but ss 

ofyet no f o d  response has been received by DM). 

Thus, fiom I9n  to 1990, the histoiy of interdepartmentai cooperatlon has been 

one ofsporadÏc infomd interaction Once the PCRC was crrated, it worked towards 

the development ofa coordinatcd, controlIed respoase capabsty linking the imtoIved 

departme- uito a more effective response mechanism. This produced tangiik results 

in many ofthe areas of niterdepartmental cooperatr*on, save for the most inportad, The 



work in coordinating buyers and seIIers never did achieve its onguial goal of reducing 

the overaiI shortfid in sovereignty support senices. By 1994, government cuts to ail 

departments obviated the need for a central market committee, as there were only buyers 

As such, the future of the IPCRC is oow în do& However, beyond the mere 

tangible products produceci by the IPCRC, the liaison network that bas cieveloped 

between the d e v e n t s  through the IPCRC is of great value, and it would be a shame to 

Lose this network should DFO not manage to integrate the IPCRC into the Oceam 

Strategy development work 

Tirming to the navy's contribution to OGD support, the question that must be 

asked is, 'Qid the mvy provided the required level of support? In Chapter 7 it was 

demonstrated that over the period in review, the navy met its MOU requirements. 

Therefore the m e r ,  technicaily and legally, must be yes, the navy provided the 

required support. However, Eom a Canadian perspective, one must look at the total 

picture of the support required Both of the Osbddeston reports indicated that the 

coIIective aavy-OGD efforts were not meeting the requirements for sovereignty support 

ui our oceans. The navy's portion of this totaI was very smaiI, even ifd the multi- 

tasked time is added kto the mix. Thenfore, it must be considered that the navy's 

contribution did not meet the broader requirements and it has not bmi at a IeveI 

consistent with a nrst task IeveI. 

To reiterate h m  Chapter 8, the rote oftechnoIogy in the area of somtignty 

support is to provide mflicient equipment to dow an acceptable Ievel of detectioa and 

identification of vessels operatmg within Canadian waters. Theie is c-y no 

question that the navy has led and continues to Id the other departmene m aiI areas of 

this category. Possessing the most sophisticated and capabIe technoIogy, the aavy is 

also Ieading the way regsrding the pinsua oftechndogid advancemm. This effort is 

aüned at enhancbg its own fieet capability, and strengkmhg às onshore capabilities 

tbrough the utilizatiion of new technoIogies such as HFSWR, and RADARSAT. The god 



appears to be a continuous effort to improve the navy's capability to detecc identifjr, and 

manage data pertinent to the RMP. 

The technology utiiized by the OGDs is very iimited in capbility aad is 

p~cipally focuseci on voluntary reporting and data collection systems centraiized in 

ûntario and Quebec- Outside of the two main database management systems, CFIN and 

ECAREG, the fax machme is the prime method of data ttansfer for DFO, the Coast 

Guard, Customs, Enviro~lment, and the RCMP. While there are severai mi& scaie 

localiy dnven projects such as ADAM and Trak Targets, the INNAV project appears to 

be the onIy major upgrade application king puMcd at the national level in these 

departmentS. However, the continued series ofdelays in implementing the INNAV is 

worrisome due to its technical obsokscence and its inability to incorporate CFIN data 

The navy's MinemalAthem concept brings the new concept of 'data fusion' nont 

and centre, and work to &te bas iUustrated the power of the concept This development 

was dnven primarily in support of improving the RMP for the collectivedefence role 

and, as such, the core of the system is based on the MCOIN III, NTDSA and JMCIS 

systems. 

The C-C development spun off as a SideLine of the MCOIN work 

when the OGDs were approached for data f&. However, as dernomtraieci by the 

events surrounding the Swiss Air disaster, the CANMARNET has evoived into an 

exceptiooally powerful and versatile tooI that is rapidIy adaptabIe to the dernands of the 

users. With the addition of the M e r  capabilities offered by ELVIS and GNET' the 

CANMARNET continues to provide an excelient example of bovation, wMe 

mruomizing the effîveness ofa lirmlirmted budget. At this point, CANMARNET has been 

driven primarily by the navy. WhiIe the OGDs have been highly supportbe ofthe 

CANMARNET concept, there has been Iimited hterest show by the d e r  departrnents 

in expandihg their invoIvement or contrii.uthg fhcÏaIIy to the fmure developents of 

the system. If -ter OGD mterest does not d d o p  in CANMARNET, the navy wiII be 

weH smed by this development, wh3e the OGDs wiII continue to sûuggIe with 

outdiited, hefEciea incompatibIe technoIogy. 



As previously discussed, sovereignty Ïn the Atlantic and Pacinc appean to be 

weli supported with respect to surfiace coverage assetr Riority government action on 

replacements for the Sea King and Aurora is now uecessaiy if this level ofsovereignty 

protection is to be maintaine& However, ifHFSWR and RADARSAT II deliver on 

their forecast potentiai, the navy will have access to some very inexpensive and eEective 

tools that will greatiy enhance the monitoring aspects of the swerlhce task 

In the area of undemter support, the age of the Atlantic undenvater array system 

threatens the underwater sovereignty support capability in this EEZ. The Theseu and 

rapidy depIoy able arrays investigations offer some interesthg potentiai, but these 

developments are still at the exploratory stage. The Victoria class s u b ~ e s  will be a 

welcome enbancement to the navy's undenivater capability, most notably in the Pacific. 

The AiP development work offers some exciting potential for the submarines to acquire 

an under-ice capability for the Arctic Ocean This ana, except for a limitai number of 

Aworcz sovereignîy flights, is completeIy uflsupported While the curent stnitegic 

situation may provide justification for this approach today, the fuwe will no doubt bring 

increasing deman& for resource recovery in this area As well, the newly created 

temtory ofNunavuit is a wild card yet to be played as regards any incrwised mvereignty 

protection r-ments. 



CHAPTER TEN 

CONCLUSIONS 

INTRODIJCTION 

The concept of sovereignty involves, "the ptevention of tresps ,  the provision of 

seMces and the enforcement of national and intemacional Iaw within (Canadian) 

temtory, waters, and airspa~e."~" Since 19 10, the Canadian Navy has provided support 

to sovereignty in two ways: 

a protection fiom extemai military threats; and 

b. protection fmom nonmrlitary challenges in areas such as fishery and the 

environment. 

The Canadian Navy traditionaiiy has adcireseci the protection nom extemai 

threats requirement through support to the NATO collective defence arrangement 

Support to OGDs has been accomplished through various interdepartmenal agreements. 

The support provided can be categorized into three areas: surveillance, patrol and 

response. There is a certain degree of crossover between the roles when a naval vesse1 is 

deployed in Canarii'an waters on a collective defence task Against this background, the 

objective of the thesis was to review criticai documents and events to demonstrate that: 

a support of sovereignty by the mvy has been a declared govemment role 

that has grown in scope and importance to Canadiam since 1971; ami 

b. for a varïety of reasons, the rde has not been effectiveIy nipported by the 

govemment or put into full operation by the navy. 

Given these two conditions, the thesis wouid achieve ito purpose by expIaining 

why there has been a d i ~ c o n n ~ o ~ t  between this dedared govemment objective and the 

subsequent action by the navy. These three areas fonn the basis for the deveIopment of 

conclnsioas in this, the nnaI chapter ofthe thesis. 



IMPORTANCE OF SOVEREIGNTY TO CANADLANS 

Beginning with the election of Trudeau in 1969, Canadian sovereignty became a 

declared priority of the C d a n  govemment The focus of this prionty was on 

Canada's oceans and f?om 1971 - 1999, this priority appeared to grow in declared 

importance for the various Canadian govemments. This is evident in the policy Line 

beginning with the Canadian @cÏpation in the Law of the Sea Convention, the 1972 

Arctic Waters PoIIution Act, and the 1977 Fishery Protection Zone Act in 1997, the 

govemment reiterated the importance ofthe ocean issues with the passage ofthe Oceaus 

Act and the drive to create an appropriate strategy to nnally tie together the various 

departments and agencies. The govefament is ais0 continuhg to work towards the 

ratification of the UN LOS and UNCLA conventions, While the maintenance of 

Canadian oceans sovereignty has remained a priority for Canadians since 1970. the 

scope of the task of supporthg sovereignty bas grown in the aftermath of governent 

legisiation that expanded Ca~adianjirrisdi~onal clamis in 1977 and 1997. 

[n an open letter to Canadians, David Andersoq the Muiister of Fishenes and 

Oceaos summ- the past and futrire importance ofthe ocem sovereignty to 

Canadians, 

"Canada's three oceans - Pacifïc, Atlantic, and Arctic - are ffa more than 
an important backdrop to Canadian history. Entire Canadian 
cornmurtities, industries and many livelihoods depend on them. At the 
same time, rapid expansion of marine resource use, marine trade, 
research, and technology have dramatidy mcreased both the pressures 
on oceans and marine resources, and on the challenge ofmanaging 
the~t,"~ * 

Agahst this backdrop of increashg importance and declared govemment intent 

to manage the sovereignty challenge more effectiveIy* this next section of this chapter 

wilI draw coacIusions regardkg the leveIs of support the goveniment provideci the navy 

to progress this nrst prîonty tasking 



G0VERNME:NT SUPPORT TO SOVEREIGNTY SINCE 1971 

From the the of the birth of the Royal Canadian Navy in 19 IO, the navy had 

developed into a force focused on the primary goai of providing support to the NATO 

collective defence alliance. The Trudeau goverment, with its Defence in the 709, 

atternpted to change this prirnary focus to one of providing support to sovereignty. The 

White Paper made the responsibility for surveillance and control over Canadian territory, 

water, and airspace the new first priority for the CF. While support to NATO was moved 

d m  in the priority Iist for the navy, it is important to note that the requirement was not 

reduced in scope. The decision by the Trudeau govemment to place sovereignty as the 

first priority roIe for the CAF c m  be athibuted to either 

a detente and the loss of Canadia. inauence in the Einopean NATO spbere; 

b. Trudeau's desire to refocus defence poiicy on C d m - b a e d  activity; 

c. a need to identify fiscd savings in govemment spending; 

d Trudeau's inability to comprehend a "valuable" roIe for the CAF; or 

e. govemment response to growing Cananian public interest in ocean issues. 

In rrali*ty, the decision was Wrely based on a combination of a.iI these factors. To 

what degree did each factor contncbute to the overall decision? Given Trudeau's aatural 

"Canada-first" focus, his antipathy towards the CAF, and the ~quirement to reduce 

Govemment expenditures7 Ï t  appeared to be a natural fit for the focus of the CAF to be 

turned to supporting a Canadian sovereignty role with a reduced budget. 

Mer the 1971 White Paper, the navy stru&ed under its budgetary pressures to 

try and maintain its roles. MARCOM's capital expendmoe budget reached a post-war 

low in 1975, ami operations had to be cut bck due to the Iow Ievels ofbding avdable. 

This reaiity was most appropriateIy noted by the members ofthe Standing Senate 

Committee on Foreign M i  in 1983, 

The faitne to provide MARCOM wÏth additionai equipment designed 
for the piirpose of sovereignty sprveiIIance and its related &e tasks 
becornes t d y  baffting when the enormous ~ ~ o n s  to Canada's 
maritime j&&dod c b  since pubfication of- 705 are 
taken acc~uuit"~'~  



For the Navy, the period f?om 1971 to 1999 saw a continaed series of budget 

cuts, reductions in numbers and capabiIities of equipment, and delays in dl major 

equipment purchases. The govemment has fdeci, at M y  every tum, to provide the 

budgetary support necessaxy to meet the requirements it had specined This was not 

simpIy to the sovereignty support role, but to the entire spectmm of tasks asked 

of  the navy during this p e n d  Specincally in the area ofsovereignty supporf the 

equipment acquisition programs never setiously addressed the sovereignty support 

requirements, considering these requirements as addans and nice to have ody. 

The govemment poticy record on sovereignty support went fiom the initiai strong 

position ofTrudeau to the greatiy reduced support seen in the 1994 White Paper. 

On the one hand, in 1997, the govenunent a p p m d  to recognize the importance of the 

ocean issues with the passage of the Oceans Act and the drive to create an appropriate 

strategy to finally tie together the various departments and agnicies. However, since tbat 

promishg start, the a d  progress on developing the sbrategy has not becn at al1 

encouraging It has been over two years since the process began and, to date, the ody 

concrete product has been a discussion paper. In 1998, the UN Year ofthe Ocean, the 

delays by DFO, in jwt staging the preliminary series of discussions, gives M e  

assurance, that this strategy development occupies any degree ofpriority withui that 

department As weiI, the longer the ratification process for the LOS and UNFA 

Conventions drags on, the Iess committed the goverment appears in snpport of its 

declaratory policy in the ûceans Act 

During this revïew period, the evidence clearly indicates that the govemextt 

embarked on a process of increasiagthe navy's commitments, wwhi reducing its 

resources. What conclusi*ons are &dent fiom the navy's response to these events? 

From 19714987, the Navy was overtasked and mderfiinded. While aEtemptÏng 

to keep the sovereignty support task as a nrst pnpnority taPGing the resources avaiIab1.e 

were focused on maintaining the more demanding coIIectM Mence mie. k 1987. these 



two roles were merged, but this was not to I a s t  As a remit of the Gulf War and the end 

of the Cold War, the uavy could no longer focus on a single role, but was required to 

develop a multi-bctional, muiti-purpose capabiiity to be able to respond to the varïety 

ofactivifies being requested by the goveniment, (bIockage, peacekeeping hummie= 

aici, contingency operatioris). Sovereignty support by this point had become merely one 

ofa series of tasks. In general, even the expanded support requirements d t i n g  fiom 

the Osbaldeston review were not too demanding on naval resources and the navy was 

able to meet the requuements easiiy. One way of loobg at this situation is to Say that 

these required numerical levels of navy support were negotiated each year mder the 

temis of the MOU and these Levels r e k t e d  the OGDs requirement When this ievel of 

support was subsequentiy provided, it could be concluded, that the aavy had met its 

requirements. The alternative perspective is to state that the aavy's goai in the volmtary 

MOU negotiations was to commit to only a minimum Ieve1 of support to the OGDs. As 

these resources were provided to the OGDs fiee of charge there mis Iittle incentive to 

offer more. This strateg dlowed the navy to retained resources for support of the NATO 

tasks. if the navy had tnily believed that sovereignty support was its premier taslc, this 

would have not have been the case and the levels of support provided by the navy wodd 

have increased Iong before the Osbaideston report was written. In Chapter 1, the 

foIIowing question was raised: Did the navy actively resist replacing NATO with 

sovereignty protection as its nrst priori@? Tbe answer nom this anaiysis m u t  be m. the 

mvy did not actively resist the switch in roies. The NATO role was not reduced in 

scope in the 1971 White Papa, the government fkquently wavered E support for the 

sovereignty ta& and the navy received no direction regmding the Ievel of effort the 

government expected on this task With the remainder of the NATO commun@ still 

strongiy beüeving in the Soviet tEueaq it is undersbndabie why the navy took this 

approach En fa& the navy's fotetight in rn aintainmg the NATO emphasis pnwed to be 

fornitous. When the Gtilf War reqpirernent empted, the coLIeCtive defence experience 

gained in the NATO fomm dowed the navy to @cHy and easily transfom àselfto 

meet this new roIe- 



Thus, the response of the navy, fiom 1971 to 1994, was to acknowledge the 

priori@ of the sovereignty support, but to support the role oniy to the extent that it would 

not affect its collective defence requirements. However, this was not due to any attempt 

at active resistance, just an attempt to make the best arrangements for dealing with too 

many tasks and too few resources. As can be seen fiom the 1999 DPG, and the MCOPG 

documents7 the continued reductions in the navy's budget have now resdted in the 

sovereignty requirements king provided to the OGDs beùig dilutecl, and the priority 

reduced With only the RCMP support requirement maintahhg a fint priority ranking 

the bullc of the sovereignty support requirements haw w w  beea relegated tu the second 

or third priority tier. In addition, the discussions underway to reduce air hour support to 

DFO may be a harbiuger of future cutbacks that will see sovereignty support drop M e r  

back in the priority iisting 

Thus, overall, the navy's response to the sovereignty support role was much the 

same as the govemment's. The aavy acknowledged the role as its number one priority, 

bowing that the agreed commitments wexe not that demnnding. The navy then evoked 

the 'preparatÎons for collective defence' strategy to alIow it to pmsue the collective 

defence aims. The navy did provide collateral support to sovereignty while deployed on 

cokctive secuity taskings but the value of this sovereignty presence is dinicdt to 

qhQ. The support provided to OGDs was consistently in accordance with the Ievels 

negotiated but the amount was not safficient to overcome the deficits noted m the 

Osbaideston reports- 

As noted in the 0sbaIdestor.t and SCONDVA reports, cooperation between 

departments during the eariy 1970s and 1980s was inco~stent. The estabiishment of 

the IPCRC was a positive step that enhsnced the ability ofthe various departme- to 

work together more eEciedy through standarckation ofeqt&ment, procedufes and 

deheated MOU IeveIs of support As hdicated by the O s ~ n  - Two 
report, these improvements appeared to be too M e *  too Iate. Govemment cutbacks in 



ail departments redted in the acceptance that the overd requirement for sovereignty 

support was not king met because there were too few resources left in any of the 

departments. 

Conside~g the deveiopments in the area of interdepartmental coordination, it is 

obvious that there has been a maturing of this process under the leadership of the IPCRC. 

This matun*ty is evident in Change 4 to the ICMO and by the start up of the Zoaal 

commitîee system. However, the inabiIity of the Centrai & Arctic Cornmittee to get up 

and runnîng is disconcerting. This apparently indicates that Arctic sovereignty issues 

are no closer to king addressed and still do not merit any great degree of priority in the 

govemment focus. 

This IPCRC maturing process has had one drawback in that it appears to have 

removed the core rationde for the continued existence of the committee itself, The 

approach to DFO, by DND, regarding a new role for the IPCRC in the development of 

the oceans strategy, rnakes eminent sense. The lack of DFO response to this offer now 

threatens the continued existence of the PCRC. This comminee is a working example 

ofexactiy what the ocean strategy process wants to develop - an interdeparimentai 

network focused on oceau issues. With the molmtaui of work needed to define* develop 

and impiement an oceans strategy, it is uiconceivable why the IPCRC bas not aiready 

been closely woven into the deveiopment process. 

So have the navy and the other govemment departments have bcen successtbi in 

establishing or mallitauiing any meaningful long-term cooperation efforts? Agairt the 

amwer must be no. From 1971- 1992, cooperation between the departments was 

ineffective. The IPCRC made great strides in improving the cooperation ben~een the 

departmentS. IPCRC, however, fded to meet its primacy objective ofreducing the 

overd needs versus resources deftcit The grwitest successes ofthe IPCRC were in the 

arwi of equrequrpment and procedure standardkation, It aIso deveioped a communications 

network that was avdabIe tu @cHy address cfodeparbnent support issues- Wit6 this 

commiaee on the verge of king &bande& it is hard to quant@ the process as a success 

and, in dI IikeLihooâ, IPCRC will not even be around for the implementation ofthe 
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Oceans Strategy. Thus, the brief seven year period during which IPCRC has effdvety 

managed cooperation between the departmena, is mming to au end and cooperation 

between departments will saer  M e r .  

However, some of the JPCRCs greatest successes came in the area of 

technological standardization and enhancement and it is appropriate to attempt to 

determine what concIusîons are evldent ia thk area? 

TECHNOLOC,ICI~ CAPABILI'Iy 

As noted in the technology review section, outside of the navy wpment and 

systems, the capability present in the rest of the departments was very Iimited The 

efforts by those departments in this regard were miminimai, uncoordinated and outdated. 

The main focus of these depoirtments centred on voIuntary reporting systems that 

certainIy cd1 into question the abüity of these departments to ded with the uncooperative 

segment of the surveillance continuum. While these m e n t  systems do not meet the 

requirernent, the technology review demonstrateci that developments, such as HFSWR, 

and RADARSAT, offer the oppommity for all the departments to meet their sovereignty 

support requirements in the aftermath of the effects ofdepartmentai downsizing 

The CANMARNET development continues to provide the brightest iight 

regarding the marriage of technology and interdepartmental cooperatioa Through the 

use of c&ng edge technology and innovation, this project has been driven by the navy 

on a very smaIi budget The concept has aIso mainîabed a fi exiitlity that ailows Ït to 

quickly incorporate the information nom new technoIogy sources, such as RADARSAT 

and HFSWR By combiniug the efforts ofthe various departments into this ce~1tm.I &ta 

h i o n  process, the navy has demonstmted that efficiencies can be made in picture 

management, aiIocation of patrol assets, and in pmvidnig a focaI point for operatioas. 

The main drawback at this point is that the composite RMP is not avaÏlabIe to alI the 

other department% and the information is d y  a d a b l e  through requrest via sefezted 

terminais. This rneant that few of the departments mvolved in pmvidmg the data for the 

CANMARNETacniaIiy UsedtheresdtingptOdUCt, 



The main conclusion regarding technological capability must be that wMe the 

technologies in use by the navy are excellent the systems in use by the other govenunent 

departments today, are dequate, incompaibIe, and incapable of supporthg the 

remexnent Thus collectiveiy this area must be considered a fiiilure. 

This summary has demonstrateci that each of the four factors have contricbuted to 

the disparity between the govemment's declared sovereignty position and its respottse to 

actuai sovereignty challenges. To what extent have each ofthese factors conm%uted to 

the mismatch between poiicy and action ? 

c 
Each of the four major fmon has played a part in the development of the 

mismatch between declared govemment policy and subsequent action. Were the 

contn%utions equd or was there any one factor that shouId be considered the over riding 

contributor to this mismatch? 

The govemment support provideci to the navy is certaidy a major factor not oniy 

as regards the amount but dso the direction provided with that support WhiIe Trudeau 

may have honestly believed the Russian thmt was diminishing, he was alone in that 

beiief among the NATO allies. The NATO group, Ied by the US, had been unhappy 

with Canada's contriimhn to NATO for a long the. In the aftermath of the 1971 White 

Paper, this pressure continued to motmt, leading to the apparent government reversai of 

positions in the 1974 DSR This reversal, accompanied by the events surromding the 

Aurora acCpisîtion and the CPF projects, sent conflictecf messages to the navy concernïng 

the govemment's cornmitment to the sovereignty support role. NonetheIess, regardess 

of the clarity of the role messages, the one message conti.nuously sent wnh relentles 

emphasis was that DND and the uavy wodd have to do more with Iess. High inflation, 

oil @ce mcreases and soaring deficits &ted in a situation wherem defense budgets 

and rwomces were contimtousIy ndtred in d tams. When the CoId War came to an 

en& reap the 'peace dividend' beaune the ralIying cry and the miIitary codd now have 

any rok it wanted, provided it cost Iess. 



In examinug the navy7s response, the core issue revoived arouad the role it 

envisioned for itseIf Since the inception of the navy in 19 10, it had developed into a 

member of a collective defense force awigned against very teal and visible enemies. 

With NATO staffs gravely concemed about the growing strength of the Russian 

submarine ff eef it is understandable that the Canadoan naval staffs were reluctant to 

accept Trudeau's assessrnent that the k a t  had passe& and the navy shodd now focus 

on sovereignty protectiotl, The navy believed that participation in NATO was 

sovereignty protection in its purest sense, that is, protection against extemai military 

bats. Rehquishing this in favour of increasing its support to OGDs was seen as the 

start of a downhilt siide to a constabuiary force, akin to an anned Coast guard It is not 

slllprising that the navy quickly latched onto the concept of having NATO requirements 

determine the force structure. This was seen as the best compromise solution, allowing 

both sets of requirements to be met This approach was combined with two other coping 

strategies. The fht one was to double count sea days spent in Canadia waters on 

collective defense tasks as sovereignty support against military challenges. The second 

strategy was to negotiate for minMid sea day support to the OGDs mder the MOUS. 

These three approaches combined kt0 an e f f d v e  stnitegy that aiiowed the navy to 

maintain its primary f i  on collective defense, whle at the same time satisrying its 

sovereignty support requirements. This strategy aIso dowed the navy to shift focus 

post-CoId War to the combat-capabIe mdtipurpose role with relative eue. 

The review of cooperation between departments imlicated thaf except for the 

curent mccesses achieved through the IPCRC, there has been no great achievements in 

this area. The Concordia and Estai incidents dernomtrated this fact and the Osbaideston 

reports support the premise that cooperation was Whially non-existent ia 1990. While 

iinproved by 1994. the departments were now Iefi with too few resources to coordinate- 

As sach, is a minor factor that ody serves to highIi&t the fact thet Iack of 

governent cornmitment and fimding was not limited to DND done. The disma[ state 

of the Oceans Süategy deveIopment must be considered the mWnmg exampIe of this 

unfortunate situation 



Technological capabfity is a criticai fàctor, but again only as a support factor that 

reflects the effécts ofgovemment support. In 1970, the departments were 

techno1opicaUy incapable ofbuildihg, maintahhg and utilking an RMP. Today, the 

mvy has developed that capability and has dragged the OGDs into the pictm. The 

CANMARNET development has progresseci primady in support of the M . ' S  collective 

defense role. The OGDs have been provided Uipuî, access and uifomtion support 

services at no charge as a resuIt ofthis deveIopment This situation offers the o d y  hope 

the OGDs have of progressing towards a coordinated RMP system capable of supporting 

their non-military challenge recpkements If the HFSWR, RADARSAT II, ELWS and 

GNET developments develop as forecast, the OGDs will gain immeasuable benefit, and 

the navy wiII improve its coIleçtive defense capability. 

The situation following the 1971 Whae Paper, regardhg support to sovereignty, 

therefore, was one of confiised govemment policy and actions, naval reluctance to 

change, Iimited interdepartmentai cooperation and inadequate technoIogy. The cunent 

situation rema.  one of confused policy and govenunent action, a naval focus on the 

muiti-tasked generd purpose rote, improved cooperation, and a navd core of technology 

capable of supporthg the task, but with Little interest o h d e  the navy. There are two 

main factors rrsponsible for this situation The nrst factor, and the one most responsibIe 

for the discomect, is that of governent suppoh Since 1971, the govenunent has 

increased the navy's tasks, dramatically cutback its resources, and continuously expected 

ail assigned tasks to be met The second factor responsible for the mismatch bas been 

the navy's steadfast maintenance of the collective defeiise role as its number one pri~rity. 

Ifthe navy had huIy shifted its focris m 1971, and had reconEigmed itseIf mto a 

coastabuiary navy, the shortfis in 0 sovereignty support wodd most Iikely have 

ken met Remember, however, k t  the 1971 White Paper ody reduced the priori& of 

the coiiective defae roIe, it did not eIiminate it Thereforr, Ït wodd have been 

interesthg to see how Canada woriId have responded to the demands of the Guif War, 

and what roIe the navy wouId now be expecfed to play in events3 such as YugosIavia, and 

Somalia Thus, while govenunent support 6as to be the Iargest contrriutor 



to the current sovereignty support situation, the navy must aiso share some of the blme 

for the disconnection Given the events ofthe postCo1d War, it is probably a good thhg 

the navy did not wholeherutediy take the politicians at theu word 

This section has paused in each of the main analysis areas to determine the 

comparative impact of the four factors on the performance of the government and the 

navy regarding the sovereignty support d e .  Rior to providing an o v e ~ e w  perspective 

regarding the topic now and near future, it is usefiil to provide a summary review of the 

conclusions. 

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 

Following nom this analysing of poiicy, events, govemment support, response of 

the navy, interdepartmental cooperatiou and technologid caeility, the following 

concfusions can be cirawn: 

a the protection of Canadian sovereignty has increased in scope and 

importance for Canadians since 1970; 

b. the government mained consistent in dedaring sovereigaty support to be 

a priority tasking for the navy. This rote, however, was given to the navy 

in 1971, as an additiouaf task with no reciuction in the navy's other 

commitments and few, ifany, additionai resources. 

c. the navy provides support to sovereignty on two levels: support against 

militsuy chaIlenges, and support to non-military challenges. 

d messages sent to the navy through events such as the 1974 Defence 

Structure Review, the Aurora acquisition, and the 1989 budget, caIIed 

into question the government's commitment to its own decIaratory policy; 

e. the govemment re-established the priorky of ocean issues with the 

passage of the Oceans Act in 1997- However, the foilow up development 

ofthe ûceans Management Sttategy has not maintahed that same 

Mo*  



f. The navy, king overtasked and tmderftmded, consistently worked to 

maintain its focus on meeting the NATO cornmitment firsf at Ieast up to 

the end ofthe Cold War. Mer 1994, the navy's focus shifted to 

respond to any tasking By this point, sovereignty support had become 

just another of the navy's priorities; 

g. while the navy's role within the ûceaas Management Strategy is being 

examine& the navy has strengthened its muhi-fcunctionai approach tmder 

the new scenario-based planning system. This has aiso cesulted in a 

reduction in the scope and levels of support provided to the sovereignty 

support role; 

h. the unique interdepartmental network successfully estabiished by IPCRC 

would be ideally natcd as part of the Oceans Strategy development 

process. Uaforhmately, this capability is ui danger of king lost due to 

the slow progress in the development ofthe Oceaas Management 

Strategy; 

i. the technology utilized by the navy during this perioâ was far supenor to 

thai available in the OGDs. As a resuiq the navy is more than capable of 

providing the level of sovereignty support reqirved to manage the 

deficiencies in coverage. The required degree of coverage was never 

negotiated into any ofthe MOUS. 

j. the govemment's daim to sovereignty is not strongiy supported by its 

abilitj to provide surveiUance, patrol and respoose. Atlantic area 

coverage provided the strongest pichne, while the Pacifie area had limitai 

mdersea capabirityirity Given the govemment's mabiliqr to finiction mder 

the ice, Arctic undersea sovereignty daims m o t  be snpported; 

k the naw Ied, and continues to lead, the OQ)s in the expIoratÎon and 

utlIlzatÏon of enhanhg technoIogies, such as AFSWR, and RADARSAT 

IL The n a y  dnven MnidAthedCANMARNET initiatives o f f d  



the greatest oppommity for tangible improvements. CANMARNET is 

demonstrating the value inherent Ui the data h i o n  concept, and with the 

ELVIS and GNET enhancernents, it has the potential to become the focal 

point for an extrernely effective cooperative interdepartmental 

surveillance system; and 

1, the govenimentSs daim to sovereignty has been strengthened by the 

submarine acquisition program especidly in the Pacinc area Further 

govemment activity to replace the Seo King and Aurom must follow if the 

support gains achieved through the submarine prnchase are not to be 

eroded away; and 

m. pending some action on art altemative to an ARCSSS type array system, 

the Arctic remains a major deficiency in the sovereignty coverage blanket. 

Simiiarly, a decision must be made regarding the SOSUS array system in 

the Atlantic if the sovereignty support levels are to be maintaineci in Uus 

area. 

in exarnining this situation regarding the navy and C d a n  sovereignty, the easy 

answer must be thaf whiIe the govemment maintained the priority of the role, it did not 

provide adequate support to the navy. In spite of this lack of support, the navy met alI its 

requirements. However, the requirements agreed upon m the varÎous MOUS were not 

that substant~ki. This dowed the navy to maintain its NATO focus during the Cold War 

and to cotmt dl the time spent in Canadl-an waters as sovereignty support Time and 

evmts appear to have demonstrated that the navy's approach was the correct one. It 

dowed the navy to easily adopt the muIti-fitnctiod response po- post-CoId War 

The mvy did actively work to improve cooperation and arrangements 

the departments and Î t  Ied the wdy in technid enhancement and innovation through 

inibatives such as the CAMUUNET- This technologicai progress provided some 

recompense for the reduction h ptmI resources. While the potentiai gains nom new 

technology are reai, it must be noted t h  improvhg tec:hnoIogy, by itseE is not the fiil[ 

aoswerto ~ g s u c c e s s c e S S  The keytothepmcess is havingthe traineddysts ÎnpIace 



to perfom data-füsion and mtucimize the cost-effective vdue of the RMP. As welI, 

manned patrol and reactive assets are stül the best sweÏiIance tools in the hventory and 

new technology should not be considend a complete replacement for these tools. 

This set of circumstances creates an uiteresting Situat.011, With the policy 

direction mired, a major interdepartmentai cooperation vehicle on the verge of king 

disrnantled, and the navy attempîing to d u c e  its cornmitment to the sovereignty support 

role, the future for sovereignty support does aot look bright The physical patrol and 

resource assets of the OGDs are stretched to their Iimits. The navy has aiso been 

stretched to the point where it has been forced to cutback support to the OGDs in favoia 

of the aew multi-tasked rote currentiy favoured by the government 

The one area perhaps offering any hope is that of technology. in pursuit of its 

multi-hctional role, the navy is driving severai major projects that offer the poterttid of 

obtaining an integrated, low cost system for sovereignty support. HFSWR, combined 

with RADARSAT and the GNET version of C-, offers the potential for a 

t d y  integrated network capable of produchg an effective RMP. This wodd allow the 

involved departments to focus theû remaining resources on more selective paol, and 

respoose aspects of the sovereignty support problem. This type of system couid be 

effectively estabIished in the Atlantic and Pacinc regions, Ieaving ody the Arctic lacking 

adequaîe coverage. m e  technology, mch as rapidly deployable arrays or UüVs 

towing sonar arrays, codd enhance the situation in this area, it is unlikely in the near 

futine that surveiIiauce of this area will increase in priority to the point wherein the 

governrnent wodd authorize the fimding wcessary to obtain the desireci control abiIity. 

CunentIy, the lack ofgovemment prionfl in denning the navy's role d e r  the 

Oceans Management Strategy has resuited in a situation where the sovereipty support 

role is behg supported tu the degree demanded by the government but ody as a 

consecpence of the navy fXfiühg its multi-hctiod role. As Admirai Garnett stated, 

Canada's Navy must be prepared to take on a wi& Vanety of 
As it is presently coriflgured, the Navy provides Canada's government 
with a highIy ff saiIe -5 abie to take on virhialIy any task reqMed and 
do so on a gIobd basisH3" 



The Canadian navy is cmentiy fwused on meeting the above goba1 

requirements, and this has the Navy in good stead as far as meeting the minimal 

recpirements ofproviding sovereignty support to the OGDs. The coiIateral stnitegy of 

M .  tirne spend in Canadian waters continues to provide support agauist military 

challenges. This situation should remah the case for the n u n  futrne as weIi. However, 

this level of support is certaulIy not in keeping with what has been descnid as a first 

priority task This LeveI of effort, however, is apparently coasidered sunicient by the 

govemment In general, there appears to be enough activity being conducted in the 

sovereignty support area for the govenunent dichrm to be 'Don? ask the guestÏon ifyou 

you don't want to know the answer.' 

This study has addressed and d y s e d  the basics of the sovereignty support 

question. ui doing so, it has identifid two areas that are in need of M e r  researcb 

The first area centres on the qyestion of how much sovereignty protection is enough. To 

what extent can information management technulogy replace the patrol asset The 

second area requiring firrther investigation involves deteminhg the effectiveness of 

Canada's c m n t  sovereignty protection efforts. What percentage ofthe ifIegai fishing, 

poiIution, cimg smuggIing incidents are behg detected, d e t e d  by Canada's current 

efforts. Is this a good retum for the associated costs? What do the most m n t  cases of 

the illegai Chinese immigrants being smugglcd into British Columbia indicate regardhg 

the effectveness of the protectÏon of Canadian ~overeignty?~" 'îhese are nifficdt 

questr*oas perhaps reqimmng a Ievel of anaiysis at the PHD level. 

The sub-titie selected for this thesis was "Ncw SoIutions for OId ProbIems,"+, 

This study bas demonstrateci that the old problems of providing support to sovereignty 

that existed in 1971, (govemment support, navy resoIve9 cooperation and technology) 

have remained in place throughout the exacerbated by the e q k o n  of the 

re<iuirements and the continued reduction ofaavy resources. Any new solutions must 

meet two objectives: -ove the support capabiiity, and reduce the experzditure 

re-ents. TechnoIogid soIuti011~, snch as the CANMARNET, offer advantages m 



both areas, but these solutions must be snpported by personnel who tmderstand how to 

effectively utilue the technology. As Commander Knight state4 

"Determinhg the way ah& for the application of new technology to 
maritime surveillance can and shouid be the subject of intense discussion 
amoag govemment departments, resuiting in a uaified strategy for 
maritime surveillance and information rnaoagerne~~t~'~ 
Perhaps the solution is the new force structure approach agreed for the navy in the 

1994 White Paper, the combat-capabIe, muhipurpose force able to respond to auy and ail 

taskings. One might argue that this new solution is, in fact, just the fomalization of the 

approach utihed by the navy since the 1970s in fesponse to the shifting "do everythllig 

with nothhg forever" demands and support history of the government, This solution has 

served the navy well during this p e n d  and the fiip;iness of 'be ready for anything' may 

be the best new solution to the traditionai problem of how does a navy d d  with the 

vagaries of govenunent demands As Geoffery Till said, 

"Because they operate foms of atmost innnite fledility and because 
they ofien cannot fhd people wühg to teU them what to do, sailors have 
tended to go in for what critics dI, 'parametric planning'. They resist 
beiag tied d o m  to one sc&o lest it unsuits them for another and prefm 
to reIy instead on the inherent fi exïbility of sea power to pmvide 
aecessary options. The sailor's instinctive aversion to the specinc and 
aImost mysticai faith in the capacity of a fjxst-rate baianced fl eet to cope 
with WnialIy anything can be distinctiy irritakg to the unsympathetic ... 
This necessary woohess is sometimes seen as an attempt to maLe a 
Wtue out ofvagueness and invites suggestions that naval plamers ou@ 
to improve the quality of their prophecy rather than seek to persuade 
t m s x i e s  to aüow them to deveIop the flexicbility need to cope with its 
fdures. Nonetheless, the point is that n a d  planaers wiII probably have 
to make even more use ofthis once and perhaps stül criticized approach 
int6efiiture,"320 
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