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This portion of the Alde Memoire given to the Minister of Natlonal Defence, Pearkes, relates the responses of the Chiefs of Staff to requests from the government to provide alternatives, and their rationale, to the
Arrow. Itis important to remember that these recommendations were formulated on established criteria, including that Canada had to equip with Bomarc and Sage, and could not afford to pay for Bomarc, Sage
and the Arrow. The document pointing this out Is referenced here as being generated by the Finance Dept.
The other condemning features include the study by the Dept. of Defence Production in cooperation with

the Dept. of National Defence, reinforcing those criteria.
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AIDE MEMOIRE "OR THE MINIST ER

ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES
OF CONTINUING PRODUCTION OF THE CFL05

ADVANTAGES

Political

Will avoid an d of cl

ing down the
A,V. Roe ard Orenda engine plants, which will aleo

lovolve many subsidiary plamts. Howaver it will be

roalized that evan If the CFI05 is allowsd to procesd, - e

L2

these plants will all have to close down by 1962, /
Up to this point about

Will avold an explanation of the waste of $400 millien (§20¥ million had been
spent.$342 million by
cancellation.

)

for the last (ive years,
While the responsibility can be placed on the previcus
govermmant, it should be borne in mind that thls govern=
ment mads the decislon last October to contlmme the
programme for ome year without too close an examination
of the foture requirements, based malaly on preventing
lay=oifs in the A.V. Rog and associated lndustries.

fe} Will avoid a sarious political criticiom that this governe

ment s giving caly Hp service to the development of

sclentific and technical devalopment in Canada and that

because of flaancial considorations the govermmaent Is now

‘grning its back on further sclentific and technical develop=

ments in the flalds of dei » avistion, mlsall

y and
defenca elactromics. Any such action may be interpreted

i 1 d, 1,

(4

as a sericus set=back to sch aod tachal

mont and Camadian industrial potential,
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This clearly shows that Foulkes

is responsible for the content of
this document, and it shows what
his personal view of the Arrow
program was. CAS Campbell

and AM Slemon and CINC NORAD
and USAF Gen. White, and so many

\IIM\?
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2, Defamce Production
There appears to ba considarabls defence production
sdvactage ia malstaining this development and production, particularly

in the defence alactromic and mlssllery flelds. Whils perhape there io @)
sufficlont other sviation production ln Canada to allow A, V. Roe to
close, this {s mot the case in the defance elactronic industry, which
2 just begioeing in this specialized fMleld, A sintedown of the mrwly o) .

created slectrowic asd miseilery development installations may
sariously b

par any particip in the davelop of the def

against the ICBM, which sty be & requirement within the next two ()

yeara.

3, labour 0'Hurley

Defence Production poists out that the abandontment of Why not? Avro

this project would mean uasmeployment i the Torento avea of . [1ad many programs

e incl. several for missiies.
25,000 men. There s no mitarmative production that could be put

s e L g
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DISADVANTAGES

L. Mutary

The military disadvavtages are polated out in the Cabinet

paper already circulated (para. 9):

The changing threat, whare it is astimated that the
manned bomber will not be the major threat In the
period of the tife of this alrcraf,

The rapid advances in tachrology, whers the missiles
sach as Bomarc will provide a cheaper aad more
effective type of defence against the manned bombar,

Lok okl "

The di TR for the bombey.

The following further polnts should also b considered:

The nesd to keep flexibliity lo our military structurs so
that there would be sufficient room to do research and
development with the United States on defence against
tha ICBM.

®. Fleancial

into A, V. Roe aad the Orends sngine plants. Even {f a substitute

(a)
alrcraft for the CF103 were selected, |t would 0ot mast the mmediate

situation as it would take twelve to aligh ouths to u "
clear that
make AF s for royal , tooling, etc., for soy r gircraft
tion WA
10 replace the A.V, Res alrcraft, « changind “'E,:(:l:::e the v
yeos, but 3 toto! w:;le gwouid remEs & copy for
Layofts Vo the ke
TS aced:
4. Muttacy o pack o P
The production of the CF105's wonld meet the minimum
e his xilmry Fequl for intercepor alreraft bt & Gy this concept by

key USAF and US gov't
people, and through
the f-108 program,
which was merely
competitive with

the Arrow.
The facts show the Arrow 2, never mind the Arrow 3, 4,

and PS-2 ramjet-boosted and titanium skinned versions,
would remain the top performing Combat Air Patrol
alrcraft on earth today.

i not expacied that any other imtarcepior aircraft will be produced

in Canada, and sur whols rallance 1s expacted to be placed on

others didn't subscribe to this view at all.

about 240 mill
cancellation, w

A further disadvantage (s flnancial. This {s outlined in

para. 9 (d) of the wmmm-w--. 1t is quite
e —— TP

pre-productior
belng useful for
service,

this alreraft will require almost $500 million to complate

‘:ﬁ,ou'ﬂ development and them it will Hkely cost between $10 and §12 mulion
production, It should be emphasl-sd that these costs cammot
be guarantesd, and in the recemt study carried out by the Departments

of Deisnce Production and National D:fence it was stated;

"'No assurances can be glven that further increnses will
mot occur, These lncreases depend on mawy {nctors) such
as, wage increksss, application of overhead, and ths volume

of business which mav bhe sxnectad from all nrime_comtracton .

This price included the preparation of

runways in forward deployment bases, [N
their ground handling equipment, simulators, fifati
spare engines, and most other parts, test equipmer
A stockpile of weapons, the radar, runway
extension and hardening at several bases, and muc!
maore. Itis even believed that development costs
to then were rolled into this figure. it was

certainly LIGHT YEARS from a PRODUCTION cost,



