p—
|
|
1 -
~ N ’
1
|
|
|
i
i
-\
!
! "M\
|~

CCCASINTNAL PAPER NO.2.

PROPCSALS TFOR CANADIAN NAVAL EXPANSION,
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COMPARATIVE _ STATEMENTS, o : 2,

1910 Programme (6 years).

4 Light Cruisers (Improved Bristol class).

Destroyers (Improved Acorn Class).

1 Light Crulser (Boadlicea class) or NIOBE.

RAINEOW,
ConstIOtlon. s vesssesvsnenos .. $11,690,000,
33% for building in Canada, . 3, 897 000.
Works.!'..Q.Q.l"..'.ﬂiiﬂﬂio‘! i é‘ooo
TOLALe s ettt eenieenenennnes $16,302,000,
Annual UpKeSPeeeescsenes vve. 3,680,000,

1912 Programmo (Mr. Borien).

PrOposed construction of 3 Battle Crulsers

- - $35,000,000,
1912 Programme (Sir Wilfred Laurier),
2 Fleet Unitsl."....l‘.'.".}'."'
Construction........ 353,548,000,

Minual Upkeep....... 5,616,000,

19201926 (7 years).

Ccnstmction. Qe 00 %008 deo 9000050 $25’630,000.
works.‘..’.-..'l“."'.......‘.'. 1’281’500.
TObALy e eereeerennnnnns $26,911,500.

Annual Upkeep......... 7,476,900.

SUMMARY,

CONSTTUICTION,

)

1910 1912 11920 "
(6 years). Mr.Borden. | Sir W.Laurierd (7 ¥ears)
$16,352,0660 @mo 35305 "8,6660 . $2 ? ) ) 3
: ANNUAL  UPKEEP, . A
3,680,000 - 5,616,000.4" | 7,476,900, | 15,939,500

4 At then existing prices of wages and maférial.
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CANADIAN _NAVAL POLICY,

At the Imperizl War Confsrence 1917, 1t was ree
solved that the Admiralty be reguested to work out lumediately
after the conclusion of the war, what they considered the
mdst of fective scheme of naval defence of the Esplre, for the
consideration of thse several Governmenta.

The following remarks are an attempt to formulate
the principles leading to a d=cision on any reccommendations
put formard oy the Adniralty. 7

"It is assumed that no policy which dous nct provide

for the oullding up of a Canadian Nuvy will be acceptaible.

 lternatlve Schemes.

The first and most important decision to be made,
is as to the form which the Canadlan Navy 1s to take. There
ars four (4) alternatives =

1, To provide docking and repalr bascs for Impoerial
Ships only,
2. To provide, in addition, loc:l defencs forcas,

3. To maintain, in sddition, a small servics such as
is contamplatad in the Flest Unit Scheme.

4, To maintzin a fleet complete in all its 4iffsrent
types of ships, with the necustary rapalring
and shipbuilding bases.

~The first alternative was practically the extent of
the naval effort of Canaﬂa at the outbhreak of war: in splts
of nearly all her efforts being concentrated on the Military
slds, 1t was found sbsolutely necossary. to make provision
for leocal naval dsfence forces. The naval effdrt, fharafore,
cannot be less than the sscond alternatives These local
forces will provide for the defence of the coasts and for the
protection of trade in Caonadlan waters agulnst ralds, but
they could not afford any protection for trade overseas, As
Canadian interests extﬂnd to all quarters of the globa, it
would appear necessary that scme additiohal form of naval

daefence should be provided.



=

The principal dirfioulty which is now metyls to
find a suitable basis on which to caloulame the scaie o:
naval forces which sheuid be provided. The principle hére
adopted is to ascertaln what the minimum effort should be, .
and also to estimate what the maximum effort could be, the
actual éffort then lying between the two alternatives and
depending upon thé anmount of money avallable, The minimum
effort 1s found by takingsinto consideration the probable
scale of attack on Canadian coasts. This mafier was deglthiw;
with by the Ovbrseas Defence Committee in 1911, ' The
Ccmmittee considered the probable scale of attack against
Halifax as *“one or two cruisera', and against anuimalt(or
raiher Prince Rupert) as *one or two unarmoured cruisers®.
The war served to confirm the accuracy of this forecast and
thers is no reason to suppose it to be any dlfferent now, A
reagsonable scale of defence against this force woull be one

of 50% greater strength, that 1s to say, three cruisecrs. It

" 18 not intended to suggest,however, that these cruisers should

be tled to Canadian waters, tut rather that they should in time
of war (especially) be attached to the Imperlal Fleet and -
disposed as the Admiralty considers best.

The minimum naval effort, therefors, is the maintee |
nance of. a small service as contemplated in the Fleet Unit
Scheme of three cruisers and local defence forces, together
with repair and docking bases for Imperial ships. The maximum
effort which Canada could make is reached by a different pro—
cess of reasoning.

British naval estimates are based primatily on the
naval forces likely to be arrayed against the navy in war, At
the same time they bear, or can be made to bear, some eort of
relation to the trade which they seek to protect. Hawing by
other processes arrived at the minimum effort Canada can make ;
;giix{xgirfgmpggggﬁi;n;g?: gaem'r:i;ulated by fixing it at an amquntii

an trade as the Imperial Na,vy1

|
estimates bear on the trade of the ‘United Kingdom, |
In the vear previous to the war (1913~14) the YQIHBV
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of United Kingdom Forelgn trade amounted to £1,294,000,000, whilst '
- the navy estimatus for that year were £46,319,000 that s 3i% of
the value of the trade,

i d
"

, In the some year tha value of Canadian imports and exe
ports was $1,130,000,000, Three and one half per cant of this
amount 1s $39,500,000 anid would represent the cost of the maximum
naval effort of Canada., The axpenditure of such a large amocunt |
per annum would provide Canzda with a fleet of soms size. The
proper policy tnarefota ‘0 follow appsars to be to estzblish a ,
small service (Alternative 3) but to keep in mind the possible

eventual construction of a complete fleet (Alt@rn&tive ),

Bal le In 1909 and again in 1912 the Admiralty urged the con-
rsers ‘ ' : _

ﬁo struction of battle cruisers on the Canadisn Government, It is
recomuendead,

well understood that this polley was advocated because the number
of capital ships in the Royal Navy was considared dangsrously low ,
The same pressing hecd for capital ships doss ndt exist today'owlng,
to the elimination of the German ﬁavyl But for the urgent need,
it is not to be supposad that the Aduiralty would have recommendsad
the construction of vattle cruisers, as they are very expensive
to bulld and maintain and each requirss in the nei htourhood of
IOGO Officers and men to man, a large number of whom must be high-
ly skilled, The same r.marks apply to battleships., It doss not,
-~ . therafors, a@pear at all wivisable at the present time that Canada
should undertake the cohstruction of Oﬁpitﬁl ships, tut should
conflne herself to crulssrs and small oraf;. the actusl number to
be provided over and above an irreducivle minlwum depending upon
~ the amount of money avallible,

Another argument agalnst capltal ships is the lack of
experienced Canadian officsrs for thess ships, We have at praeent
about 60 young Canadisn officers afloat with mors to follow each
year, We have very fow agnicx Canadian ofiioers.?he}mcet advane
tagecus policy fron this pcint of view is, tnerefdre, to build

-~ | at first numbers of small craft which, whilst net requiring senior

ofrio@rs. glve Junior orfioers most valuacle training in
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command and prepare the way for appqlntments in larger ships,
which could be bullt at a later date.

A further objection to building capital ships is to
be found in the fact that it is probable no private firm would
agtablish or extend a shipyard in Canada for vullding capital =
ships, unless it were guaranteed a sufficiency of orders to |
justify the preparatory expemse. As battleships are now cost="
ing from $25,000,000 to $30,000,000 sach to build, any
guarantee for a number of ships of this nature would be a veryi

L heavy obligation on the country., On the other hand, it is -
probable that more than one firm would be willing to tender for
ships compriscd in a progrmmne which included nothing larger

than light cruisers.

Permanent At the same time, it 1s most necessary that a it
policy .
necessary. definite policy extending over a period of years should be

inaugurated. By this is meant that a certzin sized Naval
Service should be almed at in eay 15 or 20 years, the whole
scheme being sealed by a special Act of Parliament. Thé affect
of such a policy would greatly tend to economy in the prevenégé
tion of hurried and ill-considersd annual programmes, and 1t |
would glve stability to the whole service, as those Joining |
(especially officers, who make the navy their.life's career)
would fully understand what prospects wera_before them. It

is unnecessary to dilate here on

]

1

;/,' .
<yt

O D SR e e



A~

Local Defence
Forces.

the enormous advantage which would accrue 1f 1£
were possible to find a poiioy on which all
political parties could agree. It 1s not too
much to ¢ ay that a navy founded on the above

principles, even though of very small size, would -

be far more efficient than a numerically larger

névy constructed on some haphazard pflnoiple.

It remains to consider of what the local

defence forces should consist. Thedutles which
they will be required to perform ars:i-
(a) Local harbour defence operations,

(b) Patrol of the coast agalnst minor
enemy operations.

Both these dutles would be largsly
carried out by auxiliary vessels to be taken up
and comrissioned on the outbreak of war. An
organization should be prapared.lnipeéce time to
permit of this being done. These éuxiliary craft

will, however, require.subpcrting by heavier navali

vessels. The latter should be fast craft, able to

keep the sea in all weathers, and would most con=

venlently consist of fiotlllas of P.C. boats. It

18 not easy to lay down the exact number
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of p.C.boats required, as their dﬁ;ies are 80 varied and the
o scale of attack is less easily presuppossd than that of heavier

shlips. It Séémé reasonable, however, that there should be pro=-

vided 2 divisions of & boats each which, together with 2 rese:ve
boats, would be 13 boats. 1 parent ship would be:required for
their use. They should bé supported by a few destroyers for
speoial purposes. |

With regard to (b), the most suitable form of support
to the surface pairol probably would be an Alr Service.

Ty, of ‘Every ship bullt should be constructed with a definite
1 QPN

et ®
S

object in view, the most pressing requirements in case of war
belng dsalt with: first.

P, 0:B0ats. On the principle that self defence is the first law of

nature, 1t is reasonable to consider first the ‘strictly local

defences required. Leaving on one side éuch_auxiliazies as mine=
SWeepers, etc..which would be taken up on the outbreak of war, the
vessels supporting these auxiliaries should be capable of dealing
with enemy submarines and small ralding surface craft. They should
be of good sea—going'oapabillties, able to escort fast merchant

ships and able to overhaul the ordinary merchant vessel or submartne.'
Owing to the distance of the Canadian coast from probable enemy |
bases, it does not scem necessary that these vessels should be fit to
Oppose modern destroyers. These conditions seem to ba»best met by

the P,C. (Patrol-boat Converted) boats built by the Admiralty in the
later.stages of the war.




Destroyers.

Crulsers,

They compare with destroyers as followss~

P.C.an&.'v - Destroyer.
Lengthe o o o 0 . o 4 . J2U] ; 312¢
Breaﬂtht ® @ ° 1] L] L] ¢ [} E?' ;0'
Dran « s s 4 s+ 8 B g
Dlmp acamant. « & § 8 # ‘780 tons - 1290 tons
C Qlﬁmmlt. ° l:q s 8 e 0 10
Spead. . e s e e s s «s B0 knots 7006 to 36 knots
H'.. ™ ] ® * ° . [] ® ° 2
Arle’)@mﬂnt. * A ¢4 @ & 8 e ??ﬁ?’ ;2"'13{)‘11‘ )t‘“%' '1-5"AOAo ’l"'(‘.l"
Oll. « ¢ & ¢« v v o v & | lb) tonsg 3 2 tons.

It will be &aen, tharafara, that the cost of a_
P,C,boat would be but half that of a destroyer both to cone-
siruct and to maintain, They are particularly good sea

boats and have done excellent service during the war.

It has been pointed cut already that the P.C.
boat 1s genaerally mufflciwﬁt and perhaps suparior to the
destroyer for tha purnoges r@qulrwd by Canada. Nevertheless
for emcorting {ast merchant ships or cruisers, for
auppcrting 3 flutilim of V@maalw, huntlng submwarines and
other speclal purpesses a certaln nusber of dastroyers are
Recsssary. They should be of the highest epeed and have
good sen kﬁ&ping quqlitlmﬁ. Othsr factors in their con-
struction are of minor imgortzﬂaa.

The type of cruiser selected ls of great i~
portancé. Cruisers which at the critical moment ars qut-
matched by the enemy are useless, It is, thersfore,
prudent to construct ships with s view to protable enemies
thay will have to angége.‘and to glve them somevhat greater .

~

spoed and heavier armament,




5

Taking Japan as the most rrobable enemy of the

future, she at present possesses six battle cruisers and a
nunber of 1ight cruiaafs. The details of the latast projected
clags of the latter are not known. But those building are of
5500 tons, 31 knots speed and armed with Y5, 5” guns; those
bullt just before the war were U950 tons, 26 knots and armed
with 8-6" guns.

It will be seen from the table given below that tie
British C, and D, classes are inferior to the Japanese ships
in one respect or another. Any new vessels built should,
therefore, be not lass heavily armed than the D class and of
greater spaed,

' In addition to considering foreign vessels, thought
must also be given to the conditions under which our ships
may have to Operate. These conditions are not at all the
sams as, for 1nstancg,are prevalent in the North Sea. In
that locality distancas are comparatively short, baseé are
close at hand, and the heavy weather of the ocean is fre-
quently absent, dnd, therefore, a comparativaly amall class
of cruiser may be suitable,

But on our coasts, especially the Pacific, distances
are great and weathsr conditions make habitability and good
80a keeping qualities @asential., It is, therefore, considerad
that cruiaers of the typs of the Frobiaher class now com~
pleting are more suitable for Canada than either C or D
classes, It 18 undsrstood that the Frobisher clags of cruissr
has been designed with g view to service in distant seas, to

act agalnst fast conmercs destroyers such as the EMTEN durinv
the war.
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Submarines.
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COMPARATIVE TAELE OF LIGHT CRUISERS,

gggglacement ged  Armament. Torpedo
Onsg.e ' ovs. Tubes,

J HIRADO) 4950 26  8-6"
e o 3% 31 g5 | g
la 0 28 10 5-6" 4 double.
U akanp 3120 58 59 .9 5 | ouble
D clags A %50 29 6.6!! “‘ triple.

Frobisher 9750 31 . 7=7.5¢ 6

-~

It has already been mentioned that Japan
has & number of battle oruisera, whilst it has also been
rscomuended that Canada shoulid nbt uild this type of
vessel, Névergheless; some form of defence 1s dgsirable,

especialiy on the pacific, 'in case battle crul.ers were -

deSpatdhed to Canadian waters. The most sultable defence

umder the circumstances would seem to be submarines, which
could not but exercise great moral effect on aﬁ enemy
operating so far from his bases.

The type cqnsidered most suitable 1s some
form of coastal boat, not unlike the H class, but rather
largar. .

It would be unnecessary to have large sea~
going craft. |



Submarines.
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COMPARATIVE TAELE OF LIGHT CRUISERS,

gggglacament ged >Armément. Torpedo
NS, ovs. Tubes.

G R SR

C class ﬁzgg to gg'tg B=bn I doﬁble.
D class 4650 29 6-6n 4 triple.
Frobisher 9750 3l 7-7.5e 6

It has already been mentioned that Japan.
has & mumber of battle cruisers, whilst 1t has also beap
Tscommended that Canada shouli nﬁt build this type of
vessel, Néverﬁheless; some form of defence is desirable,

especialiy on the Pacific, ‘in case battle crul.ers were -

despatched to Canadian waters, The most suitable defence

umder the circumstances would seem to be submarines, which
could not but exsrciss great moral effect on aﬁ>enemy
Operating so far from his bases.

The type consldered most suitable ls some
form of coastal boat, not unlike the H clags, but rather
larger, _ . .

It would te unnscessary to have large sea~

going craft.
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Alroraft.

Thres depot anips are provided for
in the proposed pPOETaLut. -Th@y are lntended as
parent shlps for P.C. boats, dosiroysrs ﬁnd subln -rinas,
ragpactively. Thare are wany dlsussd crulsers
sultable for the purpose 3{ fittﬁd‘Uﬁ, wnieh coudd

ne doubt be obtained (row the Addrslly at smaii cost,.

Aireraft have hardly besn touched
upon cwing to tho uncartainty as to Lhe future alr poiley of
the Dominion.  Either a naval alr sexvice or sir forces
attached to the navy are a nece sity of modern war.

Soma arrangasent repgarding she provision od aircraft'éhould
certalnly be included in the pxdgrnmmw.

In conformity with the foregolng
a 15 years navai programse, divided into \wo parts of |/ years
2ach, 18 proposed on the lines givep below. On the
conpletion of this programne in 1934, 1t would be for tho
Government to decide whether the time had arrived to extend
the scheme by lneluding battleshlps in ihe new programme of

construction,
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First 7 years' pfégramme\ - 1980-.-26

7 ‘ b é L
; et °-.=3. “ wd A
‘ 3 o o L I~
| q k= 4%
A © % 38 % *
I n A& 8 a8 &
/ 1920-21 6 - = =1
22 - - 1 - =
23 4 1l - - -
24 - - 1 - -
, 25 4 1 = = =
26 T
27 4 L = = =
I8 T35 = I

_Complete fleet - 1926,
3 Crulsers ;
5 Destroyers Requiring 3500 officers and men in |
18 p.C.Boats ( addition to the 500 already authorised,

1 parent ship}j Tbt@l 4000
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L - SHIPBUILDING PROGRAMME,

Second-7 years' programme - 1927~34,

=

s |

g2, 8 8

M O ® e

& o ,g &
EEEN
Ao a8 &
1927-28: - - 1 - =
- 29, -3 = - 1
30. - - l - i
310 - e "6 1

32 - - 1 -

3 -6 - - -
1 O T

_Complete fleet. 1¢34,

1 Crulgers : |
'}g Destroysrs Requiring 8,000 officers and men
(.0 Submarines dn addition to the 500 already
.18 P.C. Boats - ~authorised, - -

3 Parent Ships) Total&lsggoo
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service i.e, shipbullding, personnel and works, should

It is important that all parts of the

~develop together and in the proportions requisite to the

approved programmeé of shipbuilding.

- The principal works necessary would be, the
provision of sultable bases both on the Atlantic and Pacific,
1f not airéa.dy provided, These-bases being situated in
accordance with the strategic needs of the country.

o

Halifax,
It 18 generally agreed that on the Atlantic coast,
Halifax 1s the most cqnvenient port for a naval base, The

- dockyard, however, cannot be said to come up to the require~

ments of a modern fleet, and requires additions and alterations.

Esquimalt, | o .

. Esquimalt is generally racognized as being un-
suitable for a naval base under modern conditions. Proposals
have besn put forward for the construction of a new base
elsewhers, A large sum of money must be spent on the
development of the place if it ‘19 to continue to serve ‘as a

- naval base, but this would be an‘expenditura:‘which'could not

be recommended from the naval point of view.

Barrack accommodatxon is requs. red at Haurax for
a,t least 150 men 1n the I’irst two vears which can be pro-‘
vided no doubt in existing buildings. But in 1923 ba.rrack
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accommodation for 750 officers and men in addition would
be required, .
Small barrack aecommodation should be provided on
_the Pacific Coast for say 250 men during the first 7 years,
During the aecond 1 years, accommodation for the crew of

& cruiser should be provided l.e., 750 officers and men,

b

\

Hospitals. The naval hospital at;Halifax is probably

sufficient for some years to come, The old naval hospital
—_ at Esquimalt should revert to the navy as soon as the

convalescent home now occupying it is olosed.

Datentlon
agk Snall detention barracks wauld be required at

both Halifax ‘and Esquimalt unless the Militia can continue

to accommodate our men.

Establish- | |
ments. In order to provide for the training of officers

and men it will be necessary to Provide barracks and gunnery
and torpedo schcols and the necessary staff, The gunnery

and torpedo staff and plant would bs small in the early
“stages. '



T Estimate.

It 1s imposaidble io glve any reliable estimate of
the cost of the above works, nevertheless, an amount
equal to 5% of the cost of the shipbuilding programme has
been allowed. More detailed erposdls for the barracks
and training establishments are being put forward in a

separate paper.
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First 7 years' programme 1920-26.

1920-21

a2

23

24

25

26

.6 P.C.Boats 300

1 parent Ship 200
500
140

1 Crulser
| 1240

'? P.C.Boats 200

stroyer__ 100
300

1540
740

2280

1 Cruliser

1 Dastroyer 100

300
2580

740
3320

1 Cruiser

4 p.C.boats 200
1 Destroyer 100

300

 p.C.Boats

+3.

ggs&s.

Dastroyer
Cruiser
fubmarine
paftent Suip

: 138'” o

740
2




Second 7 Years' programme. 1927 = 34,

1927-28 1 Cruiser | 740
29 3 Pestroyers 300
1l Parent ghip 200
1240
30 1 Cruiser TH0
| 1980
31 6 Submarines 1
1 Parent ship &
LY
2330
32 1 Cruiser 740
| 3070
33 6 Dsstroyers 600 |
- 3670
3l 1 Cruiser C-7W0 ’
410 |
First 7 years 620,
Second 7 ° 10,
Total . 8030.
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_ SHIPBUILDING = - FINANCE ('%'é) .

First 7 years' programme... 1920-26, | Supposed date
o : .0f completion.

1920-21 6 p,0,poate..... $2;27o.ooo' .- Jan. 1921
| 1 Parent Ship... 00,000 3,370,000 ~ (July 1920)
21-22 1 Crulser........ 5,450,000 April 1923
22-23 4 p.C,Boats..... 1,980,000 _ Jan. 1923
. 1 Destroyer..... . 990,000 2,970,000 April 1923
23-24 1 Cruiser....... 4,450,000 - April 1325
24-25 & P.C.Boats..... 1,980,000 4 Jan. 1925
1 Destroyer..... __990,000 2,970,000 April 1925
25-26 1 Cruiser....... o 4,450,000 April 1927
20-27 4 ®.C.Boats..... 1,980,000 - Jan., 1927

’ 3

1 Destroyer..... __ 990,000 2,970 000 April 1927,

P.C. Boat
Destroyer

Cruiser

Parent Ship
Submarine

|

- _BASIS OF COST.

1/2/cost of Destroyer. . . . .. ... . $495,000.

Admiralty pre-war price + 504 in-
creased cost + 25% for building
1]."1 Gmadau * ¢ 4+ 4 0 e & o & v & o & 990,%06

Cost of 'Hawkins' 4 1/6 + 254 for 4w4*aﬁﬁ”ﬂ”(f
bullding 11‘1 G;mada:- se 0 e .(.Pbi ° u' ,MS’OOO.

Purchase old cruiser from Admiralty. i 400,000.

Admiralty pre-war price +50% in-
creassd cost + 254 bullding in
cmardau ® & o o 8 a ® 3 ° . - ° [ o [ 750’0000

BASIS OF CONSTRUCTION.

PO COBoalt. L] ) L ] ® L] * 9 mmtha.
Destroyer., . . . . . 12 months.
Cruiger. . . . . . . . years.
Submarine, . , . .. . months,




SHIPBUILII NG - FINANCE.
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Second 7 years' programme - 1321—}% o Supposeddate
. | | ‘ of completion.
| % J %f// () '
1927-28 ' 1 Cruiser (pu e o 4, w_so 000 April 1929
28-29 3 Destroyars 32,970,000j ' April 1923
1 parent ship __ 400,000 5,370,000 October 1928
29-30 1 Cruiser 4, 450, COC “ April 1931
30-31 6 Submarines $4,500,000 d Qotobar 1930
1 parent ship 400,000 4,490,000  Apridk 1930
" 31.32 1 Cruiser . 4,450,000  April 1933
32-33 6 Destroyers e 5,940, 000 April 1933
33-34% .l Cruiser 4, 450, 000 April 1935

First 7 years #25, 630,000
Second 7 years 32,010, 000
Total 15 years - 857,640,000

Average per year First 7 years  $3,661,428 '
for shipbuilding -~ sgecond 7 years 4,572,857 \ -

s o - e
Ll et B it e - 2




| MANCE, STORES, et (_!# )
P | First 7 yeax;s. - Basis -
1920-21 6 P.C.boats . § 180,000 | {erutser  g225,000
1 Parent ship  __ 100,000 * : gfgfgggetr %!
| 80,000 mﬁ%ﬁm&ﬁg
22 1 Cruiser | | 225,000 R
Cl | o 505,000
23 4 P.C.boats 120,000 | ' |
1 Desiroyer g,%0 . ;
sl - | o
107,500 |
2k 1 Cruiser . 225,000
s S 932,500
25 4 p.C.boats 120,000
1 Destroyer &2, 500 [
- 802,500 ;
| 1,135,000 |
26 1 Crujser 225,000 j
o 1,360,000 !
27 4 P.C.boats 120,000
1 Destroyer &, 500
- 202,500
Eirst 7 vears' tolal $ 1,562,500 .;
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COST OF PERSONNEL - PAY.

First 7 years Basis - #3.00 per day

per man.
_ Nos. Ps;y.
1920-21 500 #547,500 -
22 740 810, 300 41, 357, 800
23 300 328,500 1,686, 300
24 740 810, 300 2, 496, 600
25 300 328,500 2,825,100
- 26 740 810, 300 3,635, 400
27 300 328, 500 3,963,900
Second 7 years.
1927-28 0 - $810,300 | 774200
29 500 557,50  $1,347,800 5,311,700
30 740 810, 300 2,158, 100 6,122,000
31 350 382,750 2,540,850 6,504,750
32 740 810, 300 3,351,150 7,315,050
33 600 657,000 4,008, 150 7,972,050
34 740 810, 300 4, 818, 450 8,782,350 -
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1920-1 50 850,000 - 850,000 525 por yeas

2R 7uo 74,000 12,500 86,500 100 pg;lm"ﬁ;n

23 300, 30,000 31,000 (14,000 ouLEL L.

Bh o 7HO TH000 0 33,500 112,500

25 300 30000 49,506 - 79,500

26 ThO T4,000 57,000 131,000 -

21 30 30,000 75,500 105,500
Total upkeep 75,500,
Sooond .Z YOUE e
Total annuad |

1927-28 740 74,000 7,500 84,500 ! ""I?%%ﬁb""‘

&3 500 48,000 26,000 74,000 A3 ,500

30 T 74,000 38,500 332,500 185000

3L 350 35,000 57,000 92,000 167,500

32 TR TH000 63,750 A37,750 213,250

3 6% 60,000 84,250 1l , 250 219,750
Ho TR TH000 99,2% 173,250 2hs , 750
-

[
!
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1920-21
ee

23

2l

25

~ 26

27

1927-28
23
30
31
»

35
3

740
740
350
740

740

COST OF PERSONNEL = VICTUALLING.

=2l

Eirst 7 years.
100,000 Total
148,000 - 248,000
60,000 308,000
148,000 456,000
60,000 516,000

148,000 * 664,000
260,000 § 924,000

PR PR

148,000 $ 82,000 |
108,000 256,000 980,000
148,000 kok4,000 1,128,000
72,000 476,000 1,200,000
148,000 624,000 1,348,000
120,000 744,000 1,468,000
148,000 892,000

1,616,000

Basis,

55 cts.per head
per day,

i.e. $200 per
head per year.




1927-28
23

3N

25

6 Destroyers

1 Cmisar

~25-
MAINTENANCE, STORES, ETC,

Second 7 years,
1 Cruiser |
{ Destroyers 2uz,3oo
. Parent shiplO0,000
| 512,500 °

T 55

1,122,500

$225,000

1 Cruiser
6 Submarines 225,000
1 Parent snzxagﬁikxz;

1l Cruiser

225,000
2,067,500

Firet 7 years -
Second {7 :

$3,630,000

o ]

5/

Total.
$1,787,5%0.

2,135,000, -

2,360,000,

2,685,000, |
2,910,000, |
|

3,405,000, |

i
|
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| Owing to & clerical arror in the <apy of on
Admiraltly telegran the cost of (rulser HAWKINS hoo men
taken ao £600,000, whoreas it was roally £1,600,000.

This would make the cost of such a stdp in Caanda
over §7,000,000 & prohibitive prica, sixi a8 ach 48 & bmvtm
oruiser in pro-war doys. | |

It will,. thersfors, be nogessary 1o yovise these
estimates on the basls of eanatm%&ng D Qmal Cruisors, for
which the estimate of wmﬁmam@i given in this pmr would

~ - be approximstely correct.

The total anmal cost of FALNYENANCS and OpeIAtions
‘shoum,me:m:i,_ be redugsd by aiout wm*tmm of the vost for
the crulsers, 1.6. =

192122 o 41118, 000
192223 | 418,000
1925-24 836,000
192425 836,000
1925426 1,054, 000
1926-27 3505, 000

Naval VWar Staff,
| Ottawa,
3rd July 1919.




