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Notes on: Informal Meeting with 'A' Operations.
May 23, 1979

TOP SECRET
File #8400-26-3

#7000-8

Those present: The Commissioners
H.R. Johnson
P.R. Russell
Patricia Close
Brian Crane " <
Supt. John Friend, 0 i/c 'A' Ops
C/Supt. Mike Spooner, former O i/c 'A' Ops

Area Commander SWOSS
Sgt. Jim Riley
Sgt. Peter Geisler
Sgt. John Hehn
Sgt. Andre Lambert
Sgt. Dick Sherwood
Supt. Don Wilson, Coordinator of Task Force
Staff/Sgt. Dick Young, Task Force

The most pertinent issues to the Security Service from
the research papfer. entitled RCMP Role in Civil Service Security
Clearance were discussed. These were issues 8, 2-5t__6.,-10T 11/
20-22. Notes taken in a subsequent discussion of'the author
with Supt. John Friend on the remaining issues and points are
italized. Supt. Friend's written responses to issues will
follow.

1. Reporting vs Recommendation Issue #8
,4 r V

• • . ... * ■ .
This was not felt to be an issue by the Security

Service as it is their practice to recommend and they have had
no complaints from the DSOs concerning this matter. It was
agreed however, in light of Otto Lang's statement in the House
in January that it would perhaps be best to clarify the situation
in the revised version of CD-35 or elsewhere. The question of
who prepared Lang's statement is being looked into.

'A' Ops. felt that the DSOs often go against their
recommendations, though they have no statistics to substantiate
this claim. The qae.6ti.on of, A.ecommendtng {yOA. £oya£ty bat not
^oa. A.etiabittty bA.te^6 wa6 A.ai6ed. White. John FA.iend thoaght
they 6hoatd A.ecommend ^oa. both, a pA.acttce ofi not A.ecommending
tn the. ca6e ofi chaA.acteA. tnfioA.matton mtght aZZeoiate the
argument that the SecaA.Zty SeA.vtce i6 not the mo6t appA.opA.iate
agency to jadge the vaZneA.abiZity beh.avtoA.aZ chaA.acteA.t6 tte6.
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2. Reporting on Individuals■in Unclassified Positions - Issue #6

F 'A' Operations does’not currently report on any
government personnel in unclassified positions.- I(j tn^oamatlon
I* abtatned about an Individual employed tn a government
department an Inquiry I* made o£ the D.S.O., If, that employee
t* tn a ela**lf,led po*ttlon. 14 they are, a ?er*onal Ht*tory
Foam t* reque*ted to confirm tdenttty and the Information I*
forwarded to the DSO. The Augu*t //, Z9 76 memo, although It dtd
not explicitly differentiate between • anela**lfled and cla**lfled

9 po*ltlon*, wcu Interpreted a* authorization only to dl**emlnate
Information on Individual* tn cla**lfled po*ltlon*.

3. Dissemination on M.P.s and Senators, Issue #11 is the exception
to the ab^ove practice. Although there is no policy set down the
practice has developed whereby any adverse information on

____Senators and_M.P. is reported tCL.the PCO. Solicitor General Blais
objected to this practice as it may well be one of ministerial
responsibility. Supt. Friend disagreed with Lord Denning - even
when there was no direct security risk,any information that
might make an M.P. or Senator liable to blackmail or coercion
should be reported.

4.

This preventative approach raises the problem that if
the government^dgcides not to take action on the information then
it can'inadvertently be leaked as was the case with the Munsinger
affair. The problem remains - to whom does the Security Service
report (e.g., Members of the Opposition to the P.M. or the
Leader of the Opposition).

Better guidelines.including mechanisms for disseminating information
on Senators and M.P.s are needed. The problems are to whom is
this information disseminated, when is it disseminated and what
attempt is made by' the Security Service to first verify the
vulnerability of blackmail and coercion that certain behavioral
characteristics entail for the individual involved?

Cursory Checks Issue #10

The Prime Minister and the Solicitor General -are not
cleared nor are Cabinet Ministers necessarily, although the
Security Service ha* recently received reque*t* from the new
Con*ervatlve government to do' cur*ory cheek* of potential
Cabinet appointee*. The system is open to abuse as the Security
Service just receives a list of names and therefore an
individual's name could be included for devious purposes.
Another abuse of the system is reporting misleading or
unsubstantiated information could be attached to his name.
Although an attempt is made to write a brief on such information
both the time pressures and informal communication routes
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(verbal replies to Director General and P.C.O.) do not always
allow for this protection to be given to the individual (e.g.,
the unconfirmed homosexual entry beside a name being considered
in 1972 as a Parliamentary Secretary). If there is no time to
write a formal brief should any information be disseminated
regardless of the pressure?

5. Homosexual Discrimination Issues #3, 4, 5 and 22

-.The possibility of making public Supt. Friend's
statement/on homosexual data collection was raised. (This would
appear misleading if it was not in the context of how this
characteristic is treated differently from others). The question
of who prepared Allmand's reply to Cassidy was also raised.

It was agreed that homosexuality was treated differently
than other faults of character. The 1969 amendment to the
Criminal Code had no effect upon the treatment of homosexual
information. A homosexual file would not be destroyed even if
the individual publicly confessed to being a homosexual and
hence removing the aspect of vulnerability.

The Security Service did not agree with the ICSI
proposal that here should be a blanket rejection of homosexuals
in classified positions.

6. The Non-Disclosure of Information Issues #20 and 21

The Security Service upheld the necessity to retain
the confidentiality of casual sourc.es encountered in the course
of a field investigation. The rationale was that if these
confidences were released then the whole security screening
programme would eventually be undermined. Their policy is to
release as much as possible and they A.ej ec-t the -idea o any
tndependent A.evtew ofi thetn. deetsto n, tnetudtng that ofi a
Secu.fi.tty Revtew Boated. A4 tong as the pfiovtston to wtthhotd
tn^otematton ^fiom the appettant /tests u/tth the RCMP the ftevtew
ptioeedutee seemed de-st/iabte. I theVi optnton u)u ehatteng ed
(whteh tt appeals ts a posstbtttty andeh Sectton 7(7) ofi the
Ftnanetat Admtntst/iatto n Act) then the RCMP "uioatd >ieso\t to
ob tat nt ng a Mtntstex.' s peterntt andeti Sectton 42 ofi the
Fedeteat Coatit Act".

7. Other issues that were discussed were:

(1) the use of interviews by the RCMP field investigator.
In the past onty tfi the fitetd tn.vesttgai.oft coatd not (.ut^tti. the
standa/td scfieentng eftttefita woatd an tnteftvtew be hetd Mtth the
tndtvtdaat betng screened (e.g., a pefttod o& ttme -spent tn a
eountfty whefte the RCMP doesn't have a ftectpftoeat sefteentng
aftftang ement) . The policy has just recently changed. In the
third week of May 1979 John Friend sent a letter to the field
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instructing that interviews are to be carried out to resolve
doubts the investigator may have. (requested) . This ieiien
nesuiied fcnom a. neeeniiy p/iapa-ted do eumeni seni by Andne Lemieux.,
V.S.O. ofc ihe P.C.O. io Michaei Piifcieid, Cienk ofc ihe P.C.O.,
pnoposing a new neview mechanism. These documenis Siem
oniginaiiy fcnom Michael Puifcield's siaiemeni ai an ICSI meeiing
in Veeemben 79 77 ( hiie #6000 - 10-B-17) fcollowing a submission by
■the Pubiie Senviee (aiiaehed) . He suggesied
Tneasuny Bound review ihe appeal pnoeedune advoeaied by ihis
submission fcon any memben ofc ihe civil senviee whose eaneen
is deinimenially afcfcecied fcon secuniiy neasons. An infconmal
wonhing gnoup consisiing ofc Supi. John Pniend, Andne Lemieux,
Tneasuny Boand and ihe Pubiie Senviee Commission, has been
siudying ihis. They have neeommended ihai Seeiion 7(7) ofc ihe
Pinancial Adminisinaiion Aei be amended io ineiude noi jusi
eases ofc dismissals bui aiso inansfcens on deniais ofc pnomoiion.
As well ihene is io be a pneliminany pnoeedune whene doubi has
been naised. Pinsi, ihe RCMP fcieid invesiigaion would inienview
ihe individuai. Second, ihe V.S.O. musi inienview ihe eandidaie
ifc he is going io neeommend a denial ofc cieananee. The V.S.O.
musi aiso infconm ihe individuai ihai he is going io neeommend
againsi cieananee. Thind, ihe Vepuiy Minisien musi inienview
ihe eandidaie and may (on musi) consuii wiih ihnee oihen
Vepuiy Mijiisiens ifc he is going io deny cieananee. Pounih, ihe
Vepuiy■ MinisieH'/ ifc cieananee is denied, musi inienview ihe
individuai again io nesotve ihe question ofc fcuiune employment.
(The document outlining ihis pnoeedune is in ihe pnocess ofc
being iocaied in P.C.O. RCMP connespondence concenning ihis
maiien is aiiaehed)

The neview pnoeedune envisioned does noi apply io
appiieanis on coninaei employees nor is the interview procedure
of the RCMP field investigator universal. It is only to be used
in questionable cases, not normally to elicit information on
such factors as financial status. Universal was rejected
because it is both impractical and might cause difficulties
for the protection of sources, though this latter rationale also
holds for the interviewing of referees.

(2) The possibility of a brochure, similar to that of
the British, advertising the security screening programme,
might partially reduce adverse public reaction.

(3) The cost of a field investigation was estimated a
few years ago to be about $500. This compares to the cost of
$800 - $900 for a private investigation.

(4) The function of identifying new threats is the
responsibility of the Operational Branches, not 'A' Ops. If
a new threat has been identified and it does not fall under
CD-35, they use (a) to (f) of :,The Mandate" as their author­
ization to report on such threats. Hence ihe need fcon inienim
measunes (issue #23) had noi been a pnobiem.
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l (5) Section (i'v) of the proposed revision of CD-35 was
discussed. The RCMP’s input into the wording of this clause was
requested. PfAecZoA. General M.P. Vare's letter on this clause
-i-S attached. Fred Shultz, V.G. Dare's executive assistant 0 He
P.P.S C. met informally with P.C.O. to revise the 1975 wording of
this clause already declared too broad by Cabinet [See CD-661-75
(7977) le), attached] . The documentation Is being collected.

(6) The ASTO Bill review procedure. The Security Service
thought they could live with it. The Australian Security Appeals
Tribunal is only applicable to eases where the Individual has
been given notice of an adverse or qualified security ass essment
(552). Such notification can be withheld by a written statement
of the Attorney General for national security reasons (S.37(2) ) .
Both the affect of the Canadian Human Rights legislation and

o . our current Security Advisory Board, which has been set up to
hear immigration cases concerning permanent residents where a
'SsGinl-&aA security certificate has been signed, need to be taken
Into account before any attempt Is made to apply Australian
legislation In the Canadian context.

8. Other Issues

The ,fp£lowlng notes were tatzen In covering the remaining
Issues with Supt. Friend, May 50, 1979.

Issue 7■- dissemlnatlon - there Is no clear policy for
updating security -clearances. TWe general practice is to have
them updated every' five years, although this Is not adhered to
by all departments. Furthermore, the lac,k of policy, has led to
one employee [Immigration] challenging the necessity of resubmitting
a personal history, form. The case was referred to P.C.O. and
subsequently the department had to back down due to a lack of
policy’on this Issue.

Issue 12 - Inadequate Information - when the standard
security screening criteria can not be met, 'A' Ops notifies the''
department that It cannot complete the screening procedure.
The department can then take a calculated risk. It was also In
these conditions that the RCMP would, tn the past, Interview
candidates.

issue 19 - universal review Supt. Friend thought
that the review procedure should apply to applicants, contract
employees, etc. This would be consistent with the Human Rights
legislation which allows access to the files of such Individuals.

f
The function of a review board, besides those of hearing

appeals, could include
(a) approving the organizational assessments of 'B1, 'V'and

'H' Ops.
Lb] rendering advice
(-c) interpreting the security rejection criteria.

A0000830_5-001124

AGC-3909



TOP SECRET

- 6 -

-c-4-iue 27 - e-Co-su^e. of third party information - Auch
information iA nou.ti.mJLy paAAed on to the departmentA. Tfie purpoAe
of the information iA underAtood by the foreign agencieA involved
and no Apecial permiAAion iA required to diAAeminate to the
V.S.O.A. A Aimilar procedure could be worked out for any
review proceeding, when Apecial permiAAio n would only be needed
if the information waA to be divulged to the appellant.

o

iAAue 31 and 32 -field inv eAtigation practiceA -
attemptA are made to train field invcAtigatorA in proper inter­
view techniqueA - Aeveral hourA at HeadquarterA in the claAAroom
and one to two monthA on-the-job training with an experienced
inveAtiga~$or. A field inveAtigator can handle twenty caAeA per
month.

iAAue 33 - Aubjectivity of aAACAAmentA - It waA agreed
that moralizing AtatementA Ahould not Be included in Acreening
briefA and that the only information that Ahould be forwarded iA
that information which relateA to Aecurity. There remainA the
problem of what information relateA to Aecurity.

iAAue 34 -proper agency - BecauAe of the reAourceA
already in place the RCMP (jee.Z-6 that it iA the proper agency to
carry out Aecurity AcreeningA, both for loyality and reliability.

iAAue 40 - operational aAACAAmentA - 'A' OpA doeA not
neceAAarily accept the organizational aAACAAmentA of the
Operational branch.ca . An external body to review theAe aAACAA-
mentA waA advocated. The problem of inconAiAtency between
operational brancheA in the making of aAACAAmentA waA noted.
Originally there waA a formalized AyAtem of review for theAe
group a.AAcAAmentA.t They all uAed to go to the Security Panel.

’ iAAue 46 - acceAAing government recordA.- ThiA iA not
really a problem for 'A' OpA, becauAe the non-derivitive elauAe
applieA only to information provided by the individual and not to
government filcA aA Auch, 'A' OpA doeAn't have the Aame need fofi.
identification aA doeA the operational brancheA, having all the
biographical information neeeAAary on the perAonal hiAtory form.
Their need to aeceAA iA merely that of verification, e.^.,if
an individual iA actually a citizen. With the archiveA, where
all the old VNV recordA are found, a working arrangement iA in
place where the inveAtigator AignA a form that the information iA
for national Aecurity purpoAeA. (ThiA practice might have AeriouA
ramificationA if reAorted to by the operational brancheA].
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T^eTte a/te 4ZZZZ outAtandtng Taauca whtch.
petthapA wax.si.ant a ^aJithest dtA caAAton wtth Sapt. Fsitend. TheAe
ax.e-

1. The. psiacttce. concestntng vacated stecostdA
2. The dt^tcattteA tn a csitmtnat tndtceA check
3. The ^ancttd nA a /Levtea) boattd
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