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INTRODUCTION

WIS

i, In accordance with paragraph 9 ¢ of Enclosure 2 to
reference b, an Evaluation Group has examined on-line teletype-
writer cryptographic equipment offered to meet NATO point-to-polnt
and tactleal communicatlons requirements. A report thereon has
been submltted to the Military Committée through the Standing Group.

The Evaluation Group consisted of representatives of the Major NATO
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Commanders, and France, Germany, Netherlands, Norway, United

Kingdom and United States. The recommendations of the Group were

\G

10 as follows:

11 a. No further considerations be given to weighting

12 schemes other than the merlt systems adopted.

13 b. The ELCROTEL be gelected as the standard point-to-
i point teletypewriter equipment for NATO use.

15 C. The KEW-7 be selected as the standard tactical (in-
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cluding ship-shore) teletypewriter equipment for NATO use.

17 4a. If for any reason not within the province of the

13 Evaluation Group the equlipments listed in paragraph b or ¢
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2 ENCLOSURES _
i, DFM(64)T9, 4 Sep 64
2, Netherlands Minority Statement
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1 above cannot be adopted, the next equipment in the category
o affected and in the order of merit listed, be adopted as the
3 NATG sbandard egquipment.
= 5 2. France, in & mincrity stabtement abttached to $he Report
O 5 of the majority of ths Evaluation Group, disagreed wlth the gbove
6 recommendations bubt subseguently hag conourrsd in recopmendation
7 b. The reasons for the French disagreement %o the remainder of
5 the above recommendations are explalned in Enclosure 1. The
2 Netherlands, while agreeling with the majority on the above recom~
10 mendations, has alsc submitted a minoriity statament relating to
o 11 §the order of merib andipthe numerical assessments of the polnt-
E% 12 to-point equipmentz. This minority shtatement was attached to the
2% 13 report of the Evaluation Group as Appendlx 3. The reasons for
Ei 14 the dissentient Netherlands views are contained in Enclosure 2,
22 i5 These orders of merit insofar as they affect squipmants considered
:E 16 acceptable for selection as NATO standard sre compared belows
Eg 17 Poins-to=Point
E% 1F Egulpment Majority France Netherlands
E 16 ELCROTEL (GE) 150 95 100
29 20 ALVIS with VENDCR (UK) 60 90 80
§ 22, ECOLEX V with SIMILEX (NE) 35 85 70
7] 22 MYOSOTIS with oscillators (FR) 365 90 55
-
=] 23 Tactical
Eg ol Equipment Majority France
25 Ku-7 {U3) 100 90
26 MYOSODIS with osclilators (FR) 40 90
7] 27  ULYSSE (FR) 50 80

28 DISCUSSION

29 3. The North Atlantic Couneil in spproving MC T4/1 invited
30 the Standing Group to direct the Evaluation Groupu

31 "8 To continue 1ts evaluation of the souivments

32 offered withoub taking acceunt of the pricé faftor,
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b. To make every effort to include im its repors
welghted assessments, axpressed in figures, baking inteo
account all factors other than cost, so that the final
gelectlon may be based on cosgt factors adjusted by the

welghting figures.”

e,

In accordance wlth a above, the Evaluation Group has made its

recommendations solely on the basis of 'the technleal, operational,
and logistical aspects ¢f the squipments considered. In the Report
tne Chailrman syplalins why 1t ig nob possible o meet entiresly the
desires of the North Atlantic Counecil as set forth in b above. In-
stead, the Evaluation Group (with the exception of France) agraed
on a merit system and applied a numerical value to each equipment.
The French delegation considered that such a sysfem did not permit
sn objectlve evaluatlon free of blased personal assessments. There-
fore, they applied a detalled weighting systém to each equipment in

an effort to elimlnate the subjective factor.

i, France's disagreement wlth recommendation 1 d results
from dizagrsement with the merit system. Ac@ordingl&s France in
Enclosure 1 proposes that except for ELCBOTEL the other polni-to-
point machines be recommsnded to the North Atlantic Councll without

any indieaticn of order of merit,

5. With respect o recommendation 1 ¢ above, France proposes
that a new Evaluabion Group be constlitubed, composed not only of
repregentatives from the ratlions having proposed tactical machines,
but of represenbatives as welllof those nations which have indliczabsd
notable regquirements for thiz kind of equipment. Such a constituted
Evaliuation Group would invelve the addition of Canada to those

nations which participated in the original Evaluation Group.,
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1 CONCLUSIONS
2 6. The Military Committee conecludes that:
3 a. There is upanimous agreement bthat the ELCRUTEL
b be selected on a first choice basls as the standard point-
:: 5 to-point telegraph cryptographic equipment for NATO use.
6 b. There is a divergence of views regarding the
7 rélative meriis. of other peint=to-point as:iwell ‘as tactlcal
8 telegraph cryptographic equipment offered for NATO use,
9 Ce It has been unable to reconcile the divergent
10 views set forth im b above and that 1t is necessary to
11 submit the matter to the North Atlantic Council for decisiocn
E% 12 in accordance with procedures established in Enclosure 4 of
EE 13 MC 74/1. Specifically, the Councillagreeds
E§ 14 "If the Military Committee's report to the Council
Eﬂ 15 is not unanimous, it will be forwarded under cover of an
Eg 16 objective appralsal by the Chairman of the Military
Eé 17 Committee. The Council will then consider what further
;; & procedures to adopt o0 enable agreement to be reached.”
E% .
W RECOMMENDATIONS
% 20 7. The Military Commifttee recommends that the No!rth
%% 21, Atlantic Council:
Eﬁ 22 a. Take note of the above report and Enclosures 1
3 23 and 2 hereto,
Ed ol b. Determine, in sccordance with paragraph 4 of
25 Enclosure 4 to MC T4/1, what further procedures should be
26 established to facilitate the final selectlon of standard
~ 27 on~line teletypewriter eryptographic equipment.
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ENCLOSURE 1

NORTH ATLANTIC MILITARY COMMITTEE
COMITE MILITAIRE DE L'ATLANTIQUE NORD

Standing Group Groupe Permanent

TS DFM(64) 79
4 September 1964

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY STANDING GROUP
FROM FRENCH REPRESENTATIVE TO THE STANDING GROUP

SUBJECT : French posltim on the question of
New Generation Cryptographilc Eguipment

WIS

Ll 1 L. While France does pay tribute to the experts of the
§§ 2 "Evaluation Group, who labored during several months on a difficult
fﬁ - task, France is unable fo accept the conclusions and recommendations
Eé L drawn up by this Group. The arguments which served as a basls of
Eg 5 the order of merit listed in the report are challenged for they are
Eé 6 neither complete nor enti?ely valid., Conscious of the appreciable
;; v rrogress in‘the communications fileld which the earliest poséible
E% & adoption of the new generation cryptographic eguipment would bring
kt! 9 to the Alliance, France is especially concerned in seeing that the
5% 10 solution proposed is an éffective one.,
-
Eﬁ 11 2, Concerning the polnt-to~point machines, of the four
Eg =] proposed, the German ELCROTEL was recognized superior regardless
Eg 13 of the criteria used by the Evaluation Group or the French experts.
France proposes therefore:

15 a. Thét the Standing Group recommends to the Military
4 16 Committee the immediate adoption of ELCROTEL for all NATO
_ 17 point~to-point requirements, thus responding fully to the

18 wishes of the Major Commands who have insisted upon the

18 selection of only oné machine.

-6 - Enclosure 1
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1 b. That the other machines be recommended to the

2 Council without any indicatlion of order of merit.

3. The problem of selecting cryptographic eguipment for

tactical requirements is not as urgent; as a matter of fact, the

requirements of the Major Commands and of certain nations are very

Group's report and proposes therefore that a new Evaluation Group

3

k

5

6 small. France does not accept the conclusions of the Evaluation

7

8 be constituted with the mission of studying tactical cryptographic
9

equipments by considering in a detailed manner the technical,

10 operational and logistical characteristics in accordance with the

WIS

. 11 directives of the Council.

12 France proposes finally that the new Evaluation Group
13 be composed not only of representatives from the nations having
14 proposed tactical machines, but of representatives as well from

15 those nations having indicated notable requirements for this kind

16 of equipment.

17 It should be noted that, on the one hand, the Evaluation
15 Group which passed judgment on all the machines included, in
19 addition to Major Command representatives, only the representatives
20 of those specific¢ countries having proposed some machines, while,
21 on the other han@, the Major Commanders expressed only very minimal
22 requirements for tactical machines.

(Signed)
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Le General d'Armee HOUSSAY
. Chef de la Delegation Francailse
au Groupe Permanent Nord-Atlantique
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ENCLOSURE 2

1 NETHERLANDS MINORITY STATEMEND CN ASSESSMENTS

2 POINT-TO~POINT EQUIPMENTS

3 : 1. The Netherlands does not agree wlth the numerical assess-

b ments endorsed by the majority of the Evaluation Group.

B 2. In the report of the Evaluation Group, ECSA Serial 309,

% 1t is stated inter alia in para IV (a){8) that the ECOLEX V system

T performed well dur ing the Erials that there ig an exlsting build-up

8 of experience, training and loglstics for the basic unit (ECOLEX IV)
9 in NATO and that 1t lends l1tself to use with this basic unit as well
E 10 as wlth ETCRRM (also already in use in NATO).
o _
% A 3. The possibility of transferring baslc equipments already
E iz in use into the required tapeless-rotorless-equipments by supplement-
= i3 ing them with new key generating units is an important advantage of
E 14 the ECOLEX V sysbtem over all other systems offered.
_—
UE; 1 L., The Netherlands is therefore of the opinlon that the
__ 1€ flnal qualificatlon in the report of the HEvaluation Group, th_at
E 17 EOOLEXiV only marginally meets the requirements of the mililibtary
S 18 characteristics, is too :Ii.low a valuatlon.
2 |
g 19 5. Based on the adopbed system of numerlcal agsessments,
% [ ] in which 100 marks 1g given tec the best equipment as standard
n:: =x ) agalnst which other equipments are measured azmdi.aiﬁj‘ﬂwhd:@h*—:.rthe;itechw
] nical, sperational and loglstic aspects of the equipment are con-

23 sldered, the awarded numerical value of 35 for ECOLEX V is also
é ol regarded as too low a valuabtion.
>
": o5 6. In our view the numerical asssessments of the ALVIS and
o 26 M¥OSUTIS equipments also need some correction, leading to the

=7 following overall order of merif and numerical assessment:

- 8= ‘Enclosure 2
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1 Equipments - Order of merit Numerical values
ol ELCROTEL 1 100
3 ALVIS with VENDOR 2 80
— 4 ECOLEX with SIMILEX 3 TO
] 5 MYOSOTIS with external 4 55
6 oscillators
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NORTH ATLANTIC MILITARY COMMITTEE
COMITE MILITAIRE DE L'ATLANTTIQUE NORD

3 February 1965

CORRIGENDUM NO. 1

‘, \é‘l-

&
g RO

o

to MC T74/2 (Military Decision) Y

Holders of MC 74/2 (Military Decision) (Selection of Standard
NATC On-Line Teletyp fiter Cryptographic Equipment) are requested
to amend page %;/Zine 11, to delete the parenthesis on eilther sigde

of the words "the order of merit and".
FOR THE MILITARY COMMITTEE:

s

EF /md ERNST FERBER
Major General, German Army
Secretary

/%:;@.JI

DISTRIBUTION: as for basic paper
NATO -~ RESTRICTED S R This document conslsts
MC 7h/2 (Military Decision) Corrig. No.1 ©F 1 page.
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