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D/Sec(AS)/64/5

30 BApr 98

Copy to:

DPO(RAF)

ADGEL

AD OR(ICS)1

PSO/ACAS

UFQ_ARTICLES — DAILY MAIL AILY EXPRESS — PRIL 1
ISSUE

1. To provide advice following the Daily Mail and Daily Express
articles of 27 April alleging a 'UFO' sighting over the North Sea.

ECO! NDATION

2. To note.
ACKGROUND

3. On Sunday 26 April the MOD Press Office received calls from
the Daily Mail and Daily Express about an alleged 'UFO’ sighting
over the North Sea involving an object 'the size of a battleship’
travelling at around '17,000 mph' (the published articles
subsequently alleged 24,000 mph). No additional information about
the date of this alleged incident was provided at the time or has
been since. A further 20 phonecalls from the print and broadcast
media have now been received.

Source of the Story

4. The Daily Mail has said thatmg“the source
of the story. M’ former editor of the RAF News, is
believed to have " 4_,7€Eaper under a cloud and has, we
understand, been contributing materd to the national Press on a
freelance basis since that time. heé known to be rather
inventive of the facts. ———

RAF Fylingdales, Yorkshire

5. The Fylingdales radar is tasked only to detect and track

objects in orbit and those with a ballistic trajectory. The

Officer Commanding at RAF Fylingdales has confirmed that for the
1
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35 years it has operated, no 'UFOs' have been tracked. It is the
case that the radar is not configured to track such objects,
particularly in the reported areas, and there is therefore no
substance to the claim that recorded data of this nature is held
at RAF Fylingdales.

6. OC Fylingdales also confirmed that the station has not been
approached to provide supporting information for the Space
Symposium at RAF Cranwell in June. The RAF Fylingdales Crew
Commander received a call from a journalist on Sunday but was
asked only about RAF Fylingdales' involvement with the Symposium.
The Crew Commander denied all knowledge of any involvement and
referred the journalist to the MOD Press desk.

s o8] t F Cra 11

7. The Air Warfare Centre and the MOD branch Operational
Requirements (Information & Communication Services) are jointly
hosting a ‘Military Exploitation of Space' Symposium on 3-4 June
at RAF Cranwell. It is open to Service and MOD civilian personnel
and industrialists with an interest in this subject and is
mentioned on the Internet.

8. The newspaper articles allege plans for one of the speakers
at the Symposium to present radar tapes from RAF Fylingdales to
substantiate the 'UFO' claims. Neither the Air Warfare Centre's
focal point for this event, nor OR(ICS) staff, have knowledge of
any material of this nature on the agenda and have confirmed that
the Symposium has nothing whatsoever to do with 'UFOs'. A copy of
a brochure about the Symposium is attached for information.

Conclusion

9. All enquiries indicate that there is nothing of substance in
the claims made by the media.
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Sponsored by
The Air Force Board

ROYAL AIR FORCE

AIR WARFARE CENTRE

OPERATIONAL DOCTRINE & TRAINING
RAF COLLEGE CRANWELL
UNITED KINGDOM
NG34 8HB

COMMERCIAL
WITHIN UK 01400-261201 BXT 6474
OUTSIDE UK 44-1400-261201 EXT 6474

Internet Mail Address: ASCM@OD-T.demen.co.nk
wweiralfmodub/awcasd

1998 Aries Symposivm
Military Exploitation of Space
A 2-day operational and izchaical symp e
mililry exploitation of space, ep d by the Air
Force Board, will be keld xt RAFC Cranwell, UK,
on Thur 4 - Fei § Juse. Tae aim of the symposian
is to mise the proflle of Space witkin the dofosce
cormunity, both military and industrial 213 Tevele™
very senior officers, who arc alceady well avave of
MOD space policy bt probably less aware of futers
l:chnolopul lrends. mlddle»nnkm; MOD

whase p ledge wonld
bennbl dgnmvul!y Irom greawr apmur: to the
1] B nl,’m " jation; and indesicy,

who wish W be Informed sbout MOD interest in

space as an operational eavironment and are keea

10 gain an opporunity io demonsioate the capabitites

and concepts they may offer in support of space

objectives. Allche briefings at the symgosiven will

bo presemted ot an unclmlﬁed Iwcl hwmsr.
can b

Py

leclmnlog; issues at a claasified lovel. The
symposiom Is being cun joimly by the Air Wadsro
Centre (AWC) & RAFC Cranwell and OR(ICS) staff
fron MOD. The AWC point of contact for the
symposium is Me ) West, RAFC Cranwell (01400
261201) Bxt 6474,

ALK ABARSA WY

g
o
B
~
-
T3
©
=
o
=
1=

TISMNGED 398 1300

%ok TOTAL PAGE.B3 %k




PAGE 3

TO

WG ) RAF LKAN

Ve mwwLvLLULUUm

28 APR *97 13:27 FROM D E F PRESS OFFICE

Thursday 4 June

1030 Registratioa & coffec in Whittle Hall

1100 Welcome and Opening Remarks
Chairman

1116 Keynotz Opening address

ion 40

1128 Spece Technology and Concepts
0D Space AWC

(215 Loach in College Hall
1330 UK Spice Policy and Programmes

DGICS

AD OR(ICSH
Trends
1415 Futere Developments and Trends -
UK MOD DERA

1500 Tea in College hall

1530 Fature Developments and Trends -
UK/Buropean Industry BNSC

1615 View [rom the Peatagon
US DaD

176¢ Close
1938 Pre-Dinner Drinks at The Lawns
2000 Sympostam Dinner 2t The Lawns

@) = 1 —————————————————— W/ ﬁ.

Friday § June
0900 Intodactory Remerks
Chairman
Conmunicstions
0905 Teledesic ' Boeing
9945 Celestri ) MMS
1030 Caffee in College Hall
Remete Observation
1100 Spacchorne AWACS
Boring
1145 BOSAT LM Space Imaging
1230 Lunck in College Hall
1345 SBIRS LM/TRW
Launch Syatems
1430 TSTO/Re-usabks
. US Industry
1535 Tea in College Hall
145 Seslamch
Boeing/Krunichev
1639 Closing Address . ACAS
184S Discussion Chairman
1700 Close

(Contents may change due to the avaiiability of
Speakers)

Registration Form -
Please regisier tie poliowing delegeis for: X
‘The Military Exploifation of Space g
Symposiam
RAFC Cranweli 4 and § June 1998

Sectffgh 40

Phowizs.. Fax:

SIRIAMIIES - con. e eresas ant ses s ssremsn - hmsssrrars s d2s i ARSI Mok 0 o 0903

Fae pot Delegate:  Now MOD vployee £220 D
MOD emploges £20 o

“The Fees inchuds toabotfos aod buffet baaches for bota days

Sympntiun Diancr: 3 wonld Riee te ablendt the ditner ot the right of
‘Thuredoy 4 Fane 1998 (0 be hald st The Lawms, Lincoln asd oxlos
o0 sddiieank chaque Tor £30. Yes D xo Qo
Brcwse of the imge Tumbers expoctsé & attend you e ndvisad o
baok earty. All applications most be received by 18 May. Cheques wil)
be rEfmded i orereudirided.

Drest- L farkes and e For P, loumge sultior diomer
Merhod of paymest; By Choque(s) Steiing wrde peyible b Nerpas
RAF Cranwreil.
T:  Ascaystems Coarse Mscages,

OD&T, RAFC Craawelt,

Shaford. Lincs. NOM THE.
I DIS00 261201 Ext. SETAAA255410

Due to the J of Crewell Mosees Beee:

mam%&mwmboﬁ
lug;lt_m sooowmodstion [F roquested owly sod bocked

quoting Space Sympasivon. Altif| 0 ) aage e cocdosed

28 APR *97 039:84
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REED TO KNQW?

OELO aml
subloet White Peper Submission ’ (3 \‘“\"‘\\
Dar 26 Jan 1998 h

soumission |Next submission (by date) | jious Submission
(by date)] Index of submissions

-, 0

1.1 road with interest the recent publicalion of the FOI White Paper and
look fgrward {0 the new age of open Government that is clearly on the
agenda.

2.1 have baen i regular correspondence with my MP Mr Rhaodri Margan
who hag in turn been in touch with the USoS for Defence, Mr Johr

-Bpellar. The correspandence has bean over matters relating to
i unidentified aeral phenomena (RAF Terminology) more commonly

Known as unidentified fiying objacts (UFOs).

3. fee! that | speak for a lot of people when | express my concern over
the way these UFO-related lssues have been handied over the last fifty
years. | also feal that our Government will never be truly open until the
day when we actually see an RAF Officer (or even the SoS for Defence
himself!) appear on the evening news sharing UFO-related information
with the viewers.

4. A good start would be to come clean on some of the inddents from
the 1950s such as RAF Lakenheath, the interception at 8t Margaret's
Bay, West Freugh, RAF Church Lawford and RAF Topcliife- details of
these are already available in historicelly authenticated documentation
available from the Public Record Office at Kew and it seems silly for the
Government not to acknowledge these. What makes the situation even
more incredulous is that a civil servant & actually wiiing hooks and
appearing on TV saying these things are genuine.

5. | am gratefui for your attention on these matters and trust that they will
be given due consideration for the final legislation

Yours

: 10
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. REER 10 WROWS
i § ssvject FOI and Unidentified Aerial Phenomena
{ pare 30 Jan 1997
Sabmission {Next submission (by date) | Previous Submission
(by date)| index of submissions

FO! AND UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA

Allow me to introduce myself. My name is_and ry
PhD is in Chernistry, it was conferred upon-me by Exeter University in
1996. |am a Member of The Royal Soclety of Chemistry and a writer for
Quest Magazine. } spend a lot of my spare time researching the MoD's
history with respect to Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP), the bulk of
my information comes from historically authenticated documents held in
The Public Recorg Office.

B Itis clear from my researches that advanced aerial craft with design and
# performance parameters far outstripping our own state of the art

i engineering have on otcasion penetrated our airspace. My enquiries

B8 have aiso clearly d ] that ive g in the UK
have failed to share this information with the people.

1 do not maks this claim lightly, further into this discussion you will see an
arficle on the West Freugh Incident of 1857 which | have inckided for
lustrative purposes. | regrét using such an old sxamgple; however, you
will appreciate, the MoD doss not make a habit of broadcasting these
incidents and cbtaining information of subsequent sightings by tralned
observers (eg pilots) is both time consuming and expensive.

A cursory glance at Hansard Parliamentary abstracts will clearly
demonsirate that incidents fike West Freugh aré still occurting {eg
24.7.96, col 424, written answers; 17.10.96, cols 1092-1094, written
answers) and that the MoD still will not publicly acknowladge these
incursions.

t applaud the comments in the FOI White Paper (Cm 3818) stating that.-

" 1. Unnecessary secrecy in government leads to arregance in
governance and defective decision- making. The perception of
excess y hast a corrosive influence In the decline of
public confidence in govergment, Moreover, the climate of public opinion
has changed: people expect much greater openness and
accountability from government than they used fo.

2. The purpose of the [FOI] Act will be to encourage more open and
accountable government by establishing a general statutory right of
access to official records and information.

3. The Act will have a far broader scope than ......other openness
measures in government. It will cover.-
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-Nationalised Industries, Quanges and the LK Atomic Energy Authority
The National Health Service

‘The Public Setvice Broadcasters

‘Local Authorities

-Administrative functions of Courts, tribunals, Palice and Police
Authorities

‘the Armed Forces

Cood as these proposals are, it is a shame that Intelligence Services are
exempt from the Act since itis clear from the West Freugh article how
the Deputy Directorate of intalligence played a significant role in dealing
with unideniified aerial phenomena in the 1950s. We also know as fact
that there is/ or was a specialist military division which cast an expert eye
over UFO Reports, as part of its normal duties concerned with the air
defence of the UK. This specialist division, known as Air Intelligence,

" Technical Branch 5b, came into existence around about 1962 according

to a Memo in PRO File AIR 2/16918.

Whilst § appreciate a lot of intelligence related work is vital for our
National Security and agree in principle with the need for secrecy here, |
feel extending this kind of secrecy to UAP-refated incidents is
unhecessary-it certainly undermines my confidence in Government.
also believe a large number of academic and industrial institutions would
welcome some form of acknowledgment by the Government on the
exictence of unidentified craft with superfluous design and performance.
This would create tremendous research opportunities and whilst there is
no evidence of extraterrestrial involvement, ¢ertainly the inferences to be
arawn would, | feel, help bring the nations of Earth closer together,

| think we could improve on the Act by making some spacifio clauses
dedicated to UAP.-

1.8ince the Actis going to cover the anned forces, | would suggest that
whenever our armed forces encounter an unidentified craft that displays
design and performance characteristics clearly in excess of cutling edge
technology, that the information be fed to the public by means of a
televised press conference. The Press Conference should give full
details of radar returns, size, shape, spoed, flight characteristios etc of
the unidentified craft. | note that a PQ was raised to this effect-Hansard
(18.12.96, col 628, written answers). | think the answer given to this
question was illustrative of the breathtaking arrogance of our farmer
Government

2. | would forcefully express the desire that the Armed Forces when
encountering such craft as outlined in 1. above should also share the full
and uncensored details with relevant scientific bodies in the UK such as
The Royal Astronomical Society and The Royal Soclety of Chemistry.

3. 1 also strongly belleve that cenain science orientated matters that are
clearly in the public interest, espacially those related to Public Health
and awareness (though perhaps embarrassing to certain politiciang)
should not be the subject of any form of extended closure and that ail
such documentation currently held under extended closure should be
relaased forththh Thess to include di (eg BSE), chemical an¢
tivity-related ill (eg Gulf War Syndrome) , human guinea
pig fype experiments {eg releasing agents on Waterloo Bndge) and
miscellaneous (to Include all militaryAnteliigence reports on UAP).

4. | would also strenuously advocate legisiation that would allow for the
establishment of Independent Commissions with extensive powers of
search and interview. These commissions wouid be made up of
profegsional pecple from all walks of life (Bartisters, Police Officers,
Scientists, Doctars) who though initially signatory fo The Official Secrets
Act could forcefully recommend that issues be bought out into the Public
Domain if it was clear that their extendad closure was not in the Public
Interest.

04/22/98 11:02:39
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Without further ado, | will now relate the detalis surounding the Incident
at West Freugh.-

Incident at West Freugh

S cction A9

Cast your mind back if you will to Thursday, 4th April 1957. Tom Finney
of Preston North End FC head just baen voted Footballer of the Year and
the recently elected MacMiltan Government had come to the bitter
conciusion that the sun was setting on the British Empire. Consequentfy,
it was announced on the day that there was going to be a radical change
in the defance poicy of the UK, more reliance was going 1o be placed
on a nuclear deterrent and farge cut backs woukt be made in
conventional forces; especially those serving overseas. The world was
also becoming a dangerous place to five as Britain was one month from
axploding its first H-Bomb over the Pacific and the USSR was about fo
announce that it had developed tong range missiles capable of
delivering nuclear warheads.

With all the confusion over the defence cuts, it was small wonder that
fitle attenfion was being focused on incredible events that were
happening near Stranraer in South West Scotland, On the moming of
the 4th, radar opetators at the Ministry of Supply, Bomb Trials Unit, West
Freugh pickad up an unususl response from an almost stationary
obiect. The first refurn was picked up on the sereen of a radar at
Baiscalloch. Aithough its range remained appreciably constant for about
ten minutes, its height appeared to alter from about 50,000 to 70,000
foat. A second radar was switched on and verified this return as the
unidertified flying object was detected at the seme rangs and height.
The radar sets used were capable of following the objects automatically
ang the information was obtained in the form of polar coordinates.
These could then be converted to give plan position indication and were

“printed out onto a plotting board via an electronic pen, the heights were

read off 8 meter. The unidentified object was tracked an the ploiting
table and after ten minutes, it moved in a north-easterly direction with a
gradual increase in speed (70mph groundspeed at 54,000 feet). Further
confirmatian of the unidentified object came from a radar station twenty
miles away from Balscalloch which was equipped with similar
height/position monitoring equipment. After the radar return had fraveled
about twenty miles, it did a sharp tumn and proceededin a
south-easterly direction whilst increasing its speed. The Balscalloch
radar tracked an object at 50,000 feet moving at a speed of 240 mph
while the other station tracked four objects at 14,000 feet and 4,000
yards line astemn from each other. The Balscalloch radar also picked up
these returns. it was notad by the radar operators that the sizes of the
echoes were considerably larger thar would be expected from normal
aircraft. in fact they considered that the size was nearer a ship's echo.

In the previous December, 2 memo marked SECRET had been Issued
by RAF HQ No 11 Group (Ref. 11G/3.1803/7/Air Int. Paragraph 3 of this
memo stated.-

“It will be appreciated that the public attach mare credence to reports by
Royal Air Foree personnel than to those by membars of the public. It is
essential that the information should be examined at Air Ministry and that
its release should be controlled officially. All raports are, therefore, to be
classified "CONFIDENTIAL" and personnel are to be wamed that they
are not to communicate to anyone other than official persons any
information about phenomena they have observed, unless officially
authorised to do so”

Despite these standing orders. it appears that the Evening Standard
must have golten a handle on the story as a reference was made to
West Freugh in the Saturday edition (6th April). It would seem that the
newspaper's Air Reporter was tald by an Air Ministry spokesman that the
radar retlums were atfributable to a weather balloon which had been

ion_stack_24.buml
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sent up from Aldergrove airfield in Northem Ireland. This rather
mundane explanation seems to have been accepted, the reporter had
his story and the case was fo all intents and purposes closed. The
Evening Standard was not the only newspaper to have reported 2 UFO
that Saturday for The Daily Sketch quite sensationally had obtained a
photograph of a UFQ from a 25-year-old cabinet maker called Reginald
Queree, He had taken the picture st his home at First Tower, Jersey and
the tabloid's “photographic experis™ were absolutely convinced as to Its
authenticity. You can imagine the embarrassment felt by the tabloid
editor when told that the Jersey photograph was not authentic end on
Monday, 8th April 1957, The Daily Sketch published a small paragraph
stating that the “flying saucer” was in fact a fake and had been
constructed of cargboard and silver paper suspended from a clothes
tine. Mr Queroe confirmed that he tack the phetograph some months
prior to going public and was waiting until someone else reported
“something strange in the sky", he also wanted to demonstrate how easy
it was to “fake” a photograph of a flying saucer. i would seem that the
Daily Sketch missod out on another major exclusive, namely, the
apparent clairvovant skills of the First Tower Snapper. He would have
had to have given the newspaper the photograph and story by about a
10.00 pm deadline on Friday the 51d Aprl - The Evening Standard did
not publish unti! Saturday 6th April | It is apparant from historically
authenticated Public Record documents that The Deputy Directorate of
Intelligence (Technical) took a rather unusual interest in this parficular
faked story although | would not iike to speculate upon the reasons for
this. Suffice to say, it will be interesting to soe the full inteliigence dossier
on the Daily Sketch arficle and the background of "Mr Queree® if, and
when Britain's Intelligence Files are released from this particular era (If 1
am still atound, | will be visiing the Public Recora Office for these
answers in 2057 1),

Returning now to the West Freugh incident, it would be interesting to see
what the Deputy Direclorate of Intsligence thought of this. In a report
dated the 30th Aprii 1957 (Ref. DDt (Tech)/G.200/3/, the following
obsorvations were made..-

Itis deduced from these reports that altogether five objects were
detected by the three radars. At least one of these rose to an altitude of
70,000 feot while remaining appreciably stationary in azimuth and range.
All of these objects appeared % be capable of speeds of about 240
mph. Nothing ¢ah be said of physical construction except that Iney were
very effective reflectors of radar signals, and that they must have been
either of considerable size or else constructed to be especially good
refieciors.

There were not known to be any aircraft in the vicinity nor were there any

1 logical ball Even If ball had been in the afea these
would not account for the sudden change of direction and the
movement at high speed against the prevailing wind,

Another point which has been considered is that the type of radar used
is capable of locking onto heavily ¢charged clouds. Clouds of this nature
could extend up to the heights in question and cause abnormally large
echoes on the radar screens. it Is not thought however that this incident
was due to such phenomena (author's note.- clouds, like balloons would
also be unilikely to move against prevailing winds at high speed).

It is concluded that the incident was due to the presence of five objects
of unidentified type and origin. itis considered unlikely that they were
conwventional aircraft, meteorological balloons or charged clouds.

It is interesting to note that observation 2 states that there were no
meteorological balloons In the vicinity at the time in question which
contradicts the version of events given to The Evening Standard by an
Air Ministry spokesman. Was this a blatant cover-up of the facts ?
Certainly the Deputy Directorate of Intelligence were unhappy that the
radar incident fell into the hands of the press and this is sliuded toin a
secret memo (Ref DD! (Tech)/S280/). However, even more damning

04/22/98 11:02:39
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were the draft notes prepared for Mr Gearge Ward, The Secretary of
State for Air. A Parliamentary Question was tabled by Mr Stan Awberry,
a Labour MP for one of the Bristol constituencies on Wednesday, 17
April, 1957 (Hansard, col 206). The question read.-

To ask the Secretary of State for Air, what recent investigations have
been made into unidentified flying objects; what photographs have been
taken; and what reporis have been made on the subject.

Extracts from the Ministerial notes preparad for George Ward read.-

3. The Ministry of Supply Bombing Trials Unit at West Freugh,
Wwigtownshire reported a radar sighting made on 4th Aprit of an object
which was tracked 36 minutes, continually increasing in speed whilst
losing height. Enquiries so far made reveal that that no service or
commercial aircraft was in the vicinity at the time. It is possible that the
object was a private aircraft, and enquiries on this point are still being
made, The object could nof have been a batloon since it was moving
against the wind.

4, A reference to this report was contained in the "Evening News" and
"Evening Standard™ on &th Aprit (cutting attached). If 8. of S. is asked
questions on this point, it is suggested that the reply should be on the
following fines:-

“That report is stili being investigated, and the cause has noi yet been
established. it may well have been a private aircraft."

You will notice from these draft notes that the Minister was not informed
of.-

The size of the object
The appraciable height
The fact that it was hovering

Also, no mention was made of objects ; was there a cover-up ?
Certainly if you consider the witholding of information from a
Government Minister and the blatant misrepresentation of facts to the
press as 4 cover-up then clearly, this is indeed the case.

| have given several talks on the Woest Freugh cace, and time after time,
people have said to me that surely there must be a more mundane
down to earth explanation for this incident. As a scientist, | would tend to
agree with Occam's Razor that afl things being equal, the simple
explanations are most likely to be the best answers. ltis easy to explain
UFOs with everyday objects such as clouds, conventiona! aircraft,
weather batloons and such like, so, tet us consider the alternatives.-

Helicopters.- | agree that helicopters ¢an hover and reach speeds in
excess of 200 mph; however, in 1957, helicopters wers an emerging
technology and | am certainly not aware of any, even today, that could
reach a height of 70,000 feet.

Clogdslweather balicons.- No, these do not move against pravailing
winds.

Powered Airship.- | think 280mph is a lite excessive as is 70,000 fi,

Meteorites/boflards.- These do not fly in formation or change direction
and are very susceptible to the taws of gravity

Flock of birds.- ! do not know of any birds that can fly at 70,000 f

Harrier Jump Jet- There may well have been harriers prototypes about
in 1957; howevar, | don't think the senvice ceiling of the harrier exceeds
40,000 ft and it certainly would not give a radar return the size of a ship
(note.- in an interview with Sir Ralph Noyes, Jenny Randles was told that
the Yest Freugh returns were more akin to battfeships 1).

U2 Spyplane - Although this gave a large radar return, it would have

ion_stack_ 24 htm}

04/22/98 11:02:40




6of7

been incapable of giving a stationary one.

Applying Occam's Razor, the simplest explanaion fs that this was ciearly
a case of an unidentified craft with design and performance

ch istics well in of tha then state of the art technology.
Indeed, it would be difficult even now, for an aircraft to emulate the radar
returns taken at West Freugh on that day in 1957. Let us be honest
about this, any powered craft that hovers from 50,000 to 70,000 feet,
changes direction and speed has to be under intelligent control.
Otherwise, the object would fall down to Earth with a resounding thud. |
understand the laws of gravity are very stringent on this polint,

| must stipulate that this article is not one of speculation but of fact based
on historically authenticated documentation. The source material is held
in Files AIR 20/9320, AIR 20/6321 and AIR 20/9444 obtained from
Public Record Office, Kew (Telephone 01813763444), Pulting R into its
proper perspective, the incident at West Freugh is just as much part of
our national heritage as The Spannish Armada, The Magna Carta of
The Suffragette Movement and it is for this reason that we must start
taking the whole UFQ issue extramely seriously.

Is West Freugh the only evidence | have to offer, certainly not. Consider
for example The RAF Topeliffe Incldent.-

Fit Lt J Kilburn and five of his associates observed a Gloster Meteor
descending at 500 feet at RAF Topcliffe in Thirsk, Yorkshire during
Operation Mainbrace. The time was 7.10pm and the date was 18
September 1952, a UFO was seen approximately 5 miles astern at
approx. 15000 feet and described as direular and silver in colour, it was
moving at a slow speed on a similar course to the Meteor and then
began a descent swinging in a penduiar motion not fo¢ dissimilar to that
of a falling sycamore leaf. The descending Meteor had turned towards
Dighforth and the UFO, whilst still descending, appeared 1o follow suit,
The pendulous motion then ceased and the object initiated a rotary
motion about an axis perpendicular to ifs horizontal plane before
dissappearing in a westerly direction and tuming on a south easterly
bearing. The observers siated that its movements were not identifiable
with anything that they had seen in the air and acceleration was in
excass of that of a shooting star. The duration of the incident was 15 to
20 seconds. (Source. File AIR 16/1189, Fit Lt J Kilbum's Memo to
Coastal Command Det., RAF. Available from Public Record Office,
Kew)

In conclusion, | hope that | have persuaded participants within this
exercise in democracy to

1. Respectfully ask that whenever our armed forces encounter an
unidentified craft that displays design and performance characteristics
clearly in excess of cutting edge technology, that the information be fed
10 the public by of a televised press confi . The Press
Conference should give full details of radar returns, size, shape, speed,
flight characteristics etc of the unidentified craft,

2. Respectiuily and forcefully express the desire that the Armed Forces
when encountering such craft as outlined in 1. above shouid algo share
the full and uncensored details with relevant scienfific bodies in the UK
such as The Royal Astronomical Soclety and The Royal Society of
Chemistry.

3. Respectfully and forcefully request that certain science orientated
matters that are clearly in the public interest, especially those related to
Public Heaith and awareness (though perhaps embarrassing to certain
politicians) should not be the subject of any form of extended closure
and ffiat all such documentation currently held under extended closure
shouid be released forthwith. These to include diseases (eg BSE),
chemicat and radicactivity-related il (eg Gulf War Syndrome) ,
human guinea pig type experiments (eg releasing agents on Waterloo
Bridge) and misoellansous (to include all military/intelligence reports on
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4, Respectfully and strenuously advecate legislation that would allow for
the establishmant of Independent Commissions with extensive powers of
search and interview. Thase commissions would be made up of
professional people from all walks of fife (Barristers, Police Officers,
Scientists, Doctors) who though initially signatory to The Official Secrets
Act could forcefully recommend that issues be bought out into the Public
Domain If t was cleer that their extended closure was not in the Public
Intorast,

Mwmm “m
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LOOSE MINUTE
RSy fe /1
;Z\ Apr 98

OMD14

Fol CONSULTATION EXERCISE

1. In a series of written PQ answers on 1 April (copy attached),
the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster said that during the
recent public consultation exercise 557 responses were received.
The PQ answer goes on to mention that a paper copy of the full set
of responses is available from the Cabinet Office. Has DOMD
acquired a copy of this document to see what comments might have
been made about the MOD? If you have it would be most useful if

I could have a copy of any of the responses which touch upon the
subject of "UFOs".

Sec(AS)2al :
MB8245
CHOTS: Af' 0

Enc:

1. Official Report 1 Apr 98.



%7, Written Answers

:hild support officer in deciding whether they are
pabitually resident and therefore whether the Child
Support Agency has jurisdiction.

Mr. Hinchliffe: To ask the Secretary of State for Social
Security how many representations she has received from
frion. Members on CSA matters in each month since 1 May
1997; and how many representations the Chief Executive
has received in the same period. (36987}

Mr. Keith Bradley: The information is set out in the
1able.

The number of letters recewved from hon. and right hon. Members
about the child support scheme for each month since May 1997

Monih Ministerial ~ Chief Executive

May 1997 58 411
June 1997 i85 698
July 1997 241 928
August 1997 162 581
September 1997 184 549
October 1997 217 837
November 1997 245 713
December 1997 202 634
Janpary 1998 173 687
February 1998 222 739

MINISTER WITHOUT PORTFOLIO

Millennium Dome

Mr. Baker: To ask the Minister without Portfolio what
steps he has taken to ensure a full environmental
assessment has been carried out in respect of (a) the land
on which the Dome is to be built, (5) the construction
process of the Dome and (c) the operation of the
Dome. 359301

Mr. Mandelson [holding answer 24 March 1998]: An
environmental statement was submitted to the London
Borough of Greenwich as part of the Millennium
Experience planning application in October 1996. The
subsequent approval of the application was conditional
upon the New Millennium Experience Company (NMEC)
establishing procedures to ensure that environmental
issues properly inform the decision making process both
for construction and operation. A draft environmental plan
to meet this condition has been submitted to the London
Borough of Greenwich and consultations on 1t are
underway. The NMEC has also commissioned
assessments which address a wide range of environmental
matters including the health and safety of employees and
visitors. Together with English Partnerships, the NMEC
is undertaking an audit of the remediation work that has
been done to prepare the site for the Millennium
Experience.

DUCHY OF LANCASTER

Freedom of Information

15. Mr. Baker: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy
of Lancaster if he will make a statement on the
conclusions he has drawn from the consultation on his
freedom of information proposals. 35816}
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24. Dr. Tony Wright: To ask the Chancellor of the
Duchy of Lancaster what responses he has received to
the White Paper on open government. 358261

27. Mr. Paterson: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy
of Lancaster what representations he has received on
freedom of information. [35829]

Dr. David Clark: Consultation on “Your Right to
Know” drew over 550 responses. The overall reaction
to our proposals was very positive, as the hon. Members
will see if they study the material in the Library. I am
considering detailed points from the consultation m
preparing a draft Freedom of Information Bill.

21. Mr. Campbell-Savours: To ask the Chancellor of
the Duchy of Lancaster what is his proposed date for the
introduction of Freedom of Information legislation. [35823)

22. Mr. Hanson: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy
of Lancaster when he expects to publish the Freedom of
Information Bill. {35824)

Dr. David Clark: I expect to publish a draft Bill later
in the year, which will continue the consultation process
started with the White Paper Your Right to Know. In the
light of comments on this, a Bilt will be introduced into
Parliament as soon as the legislative timetable permits.

Dr. Kumar: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster what response he has received to the
consultation exercise he held on the Government White
Paper, Your Right to Know. 137659]

Dr. David Clark: I am delighted to say that the
consultation exercise on the Government's Freedom of
Information White Paper, Your Righs ro Know, received a
very good response with some 557 replies received from
a wide variety of individuals and organisations, as shown
in the breakdown in the table. The great majority of the
commenis we received, even where they suggested
changes or expressed disagreement with some aspects,
were in favour of the fundamental content and broad
direction of our proposals. This shows the wide support
that exists for legislation of the sort proposed in our
Manifesto, and set out in detail in the White Paper.

Although the consultation period formally ended on
28 February, many responses were still coming at the
stage and, in the interests of full inclusiveness and
faimess, we have included in our analysis as many replies
as possible which were received after the end of February.

T am pleased to report that 172 (or 31 per cent.) of the
replies were made by e-mail and 48 of these replies came
via the laternet site set up for an open discussion of the
proposals by UK Citizens’ Online Democracy (UKCOD)
with the support of the Cabinet Otfice. This shows the
important role information technology can play in
consultation exercises of this type.

I am today placing in the libraries of the House a list
of those responded (except where they reguested
anonymity} and copies of the responses received (except
for those respondents who wished their comments to
remain confidential). The apparently substantiai number
of replies requesting anonymity or confidentiality very
largely consists of responses concerning the Animals
(Scientific Procedures) Act 1986 made by licence holders
under the Act. Replies of this sort made up 100 of the
117 responses in these categories.
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In addition to being placed in the libraries of the House,
A#he responses are also being placed on the Internet and
j?*will shortly be available for viewing and downloading on

7 the Internet. There is a direct link from the FOI Unit home
7 page—hup://www.open.gov.uk/m-of-g/foihome.htm — to
the UKCOD site where the submissions are posted—
hitp://foi. democracy.org.uk.html/submissions.index.html.
o full set of responses is available from
1ce.

The consultation exercise has been extremely valuable
in focusing public attention on our proposals for Freedom
of Information. I am now considering the main points
arising from the consultation, and how we will need to
take account of them in preparing a draft Bill for
publication later this year. That publication will, in itself,
mark a further major stage in the consultation process.

The breakdown of responses by category is:

Total
number of  Responses On-lne
responses by e-mail  drseussion
Individuals 160 103 38
Business 65 n 2
Media 6 1 o
Academics 59 i4 0
Charities, Lobby Groups and
Campaign Group 82 21 4
Members of either House 5 0 0
Public Aunthonties 152 15 !
Members of the European
Parliament a 0 Q
Others - 28 7 3
Totals 857, 172 48

Ministerial Residences

17. Mr. Tyrie: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster how much has been spent in total to refurbish
official residences and offices of members of the Cabinet
since 1 May. [35819]

Mr. Kilfoyle: My right hon. Friend the Chancellor of
the Duchy of Lancaster is not responsible for expenditure
on all Government Ministers residences and offices. My
right hon. Friend the Prime Minister made clear on
9 February, the cost of maintaining and refurbishing
Ministerial residences for 1997-98 which is estimated at
£1.1 million. Information on the cost of refurbishing
departmental offices of Cabinet Ministers is not held
centrally.

Arms Exports

18. Ann Clwyd: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy
of Lancaster 1f information on the United Kingdom
suppliers of the components of chemical and biological
weapons exported to Iraq would be available under his
proposed freedom of information legislation, [35820)

Dr. David Clark: All requests for information falling
within the scope of the proposed Freedom of Information
Act will be considered against the access provisions of
the Act.
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Departmental Efficiency

19. Mr. Evans: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy
of Lancaster what plans he has to increase efficiency i
Government Departments. 135821)

Dr. David Clark: We are working to the target thay,
by 2002, one quarter of the public’s dealings wih
government can be done electronically—through
television, telephone or computer. This should result in
better quality, more cost effective government services,

European Commission Documents

20. Helen Jackson: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy
of Lancaster what plans he has to press for the greater use of
plain language in European Commission documents during
the United Kingdom presidency. (35822

Dr. David Clark: Using plain language is important if
the European Commission is going to communicate
effectively with the citizens of Europe. British linguists in
the Commission’s translation service are holding a “Fight
the Fog’ campaign to encourage the use of plain language
by the Commission’s authors and translators. The UK
Government are fully supporting this work. Plain
language is also vital in legislation so that citizens and
business can know what is required of them. As
Presidency, the UK is working with the Commission,
European Parliament and other Member States on an
initiative to improve the quality of drafting of EU rules.

Print Media

23. Mr. Kirkwood: To ask the Chancellor of the
Duchy of Lancaster when he next proposes to meet
the civil servants’ unions to discuss the Government's
relationship with the print media. [35825)

Dr. David Clark: I met with the General Secretaries
of the Council of Civil Service Unions on Wednesday
25 March as part of a regular series of meetings to discuss
key issues affecting their members. The Government's
relationship with the print media is not an issue that has
been raised.

Electronic Information

25. Mr, Miller: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster what steps he has taken to permit individuals to
supply information electronically to Government.  [35827]

Dr, David Clark: I intend to publish later this year
a White Paper on Better Government, which will set
out in more detail ways in which IT will enable
individuals to supply information to the Government
electronically. As a prelude to this, last December
I launched the Intelligent Form project, which converts
what were once six paper forms on notification of
self-employment into one electronic form, and in so
doing enables individuals to supply several departments
with information simultaneously via the Internet.

Regulatory Process

26. Mr. Casale: To ask the Chancellor of the Duchy
of Lancaster what representations he has received from
his European counterparts on the reform of the regulatory
process. [35828])
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/Sec(As)/12/2/1 (OL\,\(
16 April 1998

MI ENCL RES PLACED ON LE D/SE 12/2/1 PT A

1. A close examination of the enclosures on this file

and closed files recalled from MOD archives has confirmed that
many enclosures have been removed from their original location.
The full details of the enclosures placed on D/Sec(AS)/12/2/1 are
as follows:

Enc no Removed from:

E132 - D/DS8/10/209 part D
E2 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E121 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E122 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E159 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E180 - D/DS8/10/209 part
El/1 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E2 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E6 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E63 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E64 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E65 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E66 - D/D$8/10/209 part

E67/1 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E67/2 -~ D/DS8/10/209 part
E68/1 - D/DS8/10/209 part

E73 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E75 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E81 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E82 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E83 ~ D/DS8/10/209 part
E84 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E85 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E86 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E87 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E8S ~ D/DS8/10/209 part
E89 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E90 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E91 - D/D88/10/209 part
E95 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E96 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E97 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E98 - D/DS8/10/209 part

E100/1 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E100/2 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E101/2 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E104 - D/DS8/10/209 part
E113 - D/DS8/10/209 part
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E6

E7

E8

E9

E1l0
El2
E13
El4
El5
El6
E24
E25
E47 .
E48
E79
E80
E87
E88
E89
E90
E91
E92
E94
E96
E97

E98
E99
E104
E105
E108
E109
E114
E11l5
E125
E126
E127
E128

2.

D/DS8/10/209
DéDSB/lo/ZOQ
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209
D/DS8/10/209

Enclosures 2, 3,

part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part
part

QOO0 NNNANNANANNAANAANAANARRADG

9, 25 and 26 appear to have been removed

from D/DS8/10/209 part H but that file has been destroyed and I am
unable to positively confirm this.

3.

This file (D/Sec(AS}/lz/Z/l part A) claims to have been

opened as a registered file on 25 October 1982. This is not
possible because Sec(AS) was not in being at that time. Sec(AS)
was previously DS8 until late '84/early '85. It is not possible to
ascertain exactly when this file was created.

SEC(AS
MB8247
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QOOSE MINUTE

D/DI55/108/15

16 Apr 98

Sec(AS)2a

Copy to:

DDI Sec
AD/DI55 (file copy)

PUBLIC LINE ON THE WORK OF DI55

References:

A D/Sec(AS)/64/1 dated 3 Apr 98.
B.  D/Sec(AS)/64/1 dated 7 Apr 98.
C. D/D155/108/15 dated 7 Apr 98.
D.  D/Sec(AS)/64/1 dated 27 Sep 95.

1. Following your References A & B, and my Reference C seeking advice, I have today agreed with DDI
Sec a line to take in making a statement about the role of DIS5. We note the previous statements made at
Reference D (enclosed), which specifically links DIS5 with interests in air defence matters. Accordingly, we
are content for you to make the following statement:

“DI55 is a branch within the MOD which is concerned with scientific and technical imelligence in
matters of air defence.”

2. ‘We are not prepared to be more specific than this about the function of DI55; in this respect the policy
line taken by Min(AF) in Oct 96 stands. Should you need to quote an exemption under the Code of Practice,
itis: “la. Information whose disclosure would harm national security or defence”.

Wg Cdr
DIS5c \ s }

CAMINISTRY OF DEFENCE
wizrsA [RRMBN 40 SECASI2 !
Enclosure: | 20 APK o
D/Sec(AS)/64/1 dated 27 Sep 95. | FILE
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LOOSE MINUTE
D/Sec(AS)/64/1

27 Sep 95

nisse - wg car [¥SMon 40

PUBLIC ACCESS TO UFO FILES - DISS ASSOCIATION

1. Thank you for your redent response D/DI55/108/15 to my
minute of 25 Aug.

2. We accept your comments at para 3b and have recast our
lines as follows:

- our interest in reported "UFC" sightings is to
establish whether what was seen might represent
gomething which is of defence concern.

- As part of our assessment of reported sightings we
copy such reports, as appropriate, to branches within
the MOD which have an interest in air defence
matters. DI5SS is one such branch.

- The MOD doee not undertake research into the "UFO"
phenomena; we have not undertaken any such research
and we only would if there were good reason for doing
po — ie. evidence cf potential defence interest.

3. You will note that we only go as far as to confirm the
existence of DIS5 and that DI5S5 has an interest in air defence
matters, both of which I hope you are content with. Other than
this we hulieve your comments about research are adequately
covered in bullet 3.

4. I should be grateful if you could let me know if you are
now content with our proposed lines. I shall then formally
notify Hd CS(RM)1 that we are content for the internal
distribution of "UFO reports” to be revealed when the files are
sent to the Public Records Office at the 30 year point.

Sec(AS)2a
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/DI55/108/15
7 Apr 98
DDI Sec

Copy to:

AD/DISS5 iﬁle copy)

PUBLIC LINE ON THE WORK OF DI55

References:

A D/Sec(AS)/64/1 dated 3 Apr 98 (Enclosure 1).
B. D/Sec(AS)/64/1 dated 7 Apr 98 (Enclosure 2).

1. At Reference A Sec(AS)2 seeks a statement on DI55's role for public release. After a telecon in
which I stated that 1 believed it not to be our policy to disclose the specific responsibilities of DIS branches,
Reference B was faxed, which changes the request to confirmation of a line which was taken in reponse to
a PQin Oct 96. Research into my files of previous requests of a similar nature has unearthed only one piece
of correspondence, in which it was stated that reported UFO sightings are copied to branches within MOD
having an interest in air defence matters, and that DIS5 was such a branch.

2. I can’t imagine that we have changed our line on this issue. However, I would be grateful for your
confirmation or otherwise that the policy statement provided in Oct 96 stands. Also, Sec(AS)2a in her fax
seeks reference to an exemption rule under the Code of Practice. Could you also advise on this aspect? The
response is required by Sec(AS)2 by 17 Apr 98.

Wg Cdr

DIS5c

w2734 [ReEN 40

Enclosures:

1. DISec(ASY64/1 dated 3 Apr 98 (Enclosure 1). éf‘v’:lNISmY UF OEFENCE |

2. D/Sec(AS)/64/1 dated 7 Apr 98 (Enclosure 2). SEC {AS) 2 t
=8 APR 1598
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LOOSE MINUTE
D/Sec(AS)/64/1
3 Apr 98

DISS5¢

PUBLIC LINE ON THE WORK OF DIS5S

1. M is currently drafting a response to a very
persi rrespondent on the subject of 'unidentified flying
objects'. 1In fending off detailed queries about DI branches she
wants to include the following paragraph in her reply:

“I am unable to provide any details about DSTI branches from
1967 onwards or how they might have been reorganised. You
will, I am sure, know that DI55 is responsible for ...... "

2. I should be grateful if you could fill in the gap with a few
words describing DI55's general role in the MOD. I should be most

grateful for a response please by Tuesday 7 April.

Sec(AS)2al I
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MINISTER OPF 8TATH FOR
THE ARMID FORCER

D/Min(A¥)/NS/PQ2103K/2110H/2113K e ‘
. DM /N8/ 2120“;2122H;96/§ . (724g1 Octobar 1996

1 am writing as promised in my answers of 17 October to
our Parliamentary Questions (official Report, col 1092, copy
. attached) obout the functlons ;oi 4 number of Defence Intalligenoce

branches. !

It has been the policy ofenuidenaive Governments not to ‘;

provide snformation on the furctiene of individual intelligence
branches when this discloses ths more recent naturs 6f thelr

dugiss. :
T shall nn:angé for a-copy of this letter to be placed in the
Library of the House. ;

'

THE HON NICHOLAS SORMES MP

E

i .
|
|
\

Martin Redmond Esq MP

PR




Secretariat(Rir Staff) Fax:
o R
Welnien )’Qlum";

# (3) what refcarch has bech conducted on behslf of his
Department by the nationel poisons Information service
7 1ot the causex of Guif war syadrome, f41292)

Mr. Soames: 1 will write 10 tho hon, Members and 2
copy of the Jeuer wilt be placed In the Libraty of the
{{ouse.

Mr. Nicholas Pope

Mr. Redmond: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defencs 1o what post Mr. Nicholas Pope wus appolnted
by his Depariment afier bis 1our of duty with Secretawiat
tAlr S!nfga Department 2A; nnd 3f he will make a
xalement. 209201

Mr. Sosmes: Mr. Nicholss Pope was posied on
promotlon two years ago (o a general finance policy
branch.

Urantum-tipped Shells

Dr, David Clark: To uck the Secretsry of State for
Defenice what nusessment he has mado of the curent Hsk
nosed 10 clvitlans from exploded depleied vranfum-tipped
shells in Kuwalt, {41101)

Mr. Arbuthnol: My Depanment has conducted no

formal nssessment of the risks lo clviliang from exploded -

Ieplersd vruntum-tipped smmaunition in Kuwait,

Dr, Clark: To ask the Seceetary of Swte for Defonce
f he wili make a slatement conzeming the risk to soldiers
of handling deploted wranivin-tipped shells,

BIr. Soamest Doplated uranlum has n very low lovel
of radioneilvity and the rlaks nitached 10 the handling of
Jepleted vrani ftion ore mind|

P

" Dr. Clarks To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
ahat assossment he has mads of the 1991 Atomic Enorgy
Authority veport on industrial technology concerning the
5K of oxposure 10 ¢xploded depleted uranium-tipped
Bells. {41102)

Mr, Soamea: ] vefer the hon. Member 1o, the letrer sent
sy my noble Friend the UnderBsorciary of Stato for
defence to the hon. Member for Blacnnu Gwent
Mz. Smilth) on 7 August 1996, a copy of which has been
‘Jaced in the Library of the House. :

Dr., Clarks To sk the Secretery of State for Defence
0w many depleted wrunlum-tipped shells were fired by
tritfsh forces during the Gulf war; end what asscasment
o has madp of the number of exploded shells remaining
a Kuwail, {11099)

Mr. Soames: Briish forces fired some 88 depleted
raptum shells during the Gulf conflict. The Ministry of
defence has made no asscssiment of the number of
sploded thells remalning In Kuwalt, ac wa Judge tho risk
v homan health posed by DU rounds 10 be negligible, It
< liksly, though, thai a Inrge proportion of the 88 shells

o3 c,‘p,,“dod In Irag rother than Kuwaly,

Mr, Licw Smith: To ask the Secrotary of Stare for
sefence what pludies have boen conductsd by Ns
separiment fnto (he nephrotoxiclty of the inhatarion of
rniom particles. {11296

My Cwiinra0in

e v s o 4 St Y v s 11

@'
17 OCTOBER 1994

qharters

{41100)

Wltien Answers 128

| Mr.|Soamos: 1 will writo to the hon. Member end o
:opy. Ihe loticr will be placed in the Library of the
iouse,’ :

| i .

‘ Maurisd Quorters Eatate .

i Mr,nﬂ-pcllar: To ask the Scerezary of Swnie for Dafence
hat ate the locations of the houser from the marrled
eslate that have been releated 1o Arrdagion
or jmmediate use by the private sector.  [40934)

rbuthnol: 1 will wits 10 the hon, Member and
of the letter wlii be placed in the Library of the

omes
‘Mr.
#.copy
Hbuse,

| . RAF Ruadloe Manor

Mr. Redmond: To ask the Socretary of State for
what work {s currently underisken 8t RAF
Ruydloe Manor; what work was underiaken In the lasl
10:years;|what was. by rank, the establishment for the Jast.
;i and 3f he whil make a statoment, [40823)

fr. Seames: T will write to the hon, Member and
cogly of fhe lerter will be placed in the Library of the
Holise. | .

! Defence Intelligence Branches *

hllr. Redmond: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence {}) what is the corrent function of DISS SIG:
what wex e function (a] five years and (b) 10 years ago;

ond 4 he J?'lll ke A statement; 41840)

(2) what s the current function of DIGSR; what was s
functon (a) five years and (b) 10 years ago: and if he will
mak_k 8 stalement; 141038)

(3}:what|is the current funetlon of DISS; what wos fts ]
function (a} five years and (b) 10 yoars ago; and f he will
makd a ptetement; . 141041)

(4) what 3¢ the cument function of DISIE: what was jte
Nncl*on (a)|five ycars and (b) 10 ycars ago; und If he will
meke: # §tatgment: 11037

(5),what |2 the current function of DII0 what was fis

- function () five years and (5) 10 years ap0; and Jf he wilt

make P siatement, [41039)

Mry'Soamest 1 will write 10 the hen. Membeand A
oopy Of the létter wili ¢ plnced in the Library of the
Honsw“ \ . .

li]nldenuﬂed Flying Objects
Mr.| Red

nd: To ask the Sccretary of State for
Defence (1) what consuliation has taken place in each of
the hs& live |ycars by his Department with the French
Ministry of Dafence Centre Notional d'Etudee Spatialas

I sesptct of |unidoniified flying objects; and If he wil

make A:statergent; (41048)

) ifa lO’gﬂ unt housed within his Depatment’s
Plying Complaints Flight spcelalsos in unidenlificd flying
objeet iﬁvnllg&ﬁom; and if he will make o rtatemont;

i i [41036)

B &) t‘pow ‘nmy records  currently held by hie

Department’s Scientific Inicligence Branch aro under

extended closuge for {a) 50 years, () 75 years and {c) 100

yonrs: how imany of these records refer to unidoniificd

fiylng nb‘gpcu-.‘llmd if he will make n statement; (40911
[ .

1
i

! o
i

it

i
I
|
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We spoke. Grateful if you would confirm with DI Sec that the
line highlighted in the attached paperwork, which was used by the
former Min(AF) in response to a question about the role of DI55,
is the current DI line on such questions from the public.

Under Open Government if we are withholding information we
need to quote which exemption under the Code of practice is
applicable. can they confirm which exemption applies.

y the end of next week would btaippreciated.

ook on 40

PS. For your info Sec(AS) coordinated the 30 odd 'UFO'-related
PQs tabled by Martin Redmond in Oct 96. The Min(AF) response was
coordinated and cleared with DI Sec at the time.

A# response b
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WMINISTRY OF DEFENGE

ZH

MAIN BUILDING ‘WHITEHALL LONDON SWU&@H‘Q
Telephona lating) . . ANz
birie ard) b W ’
MINISTER OF 8TATE FOR
THE ARMED FORCES
D/Min(AF)/NS/PQ2103K/2110H/21138/ =~ .
oM / zlzon;nzzn/ss/m , October 1996

I am writing as promised in my answers of 17 October to
your Parliamentary Questions (0fficial Repoxrt, col 1092, copy
attached) about the functions of a number of Defence Intelligence

branches. .

. It has been the policy of successive Governments not to
provide information on the functlons of individual intelligence 7K'
branches when this discloses the more recent nature of thelr

duties.

e I shall arrangé for a-copy of this letter to be placed in the
Library of the House. :

THE HON NICHOLAS SOAMES MP

Martin Redmond Esq MP

- tnd Bana




Witton Answess

¥
(3 what research hng been conducted on behall of his

rment by the natione! poisons information service
o the causes of GulT war syndrome. 1412624

Mr. Soames: F will wrile 10 the hoo. Members and a
copy of the lewer will be placed in the Library of the
Houge.

Mr, Nicholss Pape

Mr, Redmond: To ask the Secrewary of State for
Defence 10 what post Mr. Nicholas Pope was appointed
by his Department afver his rour of duty with Secretariat
(Alr Staff) Depamment 2A: and if he will ke a
statement. 1409200

Mr. Soames: Mr. Nicholas Poge was posied on
romotion two years ago o a genesal finance policy
anch.

Uranfum-tipped Shells

Dr. David Clark: To usk the Secretary of State for
Defence what assessment he has made of the cerent sk
oosed Lo civilians from exploded depleted uranium-tipped
shells in Kuwalt, f41ion

Mr. Arbuthnot: My Depariment has conducied no

tormal assessment of the risks 1o civilians from exploded -

lepleted uranium-ipped ammunition in Kuwait,

Dr, Clayk: To ask the Secresary of Sute for Defence
€ he will make a statement conceming the tisk to soldiers
o hendling depleted uranium-tipped shells. (411001

Mr, Soames: Depleted uranium has a very Jow level
>f radionctivity and the risks attached to the handling of
Jepleted uranitm ammanition are minimal.

Dr. Clark: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
vhat assessment he has made of the 1991 Atomic Energy
Authority report on industrial techuolegy concerning the
Wk of exposure to exploded depleted wraninm-tipped
helle. 41102)

Mr, Soames: 1 refer the hon, Member to.the fetter sent
sy my noble Friend the Under-Secretary of State for
Jefence to the hon. Member for Bloenan Gwent
M. Smith) on 7 August 1996, a copy of which has becn
“laced in the Library of the House,

Dr. Clark: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
iow many depleted uranlum-tipped shells were fired by

tritish forces during the Gulf wati and what assesament.

¢ hes made of the number of exploded shells remaining
2 Kuwait, 11095}

Mr. Soames: British forees fired some 88 depleted
taplum shells during the Gulf conflict. The Ministry of
xfence beas made no asscssment of the number of
sploded shells remaining in Kuwalt, oz we judge the risk
v hanwan health posed by DU rounds 1o be negligible, It
+ likely, though, that a large proportion of the 88 shells
-ns cxpended in Irag rather than Kawait,

Mr. Liew Smith: To ask the Secretary of State for
xfence what studies have boen conducted by his
separiment fnto the nephrotoxicity of the inhalation of
rarium particles, 12961

MY OWILSACHY

v v s o b VY o mas s

.
17 OCTOBER 1996

" Homes for immediate use by the private sector.

. and if he will meke a statement;

.

Mr. Soames: T will weite to the hos, Member and o
ﬁ)py of the lotter will be placed in the Libmry of the
ouse, :

" Marrkd Quarters Estate

My, Spcllar; To ash the Sccretary of Siaic for Defence
what are the Jocatlons of the honses from the married
quatters estate that have been rcleased to Arringlon
{40934}
Mr. Arbuthnot: 1 will write 10 the hon. Member and

a copy of the leter will be placed in the Library of the
House,

RAF Radloe Manor

Mr, Redmond: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what work is carrently updertaken st RAF
Rudloe Manor; what wock was underiaken in the Jast

10 years; what was, by rank, the establishment for the Jast.

10 years; and if he will make & statement. [40823]

M. Soames: 1 will write to the hon. Member and &
:?py of the leer will bs placed in the Library of the
Ouss. .

Defence Intelligence Branches *

Mr. Redmend: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence (1) what is the current function of DISS $1G:
what was its function (o} five years and (5) 10 years ago;
(41040}
(2) what is the current fancrion of DIGSE; what was it

function () five years and (4) 10 years ago; and if he will
make a stalement; {41038}

(3) what is the current funetion of DI55; what was its
function (a) five years and (b) 10 yoars ago; and if he will

make a statement; [41041)

Wiltien Answers 7

(4) what is the current function of DIGIE: what was s
function {a) five years and (b) 10 yoars ago; and If he wilt
make a statement; 41037

(5) what Iz the current function of DII 0; what wes jts

- function () five years and (b) 10 years ago; and if he will

make a statement, (41039)

Mr, Soamest ] will write 10 the hon. Member.dnd a
copy of the letter will be placed in the Library of the
Houss, .

Unidentified Flying Objects

Mr. Redménd: To ask the Secrelary of Stale for
Defence (1) what consulration has taken place in each of
the last five years by his Department with the French
Ministry of Defence Centre National d'Etudes Spatiales

.In respect of unidentified flying objects; and if he will

ttake a statement; {41048}

(2} if & lodger unit housed within his Depariment's
Flying Complaints Flight specialises in unidentified fying
object investigations: and if he will make » statement;

: [41036)

(3) how many records cumeatly held by his
Department’s Scientific’ Intoliigence Brunch aro under
exiended closure for (a) 50 years, () 75 years aad (¢) 100
a-cms: how muny of those srecords rcler to upidentified

ying objects; jand if he will maks & statement;  {40911]

Il .

%_ .
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UNCi=ASSHIED

LOOSE MINUTE

D/Sec(AS)/64/1
3 Apr 98

DI55¢

PUBLI NE ON THE WORK OF DI

1. _1s currently drafting a response to a very
persistent correspondent on the subject of 'unidentified flying
objects'., 1In fending off detailed queries about DI branches she
wants to include the following paragraph in her reply:

"I am unable to provide any details about DSTI branches from
1967 onwards or how they might have been reorganised. You
will, I am sure, know that DI55 is responsible for ......"

2. I should be grateful if you could £ill in the gap with a few
words describing DI55's general role in the MOD. I should be most
grateful for a response please by Tuesday 7 April.

UNGE#SSIFIED




LOOSE MINUTE
D/Sec(AS)/64/1

1 April 1998

Chief Paper Keeper, MOD Archives

1. Having looked through a closed file held in our office, it
has been noted that some of the enclosures appear to have been
taken from files now stored in archives. I would be grateful if
you could forward the files (listed below) to this office so they
can be double checked and a note inserted informing the reader
where each enclosure has now been placed.

Files required:
D/DS8/10/209 part D
D/DS8/10/209 part E
D/DS8/10/209 part F
D/DS8/10/209 part G
D/DS8/10/209/1 part A
D/DS8/10/209/1 part B

For ease, our full address is:
Sec(AS)2a

"Room 8245

MOD Main Building

Whitehall

London

SW1A 2HB

2, If you require any further information, please do not
hesitate to contact me. In advance, many thanks.

Sec(AS)2ala
MB8245
FAX:




Written Answers

183 .

NDPE a b c d e S 4

Advisory Committee on
JPs in Lancashire,
Greater Manchester

and Merseyside 192 g 2 27 0 163 35
Total — — 6 29 7 226 68
' 1 member d from De-Regulation Task Force

* 8 members re-appointed
’ When the Committee on Standards in Public Life was established
in October 1994, the Chairman and members were appointed for
three years in the first instance. When those appointments expired
in October 1997, five members of the Committee decided they did
not wish to serve for a further term

* Members only serve for an Administration and were re-appointed
*1 current member has been appointed Chairman

Notes:

a. Number of places on each NDPB

b. Number of places at are currently unfilled on each NDPB

c. The total number of members that have resigned since 1 May
1997

d. The total number that have retired since 1 May 1997

¢. The total number that have not had their contracts renewed since
1 May 1997

f. The total number that have remained in place since 1 May 1997
2. The total number that have been appointed since 1 May 1997

‘ﬁ Freedom of Information

Mr. Jim Cunningham: To ask the Chancellor of the
Duchy of Lancaster what financial provisions will be made
available to public authorities to process applications for
information, following the implementation of his Freedom
of Information proposals. (35776}

Dr. David Clark: Public authorities will be expected
to allocate resources to fulfil their duties under the
Fréedom of Information Act from within overall
expenditure ceilings.

Mr. Jim Cunningham: To ask the Chancellor of the
Duchy of Lancaster what figure he plans to set as a
disproportionate cost or diversion of resources under the
Gateway provisions of his Freedom of Information
proposals. 357771

Dr. David Clark: We do not envisage the Freedom of
Information Act specifying a fixed sum for what would
amount to disproportionate cost or diversion of resources
from other priorities. This would depend on the
circumstances of the public authority concerned and
the nature of the request.

As proposed in the White Paper, Your Right to Know,
a decision by a public authority not to provide the
information requested on these grounds would be
appealable to the Information Commissioner who would
take account of other discretionary cost thresholds such
as that for answering Parliamentary Questions.

MINISTER WITHOUT PORTFOLIO

Millennium Dome

Mr. Baker: To ask the Minister without Portfolio what
evaluation was made of the option of using an
air-conditioning system for the Millennium Dome
powered by hydrocarbons, [35928)

Mr, Mandelson [holding answer 24 March 1998]- The
New Millennium Experience Company (NMEC) received
no bids proposing the use of hydrocarbons during the

94 CW146-PAG1/29

25 MARCH 1998

ord project
of the scale and nature of the Dome. I also understand
from the NMEC that hydrocarbons would require
additional and more complex precautions to ensure
optimum safety in a project the size of the Dome.

were reluctant to offer a hydrocarbon systel

Mr. Baker: To ask the Minister without Portfolio if
he will list the sponsorship secured by contract for the
Millennium Dome by 18 March giving in each case
{a) the company or individual, (#) the amount and
{c) details of undertakings given to sponsors in return for
their sponsorship. {35931}

Mr. Mandelson: I refer the hon. Member to the answer
1 gave to my hon. Friend the Member for Pontefract and
Castleford (Ms Cooper) on 24 February 1998, Official
Report, column 204. Negotiations on the contractual
details are continuing in each case.

Millennium Experience

Mr. Simon Hughes: To ask the Minister without
Portfolio what are the specifically Christian elements of
the Millennium Experience. [36173)

Mr. Mandelson: The New Millennium Experience
Company is holding regular discussions, facilitated by the
Archbishops”  Officer for the Millennium, with
representatives of the Lambeth Consultation Group. The
purpose of these discussions is to ensure that the “Spirit
Zone” of the Millennium Experience contains appropriate
and inclusive references to Christianity and the Christian
heritage of the United Kingdom.

AGRICULTURE, FISHERIES AND FOOD

EU Fisheries Council

Dr. Ladyman: To ask the Minister of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Food what was the outcome of the Fisheries
Coungil held in Brussels on 24 March; and if he will make
a statement. {36569]

Dr. John Cunningham: I chaired the meeting of the
Fisheries Council in Brussels on 24 March. My hon.
Friend the Parliamentary Secretary, represented the
United Kingdom together with my mnoble friend
the Under-Secretary of State at the Scottish Office,
Lord Sewel.

The Council discussed the introduction of a ban on high
seas drift nets. Views were divided. The UK, with a
majority of other Member States, argued for the phasing
out of such nets because of the by-catch problems
associated with them, particularly by-catches of dolphins.
Several Ministers opposed a ban. However, at the end of
the discussion I was able to conclude that there was an
expectation that there will be a qualified majority in
support of a ban. This helps clear the way for a formal
agreement before the end of June. In the meantime, the
European Commission will prepare measures such as
decommissioning or conversion, to be applied within
existing funding provisions, for fishermen affected by the
ending of drift netting for tuna, swordfish and other high
seas species.
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DATE TO
27/03/98 Hd of CS(RM)1 & AHB(RAF)

Sent: 27/03/98 at 13:48
To: Hd of CS(RM)1
cc:

Ref: 1711
Sub]ect. & AHB(RAF) HELD 'UFO' FILES

Text: M ﬁ e proposed response toMouldn't be
's fine by me. Our exp gshown he doesn't
listen to what he's told though anywav.
You'll be interested to know that

s4(Air) files over here this morni
didn't need asking twice!!!!

rought all the
“covering 1974 and 75 - they

n 40
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’EMORANDUM

To:  Sec(As)2 -SSRl
Date: 27 Mar 98
Your Ref: D/Sec(AS)/64/1

From:  AHB(4)RAF _ 4T’” )

Our Ref: D/AHB/5/12

Subject: Ex- S4f(Air) UFO FILES ARCHIVED BY AHB
1. Further to yesterday’s morning’s

S4f(Air)
for UFO queries with the approval of

files to Sec{AS) as successo

Telecon I am transferring the attached
and MoD focal point
Deputy Head of AHB

r organisation to S4f
The 1974 files will be due for review by CS({( T , and the 1975 files in

to

2000. Please sign the attached rec

eipt, and make your own arrangements

transfer the files to CS(RM) when appropriate.

Rank/
Appointment:

- €0

Block

Letters:

Name In

- Signa‘ure:




tbimisca

1D 48/47-54 UFQ Reports Jan/Sep 74 U
1D |48/55 UFO Reports Sep74/Feb75 U
1D [48/56 UFO Reports T Oct/Nov 74 U
1D 48/57 UFQ Reports Nov 74 U
1D [48/58 UFO Reports ~  |Dec74/Jan75 U
1D |48/59-65 B UFO Reports Jan/Jun 75 u
1D 48/685 UFO Reporis(Edited) Aug75/Jun7é U

R ecoual

gx

Page 1

‘__u___{w Sec(ay)

] -03-4¢%
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LOOSE MINUTE This sl be TN

D/Sec(AS)/64/1 %23 . S AAcyﬂd%:} IF xj

26 Mar 98 Y ove e 934 UFo repet
Head of AHB(RAF) - \A«sz; Sk sk

Copy to: é %13 F

AHB4 (RAF)

'UNIDENTIFIED FLYIN BJECTS' FILES HELD BY AHB tio'n 40‘
1. It came to my attention during a recent search for surviving
'UFO' report files from the mid 1970s that some files from this
period are stored in your Branch.

2. I spoke this morning to AHB4(RAF) and asked if I could see a
list of the files AHB(RAF) currently hold (this is attached for
ease). In view of Sec(AS)2's responsibility for answering queries
and correspondence on this subject of (unfortunately) ever
increasing public interest, I believe it would now be more
appropriate for these files to be held here. Having looked
through them we may of course decide that it would be better for
the files to be kept together with all the other archived 'UFO'
report files at Hayes.

3. I should be most grateful if you would consider transferring
any 'UFO' report files with S4(Air) branch references held by
AHB(RAF) back to Sec(AS)2. Incidentally, I do have a need to see
the file starred on the attachment within the next week as I have
a specific outstanding query from two members of the public on an
incident which is alleged to have occurred in January 1974.

4. I look forward to hearing from you in due course.

y2al

ec S
MB8245
Frors. CRoIg5a40




Secretariat(Air Staff) Fax—

.
»

dok Tramnsmit Cont.Report =k

. . 26 Mar 98 16:08
Secretariat(fAir Staff)-—> -W—_
No. 1807 o B
Mode NORMAL
Time 0'44"
Pages 1 Page(s)
Result 0K




UNCLASSIFIED

Thu 26 Mar, 1998 11:53 mailbox standard Page 1
DATE FROM SUBJECT
26/03/98 Hd of CS(RM)1 S4 UAP files
Intended:
Sent: 26/03/98 at 9:11 Delivered: 26/03/98 at 9:11
To: SEC(AS)2Al
cc:
Ref: /GUID:1002711F0CC4D111B39400005A422BE6
From: Hd of CS(RM)1 Auth by:
Subject: S4 UAP files
Text:
Priority: Normal SEE PAGE Attachments [ 1]
Reply Request [ ] View Acknowledge [ ] Codes [ ]

UNGEASSIFIED




: UNCEASSIFIED
®

|
-rWél@[poke a few weeks ago about missing "uap” files and I

“agreed to speak to my contact in AHB.

T am advised by AHB they were[and for a few files still are] the
custodians of the S4(Air) UAP files. Files for the period 1964
to 1973 have been passed to CS(RM). The years 64 to 72 have been
assigned to PRO classes AIR 2 and 20.1973 awaits listing.

Years 1974 to 1976 (June? ) will follow as and when review is

due, currently at the normal 25 year point ie 1974 during 1999

(for release in 2005) etc. I hope this fills the gap? on 40\
——— " ™M

UNGEsASSIFIED




LOOSE MINUTE
D/Sec(AS)/64/1
26 Mar 98

Head of AHB(RAF)
Copy to:

AHB4 (RAF)

'UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS' FILES HE BY AHB(RA

1. It came to my attention during a recent search for surviving
'UFO' report files from the mid 1970s that some files from this
period are stored in your Branch.

2. I spoke this morning to AHB4(RAF) and asked if I could see a
list of the files AHB(RAF) currently hold (this is attached for
ease). In view of Sec(AS)2's responsibility for answering queries
and correspondence on this subject of (unfortunately) ever
increasing public interest, I believe it would now be more
appropriate for these files to be held here. Having looked
through them we may of course decide that it would be better for
the files to be kept together with all the other archived ‘UFO'
report files at Hayes.

3. I should be most grateful if you would consider transferring
any 'UFO' report files with S4(Air) branch references held by
AHB(RAF) back to Sec(AS)2. Incidentally, I do have a need to see
the file starred on the attachment within the next week as I have
a specific outstanding query from two members of the public on an
incident which is alleged to have occurred in January 1974.

4. I look forward to hearing from you in due course.

Sec(AS)2al

MB8245 N|
CHOTS: mpﬁg
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@vEMORANDUM MOD Form4.
: (Revised 5/84). 7,

To: Sec(hsy-[TNSONEL)  [From: - AHB(4)RaF - [ERENSION] 40

Date: 26 Mar 98 Tel: OO

Your Ref: * ' Our Ref: *

Subject: - E. CHIVED BY

1, Further to this morning’s Telecon I attach a list of the relevant files. Those
with PRO numbers in Air Class 2 or 20 have been reviewed by CS(RM), though their
release date/status may need to be checked. The remaining files covering 1974/5
are still held by AHB.

B b‘“\"‘(

Rank/ (_'_,0 Name In
Appointment: * ’ Block Signature:
. - Lefters:
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Loose Minute

CS(RM)/4/6/37

March 1998

Sec(AS)2a1 =~
DDI Sec

Copy to:
OMD(AD)(Management)

A FURTHER LETTER FROH- UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL
PHENOMENA (UAP) - SURVIVAL OF NON-AIR INTELLIGENCE

(TECHNICAL)5b PAPERS

1. Addressees will be all too familiar with [SYEYSIRTeN s 416 of interest.

2. His new letter, whilst seemingly accepting my earlier advice, raises the question of
what happen to the information originally passed to AI((Tech)5b that “clearly will have
survived in one form or another and possibly in another Department™.

2. Unless addressees have information to the contrary my draft reply again expresses the
position about the fate of the information he believes the Ministry of Defence still holds.

3. I would welcome comments by cop 3 April 1998.

AT R,

NHMISTRY OF DEFENCE |
SEC(AS) 2
18 MAR 1998

fE Lt




DRAFT REPLY TO—

1 acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 14 February 1998 (sic) in response of my letter
of 4 March 1998 again asking about intelligence-related records from more than 30 years
ago relating to the UFO phenomena you believe are being held by the Ministry of

Defence that would be useful to your research.

The advice given in my earlier letters in response to your specific enquiry about the fate
of Al(Tech)5b records explained that intelligence-related records are treated in the same
way as other Ministry of Defence records. As with the Al(Tech)5b if the records you
seek are not preserved amongst the more than 15,000 defence intelligence-related records

at the Public Record Office they have not survived.

As T explained in my last letter the White Paper on Open Government (Cm 2290),
published July 1993 gives a good description of how the public records system works. I

commend it to you.



14 February 1998

Tres
5,0

MoD

Metropole Building
Northumberiand Ave.
LONDON

WC2N 5BL

oo Y 0

Thank you for your letter of 4th March reference CS(RM)/4/6/37 and please accept my profound
apologies for going over ground we had already covered.

‘Whilst I appreciate key UFO-related AI(T) 5b files are no longer available, the information that
was passed onto them clearly will have survived in one form or another and possibly in another
Department (eg DCDS (T), DMS], D155, DSTI, JIC etc). For example, scientists in DSTI would
have looked at similarities between the visual sighting at RAF Topcliffe in 1952 and drawn
correlations with the physical radarscope evidence of Lakenheath in 1956 and Church Lawford
in 1957. From the information gleaned, they would have prepared Identification/Specification
briefing documents which I understand to be still in use today (based on actual testimony). There
may also be a similar system in operation to that used by the Civil Aviation Authority which
contains abstracts of each incident reported by commercial pilots held on a main database.

Once again, under the terms of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information and
in the spirit of the forthcoming Freedom of Information Legislation, is there anyone I can
approach and appeal to for the release of this documentation on the grounds of its scientific value.

1 appreciate that I am going over ground we have already covered (albeit from a slightly different
angle), however, I also think we can be very positive about this. For example, Sqdn Leader
Humpston's memo in DEFE 31/119 clearly indicated the lack of resources available for DI55 and
DSTI to carry out research into sightings. If the relevant Intelligence Dept put key UFO-related
details into the public domain, then these would act as a catalyst for further study in both industry
and academia. One day, we could be grateful for those further studies.

Ked Koo -

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE |
CS (Rwi) 1

* 11 MAR 107

METROPCLE BLI ™™ |
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* Loose Minute

CS@RM)/4/9/7
é March 1998

Hd NHB

Hd HB(A)
Hd AHB

Sensitivity Review

DID WALDEGRAVE WORK? THE IMPACT ON OPEN GOVERNMENT
UPON BRITISH HISTORY by DR RICHARD ALDRICH

1. The attached article (rough proof only) is forwarded for information only.
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RICHARD ]J. ALDRICH The University of Nottingham
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Did Waldegrave work?
The Impact of Open
Government Upon British
History

The Waldegrave Initiative on Open Government

It is now almost exactly four years since the announcement of the
Waldegrave Initiative on Open Goverment in July 1993.! The change of
administration in May 1997 points to the probability of further revisions
in the regime for the deciassification of public records, perhaps with some
sort of freedom of information legislation in the lifetime of the current
parliament. Was the Waldegrave Initiative a signicant development which
has materially changed our understanding of aspects of Britain’s recent

' Open Government, Government White Paper, July 1993 Cmnd 2290,

Twentieth Century Buinh Iistery, Val. 9, No. 1, 1998, pp. 00-00 © OUP 1998
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past? Or was it a mere publicity, opportunity for government which in-
volved major claims, accompanied by only marginal change? Did the pat-
tern of declassification reflect the genuine needs and concerns of
historians, or did departments merely take the opportunity to ‘clean
house” and rid themselves of overclassified files, some dating back to the
1970s? This article addresses these questions by analysing the impact of
the Waldegrave Initiative upon a range of recent research.?

It is perhaps worth observing at the outset that ‘open government’ and
the accelerated declassification of historical materials does not stand alone
as an isolated issue. Its context has been a much wider discussion about
governance, transparency, information, and citizenship, and a wide range
of initiatives across Whitehall and Westminster, including important
developments in the legal regulation of the secret services. The inner
nature of these changes has been vigorously contested. On the one hand,
government press releases maintained that there had been nothing short
of a major revolution, with the default setting of Whitehall now upon
releasing, rather than withholding, information. This has been accom-
panied by some startling changes, not least the Security Service (MIS5)
openly advertised for recruits in the pages of The Guardian in May 1997.2
On the other hand, these developments have been characterized as
representing nothing more than a transition from the secrecy of the
Thatcher era, to a more sophisticated form of active ‘information control’
for the 1990s prompted by a reluctant recognition that mechansims such
as the European Court made some change inevitable.*

Openness, or secrecy, relating to secret service issues has been at the
centre of the debate over the Waldegrave Initiative. This is partly because
a large proportion of the files withheld for more than thirty years has
been retained because they contain material refated to secret service, but
also because William Waldegrave deliberately chose to make ‘revelations’
in the area of secret service history, and also current secret service prac-
tice, a flagship element in the presentation of Open Government to the
media.® The Conservative government correctly presumed that revela-
tions about cven the most antiquated aspects of secret service would

* Because of the survey nature of this article T am more than unusually indebted to
others who have been kind enough to relate therr experiences with upen government
materials to me, and to point me in the directron al new hiterature which draws upon it.
Notwithstanding this, the author must take full responsibility tor the opinions expressed here.

" The Guardian, 20 May 1997.

* The most sophisticated version of this argument, drawing on an area of the sociology
of knowledge which has been termed “information control’, can be found in Peter Gill,
‘Reasserting control: Recent Changes in the Oversight of the UK Intelligence Community’,
Intelligence and National Security, 11 (2), (1996), 313-31.

* For example, in October 1993, William Waldegrave launched a booklet describing the
work of the Joint Tntelligence Committee in co-ordinating the activities of the secret services,
Central Intelligence Machinery (London, 1993) with a foreword by John Major,
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guarantee healdines such as "MI5 thirills historians by opening up its files”
with each successive trance of material. There can be no doubt that the
Waldegrave Initiative has enjoyed a good press, but was it justified?s

Intelligence History

Unsurprisingly, it is upon the history of foreign intelligence and special
operations prior to 1945 that the Waldegrave Initiative has had the most
impact. There are several reasons for this. First, these sorts of materials
represent the majority of hitherto closed files retrospectively released into
the Public Record Office (PRO). Churchill's Ultra decrypts (FIW1),
specially selected for him from the work of Bletchley Park, alone repre-
sent a class of several thousand files, with more to come. The Special
Operations Executive (SOE), Britain’s wartime sabotage organization, con-
stitutes another important release (1151-4). Released region by region,
its files will be eventually number over 10,000. There are also many single
tiles retrospectively released into existing classes. Secondly, the recogni-
tion in the 1980s that scholarly research on British intelligence history was
possible, even pre-Waldegrave, resulted in the growth of a specialist body
of historians who were then poised to descend on the new material as
it arrived. Thirdly, the level of public interest in this area has ensured
quick exploitation by journalists and popular historians as well as
academics. The great volume of material released has ensured that its im-
portance is only beginning to be explored.

Two patterns of impact by the Waldegrave Initiative can already by
discerned in the area of intelligence history. The first, and most radical,
is upon subjects that are specialist and technical and, accordingly, were
hitherto almost completely closed. The release of Ultra decrypt material
is a good example. While Ultra resulted in a complete reshaping of the
history of the Second World War as early as ihe mid-1970s, this reflected
the impact of memoir literature and official history.? These sustained
close analysis of this very arcane subject requires substantial quantities
of core primary materials. Only with the gradual opening of the detailed
files of Bletchley Park, its outstations, and collaborators have we seen the
development of a substantial body of non-official Ultra-based history. The
extent to which this new work has already begun to challenge official
history on fundamental issues, such as the ‘shortening’ of the duration

¢ See most recently, "MT5 thrills historians by opening up its files’, The Sunday Tines,
18 May 1997

7 Zara Steiner, ‘Deception and its Dividends’, Timces Literary Supplement, 7-13 December
1990, pp. 1, 310.
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of Second World War by Ultra, underlines the importance of this new
work.$

The second pattern concerns its impact upon broader subjects that were
already partly open, such as the SOE. Because SOE was highly depen-
dent upon the RAF and the Navy for transport, and were required to
co-ordiante their plans (very imperfectly) with regional commands and
the Foreign Office, many types of file have long abounded with SOE
material. As a result, well-documented and authoritative non-official
studies of SOE have been appearing in profusion since the mid-1970s.
This process was accelerated after 1982 by the availability of a very large
body of material from SOE’s American partner, the 0SS. Accordingly,
the impact of the release of the new SOE material into the PRO has been
different. New and intriguing aspects of this organization have been in-
vestigated, and a fuller picture achieved, but there has been, as yet, not
radical shift in our overall picture of SOE.*

There is also a continuity of practice here. In the 1980s historians worked
‘through’ military and diplomatic files to discover otherwise ‘closed’ SOE
documentation. In the 1990s historians are working through newly
released SOE files to open up the history of its still-closed British sister
service, MI6 or the Secret Intelligence Service (SIS) during the Second
World War. Tlere too, new debates have been ignited and old arguments
re-examined. For example, the credibility of the picture of a bankrupt and
broken SIS offered by Kim Philby in his controversial KGB-sponsored
memoir My Sient War, has been at the centre of this discussion. Some
former practitioners have long condemned this book as an unreliable
product of Soviet propaganda, while non-official historians have come
to the conclusion that the new material reveals a picture of SIS that was,
if anything, worse than Philby’s caricature.®

Beyond these two patterns, the release of Second World War secret ser-
vice files under the Waldegrave Initiative has had a further, rather unex-
pected, effect. Some intelligence historians arc cleatly attracted to their
subject by the challenge of an awkward and inaccessible subject, of under-
taking an intellectual puzzle wherein a number of pieces are missing. They
are repelled by ordinary twentieth century diplomatic history because

* Ralph Bennett, Befund the Battle: Intelligence u the Was watlt Germany, 1939-1945 (Lon-
don, 1994), pp xx-xx1. A limited quantity of detailed Ultea material was released into the
class DEVE: 3 as early as the late 19705, but a great deal has vniy just been released and
there is more to come,

° For an example of new work on SOU see Martin Thonws, “The Massingham Mission:
SO in Vrench North Africa, 1941-1944", Intelligence and Natwnal Security, 11 (4), (1966),
696-721.

" Robert Cecil, ‘Philby’s Spurious War', Infefligence aud National Security, 9 (4), (1994),
764-8; T. D. R. IHarrison, “More Thoughts on Kim Phiiby’ My Silent War’, Intelligence and
Nationad Security, 10 (3), (1995), 514-26; Richard J. Aldrich, 'The British Secret Intelligence
Service (MI6) and the Pacific War®, Modern Asumn Studies, 31 (4), (1997).
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such a high proportion of the records are readily available. Accordingly,
as many more intelligence records are released for the Second World War,
there are clearly some historians who will be dismayed by the super-
abundance of files and who will transfer their attentions to more recent,
still classified, events.

There can be no denying that the Waldegrave Initiative has resulted
in substantial change for intelligence history, but the extent to which it
has brought radical revision remains unclear. Those who wish to minimize
its importance point out that much of the material might have been ex-
pected about now, at the fifty-year point, even under the previous regime.
The fact that some bodies of Ultra material began to make their way to
the PRO in the late 1970s supports this argument. Ambiguity even ex-
tends to the more surprising release of some postwar intelligence materials
such as ‘Venona'.!!

Venona' is the code-name for the KGB communications traffic decrypted
by both GCFIQ and the Americans in the 1940s, leading to the initial ex-
posure of members of the ‘Cambridge Comintern’: Kim Philby, Guy
Burgess, Donald Maclean, Anthony Blunt, and John Cairncross. Much
of it was recently released in the class TIW15. This is not material that
historians would have expected to see before Waldegrave. Yet sceptics
would argtie that this release has not been motivated by a new British
spirit of openness, but instead by pressure from GCIHQ’s American part-
ners, the National Security Agency. It-has long been the case that
documents unavailable in Britain could be obtained in the USA, and this
has been studiously ignored by the authorities. But the internet has given
this disparity a sharper edge. A large selection of the American ‘Venona’
material has been put on the NSA’s worldwide web site in a way that
would have been much more difficult for the UK to ignore. Perhaps the
internet will act as an agent of “globalization’ in the area of declassifica-
tion policy.”

The record is therefore patchy on British intelligence and it is not easy
to cast up a satisfactory generalization. This is partly because Whitehall
departments have continued their time-honoured tradition of interpreting
the same guidelines differently and some are much more generous than
others. Some have placed postwar materials of a genuinely new type into
the PRO. The arrival of about 200 files generated by the MoD's Direc-
torate of Scientific Intelligence during the early cold war, focused upon
British efforts to look at Eastern bloc military science, is nothing short

' ‘Release of Records of GCIIQ: Signals Intelligence Relating to the Venona Project
(HW15), 1 October 1996, PRO Press Pack.

“ This argument 1s based on a number of unattributable conversations with officials in
December 1996. The NSA’s website is available at http:/fwivw.nsa.gov:8080/docs/venonal
venona.html.

PAPER 5 PAGE 5
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of a major breakthrough.® The same can be said of the release of the
files of the British Military Mission or ‘BRIXMIS’ in the GDR, which
engaged in massive legal and semi-legal surveillance of Eastern bloc
military activities.* For the first time this has permitted the detailed
study of intelligence operations at the front line of the cold war.

Nuclear History

Orne way in which the impact of new information can be measured is
to focus upon events whose important commands universal assent, and
then to try to establish how far our understanding of those events has
been changed. In the field of nuclear history, the Cuban missile crisis con-
stitutes one such landmark event. The Cuban missile crisis is especially
interesting because (in common with Venona) it underlines the extent
to which the Waldegrave Initiative does not stand alone, but is instead
part of a vast global programme of archival disbursement. In 1994, almost
before the Waldegrave Initiative had begun to take effect in Britain, British
academics were surveying the extent to which our picture of the Cuban
missile crisis had already been radically changed by ‘glasnost” in Russia
and American. New interpretations of the crisis have re-examined the
relative importance of Cuba in Kruschev's decision to deploy the missiles;
the thinking behind Kennedy’s ‘quarantine’ of Cuba; the extent to which
nuclear forces were placed on a ‘hair trigger’ at the height of the crisis.
Perhaps most remarkably, new matenal has demonstrated the extent to
which Kennedy, as well as Kruschev, retreated in the face of nuclear peril,
offering secret assurances to the Soviets that US Jupiter missiles in Turkey
would soon be withdrawn. It has now been admitted that the account
of this latter issue was deliberately falsified in the published version of
Kennedy’s diary."

Surprisingly, despite radical changes in our understanding of the in-
ternational crisis, little has emerged from British materials released
specifically under Waldegrave. Peter Boyle has had the most extended
experience of the Waldegrave Initiative in this regard and has usefully
quantified his experiences:

When the British government papers for 1962 were opened in January 1993,
17 documents remained closed in the file of the I'rime Minister’s Papers on
the Cuban missile crisis . . . and 69 documents remained closed in the Foreign

" This material, deposited in DEIT 41, 1s the subject of o major ongoing study by Paul
Maddrell of Corpus Christi College, Cambridge.

" This material has been deposited in DEIT. The British Military Mission or ‘BRIXMIS”
has been the subject of a recent study by Tony Geraghty.

" Len Scott and Steve Smith, ‘Lessons of October: Iistonans, political scientists, policy-
makers and the Cuban missile crisis’, Interuntional Affairs, 40 (4), (1994), 659-84.
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Office files In response to the author’s requests . . . two of the closed

documents i the Printe Minister’s papers were opened and 32 of the closed

Foreign Office documents were opened in July 1993, None of the documents
.. opened in July 1993, were of great significance,

This enumeration underlines a further point. 1962 probably represents
about the last year for which these sorts of comparative distinctions can
be drawn about pre- and post-Waldegrave material. By 1993 files were
being processed under the new guidelines, obviating the needs for ‘special
review’.1

By contrast, the experience for the history of the development of the
British hydrogen bomb has been very different. Tlere the Waldegrave
Initiative has not just opened up greater detail, it has also unleashed new
controversies. As John Baylis recently remarked: ‘The gradual opening
up of British archives as the result of the Waldegrave “Open Govern-
ment Initiative” in 1992, has spawned debate amongst nuclear historians
about the British test programme in 1957 and 1958 and the claims by the
government at the time to have developed thermonuclear weapons.”
Some writers had gone so far as to suggest that the British nuclear deter-
rent policy in the late 1950s was a huge bluff by the Macmillan govern-
ment which sought to convince, not only the Soviets, but also the
Americans, that Britain was much further ahead than she really was, The
Waldegrave Initiative has also had the most pleasing effect of further en-
couraging official and non-official nuclear historians to interact, not least
on the TI-bomb issue. Gone are the days when official historians
manifested themselves only momentarily at conferences, coyly refused
to answer some questions, and then vanished before coffee-time.”

The divergent experience of historians with the Cuban missile crisis and
the British nuclear tests in 1957 and 1958 serves to underline Simon J.
Ball’s observation that there are broadly two types of defence history that
are addressed by the Waldegrave Initiative. The first type consists of major
issues and the broad outlines of policy. These are already to some degree
self-evident and the abundance of open material both archival and other-
wise ensures that these subjects can be approached successfully without
the help of ‘special review’. This is reinforced by the time-honoured prac-
tice, common to many fields, of trawling low-level files in a successful

* Peter G. Boyle, ‘The British Government’s View ol the Cuban Missile Crisis’, Contem-
porary Record, 10 (3) {1996), 36. On the British perspective see also Gary D. Rawnsley, "How
Special is Special? The Anglo-American Alliance During the Cuban Missile Crisis’, Contem-
porary Record, 9 (3} (1995), 586-607.

7 John Bayhs, “The Development of Britain’s Thermonuclear Capability 1954-61: Myth
or Reality?’, Confemporary Record, 8 (1), (1994), 159-174; Katherine Pine, ‘Art or Article? The
Need for and Nature of the British [Tydrogen Bomb 1954-8', Contemporary Record, 9 (37),
(1995), 562-85. The debate was triggered by Norman Dombey and Tric Grove, ‘Britain’s
Thermonuclear Bluff’, London Review of Baoks, 22 October 1992




20th CENTURY BRITISH HISTORY VOL 9 NO 1 PAPER 5 PAGE 8

000 RICITARD J. ALDRICH

attempt to glean material withheld elsewhere. The second type consists of
narrow subjects such as the more operational and technical aspects of nuclear
histery, which are much more impermeable and would be much more dif-
ficult to pursue without the possibility of requesting declassification. The
historical project on the command and control of British nuclear weapons,
currently underway at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth, is a good
example of this second category, making extensive use of special review.®

Accordingly, there are strong parallels in the fields of nuclear history
and intelligence history. Wider aspects of these subjects, which are inte-
grated into mainstream policy, have always been fairly accessible and here
Waldegrave represents no more than a welcome improvement at the
margins. But there are other more specific projects that would have been
difficult to initiate without the Waldegrave Initiative.

Nuclear historians must, however, contend with some special problems
which are probably unique to their field. Guidelines for the release of
nuclear papers are particularly informed by the dangers of nuclear pro-
liferation. Tronically, while more recent papers, detailing sophisticated
systems, are being passed for release, papers relating to the production
of Britain’s first, more basic, weapons remains closed. This is because
earlier papers relate to the problems of producing just the sort of basic
weapons that a nuclear terrorist might attempt to create. It is for this
reason that photographs of the first British nuclear weapon were only
revealed to the public for the first time at a conference in early 1997, Offi-
cial historians have explained that some material from the early stages
of the British nuclear programme may have remain closed in perpetuity.
There are clearly special problems in this area on which no change in the
climate of Westminster and Whitehall will have much effect.”

The broadest conclusions that have been drawn from the new analyses
of nuclear history are thought provoking. Scott and Smith have challenged
the very possibility of arriving at any one definitive version of events
observing that ‘more and more evidence may simply make things less
and less clear’, an observation that is notably similar to that made by
historians of Pearl Harbour. Their conclusions draw upon (partly
psuchological) reflections about the nature of policy-mnaking as revealed
by new material. One is tempted to add the more mundane observation
that, with new rcleases, it is increasingly difficult for even a team of
scholars to sift all the available evidence. Super-abundant data provides
extended scope for controversy, which academics have always preferred
to consensus.¥

* Simon J. Ball, "TTarold Macmillan and the Politics of Detence! The Market for Strategic
Tdeas During the Sandys Cra Rewisited’, Twentieth Century British [history, 6 (1), (1995), 99-100.

* *Britain and the Bomb’, ITistorical Conference held jomitly by the Atomic Weapons

Tstablishment, Aldermaston, and the University of Reading, February 1997.
* Scott and Snuth, ‘The Cuban missile crisis”, p 677
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Diplomatic History

Perhaps the most extended commentary concerning the impact of the
Waldegrave Initiative upon recent British diplomatic history is that offered
by Keith Kyle who, in 1995, surveyed the new material unavailable to
him at the time he writing his study, Suez. Kyle warns us not to hold
our breath in expectation of surprises since ‘the items range from the trivial
to the intriguing’ but do not modify his story significantly. Kyle is never-
theless anxious to make two points. First he registers his surprise at the
extent to which records for Suez still remain closed beyond the thirty-
five-year point. Secondly, he contends that the material now released by
Waldegrave has resulted in the ‘exposure of the vacuity of the previous
prevailing systems for “‘weeding out’” any dangerous substances’ which
could ‘scarcely be more total’.

Few pieces of new information ave sufficiently ‘new’ to excite Kyle. Even
these are mere cul-de-sacs of policy options not taken. One of these is
Nasser’s attempt to open up a back-channcel for discussions with Eden
through the newspaper proprietor Ali Amin. This was very much Nasser’s
diplomatic style, but the approach was abandoned when Eden launched
into a personal attack on Nasser in his television speech. Interesting new
releases, Kyle maintains, are instead to be found in the records of the
BBC at Caversham, relating to the media during Suez, rather than in the
PRO. Kyle, perhaps better than anyone, captures the work-a-day sen-
timents of many diplomatic historians, a disbelicef that anyone could have
ever found grounds for retaining much of the material now released, com-
bined with a sense of irritation that its eventual opening has allowed
government to create a positive impression of openness. What it really
reveals is the absurd and fantastical secrecy for which some would like
it called to account.?*

Very interesting material is still being withheld for the Suez period, not
least GCIHIQ records relating to the interception of diplomatic and military
radio traffic in the Mediterranean and the Middle East during the Suez
campaign. We are unlikely to see these records for some considerable time.
When they do appear, they are likely to change our understanding of
Suez quite considerably. This is certainly the case for the diplomatic
history of the 1930s, wherein many British inlercepts have recently been
released. Anthony Best's Britain, Japan and Pearl larbor represents one
of the first full-length diplomatic surveys to exploit the newly released
intercept material produced by the Waldegrave Trutiative. This has not
only resulted in a much richer account of Anglo-Japanese relations than
has hitherto been possible, it has also changed our picture of international

* Keith Kyle, ‘Guez and the Waldegrave Inittative’, Contemporary Record, 9 (1), (1995),
378-93.
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relations. British diplomacy of the 1930s now appears to have a much
more technical aspect than we had hitherto suspected. meanwhile recent
studies that have neglected these new sorts of records, and the insights
they provide, risk rapid obsolescence.?

The recent wave of release under the Waldegrave Initiative has occurred
mostly in the domain of international affairs. Nevertheless, some impor-
tant materials have been released relating to domestic developments, not
least Cabinet, Home Office, and Joint Intelligence Committee papers
relating to state surveillance of Fascists and Communists before and dur-
ing the Second World War. The ongoing work of Richard C. Thurlow
on the domestic secret state and the Communist Party of Great Britain
(CPGB) represents a good example of such work. Although Thurlow had
to wait almost two years to obtain some materials, he credits the
Waldegrave Initiative for ‘the early declassificalion of important files’ .

Reviewing, ‘'Weeding’, and Sanitization

The constant refrain of Departmental Records Officers responsible for im-
plementing the Waldegrave Initiative has been that there have been no
extra resources. When one takes this into account their achievements seem
extraordinary. But at the same time the consequences of efficiency drives
and the ‘more for less syndrome’ arc beginning to show. The experience
of those requesting postwar files of all types has been very unsatisfac-
tory in terms of proportion of requested material released, the slowness
of release, and the quality of ‘weeding’.

Departments that have given considerable time to releasing retained
files have had difficulties simultaneously processing routine material at
the thirty-year point. Examples of failure to meet statutory requirements
include . . .2 Yet this lamentable development has still not allowed
departments to deal with the specific requests of rescarchers quickly, and
some have waited over a year for requests for a few dozen files to be
released, only to find that more than halt are refused.” One suspects
that in some cases both statutory duties and also the requests of individual
researchers have been given less priority than the release of some bodies
of 'headline-grabbing’ material.

= Anthony Best, Brtain, fapan and Peail larbor {(London: Routledge, 1995). Compare
this with Nicholas Tarling, Britain, Japan and South East Asia (Cambridge, 1996) which
studiously avoids all reference to newly released records.

n 2777

* Richard C. Thurlow, * A Very Clever Capitalist Class’". British Communism and
State Surveillance, 1939-1945", Intelligence and National Security, 12 (2) (1997), 1-21.
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The quality of ‘weeding’, which was never good, has also deterioriated.
It has long been accepted that weeders sometimes know relatively little
about the material they are processing and are not much concerned with
uniformity even within their own department. But matters appear to be
getting worse as the pressures of implementing the Waldegrave Initiative
are clearly beginning to show. Two examples serve to underline this
point.

The first is the peculiar treatment of material relating to the Foreign
Office Permanent Under-Secretary s Department (PUSD). PUSD was the
Foreign Office’s central co-ordinating department, developed in the first
postwar decade, to some extent emulating George Kennan'’s Policy Plan-
ning Staff. PUSD is widely discussed in the open literature and many
of its files are now open to public inspection. Yct in a recent run of material
retrospectively released under “special review’, a weeder has expended
many happy hours sanitizing every page that makes use of the initials
‘PUSD’, substituting a xeroxed page with a small blank in its place.
Nothing else on these pages has been sanitized. Yet the nature of the
mussing initials on these sanitized pates is immediately obvious to any
historian with a knowledge of this period. Moreover, the weeder con-
firms this for us by xeroxing the reverse side of some of the original pages,
allowing the sanitized contents of the previous page to show through
(albeit in mirror writing).®

This oversensitivity probably relates to the fact that PUSD duties in-
cluded secret service matters, for example obtaining clearance for intelli-
gence operations. But the authorities seems quile unaware that the
intelligence and security aspects of PUSD were discussed as early as 1956
in Lord Strang’s memoir, [Jome and Abroad. Since then they have been
discussed ad nauseam. A Deputy flead of PUSD from the same period
has written more recently that this ‘depariment among its other duties
kept an eye on the workings of MI6 (SIS), our foreign intelligence ser-
vice, and M6 was known in Whitehall as ‘P.U.S.D’" ’. Members of MI6
were regularly seconded to PUSD for co-ordination purposes.® But, as
is so often the case, the official weeding the file has no knowledge of the
open literature. This sort of example evokes mixed feelings. Initially one
senses possible advantage in the possibility that some of one’s institu-
tional adversaries are so transparently ili-informed and/or overworked.
But this quickly turns to irritation when one receives fetters from officials
explaining that requests for declassification are further delayed because
resources are so stretched. Much time is clearly wasted in this way.

# See for example various documents of March 1956, ] 1023/19/G, 'O 371/118687, PRO
and January 1956, JA1022/UG, FO 371/118745, PRO.

* Lord Strang, Ilome and Abroad (London, 1956), pp. 269-86, Sir Arthur de la Mare,
Perverse and Foohs: A Jersey farmer's Son in the Britislt Diplomatic Service (Jersey, 1994), p. 99.
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Nuclear histonans have encountered similar problems. Here too a basic
lack of knowledge results in unnecessary delays and retentions. In 1993
material from the Prime Minister’s files was released relating to the brief-
ing of Harold Macmillan by Americans during the Cuban missile crisis.
The American diplomats involved were accompanied by two senior offi-
cials of the CIA, Chet Cooper and Sherman Kent. Several full accounts
of this meeting, naming both CIA officials, have been published, including
Kent’s own account which appeared in 1978, Yet in 1993 their names were
deleted from the relevant PREM files whilst British officials sought
clearance from the United States to ‘name’ two people whose identities
had been revealed fifteen years earlier. As the Cabinet Office has ob-
served, ‘clearance with the US authorities is a very slow process’. It must
be conceded that under the old regime the whole file might have remained
closed, and under Waldegrave it has been opencd immediately. fHowever,
the lack of specialist staff and the reluctance of weeders to seek advice
from those with specialists knowledge, is resulting in unnecessary
closure.”

The example of the Cuban missile crisis also highlights a related prob-
lem of tracking new releases. Only the Foreign Office has produced a
definitive listing of all materials retrospectively released by its “Special
Review Team'. In other areas, researcher who have been working on a
long project are faced with the prospect of literally repeting much of their
research to find the new additions. In 1996, historians who had completed
a detailed survey of the Cuban missile crisis, learned only by accident
that crucial transcripts of the Macmillan-Kennedy telephone conversa-
tions had been added retrospectively to PREM files. No record of this
new release was available. With the possibility of placing a release list
on the internet, where it could be continually amended, such practice
is hard to defend.®

Anecdotal evidence also suggests an increase in the presence of ‘second
copies’ of withheld documents, often within the same file or adjacent files.
Such inconsistencies are not just a tactical success for the researcher. They
are also of real interest to the student of 'information control’, for they
give fairly clear examples of what, in practice, Whitehall is attempting
to continue to withhold under the new guidelines. It also indicates how
the weeding process can tend towards the manipulation of historians,
even in an era of open government.

¥ See for exampie Sir P, Mason to 10, No. 165, 22 Octuber 1962, PREM 11/3689, PRO
Lam greatly indebted to Len Scott, of the Department ot International Politics, University
of Wales, Aberystwyth, for drawing my attention to this material, tor allowing me to con-
sult his correspondence with the Cabinet Office on this matter.

* Tbid. Historians working on the Second World War have encountered similar ex-
periences with the retrospective, but uncatalogued. release of MT6 paper into existing fields
in the class WO 208.
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This is illustrated by the intriguing case of newly released British
documents concerning the Soviet electronic eavesdropping programme
in high-security Western buildings in the 1950s. In July 1950, the British
accidentally discovered evidence of Soviet ‘bugging’ in the British Em-
bassy in Moscow, In 1952 a Soviet ‘bugging’ device was discovered hid-
den inside a decorative seal at the United States Embassy complex in
Moscow, with the assistance of a special British detection system. The
offending seal was later displayed by the Americans in a session at the
United Nations. The intention was to create indignation, but as so often
with public revelations about special activities, the atmosphere was in-
stead one of high farce, and the assembled delegates struggled to con-
tain their amusement.

In London, Churchill viewed the matter with great seriousness. ‘This
is most important’ he minuted, ‘Please keep me constantly informed.’
A long-term programme of investigation was initiated and Alexander,
the Minister of Defence, was eventually able Lo reassure Churchill that:

. a small inter-departmental committee under the Chairmanship of Sir
Frederick Brundrett has been charged with the co-ordination of research and
development on eavesdropping devices. The first task of the Committee was
to investigate the possibilities of the device discovered in the United States
Ambassador’s residence in 1952.%

In many of the recently released documents relating to the work of the
Brundrett Committee a single paragraph has been deleted under Section
3(4) of the Public Record Office Act. Tlowever, a comparison of the various
copies reveals what appear to be inconsistencies in the sanitization of
similar drafts. It is fairly clear that the purpose of sanitization was to
disguise the extent to which the work of the Brundrett Committee was
not merely defensive. It other brief was “consideration of the prospects
of developing devices suitable for offensive action by ourselves’.® That
the British were eager to repay the Soviets in kind is hardly surprising,
but had the attempt to suppress the fact been successful, the construc-
tion historians placed on these document would have been materially
changed.

The Waldegrave Initiative has introduced a more complex and seem-
ingly discriminating range of critevia for restricling documents, with the
intention of weeking more selectively and releasing portions of files that
would previously have suffered blanket closure Inescapably, this more

* Churchill minute, 14 October 1952, quoted in Colville to Mormson, DEIT 13/16, PRO;
Alexander (MoD) to Churchill, 18 july 1954, bid. Alexander dates the Comnmttee to 1953,
but from other evidence in the file he clearly meant 1952. DEFE 13116 is one of a number
of files from this class that have been released retrospectively under Waldegrave.

* Morrison to Colwille, 13 October 1952, enclosing "Russian Cavesdropping’, 13 October
1952, DETE 13/16, PRO.
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complex process requires more time, care, and expert knowledge. These
extra resources have not been made available. We know that the review
staffs in many departments have been cut rather than expanded and the
results are there for 2ll to see.

Conclusion

Despite edging slowly towards a more American-style system, British
historians have not yet encountered problems of the alarming sort faced
by researchers in the United States. There, evidence has recently been
uncovered of the deliberate corruption of the written record by officials.
There have also been alarming instances of fringe groups manufacturing
evidence an introducing it into files retrospectively, in a desperate attempt
to ‘prove’ their exotic versions of history ' But even in Britain, some of
the files that are now being opened to public inspection have been so
savagely dealt with by weeders, and their integrity is so hopelessly
damaged, that professional historians reading them cannot avoid a feel-
ing of being manipulated.?

Other substantial problems are gathering on the horizon. The possibility
of some sort of freedom of information legislation is now being widely
discussed. But withough substantial additional resources and more
specialist staff to implement this, there is every prospect of a disaster.
Departmental Records Officers will be inundated with Freedom of Infor-
mation Act requests which have legal force. As the United States
discovered, the result will be that these requests will take two or three
years to process, while the routine declassification of records also falls
hopelessly behind.

It is not only in the United States that openness has brought problems.
In both Canada and Tlolland, historians have found that legal forms of
access to documents has resulted directly in an unwillingness by officials
to commit real policy to paper. Some officials maintain their own per-
sonal ‘working notes’ which are never committed to a registry. In these
countries one suspects that freedom of information has merely served
to accentuate a more general problem of declining record keeping, as the

* Ball, ‘The Politics of Defence’, p. 98. These American voncerns relate particularly to
the recent release of the Warren Commission Hles an the assassination of President John
¥ Kennedy and to the US Air Force "Project Blue Book’ files on ULO sightings.

* An example of this is the 'O 371 liles on the downing of the Gary Powers U-2 air-
craft. Not only have the pages within the files suffered some rather serous reshuffing,
but the files, relating to 1960, have been released into a run of files for 1963 and are to be
found in the hand list tor 1963.

PAPER 5 PAGE 14
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speed of government business accelerates and fax, phone, and e-mail
occlude more traditional forms of conducting business.®

This issue is starkly illustrated by the work of Anthony Forster on the
Maastricht Treaty of 1991. In his discussions with officials he discovered
that, at an early stage, an internal official history of Maastricht had been
commissioned by tne Foreign Office, with a view to being fully prepared
for "Maastricht II’. But before long, it was apparent that the limited written
record was hopelessly far removed from the reality of the negotiation pro-
cess. On sight of drafts of the first chapters, senior officials ordered the
history to be abandoned and condemned it as likely to be misleading.®

The problem of an evaporating body of written records in the face of
modern bureaucratic practice, perhaps exacerbated by freedom of infor-
mation legislation, now confronts British historians. If they are to deal
with this they will need to adopt a more sophisticated approach and a
longer-term view. To badger officials to release more of the surviving
record sooner is a marginal exercise and more important task await us.
There must be some constructive engagement with officials over which
records are preserved and which do not survive reviews. There must also
be a more energetic progranune of aural history. Without this the limited
paper records generated in the 1990s might mislead as much as they will
inform.*

The importance of proper dialogue over what is chosen for preserva-
tion is one of the most important issues emerging from the Waldegrave
experience. Encouraged by talk of openness, historians have requested
important bodies of records, only to be lofd that they have ‘not been
chosen for preservation’. For example those wishing to conduct work on
British policy towards Axis prisoners of war, whose numbers in Britain
were at one time close to 300,000, have found that these records have
been almost totally destroyed. Equally the records of the Intelligence ‘\’G-\.‘A
Division of the British occupation of Germany, which is reputed to have
generated close to a million files, have been desiroyed. Less than ten files as
survive. This latter body of material represented a unique record of
German history in the crucial first postwar decade.”

¢5

" Tan Leigh, ‘Legal Access to Security Thles: The Canadian Tixperience’, Intelligence and
National Secury, 12(2), (1997), 126-53, Bob de GraH, " Accessibility of Secret Service Archives
in the Netherlands, 1bid., 154~160.

* T am very grateful to Anthony Porster for shaning these msights with me. They are ex-
plored more fully i his forthcoming study of the Maastricht negotiations.

" The Diplomatic TTistory Programme at the Centre lur Diplomatic Studies, University
of Lewester 15 4 good example.

¥ T am grateful to Bob Moore for his observations on this matter; this work can be
fotlowed more closely in bob Moore and Kent l'edorowich {eds), Prisoners-of-War and Their
Captors in World War I (Oxford, 1996).

7 In 1995 the Mo wrote to the author to explain that these materials had not been
deemed worthy of preservation.
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Research that has exploited material released by the Waldegrave In-
itiative is only just beginning to make its way into print, thus any verdict
must be a tentative one. Nevertheless, two assertions can be made with
confidence. In the short term Waldegrave can claim a qualified success.
The sheer quantity of material that has been released, partly in response
to specific requests, and the material change that has resulted in some
areas is undeniable. The major qualification concerns the lack of resource
for the quality and quantity of work now required. In the long term, the
Waldegrave Initiative has probably changed the way in which the dialogue
between officials and non-officials is conducted. This, in turn, has en-
couraged historians to raise some very major issues about issues such
as selection, but they do not appear to have identified the right forum
in which to get to grips with thim. This too is a symptom of the pressures
on the system. Officials are overwhelmed by the task of processing new
materials, and historians seem too busy reading them.
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From: [STEYSIITe} Reb AS/3

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Your reference

Our reference
CS(RM)/4/6/37
Date

March 1998

AP

1. 1 acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 14 February 1998 raising again the question of the
release of Air Intelligence (Tech))Sb papers.

2. I am sorry if the information given in my letter of 23 January 1998 was unclear but it is not the case
that AI{(Tech)5b files, being “intelligence-related documents, are clearly not due for imminent release™,
rather that, as with many other apparent omissions at the Public Record Office, the records simply have not
survived.

3. Ministry of Defence intelligence-related files are reviewed in the same was as other departmental
papers and as with other government departments the MOD aims to strike a balance between the
administrative and historical value of records. Review is initially conducted by branches creating the
records; those records which survive this local review are subsequently examined by Departmental Record
Officer staff. This means that a great majority of records are destroyed within a few years of creation. You
will find a good description of how the public records system works in Chapter 9 of the White paper on
Open Government (Cm 2290), published July 1993.

4. I hope that has clarified the position abou{ B

fate of Al(Tech)5b records.

"MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
SEC (A9)2
-5 MAR 1998
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UNCLASSHIED

I am forwarding the attached to you as I got a non-delivery
message for Sec(AS)2Al. I have also got a copy of the Cabinet
office's Internet response which I will send by post as it has
reproduced poorly over the fax.

OMD/AD(Management)
Sent: 25 February 1998 12:01
To: Hd of CS(RM)1
Cec: DDISEC;: SEC(AS)2A1
Subject:

PSA - the attached document was produced in CSV8 and is
UNCLASSIFIED.
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LOOSE MINUTE
D/DOMD/2/3
25 Feb 98

Hd CS(RM)

Copy to:
Sec(AS)2at
DDI Sec

Al{Tech) FILES

Reference:
A. CS(RM)4/6/37 dated 24 Feb 98

1. Thank you for passing me your draft reply tom A.M
main suggestion is that you d e 1o n-the final

paragraph. You are informing t e do not have the files, rather
than withholding files that we eems to be very happy with the
service that he has received. Should he have any further queries or a
complaint, it would make more sense for him to address them to you in the
first instance, rather than us. Your final paragraph might therefore end with
something on the lines: "l hope that has clarified the position about the fate if
Al(Tech)5b records."

2. On a drafting point, the second sentence of the second paragraph is a
litte unclear. | suggest that you redraft as: "Review is initially conducted by
branches creating the records; those records which survive this local review
are subsequently examined by Departmental Record Officer staff."
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Loose Minute
CSRM)/4/6/37
C)\.,f~ February 1998

DDI Sec
OMD(AD)Y(Management)

FOLLOW UP LETTER FRO
AERIAL PHENOMENA (UAP) - AIR INTELLIGENCE (TECHNICAL)5b
PAPERS

Reference: A, CS(RM)/4/6/37 dated 15 January 1998 ) (copy to OMD(AD) excluding
B. CS(RM)/4/6/37 dated 23 January 1998 ) draft reply)

1. Addressees, not OMD(AD)Management), will be familiar with [STeYSTeINs £/€4 of
interest. His new letter yet again raises the question of the release of AI{Tech)5b UAP
files.

2. It may be the case my original letter was insufficiently clear on the fate of these files,
or perhaps he prefers to remain oblivious to the advice given? You will also note he
raises the question of an appeals procedure to effect the release of the files he insists we
hold (contrary it shouid be said to current UK legislation!).

3. My draft reply hopefuily clarifies the situation in respect of AI(Tech)Sb’s UFO files,
1 have deliberately not used the word “appeal” in my final paragraph as this would only
confirm his worst suspicions that we do indeed have these papers!

4. 1 would welcome comments by cop 3 March 1998.




DRAFT REPLY TO

1 acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 14 February 1998 raising again the question of

the release of Air Intelligence (Tech)5b papers.

I am sorry if the information given in my letter of 23 January 1998 was unclear but it is
not the case that Al(Tech)5b files, being “intelligence-related documentation, are clearly
not due for imminent release”, rather that, as with many other apparent omissions at the

Public Record Office, the records simply have not survived.

Ministry of Defence intelligence-related files are reviewed in the same way as other
departmental papers and as with other government departments the MOD aims to strike a
balance between the administrative and the historical value of records. With feview 1=
initially conducted by branches creating the records and fot gecords surviving ¢his local
wetion Meviisect 7 dol
revxewLby Departmental Record Officer staff, Thas—meansL great majority of records
destroyed within a few years of creation. You will find a good description of how the
public records system works in Chapter 9 of the White paper on Open Government (Cm
2290), published July 1993.

YAl e =
T hope there is now no confusion about the fate of Al(Tech)5b records i@ If you.tgémn-

“iodjsbg,z
unhappy with the way I have handled your request for information, and wish to
complain, you should write to: MOD, OMD14, Rm 617, Northumberland House,

Northumberland Avenue, London WC2N 5BP.



14 February 1998

SectionE)
D82

MoD

Metropole Building
Northumberiand Ave.
LONDON

WC2N SBL

oo RN 40
1 am very grateful for your reply to my correspondence of the 26 December and for sharing details

of the two PRO References. I subsequently purchased DEFE 31/118 which I found incredibly

Over the last eighteen months, I have purchased a large number of other documents from the PRO
and to my regret, I have not been able to find any details relating to RAF radar/aircrew sightings
since the St Margaret's Bay Incident of 1957. It is clear from documentation in DEFE 31/118 that
these incident reports were passed on to A I(T)5b, and, being intelligence-related documentation,
are clearly not due for imminent release.

Under the terms of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information and in the spirit
of the forthcoming Freedom of Information Legislation, is there anyone I can approach and appeal
to for the release of this documentation on the grounds of its scientific vahue.

I have been invited by the Royal Society of Chemistry to put questions before the House of
Commons Select Committee on Science and Technology on the 17th March. I would be grateful
for the opportunity to analyse as much of the hitherto unreleased UFO-related intelligence
documentation as possible prior to this meeting.

Once again, I am truly very grateful for the invaluable assistance and information your Department
has shared with me. I appreciate that I am asking for a lot of raw data; however, please be
reassured that my motives for trying to bring these details into the scientific arena are entirely
honourable.
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Loose Minute
D/Sec(AS)/64/1
23rd February 1998
APS /USofs

Copy to: E]

Head of Sec(As)
DI Sec

CS(RM)1
Cabinet Office Fol Branch —_ l:l
1

COVERT AGENDA' BY NICHOLAS REDFERN

Reference: D/USofs8/JS/28/1/0 dated 4 Feb 98

Issue

1. To provide a PS/Prime Minister reply for No 10 to send to
Nicholas Redfern, author of 'A Covert Agenda'.

Recommendation
2. That PS/USofS writes to No 10 using the draft attached.

Background

3. You will recall that advice was provided for USofS in respect
of the 'People' coverage of Mr Rédfern's book (D/Sec(AS)/64/1
dated 10 Nov 97). The book was published last year, the 50th
anniversary of the first 'recorded' sighting of a 'UFO'.

4, We have not had an opportunity during this Administration to
spell out to No 10 the 1limit of MOD's interest, or indeed the
Government's lack of interest, in 'UFO'-related issues. The draft
PS reply therefore does so in detail. Mr Redfern does, however,
know the facts very well and the draft for No 10 to send to him is
much shorter.




DRAFT PS/USofS LETTER TO PS/PRIME MINISTER

1. Thank you for your letter of 3 February forwarding a copy of
Nicholas Redfern's book, 'A Covert Agenda'.

2. By way of background it might be helpful if I explain that
the MOD has only a limited interest in 'UFQ' matters. We are not
aware of any other Government Department interest or of any
Government sponsored research into the 'UFO' phenomena (including
'flying saucers'). MOD's interest involves examining reported
'UFO' sightings and correspondence (including that passed on by
0GDs) solely to establish if what is alleged to have been seen
might have some defence significance - namely whether there is any
evidence that the UK Air Defence Region might have been
compromised by hostile or unauthorised foreign military activity.
Unless there is evidence of such a threat, and to date no 'UFO'
report has revealed such evidence (aircraft lights and natural
phenomena account for the vast majority of reports), no further
action is taken. We have no interest, expertise, or role with
respect to questions about the existence or otherwise of
extraterrestrial lifeforms, about which we remain open minded, but
we know of no evidence to prove that these phenomena exist.

3. Within the MOD, Secretariat (Air Staff)2z's duties include
acting as the focal point for 'UFQ'-related issues. Mr Redfern, a
full time 'UFO' researcher believes that 'UF0/flying saucers' and
extraterrestrial lifeforms are a matter of fact and has written to
them some 25 times about the Department's policy in respect of
these issues. He is convinced that the MOD/Government has
evidence to support his claims and is withholding the information
from the public. The majority of the MOD's correspondence with Mr
Redfern took place between 1992 and 1994 when Nicholas Pope worked
in Sec(AS)2. One of Mr Pope's duties was to reply to 'UFO!
letters and, as necessary, sighting reports from members of the
public. Since leaving Sec(AS)2, Mr Pope has written two books
(one about 'UFOs' and the other ‘alien abductions') and although
always careful to explain that the views in his books are his own
personal opinions, his publishers have made much of his previous



job when promoting his books. It is clear that Mr Redfern
continues to communicate with Mr Pope given the latter's
introduction to 'A Covert Agenda'.

4. Turning specifically to Mr Redfern's letter and his assertion
of clandestine 'UFO' investigations. The role of RAF Rudloe Manor
is constantly misrepresented by 'ufologists' and elements of the
media who maintain that investigations were carried out there in
the past and continue today. This is not the case. Until 1992
all 'UFQO' reports made to RAF Stations from whatever source were
forwarded to a the RAF Flying Complaints Flight (FCF), part of HQ
Provost and Security Services (UK) located at RAF Rudloe Manor.
FCF's function was a post box, recording receipt and forwarding
reports to Sec(AS)2 for any further action. Since 1992, all RAF
Stations including Rudloe Manor have forwarded reports directly to
Sec(AS)2.

5. Mr Redfern mentions DI55, the Defence Intelligence Branch
interested in aerodynamic missiles. DI55 acts as the DI
repository for 'UFO' reports passed on by Sec(AS)2 which might
contain information of a terrestrial nature of interest to them.
We have publicly acknowledged that we consult Air Defence staffs
and others including DI55 about 'UFQ' sighting reports but stress
that we only do so when what has been reported falls within the
terms of our remit at paragraph 2 above.

6. The evidence Mr Redfern claims to have uncovered about 'UFO’
investigations has been culled from files released to the Public
Record Office under the 30 year rule. During the early 1960s the
number of 'UFO' reports received by MOD was some 50-70 annually.
Given emerging satellite technology then, MOD Intelligence
Branches were keen to explore all possible sources of information
for scientific and technical intelligence in respect of
terrestrial military threats. However, media speculation about
'UFOs' and interest in science fiction generally has risen rapidly
in recent years and the number of reports received has increased
to the extent that several hundreds are now routinely received
each year, the majority of which contain less than credible
information. Intelligence gathering is now much more
sophisticated and little if any information can be drawn from



'UFO' reports.

7. Mr Redfern is keen that all sighting reports be released in
advance of the provisions of the Public Record Act. Although the
files concerned do not, for the most part, contain classified
information, each report (and there are some 9000 paper records
for the period 1969-97) was provided in confidence and contains
information about what was alleged to have been seen as well as
the personal details (full name and home address) of the witness.
Releasing this information in advance of the 30 year point (deemed
as an acceptable period of time to preserve witness
confidentiality) would necessitate the removal of all personal
details or, alternatively, advising each witness in advance that
their details were to be made public, something the majority would
not agree to. Sanitizing the reports would require substantial
resources to be diverted from defence related tasks, something we
would be reluctant to sanction since it is the personal details
'‘ufologists' want so that they can approach witnesses direct.

8. I apologise for the length of this note but I thought it
important to set out in full the background to the case. 1In
summary, there is no defence reason at all to identify 'UFO!
sightings unless what has been seen might represent an external
military threat to the UK. Defence technology, including the
effectiveness of our air defence systems, is constantly evolving
and we are confident that our present air defence capabilities
fully meet the air defence threat and protect the integrity of the
UK Air Defence Region. However, a small but vociferous group of
'ufologists' want Government funds devoted to an examination of
the 'UFO'-phenomenon in the widest sense and hope that continual
lobbying of Ministers and MPs will bring results.

9. Mr Redfern is well aware of the MOD's position in respect of
'UFQ' sighting reports. The draft reply therefore touches only
briefly on this, and deals with the request that official files be
released in advance of the 30 year rule. The book is returned.



DRAFT REPLY FROM PS/PRIME MINISTER TO NICHOLAS REDFERN

Thank you for your letter of 31 January to the Prime Minister
enclosing a copy of your book 'A Covert Agenda'.

The Prime Minister receives a very large number of letters from
the public every day on a wide range of issues and it simply not
possible for him to read or reply to each one himself. I have
therefore been asked to reply.

I understand that you are already aware of the Ministry of
Defence's limited interest in 'UFO' matters and I will not,
therefore, go over this ground again. I should add that there is
no Government sponsored research into the 'UFO' phenomena and
there are no plans to initiate such work.

'UFO' sighting reports and associated correspondence held by the
Ministry of Defence is treated in exactly the same way as all
official information held by Government in that files selected for
preservation are released to the Public Record Office in general
after 30 years. Since 1967 it has been the policy that Ministry
of Defence 'UFO' files should be preserved in the public interest
but, the files are not released any earlier in order to protect
the confidentiality of those who have provided the information.

Under the Freedom Of Information proposals set out in the
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster's recent White Paper 'Your
Right To Know', information can be requested from Departments.
Release will, however, be subject to seven specified interests
(including Personal privacy and Information Supplied in
Confidence) where it can be withheld if disclosure would cause
substantial harm. It would then be for the independent
Information Commissioner to order disclosure if he or she thought
that the decision not to disclose was wrong.

I hope the above is helpful. Copies of the White Paper are
available from the Stationery Office or your local public library
might be able to help. Alternatively you can view the document on



. the Internet at 'http://www.open.gov.uk/m-of-g/foihome.htm’.

Thank you for sending a copy of your book which is returned
herewith.
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SW1A 2AA

From the Private Secretary =g FEB 1998 3 February 1998

Dearfolgion 40

I enclose a copy of a letter which the Prime
Minister has received from Mr Nicholas Redfern,
together with a copy of his book “A Covert Agenda”.

I shouid be grateful if you would provide a draft
reply for Private Secretary signature, to reach this
office by 17 February. I should also be grateful for
return of the enclosed book

Yours sincerely,

Lt Col
Ministry of Defence



Nicholas Redfern

31 January 1998

Dear Mr. Blair, @

I am enclosing for your attention a copy of my recently-
released book, 'A Covert Agenda', which deals with the issue of
the British Government's involvement in the investigation of
reported UFO incidents from 1947 to 1997,

Perhaps unlike some books on this emotive and controversial

. subject, I have relied heavily on those accounts filed with the
Ministry of Defence by qualified sources such as militaty and
Royal Air Force pilots.

- More disturbing, I have uncovered evidence pointing to
clandestine (and decidely classified) investigations undertaken
into the UF0O subject by: (a) the RAF's Provost and Security
Services at RAF Rudloe Manor, Wiltshire; and (b) the Ministry
of Defence's Defence Intelligence Staff.

I have also cited in the book a wealth of official
documentation on the UFO subject de-classified under the terms
of the British Government's 'Thirty Year Ruling', and which is
currently housed at the Public Record Office at Kew.

Regardless of one's opinions as to whether or not elements of
the British Government and military are actively participating
in a 'cover-up' of UF0Q data, I would urge you to consider
making available for public scrutiny all of the many and varied
UFO reports and associated data compiled by the Government
which is currently withheld. To date, those files which have
been released cover the period 1950-1968. I would urge that
those files covering the period 1969-1998 be declassified - if
only to allay the very real rumours pointing towards an
official cover-up of data.

I thankyou for taking the time to read my letter and hope you
find the book useful and interesting. One thing to note: the
introduction for the book was written by a serving employee of
the MoD who is convinced that there is on earth an active alien
presence.

Yours sinc
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The Government's Commitments

"We are pledged to a Freedom of Information Act, leading to more open government.”
(Labour Election Manifesto, April 1597)

"My Government is committed to open and transparent government....A White Paper will be
published on proposals for a Freedom of Information Bill." (Queen's Speech to Parliament,
14 May 1997)

The Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, the Rt Hon Dr David Clark MP, announced on 14
May 1997 the establishment of a Freedom of Information Unit in the Cabinet Office (Office
of Public Service) to carry through these commitments.

The Way Forward
A Freedom of Information Act is an important priority for the Government. It will place open
government on a statutory footing, replacing the present (non-statutory) Code of Practice on

Access to Government Information.

The Chancellor of the Duchy, published the Government's White Paper, Your Right to Know,
setting out its proposals for a Freedom of Information Act on 11 December 1997.

The Chancellor of the Duchy said:

"Openness is fundamental to the political health of a modern state. This White Paper marks a
watershed in the relationship between the government and people of the United Kingdom. At
last there is a government ready to trust the people with a legal right to information. This
right is central to a mature democracy.

"There are matters, such as national security or personal privacy, where information has to be
protected. Government itself needs some protection for its internal deliberations. This White
Paper strikes a proper balance between extending people's access to official information and



preserving confidentiality where disclosure would be against the public interest. It is a new
balance with the scales now weighted decisively in favour of openness.

"The Government will be publishing a draft Freedom of Information Bill next year. The
Government believes that the proposals outlined in this White Paper will contribute
positively to the progressive opening up of the British state."

For a copy of the Chancellor of the Duchy's Parliamentary statement please click here.
For the full press release please click here.
For a summary of the White Paper please click here.

Fulfilling a commitment made while the Whit Paper was being prepared, the Chancelior of
the Duchy of Lancaster published on 4 February 1998 a paper setting out factual and
background material relevant to the production of the White Paper. To see the background
material click here. Hard copies can be ordered by contacting Paul Kitchen on 0171 270 1880

or by e-mailing him on foi@gtnet.gov.uk

Draft Bili

A draft Freedom of Information Bill will be published in the new year and its introduction to
Parliament will be an early priority. In developing the proposals in the White Paper into a
draft Bill it would be helpful to have any views you may have. You should send written
comments to:

Robert Cayzer

Freedom of Information Unit

Room 65d/1

Cabinet Office (Office of Public Service)
Horse Guards Road

London

SWIP 3AL

Electronic mail responses should be sent to: foi@gtnet. gov.uk.
Comments should be received by 28 Februnary 1998.

All submissions will be published on the Internet unless respondents give clear instructions
that their comments should be treated in confidence.

To promote further public discussion of the Government's proposals the submissions will be
placed, as and when we receive them, on the "Informing Government” website which has
been set up by the UK Citizen's Online Democracy (see below).

To see the submissions made so far click here.



UK Citizens' Online Democracy

An independent web site supported by the Cabinet Office has been set up to allow the public
to provide the Government with feedback on the proposals within the Freedom of
Information White Paper. The web site will feature a wealth of useful background
information, press comment, interactive discussion fora and the chance to pose questions
directly to Dr David Clark, Cabinet Minister for Public Service, between 12 and 24 February.

The web site is managed by UK Citizens' Online Democracy, a non-partisan, not for profit
organisation that promeotes public education and participation in the democratic process.

Data Protection

The Government is also committed to ensuring the proper protection and disclosure of
personal information through a Data Protection Bill in the first session of this Parliament. For
further details please write to:

Home Office

Liquor, Gambling and Data Protection Directorate
50 Queen Anne's Gate

London

SWI1H 9AT

Tel: 0171 273 3755

Fax: 0171 273 3205

Further Information

If you would like further information on the Government's Freedom of Information policy
please contact the Freedom of Information Unit at the address above.

Interim

The Code of Practice on Access to Government Information will continue until the Freedom
of Information Act is in force.

Machinery of Government and Standards Home page
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| White Pallel' in brief o « you want to find out more
mm  abut the tming of the White Paper please visit the How Will the White
1 HEED TOREDWP Paper become law? page
Hmemmen e The government’s White Paper on Freedom of Information
LATEST NEWS (FOI), published on December 11 19897, sets out proposals
BACKGROUND for an Act of Parliament which will “give everyone a legal
WHAT'S AT STAKED right to see information held by national, regional and local
WHO'S INVOLVERD government and some other organisations working on

. behalf of government”.
 WHITEPAPIR S
A saatis The government claims it is a result of a “root and branch
IN BRIEF examination of the whole area of Freedom of Information”
WITH NOTES and careful study of foreign FOI legisiation.
TEXT IN FULL

The Act will allow members of the public to see information

| HAME YOBR SAYS held by:

YOUR OPINION Government departments and agencies
CHAT
SUBMISSIONS

MEETTHEMINISTER | e councils and local registered bodies
YOU, THE JURY

The National Health Service

Quangos, nationalised industries and public corporations
Courts and tribunals

The Police

The Armed Forces

Schools, colleges and universities

Public service broadcasters

Privatised utilities

Private sector organisations working for the government
However information about the security and intelligence
services and the special forces, personnel files, and

nformation vital to crime prevention is excluded from the
act.

of 2 IEO2 98 1388
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All information held by the authorities listed above created
in fulfilling their public function will be available subject to
seven reasons to withhold the information or “exemptions”:

“substantial harm” to any of :

1. national security, defence and international relations

2. internal discussion of government policy

3. law enforcement

4. personal privacy

5 commercial confidentiality

8. safety of individuals, the public and the environment

7. references, testimonials or matters given in confidence

The government has also committed itself to publishing
more information on how public services are run and
decisions are made as a matter of course.

In order to look at this information, the government has
proposed that members of the public need merely write to,
or possibly telephone or email, the bady from which they
wish to receive information. The government expect a
charge will be levied for retrieval, and has set a limit of ten
pounds for each item of information retrieved. In addition,
some bodies may be allowed to levy reasonable fees for
retrieving information.

If any organisation denies members of the public access to
information members of the public have the right to appeal
to an Information Commissioner who will determine whether
their request to see information is reasonable under the
terms of the Act.

I8A2'98 13 5%



IVACCL LS AVAMDAGE

Tofl

L./ UL UGV ALY UL B Wy DURY MICEL_Ihe _nmisier bt

BACKGROUND
WHAT'S AT STAKEP
WHO'S INVOLVEDD

:

iN BRIEF
WITH NOTES
TEXT IN FULL

- HAVE YOUR SAY

YOUR OPIRION
CHAT
SUBMISSIONS
MEET THE
MINISTER
YOU, THE JURY

Meet The Minister

Between the 12th and 24th February [SYVSTINA the
Chancelior of the Duchy of Lancaster and the minister in
charge of the White Paper, took part in an exchange of
email questions and answers with site users.

SeeCYNNITeTaE atest responses on personnel
records, internal memos and UFQOs on the Q&A

page.

Later in the year he will participate in a live one hour online
chat with members of the public. Everyone who has visited
this site will be invited to put questions to the minister
directly or by email.

28/02/98 13:49
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NEED TO KNUW?

LATEST NEWS
BACKGROUND
WHAT'S AT STAKEP
WHO'S INVOLVEDD

YOUR OPINION
GHAT
SUBMISSIONS
MEET THE
MINISTER
YOU, THE JURY

of 7

IN BRIEF
WITH NOTES
TEXT INFULL

http:/for.democracy .org uk/html/q_a.himl

Meet the Minister:@ &A

The Questions:

1- 5 On job clubs and security services, internal
council memos, consumer data acquisition, personnie
records and UFOs. (this page).

6 -11 On Internal discussion and advice and matters
given in confidence, journalists’ accountability, the
definition of substantial harm, government

contractors and the Local Government (Access to
Information) Act.

1.&@_& about information gathered by Job
Clubs and why the security services are excluded

from the proposed Act. The minister responds.

2, ks about internal council memos.
The minister responds.

3.m asks whether the collection of
informas stupermarkets and other businesses
should be more tightly regulated, or even yield an
information society tax. The minister responds

4, mg why personnel records have been
exclude -the white paper. The minister responds
S.W(@m government will release UFO

in r FOI. The minister responds
Gm the minister to define ‘substantial
harm’. inister responds.
m about government contracts
and dis re-under FOL. The minister responds.
a.m about FO! and the Local

Gover! cess to information) Act 1985. The

minister responds.

ZB02/98 1344
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9. (N=Yeiilels 2sks about FOI and development. The
minister responds.

In December 1996 | was thrown off a JobClub in the town
where I live. | tried to sue the JobCiub, but they wouldn’t
allow me access to the notes which they took during my
“interview" with the Job Club Leader.

Under the proposals which this Government is publishing
concerning FOI, would | be allowed to get the notes taken
during my interview at the JobClub?

Also why are the Security and Intelligence Agencies, such
as MI5 and SIS not included in the FOI proposais? Would
| be allowed access to my security files under the FOIA?

Regards,

Section 2

Dear[SX8tion 40

Thank you for your questions. Your first question was
whether under the proposed FOI Act you would have
access to any notes that may have been taken during your
recent Job Club "“interview".

| am sorry, but | can’t give a simple yes or no answer to
the question of whether a particular piece of information
will be available under the proposed FOI Act or not. As
the White Paper explains in paragraph 3.8, disclosure
decisions will have to be based on an examination of the
records or information in question. So while the
information you are interested in would clearly be within
the scope of the proposed Act its disclosure would
depend, as for all information, on:

(i) whether its disclosure would cause substantial harm to
one of the seven proposed specified interests and whether
its disclosure would be contrary to, or in, the public
interest; and

(ii)on decisions on the continuation of any relevant
statutory prohibitions to disclosure. [There are more than
200 of these ‘bars’ to disclosure which the Government
intends to review, and where appropriate amend or repeal,
in the light of its commitment to an FOI Act.}

28/02/98 13-44
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You also asked why the Government intended to exclude
the security and intelligence agencies from the legislation.

The White Paper makes clear that whilst we intend the Act
to have very wide application, there are a few public
bodies who will be excluded from the Act because of the
nature of their role. It is generally accepted that certain
very limited parts of the public service have to be able to
operate in complete confidence, if they are able to operate
effectively at ali. | am clear that the security and
intelligence agencies could not carry out their duties
effectively in the interests of the nation if their operations
and activities were subject to Freedom of information
legistation in the same way as the rest of the public

sector. Our FOI proposals are about opening up
Government wherever it is safe and right to do so. They
are not about putting our security and defence at risk. We
could have nominally included the security and intelligence
agencies in our proposals and then added alf sorts of
additional protection to ensure that they were protected
properly but believed that would have been a dishonest
approach.

Yours sincerely,

» SR o

| have been asking the above Council [North Devon
District Council] for a simple answer to the question: Why
did a Planning Officer from Development Control say that
a windfall

building plot was “inadvertently" included in the New
Local Plan (and he only said this after | refused to sell the
plot to a local developer. The plot had by then been a
windfall plot for eighteen months without comment from
the Development Control officer) when ALL the Strategic
Planning

Officers denied his claim. The inference is that there is
something seriously wrong here. Will the proposed FOI
Act allow me to see internal memos which relate to this
matter? or Will the Act force senior officers of the Council
to get me an answer from their records?

back to gquestion list

oesfilibtion 40

28/02/98 13:44
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Under our proposals local government would be covered
by the FOI Act. You would therefore have a right of
access to the internal memos to which you refer in your
e-mail. However, | am able to say whether the records
would have to be released or not. As the White Paper
explains, disclosure decisions will have to be based on an
examination of the actual records or information in
question and will depend on the outcome of the substantial
harm and public interest tests set out in the Act.

The aim of the proposed FOI legislation is to encourage
more open and accountable government. It is not
intended as a mechanism for investigating or resolving
complaints about misconduct or maladministration. There
are already well established complaints procedures
throughout the public sector for doing so. For example, if
you have a complaint against your local council, as you
appear to have, you should, in the first instance, complain
directly to the council by contacting the head of the
relevant department or the Chief Executive. You can also
ask a local councillor to look into the matter for you. If you
are not satisfied with the response you receive, or if no
action is taken, you can then complain to your Local
Government Ombudsman.

Yours sincerely,

back to question list

My question concerns the responsibilities and obligations
of large private corporations like Tesco, BT etc. in holding
information on private individuals.

I am concerned at the way personal information is
discreetly collected via electronic transactions, like cash
tills in super markets or calling patterns on telephone
networks. This information once collected and processed
is used to profile a customer and then passed on for
marketing purposes. This information has significant
financial value to these corporations.

| am also very concerned that the general public are not
aware that through bonus schemes such those as
operated by Super Markets that they are in fact being
given financial inducements to provide personal
information about their preferences and behavior. Should

28/02/9%8 13:44
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such schemes be more openly vetted?

If we are moving towards an information Society should
we, as some commentators in the area suggest, expect
each information transfer, like above, to involve some
contractual agreement, perhaps with the supplier of the
information i.e. the customer. Perhaps such information
should be valued and the customer receives direct
payment for the information they supply. Do you have a
view on this?

Finally would the coltection of such information by
corporations provide a useful basis for a information
Society tax that could be used to fund the 'have not'
groups in our Society?

Thank you

oes BB o 40

Thank you for your e-mail. You raised the question of the
responsibilities and obligations of large private
corporations in holding information about private
individuals.

The issues you raise are principally about Data Protection
(which is the responsibility of my colleague, Jack Straw,
the Home Secretary) rather than Freedom of Information
as such.

A new Data Protection Bill has just been introduced to
Parliament. The Bill is designed to replace the Data
Protection Act 1984 and will implement the EC Data
Protection Directive (94/46/EC). As you will probably
know, Data Protection legislation is designed to protect an
individual’s personal information from misuse by
organisations, in either the public or private sector, which
process such data as part of their activities.

Under Article 10 of the EC Data Protection Directive all
issuers of loyalty cards and similar schemes have to make
clear to members of the public the purposes for which they
are collecting the data. As a further protective measure
the Directive only allows the data to be used in ways which
are compatible with the purposes for which it was
collected. Where direct marketing is envisaged
organisations must also allow their customers to object to
the use of their data for this purpose. These provisions in
the EC Directive are reflected in the new Data Protection

28/02/98 13:44
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Yours sincerely,

+ <

Could you please tell me why personnel files are excluded
from the Freedom of Information act?

back to guestion list

| would like to view my personnel file as | believe it
contains false information about me. | think that | should
have the ppportunity to challenge what has been written
about me.

| have read thousands of personnel files so | know the kind
of
information they contain.

ool

Reply tolSYEISIIANG O
Deat!tion @

Freedom of Information is about opening up government
and improving the accountability of government to the
people by giving them a legal right to official information.
Freedom of Information is therefore about the relationship
between government and citizen rather than the
relationship between government as employer and citizen
as employee. In particular, the Government did not wish
to introduce a regime which would give more extensive
rights to public sector employees as opposed to private
sector employees. People do, of course, already have the
right to see information held about them on computer (and
the right to correct it) under the 1984 Data Protection Act.
The new Data Protection Bill, which is currently before
Parliament, would extend this right to certain paper files.

Yours sincerely,

back to guestion list

28/02/98 13:44
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S.WWEGI‘S] asked:

Please release all of the information held about UFOs,
there is no point in
keeping it secret anymore.

Thank you

B on 40

Reply tofSfeieon 40
Dear (YN 0N 40

Information about unidentified flying objects is treated in
exactly the same way as all other official information held
by government - ie files selected for preservation are
released to the Public Record Office in general after 30
years. Since 1967 it has been the policy that MOD "UFQO"
report files are to be preserved in the public interest.
However, such files are not normally released earlier to
protect the confidentiality of those who have provided the
information. This is, of course, information that you are
entitied to ask for under the Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information, but Personal Privacy and
Information Given in Confidence are two of the categories

" under which information may be withheld.

Under our Freedom of Information proposals you would
still be able to request this information but, as with all
information, it would be subject to the seven specified
interests (notably Personal Privacy and Information
Supplied in Confidence) where information could be
withheld if disclosure would cause substantial harm.
However, the independent information Commissioner
would have the power to order disclosure if he or she
thought that the decision not to disclose was wrong.

Yours sincerely,

back to question list

28/02/98 13:44
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p.2
s PEB 798 12:@1 OPEN GOVERNMENT_TEAM

l.exb@democracy.org, 17:57 23/02/98 +0, FOI White Paper - On-line Disc

dp.et On-line Riscussion

Reply to!!!!!m
‘::ﬁ:ﬁ:ﬁia
Lirar !] Orl 40‘

Information abaut unidentified Llying objects is treated in exactly the same way as all
Slher olficial 1nformalion held by govermment - in  files selected lor preservation are
releasad to rhe Publlc kecord Office in goneral aftor 30 years. Since 31967 it has becn
She policy Lhal MOD “UFO" report fileg aro to pe presarved in the public interest,
iowever, such {iles are not normally veleased eaclier to protect the confidentiality ot
:hosve who have provided the information. This iz, of course, information Lhat you are
natitled ko ask for under the Code of Practice en Access to Covernment Tnformation, bul
#eraonel Privacy and Information Given in Conlidence aze two of Lhe rategories under which
-nformation may be withheld.

Lndor our kroedom of tnformatian proposals yon would sbill be able Lo request this
information but, as with all information, it would be subject to the seven specified

i festys (natwbly pPersonal Privacy and Information fupplied in Confidence) where

rmation conld be withheld if disclosure weuld couse substantial harm. Howaver, ihc
irdependent information Commissioncr wonld have the power to order disclosure it he or she
thought thut Lho decision not to disclose was wrong,

Yiurs sincerety,




RENDLESHAM FOREST/RAF WOODBRIDGE LINES TO TAKE

When the Ministry of Defence was informed of the events whter ste
alleged to have occurred at Rendlesham Forest/RAF Woodbridge in
December 1980, all available substantiated evidence was looked at
in the usual manner by those within the MOD/RAF with
responsibility for air defence matters. The judgement was that
there was no indication that a breach of the United Kingdom's air
defences had occurred on the nights in question.

As there was no evidence to substantiate an event of defence
concern no further investigation into the matter was necessary.
Although a number of allegations have subsequently been made about
these reported events, nothing has emerged over the last 17 years

which has given us reason to believe that the original assessment
made by this Department was incorrect.
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UNCE#ASS#FIED

LOOSE MINUTE
D/DOMD/2/3/4
20 Feb 98
Sec(AS)2

Copy to:

DOMD

Hd of Sec(AS)

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION - CABINET OFFICE INTERNET WEB SITE

Reference:
1.D/Sec(AS)/64/1 dated 18 Feb 98

1. Thank you for your note at Ref A about the request you received
from the Cabinet Office for advice in relation to their Internet debate on
Freedom of Information (FOI).

2. | am sorry you felt "bounced" by the request, but as it seemed
urgent when put to us, we felt that the best way of dealing with it was to
put the Cabinet Office directly in touch with you - and | spoke to one of
your staff on your number in advance to give you a “heads up'. In fact,
although we were aware that the Cabinet Office had set up this site, |
understand that that they have been able to deal with virtually all
questions put to them without contacting other Departments. This was
the first time that they had been in touch with MOD for advice. Against
that background (and the debate only runs this week and next), | do not
think that we need to take any special measures, but should deal with
questions if and when they arise - hopefully there will be no more. In
terms of handling, any replies should be treated in the same way as any
other response to a member of the public. The Cabinet Office will,
however, use us as a first point of contact, so should you have any
concerns | hope we can help deal with them. If you wish, | can ask the
Cabinet Office for a hard copy of the question and answer that finally
went out in this instance.

3. | hope that this helps, but please give me a call if you want to
discuss the issue further.

UNCEASSIFIED




From: _ Secretariat (Air Staff) 2a1

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial)

(Switchboard) 01,

THE CABINET OFFICE Your reference
Our reference
attn: (SO D/Sec(AS)/64/1
Date
= by fax == \9 February 1998

e

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION: DRAFT REPLY TO -)n 40

ents on your proposed draft reply to
whom you spoke to yesterday, 1s absent on
eave today and tomorrow, although she did brief me on your

discussion and I am happy to answer in her absence having
consulted our Records Management colleagues.

2. I suggest the following:

Para 1. Information about unidentified flying objects is
treated in exactly the same way as all other official
information held by government — ie. files selected for
preservation are released to the Public Record Office in
general after 30 years. Since 1967 it has been the policy
that MOD "UFO" report files are to be preserved in the public
interest. However, such files are not normally released
earlier to protect the confidentiality of those who have
provided the information. You may of course be entitled to
ask for certain information under the current Code of
Practice on Access to Government Information.

Para 2. Okay as drafted.

3. I should be most grateful once you have read my proposed
changes if you would call me on the above number so that I may
explain in detail why these changes need to“included.
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«19-FEB-1998 13:29  FROM T0 -4@}
— —— 1

ON-LINE DISCUSSION OF THE FOI WHITE PAPER: QUESTIONS TO
CDL

Draft Reply To: -ﬂn @

Information about unidentified flying objects is treated in exactly the samc way as all
other official information held by government ~ ic'it is relcascd to the Public Record
Office after 30 years. It is not normally released carlier to protect the confidentiality
of those who have provided the information. Although it is, of course, inforamation
that you are entitled to ask for under the current Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information.

N

Under our Freedom of Information proposals you would still be able to request this
information but, as with all other information, it would be subject to the seven
specificd interests (notably Personal Privacy and Information Supplied in Confidence)
where information could be withheld if disclosure would cause substantial harm.
However, the independent Information Commissioner would have the power to order
disclosure if he or she thought that the decision not to disclose was wrong.
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Loose Minute

D/Sec(As)/64/1

18th February 1998

OMD/AD(Information)

Copy to:

Head of Sec(AS)

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION - CABINET OFFICE INTERNET WEB SITE

1. Having received a call from one of the Cabinet Office FOI
staff this morning (my details passed on to them from your area}),
I learnt that the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster not only
has a web site on the Internet inviting questions from the public
about the Governments proposals for a FOI, but that he expects
answers to be provided on the web site within 24 hours. The aim,
I understand, is to stimulate discussion.

2. It may be that you have already given publicity to the fact
that desk officers might receive such calls direct from the
Cabinet Office and will need to answer in this sort of time scale
(I was expected to respond instantly), but I confess to having
been caught unprepared - the more so because the question, whilst
generally within my area of expertise, was couchedﬂprovocative
terms, and required a detailed background explanation before a
simple answer could be given.

3. Understandably, the Cabinet Office is keen to be as helpful to
the public as possible. However, as far as I am concerned this
first question will, almost certainly, encourage many more and
with this in mind I would find it helpful to have some advice on
handling. For example, should I expect to have anything in
writing from the Cabinet Office? Unlikely I would have thought
given the fast response required. And, is someone, in DOMD
perhaps, acting as a Departmental focal point for questions and
answers in the event that scrutiny of what is put on the Net in
the name of MOD is desirable? I should be grateful for any
thoughts you have to offer.

Sec(AS)2

croms %‘10\
TRX n 40
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File Note

D/Sec(AS)/64/1
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT

1. Call received from Cabinet Office FOI Branch M
this morning. DOMD called shortly beforehand to Y
had given my details to cabinet Office for them to ring direct.
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster has a web site on the

Internet inviting questions on FOI Act. Answers should be
provided by Cabinet Office within 24 hours.

2. Question:

Please release all information about UFOs. There is no point
in keeping it secret any more.

The questioner had not provided i eir name or address
but used their Internet name of

After explaining in full to the background ie MOD's limited
interest, what was held on file, and the need to respect witness
confidentiality at least for 30 years, quantity of paper records
that would need to be sanitised etc, I provided the following:

Answer: Files will be released to the Public Record Office
at the 30 year point under the terms of the Public Record
Act. MOD currently has no plans to change this in order to
protect witness confidentiality.
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ACSCFasy HALC 2 Feb *98 14:07 P.01/03

LLC/356805/3/4/F&S

2Feb 98 e

Sec(AS)*
Stn Cdr, RAF Rudloe Manor*
CPRO

* by fax

Reference: ">
A, D/CSSE/CMT/46/23/2359 dated 21 January 1998

: find attached a copy of a Loose Minute from (Sec)SS about- 40
owiisy his ongoing queries about the role of RAF Rudlos Marior,

2. A recent letter included questions ahout the Corsham Computer Céntre (CCC),
which comes under the auspices of the Procurement Executive (PE) and aﬁdressm may
be interested to see the proposed draft reply from (Sec)SS.

CS(Fin Sec)la
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ap



o ... ACS(FES> HALC

Lo me

jon, 40, .. .2Fen '%__14:07  P.02/03

ion 40 S
. o . A
r»e(em@ o o \eie -5\--0-«4

tove A o k3 efpreudn fo 48N,

LOOSE MINUTE

D/CSSE/CMT/46/23/2359
21 January 1998

QLC :
Q')\gNucPolla

PC(SSE)
CCC Unit Security Officer

Reference: DICSSE/CMT46/23/2359 dated 23 September 1997

1 The reference, copymhed,aletwdywtoaa«mmynumwmthefomofa
Journalist from *“The Truthsockers Review” who believes that aliens and space oraft -
ate being hidden underground by the MOD &t various stmmund’themum He
hubmammewmpmdemofﬂwwformetuneandmhwmwum
advised by the Cabinet Office and the Minister for the Armed Forces that they niay
“draw a line undor our readiness to co-operate with him®. However, this does fiot
candmngnmgmyncwqumonhemnymse .

2. Amongst his intrusions on the RAF he included raids, apmed:with - . - -
wdeownm,onﬂmCorsthompumCmtre(CCC)ﬂweumeslastw

ko RAF were cblized to inform him that this facility was not patt of WP.mﬂo-
ManmbutbelongedtoMOD(PE} Asaresnlt,andasweexpemd. hehaswntunhis
first letter t0 the PE requesting information about COC,

3, methomfaenceabove,youwﬂnmethemsmwhywewouldpnfuwﬂw
his suspicions at the outset, rather than srouse them further andtbmfme, auwedin
Scptember, we would be mteﬁ:l if you would reply on behalf.of CSSE, |

4. Iattach st ANNEX A a draft fesponse for bwmﬂm
and would be grateful if you could reply mﬁa‘q@m a3 possible. We:

should repty within 20 days of reccipt of an enquiry & member of the public and
his letter did not reach us watil 8 January. Iw:llforwudbypo'rhudenpiu

M@d the letter from MIN(AF).

5. If you require any mote information please do not hesi toeomactme,

tlonj
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_ACSCFES) HaLt Faxmnjo\ 2 Feb '98 14:08 P.03/03

*

i

ANNEX A to n/csswcm/mumse
: dated 21 Jmtry 1998

DraftLetter from the ABW Press Office
* Donc RN,

Thankyoufotyoutle&srofléDecmbetl”7lshngMﬂwComhamCompm
Centre. ] can confirm that it is the responsibility of the MOD Procurement Executive
(PE). The PE’s task is to obtain the equiptnent required by the Armed Foms ‘About
1DOpoopleworkanhesm,whch:sofmodensmoccmmgwmwonr,u
chnmbﬁofthooldquauywmbngs It is not cennected with RAFRndloeManor

The facility is not a planning and operations centre, It houses & suite otPE computers

wbxchuesiwdwargroundsomat(hkemoscoﬂmdonmnspm)meym
insulated from environmental effects

regmtmhavefalnfbmyouthnmmtheComputhmeumﬁ'mdtoMOD
personnel and MOD Contractors. We are unable to offer facilitics to;ou:nahus. ’

Yaours sincercly,

|
Sectiinp
"MOD(PE) Press Office
MOD Abbey Wood #1
Bristol BS34 8JH

%% TNTOI OORE Amz ww ~ °



LOOSE MINUTE
BFBec(a8)/64/1
29 Jan 98

DI Sec

E MEMBER OF THE P C ENQUIRI T THE WORK OF DI
AND DSTI

1. The attached letter at TAB A, was recently forwarded to

Sec(AS)2 by DI55 for acti ination of its contents
though, the correspondent is seeking the public
line on the work and acti DIS5 and DSTI. Although Wg Cdr

el igves that the correspondent is interested in "UFQ"
research, mo mention of this is made in the letter and we should
not make the connection. I believe that it would be more
appropriate for the letter to be answered by DI Sec in a more
general manner, at least in the first instance. 1If, on receipt of
such a response, n seeks to braoden his enquiries into

"UFO" matters, we 0! rse pick up any necessary action at
that time.
2. I also attach (at TAB B), a hastener from Aflich we

received this morning.

Sec(AS)2al
8
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. LOOSE MINUTE
D/DIS5/108/15

26 Jan 98

Sec(AS)2 (MB8247)

LETTER FROM

1. Please find enclosed a letter from amxesting information on DI5S. It has been routed
to us because of the mention of DI55, but it is actually addressed to Air Staff 2a, which I believe may be your

former post title.
Mesg@h concerns UFOs and that it may be more appropriate for you to
ehalf,

2. I suspect that
provide a response on

Wg Cdr
DI55¢

w7 [ 40

Enclosed:

Letter + Envelope from-d

27 dnn 16
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UNCEASSIFIED

PSA document regarding Freedom of Information in response to
your e-mail of 22 January.

UNGCEASSIFIED




UNCLASSHHED

LOOSE MINUTE
D/DOMD/2/3/4
28 January1998

Sec{AS) 2a1 - !

EREE| INFORMATION ACT

| am writing in response to your letter dated 22 January to!tion 40
m @g about progress on a freedom of information white paper. ‘
d-like ke this opportunity to introduce myself as his replacement at
DOMD and to provide you with some background information on developments
since you last got in touch.

2. Things have really moved on in terms of open government over the past
six months or so - the most important development being the publication on 11
December of the Freedom of Information White Paper, entitled "Your Right to
Know - the Government's Proposals for a Freedom of Information Act". The
consultation period for the White Paper lasts until the end of February and will be
followed by a draft Bill this Spring - the formal Bill is expected to be laid before
Parliament during the 1998/99 session. Until that time, the Code of Practice on
Access to Government Information will remain, unchanged, as the reference for
the provision of information.

3. | hope this summary provides you with the information you were seeking.
A copy of the White Paper can be ordered using for gistry or
by ringing the Stationery Office Publications Line o [quote Cm
—ogr@an also access the White Paper on the
 m— Y http://www.open.gov.uk/m-of-g/foihome. htm
4. If you have any further questions or queries, or any comments you would

like considered in discussions over the next few months, please do not hesitate
to contact me,

P 0

NHo17 [ 40
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“. - with the compliments of

E Ministry of Defence

MOD Form 195 (7/94)
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. B ARer

From Rééma A8/3 g

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Metropole Building Northumberiand Avenue London WC2N 58P

Telephone:(Direct diallin
{Fax —
{Switchboard) 0171 218 9000

Your reference

Our reference
CSRM)/4/6/37
Date

0) January 1998

Thank you for your letter dated 26 december 1997 raising a number of questions that would assist
your research into Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP).

2. To your first question, the Public Record Office references assigned to the two recently
discovered UAP files are DEFE 31/118 and 119.

3. On the question of UAP files created by Air Intelligence, Al 5b, until incorporated into the
new Defence Intelligence organisation in 1964, I regret to advise you 1 have been unable to trace
any such papers surviving in the Ministry of Defence.

4. You may be interested to learn that under the terms of the Public Records Act, 1958 and

1967, all government departments are required to review their records selecting those thought

worthy of permanent preservation and destroying all others. Selected records are transferred into

the custody of the PRO, or some other suitable museum, for release to the public after 30 years,

assuming sensitivity permits. Records assessed as too sensitive for release at the normal point are

closed with the agreement of the Lord Chancellor until release is possible, Lists of preserved

records, whether open or closed, are of course available to researchers at the PRO.
‘@M 0

1




5. Finally, you asked about radar at West Freugh

during 1957. A check of our records has
not identified any files containing the kind of i\form

ation you seek.
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LOOSE MINUTE
D/Sec(AS)/64/1
22 Jan 98

Head of CS(RM)1

Section 4BRa
1. spoke to you about your proposed draft
response to forwarded under cover of your
CS(RM)4/6/37 0% ] and suggested some changes over the phone
to you, ie:
(1) Para 2: First sentence as drafted. Second sentence
change to: "I can also tell you both pieces were collected by

the PRO from the MOD." and delete the rest of the paragraph.

(2) PRara 3. Delete: “It must therefore be presumed that
had they once existed they have not survived the passage of

time." - a potential hostage to fortune.
2. Now that you have had an opportunity to recall the f£i which
mentions West Freugh and have discussed i1ts content with 40

she has a suggested amendment to paragraph five as follows:

Para 5. Delete current text and replace with: "Finally, you
asked about radar at West Freugh during 1957. A check of our
records has not identified any files containing the kind of
information you seek."

3. Any queries please give me a call.

Sec(AS)2al
MB8245
&)
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LOOSE MINUTE
D/Sec(AS)/64/1

22 Jan 98

N

FORTHCOMING FREEDOM OF 0O ION ACT — LINES TO TAKE

1. It has been a while since I touched base with you on the up-
to-date position on the forthcoming FoI Act. As you can imagine
we continue to receive letters touching upon the subject and I
should therefore be grateful if you could let me know what the
Department is currently saying.

2. The last time we checked with you the position was roughly
along the following lines:

"The Cabinet Office has the responsibility for taking forward
the Government's manifesto pledge to introduce a Freedom of
Information Act. The timetable currently envisaged involves
the publication of a White Paper before the end of the year."

3. I expect we could go on to mention plans for consultation etc
and the timescales for this if known. I should be grateful for
your guidance.
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T am a Member of The Royai Seciety of Chemistry and a writer for Quest Magaan& Ispenda
Tot of my spare time researching the MoD's tistory with respect to Unidentified Aerial Phenomena
(UAP).

In arecent correspondence with Rhoddri Morgan MP, the USoS for Defence, Mr John Spellar
MP remarked that in a recent search, two {JAP-related files were ungarthed. I understand from
PRO-related comespondence that these files will be available towards the end of January. Fwould
be grateful if you could share with me the file reference codes g0 that 1 may expedite the PRO
search when the documents are available,

1 am also interested in any information on UAP-files generated by Air Inielligence, Technical
Branch 5b, who succeeded DDI (Tech) around about 1962, For example, ax¢ there plans in the
pipeline to make these files available with the forthooming Freedom of Information legislation,
Finally, T am not sure if you can belp me here; however, are there any techmical files relating to
the types of radar that were available to the Ministry of Supply, Bomb Trial Unit at West Freugh
between January and December 1957. To my knowledge, the technology was fairly state of the
art at the time as they were able to plot objects at 70,000 feet.

T thaok you in anticipation and apprecfation of any assistance cud Ga'd
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Loose Minute
CS(RM)/4/6/37

/ "a" January 1998

Sec(AS)2al (Fax onl
DDI Sec (Fax only

ENQUIRY FROM_B UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA

(UAF)

1. T attach a copy of_‘r 4@# letter to me raising three questions the answers
to which would assist his research into UAPs. Also attached is my proposed reply.

O]

2. The answers to his first two questions are straight forward: the two recently
discovered files have been assigned the PRO references DEFE 31/118 and 119 and the
MOD holds no cache of Air Intelligence papers (thus release under the forthcoming FOI
legislation i academic).

3. To his third question, radar at West Freugh, a preliminary search through the most
likely classes has, unsurprisingly, produced no records. I have though identified an as
yet unreleased file on the incident at West Freugh. ATR 2/18564 1957-1971 UFO
reports: West Freugh 1957 transferred to the PRO August 1997 for release in 2002. T
am arranging for this file to be recalled from Kew just in case it contains any relevant
information.

4. [STENRRATeN il 65 unaware of the existence of this file because it is current PRO
practise not 10 publicly reveal the titles of records under 30 years old unless other files
within the vicinity of that recard on their published lists have been released either at the
normal point or in advance of 30 years. I think we can assume that once the ¢xistence of
this file is known there will be demands for its release together with the other 50 or so
uareleased UFO files earmarked for Kew covering the period through to 1972,

5. Comments on my proposed reply m—;ﬂ@lme together with any views
te the carly release of UFO files.
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Thank you for your letier dated 26 December 1997 raising a number of questions that

would assist your rescarch into Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAF).

To your first question, the Public Record Office references assigned to the two recently

[P \um.:,,ﬁ
discovered UAP files are DEFE 31/118 and 119. T can also tell you both pieces were
Y o)
coltected by the PRO on-4-December- 1997, It ¢ /}ﬂ:@ﬁa@v—e"won

L v,

vn"li-beeempletedtowm'ds the end of- Jmmfﬂmbyﬁamm fesearchiers 10 acecss.

On the question of UAP files created by Air Intelligence AISb, until incorporated into the

new Defence Intelligence organisation in 1964, I regret to advise you I have been unable

Py

10 trace any such papers in the Ministry of Defmce.ﬁ[t that
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You may be interested to learn that under the terms of the Public Records Act, 1958 and

1967, all govermment departments are required to review their records selecting those
thought worthy of permanent preservation and destroying all others. Selected records are
transferred into the custody of the PRO, or some other suitable museum, for release to
the public after 30 years, assuming sensitivity permits. Records assessed as t0o sensitive

for release at the normal point are closed with the agreement of the Lord Chancellor until
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release is possible. Liste of preserved records, whether open or closed, are available to

researchers at the PRO.

A check ﬂ our
Finally, you asked about radar at West Freugh during 1957. On-thebesis-thetsumiving
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A Die-Hard Issue

CIA's Role in the Study of UFOs, 1947-90

Gerald K. Haines

An extraordinary 95 percent of all Americans have at least heard or read something about
Unidentified Flying Objects (UFOs), and 57 percent believe they are real. (1) Former US Presidents
Carter and Reagan claim to have seen a UFO. UFOlogists--a neologism for UFQ buffs--and private
UFO organizations are found throughout the United States. Many are convinced that the US
Government, and particularly CIA, are engaged in a massive conspiracy and coverup of the issue. The
idea that CIA has secretly concealed its research into UFOs has been a major theme of UFO buffs
since the modern UFO phenomena emerged in the late 1940s. (2)

In late 1993, after being pressured by UFOlogists for the release of additional CIA information on
UFOs, {3) DCI R. James Woolsey ordered another review of all Agency files on UFOs. Using CIA
records compiled from that review, this study traces CIA interest and involvement in the UFO
controversy from the late 1940s to 1990. Tt chronologically examines the Agency's efforts to solve the
mystery of UFOs, its programs that had an impact on UFO sightings, and its attempts to conceal CIA
involvement in the entire UFO issue. What emerges from this examination is that, while Agency
concern over UFQs was substantial until the early 1950s, CIA has since paid only limited and
peripheral attention to the phenomena.

Background

The emergence in 1947 of the Cold War confrontation between the United States and the Soviet
Union also saw the first wave of UFO sightings. The first report of a "flying saucer" over the United
States came on 24 June 1947, when Kenneth Arnold, a private pilot and reputable businessman, while
looking for a downed plane sighted nine disk-shaped objects near Mt. Rainier, Washington, traveling
at an estimated speed of over 1,000 mph. Arnold's report was followed by a flood of additional
sightings, including reports from military and civilian pilots and air traffic controllers all over the
United States. (4) In 1948, Air Force Gen. Nathan Twining, head of the Air Technical Service
Command, established Project SIGN (initially named Project SAUCERY) to collect, collate, evaluate,
and distribute within the government all information relating to such sightings, on the premise that
UFOs might be real and of national security concern. (5)_

The Technical Intelligence Division of the Air Material Command (AMC) at Wright Field (later
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base) in Dayton, Ohio, assumed control of Project SIGN and began its
work on 23 January 1948. Although at first fearful that the objects might be Soviet secret weapons,
the Air Force soon concluded that UFOs were real but easily explained and not extraordinary. The Air
Force report found that almost all sightings stemmed from one or more of three causes: mass hysteria
and hallucination, hoax, or misinterpretation of known objects. Nevertheless, the report recommended
continued military intelligence control over the investigation of all sightings and did not rule out the
possibility of extraterrestrial phenomena. (6)
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Amid mounting UFO sightings, the Air Force continued to collect and evaluate UFO data in the late
1940s under a new project, GRUDGE, which tried to alleviate public anxiety over UFOs via a public
relations campaign designed to persuade the public that UFOs constituted nothing unusual or
extraordinary. UFO sightings were explained as balloons, conventional aircraft, planets, meteors,
optical illusions, solar reflections, or even "large hailstones." GRUDGE officials found no evidence in
UFO sightings of advanced foreign weapons design or development, and they concluded that UFOs
did not threaten US security. They recommended that the project be reduced in scope because the
very existence of Air Force official interest encouraged people to believe in UFOs and contributed to
a "war hysteria" atmosphere. On 27 December 1949, the Air Force announced the project's
termination. {7)

With increased Cold War tensions, the Korean war, and continued UFO sightings, USAF Director of
Intelligence Maj. Gen. Charles P. Cabell ordered a new UFO project in 1952. Project BLUE BOOK
became the major Air Force effort to study the UFO phenomenon throughout the 1950s and 1960s.
(8) The task of identifying and explaining UFOs continued to fall on the Air Material Command at
Wright-Patterson. With a small staff, the Air Technical Intelligence Center (ATIC) tried to persuade
the public that UFOs were not extraordinary. (9) Projects SIGN, GRUDGE, and BLUE BOOK set
the tone for the official US Government position regarding UFOs for the next 30 years.

Early CIA Concerns, 1947-52

CIA closely monitored the Air Force effort, aware of the mounting number of sightings and
increasingly concerned that UFOs might pose a potential security threat. (10) Given the distribution of
the sightings, CIA officials in 1952 questioned whether they might reflect “midsummer madness." (11)
Agency officials accepted the Air Force's conclusions about UFO reports, although they concluded
that "since there is a remote possibility that they may be interplanetary aircraft, it is necessary to
investigate each sighting." {12)

A massive buildup of sightings over the United States in 1952, especially in July, alarmed the Truman
administration. On 19 and 20 July, radar scopes at Washington National Airport and Andrews Air
Force Base tracked mysterious blips. On 27 July, the blips reappeared. The Air Force scrambled
interceptor aircraft to investigate, but they found nothing. The incidents, however, caused headlines
across the country. The White House wanted to know what was happening, and the Air Force quickly
offered the explanation that the radar blips might be the result of "temperature inversions." Later, a
Civil Aeronautics Administration investigation confirmed that such radar blips were quite common
and were caused by temperature inversions. (13)

Although it had monitored UFO reports for at least three years, CIA reacted to the new rash of
sightings by forming a special study group within the Office of Scientific Intelligence (OSI) and the
Office of Current Intelligence (OCI) to review the situation. (14) Edward Tauss, acting chief of OSI's
Weapons and Equipment Division, reported for the group that most UFO sightings could be easily
explained. Nevertheless, he recommended that the Agency continue monitoring the problem, in
coordination with ATIC. He also urged that CIA conceal its interest from the media and the public,
"in view of their probable alarmist tendencies" to accept such interest as confirming the existence of
UFOs. (15)

Upon receiving the report, Deputy Director for Intelligence (DDI) Robert Amory, Jr. assigned
responsibility for the UFO investigations to OSI's Physics and Electronics Division, with A. Ray
Gordon as the officer in charge. (16) Each branch in the division was to contribute to the
investigation, and Gordon was to coordinate closely with ATIC. Amory, who asked the group to
focus on the national security implications of UFOs, was relaying DCI Walter Bedell Smith's
concerns. {17) Smith wanted to know whether or not the Air Force investigation of flying saucers was
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sufficiently objective and how much more money and manpower would be necessary to determine the
cause of the small percentage of unexplained flying saucers. Smith believed "there was only one
chance in 10,000 that the phenomenon posed a threat to the security of the country, but even that
chance could not be taken." According to Smith, it was CIA's responsibility by statute to coordinate
the intelligence effort required to solve the problem. Smith also wanted to know what use could be
made of the UFO phenomenon in connection with US psychological warfare efforts. (18)

Led by Gordon, the CIA Study Group met with Air Force officials at Wright-Patterson and reviewed
their data and findings. The Air Force claimed that 90 percent of the reported sightings were easily
accounted for. The other 10 percent were characterized as "a number of incredible reports from
credible observers." The Air Force rejected the theories that the sightings involved US or Soviet
secret weapons development or that they involved "men from Mars"; there was no evidence to
support these concepts. The Air Force briefers sought to explain these UFO reports as the
misinterpretation of known objects or little understood natural phenomena. (19) Air Force and CIA
officials agreed that outside knowledge of Agency interest in UFOs would make the problem more
serious. (20) This concealment of CIA interest contributed greatly to later charges of a CIA
conspiracy and coverup.

Amateur photographs of alleged UFOs

Passoria, New Jersey, 31 July 1952

Sheffield, England, 4 March 1962
& Minneapolis, Minnesota, 20 October 1960

The CIA Study Group also searched the Soviet press for UFO reports, but found none, causing the
group to conclude that the absence of reports had to have been the result of deliberate Soviet
Government policy. The group also envisioned the USSR's possible use of UFOs as a psychological
warfare tool. In addition, they worried that, if the US air warning system should be deliberately
overloaded by UFO sightings, the Soviets might gain a surprise advantage in any nuclear attack _(21)

Because of the tense Cold War situation and increased Soviet capabilities, the CIA Study Group saw
serious national security concerns in the flying saucer situation. The group believed that the Soviets
could use UFO reports to touch off mass hysteria and panic in the United States. The group also
believed that the Soviets might use UFO sightings to overload the US air warning system so that it
could not distinguish real targets from phantom UFOs. H. Marshall Chadwell, Assistant Director of
OS], added that he considered the problem of such importance "that it should be brought to the
attention of the National Security Council, in order that a communitywide coordinated effort towards
it solution may be initiated." (22)

Chadwell briefed DCI Smith on the subject of UFOs in December 1952. He urged action because he
was convinced that "something was going on that must have immediate attention" and that "sightings
of unexplained objects at great altitudes and traveling at high speeds in the vicinity of major US
defense installations are of such nature that they are not attributable to natural phenomena or known
types of aerial vehicles." He drafted a memorandum from the DCI to the National Security Council
(NSC) and a proposed NSC Directive establishing the investigation of UFOs as a priority project
throughout the intelligence and the defense research and development community. (23) Chadwell also
urged Smith to establish an external research project of top-level scientists to study the problem of
UFOs (24) After this briefing, Smith directed DDI Amory to prepare a NSC Intelligence Directive
(NSCID} for submission to the NSC on the need to continue the investigation of UFOs and to
coordinate such investigations with the Air Force (25)

The Robertson Panel, 1952-53
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On 4 December 1952, the Intelligence Advisory Committee (IAC) took up the issue of UFOs. (26)
Amory, as acting chairman, presented DCI Smith's request to the committee that it informally discuss
the subject of UFOs. Chadwell then briefly reviewed the situation and the active program of the ATIC
relating to UFOs. The committee agreed that the DCI should "enlist the services of selected scientists
to review and appraise the available evidence in the light of pertinent scientific theories" and draft an
NSCID on the subject. (27) Maj. Gen. John A. Samford, Director of Air Force Intelligence, offered
full cooperation. (28)

At the same time, Chadwell looked into British efforts in this area. He learned the British also were

active in studying the UFO phenomena. AisfiistentBritish scientist, R. V. Jones, headed a standing

i in Jume 1951 on flying saucers. Jones' and his committee's conclusions on UFOs |

i ‘Kigéncy officials: the sightings were not enemy aircraft but misrepresentations '

aus. The British noted, however, that during a recent air show RAF pilots and :
had cbserved a "perfect flying saucer.” Given the press response, according to

oER Jemes was having & most difficult time trying to correct public opinion regarding UFOs.

In January 1953, Chadwell and H. P. Robertson, a noted physicist from the California Institute of
Technology, put together a distinguished panel of nonmilitary scientists to study the UFO issue. It
included Robertson as chairman; Samuel A. Goudsmit, a nuclear physicist from the Brookhaven
National Laboratories; Luis Alvarez, a high-energy physicist; Thornton Page, the deputy director of
the Johns Hopkins Operations Research Office and an expert on radar and electronics; and Lloyd
Berkner, a director of the Brookhaven National Laboratories and a specialist in geophysics. {30)_

The charge to the panel was to review the available evidence on UFOs and to consider the possible
dangers of the phenomena to US national security. The panel met from 14 to 17 January 1953. It
reviewed Air Force data on UFO case histories and, after spending 12 hours studying the phenomena,
declared that reasonable explanations could be suggested for most, if not all, sightings. For example,
after reviewing motion-picture film taken of a UFO sighting near Tremonton, Utah, on 2 July 1952
and one near Great Falls, Montana, on 15 August 1950, the panel concluded that the images on the
Tremonton film were caused by sunlight reflecting off seagulls and that the images at Great Falls were
sunlight reflecting off the surface of two Air Force interceptors. (31)

The panel concluded unanimously that there was no evidence of a direct threat to national security in
the UFO sightings. Nor could the panel find any evidence that the objects sighted might be
extraterrestrials. It did find that continued emphasis on UFO reporting might threaten "the orderly
functioning” of the government by clogging the channels of communication with irrelevant reports and
by inducing "hysterical mass behavior" harmful to constituted authority. The panel also worried that
potential enemies contemplating an attack on the United States might exploit the UFO phenomena
and use them to disrupt US air defenses. (32)

To meet these probiems, the panel recommended that the National Security Council debunk UFO
reports and institute a policy of public education to reassure the public of the lack of evidence behind
UFOs. It suggested using the mass media, advertising, business clubs, schools, and even the Disney
corporation to get the message across. Reporting at the height of McCarthyism, the panel also
recommended that such private UFO groups as the Civilian Flying Saucer Investigators in Los
Angeles and the Aerial Phenomena Research Organization in Wisconsin be monitored for subversive
activities. (33)

The Robertson panel's conclusions were strikingly similar to those of the earlier Air Force project

reports on SIGN and GRUDGE and to those of the CIA's own OSI Study Group. Al investigative
groups found that UFO reports indicated no direct threat to national security and no evidence of visits
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by extraterrestrials.

Following the Robertson panel findings, the Agency abandoned efforts to draft an NSCID on UFQOs.
(34) The Scientific Advisory Panel on UFOs (the Robertson panel) submitted its report to the JAC,
the Secretary of Defense, the Director of the Federal Civil Defense Administration, and the Chairman
of the National Security Resources Board. CIA officials said no further consideration of the subject
appeared warranted, although they continued to monitor sightings in the interest of national security.
Philip Strong and Fred Durant from OSI also briefed the Office of National Estimates on the findings.
(35) CIA officials wanted knowledge of any Agency interest in the subject of flying saucers carefully
restricted, noting not only that the Robertson panel report was classified but also that any mention of
CIA sponsorship of the panel was forbidden. This attitude would later cause the Agency major
problems relating to its credibility. (36)

The 1950s: Fading CIA Interest in UFOs

After the report of the Robertson panel, Agency officials put the entire issue of UFOs on the back
burner. In May 1953, Chadwell transferred chief responsibility for keeping abreast of UFOs to OSI's
Physics and Electronic Division, while the Applied Science Division continued to provide any
necessary support. (37) Todos M. Odarenko, chief of the Physics and Electronics Division, did not
want to take on the problem, contending that it would require too much of his division's analytic and
clerical time. Given the findings of the Robertson panel, he proposed to consider the project "inactive”
and to devote only one analyst part-time and a file clerk to maintain a reference file of the activities of
the Air Force and other agencies on UFOs. Neither the Navy nor the Army showed much interest in
UFOs, according to Odarenko. (38)

A nonbeliever in UFOs, Odarenko sought to have his division relieved of the responsibility for
monitoring UFO reports. In 1955, for example, he recommended that the entire project be terminated
because no new information concerning UFOs had surfaced. Besides, he argued, his division was
facing a serious budget reduction and could not spare the resources. {39) Chadwell and other Agency
officials, however, continued to worry about UFOs. Of special concern were overseas reports of UFQ
sightings and claims that German engineers held by the Soviets were developing a "flying saucer” as a
future weapon of war. (40)_

To most US political and military leaders, the Soviet Union by the mid-1950s had become a
dangerous opponent. Soviet progress in nuclear weapons and guided missiles was particularly
alarming. In the summer of 1949, the USSR had detonated an atomic bomb. In August 1953, only
nine months after the United States tested a hydrogen bomb, the Soviets detonated one. In the spring
of 1953, a top secret RAND Corporation study also pointed out the vulnerability of SAC bases to a
surprise attack by Soviet long-range bombers. Concern over the danger of a Soviet attack on the
United States continued to grow, and UFO sightings added to the uneasiness of US policymakers,

Mounting reports of UFOs over eastern Europe and Afghanistan also prompted concern that the
Soviets were making rapid progress in this area. CIA officials knew that the British and Canadians
were already experimenting with "flying saucers." Project Y was a Canadian-British-US
developmental operation to produce a nonconventional flying-saucer-type aircraft, and Agency
officials feared the Soviets were testing similar devices. (41)

Adding to the concern was a flying saucer sighting by US Senator Richard Russell and his party while
traveling on a train in the USSR in October 1955. After extensive interviews of Russell and his group,
however, CIA officials concluded that Russell's sighting did not support the theory that the Soviets
had developed saucerlike or unconventional aircraft. Herbert Scoville, Jr., the Assistant Director of
OSI, wrote that the objects observed probably were normal jet aircraft in a steep climb. (42)
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Wilton E. Lexow, head of the CIA's Applied Sciences Division, was also skeptical. He questioned
why the Soviets were continuing to develop conventional-type aircraft if they had a "flying saucer."
(43) Scoville asked Lexow to assume responsibility for fully assessing the capabilities and limitations
of nonconventional aircraft and to maintain the OSI central file on the subject of UFOs.

CIA's U-2 and OXCART as UFOs

In November 1954, CIA had entered into the world of high technology with its U-2 overhead
reconnaissance project. Working with Lockheed's Advanced Development facility in Burbank,
California, known as the Skunk Works, and Kelly Johnson, an eminent aeronautical engineer, the
Agency by August 1955 was testing a high-altitude experimental aircraft--the U-2. It could fly at
60,000 feet; in the mid-1950s, most commercial airliners flew between 10,000 feet and 20,000 feet.
Consequently, once the U-2 started test flights, commercial pilots and air traffic controllers began
reporting a large increase in UFO sightings. (44) (U)

The early U-2s were silver (they were later painted black) and reflected the rays from the sun,
especially at sunrise and sunset. They often appeared as fiery objects to observers below. Air Force
BLUE BOOK investigators aware of the secret U-2 flights tried to explain away such sightings by
linking them to natural phenomena such as ice crystals and temperature inversions. By checking with
the Agency's U-2 Project Staff in Washington, BLUE BOOK investigators were able to attribute
many UFO sightings to U-2 flights. They were careful, however, not to reveal the true cause of the
sighting to the public.

According to later estimates from CIA officials who worked on the U-2 project and the OXCART
(SR-71, or Blackbird) project, over half of all UFO reports from the late 1950s through the 1960s
were accounted for by manned reconnaissance flights (namely the U-2) over the United States. (45)
This led the Air Force to make misleading and deceptive statements to the public in order to allay
public fears and to protect an extraordinarily sensitive national security project. While perhaps
justified, this deception added fuel to the later conspiracy theories and the coverup controversy of the
1970s. The percentage of what the Air Force considered unexplained UFO sightings fell to 5.9
percent in 1955 and to 4 percent in 1956, (46)

At the same time, pressure was building for the release of the Robertson panel report on UFOs. In
1956, Edward Ruppelt, former head of the Air Force BLUE BOOK project, publicly revealed the
existence of the panel. A best-selling book by UFOlogist Donald Keyhoe, a retired Marine Corps
major, advocated release of all government information relating to UFOs. Civilian UFO groups such
as the National Investigations Committee on Aerial Phenomena (NICAP) and the Aerial Phenomena
Research Organization (APRO) immediately pushed for release of the Robertson panel report, 47
Under pressure, the Air Force approached CIA for permission to declassify and release the report.
Despite such pressure, Philip Strong, Deputy Assistant Director of OSL, refused to declassify the
report and declined to disclose CIA sponsorship of the panel. As an alternative, the Agency prepared
a sanitized version of the report which deleted any reference to CIA and avoided mention of any
psychological warfare potential in the UFO controversy. (48)

The demands, however, for more government information about UFQs did not let up. On 8 March
1958, Keyhoe, in an interview with Mike Wallace of CBS, claimed deep CIA involvement with UFQs
and Agency sponsorship of the Robertson panel. This prompted a series of letters to the Agency from
Keyhoe and Dr. Leon Davidson, a chemical engineer and UFOlogist. They demanded the release of
the full Robertson panel report and confirmation of CIA involvement in the UFO issue. Davidson had
convinced himself that the Agency, not the Air Force, carried most of the responsibility for UFQ
analysis and that "the activities of the US Government are responsible for the flying saucer sightings
of the last decade." Indeed, because of the undisclosed U-2 and OXCART flights, Davidson was
closer to the truth than he suspected. CI, nevertheless held firm to its policy of not revealing its role in
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UFO investigations and refused to declassify the full Robertson panel report. (49)

In a meeting with Air Force representatives to discuss how to handle future inquires such as Keyhoe's
and Davidson's, Agency officials confirmed their opposition to the declassification of the full report
and worried that Keyhoe had the ear of former DCI VAdm. Roscoe Hillenkoetter, who served on the
board of governors of NICAP. They debated whether to have CIA General Counsel Lawrence R.
Houston show Hillenkoetter the report as a possible way to defuse the situation. CIA officer Frank
Chapin also hinted that Davidson might have ulterior motives, "some of them perhaps not in the best
interest of this country,” and suggested bringing in the FBI to investigate. (50) Although the record is
unclear whether the FBI ever instituted an investigation of Davidson or Keyhoe, or whether Houston
ever saw Hillenkoetter about the Robertson report, Hillenkoetter did resign from the NICAP in 1962.

(E108

The Agency was also involved with Davidson and Keyhoe in two rather famous UFO cases in the
1950s, which helped contribute to a growing sense of public distrust of CIA with regard to UFOs.
One focused on what was reported to have been a tape recording of a radio signa! from a flying
saucer; the other on reported photographs of a flying saucer. The "radio code” incident began
innocently enough in 1955, when two elderly sisters in Chicago, Mildred and Marie Maier, reported in
the Journal of Space Flight their experiences with UFOs, including the recording of a radio program
in which an unidentified code was reportedly heard. The sisters taped the program and other ham
radio operators also claimed to have heard the "space message." OSI became interested and asked the
Scientific Contact Branch to obtain a copy of the recording. (52)

Field officers from the Contact Division (CD), one of whom was Dewelt Walker, made contact with
the Maier sisters, who were "thrilled that the government was interested," and set up a time to meet
with them. (§3) In trying to secure the tape recording, the Agency officers reported that they had
stumbled upon a scene from Arsenic and Old Lace. "The only thing lacking was the elderberry wine,"
Walker cabled Headquarters. After reviewing the sisters’ scrapbook of clippings from their days on the
stage, the officers secured a copy of the recording. (54) OSI analyzed the tape and found it was
nothing more than Morse code from a US radio station.

The matter rested there until UFOlogist Leon Davidson talked with the Maier sisters in 1957. The
sisters remembered they had talked with a Mr. Walker who said he was from the US Air Force.
Davidson then wrote to a Mr. Walker, believing him to be a US Air Force Intelligence Officer from
Wright-Patterson, to ask if the tape had been analyzed at ATIC. Dewelt Walker replied to Davidson
that the tape had been forwarded to proper authorities for evaluation, and no information was
available concerning the results. Not satisfied, and suspecting that Walker was really a CIA officer,
Davidson next wrote DCI Allen Dulles demanding to learn what the coded message revealed and who
Mr. Walker was. (55) The Agency, wanting to keep Walker's identity as a CIA employee secret,
replied that another agency of the government had analyzed the tape in question and that Davidson
would be hearing from the Air Force. (56) On 5 August, the Air Force wrote Davidson saying that
Walker "was and is an Air Force Officer" and that the tape "was analyzed by another government
organization." The Air Force letter confirmed that the recording contained only identifiable Morse
code which came from a known US-licensed radio station. (57)_

Davidson wrote Dulles again. This time he wanted to know the identity of the Morse operator and of
the agency that had conducted the analysis. CIA and the Air Force were now in a quandary. The
Agency had previously denied that it had actually analyzed the tape. The Air Force had also denied
analyzing the tape and claimed that Walker was an Air Force officer. CIA officers, under cover,
contacted Davidson in Chicago and promised to get the code translation and the identification of the
transmitter, if possible. (58)

In another attempt to pacify Davidson, a CIA officer, again under cover and wearing his Air Force
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uniform, contacted Davidson in New York City. The CIA officer explained that there was no super
agency involved and that Air Force policy was not to disclose who was doing what. While seeming to
accept this argument, Davidson nevertheless pressed for disclosure of the recording message and the
source. The officer agreed to see what he could do. (59) After checking with Headquarters, the CIA
officer phoned Davidson to report that a thorough check had been made and, because the signal was
of known US origin, the tape and the notes made at the time had been destroyed to conserve file

space. (60)

Incensed over what he perceived was a runaround, Davidson told the CIA officer that "he and his
agency, whichever it was, were acting like Jimmy Hoffa and the Teamster Union in destroying records
which might indict them."” (61) Believing that any more contact with Davidson would only encourage
more speculation, the Contact Division washed its hands of the issue by reporting to the DCI and to
ATIC that it would not respond to or try to contact Davidson again. (62) Thus, a minor, rather
bizarre incident, handled poorly by both CIA and the Air Force, turned into a major flap that added
fuel to the growing mystery surrounding UFOs and CIA's role in their investigation.

Another minor flap a few months later added to the growing questions surrounding the Agency's true
role with regard to flying saucers. CIA's concern over secrecy again made matters worse. In 1958,
Major Keyhoe charged that the Agency was deliberately asking eyewitnesses of UFOs not to make
their sightings public. (63)

The incident stemmed from a November 1957 request from OSI to the CD to obtain from Ralph C.
Mayher, a photographer for KYW-TV in Cleveland, Ohio, certain photographs he took in 1952 of an
unidentified flying object. Harry Real, a CD officer, contacted Mayher and obtained copies of the
photographs for analysis. On 12 December 1957, John Hazen, another CD officer, returned the five
photographs of the alleged UFO to Mayher without comment. Mayher asked Hazen for the Agency's
evaluation of the photos, explaining that he was trying to organize a TV program to brief the public
on UFOs. He wanted to mention on the show that a US intelligence organization had viewed the
photographs and thought them of interest. Although he advised Mayher not to take this approach,
Hazen stated that Mayher was a US citizen and would have to make his own decision as to what to

do. (64)

Keyhoe later contacted Mayher, who told him his story of CIA and the photographs. Keyhoe then
asked the Agency to confirm Hazen's employment in writing, in an effort to expose CIA's role in UFO
investigations. The Agency refused, despite the fact that CD field representatives were normally overt
and carried credentials identifying their Agency association. DCI Dulles's aide, John S. Earman,
merely sent Keyhoe a noncommittal letter noting that, because UFOs were of primary concern to the
Department of the Air Force, the Agency had referred his letter to the Air Force for an appropriate
response. Like the response to Davidson, the Agency reply to Keyhoe only fueled the speculation that
the Agency was deeply involved in UFO sightings. Pressure for release of CIA information on UFQOs
continued to grow. (65)

Although CIA had a declining interest in UFO cases, it continued to monitor UFO sightings. Agency
officials felt the need to keep informed on UFOs if only to alert the DCI to the more sensational UFQ
reports and flaps. (66}

The 1960s: Declining CIA Involvement and Mounting
Controversy

In the early 1960s, Keyhoe, Davidson, and other UFOlogists maintained their assault on the Agency
for release of UFO information. Davidson now claimed that CIA "was solely responsible for creating
the Flying Saucer furor as a tool for cold war psychological warfare since 1951." Despite calls for
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Congressional hearings and the release of all materials relating to UFQOs, little changed. (67)

In 1964, however, following high-level White House discussions on what to do if an alien intelligence
was discovered in space and a new outbreak of UFO reports and sightings, DCI John McCone asked
for an updated CIA evaluation of UFOs. Responding to McCone's request, OSI asked the CD to
obtain various recent samples and reports of UFO sightings from NICAP. With Keyhoe, one of the
founders, no longer active in the organization, CIA officers met with Richard H. Hall, the acting
director. Hall gave the officers samples from the NICAP database on the most recent sightings. (68)

After OSI officers had reviewed the material, Donald F. Chamberlain, OSI Assistant Director, assured
McCone that little had changed since the early 1950s. There was still no evidence that UFQs were a
threat to the security of the United States or that they were of "foreign origin." Chamberlain told
McCone that OSI still monitored UFO reports, including the official Air Force investigation, Project
BLUE BOOK._(69)

At the same time that CIA was conducting this latest internal review of UFOs, public pressure forced
the Air Force to establish a special ad hoc committee to review BLUE BOOK. Chaired by Dr. Brian
O'Brien, a member of the Air Force Scientific Advisory Board, the panel included Carl Sagan, the
famous astronomer from Cornell University. Its report offered nothing new. It declared that UFOs did
not threaten the national security and that it could find "no UFO case which represented technological
or scientific advances outside of a terrestrial framework." The committee did recommend that UFOs
be studied intensively, with a leading university acting as a coordinator for the project, to settle the
issue conclusively. (70)

The House Armed Services Committee also held brief hearings on UFOs in 1966 that produced
similar results. Secretary of the Air Force Harold Brown assured the committee that most sightings
were easily explained and that there was no evidence that "strangers from outer space" had been
visiting Earth. He told the committee members, however, that the Air Force would keep an open mind
and continue to investigate all UFO reports. (71)

Following the report of its O'Brien Committee, the House hearings on UFOs, and Dr. Robertson's
disclosure on a CBS Reports program that CIA indeed had been involved in UFO analysis, the Air
Force in July 1966 again approached the Agency for declassification of the entire Robertson panel
report of 1953 and the full Durant report on the Robertson panel deliberations and findings. The
Agency again refused to budge. Karl H. Weber, Deputy Director of OSI, wrote the Air Force that
"We are most anxious that further publicity not be given to the information that the panel was
sponsored by the CIA." Weber noted that there was already a sanitized version available to the public.
(72) Weber's response was rather shortsighted and ill considered. It only drew more attention to the
13-year-old Robertson panel report and CIA's role in the investigation of UFOs. The science editor of
The Saturday Review drew nationwide attention to the CIA's role in investigating UFOs when he
published an article criticizing the "sanitized version” of the 1953 Robertson panel report and called
for release of the entire document. (73)

Unknown to CIA officials, Dr. James E. McDonald, a noted atmospheric physicist from the University
of Arizona, had already seen the Durant report on the Robertson panel proceedings at
Wright-Patterson on 6 June 1966. When McDonald returned to Wright-Patterson on 30 June to copy
the report, however, the Air Force refused to let him see it again, stating that it was a CIA classified
document. Emerging as a UFO authority, McDonald publicly claimed that the CIA was behind the Air
Force secrecy policies and coverup. He demanded the release of the full Robertson panel report and
the Durant report. (74)

Bowing to public pressure and the recommendation of its own O'Brien Committee, the Air Force
announced in August 1966 that it was seeking a contract with a leading university to undertake a
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program of intensive investigations of UFQ sightings. The new program was designed to blunt
continuing charges that the US Government had concealed what it knew about UFOs. On 7 October,
the University of Colorado accepted a $325,000 contract with the Air Force for an 18-month study of
flying saucers. Dr. Edward U. Condon, a physicist at Colorado and a former Director of the National
Bureau of Standards, agreed to head the program. Pronouncing himself an "agnostic" on the subject
of UFOs, Condon observed that he had an open mind on the question and thought that possibie
extraterritorial origins were "improbable but not impossible.” (75) Brig. Gen. Edward Giller, USAF,
and Dr. Thomas Ratchford from the Air Force Research and Development Office became the Air
Force coordinators for the project.

In February 1967, Giller contacted Arthur C. Lundahl, Director of CIA's National Photographic
Interpretation Center (NPIC), and proposed an informal liaison through which NPIC could provide
the Condon Committee with technical advice and services in examining photographs of alleged UFOs.
Lundahl and DDI R. Jack Smith approved the arrangement as a way of "preserving a window" on the
new effort. They wanted the CIA and NPIC to maintain a low profile, however, and to take no part in
writing any conclusions for the committee. No work done for the committee by NPIC was to be
formally acknowledged. (76)

Ratchford next requested that Condon and his committee be allowed to visit NPIC to discuss the
technical aspects of the problem and to view the special equipment NPIC had for photoanalysis. On
20 February 1967, Condon and four members of his committee visited NPIC. Lundahl emphasized to
the group that any NPIC work to assist the committee must not be identified as CIA work. Moreover,
work performed by NPIC would be strictly of a technical nature. After receiving these guidelines, the
group heard a series of briefings on the services and equipment not available elsewhere that CIA had
used in its analysis of some UFO photography furnished by Ratchford. Condon and his committee
were impressed. (77)

Condon and the same group met again in May 1967 at NPIC to hear an analysis of UFO photographs
taken at Zanesville, Ohio. The analysis debunked that sighting. The committee was again impressed
with the technical work performed, and Condon remarked that for the first time a scientific analysis of
a UFO would stand up to investigation. (78) The group also discussed the committee's plans to call on
US citizens for additional photographs and to issue guidelines for taking useful UFO photographs. In
addition, CIA officials agreed that the Condon Committee could release the full Durant report with
only minor deletions.

In April 1969, Condon and his committee released their report on UFQs. The report concluded that
little, if anything, had come from the study of UFOs in the past 21 years and that further extensive
study of UFO sightings was unwarranted. It also recommended that the Air Force special unit, Project
BLUE BOOK, be discontinued. It did not mention CIA participation in the Condon committee's
investigation. (79) A special panel established by the National Academy of Sciences reviewed the
Condon report and concurred with its conclusion that "no high priority in UFQ investigations is
warranted by data of the past two decades.” It concluded its review by declaring, "On the basis of
present knowledge, the least likely explanation of UFOs is the hypothesis of extraterrestrial visitations
by inteiligent beings." Following the recommendations of the Condon Committee and the National
Academy of Sciences, the Secretary of the Air Force, Robert C. Seamans, Jr., announced on 17
December 1969 the termination of BLUE BOOK. (80)

The 1970s anrd 1980s: The UFO Issue Refuses To Die

The Condon report did not satisfy many UFOlogists, who considered it a coverup for CIA activities in
UFO research. Additional sightings in the early 1970s fueled beliefs that the CIA was somehow
involved in a vast conspiracy. On 7 June 1975, William Spaulding, head of a small UFO group,
Ground Saucer Watch (GSW), wrote to CIA requesting a copy of the Robertson panel report and all
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records relating to UFOs. (81) Spaulding was convinced that the Agency was withholding major files
on UFOs. Agency officials provided Spaulding with a copy of the Robertson panel report and of the
Durant report. (82)

On 14 July 1975, Spaulding again wrote the Agency questioning the authenticity of the reports he had
received and alleging a CIA coverup of its UFO activities. Gene Wilson, CIA's Information and
Privacy Coordinator, replied in an attempt to satisfy Spaulding, "At no time prior to the formation of
the Robertson Panel and subsequent to the issuance of the panel's report has CIA engaged in the study
of the UFO phenomena." The Robertson panel report, according to Wilson, was "the summation of
Agency interest and involvement in UFOs." Wilson also inferred that there were no additional
documents in CIA's possession that related to UFOs. Wilson was ill informed._(83)

In September 1977, Spaulding and GSW, unconvinced by Wilson's response, filed a Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) lawsuit against the Agency that specifically requested all UFO documents in
CIA's possession. Deluged by similar FOIA requests for Agency information on UFQs, CIA officials
agreed, after much legal maneuvering, to conduct a "reasonable search” of CIA files for UFO
materials. (84) Despite an Agency-wide unsympathetic attitude toward the suit, Agency officials, led
by Launie Ziebell from the Office of General Counsel, conducted a thorough search for records
pertaining to UFOs. Persistent, demanding, and even threatening at times, Ziebell and his group
scoured the Agency. They even turned up an old UFO file under a secretary's desk. The search finally
produced 355 documents totaling approximately 900 pages. On 14 December 1978, the Agency
released all but 57 documents of about 100 pages to GSW. It withheld these 57 documents on
national security grounds and to protect sources and methods. (85)

Although the released documents produced no smoking gun and revealed only a low-level Agency
interest in the UFQ phenomena after the Robertson panel report of 1953, the press treated the release
in a sensational manner. The New York Times, for example, claimed that the declassified documents
confirmed intensive government concern over UFOs and that the Agency was secretly involved in the
surveillance of UFOs, (86) GSW then sued for the release of the withheld documents, claiming that
the Agency was still holding out key information. (87) It was much like the John F. Kennedy
assassination issue. No matter how much material the Agency released and no matter how dull and
prosaic the information, people continued to believe in a Agency coverup and conspiracy.

DCI Stansfield Turner was so upset when he read The New York Times article that he asked his senior
officers, "Are we in UFOs?" After reviewing the records, Don Wortman, Deputy Director for
Administration, reported to Turner that there was "no organized Agency effort to do research in
connection with UFO phenomena nor has there been an organized effort to collect intelligence on
UFOs since the 1950s." Wortman assured Turner that the Agency records held only "sporadic
instances of correspondence dealing with the subject," including various kinds of reports of UFQ
sightings. There was no Agency program to collect actively information on UFOs, and the material
released to GSW had few deletions_{88) Thus assured, Turner had the General Counsel press for a
summary judgment against the new lawsuit by GSW. In May 1980, the courts dismissed the lawsuit,
finding that the Agency had conducted a thorough and adequate search in good faith. (89)

During the late 1970s and 1980s, the Agency continued its low-key interest in UFOs and UFO
sightings. While most scientists now dismissed flying saucers reports as a quaint part of the 1950s and
1960s, some in the Agency and in the Intelligence Community shifted their interest to studying
parapsychology and psychic phenomena associated with UFO sightings. CIA officials also looked at
the UFO problem to determine what UFO sightings might tell them about Soviet progress in rockets
and missiles and reviewed its counterintelligence aspects. Agency analysts from the Life Science
Division of OSI and OSWR officially devoted a small amount of their time to issues relating to UFOs.
These included counterintelligence concerns that the Soviets and the KGB were using US citizens and
UFO groups to obtain information on sensitive US weapons development programs (such as the
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Stealth aircraft), the vulnerability of the US air-defense network to penetration by foreign missiles
mimicking UFOs, and evidence of Soviet advanced technology associated with UFO sightings.

CIA also maintained Intelligence Community coordination with other agencies regarding their work in
parapsychology, psychic phenomena, and "remote viewing" experiments. In general, the Agency took
a conservative scientific view of these unconventional scientific issues. There was no formal or official
UFO project within the Agency in the 1980s, and Agency officials purposely kept files on UFOs to a
minimum to avoid creating records that might mislead the public if released. (90)

The 1980s also produced renewed charges that the Agency was still withholding documents relating
to the 1947 Roswell incident, in which a flying saucer supposedly crashed in New Mexico, and the
surfacing of documents which purportedly revealed the existence of a top secret US research and
development intelligence operation responsible only to the President on UFOs in the late 1940s and
early 1950s. UFOlogists had long argued that, following a flying saucer crash in New Mexico in 1947,
the government not only recovered debris from the crashed saucer but also four or five alien bodies.
According to some UFOlogists, the government clamped tight security around the project and has
refused to divulge its investigation results and research ever since. (91) In September 1994, the US
Air Force released a new report on the Roswell incident that concluded that the debris found in New
Mexico in 1947 probably came from a once top secret balloon operation, Project MOGUL, designed
to monitor the atmosphere for evidence of Soviet nuclear tests. (92)

Circa 1984, a series of documents surfaced which some UFOlogists said proved that President
Truman created a top secret committee in 1947, Majestic-12, to secure the recovery of UFO
wreckage from Roswell and any other UFO crash sight for scientific study and to examine any alien
bodies recovered from such sites. Most if not all of these documents have proved to be fabrications.
Yet the controversy persists. (93)

Like the JFK assassination conspiracy theories, the UFO issue probably will not go away soon, no
matter what the Agency does or says. The belief that we are not alone in the universe is too
emotionally appealing and the distrust of our government is too pervasive to make the issue amenable
to traditional scientific studies of rational explanation and evidence.
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and Wilton E. Lexow, memorandum for information, "Reported Sighting of Unconventional Aircraft,"
19 October 1955.

{43) See Lexow, memorandum for information, "Reported Sighting of Unconventional Aircraft,” 19
October 1955. See also Frank C. Bolser, memorandum for George C. Miller, Deputy Chief, SAD/SI,
"Possible Soviet Flying Saucers, Check On;" Lexow, memorandum, "Possible Soviet Flying Saucers,
Follow Up On," 17 December 1954; Lexow, memorandum, "Possible Soviet Flying Saucers,” 1
December 1954; and A. H. Sullivan, Jr., memorandum, "Possible Soviet Flying Saucers," 24
November 1954.

{44) See Gregory W. Pedlow and Donald E. Welzenbach, The Central Intelligence Agency and
Overhead Reconnaissance: The U-2 and OXCART Programs, 1954-1974 (Washington, DC: CIA
History Staff, 1992), pp. 72-73.

(45) See Pedlow and Welzenbach, Overhead Reconnaissance, pp. 72-73. This also was confirmed in
a telephone interview between the author and John Parongosky, 26 July 1994. Parongosky oversaw
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the day-to-day affairs of the OXCART program.
(46) See Jacobs, The UFO Controversy, p. 135.

{47) See Peebles, Watch the Skies, pp. 128-146; Ruppelt, The Report on Unidentified Flying Objects
(New York: Doubleday, 1956); Keyhoe, The Flying Saucer Conspiracy (New York: Holt, 1955); and
Jacobs, The UFO Controversy, pp. 347-49.

(48) See Strong, letter to Lloyd W. Berkner; Strong, letter to Thorton Page; Strong, letter to
Robertson; Strong, letter to Samuel Goudsmit; Strong, letter to Luis Alvarez, 20 December 1957; and
Strong, memorandum for Major James F. Byrne, Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence Department of
the Air Force, "Declassification of the "Report of the Scientific Parel on Unidentified Flying Objects,"
20 December 1957. See also Berkner, letter to Strong, 20 November 1957 and Page, letter to Strong,
4 December 1957. The panel members were also reluctant to have their association with the Agency
released. -

{49) See Wilton E. Lexow, memorandum for the record, "Comments on Letters Dealing with
Unidentified Flying Objects,” 4 April 1958; J. S. Earman, letter to Major Lawrence J. Tacker, Office
of the Secretary of the Air Force, Information Service, 4 April 1958; Davidson, letter to Berkner, 8
April 1958; Berkner, letter to Davidson, 18 April 1958; Berkner, letter to Strong, 21 April 1958;
Davidson, letter to Tacker, 27 April 1958; Davidson, letter to Allen Dulles, 27 April 1958; Ruppelt,
letter to Davidson, 7 May 1958; Strong, letter to Berkner, 8 May 1958; Davidson, letter to Berkner, 8
May 1958; Davidson, letter to Earman, 16 May 1958; Davidson, letter to Goudsmit, 18 May 1958;
Davidson, letter to Page, 18 May 1958; and Tacker, letter to Davidson, 20 May 1958.

(50) See Lexow, memorandum for Chapin, 28 July 1958,

(51) See Good, Above Top Secret, pp. 346-47, Lexow, memorandum for the record, "Meeting with
the Air Force Personnel Concerning Scientific Advisory Panel Report on Unidentified Flying Objects,
dated 17 January 1953 (8)," 16 May 1958. See also La Rae L. Teel, Deputy Division Chief, ASD,
memorandum for the record, "Meeting with Mr. Chapin on Replying to Leon Davidson's UFO Letter
and Subsequent Telephone Conversation with Major Thacker, [sic]" 22 May 1958,

(52} See Edwin M. Ashcraft, Chief, Contact Division (Scientific), memorandum to Chief, Chicago
Office, "Radio Code Recording," 4 March 1955 and Ashcraft, memorandum to Chief, Support
Branch, OSI, 17 March 1955.

(53) The Contact Division was created to collect foreign intelligence information from sources within
the United States. See the Directorate of Intelligence Historical Series, The Origin and Development
of Contact Division, 11 July 1946-1 July 1965 (Washington, DC; CIA Historical Staff, June 1969).

(34) See George O. Forrest, Chief, Chicago Office, memorandum to Chief, Contact Division for
Science, 11 March 1955.

{35) See Support Division (Connell), memorandum to Dewelt E. Walker, 25 April 1957.
{56) See I. Arnold Shaw, Assistant to the Director, letter to Davidson, 10 May 1957.

(37) See Support (Connell) memorandum to Lt. Col. V. Skakich, 27 August 1957 and Lamountain,
memorandum to Support (Connell), 20 December 1957.

>

(58) See Lamountain, cable to Support (Connell), 31 July 1958.
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. {59) See Support (Connell) cable to Skakich, 3 October 1957 and Skakich, cable to Connell, 9
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October 1957.
(60) See Skakich, cable to Connell, 9 October 1957.
(61) See R. P. B. Lohmann, memorandum for Chief, Contact Division, DO, 9 January 1958.

(62) See Support, cable to Skakich, 20 February 1958 and Connell (Support) cable to Lamountain, 19
December 1957,

(63) See Edwin M. Ashcraft, Chief, Contact Division, Office of Operations, memorandum for Austin
Bricker, Jr., Assistant to the Director, "Inquiry by Major Donald E. Keyhoe on John Hazen's
Association with the Agency," 22 January 1959,

{64) See John T. Hazen, memorandum to Chief, Contact Division, 12 December 1957. See also
Ashcraft, memorandum to Cleveland Resident Agent, "Ralph E. Mayher," 20 December 1957.
According to this memorandum, the photographs were viewed at "a high level and returned to us
without comment."” The Air Force held the original negatives. The CIA records were probably
destroyed.

(65) The issue would resurface in the 1970s with the GSW FOIA court case.

(66) See Robert Amory, Jr., DDI, memorandum for Assistant Director/Scientific Intelligence, "Flying
Saucers," 26 March 1956. See also Wallace R. Lamphire, Office of the Director, Planning and
Coordination Staff, memorandum for Richard M. Bissell, Ir., "Unidentified Flying Saucers (UFO)," 11
June 1957; Philip Strong, memorandum for the Director, NPIC, "Reported Photography of
Unidentified Flying Objects," 27 October 1958; Scoville, memorandum to Lawrence Houston,
Legislative Counsel, "Reply to Honorable Joseph E. Garth," 12 July 1961; and Houston, letter to
Garth, 13 July 1961.

(67) See, for example, Davidson, letter to Congressman Joseph Garth, 26 June 1961 and Carl Vinson,
Chairman, House Committee on Armed Services, letter to Rep. Robert A. Everett, 2 September 1964,

(68) See Maxwell W. Hunter, staff member, National Aeronautics and Space Council, Executive
Office of the President, memorandum for Robert F. Parkard, Office of International Scientific Affairs,
Department of State, "Thoughts on the Space Alien Race Question,” 18 July 1963, File SP 16,
Records of the Department of State, Record Group 59, National Archives. See also F. J. Sheridan,
Chief, Washington Office, memorandum to Chief, Contact Division, "National Investigation
Committee on Aerial Phenomena (NICAP)," 25 January 1965,

(69) Chamberlain, memorandum for DCI, "Evaluation of UFQs," 26 January 1965.

{70) See Jacobs, The UFO Controversy, p. 199 and US Air Force, Scientific Advisory Board, Ad Hoc
Committee (O'Brien Committee) to Review Project BLUE BOOK, Special Report (Washington, DC:
1966). See also The New York Times, 14 August 1966, p. 70.

{71) See "Congress Reassured on Space Visits," The New York Times, 6 April 1966.

{72) Weber, letter to Col. Gerald E. Jorgensen, Chief, Community Relations Division, Office of
Information, US Air Force, 15 August 1966. The Durant report was a detailed summary of the

Robertson panel proceedings.

(73) See John Lear, "The Disputed CIA Document on UFOs," Saturday Review (September 3, 1966),
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p. 45. The Lear article was otherwise unsympathetic to UFO sightings and the possibility that
extraterritorials were involved. The Air Force had been eager to provide Lear with the full report. See
Walter L. Mackey, Executive Officer, memorandum for DCI, "Air Force Request to Declassify CIA
Material on Unidentified Flying Objects (UFO)," 1 September 1966.

(74) See Klass, UFOs, p. 40, Jacobs, The UFO Controversy, p. 214 and Everet Clark, "Physicist
Scores "Saucer Status," The New York Times, 21 October 1966. See also James E. McDonald,
"Statement on Unidentified Flying Objects," submitted to the House Committee on Science and
Astronautics, 29 July 1968.

(75) Condon is quoted in Walter Sullivan, "3 Aides Selected in Saucer Inquiry," The New York Times,
8 October 1966. See also "An Outspoken Scientist, Edward Uhler Condon," The New York Times, 8
October 1966. Condon, an outgoing, gruff scientist, had earlier become embroiled in a controversy
with the House Unamerican Activities Committee that claimed Condon was "one of the weakest links
in our atomic security.” See also Peebles, Watch the Skies, pp. 169-195.

(76) See Lundahi, memorandum for DDI, 7 February 1967

(77) See memorandum for the record, "Visit of Dr. Condon to NPIC, 20 February 1967," 23 February
1967. See also the analysis of the photographs in memorandum for Lundahl, "Photo Analysis of UFO
Photography," 17 February 1967.

{78) See memorandum for the record, "UFO Briefing for Dr. Edward Condon, 5 May 1967," 8 May
1967 and attached "Guidelines to UFO Photographers and UFO Photographic Information Sheet.”
See also Condon Committee, Press Release, 1 May 1967 and Klass, UFOs, p. 41. The Zaneville
photographs turned out to be a hoax.

(79) See Edward U. Condon, Scientific Study of Unidentified Flying Objects (New York: Bantam
Books, 1969) and Klass, UFOs, p. 41. The report contained the Durant report with only minor
deletions.

(80) See Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense, News Release, "Air Force to Terminate Project
BLUEBOQOK," 17 December 1969. The Air Force retired BLUEBOOK records to the USAF
Archives at Maxwell Air Force Base in Alabama. In 1976 the Air Force turned over all BLUEBOOK
files to the National Archives and Records Administration, which made them available to the public
without major restrictions. Some names have been withheld from the documents. See Klass, UFOs, p.
6.

{81) GSW was a small group of UFO buffs based in Phoenix, Arizona, and headed by William H.
Spaulding.

(82) See Klass, UFOs, p. 8.
(83) See Wilson, letter to Spaulding, 26 March 1976 and GSW v. CIA Civil Action Case 78-859.
(84) GSW v. CIA Civil Action Case 78-859, p. 2.

(85) Author interview with Launie Ziebell, 23 June 1994 and author interview with OSI analyst, 21
July 1994. See also affidavits of George Owens, CIA Information and Privacy Act Coordinator; Karl
H. Weber, OSI; Sidney D. Stembridge, Office of Security; and Rutledge P. Hazzard, DS&T; GSW v.
CIA Civil Action Case 78-859 and Sayre Stevens, Deputy Director for National Foreign Assessment,
memorandum for Thomas H. White, Assistant for Information, Information Review Committee,
"FOIA Litigation Ground Saucer Watch," no date.
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(86) See "CIA Papers Detail UFO Surveillance,” The New York Times, 13 January 1979; Patrick
Huyghe, "UFO Files: The Untold Story," The New York Times Magazine, 14 Qctober 1979, p. 106;
and Jerome Clark, "UFO Update," UFO Report, August 1979.

{87) Jerome Clark, "Latest UFO News Briefs From Around the World," UFQO Update, August 1979
and GSW v. CIA Civil Action No. 78-859.

(88) See Wortman, memorandum for DCI Turner, "Your Question, *Are we in UFOs? Annotated to
The New York Times News Release Article," 18 January 1979

(89) See GSW v. CIA Civil Action 78-859. See also Klass, UFOs, pp. 10-12.

{90) See John Brennan, memorandum for Richard Warshaw, Executive Assistant, DCI, "Requested
Information on UFOs," 30 September 1993; Author interviews with OSWR analyst, 14 June 1994 and
OSI analyst, 21 July 1994. This author found almost no documentation on Agency involvement with
UFOs in the 1980s.

There is a DIA Psychic Center and the NSA studies parapsychology, that branch of psychology that
deals with the investigation of such psychic phenomena as clairvoyance, extrasensory perception, and
telepathy. The CIA reportedly is also a member of an Incident Response Team to investigate UFO
landings, if one should occur. This team has never met. The lack of solid CIA documentation on
Agency UFO-related activities in the 1980s leaves the entire issue somewhat murky for this period.

Much of the UFO literature presently focuses on contactees and abductees. See John E. Mack,
Abduction, Human Encounters with Aliens (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1994) and Howard
Blum, Out There (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1990).

{91) See Charles Berlitz and William L. Moore, The Roswell Incident (New York: Berkeley Books,
1988), Moore, "The Roswell Incident: New Evidence in the Search for a Crashed UFO," (Burbank,
California: Fair Witness Project, 1982}, Publication Number 1201; and Klass, UFOs, pp. 280-281. In
1994 Congressman Steven H. Schiff (R-NM) called for an official study of the Roswell incident. The
GAO is conducting a separate investigation of the incident. The CIA is not involved in the
investigation. See Klass, UFOs, pp. 279-281; John H. Wright, Information and Privacy Coordinator,
letter to Derek Skreen, 20 September 1993; and OSWR analyst interview. See also the made-for-TV
film, Roswell, which appeared on cable TV on 31 July 1994 and Peebles, Waich the Skies, pp.
245-251.

(92) See John Diamond, "Air Force Probes 1947 UFO Claim Findings Are Down to Earth," 9
September 1994, Associated Press release; William J. Broad, "Wreckage of a *Spaceship': Of This
Earth (and U.S.)," The New York Times, 18 September 1994, p. 1; and USAF Col. Richard L. Weaver
and 1st Lt. James McAndrew, The Roswell Report, Fact Versus Fiction in New Mexico Desert
(Washington, DC: GPO, 1995)

(93) See Good, Above Top Secret; Moore and S. T. Friedman, "Philip Klass and MJ-12: What are the
Facts," (Burbank California: Fair-Witness Project, 1988), Publication Number 1290; Klass, "New
Evidence of MJ-12 Hoax," Skeptical Inquirer, vol. 14 (Winter 1990); and Moore and Jaime H.
Shandera, The M.J-12 Documents: An Analytical Report (Burbank, California; Fair-Witness Project,
1990), Publication Number 1500. Walter Bedell Smith supposedly replaced Forrestal on 1 August
1950 following Forrestal's death. All members listed were deceased when the MJ-12 "documents”
surfaced in 1984. See Peebles, Watch the Skies, pp. 258-268.

Dr. Larry Bland, editor of The George C. Marshall Papers, discovered that one of the so-called
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‘ Majestic-12 documents was a complete fraud. It contained the exact same language as a letter from
Marshall to Presidential candidate Thomas Dewey regarding the "Magic" intercepts in 1944. The
dates and names had been altered and "Magic" changed to "Majic." Moreover, it was a photocopy,
not an original. No original MJ-12 documents have ever surfaced. Telephone conversation between
the author and Bland, 29 August 1994.
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subjeet will bc issucd. Since thoere scemed rcason to
supposc that International Conferences moy be a Truitiul
source of Intclligenec in the Tuture, the Choimun
informcd the Joint Mceting that Branch represchvatives
werc being nominatcd to wotch D.5,I. intercsts in

connection with this subject. Hominotlions oo Tur Wo.Ti-
D.0.1. 1 - No nomination as yut
D.S.I. 2 - Dr. Grifriths - Mr. Guter
.5.7. 3 - Dr, ianders

ch-‘
MR, CALGLED said lic hopcd to supply a nomined
for D.O3.I. 1 in « Tew days,
THi; JOTNT BERTING: -
Pook note of the ubove statement,

———

KOREA — SCIANTIFIC AWD TECHNICAL INTEL .. IGENCLE
{Precvious roeference: D.3.1./4.T.I1.C.(50) 1Cth
hoctitg, Minute 5

T CHATRMAN asked for a rpoevicw of ithe subject
in acuordunce with the decislon atl the previous medting.

; . . | L
CO0L. NEVILLE stated that Air g;§§b«l Bouchier was
in touch with Guneral Mucdrthur in Tokio and all arruange-
ments werce progressing favourubly.

TRO JOINY FULTING : -

(1) aAgrced that the arrangements being madc
for the procurement of Scientiiic and
fechnical Intelligence on Kurea werce
satisTactory.

(2) spreed to review the subjuct at each
subgscguent mecting.

053 [sTic (50) 116k mtg,

D.8.1./9.T.1.C.{50) 10oth

Meeting, Mimtc 9

THE JCINT ME.TING had under consideration the
proposed Terms of Refcrenc et for the Working Party.

MR. TURNEY suggestcd that No.3. should read: "tou
report to DSI/ITI¢ as nucescnry'.

® DsSID/50/315




WING CONMANDER FORKBY suggested that No.2 should
rcad; "To cxuomine fram now on the cvidence on which
rcports of British origin of phenomena attributcd to
'Plying Souccrs' aro bascd",

He alao suggested a new Hol, as follows:

o kecp in touch with fmericin occurrcences and
evaluaticn of such,"

Lfter @iscussion 1t wes aprced to macad the Terus
of Reference wccordingly.
WING COfL ANDYR FORMBY suid that, s rcguested, he

had informed llendquartcers, Fighter Comuend, of the
existence of this Working Purty,

MR. PURNEY stated thut so far he had not received
the nominations called for under conclusion (2) of the
last meeting. This was, no doubt, due to misuundcerzstand-
ing as the marginal side-line had insdvertently been i
incorrectly shown on the reeord of the mecting. i

THE JOINT MELRTING:-
(1) Aprecd to the amendments suggested by

Mr. Turncy and the amendmonts and addition
supgested by Wing Commonder Formby,

L Ta———

(2) Notcd that Wing Commander FPormby had informed
Headquoarters, Fipghter Command, of the
cxistence of the Vorking Purty,

7. THE UDTHG OF FIRIS FOR OBTATUING OVERT SCIENTIFIC -
AND TECHNICAT INTRILIGLNGE, '

THE CHAIRMAN said that he hoped very shortly to -
visit the Director of Research, Enginesring Electrical
Company, as a first experiment, He would be accomponied
by a J.I.B, Represcntative.

In discussion it was agreed that the usc of firms
ought to prove a valuuble source.

THE JOINT MEETING:-

Took note of the staobement by the Chairmnn.,

8. SERVICE TECHNICAL RLDPRESENTATIVIS T CVERSFEAS
EMBASSTES

THIs JOINY MEETIVG considered the question of visits
by such officcrs to fims or depertments of firms with a
view to ensuring therc was no duplication of sffort.




I LT ORI GU.,:1

Dit, TRU :CL. grve o cwamnry ol is poceat
visit to Wauhisgto:n 1.. councotion with ihe above )
Confoerunce., ITn the coulred 00 NBic oummary he cxpreezed
the view thot ericon Intodliy s o T LY L BU oW
cqual to the British -ord wight voal carpes. 1t in the
very ncore fuaturc, oo they wore patiiig 1o gredter offorta
in manpower “nd Blola Y. e we lce leogco:od with
their Tndexing Syston wnd ey po bow diacussing the
subject with iTro, Dunne,

THL JOLILT T ELTT Ge -

Thanke! Dr, Trussoe. for ids interesting
necount o) nic vigit,

Ds:./‘j‘rIc,(So\ Hreh sty

SECRET

(i vious roforonec b /T0T (0

JRL.OYCURG ctet.o ti v tin
Party hod now held itu fivt wcceting Tr. Turne
sought the approviel of the Committec Lo ditersntio
in the Termas of 0 Toronce.

THL JCIiC NMEETIHG: -

z".ppr_.,.yed.*tixc roviscd Tormz of .
nolereace wor the cbove Viorking Party)

¢

12, THP L 1o a1 COVERLEG: = SR eT

HR, YOULG invonica the Joint

Profesuor utritton bl poported to him ting
he ottended in Stockhol to ke I nts Tor
the wmcetinge o the Intornntio wd U 1htiel Union

in soucow i sugust 1951, tle et sever 1
reposte oo {n) Rustinne Loheve voey  iffcraontly wnen
outnide the Iron Custning (b) they rcow ane enery sbout
Bnglish o, caepicnn now popers. (o) they cen te
RB.B.C. bron = <t -t.heac in Dus i- end (1) tac, had read
controvereial articlos in “Hoturd™ 1ike Huxley's on
Lycuenko., Proverooer  te tto L2 opotiledd to saich ouy
intorcote when he olton.e the 1901 ilcetimg, :

TUL d0T 7L Lo inGe

Tool not o the Oy cintecat
by . Young
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WING COMMANDER FCRMBY said that the Working Party of which
he woas now Chairman, hod met that morning and hed apgrecd that,
(2) 1t would be more apprupriate for them to be culled
the Guided iasiles Working Pary,.

{b) They were not in favour of increasing the muemborship
ag it would teand to umeke G party top-heuvy.

(¢) That thelr "poprms of Reference” should beo revisad
on the lines of the Jdrait they hod preparced and
which he would submite— _

COML NDOR BLLUM wondered yhother it would not boe more
advantapuous for the tucls asnuect of puided missiles - for
which DSI/2 rcprescentation on the orking rarty oo principalily
sousht ~ to be cxnmined by a separate Dody and Tor this pucpuse
it mipht be worth considering the wdvisabllity of v iniceodueiag
the now defunct Fucls Working iarty.

after full discussion, the JOIRT MESTING aprecd that:

(i) The Guided .vupons Working Party shcould
hencoforth he known as the Guided liissliles
vorking arty wod rccoustibutedyns at inneX. _

o ik DSt L repmesentulms

(ii) The position be reviewed in sis months' time.
(1ii) Commonder Bllum be invited to roport on the
advioubility of reconstituting the Fuels
Working turty.

psz /31 (51) B Mby )

Papty -

THE CILLIRM seid thot as furtler infornmticn was Sb6Lii
awaited, Le 51 sted Lhet the decision whother this Pacty
should remain in bolag should bo deferred for six moutho.

The JOINT MEETING tyroud Wilh the wlove suggesiiou.

TOP_SHECKEY

7. "DRAGON RAETURNY
(Provious rcfercneu: DSI/JPIC (50) 16in Mtg., Uin.g;

THE CHAIRMAN said that thoey hod not discussed ithis
opsration for somc ting and he invited Dr. Lees and
Wing Commanlcr Formby to give the Joint KMeeting the latest
information they hat un the subject.

D, LEES said that three cor four roiurnses had becn
interroguted,but the results had been rather disappointilg;
¥Mr. Groham was in Herford 4t the moment ard on his vreturn
ne {Dr. Lees) would be in @ position to report were fully
and perhaps more favourably.

WING COMMANDER FORMBY told the Joint Meeting that the
yield from his angle had boen very good, both as regurds
aireraft und guidcd missilces intcllirence.

THE JOINT LBKTINC took notu.

L ASSIED




GROUP CAPT.IN COLs INS said that his Brauch wus somevhut

S neasy about the position of field teams and he was very anzxious
(1o preserve direct linkage, He was thereforc preparing a brict
or ~CSI to unwble him to .resent 2 cose 1o General ilrey bulore
{1 inison arrenguacnts hod become fing 1y Loroud.

THE CHoIfbAN thiou bt that the Joint Meeting would
nterested to leern Lhe outecome, and invited Group c.
gto keep them informed.

THE CHalwieN went on to suy that he thought that the inclusics
£ WSHAPE" us a regular itemn on the agenda ol the Joint licetinyg

ad now served its purpose and suggested that it should be wriiicd
Fin the future,

The JOINT MERTING:

Took note «nd agrecd that MIHAPLY should no
lonoer be u tegular item on thé agenda, but
thal anything purtaining thereto, should be
riised under "any Othor Businoess',

7. METHODS OF 1iMROVING TNTEILIGIWCE ON RUSST.H DLYCTUOrINS

The JOINT HEETING had before thea o not S by the Sccrotary
fcovering ocxtracts fran Lhe rucent Joint U3/U. Dlectronivs Sstudy,

DR. LL .5, who sponsorad the paper, said thet he wnought
kit would be sufficicnt at {Lis stoge, if the Jeint Meetling
happrov.d the princi,lus invelved, as n furthor docwnenb wns
Hbeing prepared for (Mo consideis. Licn of the woilnt nue 1ng wnwe d.o

itimale subwisulon to Jio.
The JOINT MLLTING:

approved the p puer subjoct to the Jdeletion of
the word "military® in paragraph @),line L4, and
duferred further discussion until tne doculient
refurred to at "X .bove w.s rwady for
considerution,

A DSI/ITIC(51)10

Dsj:/CSTﬁ;C_(5u) ieh mb,

i e

P The JOTNT HMEDTING had bofore them a Report’ by the "Flying
Saucers" Working Party,
MR. TURNEY said tkat hu thought that the dccwdcni should bo

regarded as a Tinal reaort by thu Working Party and in viww of
the conclusions roc ohvd, suggestoed that it should now be dissolveld,

I8T/JTIC Report No.7.
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lamericans on this subjuct,
iag 1ittle publicity s pos gsitlu
be confined to onc

9

y (111) Invited the Cliiven

i
' T0P
“aoionl on to say, that following ithe luad olven by the

the RupOLL should he thourht, have
atnd OuLuldu circulution siwould

copy te Sir Hunry T s1'd,

The JOINT fELEVIRNG:
(1) Approved the Ropuirt,

(1i) aproud that the MFlyino Saucers"
Workineg Party should le diLollved
forthwith, and

to rorwird

4 copy of Lhe Report to

gir Henry Tizuxd,

GNY T T BUSTRINGS

{n) Intellicence in Chinn

i, CHAIRMAN said th:t he hid lecrnt of whe caistence
of a Father Gherzi who wis the fHead of 2 Metocorolozica
Mission ot MAGAQ! und .8, ha unueratood, an authority
on ‘Pyphoons and Tones: JLerics, Mo our oustod that TCH Lihu
1ike to pass the inf.ovmition to thudlr PvULLSLnbnthb in

Hong Konit,

dore then likoly thet

DR. FELDLY thoushi ot 1t s
would anke onculries

contact hid llll"kr.ll& Lu\,ﬂ ITHRVIEN but lie
and ruport.

The JOIHNT BETING:

Took note <ith o rov:l,

(b) GuHQ

L, ZOUNG snig thoal Kp, Couluoon vould be brinsing tte
GClg, Washin- ton Lluluﬁh Officer tv see He.ds of Branchus
tomoryow L Lo sugeestud that it would be .o cpportunc
moment for hin Lo weol wre Shidwol b,
The JOTHT RMETIMC

Took notu nd invited Mr, Young tlo

s ke the necc WY UTIAT GG LS,

AT OVedseas |

(¢} OMEABLas Scluncy sededwwr Priby

DR. LI'S snid thot since bhe ainistry of Defunce had
ag bumud udmlnlbhlmtiun ui tho ,4*;333 P ty, Lho

by e

.
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THXS DOCUMENT IS/THE PROPFRT\\OF HIB BRITANNIG MAJESTY’S GOYERNMENT

Oy D.8eX./T0T0.TaCo Seric

-MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
DIRECTORATE OF SCIENTIFIC INTELLIGENCE AND
JOINT TECHNICAL INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEE

MINUTES OF MEBTINGS

No. of Date of Papers

Meeting Meeting Considered Subjects Discussed

1952

17th | 23.9.52 1,  MR. SNELLING

R 2.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES
3.  SOVIET AND SATELLITE WAR POTENTIAL
., OTHER BUSINESS

o RUSSIAN RADAR

1. MINUTES OF THE LAST JOINT MERTING
2. PHOTOGRAPHY FOR TECHNICAL INTELLI~-
GENCE

Wﬂmm ~BUSINESS -

(b) U.X./U.S, CONFERENCE ON
GUIDED WEAPONS

1. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE
-LAST MEETING

QUTOF :PREVIOUS

3.  STUDY OF SOVIET. GUIDED WRAPONS
li.  AMERICAN GUIDED MISSILE DEVELOPMEN]
5.  RUSSIAN RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
6. ' GROUND INTELLIGENCE PHOTOGRAPHY
7. PRELIMINARY REPORT ON ANGLO=~
AMGRICAN GUIDED WEAPONS CONFERENGE
8. m“ 3IT TO AMERICA -
=== I
(a) DSI CANADA

(b) THE STANDING GROUP CONFE

(e) THE STALDII\‘G GROUP INTELLI-
GENCE COMMITTEE

{2; J.1.C. WASHINGTON

i
(£) ORCGANISATION OF SCIENTIFIC
AND TECHNICAL INTELLIGENGE
IN U.5.A. '




(c¢) That Services provide their own comeras; and :
to facilitate training and after service, . .3
a standardised camera - preforably a "Rebes", (]
should be used, N ’ 3

After further discussion the JOINT MSETING:- 3

(1) Approved the proposal that with the ex- 3
ception of tho provision of cameras the 3}
Alr Ministry should accept responsibility 3
for the photographic.nceds "of 211 Survice
Attachés and the distribution of the re-
sulting matericl to intercsicd ageneies

and, .

(41) Invitea Group Captain Collins in’ consultatioR
with Captain Whittle, Colonel Moors ang -
J.1.B. to prepnre o memorandum for the - 4
approval of D.S.I./J.7.1.C. and ultimate
submission to J.I.C.

—

8. OTHER BUSINESS CONFIDENTTAL 3
(s) Publication of Extracts from D,S.I./J.T.I.

Report Ho. 7 on "Unidentified Flying Objects" :

WING CO:iMANDER CRIBB informed the Joint Meeting that
D.D.I. (Security) Air Ministry were contemplating the issue
of a statement on "Flying Saucers” and they had esnquired
whether the security grading of the b.S.1./5.T.1I.C. report
could be modified t0 onable them to make use of certain
material contained in the document. g -

Subtsd WD of omisnbl Sl
THE CHALRMAN said that sa tho decumont odngmsinkl sl b
3 American$saurees he folt that the Americangy

uxe should be consulted before any docisions wage taken. - It was ¥
his view however that from paragraph 10 onwards it could be
declassified, but he would like to sce = draft of the Air
| Ministry statement before it wos published.

After further discussion, the JOINT MEETING:-_:

Invited D,D.I,(Tech, ) to convey their :
views at "X" above to his Sceurity 3
Branch, and to inform the Joint Meating§
if and when thore were any firm pro~ 3
posals to publish maturial contoined
in D.8.I./7.T.1.C. No. 7,

(v) U.K./U.S. Conference on Guided Wuapons SECR

GROUP CAPTAIN COLLINS gave 2 bricf nccount of the pro- 4
ceedings. Hle said that tho British team hnd not achieved :
complete agrcement with the Americans and nothing had cmorged j
from the Conforence which materially altered the views they
previously held; they had however roceived sevarnl pointers
as to wherc t0o look for certain information which should help
them in making future assessments. 3

£
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APPROVAYL, OF THE MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING

- The Minutes of the 18th Meeting were epproved subject
& to the following amendments:- . ~— .

P

Item 2(¢) " ......» preferably a iRabot '
Should read "....... preferably a 'Contax'"

Item 3(a). second paragraph 1o read:-

WIHE CHAIRMAN said that as the subject was of
considerable interest to the Americans he
felt that they should be consulted before
any decision was taken ........ "

fe%  ACTION ARISENG-OUT 'OF- PREVIODS MINUTES )
T ) futtecdin ¢ Taine fem BRI THC Toseed 15e] an Uhircualsyud Lo, svbe.

Item 3(a). GROUP CAPTAIN COLLINS stoted that he had
gonveyed tho views of D.Se.l./J.T.1sC, to the alr Ministry

8ecurity Branch.
THE COMMITTEE:-

Took note.

STUDY OF SOVIAT GUIDED WEAPONS

5,  STUDY OF BOVINT GUIDED WRATLOS

' GROUP_CAPRTAIN COLLINS said that until his papers returned
‘from America he had nothing further to say on the subject.

THE COMMITTEE:-

Took nota,

4, AMBRICAN GUIDED MISSILE DEVELORMENT

SQUADRON LEADER_HEWITT made & ‘statement amplifying his
paper -

THE CHAIRMAN thanked him on-bshalf.of D;S.I./J.T.I.C. for
_his interesting valk, and also, a8 8/Ldr, Hewitt was leaving,
for his work as Secretary of the guided Weapons Working Party.

* DSI/JTIC (52) 25.
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Flying
Saucers

«“An Object was

reported . .. ”

=
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Ak cetids

The origin of the term “ flying saucer,” as applied to strange objects sighted
in the sky, remains obscure, although authorship is claimed by a British journalist.
According to him, whilst sitting in o Bronx café talking with three New York
reporters, one of whom was doodling on a piece of paper, he observed that the
drawing looked like a “ flying saucer.” One of the Americans decided that they

“ had something ™ there and, within the hour the term was in use.

Within two,

it is claimed that ninety people had reported having seen one.

Man has always iostinctively looked to
the sky for signs and portents, nor has he,
even to-day, quite lost his inclination to
discern and report celestial manifestations.
It is not the object of this article to decry or
deprecate such reportings—as Shakespeare
wrote ““ There are more things in heaven
and earth Horatio, than are dreamt of in
your philosophy ”—but it is the intention
1o encourage a rational approach both to
the objects themselves and to the method
of their reporting.

Generally, reports are of commonplace
objects which would normally pass unob-
served but which attract attention in the
light of more sensational stories, and lend
Support to them. Thus a meteor or a radio
sonde balloon, or even a conventional
aircraft, assumes in the perception of some
Obslcrvers speeds, shapes and movements
which are entirely uncharacteristic. A
well-known astronomer has declared that
his experience of the reports of ordinary
observers prompts him to reject 95 per cent
of what they say, particularly when he
knows that they have been startled by a
sudden phenomenon which they could have

" (Restricted)

observed for no more than a few seconds.

With such reports we are not seriously
concerned. There are a number of other
reports on flying saucers which are em-
phatic statements of visitations from
neighbouring planets, and suchlike ; these
derive both from the imaginings of zealots,
admittedly quite serious and sincere in
their beliefs, and {rom charlatans.

VISUAL SIGHTINGS

Reports of sightings themselves reveal
certain stereotyped patterns. They usually
describe objects as being projectile-shaped,
round, oval, or ellipsoidal ; they are
dazzling-bright, light, shiny, blue-green
and generally speaking, irridescent, They
move at fantastic speeds in lateral and
longitudinal dircctions ; they also hover.
Such are the basic lines of description, with
inevitable variations.

Practically all of these objects can be
roughly identified as follows :—

{@) conventional aircraft viewed by the
observers from unaccustomed angles

(b) present-day jet aircraft, flying at great
speeds and great heights, mistaken by
untrained and, on occasion, by experi-
enced observers

{c) sunlight reflections from aircraft and
balloons  which themselves are too
distant to be observed

(d) car headlights refected on low cloud

(¢) meteorological, radio sonde and cosmic
research balloons of all types

(f) bright meteors and fireballs

(g) planets observed at certain times of the
year

(h) birds

(j) cloud formations

(k) meteorological phenomena, such as mock
moons and mock suns.

There are other reports of visual sightings
which are admittedly very strange and
difficult to classify. They tell of objects
which appear to change shape quickly,
which move erratically and at fantastic
speeds across thesky. Under no considera-
tion could these reports be classified in
terms of the objects listed above. It is
firmly believed that these reports are
made in all sincerity and are in fact

Page 3



actual sightings—but of reflections from
conventional objects.

To give a simple and practical iflustration,
consider the erratic movements of the
reflection on a ceiling from a mirror held
under a light and moved even slightly by
hand. Similarly, on a vaster and more
extended scale, reflections from planets,
meteors, aircraft and objects on the ground
may be projected on to cloud formations
and haze. Then there are the sightings of
those planets which are low on the horizon
at certain times of the year and which
appear to change colour and move errati-
cally, and at fantastic speeds, when observed

through haze,
conditions.

or musty atmospheric

Many reports of such sightings have been
received and here is an example of a
particular instance where a satisfactory
answer was provided. A report made by
an experienced B.O.A.C. pilot of a sighting
at 19,000 ft. over Goose Bay, Labrador, on
Wednesday 30th June 1954 stated that
objects had been observed, one primary and
six secondary, which ** accompanied ” the
B.O.A.C. aircraft for a distance of about
80 miles ; all the time they were under
observation, the main object was con-
stantly changing shape. An investigation

Page 4

was carried out by the Americans who
obtained a subsequent report from a ship
at sea in the same vicinity. Thts described
what was apparently the same phenomenon.
Members of the ship’s company, however,
definitely identified the sighting as the
planet Mars, and gave full details of the
mirage conditions which were prevailing
on that day.

PHOTOGRAPHS

Of photographic evidence little needs to
be said. There is nothing in the world
more easy to fake than a photographic
film or plate and the majority of photo-

graphs which have been seen certainly
invite suspicion. There are the few
pictures that have been published in the
press from time to time which are obviously
of natural phenomena, such as mock
moons and suns, and which emphasise the
probability that the objects in the others
are faked.

The two reproductions on pages 3 and 4

" illustrate clearly the considerable oppor-

tunities for faked photography on this
subject. That on page 3 in particular
could, so easily, be an industrial or
operating theatre lamp-shade complete
with bulbs.

RADAR SIGHTINGS

Radar “ sightings” constitute the re.
maining source of flying saucer reportg
and these reports, generally speaking, fa]]
into certain explainable categories.

Radar Echocs

Radar echoes can be produced by a
variety of objects, not all of which are
visible to the human eye. The majority of
solid objects which return radar energy
produce responses on the radar operator’s
tube which are easily recognised : moving
objects such as aircraft and birds are
normally readily identifiable by the size
and shape of the response and by the
velocities, altitudes and movement they
exhibit. Meteorological balloons might
also be included in this group of identifiable
objects as they normally produce quite
distinctive echoes, particularly as many of
them carry reflectors specially designed to
assist in the plotting of their course by
radar. However, some balloons, such as
those used for ionospheric sounding, fly at
altitudes beyond the reach of aircraft and
travel with the upper winds at speeds often
in excess of 100 m.p.h. Radar returns from
such balloons, when first encountered,
could mystify a radar operator and give
the impression that a flying saucer has been
sighted. On the rare occasions when
reports of unidentified objects have their
origin in one of these solid bodies it is
usually a comparatively simple matter to
identify the object by enquiries addressed
to the appropriate authority.

Within a group of radar targets which are
not controlled or released by man can be
included birds, meteorological and astro-
nomical targets. Birds are of little concern
as their smallress prohibits responses from
them except at very short ranges but, from
the other targets, responses with quite
unusual characteristics may be obtaired.

Echoes from Precipitation

Radar echoes may be produced by
condensed water vapour in the form of
raindrops, ice crystals or snow, a pheno-
menon which has been put to good use it
civil aviation to assist pilots in avoiding
dangerous cloud formations.

Responses on a radar tube from these
targets may cover a considerable area
exhibit irregular, diffused boundaries and
have a rapidly fluctuating intensity. Move
ment will generally be related to the spe?d
of the main air current in which the rain #
situated, and it may be anything from zer?
to 100 m.p.h. or more, whilst the target
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altitude may range from ground level to
40,000 ft. Generally the nature of the
target is obvious by its size and by the
pattern of the responses, but the picture
changes with time and may appear unusual
and confusing to an inexperienced operator.

Standard
N d A

pherical Conditions

Under certain meteorological conditions
inhomogeneities occur in the atmosphere,
and these may be responsible for some
unusual radar echoes. The required
condition can occur up to heights in the
order of 200 miles, but the strength of
signals returned from such nebulous
targets is likely to be too low to produce a
distinguishable response except on very
rare occasions. Perhaps it is this very
rarity which assists in the creation of
another saucer.

Unusual meteorological conditions can
also cause radar signals to be returned
from objects at distances far in excess of
the normal range of the radar equipment.
Responses caused by this anomalous
propagation are superimposed on the
usual radar picture of the area and can
lead to confusion. The effect occurs most
frequently in tropical and sub-tropical
areas and usually persists for an appreciable
time, sometimes for an hour or more. The
effect is well known and because of its
relative stability and duration would not
normally give rise to unusual reportings.

Tonised Gases

It has been suggested that ionised gas
clouds in the atmosphere produce a type of
radio echo which may be confused with
those from tangible objects. Although
radio energy is undoubtedly reflected and
refracted by ionised gases (long distance,
short wave communications depend on this
very fact) the effect falls off very rapidly
above, say, 30 Mc/s, whilst 60 Mc/s appears
to be the upper limit at which it has been
recorded. Some of the early radar equip-
ment still in use does operate within these
frequency limits but it is quite incapable of
the definition necessary to contribute to the
notion of flying saucers. Further, except
for the very short-lived effects in the wake
of meteorites, jonised gases in the quan-
tities required appear rarely to exist at
heights as low as 35 miles.

Meteors and Meteorites

It has been known for many years that
radio energy is reflected by meteors, and
knowledge of the fact has proved valuable
in the hands of astronomers. Meteors
reach the outer fringe of the earth’s
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atmosphere in numbers as high as 100,000
per hour but only very few survive long
enough to come within the range of radar,
the majority being vaporized by frictional
heat. Meteors approach the earth at all
angles of incidence, from wvertical to
glancing, and at velocities in the order of
10,000 m.p.h. Radar responses from these
astronomical targets appear to be rare, but
such targets may produce responses at any
range or altitude, subject only to the
capabilities of the radar set itself and to the
size of the meteor.

Unlike aircraft and balloons the presence
of these meteorological and astronomical
targets cannot be verified after the event
except in the most general way : by
carefully sifting operators’ reports, and
studying meteorological conditions on the
paths of expected meteor showers at the
time of the incident, it is often possible to
produce a tentative explanation for the
responses but, because of the transitory
nature of the target, it is seldom conclusive.

Radar Equipment Interference

Another possibility which deserves con-
sideration is interference from other radar
equipment. Generally, the cause of this
type of spurious response is immediately
obvious but it can happen that the character-
istics of the two radar sets bear such a
relationship that the interference gives rise
to one, sometimes two, bright spots on the
radar tube, which may for a short time
exhibit some of the characteristics of an
actual target. Even in this case, the true
nature of the response can usually be
quickly determined except when the in-
terfering radar set is mobile and the
operator is unaware of its presence.

INVESTIGATION

The investigation of reports of flying
saucers presents very apparent difficulties,
the major one of which is that, ninety-nine
times out of a hundred, the scent is
completely cold. It is only fair to point
out that in every other case, i.e. when
reports are telephoned and promptly
checked on the spot, the sighted object has
been identified as a balloon or a conven-
tional aircraft. For the investigation
of cold-scent reports there are various
media through which information and
assistance are obtained: the Royal
Observatory and the Meteor Section of the
British  Astronomical Association give
information on meteors, fire balls and all
asiral phenomena ; the Meteorological

Office, Royal Air Force Station, Carding-
ton, London Airport and Bristol University
cover radio sonde, cosmic research and
other balloons ; Fleet Air Arm and Royal
Air Force units and formations give details
of aircraft movements; and the civil
police assist in the investigation of all types
of reports.

From these sources has come most of the
information leading to the true identity of
reported flying saucers, and their co-
operation in the tedious processes of
investigation is invaluable. An instance is
given of a report by a man who, returning
home late one night, stated emphatically
that he had seen a flying saucer hovering in
a field quite a short distance from his point
of observation. The * thing,” according
to his story, hovered and moved slowly up
and down. Evidence was obtained from
the local police to the effect that on that
night, at that time, and in that place, an
unfortunate farmer had lost a hayrick
by fire !

Generally it can be accepted that, of all
reports received, the vast majority are of
things identifiable as one of the conventional
objects enumerated above ; the remainder
are uncxplained because the evidence is
either too sparse, too vague, or too
contradictory.

As a matter of interest, where the reporis
received are explained it is mainly in terms
of meteors, planets, balloons, and aircraft.
Noteworthy among the other explanations
are included aircraft with rocket-assisted
take off, car headlights reflected on low
cloud, and the recently adopted navigation
lighting system of American civil aircraft.

Conclusion

The civilised world has become conscious
or, perhaps it would be more apt to say, it
has been made conscious of flying saucers
or unidentified flying objects : whenever an
airborne body is not clearly recognised as
something conventional it becomes 2
mystery whose magnitude varies according
to the observer’s susceptibility. Most
people are very susceptible to the influence
of the Press or the radio. A newsitem ona
flying saucer promptly induces a spate of
reported new sightings.

Sensible and rational reporting of
unidentified fiying objects is the duty of ail
who are concerned with flying. Apart from
astral or meteorological phenomena, whi
are of interest to specialists in these matters.
there is always the chance of observing
foreign aircraft of revolutionary design.
As for controlled manifestations from outer
space, there is no tangible evidence of their
existence,
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PSO/AOCSS ' ' \

Stn Cdr, RAF Rudloe Manor ’ /,% (0 L{‘
Sec(AS)2al e
REPLY T : RUDLOE R AN
1. Attached is a copy of the letter Lintend to WMIyw his letter of 10 November
(not received at HQLC util 5 December). All the supplied is already in the public domain, cither

from answers to previous questions or from the Station handbook

2. With my spologies for the short deadline, would addreesees pleaseadmcfanyunmdmam required by
COP Thursday 11 December, after which I will assume s nil return,

C8(Fin Sec
F160
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ACS(F8S) HALC Fax!}h@ 40 10 Dec '97 13:40  P.02/03

HEADQUARTERS LOGISTICS COMMAND
Royal Air Force Brampton, Huntingdon, Cambs, PE18 QL

Telephone:

) . Pléase reply to the Air Officer
. Commanding in Chief

For the attention of* :CS(F'mSec)l
Our Reference: LC/356805/3/4
Date: 10 December 1997

oS 0

Thank you for your letter of 10 November, addressed to the Royal Air Force Rudloe Manor, about the
underground facilities at the station, Ihwebeenaskedtouply,mdlapologisefwﬂwdeluymdoingso.

Addressmgeachofyourpmntsmnmlmﬂmemm&mummbmummﬁmor(m
any other MOD establishment) speuahsmgmmvemmons m“UFO/ﬂying saucers” or extraterrestrial life.

RAF Rudloe Manor is built on the site of underground quarries. There are therefore tunnels underncath the
station, although most of these are now umised. The lake to which you refer is an emergency water supply,
and is one of several in the arca. A loop track off the main Landon to Bristol railway line was catablishcd so
that ammunition could be stored and distributed safely during World War 2. .1t was decommissioned in the
1960s and has not been used since.

I am pleased to enclose the photograph you requested oftheManoerme, which is used as office
accommodation by persoane! at RAF Rudloe Manor.”

Yours sincerely

lor Air Officer gmmandmg in Chief
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Tue 9 Dec, 1997 9:34 mailbox standard Page 1 (DL#{
nrn“
DATE FROM SUBJECT CODES
09/12/97 Hd of CS(RM)1 UFO _DATABASE [ ]
Intended:
Sent: 09/12/97 at 9:33 Delivered: 09/12/97 at 9:33 Aﬂp
To: SEC(AS)2A (2)
cc: 9
Ref: 583 —
From: Hd of CS(RM)1 Auth by:

Subject: UFO DATABASE

Text: -orfﬁ 4@..301’1 an updated list of "ufo" files selected for

‘preservation. You will notice a number of additions originating
from DI (DEFE 10, 31 - the recently discovered files - and 41).
Copies of the DEFE 10s are on their way to you. We have not been
able to locate the DSI/JTIC report on "Unidentified Flying
Objects". Regards i4o

Priority: Normal SEE PAGE Attachments [ 1]

Reply Request [ ] View Acknowledge [ ] Codes [ ]

=S




ufodata Annex A
TOP ENCLOSURE

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS — FILES PRESERVED IN THE PUBLIC RECORD
OFFICE TOGETHER WITH SCHEDULED RELEASE DATES — AS AT 9 DECEMBER
1997

Already open - 19

To be released:

1998 - 14
1999 - 14
2000 - 13
2001 - 12
2002 - 2
2003 - 14 (1 awaiting
assignment to
AIR 2)
Total - 88
AIR CLASSES — RECORDS CREATED OR INHERITED BY THE AIR MINISTRY
AND SUCCESSOR, THE ROYAL AIR FORCE, AND RELATED
BODIES

AIR 2 ~ AIR MINISTRY: REGISTERED FILES

16918 1961-63 UFO's: sightings; reports AF/X59/64
by members of the public Pt 5

[OPEN - Note file originally released in a sanitised
form. Extracts now released]

17318 1963 ditto AF/X59/64
Pt 6
[OPEN — Note file originally released in a sanitised
form. Extracts now released]

17526 1964 UFO files AF/X59/64
Pt 7

[OPEN - Note file originally released in a sanitised
form. Extracts now released]

17527 1965 ditto AF/X59/64
Pt 8
17982 1965-66 ditto AF/X59/64

Pt 9



17983 1966 ditto AF/X59/64
Pt 10

[Pieces 17527, 17982 and 17983 OPEN - released 1997]

17984 1966-67 ditto AF/X59/64
Pt 11
18115 1967 Unidentified flying objects: AF/CX38/67
reports Pt 1
18116 1967 ditto AF/CX38/67
Pt 2

[Pieces 17984, 18115 and 18116 due for release 1998]

18117 1967-68 ditto AF/CX38/67
Pt 3

[Due for release 1999]

18183 1968-69 Unidentified flying objects AF/7463/72
Pt 2

[Due for release 2000}
18564 1957-71 UFO Reports: West Freugh 1957
18565 1970-71 UFO Reports
[Pieces 18564 and 18565 due for release 2002]
TBA April 1972 UFO's 10/45/120

[Awaiting allocation of piece no.
To be released 2003]

AIR 14 — BOMBER COMMAND

2800 1943 No 115 Squadron: news sheet
"Bang On" No 1.

[OPEN - released 1972]
AIR 16 - FIGHTER COMMAND
1199 1952 Sept Flying saucers: occurrence I1IH1/188/1/17
reports: service personnel
at Topcliffe station, Thirsk
and local public sector

[OPEN]



AIR 20 - UNREGISTERED PAPERS

7390

9320

9321

9322

9994

11612

11694

11695

11696

11887

11888

11889

11890

11891

11892

11893

11894

11895

11896

11897

1950-54

1957

1957
1957

1953-57

[Pieces 7390, 9320 - 9322 and 9994 OPEN]

1967-68
1968 Jan
1968 Feb

1968 Dec

Unidentified aircraft
(flying objects): reports

Parliamentary guestion on
Ur0's

ditto
ditto

Reports on aerial
phenomena

Unidentified flying objects

ditto
ditto

ditto

11/127/3/48
MR 008614/193

MR 008614/213
MR 008614/220

1IH/273/10/4

MR 073414
AF/S4f(Air)512
AF/S4f (Air)513

AF/S4f(Air)523

[Pieces 11612, 11694 — 11696 due for release 1999)

1967 Aug
1967 Sept
1967 Oct
1967 Oct
1967 Nov
1967 Nov

1967 Dec

ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto

ditto

AF/S4f (RAir)507
AF/S4f(Rir)508
AF/S4f (Air)509
AF/S4f(Air)509
AF/S4f(Air)510
AF/S4E(Air)510

AF/S4f(RAir)511

[Pieces 11887 — 11893 due for release 1998]

1968 Mar
1968 Apr
1968 May

1968 Jun

ditto
ditto
ditto

ditto

AF/S4f(Air)514
AF/S4f(Air)515
AF/S4f(Air)516

AF/S4f(Air)517



11898
11899
11900
11901

11902

12055

12056

12057

12058

12059

12060

12061

12069

12063

12064

12065

12066

12067

12297

12298

12299

12300

1968
1968
1968
1968

1968

Jul
Aug
Sept
Oct

Nov

ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto

ditto

AF/S4f (Air)518
AF/S4f (Air)519
AF/S4f (Air)520
AF/S4f(Air)521

AF/S4f(Air)522

[Pieces 11894 - 11902 due for release 1999]

1969
1969
1969
1969
1969
1969
1969
1969
1969
1969
1969

1969

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sept
Oct
Nov

Dec

ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto

ditto

AF/S4f(Air)524
AF/S4f(Air)525
AF/S4f(Air)526
AF/S4f(Air)527
AF/S4f(Air)528
AF/S4f(Air)529
AF/S4f(Air)530
AF/S4f(Air)531
AF/S4f(Air)532
AF/S4f(Air)533
AF/S4£(Rir)534

AF/S4f(Air)535

[Pieces 12055 - 12066 due for release 2000]

1970

1970

1970

1970

1970

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

ditto

ditto

ditto

ditto

ditto

AF/S4f(Air)536

AF/S4f(AIR)537
1D/48/94

AF/S4f(AIR)538
i1D/48/95

AF/S4f (AIR)539
ID/48/96

AF/S4f(AIR)540
ID/48/97



12301

12302

12303

12304

12305

12306

12399
12400
12401
12401
12403
12404
12405
12406
12407
12408
12409
12410

12411

1970

1970

1970

1970

1970

1970

[Pieces 12067,

1971~

1972

1972

1972

1972

1972

1972

1972

1972

1972

1972

1972

1971

June

July

Aug

Sept

Oct

Nov

72
Jan
Feb
March
April
May
June
July
Aug
Sept
Oct
Nov

bec

ditto

ditto

ditto

ditto

ditto

ditto

AF/S4£(AIR)541
ID/48/98

AF/S4f (AIR)542
ID/48/99

AF/S4f(AIR)543
ID/48/100

AF/S4f(AIR)544
1D/48/101

AF/S4f (AIR)545
ID/48/102

AF/S4f (AIR)546
ID/48/103

12297 - 12306 due for release 2001)

ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto
ditto

ditto

UFO reports

ID/47/274 Pt 4
ID/48/117
ID/48/118
I1D/48/119
ID/48/120
ID/48/121
ID/48/122
ID/48/123
ID/48/124
ID/48/125
ID/48/126
1D/48/127

1D/48/128

[Pieces 12399-12411 due for release 2003]



AIR 22 — PERIODICAI RETURNS, SUMMARIES AND BULLETINS

93 1955 Air Ministry Secret Summary. IIG/101
Vol 10. No 3 Article on Flying
Saucers.

[OPEN — released 1986]
BJ CLASSES — RECORDS OF THE METROLOGICAI, OFFICE
BJ5 — ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS
311 1968-70 UFO: Met aspects AF/M 396/68

[Due for release 2001]

BODIES

DEFE 10 DIRECTORATE OF SCIENTIFIC INTELLIGENCE AND JOINT
TECHNICAL INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEE

496 1950 April - Minutes of meetings
1951 Dec

497 1952 Jan - Minutes of meetings
1954 Oct

[Pieces 496 and 497 due for release 1998]
DEFE 31 DEFENCE INTELLIGENCE STAFF: REGISTERED FILES
118 1958-63 UFO: policy D1/55/40/9/1 Ptl
119 1963-67 UFO: Policy DI/55/40/9/1 Pt2
[Pieces 118 and 119 due for release 1998]
DEFE 41 FOREIGN OFFICE AND MINISTRY OF DEFENCE: SCIENTIFIC

AND TECHNICAL INTELLIGENCE BRANCH AND OVERSEAS LIAISON
BRANCH: REGISTERED FILES

74 1950 DSI/JTIC: minutes 6005/8/D 17 Vol 4
75 1951 DSI/JTIC: minutes 6005/8/D 17 Vol 5
76 1952-54 DSI/JTIC: minutes 6005/8/D 17 Vol 6

[Pieces 74 = 76 OPEN - released 1996]



153

1949-50 Unorthodox Aircraft 9017/8 vol 1

(Includes UFO references, but limited to British and
German press cuttings)

1953-54 DSI/JTIC papers D19/ Vol 5

(Includes a list, as at August 1951, of all reports
issued -~ "DSI/JTIC No 7 - Unidentified Flying Objects")

[Pieces 117 and 153 OPEN - released 1995]



Annex B

PRO CLASSES CREATED FOR INTELLIGENCE RECORDS — UFO RELATED RECORDS
- AS AT 9 DECEMBER 1997

11 classes have to date been identified for records created for
the defence "intelligence" branches. They contain between them
more than 15,750 intelligence records selected for permanent
preservation.

DOCUMENTATION HAS NOT BEEN CONDUCTED. IDENTIFICATION OF RELEVANT
RECORDS HAS BEEN ON THE "BEST GUESS" PRINCIPLE.

The classes together with the date range and approximate number of
pieces in each class:

ADM 223 - Naval Intelligence Papers, 1914-1965, 840 files and
volumes.

ADM 231 - Naval Intelligence Reports, 1883-1965, 54 volumes

AIR 40 - Directorate of Intelligence and other Intelligence
Papers — 1926-1963, 2706 files and volumes

DEFE 10 - Major Committees: minutes and papers - 1942-1976, 504
bound volumes.

DEFE 10/496) These two pieces contain 7 items
497) relating to Working Party on Flying
Saucers and its subsequent report.
6 items were released in 1996 see
DEFE 41/74—76.
(Both due for release 1998)

DEFE 21 - Joint Intelligence Bureau, Directorate of Scientific
Intelligence: Registered files - 1946-1978, 77 files

DEFE 31 — Defence Intelligence Staff: Registered files - 119 files

DEFE 31/118 1958-63 ) UFO: policy
119 1963-67 )
(Both due for release 1998)

DEFE 32 - Defence Intelligence Staff: Registered files - 1957-
1979, 99 files

DEFE 41 - Foreign Office and Ministry of Defence: Scientific
Technical Intelligence Branch and Overseas Liaison
Branch: Registered Files

DEFE 41/74 ) - Selection of minutes from
75 ) - DSI/JTIC Meetings. (6 items relating to
76 ) — Working Party on Flying Saucers and its
report).
(Released 1996)



117 — Unorthodox Aircraft (ufo references
limited to British/German press cuttings
(Released 1995}

153 - DSI/JTIC papers (incls reference to
Report No. 7 "UFOs")

(Released 1995)

DEFE 44 — Joint Intelligence Bureau: Reports — 1946-1971, 100
files and volumes

WO 106 - Directorate of Military Operations and Intelligence -
1937-1961, 6228 boxes, files and volumes

WO 208 ~- Directorate of Military Intelligence - 1917-1961, 5187
boxes, files and volumes
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4 December 1997

%% F ILE NOTE *%*

The Press Office received an enquiry from a local Gloucestershire
newspaper regarding a "UFO" sighting followed by three RAF jets
seen at around 9pm on Sunday 30 November over Gloucester. I
checked with the low flying complaints cell who established that
there were no RAF jets flying at all on the evening of 30
November, and Sgn Ldrmm confirmed that no QRA
aircraft were launched- i'g/lIinformation was passed to the Press

Office by phone this afternoon.
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27 Nov 97

PSO/COS
Cmd Sec : .
PSO/AQCSS ; ek
Sex(AS)2 ;

Sec(HSF)1

Stn Cdr, RAF Rudloe Manor
CPRO

of that letter is attached. The ferier is the final version
addressees carlier this month.

1. We have now received notification from Min{AF)'s office that ent for
us to cease co-operation wi itten t a copy
i claemwed*-by

2. Should write i, 1 propose merely to send him the standard “contents
have been noted" acknowledgement by way of reply although I will, of oohrse copy
any further correspondence from him to interested pasties. :

: %\QQNOX‘U f
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{"MINISTRY OF DEFENCE |
1 SEC (AS)1

| 28.NOV 1997
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ACS(FES) HOLC Fax S8R tion 40 28 Nov '97 11:58  P.02/02

HEADQUARTERS LOGISTICS COM;MAND

Royal Air Force Brampton, Huntingdon, Cambridgeshire, PE18 8QL
Telephone: Huntingdon .

Fax 77&

N -
N

Please reply to the Air Qfficer
Commanding in Chief

For the attention of: CS(Fin Sec)}

Our Reference: LC/356805/3/4

Date: 9_7 November 1997

e SEEEIENN O
Thank you for your two most recent letters, following mine of 30 September. I can oqnﬁrm that the RAF

Rudloe Manor station magazine Hexagon is rio longer in print, and indeed ceased pro&xct:on some years ago.
The current in house joumnal is called Manor News.

As hag alreadybeen mrplmned by me, and by my colleagues in the Secretariat (Air Staff) branch in Londou,
there is no unit based at RAF Rudloe Manor (or at any other MOD establishment) apobielmng in
investigations into “UFQ’/flying saucers or extra-terrestrial life.

I am sorry to note from your most recent, undated, letter that you have a number of people who, you
indicate, are prepared to break their signature of the Official Secrets Act. You will not expect me to condone
this, nor your apparent role in encouraging them to do so. What you say in any leaflets you may distribute is
of course a matter for you.

The facts about activities at RAF Rudioe Manor were set out in my letter of 4 June. Where the activities
involve sensitive or operational matters, you will not expect me to go into detail, althouigh I can, again, assure
you that there is nothing relating to ‘UFOs’. That there are underground fucilities at RAF Rudloe Manor I
have acknowledged, and have also indicated to you that they are now almost entirely unused.-

In the circumstances, I am afraid that we see no point in inviting you to visit the Statim;x

Yours sincerely




PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR DEFENCE 2

LOOSE MINUTE

D/USofS/J8/28/1/0

26 November 1997

Sec(AS)2al

THE PEOPLE ARTICLE 5 OCTOBER 1997 - "THEY'VE BEEN HERE!*
Reference: D/Sec(AS)/64/1 dated 10 November 1997

The Under Secretary of State was grateful for your minute at
reference which he has noted.
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UNGRRSSIFIED

MINISTER OF STATE FOR
THE ARMED FORCES

egtiOQAf
D/MIN(AF)/JR/2/1/3

ZS November 1997 >{1/

Command Secretary HOLC

Copy to:
APS/USofSs
AUS (H&O)
Hd Sec(AS)

Hd Sec(HSF)
PSO/AML - @
PSO/AOCSS

RUDLOE MANOR: CORRESPONDENCE FROM MR MATTHEW WILLIAMS
Thank you for your minute LC/356805/3/4F&S dated 5 November
which I have discussed with Fleleilelsi:e] (Sec(HSF)1).

2. The Minister agrees with your recommendation that we should
now draw a line under our readiness to co-operate with SlEeiela:e]

Section 40| P

APS/Minister (AF)
MB6113 Sfe[elgRile

A

UNGRASSIEED @

Recycled Paper



s PRESS RELEASE
A COVERT AGENDA

"
THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT’S 1¢%

T

UFO TOP SECRETS EXPOSED

Nicholas Redfern

With an introduction by Nick Pope

The shocking truth of the
British Government’s UFO conspiracy

“For almost half a century, you have been denied access
to the facts which lie behind discoveries of monumental
proportion.” Nick Redfern

A conspiracy of silence has existed at the highest levels of the British
Government to prevent the general public from learning the shocking facts
wiich lie behind one of the most eniotive issues of our time - unidentified
flying objects. Now, the truth can be toid.

Nick Redfern charts the complete history of the British Government’s
involvement with UFOs. And the emerging picture 1s highly disturbing:

Documentary proof that the British Governments” official policy is
to keep UFO information out of the media and away from the public (eg
pages 65, 87).

Evidence of top secret “back-room” investigations by the MOD
and RAF, bypassing the more usual and open channels (chapters 14, 15,
16 & 17)

Substantial evidence of the existence of a British Roswell (page
264) and a British Area 51 (Chapter 15)

Evidence that even at the height of the cold war, the British
Government approached the Russians to establish a joint organisation
investigating the worldwide threat of UFOs. (Chapter 16)

Nick Redfern is available for interview:
please contact Lisa Shakespeare on 0171 316 1900/fax 0171 402 0639

Publisheg l}y %’rn(tjl %Schl&ter on (tO(i_tlobﬁr 593% E R

West Garden Place Kendal Street, London W2 2AQ Tel 0171-316 1900 Fax 0171-K2 0639
Remstered 1 England and Wales Number 714516

A YIACOM COMPANY



PRESS RELEASE
Nicholas Redfern

Nicholas Redfern has gained unprecedented access to thousands of
previously classified Ministry of Defence and Royal Air Force files on
UFOs which are published together here for the first time. He has
interviewed qualified RAF pilots who have pursued UFOs in Britain’s
airspace; radar operators who have uacked vast UFOs flying over the
British Isles; military personnel who have seen UFOs at close quarters;
and Ministry of Defence civil servants officially appointed to investigate
UFO encounters on behalf of the Brtish Government. All these reports
are by sources well-qualified to evaluate the data, such as airline and
military pilots, speaking on the record.

Nicholas Redfern is a dedicated, full-time UFO researcher, writing on a
regular basis for numerous UFO publications, including the bestselling
UFO Magazine. He is one of the most respected UFO researchers in the
country and his reports have prompted questions in Parliament.

He has contributed crucial material to Timothy Good’s books Alien
Liaison and Beyond Top Secret and lectures throughout the country at
Universities and conferences, and has appeared on a variety of radio and
television programmes including BBC TV’s Out of this World. His
interest in UFOs was prompted by his father’s RAF involvement in the
tracking of a UFO over the north sea in 1952, after which he was swom
to secrecy by his superiors.

Having examined the available evidence, Nicholas Redfern is convinced
that there is an active alien presence on the Earth, and that official
confirmation of such presence will soon be forthcoming. He is currently at
work on a follow up book, THE FBI FILES. He lives in Walsall in the
West Midlands.

Nick Redfern is available for interview:
please contact Lisa Shakespeare on 0171 316 1900/fax 0171 402 0639
Published by Simon & Schuster on 6 October 1997.

SIMON & SCHUSTER

West Garden Place, Kendal Street, Lundon W2 2AQ Tel 0171-316 1900 Fax: 0171-402 0639
Regrstered i England and Wales. Number 714516
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“For almost half a century, you have been
denied access to the facts which lie behind
discoveries of monumental proportion.”

Nicholas Redfern

The shocking truth of the British Government’s UFO
conspiracy is revealed for the first time in....

A COVERT AGENDA
WITH AN INTRODUCTION BY NICK POPE

A conspiracy of silence has existed at the highest levels of the British
Government to prevent the general public from leaming the shocking facts
which lie behind one of the most emotive issues of our time — unidentified
flying objects. Now, the truth can be told.

NICHOLAS REDFERN has gained unprecedented access to thousands
of previously classified Ministry of Defence and Royal Air Force files on
UFOs which are published together here for the first time. He has
mterviewed qualified RAF pilots who have pursved UFOs in Britain’s
airspace; radar operators who have tracked vast UFOs flying over the
British Isles; military personnel who have seen UFOs at close quarters;
and Ministry of Defence civil servants officially appointed to investigate
UFO encounters on behalf of the British Government. All these reports are
by sources well-qualified to evaluate the data, such as airline and military
pilots, speaking on the record.

Having examined the available evidence, NICHOLAS REDFERN is
convinced that there is an active alien presence on the Earth, and that
official confirmation of such presence will soon be forthcoming.
NICHOLAS REDFERN is a dedicated, full-time UFO researcher,
writing on a regular basis for numerous UFO publications, including the
bestselling UFQ Magazine. He is one of the most respected UFO

researchers in the country and lis reports have prompted guestions in
Parliament.

Copies available in all good bookshops from 6 October,
price £16.99. To order a copy, p&p free, please phone our
mail order hotline on 01624 675137.
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LOOSE MINUTE A

D/Sec(A8)/64/1 @

10 Nov 97

APS /U ‘

(thro

THE _PEOPLE ARTICLE TOBER 1997 — "THEY'VE BEEN HERE!"
Reference: D/USofS/JS/28/1/0 dated 27 October 1997.
Issue

1. To provide advice on the Sunday People Article, "They've Been
Here" of 5 October.

Recommendation

2. That Minister notes the following information.

Background
The Author

3. The article is clearly linked to the recent publicati
Covert Agenda". The author of the book, Nicholas Redfern,
full-time "UFO" researcher and is well-known to us. Since
he has written some 25 times asking about the MOD's policy
"UFOs" and the way reports of sightings are handled by the
Department, the majority of the letters being between Apr
Jun 94 when Nicholas Pope was the Sec(AS)2a desk officer.

The Book
4. Mr Redfern is convinced that "UFO/flying saucers" and

extraterrestrial life are a matter of fact and his book id
from that perspective. He believes that the MOD and, therefore,
the Government is fully aware of evidence to prove this and is
withholding the information from the public. The introduction to
the book is written by Nicholas Pope who has had books about
"unidentified flying objects® and the alien abduction phenomena
published since leaving Sec(AS)2a and moving to another Branch.

The Sunday People Article

5. The alleged events in Case Histories 1-4 and number 8, and
the events at RAF West Freugh all happened over 20 years ago and
there is nothing in our current Branch files to substantiate any
of the claims made. Any information on the 'alleged' incidents
more than thirty years old (Case Histories 1, 2 and 8) will now be
held in the Public Record Office and is, therefore, freely
available for interpretation by ‘'ufologists’'. To research the
claims made in Case Histories 3 and 4 would require the recall of
1



archived files and a detailed trawl of their contents. This would
be a time consuming exercise but, should Minister consider such
further action necessary, we will set action in hand to recall the
files. We have been able to confirm that there were no military
aircraft crashes in the UK on 23 Jan 74, the date mentioned in
Case History 3, which might have accounted for any unusual air
activity.

6. Our 'UFO' report files reveal that on the date cited in Case
History 5, 19 July 1991, three reports of 'UFOs' were received,
one of which came from Kingsley, Staffordshire, very close to
Ipstones. Thi bqre a broadly similar description but the
witnesses, am d a“ﬁr d not see anything
falling to t = here~1s nothing on the file to indicate
that any further action was considered necessary to investigate
what might have been seen. The other reports on that day came
from Peterhead (Grampion) and Brampton (near Carlisle) and, again,
no further action was taken following their receipt. As USofS
will already be aware, it is not our practice to investigate
reports of sightings unless there is evidence of a potential
military threat.

7. The RAF Boscombe Down Case, in 1994 (No 6) was the subject of
a Parliamentary Question that year (Official Report 1 Dec 94,

Col 907 - copy attached). Although the Department was aware at
the time of Press interest, staff at Boscombe Down confirmed that
there was no aircraft crash there on 26 Sep 94, or indeed at all
in 1994. The only flying out of RAF Boscombe Down which took
place that night was by two Royal Navy Sea King helicopters in
support of a military Exercise. Claims that members of the public
were turned away by police roadblocks may have arisen from some
confusion over dates. On 12 Aug 94, a Tornado participating in a
trial made an emergency landing there after the decoy target under
trial failed to jettison. The Tornado landed with a trailing 375
ft steel cable and, for safety reasons, roads close to Boscombe
Down were closed to traffic while the aircraft passed overhead.

8. Following receipt of a letter in Jan 95 from a member of the
public, an RAF Police investigation was initiated into the
incident cited in Case History 7. Their enquiries revealed that a
member of the public had contacted the fire services to report
seeing smoke in a field, but was unable to identify the source.
The local emergency services attended the scene and found a
smouldering bale of hay which they extinguished. The RAF Police
investigation did not reveal any evidence to suggest an item had
fallen from an aircraft in the Evesham area on the day in
question. There were no Royal Navy vehicles in attendance at the
incident and the local police advised that nothing was removed
from the scene.

RAF Rudloe Manor

9. The role of Rudloe Manor is constantly misrepresented and
exaggerated by "UFO" enthusiasts and the media. Many "ufologists"
2



believe MOD "UFO" investigations have been carried out there in
the past and that this continues today. Until 1992 the Flying
Complaints Flight, part of the HQ Provost and Security

Services (UK) based at RAF Rudloe Manor, was the central collection
point for any "UFO" reports made to RAF stations (from whatever
source, i.e., members of the public or service personnel). Its
function was simply to record receipt of the report and pass it
directly to Sec(AS)2a. Sec(AS)2a, as the Departmental focal
point, was tasked with taking any further action, including
consulting defence experts as necessary to establish whether what
had been seen had any defence implications.

10. Since 1992, reports received by air force stations and
military establishments have been forwarded direct to Sec(AS)2a
and the extent of Rudloe Manor's involvement in the "UFO"
reporting process, in common with all other RAF stations, has been
only to note the details of anything reported in their local area
and forward the information to Sec(AS).

Conglusion

11. Nicholas Redfern's book (a copy is available if required) is
simply the latest seeking to prove the existence of "UFOs" and
extraterrestrial lifeforms by re-interpreting events of the last
50 years. The first generally accepted sighting of a "UFO"
occurred in June 1947 in the USA. There has been a considerable
amount of media coverage this year to celebrate the 50th
anniversary of this event and the Sunday People is 31mply giving
advance publicity to one of the many books on this subject.

n 40
CHOTS: SEC(%Sj—Z#( 2)

Enc.

1. Official Report (1 Dec 94).
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LOOSE MINUTE
D/Sec(AS)/58/6

29 Oct 97

Sec(AS)2a

ALLEGED ACCIDENT AT BOSCOMBE DOWN - 26 SEP 94

1. You asked for advice on claims, contained in a edition of the
sunday People, that there had been an accident involving a "UFO"
at Boscombe Down on 26 Sep 94. I hope the following will be
useful.

2. Reports about an accident at Boscombe Down involving an
unidentified aircraft first appeared in the Dec 94 edition of "Air
Forces Monthly". This claimed that "at llom. an unidentifijed
small, twin-tail fighter", possibly a TR-
which the US government has yet to offici
"crashed onto the runway at Boscombe Down
aircraft had been covered over, apart fro
roads around the airfield had been sealed
wreck was loaded onto a C-5 Galaxy and fl
at Palmdale, California."

3. The magazine has subsequently follow
more detailed 'investigative' report, but
copy. However, as far as I can remember,
People article that there were eyewitness
that the "craft was completely silent and
vertically" - and was thus not an aircraf
new.

4. Claims that enthusiasts were turned away by police roadblocks
may have arisen from some confusion over dates. On 12 Aug 94, a
Tornado engaged on a trials programme made an emergency landing at
Boscombe Down after the decoy target under trial failed to
jettison. As a result, the Tornado was forced to land trailing a
375 ft steel cable and, for safety reasons, roads close to
Boscombe Down were closed to traffic while the aircraft passed
overhead. A copy of a contemporary press article is attached.

5. Finally, I attach a copy of a Parliamentary Question about
the alleged accident at Boscombe Down and the appropriate
background papers.

Sec(AS)la

CHOTS SEC(AS)1A (3)
Zax R n40—
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By David Humphrey

THE RAF has launched
an inguiry after a Tor-
nado jet fighter-bomber
was forced to make an
emergency landing at a
West air base after a
mechanical failure.

Police had to close the A4S
Salisbury-Amesbury road to en-
able the plane, {railing a 375ft
stee] cable atiached to a decoy
target, to land at Boscombe
Down,

They were afraid teaffic might bave
been ptruck by the equipment if the
toad = atayed open.

. anfirst time the road had had
to b .-od beside the base, home of

“the %o aft end Armament Evalu.

ation I ishment, in recent years.
do F3, stationed at Con-
¢ Lincalnshire, was unable lo
jettison the cable after taking part in
an exercise over the Larkhill range on
Sebsbury Main.
_Hoscombe spokesman Mr Nick

MNicholson sn  the plane would nur-
mally have di sped the decoy, used o
eonfuse grour ' based radars. nnlo the
range.

“But in this. aseitdidn’t diopoffund
we had to be ‘sed as a diversionary
airfiefd .

*Because of the wind ditection, the
approach hed to be made over the AJS
and the road was closed purely as a
precautionaxy messure.” }

The incident happened late an Ji
Thureday but detaila were only
revealed yesterday.

Boscombe Down is being expanded
with 100 new jobas after acquiring
research work from Bedford and Farn-
borough.

The Wiltshire base, the Salisbury
area’s biggest employer with a 1,200 §
civilinn worforce, tesis all the lateat
Planes and equipment before they go
nto operational service,
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Mr Martin Redmond (Lab) (Don Valley): To ask the Secretarwv
of State for Defence, if he will make & statement on the e&ir
crash at Boscombe Down airfield on the evening of 26th

Exercise.

T am aware Of a Press report of such ar
staff at Boscombe Down have confirmed that there was no
crash on that date or, indeed, in 1994 to date, and that the
only flying which took place that night was the launch of
two Royal Navy Sea King helicopters in support of an

DRAFT ANSWER

ar. incident. However,



BACKGROUND NOTE: PQ4857G

1. Mr Redmond is & regular tabler of Questions on military

flight safety and low flying and this is one of seven PQs on

f£flight safety tabled for answer on 29th November It is our

understanding that Mr Redmond's interest in ths sub]ect is

prompted more by his serving as a conduit for research bmﬂ 40\
providing assistance through the tabling of

PQs and PEs, rather than any direct personal interest. Mr

Redmond rejeéted an offer by Jeremy Hanley (then
Minister(AF)) of an official briefing on low flying.

2. This Question was probably prompted by the attached item

of the magazine,

(D

which appeared in the December 1984 issu
vair Forces Monthlv”. Enguiries with personnel at Boscombe
Down and Head of DGT&EZ have confirmed that no aircrait Lave

crashed there at any time in 1994. I attach a copy of
r

te of 30th November, which also
Furthermors, =0

Boscombe Down'g m

discusses the ot z
3rd Air Force of Cnited States Air Zorce are &lso

wnaware of this allsged incident.
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REPORT_OF ALLEGED CRASH AT BOSCOMBE DOWN —26 SEP 94
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - o650

To be dealt with IMMEDIATELY and not placed with other papers.
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73[Tc ask the Secretary of State for Defence, 1f he will make &
statement on the air crash at Boscombe Down zirfield on the evening
cf 26th September.
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PQ 48576

TO ASK...IF HE WILL MAKE A STATEMENT ON THE AIR CRASH AT BOSCOMBE
DOWN AIRFIELD ON THE EVENING OF 26 SEP 94.

braft Response

There are no reports of an air crash at Boscombe Down on 26 Sep
94.

Additional Background Information

There were no accidents involving RAF aircraft on 26 Sep 94.
Furthermore, none of the reported incidents on that day were in
the vicinity of Boscombe Down.
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LOOSE MINUTE
D/Sec(A8)17/6/1

29 November 1994

Head of DGT&E -

PQ — REPORTED CRASH AT BOSCOMBE DOWN — 26 SEPTEMBER 94

1. As discussed withHof T&E(P&S)2, I attach a copy
of an article which a ared in the December issue of Air
Forces monthly concerning an alleged aircraft crash at Boscombe
Down. Given that some of the details contained in the report
are quite specific, I would be grateful if you could confirm
(in consultation with A&AEE Boscombe Down) whether any of the
aircraft mentioned in the article were in the vicinity of
Boscombe Down and whether the runway or roads were partially
closed around the 26 September 94.

2. I am sorry to have to come to DGT&E again for further

advj i se to our PQ on this subject (previously copied
to m‘ibut given that this incident has now had some
media coverage and has been raised by a MP, we must be

absolutely clear and accurate in the advice we give to
Minister (AF) in reply.

3. I have sought an extension from Minister (AF)'s office and
would be grateful for your reply by tomorrow morning.

Sec(AS)
MB7249
CHOTS
Fax




MINIS .
From: , Secretariat (Air Staff)la :
Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A 2HB. (Df

Telephone {Direct Dialling) O‘
(Switchboard) -
(Fax)

Your reference

Qur reference
D/Sec(AS)3/5/1 &
Huntingdon Date

7 April 1995

I refer to your letter of 16 January reporting details of an
incident which occurred on 31 September 1994 in Hampton Hill, Evesham.
I undertook to provide you with the findings once the RAF Police
investigation was complete; I have now received their report.

RAF Police enquiries have revealed that the object involved in this
incident was, in fact, a bale of hay. A member of the public
contacted the fire services to report seeing smoke in a field, but was
unable to identify the source. The local emergency services were
called out and on arrival found a smouldering bale of hay. Before
leaving the scene, the emergency services made sure that the bale was
fully extinguished. RAF Police investigations did not reveal any
evidence to suggest that any items fell from aircraft in the Evesham
area on the day in question. Furthermore, I can confirm that there
were no Royal Navy vehicles in attendance at this incident and the
local police have informed us that nothing was removed from the scene.

I hope this is helpful.

Yours sincerely,




Headquarters Provost and Security Services
(United Kingdom)

Royal Air Force Rudloe Manor Hawthorn
Wiltshire SN13 OPQ

retephone tavior SR -~ RSN 10

fax

Please reply to
The Officer Commanding
Your reference

D/Sec(AS)3/5/1 dated 30 Jan

95.
our reference
@ PSS/261/L090/95/SIS
Date
See Distribution T‘ Mar 95
UNIDENTIFIED FLYING DRUM -

HUNTINGDON —

1. Your reference tasked an office inquiry into an allegation
that a 40 gallon drum (or object of similar size) fell from the sky
and was subsequently taken away in a Royal Navy vehicle with a
police escort front and rear.

2. Enquiries revealed that the object involved was a blazing bale
of hay. Emergency services were tasked to the scene, however, the
bale was already extinguished on their arrival. Later that day
Evesham Police were inudated with enquiries as to the origins of
the object which had fallen from the sky, and which had been
subsequently taken away by the Royal Navy with Police escort.

3. Chf InspectortF, Evesham Police stated that
hysteria was such tthe incident made the national tabloids,

however, he is adamant that the bale had never left ‘terra firma‘.

4. In accordance with Reference A this case is now closed.

Clyor)
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Ministry of Defence,
Main Building,
Whitehall,

London,

SWiA 2HB.

Dear Sirs,
I write to ask if you could shed light on an incident which happened

on the morning of Monday, 31st of October, at a field at Hampton Hill near

Evesham.
My reports indicate that wittnesses saw an object, estimated to be the Vi
size of a forty gallon drum fall from the sky at approximatly 7.25am. My ’
reports also suggest the object was taken away in a Royal Navy vehicle with

a police escort front and rear.

As i say, i would be very gratefull for any information you could
surrender concerning this matter, or if you could forward to me the address
of any organisation who could help.

Thank you for your time.

. T

Yours sincerly,

&



~ntinues.

CASE HISTORY No 1: The British Roswell

SIGHTINGS of sirange fAying
objects - later known as Foo
Fighters - were reported
throughout the latter past of the
Second World War by both
Allied and Nazi servicemen.

The reports certainly went
through official channels.

American journalist Dorothy
Kilgalien was told by “a British
official of Cabinet rank” about
a Foo Fighter which had crashed
in Britain - a case similar to the
famous Roswell incident in New
Mexico 50 years ago when alicn
corpses were recovered.

Kilgallen was told: “British
scientists and airmen examined
the wreck of one mysterious
flying ship and are convinced
these strange acrial objects are
not optical illusions or Soviet
inventions but are flying saucers
which originate on another
planet.”

Retired diplomat and
intelligence officer Gordon
Creighton said he believed
Hen's source was Lord
Louis Mountbatien

Kilgallen's story was backed
up by Dr Olavo ¥Fontes

SPECIAL snatch wcams appear
to be on siand-by. ready 1o go
into action to retneve wreckage
from UFO crashes.

Just before he died n 1994,

retired US Arr Force intelligence

officer Leonard Suningfield 1old
Redfern: “Some ume 1n 1964, a
specially-rigged naval flagship
received a coded radio message.
“Artefacts had been recovered
with three dead personnel.”
According 10 his informant,
the decoded report stated that
a UFO had crashed in 1wo parts.
the main section was in
Penkridge. Staffordshire, the
remainder in West Germany.
Wreckage and 1he bodies were
shipped 10 Wnghi-Patterson
Arr Foree Base in the Staies.

| A

Brazilian UFQ researcher of the
1950s. .

In 1958, Fontes - already
known (o Brazil’s government —
was visited by two men who said
they were from Naval
Intelligence.

Fontes claimed that, afler
initially trying to persuade him

to give up his work, the officers |
revealed that six UFOs had |

crashed throughout the world

during the Second World War.

Three were in North America,
onec in the Sahara Desert, one
in Scandinavia - and one in
Britain.

Fontes wrote in a letter to the
Aerial Phenomena Research
Organisation: “l1 was told all
these discs were small craft - 32,
77 or 99f1 in diameter. In all of
them were found crew members’
todies.

“They were ‘little men' and
ranged 1n height from 32 10 46in.
They were dead in all cases.
hilied in the crashes.

“The examination of the bodics
showed they were definitely
humanoid, but obviously not
JSrom this planer.”

The informant added that
there was more to the incident,
nvolving coded information,
that he preferred 10 keep
confidential

Redfern sad: “The disclosure,
while” sketchy. may spotlight
only the tip of the iceberg as to
the scope of military “crash-
retrieval operations in
Joreign lands.

“It is my suspicion that US
special retricval teams have
been, and still are, prepared to
g0 into action into any crash
focation within its sphere of
military or economic influence
such as was exercised with
NATO in the artefact retrievals
tn England and West
Germany.™
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. Redfern.

CASE RISTORY No 3: Corwen, N

\

A WAVE of phantom helicopters
- black with no identifying
marckings were sighted in
areas of Britain where UFOs
were reported in 1973-74.

They were probably rapid
deployment teams sent (o
investigate UFOs, according to

One such evenl happened at
ol i 23,180 A

orth Wales, 1974 .

iR, Reich “Wiales.

One witness, Annc Williams,
said: “1 saw a bright hght in the
sky. 1t had a long, fiery tail
which went dim and then very
brilliant ~ like an clcctric {fire
which keeps coming Lo life.

“It was like an electric bulh in
shape, with rough cdges. The
object fell behind the hills at the
back of my bungalow and the
earth shuok.”

Off-duty police officer Gwilym

Scale. They told journalists that
a meicorite had come down on
Cader Bronwen.

Witness Ken Haughton saw a
“luminous sphere” 90 minutes
afier the crash in the area. He
said the sphere was 400ft across
and travelling at a height of
about 15,0001

Army personnel were quickly
dispatched to the scene. .

The next day, a mountain
rescue tea inve ¢
while the
photograp
No trace

Owen was drmking in The .meicorite
Dudicy Arms pub when there )
was a roar, a bang and glasses
in the pub shook The shy was
fit up over the mountains. )

Police stations as far away as Yet ang
60 miles received phone calls  the wrea 4
reporting the tremor. I belic

At the Institute Of Geological  wear clung
Sciences in Edinburgh, the crash  vefirele w
measured four on the Richter maowntam

“One
Redfern,

baaxe L 4
A UFO which was sighted ov¢

the Lake District wasn|
it d by just bers

di sight too:
Shortly after midnight on
August 28, 1977, a large object
described either as triangular
or diamond-shaped was seen
over the Windermere area of
Cumbria.

As officers reported seeing
the craft, colleagues along the
UFO's path also confirmed the
sighting. After 20 minutes, as
the ship hovered above the
A592 al Bowness, PC David
Wild spotted it at a height he
estimated to be 1,500t

It eventualiy vanished,
witnessed by lwo other officers.
at sea over Morecambe,

The most detailed description
was given by John Plall. He
said: "'l was looking up into
whal appeared lo be a giant
ocean-going catamaran with
twin hulls.

“A large structure at the front
supporied what appeared to be
two giant ights. Its surtace was
a dull, shadowy, charcoal
colour.”

“nntintes
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Loose Minute
CS(RM) /4/6/37
30 October 1997

SEC(AS * * Chots only

Reference: D/Sec(AS)/64/1 dated 28 October 1997

1. Since 1991 Mr Redfern has requested information or advice from
CS(RM) on six occasions.

2. Although he never made any specific reference to his interest
in "ufos" we deduced as much as the PRO provided copies of earlier
correspondence,

3., To date his enquiries fall into two distinct categories: one,
information about the release of or fate of records not in the
public domain (in the main intelligence); two, a general enquiry
in respect of record policy/procedures in the MOD and our
relationship with the PRO (as featured on pages 80/81 of his
book) .

4., Other than the substantive reply re policy/procedures our other
replies were in the "sorry to give what must be a disappointing
reply" style.
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LOOSE MINUTE
D/Sec(AS)/64/1
28 Oct 97

Hd of CS(RM)1

NICK REDFERN

1. US of S has seen The Sunday People Article of 5 October
entitled “They've Been Here” which seeks to provide “proof" that
"UFOs" have landed in Britain.

2. The article, as you may have seen, is primarily about Nick
Redfern's Book "A Covert Agenda" and US of S has asked us to
provide him with background information about the cases featured
in the article and our knowledge of Mr Redfern generally.

3. In the three years I have been in Sec(AS) Mr Redfern has
written to us on five occasions. Each of his letters have been
very short and uncomplicated and sought purely the numbers of
"UFO" reports recorded for the year and details of the files to be
released to the PRO in the next January.

4. I know from our discussions that you've had more contact with
him than us. It would be most helpful for my background note if
you would be able to put together a paragraph or so setting out
what is known about him from his contacts with CS(RM).

5. Anything you are able to offer by the end of the week would
be much appreciated.

[original signed]

MB8245
CHOTS: @92&492 )
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CASE HISTORY No 5: Ipstones, Staffs, 1991

A WITNESS known only as
Mr M L was visiting friends in
the Churnet Valley, Staffs, on
July 19, 1991, when he saw an
object fall from the sky at
nearby Ipstones.

The time was 10pm. M L
described the object as metallic
~ like aluminium - 10ft long,
cigar-shaped and very bright. He
immediately contacted police.

They searched the woodland.
A hehicopter was used as well.
No object was located but an
area of newly-broken branches
was found which gave the

A SMALL twin-tailed aircraft
crash-landed on the runway at
RAF Boscombe Down, on
Salisbury Plain four miles from
Stonehenge, at about 11pm on
September 26, 1994.

Several aviation enthusiasts
listening on airband radios
drove to the air base the next
day. They were stopped by
police at roadblocks.

Before being ushered away,
several enthusiasts saw a
disabled craft at the end of the
runway covered by tarpaulins.

‘CASE HISTORY-No 6: RAF Boscombe Down, 1994 ..

impression that something had
crashed through the trees from
above, The secarch was eventually
abandoned.

Two days later, the wreck was
flown to a California military
base. Although the craft was
inifially believed 1o be a then-
secret US military plane known
as TR-3A, one wiiness said the
crashed crafi was completely
silent and was able to hover
vertically — abilities the TR-3A
didn't possess.

A menth before the crash, a
lorry driver reported seeing a
UFO over Salisbury. its
description matched that of
the crashed craft.

VILLAGERS in the C
reported seeing a barrel-
t craft fall into an isolated’
field on the evening of
Hallowe'en in 1994,

But were later told it was
a bale of straw.

The incident happened at
Hepton Hill in Wiltshire near the
villages of Church Lench and
Norion. J

The strange object was
described by one witness Paul
Brooke as resembling a
40-galion drum.

Police sealed off the field and
people were warned to keep

away. The object was loaded on
1o a Royal Navy lorry and taken

away.
Residents raised the matter

CASE HISTORY No 8: Easit London, 1968 -~ - . -

BUS driver Bob Falt was dniving
the 123 bus from Walthamstow
1o Totwenham when he had o
farrow escape with a UFO
He tald a eporer ™1 just
glanced o the shy and saw
somethung coning towards me
very. very fast e Mew siraight
across the road and had 1 been
a4 few vards Turther 1t would
have hit the 1op deck ol the bus
“lhere was adoud tash as i
struck the bank ol the River Lea
and a big splash i the water

Fhe craft was a1 least 91t long,
crgar-shaped and sthver

As soon as Fall veporsed the
madent, pohice anned and
dredged the river  but the obect
had vanistied

An Mo wing-commuander
wins appraised ol the detals of
Fall’s encounter  mplyine that
the MalY tank s imtad repoit
senoushy

The Mol) e avarlable now
areseant and Redlern believes
the full sory s buned some-
where e Whitchatl

———

v

l

!

with both the Fleet Air Arm and
:’he ‘E:F’ eaﬁh of whom later

enied any knowledge of the
inciden, s

A police spokesman said:
“Our investigations reveal it
was a bale of straw that was
on fire and which the fire
br!‘g'ade pmot')ut.
from sky are either hoaxes
or somebody has said

ing and come fo the

wrong conclusion.” -

Brooke replied: “What do the
police think ~ that we are all
mad around here?” -

© 1997 Nichalas Redfern.
From the hoak A Covert Agenda
he Nichiolas Redfern ( published
Tonneow Iy Sunon & Schuster
Lid at £16.99) Order your
coprv today. Send a
heque/PO for £16.99,
/(m) able to Md N TP257. to.
overt Agenda Book Offer,
TP257, PO Box 27, Mafrfkel
Harborough, teics LEIS
YZA White vour name and
address on a separate piece
:}/ aper Allow 28 days for
ciivery £ sterling only.
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From-- Secretariat(Air Staff)2a1a, Room 8

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE,
Main Building, Whitehall, London. SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial)
{Switchboard)
{Fax)

Your reference

Our reference

D/Sec(AS)/64/3
Date
| pranuary 1997

. u for your letter dated 12 January 1997 addressed to
. I have been asked to reply.

2. There were 609 "unexplained" aerial sightings reported to the
Ministry of Defence in 1996. The files now available to view at

the Public Record Office can be found under references AIR 2/17982
and AIR 2/17983. v ,

ouls - sy,




12 January 1997

Dear

Could you please advise me of: (a) the number of UFO reports
received by your office in 1996; and (b) the title(s) and
reference number(s) of any and all UFO files released into the
public domain by the Public Record Office at the beginning of
this year. Thanks.

TRISTrY o wlCE
SEC ir*.vJ‘I' 2
1407 169

FILE




5

MINIS
From: Secretariat (Rir Staff)2a, Room 824 L}’
Main B . |, London SW1A 2HB
Telephone (Direct Dialling)
(Switchboard)
(Fax)

Your reference AT

-4

Qur reference
D/Sec(AsS)/64/3
Date_.

S January 1996

for your letter dated 20 December 1995 addressed to
ﬂregarding old "UFO" files. I have been asked to reply.
2. With regard to your request, only one "UFO" £file has been
released to the Public Records Office for 1996, It is entitled "UFOs:
Sightings; Reports By Members Of The Public" and its reference number
is AIR2/17527.

3. I hope this is helpful.

ToUiS Sy,




December 20 1995

As you may remember, I have writtea to you on previous
occasions with respect to my interest in the UFQ subject. Hy
reason for writing is as follows: On 13 December of last year
you advised me of the details of the file of UF0 reports from
1963/4 which was released into the public domain under the
'thirty year ruling' in January of this year (File ref.
AIR2/17526). I was suhsequently able to obtain copies from the
Public Record Office. I would be very grateful to you if you
could advise me if a similar  UFO file(s) is due to be made
available at the beginning of January 1996, along with the
relevant reference number(s).

Thanks.

Yours sincerely,

INISTRY OF OEFENCE 1
SECAS)2
99 DEG 1995

1



MINIS 5
From: Secretariat(Air staff)2a, Room 8245,
Main Building, itehall, London SW1A 2HB )

_ Telephons (Direct Dialling) 01712182140 CE
i {Switchboard) 0171 218 9000
{Fax)

Your reference

Our reference 4‘_)1&' /
D/Sec(AS)12/3 Iif K
Date . \

24 March 1995

)

.7

1. I refer to your letter of 28 February.”

LUU\OM—

2. As a matter of routine, the Ministry of Defence was notified by
the Civil Aviation Authority of the report made by the British Airways
pilots on 6th January. I consulted Departmental experts with
responsibility for air defence matters, who confirmed that they were
not aware of any evidence which would indicate that our air defences
had been breached. As this is our only concern the MOD's interest in
this particular incident concluded. No subseguent information has
come to our attention, which would suggest that the original
assessment was incorrect.

3. The incident of 6th January remains a matter for the CAA.




28 February 1995

y

As you know, I have written to the MOD previously concerning my
interest in the UFO subject. In recent weeks, several newspaper
articles have appeared concerning the sighting of a triangular-
shaped object se ennines on Friday January 6.
1995, by Captainmand First Officer “‘

a Ma es —

who were pilotin r-bound Boeing 737.°—

Could you tell me if this matter has been brought to-the
attention of the MOD? If so, has an investigation been carried
out, and has any conclusion been reached? If you could advise
me on this matter, it would be most gratefully appreciated.

Yours sincerely,




Room 8245,

Dialiing} 071 218 2140 o

Telephone {Direct
071 218 9000

(Switchboard)
(Fax}

our referance - ’
VA

Our reference

D/Sec(AS)12/3 .
Date S
24, Januar 1995
i:i::L1CL’
askaeked L

you for your 1etter of 16 January./
ur question, the Min;stry of received 250

ed aerial sightings in 1

1. Thank
in answer to yo pefence

2.
£ unexplain

reports ©

S S)\““\c_a.r\ax
3




EERISTRY
S.'): L
19 JANI995
e s 1273 .16 January 1995

I am writing to enquire if you could tell me how many reports
of unidentified flying objects the Ministry of Defence received
during 1994, Should you be able to advise me, it would be most
gratefully appreciated. I would also like to thank you for your
letter of 13 Dec. 94, in which you advised me of the details of
the 'UFQ file' made available at the Public Record Office at
the beginning of this year. I have been in touch with the PRO,
and will be ordering copies of the papers shortly.

Yours sincerely,

O]



MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 2 -
From: m Secretariat(Air Staff)2a, Room 8245,
, Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A 2HB 3 )

Telephone (Direct Dialling) 071 218 2140 7/
{Switchboard) 071 218 9000

{Fax}
Your reference - ‘%‘}ﬁ
Our reference ZZ 2
D/Sec(AS)12/3

Date

| =Z December 1994
Ay

..

In response to your letter of 23 November, only one "ufo" file is
scheduled for release in January 1995 - it is entitled “UFO Reports*
and its reference is AIR2/17526.

Yours sincerely,




MINIS
by From: Secretariat(Air Staff)2a, Room 8245,21
% Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A 2HB )
i Telephone (Direct Dialling) 071218 2140 '
(Switchboard) 071 218 9000

(Fax)

Your reference

Our reference G"' iy
D/Sec(AS)/12/3 o)

Date 4_, ’
Z\ November 1994
o

1. I am writing to acknowledge your letter of 23 November requesting

details regarding the release of further UFO files to the Public
Records Office. .

2. I should be happy to make enquiries in this connection and shall
respond to you as soon as I receive the advice.

3. I am returning your sae as we have our own postal arrangements.

Yours sincerely,




23 Nov. 94

As you may know, I have written to the MOD on a number of

occasions co nterest in the subject of UFOs. On
July 5 1993 WOte to me advising me that, in keeping
with the Govefﬂmen%s t ty year ruling, January 1994 would see

the release of two of the old Air Ministry UFO files dated
1962/3. 1 subsequently obtained copies of these papers earlier
this year.

My reason for writing is to enquire if you could tell me if you
are aware of whether or not January 1995 will see the release
of any MOD - UFO files dating from 19647

Should you be able to advise me on this matter, it .ould be
most gratefully appreciated. I enclose a SAE.

Yours sincerely,




PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR DEFENCE

LOOSE MINUTE
D/USofS/JS/28/1/0
27 October 1997

Sec(AS)2al
THE PEQPLE ARTICLE 5 OCTOBER 1997 - "THEY'VE BEEN HERE!"

The Under Secretary of State has seen the above article (copy
attached) and has requested background information on the
allegations made.

bes 15 [NRm 40

USofS/Mailbox -

1siiediv

a.vjiﬁiz L
{ 28 GCT 97 |

€D
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‘Fhe People
Sunday, 5 October, 1997
Page 31

By JOHN EARLS P

ALIENS have been vislting Britain for
more than 50 years —~ and that's
official.

Secret Government documents reveal that
some spacecrait have even crash-landed
here,

But the details have been kept hidden from
alt of us in a giant cover-up similar to that
in TV's The X Files.

That is until now. A sensational new book
A Covert Agenda reveals that the alien visits
are fact and not fiction.

The author, full-time UFQ researcher
Nicholas Redfern, maintains that the Ministry
of Defence and the RAF have known for
half a century about spacecraft which have
crash-landed throughout Britain.

At least SEVEN UFOs have crashed in
Britain since the end of the Second World
War. Hundreds more UFOs have been
sighted since the 1940s. Redfern, 33, from

Walsall, West Midlands, also reveals
details of a secret MoD base where
reports of crashed UFOs are compiled.
He has spent years investigating official
memos and uncovered top-secrel\
documents which prove that the
Government does not want us to know how\
much it knows about aliens. |
And in the book he describes how dozens!
of spacecraft have flown over military bases,
by-passing flight security systems.

At the height of the Cold War, the
Government was so concerned about'®

UFOs that it contacted the Soviet Union to
establish a joint task force to examine the
security implications of alien craft.

But it is the evidence that UFOs have
ALREADY landed in Britain which is the
most scandalous cover-up in British UFQ
history.

Now turn the page for the full amazing
story...

~ontinues,

o



~ntinues.

ASE RISTORY No e British Roswell

SIGHTINGS of strange flying
objects - later known as Foo
Fighters - were reported
throughout the latter part of the
Second World War by both
Allicd and Nazi servicemen.
The reports certainly went
through official channels.
American journalist Dorothy
Kilgallen was told by “a British
official of Cabinet rank” about
a Foo Fighter which had crashed
in Britain - a case similar (o the
famous Roswell incident in New
Mexico 50 years ago when alien
corpses were recovered.
Kilgallen was told “British
scientists and airmen examined
the wreck of one mysterious
flying ship and are convinced
these strange aenal objects are
not opuical lusions or Soviet
invenuions but are (ying saucers
which onginate on another
planet "
Retired diplomat aand
inmethigence officer Gordon
Cresghton said he beheved

Kilgallen’s source was Lord
Louis Mountbaticen

Kilgalten's story was backed
Dr Olave Fontes, a

up by

SPECIAL snalch Leams appear
to be on stand-by, ready to go
into action te retricve wreckage
from UFQO crashes
Just before he died in 1994,
retired US Air Force intelligence
officer L.eonard Stringfield told
Rediern “Some ime 1n 1964, a
specially-rigged naval flagship
received a coded radio message
“Artefacts had been recovered
with three dead personnel.”
According to his informant,
the decoded report stated that
a UFO had crashed 1n two parts
the main section was «n
Penkridge. Staffordshire, the
remainder in West Germany
Wreckage and Lhe bodies were
shipped 10 Wright-Patierson
Asr Foree Base in the States

Brazilian UFO researcher of the
1950s,

In 1958, Fontes — already
known o Brazil's government —
was visited by two men who said
they were from Naval
intelligence.

Fontes claimed that, after
itially trying to persuade him
to give up his work, the officers
revealed that six UFOs had
crashed throughout the world
during the Second World War.

Three were in North America,
one in the Sahara Desert, one
in Scandinavia - and one in
Britain.

Fontes wrote n a letter to the
Aerial Phepomena Research
Organisation: “I was told all
these discs were small craft - 32,
77 or 99t in diameter. In all of
them were found crew members’
bodies.

“They were ‘litle men’ and
ranged 1n height from 32 10 46in.
They were dead in all cases,
kdled 1n the crashes.

“The examination of the bodes
showed they were definitely
humanoid, but obviously not
Srom this planet "

Staffs,

The informant

added that
there was more to the mcident,
tnvolving coded 1nformation,

that he preferred
confidential.

Redfern said: “The disclosure,
while " sketchy, may spothght
only the tip of the 1ceberg as to
the scope of military crash-
retrieval operations in
Sforeign lands.

“It is my suspicion that US
special retrieval teams have
been, and still are, prepared to
£0 1nto aclion into any crash
location within 1ts sphere of
minary or ¢conomic nfluence
such as was exercised with
NATO 1n the artefact retrievals
in England and West
Germany

to keep

CASE HISTORY Mo 3: Corwen, North Wales, 1974 .

A WAVE of phantom helicopters

- black with no identilying

markings were sighted in

areas of Bntain where UFOs

were reported in 1973-74.

They were probably rapid
deployment teams sent to

investigate UFOs, according (o
. Redfern

One such cvent happened at

8.30pm on January 23, 1974. A
| UFO crashed into Cader
' Bronwen, a 2,000t peak in the
Berwyn Mountains near
Corwen, North Wales.

One witness, Anne Williams,
said: “[ saw a bright lightin lh'e
sky It had a long. fiery tail
which went dim and then very
brilhant - like an elcctne fire
which keeps coming to lile

“ft was like an electric bulb n
shape, with rough edges. The
object fell behmd the hifls at the
back of my bungalow and the
earth shook ~

Off-duty pohce officer Gwilym
Owen was dnnking 1 The
Dudley Arms pub when there
was a roar, a bang and glasses
m the pub shook The sky was
Iit up over the mountams

Police stations as far away as
60 miles received phone calls
reporting the tremor.

At the Insutute Of Geologica!
Sciences 1n Edinburgh, the crash
measured four on the Richter

Scale. They told journalists that
a meieorite had come down on
Cader Bronwen.

Witness Ken Haughton saw a
“luminous sphere” 90 minutes
after the crash in the area. He
said the sphere was 400ft across
and travelling at a height of
about i5,000ft

Army personnel were quickly
dispatched to the scene.

The next day, 2 mountain
rescue leam went 10 1nvestigale.
while the RAF carried out a
photographuc survey of the area.
No trace of a craft or any
meteorite was found.

“One can only assume,” said
Redfeen, “thai unless the UFQ
exited on ity own vohiton, 1t was
removed by the Army ™

Yet another UFO was seen in
the zrea at 7 15pm that day

I believe 1 muay have been
searcdung for the remains of the
velncle whieh siruck the Bein i
mounltamns,” said Redfern

A UFO which was sighted over
the LakJe District wasn’{

saw this

just s of
the public — 10 police officers

sight too.

Shortly after midnight on
August 28, 1977, a targe object
described either as triangular
or diamond-shaped was seen
over the Windermere area of
Cumbria.

As officers reported seeing
the craft, colleagues along the
UFQ’s path also confirmed the
sighting. After 20 minutes, as
the ship hovered above the
A592 at Bowness, PC David
Wild spotted it al a height he
estimated to be 15001

ft evenlually vamished,
witnessed by two other officers,
at sea over Morecambe

The most detailed description
was given by John Platt. He
said. "1 was looking up into
what appeared lo be a giant
ocean-going catamaran with
twin hulls

“A farge structure at the front
supported what appeared to be
two giant fights. its surface was
a dull, shadowy, charcoal
colour

Antinijag
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CASE HISTORY No 5: Ipstones, Staffs, 1991

A WITNESS known only as
Mr M L was visiting frieads in
the Chumnet Valley, Staffs, on
July 19, 1991, when he saw an

object fall from the sky at .

nearby Ipstones.

The time was i0pm. M L
described the object as metallic
- like aluminium - 10ft long,
cigar-shaped and very bright. He
immediately contacied police.

“They searched the woodland.
A helicopter was used as well.
No object was located but an
area of newly-broken branches
was found which gave the

A SMALL twin-tailed aircraft
crash-landed on the runway at
RAF Boscombe Down, on
Salisbury Plain four miles from
Stonehenge, at about 11pm on
September 26, 1994.

Several aviati

“CASE HISTORY No 6: RAF Boscombe Down,

impression that something had
crashed through the trees from
above. The search was eventually
abandoned.

1994 ..

Twe days (ater, the wreck was
flown to a Caiifornia military

P

base. Although the craft was .

inifially believed to be a then-

secret US military plane known |

as TR-3A, one witness said

listening on airband radios
drove to the air base the next
day. They were stopped by
police at roadblocks.

Before being ushered away,
several enthusiasts saw a
disabled craft at the end of. the

hed craft was pletely
silent and was able to hover
vertically — abilities the TR-3A
didn’t possess.

A meath before the crash, a
lorry driver veported seeing a
UFQ over Salisbury. its
deseription matched that of
the hed craft.

runway

[CASE:HISTORY Na -7:

VILLAGERS in the Cotswolds
reported sceing a barrel-
shaped craft tall into an isolated:
tield on the evening of
Hallowe’en in 1994,

But they were tater told it was
a bale of straw.

villages of Church Lenich and
Norton. J

The strange object was
described by one witness Paul
Brooke as resembling a
40-galion drum.

Pofice sealed off the field and
people were warned to keep

BUS dniver Bob Fall was driving
the 123 bus from Walthamslow
to Tottenham when he had o
narrow escape with a UFO
fle wld o reporter I just
glanced e the shy and saw
something coming towards me
very. very fast, [t flew straight
actoss 1he road and. had | been
a few yards further, o would
have It the top deck of the bus
“There was g foud crash as 1
struck the bank of the River Lea
and a big splash mn the water,

Heputon Hill, Wilts; 1994

away. The object was loaded on
1o a Royal Navy torry and laken

Residents raised the matter

CASE HISTORY No 8: Easit London, 1964 .

The craft was at least 911 long,
cagar-shaped and silver ™

As soon as Fall reported the
wmadent, police arvived and
dredged the river - hut the obpect
hudd vanished

An MoD wing-commander
was appraised of the details of
Fall’s encounter — implying that
1heMob took his mitial report
senously

The Mol tikes avatlable now
are scant and Redfern behieves
the tull story 15 buried some-
where in Whitchall

with both the Fleet Air Arm and
the RAF, each of whom later
denied any knowledge of the
incident.

A police spokesman said:
“Qur investigations reveal it
was a bale of straw that was
on fre and which the fire

put out.

of thing faki
from sky are either hoaxes
or somebody has said
something and come to the
wrong R
Brooke replied: “What do the

police think — that we are alt
mad around here?” -

Pt
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He wrote: .“iThe. 1962
report is a rare example of
an_ alieged UFQ sighling

. being ftreated as a low-
flying incident and
investig - ”

- importabneoe -of 1 this lette

.acoording!y. B
Redtern said: “The

How they tried’
to hush it up -

AN alarming number of UFQs were
sighted around military bases in 1957.

One sighting at RAF West Freugh,
Wigtownshire, was published by
several newspapers.

A secret Air Ministry _report .
declassilied afier 30 years, reads: “It
is unforlunate that the Wigtownshire
radar incident fell into the hands ofy
the Press.

“We suggest that the Secretary of
State does not specilically refer to thesa<'
incidents as sightings on radar.”™

Six years later, after another baich
of sightings, the Air Ministry tried to
dampen speculation but they failed to
point out that many reports were by
RAF pilots and radar operators.

One of the most controversial
sightings took place 1n Belfast eight
years age The following is an extract
from a report in offictal Civil Aviation ]
Authority files about an incident on
November 11, 1989,

“UFO passed above aircraft at)
11.200ft and burst into a cascade ofy
lights. Heading due west. Proximity
of cloud intensified brightness of|
light. Sighting confirmed by another |
aireraft and tower ™ e

=nde
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11/11/97 CS(FinSec)l RAF RUDLOE MANOR: CORRESPONDENCE [ ]
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To: MIN(AF)REGISTRY
CC: SEC(AS)2A (2),Sec(HSF)1,AUS(H+O)—SPS,USofS/Mailbox,HQLCDepPA/COS +

Ref: 306
From: CS(FinSec)l Auth by:
Subject: RAF RUDLOE MANOR: CORRESPONDENCE FROM_

Text: Copies of letters referred to in paragraph 9 of the covering LM
will be sent by fax to outer offices of Min(AF) and USofsS only.

Priority: Urgent SEE PAGE Attachments [ 1]
Reply Request [ ] View Acknowledge [ ] Codes | ]




CONFIDENTIAL

LC/356805/3/4/F&S

5 Nov 97

PS/Min (AF) *

Copy to:

APS/USofS*

AUS (H&O) *

Hd Sec(AS)*

Hd Sec(HSF)*

PSO/AML* * By CHOTS
PSO/ROCSS*

RUDLOE MANOR: CORRESPONDENCE FROM —

ISSUE

1. The need to decide how to handle a persistent and unwelcome
correspondent about activities at RAF Rudloe Manor and its lodger

units.

RECOMMENDATION

2. That we draw a line under our readiness to co—operate with

him.
TIMING
3. Routine

DISCUSSION

4. We have for some time been in correspondence at official level
with Mr Matthew Williams, a 'UFO' researcher, who has an interest

in the role he believes RAF Rudloe Manor plays in this subject.

SIFMED, -

UNGLA:
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Mr Williams edits his own magazine (Truthseekers' Review), and has
appeared on TV in programmes about 'UFOs'. He believes that
Rudloe Manor is investigating 'UFO' sightings. He will not accept
the facts that prior to 1992 the Flying Complaints Flight, located
at Rudloe manor, acted simply as a collection point for 'UFO’
reports made to RAF stations (from whatever source, ie members of
the public or service personnel), and forwarded such reports to
the Department's focal point, Sec(AS8)2, for any further action
required. Since 1992, all RAF stations, including RAF Rudloe

Manor, forward reports direct.

5. _ has repeatedly asked to visit RAF Rudloe Manor and
has, both there and elsewhere, taken steps to enter military bases

by unauthorised means. He is currently threatening a media and
leaflet campaign alleging both that Rudloe Manor is keeping
information relevant to 'UFO' activity hidden, and that both it
and the MOD have been unhelpful and deceitful in responding to his
concerns. He also claims to have a number of people prepared, he

says, to break their signing of the Official Secrets Act and speak

about what really goes on at Rudloe Manor.

6. As Minister will know, RAF Rudloe Manor is an administrative
unit providing parenting support for a number of independent
organisations. These include Headquarters Provost and Security
Services (United Kingdom) (HQ P&SS UK), RAF Provost and Security
Services (Western Region), the RAF element of the Defence Vetting
Agency, Controller Defence Communications Network and Headquarters
Defence Telecommunications Services, and a detachment of No
1001SU, responsible for military satellite communications
services, all located at Rudloe Manor, together with RAF units
based at nearby Colerne. The Flying Complaints Flight, which is
tasked by Sec(AS) to investigate whether there have been
infringements by RAF personnel of flying regulations is, as I have
said, also located at RAF Rudloe Manor. All this is a matter of

public knowledge and has already been explained to _

7. The Station is also responsible for the care and essential
maintenance of a dormant underground facility located beneath the

domestic site at Rudloe Manor. Detailed knowledge of the

UNGWASSIRIED
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facilities is, howéver; stricﬁly limited. The merest hint of
additional facilities, in the miles of mostly disused tunnels in

the area, can give rise to the sort of speculation demonstrated by

_. Should Minister require further information, this

can be provided separately by_ (no relation),

Sec(HSF)1.

8. Despite all our assurances to the contrary, —
remains convinced that RAF Rudloe Manor has something sinister to
hide from the public. One option to disabuse him of this
misconception is to accede to his demands, and arrange a tour of
the tunnel complex, probably as part of a group of journalists
from the local press. Such visits have been arranged previously,
for example for representatives of the local authorities. But,
for the reasons outlined above,_ would not be allowed
free access to areas of operational security or egpecial
sensitivity something which could reinforce his conviction that
"UFO' activity is being concealed. However, there is every reason
to believe, from his general attitude and views, that such a visit

would only provide fuel for further guestions.

9. Special Branch have taken an interest in _ They do
not believe that he poses a specific threat to security, but they

are alert to the risk that others may seek to use him as a conduit

for their own activities. Special Branch have had vigibility of
— correspondence with this Command, and recently asked

that we do not formally cease our dialogue with him, so that they
can continue to monitor his plans and thinking through his
letters. This correspondence, nonetheless, takes up an appreciable
amount of official time, and I believe we have now reached the
stage where replies simply restate the facts already provided. I
further believe that his requests for a visit to the station

should be refused. Copies of_ most recent letters,

which have been acknowledged, and our proposed reply are attached.

10. The issue might attract attention, depending on Mr Williams'

success in stirring up interest in his eccentric views. He

reqularly places articles and copies of letters on the Internet.
EEEEEEE 1ives in Wales, and he may write to or secure the

i




UNGLASSIGIED

interest of his local MP (Mr Allan Rogers, (Rhondda)). The
constituency MP for Rudloe Manor is James Gray (Wiltshire North),
who might also be encouraged to take an interest. Should either MP
become involved we would, of course, be content to offer them a
visit to Rudloe Manor to see the underground complex for
themselves (Mr Gray has visited the Officers' Mess, but has not
had a tour of the Station).

11. I would be grateful to know that the Minister is content to

proceed in this way.

{CHOTS SIGNED]

Cmd Sec HQLC

riso (S
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DRAFT

Mid Glamorgan
South Wales

Thank you for your two most recent letters, following mine of 30
September. I can confirm that the Station magazine Hexagon is no
longer in print, and indeed ceased production some years ago. The

current in house journal is called Manor News.

As has already been explained by me, and by my colleagues at
Secretariat (Air Staff) in London, there is no unit based at RAF
Rudloe Manor (or any other MOD establishment) specialising in
investigations into 'UFO'/flying saucers oI extraterrestrial life.

I am sorry to note from your most recent, undated, letter that you
have a number of people who, you indicate, are prepared to break

their signature of the Official Secrets Act. You will not expect
me to condone this, nor your apparent role in encouraging them to

do so. What you say in any leaflets you distribute is of course a

matter for you.

The facts about activities at RAF Rudloe Manor were set out in my
letter of 4 June. Where the activities involve sensitive or
operational matters, you will not expect me to go into detail,
although I can, again, assure you that there is nothing relating
to 'UFOs'. That there are underground facilities at Rudloe Manor

I have acknowledged, and have also indicated to you that they are

1

3
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UNGlARMIEIED
now almost entirely unused. |

In the circumstances I am afraid we see no point in inviting you

to visit the Station.
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covez INGEASSIFIED

LOOSE MINUTE
D/Sec(AS)/64/1

10 Nov 97

cs(rinsec)1) - noLc - NI

RUDLOE MANOR: CORRESPONDENCE FROM_

Reference:
A. LC/356805/3/4/F&S dated 5 Nov 97.

1. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed

submission to Min(AF) about sent under cover
of Ref A. |[ESISNEMand T have both read and discussed the

submission.

2. We agree with your overall proposed line and have a few
suggestions to offer. APS/USofS should have sight of the
submission as USofS is the Minister responsible for "UFO"-related

issues. We have inserted at para 4 a few lines to explain whym@

H is obsessed with "UFOs" and RAF Rudloe Manor. We also
ave a few suggested textual amendments to offer which have for

ease been made in bold type.

3. I hope this is helpful and I am happy to discuss further with
you if required.

[original signed]

!!!!!!!!!!IIIIIIII
MB8245m
CHOTS: SEC(AS)2A (2)

Enc .
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1.C/356805/3/4 /F&S

5 Nov 97

PS/Min (AF) *
Copy to:

APS/USofS*

Hd Sec(AS)*

Hd Sec(HSF)*

PSO/AML* * By CHOTS
PSO/AOCSS*

RUDLOE MANOR; CORRESPONDENCE FROM _

ISSUE

1. The need to decide how to handle a persistent and unwelcome
correspondent about activities at RAF Rudloe Manor and its lodger

units.

RECOMMENDATION

2. That we draw a line under our readiness to co—operate with

him.
TIMING

3. Routine




UNGLASSIEIED

DISCUSSION

4. We have for some time been in correspondence at official level

with_ a "UFO" researcher, and the role he
pelieves RAF Rudloe Manor plays in this subject. SRR
edits his own magazine (Truthseekers'’ Review), and has appeared on

TV in programmes about "UFOs". He believes that Rudloe Manor is
involved in investigating "UFO" sightings. He will not accept the
facts that prior to 1992 the Flying Complaints Flight, which is
located there, acted simply as a collection point for "UFO"
reports made to RAF stations (from whatever source, i.e. members
of the public or service personnel) and forwarded such reports to
the Department's focal point, Sec(AS)2, for any further action
required. Since 1992, all RAF stations, including RAF Rudloe

Manor, forward reports direct.

5. ! has repeatedly asked to visit RAF Rudloe Manor and
has, both there and elsewhere, taken steps to enter military bases
by unauthorised means. He is currently threatening a media and
leaflet campaign alleging both that Rudloe Manor is keeping
information relevant to "UFO" activity hidden, and that both it
and the MOD have been unhelpful and deceitful in responding to his
concerns. He also claims to have a number of people prepared, he
says, to break their signing of the Official Secrets Act and speak

about what really goes on at Rudloe Manor.

6. As Minister will know, RAF Rudloe Manor is an administrative
unit providing parenting support for a number of independent
organisations. These include Headquarters Provost and Security
Services (United Kingdom) (HQ P&SS UK), RAF Provost and Security
Services (Western Region), the RAF element of the Defence Vetting

Agency, Controller Defence Communications Network and Headquarters




Defence Telecommunications Services, all located at Rudloe Manor,
together with RAF units based at nearby Colerne. The Flying
Complaints Flight, which is tasked by Sec(AS) to investigate
whether there have been infringements by RAF personnel of low
flying regulations is, as I have said, also located at Rudloe
Manor. All this is a matter of public knowledge and has already

been explained to _

7. The Station is also responsible, on behalf of the Cabinet
Office, for the care and essential maintenance of a dormant
underground facility located beneath the domestic site at Rudloe
Manor. The existence and possible use of this facility is
considered sufficiently sensitive that knowledge of it is strictly
limited; regrettably however, the merest hint of any underground
accommodation, in the miles of mostly disused tunnels in the area,
which MOD is not prepared to explain and expose to public view,
can give rise to the sort of speculation demonstrated by -OEA@

8. Despite all our assurances to the contrary, _
remains convinced that RAF Rudloe Manor has something sinister to
hide from the public. One option to disabuse him of this
misconception is to accede to his demands, and arrange a tour of

the tunnel complex, probably as part of a group of journalists
from the local press. Such visits have been arranged previously,

for example for representatives of the local authorities. But,

for the reasons outlined above, _ would not be allowed
free access to areas of operational security or especial

sensitivity, something which could reinforce his conviction that
"UFO" activity is being concealed. However, there is every reason

to believe from his general attitude and views that such a visit

would only provide fuel for further questions.

UNGLASSIE
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9. Special Branch have taken an interest in _ They do
not believe that he poses a specific threat to security, but they

are alert to the risk that others may seek to use him as a conduit
for their own activities. Special Branch have had visibility of
— correspondence with this Command, and recently asked
that we do not formally cease our dialogue with him, so that they
can continue to monitor his plans and thinking through his
letters. Dealing with this correspondence does, however, take up
an appreciable amount of official time and I believe that we
should have now reached the stage where replies simply restate the
facts already provided. I further believe that his requests to

visit Rudloe Manor should be refused. (Copies of_

most recent letters, which have been acknowledged and our proposed

reply are attached.)

10. Depending on_ success in stirring up interest in
his eccentric views, the issue might attract media attention,

since he regularly places articles and copies of letters on the

Internet. [N 1ives in Wales, and may lobby his local MP
(Mr Allan Rogers, (Rhondda)) or the constituency MP for Rudloe

Manor, James Gray (Wiltshire North). Should either MP become
involved we would, of course, be content to offer them a visit to
Rudloe Manor to see the underground complex for themselves (Mr
Gray has visited the Officers' Mess, but has not had a tour of the

Station).

11. I would be grateful to know that the Minister is content to

proceed in this way.

Cmd Sec HQLC
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DRAFT

Mid Glamorgan
South Wales

Thank you for your two most recent letters, following mine of 30
September. I can confirm that the Station magazine Hexagon 1s no
longer in print, and indeed ceased production some years ago. The

current in house journal is called Manor News.

As has already been explained by me, and by my colleagues at
Secretariat (Air Staff) in London, there is no unit based at RAF
Rudloe Manor (or any other MOD establishment) specialising in
investigations into "UFQ"/flying saucers or extraterrestrial life.

I am sorry to note from your most recent, undated, letter that you
have a number of people who, you indicate, are prepared to break
their signature of the Official Secrets Act. You will not expect
me to condone this, nor your apparent role in encouraging them to

do so. What you say in any leaflets you distribute is, of course,

a matter for you.
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The facts about activities at RAF Rudloe Manor were set out in my
letter of 4 June. Where the activities involve sensitive, or
operational matters, you will not expect me to go into detail
although I can, again, assure you that there is nothing relating
to "UFOs". That there are underground facilities at Rudloe Manor

I have acknowledged, and have also indicated to you that they are

now almost entirely unused.

In the circumstances, I am afraid we see no point in inviting you

to visit the Station.
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COM SEC PTC/253/97
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CE/PMA
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Copy to
PSO/COS/AMP
DLS(RAF)

.Eon 40

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION
Reference: DOMD/2/3/4 of 27 October 1997

1. I attach for your information a copy of the minute at reference which reports on
progress on the Government’s proposals for a Freedom of Information Act. You will
note that public sector personnel records are expected to be excluded from the
provision of the Act. As is the case now the “harm™ test will include national security,
commercial confidentiality and policy advice. The test will, however, be more
stringent.

2. 1 do not believe there are any issues we need to raise at this stage but I should be
happy to co-ordinate a PTC response. There is no deadiine set on the attached minute

but if I have not heard from you by say the end of November I shall assume there is
nothing you wish to raise at this stage.
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DOMD/2/3/4 ..7i997
C P aND |
27 Oct 97 Co YRR ISy

CS/CINCFLEET }\ .

AUS(ES)
CS/AUS(NP)
CS/HQLAND
AUS(Q)
CS/AG
CS/HQNI

CS/RAFSTC
CSRAFLC
CS/RAEPFE~ o7 St

DERA/CS
Secretary Met Office/Director

Hydrographic Office - Senior Executive ¢

(W)

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION

1. I thought that you might find it helpful to know what is t{appening abc;ut the
Government’s proposals for a Freedom of Information Act. At the same time it would

be useful to hear of any issues that might be of particular concern to you (and the

Trading Funds in particular) in this context - perhaps queries that have arisen in the

course of dealing with the existing Code of Practice on Access to Government 2) \\
Information. ' 2he

Background

2. It was originally the Government’s intention to publish 2 White Paper on
Freedom of Information before this year’s Summer recess. At the first meeting of the
Ministerial sub-Committee on 10 Jul, however, Ministers decided that they needed to
consider in more depth the issues and implications arising from Freedun: of
Information legislation. The publication of the White Paper was therefore postponed
until towards the end of the year. The Cabinet Office Freedom of Information Unit was
tasked to produce papers, first on the principal policy issues and to describe the foreign
experience of FOL, and subsequently on specific topics such as the disciosure and
protection of information under an FOI Act, a review and appeals mechanism etc. To
date there have been three meetings of the Ministerial Committee, with the fourth this
week, and these have been shadowed by official-level meetings which DOMD attends.

3. It is clear that the Government intends the Act to go beyond the terms of the
existing Code, quite apart from the enhanced status of primary legislation over a non-
statutory document. The option of simply translating the Code into statutory form has
therefore been rejected. Interestingly, in surveying overseas’ experience of FOI, it has
become apparent that the UK is in a unique position as no other country has
introduced a statutory FOI regime onto a system already working to a non-statutory
regime. The Act will of course cover Agencies, including Trading Funds.

i :C
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4. The key issue for is the balance between disclosure and the need to

protect information. The papers discussed to date propose that there should be a
general right of access to information which would then be circumscribed in three
ways:

a. Exclusions. Certain institutions or bodies or the information originating from
them would be ruled outside the scope of the legislation;

b. Qualifying criteria for requests. Requests for information must be

“reasonable” (eg not requiring excessive effort and expense),

¢. Exemptions. Certain information, though prima facie covered by the Act, is
- decreed to be exempt from disclosure.

In fact, this is how the current Code operates. It has a very narrow band of exclusions
(eg the Security and Intelligence agencies) and allows Departments to charge for, or
refuse to answer, complicated or unreasonable requests. With regard to exemptions
under the Code, Departments may refuse to supply information that they deem falls
within one or more of 15 categories, such as information whose disclosure would harm
national security or defence. Some of these categories do, however, have a rider that a
“harm test” should be applied and consideration should be given as to whether the
harm arising from disclosure is outweighed by the public interest in making information
available.

S. Exclusions are likely to include the Security and Intelligence Agencies and
information produced by and relating to them, and a very few other categories such as
public sector personnel records. Recognising the need to protect information about the
Special Forces, we are also pressing for their exclusion. Exemptions will probably be
drawn more narrowly (although still including, for example, national security,
commercial confidentiality and policy advice) but the “harm test” will be more
stringent and it has been accepted that the potential impact will need very careful
analysis. It has been acknowledged that the FOI Act must be compatible with the
Official Secrets Act as well as legal obligations arising from contracts. Finally, there is
likely to be provision for a public interest override to ensure that sensitive information
could still be withheld even where it was deemed that disclosure would not cause
substantial damage to a specified interest.

5. There is still a long way to go before the detailed shape of the FOI Act
becomes clear. The intention is to publish the White Paper in early December and this
will be followed by a draft Bill in the Spring, both subject to consultation, prior to an
Act being laid before Parliament, probably late next year. If, therefore, you have any
particular concerns that you believe may not be picked up by our consultations with
the Centre of the Department, please let me know. Iﬁ on the other hand, you have any
queries about the operation of the existing Code, which are not sansﬁed b
guidance published in DCI GEN 48/97, then I or 4, on E 40]
be able to help.
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CONFIDENTIAL

COVERING CONFIDENTIAL
LC/356805/3/4/F&S

5 Nov 97

Hd Sec(HSF)*
Hd Sec(AS)*
PSO/ROCSS*
Copy to:

PSO/AML* * by CHOTS

MATTHEW WILLIAMS: TRUTHSEEKERS REVIEW

1. Attached is a draft note which we propose to send to Minister
about Matthew Williams. The copy of William's latest letter to me
is being sent separately by fax to MB addressees.

2. I would appreciate any comments or amendments you may have by
1200hrs, Monday 10 November.

[signed]

J E MANSFIELD
CS(FinSec)1
F160 6985BRA

5 N
Ta_ ol d
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LC/356805/3/4/F&S

5 Nov 97

PS/Min (AF) * L

Copy to:
. /(ﬁ

Hd Sec(AS)*

Hd Sec(HSF)*

PSO/AML* * By CHOTS
PSO/AOCSS*

RUDLOE MANOR: CORRESPONDENCE FROM MR MATTHEW WILLIAMS

ISSUE

1. The need to decide how to handle a persistent and unwelcome

correspondent about activities at RAF Rudloe Manor and its lodger

units.
RECOMMENDATION

>, That we draw a line under our readiness to co-operate with

him.
TIMING
3. Routine

DISCUSSION

4, We have for some time been in coggequgdence\at j]official

=g [ RN Yol N
level WLth/a/Mr Matthew Williams, who-has-arn- interest-in' ‘vroM TC
research, and the role he pelieves RAF Rudloe Manor plays in this.

Mr Williams edits his own magazine (Truthseekers' Review), and has

Sl
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NKappeared on TV in programmes about UFOs. PR [ S

5. Mr Williams has repeatedly asked to visit RAF Rudloe Manor and
has, both there and elsewhere, taken steps to enter military bases
by unauthorised means. He is currently threatening a media and
leaflet campaign alleglng both that Rudloe Manor is keeping
information relevant to UFO aCthlty hidden, and that both it and
the MOD have been unhelpful and deceitful in responding to his 2,
concerns. He also claims to have a number of people prepared, as
ﬁétidts it, to break their signing of the official Secrets Act and
speak about what really goes on at Rudloe Manor.

\\\U L
6. As\yeu will know, RAF Rudloe Manor is an administrative unit
prov1d1ng parenting support for a number of independent
organisations. These include Headquarters Provost and Security
Services (United Kingdom) (HQ P&SS UK), RAF Provost and Security
Services (Western Region), the RAF element of the Defence Vetting
Agency, Controller Defence Communications Network and Headquarters
Defence Telecommunications Services, all located at Rudloe Manor,
together with RAF units based at nearby Colerne. The station—atso
includes a Flying Complaints Flight, which is tasked by Sec(AS) to
1quitlgate whether there havejgg§nj1nfrlngements by RAF persqﬁgell
>C of‘flylng regulatlons Th%s much is a matter of publlc knowledge

and it has already been explained to Mr Williams.

Lien oy

7. The Station is also responsible, on behalf of the Cabinet
Office, for the care and essential maintenance of a dormant
underground facility located beneath the domestic site at Rudloe
Manor. The existence and possible use of this facility is
considered sufficiently sensitive that knowledge of it is strictly
limited; regrettably however, the merest hint of any underground
accommodation, in the miles of mostly disused tunnels in the area,
which MOD is not prepared to explain and expose to public view,

can give rise to the sort of speculation demonstrated by Mr

Williams.

8. Despite all our assurances to the contrary, Mr Williams
remains convinced that RAF Rudloe Manor has something sinister to
hide from the public. One option to disabuse him of this
misconception is to actede to his demands, and arrange a tour of

[ T !
N N PN
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the tunnel complex, probably as part of a group of journalists

from the local press. Such visits have been arranged previously,

for example for representatives of the local authorities. But/forif‘
reasons outlined above, Mr Williams would not be allowed free

access to areas of operational security or especial sens1t1v1tyJﬁW%dM§

'and this could relnforce his conviction thatjthefe‘ls indeed UFO "

e Lp o by a CARFO T

activity we are conceallng from him. Nor is there is any reason
( [EX¢

to believe from his general attitude and views that(a visit would

e WAy
do . any more than provide fuel for further questions.

9. Special Branch have also taken an interest in Mr Williams.
They do not believe that he poses a specific threat to security,
but they are alert to the risk that others may seek to use him as
a conduit for their own activities. Special Branch have had
visibility of Mr Williams' correspondence wrtncthis Command, and
recently asked that we do not formally cease| (dialogue with him, so
that they can continue to monitor hls plans and thinking through
his correspondence with officials. ,Thls correspondence F\W” OEINES
nenetheless, takes up an apprecrable amount of official tlme, and
I believe, we shggzd ﬁé&k¥e§£}1c¥ Bﬁr”iéégbﬁgééféa hlmAessentlally
to -the- repetltlon of polntsxalread&ﬂffde* and.pot.meet -his o

Vo femtrlrg st e =S ir; (R ITa R R

requests for afv151t to ‘the- é atlen\ R,ﬁttach a- €opy of Mr
..‘-{ PN AN B Al b B0
Williams' most recent letters (he has recelved holdlng replles to

=-’*'f\lk Y AEARE IS
. .

befk) and our proposed reply: xk};mniﬂhruppé

J

\hh‘\(zl

10. Tﬁe issue might attract attentlon>.ﬁbpend1ng on Mr Williams'
success 1in stirring up 1nterest in his eccentric v1ews&jﬁﬁ§
regularly places articles and copies o%(iet%ers on the Internet.
Mr Williams lives in Wales,; and he may write-te- or secure the
interest- of his local MP (Mr Allan Rogers, (Rhondda))4 The
constituency MP for Rudloe Manor ig James Gray (Wlltshlre North),
who-might alsowbe"encouraged.tontake .an -interest. Should either MP
become involvedg we would of course be content to offer them a
visit to Rudloe Manor to see the underground complex for

themselves (Mr Gray has visited the Officers' Mess, but has not

had a tour of the Station).

Loen

11. 1 would be grateful to know that the Minister is content wieh

t.h.is llnefl\ 32y g (\ \:_p\ L ok ,“«} T ,f‘\‘
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DRAFT

Mr wWwilliams
Truthseekers Review

25 Upper Canning Street
Mid Glamorgan

South Wales

CF41 7HG

Thank you for your two most recent letters, following mine of 30
September. I can confirm that the Station magazine Hexagon is no
longer in print, and indeed ceased production some years ago. The

current in house journal is called Manor News.

[

NKQQ N
As haswbeen explalned to you previeusly, by me, and by my

colleagues at Secretariat (Air Staff) in London, I-e€an- .confirm
once—~again that there is no unit based at RAF Rudloe Manor (or any
other MOD establlshment) specialising in investigations into UFO/
flying saucers or extraterrestrial life.

\ O 5&N¢ﬂ> kﬁn AONEL U I

As _to your most recent, undated, letter —I-am-serry that you have
a number of people who, you indicate, are prepared to break their
signature of the Official Secrets Act. You will not expect me to
condone this,llor your apparent role in encouraging them to do so.
what you say in any leaflets you distribute isjof Course)a matter

for you.

( ¥4‘3\ —%/’"(‘\
The facts about what~goes on at RAF Rudloe Manor were set out in

my letter of 4 June. Where the activities involve sensitiveyor

operational matgﬁgs, you w}l% not expect me to go into detai\
! St f ol
although I can, agssure youk%here is nothing that relates to UFOS.

/1

That there are underground fa0111t1esJI have Cknowledged, and

vt Py

“ %aTn] S

' CONFIDENTIAL !’



CONFIDENTIAL

have also indicated to you that they are now almost entirely
unused.

we see no point in inviting

s ’)“'
I am afraid that in the circumstances

J

you to visit the Station. .o

e . L -
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From: Secretariat {Air Staff) 2a1

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial) O‘
(Switchboard) 01717180000 '
(Fax)

Headquarters Logistics Command Your reference
CS(FinSec)1
Qur reference

' D/Sec(AS)/64/1
o0 5785 o0
30 October 1997

= by fax ==

"VDear

ENQUIRY FROM MATTHEW WILLIAMS: RAF RUDLOE OR

1. Thank you for faxing through a copy of - latest

missive about Rudloe Manor.

2. As discussed I have the following lines to offer in respect
of the "UFO" aspects of his letter.

“Finally, as has been explained to you previously, I can
confirm once again that there is no unit based at RAF Rudloe
Manor (or any other MOD establishment) specialising in
investigations into "UFO/flying saucers" or extraterrestrial
life."

3. Although we have discussed this on the phone, I thought it
might be helpful if I were to set out our policy with respect to
requests for MOD to give media interviews on "UFOs" It is a
matter of policy that we do not give media 1nterv1ews on the
subject of "UFO/flying saucer" matters and extraterrestrial
lifeforms for the following reasons:

(a) the wider interests/beliefs of the "UFO" fraternity are
outside the MOD's remit

(b) To accede to one would leave us unable to refuse any of
the large volume of requests we receive from newspapers,
magazines, radio shows etc and would unnecessarily tie up
resources on non-MOD business.

4. Instead we offer to provide a written statement via the Press
Office along the attached lines.




MINISTRY OF DEFENCE INTEREST IN "UFO" SIGHTINGS

The Ministry of Defence has no interest or role with respect to
"UFO/flying saucer" matters, or to the question of the existence
or otherwise of extraterrestrial lifeforms about which it remains
open-minded. To date, however, the MOD is unaware of any evidence
which proves that these phenomena exist.

The MOD examines any reports of "UFO" sightings received solely to
establish whether what was seen might have some defence
significance; namely, whether there is any evidence that the UK
Air Defence Region might have been compromised by hostile or
unauthorized foreign military activity.

The reports are examined, with the assistance of the Department's
air defence experts as required. Unless there is evidence of a
potential military threat, and to date no "UFO" sighting has
revealed such evidence, the MOD does not attempt to identify the
precise nature of each report. The MOD believes that down to
earth explanations could be found for these reports, such as
aircraft lights or natural phenomena, if resources were diverted
for this purpose but it would be an inappropriate use of defence
resources to provide this kind of aerial identification service.
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10! Flylng 0!!1&:_120‘ No of pages: ©
_RAF Rudloe Manor —

Date: 37.10.95

Dosz rlyang'awim!jngo“

I write on behalf of Marshall Cavendish Publishers and fucthoer to our
convorsstion. llere follows the srticle which will uppear in issue

31 of cur magazine ‘The XPector' and ! should be grateful fox '
your help with ome of the picrures needed.

- We wouwld like to includs m colour photo of RAP Rudloe Mamor and if the
text is sgreeable, would ydu please sand me & colowr PriRC or .-mde.

-

Pleass post the picturs to me at;
¥ igh Ltd

40

‘tcl ‘
I look forwerd ro hemring £rom you ggd thank you for any help you o=

give me. The pievure 18 necded by ber 8o pledsa send it: by
first class mail.
ANore 3 Aot .
Yours sincerely,
R -+ e
Section 40 | e T T
’ f-'l»f‘m Arnttodd o At

Aes  olomed bl

2efo -
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RACY OR INDIF ?

-d%u tha Brirish Govgrament's policy and knowiedge in
relation to UFOs, and exarmines the evidence for u cover-up. :
i ‘

On S November 1990 a squadroa §f Rayal Air Force Tornado jets wero
flying over the Nosth Sea, oa their way back fo their base, Suddealy, and
to the amazement of all the experigaced pilots, their sircraft were ;
overtaken ax high speed by a UFQ, None of these ained observers ware
able to identify the craft thar mads our most Spphisticated aircraft look
obsolete by comparisan, and 2 repixt of this encouner was sent by signsl
w the Ministry of Defence. What ad aéxt? Were the pilots visited
by ancnymous intelligence officers, threatened with the Official Secrets
Act and warned 10 keep quiet abou} their sighting? Or is the truth of the
matter somewhat different? & :

Many ufologists are obsesseg with the idea that elemants of the
British Government are involved inla conspiracy of silsoce abouwt UFOs,
and are actively suppressing the tnith sbout this phenomencn. Such claims

SRPLENIL TR I
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have persisted for years, but are taken op faith rather than evidence.

As is often the case when examineq such allegations critically, the real - S

situatien is not quite as pecple supgivss,  : ' B
As far 25 We know, the earliest official British involvéaent i the

UFO mystery was an inteliigence study carried out in 1951, This study ¥,

was mestioned In 8 9 Angust 1952 jetter from the Air Ministry to the then e

Frime Miister, Winston Churchill, who had ssked for a report on UFOs. ¥

-~,

SRR IR P By TR - ANy

The study cancluded thatall UFOs tould be explained in conventional
tevms, and was cleasly based heavily on the dgta that had been amassed by
the United States Air Force, who had been copducting their own offieial:
studies since 1947, under the Project names Sign, Grudge and Blue Back.
Fdward Y Ruppelt headed Project Grudge and then Blue Book from 1951
to 1953, He mads reference fo British interest in UFOs.in his 1956 book,
Tha Report on Unidentified Flying Objects. He t01d-of 3 visit by two RAF
intelligence officers who arived at Blue Book headquarters with gix shests
of questions. The answers they took back clearly influenced the reply
given to Winstop Churehill, and indged the intalligence stady refesred 1o
may have been based in part or in whole uponithis data.

What lay behind the Britist ipterest in UFOs was actually copcern
that some of tham rhight be an unknpwn type of Soviet aircraft testing the
air dafeaces of the United Kingdera, The Celd War was serious business,
and the Al Ministry was more congerned with Russians than Martians,
There Was no corporats interest of Relief in UROs as extratervestrial evak.
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It was simply the standard military philosopby that you nced to keep a .
watehful eyie on your airtpace, snd'ensurs thig, © the best of yous ability,
you gre able 1o identify any craf operating within your air defeace region.

Governmant, the civil service and the military are oaturally
conservative organisations, and this mindset made it difficult for the
Establishinent to respoad in apy meanisgful way 0 emerging speculation
from ufologists, soms of whotn wefe arguing that UFOS were
extrarersestrial ip origin. Natwally:censervative desk officers found such
speculation difficult, and tended to7igacre anything they couldn't explain.
To illustrase this point it is interesting to oots that the aforementioned Air
Ministyy Jetser to Winston Churchill failed to even make meation of Foo
Fighters - strange balls of light that had beim seen by Allied and Axds
pilots during the Second Wotld\:g-‘ Had Churchill been deliberately kept
in the dark, or was the omdssicn indicative of nothing moze siister than:
the closed minded artituda of the Alr Minismy?

<1 Algter dated 24 Juns 1965 bave a further insight into the true
aftiteds of the Buitish Government., In a reply ® the US Department of the
Air Foroe the Minisgy of Defence ¢xplained that their policy was™ ... w0
play down the subject of UFOs and to aveid aitaching undue attegtion or
publicity 10 it™. The whole tona of the letter betrayed the fact that the
Ministry cleatly regarded the subject as 2 wagte of time.

Files now available for viewing at the Public Record Office in Kew
shed further light on the British Goyerament's policy and opinioas ea
UFOQs. On the one hand, it is cleer that there have besn some quite
extraordinary UFO incidents in British aisspade. The flos detail numesous
incidents where UFOs were seen by military witnesses and detected on
rodar, They 1l of sevenal incidents whore RAF jets were scrambled i
unsuocesaful aftempts to intercept UFOs. The Ministry bave
scknowledged for decades that UFQ reports such as these defy
explanation. Some 10% of sightings remain unéxplained, even after 8
rigorous investigation. The problegs is tha these sams files -soms of
which wete previously classified Secres - swongly suggest that no Suther:
action is taken once an investigatiop hag been corpleted. This applies
even 1o cases of attempted interception. All this points to an astitude of
indifference or incompetence, as opposed 10 anything moré sipistes- -

Of conrse, tha Ministry {5 in B no-win situstion, end die-haed
conspiracy theorists will always interprec the facts in ways that support |
their own Viewpoint, 1o this way, gatirely innoceat eveins are twisted inio
somethiog thas s Ja with what scoms tO be an almost psychelogical need
ts believe in a cover-up: UFO documents withheld under the standard
thisty year rule that applics to alt Gpvermnent papers axe=desc_ﬁb.d|s
being “suppressed™; the media’s refusal to Bive airtine 10 VArious rackpot

4
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UFOstvricsismibmdtoﬁeusebfaD-Noﬁoe.mdAirmwy
oﬁcmswhommgowbypﬁd_&eomﬁwwimumvﬁusm,_
hmmoﬁcﬁﬁnﬁmwwwtpﬁmhﬂyhmesﬁnzmum
parzayed as sinister Men in Black!, o

Bml«mmmwmemwmmmmomwg
What happened to the report submifted by the'pilots whose Tornado faac |
jets were casually overtaken by a UFO? The answer is that the sigaal was
simply placed cn Sle ib SecsetariatfAir Siaf2a - the MoD division |
charged with investigating UFO reports. . Object unexplaiged - case
alosed, This lack of follow-up actien was exactly what happened in the
aftoriuath of the Rendlesham Farsst UFO ineident in December 1980. L2
CdChaﬂuHﬂtwbuﬁm#ammﬂprmWUFOwﬁw i
pear the two military basos of RAF Bentwatets and RAF Woodbridge.
The repors (dated 13 Jasuary 1981) wid of bow shnormally high radiation
readmswmukm&omuiumuamﬂ.memlﬁemOmmw
land. The Ministry of Defence nmwunhnwledsed Hait's :
memorandum| 3 :

The official Ministry of Deffnce policy oa UFO sightings is to
axamim:bmforwidmofmy!hmt.mﬂpwmmm;tm
clear that if such examinations oseit oF all, ey are cursory affairs, caniéd
out with extreme zeluctance. M y ufologisty believs the Miniswy of |
Defence should be taken 1o task fa¥ its stanee op the subject, but !
increasingly, the complaint is not ane of conspiracy. Some ufologists axe
mmdmwwmwwsmmmmmmbomm :
littls. A coves-up would be deplozable, they say, but havirg your head i
thesandbmuuoftheiy\wce?rpejudludaw'oﬂciﬂsisfar :

worse, i
EXCILASIVE WITNESS _ :

Nick Redfern ! ! |
In his book 4 Coverr Agenda, Nick Redfermsets ou his case for a UFQ

coverup. The X-Factor asked hve what evidence be had 1o support thig
$m§: : : :
“Ope example is the involvement of the Provost and Security Services.;

nemmormwmwmaww;mhmp
i WW.MIWM|I962 documeat in & file a2 the Public

N b
Recerd Offica that proved otherwise. This was subsequently eonﬂmad 73

me in & letter from Group Capm Rose at RAF Rudioe Manos,”

.v\‘ N
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Butwhy cover auy of hisup? | : : L
“T think the Mipistry knows somethihg very stzange is going on, bur i
ddesn’t have the snswers. They don't want oappear foolish o
villnerable, so I think it’s probably ths case that they are.coveringup a | i

simaation where, frankly, they are posveriess.” | o £

- P 4

CASENOTES P ¥
How 10 Reporta UFO P i
L

The Ministry of Defence has produced.a form on which people should |
redord the details of their sighting. The information requasted inchudes the
date, ime and location of the encoupter, togethier with 2 description of the
cbject, and observations about the weteorologieal conditions at the time of
the incident, These forms should ba hsld by every RAF base, police |
station and oivil aisport in the countsy, as thess aré the sors of places that
seceive UFO reports from tho public, :
The completed forms are theg sent 10 Seoretariax(Air Staffjdaat
Ministy of Defence Main Building jo Whitchall. They should tvestigaze
each sighting, in the first instance by trying to Gomelate it with aircraft
agtivity, astronomical eveats or othqt eon\fmﬁ'gnal _objcu,gs or ppgnomg.
Sac(AS)2a are assisied in these iovistizaticns py.speciahst divisions who
offer balp snd advice on matters sach a8 radar gvidence or satallite
activity. Out of the.several hundrediraports received each yeas, 95% can
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be explained, .y }
. i i
. * *
E}!QEEGE ’_
1

Accessiog The Informatioa

Theve are several ways that pecple can get hold of official information
about UFOs. The simplest way i2 th write 10 $ec(AS)"a st the MoD, end
pus your questions to them. A genesal enquizy abour UFOs will elicita
staadard reply, but under rules about Open Government specifie questions
should receive speciBic answers, whiess the information is available.

" Another option is to pay a-vigit to the Pyblic Record Office at Kew.
Under the Public Record Acts files where the most receat paper is more
than thirty years old are opcacd o the public. There ars cuwrreatly wound 8
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dozen UFO fles which can be inspected, and these detail some interesting
sightings from the Fiftics and Sixties. They also give an invaluable insight Y
into the way in which these cases wers handled af the time. 2
’ Semp ufblogists sre forging links with thair local Members of o
Parlizment, spd asking them to table formal, written Parliamentary i1
Questions sbout UFOs. There haye been over thirty such questions tabled W
in the Inst your or 50, xad MPs do seem o be becoming increasingly aware #.
of the serious defenice and nationaf security ixsuas at stake. a;*

The final piece in the puzzlq may be provided by the introduction of ¥
a Freedom of Information Act. The Government has @ commitment to el
Inveduce this legislation, sad altiugh this will take at least two years, it &7
should mean ths the public can gain access 1o wuch more VPO i
information than is currently the c3se. : %
¥
Conspiracy theorists ars obsessed with the ides that a number of military :%;’
insiallations in the United kingdeoy are involved in secrer UFO research. o
The base most frequently associated with such storfes is RAF Rudloe ‘_‘
Manor in Wiltshire. This was first drawn 10 the attention of nfologists in ,
Timothy Geod's book Above. Top Secrer, which explained how he was ¢
picked up by the MoD palice whilgt walking around the perimeter of the
base, Latar, he enccuraged Ralph Noyes, former Eead of DSS - the
forcrunnar of Sec(AS)2a - to telephions detsils of 3 UFO report 1o the base, e
% se if thoy would acceptit. They did, o &
Sceptics have pointed cut that o view of the fhct thar milary bases v
have frequeadly been targetad by temorists, there is nething unusual about T
the potics taking 8 closs Interest in anybody with 2 camera who is loitering
suspiciously around an RAF base. They also point out that as all military
bases should have the MoD's standard UFQ reporting form, thers is
- nothing unusual in the fact that staf¥ at Rudlos Manor wers prepared 1o i B
take details of & sighting. ; , I |
While RAF Rudice Manor have ow oonfirmed that they bad
previcusly been involved in the subject, they state-that this was only in 8 :
ca-ardingting role. The reports were simply forwarded 1o Se0(AS)2a, dnd (
no further action was teken. i ‘ g
o,
i K
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TRUTHSEEKERS REVIEW

0 : |
CS Finseel ) i
Royal Air Force @ :
Brampton !

Huntinpdon (

Cambridgeshire
PE189QL

REF LC/3568053/4F&S$

s Scction

Thank you for your latter dated 30™ Sept. One again your help in clarif]
is greatly appreciated - it is s0 hard to find out things any other way
kind efforts of those in the MOD who are preparad to help researchers

T asked in ny last letter a specific poir about who made the decision fora _|o1.1mahst isit
10,Rudloe Manor to be denied, T asked if you could tell me the name of the person who
madz the decision 5o I could pass this on to my MP. If the decision was not made py 2
commanding officer but was mada by yourself based on rules and guidelines can s*ou lat
me know this. I nead 2 name and rank!

Also ] have not heard anything from you on the HEXAGON newsletter, which is i
apparently the Rudloe Manor internal newsletter. Can you confirm the Rudloe Mi?.uor
Hexagon newsletter editorial address for me.

T am helping produce a TV documentary soon which will heavily featurs underground
facilities. Rudloe Manar wilk obviously come into the frame. Would you or anyb

be prepared to be mterviawed on Rudloe Manor for the show? We could prepare
questions hist for anyone who wanted to take part in advance and send these to you. Any
MOD or Rudloz Manor representative would also suffice. i
It may inferest vou to note that I have a number of people who all worked at RAF!
Rudloe Manor who are prepared to break their signing the official secrets act and speak
on camera about the extensive underground facilities and weapons storage capabiljties of
i ; ising we have witnesses who want to talk about RAF Rudlos
Manors role in actual experimentation on UFO craft. Hard as it may seem to accept such
famastic statsments there may be lhmgs that both you and I know little about. Theiwhole
purpose of my continued interest in the factlity is because of these fantastic claims| As
you make the point in your letter that I am persistent, would you not agree that if" t!me

t
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claims were true that my interest would be justified. Of course I do not cxpect you to be
able to answer that, but | hope you se¢ my point. One must keep an open mind to the
possibilities becaunse I would imagine that there is much which goes.on at Rudlog Manor
-that you may not be given clearance to know about. Is I not thess compartmentaised
dapartments that Rudloe officials would naturally deny even exist.

1 know there are many out there who feel that my interess in Rudlee Manor is a fixation
which is borme out of my overactive imagination. I assure you that the people who have
come forward to me and told me the things which now forin the basis of my research do
exist and do have backgrounds which place them as credible persons. I did not j kst wake
up and suddenly decids to research Rudloe Manor. A lot of factual docum and
witness based information has taken me to the inferest 1 now have. Contrary to what you
may have heard from secunty staff at Rudloa Manor in that I make up stories \quch they
have probabiy told you in order for you to question mry motjves, I assure you that I am

i 10 me 1o not have access to the facility 1o
serving staff and to know the truth about the UFO research which went on in

andpgobabl) up until the mid 1990s. - !

1f it would help 3'3\1 or your colleagues 10 undarstand our ressarch goals any fer s0
they are more informed about what we are doing I wonld bz happy to provide 10
you. I do produce a newslatter and have written mauy news articles on Rudloe Manor
and UFOs. There are even UFO reports filed in the Public Records Office which| were
sightings reported by RAF Personne] in the Rudloe Manor area. This only adds o the
interest.

“The problem as I sec it is that we have a very high level Top Secret base which does not
want myself or anyons else having the right to poke it"s nose in. The likelihood is that the
do know about UFO research. Thev are telling you that they know nothing about the
areas | enguire about and then serve to try and damage my cradibility in your eyes and
othar peoples eyes, internally inside the MOD so that nobody suspects what thay| are
doing. This is a form of counter intelligence. The sacurity staﬂ‘ who work at RAF Rudlos
Manor are trained to lie on a daily basis to members of the public about tha opa-fuonal
status of the basa. We have provad this point in cur research.

|
I enclose a copy of an emeil sent tome WMummjw hmJ’fnnhe
security staff go in order to try and quell the €5 1 grve outhone of this will do any
good because soon we.are holding a public meeting in Corsham 1o inform local residents
fo the lies that they are being told about the base. This is going to be advertised '1" amass
leaflet posting which will myself and a nusiiber of other people aré going to un

These leaflats will outline just what Rudloe Manor is and what they aren't bein tol(L

1 would love to have been able to say in the leaflets that the RAF Rudloe Manor

have been helpfirl and invited us in, but as it appears, Rudloe Manor is so secret and “off
limits™ to all people that we could not get access. This will only go to prove the Roml we
are trying to make, If RAF Rudlos Manor would like to co-operate between now and the
time of the Jeaflet drop (2 weeks time), or wishes to take part in the TV pro, then we
might be prepared to go asy on what we say in our leaflet drop. But we nged to
convinced, and in order to do thar they wilf need 1o "open up” and start dialoguejabout
LTFO research or show us that we arc wrong about the ive underground facilities by

allowing a limited tour. ] l




ACSCFRS) HOLC rax [EERtion 40 27 0ct ‘97 12:08 P.OAOS
o : ' | |
' : !
|
I
i

When I worked in Customs and Excise Criminal Investigation Unit in CardifF I lsarned
first hand that the Security Services worked at RAF Rudloa Manor because we Had
liaisons with them. I do not know if you knew this fact? it certainly explaing

possible reason why we are seeing the base as “off limits”, Would vou care to mment
on this? i

H

Hoping all of this can be abscrbed and accspted in the good spirit it was m!mded.
Thanking you.

Yours sincerely

EMAIL ATTACﬁED {PS why would security be sending people to tours asking ipeople

about me? I must be a major irritation to their covert security afforts @) ;
1

X-POP3-Rapt:
Return-Fath;
Received: from
[193.38.113.5)

- ST - -7,
£ Thu, 23 Oct 1997 14:34:@4

ol ST

by lionsg 82 :

[ . .12 /5E ) "via ESHMTP id OCARO3EYS for |

W Thu, 23 Got 1997 14:44:57 +0100

‘ i <544TEE04.E2r37BELECAbleinet.CO. UK> -

ot 1987 14:47:480

(lions.cableinet.pnet

+0100

X-Prioxity: 3 (M -
GContent~Type: text/plain; charsetsus-ascii
Content -1 fex-Bnceding: Thbit

Rre you
plesae, E— .
I've spoken ts vou kefors, I dentc b

I subscriie o your

i
"
!
Hi, ’ '
!

1f you ramemitar ne, I
Besn to a let j:'
¥ou to TtEll you &

s, T
is story,
00 Wwere naver thaye so 5
=-mall addrsss. We wars
I startad asking the tour 2 & 33 isnz

oursa; he startsd telk

im" He wes saylng Low you hzad made Up 2 loss of snorias

2L 2L 3T
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base... He went on o

8 TS
base had coma dewn on ths EIEY
questisng about you like ™ nTl

have kesn zaying 'd
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HEADQUARTERS LOGISTICS COMIVLA w(‘
Royal Air Force Brampton, Huntmgdon', Cambs, PE18 8QL £
Telephone: Huntmgdon ©
e oo
Maidstone ' . For the attention of:| CS(FinSec)1

Kent

M\ Our Reference: LCi356805/3/4

Date: 2\ October 1997

Dear[SSTSIONg 40~ :

Thank you for your letter of 30 July to the Prime¢ Minister. I have been asked to reply} and I apologise for the
delay in doing so.

In my letter to you of 4 June, I advised you of the role and location of the PINDAR céntre, and I refer you to
the information I gave you then,

The site to which you refer at Rhydymywyn does not belong to the Ministry of Defence. It is owned by the
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food,

You also ask again about the underground facilities at Rudloe Manor, which I explam:’d in my letter of 4
June. 1 have nothing further to add.

Yours sincerel

Hidden copy:

Stn Cdr, RAF Rudlos Manor
Sec(AS)2

Sec(HSF)1

ACS(F&S)
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into the public domain. We are now asked specifically’ about
the case and information is provided in the attached draft.

"UFQ" REPORTS COPIED TO INTELLIGENCE BRANCHES

- In response to this point, the draft reply explains that
the MOD does not hold files containing "UFQO" reports for
establishing their "UFO/flying saucer" interest. Public
incident reports are received by MOD for their potential
significance as possible incursions of the UK Air Defence
region. In the past it was standard practice to pass all
"UFO" reports received to MOD Intelligence branches in order
to establish any defence scientific and technical
intelligence value in respect of terrestrial military
threats. 1In the early 1960s the number of reports received
annually was about 50-70. Fuelled by media interests, the
number of sighting reports received in recent years has
dramatically increased. Last year we received over 600
reports most of which contain less than credible information.
It is therefore current Departmental policy to forward for
expert assessment only those reports received from "credible
witnesses" such as military personnel, civil pilots, and

members of the emergency servicer‘*
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From: _ Secretariat (Air Staff) 2a1 5 Lk‘

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE At
Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A 2HB S e

Telephone (Direct dial)
{Switchboard)
{Fax)

Headquarters Logistics Command Your referenca

CS(FinSec)1 o
ur éeferencges ) /64/1
D/Sec
14 Oct 97

== by fax ==

ENQUIRY FROM RAF RUDLOE R

L S—

Reference: LC/356805/3/4F&S dated 10 Oct 97.

1. Further to your minute at Reference (Sec(AS)2 was a copy
addressee), I have one or two thoughts to offer regarding any
proposed visit by m‘to Rudloe Manor:

a. What checks are made to ensure that someone who claims
to be a journalist is indeed one? I imagine that ordinary
members of the public would not be given visits to the
underground bunker on request and there must, therefore, be
some arrangement to verify their pedigree. Is there a
journalist's equivalent of an equity card?

b. If we do currently allow other journalists to visit the
complex I wonder what grounds there are for turning ction 4(1
@ n? If he is an accredited journalist, e hot '~

w him as much as we would be prepared to show any
other bona fide journalist?

c. Might you be able to reject his request on the grounds
that, as you discovered recently, he has in the past
-attempted to break into RAF Rudloe Manor illegally?

d. If the visit does go ahead, you will not, I guesg need
me to say that the person given the job of escortingsgction 40‘
uld have to be carefully briefed about hi e

(S Vel
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LOOSE MINUTE
D/Sec(AS)/64/1

13 Oct 97
md cs(rini - [Elastes 40

RELEASE OF DIS5 "UFQ" FILES

Reference: CS(RM)/4/6/37 dated 23 Sep 97.

1. Thank you for sight of the two "UFO" policy files recently
discovered during the review of DIS records which I now return to

you.

2. d I have looked through them and have no concerns
with 'respect to their release.

Sec(AS)2al
MB8245 4
CHOTS: QAggg)

Encs.
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LC/356805/3/4/F&S

. LEER!
PSO/AOCSS . o LA
St Cdr, RAF Rudlée Manor .Y
Copy to: ' '
PSO/COS

ACS(F&S)
Sec(AS)2

EN Y FRO

lFtelephowd me on Monday, asking for information abput the
r of a newsletter entitled Hexagon. He had, he said, been sent this information
from *someons at Rudloe Manor’ and gave the itpression it was fairly recéml

However, on looking at the fax he sent to me(copy attached), the extract i is fmrly old
(comments in one of the articles indicate it was written in 1988). ,

2, Could addressees please give me advice to answer lus two main quesuons

ft)) ' i

a IsHemgonstlllmpnm? i i

@ b. Ifso, what is the pohcy regarding release of editorial detmla (beqrmg m
miing the wide and public circulation of such publications) ?

Ihe v

ch)z;:m k,’U <. m:mmmofopmmregarﬁnsm@enmwmthe
) P-OW underground complex was that we turn him down. Given that be intends to

L otddeny® takke this further, can we adequately justify denying his visi? IhaVﬁ’mheda

Fornolive 45 Gl copyofowleﬁu‘tumngdownh:sroqum

2. Noger % LAJ'GQL\I

ww&ww\\
ol 3. e e SRR ol
‘> SR . oranympm addressees can

e Y
i
1

reply (copy attached). Iwould appremw comments
ly by 1230hvs, Monday 20. October. |
. ]

'
L
|

CS(FinSec)l - |
F160 n

40
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.l'om Mrs J E Mansfield
HEADQUARTERS LOGISTICS COMMAND
Royal Air Force Brampton, Huntingdon, Cambs, PE18 8QL

Pleasereplytothemromcer
Comandmgmcmef

For the attenition of: CS(FinSec)1
Our Referenge: LC/356805/3/4—

Date: 9“‘0ctober 1997

B <cion 40

Thank you for your telephone call on Monday, 6 October, and your follow up letter of'the same date.
1 am looking into the points you haveraised,‘andlwi]lwritetoyoungainas soon as L.can,

Yours sincerely
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. ‘ :

Section A8
'RAF Brampton

6.10.97

Moecion 44

please find enclosed a few pages taken out of “HEXAGON™ newslatter. I?do not have the
first two pages which would probably includa the contact datails of who producas it. I
would Jike to make contact with the sditorial department. '

Also is it passible for you te let me know who, in name, made the decision about my not
being allowad to come to RAF Rudloa Manor on a journalist visit. Pleaseido not take this
personally but I require the officers name in order to place a note to my lacal MP. 1
intend to get the issue raised in Patliament that for some strange reason RAF Rudloe
Manor is off limits to journalists full stop. I believe that a parliamentary quation this will
canse an intaresting reaction from MOD in London.

Which ever details get to your first cén you please reply to me on the above address.
Thank you once again for all your help on thess matters,

Yours sincerely

e
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The Tunnels Under Hawthorne =%
— The Historyof 6 SU |

Most paople at Rudice Manor know of the stene
quarries and thal 6 SU is tocated i pan of the
undgrground quarty System. However, lew peopie
xnow anything of the bistory of 85U or the
urdergrount area in which it 1§ localed.

The quames were ‘ormed by the mining ot Bath
Stone. which has been quarriad within 3 20-mile
radius of Bath since Roman fimes, The stone
removed from the quarries in which BSU is now
situgles was @ particulacly fine and highly vaiued
variaty of Bath Stong known as Box Groundstone.

“The golden aga of ‘our’ quarry was the period 1850
. 1910, when the auvem of the Greal Westam
Railway arg Box Tunnel opened easy at0ess IC the
stone fialds and ranspart of ine cut stene. Tha sione
was quarnec by hand ang mirks 8% Dy the picks and
{ha $aws can siil be seen in the siene throughoul the
undarground workings. The last cormergial miring in
thig area was in 1934.

The buiid p o 3 rajiitary presence.:n th ared
staried in 1635, With the possibility of war looming,
precautionary measures had t0 be faken to guard
against possibie air dRack o U ammunition stocks
by QGerman wircralt. Areas were surveyed around
Coreham in the ynderground quarties and it was
dedided (o build hree ammunition depols at Mankion
EREAITTI

| crimecure

DOOR & WINDOW LOCKS -
BURGLAR ALARMS
FIRE ALARMS &
EXTINGUISHERS
REDUCED INSURANCE
PREMIUMS

CALL US NOW FOR
EXPERT ADVICE

JAN HIGGERSON
{Ex Services)

Bristol (0272) 429936

Memer &1

182 Chenenham
Brsie! ta:fha-nnez

Cotham
Brnsiol

856 5RO commeice

14 Hew2pth

Farleigh, Eastloighs Ridge and Tunnel « under
Hawthorn ~= 10 b known as s Central Ammunition
Depot (CAD). -

The Hoyal Enginewrs (RES) were tasked in iate
1935 with initiwlly cleering out @il the rubbie {some
one million Tons) and any uNNECESEATY EuppoTting
pitlars. Work commenced on the. CAD a1 the cenire of
the quarty and worked out East and West with the
intention to finish both ends simuitanecusly. it was
eslimated that it would take lour yeers 1o complets, by
this {ime Bngland's general rgarmament plan had
becoms e No 1 prlorty andithe tirst disirist was
roady for e inMay 1930, |

In total the CAD and 10 districts. each with an
average area ot three ¢res ang in order 1o atiow the
easy Uanspostalior of ammunition, 7.8 mies of
convayor belts wera instalied fhroughout the three

ots. :

in 1941 an underground bamack block and hosplial
were completed near where 6 SU Is now. There were
full living tacititles fo accommodate 300 men and
womaen, but g the surlace ail @k CoUId D6 seen were
a fow huls giving little evidence; of the hive of activity
some B0 faet beneath the suriace. There were over
500 on shift dunng the war and the barrack block had
@ much used bar. .

Eatly in1942 the Was Office Cecitud to estabiish &
teleprintor switching contre initha quatry watkings
next 10 the CAD. The crigingl cost estimate wes
£36,000; by Juna 1943, afiar much sffort ard round
‘the ¢lock working, the unit was: aimost complets, but
the cost had soated to £50.000; Soan afier, in August
1943. the South West Signals: Centre was opened,
under command of HQ 10 Group wivich was located
aodaéby inthe underground Igeatron now used by

N. . i

1960 saw the inttaliation of pew equipment and a
dramatic reduction in the manpower required to
operate this system. Reteclng!Ihe reguced m
activities the name of the Unit wae changed lo
Waest Commeen. In May 1961 the Unit remained RAF
Hawthorn and bacame 8 stalion in s own right. 1963
saw the closure of the CAD and the handover ol the
areato DOE. - ]

In June 1685 thie Unii rgvertad to being pan of RAF
Rudiog Manor, The bulld up ofithe Unit as & s today
began in the lato 60s with the installation of yat morg
tachities and in February 1973 the unil was once
again renamad, becoming known a6 Communications
Ceantre Rudioe Manor. Howevar, this name was nol 1o
last iong and in July 1977 thie Unit was given ity
clrrent name 6 SU. : .

Thm;gnout the Unit's name ghanges ona thing has
remained constari «— (he maip elements ol the unit
cresl. which was authorised by the Queen in March
1955, The location Is knovn a3 the Hawihorn she and
hence 1he incotporation of 'the Nawihorn Sprig
togeiter wih the iplecoms fiash and our motte which
moans Witheul #ror. wihout delay’. The ' was, of
course, incorporatad in 1677 when the Unil adopted
s current litle :
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HQ RAFFTS

Thers is nothing more difficult 1o take In
hand, more perilous to cenduct or more
uncertain in its su¢cess, than 1o take the

tead in the introeduction of a new order of

things.

Niceolo Machiavelli
from: Chan 6 of The Prince

Wardlaw HN, part of the imiiaryowned RAFFTS:
tmmlnhn:;mm. '

the introduction of a new ordar of things, a&
Machiavelli pu;c tbdn zdlndud 1 dimg\'m ’;nssl;d and
particularly 80 system & © asod out
with 25 Uttle furbulance es possible. HQ AA
Tolscommunicetion System (FTS) is. established for
Just this purocse in tha fisld of RAF ground
communications.. and 1 weicome the: unity 10
explgin drigtly the funetion-of the rlatively new
cogupants of Anson, Musiang dAg- Kittyhawk
Buidings here a1 Rudiog Manor.

First of ai, a lile bagkground Is necesssry. in
about 1976 the Air Force decioed  take
a eritical 190k i ground Communications to docide
what the prodiems wete and what we should be doing
about hem. 1 was found that axisting communication
networks ware fragmented and infexitie, and that
they had grown up placemesl in response to specific
;’quwm‘ iy rather than s part of A single conwrent

an.
The networks were manpower inlenaive, and they
roligd aimost entirely upen analogug landlings and
anaiogue equipment rerted from the Post Otlice (now
BT) at a tost which was @xpectsd W dse drarnaticalty.
Ever more distusoing was the fact thal our existing
communication newarks were judged inadequala 1o
face the assessed military threal. Fyuture ground
communications needed to be based on the twin
pillars of security and survivabilty, and ais0 needed to
integrate il types of comms [raffic onlo @ single

NOIWORK.

Projects UNITER and BOXER will provige such 3
service, and ara the core of the new System. The
RAFETS is a complex and amoitipus system, which i§
already under construstion and scheduled for
completion in the mid-1980s, and will provide an fixsd
ground commuynications wilhin and betwaen RAF
jogationg in the UK. Tho system has \hree major
components: Praject UNITER provides the system
framework, the digital communicaiion switches, and

-=nr larmingie: Project BOXER provides dafences

owned communications bearars 10 connect swilches
ogethor; and finally, we hava bearers renteq from the
civil market eithar from British Telezom or Marcury,
Together theso components form an iniggrated
iching and ¥ansmission system -~ the RAFF TS,
To run the systern, HQ RAFFTS was setup in 1988
and hys grown into a vnit of over 90 personnel
commanced by Gp Capt A M Fer%:son. whose post
cgmqnﬁa}oiﬂtﬁnafwuvﬂer RAFFTS and Deputy
Director Sigs £(Air). Ha Is respansible 1o the Diractor
of Signals (Air). Not il te stal ar from the Services;
In some cases contraclors have permanent
representatives here, providing jimportant liaison
belween their. companes ard the customer, namaly,
the AED. But | must ba caseful not to leave thy
impression that the HQ deals soloi‘y with the planning
and implementation of projects UNITER and BOXER.
Qur existing snalogue talecommiunications services
need, a8 thay have diways done. carefil mam;rmm
1o ensyre the bes aftainable service from limited
resouees. The raph network: the voice Networks
of GPTN sind AQTN, and the existing trunk nemrork
are.notable i 1
So how will this now !order of digital
e P
is: carsfully, 0 f several years
mm:fn‘i%mwm not be & 'Sig Bang', in which all
the oig equipmesut Is switchadt ofl. removed and naw
wquipment ingtalied. The planiing of the transitien
from oid to new is avery bit as challenging as the
original system design, wd prasents the s1alt at HQ
RAPFTS with a fypical mmgmﬂ and design task
of the 88~ compule 3ided afcourse!
All networks need to be controlied on & day-today
basis. and the FTS is 1o excoption. Eventually shis
task will be carmied cut by | Signais Unit at Rudioa,
Manor, and for the Kest timje the RAF will own.'
maintain and conteol its own Secure and swvivable,
preund communications network. .

(£

e . [

Group Gapmin A M Ferguson, + RARFTS,

Anorograoh by: San Ldr EV
-
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RAF P&SS(SR)

Fegling abpyl 38 sala as a turkey in the runup 19
Christmag. | gntered the bss” office 1o await my Paxo
fiavoured demise. ‘We've been invilsd o submit an
arlicle in tha new Hexagon magazine.’ the buss
commences — ‘semething pumng us On tha map. that
son of thing". Pausing 1o altow this revalation te gink
in. hg continues ... 'Be 3 good chap and son some-
thing aul.” Retredting o my office | considar my nia
pian of action. How rmuch leave have | gol leh?

Where better 18 start than the beginning. Hands up
all those who know whal ‘PESS(SR)’ stands lor. One,
two. theae ... night put them down now, people 368
beginning to stare. As & means of introtuction I'l stan
With the four 'Ws',

Who? PASS(BR) atards for ProvJst ang Security
Swrvices (Southein Region). . i

Where? Ensconced smidst the idyllic envirgns of
No 1 Site. RAF Audics Manor, PASS(SR) erjoys a
casual, relaxed aimasphare within & isbyrimh of truly
spaciavs and luxuriously fitted en svile executive
offices wnich it magnanimougly shares with HQ
nsswk?).

When? P&SS(SR) have been blessed with the
nospitaiity of RAF Rudlos Maner aver since cur move
here from RAF Notholt during May 77 — some 11

years ago. . .
oroge 2 mobes o ‘wecuney S 1 1 RAF unis
ide a puiice and & service (¢ F ufli
in Wales panﬂ tha southern helf of Engiand. We
investigate crime, conduet security ivestigations ang
carry out security (51 and surveys. Al the same
time. we are conlinually updating our knowledge 10
ansure that in wartime we would be able to.give
staron commanders the same slandard of service,
wilored 10 theis sp2cial neads of the moment. Much of
our work involves liaison with other police and
security agencies both ingide and outside the Service.
Fynnily #ngugh, we do not as & ruis m anhy
RAF Police

M’mgﬂmﬁ‘ white-halted and armband
igs.

Cutrently at the helm and navigating PESS(SA)
through fife's turbulant waters s Wg Cdr BM Ransiey.
W Cdr Ransley's hobbles inciude goif, walding ‘and
wearing dickle-bow ties (@nd if he can get away with
all threa at the same fme, o mych the Getter).

Aor a New Yoar's pep lalk by the OC. Southern's
SPONING Prowess sees LA reaching new heighis on
the CO'¢ Cup ladder — after a cencerted gffont were
Sff the bottom!i! Mind you. there ware moments of
doubt; nol legst when our swimming caplain was
pverheard by the poolside in Janvary dissussing the
mwits of SWIMming downhil the first half if ha won the
toss. Stil. as my oid headmaster vsed 1o say: "it's not
the winning that counts, it's participating’. (That
doesh't stop me thanking our forelsthers for not
adopting the same philosephy in Worid War Two),
Mind you. we o have a formidablel?; arrey of goilers
on ihe Region - if only we could get thees ail out on
the course &t the same time. We wouid be more than
nappy 10 plidy against any ether Hexagon unit — il we
can fit it in among our mary fiaison visite with the civit

police.
This is only an inmtroductory stigle, lo pul

P&SS(SR) in Hexagon. Hencelorth, we wit try v give
you a few snippets from our wark — syitably dociored
10 profect the gullty! Her's Ok for & start «~ which
pives you an idea of the FASS(SR) Regime,

One of the Investigators, lnding ditfleulty in
obigining a vehicie 1o use. nig Flight Listtenant
it he could use his Cavalier, The Flight Lisutenant
agreed and said: ‘Don't forget, Sgt XXX, | wars it back
spotiess; no 18g-ends, remains of Chinese take-
awitys on thg fioar or thal 301 of thing. OK? Seid
promised it would be 80 and went off about his
tusiness. The next day, he appaared in the buikfing.
dressed very smantly in his UsUa Civvies, but soaked
10 the Skin and bearing marks of viclent ing on
his visage. 'What hapganed to r,ov Sgt XXX7' quoth
his Flight Liewtenant. ‘Well, si", 1100k your car to the
car wash and while it was being done | s100d 10 one
8ige, having @ cigarette. To my horror. | saw that the
ragio :mfm stll up and | gashed forward to
and put it down before the wash slarted.
Unfortunately, | was t00 1ate andlag | tied to put the
aerial gown, the water stuted and the Srushes moved
in. Aryway, 1 mansged o do il. in the end,’

‘Why the hell did you do thar?isaid his bess, You
have got a scratched face trom the bryshes and your
Ukt is creamrcrackered.’ QUO thi foval ‘| know,
1-know. but §.wasn't Em o pet & 7977777277 trom
you about & busted , atter what you sald about
0t mucking up the car.’ :

( ASTEP
IN TIME

13 ST JOHN'S STREET,
' WELLS ;

ESTRO

Exclusive Italian Shoes,
Costume Jewellery, Belts, Bags
and Accessories

! Hesapon 18
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HEADQUARTERS LOGISTICS COMMAND

Rayal Air Force Brampton, Huntingdon, Cambridgeshire, PE18 8QL

Telephone: Huntingdon '
: RAFTN % 95331 tion 40

Fax ext 6984 T

Please reply to the Air Qfficer
Commanding in Chief

For the attention of. CS(Fin Sec)1’

Our Reference: 1.C/356805/3/F&S
Date: {§ September 1997

DewSTETGHTONY /O

I have now looked into the points you raise in your recent letter shaut RAF Rudloe Manor. Your request to
visit the site is denied. This ruling would generaily apply to any member of the public or journalist seeking to
visit any MOD establishment and is not unique to RAF Rudloe Manor.

This Command has no responsibility for the Corsham Computer Centre. This fies th]; the Procurement
Executive. The point of contact, should you consider it essential to persist with your enquiries, is:

Press Office
Procurement Executive
Ministry of Defence
Abbey Wood #1
BRISTOL

BS12 7DU

Yours sincerely




ACS(F&S) HALC

. ..

. LC/356805/3/4

16 Oct 97

PSO/AOCSS

ACS(F&S)

Sec HSF 1

Sec(AS)2

Stn Cdr, RAF Rudloe Manor

Copy to:

PSO/COS
DCS

OV o e

M((‘ '3’/,

1. Addressees will be familiar with the thrust owﬁms tnsluvestlederdoes not differ
greatly in respect of the information he soeks. He ‘sking for information about ]govemment wartime
arrangements and I have therefore applied an exemption from the Code of Practice. ]

UIRY M UNDER(

2. Would addressees please review the attached draft and either confirm that the inf ion is correct or
suggest suitable amendments. You will note that gjﬁe:]@#ntad 30 July - I did not roccive it from
the Ministerial Correspondence Unit until 1 October! T would appreciate your comments by COP
Wednesdny, 15 Octaber.

CS(¥inSec)l

10 [@EERon 40
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ACS(F8S) HALC Fax-m

‘ - DT
HEADQUARTERS LOGISTICS COMMAND
Royal Air Force Brampton, Huntingdon, Cambs, PE18 %QL

Telephone: Huntingdo

RAFTN : i
Fo(RE) |
Pleasc reply o the Air Officer
' Commanding in Chaef
Maidstone For the ateation of, CS(FinSce)1
Kent !
1 . Our Reference;, LC/356805/3/4

Date: Omilber 1997

Thank you for your letter of 30 July to the Prime Minister, I have been ﬁskedtomplyi, and I apologise for the
delay in doing so. ) ;

!
‘Hawthorn’ is the name attributed to the geographical area where RAF Rudloe Manox{ is situated, It is not,
and never has been, the name of any underground facility at RAF Rudloe Manor, |

In my letter to you of 4 June, I advised you of the role and location of the PINDAR centre, and I refer you to
the information I gave you then. :

The site to which you refer at Rhydymywyn does not belongtothel\ﬁnistryofDefmf%e. I believe it is in the
ownership of the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheriés and Food. ) :

i
You also ask again about the underground facilities at Rudloe Manor, which I have already explained to you
in my letter of 4 June. I pointed out to you at that time that it is niot appropriate to comment on government
wartime arrangements and the release of such information is exempt under the Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information, ;

Yours sincerely :

DY
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o o ~9
The Prime Minister; V'S o
the Rt Hon Tony Blair MP, daJ
10 Downing Street, o
Westminster, (s
London,

arrrTats
SWIA 24A. mrT\FT RATNTS .3

.‘l‘{"l"“l‘ @

W i
o . Ga.,mmemww i L
1 am writing with regairt a@RXF”Ruldoe Manor, near Corsham in Wiltshire.

30th July, 1997.

001500

Dear Tony.

For many years now, local villagers and Investigative Jouinalists have suspected that the
Centra! Government War HQ (CGWHQ), the National Seat of Government during national
emergencies and Nuclear attack, was (and still is) located in the former Quarry underneath
RAF Rudloe Manor. The aforementioned bunker is known as Hawthorn. |

Many people have speculated as to ity size, construction, conditions inside jand its facilities;
some have even made reference to an underground town, complete with Operations centre,
Telephone exchange, roads, escalators, ¢mergeucy Nuclear Power station) pubs and even
small shops! i

HQ Logistics Command at RAF Bramptou have admitted to me that it is "common knowledge
that there are underground sites at RAF Rudloe Manor, which form pant of the defence
establishment.” They refused to deny or confirm the existence of the Central Government
War HQ. They did confirm, however, the existence of a new Nuclear bunker underneath the
MoD Main Building, code-name PINDAR, but refused to tell me the contingency plans for its
use. When the BBC asked the MoD about the “Hawthorn™ Central Government-War HQ, the
MoD's reply was; "You're not supposed to know about it!" |

A5 a registered voter, Freelance Journalist and British citizen, I feel that we, the British
publie, have a right to know and be told of the existence of the Central Government War HQ
underneath RAF Rudioe Manor, and the deputy (underground) site at Rhydymwyn in North
Walcs. We also should be told EXACTLY what is underneath RAF Rudlog Manar, and the
rationale, both now and during the Cold War, for having it there? Why ig it there? What
are the Contingency plans for having it there? What is it really for? What is in there
{Operations centre, Underground town and rail system, etc)? What is thé standard of the
technical instaliations, and how much did the complex cost the taxpayer to build?

We also deserve an cxplanation for the PINDAR complex. Again, what is u; there? Why is
it there? What is the rationale for having it? What is the standardiof the technical
installations? How much did it cost to build, and what are the contingercy plans for its
use? :

Plcasc remember thar previous governments expected the public to protect itself by hidlng
the ‘makeshift shelters (ref:- "Protect and Survive”, HMSO). Therefore, I think that we have
a right to know, once and for all, what there was and still is underneath RAF Rudioe Manor.

1 think that the argument of national security, used by previous goverhments to hide
Nuclear bunkers from the general public, is a weak one. Do you seriously expect me to
belicve that the KGB didn't know that the Hawthora Central Government War HQ existed,
and did not have any idea what there was underneath RAF Rudloe Manor!?:

Please turn over.
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Page two of two. From:-

May [ please ask you to take action on my concerns? I believe we, the public, have a right
to know what there really is underneath RAF Rudloe Manor and the MoD Main Building,
especially when one considers that people like myself were expected to hide under mattresses
and tables when the warheads were launched! '

Please acknowledge my letter.

Yours sincerely,




MINISTER OF STATE FOR
THE ARMED FORCES

LOOSE MINUTE

D/MIN(AF) /JR/2/1/3

‘ October 1997
Sec 1

Copy to:
APS/Sofs
APS/USofS
PSO/ACAS
Sec(AS)2
ADGE 1 (RAF)
DPO(RAF)

AIRBORNE DEBRIS — PRESS REPORTS

Thank you for your minute D/Sec(AS)/58/1 dated 23 September
which Minister(AF) has noted.

APS/Minister (AF)

MB6113 MBI 46

&

Recycled Paper
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Loose Minute
CS(RM)/4/6/37
September 1997

sec(ss)zal = —
RELEASE OF DI/55
Reference: DI55/108/15 dated 11 September 1997

1. I attach for your perusal prior to release ‘the two UFO pollcy
files recently discovered during the course of CS(RM)'s review of
older DIS records.

2. There is no doubt DI/55/40/9/1 Part 1 with a last enclosure
date of 1963 is "out of time". But the cover is clearly endorsed
"closed 8 November 1967" and as the reference makes clear it seems
probable a large number of enclosures (Es 1-3 [the second set of
Es 1-3!] 6-9 and 11-19 together with one of the two orlglnal
Minute Sheets) were removed and relived on Part 2. It is therefore
understandable why this file has not previously come to light.

3. You will see the files are a mess. There has been wholesale
renumbering of enclosures and enclosures are missing. I appreciate
on release the general condition of these files, as no doubt will
the content of the papers, attract attention, but I strongly
recommend we resist the temptation (I admit I was tempted) to
repackage the files into a more coherent form by placing them in
chronological order and renumbering.

4. Attached to Part 2 is one of CS(RM)'s Sensitivity Notes. The
passages flagged for deletion prior to the release of the file
concerns specific "intelligence" activities which are not related
to UFOs (see E3 paras 17-21, 29 and 3le).
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Tue 23 Sep, 1997 14:28 mailbox standard Page 1 \‘\ g¥
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DATE FROM SUBJECT o CODES
23/09/97 Hd of CS(RM)1 UFO DATABASE
Intended:
Sent: 23/09/97 at 12:15 Delivered: 23/09/97 at 12:13
To: SEC(AS)2A (2)
cc: '
Ref: 457 (4 \
From: Hd of CS(RM)1 Auth by: /\?

Subject: UFO DATABASE
Text'-?qtﬁ.@l:hed updated database. You will note it includes to

“two recently discovered DI55 files which should be with you
later this week._zo
d

Priority: Normal SEE PAGE Attachments [ 1]
Reply Request [ ] View Acknowledge [ ] Codes [ ]




ufodata Annex A
TOP ENCLOSURE

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS — FILES PRESERVED IN THE PUBLIC RECORD
OFFICE TOGETHER WITH SCHEDULED RELEASE DATES - AS AT SEPTEMBER
1997

Already open - 14

To be released:

1998 - 12 (incl. 2 recently
discovered files

in DI, to be
assigned to DEFE

211)

1999 - 14

2000 - i3

2001 - 11

2002 - 2

2003 - 14 (1 awaiting
assignment to
AIR 2)

Total - 80

PLUS TWO DI FILES TO BE FORWARDED TO CS(RM) AND LIKELY TO BE
ASSIGNED TO DEFE 21.

AIR 2

16918 1961-63 UFO's: sightings; reports AF/X59/64
by members of the public Pt 5

[OPEN - Note file originally released in a sanitised
form. Extracts now released]

17318 1963 ditto AF/X59/64
Pt 6

[QPEN - Note file originally released in a sanitised
form. Extracts now released]

17526 1964 UFO files AF/X59/64
Pt 7

[OPEN — Note file originally released in a sanitised
form. Extracts now released]

17527 1965 ditto AF/X59/64
Pt 8

[OPEN - released 1996]

17982 1965-66 ditto AF/X59 /64
Pt 9



17983

17984

18115

18116

18117

18183

18564

18565

TBA

AIR 14

2800

AIR 16

1199

[OPEN - released 1997]

1966 ditto

[OPEN - released 1997]

1966-67 ditto

[To be released 1998]

1967 Unidentified flying objects:
reports

[To be released 1998]

1967 ditto

[To be released 1998]

1967-68 ditto

[To be released 19992]

1968-69 Unidentified flying objects

[To be released 2000]

1957-71 UFO Reports: West Freugh 1957

[To be released 2002]
1970-71 UFO Reports
[To be released 2002]
April 1972 UFO's

[Awaiting allocation of piece no.
To be released 2003)

1943 No 115 Squadron: news sheet
"Bang On" No 1.

[OPEN - released 1972]

1952 Sept Flying saucers: occurrence
reports: service personnel
at Topcliffe station, Thirsk
and local public sector

AF/X59 /64
Pt 10

AF/%59/64
Pt 11

AF/CX38/67
Pt 1

AF/CX38/67
Pt 2

AF/CX38/67
pt’ 3

AF/7463/72
Pt 2

10/45/120

1TH1/188/1/17



AIR 20

7390

9320

9321

9322

9994

11612

11694

11695

11696

11887

11888

11889

11890

[OPEN]

1950-54 Unidentified aircraft
(flying objects): reports

[OPEN]

1957 Parliamentary question on
UFO's

[OPEN]

1957 ditto

[OPEN ]

1957 ditto

[OPEN]

1953-57 Reports on aerial
phenomena

[OPEN)

196768 Unidentified flying objects

[To be released
1968 Jan
[To be released
1968 Feb
[To be released
1968 Dec
[To be released
1967 Aug
[To be released
1967 Sept
[To be released
1967 Oct
[To be released
1967 Oct

[To be released

1999]
ditto
1999)
ditto
1999]
ditto
1999]
ditto
1998]
ditto
1998]
ditto
1998]
ditto

1998]

11/127/3/48

MR 008614/193

MR 008614/213

MR 008614/220

118/273/10/4

MR 073414

AF/S4f (Rir)512

AF/S4f(Air)513

AF/S4f(Air)523

AF/S4f (Air)507

AF/S4£(Air)508

AF/S4£f(Air)509

AF/S4f(Air)509



11891

11892

11893

11894

11895

11896

11897

11898

11899

11900

11901

11902

12055

12056

12057

1967 Nov

[To be released
1967 Nov

[To be released
1967 Dec

[To be released
1968 Mar

{To be released
1968 Apr

[To be released
1968 May

[To be released
1968 Jun

[To be released
1968 Jul

[To be released
1968 Aug

[To be released
1968 Sept

[To be released
1968 Oct

[To be released
1968 Nov

[To be released
1969 Jan

[To be released
1969 Feb

[To be released
1969 Mar

[To be released

ditto
1998]
ditto
1998}
ditto
1998]
ditto
1999]
ditto
1999]
ditto
1999]
ditto
1999)
ditto
1999)
ditto
1999]
ditto
1999]
ditto
1999]
ditto
1999]
ditto
2000)
ditto
2000]
ditto

2000

AF/S4f(Air)510

AF/S4£(Rir)510

AF/84f(Air)511

AF/S4f(Air)514

AF/S4f (Air)515

AF/S4f(Air)516

AF/S4f(Air)517

AF/S4f(Air)518

AF/S4f(Air)519

AF/S4f(Air)520

AF/S4£ (Air)521

AF/S4f(Air)522

AF/S4f(Air)524

AF/S4f(Air)525

AF/S4E(Air)526



12058

12059

12060

12061

12069

12063

12064

12065

12066

12067

12297

12298

12299

12300

1969 Apr
[To be released
1969 May
[To be released
1969 Jun
[To be released
1969 Jul
[To be released
1969 Aug
[To be released
1969 Sept
[{To be released
1969 Oct
[To be released
1969 Nov
[To be released
1969 Dec
[To be released
1970 Jan
[To be released

1970 Feb

[To be released

1970 Mar

[To be released

1970 Apr

[To be released

1970 May

[To be released

ditto
2000]
ditto
2000]
ditto
2000]
ditto
2000]
ditto
2000]
ditto
2000]
ditto
2000]
ditto
2000)
ditto
2000)
ditto
2001]

ditto

2001)

ditto

2001}

ditto

2001]

ditto

2001}

AF/S4£(Air)527
AF/S4f(Air)528
AF/S4f (Rir)529
AF/S4£(Air)530
AF/S4f(Air)531
AF/S4f£(Air)532
AF/S4f(Air)533
AF/S4£(Air)534
AF/S4f(Air)535
AF/S4f(Air)536

AF /S4f(AIR)537
ID/48/94

AF/S4f(AIR)538
ID/48/95

AF/S4£(AIR)539
ID/48/96

AF/S4f (ATR)540
1D/48/97



12301

12302

12303

12304

12305

12306

12399
12400
12401
12401
12403
12404
12405
12406
12407
12408
12409
12410

12411

AIR 22

1970 June ditto

[To be released 2001]

1970 July ditto

[To be released 2001]

1970 Aug ditto

[To be released 2001]

1970 Sept ditto

[To be released 2001]

1970 Oct ditto

[To be released 2001}

1970 Nov ditto

[To be released 2001]
1971-72 UFO reports
1972 Jan ditto
1972 Feb ditto
1972 March ditto

1972 April ditto

1972 May ditto
1972 June ditto
1972 July ditto
1972 Aug ditto
1972 Sept ditto
1972 Oct ditto
1972 Nov ditto
1971 Dec ditto

AF/S4f(AIR)541
iD/48/98

AF/S4f (AIR)542
ID/48/99

AF/S4f(AIR)543
ID/48/100

AF/S4f (AIR)544
ID/48/101

AF/S4f (AIR)545
ID/48/102

AF/S4f (AIR)546
1D/48/103

ID/47/274 Pt 4
ID/48/117
ID/48/118
ID/48/119
ID/48/120
ID/48/121
ID/48/122
ID/48/123
ID/48/124
ID/48/125
ID/48/126
ID/48/127

ID/48/128

[Pieces 12399-12411 due for release 2003])



93 1953 Air Ministry Secret Summary. IIG/10
Vol 10. No 3 Article on Flying
Saucers.

[OPEN - released 19847]

BJS

311 1968-70 UFO: Met aspects AF/M 396/68
[To be released 2001]

DEFE 21 ?

tbd 1958-63 UFO: policy D1/55/40/9/1 Ptl
[To be released 1998]

thbd 1963~-67 UFO: Policy DI/55/40/9/1 Pt2

[To be released 1998]
THESE TWO FILES ONLY RECENTLY DISCOVERED AS PART OF CS(RM)'s

REVIEW OF RECORDS HELD BY DI QVER 20 YEARS OLD. THEY ARE LIKELY TQ
BE ASSIGNED TQ DEFE 21

=



Annex B

PRO CLASSES CREATED FOR INTELLIGENCE RECORDS — UFO RELATED RECORDS
— AS AT September 1997

8 classes have to date been raised for records originating from
defence "intelligence" branches. They contain between them more
than 15,250 intelligence records selected for permanent
preservation.

TWO AWAIT LISTING.

The classes together with the date range and the total number of
pileces in each class:

ADM 223 - Naval Intelligence Papers, 1914-1965, 840 files and
volumes.

ADM 231 - Naval Intelligence Reports, 1883-1965, 54 volumes

AIR 40 - Directorate of Intelligence and other Intelligence
Papers — 1926-1963, 2706 files and volumes

DEFE 21 - Joint Intelligence Bureau, Directorate of Scientific
Intelligence: Registered files — 1946-1978, 77 files

DEFE 32 — Defence Intelligence Staff: Registered files - 1957-
1979, 99 files

DEFE 44 — Joint Intelligence Bureau: Reports — 1946-1971, 100
files and volumes

WO 106 - Directorate of Military Operations and Intelligence -
1937-1961, 6228 boxes, files and volumes

WO 208 Directorate of Military Intelligence — 1917-1961, 5187
boxes, files and volumes



Loose Minute \%&; ’

D/Sec(AS)/58/1
23 September 1997

APS/Minister (AF)

Copy to:
APS/SofSs
APS/USofS
PSO/ACAS
Sec(AS)2
ADGE 1 (RAF)
DPO(RAF)

AIRBORNE DEBRIS - PRESS REPORTS

1. We spoke this morning about reports picked up by the Press
concerning sightings of lights in the sky and falling débris
appearing in the Border region and the North East. I have now
investigated these reports and can confirm that there has been no
aircraft accident in the area and the most likely explanation for
the sightings is débris from a satellite.

2. RAF Fylingdales has advised that a solar powered Russian
military satellite was destroyed in space on 17 September.
Although fragments of the satellite were not expected to re-enter
the Earth's atmosphere, and Fylingdales were not routinely
tracking the débris, they have been able to plot the expected
trajectory of the fragments and this does coincide with the
pattern of sightings reported earlier this morning. There is
therefore strong evidence to link the two events.

3. Any fragments from the satellite which may have landed are not
expected to present any danger to the public but the local police
and Community Relations Officer have been informed.

4. Details of the satellite are classified but the attached
unclassified Press lines may be used by DPO in the event of
further Press queries.

Sec(AS)1
MB7247
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AIRBORNE DEBRIS - PRESS REPORTS

- The unusual lights in the sky and airborne débris reported to
have appeared in the Border Region and the North East earlier
today are most likely to be fragments of an old satellite which
broke up in Space last week.

- There is a lot of satellite débris in Space which usually
burns up on re-entry into the Earth's atmosphere but occasionally
some fragments do get through and this is what we understand
happened this morning.

- These fragments do not pose a danger to the public but as a
precaution it is advisable to inform the police of any pieces that
are found.




	p23 Internal note on DI55’s role in UFO investigations.
	p77 UFO desk briefing for No 10 on UFOs in response to a letter, 23 February 1998.
	p85 Nick Redfern’s letter to PM Tony Blair, 31 January 1998.
	p135 Copy of Gerald Haines’s paper ‘CIA Role in the Study of UFOs: 1947-90’ published by Studies in Intelligence, 1997.
	p158
 File note on ‘Flying Saucer Working Party’ says: ‘I wonder what other files/papers we don’t know about.’
	p159-172 Copies of the DSI/JTIC minutes on flying saucers from 1950-52, released at the PRO in 1996-97.
	p173 Copy of the Air Ministry ‘Secret Intelligence Summary’ on flying saucers, published in March 1955.
	p180 List of intelligence records released at the Public Record Office in 1996 
	p194 Correspondence referring to activities at RAF Rudloe Manor.
	p199-201 Briefing on contents of Nick Redfern’s book on the 50th anniversary of the UFO mystery.
	p203 UFO desk note on alleged UFO crash at Boscombe Down airfield in September 1994.
	p217 RAF Police note on a story that claimed an object fell from the sky onto a Wiltshire village.
	p219 Publication of a Sunday People feature on alleged UFO crashes in the UK 

	p251 Redacted internal minute on how to handle correspondence about  Rudloe Manor.
	p262 Confidential minute notes that Special Branch have taken an interest in the
 Rudloe Manor.
	p280 Letter from editor of Truthseeker’s Review to MoD on UFOs and RAF Rudloe Manor 
	p285 File note on ‘UFO reports copied to intelligence branches’
	p299 Letter asks MoD to reveal what ‘is really beneath [RAF] Rudloe Manor and [MoD] Main Building.’
	p310-311 Notes on contents of two DI55 UFO Policy files from 1950s 


