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Thank you for your letter of &4 June; I am sorry that ve did‘- not reply vhen you
first wrote in Marech, .

The letter you encl

osed with yours is very interesting, but\ I have to say tnat
it is a forgery,

a Although apparently written on Ministry of Defence headed _
paper it is most certainly not an official document and, as|I shall explain, . N
its contents bear no relation to our policy towards reported sightings of
"Unidentified Flyirng Objects". Obviously I have no idea where it came from

or vhy it was written, and I can only conclude that it is intended as a Jjoke.

In fact, the Kinistry of Defence's interest in reported sight
very limited. Ve are concerned solely with whether these reports reveal
anything of defence interest, such as intruding aircraft, and if we are
satisfied that there are none we take our investigations no ‘]further. There
is no organization in the HOD. appointed solely for the purpose of studying
UFO reports, and ro staff are employed on the subject full time. The reports
ve receive are referred to the staff responsible for the air defence of the

United Kingdon, who examine them as part of their normal duties.

ings of UFOs is

We did receive a report from Col Charles Malt of the USAF of lights vhich
had been seen ocuiside RAF Woodbridge « This was confirmed by John Stanley,
Minister of State for the Armed Forces in answer to a written Parliamentary
Question from Sir Patriclc Wall HP on 2k October last Jear. A copy of this
is attached for your information, The Department satisfied itself at the
. time that nothing in the report was of significance from a defence point of
views Vhat the explanation for the ligats is I do not know. | However, I can
assure you that there is absolutely no evidence of anything having- intruded
into British airspace and 'landing' near RAF Woodbridge.
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B.M. Webster ESq., r—v_ wo
Head of D.s.8., :
Ministry of Defence, &

Main Building,

Whitehall,

London swy,

Deay Mr, Webst er,

re: U.F.0. Sighting in ®endlesham Forest of D

E€cember 3 80, -

King rezards,
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Doar Slnaunmyyy , ]
‘ As you know, OSI has completed a report] on the landing of

a craft of unknown origin crewed by several entities nealr RAF Bentwatera on
the night of December 29/30 1980.

Interestingly, OSI reports that the eﬁt‘ities were
approximately 1% metres tall, wore what appeared to ‘be nylon-coated pressure
sults, but no helmets. Conditions on the night vere misty, giving the
appearance that the entities were bovering above ground ]\.evel.

Tape recordings were made on which the entities are heard

to speak in an electronically synthesized version of En

glish, with a strong
American accent,

Similar transmissions intercepted irregularly by NSA since
1975.(See 2t ttached - Flag A) A -

<
s
P .-,

Accqiding to OSI, gdltitiea had claw-like hands with three
digits and an opposa e thumbd.

DesBlte original reports (Flags B - G), 0SI eaid the craft
wes not damaged but landed deliberately &s part of a series of visits to
SAC bases in USA and Europe. Reports that craft was repaizl'ed by US
servicemen or was taken on to the base are not confirmed by OsI.

Landing is not conecidered a defence issue‘ in view of the
overt peaceful nature of the contact, but investigatione y IS8 are to be

¢ontinued on QNN =uthority. Precautionary plan for counter-

information at & loccl level involving “ and e _-
—, is strongly recommended.
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T
As I have explained previously, the MOD's only interest in lso called YUFO
sightings" is to éstablish whether they

reveal anything of defence interest,
Once we are satisfied that they do not,

vie do not consider “:t;em further, In IR
the case of the lights seen outside RAF Woodbridge, we \-lere\ satisfied that ‘

there vere no defence implications. If you followed the press articles on

the Woodbridge incident you will have seen the results of a good deal of "\
investigative journalism which turned up quite rational and down to earth '
explanations for vhat was seen. As I recall one favourite éxplanation was
the light from the Orforduess lighthouse. Vhat the truth is I do not knovw;

. as explained, we do not attempt to investigate reports to a|point at which
a positive explanation can be made. I ecan assure you, though, that there is
no question of anything having intruded into British airspace and "landed"
near RAF Woodbridge, ‘ ' :

I am afraid that I cannot help you with the informtion you requested
concerning the 8 alleged sightings in 1978. Whilst we are prepared to

release individual reports if they are readily available and| easily to hand
we do not have the staff o

r resources to mount extensive searches through
our records and it was never our intention to provide a research service
for members of the vudlic,

|
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Mﬂ A Mathewson,
Defeénce Secretariat 8,

Ministry of Defence,

Main Building, Whitehall
London, SW1A 2HB

Your Ref: D/DS8/10/209

Oour Ref:‘ll'

Subject: Unidentified Flying Objects

Dear Mr Mathewson, - fw C
Thank you for your letter dated 11/5/1984 in relation to mf question regarding

an official investigation by the MOD in response to the high level of purported
sightings of UFOs in the Yorks/Lancs area.

Turning to a much more recent letter aquired by this organihation from the MOD.

I would appreciate Your own thoughts regarding a letter forwarded to your dept,
from Col. Charles Holt, Deputy Base Commander at RAF Woodbridge. He obviocusly is
convinced an unknown flying object was in the vicinity of the base, do you not
feel that the implications behind such a statement warrant #n official enquiry?

I have a letter from Kathleen T McCollom, Captain, USAF, Chief, Public Affairs
Division, that states, "we have no official interest in what may have happened,
especially since the lights were seen off base', (1?.10.83)L Your letter forwarded

to one of our researchers clearly proves some investigation| was carried out by
USAF personnel, i,e. paragraph 2, :=~

"The next day, three depressions 1 1/2" deep and 7" iQ diameter were found
were the object had been sighted on the ground. The following night (29.12.
80) the area was checked for radiation. Beta/gamma readings of 0.1 milliro-
entgens were recorded with peak readings in the three\deprqssions and near
the centre of the triangle formed by the depressions.ﬁ.nearby tree had
moderate (,05-07) readings on the side of the tree towards the depressions".

I feel this is more than' speculative talk, the document is ample evidence that
unknown craft were operating in British Airspace. Therefore\one can only reach

the disturbing conclusion that the British and American Governments are aware of
the nature ang logic which revolves around this phenomenon.‘

As a member of the British public I feel the subject of UFds should be investigat
totally, 4000 CIA and American Secret establishment documents prove without a

shadow of a doubt, an official interest. I think the well used phrase by the MOD




hat we are only jinterested in Defence implications"does not ring t '
unknown to the b

. ! u Y .
ase commander at Woodbridge obviously broke British 41§ép§9neth1n‘
one must be perplexed at the attitude the authorities haﬂe Publicly shoyy ce,
) .

I would be interested to learn of your stance, if we aquired video Zootage op
unknown and structured craft which clearly shows the subject image on th,-*°:

and in this case - sn UFOZ It is most frustrating whem we aquire actuay, 8:2nnd,
of UFOs which have been analysed by the Worlds foremost authority on ¢ :8rlpt
analysis, and been ‘
action. .

o8t Ompute
classified genuine, that the British Gévernment‘are fskizg no

I would now like to turn to a number of sightings which occured between the da{

of 28th May - 18th August, 1978, mear the Menwith Hi1l (USA) listening bage, yg
investigated no fewer than 8 reported sightings by the villagers of Darley, who T
must add were very frightened, The reports were investigated by this organisatjon
_who were in constant contact with a Mr Mills, Public Relations Officer at the base

-I am sure Menwith Hill forwarded a number of these sightings to MOD. The exact .
dates and times are as follows: ¢

28.5.1978. 7.30pm. Multiple witnesses.
29.5. 1978. 9.15pm. 1 man, ‘

1.6.1978. 11.12pm. 1 man 1 female.
3.6.1978, 11.05pm. 1 man, \
28.7.1978. 10.30pm. 5 men 5 female.

5.8.1978. 10.40pm. Multiple witnesses.

9.8.1978. 10.20pm. 3 girls (teenage).
18.8.1978. 12.30pm. 5 men 5 female.

l

I would appreciate any data you may have regarding the abo#e dates, and for your

comments regarding the contents of the Woodbridge letter. Thank you for your
valuable time, : |

Yours Faithfully

i
AR CL




MINISTRY OF DEFENCE Room 7230 file -

Main Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB '

Telephone 01-218 (Dizect Dialling)
~ 01-2183000 (Switchboard)

\
Your referance .
Our reference @‘gg
D/DS 8/10/209” "
Date
G June 1984
\

You wrote again on 16 M
towards the reports ye
identify.

ay with further questions on the Ministry of Defence's policy
receive of flying objects which the observer could not
I shall take your questions in turn.

First you asked about the number of reports we have received.
since 1978 we received the following number:
1981 - 600, 1982 - 250, 1983 - 390.

For each of the years
1978 - 750, 1979 -~ 550, 1980 - 350,

As to your second question, our policy is that we will consider

releasing the details
of particular, specified reports, on request, if the informatibn is easily identifiabl.
and readily to hand. Ve do not have the resources, though, to| go through our files
for all reports from Wigan since 1980. '

Your third question concerned the lights seen in [QlﬂdzlﬂhmnForest in December 1989,
as reported by Colonel Halt of the Unites States Air Force. As you may have gathered
from Mr Stanley's answer in Hansard of 24 October 1983, we received this report and

satisfied ourselves that it contained nothing of defence interest. In case you have
not seen it, I enclose a copy of Colonel Halt's report.
Finally, I explained in my previous letter that so long as there is nothing in the

report to cause concern from a defence point of view (and there never has been) we
make no attempt to identify what was seen.

4
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\ 2 Hey 1984

\

You wrote to me again on 19 May |with further questions
about our policy towards reports of 'Unidentified
Flying Objects". \

We receive gér reports from a variety of Sources, but
principally from the police, RAF Stations and civil
airfields. These bodies send cnl to us any reports they
receive from members of the publ‘ic of flying objects
which the observer could not identify, so that operationa
staff here can check for possible defence impiicatiens.
flovever, as Mr Stanley ezplain=d|in his Parliamentary
answer of 24 Cctober iast year, no report we have raceiwve
has ever been of concern from ‘.rus\ point of view. That

includes Colonel Halt's report of lights in Rendlesham
Forest.

0
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ko krow 18- |
Q) Qoulc,(u.)a have the kokal Jumbe.:% =P ufe &\\rj\xh\h 's
For bhe vears 1976-1979-1950- 8)-82-5’3-\84 ?
: @ \\{‘Q Also be.Le:.\/e. Onc! haue Ee_e_n.\;olc( thokthe MDD
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Your reference’ \
Our nhrenc\e

D/Ds8/10/209-64% -
Date

ZS May 1984

\

Thank you for your tyo letters, of 7 and 8 May. \
In your le‘::i:er:s ) information concerning three
reported sightin e observer could not identify. The

s the one
at RAF Woodbridge.

e on 27 December 1980,
C I am therefore attachi a report by Colonel Charles Hal
of the United States Air Force, which is the only information we have on this.

ot

vo attached Parliamentary Q

|

\

You may also be interested in the +

uestions.

a
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Dear Sir/Madanm,

could you please forward any information that you have on the following
reports of Unidentified Flying Objects,

Date and time of sighting:Friday the 11th of July 1980,3.30 anm.,

Description of objectsA large flattened oval shaped object,Colour yellow
- then blue/white then changed back to yellow.

Position of observers:Soyland Moor between Littleborough a2nd Todmorden
) North Yorkshire,England,

How Observed:lNaked eye only,
Direction object first seen:North,
deather conditionssCold and clear with Moon and stars visible,

“ames of obscrvers:Police Constable Stephen Hovarth znd Police Constable -
Christopher Fernhead.

O]

econd renocxt,
DatestDecember the 27th 1980 2t Sam.

Descrintion of object:Metzllic triarzular object,2/3 meters across.igs

base and 2 meters higheCneée red 1light on top wit
2 row of blue lights underneath.The object was on
some sort o¥'legs",

Pogition. of observers:Tangham wood,near USAF base at RAF Woodbridge,Suffo
: England, :

How obseriedeaked eyekand”é-iz péﬁei';gnseﬂ"

Direction object seentNoxth, "*7- - - e
E :1’; : .._A - P-T.o. '_': ."‘:. .

oA by SN 2 RS N A i
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=TTy C2rreans 2hovs the horizon,insi 2F¢V9 Srze TOD Yaul |

. 2nd or %he guecuzmad | o :v;li’
Distenacilios “eteraince, |
--ovenentsilbicet cane down through treees in '

lardedé on th

-i
e ground.Yhen noving

|
Coloncl Cherles I Zelt, dopkty COMRRNCOT of g1y 4,
USAF 31st Tocticol Flyirg Wing.Tlus botn Britigh
ard Anmericer Ain ‘oxrce mexsondll »
i 4
T <011 A ono> i n L PO I 3 L é p e
= woul_.r anprecinte g11 the inZorneation that youx denzrtment heg <}n’ the
vio UFC ~cports that I nave nentioned, i !
. . H
_ . i . } . ‘ . P
2L there ie SRY¥ cost involvad for the cbove “enoris I will be 0?1? too
2lceced to oblige, N i -
i’ - . .
fopefully I :i11

1
recieve your renly befoxra too long,untill thqg I ¢n,
[ U
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Our reference | -
D/DS8/10/209 -
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I am afraid that previous references to

flying objects which the observer could not identify from the South Wales area
appear to have been mistaken. In fact we released only fifteed such reports.

I enclose, though, the one report I think you are migsing to complete the "set",
You also asked about Lt Col Halt!
Woodbridge on 27 December 1980.
of which you have a copy,
satisfied ourselves that i
to add to that.

¢37

us having released sixteen reports of

s report on the lights which were seen near RAF
Mr Stanleys answer in Hansard of 24 October 1983,
made it clear that we received a copy of this report and

I have nothing

t contained nothing of defence interest.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE . v
FILAUI®LEL ol 8100 S atesu s op Bed ¢ @ fao| Bel - ';‘.,5 R
. P RSN TR "IN XY te o« 8. \ ) ‘:‘. '\-\;'
L W
e €O : B TJan 81 ' L
. unexp\ajned‘(]gﬁts : \
w. RAF/CC

}J. Early in the worning of 27 Pec 8a {approximately 0300L), two USAF
securfly police patrolmen Saw unusual lights outside the back gate 4t -
RAF Woudbridge. Thinking an sircraft wight have crashied or been forcey
down - they called fur permission to go outside the gate to investigate,
The on-duty flight chief responded and allewed three patrolmen tg prg-
geed un fFoot. Thw individuals reported seeing o S\range gloxing cbjece
in the torest. The object was described as being metalic in appearauce
end triangular in shape, approximately two to threc meters 3cross the
base and approximately two meters Wigh. It {Yluminated the entire forest
~1th-a white light. The object itself had a pulsing red 1ight on tup and
a bank(s) of blue lights underncath. The object was hovering or an legs.
As the patrolumen approached the object, it mancuvercd through the tirees
and disappeared. At this time the aniwals un a ncarby farm went into a
frenzy. The object was briefly sightud approximately an hour later ncar

the back gate. ’ -~

2. The aext day, three depression$. | 1/Z" deep and 7" iA diamcter were
found where the object had Leen Sighted on the ground. .‘"}‘he following
night (29 Duec B0) the arca was cheched tur radidtion. Beta/ganma Feadings
of 0.1 miJliroentgens were recorded with pesk readings 1n the three de-
pressions and near the Ceater of the trianyle formed Ly thie depressions.

A nearby tree had moderate (.06-.07) readings on the $ide of the tree
tuward the depresSions. oy

T l'.}:‘}"*s .

3. tbtater in the night a yed Sun-like light W3 eep thruugh the Lrees.

It moved aboul ang pulsed. At one point it appeased te throw of f alowing
particles andg then Lrule nto fFive sepurate white objects and then Q\s-
appudred.  luaediately thereatter, theee star-1iKe objects were noticed

in the sky, wwo objects to the north and one to rhesouth, all of which
were aboul 0% off the horizon. The objects moved copidly in sharvy gngular
movements and displayed ved, ‘green ond blue lights he objects to the
north appeared o Le elliptical throuygh an B-12 power lFﬂS._ They thuen
turned tu full circles  The objects to the nurth renaeqed in the sky Fer
an hour or more. The objuct to the south was visible f?r two or three
hours and beamed down a stream of light from time to time. Numerous Indiv}
duals, including the undersigned, witnessed the activities in paragraphs

2 and 3. .

W87

ES 1. RALT, Lt Col, USAF
Deputy Base Commander




Your ref: D/DS8/10/209.
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A. Mathewsen, R i folis 4
Defence Secretariat 8, Room 73‘}\ T oy
Ministry of Defence, ~ TS 4
Hain Building, -
Whitehall, oY
LONDON, SW1A 2HB.,

Dear Sir/Madam,

B Thank you for your letter of the 10th instant, which was very
informtive,

With reference to the ‘Hansard' extract for 13th. M&!'\Ch last, my
colleagues and I were wonde

ring whether you could kdndly provide OSEAP.
with a breakdown of the sources for the UPO reports your Department
received from 1984 to 198

3. It seems quite remarkasble that| you have receivad
So many, whilst OSKAP, and others, have received none.

In fact, OSEAP has received no reports for approximately 18 months!
Hence our interest in some old » interesting cases,

So, f at all possible, we would like to kmow from what channels the
WOD gets its reports in such great numbers. '

Coming to RendIesham,
craft hovering vVery near to
implications? The facts,
cause for concern.

Secretary of States

would you confirm that an unidentified aerial
a Tactical Combat Base must surely have defence
-as reported by Col. Halt would see"nx to give some
One does not feel reassured by the natureof the

for Defence's reply in Handsard for ZLth\‘. October last.

Once again, thank you for your cooperation in these ma.iwzter.

Yours truly, \\

|
|
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE a ((,

Main Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB ‘
Telephone 01-218 2638 {Oirect Dialling) 1
01-2189000 (Switchboard)
|

Your refecence | S TT—

Our reference | ¢t

D/Ds8/10/209~

Date : : . N
{Cray 1984 : '

Thank you for your recent letters on the subject of reported UFO sightings.
I am sorry to have been some time replying.
To take your general

question first, it has no
thwereports

w been decided not to pudblish
of alleged UFO sightings we receive. As you may know, we get
several hundr

ed of these each year and to prepare them for publication would
be a considerable editorial task,

for which we have neither the staff nor
resources. This would also fall well outside our defence responsibilities.
However, for some tire we have been prepared to release the de\tails of
particular reports to serious enquirers provided the informati‘pn was easily
identifiable ang readily to hand. That continues to be our po

licy.
As to your questions about specific 'incidents', I am afraid that neither the
first, third nor fourth of those you mentioned was reported tc]\the Ministry
of Defence, so I am unable to help with those. The only information we have
on the lights seen in Renadelesham Forest is the report by Colomel Halt of
the United States Air Force.

You will probably already have seen this, but
in case you have not I enclose a copy.

You may also be interested in the enclosed Parliamentary Questions on the
Ministry of Defence's interest in alleged UFO sightings . ’

/!

Mcam;\w

|
|




30th. April, 1984

Defence Secretariat D1v151on 8, .. o
Ministry of Defeqce, "

Hain : ding ,
White

LONDOY,, ;swm 2HB.

Dear Sir/Madam,

re: release of imformation on UFO Reports.

.~
@

',
Regarding the above a:atter, until early this Year I had received
courteous replies to my enquiries, from your Department.

However, ﬁny colleagues and myself are somewhat perturbed that you

have apoarently ceased to respond to any letters from this quarter. Indeed,

this year I have written on behalf of OSEAP on three occasion

s: 22nd. Jan uary,
13th. March angd 23rd. March.

Following reports in the press, however accurate, we vere led to

believe that You were supplyinz information where possible in response to

enquiries from serious bodies. OSHAP is one such organisa.tioL and feels

that the least you could do is to write and confirm Yyour Department's

position on the matter being discussed. Surely it would be j!.itst a matter of

good manners, even though you will have more important matters to attend to.

Yours fai 1]




~
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Defence Secretariat Divisio

Ministry of, Defence,
Main Building,
Whitehall,

LONOOM, SW1A 2HB.

Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: releass of information relating to UFD reports

W MINI T OFf GErENCE

30 JANI934 ¥
FiLE =5

Just a line to say my colleagues and I are still interested in your

Department's position on the above matter.

Theref‘oré, may we again ask you what is being'done with
if anything~?

Yours truly,

-

a:hua}:y > 1934

n the information,

e

t
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Defence Secretariat Division 8
Hinistry of Defence,

Main Building,

Whitehall,

IONDON, S¥$A 2H4B,

3

Lt VT2 WEPETITE NP 1
~
.
.

e v wme

Dear Sir/aiam,

Ir2: release of information on UFO reports.

Following my letter to your department

like your comments on g front paze article that
for March 14th,

the following:
is now willing
inguiries',

"So it iz interesting now
'to amgider - providing regorts oan specific
rites Walter Harding".

02 behalf of 7y collezguz
. ~
and fheir aceeptance,

[
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Your refi- D/DS8/10/209. 1§ - YT s ¥
: ‘e, , r

1oMALE

Defence Secretarigt Division 8, .- ... i
Ministry of Defence, ;B ]
¥ain Build ~ § e :
Wnitehall, i :

LONDON, SW1A 24B,

Dear Sir/Medanm,

Further to my letier of 22rd. January last and the rej

5th. March issus of the Daily Express, I once azain would as
position in relation to the release of information relating
I would again strees the need for caution in releasing

materia}, Not'onIy bacause of 'national security’ consideri

of the type of Person who might have access to it. You wil

*distortion of the facts' is endemic within sa-called UFQ re

Hoping that this communication is received favourably,

Yours faithfully,

port in the

sk your department tg

to UFO reports.

> this type of

tions, but also
1 oe aware that

search circles.

I anm
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oo T erre U DEFEERTE, Roon 7230
A1 Regil ete e e . r
Main Bullding Wiitena London SWI1A 2HR

\
Yolzanens €1-213 (222t Dialliag) ‘

1-218 3059 (Swsischbroarc)

———
Your referance
Our tolarenca 4 7
D/bs3/10,/209°
© Daote -
AL April 1984

Thark you for your letter of 9 March 1984,
Defence has document

Deceaber 1980, other

Your suggestion taat the Ministry of
§ relating to the alleged UFO sighting at RAF Woodbridge in
than Colonel Halt's report, is quite mistaken.

Perhaps I cught to explain that the sole interest of the Ministry of Defence in
rerorted sightings of Unideatified Flying Cbjects (UF0s) is to establish whether
they have any bearing on the defence of the country,

There is no organisation j
of studying UFOs, and no s
We receive are referre
air defence of the Uni
notimal duties.

n the Ministry of Defence appointed solely for the FUrpose
taff are euployed on the subject full ti&e. The reports

d to the staff in the Departaent who are responsible for the
ted Kingdom, and they examine the reports as|part of tneir

Since our interest in UFOs is limited to rossible d
carried out a study into the scientific signifi na,

there are defence implicaticns we do nct attemnt to identify sightings and we

canaot iaform observers of the probable identity of the object seen. The Departaent

could not justify the expenditure of public funds on investigations which go beyond
the pure defence interests. \

efence icplications we have not
cancz of these phencmena, Unless

gnise that there are many strange thing
*Ye are adequate explanations for them. They may be satellite debris
re-entering the earth atmosphere, ball lightninzg, unusual cloud forﬁatidns,
ieteorological balloons, aircraft lights, aircraft at unusnual angleé or many other
taings. There jg certainly ro’ evidence that alien spacecraft have landod on the

slanet. Although we have not carried out ocur own studies, we are aware of independent
studies into the UFOs, notabnly by the University of Colorado published in 1969. 7This

oncluded that 90% of all UFQs reported could be Plausibly related

qQ ordinary
‘nenomeana. I

s to be seen in the sky, but

" attach copies of 2 recent

Parlianentary Questions on the Ministry of Defence's
aterest in UFO reports. I

A returning your stamped addressed envelopex

Bne s VoAt e

%
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Detédce‘gecretdriaé'nivision 8.

KINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Main Building Whitehall

London . ' 1‘
SWIA 2HB. ’ ;l 9 th Ma\rch 1984,

2.

REs- WOODBRIDGE INCIDENT DEC 'ao'\,

Dear Sir/Madam,

I have been informed that a certain amount of
UFO Documents are being released. | )
As I an a credited UFO Investigator for BUFORA, 'BRITISH UFO
RESEARCH ASSOCIATION®. .
I would be grateful -if you could assist me with my enquiries.
For the past 3years Ihave been one of the main inviestigators

on the Woodbridge incident in December '
We the investigators, the other being s now
know that Photographs,Tape recording and signe wiltnesses

statements Do exist, Our source of information being reliable.
Ve have been informed that the Ministry of Defence lhas Docu-
mentatoin on the said mention case.

e received Col Charles I Holt's report via the Preedonm of
Informations Act, in the United States,

This report was first sen’t to tkhe MoD, by Sqn Leader Donald
Moreland. theloDd eventually sent a cony to the us Aixr Fowuce
in the united States. To hevoe been informed that Co} Halts
report is but onliyr & Tief acconni vi whe incident and a full
report has been made . E

We would be gratefull if you would provide us wita the latlr
&lso other Documentation on the Woodbridge incidentﬂ .

I have enclosed just one of many Documents we have ﬂgcglved.
The enclosed being from the Air Force Headquaters 5I5ta
Combat Support Group (U.S.A,F.E.).

We look Porward to your Acknowledgement of this Letter.

YOURS SINCERELY

.....



|

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS $1373 COMBAT SUPPORT GROUP (USAFE}
b3

New vorx 24]
‘A ,‘z

-

-14 June 1983

for information dateqd”
upport Group Provides

ir Force. After extensive
barate‘ly directed requests
ember 1980.

had no longer retained
harles I. Halt. The
ordance with Air Force
€ gracious consent of
e and the Royal Aip

.Copy for you. We trust thi s adequately
Tnability to provide a favorable response.

'As io’u also askeif, we have attached such documentatic

N as we had concerning
" the Pr‘gcessing of your several FOIA requests as of receipt of your 7 May 1983
request, . :

\Ncerely,

i

BENT, Colonel, USAF
Comander ‘

D oconedi # ¢

~]
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chail London SW1A 2HB

(Diract Dialling)
01-218 9000 (Switchbeard)

*lain Building W;:ﬁc
Telephzna 01.213

. ————
Your referenca

Our refarence _‘ g y4 5
D/DS8/10/209”
Date

,’Q{-Apru 1984

Thank you for your letter of 31 January.

I am sorry to have taken so long
before replying.

I should first of all point out that the sole interest of the Mi

nistry of Defence
in reported sightings of UFOs is to establish whether they have any bearing on the
defence of the country.

There is no organization in

of studying UFOs, and no staff are employed on the subject full time. The reports
vie receive are referred to the staff in the Department who are r%sponsible for the
air defence of the United Kingdom, and they examine the repcrts as part of their

normal duties.

the Ministry of Defence appointed sogely for the purpose

Since our interest in UFOs is 1
carried out a study into the
there are defence implication
cannot inform observers of th
could not justify the expendi
the pure defence interests.

imited to possible defence implications we have not
scientific significance of these ph;nomena. Unless

s we do not attempt to identify sig?tings and we
e probable identify of the object seen. The Department

ture of public funds in investigati&ns-which go beyond

We have to recognize that there are many strange things to be seen in the sky, but
W2 believe there are adequate explanations for them. They may be satellite debris
re-entering the earth atmosphere, ball lightning, unusual cloud (ormations, ’
meteorological ballons, aircraft lights, aircraft at unusual angles or many other
things. There is certainly no evidence that alien spacecraft haYe landed on the
planet. Although we have not carried out our own studies, we are aware of
independent studies into the UFOs, notably by the University of Colorado published
in 1969. This concluded that 90%

of all UFOs reported could be ﬁlausibly related to
ordinary phenomena.

I attach copies of two

recent Parliamentary Questions on the Ministry of Defence's
interest in UFO reports

love S inaeiy
QMK@SD\\ :
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. T VY WnrDiNLE foom Y250 7 —
SEEE Main Building Whitshall London SW1A 2HB ‘

; 3 Talsgheins 012153 ~28538 (Direct Cialling) ‘ ‘ A

01-2139000  (Switchboard) ' ’ A

Your reference, l I

Our reference ' 2 %
D/DS8/10/209~
Date

| Z4april 1984

"Thank you for Your letter of 12 March. Since Mrs Titchmarsh, my

last wrote to you it has been decided not to publisa the reports of alleged UFO
sightings we receive. As you may know, wa receive hundreds of these reports each
year and to prepare them for publication would involve a great Peal of editoria}l
work, for which we have neither the money nor the staff. This would, in any case,
fall outside our defence responsibilities. It is also not poss

ible for you to be
allowed privileged access to these reports. Although they contain no classified °*

papers they are, like all Ministry of Defence files, subject to the Public Records

Act. Under this Act official files are, in general, to remain closed for 30 years
after the last action has been taken on thenm,

predecessor here '

Tou may be interested in the t

w0 attached Parliamentary Questions on the MOD's
interest in reports of alleged

UFO sightings.

\(G\L/D SWQ?,

Qv\e@a_) ua’é@:ﬂv\
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el T
Dear Sirs, ~-

We have °°rr°5pondé3w;;";§ny occasions in the past regarding your low-key

|
investigation into UFO sightings.I am fully conversant with your policy and
appreciate the difficulties under which you labour.

You will realise,if you check back througﬁ my records,that I have no grand

illusions about UFOs.I do not belkeve you are covering up‘evidence of an aljen
invasion.Essentially,I believe that 90% (plus) of sightings are Teadily explicable
As for the Trestythe solutions lie in terms of novel atmosﬁheric and P8ychological
phenomena.Some of these pPhenomena have decided scientific value,and since they

represent the harnessing of radiating energy have (both in my view and that of

a number of scientists who work with me) potential to offer economic advantages
to those who study them,.

For this reason I have been urging the department since 1?78 to release the files
you hold to the scientific community,since the problem (as you freely a@mit)
is one much more of a scientific nature than of a defence |concern.

In October 1982 you wrote to me advising that a decision had been takem to
release data and you were currently contemplating the bes@ way by which this
might be achieved, I kept this to myself at the time,sincé I did not wish to
prejudice your decision with receipt of numerpus claims.HAwever,you gave me a
statement to make Public some months later and several sample reports from South
Wales.These were ih lieu of the case I specifically requested.

Recently,I was approached by the Sunday Observor,who planJed to do an article
on the MOD and UFOs, I gave them full cooperation, to the Baximum of my ability,
since I felt this was the right kind of infliential source to discuss the matter
pudblicly. I had no control over Martén Bailey's conclusions (which I think were
reasonably fair),but it is difficult to do this when I have incomplete data.Had

|
I been in possession of more documents I could have possibly helped the paper

give an even more fair appraisal.

In February 1983 myself and Peter Warrington published an agticle "The Neglected
Sciencd of UF0s™ in New Scientist.Youmay peruse this,since‘it adequately reflects
my position on the matter.I think this demonstrates that I|am not making out-
landish claims, and that cooperation between us could be t? mutual advantage.
You must realise the problems caused when unscrupulous sources wrongly promoted
the essence of the Woodbridge Air Base (December 1980) sighting,in the News of
the World last year.This generated public relations beadaches I am sure.And

the real truth was in mo sense given.After a lot of work on the case I know

that a UPO and aliens were not responsible for the events éf that night.

|

Following our New Scientist article,Peter and I were approached by a scientific
publishers (Blackwell) and commissioned to write a book that reflects the
history of science and its dealdngs with the UFO phenomeno#.& section of this
deals with official government policy towards UFO science (in the USA and here).
In this way a few thousand words on the British MOD policy have been included.




I have brought this to your attention before, in a letﬂnf that did not Tecejiye
2 reply. We feel that this book will be influential,reaching as it does tpe
scientific community (ie it will mot be & mass market paperback). I't woulg Ye a
ideal opportunity to help one another.That is,you offering data to us and we "
offering a good public relayions job for you. This we would be delighteq ¢, do,

Whilst the book is largely complete we can delay a little while,if there jgs
promise of significant new data. : |

When I first discussed the document releade with your‘deertment,almout 18 monthg
ago,I requested Privileged access to the files.I suggested that I would pe happy
to sign the official secrets act,or any other waiver you may require to Protect

the identity of the people who have written to you, which| you explained to pe as

the main probvlem in clearing the data for release. Surely such a committment op
my part would bhe sufficient?

I supported my application with reference to Bill Chalker,who acts as my opposite
number in Australia (we are coordinators of national inveétigations).Prior t0 the
granting of the Freedom of Information Act in Australia he was offered access (on
terms similar to those I suggest) to all the cleared documents.He was then
encouraged to report on this as widely as possible in the UFO media. This he dig,
very fairly I might add.His reports (which I have if you wish to see them) have
had a number of significant advantages,

(1) They have effectively demolished the 'cover—up' myth,b showing in detail
the full truth of the file content.

(2) They have eased the burden of enquiries that the gover$ment would have received
by Presenting this material ,through Bill, to the peoplg who reqpired it.

(3) They allowed a person with the UFO background knowledgL (that your team do not
have) to act in a public relations capacity for the goyernment.In other words
all enquiries are deflected to himyand he is in a position to respond to them,

This is an effective system that has worked well, Of cours?,I realise it was
precipitated by the imminence of Freedom of Information th?re.No doubt the
Australian government wished to avoid what took place in the USA,where law suit

! .
after law suit (using the F.0.I.act) has beeh tabded in order to obtain perceived

documents,

I asked Bill to endorse my claim for similar treatment, which he did.

One problem you raised was that there are many UFO groups here,and that sponsorshir
of me might leave you open to requests from the others.But Eurely you are able to
make a valge judgement and appreciate that most groups lack\knowledge,experience;
and a credible public relations position. I have been a full-time worker in this
field for six years and have established a public relations~p°3iti°n-1 also have
hopefully demonstrated that I am capable &f expressing the situation objectively,
withput wild suppositions or illogical assumptions.,

I am in the position to report to the UPO community,as Bill Chalker did.In this
way I could help you. What is more,via the book,Peter and I{could truly provide
@ heneficial service to both science and yourselves,

Tou did say that if a substadtial delay,further to the one already in effect in
late 1982,were to take place,then you would seriously consider this proposal.

As 1t would now appear that you have comcluded (I think reasonah}y) that there is

/03




|
Just too much information to release it a3}1, then this mi

‘ght make the Suggestion
eéven more advantageous.

Can I please ask you to contemplate such a move. I¢ is 1l oy interests t,
present the realities of the UFO problem to the scientific community,and ¢, try
to educate the UFQ enthusiasts (based: upon the facts). It is in your interest
to ease the public relations burden,whilst being as open as possible. It will
not be easy to demonstrate that you are not witholding‘v#tal information, ¢

do so effectively we must start now. There may not be a Freedom of Information
Act here at the Present, but as you must know it is feasible. If it comes.it

would be well to have prepared, just as they did in Australia. In which case I
beldeve that my prpposition must have merit.

Yours sincerely,

/Ol




JAD MOD Sy 1 o ’ o |
comnssromacs o SN .
1. I attach a letter =23d attachments we recently received from a ‘
for your information and whatever action you think necessary. ] -

2. As you will see,m;as sent us a copy of a lettex" which purports

to be a report of landing of a UFO crewed by several entities" near RAF
" Bentwaters in 1980. This letter is clearly a forgery. Although it is written
-on MCD headed paper it is most certainly not an official Aocueedt.I do not wvant to

be too 'alarmist about what could be simply a harmless Joke, b \

ut this could prove
rather embarrassing if it ever found its way to a newspaper. The News of the worlq

ran a very sensational story in October last year, alleg'm\ tpxat a UFO had landed
near RAF Bentwaters. They based this on a report by a USAF CoP.onel, of some
unexplained lights near the ‘base, which they had managed to get hold of. They
would no doubt seize on this letter as further "proof! that sometaing had happened,
There could also-be Parliamentary interest. Sir Patrick Wall MP has recently"

asked 2 questions on the ¥OD's interest in UFO reports and might ask questions

about this. 1In the worst case, then, this letter could cause a good deal of
unnecessary and unwelcome bother. :

3. Haddressed the letter to Mrs Titchearsh, my predecessor in this
post, because he had spoken to her shortly after the News of the world story

appeared: my phone number has become fairly well known amongst\UFO spottérs. The
reference to D38 in the text of the letter is also easily explgined; anyone who
has received 4 letter explaining our policy on UFO reports would know that DsS8

are the responsible division, although we do not, contrary to v\lhat the letter
suggests, carry out investigations.

b, By way of background, I attach a note explaining the limited extent of our

interest in UFO reports and the 2 recent PQS. I should, of course, be happy to
speax to you about this.

Q ,(-L'CU{UL,:‘:?\/\\' .
A MATHEWSON

\
|
Ds8 )
MB 7230 2638 MB

"',.l
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For the attention of Miss P. Titchmarsh .
Hiﬁisfry'of Defence,

Main Building,

Whitehall, .
LONDON SW1A 2HB'

Dear Miss Titchmarsh,

re: UFO Matters and Rendlesham Foreer Sighting,

I enclose a copy of a letter which I received iJ January,
a copy of the front of the envelope which contained the %ame,

to receive your comments thereon.
Thanking you in anticipation.

. Yours i

|

*
3

together with
and would be gratefu
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m
E MINISTRY OF DEFENCE |
. Main Building, Whitehall, London swia 218
pr— _ Telephone (Direct Dialling) or-218 g
[ e (Switchboard) 01-218 gooo

Dear Sinenumugy, ,

As you know, OSI has completed a report on the landing of

a craft of unknown origin crewed by several entities near RAF Bentwaters gn
the night of December 29/30 1980.

Interestingly, OSI reports that the ent;.ties were
approximately 1% metres tall, wore vhat appeared to be nylon-coated Pressure
suits, but no helmets. Conditions on the night wvere misty, giving the
appearance that the entitics were hovering.above ground ]level.

Tape recordings were ;nq.de on which the entities are heard
to speak in an electronically synthesized version of English, with a strong
Ameriocan accent. Similar transmissions intercepted irre | arly by NSA since

1975.(See attached - Flag A)

According to OSI, entitiea had claw-like hande with three
digits and an opposable thumb, R

Despite original reports (Flags B - G), OSI said the craft
was not damaged but landed deliberately as part of & series of visits to
SAC bases in USA and Europe. Reports that craft was repaired by US
servicemen or was taken on to the base are not confirmed by OSI.

Landing is not considered a defence isqu in view of the
overt peaceful nature of the contact, but investigations by DS8 are to be

continued on NN =utiority. Precautionary plan \for counter-
information at a loccl level involving Ry :nd © D e

@R i: strongly recommended.

Sincerely ‘

/07
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i .
The sole interest of the Mznistry of Defence in reported sightings of
Unidentified Flying ObJects (UFOs) is to establish whether they have :

any bearxng on the defence of the country.

There is no organization in the Ministry of Defence appointed solely for

the purpose of studying UFOs, and no staff are employed on the subject full

time. The reports we receive, which we are grateful for, are referred to

the staff in the Department who are responsible for the air

|

heir normal duties.

defence of the
United Klngdom and they examine the reports as part of t

Slnce our interest in UFOs is limited to possible defence 1mp11catlons we have
not carried out a study into the scientific significance of these phenomena.
Unless there are defence 1mp11cat10ns we do not attempt to 1dent1fy sightings
and we cannot 1nform observers of the probable identity of the object seen.

The Department could not justify the expenditure of pub11 funds on

1nvest1gat10ns whlch go beyond the pure defence lnte“ests7

¥e have to recogn1ze that there are?many strange th1ngs to be seen in the sky,

&
but we believe there are adequate‘explanations for them. They may be satellite

debris re-entering the earth atmosphere, ball lightning, unusual cloud

formations, meteorologicat balloons, aircraft lights, aircraft at unusual angles

or many other things. There is certainly no evidence that\alien spacecraft have

landed on the planet. Although we have not carried out ou

aware of independent studies into the UFOs,

r own studies, we are

notably by the Unxvers:ty of Colorado
published in 1969. This concluded that 90% of all UFOs reported could be "'

plausibly related to ordxnary phenomena.

/08




~Hansard Extract
13 March 1984
Cols 132 & 133

—

.Unidentified Flying Objects

Sir Patrick Wall asked the Secretaty of State for
Defence (1) how many alleged landings by unidentified
flying objects have been made in 1980, 1981, 1982 and
1983, respectively; and how many have been investigated
by his Department's personnel; -

(2) how many unexplained sightings there have been in
1980, 1981, 1982 and 1983, respectively; and which of
these had been traced by radar and with what result.

Mr. Lee [pursuant to his reply, 9 March 1984, c. 7?.8]:
‘For the years in question, the Ministry of_ Defence recexw_'cd
the following numbers of reports of sightings of flying

objects which the observer could not ideatify; 350, 600, .

250, and 390. Reports of alleged landings are not
separately identified. The Department was satisfied that
none of these reports was of any defence significance and,
in such cases, does not maintain records of the extent of
its investigations.

———




