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MOD Form 262F

(Revised 10/97)

FILE TITLE: (Main Heading - Secondary Heading - Tertiary Heading etc)
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PERSISTENT GRLESfarsDE°CE —

Reference:

(Prefix and Number}:
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Part:

rx

PROTECTIVE MARKING (including caveats & descriptors): UNETARSa

=

Link Meth ivy

Date of last enclosure: Oate closed:

2, SEP Feo i ZSeP 2eo |

PART 1. DISPOSAL SCHEDULE RECOMMENDATION FOR CS(RM) USE ONLY
{To be completed when the file is closed) v

Destroy after years LC]
Date of 1st review Date of 2nd review Forward Destruction Date

Forward to CS(RM) after years

Rae CPRRamawent” RETENT Reviewer's Reviewer's
No recommendation Signature: Signature:AT Mecic Reteags otek

PART 2. SRANCH REVIEW

{To be completed not later than 4 years after the date of the last enclosure)

{Delete as appropriate) v
@. Of no further administrative value and not worthy of permanent preservation. DESTROY IMMEDIATELY (Remember that TOPSECRET [|
and Codeword material cannot be destroyed locally and must be forwarded to CS{RM)).

ob. (i) =~ To be retained for, years (from date of last enclosure) for the following reason(s): Ay permode r/deb
v vy ak +e Ro

LEGAL EJ DEFENCE POLICY + OPERATIONS C4

CONTRACTUAL E] ORIGINAL COMMITTEE PAPERS C]

FINANCE/AUDIT C] MAJOR EQUIPMENT PROJECT Cl i }

DIRECTORATE POLICY wie OTHER (Specity) CE]

PPQ = 100 {Continued overleaf f



(i) Key enclosures which support the recommendation are:

(iii) At the end of the specified retention period the file is to be:

Destroyed C]

Considered by CS(RM) for

permanent preservation CJ

c. Of no further administrative value but worthy of consideration by CS(RM) for permanent preservation. m
n

Tel No:

PAR

Signi

Nam

(Block Capitals)

Grade/Rank: ct Date: SYos *
(Not below HEO/equivalent} ee

Branch Title and Full Address:

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
DAS 4 (SEC)

| ROOM 8241

MAIN BUILDING

WHITEHALL

LONDON SW1A 2HB-

PART 4 DESTRUCTION CERTIFICATE

It is certified that the specified file has been destroyed,

Signature:

Name:

(Block Capitals)

Grade/Rank: Date:

Witnessed by (TOP SECRET‘ and SECRET only)

Signature:

Name:

(Block Capitals)

Grade/Rank: Date:

*(FOR CS(RM) USE ONLY)

} Faia by Ministry of Defence, CS (Pr) 2. Tel. 0117 9376256



File Note — D/Sec(AS)64/3

1. Files checked

D/Sec(AS)/64/3 Part N for 28 Jul 98-27 Aug 98 (part only) (14 encl)

Part O for 28 Aug 98-21 Dec 98 (80 encl)

Part P for 21 Dec 98-14 Apr 99 (75 encl)

Part Q for 14 Apr 98-28 Jul 99 (part only) (72 encl)

D/Sec(AS)/64/2 Part H for 28 Jul 98- Feb 99 (part only) (153 encl)

Part I for-10 Feb 99- 28 July 99 (part only) (114 encl)

PQs and PEs received during the period concerned also searched.

2. Total time taken to search, copy, sanitise, copy and produce a summary = 8 hours

40 minutes.

3. Costs incurred:

first four hours - nil

next 8 hours 40 minutes @ £15 per hour = £120+10 = £130

4. Estimate given to Ombudsman that it would take no more than 10 hours and costs

would be no more than £75 (ie half rate) as a gesture of goodwill.

5. charged £65 and paid in full.

AD/Sec(AS)2
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List of Enclosures

Parliamentary Ombudsman Complaint - E1-2

First draft to OMD - E3

Revised drafts with comments - E5S-E5/1

Re-submitted draft - E6

Copy of PUS response section 40 Baa
Thanks from PUS - E8

Request for PUS comments from Ombudsman - E9

OMD comments - E10

Our comments to OMD - E11

OMD amendments to our comments - E12

OMD's submission to PUS - E13

PUS to Ombudsman - E14

Ombudsman to MP - E15

Letter a al cheque and our response - E16

Letter fro seeking clarification and our response - E17-19

Letter to Press office regarding case - E20

Letter to EESIRRAOI enclosing two reports - E21
E-mail from OMD 14 - E22

Letter from BERRRMROMEequesting further information and our response -
E23

File note: telephone conversation with - E24

Letter from CAA to SERINE E25 oes
Loose Minute to AS/DD1 & SEC(AS) 1 concerning letter from CAA -

E26-27

Response from AS/DD1 - E28

Our Response to BERIRMEOM - E29

Copy of Parliamentary Ombudsman report - E30

E-mail correspondence with OMD - E31/32

Observer article - E33

Loose Minutes to Press office - E34/35
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4, Respectfully and strenucusly advocate legislation that would allow for

the establishment of Independent Commissions with extensive powers of
search and interview. Those commissions would be made up of

professional people from ail walks of life (Barristers, Police Officers,

Scientists, Doctors) who though initially signataryto The Official Secrets
Act could forcefully recommend that issues be bought aut into the Public

Domain if t was clear that their extended closure was notin the Public
interest.

The author of this article can be contacted Bysection 40 |
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been incapable of giving a stationary one.

Applying Occam's Razor, the simplest explanation Is that this was clearly

a case of an unidentified craft with design and performance

characteristics well in excess of the then state of the art technology.

Indeed, it would be difficult even now, for an aircraft to emulate the radar

teturns 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 te be under intelligent control.

Othemise, the object would fall down to Earth with a resounding thud. |

understand the laws of gravity are very stringent on this point.

| 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 20/9321 and AIR 20/9444 obtained from
Public Record Office, Kew (Telephone 01818763444), Putting it 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 or

The Suffragette Mevement and itis for this reason that we must start

taking the whole UFO issue extremely seriously.

ls West Freugh the only evidence I have to offer, certainty not. Consider

for example The RAF Topeliffe Incident.-

Fit Lt J Kilburn and five of his associates observed a Gloster Meteor
descending at 500 faet at RAF Topcliffe in Thirsk, Yorkshire during

Operation Mainbrace. The time was 7.10pm and the date was 19
September 1952. a UFO was seen approximately 5 miles astem at

approx. 15000 feet and described as cireular 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 pendular motion not too dissimilar to that

of a falling sycamore leaf. The descending Meteor had turned towards

Dishforth and the UFO, whitst still descending, appeared to follow suit.

The pendulous motion then ceased and the object initiated a rotary

motion abaut an axis perpendicular to its horizontal plane before

dissappeating in a westerly direction and turning on @ south easterly
bearing. The observers stated that its movements were not identifiable

with anything that they had seen in the air and acceleration was in
excess of that of a shooting star. The duration of the incident was 15 to

20 seconds. (Source. File AIR 16/1199, Fit Lt J Kitburn's Memo to

Coastal Command Det., RAF. Available from Public Record Office,
Kew)

In conciusion, | hope that1 have persuaded participants within this
exercise in democracy to

41. Respectfully ask that whenever our arrned forces encounter an
unidentified craft that displays design and performance characteristics
clearly in excess of cutting 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, speed

flight characteristics etc of the unidentified oraft.

2. Respectfully and 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 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 Health and awareness (though perhaps embarrassing to certain
politicians) should nat be the subject of any form of extended closure

and ffiat all such documentation ourrently held under extended closure = Ae Socw ‘Sees
should be released forthwith. These to include diseases (eg BSE),
chemical and cadicactivity-related iiinesses (eg Gulf War Syndrome) , Beer oA
hurnan guinea pig type experiments (eg releasing agents on Waterlao Whe ea ot
Bridge) and miscellaneous (to include alt militaryfintelligence reports on vFe*s

04/22/98 §$:02:40
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were the draft notes prepared for Mr George Ward, The Secretaryof
@ State for Air. A Parliamentary Question was tabled by Mr Stan Awbarry,

a Labour MP for one of the Bristol constituencies on Wednesday, 17
Aprit, 1957 (Hansard, col 206). The question read.-

To ask the Secreiary of State for Air, what recent investigations have

been made into unidentified flying objects; what photographs have been
faken; and what reports have been made on the subject.

Extracés from the Ministerial notes prepared for George Ward read-

3. The Ministry of Supply Bombing Trals Unit at West Freugh,
Wigtownshire 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

mada, The object could not have been a balloon since it was moving

against the wind.

4, A reference to this report was contained in the "Evening News” and
“Evening Standard” on 6th Apnil (cutting attached), If S. of S. is asked

questions on this point, it ls suggested that the reply should be on the

following [ines:-
"That report is still being investigated, and the cause has noi yet-been

established. It may weil 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 appreciable height

The fact that it was hovering

Also, no mention was made of objects ; was there a cover-up ?

Certainly if you consider the withoiding of information from a

Government Minister and the blatant misrepreseniation of facts to the

press as a cover-up then clearly, this is indeed the case.

[have given several talks on the Weet Freugh case, and time after Gime,

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. Itis easy to explain

UFOs with everyday objects such as clouds, conventional aircraft,
weather balloons and such like, so, let us consider the alternativas.-

Helicopters.- 1 agree that helicopters can hover and reach speeds in

excess of 290 mph; however, in 1957, helicopters were an emerging

technology and | am certainly not aware of any, even today, that could
reach a height of 70,000 feet.

Clouds/weather ballcons.- No, these do not move against prevailing
winds.

Powered Airship.- | think 220mph is a little excessive as is 70,000 ft,

Meteorites/bollards.- These do not fly in formation or change direction
and are very susceptibie to the laws of gravity

Flock of birds.- | do not knaw of any birds that can fly at 70,000 ft

Harrier Jump Jet- There may well have been harriers protetypes about

in 1957; however, | don't think the service ceiling of the harrier exceeds

40,000 ft and it certainly would rot give a radar return the size of a ship

(note.- in an interview with Sir Ralph Noyes, Jenny Randies was told that

the West Freugh returns were more akin to battleships !).

U2 Spvyplane.~ Although this gave a large radar return, itwould have

Sof? 04/22/98 11:02:40
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sent up from Aldergrove airfieldin Northern Ireland. This rather

mundane explanation seems to have been accapted, the reporter had

his story and the case was to all intents and purposes closed. The

Evening Standard was not the only newspaperto have reported 2 UFO

that Saturday for The Daily Sketch quite sensationally had obtained a
photograph of a UFO from a 25-year-old cabinet maker called Reginald

Queree. He had taken the picture at his home at First Tower, Jersey and
the tabloid's "photographic experts” were absolutely convinced as to Its

authenticity. You can imagine the embarrassmentfelt by the tabloid
editor when told that the Jersey photograph was not authentic and on
Monday, 8th April 1957, The Daily Sketch published @ small paragraph
stating that the "flying saucer” was in fact a fake and had been

constructed of cardboard and silver paper suspended from a clothes

line. Mr Queree confirmad that he took the photograph 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. It would seem that the
Daily Sketch rnissed out on another major exclusive, namaly, the

apparent clairvoyant skills of the First Tower Snapper. He would have
had to have given the newspapers the photegraph and story by about a

10.00 pm deadline on Friday the 3fd April - The Evening Standard did

not publish untl Saturday 6th April ! Itis apparent from historically

authenticated Publio Record documents that The Deputy Directorate of

Intelligence (Technical) took a rather unusual interest in this particular
faked story although | would not like to speculate upon the reasons for

this. Suffice to say, it will be interesting to see the full intelligence dossier

on the Oaily Sketch article and the background of "Mr Queree” if, and

when Sritaln's intelligence Files are released from this particular era (If
am still around, | will be visiting the Public Record Office for these

answers in 2057 1),

Returning now to the West Freugh incident, it would be interesting to see
what the Deputy Directorate of Intelfigence thought of this. in a report

dated the 30th April 1957 (Ref. ODI (Tech)/C_290/3/, the following

observations 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 feet white remaining appreciably stationary in azimuth and range.

All of these objects appeared to be capable of speeds of about 240

mph. Nothing can be said of physical construction except that they were
very effective reflectors of radar signals, and that they must have been

either of consklerable size or else constructed to be especially good

Teflectors.

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

meteorological balloons. Even if balloons had been in the area 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 considerad 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. {tis not thaughi however that this incident

was due to such phenomena (author's note.- clouds, like balloons would

also be unlikely to move against prevailing winds at high speed).

It is Conciuded that the incldent was due to the presence of five objects

of unidentified type and origin. itis considered unlikely that they ware

conventional aircraft, meteorologicat balloons or charged clouds.

Kis 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 inte the hands of the press and this is alluded to in a

secret memo (Ref DDI {Tech)/S280/). However, even more damning

04/22/08 11:02:39
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Without further ado, | will now relate the detalis surrounding the Incident
e@ at West Freugh-

incident at West Freugh

Gast your mind back if you will to Thursday, 4th April 1957. Tom Finney

of Preston North End FC had just been voted Footballer of the Year and

the recently elected MacMilfan Government had come to the bitter
conclusion 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 defence policy of the UK, more reliance was going to be placed

on a nuclear deterrent and large cut backs would be made in

conventional forces; especially those serving overseas. The worfd was
also becoming a dangerous place to live as Britain was one month from

exploding its first H-Bomb over the Pacific and tle USSR was aboutto

announce that it had developed long range missiles capable of

delivering nuclear warheads.

With all the confusion over the defence cuts, itwas small wonder that

litte attention was being focused on incredible events that were

happening near Stranraer in South West Scotfand. On the moming of
the 4th, radar operators at the Ministry of Supply, Bomb Trials Unit, West

Freugh picked up an unusual response from an almost stationary

object. The first return was picked up on the ¢c¢reen of a radar at

Balscalloch, Although its range remained appreciably constant for about
ten minutes, its height appeared to alter from about 50,000 to 70,000

feet. A second radar was switched on and verified this return as the

unidentified flying object was detected at the same range and height.

The radar sets used were capable of following the objects automatically

and the information was obtained in the form of polar coordinates.

These cauld 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 a meter. The unidentified object was tracked on the plotting

table and after ten minutes, it moved in a north-easterly direction with a

gradual increase in speed (7Omph groundspeed at 54,000 feet). Further

confirmation 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 traveled
about twenty miles, it did a sharp tum and proceeded ina

south-easterly direction whilst increasing its speed. The Balscalioch
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 astem from each other. Tre Balscalloch radar also picked up

these returns. it was noted by the radar operators that the sizes of the
echoes were considerably Jarger than would be expected from normal
alreraft. in fact they considered that the size was nearer a ship's echo.

in the previous December, 4 memo marked SECRET had been Issued
by RAF HQ No 11 Group (Ref. 11G/S.1803/7/Air Int. Paragraph 3 of this

memo stated.-

“tt will be appreciated that the public attach more credence to reports by

Royal Air Force personnel than to those by members of the public. It is
essential that the information should be examined at Air Ministry and that

its release should be controlled officially. All reports are, therefore, to be
classified “CONFIDENTIAL” and personnel are to be warned that they

are notto communicate to anyone other than official persons any

information about phenomena they have observed, unless officially
authorised to do sp”

Despite these standing orders. it appears that the Evening Standard

must have golten a handie on the story as a reference was made to
West Freugh in the Saturday edition (6th April). it would seem that the

newspapar's Air Reporter was told by an Air Ministry spokesman that the

radar returns were attributable to a weather balloon which had been

30f7 04/22/98 11:02:39
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-Nationalised Industries, Quangos and the UK Atomie Energy Authority

‘The National Heaith Service

‘The Public Service Broadcasters

‘Local Authorities

‘Administrative functions of Courts, tribunals, Police and Police

Authorities
the Armed Forces

Good as these proposals aro, it ie a shame that Intelligence Services are

exempt from the Act since itis clear from the West Freugh article how

the Deputy Directorate of Intelligence played a significant role in dealing

with unidentified 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 UFC 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 vita! for our
National Security and agree in principle with the need for secrecy here, |

feel extending this kind of secrecy to UAP-related incidents is

unnecessary-it certainly undermines my confidence in Govornmant. }
also believe a large number of academic and industrial institutions would

welcome some form of acknowledgment by the Government on the
existence of unidentified craft with superfluous design and performance.

This would create temendous research opportunities and whilst there is

no evidence of extraterrestrial involvement, certainly the inferences to be

drawn would, / feel, help bring the nations of Earth closer together.

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

1.Singe 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 cutting edge

technology, that the information be fed to the public by means ofa

televised press conference. The Press Conference should give full

defails of radar returns, size, shape, spead, flight characteristics etc of

the unidentified craft. | note that a PQ was raised to this effect-dansard
(18.12.98, col 828, written answers). | think the answer given to this

question was illustrative of the breathtaking atrogance of our former

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 certain science orientated matters that are

clearly in the public interest, especially those related to Public Health

and awareness (though perhaps embarrassing to certain politicians)

should not be the subject of any form of extended closure and that all
such documentation currently held under extended closura should be

released forthwith, These to include diseases (eg BSE), chemical and

radioactivity-related finesses (eg Gulf War Syndrome) , human guinea

pig type experiments (eg releasing agents on Waterloo Bridge) and

miscellaneous (to include all militaryintelligence reports on UAP).

4. !would also strenuously advocate legislation that would allow for the

establishment of Independent Commissions with extensive powers of
search and interview. These commissions would be made up of

professional people from all walks of life (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 it was clear that their extended closure was not in the Public

interest.

04/2298 11:02:39
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30 Jan 1997

{Next submission (byAate)| Previous Submission
{by date)| index of submissions

FOI AND UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA

$ Allow me to introduce tyyself. My name is! and my

ttwag confeyfed upon me bynes in
Elana Member of [and-a writer for

pa tot Gi my spare time researching the Mol's
“history with fe i ad Aerial Phenomena (UAP), the bulk of

EF MANEYON SAYA) my information comes fromyhistohcally authenticated documents held in_
The Public Record Office,

B itis clear from my resey fches that advakced agrial craft with design and
performance parametgts far outstripping dur own state of the art

a engineering have on 6ccasion penetrated oby airspace. My enquiries
A have aiso clearly defnonstrated that successivea governments in the UK
have failed to shar¢ this information with the pedple. _ -

I do not make this claim lightly, further into this discussion you will see an
article on the West Freugh Incklent of 1957 which | hake included for

illustrative purposes. | regret using such an old example? jowever, YOU
will appreciate, the MoD does not make a habit of broadcasting these

incidents and obtaining information of subsequent sightings by trained
observers {eg pilots) is both time consuming and expensive.

A cursory glance at Hansard Parliamentary abstracts will clearly
demongitrate that incidents like West Freugh aré still occurring (eg
24.7.96, col 424, written answers; 17.10.96, cols 1092-1094, written

ans prs) and that the MoD still will not publicly seknowtodge these
incufsions.

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

. Unnecessary sacrecy in government feads to arrogance in

Aovernance and defective decision- making. The perception of

excessive secrecy has become a corrosive influence In the decline of

public confidencein government. Moreover, the climate of public opinion

has changed: people expect much greater openness and
accountability from government than they used to.

2. The purpose of the [FO] 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 thar ......other openness

measures in government. It will cover-

P.a2/08
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Directorate of Air Staff (Lower Airspace)

Operations & Policy 1

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE :
Metropole Building, Northumberland Avenue, London,

WC2N 5BP

Telephone (Direct dial) 020 7218 2140

(Switchboard) 020 7:

{GTN)

Your Reference

Our Ref
D/DAS/64/3)1<~
Date
3 September 2001

Thank you for your letter of 26 July addressed to Secretary of State for Defence, regarding

‘unidentified flying objects‘. This office is the focal point within the Ministry of Defence for
correspondence relating to “UFOs ’ and I have been asked to reply.

We are aware that a press conference took place in the USA, in May, in which many people

claimed to have experienced various phenomena. However, as you may recall from previous
correspondence, the Ministry of Defence only examines reports of ‘UFO’ sightings to establish

whether there is any evidence that the United Kingdom's airspace might have been compromised

by hostile or unauthorised air activity. Unless there is evidence of a potential threat to the United

Kingdom from an external military source we do not conduct further investigations or attempt to

identify what might have been seen. To date no UFO sighting reported to us has revealed any

threat and we therefore have no plans to change our current policy or practices with regard to

these reports.

You also mention your ideas for the release of brief summaries of the reports received by the

MOD. With the start of the introduction of the Freedom of Information Act next year, this

department, in common with other Government departments, will be examining what material we

hold and what information may be released to the public. Thank you for your suggestion, we will,

of course, bare this in mind.

Finally, the MOD does not have any expertise or role in respect of 'UFO/flying saucer' matters, or

the question of the existence or otherwise of extraterrestrial lifeforms. We remain totally open-

minded, but to date the MOD knows of no evidence which substantiates the existence of these

alleged phenomena.

Yours sincerely,



TREAT OFFICIAL CORRESPONDENCE

To DAS 4 RefNo 2444 __ 2001

Date G+ Biss oe>

The Secretary of State /___ has received the

attached letter from a member of the public. This office has not

acknowledged it.

Please send a reply on behalf of the Minister. All Ministers attach

importance to such letters being answered promptly; your reply should

therefore be sent within 20 working days of receipt in this branch. If,

exceptionally, this should prove impossible an interim reply should be

sent within the same timescale. :

A new Open Government Code of Practice on Access to

Government Information came into force in January 1997. All replies to

members of the public must be in accordance with the procedures set out

in the Code. A full explanation of the Code of Practice is contained in

DCI(Gen) 223/99, further information is available from DG Info on

extension

Under the Citizens’ Charter, Departments are now required to keep

records of their performance. All branches and Agencies are required to

keep information on the number of requests for information which

refer to the Code of Practice including details of the correspondent and

the nature and date of the reply. In addition, the Department is required

to provide a record of the total number of letters from members of the

public and provide statistics (which may be used on a valid sample) of

its performance in providing replies within their published targets.

As part of our monitoring procedure, random spot checks on

the accuracy of your branch records on correspondence will be

performed throughout the year.

MINISTERIAL CORRESPONDENCE UNIT



26 July 2001

Geoffrey Hoon

SoS for Defence

House of Commons

Westminster

LONDON

SWI1A 0AA

Dew Me leo ,

I understand there has been a press conference given in the USA by individuals who had dealings

with unidentified aerial phenomena whilst working for the US Government. Given at the National

Press Club in Washington DC on the 9" May last, I understand there was some incredible
testimony by some highly credible witnesses.

Could you comment on whether the MoD has reviewed the testimony presented in the press

conference and whether based on the testimony, it will make what I personally view as long-

overdue changes to its policy on unidentified aerial phenomena ?

As you may be aware, it is widely perceived in both the USA and the UK that the subject is

played down by the respective governments. A perception that is not entirely without justification

based on historical documentation publicly disclosed by various freedom of information laws.

Even if the MoD cannot change its policy on aerial phenomena, you could help to dispel some

of the negative public perceptions by releasing brief summarised details of aerial phenomena

reported to the MoD by military and commercial pilots and radar operators on an officially

sanctioned government website. A good model to base the summaries on would be the date,

location and description model adopted by the Civil Aviation Authority Mandatory Occurrence

Abstracts. Open Government initiatives like this may even encourage an about-turn in the

declining number of people voting in elections.

To summarise, I would be grateful for your comments on the US press conference mentioned

above and its implications for UK policy on unidentified aerial phenomena. Furthermore, I would

be grateful if you would consider taking steps to release brief summaries of aerial phenomena

reported to the ili jal vi operators,

Yours Sincerel:



Loose Minute

pisec(asyeass © Zz
5 June 2000 35

D News(RAF)

Copy to:

OMD ~ AD(E&MG) -without attachments

‘DAILY MAIL’ REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ABOUT UFOs

Reference: D/Sec(AS)/ D/Sec(AS)/64/3/1 dated 2 June 2000

1. You said that the Daily Mail had now asked for copies of the material supplied to

Mr N. [attach a statement (it should be released in entirety and not be altered in any

way) and copies of the alleged sighting reports for you to send on to them.

2. Following the Observer article, the News Brief to use when responding to any

question has been updated. Please let me know if there is any other media interest in

this issue.

3. Please ensure that the Duty Press Officer knows that it is not for MOD to

release or confirm the identity of the individual who took the case to the

Ombudsman.

= AS 4



MOD STATEMENT PLUS TWO ATTACHMENTS

You asked for information as supplied to ‘Mr N’ about ‘UFOs’. We have assumed

your request to be identical to that reported as Case No: A.7/00 of the PCA 4% Report,

Session 1999-2000 published on 24 May 2000:

“He [Mr N] askedfor abstracts from all UFO reports witnessed by

commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between 0100 Hrs 28

« duly 1998 and 0100 hrs on 28 July 1999. He askedfor details of the types of

craft which had been observed (their shape, size, speed and unusual flight

patterns) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFOs.”

There is no requirement for anyone reporting an alleged sighting to MOD to provide

details of any category of information including occupation. Where reports are made

they are often very sketchy and vague. However, all the reports received over the 12

monthsin question by the MOD focal point (Secretariat (Air Staff)2) were reviewed...

Two sightings were received during the period specified with sufficient information to

substantiate the occupation of the witness as one of those requested. Although only

abstracts were sought, it was felt that it would be more helpful to provide photocopies

of the actual reports as they were received. Personal details were deleted in order to

protect the confidentiality of the witnesses concerned.

MOD has only a very limited interest in alleged sightings of ‘unidentified flying

objects’ which is to establish from sighting reports whether what was seen might have

some defence significance. We look to see whether there is any evidence that the

integrity of the UK Air Defence region has been breached by any hostile or

unauthorised foreign military activity. With this requirement in mind, the conclusions

reached in respect of each report were as follows:

Report No, 1 was received on 20 November 1998 and concerned a sighting on

19 November 1998 by a commercial pilot, reported to be of an object

travelling fast and showing a very bright strobe light. MOD concluded that

there was no unusual activity to substantiate an incident of any defence

concern.

Report No, 2 was received on 15 February 1999 (page 2 is incorrectly dated)

and concerned an apparent radar contact that day by an air traffic controller in

Scotland. MOD found that there was no Air Defence activity (routine or

Quick Reaction Alert) or exercises involving RAF Air Defence units during

the period. Radar investigations were made but recorded radar data displays

did not support the contact reported. In the circumstances MOD found

nothing to substantiate an incident of any defence concern.

No other reported sightings were found during the search to match the three

categories specified in the request.

Because of the time needed to examine a number of files and check the details of

hundreds of enclosures, Mr N was asked to pay for the cost of the search. The same

information can be provided now at no cost because MOD has already recouped the

cost of collating and preparing it for release.
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NEWS BRIEF

DTG: 5 JUNE 2000

SUBJECT: ‘DAIL MAIL’ REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ON ‘UFOs’

SOURCE: Branch: Sec(AS)2: SEAR -1. SSSR

PRESS OFFICER SR D News RAF

BACKGROUND

PCA 4" Report, Session 1999-2000 published 24 May 2000, Case No: A.7/00 -
Refusal to Release Information About Incidents Involving Unidentified Flying

Objects.

KEY MESSAGE

MOD has only a very limited interest ir alleged sightings of ‘unidentified flying

objects’ which is to establish from reports provided whether what was seen might

have some defence significance.

KEY POINTS

* The Ombudsman commended MOD’s handling of Mr N’s correspondence saying

that they had done so in full accordance with the Code of Practice on the Release of

Information.

* The Ombudsman supported MOD’s judgement that the request for sighting reports

(from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel) from 28 July 98-28 July

99 could reasonably have been withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (voluminous

or vexatious requests). The Ombudsman very much welcomed MOD’s decision

nonetheless to make this information available.

* The search for reports meeting the criteria required scrutiny of proformae, letters

etc, held on six manual files (over 500 enclosures). Only two reports were found to

meet the criteria; one from a commercial pilot and one from an air traffic controller.

* MOD’s conclusion in respect of each report was that there was nothing to

substantiate an incident of defence concem.

* MOD wrote to Mr N last month to say that alleged sighting reports he understood to

have been sent to MOD by the CAA had not been received; the CAA has been

reminded of the correct address for their despatch.



rd)
SUBSIDIARY POINTS

* Mr N requested:

(a) that MOD agree with his interpretation of information held at the Public

Record Office for 1950s-1960s in respect of alleged ‘UFO’ incidents and

MOD policy at that time.

(b) that MOD confirm whether it was policy now to play down the

significance of ‘UFOs’.

(c) that MOD provide abstracts from all ‘UFO’ reports from commercial

pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between 01.00 hrs 28 Jul 98 and

01.00 hrs 28 Jul 99 giving details of estimated sizes, shapes, speeds and

unusual flight patterns of the craft, and the conclusions reached by MOD in

each case.

* As a gesture of goodwill MOD agreed to (c), estimating a charge of £150 but, as a

further gesture of goodwill, agreed to abate the cost to a maximum of £75.

* Mr N was provided with the information in a letter of 23 March 2000.

* The Ombudsman supported MOD’s decision not to provide an opinion now on

policy statements made 40-50 years ago about MOD’s interest then in ‘UFOs’,

particularly as all the available information relating to the statements is in the public

domain.

* The Ombudsman rejected Mr N’s complaint that MOD had not provided an

adequate response to his request for a statement on MOD’s present policy on ‘UFOs’.



Gey alton on

Loose Minute

D/Sec(AS/64/3 “ =

2 June 2000 S F

D News(RAF)

Copy to:

OMD — AD(E&MG)

‘OBSERVER’ REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ABOUT UFOs

Reference: D/Sec(AS)/ D/Sec(AS64/3/1 dated 23 March 2000

1. T understand the ‘Observer’ has asked whether information provided to ‘Mr N’

might be made available to them on payment of the same fee.

2. The ‘Observer’ has picked up the story from the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s
Report published on 24 May (PCA 4" Report, Session 1999-2000, case No: A.7/00).
Background details and a News Brief were provided to D News (RAF) at Reference.

3. DOMD are the MOD focal point for dealings with the Ombudsman. They advise

that the information can be released at no cost, and the MOD spokesperson should

stress that the only reason the Department is not levying a charge is because we have

already recouped the cost of collating and preparing it for release. ;

4. A written statement with attachments is provided for you to pass on to the

‘Observer’. It is important that it is released in entirety. It should not be altered in

any way. You must also ensure that the identity of the individual who took the

case to the Ombudsman is not revealed under any circumstances. With this in

mind, I attach an amended version of the News Brief provided at Reference.

Sec(AS)2



NEWS BRIEF

DTG: 2 JUNE 2000

SUBJECT: ‘OBSERVER’ REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ON ‘UFOs’

SOURCE: Branch: Sec(AS)2: Section 40 mmsection 40 |

PRESS OFFICER SEI D News RAF

BACKGROUND

PCA 4% Report, Session 1999-2000 published 24 May 2000, Case No: A.7/00 -
Refusal to Release Information About Incidents Involving Unidentified Flying

Objects.

KEY MESSAGE

MOD has only a very limited interest in alleged sightings of ‘unidentified flying

objects” which is to establish from reports provided whether what was seen might

have some defence significance.

KEY POINTS

* The Ombudsman commended MOD’s handling of Mr N’s correspondence saying

that they had done so in full accordance with the Code of Practice on the Release of

Information.

* The Ombudsman supported MOD’s decision not to provide an opinion now on

policy statements made 40-50 years ago about MOD’s interest then in ‘UFOs’,

particularly as all the available information relating to the statements is in the public

domain.

* The Ombudsman rejected Mr N’s complaint that MOD had not provided an

adequate response to his request for a statement on MOD’s present policy on ‘UFOs’.

* The Ombudsman supported MOD’s judgement that the request for sighting reports

(from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel) from 28 July 98-28 July

99 could reasonably have been withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (voluminous

or vexatious requests). The Ombudsman very much welcomed MOD’s decision

nonetheless to make this information available.

* The search for reports meeting the criteria required scrutiny of proformae, letters

etc, held on six manual files (over 500 enclosures). Only two reports were found to

meet the criteria; one from a commercial pilot and one from an air traffic controller.

* MOD’s conclusion in respect of each report was that there was nothing to

substantiate an incident of defence concern.



SUBSIDIARY POINTS

* Mr N requested:

(a) that MOD agree with his interpretation of information held at the Public

Record Office for 1950s-1960s in respect of alleged ‘UFO’ incidents and

MOD policy at that time.

(b) that MOD confirm whether it was policy now to play down the

significance of ‘UFOs’.

(c) that MOD provide abstracts from all ‘UFO’ reports from commercial

pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between 01.00 hrs 28 Jul 98 and

01.00 hrs 28 Jul 99 giving details of estimated sizes, shapes, speeds and

unusual flight patterns of the craft, and the conclusions reached by MOD in

each case.

* Asa gesture of goodwill MOD agreed to (c), estimating a charge of £150 but, as a

further gesture of goodwill, agreed to abate the cost to a maximum of £75.

* Mr N was provided with the information in a letter of 23 March 2000.



MOD STATEMENT PLUS TWO ATTACHMENTS

You asked for information as supplied to ‘Mr N’ about ‘UFOs’. We have assumed

your request to be identical to that reported as Case No: A.7/00 of the PCA 4” Report,
Session 1999-2000 published on 24 May 2000:

“He [Mr N] askedfor abstracts from all UFO reports witnessed by

commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between 0100 Hrs 28

July 1998 and 0100 hrs on 28 July 1999. He askedfor details of the types of

craft which had been observed (their shape, size, speed and unusualflight

patterns) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFOs.”

There is no requirement for anyone reporting an alleged sighting to MOD to provide

details of any category of information including occupation. Where reports are made

they are often very sketchy and vague. However, all the reports received over the 12

months in question by the MOD focal point (Secretariat (Air Staff)2) were reviewed.

Two sightings were received during the period specified with sufficient information to

substantiate the occupation of the witness as one of those requested. Although only

abstracts were sought, it was felt that it would be more helpful to provide photocopies

of the actual reports as they were received. Personal details were deleted in order to

protect the confidentiality of the witnesses concerned.

MOD has only a very limited interest in alleged sightings of ‘unidentified flying

objects’ which is to establish from sighting reports whether what was seen might have

some defence significance. We look to see whether there is any evidence that the

integrity of the UK Air Defence region has been breached by any hostile or

unauthorised foreign military activity. With this requirement in mind, the conclusions

reached in respect of each report were as follows:

Report No. 1 was received on 20 November 1998 and concerned a sighting on

19 November 1998 by a commercial pilot, reported to be of an object

travelling fast and showing a very bright strobe light. MOD concluded that

there was no unusual activity to substantiate an incident of any defence

concern.

Report No, 2 was received on 15 February 1999 (page 2 is incorrectly dated)

and concemed an apparent radar contact that day by an air traffic controller in

Scotland. MOD found that there was no Air Defence activity (routine or

Quick Reaction Alert) or exercises involving RAF Air Defence units during

the period. Radar investigations were made but recorded radar data displays

did not support the contact reported. In the circumstances MOD found

nothing to substantiate an incident of any defence concern.

No other reported sightings were found during the search to match the three

categories specified in the request.

Because of the time needed to examine a number of files and check the details of

hundreds of enclosures, Mr N was asked to pay for the cost of the search. The same

information can be provided now at no cost because MOD has already recouped the

cost of collating and preparing it for release.



MOD STATEMENT PLUS TWO ATTACHMENTS

You asked for information as supplied fre) Section ean ‘UFOs’. We have assumed
your request to be identical to that reported as Case No: A.7/00 of the PCA 4" Report,
Session 1999-2000 published on 24 May 2000:

“Hee Shedfor abstracts from all UFO reports witnessed by
commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between 0100 Hrs 28

July 1998 and 0100 hrs on 28. July 1999. He askedfor details of the types of

craft which had been observed (their shape, size, speed and unusualflight

patterns) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFOs.”

There is no requirement for anyone reporting an alleged sighting to MOD to provide

details of any category of information including occupation. Where reports are made

they are often very sketchy and vague. However, all the reports received over the 12

months in question by the MOD focal point (Secretariat (Air Staff)2) were reviewed.

Two sightings were received during the period specified with sufficient information to

substantiate the occupation of the witness as one of those requested. Although only

abstracts were sought, it was felt that it would be more helpful to provide photocopies

of the actual reports as they were received. Personal details were deleted in order to

protect the confidentiality of the witnesses concerned.

MOD has only a very limited interest in alleged sightings of ‘unidentified flying

objects’ which is to establish from sighting reports whether what was seen might have

some defence significance. We look to see whether there is any evidence that the

integrity of the UK Air Defence region has been breached by any hostile or

unauthorised foreign military activity. With this requirement in mind, the conclusions

reached in respect of each report were as follows:

Report No. 1 was received on 20 November 1998 and concerned a sighting on

19 November 1998 by a commercial pilot, reported to be of an object

travelling fast and showing a very bright strobe light. MOD concluded that

there was no unusual activity to substantiate an incident of any defence

concern.

Report No. 2 was received on 15 February 1999 (page 2 is incorrectly dated)

and concemed an apparent radar contact that day by an air traffic controller in

Scotland. MOD found that there was no Air Defence activity (routine or

Quick Reaction Alert) or exercises involving RAF Air Defence units during

the period. Radar investigations were made but recorded radar data displays

did not support the contact reported. In the circumstances MOD found

nothing to substantiate an incident of any defence concer.

No other reported sightings were found during the search to match the three

categories specified in the request.

Because of the time needed to examine a number of files and check the details of

hundreds of enclosures 8 asked to pay for the cost of the search. The same
information can be provided now at no cost because MOD has already recouped the

cost of collating and preparing it for release.
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Scientist’s pressurefor information

opens up hidden governmentfifiles -

on strange sightingsin thesky

“pyantoey tsaree
Bublic Affairs Editor

~ ONS Eebruary. 1999, an air
traffic controller in Scotland
noticed something strange on

his radar screen. A bright

blip on his screen suggested

there was a very large object

- travellinig-at-3.000mph over
the Scottish coastline head-
ing south-west lo Belfast.
The size of the blip sug:

gested the object as 10 miles
Tong and two miles wide. Two

minutes later the object dis-
appeared fromm the radar
screen,

Three months earlier. MoD
documents record that a. com-

mercial pilot fying over the
Midlands reported an
unusual object travelling at

“very high speed’ with a very

bright strobe light flashing

once every 20 seconds.
Although the two incidents

were unrelated, both were
reported to a littleknown

artmentin the Ministry of
Daene, kiown as Secre|
tariat (Air Sta) 2a, Thisis the,”
secretive section inWhitehall'
which collates reports of:
unidentified flying objects -
that cross British airspace.-

Whitehall has tradisenally
treated reports of UFO sight-
_ings as bighly classified and
only released informationto

the public after 30 years. But

:)

the parliamentary Ombuds: f|

man insisted that the MoD
hand this information to
Colin Ridyard. a research—
chemistfrom Wales,

Dr Ridyardhad been sezk

ing information relating to
UFO sightings by pliots or

radar operators between July
1998 and July 1999. Initially
the MoD refused on’ ‘the©

ground it would be too expen: -
$ive. But after the interven-

tion of the ombudsman,

Michae) Buckley. the MoD
agreed to release the informa-
tion as a ons-off exercise for

2 the sstence of the parfamentary Onbeduman Une Monty of Defence tas re
£15. The Nivistry handed two

reports to Radvard.yet official
information from the Civil
Aviation Authority suggests
there had been additional

Sightings. During the ¢ame
period the CAA said it

Teported two more VEO sight

ings, we the MeD.. neitharof-
which the Miriistry disclosed.

According to official CAA

reports, in the same month

that a radar picked up an
enormous object flying across
Scotland, a pilot ying over

the North Sea became star-

Hodwhen,
Muminate

cent’ ligh’

craft in thy

inga ball
high spee

trollers re
no strany

ee nad

-

_themore you §

Cory tse ans’.vithe&
64)s-
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) secrets revealed

ae MoD, neither of
dieclosed.,

ling to official CAA
5 the same month

war picked up an

sobject Aving across

. apilot fying over

4 Sea became star-

rt
aan, the Ministryof Defence has released Cssied aetaie of close enconmtters” reported recent.

(led when hts aircraft became

illuminated by an ‘incandes-

cent’ Nght. Three other air-

craft in the area reported se3-
ing a ball of light moving at
high speed. Air traffic con-
trollers reported there were
no strange aircraft in the

area, but five mixrates later an

operatorata weather station,

picked up a fast-moving
odjectonhis radar.

The other incident which
CAA reported to the MoD

occurred in June 1999 when.

the pilot of a BrS7 flyingover

the North Sea reported an
unidentified militery-1looking
aircraft passing close by in
the opposite direction. Neth-
ing as seen on the plane's

radar or by air traffic con-

trollers. The MoD told the
Authority that there were no

military aircraft known to be

a

ou want,

you get.
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in that area at the time.

Although an MoD spokes-

Fnaividual sightings. she said$ sai

all these events had perfectly

normal explanations. ‘Some-
times radars have spurious

Teadings caused by military
aircraft in the vicinity. and
radar-jamming facilities and.

bright lights on the underside
of aircraft can be caused by

events on the ground."

In a letter to one of Rid-

yard’s local MPs, Defence
Minister John Spellar said:
“My departmenthas no inter-

est or role with respect to

UDFO/fiving saucer matters or.

to the question of the exis-
tence or otherwise of extrates-

nisin life forms - about
wi we remain open-
minded.

However. declassified gov-

ermmment documents in the.
Public Records Office from

June 1965 reveal that ‘it was
official MoD policy to play
down the subject ofunident+-

fed flying objects and to

avoid attachingundue public

attention or putllicityto-the-

_mubiect.. .as aresultwe Nave“ ~
“never had any political pres-
gure to mount a large-scale
investigation’. Other docu-
ments from that time state:

“The press are never to be

given information about

‘anusual radar sightings...

and (unusual visual] sight

ings are in no clreumstances

to de disclosed to the press.

*, But Ridyard said: This is

not about little green men,

‘wut about freedom of infor.

mation. It ts clear there are

many strange incidents that

happen in the British skies

that are kept secret. There
‘be issues of aircraft

safety or natural phenomena,

but by keeping this informa:

tion secret these incidents

cannot be scrutinised by the

public or the scientific com-

munity.

One ofthe most infamous

incidents relating to a UFO

sightingin Britain only came

to light through US freedom

of information legislation
This revealed that in Decem
ber 1980 three security patrol
men investigatinga potentia

air crash near the US Ak
Force base ty Suffolk saw:

strange glowing triangula
object hoveringin the fores
near the base which bad:

“pulsing red light ontop am
blue lights undernea!

An official report“s ‘Lier
tenant-Colonei Charies Halt
the deputy base commande

included a description of tb
events and stated that th
next day three depression

were found in the fore:
where the object was disco’
ered which showed radiatio

readings. Later that nigt .
three star-like objects wer
seen in the sky movir
‘rapidly in sharp angul:
movements’.
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SEC(AS)2

‘oO: OMD/AD(E+MG)
Ce: DOMD; SEC(AS)2A1

Subject: Ombudsman Case

Importance: High S 2

Thank you for the extract from the Parliamentary Ombudsman's Report about Mr N&

As you are aware, the Guardian has asked one of the DCC staff whether they can be provided with 'the same

information as Mr N if they pay £75’.

What do we say?

Can we release the information to a third party, and do we need to safeguard the identity of Mr N? What grounds are

there for refusing the request? The Guardian can ask exactly the same questions because the Ombudsman's Report

details them in full and is published on the Internet. Do we make the Guardian and any others who ask the same

questions pay and, if so, how much (we charged Mr N £60)? What is the Government's policy on this? {s it just the

first person to ask who pays (because the search is done for them)? Do all those who follow after get the information

for pothing because the search has already been done (and we do not incur any extra costs because all we do is
raft a reply)?

Grateful for your advice please.

1 June 2000



SEC(AS)2

rom: OMD/AD(E+MG)

Sent: 01 June 2000 18:30
To: SEC(AS)2

Ce: DOMD; SEC(AS)2A1

Subject: RE: Ombudsman Case x4 |
Importance: High

Without having seen the actual information we passed to Mr N, | have the following comments:

- it remains MOD information, to do with as we please. Mr N's payment was to reimburse us the cost of
providing him with information; he does not own the information or have any say in what we do with it.

- equally, giving the information to Mr N is the same as had we givenit to a journalist, newspaper, whoever.

It puts it into the public domain, with all that entails.

- the only reason we originaily withheld the information was the _ disproportionate cost of collating and

preparing the information for —_ release. That no longer applies as | assume the same information could be
released in the same format at very little cost.

We should not refuse to supply this information simply because we have already supplied it to someone else, that

would imply that it was no longer our information.

\t seems to me that our only option is ta supply the information to whoever asks for it. Further, we should do so AT

NO COST (but stress that the only reason we are not charging is because we have already recouped the cost).
Acces to Govt info is enabled by the Code which only allows us to charge to cover our costs, not to make a proit.

Sadly! .

Hope this helps.

=----Original Message-----

From: SEC(AS)2
Sent: 01 June 2000 18:03
To: OMD/AD(E+MG
Ce: DOMD; SEC(AS)2A1
Subject: Ombudsman Case
Importance: High

Thank you for the extract from the Parliamentary Ombudsman's Report about Mr N | [Section 40, |

As you are aware, the Guardian has asked one of the DCC staff whether they can be provided with ‘the same

information as Mr N if they pay £75’.

What do we say?

Can we release the information to a third party, and do we need to safeguard the identity of MrN?. What grounds

are there for refusing the request? The Guardian can ask exactly the same questions because the

Ombudsman's Report details them in full and is published on the Internet. Do we make the Guardian and any

others who ask the same questions pay and, if so, how much (we charged Mr N £60)? What is the Government's

policy on this? Is it just the first person to ask who pays (because the search is done for them)? Do all those

who follow after get the information for nothing because the search has already been done (and we do not incur

any extra costs because all we do is draft a reply)?

Grateful for your advice please.

AD/Sec{AS)2

1 June 2000
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Please find attached extract from the Ombudsman’s Report.

OMD/AD(Efficiency & Machinery of Government)
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BGA - 4th REPORT ~ SESSION 1999-2000

MINISTRYOF DEFENCE

Case No; A, 7/00

Refusal to release information about incidents involving

unidentified flying objects

FE iiaines that the Ministry ofDefence (MOD) refused to provide him with a
Satisfactory response to three requestsfor information relating to wridentified flying
objects (UFOs), He asked MOD: (1) whether they agreed with three statements regarding

UFOs contained in records dating back to the 1950s and 1960s; (ji} whether it was their

present policy to play down the subject af UFOs; and (tii) to provide specific infarmation
regarding UFO sightings made between 28 July 1998 and 28 July 1999. The Permanent
Secretary ofMOD said that it was not within their remit ta provide an official comment on
alleged incidents and policyfrom the 1950s and 1960s and noted that the files containing
the statements were in the Public Record Office and open to anyone to dvaw their awn

P.@2

Page1 of 4

conclusions. He said that their present policy on UFOs had been plained Mer 40
7 issues. ASseveral occasions and went on fo outline the limited interest MOD had in

regards the specific information relating to UFO sightings, the Permanent Secretarywas
satisfied that thair initial decision not to release the information under Exemption 9 was

decided on this occasion, as a one-offexercise, to provide the

information requested DAH ter a charge ofno more than £75, The Ombudsman
considered MOD's response to the first request as being reasonable and was satisfied that

they had provided an adequate response ta request, He found that MOD

could reasonably have withheld the specific in ion cio tial under
40

justified. However, he

Exemption 9 but welcomed their decision to provide it to}

5 ARSE ompalnt is chat MOD hua efused to provide hin with information that shonld
have available to him uoder the Cods of Practice on Access to Government
Information (the Code),

Background

5.

eenaske@ themto confirm the following statements as a matter of public record:-

"}, An incident oceurred on 4 April 1957 and was witnessed by radar

operators at the Ministry ofSupply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The
resulting Technical Intelligence investigation concluded that ihe incident
was due to the presence affive unconventional [aerial] objects of
unidentified type and origin (RefDDI(Tech}XO.290/9, report dated 30 April
4957, PRO File AIR 20/9321).

'2, it was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified
flying objects (AIR 3/17527).

"9, Non-hostile unidentified serial craft with design and performance

parametersfor in excess ofcutting edge technolagy have on occasion bean

witnessed by HMArmed Forces in UK Airspace (PRO Files AIR 20/9320,
AIR 20/9321, AIR 20/9994 and AIR 16/1199)."

hitp://www.parliament.ombadsman, org,uk/pca/documeny/he494/494-47, btm

. MOD on 24 May 1998 asking for information about incidents in the
19 ving Dying objects’ (UFOs), MOD replied on 24 June. In ther
letter they explained their policy towards the storage aud destruction of files on this subject.

‘Theysaid that all surviving contemporary paperwork had been forwarded to the Public
Record Office and, as such, was a matter of public record. In reply (in an undated letter),

01/0600



‘

5.3 MOD wrete back on 6 July, to say that they could add nothing 10 their letrer of 24 June,

ier written separatelyto MOD on 25 June 1998, asking for informationabout

radar observations of acrial phenomena by Royal Air Force pilots and ground

¢xew. He asked for details of the types of craft which had been observed (their shape, size
and performance), their location and the dates of the incidents. He cited the Code and
requested that MOD quote exemptions if they were minded to rufise tho information; he
also askedMOD to conduct an internal review. On 10 July 199 sors io MOD
about the three statements (paragtaph 5.2 above) and asked Teqnest that
they confirm the statements as a matter of public record.

5.4 On 3¢ July 1998,MOD wrote outcome of their review of both his
In respectof details of aerial pl , they told him that the information

could be justifiably withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (see paragraph 5.12 below)
because providing it would require an unreasonable diversion of resources. As to the three

statements they told him that, to the best of their Kuowicdge, the files ficid ar the Public

RecordOffice contained the full detailsof any alleged incidentsand decisions made at the
time in respectof them: all contemporary paperworkwas therefore available for public
scrutiny. They also told him about his avenue of appeal to the Parliamentary Ombudsman.

5.5 Qn 28 July 1999, MOD with a more narrowly focussed request for

information. He for from all UFO reports witimssed by commercial pilots,
military pilots and radar personnel between 0100 Hrs 28 July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July

1999, He asked for details of the types of craft which had been observed (their shape, 5129,

speed and unuseal flight patterns) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFOs. He also
asked if MOD now agreed, in 1999, with the thros stateracnts given previously (paragraph

5.2 above) and expanded on the second of those statements by asking whether it was now,

in 1999, afficiat MOD policy to play down the subject of UFOs.

5.6 MOD replied on 14 October 1999. ir letter they said that the position with regard
to the information requested ined to him in July 1998 and that this

position remained unchanged. present MOD poli im respect of UFO related
issues, they replied that this had been explained
satisfied with that reply and sought the Ombudsman's in

Departmental response to the Ombudsman

5.7 In offaring his comments on the complaint, the Permanent Secretary of MOD said that

he was satisfied that MOD's previous responses on the three specific statements had been

correct. He said that it was not within MQD's remit to provide an official

comment on alleged incidents and policy from the 1950s and 1960s, and noted that the files

were in the Public Record Office and were open to anyone to draw their own conclusions,

5.8 With regard wo SERRE et a to wheter twas oficial MOD policy olay down
" i i the Permanent Sex ry said that the

Defence Region. He went on to say that investigations into sightings were only carried ont if

there were corroborative evidence that such a breach had occurred.

5.9 As rege aries request fr sport information regarding UPO sightings
between28 July 1998 and 28 July 1999, the PermanentSecretary caid that he was eatisfied

that the decision not to release this information under the tg] f was justified
and referred to Exemption 9, He said that, in order to mee’ they would need
to scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, some 800 pieces of co In addition,in
order to respect third party confidences, personal information relating to the correspondents

would have to be blanked out prior to publication. 1t was estimated that it would take about

14 working hours to handle the request. However, although in his view the Code had been

correctlyapplied, the Permanent Secretary said that he had asked the inpecaalon a 0
within the Department to make the information available « jon a5 2 one-

http://www. parliament. ombudsman, org.uk/pea/document/ho494/494-a7, btm

_ @t JUN °@9 17:89 FROM DGMO, DMCS, DOMD LONDON rrey Section49 P.@3
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off exercise, and noted that there would be significant resource problems in repeating it.

5.10 Given the extent of the work involved, the Permanent Searetaryalso took the view that
it would be reasonable to levy a charge for the information requested. The Department's

policy under the Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess of
four hours to produce non-essential information. This would equate to a proposed chaxge of

£150 but as a gesture of goodwill, he said thafSfempouktbe charged a maxiroumn of £75
on this occasion.

Permanent Secretary also commented on his Department's general handling ofBilsreondncs He ok even ha ements genera handing SEIS 40
fers since July 1996, had been handled Code and that the only

identifiable shortcoming was the failure to answer SRRISC P28 | 3999 within 20
working days. He accepted that a holding reply sent

unreasonable,more might have been done to explain to him why his requestwas

The Codeof Practice

§,12 Exemption9 of the Code, which was citedby MOD, reads as follows:

‘Requestsfor information which are vexatious or manifestly unreasonable or

ave formulated in too general a manner, or which (because ofthe amount of

information to be processed or the need to retrieve information front files

not in eurrent use} would require unreasonable diversion afresources.’

Assessment

5.13 In assessing this complaint there are two aspects I have to consider: the

issue of whether or not information should be released and the gencral handlingoff

confirm as a matter of public three specific s
records. In asking this question, to be secking a current view from MOD in
respect of both factual matters and their in the 1950s and 1960s regarding UFOs.

MODs view is that all the available information regarding these statements is in the Public

Record Office and that it is therefore open to amyone to dtaw their own conclusions,

Paragraph 3(v) of the Code commits Departments ‘to release, in responseto specific

requests, information relating to their policies, actions and decisions and other matters
related to their arcas of responsibility’. However, the Guidance on [Interpretation of the Code

states that Departments arc not obliged ‘to give an opinion on a particular matter unless

there would be a reasonable expectation that it should do so in the normal course of
business’.MOD have provided pithfetails of their present policy on UFOs but I do
not belicve they can reasonably be expected now to provide an opinion on palicy or

statements made 40 to $0 years ago, particularly when all the availabic informatio: ating

to those statements is already in the public domain, I do not therefore consider that

request can be dealt with under the terms of the Code and I do not see the Permanent

Secretary'sresponse as unreasonable,

that MOD's policy on the subject of UFOs had been explained to

to the effect that MOD had a very limited interest in UFO issues, w!

from sighting reports whether there had been any breach of the UK Air Defence Region,

5.15 I very much welcome the Permanent Secretary's decision to provide

specific information regarding UFO sightings that he has requested. The Tecognises
that there are lirtits to the resources that a body can reasonably devote to answering
requestsfor information, Exemption 9 of the Code allows requests for information to be

" efased after proper consideration if - because of the amount of information to be processed

or the need to retrieve information from archived files - meeting a request would require an

unreasonable diversion of resources, Clearly it is a matter of judgement as to whether or not
information requested in any given case is sufficiently extensive to justify the applicationof

http://www.parliamentombudsman org. uk/peadocument/het94/494-a7.btm =” 01/06/00
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Exemption9. On this occasion,tho MOD have agreed, in spite of their view that Exemption

9 could be held to apply, to carry ont that work and release the i welcome this
decision and considerthe prospective maximum charge of £75 in
the light of the demands placed on the Department's resoutoes,

3.16 As regards the general handling o Spondence, [am plcasedto note that,
apart from the delay in replying to his lett 1599, which was acknowledged as
an error by the PermanentSecretary, all off etta1§ were answered promptly. He was
also advisedof his right, if he remained dissolistied with their reply, to submit a complaint,

firough a Member of Parliament, to this Office. itis clear to me that MOD handled the
matter in full accordance with the requirements of the Code, and for this I comunendthem, I

am also pleasedby the Permanent Secretary's comments that bis Departmentis continuing
to promote full awareness of the Code.

Conclusion

5.17 | found that the MOD geted reasonably in refusing to confirm the three specifi

statements contained in public records, and thal they had provided
response on their present policy on the subject of UFOs. While the MO! or

have withheld the information on UFO sightings requested by| i ender exe
regard their willingness to relcase this information on this occasion as a satisfs

oulcome to a partially justified complaint.

Total screening and investigation time = 18 weeks

jittp://www. parliament. ombudsman.org.uk/pca/document/(hes94/494-a7.hon 01/06/00
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From: Segue Secretariat (Air Staff)2
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE QA
Room 8247, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial) Section 40)
(Switchboard)

(Fax)

Your Reference

Our Reference

DiSec(ASV64/1

Date

24 May 2000

“Dees

Thank you for your letter of 1 May enclosing one from the Safety Regulation Group of the
Civil Aviation Authority about Mandatory Occurrence Reports. You say that the Safety
Regulation Group is the ‘other official sources’ mentioned in your earlier correspondence and ask
that the MOD Department holding the Reports mentioned in their letter conduct a full search of
their records and provides you with any information meeting the criteria as defined in the
Parliamentary Ombudsman’s letter to leuan Wyn Jones MP (A.7/00 of 29 February 2000).

As you know, Sec(AS)2 is the MOD focal point for receipt of all ‘UFO’-related sighting
Teports and correspondence. A thorough search has been made of the files during the agreed
period (28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999). There is no record that Mandatory Occurrence Reports
199900648 dated 03/02/99 and 199903489 dated 05/06/99 were received. I contacted

a Corporate Affairs, Safety Regulation Group for further information. She said that they
were copied to:

(AS)2

Main Building

Whitehall

I queried the brevity of the address. poe ee that it was the address they used to forward
Reports. The omission of ‘Ministry of Defence’, ‘London’ and a postcode in the address could
have accounted for the Reports not being received by Sec(AS)2. As could the fact that the Branch
title used does not exist and there is no suppurting Room number to help with identification.
Nevertheless, checks have been made with Branches in MOD Head Office whose titles are similar
to (AS)2 and those with an interest in aircraft safety. No trace of the Reports has been found.

It is some while since the two Reports were filed with the Safety Regulation Group. There
has been nothing in the meantime to suggest that the integrity of the UK Air Defence Region was
breached by what was reported to them. I am sure you will understand therefore that MOD has no



r plans to carry out an investigation now of what might have occurred.

I can appreciate that you will be disappointed with the result of our enquiries. I can assure

you that efforts were made to try and trace what happened to the Reports. The Safety Regulation
Group has now been provided with full details of our address.

{oo BSrcasel,

tiddn
Occ BE

om I4
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@ secias)2
From: DAS-DD1

Sent: 15 May 2000 13:59 ; 2 if
To: SEC(AS)2

Subject: UNCLAS: Mandatory Occurrence Reports

Your D/Sec(AS)64/1 asked about 2 Mandatory Occurrence Reports forwarded by

the SRG to MoD. We have no record of the Reports having arrived with us.

18/05/00



Loose Minute

D/Sec(AS)64/1 &~

12 May 2000

AS.DD1

Copy to:

ADGE1

Sec(AS)1

CAA ~ MANDATORY OCCURRENCE REPORTS

1. Iam currently dealing with an Ombudsman Case, prompted by a keen ‘ufologist’

who is anxious to obtain data from ‘UFO’ sighting reports he believes have been

provided to us by the CAA Safety Regulation Group (SRG).

2. I will not bore you with the details of the case! My aim in writing is to try and

trace two Mandatory Occurrence Reports the SRG has advised him were forwarded to

MOD. From my discussions with the SRG it seems they were sent to ‘AS2 MOD

Main Building Whitehall’. With an address as vague as that it is hardly surprising we

did not receive them. From the description of the reports (SRG extract attached) it is

clear their interpretation of a ‘UFO’ is rather different than that of most of our

‘ufologists’. I wonder, did either or both reports find their way to your Registry or the

Registries of copy addressees?

Sec(AS)2

27
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SAFETY REGULATION GROUP

. . CIVIL AVIATION
Aviation House Direct Diat AUTHORITY
Gatwick Airport South Direct Fax

West Sussex

RH6 OYR

Ourref 10MG/03/01/01 - 155

29 March 2000

Following your telephone call on Monday, I asked the Safety Data Department for details of any

Mandatory Occurrence Reports regarding UFOs for the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999 which have

been passed to the Ministry of Defence.

They have only two occurrences, the details of which are attached.

Yours sincerely

Corporate Affairs



ZubRel Report

Date: A/C Type: Location: Fit Phase: Oce Num:

03.02.1999 Not Applicable RAMME 58W Cruise 199900648

Other Occurrence : Unidentified bright light below BAe 146 at FL280.

Area below a/c illuminated for 10 seconds by incandescent light which was not considered by reporter to be an a/c

janding light. Reporter stated three other a/c reported seeing it moving at high speed or static. ATC informed but they
reported no other a/c in vicinity. Five minutes later a radar return was present at 75miles on weather radar. Atmosphere

reported as stable and no other a/c were in vicinity.

AIRING IIE TIO ROIS IOI IO TOT a I RU III I TOR a a aOR AOR IE kk

Date: A/C Type: Location: Fit Phase: Oce Num:
05.06 1999 B757 SHAPP Cruise 199903489

ATC Occurrence : Pilot of B757 reported unidentified military a/c which passed close below & in opposite direction.

Traffic was not seen on radar by any of the relevant ATC units & no military a/c were known to be in the area.

PubRel Report Page 1 of | 27 March 2000



Loose Minute 26
D/Sec(AS)64/1

12 May 2000

Copy to: Con yee Suk a eA

lowe”on, r
ADGE1

Sec(AS)I oa 40)
CAA ~- MANDATORY OCCURRENCE REPORTS

1. Tam currently dealing with an Ombudsman Case, prompted by a keen ‘ufologist’

who is anxious to obtain data from ‘UFO’ sighting reports he believes have been

provided to us by the CAA Safety Regulation Group (SRG).

2. I will not bore you with the details of the case! My aim in writing is to try and

trace two Mandatory Occurrence Reports the SRG has advised him were forwarded to

MOD. From my discussions with the SRG it seems they were sent to ‘4S2 MOD

Main Building Whitehall’. With an address as vague as that it is hardly surprising we

did not receive them. From the description of the reports (SRG extract attached) it is

clear their interpretation of a ‘UFO’ is rather different than that of most of our

‘ufologists’. I wonder, did either or both reports find their way to your Registry or the

Registries of copy addressees?

—
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“ubRel Report

Date: A/C Type: Location: Fit Phase: Oce Num:
03.02.1999 Not Applicable RAMME S58W Cruise 199900648

Other Occurrence : Unidentified bright light below BAe146 at FL280.

Area below a/c illuminated for 10 seconds by incandescent light which was not considered by reporter to be an a/c
landing light. Reporter stated three other a/c reported seeing it moving at high speed or static. ATC informed but they
reported ne other a/c in vicinity. Five minutes later a radar return was present at 75miles on weather radar. Atmosphere
reported as stable and no other a/c were in vicinity.

FREI BORE IIS I III IDO ITO III RI ROC TOR BRR

Date: A/C Type: Location: Fit Phase: Oce Num:
05.06.1999 B757 SHAPP Cruise 199903489

ATC Occurrence : Pilot of B757 reported unidentified military a/e which passed close below & in opposite direction.

Traffic was not seen on radar by any of the relevant ATC units & no military a/c were known to be in the area.
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SAFETY REGULATION GROUP

Civil Aviation Authority, Aviation House, Gatwick Airport South, West Sussex RH6 OYR

Telephone: (01293) 567171 - Fax: (01293) 573999 - Telex: 878753

CIVIL AVIATION

AUTHORITY

WITH COMPLIMENTS



SAFETY REGULATION GROUP

Aviation House Direct Dial Seaton 4g |
Gatwick Airport South Direct Fax

West Sussex

RH6 OYR

Our ref 10MG/03/01/01 - 155

9 May 2000

eg section 40 |

CIVIL AVIATION

AUTHORITY

Further to my letter of 20 April 2000 I am now able to confirm that, where reports concerning UFOs have

been passed to the Ministry of Defence, this has been to (AS)2, Main Building, Whitehall.

Unfortunately however we have no record of which reports were

1995 which have been given a UFO code. It must be borne in m

records on our system to allow retrieval if more information comes

definitive. I have attached details of the records.

The Safety Data Department is resourced ta provide safety data to

and persons who carry out flight safety tasks on behalf of the indu:

to ad hoc requests for aviation data or analysis which fall outside

provided as much information as we have available and have d

However, we feel that there is nothing more that we can do to assist

Yours sincerely

Corporate Affairs

ve EEO
Head of SEC (AS) 2

Section ai TB ce
LONDON

SWIA 2HB

passed to the MoD out of the 12 since

ind that this coding is only allocated to

to hand, and should not be regarded as

aviation agencies, the aviation industry

stry. This means that it cannot respond

this remit. On this occasion we have

lecided to waive the proposed charge.

you in this matter.



PubRel Report

Location:

KHARTOUM

Date:

09.03.1995

AIC Type:

Unknown

Foreign Occurrence : Whilst B757 was cruising at FL330 two passengers repo:

Fit Phase:

Crait

Oce Num:

Be 199501024

ted seeing flying objects/bright lights,

The a/c was flying southbound on airway UA10 when a passenger reported seeing something that looked like a

firework rocket in an upward trajectory. The object reached the same level as|

of bright sparks. Occ will be “opened” for CAA investigation if supplementar

HII KEKE ERE ERR RRR KEKE IK IA RR IKK EERE REI HIKE IKE HERE HEHEHE He He He He He

Fit F

Not

Location:

WARWICK

Date:

17.06.1996

AIC Type:

Unknown

ATC Occurrence : Crew saw bright dayglo object pass in close proximity to a/

Object passed down a/c’s RH side. Possible large kite or partially deflated

nothing showing on radar.

HAAR AHH ERIK EERE IRIN I III II RII EERE RRR SIS IIIT IIA IIS IR.

Fit F

Not

Location:

WAL-LYNAS

Date:

11.03.1997

A/C Type:

Unknown

ATC Occurrence : A/c reported being passed close in proximity by an a/c, disp

No a/c indicated on LATCC radars.

HRI IRI EEA EE IR RIE RRR RII EEE EE IOI IIIS

Location:

GOLES

Date:

18.04.1997

AIC Type: Fit F

B737 iCruj

the a/c and then burnt out with a shower

info so warrants.

hase:

Applicable

Oce Num:

199602532

whilst passing FL80,

balloon. Incident reported to ATC but

|

hase:

Applicable

Oce Num:

199701145

laying nav lights, whilst at FL290.

Occ Num:

199702022

hase:

se

ATC Occurrence : Pilot reported sighting an unidentified a/c at FL370. The unidentified a/c was not showing on radar.

RRR REEERH REE RHE RIKKI IA IR RIKER ELE RRM TE RITES EERIE

Location:

ROLAMPONTVOR

Date:

13.06.1997

AIC Type:

Cessna 421 Golden Eagle

Other Occurrence : LH windscreen struck by unidentified object in cruis

shattered, obscuring P1 vision.

Differential pressure reduced to minimum & flight continued to destination.

RRR RRR RRR AANA RRR RE RR RR ROR IIR RI RE RE ERR RE RRR ERR RRR

Fit

Crui

Location:

IKTAV

Date:

27.07.1997

AIC Type:

B747

Other Occurrence : A/c in close proximity to debris from space (meteorite ?).

PubRel Report Page | of 3

Fit [hase:

Cruise

Oce Num:

199702943

fe at FL180. Outer layer of windshield

Oce Num:

199704356

Phase:

se

03 May 2000



PubRel Report

Bright flash close to a/c illuminated the flight deck. Large glowing object then observed, falling rapidly on a relative

bearing of 030degs, range indeterminate with shallow trajectory. Object disintegrated at approximately a/c's cruising

level.

PRR RHEE ERIE RRR HK IEEE IRR KH ERE R EE KER ERE RE REE ERERERE

Date: A/C Type: Location: Fit Phase: Oce Num:

06.11.1997 BAE ATP TLA 30N Cruise 199705960

Other Occurrence : Unknown object passed down RHS of a/c at 17000ft.

ATC confirmed nothing seen on radar & no weather balloons released in vicinity.

MR Be ee Rede de Re ee I EK KKK RR ERE IHR EER EKER ERE REE EERE ERER EERE

|

Date: AIC Type: Location: Fit Phase: Occ Num:

09.06.1998 MD-80 Srs LONDON LHR Climb 199803283

UK Airprox(P) : MD81 and unidentified flying object. Subject of JAS investiga

Described by reporter as an illuminated metallic grey object, in & out of cloud,

away. No known traffic in area and no radar returns.

WHI KKK RRR REIT TREE REREEBERE ERE ERRIIII III IEEE IEEE EE

Location:

RAMME 58W

Date:

03.02.1999

A/C Type: Fit P

Not Applicable iCris

Other Occurrence : Unidentified bright light below BAe146 at FL280.

Area below a/c illuminated for 10 seconds by incandescent light which was

landing light. Reporter stated three other a/c reported seeing it moving at gh

reported no other a/c in vicinity. Five minutes later a radar return was present 4

reported as stable and no other a/c were in vicinity.

KRKRREERRERERE ERE REER KEE E ERIE EIT IIIB VIN N AANA AAAS IA IIA IH

FitB

Crui

Location:

SHAPP

Date:

05.06.1999

A/C Type:

B757

ATC Occurrence : Pilot of B757 reported unidentified military a/c which passet

Traffic was not seen on radar by any of the relevant ATC units & no military af

FRI TE EH IKK EEE REE EEE EEEEER EE EEEEE REE EEERERERERERE

Location: Fit PB

London-Heathrow - LHR Desc

Date:

18.01.2000

A/C Type:

A320

Pilot of A320 reported taken avoiding action on unidentified a/c - no contacts ¢

Two bright white wing lights and a dark shadow in between them (like an airli

through the captain's LH sliding window, flying straight towards except for

appeared to descend and the A320 pilot banked to the right to avoid it. Bot

PubRel Report Page 2 of 3

ition.

passing slightly above and 30-50metres

hase: Occ Num:

199900648

not considered by reporter to be an a/c

speed or static. ATC informed but they

tt 75miles on weather radar. Atmosphere

Oce Num:

199903489

hase:

ic

d close below & in opposite direction.

ic were known to be in the area.

Oce Num:

200000294

hase:

ent

bserved on radar.

net/transport aircraft shape) were spotted

the last one or two seconds as the lights

h the unidentified aircraft and the A320

03 May 2000



PubRel Report

entered a cloud layer shortly afterwards and contact was lost. - despite a call to ATC, no contacts observed on radar at

the time or found subsequently on the recordings.

HARE KAIRIE EER RIOR EER EERE REE KE RRR EERE ERR EERE RE EEE EE

Date: A/C Type: Location: Fit I

10.02.2000 MD-80 Srs GORLO Cn

Pilot reported seeing a "small, red object going fast down his right hand side".

Pilot also stated that this was his third recent occurrence of this type. Nothin

that it may have been a balloon

PubRel Report Page 3 of 3

Phase: Oce Num:

se 200000766

Reporter's a/c was cruising at FL270.

i observed on radar. He also later stated

03 May 2006



File Note

D/Sec(AS)/64/1

nl

14 Mazeh 2000

1. Section 40 FEW this aftemoon (14 March) about 16.00 hours to offer details of the
‘official’ information he has been given about UFO sighting reports not included in

the our response to him following his appeal to the Ombudsman. I declined to take

any information over the ‘phone requesting instead that he put the details in writing,

copying it to all those he included in his previous letters. This he agreed to do.

Sec(AS)2
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From: Section 40, | Secretariat (Air Staff)2 2 % :
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE a oe
Room 8247, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A2HB 3

Tachone Cretan ET
i (Switchboard) 1 218 9000

(Fax)

Your Reference

our Reference
DiSec(AS y64/3/1 a
Date

49 Aprit 2000

LY

Thank you for your letter of 29 March enclosing a cheque for £60.

As you know, Secretariat(Air Staff)2 is the Departmental| focal point for any reports of
alleged sightings of ‘UFOs’. I should wish to assure you that the|search of the files was very
thorough and the information provided with my letter of 23 March was all that we had that met
the agreed criteria. |

You say that you have information from ‘ other official sources’ that the material supplied
was ‘by no means complete’. If you could let me have this informjation I should, of course, be
happy to make further enquiries.

leo sucese |,



Hidden Copy:

APS/USofS )
APS/PUS

DOMD

DCC RAF

AO/ADI — ADGE1

D News RAF

The Office of the Ombudsman ection <0 |

Connect with my D/Sec(AS)/64/3/1 of 23 March 2000
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29 March, 2000

Sec. (Air Staff) 2a

Ministry of Defence

Main Building

Whitehall

LONDON

SWIA 2HB

Dew

Thank you for your Departmental letters of 21* Marck from See and your
own letter of the 23 March. I am truly grateful for the information around the two

incidents mentioned especially bearing in mind the number of files that had to be

shifted through. |

Whilst I know your Department put a lot of effort into this search, I understand from

other official sources and documented evidence that thelist of incidents reported to

the MoD meeting the agreed criteria (ref A.7/00 of 29|February, Paragraph 9) as

supplied by yourselves is by no means complete. A Whitehall source also reliably

informed me that some of the agreed information was processed at Abbey Wood in

Bristol (I was actually quite surprised that no military reports had been

forthcoming!).

I have copied this letter to the Permanent Secretary, the bmbudsnan and my MP to
keep everyone up to speed and I have every confidence that the remainder of the
agreed information will be supplied. As an act of good faith, please find enclosed
a cheque for £60.00 as agreed.

Once again, I am most grateful for the assistance and the co-operation that has come

so far from the MoD. I look forward to receiving the remainder of the agreed
abstracts.

Z —"



SEC(AS)2 |
T

m: SEC(AS)2

ent: 10 April 2000 12:51 |
Co: USofS/Mailbox; APS/PUS; DOMD: DCC(RAF); ADGE1; D News RAF

iSubject: Ombudsman Case [Section 40] |

Please see attached (original signed).

has written to say that he understands 'from other official sources and

documented evidence that the list of incidents reported’ to him in my letter of 23

March is incomplete. He goes on to say 'a Whitehall source also reliably informed

me that some of the agreed information was processed at Abbey Wood in Bristof.
There is nothing on file to substantiate his claims.

For DOMD - Do | forward SROcheque to you for processing?

=
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SEC(AS)2

eo OMD/AD(E+MG)
nt: 10 April 2000 14:10

To: SEC(AS)2
Subject: RE: Ombudsman Case Section 40)

Just pass the cheque to your own finance people to do the nece

Best wishes,

z. Message-—-
Fro OMD14
Sent: 70 Apu 2000 14:06
To: OMD/AD(E+MG)
Subject: FW: Ombudsman Case Section 40)|

Have you seen this?

--—-Original Message-——

From: PS/DOMD
Sent: 10 per 2000 12:51
To: OMmD1

Subject: FW: Ombudsman Case sSection 40. |

From: DOMD
Sent: Monday, April 10, 2000 12:51:00 PM
To: PS/DOMD

Subject: FW: Ombudsman Case -
Auto forwarded by a Rule

From: SEC(AS)2
Sent: Monday, April 10, 2000 12. 50:59 PM
Ce: USofS/Mailbox; AP: » DCC(RAF); ADGE1; D News RAF
Subject: Ombudsman Case
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please see attached (original signed).

*SSary.

has written to say that he understands ‘from other official sources and

documented evidence that the list of incidents reported’ to himin my letter of 23
Marchis incomplete. He goes on to say 'a Whiteha i source also reliably

informed me that some of the agreed information was processed at Abbey Wood

in Bristof. Thereis nothing on file to substantiate hi

For DOMD - Do | forward Sao cheque to yc

is claims.

u for processing?



9s)
From: OMD14 r
Sent: 24 March 2000 13:55 Ww
To: SE "
Subject: RE

Quite right, | just meant the reply to

Hope you have a nice weekend.

creel Original Message-----

From: SEC(AS)2
Sent: 24 March 2000 13:52

To: OMD14

subject ReSm
Importance: Fig

We sent the Ombudsman's office a copy of what went fe Section 40Rs the |

We have not sent them a copy of the Newsbrief - they do not need to know w

-----Original Message-----
From: OMD14
Sent: 24 March 2000 11:14
To: SEC(AS
Ce: OMD/AD(E+MG

Subject

I've just seen your news brief and reply to
to the Ombudsman?

er and reports attached to it.

hat we briefed our Press Officers to say.

Section 4G | just wanted to check, has a copy of your reply been sent



From See Secretariat (Air Staff)
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Room 8247, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial) Section 40)
(Switchboard)

coo

2]

Your Reference

Our Reference

Di$ec(ASV64/3/1 oo
Date

23) March 2000

I am responding to your request for abstracts from sighting reports from commercial pilots,

military pilots and radar personnel for the period 01.00 hours 28 July 1998 to 01.00 hours 28 July

1999 as set out in the letter from the Ombudsman to Ieuan Wyn Jones MP (reference A.7/00 of 29

February)

I should say at the outset that there is no requirement for anyone reporting an alleged sighting to

MOD to provide details of any category of information including |occupation. Where reports are

made they are often very sketchy and vague. However, we have now reviewed all the reports

received over the 12 months in question in this office. Two sightings were received during the

period specified above with sufficient information to substantiate|the occupation of the witness as

one of those requested. Although you asked only for abstracts we felt that it would be more

helpful to give you photocopies of the actual reports as we received them. As you will see, details

have been deleted in order to protect the confidentiality of the witnesses concerned.

As you know, the MOD has only a very limited interest in alleged sightings of ‘unidentified flying

objects’ which is to establish from sighting reports whether what fwas seen might have some

defence significance. We look to see whether there is any evidence that the integrity of the UK.

Air Defence region has been breached by any hostile or unauthorized foreign military activity.

With this requirement in mind, the conclusions reached in respect of each report were as follows:

Report No. 1 was received on 20 November 1998 and concemed a sighting on 19

November 1998 by a commercial pilot, reported to be of an object travelling fast and

showing a very bright strobe light. MOD concluded that there was no unusual activity to

substantiate an incident of any defence concern.

Report No. 2 was received on 15 February 1999 (page 2 is incorrectly dated) and

concerned an apparent radar contact that day by an air traffic controller in Scotland. MOD

found that there was no Air Defence activity (routine or Quick Reaction Alert) or

exercises involving RAF Air Defence units during the period. Radar investigations were

made but recorded radar data displays did not support the|contact reported. In the

circumstances MOD found nothing to substantiate an incident of any defence concem.



categories specifiedin your request.

Because of the time needed to examine a number of files and check the details of hundreds of
enclosures the cost of the search amounted to £60. I should be grateful if you would now send a
cheque for this amount payable to: The Accounting Officer, Minis ofDefence to the above
address.

| @ I can confirm that no other reported sightings were found during the search to match the three

Youre SB ACRION
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D/Sec(AS)/64/3/1 *~

23 March 2000

D News RAF

Copy to:

APS/USofS

APS/PUS

DOMD

DCC RAF

AO/ADI - ADGE1

OMBUDSMANS case REO an RELEASE OF INFORMATION ON ‘UFOs’

1. I attach a copy of a letter sent today to SERUM following an appeal via his MP, Ieuan
Wyn Jones, to the Ombudsman about MOD’s policy on UFOs and refusal to release information

from sighting reports.

2. The Ombudsman commended MOD on the way it had amet Section 40 |correspondence
saying that we had done so in full accordance with the Code. Nonetheless, we agreed as a gesture

of goodwill to make available to SERIE Finformation from sighting reports in the categories
requested and for the twelve-month period specified.

eMSection 40 FR likely to publish the letter and attachments on the Internet and some media
interest may follow. A news brief is also attached to deal with any inquiries.

=i AS i



NEWS BRIEF

DTG: 23 MARCH 2000

SUBJECT: RELEASE OF INFORMATION ON ‘UFOs’

SOURCE: Branch: Sec(AS)2 ESMTe!—
PRESS OFFICER: SESH D News RAF

BACKGROUND

The Ombudsman recently commended MOD’s handling of correspondence (some 35 letters) with

a committed ufologist| following an appeal from him via his MP, Ieuan Wyn

Jones, that MOD had refused his request to release information ip accordance with the Code.

|

KEY MESSAGE :

MOD has only a very limited interest in alleged sightings of sunidentified flying objects’ whichis
to establish from reports provided whether what was seen might have some defence significance.

KEY POINTS

* The Ombudsman commended MOD’s handling of SEO orrespondence saying that
they had done so in full accordance with the Code of Practice on|the Release of Information.

* The Ombudsman supported MOD’s decision not to provide ant opinion now on policy
statements made 40-50 years ago about MOD’s interest thenin ‘UFOs’ , particularly as all the
available information relating to the statements is in the public domain..

* The Ombudsman rejjected SEEMS complaint that MODhad not provided an adequate
response to his request for a statement on MOD’s present policy|on ‘UFOs’.

* The Ombudsman supported MOD’s judgement that the request for sighting reports (from

commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel) from 28 July 98-28 July 99 could

reasonably have been withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (Voluminous or vexatious
requests). The Ombudsman very much welcomed MOD’s decision nonetheless to make this
information available.

|

* The search for any reports meeting the criteria required scrutiny of proformae, letters etc, held
on six manual files (over 500 enclosures). |

* Only two reports were found to meet the criteria; one from a commercial pilot and one from an
air traffic controller. i

* MOD’s conclusion in respect of each report was that there was| nothing to substantiate an

incident of defence concern.



SUBSIDIARY POINTS |

|

* EE quested: |
|

{a) that MOD agree with his interpretation of information held at the Public Record Office
for 1950s-1960s in respect of alleged ‘UFO’ incidents and MOD policy at that time.

|

(b) that MOD confirm whether it was policy now to play down the significance of ‘UFOs’.

(c) that MOD provide abstracts from all ‘UFO’ reports from commercial pilots, military
pilots and radar personnel between 01.00 hrs 28 Jul 98 and 01.00 hrs 28 Jul 99 giving

details of estimated sizes, shapes, speeds and unusual ig patterns of the craft, and the
conclusions reached by MOD in each case.

* As a gesture of goodwill MOD agreed to (c), estimating a charge of £150 but, as a further
gesture of goodwill, agreed to abate the cost to amaximum of £6.

Section 40, FN provided with the information in a letter of 23 March 2000.



From: BERL Secretariat (Air Staff2
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Room 8247, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial)

(Switchboard)

(Fax)

Your Reference

Our Reference

DiBeciasyeaar
te

2q March 2000

|

|
|

Tam responding to your request for abstracts from sighting reports from commercial pilots,
military pilots and radar personnel for the period 01.00 hours 28 july 1998 to 01.00 hours 28 July
1999 as set out in the letter from the Ombudsman to Ieuan Wyn Jones MP (reference A.7/00 of 29
February) i

|

I should say at the outset that there is no requirement for anyone teporting an alleged sighting to
MOD to provide details of any category of information including occupation. Where reports are

made they are often very sketchy and vague. However, we have how reviewed all the reports
received over the 12 months in question in this office. Two sightings were received during the
period specified above with sufficient information to substantiate the occupation of the witness as

one of those requested. Although you asked only for abstracts we felt that it would be more
helpful to give you photocopies of the actual reports as we received them. As you will see, details

have been deleted in order to protect the confidentiality of the witnesses concerned.

|

As you know, the MOD has only a very limited interest in alleged sightings of ‘unidentified flying

objects’ which is to establish from sighting reports whether what| was seen might have some
defence significance. We look to see whether there is any evidence that the integrity of the UK
Air Defence region has been breached by any hostile or unauthorized foreign military activity.

With this requirement in mind, the conclusions reached in respect of each report were as follows:

Report No. 1 was received on 20 November 1998 and concemed a sighting on 19
November 1998 by a commercial pilot, reported to be of an object travelling fast and

showing a very bright strobe light. MOD concluded that there was no unusual activity to

substantiate an incident of any defence concern.

Report No. 2 was received on 15 February 1999 (page 2 is incorrectly dated) and

concerned an apparent radar contact that day by an air traffic controller in Scotland. MOD

found that there was no Air Defence activity (routine or Quick Reaction Alert) or

exercises involving RAF Air Defence units during the period. Radar investigations were

made but recorded radar data displays did not support the contact reported. In the

circumstances MOD found nothing to substantiate an inctdent of any defence concem.



" Tcan confirm that no other reported sightings were found during the search to match the three
Categories specified in your request.

Because of the time needed to examine a number of files and ch

enclosures the cost of the search amounted to £60. I should be

-cheque for this amount payable to: The Accounting Officer, Minis:
address.
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15 March, 2000

Sec. (Air Staff) 2a

Room 8245

Ministry of Defence

Main Building

LONDON

SWIA 2HB

Your Ref: D/Sec (ASV/64/3/1

Dew
Thank you for your letter of the 13 March . May I respectfully point out that the agreement was

not for reported sightings by the public of unidentified flying objects but for abstracts from all

UFO reports witnessed by commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between 0100

Hrs 28 July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July 1999.

Paragraph 9 of theOmbudsman’s letter to my MP dated 29" February stated quite categorically

that the Permanent Secretary had asked the responsible division within the Department to make

the information available with regard to the narrower request for specific information regarding

UFO sightings between 28" July 1998 and 28" July 1999.

SoC: Case No: A.7/00, Page 2 to 3, {tem 5 defines the specific information requested as Abstracts

Jrom all UFO reports witnessed by commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel

between 0100 Hrs 28 July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July 1999, Details required.-

1. Estimated sizes. shapes and speeds

2. Unusual Flight Patterns

3. Conclusions reached

1 understand from historical records that there are other Departments within the MoD who have

dealings within this particular ficid. | have copied this letter to the Permanent Secretary, the

Ombudsman and my MP to keep everyone up to speed. | apologise if [ have sent the cheque to

the wrong Division; however, | trust that between yourselves:and the Permanent Secretary you

. will be able to inform the appropriate Division of my agreement to pay the agreed fee for the

agreed information.

aes (Soff NA Ser. (Ad —_. Se
pS J sete Pr vew

ps /2na PS MA of FR. ia

peme

Whitehall — @D Yomi - Pease door.



From: SERIRMROME Secretariat(Air Staff)2a, Room 8245
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial) 0171 218 2140

(Switchboard)

So|

Your Reference

Qur Referen
D)Sec(ASY/o4/3/1
ate

12 March 2000

—
Thank you for your letter of 4 March addressed to Section 40) | You have confirmed that

you wish the Department to carry out a search of reported sightings by the public of ‘unidentified
flying objects’ for the period 01.00 hours 28 July 1998 to 01.00 hours 28 July 1999, and enclose a
cheque for £75. I am replying as has moved on promotion to another Division in the
Ministry of Defence.

The letter from the Ombudsman to Ieuan Wyn Jones MP explained (paragraph 10), that
MOD’s charge for the work would be a maximum of £75. As soon as the work is completed I
shall write again to provide details of the cost involved. Your cheque is returned herewith.

Vee
Ows Sinter



1§
From: See SEC(AS)2A1
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Room 8245, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial) 0171 218 2140

(Switchboard) 0174 218 9000

(Fax)

(GTN)

Your Reference

erence!BettsAS yO473/1
f Ntarch 2000

Thank you for your letter of 15 March addressed to my colleague SESAME

You are, of course, correct. I can assure you that the search of reported sightings from 0100 hours

28 July 1998 to 0100 hours 28 July 1999 being carried out is to. identify any reports from

commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel and provide details as agreed in the letter

from the Ombudsman (reference A.7/00 of 29 February, paragraph 9) to luean Wyn Jones MP.

Tam sorry for any confusion that has been caused. I can further assure you that the charges to be
levied at the end of the work will relate only to this specific task. Details of the cost involved will

be provided as soon as possible.

Yours sincerely,

Hidden Cory
The Parliamentary Ombudsman

cr nl I oa



[Tel

15 March, 2000

Sec. (Air Staff) 2a

Room 8245

Ministry of Defence

Main Building

Whitehall

LONDON

SWIA 2HB

Your Ref: D/Sec (AS8)/64/3/1

Dew
Thank you for your letter of the 13" March . May I respectfully point out that the agreement was
not for reported sightings by the public of unidentified flying objects but for abstracts from all
UFO reports witnessed by commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between 0100
Hrs 28 July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July 1999.

Paragraph 9 of the Ombudsman’s letter to my MP dated 29" February stated quite categorically
that the Permanent Secretary had asked the responsible division within the Department to make

the information available with regard to the narrewer request for specific information regarding

UFO sightings between 28" July 1998 and 28" July 1999.

SoC: Case No: A.7/00, Page 2 to 3, Item 5 defines the specific information requested as Abstracts

from all UFO reports witnessed by commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel

between 0100 Hrs 28 July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July 1999. Details required.-

1. Estimated sizes, shapes and speeds

2. Unusual Flight Patterns

3. Conclusions reached

J understand from historical records that there are other Departments within the MoD who have

dealings within this particular field. I have copied this letter to the Permanent Secretary, the

Ombudsman and my MP to keep everyone up to speed. I apologise if I have sent the cheque to

the wrong Division; however, I trust that between yourselves arid the Permanent Secretary you

will be able to inform the appropriate Division of my agreement to pay the agreed fee for the

agreed information.

I 7





Re From EERO Secretariat(Air Staff}2a, Room 8245 7 or
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial) 0171 218 2140

(Switchboard) 0171 218 9000
(Fax)

Your Reference

Our Ref
D/Sec(A$)/64/3/1
Date
(2 March 2000

= 8
Thank you for your letter of 4 March’addressed to Section 40 Fam have confirmed that

you wish the Department to carry out a search of reported sightings by the public of ‘unidentified

flying objects’ for the period 01.00 hours 28 July 1998 to 01.00 hours 28 July 1999, and enclose a

cheque for £75. I am replying BB Section 40 AB moved on promotion to another Division in the
Ministry of Defence.

The letter from the Ombudsman to Ieuan Wyn Jones MP explained (paragraph 10), that

MOD’s charge for the work would be a maximum of £75. As soon as the work is completed I

shall write again to provide details of the cost involved. Your cheque is returned herewith.

Vou Siacerd,

India Copy to OMD)4 attached



LOOSE MINUTE

D/Sec(AS)/64/3 1

\3 March 2000

QMD 14

LETTER T ONCERNING PARLIAMENTARY OMBUDSMAN CASE

Ref: D/PUS/23/7(1514)

A copy of Section 40, (ite is attached| discussed the return of the cheque with
you this morning. She has asked me to mention tha has expanded his request to include

‘Any additional information ....... ”, It may be possible to provide this further information without too

much difficulty — much will depend on the amount and type of material involved. Section Hiltill be in
touch as soon as she has searched the files to discuss the way forward (including the press release).



Thank you for your letter of 4 March addressed ‘SESE You have confirmed
that you wish the Department to carry out a search of reported sightings by the public

of ‘unidentified flying objects’ for the period 01.00 hours 28 July 1998 to 01.00 hours

28 July 1999, and enclose a cheque for £75. I am replying asSiege44s moved

on promotion to another Division in the Ministry of Defence.

The letter from the Ombudsman to Ieuan Wyn Jones MP explained (paragraph 10),

that MOD’s charge for the work would be a maximum of £75. As soon as the work is

completed I shall write again to provide details of the cost involved. Your cheque is

returned herewith.

Steve — a hidden copy to OMD 14 saying to them only

A copy of!Section 40 [Eittes is attached. SERIE discussed the return of the
cheque with you this morning. She has asked me to mention fe Section 40 || has
expanded his request to include ‘Any additional information ....... ”, Itmay be

possible to provide this further information without too much difficulty — much will

depend on the amount and type of material involved. be in touch as soon

as she has searched the files to discuss the way forward (including the press release).



[Te

4 March, 2000

Sec. (Air Staff) 2al

Ministry of Defence

Main Building

Whitehall

LONDON

SW1A 2HB

“Dew

I am grateful to the Permanent Secretary of Defence for agreeing with the

Parliamentary Ombudsman to furnish me with abstracts from all unidentified flying

object reports specifically from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar

personnel specifically witnessed between 0100 Hrs 28th July 1998 and 0100 Hrs

28th July 1999,

As you may recall from earlier correspondence, in the abstracts, I would specifically

like to see

1. Estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of unidentified flying objects

2. Unusual Flight Patterns of unidentified flying objects

3. Conclusions reached by MoD on unidentified flying objects reported in the time

frame.

Any additional information such as locations would also be welcome.

Please find enclosed a cheque for £75 to cover the agreed fee.

ws Gee
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Swaueswan 2 Ae
OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER FOR ADMINISTRATION

MILLBANK TOWER, MILLBANK, LONDON SW1P AQP.

SWITCHBOARD 0171 217 3000, Hag Section 40 MSection 40 | rot.

MINISTRY OF DEFENG

Mr Kevin Tebbit CMG

Permanent Secretary

Ministry of Defence

Main Building

Whitehall

London

SWI1A 2HB

Your Ref: D/PUS/23/7(1514)

Our Ref: A.7/00 24 February 2000
>

Daov Mv. Teblit,

I am replying to your Assistant Private Secretary’s letter of 23 February about the complaint

b I have noted and incorporated the two amendments you have proposed, and

cto that it would be reasonable to work to a timescale of at least four weeks for a reply to

I have today reported the results of the investigation to|Mr Ieuan Wyn Jones MP. In

accordance with section 10(2) of the Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1967, I send you this

copy.

exe Sim eanay 1 ans SS
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OMBUDSMAN |
OFFICE ¢OF THEE PARLIAMENTARY. COMMISSIONER FFOR

MILLBANK TOWER, MILLBANK, LONDON SWIP 4Q)

SWITCHBOARD 0171 217 3000, FA: Direct

Ieuan Wyn Jones Esq MP

House of Commons

London

SWIA 0AA

Your Ref: [WJ/2/96/137

Our Ref: A.7/00

Daw Me. Danes ,

pe
1.

and that he had sent a summary o

Ministry of Defence (MOD)

omplaint

Access to Government Information (the Code). This letter

10(1) of the Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1967.

Background

2. ESMRMOM wrote to MOD on 24 May 1998 asking for

1950s involving ‘unidentified flying objects’ (UFOs). MOD

they explained their policy towards the storage and destruc

said that all surviving contemporary paperwork had been for

and, as such, was a matter of public record. In reply (in an

them to confirm the following statements as a matter of publ

‘1. An incident occurred on 4 April 1957 and was ¥

Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. T

investigation concluded that the incident was due to t

{aerial] objects of unidentified type and origin (Ref D

April 1957, PRO File AIR 20/9321).

‘2. It was official MOD policy to play down the

objects (AIR 2/17527).

I wrote to you on 2 December 1999 to tell you that th

decided to carry out an investigation into the complaint you

complaint ts that

with information that should have been made available to h

ADMINISTRATION

P.

24 February 2000

e Parliamentary Ombudsman had

referred on behalf ofSection 40
to the Permanent Secretary of the

MOD had refused to provide him

nim under the Code of Practice on

is my report to you under section

information about incidents in the

replied on 24 June. In their letter

tion of files on this subject. They

arded to the Public Record Office

undated ter aa asked
ic record:-

vitnessed by radar operators at the

he resulting Technical Intelligence

he presence of five unconventional

DI(Tech/C.290/3/, report dated 30

significance of unidentified flying



‘3. Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design

excess of cutting edge technology have on occasio}

Forces in UK Airspace (PRO Files AIR 20/9320, AI

16/1199).’

3. MOD wrote back on 6 July, to say that they could add n

Section 4K earlier written separately to MOD on 25 June

visual and radar observations of aerial phenomena by Royal

He asked for details of the types of craft which had bee

performance), their location and the dates of the incidents. H!

and performance parameters far in

n been witnessed by HM Armed

R 20/9321, AIR 20/9994 and AIR

thing to their letter of 24 June

998, asking for information about

Air Force pilots and ground crew,

n observed (their shape, size and

e cited the Code and requested that

MOD quote exemptions if they were minded to refuse the information; he also asked MOD to

conduct an internal review. On 10 July ‘99s SERRE +o to MOD about the three

statements (paragraph 2 above) and asked them to review

statements as a matter of public record.

is request that they confirm the

4. On 30 July 1998, MOD wrote (EY about the outcome of their review of both his
requests. In respect of details of ‘aerial phenomena’, they tol 1 him that the information could be

justifiably withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (s¢e paragraph 12 below) because

providing it would require an unreasonable diversion of resources. As to the three statements

they told him that, to the best of their knowledge, the files

contained the full details of any alleged incidents and decisi

them; all contemporary paperwork was therefore available

him about his avenue of appeal to the Parliamentary Ombuds

5. On 28 July 1999, SERRMOwrote to MOD with a m

information. He asked for abstracts from all UFO reports

military pilots and radar personnel between 0100 Hrs 28 Ju

1999. He asked for details of the types of craft which had

held at the Public Record Office

lons made at the time in respect of

for public scrutiny. They also told

man.

ore narrowly focussed request for

witnessed by commercial pilots,

ly 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July

been observed (their shape, size,

speed and unusual flight patterns) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFOs. He also

asked if MOD now agreed, in 1999, with the three stateme nts given previously (paragraph 2

above) and expanded on the second of those statements by asking whether it was now, in 1999,

official MOD policy to play down the subject of UFOs.

6. MOD replied on 14 October 1999. In their letter they s: aid that the position with regard to

the information requested PeSection 40 Rize explained to him in July 1998 and that this
position remained unchanged. As regards present MOD poli

they replied that this had been explained to} ion m

satisfied with that reply and sought the Ombudsman’s interv

y in respect of UFO related issues,

lany occasions was not

ention.



Departmental response to the Ombudsman

7. In offering his comments on the complaint, the Permanent Secretary of MOD said that he

was satisfied that MOD’s previous responses on the three sp

He said that it was not within MOD’s remit to provide an

alleged incidents and policy from the 1950s and 1960s, an

Public Record Office and were open to anyone to draw their

8. With regard to request as to whether it was
the subject of unidentified flying objects, the Permanent Se}

policy on UFOs had been explained to lon severa

ecific statements had been correct.

official Departmental comment on

d noted that the files were in the

wn conclusions.

official MOD policy to play down

cretary said that the Department’s

occasions. He said that MOD had

only a very limited defence interest in UFO issues, which was simply to establish from sighting

reports whether or not there had been any breach of the UK Air Defence Region. He went on to

say that investigations into sightings were only carried out if|

that such a breach had occurred.

there were corroborative evidence

9. As Roses Section 40 areas request for specific information regarding UFO sightings

between 28 July 1998 and 28 July 1999, the Permanent Secretary said that he was satisfied that

the decision not to release this information under the terms of the Code was justified and

referred to Exemption 9. He said that, in order to meet SERRA equest, they would need to
scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, some 800 pieces of correspondence. In addition, in order to

respect third party confidences, personal information relating to the correspondents would have

to be blanked out prior to publication. It was estimated that it would take about 14 working

hours to handle the request. However, although in his view the Code had been correctly applied,

the Permanent Secretary said that he had asked the responsi

to make the information available RaSection 40 fim this o
noted that there would be significant resource problems in req

le division within the Department

casion as a one-off exercise, and

eating it.

10. Given the extent of the work involved, the Permanent Secretary also took the view that it

would be reasonable to levy a charge for the information r¢quested. The Department’s policy

under the Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every h

to produce non-essential information. This would equate to ¢

our worked in excess of four hours

proposed charge of £150 but as a

gesture of goodwill, he said that

occasion.

would be charged a maximum of £75 on this

11. The Permanent Secretary also commented on his Department's general handling of

SEEN correspondence. He took the view that requests, which amounted to
over 35 letters since July 1996, had been handled according to the Code and that the only

identifiable shortcoming was the failure to answe' letter of 28 July 1999 within 20

working days. He accepted that a holding reply should hav¢ been sent Be ecion <0 that
more might have been done to explain to him why his request was considered unreasonable.



The Code of Practice

12. Exemption 9 of the Code, which was cited by MOD, reads as follows:

‘Requests for information which are vexatious or manifestly unreasonable or are

formulated in too general a manner, or which (because of the amount of information to

be processed or the need to retrieve information fr

require unreasonable diversion of resources.’

om files not in current use) would

Assessment

13. In assessing this complaint there are two aspects I have to consider: the substantive issue of

whether or not information should be released and the general handling of

complaint. I turn first to the release of information. first request was that MOD

confirm as a matter of public_record the three specific [statements contained in historical

records. In asking this questio ppears to be seeking a current view from MOD in

respect of both factual matters and their policy in the 1950s and 1960s regarding UFOs. MOD’s

view is that all the available information regarding these statements is in the Public Record

Office and that it is therefore open to anyone to draw their own conclusions. Paragraph 3(v) of

the Code commits Departments ‘to release, in response to specific requests, information relating

to their policies, actions and decisions and other matters rel

However, the Guidance on Interpretation of the Code state:

‘to give an opinion on a particular matter unless there would

should do so in the normal course of business’. MOD have p

their present policy on UFOs but I do not believe they cz

provide an opinion on policy or statements made 40 to 50 ¥

available information relating to those statements is alrea

therefore consider that request can be dealt wit!

do not see the Permanent Secretary’s response as unreasonab

14. 1 am also satisfied that MOD have provided an adequat

for a statement of their present policy on the subject of UF

that MOD’s policy on the subject of UFOs had been ex

occasions, to the effect that MOD had a very limited inte

establish from sighting reports whether there had been an

Region.

15.I very much welcome the Permanent Secretary’s decisi

specific information regarding UFO sightings that he has r¢

there are limits to the resources that a body can reasonabl

information. Exemption 9 of the Code allows requests for in

consideration if — because of the amount of information to }

ed to their areas of responsibility’.

s that Departments are not obliged

be a reasonable expectation that it

ReaGtad Section 40 | with details of
an reasonably be expected now to

ears ago, particularly when all the

Jy in the public domain. I do not

h under the terms of the Code and I

le.

e response RaSection 40 [eert
Os. The Permanent Secretary said

plained toBQQeeOMM on several

rest in UFO issues, which was to

y breach of the UK Air Defence

on to provide with the
quested. The Code recognises that

devote to answering requests for

formation to be refused after proper

e processed or the need to retrieve



information from archived files — meeting a request would re,

resources. Clearly it is a matter of judgement as to whether o

given case is sufficiently extensive to justify the application

the MOD have agreed, in spite of their view that Exemption

out that work and release the information. I welcome this ded

maximum charge of £75 to) to be reasonable in {J

the Department’s resources.

16. As regards the general handling of SELENE conespe
apart from the delay in replying to his letter of 28 July 199

error by the Permanent Secretary, all of| letters

also advised of his right, if he remained dissatisfied with

through a Member of Parliament, to this Office. It is clear to

in full accordance with the requirements of the Code, and fa

pleased by the Permanent Secretary’s comments that his De

full awareness of the Code.

Conclusion

17.1 found that the MOD acted reasonably in refusing to cor

quire an unreasonable diversion of

ir not information requested in any

of Exemption 9. On this occasion,

9 could be held to apply, to carry

ision and consider the prospective

he light of the demands placed on

ndence, I am pleased to note that,

9», which was acknowledged as an

were answered promptly. He was

heir reply, to submit a complaint,

me that MOD handled the matter

r this I commend them. I am also

partment is continuing to promote

nfirm the three specific statements

contained in public records, and that they had provided SRemeMmemn with an adequate response
on their present policy on the subject of UFOs. While the MO

the information on UFO sightings requested by BRIM

willingness to release this information on this occasion as a

justified complaint.

Director of Investigations

duly authorised under section 3(2) of the

Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1967

D could reasonably have withheld

under Exemption 9, I regard their

satisfactory outcome to a partially
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MINISTRY OF DEFRNCE

MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephon wy

Fax: : |

PERMANENT UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE Yee a
Ae e-

O/PUS/23/7(1514)

; 23 February 2000

7

Thank you for giving the Permanent Secretary the opportunity to comment on your

report into the complaint by enclosed with your letter of 8 February 2000.

Kevin Tebbit welcomes the report’s positive tone|and its conclusion that the MOD

has eile) Section 40, | request in full accordance with the Code of Practice on Access
to Government information.

He agrees that the facts of the case are correctly stated, subject to two minor

amendments. First, the report states in paragraph 13 that “all the information relating to

those statements [about UFO sightings and policy 40 to 50 years ago] is already in the

public domain’. This may not be quite correct. As the MOD have explained Mscction 40 |
it was not MOD policy to retain all UFO files as a matter of routine until 1967. The

Department does not know whether any relevant information was contained in those files

destroyed prior to that date. However, all files from that period that were preserved have

been given to the Public Record Office and their contents are a matter of public record.

Kevin Tebbit thinks therefore that it would be more accurate if the report stated that all the

available information is in the public domain. Second, the report states at paragraphs 10

and 15 that the Ministry of Defence proposes to levy a £75 charge for the provision of the

i i As was stated in the letter of 12 January from this office to

this sum is the maximum we would levy. Should the work be less time-

consuming than expected, the charge to Section 40 fi Id be correspondingly reduced.
Kevin Tebbit would therefore prefer the report to refer to a maximum charge of £75.

Once the report has been passed t hrough leuan Wyn Jones MP, the

Department will need Sor for payment of the proposed charge before
proceeding with the request. We will aim to handle the request as quickly as possible, but

given the amount of work anticipated and the other calls on staff resources (which were

explained in my letter of 12 January), it could take at least 4 weeks to reply to

| hope you will agree that this is a reasonabie timeframe in the circumstances.



The point of contact in the Department pegsection 40 Fi

Sec(AS)2

Ministry of Defence

Rm 8247 Main Building

Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB

dat as / SES

PS 43.3 08 3

pS S/2od POS

PS/ pos (un)

DEA?

PKWY

Hq Secs)

P News

Ha of PR

Director of Investigations

The Parliamentary Ombudsman

Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration

Millbank Tower

Millbank

London SW1P 4QP
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From: OMD14

Sent: 17 February 2000 17:59

To: OMD/AD(E+MG); SEC(AS)2

Subject: FW: Parliamentary Ombudsman recor

FYI

Section I again for your valuable input.
Regards,

----4Original Message-----
From: OMD14

Sent: 17 February 2000 17:55
To: APS/PUS

Ce: SOFS-Private Office; USofS/Mailbox; PS/2nd PUS; PS/DUS(CM); DGMi
DR

Subject: Parliamentary Ombudsman uae Section 40 |

PSA submission as requested in your D/PUS/23/7 (1425) of 13 February.

OMD14

18/02/00

F

rm

D; HD OF SEC(AS); D News; Hd of



LOOSE MINUTE

D/DOMD/2/10

17 February 2000

APS/PUS*

Copy to:

APS/SofS*

PS/USofS*

Ps/2"4 PUS*
PS/DUS(CM)*

DGMO*

Hd of Sec(AS)*

D News”

Hd of DR*

*sent on CHOTS

PARLIAMENTARY OMBUDSMAN reronr

References:

A. D/DOMD/2/10 of 23 December 1999

B. D/PUS/23/7 (1301) of 12 January 2000

C. A.7/00 of 8 February 2000

Issue

1. How tor nd to the Ombudsman’s proposed|report on the complaint

by| that MOD did not provide him with|the information he

requested under the Code Of Practice on Access to Government Information.

Recommendation

2. That PUS writes to the Ombudsman’s office in terms of the attached

draft, welcoming the report’s praise for MOD’s handling of the case and

confirming that, with two minor exceptions, it is factually correct.

Timin

3. The Ombudsman has asked for a response by 23 February.

Background

4. At Ref A, | provided advice on the notification by the Office of the

Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the Ombudsman) that it

would be investigating a complaint by; that MOD had not

provided him with the information he had requested on alleged UFO incidents

and sightings and our policy in respect of these matters. At Ref B, PUS

replied to the Ombudsman justifying non-disclosure but offering to release

some of the information requested as a one-off gesture of goodwill. With his

letter of 8 February (Ref C), the Ombudsman’s Director of Investigations

provided a copy of the report that he proposes to make to leuan Wyn Jones



MP (who lodged the complaint with the Ombudsman o}

and invited comments on it.

5. The report concludes that MOD handled the cas

with the Code of Practice on Access to In

and it welcomes our decision to - ovo Sa |
requested as a gesture of goodwill. The report correct

case, with the exception of two small matters. First, th

(para 13) that aff the information relating to UFO sightir

1950s and 1960s is in the public domain. This is not¢

Sec(AS) have explained t it was not MOD

UFO files as a matter of routine until 1967. We do not

relevant information was contained in those files destra

However, ail files from that period that were preserved

Public Record Office and their contents are a matter of

letter to the Ombudsman of 12 January (Ref B) therefa

available information being in the public domain and |

paragraph 13 of the report is amended accordingly. S

refers (paras 10 and 15) to a prospective charge of £7

information ‘SEN As was indicated at Ref B,
maximum we would levy. If the work were less time-c¢

anticipated, the charge t ould be corresp

recommend that the Ombudsman’s report is amended

Handling of the requests

h behalf of Smeal

e in full accordance

formation (the Code)

h the information

y states the facts of the

e Ombudsman states

ngs and policy from the

yuite correct. As

policy to retain all

know whether any

pyed prior to that date.

have been given to the

public record. PUS’s

ye referred only to all

ecommend that

econd, the Ombudsman

> for providing the

he £75 charge is the

ynsuming than

ondingly reduced. |

to reflect this.

6. The report notes that, apart from the delay in answering a letter of 28

July 990 SIERO Ss letters to MOD were answered promptly and he
was notified of his right to submit a complaint to the Ombudsman. The

Ombudsman concludes (para 16): “It is clear to me that MOD handled the

matter in full accordance with the requirements of the Code, and for this |

commend them. | am also pleased by the Permanent Secretary’s comments

that his Department is continuing to promote full awareness of the Code.”

Release of information

Section 40, [Res three requests for information

(a) That we confirm the following statements, which ar

of information held at the Public Record Office

7.

© his own interpretation

An incident occurred on 4" April 1957 and was witnessed by radar

operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The

resulting Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident

was due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of

unidentified type and origin;

It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified

flying objects;

Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance

parameters far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion

been witnessed by HM Armed Forces in UK Airspa



(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD p

significance of unidentified flying objects.

(c) That we provide him with abstracts from all unidenti

dticy to play down the

fied flying object

reports, specifically those from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar

personnel, giving details of the estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of

craft, unusual flight patterns and conclusions reach

case for the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999.

ed by MOD in each

8. With regard Resection 40, FAR request, at para 7(a) above, the
Ombudsman supports our decision not to comment on

concludes (para 13): “I do not believe they [MOD] can

the statements. He

reasonably be

expected now to provide an opinion on policy or statements made 40 to 50

years ago, particularly when all the information relating to those statements is

already in the public domain.”

9. The Ombudsman also rejects SERIE Ccom
at para 7(b) above was not properly answered. He cor

also satisfied that MOD have provided an adequate res

request for a statement of their present policy on the si

10. |The Ombudsman also supports (para 17) ourju

requested UFO sighting reports, at para 7(c) above, cd

been withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (volumir

plaint that his request

ncludes (para 15): “lam

sponse to

ubject of UFOs.”

dgement that the

uld reasonably have

ous or vexatious

letheless to make thisrequests). He “very Wa section 10 pm our decision no

information available to and accepts that the abated charge we

propose of a maximum of £75 is reasonable in light of the demands it will

place on our resources (para 15).

Assessment

11. This is a very positive report for MOD. it praises our handling of the

case, welcomes our decision to make more information available than is

required under the Code, and it aiso notes the work we are doing to promote

awareness of the Code within MOD. Apart from the small point of one late

letter, there is nothing in the report that implies any criticism of MOD.

12. The next step will be for the Ombudsman to wri

MP enclosing a copy of his final report for passing on ti

then be up con 0 Te notify Sec(AS) that he is p
£75 for the provision of the information. Once Sec(AS

e to Jeuan Wyn Jones

It will

epared to pay up to

have received

onsent for the charge, they will be able to start putting the

information together. Given the amount of work anticip

calls on staff resources, Sec(AS) estimate that it could

ated and the other

take at least 4 weeks

to providelEeieem@aiwith the information requested. The work will have to
be done by a Grade 7 as the more junior post in the section is currently being

gapped.

Presentational issues

13. Given the tenor of the Ombudsman’s report and

releasing the information voluntarily, we should presen

highlighting MOD’s general commitment to openness.

influx of similar requests, we should emphasise MOD’s

the fact that we are

t this positively,

To discourage an

limited interest in



UFOs and reiterate that, because of the resource implications, providing this

information is a one-off gesture of goodwill. This report; and the Ombudsman's

decision about the EESISRECompiant (ref. A.2/00 of 4 February) will
appear in the Ombudsman’s next six monthly report, to be published in June.

Whilst Ombudsman cases are undesirable, MOD has in both cases been

praised for its handling of requests under the Code, and we can use the

outcomes to demonstrate the Department’s commitment to openness. DOMD

will provide a news brief to coincide with the release of the information re Sectic i)

14. | therefore recommend that PUS responds to the Ombudsman’s office

along the lines of the attached draft.

{signed on CHOTS}

DOMD



Investigations, OfficeDraft reply from PUS to SO Director of
of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrattion

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your repe

EERIe OE enclosed with your letter of 8 Februa

| welcome the report's positive tone and its conclusion

equest in full accordance with the Code

Government Information.

| agree that the facts of the case are correctly stated, s

amendments. First, the report states in paragraph 13 t

relating to those statements [about UFO sightings and

ago] is already in the public domain”. This is not quite

explained Mi Section 40 it was not MOD policy to retai
matter of routine until 1967. We do not know whether

information was contained in those files destroyed prio

However, all files from that period that were preserved

Public Record Office and their contents are a matter of

therefore think it would be more accurate if the report s

available information is in the public domain. Second,

paragraphs 10 and 15 that the Ministry of

prt into the compiaint by

ry 2000.

that MOD has handled

of Practice on Access to

ubject to two minor

hat “all the information

policy 40 to 50 years

correct. As we have

h all UFO files as a

any relevant

r to that date.

have been given to the

public record. |

tated that ail the

the report states at

Defence proposes to levy a £75

charge for the provision of the information t As was stated in the

letter of 12 January from my Private Secretary to this sum is

the maximum we would levy. Should the work be less

expected, the charge to ‘Ould be correspo

would therefore prefer the report to refer to a maximum

Once the report has been passed tofESigawlg throug
MP, we will need SESE consent for payment of
before proceeding with the request. We will aim to har

quickly as possible, but given the amount of work antic

calls on staff resources (which were explained in my le

estimated that it could take at least 4 weeks to reply to

will agree that this is a reasonable timeframe in the cir

The point of contact in the Department for SERemmen)i

Sec(AS)2

Ministry of Defence

SEEN Main Building
Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB

Tel ea

time-consuming than

ndingly reduced. |

? charge of £75.

h leuan Wyn Jones

the proposed charge

ndle the request as

ipated and the other

tter of 12 January), it is

. | hope you

rumstances.

Ss:
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SEC(AS)2 le
From: OMD14 om

Sent: 17 February 2000 16:09 a KS tc
To: SEC(AS)2 xl
Subject: Ridyard

PSA revised submission mSection 40 |

| have rephrased the section on when we will provide the information inAr way | hope will satisfy the
Ombudsman, whilst also giving you the flexibility that you (understandably) need. Are you happy with
this?

Regards,

OMD14

(Co ssecs on

17/02/00



LOOSE MINUTE

D/DOMD/2/10

17 February 2000

APS/PUS*

Copy to:

APS/SofS*

PS/UsofS*

Ps/2TM PUS*
PS/DUS(CM)*

DGMO*

Hd of Sec(AS)*

D News*

Hd of DR*

*sent on CHOTS

PARLIAMENTARY OMBUDSMAN rePorT:

References:

A. D/DOMD/2/10/ of 23 December 1999

B. D/PUS/23/7 (1301) of 12 January 2000

C. A.7/00 of 8 February 2000

Issue

1. nd to the Ombudsman’s proposed|report on the complaint

b that MOD did not provide him with|the information he

requested under the Cade Of Practice on Access to Government Information.

Recommendation

2. That PUS writes to the U in’s office in terms of the attached

draft, accepting that the factepre accurately stated and welcoming the
report's praise for MOD’s handling of the case.

Timing

3. The Ombudsman has asked for a response by 23 February.

Background

4. At Ref A, | provided advice on the notification by the Office of the

Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the Ombudsman) that it

would be investigating a complaint by; that MOD had not

provided him with the information he had requested on alleged UFO incidents

and sightings and our policy in respect of these matters. At Ref B, PUS

replied to the Ombudsman justifying non-disclosure but offering to release

some of the information requested as a one-off gesture of goodwill. With his

letter of 8 February (Ref C), the Ombudsman’s Director of investigations

provided a copy of the report that he proposes to make to leuan Wyn Jones



MP (who lodged the complaint with the Ombudsman on behalf of Section 40, |
and invited comments on it.

5. The report concludes that MOD handled the case in accordance with

the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code) and it

welcomes our decision to provide BERaemRegs with the information requested
as a gesture of goodwill. The report correctly states the facts of the case, with

the exception of two small matters. First, the Ombudsman states (para 13)

that ai! the information relating to UFO sightings and policy from the 1950s

and 1960s is in the public domain. This is not quite correct. As Sec(AS)

have explained Meccion ao fl was not MOD policyto retain all UFO files as
a matter of routine until 1967. We cannot be sure that/all files pre-dating 1967

were retained, though all that were have been given to the Public Record

Office. PUS's letter to the Ombudsman of 12 January |(Ref B) therefore

referred only to “all available information” being in the public domain and |

recommend that paragraph 13 of the report is amended accordingly. Second,

the Ombudsman refers (paras 10 and 15) to a prospective charge of £75 for

providing the information to As was indicated at Ref B, the £75

charge is the maximum we would levy__if the work is less time-consuming

than anticipated, the charge ‘cS ous be correspondingly reduced.
| recommend that the Ombudsman’s report is amended to reflect this.

Handling of the requests

6. The report notes that, apart from the delay in answering a letter of 28

July 999 SEAR letters to MOD were answered promptly and he
was notified of his right to submit a complaint to the Ombudsman. The

Ombudsman concludes (para 16): “It is clear to me that MOD handled the

matter in full accordance with the requirements of the Code, and for this !

commend them. | am also pleased by the Permanent Secretary's comments

that his Department is continuing to promote full awareness of the Code.”

Release of information

7. Section 40. Fiery three requests for information

(a) That we confirm the following statements, which are his own interpretation

of information held at the Public Record Office

¢ Anincident occurred on 4" April 1957 and was witnessed by radar

operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The

resulting Technical tntelligence Investigation concluded that the incident

was due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of

unidentified type and origin;

e {twas official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified

flying objects;

« Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance

parameters far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion

been witnessed by HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.

(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD policy to play down the

significance of unidentified flying objects.



(c) That we provide him with abstracts from all unident

reports, specifically those from commercial pilots, n

personnel, giving details of the estimated sizes, she

craft, unusual flight patterns and conclusions reach

case for the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999.

8. With regard to BER first request, at para
Ombudsman supports our decision not to comment on|

concludes (para 13): “t do not believe they [MOD] can

expected now to provide an opinion on policy or staten

years ago, particularly when all the information relating

already in the public domain.”

ified flying object

nilitary pilots and radar

apes and speeds of

led by MOD in each

7(a) above, the

the statements. He

reasonably be

nents made 40 to 50

to those statements is

9. The Ombudsman also rejects Section 40 feta laint that his request
at para 7(b) above was not properly answered. He concludes (para 15): “lam

also satisfied that MOD have provided an adequate response to

request for a statement of their present policy on the subject of UFOs.”

10. The Ombudsman also supports (para 17) our judgement that the

requested UFO sighting reports, at para 7(c) above, cauld reasonably have

been withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (voluminous and vexatious

requests). He “very much welcomes” our decision nonetheless to make this

information available to and accepts that th

propose of a maximum of £75 is reasonable in light of

place on our resources (para 15).

Assessment

11. This is a very positive report for MOD. It praise

case, welcomes our decision to make more information

required under the Code, and it also notes the work we

awareness of the Code within MOD. Apart from the sr

letter, there is nothing in the report that implies any crit

12. The next step will be for the Ombudsman to wri

MP enclosing a copy of his final report for passing on

then be up ‘SESIRM notify Sec(AS) that he is p
£75 for the provision of the information. Once Sec{AS

consent for the charge, they will be able to s|

information together. Given the amount of work involv

on staff resources, Sec(AS) estimate that it will take at

Breen section 40, | withdhe information requested. Th
done by a Grade 7 asfhore junior posts! in the section
gapped.

Presentational issues

13. Given the tenor of the Ombudsman’s report and

releasing the information voluntarily, we should presen

highlighting MOD’s general commitment to openness.

influx of similar requests, we should emphasise MOD's

UFOs and reiterate that, because of the resource impli

information is a one-off gesture of goodwill. This report

abated charge we

the demands it will

5 our handling of the

1 available than is

_ are doing to promote

nall point of one late

cism of MOD.

le to leuan Wyn Jones

Meccan 0 | It will
epared to pay up to

have receivec

art putting the

ed and the other calls

least 4 weeks to

e work will have to be

arécurrently being
is

the fact that we are

t this positively,

To discourage an

limited interest in

cations, providing this

and the Ombudsman’s



decision about the SEIS complaint (ref. A.2/00 of 4 February) will
appear in the Ombudsman’s next six monthly report, to be published in June.
Whilst Ombudsman cases are undesirable, MOD has in both cases been
praised for its handling of requests under the Code, and we can use the
outcomes to demonstrate the Department’s commitment to openness. DOMD
will on) | a news brief to coincide with the release of the information (te) Sectio gla)

14. | therefore recommend that PUS responds to the Ombudsman’s office
along the lines of the attached draft.

DOMD



@ .

*

Investigations, OfficeDraft reply from PUS a Director of
of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administra’ tion

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your rep¢

Secion0 a with your letter of 8 Februa

| welcome the report’s positive tone and its conclusion

request fully in accordance with the Code

to Government Information.

| agree that the facts of the case are correctly stated, s

amendments. First, the report states in paragraph 13 t

relating to those statements [about UFO sightings and

ago]is alreadyin the public domain”. Thisis not quite

previously explained toeteSection 40) | it was_not MOD po
files as a matter ofAged tine |yntil 1967. Yea
pre-dating this yearsih At served, ‘Attees les th
been given to the Pu ecord Office. | would theref
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report states at paragraphs 10 and 15 that the Minist

to levy a £75 charge for the provision of the informatio

was stated in the letter of 12 January from my Private

is sum is the maximum we would |

time-consuming than expected, the charge t

correspondingly reduced. | would therefore prefer the

maximum charge of £75.

Once the report has been passed Racection 40 IM
MP, we will need consent for payment of

before proceeding with the request. We will aim to0 han

quickly as possible, but given the amount of work I

on staff resources (which were explainedin my letter

estimated that it witlfake t least 4 weeks to replyt
will agree that this is a reasonable timeframe in the cir

The point of contact in the Department frog Section 40] i

Sec(AS)2

Ministry of Defence

ee Vein Building
iteha’

London SW1A 2HB
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Loose Minute

D/Sec{AS)64/3

17 February 2000

OMD14

PARLIAMENTARY OMBUDSMAN REPORT:Sau aaa

Reference: OMD14 e-mail of 14.56 16 February 2000

1. You asked for comments/amendments to the draft | etters attached to your

e-mail at Reference. Comments are provided below to correspond with the

amendments shown in red italics in your drafts.

2. Comments summary:

Draft for PUS:

Para 4 - there are no substantiated incidents and sightings of

UFOs -— only alleged ones.

Para 5 - amended to flag up the point ma

until 1967. The letter from PS/PUS to

Say ‘all’. You may wish to reflect on this point. If you agree you

will need to add this further amendment to the one | have

already proposed for the letter from PUS|

Para 10 - | said to You Sea 2 to PUS and PS/PUS said to

a maximim of £75.

Para 12 - amended to accord with para 10 and the timescaie for

completion is provided.

Para 13 - (a) we certainly do need to emphasise MOD’s limited

interest. (b) | think saying anything now about putting

information on the MOD’s website is a hostage to fortune — what

if we find nothing? | believe we need to wait for

consent, then see what is found on the files and, after that,

decide whether to put any information on|the website.

Draft from PUS to Section 4

Para 2 - amended to reflect that the charge is a maximum one.

Para 3 - timescale added.



Para 4 - amended to take account of the amendment to para 2.

3. I shall, of course, let you know if and when Section AER contact. We
shall start the clock at that point!

ee



LOOSE MINUTE

D/DOMD/2/10

18 February 2000

APS/PUS

Copy to:

APS/SofS

PS/USofS

Ps/2"? PUS
PS/DUS(CM)

DGMO

Hd of Sec(AS)

D News

Hd of DR

PARLIAMENTARY OMBUDSMAN report

References:

A. DIDOMD/2/10/ of 23 December 1999

B. D/PUS/23/7 (1301) of 12 January 2000

C. A.7/00 of 8 February 2000

Issue

1. How to respond to the Ombudsman’s proposed
> OA hat MOD did not provide him with
requested under the Code Of Practice on Access to G

Recommendation

2. That PUS writes to the Ombudsman’s office in t

report on the compiaint

the information he

overnment Information.

erms of the attached

draft, accepting that the facts are accurately stated and welcoming the

report's praise for MOD's handling of the case.

Timing

3. The Ombudsman has asked for a response by 23 February.

Background

4. At Ref A, ! provided advice on the notification by the Office of the

Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the Or

would be investigating a complaint by’

nbudsman) that it

that MOD had not

provided him with the information he had requested on|a/leged UFO incidents

and sightings and our policy in respect of these maiters. At Ref B, PUS

replied to the Ombudsman justifying non-disclosure but offering to release
some of the information requested as a one-off gestur:

letter of 8 February (Ref C), the Ombudsman’s Directo:

provided a copy of the report that he proposes to mak

MP (who lodged the complaint with the Ombudsman o

and invited comments on it.

of goodwill. With his

of Investigations

to leuan Wyn Jones

bhatt of SSSR



5. The report conciudes that MOD handled the cage in accordance with
the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code) and it
welcomes our decision to provide with the information requested
as a gesture of goodwill. With the exception of one small point of detail in
respect of charges we might levy, it correctly states the facts of the case.

Handling of the requests

6. The report notes that, apart from the delay in answering a letter of 28
July 909, SESISEME 5 letters to MOD were answered promptly and he
was notified of his right to submit a complaint to the Ombudsman. The
Ombudsman concludes (para 16): “It is clear to me that MOD handled the
matter in full accordance with the requirements of the Code, and for this |
commend them. | am also pleased by the Permanent Secretary's comments

that his Department is continuing to promote full awar

Release of information

7. Section 40 Fire three requests for information:

(a) That we confirm the following statements, which are

of information held at the Public Record Office

ness of the Code.”

> his own interpretation

¢ Anincident occurred on 4" April 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Uni , West Freugh. The

resulting Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident

was due to the presence of five unconventional [ae

unidentified type and origin;

¢ It was official MOD policy to play down the significa

flying objects;

¢ Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and

fial] objects of

nce of unidentified

performance

parameters far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion

been witnessed by HM Armed Forces in UK Airspa Ce.

(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD policy to play down the

significance of unidentified flying objects.

{c) That we provide him with abstracts from all unidentified flying object

reports, specifically those from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar

personnel, giving details of the estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of

craft, unusual flight patterns and conclusions reach

case for the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999.

8. With regard to Section 40 | first request, at para
Ombudsman supports our decision not to comment on

ed by MOD in each

7(a) above, the

the statements. He

concludes (para 13): “I do not believe they [MOD] can reasonably be

expected now to provide an opinion on policy or statements made 40 to 50

years ago, particularly when the information relating to

already in the public domain.”

those statements is



9. The Ombudsman also rejects BERURAOE com laint that his request
at para 7(b) above was not properly answered. He concludes (p, ae
also satisfied that MOD have provided an adequate response to
request for a statement of their present policy on the subject of UFOs.”

10. The Ombudsman also supports (para 17) our judgement that the
requested UFO sighting reports, at para 7(c) above,

been withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (volumi

uld reasonably have

nous and vexatious
requests). He “very much welcomes” our decision nonetheless to make this
information availablet

propose of a maximum of £75 is reasonable in light of

place on our resources (para 15).

Assessment

11. This is a very positive report for MOD. It praise:

case, welcomes our decision to make more informatio:

required under the Code, and it also notes the work

awareness of the Code within MOD. Apart from the s

letter, there is nothing in the report that implies any cri

12. The next step will be for the Ombudsman to wri

nd accepts that the abated charge we

the demands it will

5 our handling of the

Nn available than is

are doing to promote

all point of one late

icism of MOD.

n Jones
MP enclosing a copy of his final report for passing on to It will
then be up ‘EM to notify Sec(AS) that he is p

provision of the information. Once Sec(AS

consent for the charge, they will be able to s

£75 for

repared to pay up to

have received Melon 40
tart putting the

information together. Given the substantial amount of work involved
Sec(AS) estimate that it could take up to six weeks from receiptof

EESIEEME-onsent to check the files for the information requested and
respond.

Presentational issues

13. Given the tenor of the Ombudsman’s report and the fact that we are
releasing the information voluntarily, we should present this positively,

highlighting MOD's general commitment to openness.

influx of similar requests, we should emphasise MOD’s

To discourage an

limited interest in

UFOs and reiterate that, because of the resource implications, providing this
information is a one-off gesture of goodwill. This repo

Ombudsman’s decision about the Sei complain
February) will appear in the Ombudsman’s next six ma

published in June. Whilst Ombudsman cases are und

both cases been praised for its handling of requests un

can use the outcomes to demonstrate the Department

openness. DOMD will provide a news brief to coincide

information to

14. | therefore recommend that PUS responds to th

along the lines of the attached draft.

DOMD

and the

nt (ref. A.2/00 of 4

inthly report, to be

esirable, MOD has in

ider the Code, and we

is commitment to

with the release of the

e Ombudsman's office



Draft reply from PUS to Director of Investigations, Office
of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your report on the complaint by

enclosed with your letter of 8 February 2000.

| agree that subject to a minor point of detail the report correctly states the

facts of the case and | welcome its conclusion that MOD has handlediSiaiaiil40
SESE ocues! fully in accordance with the Code of Practice on Access to

jovernment Information. in my Private Secretary letter tOSZEIEOME of
12 January, we said that the charge for scrutinising the files and copying any

papers that were found to be relevant would be a maximum of £75.

Once the report has been passed Re)section 40 Fierte leuan Wyn Jones
MP, we will needSaisie@lmmmconsent for payment of the charge we shall

need to levy before proceeding with the request. Once we have received this

consent, we will process the request as quickly as possible, but, given the

amount of work involved, | expect we will need up to six weeks to complete

the task.

The point of contact in the Department for RE is:

Sec(AS)2

Ministry of Defence

Rm 8247 Main Building

Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB



y Page 1 of 1

@ SEC(AS)2 , | 0 ;
From: OMD14 ,

Sent: 16 February 2000 14:56 Trea?

To: HD OF SEC(AS); SEC(AS)2
Ce: OMD/AD(E+MG)

Subject: | Ombudsman report: Section 40) |
Importance: High

PSA draft submission to PUS regarding the above for your comments/input.

The main issue is what timetable we should offer for providing the information to[Section «(aed he
consents to the charge). The Ombudsman will be looking for the information to be provi SAP. but
you will obviously have to consider the resource implications. Would 4 weeks from receipt Bisection 40 |
consent be feasible?

As our Director is out of the office on Friday and this has to go up to PUS by then, we'd be grateful for
your advice by tomorrow (Thursday) lunchtime, if that is possible. It should be fairly straightforward.

Regards,

17/02/00



LOOSE MINUTE

D/DOMD/2/10

18 February 2000

APS/PUS

Copy to:

APS/SofS

PS/USofS

PS/2"? PUS
PS/DUS(CM)

DGMO

Hd of Sec(AS)

D News

Hd of DR

PARLIAMENTARY OMBUDSMAN REPORT: Becton

References:

A. D/DOMD/2/10/ of 23 December 1999

B. D/PUS/23/7 (1301) of 12 January 2000

C. A.7/00 of 8 February 2000

Issue

1. id to the Ombudsman’s proposed report on the complaint

by that MOD did not provide him with the information he

requested under the Code Of Practice on Access to Government Information.

Recommendation

2. That PUS writes to the Ombudsman’s office in terms of the attached

draft, accepting that the facts are accurately stated and welcoming the

report's praise for MOD’s handling of the case.

Timing

3. The Ombudsman has asked for a response by 23 February.

Background

4, At Ref A, | provided advice on the notification by the Office of the

Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the Ombudsman) that it

would be investigating a complaint b that MOD had not alleged

provided him with the.ie infepena os Re requested on/UFO incidentspud

sightings and /polic ef S replied to the Ombudsman justifying non-
disclosure but offeringM0 release some of the information requested as a one-
off gesture of goodwill. With his letter of 8 February (Ref C), the

Ombudsman’s Director of investigations provided a copy of the report that he

proposes to make to leuan Wyn Jones MP (who lodged the complaint with the

Ombudsman on behalf < and invited comments on it.



5. The report concludes that MOD handied the case in accordance with

the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code) and it

welcomes our decision to provideREie@mwith the information requested

as a gesture of goodwill. It correctly states the facts of the case.

Handling of the requests

6. The report notes that, apart from the delay in answering a letter of 28

July 1999 35 letters to MOD were answered promptly and he

was notified of his right to submit a complaint to the Ombudsman. The

Ombudsman concludes (para 16): “It is clear ta me that MOD handled the

matter in full accordance with the requirements of the Code, and for this |

commend them. | am also pleased by the Permanent Secretary's comments

that his Department is continuing to promote full awareness of the Code.”

Release of information

7. Section 40 Far three requests for information:

(a) That we confirm the following statements, which are his own interpretation

of information held at the Public Record Office

e An incident occurred on 4" April 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The

resulting Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident

was due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of

unidentified type and origin;

e It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified

flying objects;

e Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance

parameters far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion

been witnessed by HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.

(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD policy to play down the

significance of unidentified flying objects.

(c) That we provide him with abstracts from all unidentified flying object

reports, specifically those from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar

personnel, giving details of the estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of

craft, unusual flight patterns and conclusions reached by MOD in each

case for the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999.

8. With regard to See rst request, at para 7(a) above, the
Ombudsman supports our decision not to comment on the statements. He

concludes (para 13): “I do not believe they [MOD] can reasonably be

expected now to provide an opinion on policy or statements made 40 to 50

years ago, particularly when all the information relating to those statements is

already in the public domain.”

9. The Ombudsman also rejects SEEM complaint that his request
at para 7(b) above was not properly answered. He concludes (para 15): “lam



: also satisfied that MOD have provided an adequate response to
) request for a statement of their present policy on the subject of UFOs.”

10. The Ombudsman also supports (para 17) our judgement that the

requested UFO sighting reports, at para 7(c) above, could reasonably have

been withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (voluminous and vexatious

requests). He “very much welcomes” our decision nonetheless to make this

information available toBEEiae@lend accepts that the abated charge we
-——~ propose of £75 is reasonable in light of the demands it will place on our

resources (para 15).

A mayihum of
Assessment

11. This is a very positive report for MOD. It praises our handling of the

case, welcomes our decision to make more information available than is

required under the Code, and it also notes the work we are doing to promote

awareness of the Code within MOD. Apart from the small point of one late

letter, there is nothing in the report that implies any criticism of MOD.

12. The next step will be for the Ombudsman to write to leuan Wyn Jones

MP enclosing a copy of his final report for passing on to It will ¢ eke

then be up (SSSA to notify Sec(AS) that he is prepared to pay #e/£75
for the provision of the information. Once Sec(AS) have received

Section 4 for the charge, they will be able to start putting the
information together. Given the substantial amount of work involved,

Sec(AS) estimate that it will take uAt#{BAFE] to provide the information

Presentational issues

13. Given the tenor of the Ombudsman’s report and the fact that we are

releasing the information voluntarily, we should present this positively,

highlighting MOD’s general ee to openness. To discourage an

influx of similar requests, we May However, wiekete-emphasise MOD's limited spake webs ,
interest in UFOs and tigreiterate that, because of the resource implications, wdbsile
providing this information is a one-off gesture of goodwill. [IN-FHE+ONGER te nov
PRAIA S1ry D-CONGIE PUTTING = ASEDINEO ON J eelocle—

ON-THEWERSITE..SEC(AS) TO-ADMISE]. This report and the : be RANE Ao
Ombudsman’s decision about ‘ cRREEMEGMG compicrt (ref. A.2/00 of 4 (dea way
February) will appear in the Ombudsman’s next six monthly report, to be we bak /
published in June. Whilst Ombudsman cases are undesirable, MOD has in WU ny Red,
both cases been praised for its handling of requests under the Code, and we

can use the outcomes to demonstrate the Department's commitment to

openness. DOMD will provide a news brief to coincide with the release of the

information KeSection 40, |

14. | therefore recommend that PUS responds to the Ombudsman’s office

along the lines of the attached draft.

poh AA

DOMD



Draft reply from PUS to Director of Investigations, Office
of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your report on the complaint bySection 40 enclosed with your letter of 8 February 2000.
sul ect he uw MARKO che i

| agree that,the report correctly states the facts of the case and | welcome its
conclusion that MOD has handled equest fully in accordance

with the Code of Practicaon Access to Seas Va RRA» Pus oe
SPE D Matern te GF 1S oe is en Not fie, chosar fos Gosche,&Srihets Re paropebeds Yieuan Wyn Jonge a ‘ea.Once the report h through leuan Wyn Jones
MP, we will nee consent for payment of the $5 charge before — “pqigg est en
proceeding with the request. Once we have received this consent, we will
process the request as quickly as possible, but, given the amount of work
involved, | expect we will need about [SEGH4S}4e-cenfirm] to complete the
task. rot uraeks

SESWre point of contact in the Department for this maetéer is:

Sor
Ministry of Defence

Rm 8247 Main Building

Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB

‘



ion -Reference N) Pus 12 2| 1 C , ; 2)

No Pabidmentiuy Omdre dara aur

1. | attach a copy of a letter / minute dated ¥ Fn0o0

2. Will you please:

R__Submnt-advicercomment

C. Submit advice together witha draft reply. - Je pase KS q

3. Please submit this by Co? KS key 00

4 The Open Government Code of Practice came into force on 4" April 1994. You

should ensure that all replies to members of the public are provided in accordance with the

procedures as set out in the Code. A full explanation of the Code of Practice is contained in

DCI GEN 223/99. further information ts available in the CHOTS public area or from OMD

14 on telephone extension MB848 14.

Copies go to:

BK [SoS li sec Cy)

Slus4s ha 4ae

MeL dnd pa

SUMO ys.

APS/PUS

mise LOS6 99
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THE PARLIAMENTARY

OMBUDSMAN

OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER FOR

MILLBANK TOWER, MILLBANK, LONDON SW1P 40F

SWITCHBOARD 0171 217 3000, Fax Direct

ADMINISTRATION

Mr Kevin Tebbit CMG

Permanent Secretary

Ministry of Defence

Main Building

Whitehall

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
PUS4384? U.S.

ge <

London

SWIA 2HB

Our Ref: A.7/00

Your Ref: D/PUS/23/7 (1301)

Dea My. Tebbit,

& February 2000

You wrote to the Parliamentary Ombudsman on 12 January

complaint bagection 40 |

I now enclose a copy of the report which we propose to mah

Jones MP, under section 10(1) of the Parliamentary Commis

I should be grateful if, by 23 February 2000, you would let

that the facts are correctly stated so far as your Department i

have any comments on their presentation.

J ovr sinearey }

Director of Investigations

Enc: 1

\Mondan\CaseManagement\AQNA\A0007_OO\LDRRi.doc

2000 giving comments on the

ke to the Member, Ieuan Wyn

sioner Act.

me know whether you agree

§ concerned, and whether you



4189

Ieuan Wyn Jones Esq MP

House of Commons

London

SWIA 0AA

Our Ref: A.7/00

Your Ref: [WJ/2/96/137

February 2000

1. I wrote to you on 2 December 1999 to tell you that the Parliamentary Ombudsman had

decided to carry out an investigation into the complaint you referred on behalf of

Section 40 Ata that he had sent a summary of, omplaint to the Permanent

Secretary of the Ministry of Defence (MOD). omplaint is that MOD had

refused to provide him with information that should have been made available to him

under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code). This letter

is my report to you under section 10(1) of the Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1967.

Background

pysection 40 aR to MOD on 24 May 1998 asking for information about incidents in the

1950s involving ‘unidentified flying objects’ (UFOs). MOD replied on 24 June. In their

letter they explained their policy towards the storage and destruction of files on this

subject. They said that all surviving contemporary paperwork had been forwarded to the

Public Record Office and, as such, was a matter of publi¢ record. In reply (in an undated

letter) I asked them to confirm the following btatements as a matter of public
record:-

Wondon\CaseManagement\AQNA\A0007_OO\DRR3 doc



‘1. An incident occurred on 4 April 1957 and was witnessed by radar operators at the

Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The resulting Technical

Intelligence investigation concluded that the incident was due to the presence of five

unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentifi¢d type and origin (Ref

DDK(Tech)/C.290/3/, report dated 30 April 1957, PRO File AIR 20/9321).

‘2. It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified flying

objects (AIR 2/17527).

in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by HM Armed

‘3. Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design in performance parameters far

AIR 16/1199),’

Forces in UK Airspace (PRO Files AIR 20/9320, i 20/9321, AIR 20/9994 and

3. MOD wrote back on 6 July, to say that they could add nothing to their letter of 24 June.

Section 40] | had earlier written separately to MOD on 25 June 1998, asking for

information about visual and radar observations of aerial phenomena by Royal Air Force

pilots and ground crew. He asked for details of the types of craft which had been

observed (their shape, size and performance), their location and the dates of the incidents.

He cited the Code and requested that MOD quote exemptions if they were minded to

refuse the information; he also asked MOD to conduct an internal review. On 10 July

1998 SEO wrote to MOD about the three statements (paragraph 2 above) and

asked them to review his request that they confirm the statements as a matter of public

record.

4. On 30 July 1998, MOD wrote Resection 40 Aaya the qutcome of their review of both

his requests. In respect of details of ‘aerial phenomena’, they told him that the

information could be justifiably withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (see paragraph

12 below) because providing it would require an unreasonable diversion of resources. As

to the three statements they told him that, to the best of tl

MWondon\CaseManagement\AQIA\A0007_O0\DRR3 doc

heir knowledge, the files held at



the Public Record Office contained the full details of any

made at the time in respect of them; all contemporary pa

for public scrutiny. They also told him about his avenu

Ombudsman.

5. On 28 July 1999 SERRErote to MOD with a mo

information. He asked for abstracts from all UFO reports

military pilots and radar personnel between 0100 Hrs 28

alleged incidents and decisions

iperwork was therefore available

e of appeal to the Parliamentary

e narrowly focussed request for

witnessed by commercial pilots,

July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28

July 1999. He asked for details of the types of craft which had been observed (their

shape, size, speed and unusual flight patterns) and the o

UFOs. He also asked if MOD now agreed, in 1999, 4

previously (paragraph 2 above) and expanded on the

asking whether it was now, in 1999, official MOD pol

UFOs.

6. MOD replied on 14 October 1999. In their letter they sai

the information requested by Section 40 ZR explained

position remained unchanged. As regards present MOD

issues, they replied that this had been explained to on many occasions.1 y

[Section 40 ZR not satisfied with that reply and sought the €

Departmental response to the Ombudsman

7. In offering his comments on the complaint, the Permanen

was satisfied that MOD’s previous responses on the thr

onclusions reached by MOD on

with the three statements given

second of those statements by

cy to play down the subject of

d that the position with regard to

‘o him in July 1998 and that this

policy in respect of UFO related

mbudsman’s intervention.

t Secretary of MOD said that he

ee specific statements had been

correct. He said that it was not within MOD’s remit to provide an official Departmental

comment on alleged incidents and policy from the 1950

files were in the Public Record Office and were oper

conclusions.

8. With regard to Section 40 (RMS as to whether it w

\Wondon\CaseManagement\AQI\A\A0007_OO\DRR3.doc

s and 1960s, and noted that the

to anyone to draw their own

as official MOD policy to play



down the subject of unidentified flying objects, the Permanent Secretary said that the

Department’s policy on UFOs had been explained Resection 40 | on several occasions.

He said that MOD had only a very limited defence interest in UFO issues, which was

simply to establish from sighting reports whether or not there had been any breach of the

UK Air Defence Region. He went on to say that investigations into sightings were only

carried out, if there were corroborative evidence that such a breach had occurred.

9. As Romeeg section 40 | narrower request for specific information regarding UFO

sightings between:28 July 1998 and 28 July 1999, the Permanent Secretary said that he

was satisfied that the decision not to release this information under the terms of the Code

was justified and referred to Exemption 9. He said that, in order to Aemsection 40 |
request, they would need to scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, some 800 pieces of

correspondence. In addition, in order to respect third party confidences, ‘personal
information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out prior to

publication. It was estimated that it would take about l|4 working hours to handle the

request. However, although in his view the Code been correctly applied, the

Permanent Secretary said that he had asked the responsible division within the

Department to make the information available to on this occasion as a one-off

exercise, and noted that there would be significant resource problems in repeating it.

10. Given the extent of the work involved, the Permanent Se¢retary also took the view that it

would be reasonable to levy a charge for the information requested. The Department’s

policy under the Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess

of four hours to produce non-essential information. This would equate to a proposed

charge of £150 but as a gesture of goodwill, he said thal RT outa be charged
only £75 on this occasion. at fa | win 4

~~ bey Neb li, Rar *,
11. The Permanent Secretary also commented on his Deparfment’s general handling of

SESE correspondence. He took the view tha ERM requests, which amounted
to over 35 letters since July 1996, had been handled according to the Code and that the

\Mondon\CaseManagement\ADNAIAQ007_O0\DRR3.doc



only identifiable shortcoming was the failure to answer Section 40, | letter of 28 July

1999 within 20 working days. He accepted that a holding reply should have been sent to

Section 40 7a] that more might have been done to exp.

considered unreasonable.

ain to him why his request was

The Code of Practice

12. Exemption 9 of the Code, which was cited by MOD, reads as follows:

“Requests for information which are vexatious or manifestly unreasonable or are

formulated in too general a manner, or which (because of the amount of information

to be processed or the need to retrieve information from files not in current use)

would require unreasonable diversion of resources.’

Assessment

13. In assessing this complaint there are two aspects I have to consider: the substantive issue

of whether or not information should be released ari

SES complaint. I turn first to the release of inform:

was that MOD confirm as a matter of public record

id the general handling of

ation. Section 40 faa request

the three specific statements

contained in historical records. In asking this question SESUEMRAO appears to be seeking

a current view from MOD in respect of both factual matt

and 1960s regarding UFOs. MOD’s view is that all the

these statements is in the Public Record Office and that

draw their own conclusions. Paragraph 3(v) of the C

release, in response to specific requests, information relat

decisions and other matters related to their areas off

Guidance on Interpretation of the Code states that Depa

an opinion on a particular matter unless there would be

should do so in the normal course of business’. MOD

details of their present policy on UFOs but I do not

expected now to provide an opinion on policy or staten

\Wondon\CaseManagement\AONA\A0007_O0\DRR3.doc

ers and their policy in the 1950s

available information regarding

t is therefore open to anyone to

‘ode commits Departments ‘to

ing to their policies, actions and

responsibility’. However, the

rtments are not obliged ‘to give

a reasonable expectation that it

have provided FESMRMRAOMm ith

believe they can reasonably be

nents made 40 to 50 years ago,



particularly when all the information relating to those statements is already in the public

domain. I do not therefore consider tha RT request can be dealt with under the

terms of the Code and I do not see the Permanent Secretary’s response as unreasonable.

14. I am also satisfied that MOD have provided an adequate tesponse to Section 40, [RAIS
for a statement of their present policy on the subject of UFOs. The Permanent Secretary
said that MOD’s policy on the subject of UFOs had been explained to Section 40) fell

several occasions, to the effect that MOD had a very limited interest in UFO issues,

which was to establish from sighting reports whether there had been any breach of the

UK Air Defence Region.

15. I very much welcome the Permanent Secretary’s decision to provide Sain with the
specific information regarding UFO sightings that he has requested. The Code recognises

that there are limits to the resources that a body can teasonably devote to answering

requests for information. Exemption 9 of the Code allows requests for information to be

refused after proper consideration if — because of the amount of information to be

processed or the need to retrieve information from archived files — meeting a request

would require an unreasonable diversion of resources. Clearly it is a matter of judgement

as to whether or not information requested in any given case is sufficiently extensive to

justify the application of Exemption 9. On this occasion, the MOD have agreed, in spite

of their view that Exemption 9 could be held to apply, to carry out that work and release

the information. I welcome this decision and consider the prospective charge of £75 to

[Section 46 be reasonable in the light of the demands placed on the Department’s
resources,

16. As regards the general handling ofSER correspondence, I am pleased to note

that, apart from the delay in replying to his letter!of 28 July 1999, which was

acknowledged as an error by the Permanent Secretary, ail of Section 40 [ERs were

answered promptly. He was also advised of his right, if he remained dissatisfied with

their reply, to submit a complaint, through a Member of Parliament, to this Office. It is

\ondon\CaseManagement\AONA\A0007_0O\DRR3.doc



clear to me that MOD handied the matter in full accordance with the requirements of the

Code, and for this I commend them. I am also pleased by the Permanent Secretary’s

comments that his Department is continuing to promote full awareness of the Code.

Conclusion

17.1 found that the MOD acted reasonably in refusing to confirm the three specific

statements contained in public records, and that they had provided Section 40 RN an
adequate response on their present policy on the subject of UFOs. While the MOD could

reasonably have withheld the information on UFO sightings ‘requested by

under Exemption 9, I regard their willingness to release this information on this occasion.

as a satisfactory outcome to a partially justified complaint.

Director

\Mondon\CaseManagement\AORA\A0007_00\DRR3.doc



D/PUS/23/7 (1309)

13 January 2000

DOMD

Copy to: .

APS/Secretary of State ere

PS/USofS Te

Psi2TM PUS —
DGMO

D News

Hd Sec(AS)

Hd of DR [ All sent by CHOTS ]

OMBUDSMAN INVESTIGATION OF OPEN GOVERNMENT COMPLAINT:

PUS has seen your minute (2/10) of 23 December 1999. He was content with the

advice and a letter has been sent to the Office of Parliamentary Commissioner for

Administration, to this effect.

2. PUS asked that | pass on his thanks to you for handling this case well.

( Signed )

APS/PUS



LQ

KEVIN TEBBIT CMG : :
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone:

Fax:

PERMANENT UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE

D/PUS/23/7 (1301)

| am writing to you in response to the letter from of 2 December

1999 (your ref A.7/00) concerning the complaint from about release of

information under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.

12 January 2000

| have considered the complaint in two parts: the question of disclosure in the

context of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information; and the

Department's general handling of requests for information.

Disclosure in the context of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information

has made three requests. In the first place, he asked: “Does the MoD, now

in 1999, agree with the following specific statements contained in historical records

1) An incident occurred on the 4" April 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The resulting

Technical Intelligence Investigation conciuded that the incident was due to the

presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type and origin.

2) It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified flying

objects

3) Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters

far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by HM

Armed Forces in UK Airspace.”

The reply given to IEDM o/seciasyoass dated 6 July 1998) explained that all the
available information regarding these statements has been given to the Public Record

Office and is therefore in the public domain. It also stated that we cannot provide any

official comment on those records. This view was upheld in the internal review and | am



satisfied that this was the correct, indeed the only, position we could take. It is simply not

within our remit to provide an official Departmental comment on alleged incidents and

policy from the 1950s and 1960s. The files are in the Public Record Office and they are

open to anyone to draw their own conclusions.

ESI OME second request was “is it now, in 1999, official MOD policy to play down
the subject of unidentified flying objects?” The Department’s policy on UFOs has been

explained to on several occasions, as early as 12 August 1996. | attach a copy

of this letter for your information. The position is that the Ministry of Defence has only a

very limited defence interest in UFO issues, whichis to establish from sighting reports

whether there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence Region. Investigations into
sightings are only carried out if there is corroborative evidence that such a breach has

occurred.

Section 40 fii request is for “abstracts from all unidentified flying object reports
specifically from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel specifically

witnessed between 0100 Hrs 28" July 1998 and 0100 Hrs 28" July 1999. | would

specifically like to see

1. Estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of unidentified flying objects

2. Unusual flight patterns of unidentified flying objects

3. Conclusions reached by MoD on unidentified flying objects”.

This is a narrowing of a request made in March 1 1998 for “all information relating to

radar and visual sightings by our armed forces from at least the last five years but

preferably the last thirty years.” The initial request was refused on the grounds that it

could only be provided at disproportionate cost and sought an internal review.

The decision not to release under exemption 9 of the Code (vexatious or voluminous

requests) was upheld in the internal review. narrower request for information

between 28" July 1998 and 28" July 1999 was also rejected on grounds of
disproportionate cost.

| am satisfied that this decision was justified under the terms of the Code of Practice on

Access to Government Information.

The Guidance to the Code states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a

request would require an unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount of

information sought or difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it.

Even meeting SEO request for abstracts from UFO sighting reports from 28"
July 1998 to 28" July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both because of
the volume of information sought and because of particular difficulties in publishing it. The

Department receives about 400 sighting reports a year, very few of which require any form

of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the same number of letters from members of

the public on UFO issues, some of which may also contain sighting reports. To meet gah 40)
Section 0 ons we would therefore need to scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about
800 pieces of correspondence. There is the additional problem that, in order to respect

third party confidences, personal information relating to the correspondents would have to

be blanked out prior to publication. This would take additional time. in total, we estimate

that it would take about 14 working hours to handle the request. Because UFO issues are



normally handled by only two junior members of staff, and comprise only a small element

of their much wider-ranging tasks, and because the senior of these two posts is currently

gapped as a result of our Departmental policy for postings/promotion arrangements and

the more junior desk officer is very new to post, a Grade 7 would have to be assigned to

handling the bulk of the request. This would necessarily entail an unreasonable diversion

of resources.

Last year we considered whether it would be practical to release our UFO files en

masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. | am advised, however,

that becausé of the need to blank out personal information, releasing the files early would

be very time-consuming that it could impact on our overall Departmental programme of

releasing documents to the PRO.

However, despite these considerations, |! have asked the responsible division within the

Department exceptionally to make the information available Weecion 4 This is
because | am determined that the Department is, and is seen to be, as open as possible. |

also want§EEnele@l to see that we are not withholding significant information in this area
and that we try to respond to the growing public demand for information on UFO issues as

best we can within the very real constraints of our limited Departmental interest and

resources. Our position nonetheless remains that the provision of this information is a

one-off exercise that would normaily be considered an unreasonable diversion of

resources. As explained above, there would be significant resource problems in repeating

this exercise.

Given the extent of the work involved, we would need to charge Section 40 Fi the
provision of the information requested. The Department’s policy under the Code is to

charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in of 4 hours to produce

non-essential information. This would equate inERISmM@EENCase to a proposed charge
of £150. On this occasion, | have decided that the charge should be abated by 50% as a

gesture of goodwill. We would therefore charge a maximum of £75, if BEIMe@| wished
us to carry out the task.

The Department's general handling of SESE correspondence

| believe that BESO requests, which amount to over 35 letters since July
1996, have been handled according to the Code of Practice on Access to Government

Information. Almost all letters have been answered promptly, Code exemptions were cited

where appropriate, and the appeals process was explained to during his

internal review. The one identified shortcoming was the failure to answer

letter of 28 July 1999 within 20 working days. This was because of temporary staffing

shortages in the responsible division and reflects the limited Departmental interest in the

subject, the scarcity of resources made available to the task and the volume and

frequency of EERIE correspondence. However, should have been sent a
holding reply and this omission has been acknowledged by the division concerned. {tt may

Becton 20 Mime his request wasalso be that more should have been done to explain to

considered unreasonable and how he could have framed it in a more acceptable manner.

We have issued Department-wide instructions regarding the Code and we are

continuing to promote awareness of it. | am satisfied that our general performance against

the Code is good.



{f you are content with this approach, | am happy for you to inform

through his MP. {| expect that it should be possible to provide ith the

information requested by the end of February. The point of contact in the Department is:

Sec(AS)2

Ministry of Defence

Rm 8247 Main Building

Whitehall

- London SW1A 2HB

Your SUA

(Private Secretary)

APS/ Sot S

po SUS FS

PS / 2a A

Pep

Pehe

pews

Ma Sec Go)

HA of PR.

Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration

15" Floor
Millbank Tower

Millbank

London SW1P 4QP
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PS/HD OF SEC(AS)

From: OMD14

Sent: 23 December 1999 17:25

To: PUS Outer Office

Ce: SOFS-Private Office; USofS/Mailbox; PS/2nd PUS; DGMO; D News; HD OF SEC(AS);
DOMD; Hd of DR; Hd of DR1; OMD/AD{E+MG)

Subject: Parliamentary Ombudsman Investigation:

For the attention of APS/PUS,

PSA submission and draft reply on the above. | will also fax you the letter from Sec(AS) to

12 August 1996 that is referred to in the submission. —

The Ombudsman has agreed to extend the deadline for a reply until 12 January 2000.

04/01/00 
7



LOOSE MINUTE

D/DOMD/2/10

23 December 1999

PS/PUS*

Copy to:

APS/SofS*

PS/UsofS*

PS/2"TM PUS*
DGMO*

D News*

Hd of Sec({AS)*

Hd of DR*

*by CHOTS

OMBUDSMAN INVESTIGATION OF OPEN GOVERNMENT COMPLAINT:

Reference:

A. D/PUS/23/7(1259) dated 16 December 1999

Issue

1. How to respond to the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s invitation to comment on

the complaint by SEEM that he was not provided with information

requested under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (Ref A).

Recommendation

2. That PUS replies to the Ombudsman’s Office along the lines of the attached

draft.

Timin

3. The Ombudsman originally asked for a response by 23 December. We have,

however, agreed an extension to 12 January 2000.

Background

4. In his letter of 2 December 1999 (ref A. 7/00) ERE Director of the
Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the Parliamentary



Ombudsman), notified PUS of a complaint received against MOD concerning the

Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code). He invited PUS

to comment on the complaint.

5. The Ombudsman is authorised to investigate complaints relating to the Code,

for instance that information requested has not been provided, and make

recommendations about any action he believes is required to rectify the complaint.

The Ombudsman will not, however, investigate complaints until a Department’s

internal review procedure has been completed. Complaints to the Ombudsman have

to be made through an MP.

6. In this case, the Remecasection 40 aa is a committed ufologist and

regular correspondent with Sec(AS), has obtained the backing of his MP, Ieuan Wyn

Jones (Ynys Mon), to take his case to the Ombudsman. Overall, MOD has a good

record in applying the Code. This is only the third complaint against MOD that the

Ombudsman has investigated since the Code was introduced in 1994. We are still

awaiting the outcome of the Ombudsman’s last investigation, on which PUS

commented on 27 May 1999 (ref. D/PUS/23/7(225)).

7. A chronology RySection 40 Samwernu is provided in the letter to PUS from

the Ombudsman’s Office. In summary, Section 40 0% made three requests:

(a) That we confirm the following statements, which are his own interpretation of

information held at the Public Record Office

e An incident occurred on 4" April 1957 and was witnessed by radar operators

at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The resulting

Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was due to the

presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type and

origin;

e It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified

flying objects;



C
C

e Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters

far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by

HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.

(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD policy to play down the

significance of unidentified flying objects.

(c) That we provide him with abstracts from all unidentified flying object reports,

specifically those from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel,

giving details of the estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of craft, unusual flight

patterns and conclusions reached by MOD in each case for the period 28 July

1998 to 28 July 1999.

8. With regard Msection 40 mn request at 7(a), Sec(AS) replied on 24 June

1998 and 6 July 1998 that all the information regarding these statements had been

forwarded to the Public Record Office and was therefore already in the public

domain. There was nothing we could add to it. This decision was upheld in DOMD’s

internal review of 30 July 1998, and was repeated by USofS in his letter of 14 October

1999 to Jeuan Wyn Jones MP.

9. With regard section 40 | second request at 7(b), Sec(AS) explained as

early as their letter of 12 August 1996 (copy attached) MOD’s current policy on

UFOs and have reminded him on a number of occasions since that time. MOD has

only a very limited defence interest in UFO issues, which is to establish from sighting

reports whether there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence Region.

Investigations into sightings are only carried out if there is corroborated evidence to

suggest that such a breach has occurred.

10. With regard to 7(c) Ee originally requested in March 1998 that MOD

should share with him “all information relating to radar and visual sightings by our

armed forces from at least the last five years but preferably the last thirty years.” The

request was subject to an internal review in July 1998, where it was refused under

Exemption 9 of the Code (vexatious or voluminous requests). It was decided that

providing the information would require an unreasonable diversion of resources.

[Section 4(iag narrowed the timescale for his request down to the period 28 July 1998



r
N to 28 July 1999. In his reply of 14 October 1999, USofS indicated that this still could

not be answered without an unreasonable diversion of resources.

11. There are two elements that the Ombudsman will be investigating:

a. Disclosure: is MOD’s decision not to disclose information justified under

the terms of the Code and its exemptions

b. Handling: in accordance with the Code, were SERRE equests
answered within 20 working days, was he made aware of the complaints

procedure and were Code exemptions cited when information was

withheld?

12. Disclosure issues. In my view, my predecessor as DOMD was correct to

conclude in the internal review that we could not Preager Section 40 Mtn further

comment on his statements in para 7(a) above. These were not requests for

information, but rather requests for us to confirm alleged incidents and policy from

the 1950s and 1960s. As we pointed out, all the information relating to that time

period is already in the public domain, and we are not in a position to provide any

additional comment on it. With regard fy Section 40 | second request at 7(b), I am

satisfied that MOD’s current policy on UFOs was properly explained to Section 40 ff

the letter from Sec(AS) as early as 12 August 1996 and as late as USofS’s letter to his

MP dated 14 October 1999.

13. With regard MySection 40 | request for reports on UFO sightings, as

explained in para 7(c) above, I am satisfied that our initial decision to withhold the

information under exemption 9 of the Code is justifiable. The Guidance to the Code

states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a request would require an

unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount of information sought or

difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it.

14. Meeting BERR OI request for abstracts from UFO sighting reports from 28

July 1998 to 28 July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both

because of the volume of information sought and because of particular difficulties in

publishing it. The Department receives about 400 sighting reports a year, very few of

which require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the same



number of letters from members of the public on UFO issues, some of which may also

contain sighting reports. To meet SERIES request, we would therefore need to

scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about 800 pieces of correspondence. There is the

additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences, personal

information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out prior to

publication. This would take additional time. In total, Sec(AS) estimate that it would

take at least 14 working-hours to provide the information requested. Staff resources

dedicated to UFO-related issues comprise some 20% of an EO and 50% of an AO.

The EO post is currently gapped awaiting a new member of staff and the AO has been

in post only some 6 weeks. Most of the work would therefore have to be done by the

Grade 7, the only desk officer familiar with the issues involved.

15. Last year we considered whether it would be practical to release UFO files en

masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. Defence Records

advised that because of the need to blank out personal information, releasing the files

early would be very time-consuming and could impact on our overall Departmental

programme of releasing documents to the PRO.

16. Nonetheless, in light PiSection 40) _| appeal to the Ombudsman, Head of

Sec(AS) believes that there would be benefit in attempting to Meg section 40, |

request for reports of UFO sightings between 28 July 1998 and 28 July 1999.

This would demonstrate the Department’s commitment to openness and would

attempt to allay SESE concern that the Department is withholding significant

information. The draft letter to the Ombudsman reflects this, and emphasises that this

is intended to be a one-off exercise that would normally be regarded as an

unreasonable diversion of resources. Given the extent of the work involved, we

would normally charge for the provision of this information. MOD’s policy under the

Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in of 4 hours

to produce non-essential information. This would equate Section40 Aaa

proposed charge of £150. However, as a gesture of goodwill, I recommend that we

abate the charge in this case by 50%.

17. Handling issues. These are unlikely to be significant if we are going to

provide Dr Ridyard with the information he requested. I believe that Dr Ridyard’s

correspondence, which amount to over 35 letters since July 1996, have been handled

according to the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information. Almost all



letters were answered promptly, Code exemptions were cited where appropriate, and

the appeals process was explained fasection 40] during his internal review. The one

identified shortcoming was the failure to answer SEO letter of 28 July 1999

within 20 working days. This was because of temporary staffing shortages in

Sec(AS) and is a reflection of the limited Departmental interest in the subject, the

consequent scarcity of resources made available to the task and the volume and

frequency ofSES correspondence. In this situation, SMe) should have

been sent a holding reply. It may also be that more should have been done to explain

toBEEMOMe@|why his request was considered unreasonable and how he could have

framed it in a more acceptable manner.

18. Presentational aspects. Subject to the Ombudsman’s conclusions, we should

present this as another example of MOD’s commitment to openness. In this regard, it

is important that this is seen as a voluntary gesture of openness rather than as

something we were forced to do by the Ombudsman.

19. Conclusion. Given Sec(AS) offer to release the information requested, it is

unlikely that the Ombudsman’s report will be critical of MOD on the question of

disclosure. There may, however, be minor criticism of the way some ofSection 40 |

correspondence was handled. The attached draft reply reflects these points.

DOMD



DRAFT REPLY FROM PUS TO THE OMBUDSMAN’S OFFICE

Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration

15" Floor

Millbank Tower

Millbank

London SWI1P 4QP

[ am writing to you in response to the letter memmsection 40 2 December

1999 (your ref A.7/00) concerning the complaint fromSERCOMEN about release

of information under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.

I have considered the complaint in two parts: the question of disclosure in the context

of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information; and the Department’s

general handling of SEEIERRAOIE requests for information.

Disclosure in the context of the Code of Practice on Access to Government

Information

Section 40 || has made three requests. In the first place, he asked: “Does the MoD, now
in 1999, agree with the following specific statements contained in historical records

1) An incident occurred on the 4” April 1957 and was witnessed by radar

operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The

resulting Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was

due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type

and origin.

2) It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified

flying objects

3) Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters

far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by

HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.”



The reply given to SERMMe) (D/Sec(AS)/64/3 dated 6 July 1998) explained that all

the available information regarding these statements has been given to the Public

Record Office and is therefore in the public domain. It also stated that we cannot

provide any official comment on those records. This view was upheld in the internal

review and 1 am satisfied that this was the correct, indeed the only, position we could

take. It is simply not within our remit to provide an official Departmental comment

on alleged incidents and policy from the 1950s and 1960s. The files are in the Public

Record Office and they are open to anyone to draw their own conclusions.

Section 40 | second request was “is it now, in 1999, official MOD policy to play

down the subject of unidentified flying objects?” The Department’s policy on UFOs

has been explained ey Section 40 ay several occasions, as early as 12 August 1996. I

attach a copy of this letter for your information. The position is that the Ministry of

Defence has only a very limited defence interest in UFO issues, which is to establish

from sighting reports whether there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence

Region. Investigations into sightings are only carried out if there is corroborative

evidence that such a breach has occurred.

Section 40 FRR request is for “abstracts from all unidentified flying object reports
specifically from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel specifically

witnessed between 0100 Hrs 28” July 1998 and 0100 Hrs 28" July 1999. I would

specifically like to see

1. Estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of unidentified flying objects

2. Unusual flight patterns of unidentified flying objects

3. Conclusions reached by MoD on unidentified flying objects”.

This is a narrowing of a request made in March 1 1998 for “all information relating to

radar and visual sightings by our armed forces from at least the last five years but

preferably the last thirty years.” The initial request was refused on the grounds that it

could only be provided at disproportionate cost and ERM) sought an internal

review. The decision not to release under exemption 9 of the Code (vexatious or

voluminous requests) was upheld in the internal review. iSection 40) | narrower

request for information between 28" July 1998 and 28" July 1999 was also rejected

on grounds of disproportionate cost.



1 am satisfied that this decision was justified under the terms of the Code of Practice

on Access to Government Information.

The Guidance to the Code states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a

request would require an unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount

of information sought or difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it.

Even meeting SEU request for abstracts from UFO sighting reports from 28"

July 1998 to 28" July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both

because of the volume of information sought and because of particular difficulties in

publishing it. The Department receives about 400 sighting reports a year, very few of

which require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the same

number of letters from members of the public on UFO issues, some of which may also

contain sighting reports. To Rseisection 40. | request, we would therefore need to

scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about 800 pieces of correspondence. There is the

additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences, personal

information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out prior to

publication. This would take additional time. In total, we estimate that it would take

about 14 working hours to handle the request. Because UFO issues are normally

handled by only two junior members of staff, and comprise only a small element of

their much wider-ranging tasks, and because the senior of these two posts is currently

gapped as a result of our Departmental policy for postings/promotion arrangements

and the more junior desk officer is very new to post, a Grade 7 would have to be

assigned to handling the bulk of the request. This would necessarily entail an

unreasonable diversion of resources.

Last year we considered whether it would be practical to release our UFO files en

masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. I am advised,

however, that because of the need to blank out personal information, releasing the

files early would be very time-consuming that it could impact on our overall

Departmental programme of releasing documents to the PRO.

However, despite these considerations, I have asked the responsible division within

the Department exceptionally to make the information available to Section 40) This
is because I am determined that the Department is, and is seen to be, as open as

possible. [ also Beg section 40] to see that we are not withholding significant



information in this area and that we try to respond to the growing public demand for

information on UFO issues as best we can within the very real constraints of our

limited Departmental interest and resources. Our position nonetheless remains that

the provision of this information is a one-off exercise that would normally be

considered an unreasonable diversion of resources. As explained above, there would

be significant resource problems in repeating this exercise.

Given the extent of the work involved, we would need to charge Gee) for the

provision of the information requested. The Department’s policy under the Code is to

charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in of 4 hours to produce

non-essential information. This would equate in Section 40, FN to a proposed

charge of £150. On this occasion, I have decided that the charge should be abated by

50% as a gesture of goodwill. We would therefore charge a maximum of £75, if

Section Aatatad us to carry out the task.

The Department’s general handling of correspondence

I believe that [Section 40) | requests, which amount to over 35 letters since July 1996,

have been handled according to the Code of Practice on Access to Government

Information. Almost all letters have been answered promptly, Code exemptions were

cited where appropriate, and the appeals process was explained to BESTS during

his internal review. The one identified shortcoming was the failure to answer bn 40

[Section 4C trem of 28 July 1999 within 20 working days. This was because of
temporary staffing shortages in the responsible division and reflects the limited

Departmental interest in the subject, the scarcity of resources made available to the

task and the volume and frequency of SERIE correspondence. However,
Section 4am have been sent a holding reply and this omission has been

acknowledged by the division concerned. It may also be that more should have been

done to explain eSection 40] tang his request was considered unreasonable and how

he could have framed it in a more acceptable manner.

We have issued Department-wide instructions regarding the Code and we are

continuing to promote awareness of it. I am satisfied that our general performance

against the Code is good.



If you are content with this approach, I am happy for you to mem section 40 |

through his MP. I expect that it should be possible to Pate ection 40) with the

information requested by the end of February. The point of contact in the Department

Sec(AS)2

Ministry of Defence

Rm 8247 Main Building

Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB

is:



LOOSE MINUTE

D/DOMD/2/10

22 December 1999

PS/PUS

Copy to:

APS/SofS

PS/USofS

PS/2TM PUS
DGMO

D News

Hd of Sec(AS)

Hd of DR

OMBUDSMAN INVESTIGATION OF OPEN GOVERNMENT COMPLAINT:

Reference:

A. D/PUS/23/7(1259) dated 16 December 1999

Issue

1. How to respond to the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s invitation to comment on

the complaint oo he was not provided with information
requested under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (Ref A).

Recommendation

2. That PUS replies to the Ombudsman’s Office along the lines of the attached

draft.

Timing

3. The Ombudsman originally asked for a response by 23 December. We have,

however, agreed an extension to 12 January 2000.

Background

4. Inhis letter of2 December 1999 (ref A.7/00) SELON Director of the
Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the Parliamentary

Ombudsman), notified PUS of a complaint received against MOD concerning the

Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code). He invited PUS

to comment on the complaint.

5. The Ombudsman is authorised to investigate complaints relating to the Code,

for instance that information requested has not been provided, and make

recommendations about any action he believes is required to rectify the complaint.

The Ombudsman will not, however, investigate complaints until a Department’s

internal review procedure has been completed. Complaints to the Ombudsman have

to be made through an MP.



6. In this case, the requester ERE who is a committed ufologist and
regular correspondent with Sec(AS), has obtained the backing of his MP, Ieuan Wyn

Jones (Ynys Mon), to take his case to the Ombudsman. Overall, MOD has a good

record in applying the Code. This is only the third complaint against MOD that the

Ombudsman has investigated since the Code was introduced in 1994. We are still

awaiting the outcome of the Ombudsman’s last investigation, on which PUS

commented on 27 May 1999 (ref. D/PUS/23/7(225)).

7. A chronology Bisection 40) | complaint is provided in the letter to PUS from
the Ombudsman’s Office. In summary! lhas made three requests:

(a) That we confirm the following statements, which are his own interpretation of

information held at the Public Record Office

e An incident occurred on 4" April 1957 and was witnessed by radar operators
at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The resulting

Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was due to the

presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type and

origin;

e It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified

flying objects;

¢ Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters

far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by

HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.

(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD policy to play down the

significance of unidentified flying objects.

(c) That we provide him with abstracts from all unidentified flying object reports,

specifically those from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel,

giving details of the estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of craft, unusual flight

pattems and conclusions reached by MOD iin each case—ha

isto for the period 28 Tuly 1998 to 28 Tuly 1999. _

8. With regard toSection 40 fiiwy request at 7(a), Sec(AS) replied on 24 June
1998 and 6 July 1998 that all the information regarding these statements had been

forwarded to the Public Record Office and was therefore already in the public

domain. There was nothing we could add to it. This decision was upheld in DOMD’s

internal review of 30 July 1998, and was repeated by USofS in his letter of 14 October

1999 to Ieuan Wyn Jones MP.

9. With regard to Section 40, eee request at 7(b), Sec(AS) explained as
early as their letter of 12 August 1996 MOD’s current policy on UFOs in-theirletter

ofLJune1008, copy attached and have reminded him on a number of occasions

since that time. (CHECK: SEC(AS) TO PROVIDE LETTER} MOD has only a

very limited defenceinterest in UFOissues, whichis to establish from sighting

reports whether there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence Region.

Investigations into sightings are only carried out if there is corroborated evidence to

suggest that such a breach has occurred.



10. With regard 10 SERUM aird request-at(c) | See OM originally
requestedin March 1998, that MOD should share with him “all information

relating to radar and visual sightings by our armed forces from at least the last

five years but preferably the last thirty years.” The request was thicswent-straight

to-an subject to an internal review in July 1998, whereit was refused under

Exemption 9 of the Code (vexatious or voluminous requests). It was decided that
providing the information would require an unreasonable diversion of resources.

SERIE: narrowed the timescale for his request down to the period 28 July 1998
July 1999. In his reply of 14 October 1999, USofS indicated that this still could

not be answered without an unreasonable diversion of resources.

11. There are two elements that the Ombudsman will be investigating:

a. Disclosure: is MOD’s decision not to disclose information justified under

the terms of the Code and its exemptions

b. Handling: in accordance with the Code, Mery section 40, | requests
answered within 20 working days, was he made aware of the complaints

procedure and were Code exemptions cited when information was

withheld?

12. Disclosure issues. In my view, my predecessor as DOMD was correct to

conclude in the internal review that we could not provide ieee! with further
comment on his statements in para 7(a) above. These were not requests for

information, but rather requests for us to confirm alleged incidents and policy from

the 1950s and 1960s. As we pointed out, all the information relating to that time

period is already in the public domain, and we are not in a position to provide any

additional comment on it, With regard to} second request at 7(b), 1 am

satisfied that MOD’s current policy on UFOs was properly explained section 401 in
the letter from Sec(AS) as early as 12 August 1996 and as late as USofS’s letter to

his MP dated 14 October 1999 of1-June1008.

13. With regard Section 40_| request for reports on UFO sightings, as
explained in para 7(c) above, I am satisfied that our initial decision to withhold the

information under exemption 9 of the Code is justifiable. The Guidance to the Code

states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a request would require an

unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount of information sought or

difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it.

14. Meeting Section 40) | request for abstracts from UFO sighting reports from 28
July 1998 to 28 July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both

because of the volume of information sought and because of particular difficulties in

publishing it. The Department receives about 400 $00-600.sighting reports a year,

very few of which require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the

same number of letters from members of the public on UFO issues, some of which

may also contain sighting reports. To meet BRRIMMEOME cduest, we would therefore

need to scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about 800 1,000.pieces of correspondence.

There is the additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences,

personal information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out

prior to publication. This would take additional time. In total, Sec(AS) estimate that

it would take at least 14 working-hours to provide the information requested. Staff

resources dedicated to UFO-relatedissues comprise some 20% at EO level and

50% AO level, The EO postis currently gapped awaiting a new member of staff



and the AO has been in post only some 6 weeks. Most of the work would

therefore have to be done by the a Grade 7,-becausetheEQ-and-AD whohandle

DEO issues-ace-neu-and therefore-unfamilias the only desk officer familiar with the

issues involved.

15. Last year we We-haxe-aleo considered whether it would be practical to release

out UFO files en masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule.

Defence Records, hewewver,have advised that because of the need to blank out

personal information, releasing files early would be so time-consuming that it could

set back our overall Departmental programme of releasing documents to the PRO by

[ insert timescale ].

16. Nonetheless, in light ofSection 40] Elwes to the Ombudsman, Head of
Sec(AS) believes that there would be benefit in attempting to meet!

request for reports of UFO sightings between 28 July 1998 and 28 July 1999,

This would demonstrate the Department’s commitment to openness and would

attempt to allay BERWeeOMEroncern that the Department is withholding significant

information. The draft letter to the Ombudsman reflects this, and emphasises that this

is intended to be a one-off exercise that would normally be regarded as an

unreasonable diversion of resources. Given the extent of the work involved, we

would normally charge for the provision of this information. MOD’s policy under the

Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in of 4 hours

to produce non-essential information. This would equate faSection 40 EAR toa
proposed charge of £150. However, as we-aremakinea voluntam gesture of

goodwill openness, I recommend that we abate waixe the charge in this case by 50%.

17. Handling issues. These are unlikely to be significant if we are going to

provide with the information he requested. Onthe-whele,! believe that

orrespondence sequests, which amount to over 35 letters since July 1996,

have been handled according to the Code of Practice on Access to Government

Information. Almost all letters were answered promptly, Code exemptions were cited

where appropriate, and the appeals process was explained section 40| during his
internal review. The one identified One-obvious shortcoming, however, was the

failure to MAE Section 40 [aM of 28 July 1999 within 20 working days. This
was because of temporary staffing shortages in Sec(AS) and a reflection of the

limited Departmental interest in the subject, the consequent scarcity of resources

made available to the task and the volume and frequency ofSection 40° |
correspondence. In this situation should have been sent a holding reply.

It may also be that more should have been done to explain Section 40] Maing his
request was considered unreasonable and how he could have framed it in a more

acceptable manner.

18. — Presentational aspects. Subject to the Ombudsman’s conclusions, we should

present this as another example of MOD’s commitment to openness. In this regard, it

is important that this is seen as a voluntary gesture of openness rather than as

something we were forced to do by the Ombudsman.

19. Conclusion. Given Sec(AS) offer to release the information requested, it is

unlikely that the Ombudsman’s report will be critical of MOD on the question of

disclosure. There may, however, be minor criticism of the way some of

correspondence was handled. The attached draft reply reflects these points.

DOMD





DRAFT REPLY FROM PUS TO THE OMBUDSMAN’S OFFICE

Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration

15" Floor

Millbank Tower

Millbank

London SW1P 4QP

T am writing to you in response to the letter fro: ecember

1999 (your ref A.7/00) concerning the complaint from about release

of information under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.

I have considered the complaint in two parts: the question of disclosure in the context

of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information; and the Department’s

general handling MiSection 40 Fepers for information.

Disclosure in the context of the Code of Practice on Access to Government

Information

Section 40| IER made three requests. In the first place, he asked: “Does the MoD, now
in 1999, agree with the following specific statements contained in historical records

1) An incident occurred on the 4" April 1957 and was witnessed by radar

operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The

resulting Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was

due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type

and origin.

2) It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified

flying objects

3) Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters

far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by

HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.”

The reply given toe MRA D/Sec(AS)/64/3 dated 6 July 1998) explained that all
the available information regarding these statements has been given to the Public

Record Office and is therefore in the public domain. It also stated that we cannot

provide any official comment on those records. This view was upheld in the internal

review and I am satisfied that this was the correct, indeed the only, position we could

take. It is simply not within our remit to provide an official Departmental comment

on alleged incidents and policy from the 1950s and 1960s. The files are in the Public

Record Office and they are open to anyone to draw their own conclusions.

SESTROME second request was “is it now, in 1999, official MOD policy to play
down the subject of unidentified flying objects?” The Department’s policy on UFOs

has been was explained tto on several occasions, as carly as 12 August

1996 forexam é

attach a copy of this letter foryourar information. The position is that the Ministry of
Defence has only a very limited defence interest in UFOissues, whichis to establish

from sighting reports whether there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence



Region. Investigations into sightings are only carried out if there is corroborative

evidence that such a breach has occurred.

Section40 FR
RAE»

te for “abstracts from all unidentified flying object reports specifically from

commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel specifically witnessed between

0100 Hrs 28" July 1998 and 0100 Hrs 28" July 1999. I would specifically like to see
1. Estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of unidentified flying objects

2. Unusual flight patterns of unidentified flying objects

3. Conclusions reached by MoD on unidentified flying objects”.

This is a narrowing of a request made in March 1 1998 for “all information

relating to radar and visual sightings by our armed forces from at least the last

five years but preferably the last thirty years.” Thig request, was refused The =X .

requestwas-again-rejected on the grounds that it could only be provided at Fellows \be reves

disproportionate cost and ought an internal review. [The request was

again rejected under exemption 9 of the Code (vexatious or voluminous

requests).

I am satisfied that this decision was justified under the terms of the Code of Practice

on Access to Government Information.

The Guidance to the Code states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a

request would require an unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount

of information sought or difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it.

Even mMecting See request for abstracts from UFO sighting reports from
28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both

because of the volume of information sought and because of particular difficulties in

publishing it. The Department receives about 400 500.600 sighting reports a year,

very few of which require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the

same number of letters from members of the public on UFO issues, some of which

may also contain sighting reports. To meeieiOMeOMM request, we would therefore

need to scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about 800 1,000.pieces of correspondence.

There is the additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences,

personal information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out

prior to publication. This would take additional time. In total, we estimate that it

would take about 14 working hours to handle the request. Because UFO issues are

normally handled by only two junior members of staff, whe-are-beothaemin-post, and

comprise only a small element of their much wider-ranging tasks, and because

the senior of these two posts is currently gapped as a result of our Departmental

policy for postings/promotion arrangements and the more junior desk officer is

very new to post, a Grade 7 would have to be assigned to handling the bulk of the

request. This would necessarily entail an unreasonable diversion of resources.

Last year we We-bave-also considered whether it would be practical to release our

UFO files en masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. I am

advised, however, that because of the need to blank out personal information,



releasing files early would be so time-consuming that it could set back our overall

Departmental programme of releasing documents to the PRO by { insert timescale].

However, despite these considerations, I have asked the responsible division within

the Department exceptionally to make the information available to Section 40 || This
is becauseI am determined that the Department is, and is seen to be, as open as

possible. I am also want keen-to allay SERIO Beoncerss to understand that we
are not withholding significant information in this area and that we try,-assvelLas-to

respond to the growing public demand for information on UFO issues as best we can

within the very real constraints of our limited Departmental interest and

resources. Our position nonetheless remains that the provision of this information is

a one-off exercise that would normally be considered an unreasonable diversion of

resources. As explained above, there would be significant resource problems in

repeating this exercise.

Given the extent of the work involved, we would need to prepese-a- charge jon 40

Section 4afor the provision of the informational @)bas. requested. The
Department’s policy under the Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour

worked in excess in of 4 hours to produce non-essential information. This would

equate FASection 40, | case to a proposed charge of £150. On this occasion, I have
decided that the charge should be abated by 50% as a gesture of goodwill. We

would therefore charge a maximumn of £15, if( SERIE shea usus to carry out
the review d,as-the-Depai out-non-sscential

The Department’s general handling of|SESE correspondence

On-the-whole, I believe that EO requests, which amount to over 35 letters
since July 1996, have been handled according to the Code of Practice on Access to

Government Information. Almost all letters have been were-answered promptly,

Code exemptions were cited where appropriate, and the appeals process was

explained t during his internal review. The one identified Qne-obvious.

shortcoming, was the failure to answer RIOR ctter of 28 July 1999
within 20 working days. This was because of temporary staffing shortages in the

responsible division and a reflection of the limited Departmental interestin the

subject, the scarcity of resources made available to the task and the volume and

frequency 0 correspondence. However, ln-this-cituation-Laccept

should have been sent a holding reply and this omission has been

acknowledged by brought+to-the-aitention-of the division concerned. It may also be

that more should have been done to explain aSection 40 Ming his request was
considered unreasonable and how he could have framed it in a more acceptable

manner.

We have issued Department-wide instructions regarding the Code and we are

continuing to promote awareness of it. I am satisfied that our general performance

against the Code is good.

If you are content with this approach, I am happy for you to inform

through his MP. I expect that it should be possible to provide} with the

information requested by the end of February January{SEC(AS}TO CONFIRM

OR-AMEND-AS APPROPRIATE}, The point of contact in the Department is:



Sec(AS)2

Ministry of Defence

Rm 8247 Main Building

Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB
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e SEC(AS)2 7 Ss”
From: OMD14 : +}
Sent: 22 December 1999 17:29 ener ey
To: HD OF SEC(AS); Hd of DR

Ce: SEC(AS)2; OMD/AD(E+MG); PS/DOMD
Subject: Parliamentary Ombudsman investigation eM
Importance: High

PSA draft submission to PUS for your comments.

We spoke to the Ombudsman's Office today and they agreed to extend the deadline until 12 January, on

the understanding that we are looking to release the requested information early in the New Year.

Obviously, we couldn't give a guarantee on this in advance of PUS's decision, but we indicated that we

were thinking along these lines.

If possible, | would welcome your comments by COP Thursday (copied to PS/DOMD) so that we can send
this to PS/PUS before the Christmas break.

Many thanks,

OMD14

23/12/99
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/DOMD/2/10

22 December 1999

PS/PUS

Copy to:

APS/SofS

PS/USofS

PS/2TM PUS
DGMO

D News

Hd of Sec(AS)

Hd of DR

OMBUDSMAN INVESTIGATION OF OPEN GOVERNMENT COMPLAINT:

Reference:

A. D/PUS/23/7(1259) dated 16 December 1999

Issue

1. How to respond to the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s invitation to comment on
the complaint ecco | that he was not provided with information

" requested under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (Ref A).

Recommendation

2. That PUS replies to the Ombudsman’s Office along the lines of the attached

draft.

Timing

3. The Ombudsman originally asked for a response by 23 December. We have,

however, agreed an extension to 12 January 2000.

Background

4. Inhis letter of 2 December 1999 (ref 7/00) EERE irector ofthe
Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the Parliamentary

Ombudsman), notified PUS of a complaint received against MOD concerning the

Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code). He invited PUS

to comment on the complaint.

5. The Ombudsman is authorised to investigate complaints relating to the Code,
for instance that information requested has not been provided, and make

recommendations about any action he believes is required to rectify the complaint.

The Ombudsman will not, however, investigate complaints until a Department’s

internal review procedure has been completed. Complaints to the Ombudsman have

to be made through an MP.



e ‘6. In this case, the Reweregcection 40 who is a committed ufologist and
regular correspondent with Sec(AS), has obtained the backing of his MP, feuan Wyn

Jones (Ynys Mon), to take his case to the Ombudsman. Overall, MOD has a good

record in applying the Code. This is only the third complaint against MOD that the

Ombudsman has investigated since the Code was introduced in 1994. We are still

awaiting the outcome of the Ombudsman’s last investigation, on which PUS

commented on 27 May 1999 (ref. D/PUS/23/7(225)).

7. A chronology of eecrarlSecicn 40 AG in the letter to PUS from
the Ombudsman’s Office. In summary, lhas made three requests:

(a) That we confirm the following statements, which are his own interpretation of

information held at the Public Record Office

¢ An incident occurred on 4TM April 1957 and was witnessed by radar operators

at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The resulting

Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was due to the

presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type and

origin;

e It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified

flying objects;

e Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters

far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by

HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.

(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD policy to play down the

significance of unidentified flying objects.

(6) That Woprovsds him With abStraGtS from all inidentified flying object reports, ig
InTune 947 specifically those from commercial pilots, military pilots andradar personnel, |

\giving details of the estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of craft; unusual flight" ate

Ucar ob4 latterns and conclusions reached by MOD in each case! Initially, thiamo ‘as ~
JEo-nleted — nde ati pat In his-letter of 28 July 1999, limited (Ha HieKrone,
2) abs. itethe period,28 July 1998to 28 July 1999218 cluded corres cre 9: ale ,oon.1aS2 MK Words ‘P peony ee vay vs) owe he pent anaes Mo 6 ch Siesh betes S
ee ie teosee AR With regard to first request at 7(a), Sec(AS) replied on 24 June
Degen ey. le 98 and 6 July 1998 that all the information regarding these statements had been

lageleterae forwarded to the Public Record Office and was therefore already in the public

lomain. There was nothing we could add to it. This decision was upheld in DOMD’s

neces ernal review of 30 July 1998, and was repeated by USofS in his letter of 14 October
Matec be 99 to Ieuan Wyn Jones MP.

i \tadasd weal _7 an eoshy on Vas lehtes Sy '2 Fag |96

LgMeargs &5 With regard fySection 40 ane request at 7(b), Sec(AS) explained ~~ A Rounevrasmed
Bees fom ayMOD’s current policy on UFOs in their letter of 1 June 1998, copy attached Becton 20
leash It tae ( (CHECK:SEC(AS}FOPROVIDE LETTER]. MOD has only a very limite RAS

Sse wears defence interest in UFO issues, which is to establish from sighting (report whether Vind deed
as prefer there has been any breach of the UK Air Def zee Region. Investigations into Lah hrerl oon
te leat Ifa Sightings are only carried out if there189evidence fhat such a breach has occurred, “| “¥ eo 0%}
sgeow’s , : Zeeeum rene f

. SA

10. With regard to RIMMthird request at 7(c), this went straight to an \Awe Npaciles
internal review, where it was refused under Exemption 9 of the Code (vexatious or om Lok eke



voluminous requests). It was decided that providing the information would require an

unreasonable diversion of resources TTT then narrowed the timescale for his Vv
request down to the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999. In his reply of 14 October

1999, USofS indicated that this still could not be answered without an unreasonable

diversion of resources.

11. There are two elements that the Ombudsman will be investigating:

a. Disclosure: is MOD’s decision not to disclose information justified under

the terms of the Code and its exemptions

b. Handling: in accordance with the Code, were Section 40 | requests
answered within 20 working days, was he made aware of the complaints

procedure and were Code exemptions cited when information was

withheld?

12. Disclosure issues, In my view, my predecessor as DOMD was correct to

conclude in the internal review that we could not provide Section 40.gua further
comment on his statements in para 7(a) above. These were not requests for

information, but rather requests for us to confirm alleged incidents and policy from
the 1950s and 1960s. As we pointed out, all the information relating to that time

period is already in the public domain, and we are not in a position to provide any

additional comment on it. With regard toe lsecond request at 7(b), Lam
satisfied that MOD’s current policy on UFOs was properly explained BSection 40] in
the letter from Sec(AS) of I-Jume4998. ~-- ed prot recently ar late avo
Use} S's Letler U' Celresbe: (ey o hen’ )

13. With regard to Section 40, aewext for Mpbal’son UFO si ghtings, as
explained in para 7(c) above, I am satisfiedthat our initial decision to withhold the

information under exemption 9 of the Code }4 justifiable. The Guidance to the Code

states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a request would require an

unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount of information sought or

difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it.

14. Meeting Section 40, Peete for abstracts from UFO sighting reports from 28
July 1998 to 28 July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both

because of the volume of information sought and because of particular difficultiesin

publishing it. The Department receives about 306-680 sighting reports a year, very
few of which require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the

same number of letters from members of the public on UFO issues, some of which

may also contain sighting reports. To m request, we would therefore

need to scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about 1660 pieces of correspondence.

There is the additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences,

personal information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out

prior to publication. This would take additional time. In total, Sec(AS) estimate tat

it would take at least 14 working-hours to provide the informationrere quested. of

the work would have to be done by a Grade 7 because the EOfand Al who han es peee\vogu tins}
UFOissues are new and therefore unfamiliar with theissues involved, leche S2the.

*). sha (May Oitievteue we Mapeel bee bane SYheitf) Cicer, o> 7 Ream) Co
. iz >We have-elso considered whether iit would be practical to release ows UFO heplacabrert

files en masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. Defence

Records, however, hese advised that because of the need to blank out personal

information, releasing files early would be so time-nePRO LSthat it could set back

our overall rogramme of Teleasing documents to the PRO. by nee, Cx sath Ane Sem «)



16. Nonetheless, in light ofSection 40 _| appeal to the Ombudsman, Head of
Sec(AS) believes that there would be benefit in attempting to BPM Section 40) |
request for reports of UFO sightings between 28 July 1998 and 28 July 1999.

This would demonstrate the Department’s commitment to openness and would

attempt to allay SEMA concern that the Department is withholding significant
information. The draft letter to the Ombudsman reflects this, and emphasises that this

is intended to be a one-off exercise that would normally be regarded as an

unreasonable diversion of resources. Given the extent of the work involved, we

would normally charge for the provision of this information. MOD’s policy under the

Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in of 4 hours

to produce non-essential information. This would equate inMEMEcase to a

proposed charge of £150. However, as we are making a voluntary gesture of (<Serh

openness, I recommend that we waive the charge in this case. ;

17. Handling issues. These are unlikely to be significant if we are going to end S
i the information he requested. On-the-wieele, I believe that

» Which amount to over 35 letters since July 1996, have been

andled according to the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.

Almost ail letters were answered promptly, Code exemptions were cited where

appropriate, and the appeals process was explained to during his internal

review. One obvious shortcoming, however, was the failure to answer 3 ¥

etter of 28 July 1999 within 20 working days. This was because of temporary Q{&° CpeA POST=

ffing shortages in Sec(AS). Inthis-situatron SERENE should have been senta SND
olding reply. It may also be that more should have been done to explain to

hy his request was considered unreasonable and how he could have framed

it in a more acceptable manner.

18. Presentational aspects. Subject to the Ombudsman’s conclusions, we should

present this as another example of MOD’s commitment to openness. In this regard, it

is important that this is seen as a voluntary gesture of openness rather than as

something we were forced to do by the Ombudsman.

19. Conclusion. Given Sec(AS) offer to release the information requested, it is

unlikely that the Ombudsman’s report will be critical of MOD on the question of

disclosure. There may, however, be minor criticism of the way some of

correspondence was handled. The attached draft reply reflects these points.

DOMD
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DRAFT REPLY FROM PUS TO THE OMBUDSMAN’S OFFICE

Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration

15TM Floor
Millbank Tower

Millbank

London SW1P 4QP

Tam writing to you in response to the letter from lof 2 December

1999 (your ref A.7/00) concerning the complaint from about release
of information under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.

I have considered the complaint in two parts: the question of disclosure in the context

of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information; and the Department’s
general handling of BERMEEW@ME requests for information.

Disclosure in the context of the Code of Practice on Access to Government
Information

as made three requests. In the first place, he asked: “Does the MoD, now
in 1999, agree with the following specific statements contained in historical records

1) An incident occurred on the 4" April 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The
resulting Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was

due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type
and origin.

2) It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified
flying objects

3) Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters

far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by
HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.”

The reply given toRMMMAOID/Sec(AS)/64/3 dated 6 July 1998) explained that all
the available information regarding these statements has been given to the Public
Record Office and is therefore in the public domain. It also stated that we cannot
provide any official comment on those records. This view was upheld in the internal
review and I am satisfied that this was the correct, indeed the only, position we could
take. It is simply not within our remit to provide an official Departmental comment

on alleged incidents and policy from the 1950s and 1960s. Ad the files are in the
Public Record Office and they are open to anyone to draw their own conclusions.

Section 40 aaa request was “is it now, in 1999, official MOD policy to play
\pco down the subject identified flying objects?” The Department’s policy on UFOs

explained to lon several occasions, for example ina letter dated LJune —“>=*
1998{SEC(AS)TO PROVIDE COPY}. [ attach a copy of this letter for your doe +

information. The position is that the Ministry of Defence h; only,a very limited water ;
defence interest in UFO issues, which is to establish fromgi g reports whether
there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence Region. Investigations into
sightings are only carried out if there is evidence that such a breach has occurred.

Condoriy



coscred!, argeta lay ass
] Section 40 AWM request was for “access to details on aerial phenomena that have Ne asorel

been observed by RAF pilots and ground crew both visually and by radar... my

interest is primarily in the types of aircraft witnessed (shape, size and performance), |
their location and their dates”. This request was handled directly at the internal
review stage, where it was refused under exemption 9 of the Code (voluminous or __

vexatious requests). Following this decision SERN narsowed his request down ~
_”” to “abstracts from all unidentified flying object reports specifically from commercial |
/ pilots, military pilots and radar personnel specifically witnessed between 0100 Hrs i
j 28" July 1998 and 0100 Hrs 28" July 1999. I would specifically like to see
| 1. Estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of unidentified flying objects
: 2. Unusual flight patterns of unidentified flying objects / \
{ 3. Conclusions reached by MoD on unidentified flying objects.”
Ne a weer nearer a

This request was again rejected on the grounds that it could only be provided at \
disproportionate cost. ‘

Iam satisfied that this decision was justified under the terms of the Code of Practice F
on Access to Government Information. !

The Guidance to the Code states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a ;
request would require an unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount /

of information sought or difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it. ee

Meetin request for abstracts from UFO sighting reports from 28 July
1998 to 28 July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both because of
the volumeof information sought and bec, of particular difficulties in publishing
it. The Department receives about 588-600 sighting reports a year, very few of which
require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the same number of
letters from members of the public on UFO issues, some of which may also contain
sighting reports. To meet request, we would therefore need to
scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about Looepreces of correspondence. There is
the additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences, personal .
information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out priorto Weake

—publieation. This would take additional time, In total, we estimate thatitwouldtake 4

about 14 working hours to handle the request Rees UFO issues are norma ly Pel dotaso
handled by only two junior members of staff, who are both new in post, a Grade 7 -
would have to be assigned to handling the bulk of the request. This would necessarily
entail an unreasonable diversion of resources.

l.aoh ycor

We have-alse considered whether it would be practical to release ax UFO files en

masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. I am advised,
however, that because of the need to blank out personal information, releasing files

early would be so time-consuming that it could set back our overall) programme of
releasing documents to the PRO jo).—— CPs Pasbeartext

However, despite these considerations, I have asked the responsible division within

Mal0| the Department to make the information available toB@M@m This is because I
| peg? . . . +
eer am determined that the Department is, and is seen to be, as open as possible. I am

ibn40| also keen to allay SESIRMEH concerns that we are withholding significant
information in this area, as well as to respond to the growing public demand for
information on UFO issues. Our position nonetheless remains that the provision of

this information is a one-off exercise that would normally be considered an



“unreasonable diversion of resources. As explained above, there would be significant
resource problems in repeating this exercise.

Given the extent of the work involved, we would normally propose a charge for the
provision of the information Baie) bas requested, The Department’s policy
under the Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in
of 4 hours to produce non-essential information. This would equate in

case to a proposed charge of £150. On this occasion, I have decided that the charge

will be waived, as the Department has chosen to carry out non-essential work as a

special exercise to demonstrate that we will be open wherever possible under the
terms of the Code of Practice.

The Department’s general handling of SEIZE correspondence

On the whole, I believe that SERENE requests, which amount to over 35 letters
since July 1996, have been handled according to the Code of Practice on Access to

Government Information. Almost all letters were answered promptly, Code

exemptions were cited where appropriate, and the appeals process was explained to

econ 20 Ae his internal review. One obvious shortcoming, however, was the
failure to answer FERIMOMEetter of 28 July 1999 within 20 working days. This
was because of temporary staffing shortages in the responsible division. In this

Situation, I accept that SRT cho uta have been sent a holding reply and this
omission has been brought to the attention of the division concerned. It may also be
that more should have been done to explain to SES) why his request was
considered unreasonable and how he could have framed it in a more acceptable
manner.

We have issued Department-wide instructions regarding the Code and we are
continuing to promote awareness of it. I am satisfied that our general performance

against the Code is good.

If you are content with this approach, I am happy for you to inform
through his MP. J expect that it should be possible to provide RRM geW) with the
information requested by the end of January [SEC(AS) TO CONFIRM OR
AMEND AS APPROPRIATE]. The point of contact in the Department is:

Sec(AS)2

Ministry of Defence

Rm 8247 Main Building

Whitehall

London SWI1A 2HB
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PS/HD OF SEC(AS) , 4.
From: OMD14 “eae

Sent: 22 December 1999 17:29

To: HD OF SEC(AS); Hd of DR

Ce: SEC(AS)2; OMD/AD(E+MG); PS/DOMD

Subject: Parliamentary Ombudsman investigation Sao
Importance: High

PSA draft submission to PUS for your comments.

We spoke to the Ombudsman's Office today and they agreed to extend the deadline until 12 January, on

the understanding that we are icoking to release the requested information early in the New Year.

Obviously, we couldn't give a guarantee on this in advance of PUS's decision, but we indicated that we

were thinking along these lines.

If possible, | would welcome your comments by COP Thursday (copied to PS/DOMD) so that we can send

this to PS/PUS before the Christmas break.

Many thanks,

23/12/99



LOOSE MINUTE

D/DOMD/2/10

22 December 1999

PS/PUS

Copy to:

APS/SofS

PS/USofS

PS/2TM PUS
DGMO

D News

Hd of Sec(AS)

Hd of DR

OMBUDSMAN INVESTIGATION OF OPEN GOVERNMENT COMPLAINT:

Reference: ,
A. D/PUS/23/7(1259) dated 16 December 1999

Issue

1. How to respond to the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s invitation to comment on

the complaint Msection 40 that he was not provided with information
requested under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (Ref A).

Recommendation

2. That PUS replies to the Ombudsman’s Office along the lines of the attached

draft.

Timin

3. The Ombudsman originally asked for a response by 23 December. We have,

however, agreed an extension to 12 January 2000.

Background

4. In his letter of 2 December 1999 (ref A.7/00) SES Director of the
Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the Parliamentary

Ombudsman), notified PUS of a complaint received against MOD concerning the

Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code). He invited PUS

to comment on the complaint.

5, The Ombudsman is authorised to investigate complaints relating to the Code,

for instance that information requested has not been provided, and make

recommendations about any action he believes is required to rectify the complaint.

The Ombudsman will not, however, investigate complaints until a Department’s

internal review procedure has been completed. Complaints to the Ombudsman have

to be made through an MP.



6. In this case, the requester, Section 40, | who is a committed ufologist and
regular correspondent with Sec(AS), has obtained the backing of his MP, Ieuan Wyn

Jones (Ynys Mon), to take his case to the Ombudsman. Overall, MOD has a good

record in applying the Code. This is only the third complaint against MOD that the

Ombudsman has investigated since the Code was introduced in 1994. We are still

awaiting the outcome of the Ombudsman’s last investigation, on which PUS

commented on 27 May 1999 (ref. D/PUS/23/7(225)).

7. A chronology of ERM complaint is provided in the letter to PUS from
the Ombudsman’s Office. In Striated Section 40 | has made three requests:

(a) That we confirm the following statements, which are his own interpretation of

information held at the Public Record Office

e An incident occurred on 4" April 1957 and was witnessed by radar operators
at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The resulting

Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was due to the

presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type and

origin;

e It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified

flying objects;

«© Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters

far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by

HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.

(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD policy to play down the

significance of unidentified flying objects.

(c) That we provide him with abstracts from all unidentified flying object reports,

specifically those from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel,

giving details of the estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of craft, unusual flight

patterns and conclusions reached by MOD in each case. Initi i uest was

not bounded by a timeframe, but in his letter of 28 July 1509 Sag nce
it to the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999.

8. With regard MaySection 40 itm request at 7(a), Sec(AS) replied on 24 June
1998 and 6 July 1998 that all the information regarding these statements had been

forwarded to the Public Record Office and was therefore already in the public

domain. There was nothing we could add to it. This decision was upheld in DOMD’s

internal review of 30 July 1998, and was repeated by USofS in his letter of 14 October

1999 to Ieuan Wyn Jones MP.

9. With regard meSection 40) | second request at 7(b), Sec(AS) explained
MOD’s current policy on UFOs in their letter of 1 June 1998, copy attached

[CHECK: SEC(AS) TO PROVIDE LETTER]. MOD has only a very limited

defence interest in UFO issues, which is to establish from sighting reports whether

there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence Region. Investigations into

sightings are only carried out if there is evidence that such a breach has occurred.

10. With regard fm Section 40) amd request at 7(c), this went straight to an
internal review, where it was refused under Exemption 9 of the Code (vexatious or



voluminous requests). It was decided that providing the information would require an

unreasonable diversion of resources, then narrowed the timescale for his

request down to the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999. In his reply of 14 October

1999, USofS indicated that this still could not be answered without an unreasonable

diversion of resources.

11. There are two elements that the Ombudsman will be investigating:

a. Disclosure: is MOD’s decision not to disclose information justified under

the terms of the Code and its exemptions

b. Handling: in accordance with the Code, were BESO requests
answered within 20 working days, was he made aware of the complaints

procedure and were Code exemptions cited when information was

withheld?

12. Disclosure issues. In my view, my predecessor as DOMD was correct to

conclude in the internal review that we could not provideSEeiemeenvith further
comment on his statements in para 7(a) above. These were not requests for

information, but rather requests for us to confirm alleged incidents and policy from

the 1950s and 1960s. As we pointed out, all the information relating to that time

period is already in the public domain, and we are not in a position to provide any

additional comment on it. With regard resection 40 Framers request at 7(b), I am
satisfied that MOD’s current policy on UFOs was properly explained o SR in
the letter from Sec(AS) of 1 June 1998.

13. With regard fSection 40, faetet for reports on UFO sightings, as
explained in para 7(c) above, I am satisfied that our initial decision to withhold the

information under exemption 9 of the Code is justifiable. The Guidance to the Code

states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a request would require an

unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount of information sought or

difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it.

14. Meeting SERRE EErequest for abstracts from UFO sighting reports from 28
July 1998 to 28 July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both

because of the volume of information sought and because of particular difficulties in

publishing it. The Department receives about 500-600 sighting reports a year, very

few of which require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the

same number of letters from members of the public on UFO issues, some of which

may also contain sighting reports. To nee SERED e quest. we would therefore
need to scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about 1,000 pieces of correspondence.

There is the additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences,

personal information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out

prior to publication. This would take additional time. In total, Sec(AS) estimate that

it would take at least 14 working-hours to provide the information requested. Most of

the work would have to be done by a Grade 7 because the EO and AO who handle

UFO issues are new and therefore unfamiliar with the issues involved.

15. | We have also considered whether it would be practical to release our UFO

files e7 masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. Defence

Records, however, have advised that because of the need to blank out personal

information, releasing files early would be so time-consuming that it could set back

our overall programme of releasing documents to the PRO.



e 16. Nonetheless, in light ofSection 40) _| appeal to the ‘to meet Head of
Sec(AS) believes that there would be benefit in attempting to meet

request for reports of UFO sightings between 28 July 1998 and 28 July 1999.

This would demonstrate the Department’s commitment to openness and would

attempt to alloy SEMEL concern that the Department is withholding significant
information. The draft letter to the Ombudsman reflects this, and emphasises that this

is intended to be a one-off exercise that would normally be regarded as an

unreasonable diversion of resources. Given the extent of the work involved, we

would normally charge for the provision of this information. MOD’s policy under the

Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in of 4 hours

to produce non-essential information. This would equate inGERIMOMEcase toa
proposed charge of £150. However,,as we-are-makinga veluntary gesture of gordi
opensess, I recommend that we he charge in this case Ay 50h,

17. Handling issues. These are unlikely to be significant if we are going to

Soa the information he requested. Pa+theswhole{I believe that Baalbn40
requests, which amount to over 35 letters since July 1996, have been

andled according to the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.

Almost all letters were answered promptly, Code exemptions were cited where

appropriate, and the appeals process was explained ‘cI ring his internal
[ Tox s review. One-ebviews|shortcoming+however was the failure to answer

doalnhed letter of 28 July 1999 within 20 working days. This was because of temporary
staffing shortages in Sec(ASY In this situation, See) should have been sent a

[sd ae a wn nie It may also be that more should have been done to explain tofaipn40
hy his request was considered unreasonable and how he could have framed

{ it in a more acceptable manner.

n Wh
iakeney on 13, cPresentational aspects. Subject to the Ombudsman’s conclusions, we should
sige s resent this as another example of MOD’s commitment to openness. In this regard, it4 P nel g

feareXey is important that this is seen as a voluntary gesture of openness rather than as
tmileKa fo Tat something we were forced to do by the Ombudsman.

and . .
Iwa 19. Conclusion. Given Sec(AS) offer to release the information requested, it is

unlikely that the Ombudsman’s report will be critical of MOD on the question of

disclosure. There may, however, be minor criticism of the way some o

correspondence was handled. The attached draft reply reflects these points.

.

DOMD



DRAFT REPLY FROM PUS TO THE OMBUDSMAN’S OFFICE

Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration

15" Floor

Millbank Tower

Millbank

London SW1P 4QP

Lam writing to you in response to the letter from of 2 December

1999 (your ref A.7/00) concerning the complaint fro about release

of information under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.

I have considered the complaint in two parts: the question of disclosure in the context

of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information; and the Department’s
general handling RySection 40 | requests for information.

Disclosure in the context of the Code of Practice on Access to Government

Information

Section 40 fia made three requests. In the first place, he asked: “Does the MoD, now
in 1999, agree with the following specific statements contained in historical records

1) Anincident occurred on the 4" April 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The

resulting Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was

due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type

and origin.

2) It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified

flying objects

3) Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters

far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by

HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.”

The reply given oSSeal (D/Sec(AS)/64/3 dated 6 July 1998) explained that all
the available information regarding these statements has been given to the Public

Record Office and is therefore in the public domain. It also stated that we cannot

provide any official comment on those records. This view was upheld in the internal

review and I am satisfied that this was the correct, indeed the only, position we could

take. It is simply not within our remit to provide an official Departmental comment

on alleged incidents and policy from the 1950s and 1960s, All the files are in the

Public Record Office and they are open to anyone to draw their own conclusions.

econd request was “is it now, in 1999, official MOD policy to play

down the subject of unidentified flying objects?” The Department’s policy on UFOs
was explained ‘cE °° several occasions, for example in a letter dated 1 June

1998 [SEC(AS) TO PROVIDE COPY]. J attach a copy of this letter for your

information. The position is that the Ministry of Defence has only a very limited

defence interest in UFO issues, which is to establish from sighting reports whether

there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence Region. Investigations into

sightings are only carried out if there is evidence that such a breach has occurred.



Section 40| fit request was for “access to details on aerial phenomena that have
been observed by RAF pilots and ground crew both visually and by radar... my

interest is primarily in the types of aircraft witnessed (shape, size and performance),

their location and their dates”. This request was handled directly at the internal

review stage, where it was refused under exemption 9 of the Code (voluminous or

vexatious requests). Following this decision, narrowed his request down

to “abstracts from all unidentified flying object reports specifically from commercial

pilots, military pilots and radar personnel specifically witnessed between 0100 Hrs

28" July 1998 and 0100 Hrs 28" July 1999. I would specifically like to see
1. Estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of unidentified flying objects

2. Unusual flight patterns of unidentified flying objects

3. Conclusions reached by MoD on unidentified flying objects.”

This request was again rejected on the grounds that it could only be provided at

disproportionate cost.

lL am satisfied that this decision was justified under the terms of the Code of Practice

on Access to Government Information.

The Guidance to the Code states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a

request would require an unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount

of information sought or difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it.

Meeting Section 40. Figemtas for abstracts from UFO sighting reports from 28 July
1998 to 28 July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both because of

the volume of information sought and because of particular difficulties in publishing

it. The Department receives about 500-600 sighting reports a year, very few of which

require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the same number of

letters from members of the public on UFO issues, some of which may also contain

sighting reports. To meet BEIeMEME request, we would therefore need to
scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about 1,000 pieces of correspondence. There is

the additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences, personal

information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out prior to

publication. This would take additional time. In total, we estimate that it would take

about 14 working hours to handle the request. Because UFO issues are normally

handled by only two junior members of staff, who are both new in post, a Grade 7

would have to be assigned to handling the bulk of the request. This would necessarily

entail an unreasonable diversion of resources.

We have also considered whether it would be practical to release our UFO files en

masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. I am advised,

however, that because of the need to blank out persona! information, releasing files

early would be so time-consuming that it could set back our overall programme of

releasing documents to the PRO.

However, csr these considerations, I have asked the cea division within
the Departmentjto make the information available to} This is because I

am determined that the Department is, ane seen fo be, as opep as possible. I am-

pod feat we also "Ea allay SET concoracl Peale troitte significant
{4 information in this area,|assvell-as to respond to the growing public demand for

information on UFO issues, Our position nonetheless remains that the provision of

a beat wt 4" this information is a one-off exercise that would normally be considered an
potty, Ma VO .

wheramd (Ore



e unreasonable diversion of resources. As explained above, there would be significant
resource problems in repeating this exercise.

Given the extent of the work involved, we would normallypropesea charge/for the
provision of the information tee w}s requested. The Department’s policy
under the Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in

of 4 hours to produce non-essential information. This would equate in

case to a Proposed charge of £1£150. Onmn this occasion, I have decided that the charge should le abnted
a 2 ont-has-e arry Q asa ana geatuctof

We wed Mondor see nani q 215 ,-ext ¢
The Department’s general handling o: correspondence

1 believe that BERMeMOMEequests, which amount to over 35 letters
since July 1996, have been handled I eters OR a Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information. Almost all letters answered promptly, Code
exemptions were cited where appropriate, and the apappeals process was explained to

LN gad during his internal review. | One-ebvious shortcoming-hewever was the
weflachor! ure to Pie section 40. |nSection 40| Niiray of 28 July 1999 within 20 working days. This

| amd. a. toflachow* was because of temporary staffing shortagesin the responsible division{ Hrthis. fpweyev
q Nis lind siteetton, taccept that, ould have been sent a holding reply and this

va og mnission has bee i the division concerned. It may also be

ur, We that more should have been done to explain toe)why his request was
uga*A _ considered unreasonable and how he could have framed it in a more acceptable

manner.

w Ba
k
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We have issued Department-wide instructions regarding the Code and we are

continuing to promote awareness of it. I am satisfied that our general performance

against the Code is good.

If you are content with this approach, I am happy for you to infor

through his MP. I expect that it should be possible to provide with the

information requested by the end of January [SEECAS)TO-CONFERATOR-

» The point of contact in the Department is:

Fy t

Sec(AS)2

Ministry of Defence

Rm 8247 Main Building

Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB

postonO
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Loose Minute

<

December 1999

OMD/AD(E&MG)

Copy to: favas

DRI Jay ex wh a Cony SD) Ve refererce .

rca caseSSO
Reference: D/PUS/23/7 dated 16 December 1999

D/Sec(AS)2/64/3

1, L agreed to provide a first draft for PUS to respond to the PCA.

2. As you will see, there is a square bracketed section about the Department’s duty to protect third

party confidentiality by use of the 30-year rule that needs approval from DRO and an associated

reference for completion. We lifted the text from a Lord Hill Norton Parliamentary Enquiry

(CS(RM)/4/6/37 dated 24 September 1998); DRO should, therefore be able to provide a copy of the

document concerned.

3. You agreed to arrange the text in the required PCA format. Please let us see the final version before
submission to PUS. I am out of the office all day Wednesday 22 December; Head of Sec(AS) has seen

the attached andis content.

: SEC(AS)2



DRAFT FROM PUS TO PCA

Issue

1, To comment on MORE complaint to the PCA conceming information about

‘unidentified flying objects’.

Recommendation

2. To note.

Timing

3. Urgent.

Introduction -

4. It is Government policy that any air defence or air traffic implications of ‘unidentified flying objects

(UFOs)’ and related issues are for the MOD and CAA respectively. MOD’s limited interest is to

establish from alleged sighting reports whether the UK Air Defence region (ADR) has been breached

by hostile military activity and to reply to any associated correspondence. There is no other

Government Department interest in ‘UFOs’. Secretariat Air Staff 2 is the MOD focal point and, in

consultation with air defence staff and others as necessary, further investigates alleged sightings only

where there is sufficient evidence to suggest that a breach of the UK ADR might have occurred. The

integrity of UK airspace in peacetime is maintained through a continuous policing of the UK ADR by

the RAF and MOD remains vigilant for any potential threat.

2. Unless there is evidence of a potential threat to the UK ADR, and to date no ‘UFO’ sighting report

has revealed such evidence, MOD does not seek to identify what might have been seen. It is important

to remember that an object seen in the.sky by a member of the public not identifiable to them cannot be

assumed to be a flying saucer or alien space vehicle. Rational explanations such as aircraft lights or

natural phenomena could be found for these sightings if MOD resources were diverted for this purpose



but there is no defence need for this information. MOD receives some 500-600 sighting reports each

year and no follow-up action is taken with the vast majority because they contain insufficient

information to substantiate ant threat to the UK ADR. MOD responds to a similar number of letters

about ‘UFO’ related issues each year. Correspondents generally seek to encourage MOD to expand its

area of interest to the provision of an aerial identification service (ie to provide a detailed explanation

of what they personally were unable to explain), and/or investigate allegations of alien abductions,

extra-terrestrial life-forms, anima! mutilations, crop circles etc.

Narrative “

.._ 5, The background of SIBERIA correspondence with MOD is set out in a submission pravided for

the internal review in July 1998 (copy attached).

6. bas written to MOD on two occasions since the review. In May he drew our attention to

a magazine article based on information extracted froma file at the Public Record Office, and asked for

a monthly abstract of sighting reports received by MOD to be provided for his personal use. In July tion 40

Section (agi urging once more that MOD agree his interpretation of historic events; he repeated his

request to have abstracts from sighting reports. I am afraid that the knock-on effect of a short period of

reduced staff numbers July/August this year in the MOD section dealing with ‘UFO’-related

correspondence and the need to train new staff caused a delay in dealing with public correspondence.

Section 40] concemed not to have received a response, enlisted his MP’s help. (Copies of the

correspondence attached.)

Specific Complaints

7, The only issue mentioned by the PCA not covered by the 1998 internal review is Section 40) |

request to have extracts from sighting reports (sizes, shapes, speeds, flight patterns). As no

investigations are made when what has been reported poses no threat to the UK, detailed investigations

would be required to obtain the information Section 43g There are no resources to do this;

obtaining the information, even for a 12-month period would require a diversion of considerable effort

@



to scrutinise the 800-1,000 documents (reports and letters since sightings are also detailed in

correspondence), carry out he investigations and draft material specifically for his personal use. For

these reasons the request was refused under Exemption 9 of the Code. The reports themselves cannot

be released Section 4s all of the personal details are removed. [MOD legal advice is that the

Public Record Act gives an implied override of the Department’s duty to protect third party

confidentiality by use of the 30-year rule (all ‘UFO’ sighting reports and letters contain the personal

details (names, addresses and telephone numbers etc of “witnesses”). Release of records pertaining to

that period is not, therefore, a problem but the Department would be at risk of legal action for breach of

confidence if it released documents containing the details of members of the public before that point.]

Again, sanitising the material would be a time-consuming, non-defence related task.

Conclusion

8. one of a small number of committed ‘ufologists’ keen to expand MOD’s limited

interest in ‘UFOs’. He has explored all possible means to promote his cause and remains frustrated

that there is no defence need for MOD to widen its interest in the subject and has no resources available

to support his own personal research.

Documentary evidence attached

A copy of the MOD internal review submission (D/Sec(AS)/64/3 (MF 159/98) of 15 July 1998).

MOD’s response toEteiiReley >/DOMD/2/3/2 of 30 July 1998).

o EBDetter of 23 May 1999 and MOD’s response dated 4 June 1999.

Ieuan Wyn Jones’ letter of 20 September 1999 covering BEOMMMeM@bf 28 July and the Under

Secretary of State’s response dated 14 October 1999,
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KD [Sec (ay) Reference N {Pus | 23 }3 (253)

Pani banen Kann Oud dendr —

1. I attach a copy ofa letter minute dated Z ee 44

2. Will you please:

B- —Submit advicefcomn TET ~

Cc. Submit advice together with a draft reply.

3. Please submit this by MidAcas 22 her 49

4. The Open Government Code of Practice came into force on 4TM April 1994. You
should ensure that all replies to members of the public are provided in accordance with the

procedures as set out in the Code. A full explanation of the Code of Practice is contained in

DCI GEN 223/99; further information is available in the CHOTS public area or from OMD

14 on telephone extension

Copiesgo to: bal Ler (Ax) — Ap dgios nw Nhe Chow

Dowd Aun rele -- th"
AVS lusd f Win) vacances tata Sted an

Nas,

US

CHOTS: PUS Outer Office

mise 1136 99
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9) THE PARLIAMENTARY
OMBUDSMAN

OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER FOR ADMINISTRATION
MiLLeank TOWER, MILLBANK, LONDON SWIP 40P,

SWITCHBOARD 0171 217 3000, iad Section 40kaiaal Line fSection 40,

Kevin Tebbit CMG

Permanent Secretary

Ministry of Defence

Main Buildings ree

Horseguards Avenue

London SW1A 2HB

2 December 1999

Our Ref: A.7/00

The Parliamentary Ombudsman has been asked by Iuean Wyn Jones MP to investigate a

complaint by Meme). The complaint is summarised in the enclosed statement.

The Ombudsman will be glad to receive your comments on_the complaint _by 23

December. The person dealing with this case in this Office is (Tel:

}). I would be grateful if all papers relevant to the complaint could be sent

to SE(15" floor, Millbank Tower, Millbank, London SW1P 4QP) by the above

date. ,

Yarn Sin

Director

Enc: 1 a

Wondon\Case ManagementAOIA A000? UAL SOCdept dsc ‘e)



Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1967

Statement of Complaint: Case No: A.7/00

Complainant:

1. SEEN complains that the Ministry of Defence (MOD) refused to supply him with

information that should have been made available to him under the Code of Practice on

Access to Government Information (the Code).

2. The following account is given:-

@

(7)

Section 40, a to MOD on 24 May 1998 about incidents in the 1950s
involving ‘unidentified flying objects’ (UFOs). MOD replied on 24 June. In

their letter they explained their policy towards the storage and destruction of

files about this subject. They said that all surviving contemporary paperwork

had been forwarded to the Public Record Office and, as such, was a matter of
public record. In reply (in an undated letter) SEO asked them to

confirm the following statements as a matter of public record:

‘1. An incident occurred on 4 April 1957 and was witnessed by radar

operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The

resulting Technical Intelligence investigation concluded that the incident was

due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type

and origin (Ref DDI(Tech)/C.290/3/, report dated 30 April 1957, PRO File

AIR 20/9321).

_

‘2. It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified

flying objects (AIR 2/17527). .



‘3, Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance

parameters far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been

witnessed by HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace (PRO Files AIR 20/9320,

AIR 20/9321, AIR 20/9994 and AIR 16/1199).’

2.G) MOD wrote back on 6 July, along the same lines as their letter of 24 June.

(ii) Section «0 again to MOD on 25 June 1998, asking for information
about visual and radar observations of aerial phenomena by Royal Air Force

pilots and ground crew. He asked for details of the types of craft which had

been observed (their shape, size and performance), their location and the dates

of the incidents. He cited the Code and asked MOD to conduct an internal

review of the tiatter.

Gi) On 10 July 1998 SESEwrote to MOD about the three statements

(paragraph 2(i) above) and asked them to review his request that they confirm

the statements as a matter of public record.

(iv) On 30 July 1998, MOD wrote Pagsection 40 Bima the outcome of their
review of both requests. In respect of details of ‘aerial phenomena’, they told

him that the information could be withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code

because providing it would require an unreasonable diversion of resources. As

to the three statements they told him that, to the best of their knowledge, the

files held at the Public Record Office contained the full details about any

alleged incidents and decisions made at the time in respect of them; all

contemporary paperwork was therefore available for public scrutiny. They

also told him about his avenue of appeal to the Parliamentary Ombudsman.

(~) On 28 July 1999, HESS wrote to the MOD with a more narrowly

focussed request for information. He asked for abstracts from all UFO reports

witnessed by commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between

0100 Hrs 28 July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July 1999. He asked for details of

Wonton \Case Managemanr\AONAVA0007_001S0C.4oc ; Page 2 of 3
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the types of craft which had been observed (their shape, size, speed and

unusual flight patterns) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFOs. He

also asked if the MOD now agreed, in 1999, with the three statements given

previously (paragraph 2(i) above) and expanded on the second of those

statements by asking whether it was now, in 1999, official MOD policy to

play down the subject of UFOs.

(vi) MOD replied on 14 October 1999. In their letter they said that the position

with regard to the information requested ag section 40 | was explained to him

in July 1998 and that position remained unchanged. As regards present MOD

policy in respect of UFO related issues, they replied that ‘this had been

explained to Section 40 FN many occasions.

3. SES cernains agerieved that MOD have not provided him with the information

requested. He seeks full disclosure.

4. The following departmental references have been quoted.

DfSec(AS)/643

D/DOMD/2/3/2

D/US of S/PK 4291/99/Y

Z. December 1999
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23/77

oO
THE PARLIAMENTARY

OMBUDSMAN

OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER FOR ADMINISTRATION

MILLBANK TOWER, MILLBANK, LONDON SW1P 40P.

SWITCHBOARD 0171 217 3000, dio At tine Section 40, |

Kevin Tebbit CMG

Permanent Secretary

Ministry of Defence

Main Buildings

Horseguards Avenue ; 4

London SW1A 2HB

o
O

2 December 1999

Our Ref: A.7/00

The Parliamentary Ombudsman has been asked by Iuean Wyn Jones MP to investigate a

complaint pysection 40 iy complaint is summarised in the enclosed statement.

The Ombudsman will be glad to receive your comments on the complaint by 23

December. The person dealing with this case in this Office is Becton ae
. I would be grateful if all papers relevant to the complaint could be sent

(15" floor, Millbank Tower, Millbank, London SW1P 4QP) by the above

Director

Enc: 1

Wondon\CaseManagemenl\AOI\A\A0007_DO\LSOCdept.doe



Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1967

Statement of Complaint: Case No: A.7/00

1. SSO complains that the Ministry of Defence (MOD) refused to supply him with

information that should have been made available to him under the Code of Practice on

Access to Government Information (the Code).

2. The following account is given:-

() — BEwrote to MOD on 24 May 1998 about incidents in the 1950s

involving ‘unidentified flying objects’ (UFOs). MOD replied on 24 June. In

their letter they explained their policy towards the storage and destruction of

files about this subject. They said that all surviving contemporary paperwork

had been forwarded to the Public Record Office and, as such, was a matter of

public record. In reply (in an undated letter), eal asked them to

confirm the following statements as a matter of public record:

*1. An incident occurred on 4 April 1957 and was witnessed by radar

operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The

resulting Technical Intelligence investigation concluded that the incident was

due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type

and origin (Ref DDI(Tech)/C.290/3/, report dated 30 April 1957, PRO File

AIR 20/9321).

‘2. It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified

flying objects (AIR 2/17527). :

‘Nondon\CascManagement\AOIVA\A0007_O0'SOC.doe Page l of 3



‘3. Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance

parameters far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been

witnessed by HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace (PRO Files AIR 20/9320,

AIR 20/9321, AIR 20/9994 and AIR 16/1199).’

MOD wrote back on 6 July, along the same lines as their letter of 24 June.

(ii) SE wore again to MOD on 25 June 1998, asking for information

about visual and radar observations of aerial phenomena by Royal Air Force

pilots and ground crew. He asked for details of the types of craft which had

been observed (their shape, size and performance), their location and the dates

of the incidents. He cited the Code and asked MOD to conduct an internal

review of the matter.

Gi) On 10 July 1998, BEMSMRAOMY wrote to MOD about the three statements

(paragraph 2(i) above) and asked them to review his request that they confirm

the statements as a matter of public record.

(iv) On 30 July 1998, MOD wrote to about the outcome of their

review of both requests. In respect of details of ‘aerial phenomena’, they told

him that the information could be withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code

because providing it would require an unreasonable diversion of resources. As

to the three statements they told him that, to the best of their knowledge, the

files held at the Public Record Office contained the full details about any

alleged incidents and decisions made at the time in respect of them; all

contemporary paperwork was therefore available for public scrutiny. They

also told him about his avenue of appeal to the Parliamentary Ombudsman.

(v) On 28 July 1999, SER wrote to the MOD with a more narrowly
focussed request for information. He asked for abstracts from all UFO reports

witnessed by commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between

0100 Hrs 28 July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July 1999. He asked for details of

Wondon\CaseManagement\AONA\AD007_D0\SOC.doc Page 20f3



the types of craft which had been observed (their shape, size, speed and

unusual flight pattems) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFOs. He

also asked if the MOD now agreed, in 1999, with the three statements given

previously (paragraph 2(i) above) and expanded on the second of those

statements by asking whether it was now, in 1999, official MOD policy to

play down the subject of UFOs.

(vi) MOD replied on 14 October 1999. In their letter they said that the position

with regard to the information requested by I as explained to him

in July 1998 and that position remained unchanged. As regards present MOD

policy in respect of UFO related issues, they replied that this had been

explained to [Section 40 fil many occasions.

3. iSection 40) | remains aggrieved that MOD have not provided him with the information

requested. He seeks full disclosure.

4. The following departmental references have been quoted.

D/Sec(AS)/64/3

D/DOMD/2/3/2

D/US of S/PK 4291/99/Y

Z December 1999

‘Woadon\CascManagement\AQHA\A0007_00\SOC.doc Page 3 of 3
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0) eo
THE PARLIAMENTARY 4 |
OMBUDSMAN yt

OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER FOR ADMINISTRATION
MILLBANK TOWER, MILLBANK, LONDON SW1P 40P.

Kevin Tebbit CMG

Permanent Secretary

Ministry of Defence

Main Buildings Section 40
Horseguards Avenue :

London SW1A 2HB

2 December 1999

Our Ref: A.7/00

The Parliamentary Ombudsman has been asked by Iuean Wyn Jones MP to investigate a

complaint by SERRE complaint is summarised in the enclosed statement.

The Ombudsman will be glad to receive your comments on the complaint by 23

December. The person dealing with this case in this Office / (Tel:

. | would be grateful if all papers relevant to the complaint could be sent

to as" floor, Millbank Tower, Millbank, London SW1P 4QP) by the above

Enc: 1
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Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1967

Statement of Complaint: Case No: A.7/00

Complainant:

1. OR complains that the Ministry of Defence (MOD) refused to supply him with

information that should have been made available to him under the Code of Practice on

Access to Government Information (the Code).

2. The following account is given:-

@)

(7)

SESE wrote to MOD on 24 May 1998 about incidents in the 1950s

involving ‘unidentified flying objects’ (UFOs). MOD replied on 24 June. In

their letter they explained their policy towards the storage and destruction of

files about this subject. They said that all surviving contemporary paperwork

had been forwarded to the Public Record Office and, as such, was a matter of
public record. In reply (in an undated Wty) Section 40 Eva them to

confirm the following statements as a matter of public record:

‘1. An incident occurred on 4 April 1957 and was witnessed by radar

operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The

resulting Technical Intelligence investigation concluded that the incident was

due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type

and origin (Ref DDI(Tech)/C.290/3/, report dated 30 April 1957, PRO File

AIR 20/9321).

‘2. It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified

flying objects (AIR 2/17527).
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‘3. Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance

parameters far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been

witnessed by HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace (PRO Files AIR 20/9320,

AIR 20/9321, AIR 20/9994 and AIR 16/1199).’

2.6% MOD wrote back on 6 July, along the same lines as their letter of 24 June.

(ii) Section <0 ARR again to MOD on 25 June 1998, asking for information
about visual and radar observations of aerial phenomena by Royal Air Force

pilots and ground crew. He asked for details of the types of craft which had

been observed (their shape, size and performance), their location and the dates

of the incidents. He cited the Code and asked MOD to conduct an internal

review of the matter.

(iii) On 10 July eg section 40 | wrote to MOD about the three statements
(paragraph 2(i) above) and asked them to review his request that they confirm

the statements as a matter of public record.

(iv) On 30 July 1998, MOD wrote Reysection 40) | about the outcome of their

review of both requests. In respect of details of ‘aerial phenomena’, they told

him that the information could be withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code

because providing it would require an unreasonable diversion of resources. As

to the three statements they told him that, to the best of their knowledge, the

files held at the Public Record Office contained the full details about any

alleged incidents and decisions made at the time in respect of them; all

contemporary paperwork was therefore available for public scrutiny. They

also told him about his avenue of appeal to the Parliamentary Ombudsman.

(v) On 28 July 1999, Section 40) | wrote to the MOD with a more narrowly

focussed request for information. He asked for abstracts from all UFO reports

witnessed by commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between

0100 Hrs 28 July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July 1999. He asked for details of

\london\CaseManagementAONNAVA0007_O'SOC.doc Page 20f3



(vi)

the types of craft which had been observed (their shape, size, speed and

unusual flight patterns) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFOs. He

also asked if the MOD now agreed, in 1999, with the three statements given

previously (paragraph 2(i) above) and expanded on the second of those

statements by asking whether it was now, in 1999, official MOD policy to

play down the subject of UFOs.

MOD replied on 14 October 1999. In their letter they said that the position

with regard to the information requested by a vas explained to him
in July 1998 and that position remained unchanged. As regards present MOD

policy in respect of UFO related issues, they replied that this had been

explained tofESMewgOn many occasions.

3. Section 40) | remains aggrieved that MOD have not provided him with the information

requested. He seeks full disclosure.

4. The following departmental references have been quoted.

D/Sec(AS)/64/3

D/DOMD/2/3/2

D/US of S/PK 4291/99/Y

Z December 1999
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