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ugocciion 40
Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

5" Floor, Zone H, Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial) 020 7218 2140

(Switchboard) 020 7218 9000
(Fax)

e-mail das-ufo-office @mod.

Our Reference

04-07-2006-162649-001

Bagillt Date
Flintshire FH August 2006

| wrote to you on 5 July 2006 informing you that your request for copies of the contents of

two files relating to parliamentary enquiries in 1976 and 1977 and the background notes

and briefing papers supplied to John Spellar MP regarding written parliamentary

questions in 1998, had been considered to fall within the scope of Section 36 (Prejudice

to the effective conduct of public affairs) of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and the

MOD was therefore required to consider whether there are overriding reasons why

disclosure would not be in the public interest. | also informed you that two of these

requests may fall within the scope of Section 22 (Information intended for future

publication). On review of the documents it has become apparent that further exemptions.

may be applicable as provided below. These considerations have now concluded and |

am writing to provide you with the outcome. Each request will be addressed separately.

Your first request was for a paper copy of the contents of file AF/BJ84/76 —

Sir John Langford-Holt MP, Mr J Hennessy, UFO Enquiry. | can confirm that the MOD

holds this file and all the relevant papers have been considered for release. These

documents contain information which falls within the scope of a number of exemptions of

the Freedom of Information Act 2000, namely; S.22 (Information intended for future

publication), S.36 (Prejudice to the effective conduct of public affairs), S.40 (Personal

Information) and S.38(Health & Safety).

First, we took into account the age of the information and the fact that it has been

selected for future transfer to The National Archives. If transfer was imminent it would

have been appropriate to withhold this information at this time in accordance with

$.22(1)(c) of the FOI Act and provide advice as to the timing of availability at The

National Archives. Our enquiries have, however, revealed that there is currently no firm

date for transfer and it has been concluded that it would not be in the public interest to

withhold the information at this time on this basis.

The documents include internal discussion and advice provided by a variety of MOD

departments which fall within the scope of S.36(2)(b)(i). Against disclosure of this

information is the need to insure that officials are able to consult colleagues internally

and provide Ministers with free and frank advice in support of draft answers provided to

parliamentary enquiries. Release of such information could inhibit this process and



@ therefore prejudice the effective conduct of public affairs. This would not be in the public
interest. This has, however, been balanced against the age and content of the advice

provided in the background papers and it has been concluded that the release of this

information now would not prejudice this process. The public interest therefore falls with

release.

The file also includes correspondence between Mr Hennessy and his MP which contains

details of Mr Hennessey’s home address and telephone number. This falls within the

scope of absolute exemption S.40 (2)(a). It has not been determined whether Mr

Hennessy still resides at this address and release of this information could lead to an

invasion of his privacy. This information will not therefore be released. The name of

another individual who accompanied Mr Hennessy on a visit to the Meteorological Office

will also be withheld for the same reason.

Finally, the documents contain comment and internal advice regarding

Mr Hennessy’s contacts with various government departments and actions on a visit to

the Meteorological Office. Consideration has been given to whether it is likely that a harm

could be caused to Mr Hennessy’s physical or mental health by the release of this

information and if so whether S.38(1)(a) of the Act applies. It has been judged that there

is no evidence that such a harm would be caused and the public interest therefore falls

with release.

It is concluded that the public interest favours partial release of these documents with

minor redaction and a copy is therefore enclosed with this letter. The information that has

been removed consists of Mr Hennessy’s home address and telephone number and the

name of another member of the public which are withheld in accordance with S.40(2)(a)

of the Freedom of Information Act. Mr Hennessy’s name and signature have also been

removed throughout the documents because while it is appreciated that you are aware

that they relate to Mr Hennessy, his identity in relation to these documents is not in the

public domain. Names of MOD officials who provided advice have also been removed as

these are not relevant to the information you have requested.

In your second request you asked for a copy of file MR/122505 ~ John Ellis, UFOs. | can

confirm that the MOD holds this file and all the contents have been considered for

release. These documents consist of information which falls within the scope of a

number of exemptions of the Freedom of Information Act 2000, namely; $.22

(Information intended for future publication), S.36 (Prejudice to the effective conduct of

public affairs) and S.40 (Personal Information).

As with the previous request we first considered S.22 (1)( c) given the age of these

documents and their future transfer to The National Archives. There is however, no firm

date for transfer of these documents and as before we consider that the public interest

under this section favours release.

The documents contain internal discussion and advice provided by MOD departments

which fall within the scope of $.36(2)(b)(i). As detailed above, the release of this

information could inhibit MOD officials ability to provide free and frank advice and this

would not be in the public interest. We have taken into account the age of the documents

and the content of the advice and concluded that the release of this information would

not prejudice this process and the balance of public interest therefore favours release.



@ The file also contains a number of UFO sightings reported to the MOD by members of
the public which include their names and home addresses. This information falls within

the scope of S.40(2)(a). Release of this information could lead to an invasion of the

privacy of these individuals and this information will not therefore be released.

It is concluded that the public interest favours partial release of these documents with

minor redaction and a copy is enclosed with this letter. The information that has been

removed consists of the personal details of members of the public who made UFO

reports to the MOD which are withheld in accordance with S.40(2)(a) of the Freedom of

Information Act and names of MOD officials who provided advice which have been

removed as these are not relevant to the information you have requested.

Your final request was for copies of the background note and briefing papers supplied to

John Spellar MP for use in his replies to written parliamentary questions from Helen

Jackson MP in March 1998. | can confirm that the MOD holds information relevant to this

request and these papers have been considered for release. These documents consist

of information which falls within the scope of two exemptions of the Freedom of

Information Act 2000, namely; S.36 (Prejudice to the effective conduct of public affairs)

and S.40 (Personal Information).

The documents contain internal advice to Mr Spellar regarding the background to these

questions which falls within the scope of S.36(2)(b)(i). As with your two other requests,

the release of this information could inhibit officials ability to provide free and frank advice

to Ministers and therefore prejudice the conduct of public affairs which would not be in

the public interest. However, we have considered the contents of this advice and

concluded that the release of this information would not prejudice this process on this

occasion and the balance of public interest therefore favours release.

The documents also include a letter from a member of the public which contains their

name and contact details. This information falls within the scope of absolute exemption

S.40(2)(a) and will not therefore be released.

It is included that the public interest favours partial release of these documents with

minor redaction and a copy is enclosed with this letter. The information that has been

withheld consists of personal details of a member of the public which are withheld in

accordance with S.40(2)(a) of the Freedom of Information Act, plus names of MOD

officials and internal guidance notes on answering parliamentary correspondence which

are not relevant to the information you have requested.

| hope this is helpful. If you are dissatisfied with our decision to refuse some of this

information or you wish to complain about any aspect of the handling of this request,

then you should contact the undersigned in the first instance. Should you remain

dissatisfied, then you may apply for an internal review by contacting the Director of

Information Exploitation, 6th Floor, MOD Main Building, Whitehall, SW1A 2HB. (e-mail:

Info-XD @ mod.uk).

If you are still unhappy following an internal review, you may take your complaint to the

Information Commissioner under the provisions of Section 50 of the Freedom of

Information Act. Please note that the Information Commissioner will not investigate your



case until the MOD internal review process has been completed. Further details of the

role and powers of the Information Commissioner can be found on the Commissioner's

website, http://www.informationcommissioner.gov.uk

Yours sincerely,



Kocpaant|



Mary Donnelly.

i ee,
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eee [2
Y :

2. I should be grateful if you would let me have , by

5 Ps me On _ blo Mek _ , ‘a draft of the

letter which you “would. ‘advise US of S(RAF). to send in “reply.

together with any. other relevant information and papers.

3. if a final reply cannot be draited within this time,

T should be grateful ifyou would either return the folder

to the Private Office with a progress report and draft

interim reply, or, if the folder needs” to be retained iit the

branch, advise the Private Office of the position by

selephone (Ext 7516).

4. Your attention is drawn to Office Instructions

2a agraphs 0606- 0608.

5. fy decision that the Department or Service proposes

to take in this case must now be suspended until it has been

reviewed by US of S(RAF). No action should be taken whien

wight prejudice the final decision.

. APS/US of. S(RAF)
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M2

APS/US of S(RAF)

You will see from Encl 3 that I am making enquiries about this case but it is

obviously going to take time. US of S(RAF) may wish to send an interim reply
to Sir John Langford-Holt on the lines of the attached draft.

we March 1976 |
“S4(Air)

3

D> Gna Ly (nov)3_
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Cometn rab (hace SEB) Ww Lhe Liles on. 4. aa
Wnty J bene ee oe SH Yar. thins Bay, van
he foxes Y ths Cary tonnes yr Plesae, ace grt



CODE 18-77

Reference AF/.BJ 84/76

Nex, of S (RAF ) a

Through Sec net Af y.&© [REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

Copy to:

DD of HQ Sy (MOD)3

1. You asked for a full brief to set Encl 1 in perspective.

Introduction

2. As you know, MOD investigates all UFO sightings reported by members

of the public and others. The arrangements are co-ordinated by

S4(Air) and we consult specialist branches as appropriate. But only

the defence implications are considered and we send no more than a
general reply to the correspondent. When people ask to sée the MOD
files they are told that communications with other members of the

public are regarded as confidential and moreover, even unclassified

files could contain material which has some reference to classified

subjects. For these reasons our UFO records must remain closed under
the rules laid down by ‘the Public Records Aéts which at present ,
forbid disclosure of files until 30 years have elapsed sinee the last

action taken upon them.

De 1 is a persistent correspondent on UFOs and as you will
see from the files attached he has been writing since April 1967 or
earlier to the Board of Trade, Home Office, MOD and the Commissioner

of Police. He has also had lengthy correspondence with the Prime

Minister's Office, Sir John Langford-Holt, MP, Mr Julian Ridsdale

MP, Sir Eric Bullus MP, the United Nations Organisation, other
Governments such as Canada and Australia, and sundry other organisations.
In 1967 HM Embassy in Washington advised that he was. well known as a

correspondent to the United States Air Force and to Dr Condon of the

University of Colorado who was then conducting an investigation into

UFOs at the request of the American Government. The Embassy reported .

that Mr chad described himself as having been engaged on
confidential work for the Prime Minister although he haa no official

status. (Flag A). The Foreign Office advised No 10 to treat him with

"some caution" (Flag B). .

4, In February 1968 Mr IP 2c a meéting with sh (Air) and
possibly D155. There is no record of the discussion; .all we have is

the S4 brief (Flag.C) and the letter drafted for the: Prime Minister's
Office (Flag D). _In his correspondence with MOD he has criticised
amongst other ‘things the way we handle UFO investigations and our
refusal to disclose details of the reports we receive. He is well

aware of the 30 year rule and acknowledged this in December 1971.

(Flag E) and again in his current letter. ;

5. Mr es has always written from a London address and we have
no evidence that he has ever resided in the Shrewsbury constituency

‘of Sir John Langford-Holt. However; Sir John has himself shown a

continuing interest in UFOs (see the numerous letters and Parliamentary

Questions tabbed on file AF/1505/Pt III); and as early as 1968,

S4(Air) speculated on the similarity between the Questions and the

contemporary enquiries received fron Mr QD



REDACTED ON SaIGAL DOCUMENT

2... A - MrS's visit to the Meteorological Office (>
6. This visit to Met O1a at Bracknell took place on 19 February. It

seems Mr Wi has been there before and on this occasion was
accompanied by Mr QPof the North West University of Chicago
(who is presumably an American National). You will wish to read:

(a) DD Met 0(0)'s report at Encl 5

(b) The further comments of DD HQ Sy (MOD)3 and DD RAF Sy 1 at
Encl 9-10.

7. Two main points emerge in these papers. Firstly, the content of the

material shown to Mr a |: not classified; it came frém Merchant
Navy meteorological log books which are already made available to the public

in other ways, although it would have been better to have piteres him the

original documents rather than the official files. Secondly,M

was not supervised when he examined the files.<This contravened the Ministry
of Defence ManualgChapter 44, paras 1447 - 1419. This stipulates that
every visitor is to be escorted while on official premises unless he belongs
to the UK Armed Forces or another Government Department, or is representing
a MOD contractor (and hold suitable security clearance), or is employed in
an official capacity and is well known to the interviewing officer, or is a

member of MOD not in pessession of a Headquarters pass.

8. I have discussed this with DD Met 0(0) andI understand that he took
immediate action to rectify the situation as soon as it came to his notice.

At “his request I am now routing ‘this file ‘through Sec Mét O who may wish
to comment further. — ;

These matters are entirely outside Si(Air) 's province of course and all I
wish to add are one or two footnotes. The new legislation mentioned at
Encl 9 isa reference to the work of the Ministerial Group on Disclosure of
Official Information which (under the Chairmanship of the Prime Minister
I believe), @as considering ways and means of discharging the commitment in
the Government's Election Manifeste "to replace the Official Secrets Act —

by a measure to put the burden on the public authorities to justify’ ‘withholdin
information". While suitable protection will be sought for material of a

gneuine security significance it is doubtful whether our correspondence

on UFOs will be included in that category especially as one of the suggestions
now under consideration is that an Ombudsman should arbitrate on the type

of information witheld. Incidentally, another idea, being discussed outside

the Ministerial Group is that the 30° year «closed period should be reduced to
15 years but this too has still to be examined in detail. Indeed I am told
that it is most unlikely that any new legislation affecting the present
rules for’the public disclosure of information will be laid before

Parliament in the near future. Meéanwhile, as DD Hq Sy (MOD)% says, the

regulations require that official files should not be opened to the public

until they have bewn sent to a recognised repository... There is of course

no question of handing over any files to Mr — See 0S9's advice at
Enel ,

9. I should also mention that S4(Air) do not consult Met 01 in the course

of their enquiries into UFO sightings. We sometimes appeal to another

branch of the Met Office when it is thought the public might have seen

meteorological phenomena. And from time to time Met 01 send us extracts

from the ships' meteorological logs (and the papers go on to our UFO files).

U
S
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But we have not had occasion:to bring the MOD UFO investigation

procedure to Met 01's attention; nof’ indeed was this. procedure

widely publicised when the rules were endorsed by Lord Winterbottom

in 1970.

Point B + Content of MOD files

10. Contrary to Mr oe expectations the S4 files contain very
little of value to a serious scientific investigator. I attach'a

typical folder (Flag F) and you will see that all we usually get

-back from the specialist -branches are short notes saying either they

cannot help or that the sighting can be identified as a commonplace

object. That is not to say that the investigation is not taken

seriously. The branches have their own methods - and:S4(Air) has

no need to know" about them - but we are awarethat D155 for example

sometimes makes extensive enquiries. “It is undesirablethat evena

hintof this should become public and wé are currently consulting

AHB on ways of expurgating the official records against the ‘time —

when they will qualify for disclosure.

11. I do not suggest that we go into all that with Mr: pe
He will find out for himself when the 30 years are up and in the

meantime we need do no more than remind him that we are concerned with

the defence implications only.

Point C - Retention of 1962 records

12. Mr $MM; third point is a quibble and since he says
elsewhere that we should retain our records I can only assume that

he is trying to discredit us. He points out that according to

Mr Merlyn Rees' letter of August 1967 UFO records are generally

destroyed after five years (Flag G). Yet in 1970 Lord Winterbottom

said the eight year old 1962 reports were still available (Flag H).

There is no inconsistency here. The decision to retain UFO files

indéfinately was taken late in 1967 afterMr Rees' letter because . .

of a wavé of public interest in UFOs. There was no need to go into

that in Lord Winterbottom*ts letter and it has taken ir al
six years to comment on it.

. Points zd and & + Retention. of material: at Le and Civil ATC units

135 DD Ops. (GE) (RAF) discusses the Ballistic Missile Early
Warning ‘System’ (BMEWS) material at Encl 7; DD(AP)2.NATS comments

on the point about civil: air traffic control-units at Encl 8. There

is further advice from DD HQ Sy (MOD) 3" at encl9 are from ‘Db RAF Sy

1 at Encl 10.

14, The main points are:

ae there wouldWé*unacceptable costs and storage problems in

the retention of BMEWS tapes and Air Defence radar filn,

and security objections to thewaccumilation and ultimate

‘disclosure.



[REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

b. no films are made of civil air traffic service unit radars

c. while some filmis made of radar picturesat the d@int

(Military/Civil) Air Traffic Control: Radar Units and, in future, ,
more sophisticated records will be made’ at the London: Air’ Traffic

Control Centre, the question of cost alone would prohibit retention

beyond a limited period

a he,

d. there is general agreement that the information already held by
-Mr P| on BMEWS could’ have been obtained. without infringing
the security regulations. . An-American source is maend eg HORAD:
(the North: American Air: Defence Anthoritieg) . os

Other. Matters

156 As it ‘happens, -there cis another letter outstanding |from
Mr QM... He-has written to.us at official level about an incident.
involving. an: F111 aircraft. on 26. October-1971 and I have discussed this
on AF/PS,529/71..in the context of. the previous correspondence. | Since thereis a Ory criticism of a former Minister's letter it would be
convenient to deal with this in the reply to Sir John Langford~Holt if
US of S (RAF) agrees.

16. I attach:a suggested letter for consideration. |

28 Mar 76

3 . a S4CAir) -

Mis of $(RAF)
I must express regret for. the embarrassment: that:has been caused: by the

failure of staff hereto observe the ‘Security regulations and to exercise

proper caution in dealing with’members of the public. .They have been told of

their error and warned that this is a serious matter’ and is not.to be repeated.

26 It would appear that the frequency of visits to this:Office by members of

universities, scientistsand others may, by familiarity, have bred if not

contempt at least some relaxation:of guard. I have therefore wiitten to all

Directing Staff and Heads of, Branches here (copy enclosed) to try to prevent

any Similar lapse frem occurring. A Met Office Order on the disclosure of

official information.(which will. be ineorporated in due course in our Standing

Instructions) is also in the course of issue to all staff at this Headquarters

and at outstations.

- _

4. While not seeking to excuse the degree of latitude that was allowed to
these particular. visitors I should perhaps explain, with: reference to para 7

of minute 4, that although it is true that the information made available to

Mr Hennessey was all recorded in MN log books a great-deal of work would have
been needed to dig this out of the Archives where the log books are stored only

in date order whereas the information had already been extracted and summarized
on the file.

25 Mar 76 for Sec Met O
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“Pale Ni LEN TARY ENQUIRY | | | (.

J -have placed ai -EB on this folder aK‘letter from

Sa Sl (comms ahh mig
ee I should be gratefua ifawould let me have, by

5pene on USE a draft of‘the

letter which you “would. ‘advise US ofS(RAF). ‘to send in) reply,

together with any other relevant information and papers.

3, Ifa final reply cannot ve draited wathin this time,

T should be grateful ifyou would either return the folder

to the: Private Office with, a progress: report and draft

interim reply, or, if the folder needs” to be retained in the

branch, advise the Private Office of the position by.

selephone (Ext 516).

4 Your attention is drawn to Office Instructions

aragraphs 0606-0608.

5, &uy decision that the Departmentor Service proposes

to take in this case must now be suspended until it has been

reviewed by US of S(RAF), No action should be taken whieh

‘sieht prejudice the final decision.

[ | 
APS/US of.S(RAF)

BMAeesh
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I attach a suggested reply to Encl 15-16.

' $4(Air)

CODE 18-77

Reference _AF/BI 84/76



MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SWI1A 2HB

Telephone O1-3307032xK 218 6666

PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE

FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE

AF/BI 84/76 i April 1976

REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

, Thank vou for your letter of 5th April and for sending onthe further letter from Mr cients ee
Eee

The Ministry of Defence have not found it necessary to

draw up a formal definition of Unidentified Flying Objects.

As you know, any flying object which cannot be identified

immediately is of interest to us, but once the defence implica-

tions of the sighting have been examined we do not pursue the

investigation any further.

I note Mr Se .. comments about his visit to the
eee Meteorological Office. I enclose the final batch of UFO

statistics which were prepared before the analysis was

discontinued.

(BRYNMOR JOHN) .

Sir John Langford-Holt MP

House of Commons

London 4
SW1A OAA



UFO STATISTICS ~ 152 JANUARY 1968 TO 31ST DECEMBER 1973

Year Enola es & Balloons ee ee ee Aircraft Miscellaneous Gasuftiotent) TOTAL
Fanart . nformation

\968 65 10 36 ) 114 30 22 280

1969 37 9 27 19 101 17 18 228

\970 9 8 314 16 . O7 y) . 15 181

1971 280 14 33 62 160 PF 379

1972 7 23 17 2 128 ; 5 44 20%

1973 23 24 49 2 132 22 11 231

NOTE: Miscellaneous reports include, hoaxes, the reflection of lights on cloud, flares, fireworks, kites,

lights on tall structures, photographic aberrations and bird flocks.





Sir John Langford-Holt, M. “

,

Su ( FA
HOUSE OF COMMONS

LONDON SWIA nye by

5th April, 1976.

us

REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

hu. SA.

| forwarded a copy of your letterof the 29th Marh
to Mr. PY and have received the enclosed

reply.

| would be grateful if you could let me have

answers to the questions he has posed.
— A

Ke Ro Mo

Brynmor John, Esq., M.P.

Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Defence

for the Royal Air Force,

Ministry of Defence,

Main Building,

Whitehall,

SWIA 2HB.



Brynmor John, Esq., M.P.

Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Defence for the Royal Air Force,

Main Building,

Whitehall,

London, SWIA 2HB.

{Mogg

HOUSE OF COMMONS
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Sir John Langford-Holt MP 4 april 1976
House of Commons .

’ Tondon SWia OAs

Dear Sir John

Thank you for the letter from Minister Brynmnor John.
I think it essential to state, in fairness to the Meteorological
Staff whom the Minister considers I have taken advantage of, that

my colleague and I identified: ourselves as being from a civilian
organisation and that the photostats were given willingly and not

through any misunderstanding nor deception. an 8

The Minister should know that there was one individual at ‘the Met
"Office who considered that the UFO reports he handled and passed

_° to the Ministry of Defence may have had security implications.

, These reports were distinctly seperate from the non-classified

“ones we viewed and we were not permitted be view them, nor did

Swe pursue the question of doing SO. ;
‘The Minister's letter contains a number of points which require

glarification, however, before referring to them, I. would very

‘much appreciate learning what his Department's definition is of

an unidentified flying object (UFO). I ‘have checkeed through my

= previous correspondence with the Ministry and. can Sea no :

reference to such a definition. aa me

To conclude, would the Minister please provide. a copy ‘of ‘his
Departmept!.s-UFO statistics up to the date of discontinuation

in, A974.
a

ours sincerely — j
4
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7 w have the report I called for about the letter ou_sent
to me on 26th February tron i; as [iain

The material Mr SM saw on his visit to the Meteorological
Office had been extracted from Merchant Navy log books. From time to

time the more interesting of these observations are recorded in the

"Marine Observer", a journal which is published by HMSO and is on

sale to the general public. The log books themselves are also

available to the public and form part of the National Meteorological

Library permanent archive. Mr QB should consult these sources.
if he is interested in the material. It is wnfortunate he took

advantage of the Meteorological Staff by obtaining the photostat

copies he has shown you. The decision to destroy or retain the

files has yet to be taken - he saw only a recommendation for disposal.

The gift of any files is a very rare occurrence. It is most unlikely

that any Ministry of Defence records would ever be handed over to an

individual member of the public or to any organisation in a foreign

country. a

As Mr SRB hes been told repeatedly, the Ministry of
Defence files on Unidentified Flying Objects contain no more

correspondence than is necessary to establish the possible defence

implications and this may sometimes involve references to classified

material. The files must remain closed to the public under the rules

laid down by the Public Records Acts. ‘ra told us on
19th December 1971 that he was fully aware of these rules and he has

also referred to them in his latest letter. He should also be

informed that, for obvious reasons, we shall review the files before

their eventual publication in order to eliminate any information of

a classified nature.

There is no inconsistency between Merlyn Rees' letter of

14th August 1967 and Lord Winterbottom's letter dated 26th March 1970.

The decision to retain UFO records indefinitely was taken between

/these two

Sir John Langford-Holt MP

House of Commons

London

-SwWidA OAA
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eeOse two dates. It was not necessary to go into that when Lord
Winterbottom wrote to you in 1970.

I can offer no assurances about the material at Fylingdales

or within the Air Traffic Control Organisation. The retention of
BMEWS tapes and air defence radar film is ruled out because of the

cost and the problem of storing the accumulating material. There

are also security objections. No films are made of civil air

traffic control unit radars.

I would also like to deal with the attached letter dated

25th February which Mr QB hes addressed to my Department
on the subject of the F111 activity on 26th October 1971._ There

are now no records available to provide the details Mr
requests. Nor can we help him with the statistical analysis of.
UFO reports. These analyses were discontinued in 1974 and it is

no longer possible to provide the figures.

eel

(BRYNMOR JOHN)
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LOOSE MINUTE

Sec Met 0/C146

All Deputy Directors

All Assistant Directors ;

and Heads of Branches ce: DG Met 0

DS Met 0

DR Met 0

File aF/M582/76

ACCESS TO OFFICIAL RECORDS BY MEMBERS OF THE PUbuUIC

1. <A recent incident in which two members of the public, one a foreign national,

were given unsupervised access to a branch copying machine to make copies of entries

on a registered file dealing with Unidentified Flying Objects sightings has led_to

Parliamentary correspondence that has caused serious embarrassment to the Minister

for the RAF.

2. <A number of points arise out of this incident on which guidance is now offered
in order to prevent similar occurrences,

UFO Information

3. It may not be generally known that MOD inveutigates all UFO “sightings” reported
by members of the public et al, although the investigation is confined +o the defence

implications and does not extend to the wider scientific aspects. These arrangements

are co-ordinated cy YfAir). As a general rule S4(Air)'s reply to the correspondents
merely explains in general terms that the Department is c.ncerned with the defence

implications only. If people ask to see the MOD files on UFOs they get the standard

reply that although the correspondence may be unclassified any commumication between

the Department and another member of the public must be treated as confidential and

UFO records must remain closed to public scrutiny until vwaey become available under

the rules laid down’ in the Public Records Acts at the end of 30 years. This policy
was endorsed by Ministers in 1970.

4.° There is one possible exception to the general rule given above; an apolication

would be considered seriously if it came from a major scientific organization of high

standing with strong reasons for obtaining access to the official records, No

application of this calibre has been received to date.

5. If a request is received in any part of the Met Office from a member of the

public for information on UFO sightings or investigations SA(Air) is therefore to be
advised in the first instance. .

Disclosure of Official Information in General

6. The Official Secrets Acts provide for the security of all official information,°

whether classified or not and, as MOD Manual 4 para 1602 makes clear, discretion and

care are necessary in relation to ali official papers, As a general rule access to

official files is not to be given to persons outside Goveygnment Service even where

material contained in these files is published elsewhere or is available in another

form to members of the public. A distinction is to be drawn in this respect between

material in the Library Archives, which is available to members of the public, and

material in Registry Archives, which is not. °

UNCLASS1 FIETS
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Other Considerations

Te

e.

Further points arising from this particular incident are:

@e Visits by members of the public to HQ Branches of the Office are to be

cleared with ADs or Heads of Branch (MOOM 6.9.1).

b. Such visitors are to be escorted while they remain on Met Office property

(MOD Manual 4 para 2004).

ce ADs and Heads of Branches are to ensure that reproduction and photocopying

equipment in their branches is adequately safeguarded both during working hours

and in the silent hours to prevent its unauthorized use (MOD Manual 4 para 1453).

A Met Office Order will be issued in due course to give wider dissemination to

some of these points but you are requested meanwhile to bring them to tie attention

of members of your staff, and to officers in charge of outstations under your control,

who m

for Sec Met 0

have similar contacts with members of the public.

23 March 1976

UN CLASS 1F/ ES
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LOOSE MINUTE

AF/BJ 84/76 ee —CWNG
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S4(Air) <

Copy to:

DD HQ Sy(MOD)3

ECTS FROM SIR JOHN

' We spoke about EQ(DHQ Sy 13/2/1 of
19 Mar) to which I have nothing to add,
DD HQ Sy 3 having come in Paras 4 and 5
to the same conclusionas I had before
I got that far in his minute. As I
understand you intendto reply on the
lineshe has set out, there is no point
in my pursuing the security probl

22 Mar 76
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UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD HOLT MP to US OF S (RAF)

1. This minute contains our co-ordinated comments fron HQ Sy on the issues raised
by this letter. I am sending it through DD RAF Sy 1 as he may well have an interest

in certain aspects.

MrSB. visit to the Meteorological Office

2. With an organisation like the Meteorological Office, one of whose principal

functions is to inform the public, it is always difficult to know where to draw

the line in disclosing official information. In that the information collected

on the files that Mr inspected was, according to DD Met 0(0), extracted

from log books which are available for public consultationg, it is difficult to

argue on theegrounds that Mr | Should have been. denied a sight of the

files themselves, unless they contained assessments and views generated within
the Met Office. Moreover, HMG is considering ways of increasing public access

to official information, and the Met Office may have anticipated legislation to

this effect. However, until there is new legislation, it is incumbent upon all

officials to observe the present policy, which is not to allow public access to

files until the review process is completed, and they have been sent to a

recognized depository. Here the Met Office may have been incautious, and

Mr a needs could have been met by referring him to the relevant parts
of the log books. I appreciate that this is a fine bureaucratic distinction,

and one that may not make much sense to practical men in the Met Office, but

once exceptions are made, requests are received from other quarters, and the

Service has a duty to be even-handed within the present’ policy.

3. We are rather more concerned with a certain laxity in the physical security
revealed by paragraph 2 of D D Met 0(0)'s loose minute,Vnder the rule in MOD
Man Chap 14 paragraph 1419, any visitor who does not fall into one of five
clearly defined categories is required to be escorted while on official premises.

This rule has gained in significane in the current phase of terrorist activity

in the UK. So far as I know QP had no status that entitled him to be
left to his own devices unobserved while he was examining the Metrological

Office records. The rules are compulsory, and no local discretion in their

interpretation is permitted -~ a fact which should be drawn to the attention of

the staff concerned.-

BMEWS information

lh. We do not see that Mr SMPs reference to the BMEWS rejection rate
reflects any security breach. It's the sort of figure that could be picked up

by any informed person, usually from a US source, as DD Ops (GE)(RAF) has pointed
out. Whatever the security pros and cons of retaining BMEWS tapes (ang any

large scale accumulation of sensitive data is a security risk), retention is
ruled out. on grounds: of costs and space, as the tapes could not be released for
many years for the security reasons set out by DD Ops (GE)(RAF). I think that
Sir John Langford-Holt should be informed that. Mr S suggestion is

unaceeptable for these reasons, particularly in a time of restriction on public
. spending and reductions on the Civil Service.



©. ccrnetion from Civil ATC units and ‘other defence units'
5.. Similarly, with the film produced by the air defence unit mentioned by

DD Ops (GE)(RAF), it seems that security considerations, although compelling, are
secondary to the cost of developing, storing and reviewing any film retained,

which rule out any such retention. The same considerations apply to film and

tape from Joint Air Traffic Control Radar Units. This is not really our

field, and DD RAF Sy 1 will no doubt wish to comment.

REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

i4 Mar 76

UMCLASS(IFIED
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LOOSE MINUTE REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT!

AP/CX 1528/72

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LETTER FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD-HOLT
MP TO US OF S (RAF)

Reference:

AF/1505/III dated 5 Mar 6

1. Reference asked for comment on two points concerning the
release of Service records for UFO research.namely, BMEWS and
Radar film information. Our comments are as follows:

a. BMEWS Information. Mr @MMMBMBMMBMNs reference to the
monthly BMEWS rejection rate of 800 non-ballistic radar
targets a month could well be a figure gleaned from a

NORAD release based on the 3-site system. We assume that

he really means uncorrelated aeceleratin targets, in which
ease the figure is a reasonable avera In the case of

Fylingdales, it is nearer 450 a month). Whilst data on
such targets could be easily extracted from site historical
tapes, the accumulationof this information over a period~
would lead: to the disclosure of classified system perform-

ance details and this we cannot condone. On the matter of

data retention, BMEWS historical tapes are cleared for re-
_ use after a period of 28 days. This practice is due mainly
to the cost and storage factors involved. However, should
an event take place warranting corroboration from Fylingdales,
we would expect initiation of such a task within this 28 day
period to allew for on-site comparison with stored data.

b. Air Defence Radar films. Only one air defence radar

unit currently has the equipment to produce radar film,

The films are treated as Secret and are retained for 28

days, so that-any unusual phenomena or special tracks may
be examined. In the event that no investigation is required
the films are then destroyed by fire. Storage considerations

preclude routine retention for longer than this period. These
films could provide a trained observer with comprehensive

classified information on the radar's performance and its
resistance to electronic countermeasures, For these reasons
we strongly resist the release of the radar films to outside
agencies.

DD sees)
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Co DD of HO Sy (EOD) 3

OS 9
DD Ops (CE) (RAF)

DDC (AP)2

YOUR LM AF/1505/III- AP/7464/72of 5.3.1976 CCICSRNING THE
URO LATTSR FROM STR JO! nea OLT Me TO US OF S (RAF)

1 refer to para 4 of the above-mentioned loose minute. Mr as
accompanied by Mr SMB en astrophysicist from the North West
University of Chicago, visited the Marine Division, Met 0 1a on 19 February 1976
by vrior arrangerent, He had visited Met 0 1a several times during previous

years to view unclassified files in whicn observations of enusual aerial

phenomena, extracted from Merchant Navy meteorological lox books completed by

voluntary observers, generally a eens are assembled. From time to

time the more interesting of these observations are recorded in the Marine

Observer which is published by HMSO on behalf of the Office end is on sale to

the genevel public. The log books themselves are available for consultation

by members of the public and form part of the National Meteorological Library

permerent archive.

26 In the course of his recent visit, Mr SE 2. allowed to copy
extracts cf interest to him. During this period he was not supervised and it

must be assumed that he copied the disposal recommendation slips included in

the files.

ROT LL SL {tye + a a

3, We were not aware of the general guidance referred to in paras ? and 3 of
your lousyminute.

DD Met 0(0)

42 Nar 1976
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Head of S4(Air) |

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

MAIN BUILDING, WHITEHALL, LONDON, S.W.!

TELEPHONE of DSMROEMER 218 6666

" PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE

AF/BI 84/76 jf March 1976

REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

Thank you for your letter of 26th
February and for forwardingthe comments

you have received from Mr

of

‘on the subject of Unidentified

. Flying Objects.

I have arranged for my Department to
look into the points Mr raises

but will write again as soon as possible.

(BRYNMOR JOHN)

Sir John Langford-Holt MP

House of Commons

London

SW1A OAA
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S4( Air) ;

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LETTER FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD-HOLT. MP, to US of S(RAF)

a 1Reference Neen ne dated 5 Mar 76

1. The Reference (para.6) asks me to comment on the suggestion that radar
film taken at "civil air traffic control units" should be retained,

2e It is not NATS policy to take film of civil air traffic service unit radars
and, in fact, no such films are made.

3. There are, however, civil control consoles established at the Joint Air

Traffic Control Radar Units (JATCRUs) and film is made of the radar pictures

used by these civil positions by virtue of the fact that it is MOD policy to

take radar films at the JATCRUs. These films are develaped only in case of an

incident.or accidentand all un-processed film is retained for 30 days only. Any

suggestion to develop all films so taken would be costly.

4, In the future, it is intended to record. digitised radar information being

fed into the London Air Traffic Control Centre (LATCC). This will be stored on

multi-track digital tape and not on film, but will be capable of reprocessing

through the LATCC computers to provide a record of the air situation as seen by

any of the radars fed into LATCC. The quantity of digitised information so stored

will be such that, to keep costs within reasonable limits, these records are intended

to be kept for 15 days only.

DDC(AP)2 NATS

10th March 1976
UNICLASS1 FL
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LOOSE MINUTE

p/os9/5/76

Sa Air) - ay
Copies to:

DD Met 0(0)
DD of HQ S: res
DD Ops (GE)( RAF
DDC(AP)2

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LETTER FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD-HOLT, MP, TO

US_OF S(RAF)

1. We spoke about your loose minute ee AF/7464/72) of the 5th
March. .It is most unfortunate that Mr ppears to have been supphied

with photostat copies of the disposal recomendatiqn forms (RAP -Form 56594
relating to at least 2 of the files concerned.

2. I suggest it be explained to Mir SNP at a completed RAF Form
56594 merely records the recommendation of the desk officer about the disposal

of a file at the time he passes it to the registry /fer closure; it does not

constitute a decision either to retain the file permanently or to destroy it.

This decision is taken later when the file is finally reviewed by the staff

of the Departmental Record Officer to determine itg disposal. And in view

of the interest in UFO, records on the subject, other than those ofa purely

routine nature, are likely to be considered worthyof permanent preservation

at this final review stage. |

3. On the general question of the disposal. of pu ‘lic records you will be

aware that those not selected for permanent preservation (in the Public Record
Office or other approved place of deposit) are no ly destroyed. However,

under Section 3(6) of the Public Records Act of 1998 the Lord Chancellor may
approve the disposal of records in some other way at the request of

Departments the Lord Chancellor has, on occasion, eed to gifts of records

to approved bodies such as museums and universities. It is most wnlikely,

however, that he would agree to the handing over of public records to an

individual or to an organisation in a foreign country.

5 Mar 76



REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
AP/1505/1I11

AF/7464/72

DD Met O(0) .
DD of HQ Sy (MOD)3

OS 9

DD Ops (GE) (RAF)
DDC(AP)2

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LETTER FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD-HOLT, MP TO US OF S(RAP)

1. I attacha letter and enclosures which US of S(RAT) has received from Sir

John Langford-Holt, MP about the records we keep dn Unidentified Flying Objects.

The constituent, Mr Qe, has been plaguing us for! years and US of S(RAF).
has asked me to prepare a full brief on this current correspondence. Two of the

points - labelled B and C - are matters for S4(Air) and I need not trouble you

with them. However, I would be grateful for your early advice on the following:-

POINT A - Mrf s visit to tieteorological Office

2. It may not be generally known that MOD investigateé all UFO "sightings"
reported by members of the public et al, although the investigation is confined

to the defence implications and does not extend to the wider scientific aspects.

The arrangements are co-ordinated ty S4(Air). The procpdure is to refer the public's
comments to specialist branches such as Ops(GE)2(RAF) I 55 and, when appropriate

Met 09, but the public are not informed of the results.) As a general rule S4(Air)'s

reply to the correspondent merely explains in general terms that we are concerned
with the defence implications only.

3. If, like Mr people ask to see the MOD fies. on UFOs, they ge

the standard reply that the correspondence may be unclassified but any communication

between the Department and another member of the public) must be treated as

confidential. Furthermore, even "open" files might still have a bearing on

classified material such as relevant radar film. For these reasons UFO records

must remain closed to public scrutiny until they become| available under the rules

laid down in the Public Records Acts ie at the end of 40 years. There is one

possible exception here; an application would be considered seriously if it

came from a major scientific organisation of high standing with strong reasons for

obtaining access to the records. But no application of|/this calibre has been

received to date.

—Me This policy was endorsed by Ministers in 1970 and it has been explained to

Mic as : MP on at least one occasion. He now anpears to have got round
+h: ruleson his resent visiv to the Metcorologiczi Offices. Would DD Met O(0)
please let vs have full details of this visit and comment on such points as how it canie

to be arranged, hat really went on and how Mr QF conaged to get access
to che files which he alleges he inspected? DD of HQ Sy (HOD) 3 will also wish
to comment. And on a separate point, would O89 please SSE“the official
‘eply to Mr¥§MMMMP's sugeestion that if the files are to be destroyed they
should be handed over to him?
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“ONE 7 : . i
POTNT B -~ BMEWS information |

|

oe vir i .seems to have some acquaintance with|/Fylingdales as well.
I should be grateful if DD Ops(GE)(RAF) would advise oh the accuracy of the

attached comments, and on the current practice for retaining the BMEWS

magnetic tapes. There may also be security problems here and I would welcome

DD of HQ Sy(MOD)3's views not only on the question of etaining the tapes

for ultimate disclosure, but also on the wider iuplications. What worries

me is how Mr, got his information in the first place. Does this

point the need for reform in existing security arrange ims Should the
American authorities be informed?

|
POINT FE - Information from civil ATC units etc

6. Would DDC(AP)2 and DD Ops(GE) (RAF) please comment|as necessary on this
further suggestion that radar film taken at civil air Pe control units and
“other Defence Units" should also be retained? Is this practical and (DD of BQ

Sy(MOD)3) are there any security objections? |

7+ The Minister has asked for the full brief before 16 March. May I have your

comments as soon as possible please?

4

S March 1976 Fe
S4(Air)

M
N
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a Sir John Langford-Holt, M.P. | |
eo key AFI KS one ||

x !LONDON SWIA OAA ¢abeny
26th February, 1976

Kc Ax | REDACTEDON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT,
i

i

| enclose a letter with enclosures from

Mr. Hennessey and would be grateful if you

could let me have answers to the various

questions he has posed.

a ca

ke. LS Pee

Rt. Hon. William Rodgers, M. P. |

Minister of State,

Ministry of Defence,

Whitehall,

S.W.I.



A 8S sincerely

Sir John Langford-Holt MP

House of Commons

London SWL

REDACTED ON ORIGI

February 1976

NAL DOCUMENT

Dear Sir John

With reference to our previous communications regar
of UFO records by the Ministry of Defence, and more

ding the retention

specifically the

26 March 1970 Letter from Lord Winterbottom in which he stated, "The

Ministry of Defence hold UFO records from 1962 onwa rds. These records

will not be destroyed..", I recently visited the Marine Division of
the Meteorological Office in Bracknell, which is un
the Ministry, and was accompanied by a colleague, 4

from the Center for UFO Studiesjin Evanston, Illind

der the auspices of

n astrophysicist

is which is directed

by Dr J Allen Hynek, former Chief Civilian UFO Congultant to the USAF
for over 20 years.

During our visit, we viewed three files appertainin
observations made. by ships at sea. These three fil
are unclassified, contain a numberof reports which

definite scientific value to the Center. However,

the attached vhotostats, one of the files, located

Officets Main Building Registry, is due for destru¢

file,:at present in the Met.Ol Annexe in Eastern R¢

recommended for destruction in 1991. In view of th

files, and subsequent low-interest value to the ML

g to resorted UFO

es, all of which

would be of

as can be seen from

in the Meteorological

tion in 1978. Another

ad, Bracknell, is

e nature of these

nistry, I herewith

make formal application that they be given me, as a

of the Center for UFO Studies, in the year they are.
destruction, for onward transmission to the Center)
A letter confirming my associateship with the Cente
required,

Regarding the 30-year ruling on UFO records held oy
would also like to seek the Minister's assurance t

will also contain full data appertaining: to the Ministry's investigation

of the reports including the findings and records 6
MAIS, STCOC,HQ II GP, Skf( Air) and any other body!
and evalua tion of then. |
In a letter dated 14 August 1967 addressed to Wing
Bullus MP, Mr Merlyn Rees stated that UFO records w

after a 5-year period and that if any report appear

interest, it would be retained. Since it was not nu

research associate

recommended for

|for computer study

r can be given if

the Ministry, I

at these records

f Science-3 and 5,

jinvolved in collation

Commander Sir Eric

ere being destroyed

ed to be of special

ntil 1970 that a

decision was made not to destroy UFO records, I would be interested to

learn why those of 1962 were retained and not destroyed in 1967.
Regarding other potential sources of UFO data, am also interested in

learning for what Length of time magnetic tapes from BMEWS are stored,

T have on good authority that the rejection rate on the system is 800
non~ballistic radar targets a month. Tapes from the NORAD Command

have been checked by one scientist and found to have contained uncorre-

lated targets of scientific interest to UFO research. It is therefore

reasonable to assume the BMEWS rejection figure of

contain such data and should, like written recorda,

addition, because of the selectivity of the BMEYWS.

films taken by the Ministryat local civil air traf

800 a month may well

be retained. In

System, any radar

fic control apnits

which show UFOs should be retained as well as thoge from other Defence

units.~ Perhaps the Minister would give some assurances in this reszect.
a
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RECOMMEND APFION FOR DISPGSAL OF

RAPB Form 544:

revise2U May }o

KO REGISEERED FILE

Subjec
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— Bead of Sy i ——
"PARLIAMENTARY. ENQUIRY

1 have pl eed 2at 5 A. on this:folder a“letter from

____Tehe. _2ikis MP. ee seeonemert _~
2. 1 showld be grateful if you would Let me have, by

5 poms on __ yt STiane. oe , & draft of the

Leiter which you “would advise US of S(RAF) tosend in “reply,

together with any other relevant information and papers.

3. Ifa final reply cannot be draited eithin this tine,

I should be grateful if youwould eitherreturn the folder

to the Private Osrice with a progress: ‘report and. aratt

interim reply,. ory af the: folder:needs:to be: retained im the

branch, advise the Private Office of ‘the position by

“nelephone (axe 1516).

aYour: attention is drawn toOffice Instructions

| —: 50606"0608.
5. OkAny.decision that.the.Departnent. or.Service. proposes”

‘to take"“in this ‘Case must now be suspended. until it has been

reviewcd | by UW of S(RAF), No action should be taken whit

eight prejudice the. final decision.

jor
APS/US of S(RAF)

10" Same 77
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Copy Met 09

You will see from the enclosed correspondence that a Member of
Parliament has asked us to investigate a recent press report
about alleged UFO sightings on the Humberside, I should be
grateful if you, and Met 09 to whom Iam copying this, would
advise on the reply that should be sent to Mr Ellis.

Souelne the Adapecha rebtaSr Rar Binboed.

(3 June 1977
$4(Air)

Sl,(AIR)

ALLEGED UFO SIGHTINGS

1. Ref your ww, Parliamentary Paper and. ‘reports which have been annotated A~E,
herewith the following comments:

ae . Reports show a marked lack of consistency if we attempt to corelate
them into a group of events.

b. Except for reports A & E, the reports are incomplete and lacking in
meaningful information such as object size and distance relative to known

fixed landmarks.

c. Reports A & E could refer to the same object as tle descriptions are

vaguely similar arid the directinn of movement in each case is N-S. However

the object could not have been travelling at aircraft speed, as alleged in E,

as (es hrs separates the sightings - one in Hull, the other at Scunthorpe.

d. In report C the 3 objects, one of which was flashing, could have been a

reference to an aircraft travelling at night possibly with landing lights on.

The flashing light would be the standard GRIMES light carried above and below

the fuselage.

e. The Press Report itself is inconsistent with the facts reported in A & E.

- It was SRB in A, who described the object as being "oval shaped,
20 ft long and 3 ft high". According to a sn E, the object made no
noise at all.

f. We have spoken to MET 16 who consider that the timing of the release of

Met Balloons at Gt Yarmouth and Edinburgh and the wind direction at the time

rule out any likelihood of an explanation being found based on Met Balloons.
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2, Im conclusion we can offer no positive explanation for the objects

allegedly sighted except that the object, in report C, could have been
 an

aireraft with landing lights illuminated. Nor, on the evidence available, can

we suggest why a spate of reports should have been made in the Humberside area
within a 8 hrs period.

In a negative sense it can be reasonably stated that the objects reported
upon were not Met Balloons.

\ 9
V\ gune 1977 _

ADI/DI



©@

AS Thy 77

Me File AP/JW234/79

REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
_APS/US_of S(RAF)-

1. You will see from Minute 3 and Encl 7 that we are unable to account for
_ thése UFO sightings on the Humberside. In accordance with our standard
practice copies of the reports went to DI55 and Ops(GE)(RAF) on receipt to _
ensure that any defence implications would not be overlooked and, as you know,
we do not normally institute any further investigation if enquiries reach us
from the general ‘public.

2. I suggest then a reply should be sent to Mr Ellis on the lines of the
draft attached.

2% Jun 77

Thank you for your M Mp... US of S(RAF)

has written to Tobe... Nss...£59.00P at

E.4...... bavpaseeanesenaes | attach a copy for your

retention, Will you please take the necessary

axecutive action,

APS/US of S(RA
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9i(As), MOD

UFO REPORTS FROM HUMBERSIDE

“Reference At Loose Minute AF/JW234,/77 dated 13 June 1977

1. The UFO reports forwarded with reference A have been

examined and after investigation it is considered that

there were no Meteorological Office balloons and associated
equipment flying in the area concerned at the times of

interest. Also, the descriptions given do not appear to

refer to meteorological phenomena,

2. It may be of interest to note that the Meteorological

Office is not the only organisation in this country which

uses balloon—borne equipment. The army does so for

ballistic purposes, universities sometimes employ similar

techniques in experimental work and there may be others.

Perhaps you can check these possibilities, On the days

in question there was a chance that balloons released by

foreign users over the continent or from ships in the North

Sea could have reached Humberside but we have no knowledge

of this.

tb June 1977

"Met Office (Met 0.9)
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° MINISTRY OF DEFENCE.
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SWIA 2HB

Telephone 01-218 6606... (Direct Diatting)

01-218 9000 (Switchboard)

PARLIAMENTARY UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE

FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE

AB/IW 234/77 4 July 1977

REDACTEDON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT |

«_! sess Ak,

Fred Mulley has asked me to reply to your letter of 31st May

concerning the Press report of an unidentified object seen recently

on the Humberside. I am sorry I have not written before but as so

often happens with reports like this the invesitgation has been

inconclusive.

I should explain that the Department has not the resources to

conduct an independent scientific study into the nature of

unidentified flying objects. We invariably pass reports of sighting

+to-the specialist staffs responsible for the air defence of the

country but it is not possible to pursue enquiries from the public t

the point of positive identification. You will appreciate that some

“reports are necessarily vague and we feel it would not be justifiabl

to ask the staffs to make elaborate enquiries if in their opinion

these would not be necessary in the interests of defence.

The Department have reached that point with the sightings you

referred to in your letter. The five reports received by RAF Binbri

show a marked lack of consistency when one seeks to correlate then

into a group.of events. Three are incomplete and lack significant
information such as the size of the object and its distance relativ

to known landmarks. They refer variously to quite a small silver

triangular shape, to a circular red object 25 feet in diameter, and
three objects, round in shape, with two as big and as bright as 4

star and the third larger and flashing. The other two reports were

fron SS 203 QMho are named in the press cutting

There are certain similarities here. Both refer to an object

measuring20 feet by 3 feet which was either oval or cigar-shaped;

but the cutting mentions a noise like a whirlwind while the report

held by Binbrook records QP as saying there was no sound at

-I am afraid the Department can offer no positive explanation for t

objects, nor why they gave rise to five separate reports. The

descriptions given do not appear to refer to meteorological pheno

The report of the three objects, one of which was flashing, could

a description of an aircraft. travelling at night, possibly with

landing lights on. Flashing lights are standard aircraft equipmer

and are carried above and below the fuselage. Another possibilit;

/that balloons

John Ellis Esq MP
House of Commons
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that balloons were seen. The Meteorological Office were not
flying balloons at the times and places reported but other

organisations, such as universities, sometimes use similar equipment

in experimental work and it may even be thut balloons released

by foreign users on the Continent, or from ships in the North Sea,
reached the Humberside although we have no knowledge of this.

It is all rather speculative and Ian sorry i cannot be more
helpful.

: JAMES, WELLBELOVED )
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HOUSE OF COMMONS

LONDON SWIA OAA

JE/MR “3lst May, 1977

The Rt. Hon, Fred Mulley, MP,

Secretary of State,

Ministry of Defence,

Main Building,

whitehall,

LONDON, SWIA Z2HB

Dear Fred,

Please find enclosed herewith a press cutting
regarding various sightings of an un-identified flying object

which was reported to R.A.F. Binbrook.

T should be obliged if you would investigate

this matter and let me know any comments you would be prepared

to make.

Please return the enclosed press cutting with

your reply.

Yours sincerely,

Je
JOHN ELLIS MP
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By John Alley
“THREE boys watched
transfixed as, less
than a mile away a

at school |

Strange object
hovered over a’
School, :

It was one of fiva
ULF.O, sightings re-
Ported to police on
Humberside within 48.
hours. a

. All were logged at* RAF. Binbrook’ near
, G¥imsbr. and reported to* the Ministry of Defence,

Tha c.g4r-shaped object
7about 20ft. long and 3ft.
high—was seen by! Dale
Rowe. 13. Edmund Ger. .
rard, 13. of Cleave Drive,
and Tony McKee, 13, of

- Hartland’ Close. - Brans-.-» forme. near Huil
it hovered like a « grev

cloud” for several seconds,
“There was a noise like

& whirlwind and it grewlouder and louder before
Moving off.” said Tony,
A Similar object was

Spotied several hours later-
at Burringham, near

‘Scunthorpe, “by Mr. Roy 7Thompson, who also men.Hioned a’ noise Uke aWhirlwind. - 8
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION —- URGENT ACTION REQUIRED —
ee ee ee ee ee ee ee eeeeee

DATE FOR RETURN 12:00 ON THURSDAY 26 MARCH 1998

PQ REFERENCE ot PQ 2434i, 2440i, 2444i, 2446i
PQ TYPE . : Written

SUPPLEMENTARIES REQUIRED? : No

MINISTER REPLYING : PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY
| OF STATE ~ USofS :

LEAD BRANCH ; : SEC(AS) | 7

COPY. ADDRESSEE(S) : PQ 2440i only: DIO, PJHQ

MP'S DETAIL: MRS HELEN JACKSON (LABOUR) (SHEFFIELD HILLSBOROUGH)__ ~

QUESTION :

13|To ask the Secretary of State for Defence, what complaints were
received by the RAF concerning low flying aircraft relating to
24th March 1997. [34607] | oe

15|To ask the Secretary of State for Defence, if RAF/NATO military
were engaged on an exercise over northern England between 9.30 and
10.30pm on 24th March 1997. [36404]

16|To ask the Secretary of State for Defence, for what reasons the
RAF imposed an air exclusion zone around Howden reservoir on the

morning of 25th March 1997. [36408] -

17|To ask the Secretary of State for Defence, what reported
sightings of UFOs were received from the (a) public and (b) police

from the South Yorkshire/Derbyshire area on 24th and 25th March ©

1997. [36402] | . .

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you provide. Departmental instructions on

answering PQs are set out in DCi(GEN)150/97 and can be viewed on the CHOTS public area and on DAWN.
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DRAFTED BY

APPROVED BY ~-

AUTHORISED BY

DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the following answer
and background note are in accordance with with Government's
policy on answering PQs, Departmental instructions (DCI GEN 150/
97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 48/97).

ANSWER:

A number of military aircraft were booked to carry out low flying
training in northern England on the evening of 24 March 1997. The-
Ministry of Defence received 13 complaints about aircraft activity.
for that date from locations across the UK. ‘No reported sightings

of “UFOs" on. 24 or 25 March 1997 were received by my Department. —
A Temporary Danger Area was established on 25 March, centred on

Howden Reservoir, to allow a RAF Search and Rescue helicopter, in_.
response to arequest for assistance from South Yorkshire Police,.
to carry out a search of the area without disturbance by other
military aircraft. Such Danger Areas are routinely established

for Search and Rescue operations.

BACKGROUND NOTE:

1. Mrs Jackson has been the MP for Sheffield Hillsborough since
1992. Her constituency covers the area of the Peak District to

the northwest of Sheffield as far as the Derbyshire border,
including the eastern part of Howden Reservoir. She has not

previously tabled PQs about low flying and these four questions,
and the related PQ 2436i and PQ 24481 (the latter tabled by Ms. -

Helen Jones MP), follow a letter the Department received recently__
from MMM a journalist on the Sheffield Star _

investigating an occurrerice on the Peak District during the 7
evening of 24 March 1997. Copies of the letter and subsequent ~
article (which was written before a reply to his letter could be

sent) are attached. 7

2. The occurrence, contemporaneously thought to have been a
light aircraft crash, remains unexplained. No aircraft were

reported missing on the evening in question and a comprehensive
search of the area, in which a RAF Sea King Search and Rescue

(SAR) helicopter from Leconfield also participated, found no trace
of aircraft wreckage. Sec(AS) received no reports of this
occurrence from members of the public, or any enquiries from the -~_
media until the arrival of "s letter, on 6 March this

year. Given the passage of time, it is not practicable to carry

out any meaningful investigation as radar tapes, which would be
critical in attempting to identify aircraft in the area, would
have been re-used. Moreover, witness recollection of events would

be unreliable.
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s

3. In answering these four PQs, we have interpreted Mrs
Jackson's phrase "engaged on an exercise" in its widest sense as
embracing all military aircraft activity. Without an
investigation. we cannot say with confidence whether military

aircraft were or were not in the area; the only surviving,

centrally maintained indication of activity over northern England

on the evening in question is the Night Low Flying Sector booking
sheets. These show that military low flying:‘was booked to take

place in all four Night Low Flying Sectors in northern England on

the evening of 24 March. There are, however, no bookings for the
area containing the Peak District (Night Low Flying Sector, 3 at
the time of the alleged occurrence (which is mentioned i. ei

is letter) but it is possible that military aircraft were
operating at medium level.

4. The low flying complaints database shows that at total of 13

complaints were received about activity on 24 March 1997, none ef
which were from by residents of the area concerned. The database:

of "UFO" sighting reports has nothing logged,‘for anywhere in the ~

UK during the period 22 March to 26 March 1997 inclusive.

5. Temporary Danger Areas (TDA) are routinely established when~~—
SAR activity is taking place. HQ Military Air Traffic ~
Organisation has confirmed that a TDA was established between 0730

and 1215 on 25 March 1997, centered on Howden Reservoir, to enable
the SAR helicopter from RAF Leconfield to carry out its search

without disturbance from other”’military air traffic.

Copy to:

AS.DD2

DPO{RAF)

RAF Kinloss- PRO Scotland

HQ MATO- Ops(LF).1 ~

Sec{AS)1a oe - --

Date:

26 Mar 98

Files:

D/Sec(AS}/64/3
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2 March, 1998

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am a news reporter working for Sheffield’s evening paper The Star and have

been investigating an incident which occurred on the western outskirts of =

the city on March 24, 1997, which was initially believed to have been a air —

disaster involvinga light plane.

A brief TV documentary on the subject has since appeared on BBC1 in —_

October last year, but the truth behind what caused the incident remains a

mystery, herice this letter to you.

On the night in question between 10.10 and 10.15pm up to 40 separate
groups of witnesses contacted police and emergency services to report seeing

a low-flying object which they believed was a low-flying aircraft in distress

near the South Yorkshire village of Bolsterstone. |

At least two witnesses saw the object appear to disappear behind trees over

Margery Hill, at the highest point of the Peak District moors west of

Sheffield, which conicided with a report of an “explosion” heard by

gamekeepers at the hamlet of Strines, nearby.

Subsequently, South Yorkshire Police initiated a full search and rescue
operation - costing thousands of pounds in public money - involving seven _ _.

Peak District Mountain rescue teams, the West Yorkhire Police helicopter

and, I understand, RAF search and rescue helicopters from RAF Kinloss and

RAF Leconfield. . .

After searching more than 40 square miles of moorland around the Howden

reservoirs west of Bolsterstone, the police called off the search after 17 hours

as no crash site was discovered and no civil aircraft had been reported

missing. | |

Today, the police and civilian rescue teams remain open-minded about the

cause of the incident, but a number of theories have been advanced from a

drug-running operation involving a light aircraft to the misidentification of a



REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

@ orc meteor burning up in the earth’s atmosphere.
Police logs of calls made to them by members of the public suggest there was

a high-level of activity involving military jets in the Derbyshire/ South

Yorkshire area immediately preceding the “aircrash” on the moors. A number

of inidividuals claim to have seen RAF Tornado jets flying northwards

towards the Peak District from the north Derbyshire towns of Dronfield and

Chesterfield between 9.45 and 10pm shortly before the “aircrash”.

However, police say direct contact they made with the RAF at the time of the
incident suggested there was no military activity in the area at the time.

I would be interested to hear any suggestions or theories you may have

which could shed light on the mystery which remains unresolved one year.

later. . |

I enclose an SAE and look forward to hearing from you, |

Your
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‘The Star, Tuootay, March 24, 1998

EXCLUSIVE:

A HUNT for a ‘crashed
aircraft’ which cost tons
of thousands of pounds
could have been sparked
by a military Jet Megally

breaking the sound bar-
er.

Pmergcicy services from
four counties were Invelved
after an explosion was

heard over Peak District
moorland near Sheffield,
Rut it has beon revealed the

Yerrific bing’ which Kparke
the alert vou)d have becn
enuecd bys jet breaking the
sound burrier.

At the tle {he Ministry of
Nefence dented one of tts war
pianos was cespencible for the
exploaton and flash which
caused worrled reeidents to dlat
108 @ yeur ago todsy.

Rut KRdinburch Universit:
siya two sonic Doume record
over Sheitield thi night “cow
only have been caused by a mil-
{tary plane reaching «aperzonic
xpecd”.

A Star investigation showed

hunireds of poagle who took
pat In the operation have been
opt in che dark ever atte,

Hitishorourh MP Helen
Jackson will today ask Defences

aeeae —_

A mountain rescue unit scours the moors. Was the ‘crash’ a Toynado jet, above, (legally breaking the sound harrier?

Crash tha

uth about a jet ‘disaster’ which \
hunt

never was
By Davin CLARKE
Sooretary George Roberton (o
explain the mystery. :

NATO sireral ave forbidden
i beeak the auind harrier over
lang at night to avoid hazards 10
eivilianalr Waffle.

Doasne of pesple -in
Chesterfield, Shetticid and
Warneley rang police lo report

seelyg and hosving low-iylag ;
jet alreraft minutes before the :
wXxplosion echoed across Poak|
Distelel moarland. '

Rmergeney servieus became,
Involved In the operation which
lasted aver 1 hours.

Two hullegptens, including an
“RAF Sea King. Joined hundreds
af mountain reacue peraonnel,
fre crews ond paliog in a search
of ava’ 40 square miles of moore

sow) rogurvals.

At ono stag: airliners landing

at Manchuxler Wore alerted
whor a 10-mile ae onctitelon
2Op: WHS itn <Q over Derby:

shire's Howden roservolr,
Seath Yorkshire potlee claim

no qxplanation was ever found
for the mystery and say they
roman oper minded,
Chief lnsp Christine

Hurbeairy, who wae in charge of
tha xearen operation, cald: “We

got nothing beck frum the ul

tnMe conte} and no reporis of

aircroft filling fo return. Ret
thore is no doubt there waa a
number of phenomina [nelid:
ings very low flying wfrerall”

RAF chiefs remeined Upht-
Vpned bul Yorkshire Water
warkera who helped search
reservoirs were told a mniitary
Jot Was respansjide, :

A senior oMeial said: “1 was
Voll the RAP had admitted there
wes a plane doing a nig Aedes
exerelao and it had fone

Uhrongh the sound barter.”

No flying rules for military aircraft
STRICT rules govern how low pilots ure
allowed to fly over populated areax - but

military planes are exciaded,
A spokesman for the Civil] Aviation

Authority said private pilote wowld face
prayecution If they fly below 1,400 fret
aver e built up area.

Tast your a pilot wax ned and given 4
conditional dlecharge alter planding
Kutlty fo swouping te withht 450 fout of

sh ground above Stonnington in day.
taht.

Witnesses, Indding police Spoctat
Constable Marie-France Tultorsfeld, snid the

mystery alread whieh sparked bet yoar's
alvornxt fiea's was fying ‘extremely jaw’ -
endinthediakt
Murio-Pannve, wijo spotted the plane newt’

Holsterston, sald: “No ight airerall pilot
would fly at that tima of nial boca: (ey!

rely on Laudmnaris (1 navigate. 1 was a lag
aeruptane and all ite wiidowe ware Jit ip
which made tt look even mary odd,”

Acvonding ta aviation weperts fow pilots
would risk their lives and ficenoe by hedae

hopping se lew in davknoss aver a igor

ely.
The purale lod uinny who took part In Oe:

soureh (uy spoculate fhe lot could have
taken the risk becuse he was boing pelt bigs
hucles to take part in a covert deve drop on
the moore.
Rut aviadan expats say the “count opera:

fan” waa mone IiKoly to hive boon a military
ona i

Ex-RAP alltesr Jolin Rencsingten front
Twonttold told Mhe Stars "T dietluctly heard
death a single engived pluie and mimites
lates (wa RAP fois © mesdbly Turnide fight.
ax. T can ascury you that jf the RAP coy

nothing was guing on Mud night ivy me
beitg eoonuniead with the truth.”

14:07 No.014 P.o1

Fao a,
| Sgecadurnn leas Qf
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| EAL AMENTARY ENQUIRY

I have placed at BL on (his folder a-Letter from

2. 1 should | be grateful if you would let me have , by

5 p. mon oe ile’ Mek oe ‘a graft of thePa

letter which you “would ‘advise US of S(RAF). ‘to send in “reply.

together with any other relevant information and papers,

+ if a final reply cannot be draited within this time,

I should ve grateful ifyou would either, return the folder

to the: Private Office with a progress: report and avatt

interim reply, or, if the folder needs. to be. retained in the

branch, advise the Private Office of the position by

selephone (Ext: 1516).

46 Your attention is drawn to Office Instructions

paragraphs 0606-0608, |

5. Any decision that the Department or Service proposes

to take in this case must now be suspended until it has been

reviewed by US of S(RAF). No action should be taken whies

might projudice the final decision.

rite¢
APS/US of. S(RA)



- Me

APS/US of S(RAF)

You will see from Enel 3 that I am making enquiries about this case but it is
obviously going to take time. US of S(RAF) may wish to send an interim reply

to Sir John Langford-Holt on the lines of the attached draft.

‘
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CODE 18-77
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APS/US of S (RAF |

Through Sec Meaf Joe
Copy to:

DD of HQ Sy (MOD)%
. |

4. You asked for a full brief to set Encl 1 in perspective.

Introduction

2. As you know, MOD investigates all UFO sightings reported by members
of the public and others. The arrangements are cotordinated by
S4(Air) and we consult specialist branches as appropriate. But only
the defence implications are considered and we send no more than a

general reply to the correspondent. When people ask to see the MOD

files they are told that communications with other|members of the
public are regarded as confidential and moreover, éven unclassified

files could contain material which has some reference to classified

subjects. For these reasons our UFO records must remain closed under

the rules laid down by ‘the Public Records Aéts which at present

forbid disclosure of files until 30 years have elapsed since the last

action taken upon them.

3. Mr Hennessey is a persistent correspondent on UFOs and as you will
see from the files attached he has been writing since April 1967 or
earlier to the Board of Trade, Home Office, MOD and the Commissioner

of Police. He has also had lengthy correspondencewith the Prime
Minister's Office, Sir John Langford-Holt, MP, Mr Julian Ridsdale

MP, Sir Eric Bullus MP, the United Nations Organisation, other

Governments such as Canada and Australia, and sundry other organisations.

In 1967 HM Embassy in Washington advised that he was well known as a

correspondent to the United States Air Force and td Dr Condon of the

University of Colorado who was then conducting an investigation into
UFOs at the request of the American Government. The Embassy reported

that Mr Hennessey had described himself as having been engaged on

confidential work for the Prime Minister although he hag no official

status. (Flag A). The Foreign Office advised No 40| to treat him with
"some caution" (Flag B). ;

4, In February 1968 Mr Hennessey had a meeting with S4(Air) and

possibly D155. There is no record of the discussion; all we have is

the S4 brief (Flag C) and the letter drafted for the) Prime Minister's
Office (Flag D). . In his correspondence with MOD he} has criticised

amongst other things the way we handle UFO investigations and our
refusal to disclose details of the reports we receive. He is well

aware of the 4O year rule and acknowledged this in December 1971-

(Flag E) and again in his current letter.

5. Mr Hennessey has always written from a London address and we have

no evidence that he has ever resided in the Shrewsbury constituency

of Sir John Langford-Holt. However, Sir John has himself shown a

continuing interest in UFOs (see the numerous letters and Parliamentary

Questions tabbed on file AF/1505/Pt III); and as early as 1968,
S4(Air) speculated on the similarity between the Questions and the
contemporary enquiries received from Mr Hennessey.
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. A - Mr Hennessey's visit to the Meteorological Office -_
6. This visit to Met Oia at Bracknell took place on 19 February. It

‘seems Mr Hennessey has been there before and on this occasion was
accompanied by Mr Rodeghier of the North West University of Chicago

(who is presumably an American National). You will wish to read:

(a) DD Met O(O)'s report at Encl 5

(b) The further comments of DD HQ Sy (MOD)3 and DD RAF Sy 1 at
Encl 9-10. |

?. Two main points emerge in these papers. Firstly, the content of the

material shown to Mr Hennessey was not classified; it came from Merchant

Navy meteorological log books which are already made available to the public
in other ways, although it would have been better to have offered him the
original documents rather than the official files. Secondly, Mr}{Hennessey}
was not supervised when he examined the files.-This contravened the Ministry
of Defence ManualgChapter 714, paras 1417 -.1419. This stipulated that
every visitor is to be escorted while on official premises unless he belongs

to the UK Armed Forces or another Government Department, or is representing

a MOD contractor (and hold suitable security clearance), or is employed in

an official capacity and is well known to the interviewing officer, or is a
member of MOD not in pessession of a Headquarters pass. ;

8. I have discussed this with DD Met 0(0) arid I understand that he took
immediate action to rectify the situation as soon as it came to his notice.

At #his request I am now routing this file through See Met© who may wish

to comment further.

These matters are entirely outside S4(Air)'s province of course and all I
wish to add are one or two footnotes. The new legislation mentioned at
Encl 9 is a reference to the work of the Ministerial Group on Disclosure of

Official Information which (under the Chairmanship of the Prime Minister
I believe), @as considering ways and means of discharging the commitment in
the Government's Election Manifeste "to replace the Official Secrets Act
by a measure to put the burden on the public authorities to, justify withholdin

information". While suitable protection will be sought for, material of a

gneuine security significance it is doubtful whether our correspondence

on UFOS will be included in that category especially as one, of the suggestions

now under consideration is that an Ombudsman should arbitrate on the type

of information witheld. Incidentally, another idea, being discussed outside

the Ministerial Group is that the 30 year-closed period should be reduced to

15 years but this too has still to be examined in detail. Indeed I am told

that it is most unlikely that any new legislation affecting, the present
rules forthe public disclosure of information will be laid: before

Parliament in the near future. Meanwhile, as DD HQ Sy (MOD)3 says, the

regulations require that official files should not be opened to the public

until they have begn sent to a recognised repository. There is of course

no question of handing over any files to Mr Hennessey. See 0S9's advice at
Encl 6. !

9. I should also mention that S4(Air) do not consult Met O01 inthe course

of their enquiries into UFO sightings. We sometimes appeal [to another

branch of the Met Office when it is thought the public might have seen

meteorological phenomena. And from time to time Met 01 send us extracts

from the ships' meteorological logs (and the papers go on to our UFO files).
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But we have not had occasion to bring the MOD UFO investigation
procedure to Met 01's attention; noff indeed was this procedure

widely publicised when the rulles were endorsed by) Lord Winterbotton

in 1970.

Point B - Content of MOD files. :

10. Gontrary to Mr Hennessey! Ss"expectations the Sh files contain very
little of value to a serious scientific investigator. I attach a

typical folder (Flag F) and you will see that alliwe usually get

-back from the specialist branches are short notes saying either they

cannot help or that the sighting can be identified as a commonplace

object. That is not to say that the investigation is not taken

seriously. The branches have their own methods - and: S4(Air) has

"no need to know'! about them ~ but we are aware that D155 for example

sometimes makes extensive enquiries. ‘It is undesirable that even a

hint of this should become public and we are currently consulting

AHB on ways of expurgating the official records against the time

when they will qualify for disclosure.

11. I do not suggest that we go into all that with Mr Hennessey.
He will find out for himself when the 30 years aré up and in the

meantime we need do no more than remind him that we are concerned with

the defence implications only.

Point C -— Retention of 4962 records

12. Mr Hennessey's third point is a quibble and since he says

elsewhere that we should retain our records I can only assume that

he is trying to discredit us. He points out that according to
Mr Merlyn Rees' letter of August 1967 UFO records are generally

destroyed after five years (Flag G). Yet in 1970 Lord Winterbottom

said the-eight year old 1962 reports were still available (Flag H).

There is no inconsistency here. The decision to retain UFO files

indéfinately was taken late in 1967 after Mr Rees'; letter because

of a wave of public interest in UFOs. There was no need to go into

that in Lord Winterbottom's letter and it has taken Mr/Hennessey |
six years to comment on it.

Points D and E - Retention of material at BMEWS and Civil ATC units

13. DD Ops (GE) (RAF) discusses the Ballistic Missile Early
Warning System (BMEWS) material at Encl 7; DD(AP)2,NATS comments

on the point about civil air traffic control- unitsat Encl 8. There

is further advice from DD HQ Sy (MOD)3 at encl 9 are from DD RAF Sy

1 at Encl 10.

44, The main points are:

a. there would Wé°unacceptable costs and storage problems in

the retention of BMEWS tapes and Air Defence radar filn,

and security objections to thewaccumulation and ultimate
disclosure.

CODE 18-77



b. no films are made of civil air traffic service unit radars

c. While some film is made of radar pictures at the déint
(Military/Civil) Air Traffic Control Radar Units and, in future,
more sophisticated records will be made at the London Air Traffic

Control Centre, the question of cost alone would prohibit retention

peyond a limited period

d. there is general agreement that the information already held by

-Mr Hennessey on BMEWS could’ have been obtained without infringing.

the security regulations. An American source is likely eg NORAD

(the North American Air Defence Authorities). be,

|

Other Matters .

15. As it happens, there is another letter outstanding from
Mr Hennessey. He has written to.us at official level about an incident
involving an F111 aircraft on 26 October 1971 and I have discussed this
on AF/PS,529/71 in the context of the previous correspondence. Since there
is saab hers criticism of a former Minister's letter it would be
convenient to deal with this in the reply to Sir John Langford-Holt if
US of S (RAF) agrees.

46. I attach a suggested letter for consideration.

23 Mar 76 J A PEDUZIE

Sh(Air) |

Mis of S(RAF)

I must express regret for the embarrassment: that has been caused by the
failure of staff here to observe the security regulations and to! exercise

proper caution in dealing with members of the public. They have been told of

their error and warned that this is a serious matter and is not to be repeated.

\

1

2e It would appear that the frequency of visits to this Office.iby members of

universities, scientists and others may, by familiarity, have bred if not

contempt at least some relaxation of guard. I have therefore written to all

Directing Staff and Heads of Branches here (copy enclosed) to try to prevent

any similar lapse from occurring. A Met Office Order on the disclosure of

official information (which will be incorporated in due course in our Standing

Instructions) is also in the course of issue to all staff at this Headquarters

and at outstations. !

Ze While not seeking to excuse the degree of latitude that was iallowed toa

these particular visitors I should perhaps explain, witht. reference to para 7

of minute 4, that although it is true that the information made available to

Mr Hennessey was all recorded in MN log books a great deal of work would have

been needed to dig this out of the Archives where the log books are stored only

in date order whereas the information had already been extractediand summarized

on the file. ,

25 Mar 76 for
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J -have placed at - E on this folder a,‘Letter fron

6. Eh =. Hable ey
. 1 should be grater) ifiwould let me have, by
pens on US . r @ draft of thea

V
r
:

‘etter which you “would ‘advise US of> S(RAF) ‘to send in “reply.

together with any other ‘relevant. information and, papers.

3, Ifa final reply cannot be draited within this time,

I should ve grateful ifyou would either return the folder

to the: Private Office ith” a progreess report and draft

interim reply, or, “af the folder needs. to be retained in the

branch, advise the Private Office of the position by

selephone (Ext: 1516).

4. Your attention is drawn to Office Instructions

pa ragraphs 0606-0608.

om fouy decision that the Departmentor Service proposes

to fake in this case must now be suspended until it has been

reviewed by US of S(RAF), ‘No action should ve taken whieh

‘pheht prejudice the final decision.

L APS/US of. S(RAP),
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APS/US of S(RAF)

I attach a suggested reply to Encl 15-16.

(3 | April 1976 J A PEDUZIE
| S4(Air)

CODE 18-77 |
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

_ MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone O1mSEZOIX 218 6666 |

PARUAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE

FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE

AF/BI 84/76 i April 1976

Due Sy Nb
Thank you for your letter of 5th April and for sénding on

the further letter from Mr Julian Herinessey of 43 Walnut Tree

Road, Heston, Hounslow.

The Ministry of Defence have not found it necessary to

draw up a formal definition of Unidentified Flying Objects.

As you know, any flying object which cannot be identified

immediately is of interest to us, but once the defence implica-

tions of the sighting have been examined we do not pursue the

investigation any further.

I note Mr Hennessey's comments about his visit to the

-»- Meteorological Office. I enclose the final batch of UFO

statistics which were prepared before the analysis was ©

discontinued.

| bor fob

(BRYNMOR JOHN) .

Sir John Langford~Holt MP .
House of Commons :

London 3
SW1A OAA



Satellites &

Ore:

Debris

65

UFO STATISTICS - 187 JANUARY 19638 TO 31ST DECEMBER 1973

Balloons

10

14

28

24

Meteorological &Celestial

Objects Natural Phenomena

36 _

27 19

31 16

33 62

17 2

2
49

Aircraft Miscellaneous

414 40

101 17

97 2

160 27

428 5

432 22

A

Unexplained

(Insufficient)
Information

ee

18 3

15

58

44

41

Miscellaneous reports include, hoaxes, the reflection of lights on cloud, flares, fireworks, kites,_

lights on-tall structures, photographic aberrations and bird flocks.





Sir John Langford-Holt, M. _
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| forwarded a copy of your letter of the 29th Marhto Mr. Julian Hennessey and have received the enclosed
reply. —

| would be grateful if you could fet me have
answers to the questions he has posed.

go Se

Brynmor John, Esq., M.P.
Parliamentary Under Secreta ry of State for Defence

for the Royal Air Force,
Ministry of Defence,
Main Building,

Whitehall,

SWIA 2HB.



Brynmor John, Esq., M.P.

Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Defence for the Royal Air Force,

Main Building,

Whitehall, - oe - —

London, SWIA 2HB.

Negi

aah = ee ee eee eee

HOUSE OF COMMONS
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England.

Sir John Langford~Holt MP 1 april 1976

House of Commons 
; _

London Swi. OAs

Dear Sir John

Thank you for the letter from Minister Brynmor John.

I think it essential to state, in fairness to the Meteorological

Staff whom the Minister considers I have taken advantage of, that

my colleague and I identified: ourselves as being from a civilian

organisation and that the photostats were given willingly and not

through any misunderstanding nor deception. a S. .

The Minister should know that there was one individual at the Met
Office who considered that the UFO reports he handled and passed

to the Ministry of Defence may have had security implications.
- These reports were distinctly seperate from the non-classified

“ones we viewed and we were not permitted to view then, nor did

‘we pursue the question of doing so. : Ps xe

‘fhe Minister's letter contains a number of points which require
clarification, however, before referringto them, I would very

much appreciate learning what his Department's definition is of

an unidentified flying object (UFO). I have checked through my

previous correspondence with the Ministry and ean find no

reference to such a definition. 7 ! _ -

To conclude, would the Minister please provide a copy of, his
‘Department !.s-UFO statistics up to the date of discontinuation

in 197!
a 4

3

/Tours Gu. i

fa ianle ey
[7

*

Fi
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4 MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

- . MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SWIiA 2HB

Telephone 01-93 RO2X 218 6666

PaRLIAMENTARY UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE

FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE

AF/BI 84/76 29 March 1976

. deoSe
I néw have the report I called for about the letter you sent

to me on 26th February from Mr J J A Hennessey of Vistula, 43 Walnut

Tree Road, Heston Hounslow.

The material Mr Hennessey saw on his visit to the Meteorological

Office had been extracted from Merchant Navy log books. | From time to

time the more interesting of these observations are recorded in the
"Marine Observer", a journal which is published by HMSO and is on

sale to the general public. The log books themselves are also

available to the public and form part of the National Meteorological

Library permanent archive. Mr Hennessey should consult these sources

if he is interested in the material. It is unfortunate he took

advantage of the Meteorological Staff by obtaining the photostat

copies he has shown you. The decision bo destroy or retain the
files has yet to be taken - he saw only a recommendation)for disposal.

The gift of any files is a very rare occurrence. It is most unlikely

that any Ministry of Defence records would ever be handed over to an

individual member of the public or to any organisation in a foreign

country.

As Mr Hennessey has been told repeatedly, the Ministry of

Defence files on Unidentified Flying Objects contain no more

correspondence than is necessary to establish the possible defence

implications and this may sometimes involve references to classified
material. The files must remain closed to the public under the rales
laid down by the Public Records Acts. Mr Hennessey told) us on
19th December 1971 that he was fully aware of these rules and he has
also referred to them in his latest letter. He should also be

informed that, for obvious reasons, we shall review the files before

their eventual publication in order to eliminate any information of.
a classified nature,

There is no inconsistency between Merlyn Rees' letter of

14th August 1967 and Lord Winterbottom's letter dated 26th March 1970.

The decision to retain UFO records indefinitelywas taken between»

/these' two

Sir John Langford~Holt MP

House of Commons

London

-SWiA OAA



Mese two dates. It was not necessary to go into that when Lord
Winterbottom wrote to you in 1970.

I can offer no assurances about the material at Fylingdales

or within the Air Traffic Control Organisation. | The retention of

BMEWS tapes and air defence radar film is ruled out because of the
cost and the problem of storing the accumulating material. There
are also security objections. No films are made of civil air

traffic control unit radars. ;

I would also like to deal with the attached letter dated

25th February which Mr Hennessey has addressed to my Department
on the subject of the F111 activity on 26th October 1971. There

are now no records available to provide the details Mr Hennessey

requests. Nor can we help him with the statistical analysis of

UFO reports. These analyses were discontinued in 1974 and it is

no longer possible to provide the figures.

oy

(BRYNMOR JOHN)
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LOOSE MINUTE . °

Seo Met 0/6146

All Deputy Directors

All Assistant Directors _

and Heads of Branches cc: DG Met 0

~ DS Met 0
DR Met 0

File AR /W582/76

ACCESS TO OFFICIAL RECORDS BY MEMBERS OF THE PUbuIC

1. A recent incident in which two members of the public, one a foreign national,
were given unsupervised access to a branch copying machine to make copies of entries
on @ registered file dealing with Unidentified Flying Objects Sishtings has led_to
Parliamentary correspondence that has caused serious embarrassment to the Minister
for the RAF.

2. <A number of points arise out of this incident on which guidanceis now offered
in order to prevent similar occurrences.

\

UFO Information

3. It may not be generally known that MOD investigates all UFO "sightings" reported
by members of the public et al, although the investigation is confinedto the defence

implications and does not extend to the wider scientific aspects. These arrangements
are co-ordinatedty (Air). As a general rule S4(Air)'s reply to the correspondents
merely explains in’ general terms that the Department is «nceerned with the defence
implications only. If people ask to see the MOD files on UFOs they get the standard
reply that although the correspondence may be wiclassified any communication between

the Department and another member of the public must be <+.reated as confidential and

UFO records must remain closed to purlic serutiny until vasy become available under
the rules laid down’in the Public Records Acts at the end of 30 years. This policy
was endorsed by Ministers io 1970.

4. There is one possible exception to the general rule given above; an apolication

would be considered seriously if it came from a major scientific organization of high

standing with strong reasons for obtaining access to the official records. No

application of this calibre has been received to date.

5. If a request is received in any part of the Met Office from a member of the
public for information on UFO sightings or investigations sa( Air) is therefore to be
advised in the first instance. |

Disclosureof Official Information in General

6. The Official Secrets Acts provide for the security of all official information,'

whether classified or not and, as MOD Manual 4 para 1602 makes clear, discretion and

eare are necessary in relation to all official papers, Asi a general rule access to

official files is not to be given to persons outside Covegnment Service even where
material contained in these files is published elsewhere or is available in another

form to members of the public. A distinction is to be draim in this respect between
material in the Library Archives, which is available to members of the public, and
material in Registry Archives, which is not. °

| (UNCLASSIFIED , |
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Other Considerations —

7. Further points arising from this particular incident are:

a. Visits by members of the public to HQ Branches of the office are to be
cleared with ADs or Heads of Branch (MOOM 6.9.1).

b. Such visitors are to be escorted while they remain on Met Office property
(MOD Manual 4 para 2004).

c. ADs and Heads of Branches are to ensure that reproduction and photocopying
equipment in their branches is adequately safeguarded both during working hours
and in the silent hours to prevent its unauthorized use (MOD Maxual 4 para 1453).

&. <A Met Office Order will be issued in due course to give wider dissemination to
some of these points but you are requested meanwhile to bring them to the attention

of members of your staff, and to officers in charge of outstations under your control,
who may have similar contacts with members of the public.

EG Slater
for Sec Met 0

23 March 1976

UNCLASSIFIED
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LOOSE MINUTE ~ —_

AP/Bd 84/76

S4(Air) <—

Copy to:

DD HQ Sy(MOD)3

ETTER ABOUT

NIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS FROM SIR JOHN

We spoke about E9(DHQ Sy 13/2/1 of
19 Mar) to which I have nothing to add,
DD HQ Sy 3 having come in Paras 4 and 5
to the same conclusion as I had before
I got that far in his minute. As I
understand you intend to reply on the
lines he has set out, there is no point
in my pursuing the security probl

_“” G BIGGAR
) Gp Capt

22 Mar 76 DD RAF Sy 1



©@ ose wrt - 0/m0 sy 13/2/UN ASSIFI Ven e
Sh... ‘Air) (thro! DD RAF Sy 1)

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD HOLT MP to US OF S (RAF)

1. This minute contains our co-ordinated commants from HQ Sy on the issues raised
by this letter. I am sending it through DD RAF Sy 1 as he may well have an interest

in certain aspects.

Mr_Hennessey's visit to the Meteorological Office

2. With an organisation like. the Meteorological Office» one of whose principal|
functions is to inform the public, it is always difficult to know where to draw
the line in disclosing official information. In that the information collected

on the files that Mr Hennessey inspected was, according to DD Met 0(0), extracted
from log books which are available for public consultationg, it is difficult to
argue on theegrounds that Mr Hennessey. should have been denied a sight of the
files themselves > unless they contained assessments and views generated within
the Met Office. Moreover, HMG is. considering ways of increasing public access
to official. information, and the Met Office mayhave anticipated legislation to
this effect. However, until there is new legislation, it is incumbent upon all
officials to observe the present policy, which is not to allow public access to
files until the review process. is completed, and they have been sent to a
recognized depository. — Here the. Met Office may have been. ineautious » and
Mr Hennessey 's. needs could have been met by referring him to the relevant parts
of the log books. r appreciate that this is a fine bureaucratic distinction,
and one that may not make much sense to practical. men in the Met Office, but
once exceptions | are made, requests - are received from other quarters 5 and the
Service has a duty tobe even-handed ‘within the present pelicy.

3. We are rather more concerned with a certain laxity in the physical. security
revealed by paragraph 2 of DD Met 0(0)'s loose minute,Vnder the rule in MOD
Man Chap 1h paragraph. 1h19, any visitor who does not fall into one of five
elearly defined categories is required to be escorted while on official. premises.
This rule has gained in significane in the current phase of terrorist activity
in the UK. So far as I know Hennessey had no status that entitled him to be

left to his own devices unobserved while he was examining the Metrological
Office records, The rules are compulsory, and no local discretion in their

interpretation is permitted - a fact which should be drawn to the attention of
the staff concerned. ; ;

S_information

he We do not see, that al Hennessey 's reference to the BMEWS rejection rate
i ; ch. It's the Rare ¢of figure that could be picked up

; } DD Ops. (GE) (RAF) has pointed

ve data is a security risk), rétention is
space, as the tapes could nob be released for

- many| security reasons set out by DD Ops (GE)(RAF). I think that
Sir jokn."tangtordctiolt shouted be informed that Mr Hennessey's suggestion is
unacceptable for these reasons >» particularly in a time of restriction on public
spending and reductions on the Civil Service.



e anformation from Civil ATG units and ‘other defence units!
5... Similarly, with the film produced by the air defence unit mentioned by
DD Ops (GE)(RAF), it seems that security considerations > although compelling, are
secondary to the cost of developing, ‘storing and reviewing any film retained,
which rule out any such retention. The same considerations apply to film and
tape from Joint Air Traffic Control Radar Units. This is not really our
field, and DD RAF Sy 1 will no doubt wish to comment.

(4 Mar 76 RG HARFORD
DD HQ Sy (MOD) 3
Mt 1/28 MB 7376

Céeygrictey
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LOOSE MINUTE

Q)

AP/CX 1528/72

aeSh (Air)

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LETTER FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD-HOLT

MP TO US OF S (RAF)

Reference:

AF/1505/III dated 5 Mar 76

1. Reference asked for comment on two points. concerning the
release of Service records for UFO research:namely, BMEWS and

Radar film information. Our comments are as follows:

Ae BMEWS Information. Mr Hennessey's referenceto the
monthly BMEWS rejection rate of 800 non-ballistic radar
targets a month could well be a figure gleaned from a

NORAD release based on the 3-site system.: We assume that

he really means uncorrelated accelerating targets, in which

ease the figure is a reasonable average (In the case of

Fylingdales, it is nearer 450 a month). Whilst data on
such targets could be easily extracted from site historical

tapes, the accumulation of this information over a period.
would lead: to the disclosure of classified system perforn-

ance details and this we cannot condone. On the matter of

data retention, BMEWS historical tapes are cleared for re-

. use after a period of 28 days. This practice is due mainly

to the cost and storage factors involved. However, should

an event take place warranting corroboration from Fylingdales,

we would expect initiation of such a task within this 28 day

period to allow for on-site comparison with stored data.

b. Air Defence Radar films. Only one air defence radar
unit currently has the equipment to produce radar film,

The films are treated as Secret and are retained for 28

days, so that:any unusual phenomena or special tracks may

be examined, In the event that no investigation is required
the films are then destroyed by fire. Storage considerations

preclude routine retention for longer than this period. These

films could provide a trained observer with comprehensive

classified information on the radar's performance and its
resistance to electronic countermeasures, For these reasons

we strongly resist the release of the radar films |to outside
agencies,

1% Mar 76 N G COLVIN
Group Captain

DD Ops(GH) (RAF)
MB 257 7892 MB
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Head of S4(Air)

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE |

I

MAIN BUILDING, WHITEHALL, LONDON, S.w.t!t

| TELEPHONE 01 SSHMOOMEK 278 6666

PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE

FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE

AF/BI 84/76 Jl March 1976

Fa

”dd:Fee all on yo beet

Thank’ you for your letter of 26th
February and for forwarding the comments
you have received from Mr Julian Hennessey-
of "Vistula", 43 Walnut Tree Road, Heston,
Hounslow on the subject of Unidentified
Flying Objects.

I have arranged for my Department to
look into the points Mr Hennessey raises
but will write again as soon as possible.

(oq—ol

(BRYNMOR JOHN).
Sir John Langford-Holt MP

House of Commons

London

SW1A OAA



LOOSE MINUTE

/
V

S4( Air)

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LETTER FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD-HOLT. MP to US of S(RAF)

AF/1505/111 )Reference:
AF/7464/72 +) dated 5 Mar 76

16 The Reference (para.6) asks me to comment on the suggestion th

film taken at "civil air traffic control units" should be retained.

2. It is not NATS policy to take film of civil air traffic servic
and, in fact, no such films are made.

Ze There are, however, civil control consoles established at the

Traffic Control Radar Units (JATCRUs) and film is made of the radar
used by these civil positions by virtue of the fact that it is MOD
take radar films at the JATCRUs. These films are developed only in

incident or accident and all un-processed'film is retained for 30 days only.
suggestion to develop all films so taken would be costly.

lat radar

e unit radars

Joint Air

pictures

policy to

case of an

Any

4, In the future,it is intended to record digitised radar infor

fed into the London; Air Traffic Control Centre (LATCC). This will
multi-track digital ‘tape and not on film, but will be capable of re
through the LATCC computers to provide a record of the air situatio!
any of the radars fed into LATCC.

will be ‘such that, to keep costs within reasonable limits, these re

to be kept for 15 days only.

DP d SMITH

Group Captain--

DDC(AP)2 NATS

Room T1005 Ext 2429

Space House

10th March 1976

The quantity of digitised inform

tion being

be stored on

processing

as seen by

tion so stored

cords are intended



LOOSE MINUTE ~

p/os9/5/76

S4( Air

Copies to:

DD Met 0(0)
DD of HQ oat
DD Ops (GE)(RAF

DDC(AP)2

- Mr J) A Peduzie 4

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LETTER FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD-HOLT, MP, TO

US OF S(RAF

1. We spoke about your loose minute (AF/1505/III: ar/7464/72
March.

) of the 5th
It is most unfortunate that Mr Hennessey appears to have been supphied

with photostat copies of the disposal recommendation forms (RAF Form 5659A

relating to at least 2 of the files concermed.

2. <I suggest it be explained to Mr Hennessey that a completed RAF Form
56594 merely records the recommendation of the desk officer about the disposal
of a file at the time he passes it to the registry for closure

constitute a decision either to retain the file permanently or

This decision is taken later when the file is finally reviewed

of the Departmental Record Officer to determine its disposal. |
of the interest in URO, records on the subject, other than tho

3 it does not

to destroy it.

by the staff

And in view

se of a purely

routine nature, are likely to be considered worthy of permanent’ preservation
at this final review stage.

3- On the general questionof the disposal of public records

aware that those not selected for permanent preservation (in +
Office or other approved place of deposit) are normally destro
under Section 3(6) of the Public Records Act of 1958 the Lord

you will be

he Public Record

yed. However,

Chancellor may

appreve the disposal of records in some other way and at the request of
Departments the Lord Chancellor has, on occasion, agreed to gi

to approved bodies such as museums and universities.

however, that he would agree to the handing over of public rec

individual or to an organisation in a foreign countxy.

O Mar 76 P WHITELOCK
089

ES 2010 Ext

fte of records

It is most unlikely,

ords to an
|
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‘The arrangements are co-ordinated by S4(Air).

LCOSE MINUTE

AF/1505/TII

AF/7464/72

DD

DD

oS 9

DD Ops (GE) (RAF)

DDC CAPI2

Met O(0)

of HQ Sy (MOD)3.

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LETTER FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD-HOLT, MP TO US OF S(RAF)

1.5 I attach a letter and enclosures which US of SCRAP), has recei

John Langford-Holt, MP about the records we keep dn Unidentified F

ved from Sir

Lying Objects.

The constituent, Mr Hennessey, has been plaguing us for years and US of S(BAF).

has asked me to prepare a full brief on this current correspondenc

points - labelled B and C - are matters for S4(Air) and I need not

with them. However, I would be grateful for your early advice on

POINT A - Mr Hennesssey's visit to Meteorological Office

2.

Ce Two of the

trouble you

the following:-

It may not be generally known that MOD investigates all UFO "sightings"

veported by members of the public et al, although the investigation is confined

to the defence implications and does not extend to the wider scien

The procedure is to

comments to specialist branches such as Ops(GE)2(RAF), DI 55 and,

Met O09, but the public are not informed of the results.

with the defence implications only.

3.

the standard reply that the correspondence may be unclassified but

tific aspects.

refer the public's

men appropriate

As a general rule S4(Air)'s|
reply to the correspondent merely explains in general terms that we are concerned

If, like Mr Hennessey, people ask to see the MOD files on UFOs, they get

any communication

between the Department and another member of the public must be treated as

confidential. Furthermore, even "open" files might still have a be

classified material such as relevant radar film. For these reasons

must remain closed to public scrutiny until they become available 1

laia down in the Public Records Acts ie at the end of 40 years. Th

possible exception here; an application would be considered serious

came from a major scientific organisation of high standing with str

obtaining access to. the records.

received to date.

But no application of this calib:

ty oP
ua bihis policy was endersed by Ministers in 1970 and it has been

Mc Hennessey's MP on at least one occasion.

the rules on his recent visi. to the Meteorologic.3 Offices. Would

saring on

s UFO records

mder the rules

nere is one

sly if it

ong reasons for

re has been

explained to

He new anpears to have got round

DD Met 0(0)
please let vs heve full detaiis of this visit and commenton such points as how it can

to be arranged, what really went on and how Mr Hennessey!) managed to get acc

DD of HQ Sy (MOD}% will also wishthe files which he alleges he inspected?

omment. And on|a separate point, would O59 please pee
Oo Mr Hounessey!'s suggestion that

ld be handed over to him?

TSEAL”,

HES the
if t

o

he files are.to be destroyed

ea

ess

official

they



POINT D - BMEWS information

De Mr Hennessey seems to have some acquaintance with Fylingdales as well.

‘I should be grateful if DD Ops(GE)(RAF) would advise on the accuracy of the
attached comments, and on the current practice for retaining the BNEWS

mapnetic tapes.

for ultimate discinsure, but also on the wider fuptications. Wha

me is how Mr Hennessey got his information in the first place. D

point the need for reform in existing security arrangements? Shou

American authorities be informed?

POINT E - Information from civil ATC units etc

f,

AP6. Would DDC(AP)2 and DD Ops(GE)(RAF) please comment as necessa
further suggestion that radar film taken at civil air traffic con

"other Defence Units" should also be retained? Is this practical

Sy(MOD)3) are there any security objections?

Ge The Minister has asked for the full brief before 16 March.

comments as soon as possible please?

a

. wef 2ebarin,
a“ *
S March 1976 J A penlaie
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: Sir John Langford-Holt, M.-P.
on key RFJKR ee)ze

|

|

° i Whatath thts4fl-cf ©@) HOUSE OF COMMONS abort 5a
CaLONDON SWIA OAA &

26th February, 1976

ao Fe

Mr. Julian Hennessey,

‘Vistula’

43, Walnut Tree Road,

Heston, Hounslow

| enclose a letter with enclosures from

Mr. Hennessey and would be grateful if you

could let me have answers to the various

questions he has posed.

fn

hen RLS Pe

Rt. Hon. William Rodgers, M.P.

Minister of State,

Ministry of Defence,

Whitehall,

S.W.1.
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24, February 1976 W—

. ~ |
Sir John Langford~Holt MP

House of Cormons |

London Sw |

|
: |

Dear Sir John

With reference to our previous communications regarding the retention

of UFO records by the Ministry of Defence, and more, specifically the
26 March 1970 letter from Lord Winterbottom in which he stated, "The

Ministry of Defence hold UFO records from 1962 onwards. These records

will not be destroyed..", I recently visited the Marine Division of

va

-+
;

the Meteorological. Office in Bracknell, which is under the auspices of

the Ministry, and was accompanied by a colleague, an astrophysicist
from the Center for UFO Studies in Evanston, Tllinois which is directed

py Dr J Allen Hynek, former Chief Civilian UFO Consultant to

for over 20 years.

During our visit,

observations made by shipsat sea, These three files, all o
are unclassified, contain a number of reports which would be

definite scientific value to the Center. However, as can be

the USAF

we viewed three files appertaining to resorted UFO
f which

of

seen from

the attached vhotostats, one of the files, located in the Meteorological

Office's Main Building Registry, is due for destruction in l 978. Another

file, at present im the Met.0l Annexe in Eastern Road, Bracknell, is

recommended for destruction in 1991. In view of the nature

files, and subsequent low-interest value to the Ministry, I

make formal application that they be given me, as a research

of these

herewith

associate

of the Center for UFO Studies, in the year they are recommended for

destruction, for onward transmission to the Center for compu

A letter confirming my associateship with the Center can be

required.

Regarding the 30-year ruling on UFO records held by the Mini

ter study.

given if

stry, I
would also like to seek the Minister's assurance that these records

will also contain full data appertainingto the Ministry's i

of the reports including the findings and records of Science

MAIS, STCOC, HQ IL GP, Suf(Air) and any other body involved i

and evaluation ofF then.
In a letter dated 1h August 1967 addressed to Wing Commander

Bullus MP, Mr Merlyn Rees stated that UFO records were being

after a 5-year period and that if any report appeared to be

interest, it would be retained. Since it was not until 1970

decision was made not to destroy UFO records, I would be int

learn why those of 1962 were retained and not destroyed in 1

Regarding other potential sources of UFO data, am also inter

learning for what length of time magnetic tapes from BMEWS a

I have on good authority that the rejection rate on the syst

non-ballistic radar targets a month. Tapes from the NORAD C

have been checked by one scientist and found to have contain

lated tarzets of scientific interest to UFO research. It

reasonable to assume the BMEYS rejection figure cf 800 a mon

contain such data’ and should, like written records, be retai

ddition, becauseof the selectivity of the BMEYS System, an}

films taken by the Ministryat local civil air traffic contr

which show UFOs should be retained as well ag those from oth

units. Perhaps the Minister would give some assurances in t
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| PALDTANENTARY EROULRY
2

I have placod at Ey on this folder a:Aptter fron

__ TeheEs MP a

2. i should be grateful if you would Let me have, by

5 pm. on gt! Tames V7 , a draft of the

letter which you “would advise US of S(RAF) $0 send in rep:ly.

together with any other relevant information ang papers.

3. If a final reply cannot be draited wathin this time,

I should be grateful if you vould either return the folder

to the Private Office with a Progress: ‘report and. avatt

interim reply, or,at the folder needs to be retained in the

branch, advise the Private Office of the position vy

selephone (Ext 7516).

46 Your attention is+ dravn to Office Instriietions
ws ES eeBAe a ° bo

ir
e

9aragraphs 0606- 0608.

5. ny decision that the Departmentor Servicd proposes

to take “in this case must now be sussponded until it has been

reviewed by US of S(RAF). ‘No action should be taken whieh
i

Bight prejudice the final decision. |

Sor® Ry
APS/US of S(RAF)



ADI/DI55

Copy Met o9|

You will see from the enclosed correspondence that a Member of
Parliament has asked us to investigate a recent press report
about alleged UFO sightings on the Humberside. I should be

grateful if you, and Met 09 to whom I am copying this, would
advise on the reply that should be sent to Mr Ellis.

(3 June 1977 J A PEBUZIE
$4( Air)

M3

Sh(AIR)

ALLEGED UFO SIGHTINGS

1. Ref your M2, Parliamentary Paper and reports which have been annotated A-E,
herewith the following comments:

a. Reports show a marked lack of consistency if we attempt ta corelate

them into a group of events.

b. Except for reports A & E, the reports are incomplete and lacking in
meaningful information such as object size and distance relative to known

fixed landmarks.

c. Reports A & E could refer to the same object as tlhe descriptions are

vaguely similar arid the directinn of movement in each case is N-S. However

the object could not have been travelling at aircraft speed, as alleged in E,

as 1s hrs separates the sightings - one in Hull, the other at Seunthorpe.

d. In report © the 3 objects, one of which was flashing, could have been a

reference to an aircraft travelling at night possibly with landing lights on.

The flashing light would be the standard GRIMES light carried above and below

the fuselage.

e. The Press Report itself is inconsistent with the facts reported in A & E.

- It was Mr Thomson} in A, who described the object as being "oval shaped,
20 ft long and 3 ft high". According to Dale Roe, in E, the objject made no

noise at all.

f. We have spoken to MET 16 who consider that the timing of the release of

Met Balloons at Gt Yarmouth and Edinburgh and the wind direction at the time

rule out any likelihood of an explanation being found based on Met Balloons.



2. In conclusion we can offer no positive explanation for the objects

allegedly sighted except that the object, in report C, could have been an

aircraft with landing lights illuminated. Nor, on the evidence available, can

we suggest why a spate of reports should have been made in the Humberside area

within a 48 hrs period.

In a negative gense it can be reasonably stated that the objects reported

upon were not Met Balloons.

\

VV gune 1977 D ASTERAKI
ADI/DI55



||
|

My | File AF/JW234/77

_ APS/US of StRAP)

1. You will see from Minute 3 and Encl 7 that we are unable to account for
these UFO sightings on the Humberside. In accordance with our standard
practice copies of the reports went to DI55 and Ops(GE)(RAF) on receipt to
ensure that any defence implications would not be overlooked and, as you know,
we do not normally institute any further investigation if enquiries reach us
from the general) public.

2. I suggest then a reply should be sent to Mr Ellis on the lines of the
draft attached.

Jefedonye
2% Jun 77 J A PEDUZIE

S4 (Air)
MB 8241 7066 MB

s4Qvr) - MW Pedasre (1 ms
Thank you for your M Mp... US of S(RAF)

has written to Tobe... Fis... F5¢.0F at

EQ ee | attach a copy for your

retention. Will you please take the necessary

executive action.

FRY

1 Tuy 77 .. /US of S(RAF)
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| ©

LQQSE MINUTE | |

NS868/73/itet 0 9
si(AC+), MOD |

UFO REPORTS FROM HUMBERSIDE

Reference A: Loose Minute AF/JW234,/77 dated 13 June 1977

1, The UPO reports forwarded with reference A have been
examined and after investigation it is considered that
there were no Meteorological Office balloons and associated:

equipment flying in the area concerned at the times of

interest. Also, the descriptions given do not appear to

refer to meteorological phenomena.

2. It may be of interest to note that the Meteorological

Office is not the only, organisation in this country which
uses balloon-borne equipment. The army does so for

ballistic purposes, universities sometimes employ similar

techniques in experimental work and there may be others.

Perhaps you can check these possibilities, On the days

in question there was a chance that balloons released by

foreign users over the continent or from ships in the North

Sea could have reached Humberside but we have no knowledge

of this,

vA June 1977 J H ALBION
Room 10k,

Met Office (Met 0 9)
Bracknell

Ext 2309

T
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| MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SWiA 2HB

Telephone 01-218 6666 . (Direct Dialling)

| 01-218 9000 (Switchboard)

PARLIAMENTARY UNDER ‘SECRETARY OF STATE 1

FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE |

|
I

|
|

|

|
|AF/IW 234/77 1:duly 1977

Deu LL,

Fred Mulley has asked me to reply to your letter of 31st May

concerning the Press report of an unidentified object seen recently

on the Humberside. I am sorry I have not written before but as so

often happens with reports like this the invesitgation has been

inconclusive.

I should explain that the Department has not the resources to

conduct an independent scientific study into the nature of

unidentified flying objects. We invariably pass reports of sighting:

-to the specialist staffs responsible for the air defence of the

country but it is not possible to pursue enquiries from the public tc

the point of positive identification. You will appreciate that some

reports are necessarily vague and we feel it would not be justifiabls

to ask the staffs to make elaborate enquiries if in their opinion

these would not be necessary in the interests of defence.

The Department have reached that point with the sightings you

referred to in your letter. The five reports received by RAF Binbroc

show a marked lack of consistency when one seeks to correlate them

into a group of events. Three are incomplete and lack significant

information such as the size of the object and its distance relative

to known landmarks. They refer variously to quite a small silver

triangular shape, to a circular red object 25 feet in diameter, and t

three objects, round in shape, with two as big and as bright as a

star and the third larger and flashing. The other two reports were

from Mr Roy Thomson and Dale Roe who are named in the press cutting.

There are certain similarities here. Both refer to an object

measuring20 feet by 3 feet which was either oval or cigar-shaped;

but the cutting mentions a noise like a whirlwind while the report

held by Binbrook records Dale Roe as saying there was no sound at all
-I am afraid the Department can offer ‘no positive explanation for the

objects, nor why they gave rise to five separate reports. The

descriptions given do not appear to refer to meteorological phenomene

The report of the three objects, one of which was flashing, could be

a descriptionof an aircraft travelling at night, possibly with

landing lights on. Flashing lights are standard aircraft equipment

-and are carried above and below the fuselage. Another possibility is

/that balloons

John Ellis Esq MP
House of Commons

London SW1A OAA



that balloons were seen. The Meteorological Office were not
flying balloons at the times and places reported but other
organisation , such as universities, sometimes use similar equipment
in experimental work and it may even be thst balloons released
by foreign users on the Continent, or from ships in the North 5ea,
reached the Humberside although we have no knowledge of this.

It is at rather speculative and I'am sorry i cannot be more

ae | soos

helpful.
|

: JAMES WELLBELOVED )
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JE/MR _ ‘31st May, 1977

The Rt. Hon. Fred Mulley, MP,

Secretaryof State,

Ministry of Defence,

Main Building,

Whitehall,

LONDON, SW1A 2HB

Dear Fred,

Please find enclosed herewith a press cutting
regarding various sightings of an un-—identified flying object

which was reported to R.A.F. Binbrook.

I should be obliged if you would investigate

this matter and let me know any comments you would be prepared

to make.

Please return the enclosed press cutting with

your reply.

' Yours sincerely,

Aust
JOHN ELLTS MP

j
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hovering

at school —
By John Alley

THREE boys watched

transfixed as less

than a mile away a

strange object

hovered over a

school,

tT was one of five

U.F.O. sightings re-

ported to police on
Humberside within 4&

hours.

All were logged at
R.A.P. Binbrook, near
Grimsby. and reported to
the Ministry of Defence.

Thea elgar-shaped object
—ahout 20f. long and 3ft.

high—was seen by Dale
Rowe, 13. Edmund Ger-.

rard. 13, of Cleave Drive,
and Tony McKee, 13, of
Hartland Close, . Brans-.’

hoims. near Huil.
It hovered like a “erev

cloud’ for several seconds.

“There was a noise like
® Whiriwind and it grew
louder and louder before
mov.ng off,” said Tony.

A similar object was
Spotted several hours later”
at Burringham, near,

Scunthorpe, by Mr. Roy
Thompson, who also men-
tioned a noise like a
whirlwind, . :
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION ~ URGENT ACTION "REQUTRED
KKK

DATE FOR RETU

PQ REFERENCE

PQ TYPE

SUPPLEMENTARI

MINISTER REPL

LEAD BRANCH

COPY ADDRESSE

FOCI ITO ICR ITI A TTI ICI RR TOT ATCT I ee ae eo He ae

FOI IOI IOI III IOI III III ICICI IOI TOI IOI I FOI I TO te
|

RN : 12:00 ON THURSDAY 26 MARCH 1998

PQ 2434i, 24401, 2444i, 24464
: Written |

ES REQUIRED? : No

PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY
OF STATE + USo£S

YING

: SEC(AS)
E(S) : PQ 2440i only: DIO, PJHO

er and background note must be authorised by a civil
servant at Senior Civil Service level or a military officer at

one-star level or above who is responsible for ensuring that the

information and advice provided is accurate_and reflects
Departmental [Instructions on answering PQs (DEI GEN 150/97).

- Those contributing information for PQ answers and background

notes are responsible for ensuring the information is accurate.

- The attached checklist should be used by those drafting PQ
answers and b

and those res

note as an ai

- If you o

answered seek

associated wi

‘MP'S DETAIL:

UESTION

13|To ask the

received by t

24th March 19

15|To ask the

were engaged

10.30pm on 24

16|To ask the

RAF imposed a

morning of 25

17|To ask the

sightings of

from the Sout

1997. [36402]

ackground material, those contributing information

ponsible for authorising the answer and background

d to ensuring that departmental: policy is adhered to.

r others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are
advice from a senior civil servant in or closely

th your area. | ~

MRS HELEN JACKSON (LABOUR) (SHEFFIELD HILLSBOROUGH)

|

Secretary of State for Defence, what complaints were

he RAF concerning low flying aiferart relating to

97. [34607]

Secretary of State for Defence} if RAF /NATO military
on an exercise over northern England between 9.30 and

th March 1997. [36404]

Secretary of State for Defence, for what reasons the
nN air exclusion zone around Howden reservoir on the
th March 1997. [36408]

Secretary of State for Defence, what reported
UFOs were received from the (a), public and (b) police

h Yorkshire/Derbyshire area on 24th and 25th March

REMEMBER you are accoitane for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you provide. Departmental instructions on
answering PQs are set o tin DCi(GEN)150/97 and can be viewed on the CHOTS public area and on DAWN.



- 1992.

DRAFTED BY

APPROVED BY

AUTHORISED BY

DECLARATION:

97), and the

ANSWER:

A number of military aircraft were booked to

_training.in northern England on thé evening

Ministry of Defence received 13 complaints a
from locations across the UK.

24 or 25 March 1997 were receiv

A Temporary Danger Area was established on 2

Howden Reservoir, to allow a RAF Search and

response to a request for assistance from So

a search of the area without di

Such Danger Areas are ro

for Search and Rescue operations.

for that date

of “UFOs" on

to carry out

military aircraft.

BACKGROUND NOTE:

1. Mrs Jackson has been the MP for Sheffie

Her constituency covers the area of -t

of Sheffield as far as the Der

eastern part of Howden Reservo

previously tabled PQs about low flying and t

-and the related PQ 2436i and PQ 24481 (the 1
Helen Jones MP), follow a letter the Departm

from David Clarke, a journalist on the Sheff

investigating an occurrence on the Peak Dist
evening of 24 March 1997.

article (which was written before a reply to

the northwest

including the

sent) are attached.

2.

G7/Sec(AS)2

Martin Fuller

SCcS/Head of Sec(AS)

I have satisfied myself that

and background note are in accordance with w
policy on answering PQs, Departmental instru

Open Government Code (DCI GEN 4

original s igned

original signed

Copies of the let

the following answer

ith Government's

ctions (DCI GEN 150/

8/97).

carry out low flying

of 24 March 1997. The

bout aircraft activity

No reported sightings

ed by my Department.

5 March, centred on

Rescue helicopter, in

uth Yorkshire Police,

sturbance by other

utinely established

ld Hillsborough since

he. Peak District to

byshire border,

ir. She has not

hese four questions,

atter tabled by Ms

ent received recently

ieId Star

rict during the

ter and gubsequent

reported missing on the evening in question

search of the area, in which a RAF Sea King

(SAR) helicopter from Leconfield also partic

of aircraft wreckage. Sec(AS) received no r

/his letter could be

The occurrence, contemporaneously thought to have been a
light aircraft crash, remains unexplained. No aircraft were

and a comprehensive

Search and Rescue

ipated, found no trace

eports of this

occurrence from members of the public, or any enquiries from the

media until the arrival of Mr Clarke's lette

year. Given

r, on 6 March this

the passage of time, it is not practicable to carry

out any meaningful investigation as radar tapes, which would be

critical in attempting to identify aircraft
have been re-used.

be unreliable.

Moreover, witness recoll

in the area, would

ection of events would



-Sec(AS)1a

3. In answering these four PQs, we have interpreted Mrs

Jackson's phr

embracing all

ase "engaged on an exercise" ini its widest sense as

military aircraft activity. Without an

investigation we cannot say with confidence whether military
aircraft were

centrally mai

on the evenin

sheets. Thes

place in all

the evening o

+ or were not in the area; the only surviving,
ntained indication of activity over northern England

ig in question is the Night Low Flying Sector booking
e show that military low flying was booked to take

four Night Low Flying Sectors in northern England on

f 24 March. There are, however, no bookings for the
area containing the Peak District (Night Low Flying Sector 3A) at
the time of the alleged occurrence (which is| mentioned in Mr

Clarke's letter) but it is possible that military aircraft were
operating at

4. The low

complaints were received about activity on 24 March 1997,

which were from by residents of the area concerned.

medium level.

flying complaints database shows that at total of 13

none of

The database

of "UFO" sighting reports has nothing logged) for anywhere in the
UK during the period 22 March to 26 March 1997 inclugive.

|

5. Temporary Danger Areas (TDA) are routinely established when
SAR activity

Organisation

and 1215 on 25 March 1997,

is taking place. HQ Military Air Traffic

has confirmed that a TDA was established between 0730
centered on Howden Reservoir, to enable

the SAR helicopter from RAF Leconfield to carry out its search

without disturbance from other military air traffic.

Copy to:

AS.DD2

DPO(RAF)

RAF Kinloss - PRO Scotland | --

HQ MATO --Ops(LF)1

Date:

26 Mar 98

Files:

D/Sec(AS)/64/3



2 March, 1998

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am a news reporter working for Sheffield’s evening paper The Star and have

been investigating an incident which occurred on the western outskirts of

the city on March 24, 1997, which was initially believed to have been a air

disaster involving a light plane.

A brief TV documentary on the subject has since appeared on BBC1 in
October last year, but the truth behind what caused the incident.remains a

mystery, hence this letter to you. |

On the night in question between 10.10 and 10.15pm up to 40 separate

groups of witnesses contacted police and emergency services to report seeing
a low-flying object which they believed was a low-flying aircraft in distress

near the South Yorkshire village of Bolsterstone. ~~ ~~

At least two witnlesses saw the object appear to disappear behind ‘trees over

Margery Hill, at the highest point of the Peak District moors west of

Sheffield, which conicided with a report of an “explosion” heard by

gamekeepers at the hamlet of Strines, nearby. | _ |

Subsequently, South Yorkshire Police initiated a full search and rescue

operation - costing thousands of pounds in public money - involving seven

Peak District Mountain rescue teams, the West Yorkhire Police helicopter

and, I understand, RAF search and rescue helicopters from RAF Kinloss and

RAF Leconfield. |

After searching more than 40 square miles of moorland around the Howden

reservoirs west of Bolsterstone, the police called off the,search after 17 hours

as no crash site was discovered and no civil aircraft had been reported

missing.

Today, the police|and civilian rescue teams remain open-minded about the
cause of the incident, but a number of theories have been advanced from a

drug-running operation involving a light aircraft to the misidentification of a



_ Yorkshire area im

¥

bolide meteor burning up in the earth’s atmosphere. |

Police logs of calls made to them by members of the public suggest there was

a high-level of ac

of inidividuals cla

towards the Peak

Chesterfield betw

However, police s

incident suggeste

I would be interested to hear any suggestions or theorie

which could shed

later.

I enclose an SAE

een-9.45 and 10pm shortly before the ‘

d there was no military activity in the

light on the mystery which remains u

and look forward to hearing from you,

|
tivity involving military jets in the Derbyshire/South

imediately preceding the “aircrash” on the moors. A number

im to have seen RAF Tornado jets flying northwards
District from the north Derbyshire towns of Dronfield and

aircrash”.

ay direct contact they made with the RAF at the time of the

area at the time.

S you may have

nresolved one year



é

baze te Office

‘ 5

yy Section40

Tho Btar, Tuestay, March 24, 1998
I— LocaL News +

Ege

A HUNT for a ‘crashed
aireraf’ which cost tens
of thousands of pounds
could have heen sparked
by a militery Jet iMegally
byeaking the sound bar-
rier.

.. Bmergaicy services from
-foar countlea were Involved
after an uxplasion was

~Yieard over eak District
moorland near Sheffield,

“Rut it hag heon revealed thy
8errifie bang’ which kparked
the alert could have been
entec by a jet breaking the

T eound burricy.

=at the timc the Ministry of
Defensa dented one of tts war
Himes was responsible for the
‘expjoeion and flash whith
caused worrled residents ta dint
{09 & year ano todiy.

* Rut Rdinburgh Valversit;
- snye two sonic Doume record

Socyreta

Amountaln rescue unit scours the moors.

mystery.

NATO aireralt ave forbidden
to break the suand barrier over

eht to avoid hazards to

explain U
marge Robertson to

sow) Yonurvalrs,

EXCLUSIVE: Truth about a jet ‘disaster’ which -
sparked a massive moor

las the ‘orash’a Tornado jel, above, Wegally breaking the sound harrier?

; Two hiltegpters, Ineluding an
RAK Sea King, Joined hundreds
of mountaln negoue pereonnel,

_ fre crews anid pation Ina search
of ava 46 equiare miles of moors

At ane xtagr airliners Janding

at Manchoxter Were alerted

hunt

1

got nothing back frum the uly
trate control and no reports af—

airerat\ filling fo return. Mat
there is no doubt thdre was a
number of phonominia lnched:
ing a Vory low flying #ieerall.”

RAF chiefs remviged tht:
Npned but Yorkshire Waler

25 MAR "98
14:07 No.o14 P.o1

Fa. a

over Shoiticld that night "sowed
only have been caused hy a mull.
itary pine reaching «aperzonic
xpecki".

A Slav investigation xhowrd
hundreds of poupie who took
sayt In tht: operation have bean

Dozens peaple fa olor a 10-mile alr oxelitsion

Chesterfield, Sheftield and © zone was imposed over Derby:
Narnsley fang police lo report : shire's Howden roservolr.

sealys anil hoaming low-ly!lng ; Sash Yorkshire pollee claim
jot alreraft minutes before the: no axplanalion wos ever found

wxplysion| echoed across Peak for the mystory and say they
Vistelel nyoarland. + femal apan minded,

warkors who helped keareb

reservoirs. were told § military
jot Was responsibte, |

A santo offtelial said: “f was
tolit the RAP had admitted there
was 4 plane doing a night-time
exerelge and it had gone

STRICT yules povern how Jow pilots are
allowed to fly over populated ureax - but

apt in Cho dark ever aires, Rmergency servieos béesame. Chief Insp Chritetine — Urrough the sound byerter.”

Hiisheroush MP Helen jnvoly the operation which Hucben who 2 in cha ‘ if iJacke will today ask Defepos — lasted nver 18 hours. tha reared operation, rad: We H

No flying rules for military aircraft
niyxter'y alivrat widel oparkod Lut year's
alvenash fiea's was flying ‘extremely Jaw’ ~

seureh ty speculate Oye lot cmukt have
taken (he rick becnust be was helo pol bis

q miliary plates are excluded, andin thediaki huclos to tike part in a covert diyyse dip on
& spokesman for dhe Civil Avistion Mario-Peane, who spotted the plane yeu! the ntoors. H ;

- Authority said private pilots would face! Kolstonctone, anid: “No light niveralt pilot Rul aviation experts say the “povert opera-
e prayecution if they My below 1,000 feet awould fly at that shana of night bocausy they’ tian” was mere ikely ¢o have been a milttary

over & built up area, rely on Landmarks tr navigete. It was a tag ona, j
Past year a pilot was fined and given gq aeruptane and all ite windmwe were Jit yp EX-TRAP officer Jolin Roassdingten ton

condiional dlecharge alter pleudiny which ninde it Joak oven mane add,” Twontield told The Star: “Tt dict{netly heard
1 guilty fo swooping te within 450 fool of Awording to aviation ogperte fow pilots doth n single engiived plane and! minutes

the ground above Stonington in duy- would risk thelr lives and ficaioe by hedae Later (wo TAP Jolie. pacadidy Tama fight.

Kit. hopping so low In dautenees aver a niger ers. T can assure you that [f the RAP cay
Witnesses, Including policn Speqial ely. nothing waa going on thud night they ae

Constable Marie-France Tuitormald, said (he The purale Jed many who took peut In die bettie ecomomfeal with the tal.” :

Ce al Osean ay ameneceeamd .

vhs tires ee FOE A rae te ' i
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From:

Sent: 29 August 2006 16:12

To:

Subject: -authorised: Freedom of Information Requests

Thank you for responding so quickly. These will go out to the applicants today.

GSI .GOV.UK]

Information Requests

As promised I've taken a look at you responses. They all look, fine to me. I note that
you have been as factual] as possible in your replies so apart] from a small amount of

exempt info they get the lot.

i

I'll assume that they ave all going out in the next day or two. Well done.

Regards

gsi.gov.uk]

dom of Information Requests

Importance: High

At last I have the Ministers approval to send the responses to four of the

FOI requests referred to yourselves. Please see attached my draft

responses. I have not attached all the papers as these are not held

electronically and there are rather a lot of them. If you are content I

will get these off to the applicants.

The Cases are:

Case Refi: 5438

ase Ref: |5437

Case Refi: 5334

Case Ref :5338



*

The final case is still being worked on and I will contact you

about this asap.

Regards

Ministry of Defence

Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information

5th Floor, Zone BI Section 4q

Main Building

Whitehall

LONDON

SW1A 2HB

snail: SERIO0d.uk

i

|

|
'
|

|

This e-mail (and any attlachment) is intended only for the attention of the

addressee(s). Its unauthorised use, disclosure, storage or copying is not

permitted. If you are no

and inform the sender by

Internet e-mail is not a

intercepted and read by

whether to send material)

This e-mail (whether you

recorded and retained by

monitoring / blocking soa

at any time. You have a

composing or forwarding

t the intended recipient, please dest

return e-mail.

secure medium. Any reply to this mes

someone else. Please bear that in min

in response to this message by e-mai

are the sender or the recipient) may

the Department For Constitutional Af

ftware may be used, and e-mail conten

responsibility to ensure laws are not

e-mails and their contents.

roy all copies

sage could be

d when deciding

i

be monitored,

fairs. E-mail

t may be read

broken when



Low Flying Training

Helen Jackson: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence (1) what complaints were
received by the RAF concerning low-flying aircraft relating to 24 March 1997;

[36407]
|

(2) if RAF/NATO military aircraft were engaged on an exercise over] Northern England

between 9.30 and 10.30 pm on 24 March 1997; [36404]

(3) for what reasons the RAF imposed an air exclusion zone around Howden

reservoir on the morning of 25 March 1997; [36408] |

(4) what reported sightings of UFOs were received from the (a) public and (b)
police from the South Yorkshire/ Derbyshire area on 24 and 25 March 1997.

[36402] |

Mr. Spellar: A number of military aircraft were booked to carry out low flying

training in northern England on the evening of 24 March 1997. The Ministry of

Defence received 13 complaints about aircraft activity for that date from locations

across the UK. No reported sightings of "UFOs" on 24 or 25 March 1997 were

received by my Department. A Temporary Danger Area was established on 25 March,

centred on Howden Reservoir, to allow an RAF Search and Rescue helicopter,

30 Mar 1998 : Column: 415 | |
|

in response to a request for assistance from South Yorkshire Police, to carry out a
search of the area without disturbance by other military aircraft. Such Danger Areas

are routinely established for Search and Rescue operations.
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etm ocction40
Sent: 24 August 2006 17:34

Ce:

Subject: RE: Ministerial Submis

In the last of several discussion

take a view on disclosure when

refrained from saying that it wa:

appropriate for the Minister to b

is to think not — or if he was apy

information.

Although the Background Notes

sion

s this afternoon with Ine ddKed me why the Minister had been asked to
the advice we were all giving him implied that there was effectively no choice (I

s therefore perverse to disagree!). We then discussed whether it had been

e consulted in the first place and, having seen your submissions, my inclination

proached it should just have been to ask him to note the intention to release the

s are within the scope of s.36, the same could!be said about virtually all
information. It is obviously nec

invoked, but this is not invariab

cases where the subjectis part

note’ submission/press lines ar

Assumption that advises disclo

level. | therefore agreed with

the basis that you had the necé
also intend to involve DCA).

essary to secure Ministerial endorsement when the exemption needs to be
y the case when a decision has been reached that release is appropriate. In
icularly high profile and therefore likely to be reported by the media then a ‘to

advisable, but otherwise — and particularly where there is a Working

ure — | think it is possible/better to limit clearance to those involved at working

4(® would not broach the Minister again and that you would proceed on

‘ssary ticks in the box from your own higher management (and | know that you

te

| hope you are content with this and that it will allow = to meet Meindeadline. | am out of office on Friday,
but if you want to discuss the p EMwitibe around.rinciples further both ends

From

Sent: 24 August 2006 16:21

T

Subject: FW: Ministerial Submiss

Importance: High

Section 40 nnn / Under Secretary of State

From

Sent: 10 August 2006 11:48

Subject: Ministerial Submission

Importance: High

Please see attached another Ministerial Submission regarding a Freedom of Information Request involving Section 36
(Prejudice to the Effective of Publi

documents we propose to release

and will send in due course.

Regards

DAS-FOI

29/08/2006

c Affairs) of the Freedom of Information Act. Please let me know if you wish to see the

| have one more FOI request relating to Section 36 which | am currently working on
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Sent: 10 a 2006 15:00

To:

Subject: ee

On the 5 July | informed you that !

regarding Parliamentary enquiriesji

be able to provide you with a resp

substantive response by this date

edom of Information Request 04-07-2006- 162649-001

was conducting a Public interest Test for your Freedom of Information request

in 1976 and 1977, and a Parliamentary question in 1998 and | estimated that | would-
nse by the 8 August 2006. Unfortunately it has not been possible to provide you with a

and your request will take a little longer than first estimated. | expect to be able to

provide you with a final response by 25 August 2006. If there are any further delays } will, of course, inform you.

Yours sincerely,

Ministry of Defence

Directorate of Air Staff- Freedom «

5th Floor, Zone Scotian He)
Main Building

Whitehall

-LONDON

SW1A 2HB

e-mail:das-ufo-office @ mod.uk

10 August 2006

10/08/2006
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REQUEST FOR INFORMATION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE FREEDOM
OF INFORMATION ACT 2000 |

ISSUE

1. The MOD has

briefing papers te

Parliamentary Q

full request is atta

qualified exempt

(Prejudice to the

RECOMMENDATION

received a Freedom of Information request for background
) Official responses to two Parliamentary Enquiries and a

uestion concerning Unidentified Flying Objects. Details of the

ched at Annex A. This information falls within the scape of a

on of the Freedom of Information Act, namely: Section 36 —

effective conduct of public affairs).

TION

2. That the Minister approves the release of this information for the following
reasons.

TIMING

3. Routine.

BACKGROUND

4. The applicant has requested three pieces of information. Two relate to
responses to Pa

Parliamentary Q

at Annex A. The

Information requ

5. This informati

fliamentary Enquiries in 1976 and 1977 and the third toa
uestion in March 1998. Details of the full request is attached

applicant has made a number of previous Freedom of

ests regarding Unidentified Flying Objects (UFOs).

on falls within the scope of a qualified exemption of the
Freedom of Information Act, namely; Section 36 (2)(b)(i) — (Prejudice to the

effective conduct of public affairs) as it relates to information that would, or

would be likely to, inhibit the free and frank provision of advice. As this,is a

qualified exempt on it is necessary for the MOD to consider whether there are
overriding reasons why disclosure would not be in the public interest.



6. The Freedom of Information Act requires the Department to consider each

request individually taking into account the circumstances of the case. Against

disclosure of the information in all three cases is the need to insure that

officials are able|to provide Ministers with free and frank advice in support of

draft answers provided to parliamentary enquiries and questions without this

advice becoming public knowledge. Routine release of such information could

inhibit this process and therefore prejudice the effective conduct of public

affairs. In accordance with S.36 (2)(b)(i) of the Freedom of Information Act

2000, this would|not be in the public interest.

7. However, this must be balanced against the public need to be assured that
the official answers provided by Ministers are accurate and not misleading.
Often the background information will reveal the research involved in arriving
at the answer and provide some clarity to the response. The age of the

information and the content of the advice must also be taken into account

when considering the harm that may be caused by releaseat this time. In this

case, two of the pieces of information are more than 30 years old and the third

is now 8 years old. The information relates to correspondence between MPs

and the Department regarding the retention of MOD UFO related records and

two particular UFO sightings which generated press articles. These papers

reveal no information that could be considered to be harmful today and the
public interest thy refore fallsin favour of release. |

8. A number of other exemptions were considered to be relevant to these
documents. The first two of the applicant’s requests concern information that

has been selected for The National Archives, so S.21(1)( c) — (Information
intended for future publication) was considered. However, a date for transfer

is not currently known so it has been concluded that it would not be
appropriate to withhold the information on this basis. Some documents made

comments concerning the actions of a member of the public and in

accordance with|S.38(1)(a)— (Health and Safety) consideration was given as

to the harm that may be caused to the individual’s physical'or mental health

by the release of this information. It has been judged that there is no
evidence that such a harm would be caused and this information should not

therefore be withheld. Some of the documents contain details of the names

and addresses of members of the public who have corresponded with the

MOD. Release of this personal information could lead to an invasion of their

privacy so this information has been removed and will be withheld in —

accordance with|absolute exemption S.40(2)(a)- (Personal Information).

Names of MOD personnel who provided internal advice are considered not

relevant to theinformation requested and these have been removed.

9. A draft letter to the applicant providing details of all the publi interest
considerations is attached at Annex B.



PRESENTATIONAL ISSUES

10. The subject of UFOs attracts a lot of public and media attention. This

applicant makes |regular Freedom of Information requests and appears on

internet websites. He is a part time author and has media contacts. It is likely

that any information released to him could be shared with a wider audience.

DAS—FOl

Authorised TM

DAS-Sec AD



Annex A

| want to make al request under the Freedom of Information Act on the subject
of UFOs. Can you send me paper copies of the following: |

a) Contents of the file relating to a Parliamentary enquiry by Sir John

Langford-Holt MP on behalf of his constituent Julian Hennessy. | believe the

file covers the period 1976-79 roughly and the reference is AF/BJ84/76.

b) Contents of the file relating to a Parliamentary enquiry by Mr John| Ellis on
UFOs in 1977, MoD reference MR/122505.

c) Copies of the) background notes and briefing papers supplied to John
Spellar MP for use in his replies to written questions by Helen Jackson MP in
the House of Commons in March 1998. As you may or may not know, these

questions do not specifically relate to UFOs but are about two unexplained

"sonic booms" reported in the Peak District on 24 March 1997 at around the
time that a search was conducted for a suspected light aircraft crash (no
aircraft was subsequently reported missing).



| Annex B

DRAFT

1. | wrote to you on 5 July 2006 informing you that your request for copies of

the contents of two files relating to parliamentary enquiriesin 1976 and 1977

and the background notes and briefing papers supplied to John Spellar MP

regarding written parliamentary questions in 1998, had beén considered to fall

within the scope of Section 36 (Prejudice to the effective conduct of public

affairs) of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and the MOD was therefore

required to consider whether there are overriding reasons why disclosure

would not be in the public interest. | also informed you that'two of these

requests may fall within the scope of Section 22 (Information intended for

future publication). On review of the documents it has become apparent that

further exemptions may be applicable as provided below. These

considerations have now concluded and | am writing to provide you with the

outcome. Each request will be addressed separately.

2. Your first request was for a paper copy of the contents of file AF/BJ84/76 —
Sir John Langford-Holt MP, Mr J Hennessy, UFO Enquiry. | can confirm that

the MOD holds this file and all the relevant papers have been considered for

release. These documents contain information which falls within the scope of

a number of exemptions of the Freedom of Information Act 2000, namely;

S.22 (Information intended for future publication), S.36 (Prejudice to the

effective conduct of public affairs), S.40 (Personal Information) and

$.38(Health & Safety).

3. First, we took into account the age of the information and the fact that it
has been selected for future transfer to The National Archives. If transfer was
i have been appropriate to withhold this information at this

time in accordance with S.22(1)(c) of the FO! Act and provide advice as to the
timing of availability at The National Archives. Our enquiries have, however,
revealed that there is currently no firm date for transfer and it has been

concluded that it would not be in the public interest to withhold the information

at this time on this basis.

4. The documents include internal discussion and advice provided bya

variety of MOD departments which fall within the scope of $.36(2)(b)(i).

Against disclosure of this information is the need to insure that officials are

able to consult colleagues internally and provide Ministers with free and frank

advice in support of draft answers provided to parliamentary enquiries.

Release of such| information could inhibit this process and therefore prejudice

the effective conduct of public affairs. This would not be in the public interest.

This has, however, been balanced against the age and content of the advice

provided in the background papers and it has been concluded that the release

of this information now would not prejudice this process. The public interest

therefore falls with release. |



5. The file also includes correspondence between Mr Hennessy and his MP

which contains details of Mr Hennessey’s home address and telephone

number. This falls within the scope of absolute exemption S.40 (2)(a). It has

not been determined whether Mr Hennessy still resides at this address and

release of this information could lead to an invasion of his privacy. This

information will not therefore be released. The name of another individual

who accompanied Mr Hennessy on a visit to the Meteorological Office will

also be withheld for the same reason.

6. Finally, the documents contain comment and internal advice regarding

Mr Hennessy’s contacts with various government departments and actions on

a visit to the Meteorological Office. Consideration has been given to whether it

is likely that a harm could be caused to Mr Hennessy’s physical or mental

health by the release of this information and if so whether S.38(1)(a) of the Act

applies. It has been judged that there is no evidence that such a harm would

be caused and the public interest therefore falls with release.

7. It is concluded that the public interest favours partial release of these

documents with minor redaction and a copy is therefore enclosed with this

letter. The information that has been removed consists of Mr Hennessy’s

home address and telephone number and the name of another member of the

public which are withheld in accordance with S.40(2)(a) of the Freedom of

Information Act. Mr Hennessy’s name and signature have also been removed

throughout the documents because while it is appreciated that you are aware

that they relate to Mr Hennessy, his identity in relation to these documenis is

not in the public domain. Names of MOD officials who provided advice have

also been removed as these are not relevant to the information you have

requested.

8. In your second request you asked for a copy of file MR/122505 — John

Ellis, UFOs. | can confirm that the MOD holds this file and all the contents

have been considered for release. These documents consist of information

which falls within the scope of a number of exemptions of the Freedom of

Information Act 2000, namely; S.22 (Information intended for future

publication), S.36 (Prejudice to the effective conduct of public affairs) and

S.40 (Personal Information).

9. As with the previous request we first considered S.22 (1)( c) given the age

of these documents and their future transfer to The National Archives. There

is however, no firm date for transfer of these documents and as before we

consider that the public interest under this section favours release.

10. The documents contain internal discussion and advice provided by MOD

departments which fall within the scope of S.36(2)(b)(i). As detailed above, the

release of this information could inhibit MOD officials ability to provide free

and frank advice and this would not be in the public interest. We have taken

into account the age of the documents and the content of the advice and

concluded that the release of this information would not prejudice this process

and the balance of public interest therefore favours release.



11. The file also contains a number of UFO sightings reported to the MOD by

members of the public which include their names and home addresses. This

information falls within the scope of S.40(2)(a). Release of this information

could lead to an invasion of the privacy of these individuals and this

information will not therefore be released.

12. It is concluded that the public interest favours partial release of these

documents with minor redaction and a copy is enclosed with this letter. The

information that has been removed consists of the personal details of

members of the public who made UFO reports to the MOD which are

withheld in accordance with S.40(2)(a) of the Freedom of Information Act and

names of MOD officials who provided advice which have been removed as

these are not relevant to the information you have requested.

13. Your final request was for copies of the background note and briefing

papers supplied to John Spellar MP for use in his replies to written

parliamentary questions from Helen Jackson MP in March 1998. | can confirm

that the MOD holds information relevant to this request and these papers

have been considered for release. These documents consist of information

which falls within the scope of two exemptions of the Freedom of Information

Act 2000, namely; S.36 (Prejudice to the effective conduct of public affairs)

and S.40 (Personal Information).

14. The documents contain internal advice to Mr Spellar regarding the

background to these questions which falls within the scope of S.36(2)(b)(i).

As with your two other requests, the release of this information could inhibit

Officials ability to provide free and frank advice to Ministers and therefore

prejudice the conduct of public affairs which would not be in the public

interest. However, we have considered the contents of this advice and

concluded that the release of this information would not prejudice this process

on this occasion and the balance of public interest therefore favours release.

15. The documents also include a letter from a member of the public which

contains their name and contact details. This information falls within the scope

of absolute exemption S.40(2)(a) and will not therefore be released.

16. Itis included that the public interest favours partial release of these

documents with minor redaction and a copy is enclosed with this letter. The

information that has been withheld consists of personal details of a member of

the public which are withheld in accordance with S.40(2)(a) of the Freedom of

information Act, plus names of MOD officials and internal guidance notes on

answering parliamentary correspondence which are not relevant to the

information you have requested.

17. | hope this is helpful. If you are dissatisfied with our decision to refuse

some of this information or you wish to complain about any aspect of the

handling of this request, then you should contact the undersigned in the first

instance. Should you remain dissatisfied, then you may apply for an internal

review by contacting the Director of Information Exploitation, 6th Floor, MOD

Main Building, Whitehall, SW1A 2HB. (e-mail: Info-XD @mod.uk).



18. If you are still unhappy following an internal review, you may take your

complaint to the Information Commissioner under the provisions of Section 50

of the Freedom of Information Act. Please note that the Information

Commissioner will not investigate your case until the MOD internal review

process has been completed. Further details of the role and powers of the

Information Commissioner can be found on the Commissioner's website,

http://www. informationcommissioner.gov.uk

Yours sincerely,
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Sent: 20 July 2006 11:14

Subject: RE: FOI Request

lam content for my email to be released. Since then Hayes has closed and the OWOB element the subject of

asbestos contamination!

n 40

From: Semen
Sent: 20 July 2006 09:39

To:

Subject: FOI Request

lam currently dealing with an FOI! request for background information to a PQ in January 2001. The PQ asked “what is ©
the highest classification that has been applied to any Ministry of Defence document concerning Unidentified Flying

Objects”. The answer given was “The highest classification is Secret’.

(j
o)

The background papers contain the attached email from you giving information about MOD file holdings and
classifications and | would be grateful if you could advise me whether you are happy for this to be released. Your name

and contact details will be removed. | also attach a copy of the background note so you can see what was said there.

Regards

20/07/2006
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Sent: 05 July 2006 15:44

rmmmmscction 40
Subject: Internet-authorised:Freedom of Information Request

I am writing concerning your email of 3 July regarding your Freedom of Information request for copies of two

files relating to Parliamentary enquiries in 1976 and 1977, and background information to written parliamentary

questions in March 1998. Your request has been registered and allocated with the reference number 04-07-

2006-162649-001.

I can confirm that the Ministry of Defence holds the information you have requested. We believe this

information falls within the scope of a qualified exemption: $.36 — Prejudice to the effective conduct of public

affairs. In addition, the information you have requested at paragraphs a) and b) are amongst records prepared |

- for transfer to The National Archives and it may be the case that these also fall within the scope of qualified

exemption S.22- Information intended for future publication. We are currently making some enquiries

regarding the timing of possible transfer and if it is found that the records are not likely to be transferred in the

near future, $.22 will not apply.

With regard to your comments about exemption 36, it may be helpful if I clarify that the Freedom of

Information Act requires that where a Qualified exemption applies to requested information the Department is

required to consider whether the Public Interest ways in favour of disclosure or release. Each request is

considered individually taking into consideration all the circumstances of the case and the fact that we are

conducting a Public Interest Test for the information you have requested does not mean that the information

will be withheld, as the result of the Public Interest Test may ultimately favour release.

The Freedom of Information Act requires us to respond to requests promptly and in any case no later than 20

working days after receiving your request. However, when a qualified exemption applies to the information

and the public interest test has to be conducted, the Act allows the time for response to be longer than 20

working days. A full response must be provided within such time as is reasonable in all circumstances of the

case and, in relation to your request, it is estimated that it will take a further 25 working days to make a final

decision on where the balance of public interest lies. It is therefore planned to let you have a response by 8

August 2006. If it appears that it will take longer than this to reach a conclusion I will let you know.

If you are unhappy with the response or wish to complain at this stage about any aspect of the handling of this

request, then you should contact myself in the first instance. Should you remain dissatisfied, then you may

apply for an internal review by contacting the Director of Information Exploitation, 6th Floor, MOD Main

Building, Whitehall, SW1A 2HB (e-mail Info-XD@mod.uk).

If you are still unhappy following an internal review, you may take your complaint to the Information

Commissioner under the provisions of Section 50 of the Freedom of Information Act. Please note that the

Information Commissioner will not normally investigate your case until the MOD internal review process has

been completed. Further details of the role and powers of the Information Commissioner can be found on the

Your sincerely,

Ministry of Defence

Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information

5th Floor, Zone

05/07/2006
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@ Sign Historical Group S

The U.K. Government and UFOs

By Julian J.A. Hennessey

In July 1967, the author received a communication from The Rt. Hon. Harold

Wilson, OBE PC MP, then Prime Minister of the United Kingdom stating, "As

reports of these objects (UFOs) continue to appear from many parts of the world,

it is quite understandable that there should be a growing interest in seeing some

responsible effort made to seek explanations of these phenomena." Yet, whilst

reports of UFOs continue to be made in the United Kingdom, the Ministry of

Defence fails to take cognizance of them from a scientific standpoint and belie the

words of the former Prime Minister by claiming, according to Mr. Merlyn Rees,

Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Defence for the Royal Air Force, in

August 1967, just one month later,

"Of the many reports received here...the vast majority have proved to

have very simple, even mundane explanations. The number of

unexplained reports is very small; and there is nothing to indicate that we

would not have discovered that similar explanations applied to these

unexplained reports also, had we had sufficient and precise information to

work with."

If such contradictions existed on other more sensitive issues of the day, a

Minister or even a Government may well be forced to resign. As it is, such a

contradiction, on what the Ministry considers is purely a defence matter, makes

mockery of the British principle of 'collective responsibility’.

On what premise does the Ministry investigate UFO reports? According to a

March 1970 letter from Lord Winterbottom, a successor to Mr. Rees, "This

Ministry investigates reports of UFOs because of their possible implications for the

air defence of the United Kingdom." Then, in May 1970, another letter from Lord

Winterbottom, via Sir John Langford-Holt MC, MP, stated, "The Ministry of

Defence has not carried out a general study on the scientific significance of UFO

reports; as you know our interest is in possible defence aspects of reports."

Therefore, without studying reports from a scientific standpoint, the Ministry is

able to explain them away and, as we see, claims to have no ‘unidentified’

cases... a truly remarkable record which must place the Ministry in a super-

investigative class of its own. Even when the U.S. Air Force's Project Blue Book

closed down, it officially listed 701 'unidentifieds'.

As in the United States, the then British Air Ministry began investigating UFOs

in 1947 when they first emerged into public limelight following the now famous

sighting by private pilot Kenneth Arnold on 24th June of "nine peculiar-looking

aircraft" without tails, which flew in a chain-like line and "swerved in and out the

high mountain peaks” north of Mount Rainier, Washington. In the United

Kingdom, the first reports to claim public attention were made by Service

personnel involved in the NATOs "Exercise Mainbrace" which involved 8 NATO

countries including 80,000 men, 1,000 planes and 200 ships under the direction

of Britain’s Admiral Sir Patrick Brind. On 19th September 1952, during "Exercise

Mainbrace," 3 Flight Lieutenants and others from the Coastal Command

Shackleton Squadron H.Q. at Topcliffe, Yorkshire, England, were watching a

Meteor jet coming down at an altitude of 5,000ft to land at Dishforth RAF Station

when they first observed a silvery circular-shaped object at an altitude of

10,000ft travelling 5 miles astern of the aircraft at a lower speed, but on the

same course. The object maintained a slow forward speed for a few seconds and

then started to descend in a swinging pendulum fashion from left to right. The

http://www.project1947.com/shg/hennessey/hennessey.htm 20/07/2006
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Meteor turned to start its landing run and the object started to follow it for a

@ few seconds before it stopped its descent and hung in the air rotating on its own
axis. It then accelerated at tremendous speed westwards, changed course, and

disappeared southeast within 15-20 seconds. Each eye-witness attested that the

subject was

about the size of a Vampire jet, and that they had never seen anything like it

before. After 11 weeks of intensive investigation, the Air Ministry could offer no

explanation as to the identity of the object and when a question was put to Mr.

Ward, Secretary of State for Air, several years later, he replied "No object was

identified." Many other reports were made by participants of the NATO Exercise,

including one by 6 RAF pilots who unsuccessfully attempted to intercept a shiny

spherical object that approached them from the direction of the fleet in the North

Sea. On the return to base, one of the pilots looked behind and again observed

the object coming after him. On turning to intercept the object, it sped once

again into the distance and out of sight. The object was tentatively identified as

a balloon, but the Air Ministry later admitted that it could not be positive. On the

20th September, personnel on the U.S. Aircraft Carrier Franklin D. Roosevelt

observed another silvery spherical object which was photographed in colour by

reporter Wallace Litwin who was taking shots of aircraft landing on the flight

deck. The series of photos, which have never been made publicly available, were

reported by the late Captain Edward J. Ruppelt, the USAF UFO Project Chief, to

have "turned out to be excellent. He had gotten the superstructure of the carrier

in each one and judging by the size of the object in each successive photo, one

could see that it was moving rapidly.” No definite identification of the object has

been made by either the U.S. or U.K. authorities.

In the 1950s, one of the most prominent proponents of UFOs was the late Air

Chief Marshal Lord Dowding, former head of the RAF Fighter Command during the

Battie of Britain, who stated in an article for the London Sunday Dispatch on July

16th 1954, "I am convinced that these objects do exist and that they are not

manufactured by any nation on earth. I can therefore see no alternative to

accepting the theory that they come from an extraterrestrial source." This

statement, coupled with the following account from the London Reynolds News of

June 16th 1954, caused great consternation in the Air Ministry,

"In room 801 of what was once the Hotel Metropole, Britain's Air Ministry

is investigating Flying Saucers...and that's official... At airfields all over

Britain, fighter planes are kept ready to intercept, and if necessary

engage, any unidentified flying object within combat range...(the room's)

existence was admitted last night by an Air Ministry spokesman. He

disclosed that it had been investigating Flying Saucer reports since 1947.

‘We have something like 10,000 on our files,’ he said."

Following these disclosures, which also showed that, as in the United States,

there were two factions in the Ministry pro and con the existence of UFOs, which

the author has had indications exist to this present day, the Air Ministry began to
formulate its debunking policy akin to that of the United States. Despite this,

however, another RAF report hit the headlines of the national press. On 4th

October 1954, a Meteor jet, piloted by Fit Lt J.R. Salandin of the 604 Fighter

Squadron, almost collided head-on with a huge metallic object "shaped like two
saucers pressed together, one inverted on top of the other".. At the last second,

the object flipped to one side at "tremendous speed". Shortly before, two other

objects had been sighted speeding between two other Meteor jets that were in
the vicinity. No explanation was advanced by the Air Ministry. Through Wing
Commander Sir Eric E Bullus, MP, the author queried related reports and received
the following reply in December 1967 from Mr. Merlyn Rees, Parliamentary

Under-Secretary of State for Defence for the RAF,

http://www.project1947.com/shg/hennessey/hennessey.htm 20/07/2006
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"It is a well established practice in government departments, as in most

© offices, to dispose of papers

of transitory interest rather than to retain them indefinitely. In view of

the mundane explanations which are found to apply to reports of

unidentified flying objects, these papers are only retained for five years

and are then destroyed. It is not the practice of the Ministry of Defence

to destroy important records and, if the investigation of the reports to

which Mr. Hennessey refers had brought to light anything of significance

of matters contained in reports and papers of this nature which are now

10-15 years old or in speculating about the explanations which were

found to apply when the reports were investigated."

Thus, while no public explanation was ever made to account for these reports,

the official records no longer exist for study by scientists. The Ministry alleges

that "mundane" explanations account for past reports leaving none of

"significance". However, even when the U.S. Air Force's sponsored University of

Colorado Scientific Study of UFOs investigated a case which is a perfect

illustration that the Ministry has destroyed papers of scientific "significance", and

shows that there is "value" in disputing "10-15" year old reports" which should

have been subjected to rigorous scientific investigation and not a "limited"

defence one. The following details are extracted from a lengthy excellent account

presented by the late Dr James E. McDonald to the Symposium on UFOs at the

134th Meeting of the American Association for the Advancement of Science on

27th December 1969; The initial UFO reports centred around Bentwaters RAF

Station, located about six miles east of Ipswich, near the coast, while much of the

subsequent action centres around Lakenheath RAF Station, located some 20 miles

northeast of Cambridge. Sculthorpe RAF Station also figures in the account. GCA

radars at two of those three stations were involved in the ground radar sightings,

as was an RTCC radar unit at Lakenheath. The entire episode extended from

about 2130Z, August 13, to 0330Z, August 14, 1956. Owing to the complexity in

detailing the sequence of events, the following is a summary of the scientifically

provocative features found by Dr McDonald:

(1) At least three separate instances occurred in which one ground-radar

unit, GCA Bentwaters, tracked some unidentified target for a number of tens of

miles across its scope at speeds in excess of Mach 3. Since even today, 14 years

later, no nation has disclosed military aircraft capable of flight at such speeds (we

may exclude the X-15), and since that speed is much too low to fit any meteoric

hypothesis, this first feature is quite puzzling.

(2) In one instance, about a dozen low-speed (order of 100 mph) targets

moved in loose formation led by three closely-spaced targets, the assemblage

yielding consistent returns over a path of about 50 miles, after which they

merged into a single large target, remaining motionless for some 10-15 minutes,

and then moved off-scope. Under the reported wind conditions, not even a highly

contrived meteorological explanation invoking anomalous propagation and

inversion-layer waves could account for this sequence observed at Bentwaters.

(3) One of the fast track radar sightings at Bentwaters, at 2255Z,

coincided with visual observations of some very-high-speed luminous source seen

by both a tower operator on the ground and by a pilot aloft who saw the light

moving in a blur below his aircraft at 4000ft altitude. The radar-derived speed

was given as 2000-4000mph. Again, meteors won't fit such speeds and
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altitudes, and may exclude aircraft for several evident reasons, including absence

of any thundering boom that would surely have been reported if any near

hypothetical 1956-vintage hypersonic device were flying over Bentwaters at less

than 4000ft that night.

(4) Several ground observers at Lakenheath saw luminous objects

exhibiting non-ballistic motions, including dead stops and sharp course reversals.

(5) In one instance, two luminous white objects merged into a single

object, as seen from the ground at Lakenheath. This wholly unmeteoric and

unaeronautical phenomenon is actually a not-uncommon feature of UFO reports

during the last two decades.

(6) Two separate ground radars at Lakenheath, having rather different

radar parameters, were concurrently observing movements of one or more

unknown targets over an extended period of time. Seemingly stationary hovering

modes were repeatedly observed, and this despite use of MTI. Seemingly

"instantaneous" accelerations from rest to speeds of order of Mach 1 were

repeatedly observed. Such motions cannot readily be explained in terms of any

known aircraft flying then or now, and also fail to fit known electronic or

propagation anomalies.

(7) In at least one instance, the official report on USAF files makes clear

that an unidentified luminous target was seen visually from the air by the pilot of

an interceptor while getting simultaneous radar returns from the unknown with

his nose cone radar concurrent with ground-radar detection of the same

unknown. This is scientifically highly significant, for it entails three separate

detection-channels all recording the unknown object.

(8) In at least one instance, there was simultaneous radar disappearance

and visual disappearance of the UFO. This is akin to similar events in other

known UFO cases, yet is not so easily explained in terms of conventional

phenomena.

(9) Attempts of the interceptor to close on one target seen both on ground

radar and on the interceptor's nose radar, led to a puzzling, rapid interchange of

roles as the unknown object moved into tail-position behind the interceptor.

While undergoing radar observation from the ground, with both aircraft on and

unidentified object clearly displayed on the Lakenheath ground radars, the pilot of

the interceptor tried unsuccessfully to break the tail chase over a time of some

minutes. No ghost-return or multiple-scatter hypothesis can explain such an

event.

Of this case, based on lesser details than was available to Dr McDonald, the

Colorado Study concluded that the "probability that at least one genuine UFO was

involved appears to be fairly high." As Dr McDonald rightly pointed out, "the

Lakenheath case exemplifies a disturbingly large group of UFO reports in which

the apparent degree of scientific inexplicability is so great that, instead of being

ignored and laughed at, those cases should all along since 1947 have been

drawing the attention of a large body of the world’s best scientists" It would be

interesting to know what "mundane" answers the Ministry of Defence found for

the Lakenheath case! Almost two months later, on 9th October, Captain Jimmie

J. Pollock, Flight Commander of the 55th Fighter Bomber Squadron, and Lt James

W. Beisheim, 55th FBS Armament Officer, and their wives, made four ground-

visual sightings at Little Easton, Essex of UFOs. First sighting was a bright

yellow-orange object which faded to dim red and disappeared. He later saw what

appeared to be the same object two more times. His second sighting was
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over an hour in length. During this period a second similar object was seen to

approach the first object, and then disappear. During the hour period the object
climbed very slowly west. The final observation was only two or three minutes.

The first object was round, elongating occasionally to two round objects one

above the other and had rays shooting from it, five or six rays predominating

with smaller rays between. Once or twice a broader or longer ray, yellow in

colour, and varying in length three to six times the diameter of the object,

appeared. When the object elongated or became two round objects, the one

above was always smaller. The Air Intelligence Information Sheet of this case

rated Captain Pollock as "very reliable", but, it apparently never reached the

United States, for the top right hand corner contained a rubber-stamped

‘DESTROY’. One can't help but wonder if the Lakenheath case hadn't already

given too many headaches for another puzzling report to be submitted.

The first indication that the author had that the Ministry practiced a policy of

destroying its UFO papers, came in June 1967, during a telephonic conversation

with Mr. W. F. Allen, a High Executive Officer at the Ministry, who confirmed that

all reports prior to 1959 (an embarrassing period when Service reports made

news headlines) had been destroyed including the "unsolved" cases. He stated

that there was no sense in keeping reports over 10 years old because no scientist

could possibly explain them today. As already illustrated, Mr. Allen's surmise is

incorrect. Confirmation of this statement was sought through Wing Commander

Sir Eric Bullus, MP, and in August 1967, Mr. Mervyn Rees replied,

"All Ministry of Defence papers, however, are retained only for a specific

period once action is complete. The period relates to the importance of

the papers and in the case of unidentified flying objects is five years.

Thus, only reports which have been received since 1962 are currently

retained. Nevertheless, should it appear that a report was of special

significance, then the papers would, of course, be retained for more than

five years. This has not yet been found to be necessary. In the

circumstances, I cannot comment on the object said to have been

observed over London Airport in 1959. We have no records of the other

incidents in which Mr. Hennessey refers in paragraph 7 of his letter and I

assume that these also took place before 1962. We have maintained a

separate statistical record of incidents dating back to 1959 but I regret

that I cannot comment on statistics relating to the period between 1947

and 1956."

Being convinced from personal investigation of reports that the Ministry was

destroying records that were of great interest to the scientific community, the

writer was fortunate to obtain the assistance of a prominent long-standing

Member of Parliament, Sir John Langford-Holt MC, MP, who took this matter and

others relating to the University of Colorado Study up with Lord Winterbottom at

the Ministry of Defence.

It was about this time that the USAF-sponsored University of Colorado

Scientific Study of UFOs came under attack from John G. Fuller in a LOOK

magazine April 30 1968 article entitled "The Flying Saucer Fiasco". In the article,

Mr. Fuller published extracts from a memorandum written by Dr. Robert Low,

Project Co-ordinator of the Colorado Study, which revealed that the Study was

established in such a way that it could only have a negative result. During a visit

to the Ministry of Defence, the author discussed with members of S.4f (Air), the

section handling UFO reports, whether, on his visit there, Dr. Low had requested

details of cases, the reply was "No". The following confirmation letter was

received in February 1968, from Mr. W. F. Allen of the Ministry.
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building, Whitehall, LONDON S.W.1

Telephone:xxxxxxxXxxXx

01-930 7022 EXT 7035

Please address any reply to
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

( Saf Gir) )

and quote: AF/CX 38/67/Pt III/S4f(Air)

Your reference:

18th February 1968

Dear Mr. Hennessey,

You telephoned this morning enquiring whether any

information on unidentified flying objects had been made

available by the Ministry of Defence to the University of

Colorado.

2. Ican confirm that although we are in touch with the

Americans on this subject they have not asked to look at

any of our cases. We would be willing to consider such

a request but our impression is that the University has

sufficient data from American sources.

Page 6 of 28

Yours faithfully,

/s/ W. F. Allen

(W. F. ALLEN)

J. J. A. Hennessey, Esq.,

87 Lynton Road,

ACTON,

London W.3.

6.

In May 1968, the author wrote to the Rt. Hon. Harold Wilson expressing his
concern about the scientific validity and purpose of the Study and received the
following reply from Mr. L. W. Akhurst of the Ministry of Defence,

"I have been asked to reply to your letter of 30th April addressed to the
Prime Minister about the University of Colorado UFO Project. We are, of
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course, aware of speculation about the purpose of this project. But, as I

@ told you on the telephone the other day, we have received no information
to support the view that this project is not a serious study. As far as I

know the study will not be completed for a month or two."

The writer then submitted extracts from the U.S. Congressional Record in which

Congressman Edward G. Roush raised doubts about the study and Mr. Akhurst

replied,

"Thank you for your letter of 18th May. We found the extracts from

the Congressional Record very interesting.

In essence the speeches made by Mr. Roush express doubts about

and call for an investigation into the conduct of the University of Colorado

project on UFOs. No firm conclusions are drawn.

Our attitude to unidentified flying object reports is based mainly on

our own experiences but, like Mr. Roush, we have an open mind on the

possibilities of new evidence and are interested in seeing the results of

any projects sponsored by other countries. In considering what weight

we give to the conclusions of any projects we would, of course, take into

account, inter alia, the reliability of the study group. So far as the

Colorado project is concerned, you have drawn attention to doubts about

its objectivity. The contacts we have had so far do not support these

doubts.

As regards further action by the United Kingdom, I am sure you will

understand that we must not overlook a basic responsibility not to use

public money to duplicate efforts elsewhere, particularly in a field where

positive proof is so noticeably lacking. At present we see no need for

further action by the United Kingdom."

Therefore, the fact that two scientists, Drs Levine and Saunders, had been fired
from the Colorado project and the personal assistant to its head, Mrs. M. L.
Armstrong had resigned, had no effect on the Ministry's opinion that the project

was a scientifically valid one.

Following the publication of the Colorado Study Report of UFOs in full, a

review of it by Dr J. Allen Hynek was published in the April 1969 issue of the

Bulletin of the Atomic Scientist. In the words of Dr Hynek, the report was, "...a
strange sort of scientific paper," which "does not fuifill the promise of its title."
He continued,

"Physical scientists who know Edward U. Condon (Project Director)
through his work in molecular physics and quantum mechanics will find

the hand of the master strangely missing in The Scientific Study of
Unidentified Flying Objects. Not only is his talent for organizing and
deftly attacking a problem unapparent, but, for example, he is not listed
as having personally looked into any of the 95 cases to which various

members of the rather fluid committee addressed themselves...While

devoted in the large part to exposing hoaxes or revealing many UFOs as
misindentifications of common occurrences, the book leaves the same

strange, inexplicable residue of unknowns which has plagued the USAF

investigation for 20 years. In fact, the percentage of "unknowns" in the
Condon report appears to be even higher than the Air Force investigation
(Project Blue Book) - which led to the Condon investigation in the first
place."

Dr Hynek also mentioned provocative statements that were buried deep in the
report which

"do not support its overall conclusion that UFO studies do not offer a
fruitful field in which to look for major scientific discoveries...The
Cases...are glaringly there...an outright challenge to human curiosity, the
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foundation stone of scientific

Page 8 of 28

7.

progress. It is difficult to understand why the National Academy of

Sciences has fully endorsed Dr Condon's opinion that no further work on

the UFO phenomenon should be done"

On the 17th December 1969, the U.S. Secretary for Defence announced the

termination of Project Blue Book, citing the findings of the Colorado report and Air

Force experience as the reasons for closure. Concerned that the Ministry of

Defence would follow the policy of the U.S. Department of Defence and close its

own investigation and destroy its records, the author discussed the matter with

Sir John Langford-Holt MC MP, who already had taken up the matter of the

Ministry destroying its records, and he sent the following letter to Lord

Winterbottom,

"I note that the U.S. Air Force has closed its U.F.O. Project Blue Book. As

it has been your Ministry's policy to follow closely the policy of the U.S. in

this field, I presume that you will close all investigations into and

assessments of U.F.O.s in this country. Under these circumstances I

would like two assurances and one piece of information. Firstly, I would

like to be assured that no records of U.F.O.s have, or will be, destroyed.

Secondly, as the reports and evaluations have been considered by H.M.G.

to be of no significance, will you make available to reputable scientific

bodies who wish to study the matter any material you have. Lastly, I

should like to Know after what period of time these reports are to be

made public, like other records."

The following reply was received from Lord Winterbottom in March 1970.

PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE

FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE

Dear Sir John,

February.

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

MAIN BUILDING, WHITEHALL, LONDON. S.W.1

TELEPHONE: 01-930 7022

26th March 1970

We have now completed the review of our policy on dealing with reports

of unidentified flying objects which I mentioned in my letter to you of 9th
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As I| explained in that letter, the Ministry of Defence has not operated a

special unit for dealing with these reports. These are dealt with in the course

of our normal operations and the extra effort necessary is quite small. Much

of the information drawn upon in looking into UFO reports, e.g. air traffic

movements and satellite orbits, is collected for other purposes and these

functions would continue even if the Department no longer took an interest in

reports of UFOs.

This Ministry investigates reports of UFOs because of their possible

implications for the air defence of the United Kingdom. No evidence has

incidentally been found to suggest that UFOs represent a threat to our air

defences. However, this Department has a duty to keep within its purview all

matters which might be relevant to the defence of the United Kingdom and, in

view of the small effort required to investigate reports of unidentified flying

objects, we propose to make no change in our present arrangements.

The Ministry of Defence hold UFO records from 1962 onwards. These

records will not be destroyed, but, I am afraid, we cannot make them available

to outside bodies at this stage because of the effort that would be involved in

editing reports to preserve the anonymity of the reporters or, alternatively,

obtaining the reporters’ permission to release the information. It would also

be necessary to scrutinise all records before release to any organisation

outside the public service to ensure that no classified information used in the

course of investigating reports was inadvertently included.

/In

Sir John Langford-Holt, MP

House of Commons

London SW1

In the normal course of events UFO records would remain closed to

public scrutiny until they become available under the usual rules at the end of

30 years. If, however, a major scientific organisation of high standing had

strong reasons for obtaining access to our records then its application would

be considered on its merits.

Yours sincerely,

Winterbottom

(WINTERBOTTOM)
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View Letter as .Pdf Document

Thus, for the first time in its history of investigating UFOs since 1947, the Ministry

is to retain its UFO files without destroying them after a 5-year period. Although

not available to the public for 30 years, it has left the door open for the papers to

be studied by a scientific organisation of high standing. It is only hoped that

every report, including radar and Service ones, will be available without

exception.

The question still remained, however, whether the Ministry still considered

the Colorado report to be scientifically valid. From the review by Dr Hynek, any

many other subsequent ones by other scientists in scientific publications, it is

clear the report was not accepted by science as the final word in the UFO

controversy. Letters to Sir John Langford-Holt MC MP, solicited the following

reply from Lord Winterbottom in May 1970,

",.. The best available scientific opinion seems to be that contained in the

Report of the Scientific Study of Unidentified Flying Objects conducted by

the University of Colorado, which was published in 1969. The general

conclusion of that report, which was endorsed by the panel of the

National Academy of Sciences, is that nothing has come from the study of

UFOs in the past 21 years that has added to scientific knowledge and that

further extensive study of UFOs probably cannot be justified in the

expectation that science will be advanced thereby. The Colorado Study

Group reached this conclusion after examining many cases including

reports on the incidents referred to by Mr. Hennessey. I am sorry I

cannot be more helpful."

One year later, in May 1971, Mr. L. W. Akhurst of the Ministry's S.4f (Air) wrote
the author,

“The Report by the University of Colorado on Unidentified Flying Objects
was endorsed by the National Academy of Sciences and we accept that

this august body would not have done so had it considered the study
scientifically unreliable. As you know the Ministry of Defence has not

carried out a general study of the scientific significance of UFO reports,

our interest is in possible defense aspects, but our experience of UFO

reports is consistent with the findings of the Colorado Study. Based on

our own experience then we accept these findings."
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The letter of Lord Winterbottom infers that the Ministry has studied the

@ Colorado study, this being the case, why did he merely dismiss the Lakenheath
case, which I had detailed to him earlier, by referring merely to the general

conclusions of the Report's Summary. Had he, or a member of his Department,

taken the time to look up the case in the Report, he would have read the

Colorado investigator's conclusion which states, "...the probability that at least

one genuine UFO case was involved appears to be fairly high.”. The Ministry has

also, but possibly unwisely, jumped on the bandwagon of those who believe that

an endorsement by the National Academy of Sciences makes the Colorado Report

scientifically valid and beyond reproach. On this point, there is absolutely no

evidence that the Academy panel did any independent checking of its own; and

none of that 11-man panel had any significant prior investigative experience in

this area. One should also bear in mind that the National Academy of Sciences

has been regarded as losing its credibility in its role as government adviser on

scientific matters. Former U.S. Secretary of the Interior, at an annual December

meeting of the American Association for the Advancement for Science, described

the Academy as a "virtual puppet of the government," and urged citizen groups

to challenge the Academy's reluctance to oppose establishment policy "on

controversial public issues. Although Mr. Udall's remarks were not aimed at the

UFO problem, it nevertheless challenges the ability of, what the Ministry termed

an "august body" to make scientific assessments, independent of establishment

policy and therefore the validity of its endorsement of the Colorado Report. The

writer conveyed these points to Lord Winterbottom and stated, "There can be no

doubt that the Condon Report and its Academy endorsement have exerted a

highly negative Influence on clarification of the long-standing UFO problem and I

would be glad to learn if the Ministry of Defence still intends to accept the

Report's findings." In February 1972, a reply was received from Mr. Antony

Lambton, successor to Lord Winterbottom, via Mr. Julian Ridsdale MP,

"In his letter, Mr. Hennessey also questions the credibility of the US

National Academy of Sciences in its role of government adviser on

scientific matters. I can confirm that, in our view, the National Academy

of Sciences remains a highly reputable body which is not tied to the US

Government, although it often carries out work for that government. We

know of no reason to discredit the work done by the panel from the

National Academy of Sciences in reviewing the report on UFOs by the

University of Colorado."

This endorsement still stands today.

During 1967, the author and a colleague personally investigated a number of

selected UFO reports out of the many hundreds that were extensively reported in
the national press. These investigations, deliberately made after those by the

Ministry, gave a valuable insight as to the 'thoroughness’ with which the Ministry

conducted theirs. It is interesting to note that the Ministry never operated on an
immediate capability basis, but waited until press interest had died down before
making a foray into the field. One report investigated was made by a Wing

Commander W. A. Cox and his wife. W/Cmdr Cox is a reliable witness of solid
character and high standing in his local community, who served 36 years in the
Royal Air Force.

On the evening of 24th October 1967, the W/Cmdr and his wife were visiting

a relative and had watched the news on television that had included an interview
of two policemen concerning their 90 mph patrol car chase of an unidentified light
in the sky over Devon. After the news, they both watched another programme
for a short while and decided it was time to leave. At the door, Mrs. Cox jokingly
remarked to her sister, "I am going to look for lights in the sky tonight on my
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way home." At 2146 hours whilst W/Cmdr Cox was driving along the

@ Cadnam to Fordingbridge Road in Hampshire, his wife noticed seven lights in a 'V'
formation in the sky to the north of their position. Trying to draw them to her

husband's attention, W/Cmdr Cox immediately retorted, "Oh rubbish!" and

continued to drive for a further quarter of a mile before his wife's persistence

made him pull the car into a lay-by. The following is part of a transcript from the

author's personal interview with W/Cmdr and Mrs. Cox:

W/CMDR COX ...And then I looked across to the north and, sure enough,

there were these lights, so I wound the car window down and had a look.

Then I got out of the car, we both did, and leant on the roof and watched

them. Now, I thought, and said at the time, that they were a squadron of

helicopters, this is what they looked like to me with landing lights on. But,

then I looked at them more closely, this could not have been so because

landing lights don't show sideways so brightly, they are downward lights.

MRS. COX: Well, in any case there wasn't any noise, was there?

W/CMDR: There was no noise. There was not enough movement for them

to be helicopters, so we just dismissed it.

W/CMDR: _...aS soon as we finished looking at these objects, we got back

here and it is 4 to 5 minutes away, no more. I looked at the time straight

away because I decided to ring up the police, this is why I know the time

within 10 minutes.

MYERS: Why did you call the police?

W/CMDR: Because the police had been pooh poohed about what they had

and hadn't seen, I thought it is only fair to let an outsider ring up. I rang

the police and told them this, I said in case you don't feel too happy about

this thing, because the police had been pulled over the coals, here is an

10.

outsider who has also seen something, so you can make them laugh at

that. This was my attitude and the only reason for telling them.

W/CMDR: Of course the police had been doing some ringing around

Boscombe Down and Larkhill ranges to find out whether there was any

lights going up or any aircraft, and they said there was none. When I said

they might been choppers, they rang up Middle Wallop, but there were no

choppers up.

HENNESSEY: Do you know what sort of response they got from Larkhill?

(an artillery range on Salisbury Plain)

W/CMDR: Yes, earlier in the evening, much earlier.

HENNESSEY: What is your reaction to the possibility that these could have

been flare illuminating projectiles of the type fired by 25 pounders?

W/CMDR: If you fire any projectiles of any sort, you first of all have

upward movement if you see the light as it lights and then a slow descent.

If it is on a parachute, it has a fast descent, this did neither, it could either

be something going away from us very very fast indeed, so that the light

disappeared, or it could be a very powerful light being switched off.
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HENNESSEY: You said that three of the lights departed or seemed to fade

© first.

W/CMDR: Yes that's right. They appeared to be a very good formation of

lights and made me think it was helicopters, because it was a very good

formation. But they were a stationary formation, this is the thing that also

made me think they were helicopters when, suddenly, three on the right

broke away as three and the lights went out.

HENNESSEY: When you Say broke away, did you actually see them move?

W/CMDR: They moved away.

HENNESSEY: You actually saw them move away?

W/CMDR: They moved away. They didn't move away all three together,

they moved away in a higgeldy piggeldy manner as though they could have

each been an individual something. Now if they had been flares, they would

have fallen at the same rate, wouldn't they? But these went up and around,

they did not fall in a pattern.

HENNESSEY: So looking straight at them, they would have moved to the

right?

W/CMDR: Yes, to the right, upwards and away as though they were

individually controlled. As soon as they did that, the remaining four lights

formed a perfect formation of a plus sign and, this is the other thing that

struck me, it was such a perfect formation, that it looked as though it was

controlled. Whether it was radio controlled equipment or not, I do not

know, but this is what it appeared to be. These four lights went out

absolutely simultaneously as though you had a large object with one stuck

on four points and it went away from you, it could happen like that. It was

from one source it looked to me.

MYERS: And after that it was completely blank when those final lights had

gone?

W/CMDR: As soon as the lights had gone, we noticed the lights of

Salisbury, you know the lights in the sky, not the actual lights themselves.

11.

W/CMDR: And so we know the precise positi hey were, and I reckon

that Boscombe Down (Aircraft Experimental Re :arch Establishment) and

Larkhill are away to the west of where we saw 1..ese, in fact I know they

are.

At this point I will quote from the letter of Mr. L. M. Akhurst, of 29th January

1968, in which he gave to W/Cmdr Cox the Ministry's findings; in order that we

can see W/Cmdr Cox's reaction further on tape;

KER/9/29-3 MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building, Whitehall, LONDON S.W.1

Telephone: WUltehallxxxxxxxx 01-930-7022
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403

Our reference: AF/509/30/S4f(Air)
Your reference;

29 January 1968

Dear Wing Commander Cox,

I am writing to let you know the results of our investigation of your report
about unidentified flying objects which you saw at 21.45 hours on 24th

October.

On the basis of the information you provided, we made a thorough

examination of all activities in the area which might have given rise to your

observation. Larkhill Artillery Range and Boscombe Down Airfield are both
close to the line of sight which you indicated to us and we found that both

were in use at the time of your sighting. Of course, both locations are rather

further from your point of observation than the estimated position of the

lights which you gave. But you will recall that our investigators discussed

with you the difficulties of accurate estimation of range particularly at night,

and you accepted that the lights might have been further away than you first

thought.

Larkhill Artillery Range was in use all that evening until about midnight.

In addition to high explosive shells, illuminating flares were being fired. As I

am sure you know, these hang in the air for some time before expiring in a

random manner. These flares were also observed by members of the Porton

Down establishment which lies between your point of observation and the

range. It does seem probable, therefore, that your "UFO" could have been a

group of illuminating flares.

Coincidentally, at the time of your observations an aircraft was

approaching to land at Boscombe Down and it is possible that you may have

seen lights on this aircraft. The variation in the appearance of the lights could

then be explained by changes in attitude of the aircraft as it made its circuit

and final approach. However, the sight of aircraft lights will be familiar to

you; and although even experienced pilots have been known to mistake the

source of lights which they ought to recognise, this seems a far less likely

explanation for your sighting. You will be interested to learn that one of the

officers who investigated your sighting did himself subsequently see by

chance an almost exactly similar series of lights, but was able at the time to

identify them as lights of an aircraft. In this case the explanation was

immediately obvious but it does mean that we cannot entirely disregard the

possibility that you also saw the lights of an aircraft.

In short we cannot make a positive identification but we think that you

must have seen either illuminating flares above the Larkhill Artillery Range or

the lights of an aircraft landing at Boscombe Down; of these we regard the
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former as much the more likely.

I would like to thank you for your very clear and detailed report and to

say how grateful we are for your co-operation with the officers of the
Department enquiring into this matter.

Yours faithfully

/s/ L.W. Akhurst

(L.W. Akhurst)

HENNESSEY: So far as you are concerned, Larkhill and Boscombe Down

are not visible. If they had any flares up at the time, they would not be in

the direction that you had seen the objects?

W/CMDR: I very much doubt it, but Boscombe Down is so laughable,

that it was an aircraft landing is absolutely stupid. The clouds were

low although it was very clear up to whatever height the clouds were,

because we could see the moon, but it was very low on the horizon over on

the east. But you certainly would not have seen an airplane, that is

absolutely certain.

HENNESSEY: The aircraft landed at 2144 hours (confirmed to me in writing

by the Senior Air Traffic Controller at Boscombe) and your sighting started

at 2146, so the aircraft was not in the air at the time.

W/CMDR: I would not have seen that anyway.

HENNESSEY: What is your reaction to the Ministry's letter?

W/CMDR: Well, I was going to write to them and say lay this on... this

light business, the flare business and get an aircraft to jand at Boscombe

Down and come down here and I will accompany you to the spot, we will

then have a look and see. Now that is a scientific check in my opinion. If

they say that this is so, well it is very easy for them to fay it on, no difficulty

at all. We could have had a neutral observer as well, they have got my

report as you have and they could say this is what you said then.

MYERS: You can't change that!

W/CMDR: You can't change that, this is what you are looking at now, we

think it is similar or otherwise. I mean I am quite happy if they say there
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you are, but this is what they ought to do and, until they do, I think this is

@ the biggest load of tripe that I've heard in a long time.

HENNESSEY: You are definite about the length of time of the observation?

W/CMDR: You can't be definite about the length of time.

HENNESSEY: But you think you were reasonably accurate?

W/CMDR: From the time that my wife first saw it to the time the lights

went out, I would say it was approximately six minutes. I could let you say

four minutes and let you get away with it.

HENNESSEY: If I said it was ninety seconds?

W/CMDR: But if you said it was ninety seconds, I would say you just

weren't there and just didn’t know what you were talking about.

HENNESSEY:M That it what the Ministry said to us, it was just ninety

seconds. (This information was given us during an interview at the Ministry

of Defence with some of the investigators who also indicated that they

considered W/Cmdr Cox an unreliable witness. The wife's testimony seems

to have been forgotten or ignored).

W/CMDR: Yes, well look at this, it was quarter of a mile before I

12.

stopped the car, I then lowered my window and looked out at them. I then

stopped the car engine, opened the door, got out, walked behind it, leant on

the roof, and looked across it. if that is ninety seconds!

All the points made by W/Cmdr Cox's were substantiated by the author and

colleague who retraced the route taken by Cox and followed the actions

described. All timing was consistent with W/Cmdr Cox's estimate that he

observed the objects for 6 minutes. The investigators also visited the Hampshire

Constabulary Police Station at Fordingbridge, Larkhill School of Artillery and

Boscombe Down, all of whom gave later written confirmation proving that,

whatever W/Cmdr Cox and wife did see, it was certainly not flares or the landing

lights of a Hastings aircraft coming down to land at Boscombe Down.

In March 1968, I submitted through Wing Commander Sir Eric E. Bullus MP,

our findings to the Ministry of Defence requesting their comments. In May 1968,

the following reply was received from Mr. Merlyn Rees;

"We have not heard from Wing Commander Cox since we told him of our

findings in January. This exchange of views was, of course, a personal

one between Wing Commander Cox and the Department and, as Mr.

Hennessey has been told by the Department on a number of occasions,

we do not discuss with third parties the detailed information included in

such exchanges without the consent of the member of the public

concerned. However, I can tell you that in reaching our conclusions we

took into account all the information provided to us both in writing and
verbally by Wing Commander Cox about the time and duration of the

incident, the distance and bearings and the description of the lights. We
also took account of the experience in observation Wing Commander Cox
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must have accumulated over the years. Mr. Hennessey's personal

assessment of the information which he has obtained does not give us

cause to amend our views."

Need more be said about the Ministry's 'thoroughness' and 'open-mindedness'’ in

investigating UFO reports. It is clear that the Ministry was unable to positively

identify the objects because its investigating methods were unsatisfactory. It

made unwarranted assumptions and disregarded important relative information

given by the eyewitnesses.

As a classic example of the Ministry's 'shotgun’ type examination, for which

the U.S. Air Force was a past master, the author investigated a 1967 case in

which thirteen H.M. Coastguards observed a large UFO for a 20-minute period

which was circled by a jet interceptor. The Ministry at first explained the object

as car headlights on a cloud until they realized that the time of the sighting was

near noon midday and not midnight. The UFO was subsequently listed as a

"probable balloon" (capable of flying diagonally into a strong wind) but, even

more surprising to the writer, the Ministry could not identify the jet nor

where it came from! This case was also discussed during the author's visit to

the Ministry when Mr. Cassells, then head of S.4f(Air), admitted that the Ministry

had been "a little embarrassed" here. Due to a "mix-up", the radar film of the

object and intercepting aircraft was destroyed before they could get to it.

However, the film could not have shown anything untoward or it would have been

retained. A talk with the radar operator revealed that he had observed nothing

unusual on scope. It was now impossible to identify the interceptor or where it

came from. Drawings of the UFO suggested it was a high-altitude balloon. The

question of the Ministry's inability to positively identify the object was taken up.

In an October 1967 letter, Mr. W. F. Allen of the Ministry stated, "As far as the

Berry Head sighting is concerned, as we cannot positively state that the object

Was a

13.

balloon its identity must obviously remain unknown. We have no record of any

RAF aircraft being in the vicinity at the time and nothing was observed by radar

which gave any concern from the air defence point of view." In October 1969,

Mr. L. W. Akhurst wrote, "We have received no further information about this

report and the position is as stated in our letter of 4th October 1967. That is, the

drawings seen in the Ministry of Defence suggest that the object may have been

a high altitude balloon." Then, in May 1971, he wrote, "The category in which a

report is placed depends on the particular circumstances; this could mean that a

report referred to as 'probably a balloon’ could be placed in the 'Balloon'

category." Thus, statistically, the H.M. Coastguards' report became a "Balloon"

Another case, which is on interest from the point of view that no official body

was interested in investigating, despite its puzzling nature, occurred on 11th

September 1967, when an Air Ferry DC-6, piloted by Captain F. E. C. Underhill, a

training Captain of British United Airways on loan to Air Ferry, observed a dark

object in the west travelling across his flight path parallel with the Pyrenees,

Spain. At the time, Captain Underhill was at an altitude of 16,000ft and

estimated the object to be about 60 miles ahead at an altitude of 25,000ft. The

following is part of a transcript of a tape-recorded interview by the author:

CAPT UNDERHILL: I want to go back to answering your questionnaire

here. First of all, the distance (of the object at first sighting) would be 55

miles, as by Mr. Hope (First Officer), and the second one, likewise, would be

17.05 GMT, again as recorded by Mr. Hope. The estimate of speed, well I

find this very difficult...ultrasonic, well up in the thousands, before that I

wouldn't be able to say, other than the fact that I've watched very high-

speed performance aircraft, but never saw anything as fast as this. It was
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really going too fast, it really drew my attention to it. Above that, it was

@ just a black speck.

You asked me to answer what happened when I reported it. Now on the

question of reporting it, I am not sure of the procedure, to be absolutely

honest, in this particular case and I've never had anything like this before.

I called up Manston (Manston RAF base) and they said would I phone them

as soon as I got down. I phoned up the Duty Officer there, he then said he

was extremely interested and that he would like details of which he took

down over the phone, so I never actually filled in a complete report. The

whole thing was done over the phone to him, which was more or less

exactly the same as I told you, with a description of which he took all

down. He was the Duty Officer and in fact was extremely interested at the

time because he said he experienced something similar to this a number of

years ago when he was with Transport Command over the Mediterranean.

..l'll now deal with your second one (question), which there was this effort

from the Air Ministry. Now I would like to say right away, unless, of course,

they have got something I don't know about, but I would have said right

from the start it was not mistaken for an aircraft

In an October 1967 letter, the Ministry stated, "We have been unable to

positively identify the object seen by the crew of a DC-6 aircraft but on its face-

value this report has no defence implications for the United Kingdom. It

14.

may possibly have been an aircraft seen in an unusual attitude."

CAPT UNDERHILL: This was not something which seen...you know, an

aircraft seen in an unusual attitude. The only time it looked like an aircraft,

at any stage, was when it was in this turn and the First Officer said, "It

looks like a formation" and we all stared at it and said "weil it could be you

know"...because it was probably the shape, you know how a formation sort

of wheels and sort of gets this shape out of it (indicating a triangle shape

with his hands)... sort of black and in the distance. But, when it came

nearer, to me there was no doubt that it was nothing like an aircraft

anyway, but the fact that it was sort of up in this attitude (here he

indicated that the point of the cone-shaped object was at a 2 o'clock

position) with the pointed part sticking up here (almost vertical), I can't

possibly see how it could have been, unless it was something we have no

knowledge of whatsoever.

HENNESSEY: Was there any report made at all to Barcelona?

CAPT UNDERHILL: Yes I did. Actually, I called up Barcelona and asked |

them if they had any knowledge of any other activity in the area at the ,

time. They said they would call back and said they had no knowledge, they

were a bit vague. We were in touch with Barcelona, but I thought they |

might pass it on to the Americans who have got quite an extensive radar |
set-up, I believe, there in Spain. I thought that they might have done some |

liaison. .this went through my mind. I did not expect the Spanish to deal

with it, but the Americans who are operating there from a number of NATO

airfields, I thought they probably would have been able to do something.

As I say, to my mind there was no doubt about it whatsoever that, |
whatever it was, it was controlled, this you know was apparent to me. The

fact that it came across at an angle, did a turn and came at us from about
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here (raising hand to slightly above eye-level) and dropped down. Initially

when we saw it, it was higher than us, I would not like to say how much

higher, a few thousand feet at least, but then it came down and passed

below us.

HENNESSEY: Did it slow down?

CAPT UNDERHILL: Yes it did, slowed right down actually.

HENNESSEY: You had the impression though that it had seen your aircraft?

CAPT UNDERHILL: Well, this is what really impressed me..but I mean, you

know, I could be guessing, but to me it was under control. Whether he had

seen us or not, I don’t know, but the fact that he was coming very fast

along here, then slowed right down as it came into the turn, then, of

course, you can't check on speed when it was coming head-on towards you,

but as it came past us, there was very little motion on it in actual fact.

There did not appear to be any real speed at all. We were all so engrossed

in looking at this thing that I never thought..I undid my strap and sort of

leaning across, but I didn't think of the fact we ought to cut the auto pilot

out and turn the airplane or do anything like this, but I should have done if

I thought more..everything was happening and we were all sort of rivetted

on this thing and I just didn't do anything about it.

HENNESSEY: Were there any markings on it?

Page 19 of 28
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CAPT UNDERHILL: We couldn't tell because it was in the base, anyway it

was just beginning to get about dusk and it was on the port wing and we

were on the starboard. It was lighter than it is now (dusk), but it was a sort

of evening haze. You could tell it had this silver appearance and appeared

to be metallic, even still define it, but you couldn't identify anything else

and.. after that it had a completely rounded bottom. We all agreed on

everything there and then, excepting we couldn't make out whether it was

completely rounded.

In this case, had the DC-6 been approached by a conventional aircraft, no

doubt a strong protest would have been made by some official U.K. body, but,

because it was unconventional, nobody was interested, including the Board of

Trade responsible for civil aviation matters. The author contacted Project Blue

Book to see whether U.S. radars in Spain had picked up any UFOs, but the reply

from a Major Hector Quintanilla was negative. Yet, it is interesting to note, Mr.

Merlyn Rees, Parliamentary Under-Secretary for State for Defence for the RAF,

stated in Parliament on 8th November 1967, "We have complete radar coverage

to a very great height all over these islands and have access to that over Europe,

and none of this leads us to believe in any sense that this is anything else than

something which we know nothing about." Indeed! Either radar in Europe has

blind spots, which is not a happy prospect, or the Ministry here and abroad are ‘in

the know’. In December 1967, the following letter was received from Mr. R.

Broadbent, Deputy Director of Flight Safety (B) of the Board of Trade,

“Thank you for your letter about the near collision between an

unidentified flying object and a DC-6 aircraft of Air Ferry. We have sent it

to the Director of Civil Air Traffic Operations who looks after these

matters and he has asked me to Say that, since the incident occurred

over a foreign country, it may take a little time to get details."
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The author's interest was aroused in what role, if any, the Board of Trade had

© in UFOs. In October 1967, the author received the following statement from Mr.
}. H. Riddoch, Under-Secretary for the Aviation Safety & General Division of the

Board of Trade,

"Before the Board of Trade could define their nature and extent of their

interest, more positive interest would be required than is available now

about the characteristics, behaviour and intentions of any such objects

that are proved to exist.”

The author then placed a number of specific questions to the Board and received

the following reply from Mr. J. R. Neill, Director of Flight Safety,

"There are no special rules or authorizations applicable to any such

objects. Rules of the Air which are made under the authority of the Air

Navigation Order prohibit the low flying of aircraft. Any reports of aircraft

flying in breach of these regulations are considered by the Board of Trade

and when appropriate are referred to the Director of Public Prosecutions

for proceedings in the Courts. No reports concerning unidentified flying

' objects have been received by the Board of Trade. The answers to the

questions you put are as follows:-

Question:

(1) Under what authorization does the Board receive UFO reports?

Answer:

(1) There is no special authorization or procedure for dealing with

unidentified flying objects in civil aviation or in Board of Trade

practice.

16.

Question:

(2) How long has the Board been receiving such reports?

Answer:

(2) No such reports have been received by the Board of Trade.

Question:

(3) What happens to reports when they are received by the

Board?

Answer:

(3) Not applicable

Question:

(4) Which other bodies, apart from the police, are required to

forward UFO reports to the Board?

Answer:

(4) Not applicable

From the above, it was clear that the Board has no interest in UFOs.

Therefore civil aviation pilots have no rulings as to whom they should report any

such observations. In May 1968, whilst investigating combined visual-radar
tracking of a UFO over Northern Island, the author received a letter from the

Board of Trade Air Traffic Control at Belfast Airport which stated, in part, "...4.
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You may be interested to know that Air Traffic Service Units have, since

@ February 1968, instructions to report details of U.F.O.s to the Military
Aeronautical Information Service at Uxbridge and these details will be recorded."

Therefore, four months after the author's enquiries into Board of Trade

involvement, or rather non-involvement, in the UFO problem. A rather

remarkable coincidence! In May 1968, following numerous but unsuccessful

telephone enquiries for details about the work of MAIS Uxbridge, the author

wrote them and received the following reply from Mr. L.W. Akhurst of the Ministry

of Defence in June 1968, a whole month later, "I am writing to let you know that

MAIS Uxbridge has passed on to me your letter of 19th May about UFOs. Any

reports received by MAIS Uxbridge are passed on to the Ministry of Defence. You

are, of course, aware of our position on the release of or access to documents."

A further letter from Mr. Akhurst was received in May, 1971,

"With regard your enquiry about ATC radar reports, I cannot recall when

we last received one. As I told you in my letter of 25th March 1971 we

received none in 1970. It is true that reports received by ATC centres

from, for example, members of the public are normally routed through

MAIS to MOD. This line of communication was arranged by the ATC

authorities and is, I assume, organisationally convenient for them. MAIS

has no direct responsibility for investigating UFO reports but does provide

MOD with information as required."

Through Sir John Langford-Holt MC MP, I put a number of questions to the Board

of Trade and the following reply was received from The Minister for Trade in May

1971,

"NATCS units have instructions that, in the event of a report concerning

an unidentified flying object, they should obtain as much as possible of

the information required to complete a prescribed report form. The

details are to be passed by telephone to the parent Air Traffic Control

Centre (ATCC), while the completed report form is forwarded to the

Ministry of Defence. The ATCC is required to give the details without

delay to the Military Aeronautical Information Service. These instructions

were first issued in January 1968, and published in the Manual! of Air

Traffic Control. I enclose copies of the relevant pages from the manual,

which include the report form. The NATCS does not keep statistics of

these reports once they have been passed on this way, but I understand

that Anthony Lambton has recently written you about reports received by

his Department during 1970. I would suggest that he may be able to

supply similar information for earlier years should you so wish, and am

copying this letter to him."

The following is from the Manual of Air Traffic Control No. A.T.C.1 No. 2 part

1-19 Chapter 5;

17.

5.5 Reporting of Unidentified Flying Objects

5.5.1. In the event of a report concerning an unidentified flying object being

received by an ATS unit the following action should be taken.

5.5.2. The ATSU receiving the report shall obtain as much as possible of the

information required to complete the report form shown at Appendix "F"
and pass all details by telephone to the watch supervisor at the parent

ATCC (Scottish ATCC, Preston ATCC or London ATCC). The completed

form shall be sent by the originating ATSU to the Ministry of Defence
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@ (AFOR), Royal Air Force, Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1.

5.5.3. The Watch Supervisor at ATCC concerned shall pass all details without

delay via the operational telephone network to the Military Aeronautical

Information Service section at West Drayton. If it is necessary to use the

GPO network the information should be passed to West Drayton 4077

extension 5343.

5.5.4. Such reports shall be entered in the ATC log.

In May 1971 the author, through Sir John Langford-Holt MC MP, again

queried the Board to establish whether separate Instructions were given the

Board of Trade's radar operators about reporting UFOs and whether different

reporting forms were used. The following reply, addressed to Sir John's Private

Secretary, was received from Mr. R. J. Ager, Private Secretary to the Minister for

Trade, in November 1971,

"The only instructions to air traffic controllers concerning unidentified

flying objects are those published in the Manual of Air Traffic Control

about which the Minister informed Sir John in his letter of 21 May. No

special form is used for this purpose but the report is required to be made

on the lines of the Appendix F to the Manual which was copied to Sir

John. While the Ministry of Defence take film records of radar displays at

some units this is not for the purpose of gathering information about

unidentified flying objects. There is no requirement for such recordings at

our civil air traffic control units, at which incidentally there have been no

UFO reports over the past two years."

On 8th September 1971, the author paid a visit to the LATCC (Military) and

was permitted to view some UFO records, which were kept on well-stocked files,

and was given photostat copies of reports that related to current investigations

being undertaken by the author. During his visit, the author was informed that

there had been quite a "deal of activity in the South East” which kept the "fighter

chaps busy." Other information obtained included the fact that some reports,

depending on their nature, were teletyped to the Ministry of Defence Operations

Room with copies to the Royal Air Force Strike Command at High Wycombe,

Buckinghamshire and marked 'PRIORITY'. It is not known what action is taken on

them immediately thereafter. In December 1971, the author made an application

for permission, as an accredited investigator for Dr J. Allen Hynek of the

Northwestern University, to review future such reports received at LATCC

(Military) as received from ATCs without necessarily knowing how these were

investigated nor the conclusions of the Military of Defence. In December 1971,

Mr. A. N. Davis DSO, DFC, then the section head of S.4(air), replied,

Thank you for your letter of 19th December about UFO reports. I know of

your visit to the LATCC (military) on 8th September but I must confess

that I am at a loss to know how on that visit you managed to see UFO

reports received 26/27th October 1971. No doubt you will be aware that

on the 25th November the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for

Defence for the Royal Air Force wrote to Mr. Julian Ridsdale M.P., who had

taken up a question on your behalf, advising him that UFO records remain

closed to public scrutiny until they become available under the rules laid

down

18.

in the Public Records Act. i.e. at the end of thirty years. I regret

therefore that I cannot accede to your request periodically to view reports
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of UFO sightings received by MAIS. In view of this ruling there will be no

@ point in our meeting to discuss the matter further."

View Letter as .Pdf Document

Another avenue of information was again closed.

In October 1971, the author personally handed in a letter to the private

residence of Lord Carrington, Secretary of State for Defence, pointing out

"inherent shortcomings" of the Ministry's policy in handling the UFO problem as

follows:

Firstly, the Ministry does not appear to operate on an immediate

capability basis. Often, witnesses in major cases were not

interviewed until weeks after making their report. The value and

validity of doing so is certainly in question. The Ministry has

stated in the House (of Commons) that it is often difficult to

assess what a witness observed several days later, let alone

several weeks.

Secondly, judging from my correspondence with the Ministry, if

appears unable to positively identify an extremely high number of

the reports made. Yet the annual statistics never support this

fact. UFOs listed as “probable balloons” suddenly become definite

balloons statistically. Cases have even occurred where the

Ministry was even unable to identify jet interceptors involved.

Thirdly, explanations given witnesses are often more puzzling to

them than the nature of the UFO reported. In many cases, the

witnesses, often trained competent observers, have regarded

these Ministry explanations as an insult to their intelligence and

certainly would never again report any other such observation to

the Ministry. My discussions with airline pilots revealed that a

majority of them would never make a report to the Ministry for

fear of ridicule. A highly unsatisfactory situation caused by the

present policy.

Fourthly, once an explanation has been given, the Ministry will

not, even when the evidence has been presented to the contrary,

review its findings if the evidence presented does not fit in with

theirs. It has a strong tendency to ignore valid points in the

statements of witnesses simply because it does not support what

they think is the probable cause of the sighting.

Lastly, the Ministry only investigates the air defence implications

of reports and admits that it has never carried out a study into

their scientific implications. Scientists or serious UFO researchers

have no access to these unclassified reports on file. Indeed, it is

only over the recent years that such reports are permanently

retained. Previously they were destroyed after a 5-year period.

From the above, it is clear that, in the first instance, a major

public relations problem exists. My opinion is certainly not an

isolated one, a prominent scientist, who visited the then Air

Ministry for a discussion of UFOs, stated to me in a tape-recorded

conversation, “I am probably speaking treason here, but there

seems no point to follow things up and no basic rapport between

the British Air Ministry and the public...they say the public be

damned!" The same attitude has not changed six years later! If

one accepts the above as the only "true” picture, which is how the
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public now sees it, then the Ministry's investigation is one of gross

@ incompetence that endangers National security. However, my
observations lead me to believe that it is not the only

investigation.”

_ The author's letter was personally acknowledged by Lord Carrington in

November 1971,

"Thank you for writing me on 24th and 26th October expressing your

concern about material available to UFO researchers. Since this is a

matter for the Air side of the Department I have passed your letter to Mr.

Lambton, the Under Secretary of State for the Royal Air Force, for action.

You should be hearing from his office shortly."

19.

At the end of November 1971, Mr. Antony Lambton replied via Mr. Julian Ridsdale
MP as follows,

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

MAIN BUILDING, WHITERALL, LONDON, S.w EL

poatecraney| secattan or state TELEPHONE O1°9a0 TOBE
"Oe GEFTENCE FOR THE ROYAL, alm FORCE

AF/PS 529/71 26'2 November 1971

Dear Sir John,

Your letter of 6th November to Geoffrey Johnson-Smith has been passed
to me for reply since this is a matter for my Department. You enclosed a letter
from Mr J. Hennessey of 57 Pont Street, London, SW1 about an object filmed
by an ATV camera crew at Enstone. Mr Hennessey also wrote to the Prime
Minister and to Peter Carrington about the Ministry of Defence role in the
field of research into unidentified flying objects and I am taking this
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opportunity of replying, through you, to these other letters, in addition to the

one sent to you.

To deal first with Mr Hennessey's enquiry about the object filmed at

Enstone, a recording of the colour film was viewed many times and closely

examined by two officers of the Ministry of Defence, who concluded that the

sequence shown was consistent with an aircraft emitting a condensation trail

or dumping fuel. F. 111 aircraft from RAF Upper Heyford were operating in

the area at the time.

Turning now to Mr Hennessey's other letters, he has questioned the

Department's policy in handling UFO problems in respect of the depth and

nature of our examination of reported sightings, the nature of our

explanations, the availability of our records for research purposes and the

absence of Ministry of Defence investigations into the scientific implications

of these phenomena. Mr Hennessey is aware that the Ministry of Defence

investigates and keeps records of UF sightings because of their possible air

defence implications. There has, as yet, been no evidence to suggest that

UFOs represent an air defence threat to the United Kingdom. As regards our

examination of UFO reports, once it is clear that there are no defence

implications any further assessments are based exclusively on information

readily correlating the UFO sighting report with a natural or manufactured

object such as a star, planet, space junk,

/balloons

Julian Ridsdale, Esq, MP,

House of Commons,

London, SW1

zu View Page One of Letter as .Pdf Document
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balloons or aircraft lights seen in unusual meteorological cirumstances. We
cannot undertake to pursue research to a point where positive correlation

with a known object is established. To carry out a review of our findings, as

he suggests, whenever an observer does not agree with our explanation,

would go beyond our purely air defence interest as we would not be justified

in terms of the expenditure of time and effort that would be needed to seek

and assess information which might or might not enable us to make a positive

identification of the object reported.

Since the Ministry of Defence interest in UFOs is limited to the defence

aspect, a study of the scientific significance of UFOs has not been carried out.

Nor would there be any justification for expending public funds in duplicating

studies already carried out elsewhere. I refer, for example, to the studies by

the University of Colorado, the main findings of which were made public early

in 1969 and were endorsed by a panel of the (US) National Academy of

Sciences. As Mr Hennessey no doubt knows the panel concluded, inter alia,

that:

a. about 90% of all UFO reports proved to be quite plausibly related

to ordinary phenomena;

b. little, if anything, had come from the study of UFOs in the past 21

years that added to scientific knowledge;

c. further extensive study of UFO sightings was not justified in the

expectation that science could be advanced thereby;

d. no evidence had come to light that UFO sightings might represent a

defence hazard.

Our own experience is such that we would not disagree with any of these

findings.

Records of UFO reports received since 1962 are retained in the

Department. Although these reports may themselves be unclassified,

correspondence between the Department and members of the public is

treated as confidential and thus documents cannot be made available to any

organisation outside the public service without either the reports being edited

to preserve the anonymity of the reporter or our obtaining the observer's

permission to release the information. The reports would also need

examination to ensure that no classified information was inadvertently

disclosed. The extensive time and effort needed for this task would, in my

opinion, not be justified. UFO records therefore remain closed to public

scrutiny until they become available under the rules laid down in the Public

Records Acts, i.e. at the end of 30 years.

Mr Hennessey has sought our comments on the question of

international efforts being made to seek explanations of UFOs.

/This

http://www. project1947.com/shg/hennessey/hennessey.htm
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si View Page Two of Letter as .Pdf Document

This could, no doubt, be of interest to some people. Our experience in the

field of UFO investigation, however, would not justify the United Kingdom in

taking the initiative in such a project. Any proposal which might be put

forward in the future by an international organisation such as the United

Nations would be considered on its merits in the light of evidence available at

the time.

/s/

(ANTONY LAMBTON)

http://www. project 1947.com/shg/hennessey/hennessey.htm 20/07/2006
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View Page Three of Letter as .Pdf Document

Julian Hennssey's article ends here. Not long after it was written, a series of
events led to his gradual withdrawal from UFO research. As outlined in the
Hennessey Introduction, the competing needs of work and family life, along with
the closing down of NICAP, led to a cessation of his UFO research. Julian eft
behind a rich collection of historically important UFO material which will be
highlighted further in due course.

Back To Hennessey Intro Back to SHG Resources

http://www.project1947.com/ shg/hennessey/hennessey.htm 20/07/2006
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@ UFO UpDates
A mailing list for the study of UFO-related phenomena

Its All Here In Black & White'

The U.K. Government UFOs & Julian J.A. Hennessey

From: Jan Aldrich <projecti947.nul>

Date: Mon, 2 Jan 2006 23:48:04 -0500

Fwd Date: Mon, 02 Jan 2006 12:22:45 -0500

Subject: The U.K. Government UFOs & Julian J.A. Hennessey

Julian Hennessey, an important figure in both British ufology

and the National Investigations on Aerial Phenomena (NICAP), for

many years investigated UFO cases in Great Britain and all over

Europe. He formed an European UFO investigative unit, NICAP

European Investigative Subcommittee #1 composed of scientists, a

pilot, and UFO investigators and Euronet, a UFO reporting

network involving Furopean airlines. He also through direct

contacts with officials and through various Members of

Parliament attempted to obtain official UFO information long

before the current Freedom of Information Act. His

investigations revealed that significant official information in

the hands of the British government had been destroyed through

the years prior to his inquiries.

Efforts on both sides of the Atlantic to obtain official UFO

information cross-fertilized each other. The Staff at NICAP kept

Hennessey undated on their actions, and he reported on his

efforts in the UK and around the world. (Hennessey finally got

the USAF to concede that the 1948 Top Secret Project SIGN

Estimate of the Situation had, in fact, existed.) At NICAP

headquarters, they heard about the Project Grudge/Blue Book

status reports 1951-1953. Don Berliner took action to secure the

release of a copy the documents from the Pentagon. In one of the

early freedom of information actions, the Moss Subcommittee in

the US House of Representative became involved and Congessional

interested help obtained the release of these reports which had

reached the mandatory declassification dates.

See:

http: //www.bluebookarchive.org/download.aspx

After the release, Berliner informed Hennessey of his success.

Similarly, Hennessey attempted to get the UK government to

release government documents on UFOs. Many times direct attempts

were met with icy cold turn downs and denials, however the

resourceful Hennessey many times found various ways around

official spokesmen and went to various agencies involved.

Various documents, UFO reports, and letters in the files of

CUFOS, the Condon Committee, Dr. David Jacobs, Richard Hall and

others demonstrate Hennessey's extensive and exhaustive

investigations and research on UFOs. Joe McGonagle recently

interviewed Hennessey which shed new light on his activities and

clarified certain things in the written record. Based on these

record I have written a short introduction to Hennessey's

article on The UK Government and UFOs. See:

http: //project1947.com/shg/hennessey/ index.html

http://www. virtuallystrange.net/ufo/updates/2006/jan/m02-016.shtml 07/07/2006



The U.K. Government UFOs & Julian J.A. Hennessey Page 2 of 3

Include in my introduction are articles from NICAP's UFO

In igator on Hennessey's activities.

Hennessey had hoped to publish his essey in a British magazine.

He also gave a copy to Dr. Hynek to publish in the US. With his

kind permission it is published here:

http: //project1947.com/shg/hennessey/hennessey.htm

Some of the official views of Hennessey were detailed in "Out of

the Shadows: UFOs, the Establishment and Official Cover Up" by

British authors, Dr. David Clarke and Andy Roberts. I purposely

did not use this material in my introduction so the reader could

consult the author's independent views of Hennessey and the

official reactions to his efforts.

After the original announcement of Hennessey's essay, Dave

Clarke kindly provide his take on Hennessey and other references

concerning Hennessey's activities:

"For the record, here is a brief news item on Julian, under the

heading 'The Forgotten UFOlogist', which I wrote for Fortean

Times 191 (2004), p26: ‘

mt .,.one of these ‘forgotten UFOlogists', Julian Hennessey, has

become the subject of a fascinating mini-biography by UFO

historian Joe McGonagle who runs the respected UFOlogyinuk list.

Hennessey first became interested in UFOs as a child in his

native Scotland when he sighted a pair of bright moving objects

in the sky. As a teenager in the 1960s, he moved to London and,

as his interest grew, he joined what was then the prestigious

US-based National Investigations Committee on Aerial Phenomena

(NICAP). While others followed the hippy trail to Warminster,

Hennessey decided to tackle the authorities head-on in a

personal campaign for scientific study of UFO reports. He then

embarked on a letter-writing programme which lasted 15 years to

enlist the support of everyone from the British Prime MInister

to the Secretary-General of the United Nations. During’ this

period, Hennessey founded a UK branch of NICAP and became

friends with some of the big names in the 'serious UFOlogy' of

his day. His greatest achievement was to enlist a group of

sympathetic MPs to pile pressure on the Ministry of Defence who,

in 1967-68, were struggling to cope with an unprecedented wave

of UFO sightings. Hennessey discovered to his horror that the

MoD was at that time destroying its UFO files at five yearly

intervals, which meant papers dealing with some of the classic

incidents from the 1950s, such as the radar-visual from RAF

Lakenheath (see FT 171:14) had been lost to any future

scientific study. His campaign embarrassed the MoD and forced

them to end the destruction of any further UFO papers. They were

also obliged to set up, for the first time, a direct process

whereby Civil Aviation pilots and police officers could report

their sightings to the MoD. Were it not for the work of Julian

Hennessey, much of what we now know about the UK Government's

attitude to UFOs - and indeed the history of our subject - would

have been lost for good.'

"Further information about Julian's role in tackling the MoD

over the destruction of papers relating to the RAF Lakenheath

incident and other cases from the '50s can be found in my online

papers at Martin Shough's URL:

http: //lakenheath.mysite.wanadoo-members.co.uk/

under the heading 'The Fate of British MoD Records.'"
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DCA Access to Information Central Clearing House

Referral Form— New Requests

1/ Please complete this form as thoroughly as possible. Referral forms must be used when referring

cases to the Clearing House.

2/ if possible, please include with this form details of information falling within the scope of the

request. However, referrals should be made at the earliest opportunity. If relevant information has not

yet been collated, please refer the case and forward the information and4 your detailed analysis of the

request subsequently.

3/ You should continue to process the request until a Clearing House case officer contacts you.

However, please do not issue a final response before agreement with the Clearing House.

Contact Details of Departmental FO! Practitioner

Name:

Department:

E — mail (check accuracy):

Telephone Number:

Fax:

Departmental Case Ref: 04-07-2006-162649-001

Is this person the first point

of contact for this case? Yes No [] (If no, please indicate first point of contact in Key Contacts section)
(Please check box) ,

Timeframes

Date request received: 4 July 2006

Date Clearing House advice required by: 1 August 2006

Deadline for response to applicant: 8 August 2006

Is there a prospect of using NCND? No

Case Details: =

Name / organisation of applicant and exact wording Section 40 |
of request: Paper copies of the following:

a) Contents of the file relating to a Parliamentary enquiry by Sir

John Langford-Holt MP on behalf of his constituent Julian

Hennessy. | believe the file covers the period 1976-79 roughly and

the reference is AF/BJ84/76.

b) Contents of the file relating to a Parliamentary enquiry by Mr

John Ellis on UFOs in 1977, MOD reference MR/122505.

c) Copies of the background notes and briefing papers supplied to

John Spellor MP for use in his replies to written questions by Helen

Jackson MP in the House of Commons in March 1998. As you may

or may not know, these questions do not specifically relate to UFOs

but are about two unexplained "sonic booms" reported in the Peak

District on 24 March 1997 at around the time that a search was

conducted for a suspected light aircraft crash (no aircraft was

subsequently reported missing).

The subject of UFOs attracts public and media attention. The

applicant is a part time author who has written books, magazine

Please give detailed background information on the | and newspaper articles about UFOs and the unexplained. The

subject matter and sensitivities (including media Parliamentary question referred to in the applicants request at para

interest) surrounding the request: c) was asked as a result of a letter from a member of the public,

namely Dr David Clarke who is a known associate of the applicant.



Wh fearing House triggers are engaged by this | Minister.

request? (Refer to Clearing House toolkit at

http://www.foi.gov.uk/guidance/pdf/toolkit.pdf)

The information consists of background information provided to a

Does/will the National Security Liaison Group

(NSLG) have an interest in this case? Is there a

possibility of a s23 or $24 certificate being issued?

Exemptions:

Which exemptions may apply to

the information held, and why?

$.36 (2)(b)(i)

This information consists of background advice by officials to Ministers in order for

them to provide an informed response to Parliamentary Questions. Release of this

information could inhibit the free and frank provision of such advice.

§.22 (1)

The information requested at paragraphs a) and b) of the request have been

prepared for transfer to The National Archives where they will be fully open for

public inspection. Enquiries are being conducted to establish a timescale for

transfer.

Internal Departmental action to date:

Summary of case action (including

contact with applicant) taken by

Department so far:

Relevant information has been located.

The applicant has been informed that the MOD holds relevant information and a

Public interest Test is being conducted under S.36. The applicant has also been

informed that depending on the timing of transfer of information to The National

Archives, $.22 may also apply.

Next steps for Department

(including internal clearance

procedures) and timeframes:

A Public Interest Test is now being conducted. This will be followed by a

submission to seek ministerial agreement and approval for a course of action as a

result of the PIT. Once ministerial approval has been achieved, the documenis will

be referred back to the Clearing House for final approval. A response will then be

sent to the applicant.

Involvement of Other Government Departments/NDPBs:

Is this a suspected Round Robin request? (Please check box)

Yes i No X

Yes

If not a Round Robin, are any other Government Departments or NDPBs likely to be involved? (Please check box)

No Possibly []

a| If “Yes” or “possibly”, please state why and provide contact details where possible:



& Department 1 Department 2 Department 3

Name of Department

not for (possible)
involvement:

Contact details

Key Contact Details — Policy Official / first point of contact (if not alreadys
Please check if this is

first point of contact

x

Name:

E — mail:

Telephone Number:

Key Contact Details — Departmental Lawyer

Please check if this is

first point of contact

Name:

E — mail: T]

Telephone Number:



COO 2 CE IE Z LY FCC}

ome SS ‘ his aa ai / Zéoe

amas —_ =scion lCUd
From:

Sent: 03 July 2006 18:42
To:

Subject: S) re

Dear

Dear

I want to make a request under the Freedom of Information Act on the subject of UFOs.

Can you send me paper copies of the following:

a) Contents of the file relating to a Parliamentary enquiry by Sir John Langford-Holt

MP on behalf of his constituent Julian Hennessy. I believe the file covers the period

1976-79 roughly and the reference is AF/BJ84/76. Seige Section 40 | Dee 13/n3g

b) Contents of the file relating to a Parliamentary enquiry by Mr John Ellis on UFOs

in 1977, MoD reference MR/122505. a Provigionad PERE Tiley

c) Copies of the background notes and briefing papers supplied to John Spellar MP for

use in his replies to written questions by Helen Jackson MP in the House of Commons in

March 1998. As you may or may not know, these questions do not specifically relate to

UFOs but are about two unexplained "sonic booms" reported in the Peak District on 24

March 1997 at around the time that a search was conducted for a suspected light

aircraft crash (no aircraft was subsequently reported missing).

I realse that it's possible you may wish to invoke Exemption 36 of the FOI, arguing

that release is "prejudicial to the effective conduct of public affairs.

The MoD have already set precedents for the release of briefings to Ministers, both in

the release of the Rendlesham papers on appeal in 1982-3 and, more recently, in the

briefing papers supplied to Defence Minister Tom King in March 1992 in preparation for

his response to the PO by George Foulkes MP on the Aurora black project. These papers

were released to following an FOI request he made in 2005 (see The

Guardian, June 24, :

I don't believe this is the case however and, should you use Exemption 36, I will

appeal to the Information Commissioner for a judgement.

Could you supply me with a reference number for my request and use my address below

for correspondence etc. ;

Thanks for your assistance in this matter.

Regards

Bagillt

Flintshire

North Wales
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