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LOOSE MINUTE

Di ISEC /10/8/3

11 February 2003

DAS LA (Ops&Pol)1

Copy to:
DI BCR CG AD :

oem ) o~25L2d
COPY OF DOCUMENTS FROM D155 FILE DI55/108/15 PART 4

4. Further to my minute of 13 January, you came over on 3 February and looked through

the above file selecting documents you thought might be useful to retain to fill some gaps in

DAS's history of MOD's UFO policy.

2. | have now checked the documents you selected with DI55 who are content for you to

have copies for your files which | enclose. The DIS would, however, wish fo be consulted

before any documents generated by DIS are considered for release to the public domain.

DIBCRCG 4
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Copy to: SEDI54 .

UAPSTUDY ©&

Ref A: D/DI55/202/RWJ dated 19 Oct 95

1. Your request at reference for a study to be undertaken on UAP provided an

intriguing interlude to more conventional business. SEeeeOe bad already

mentioned his intentions.

2. [have studied your supporting paperwork and also that which surfaced last

time the matter was-raised. Whether or not the estimated £80K for a one year study
might be available affordability is not the issue; it is whether there is sufficient
justification to proceed against the priority threshold which exists in the present

climate.

3. Tnote that Sec(AS)2 has a responsibility for UFOs and that he was content

with the proposed study last time. However before contemplating any further action

two hurdles need to be cleared. Firstly the customer must provide a priority ranking

for a requirement which merits the study being considered against similar priority

Air Staff requirements. Secondly we in DI(ST) have to form a judgement on

whether the study should proceed taking account of relative priorities between all

customers and the allocation of our resources to tasks.

4. On the latter I am far from convinced that we would form the view that the

study has greater priority than some of the savings measures that have had to be

offered, and which have been taken, in LTC96. In addition I consider the

assessment made last time remains valid and indeed is strengthened that spending

money on such an esoteric subject in a continuing climate of constraint was ‘not

good politically’.
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
DAS4(SEC)
‘ROOM 8241

MAIN BUILDING

WHITEHALL «= (3 aol} = Covering SE
LONDON SwWtA 2HB
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5... On the basis of the present case I am not prepared to stpport the study. As

a matter of normal business efficiency however I have no objection to you creating

a simple in-house database into which you could enter essential details of all future

GAP reports. This would at least provide a convenient and accessible source of

future data which would facilitate a study should the above provisions be satisfied.

Perhaps you would let me know if you decide this is justified.

DI(ST)

WH4133 SESTEREON

CONTRACT/T#95S
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D/DI55/108/15 ; See

19 June 1995

Sco ea

INITIAL STUDY OF UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA

1. We have previously made a case for a initial study of
Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP) and it was accepted by the

then DI({(ST). With the onset of DCs 18 he decided to postpone any

work.

2. Recently we have seen an increase in the number of reports

received and as per standing instructions no action has been

taken. Although many are doubtless produced by fertile

imaginations many appear to represent a possible effect. It could

be argued that there is more "evidence" for the existence of UAPsS

(undefined) than the Baines

3. My thinking on this mater is simple:

a. We have a remit that we have never met.

b.

c. Since we have never carried out any studies we do not
know if the reported events are caused by natural causes,

or other reasons.

d. If the reports really. reflect the existence of

e. Until we conduct some analysis of the files we will

not have any idea what the many reports represent. If at

any stage in the future UAPs are shown to exist then there

is the potential for severe embarrassment. We can

justifiably be asked how we could receive so many reports

and ignore them. If I had a suspicious nature I might

assume that there is a high level remit on the DIS not to

investigate UAPs for some reason!

4. I believe that.we should now raise the topic again with

DI(ST) and h ched a draft minute and a short supporting
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As an allied subject you will reme
shortlybe released to the public. The distribated with these reports will reveal the DI 55oto you a draft note on the request
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D/DI55/108/15

19 June 1995

DI(ST)

A_CASE FOR AN INITIAL STUDY OF UNIDENTIFIED aERtat, PHENOMENA

INTRODUCTION

1. For some years we have had a tas
Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP).
work we have never been able to devote any effort other than tofile reports. Over the years a large amount of data has beenaccumulated but in all that time DI 55 has not been able toestablish a data base of reported events nor have we been ableto consider the “evidence” in any organised way.

king from MOD to advise on
However, due to pressure of

2. in 53 we bid for very limited funding to be allocated tothis area for an initial study. Phis was agreed but the thenDI(ST) stated that before any work conld commence we would needto receive a statement of Support from the customer. This wasdone and written support was received from Sec(AS)2 who have a3;UAP (UFO) responsibility within MoD. Tt was agreed that this metthe remit to obtain customer support. However, in 94 the thenDI(ST) decided that any out of the Ordinary activities should beput on held until DCS 18 was completed.

3. Recently we have seen an increase in thereceived and as per standing instructions notaken. Although many are doubtless produced by fertileimaginations many appear to represent a Bossible effect. It couldbe arqued that there is more "evidence" for the existence of UAPs(undefined) than the BEWieny 7

humber of reports
action has been

4." There “isa onsiderable degree of -eeGevents world wide that may be connected with
{f the reports really ref ect the existence

5. Until we conduct some anal
any idea what the many reports
future UAPs are shown to exist
Severe embarrassment.

receive so many reports and ignore them,
nature I might assume that there L
not to investigate UAPs for s

ysis of the files we will not have
represent. If at any stage in the
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6. I have attached a paper drafted by who has aperipheral, interest in the subject and has

produced on the topic. However, his concerns are Simple like minewe should treat the topic as a potential threat until we have atleast analyzedour data on the subject. As a first step thereforeI request your agreement to place a task on ata base theinformation of the files and, produce an in erim report. Theattached paper also outlines the proposed study that would beundertaken within existing allocations to DI 55. .

Enclosure:

1. UAP Paper.
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D/DI55/108/15

UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA (UAP)

i. For the remainder of this paper a UAP is defined as anobject in space, the atmosphere or on the ground that- does notappear to be a known aerospace vehicle.

2. For some years we have had a t
UAPsS. However, due to pressure of
to devote any effort other than to
a large amount of data has been
DI 55 has not been able to es
events nor have we been able t
organised way.

asking from MOD to advise on
work we have never been able
File reports. Over the years

accumulated but in all that time
tablish a data base of reported
© consider the "evidence" in any

3. in 93 we bid for very limited funding to be allocated tothis area for an initial study. This was agreed but the then. DI(ST) stated that before any work uid commence we would needto receive a statement of support Eon the
fone and written support was recej ed from §“UAP (UFO) responsibility within MOD. It was ac
the remit to obtain customer support. Howev.
DIE(ST) decided that any out of the Ordinary a
put on hold until BCS 18 wae completed.

4. Recently we have seen an increase in th
received and as per standing instructions eetaken. Although many are doubtless produced by fertile ifimaginations many appear to represent a possible effect. It couldbe argued that there is more "evidence" for the existence of UAPs7 (undefined)than the

Becton 2) the reports reallyreflect the existence of

5. The aim of this paper is to indicate why a limited study ofUAP's should be conducted.
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6. Reporting Procedure. There is a ¢c: 
GAL that contains & Simple

reporting procedure. This is the main source of. 
the numerousreports we receive although Sec({AS}2 often pass reports sent tothem by members of the public.

7. DI_55 Role. DI 55 has been tasked with the
forat least 13 years to my personnel knowle
the many reports received have been filed and no analysis hasever been undertaken. No serious follow up has ever occurred toany incident. Occasional briefs were made, most recently to thethen DG and DI(ST). Not surprisingly there has always beenreluctance to undertake any study when limited resources werealready strained by the Cold War in the past and recent eventssuch as the Gulf War, Bosnia and the ever increasing work load.BI 55 has been identified in various open source publications ashaving a UAP role.

*study" of UAP's
dge. During that time

8. Sec(AS)2 acts as a "front" for Mop and
reports from various civilian
information to us. Their general res
only be interested if a threat to ¢
in response to the usual question

tyahswer is no. They have never c

accepts questions and
Organisations and passes
ponse is that the mop would
he nation was demonstrated.

“are the reports studied" the
ommented on any intelligenceactivity. 

,

9, Data Base. We have many files of reports. There is also someevidence that personnel are reluctant to report UAP sightings forfear of ridicule. This is a prevalent attitude and waS 4.demonstrated at the UAP brief given.by DI 55 2608 @GSTI meeting. ' ?Of interest was the fact that the scientis nd engineers §present treated to topic seriously while non scientists (or those *withouta physical science background) made the usual jokes aboutjittle green men and mags hallucination!

THE "RVIDENCE" | 
| eee

10. Since no serious study has ever been undertaken there islimited statistical support to the remainder of this paper andit is of necessity subjective. The "evidence" is the mass ofreports received, there are no known artifacts, However, I wouldcomment that it is not uncommon to base our assessment of theexistence of new . threat Systems purely | on circumstantialevidence.

Very few

peer review. We

we have eyewitnessusands of people world wide.

people know how this is conduct ahad no imagery until very recently! With UAPisreports from many tho

ii. What is Reported?The great bulk of the evidence is composedof eyewitness reports..of strange objects in the sky that are not
¢ a ee 
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recognised by the observers as KndWi aerospace-sehicles. Commonfeatures often cited in ‘reports include:

a. Rapid movement.

b. Apparent rapid changes in speed fron stationary tovery high speeds. In some cases there appear to be veryhigh rates of acceleration.

Qe. Sizes from a few feet to hundreds of feet,

d. Shapes ranging from the familiar "flying saucer"through wedges and deltas to cylinders.

e. Lighted "windows" or "rays" from the UAP, and oftencoloured bright lights,

12. Sample "Events". We have n
these incidents have received a
unclassified references

ever conducted any studies but
degree of study at home usingand knowledge of reports on file.

a. Rendlesham Forest. In the early 80!
outside of RAF Bentwaters in a forest. This incident hasbeen widely reported and the unit commander raised an3? incident report that was passed to us. All the witnesseswere military and included policemen and a Tt CoL. Otherinteresting facts are the proximity to a large base arid theapparent absence of any obvious propulsion system. Therehave been subsequent more detailed reports from personnelwho claim that they were there. There Seems no doubt that,something very strange occurred. The US claimed that no!photography was taken although some "eyewitnesses" havesubsequently claimed that imagery was obtained,

S$ a UAP landed

b. Belgium. In late 89 about 20 police men a“people sighted what appearedto be a large delta Shaped -object over Brussels and other parts of Belgium. It was Lowand slow, very large and had 3 bright lights at its apexes.There was no noise. In March 90 there was a recurrence ofthe events and mahy people reported sighting the object, Itwas tracked by radar and 2 F-16s Scrambled to intercept it.When the F-16s locked on the device accelerated far fasterthan the ac to Supersonic speeds and appeared to "play®with the aircraft. This was repeated a number of times. Theair force later held a Press conference and showed HUD andradar recordings. Enhanced ground photography showed aclear delta shape. These incidents have been the subject ofseveral TV réports and have béen confirmed by the BelgiumMOD to Sec(AS)2. 
.

nd many other

C; Gosford Event. I have called thié the Cosford eventSince that was the. source of the first report. At 0115 on
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West Drayton and Air ‘Yraffie at
confirmed that there was no traffic in
that’ time. Bleven other reports
independent observers scattered o
of these reports was:

Birmingham airport
the Cosford area at

were received from
ver the country. The gist

L. Two separated bright lights moving in parallel.

ii. Some type of "vapour trail" or rear facing beamsof light.

iii. Speeds from stationary to M2.

iv. Erratic and straight flights.

Ve seen at a number of locations.

vi. Observed from 2610 On 36 Mar to 0120 on 31 Mar.

Vil. No vadar returns.

vViii.No sonic booms,

The Devon UFO Research Organisation, who appear to have a4professional approach and followup reported Sightings withinterviews, have supplied other details to sec(AS)- and wehave copies. They are very Similar to the Dp
but contain additional detail from some
observers and some new reports. Two named policemen fromTlfracombe reported that the lights were 500 apart and hadstructure between them and passed overhead at about 2006ft. Other reports were similar. Many reported that theyused the expression vapour trails because they found theeffect difficult to describe. some described the “vapourtrails" as similar to rearward facing lights.

13. Alien Abductions. There is no me
Of “alien abductions" to pT 55 bat-
contains an ever increasing number of

of the previous

chanism for the reporting
the open source reporting
these strange reports.

14. Numbers of Reports. We usually only receive reportsgenerated by military personnel who either are reporting eventswitnessed by like personnel or telephone reports from civilians.There is significant evidence that this is a minority of thetotal number of “yeported events*, T am aWare of several

POSSTBLE EXPLANATIONS

15. Aircraft. There is no doubt that many Sightings can beexplained in conventional terms where observerS are seeing known

e~ | UN@MSQIFERtg

revious reports.
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objects such as aircraft, helicopters and airships at unusualtimes; in unusual conditions and perhaps in excited mentalstates. ‘There are always people who desperately want "tobelieve". UAP'’s are perhaps a Substitute religion for somepeople.An excellent example of a false sSighting was demonstratedin the film "Close Encounters of the Third Kind". In that filma group of "believers" are Oh 4 ridge where UAP's had beenreported. fhe expectation is that some will be seen andeventually an unusval object appears. However, only when itoverflies the ridge can see that: 
it is a helicopter. Acombination of the wind direction, distance and aircraft Lightsfooled everyone. Many reported Sightings can probably beexplained away in such terne.

16. Meteors. Few people nowadays ever see meteorites, these canbe most impressive and he mistaken for UAP's,.

17. Space Vehicles. Some space vehicles can be seen from theearth under some conditions and these could he mistaken forUAP's,

ection a very unusual shape and $27he angles for a UAP. In addition,

is. US "Black" Aircraft. The
can easily be mistaken at sor
here is some

e"ane 
re a7mistaken for UAP's. 

;

19. Ball Lightning. There now seems to be a consensus that sometype of natural plasma ball can be created for short periods bynatural phenomena. This could again be mistaken for a UAP, 4

29. Deliberate Hoax. There
hoaxes have been perpetrated.

is some evidence that deliberate ; §

21. Mass Hallucination. f am unaware of any Phenomena that can
o ~Hatlacinate ~~ jaentiearrySimultaneously.

22. Unknown Natural Phenomena.
could be unrecognised natural ph

it is possible that some events
enomena.

23. Extraterrestriais. This possibility can not be eliminated.
THE US DIMENSION

24. During discussions with SERIE ana other agencies I have $.27been told that they do not Study UAP's but fT have been told that

know if my introduction to the subject was to gauge what I knew,an expression of genuine interest, or for another reason. mz
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UAP investigations.

of continuing US interest and some
I have read many and there does se
and some possible evidence amid the
obvious fabrications.

THE SERIE :DIMENSION

small te
a

WHY STUDY DAPS

have confirmed that
studied UAPs

27.

if they had a red star
determine what UAPs are i
reports with a degree of
UAP reports have been previously

*ttime eliminate the possibility th
represent a threat to the nation.
conduct an initial study.

painted

£ only

28. If for the sake of argument
their apparent use of
acceleration would indicate a ve
afford to ignore this?

23.—-At this. time.I- believe
options, a do nothing option

30. Do Nothing option.
just filing and ignoring
They are no costs.

associated with thi

recommend this option.

31.

data base the reports we hay
indicate that we are loo
proposal for a limited stu
3 main work packages,
production of a report,
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25. It is public knowledge that at one time t
There have been countles

Since we have only ever filed
any studies it is difficult to comme
aspect of UAPs. Perhaps we would have take

confidence,

at they are real and co
For this reason alone

a reactionless

ry advanced technology. Can we

If we accept this
reports then we ha

However, there is ac
S option if UDAPs

and they pose a threat. We would the
ignored the evidence accumlated

Limited Study Option. The fir

€ and search for patte
king at real events.
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the production
and possible fo
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he USAF did conduct
3S books and reports

possible contacts with UAP's.
em to be an underlining thread
huge quantity of rubbish and

at least until the early 90's

reports and never conducted
nt with any confidence on any

h them more seriously
upon them! However we must

so that we can ignore future
Possible explanations for

described. We can not at this

uld they

we should

we assume UAP's are real then
propulsion systems and rapid

that -there are” only two Taqicar ~~ on me
and a limited study option.

option and carry on
ve a very easy time.

ertain element of risk
turn out to be real objects
n have to explain why we had
Over many. years. I do not

st and most obvious step is to
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directed by DI 55. The data base would Gén‘s
minimum features:

a. A discrete event number for

b. Details of location(s
economic potential targets.

cain the fol lowing

each incident.

), including any military of

c. Times and dates,

d. Details of person(s) reporting the event andwitnesses.

e. Details of the event to include size, shape,colour, spe

on electronic equipment or

ed(s), noise, other effects such as effects
ignition systems

g. A categorisation of the event as follows:

1 - Probable NATO/civilian aircraft.

2. - Probable space-associate
meteor, re-entry vehicle or

3. >

ad event such as
planet.

Probable hoax or publicity stunt.

4. ~ Unidentified.

f. Any possible explanation,
exercises etc,

The report would include Classify of t
possible explanations, associations
comment on possible vehicle performan

yees of UAP, comment on
Of locations with UAPS,
ce parameters, comment onany.evidence for advanced technology and especially propulsionsystems, comment on the possibility t

by devices other than v
proposal for an improv
Proposals for possible data collection m
The work would be classified sEc
leakage of the fact that we were
MOD embarrassment.

CONCLUS TON

32. There is no subs

in the formof artifac

ehicles operated by members of NATO, aed UAP reporting format, if required) and
ethods, (if required).

RET UK EYES B, mainly to avoid
studying UAPs and any perceived

tantial evidence of the existence of UAP'sts. However, there are countless eyewitnessreports from personnel all over the world. There would seem tobe some substance to the reports but that could range frommisreports of aerospace vehicles,
“Dlack” aircraft. The Simple

natural phenomena or even US
answer is that we do not know. Tbelieve that we should at the

and form an opinion.

very least examine the data baseTf we do not do Chis we could face a most

such as military

a
e

hat any events are caused.



UNCLASSIFIED
embarrassing situation if UAP's are determined to exist (caused
by whatever mechanism) and we are. seen to have had the evidence

but ignored it.

33. I believe that an initial study can_be roduced via a
contract for an

initial studyof our filed reports. This could be funded from

within the existing DI 55 allocation and cost no more than £35k.
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LOOSE MINUTE X

D/CS(RM) /4/6/37

April 1995

Sec(AS)2a

Copy to:

DI55c

PUBLIC ACCESS TO UFO FILES

Reference: D/Sec(AS)12/1 dated 28 April 1993

1. At Reference it was agreed that the criteria that has

previously applied to the release of UFO matters could be

eased thereby permitting public access to part of the files

at the Public Record Office. These revised rules have been

incorporated in our guidance to review staff (Annex A) but

recent developments prompt me to once again raise the

subject.

2. The internal distribution list was originally intended to

be retained in department as Defence Security Sensitive

under Section 3(4) of the Public Records Acts 1958 and 1967.

In the past this would have presented no problems as the

submissions to the Lord Chancellor, whose authority is

required before the records can be considered legally

closed, only received a cursory examination by PRO

inspecting staff. But with the advent of Open Government the

Lord Chancellor’s Advisory Council on Public Records has

been brought into the act. In preparing our submission last

year the PRO advised that they could not support the

withholding of this information, in the absence of their

support it would be certain the Council would reject our

case for closure. We therefore removed the extracts from our

submission and as a temporary measure we have treated the

information as intelligence sensitive and it is therefore

closed under the provision of the "security and intelligence

blanket"! But as you will see from Annex B the information

we are withholding from the public does not fit at all

comfortably with the criteria agreed by the Lord Chancellor

in 1992.

4. In the circumstances can

requirement to withhold th

public domain.

he reconsider the

108 [15
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ANNEX 5S

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS

1. Unidentified Flying Objects have long been the subject of intense public and

media interest and this interest is often reflected in demands to examine

official records relating to these phenomena.

2. Prior to 1967 records relating to UFO reports were destroyed after 5 years,

as stated by Viscount Long for the Government in the House of Lords in April

1982, but reports since then have been preserved. This has been restated as MOD

policy by Ministers, as recently as 20 February 1990 by the Earl of Arran, US of

S (AF).

3. The MOD policy branch which deals with this subject, Sec (AS), therefore

marks all UFO report files for permanent retention and in view of the ministerial

commitment to keep such material and the high public interest in this topic, all

files relating to UFOs are to be selected for 2nd review.

4. At 2nd review all “UFO files" are to be selected for the Public Record

Office for normal opening at the usual 30 year point, but with the following

action the internal distribution on UFO reports are not releasable as it is not

the Departments’ practice to specify the areas, other than the co-ordinating

branch, currently Sec(AS), within the MOD which receive these reports. The

official line is that UFOs reports are passed to these departments within the MOD

responsible for the Air Defence of the UK. As it is Government policy that where

files selected for permanent preservation contain sensitive information

consideration must first be given to whether it is possible to delete such

information thereby enabling the release of a substantial part of the file. In

the case of files containing UFO reports all papers must be released but the

internal distribution should first be deleted, these deletions to be retained in

department as Defence Security Sensitive, under $.3(4) and re-revewed every 10

years.
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From the Secretary of the Cabinet and Head of the Home Civil Service yra

Sir Robin Butler KCB CVO Pb aus

Ref. A092/422 13 February Clie
Mew Tewy

Records Relating to Security and Intelligence

one
aaaA

In my letter of 23 December last I said that the Lord Chancellor

would announce the renewal of the ‘'blanket' approval to retain

records relating to security and intelligence by means of an arranged

PQ.

The PQ has been tabled for answer by the Lord Chancellor in the

-~-~- House of Lords on 14 February 1992. I attach for your information a

copy of the Question and draft reply, also a copy of briefing which

has been circulated to Departmental Record Officers for them to make

available to Ministers and Press Offices as appropriate.

An announcement will also be made on 14 February 1992 of the

release of the Farm Hall transcripts in which there has been

considerable academic interest and which until now have been withheld

under the 'blanket'. The simultaneous release will, I hope, be seen

as an indication of the Government's intention to release security

( and intelligence related material as soon as it is deemed no longer
- sensitive.

I am copying this letter and the attachment to those on the

--- attached list.

Sir Terence Burns Pa
HM Treasury
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION FOR WRITTEN ANSWER ON FRIDAY 14 FEBRUARY

1992

QUESTION: To ask Her Majesty's Government, what action is being taken to

' review the approval given in 1967 for the retention of security and

intelligence records.

ANSWER: The emphasis of the Government's policy, in accordance with the

provisions of the Public Records Act, is on release rather than retention of

records. However, it has long been accepted that certain security and

intelligence related records cannot be released automatically after 30 years

because this would pose a continuing risk to national security. In 1967 my

predecessor gave approval to the retention of such records under section

3(4) of the Public Records Act 1958.

I have now reviewed this approval in the light of the Government's

acceptance of the Wilson Committee’s recommendations (in Modern Public

Records: Cmnd 8531) relating to greater Ministerial involvement and more

frequent consideration of such material. As a result of the review and

following consultation with Ministers concerned I am satisfied that the

records concerned are properly retained in their departments and that the

"blanket" exemption remains the most efficient way of providing the

necessary protection. I have accordingly approved their retention for a

further period of 20 years.

The "blanket" approval is permissive, not mandatory. Departments have

therefore been asked to keep their records under review and to release them

at the first opportunity. All records retained by Departments under the

"blanket" approval will be re-reviewed at least every ten years.



eG?BRIEFING FOR MINISTERS AND PRESS OFFICES ON THE RENEWAL OF cul]
"BLANKET" APPROVAL TO RETAIN SECURITY AND INTELLIGENCE RECORDS"
AND RELATED MATERIAL UNDER SECTION 3(4) OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS ACT

1958

Background

In November 1967, the then Lord Chancellor, Lord Gardiner, approved the

blanket retention of security and intelligence records. This "blanket" approval

permitted the retention of records over 30 years old under section 3(4) of the

Public Records Act 1958 without the need to seek the Lord Chancellor's specific

approval to retain particular records. The original "blanket" approval was

established for 25 years and therefore expires in 1992.

In 1982, in the White Paper, Modern Public Records (Cmnd 8531, March 1982) the

Government accepted, inter alia, the recommendations of the Wilson Committee

that "the powers conferred under section 3(4) should in future be exercised in

such a way as to require more specific and more frequent Ministerial approval”.

The Government decided that new records for retention should be approved in 10-

year tranches and that each bianket approval should be reconsidered after 20

years.

The Public Records Act prescribes that persons responsible for public records

of any description which are not in the Public Record Office shall, under the

guidance of the Keeper of Public Records, make arrangements for the selection

of those records which ought to be permanently preserved and for their safe

keeping. Generally records have to be transferred to the PRO before they are

30 years old. However, if the Lord Chancellor gives his approval, records more

than 30 years old can be retained in departments under section 3(4) of the Public

Records Act, either because the records contain highly sensitive information

relating to national security or because they are required for administrative

purposes. One form that retention can take is that of a "blanket" nature,

covering clearly defined subject matter but without referring specifically to

classes of records or individual pieces. The blanket approval has the advantage

of being a relatively efficient and economic way to deal with a sizeable category

of records when it is clear that the bulk of them need to be retained; without such

a framework, the need to gain approval for records individually would increase

enormously the demands on resources for all concerned in Departments, Agencies

and the PRO. Before giving his approval to the retention of records under

section 3(4) of the Act, the Lord Chancellor must be informed of the facts



constituting the reason for such retention and receive the opinion of the person

or persons responsible for the records that they need to be retained.

Review

Following a review of the operation of the "blanket" by officials, the Lord

Chancellor has sought and has received the opinion of Ministers responsible for
departments holding records needing to be protected by the "blanket" approval

that the records held continue to need such protection. He has also been

informed of and approved the facts which make this protection necessary. In the

light of this, the Lord Chancellor has agreed that a new "blanket" approval shail

be granted and that, in accordance with the Wilson Committee recommendation,

it shall be for 20 rather than 25 years.

Announcement

The Lord Chancellor will announce, by means of an Arranged PQ, that he has

given a further approval for a blanket retention of these records for 20 years.

The PO has been tabled for Answer on 14 February.

Follow-up

The renewal of the "blanket" does not mean that all the documents covered by it

will automatically be held back from publication. As the Lord Chancelor's

announcement will say, departments will continue to keep records under review.

The emphasis of the Government's policy, in accordance with the provisions of the

Public Records Act, is on the release rather than the retention of records. Those

Departments holding records which are retained under the "blanket" will re-

review them at least every ten years. If they are no longer sensitive they will be

released at that time. The Government will encourage a flexible approach to the

reviewing of such records. Within the constraints of available resources, material

will be released within the ten year period should its sensitivity disappear

earlier. Responsible Ministers will be consulted before the current “blanket”

approval expires at the end of 2011.



QUESTION AND ANSWER BRIEF FOR MINISTERS AND/OR PRESS OFFICES
(INCLUDING THE PRIME MINISTER AND NO 10 PRESS OFFICE)

Q1 Why do we need a "blanket"?

Al When a category of records such as those relating to security and intelligence

needs to be withheld, the procedures for the handling of such records can be

efficiently and economically administered if the category is dealt with as an

entity rather than on an item by item basis.

Q2 What other records are dealt with in this way?

A2 Other examples include records relating to atomic energy, civil defence and

personal records of civil servants.

Q3 How does the blanket arrangement differ from extended closure for, say, 50

years or longer?

A3 Extended closure under section 5(1) of the Public Records Act enables records

passed to the PRO by departments to remain closed to the public for longer than

30 years. That procedure is used to deal with records of a sensitive nature

where it is possible to identify with some degree of confidence a point in the

future when that sensitivity will have disappeared. Records retained by

departments under the blanket are of such an exceptionally sensitive nature

that no judgment about when they will be releasable can be made now.

Q4 What sort of material is held under the "blanket" approval which has now been

announced?

A4 Records relating to security and intelligence matters.

Q5 What are the criteria for including material in the "blanket" authority?

A5 {see the list of "facts" attached]

©6 Which departments hold records under the "blanket" and how much of thie cg

material is there?

A6 Material of this sort is held in varying amounts by most major GovernmeN ‘
departments and it is not possible to quantify it with any degree of preciaTM ep -



Q7 What procedures are to be adopted to keep the material under review?

A7 As the Lord Chancellor's Statement says, all material held by departments

under the "blanket" will be reviewed at least every ten years. If resources

permit, more frequent reviews will be carried to ensure that material is released

as soon as its sensitivity disappears.

Q8 How is this 10-year review carried out?

A8 The Departmental Record Officer in each department is responsible for looking

at the records and, after such consultation as is necessary with other

government departments and the security and intelligence agencies, for

recommending continued retention or release.

Q9 Do Ministers take part in this review?

A9 No. By convention, Ministers do not see papers of previous Administrations.

However, the Lord Chancellor has emphasised that as part of the mechanism for

creating the blanket authority itself, Ministers must be satisfied that the

records for which they are responsible fall into categories which merit the

protection of retention and non-release.

O10 Who monitors that officials' recommendations for release or otherwise are

correct? Does the Lord Chancellor see the records?

Aid This is the responsibility of Public Record Office staff, on whom the Lord

Chancellor relies for assurances that records should properly be withheld.

Q11 What is the position regarding Agency records?

All The Prime Minister has agreed that records of the Security and Intelligence

Agencies should continue to be withheld under the blanket. A further

opportunity to consider those records will occur when the current blanket

approval expires. All records created by the Agencies and passed to

Government departments will be considered for release against the agreed

criteria, which are kept under review.

Q12 How will changes in the international intelligence climate affect the blanket

approval?

Al2 Records will continue to be reviewed under the blanket arrangements, taking

due account, as appropriate, of any such changes.



O13 Does the Lord Chancellor's Advisory Council on Public Records see any of the

records covered by the "blanket"?

Al3 The Advisory Council is not involved in endorsing any of the various

applications made by departments to retain records under section 3(4),

because of the particularly sensitive nature of the records involved.

O14 Who makes the final decision to retain or release records?

Al4 Under the terms of the Public Records Act, the Lord Chancellor, as Minister

responsible for public records, must give his approval to Departments’

applications for the retention of records.

Q15 Why do we need to keep so much information withheld these days?

A15 The Government's policy continues to be to make as much information

available as possible while preserving the confidentiality essential to the

effective working of government and, of course, the security of the State.

The framework that has now been put in place for the future (including more

frequent and specific Ministerial endorsement of the need to retain records,

records being dealt with in smaller tranches, and better and more regular

review procedures) will make departments iook hard at this sort of material

and provide more encouragement and more "trigger points" for reconsideration

and release.



EMBARGOED UNTIL 3.30 FRIDAY 14 FEBRUARY

QO: What about the Farm Hall Tapes?

Az At the end of the Second World War, a group of German
nuclear scientists were interned in a farm house - Farm

Hall, near Cambridge. During their internment’ the

opportunity was taken to record their conversation. Whilst

the tapes no longer exist, the transcripts have survived.

Over the years there has been much academic interest in

these transcripts which have hitherto been closed to the

public; but following one of the regular re~reviews of such

material, arrangements have now been made for their

release. They have been assigned to class WO 208 piece no.

5019 and are now available for examination at the Public

Record Office at Kew.

[Text of a press statement to be made by the PRO on Friday 14

February. Further enquiries to the PRO Press Office.]



REASONS FOR WITHHOLDING RECORDS RELATING TO SECURITY AND

INTELLIGENCE

Private and personal information is collected by the

security and intelligence Agencies by, through and about

individuals on a confidential basis. Its release would

infringe both that confidentiality and the privacy of

individuals concerned and their descendants.

The release of documents would be against the interests of

the Agencies' employees and contacts. It would destroy the

basis of confidentiality upon which the Agencies rely to

function and thus prejudice their current operational

ability.

Contacts with Agencies of other countries are undertaken on

a confidential basis; to release papers would destroy that

and might also affect relations with those countries.

Methods of intelligence collection and operational

procedures do not change in a major way, even over a number

of years. The release of past papers may give away or draw

attention to techniques still in use.
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D/DI55/108/15

2 December 1993

DI({ST)

UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA STUDY - PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO

References:

A. D/DI55/108/15 dated 18 Oct 93.

B. D/Sec(AS)12/1 dated 16 Nov 93.

1. For some years we have had a tasking from MOD to advise on

Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP). However, due to pressure of
work we have never been able to devote any effort other than to

file reports. Over the years a large amount of data has been

accumulated but in all that time DI 55 has not been able to

establish a data base of reported events nor have we been able

to consider the "evidence" in any organised way. Some recent

events, and a cursory examination of the files, indicate that the
topic may be worthy of a short study.

2. I am aware, from intelligence sources, that pbelieves

that such phenomena exist and has a small team studying them. I

am also aware that an informal group exists in the Billion 27
ESSA community and it is possible that this reflects a
more formal assessment activity.

3. It is probable that the vast majority of the reports on file
have reasonable explanations, such as military aircraft,
-balloons, clouds, satellites and possibly stealth aircraft.

However, there appear to bea residual number of reports that can

not be so easily explained. If true, they may merit further

study.

4, Last year we bid for some funding to be allocated to this
area for an initial study. They were allocated but you stated

that before any work could commence we would need to receive a
statement of support from the customer. At Reference oection 4g
Bore to Sec(AS)2 who have a UAP (UFO) responsibility within

. Reference B a reply was received confirming that they

were content with our proposal. I believe that this meets the

remit to obtain customer support.

5. Opening a new contract, and using competitive tendering,
would potentially expose the study to too wide an audience. We

propose modifying an SESRIEIREMIN contract. The manager is a
and we nown to DI 55. When the contract was

ast renewed we received a very competitive price and will

obviously keep costs to a minimum. I am anticipating a Man year
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of effort at most at this time. Since a potential exists forpolitical embarrassment the study and output will be gradedSECRET UK EYES B. The costs of the pc have been excluded, inaccordance with DI(R)s instruction.

by of the proposed amendment toyour approval and authorization toProvisioned for this year and bid for

the contract and request

release the funding already
in LTC 94.
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D/DI55/108/15

10 August 1993 =)

DGSTI UFO BRIEF (VA1)

INTRODUCTION

1. I am well aware that anyone who talks about UFOs is treated

with a certain degree of suspicion. I am briefing on the topic

because DI 55 have a UFO responsibility, not because I talk to

little green men every night! However, the topic is emotive and

reaction varies from complete disbelief and ridicule to the

Adamski/Von Daniken exposes about their trips to Venus with sex-

crazed female aliens. However, my cover was broken by the People

newspaper a few years ago when they published this story. (VA2)

2. I believe it essential that we start with open minds. For

example if I was to brief today on a new missile based only on

BEG ¢ would probably be believed, yet no-one around this table
as ever undertaken BEBE analysis , no one would have seen the

missile and the report would be based on processing what to most

people is .

3. I also believe that it is also important to appreciate that

what is scientific "fact" today may not be true tomorrow.

Consider the following examples: (VA3)

a. It was only a few hundred years ago that "scientists"

believed that the earth was the centre of the universe.

b. Marconi was told by the scientific community that

radio waves would never cross the Atlantic.

Cc. It was generally agreed until early this century that
the atom could not be split.

d. The Astronomer Royal, only some 30 years ago, publicly

stated space travel was bunk.

e. Radium and X-rays were thought to be good for the

health.

I could quote many more examples but my point is that we need to

keep open minds.

WHY

4. Why then should anyone, apart from the weirdo fringe, and

DI 55, be interested in UFOs.

5. UFOs have historically been a DI 55 responsibility but we

have never carried out any investigations, we have just filed

UNGITABSEPIED
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reports. Precious attempts to carry out initial studies have been

refused. Thus we have a remit that we have never satisfied. That

is we do not now if UFOs exist. If they do exist, we do not know

what they are, their purpose or if they pose a threat to the UK.

AIM

6. My aim in this brief will therefore be to describe some

incidents, draw some tentative conclusions and indicate a

possible way ahead.

INCIDENTS

7. (VA4) Firstly let me say we are on to part 42 of the UFO

incidents file. The current section was opened on 27 Apr this

year and has 33 enclosures already. We have not analyzed this

data, we file it and occasionally have to field a general

question.

8. Most people think that UFOs are a recent phenomena but they

are not. There are reasonably reliable reports of strange objects

in the skies dating back hundreds of years. The topic started to

gain public interest after the Second World War when sightings,

or reports, started to increase dramatically. I have picked 3

different types of event over the last ten years to describe.

9. Rendlesham Forest. (VA5) This VA shows a report from the

deputy base commander at Woodbridge describing an incident in

late 80. I would draw your attention to the fact that the

witnesses were all military and included policemen and a Lt Col.

Other interesting facts are the proximity to a large base, the

blue lights and the apparent absence of any obvious propulsion

system. There have been subsequent more detailed reports from

personnel who claim that they were there.

10. Belgium. (VA6) Information on this event comes from a US TV

programme, Unsolved Mysteries. I have not sought authority to

discuss the matter with the Belgiums but if our proposed study

is approved I will. I believe this event really occurred, the

programme contained interviews with Belgium police and military

and HUD video support the story. The essential features are:

a. In late 89 about 20 police men and several hundred

other people sighted what appeared to be a large delta

shaped object over Brussels and other parts of Belgium. It

was low and slow, very large and had 3 bright lights at its

apexes. There was no noise.

b. In March 90 there was a recurrence of the events and

many people reported sighting the object. It was tracked by

radar and 2 F-16s scrambled to intercept it. When the F-16s

locked on the device accelerated far faster than the ac to

supersonic speeds and appeared to "play" with the aircraft.

UNGEASSIFSED
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This was repeated a number of times. The air force later

held a press conference and showed HUD and radar

recordings. Enhanced ground photography showed a clear

delta shape. (VIDEO)

Cosford Event. I have called this the Cosford event since

was the source of the first report. (VA7)

a. At 0115 on 31 Mar this year 2 RAF policemen reported

lights in the sky. RAF West Drayton and Air Traffic at

Birmingham airport confirmed that there was no traffic in

the Cosford area at that time.

b. Eleven other reports were received from independent

observers scattered over the country. The gist of thee

reports was: (was)

(1) Two separated bright lights moving in parallel.

(2) Some type of "vapour trail" or rear facing beams

of light.

(3) Speeds from stationary to M2.

(4) Erratic and straight flights.

(5) Seen at a number of locations.

(6) Observed from 2010 on 30 Mar to 0120 on 31 Mar.

(7) No radar returns.

(8) No sonic booms.

c. The Devon UFO Research Organisation who appear to have

a professional approach and follow up reported sightings

with interviews, have supplied other details to Sec(AS) and

we have copies. They are very similar to the previous

reports but contain additional detail from some of the

previous observers and some new reports. Two named

policemen from Ilfracombe reported that the lights were 500

about and had a structure between them and passed overhead

at about 2000 ft. Other reports were similar. Many reported

that they used the expression vapour trails because they

found the effect difficult to describe. Some described the

"vapour trails" as similar to rearward facing lights.

d. Observers. (VAQ) Since we have a reasonable degree of

information on this event it is interesting to examine the

observers backgrounds. This VA summarises this and it can

be seen that most observations appear to have been made by

responsible people and they were corroborated.

UdtGarA&SbF IED
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POSSIBILITIES

12. So what are all these people seeing in the sky. Firstly what
type of person sees UFOs. Well generally it is people out at
night, they tend to be farmers, policemen, doctors and lovers.
What could they be? Some possibilities are: (VAIO)

a. Mass Hallucinations. I have never come across this but
the Director mentioned it at a recent meeting. If it is
possible then I can not imagine what mechanism causes large
numbers of people to have identical hallucinations.

b. Hoax. There is no question that some people have
deliberately created hoaxes. However, these people have

usually been in a position to profit financially or wish to
gain publicity. I suggest that military or police personnel
are not in a position to profit and indeed may well be

considerably embarrassed by reporting such events. This are

some indications that the reported incidents are only the

tip of an iceberg and many people do not wish to risk

embarrassment and so do not report sightings.

c ‘or US Aircraft. It is possible that some of
the sightings are US aircraft, a favourite call is the

specuat ed Sar If this is so then
why is it own over densely populated countries at low

level such as the UK and Belgium where many people can see

it. In addition, if you accept the events I have described

then must be a rather interesting craft. Its

. However, I

believe that it is possible/probable that some sightings

Iay well have been of the F-117.

d. Atmospheric Effects. There are 2 possible sources to
my knowledge:

(1) Clouds. These probably account for some reports,

I have seen some very strange shaped clouds,

especially the lenticular variety.

(2) Ball Lightning. I have never seen this phenomena

but have read of its existence.

e. Non Terrestrial. The possibilities are:

(1) Sightings of Planets. This is possible and Venus
can be very bright but is does not move around the
sky.

(2) Meteors. Also possible.

UNGELASSHRED|
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(3) Extra-Terrestrial Lifeforms. Possible but no

direct evidence.

IMPLICATIONS (VAi1}

13. National Security. The national security implications are

considerable. We have many reports of strange objects in the

skies and we have never investigated them. If the sightings are:

a. US. There is probably no threat to national security

although it would be most alarming if the craft were using

UK airspace without authority.

b. Section 27} If the sightings were of vehicles
then is a threat to national security and we urgently need

to establish the nature of the craft and its capabilities.

c. Extra-Terrestrial. If the sightings are of devices not

of the earth then their purpose needs to be established as

a matter of priority. There has been no apparent hostile

intent and other possibilities are:

(1) Military reconnaissance.

(2) Scientific.

(3) Tourism.

14. Technology Transfer. If reports are taken at face value then

devices exist that do not use conventional reaction propulsion

systems, they have a very wide range of speeds and are stealthy.

I suggest that we could use this technology, if it exists.

WAY AHEAD (VAI2)

15. I believe that there are two immediate actions we should

take:

a. Firstly we need to examine all the data we have

and determine if a further study is justified.

b. In parallel we should discuss with any collectors
under DIS or UK control any anomalous events. We may have

material that has been ignored as possible meteor trails

etc.

Only after conducting such a basic study as I have outlined above

will consider I have met my remit on UFOs.

UNGLASSHED



LOOSE MINUTE

D/Sec(AS)/12/3

e June 1986

PS/USOfFS (AF)

Copy to:

DSTI

D Air Def

GE3

DI 55C

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS - CENTRAL TELEVISION INTERVIEW

Reference: D/Sec(AS)/12/3 dated 14 May 1986

1. In my minute at Reference I promised to let you have

briefing notes for Minister's interview with Central Television on
4 June at 3.30pm.

e. The programme has been inspired, I believe, by the recent

publication of a paperback edition of "Sky Crash", the story of an
alleged ‘'UFO' sighting by USAF personnel at RAF Woodbridge in 1980.
Central TV will also conduct an interview with Ms Jenny Randies,

one of the co-authors of the book. Filming of Minister's interview

will last approximately 20 minutes, perhaps 2-3 minutes of which

will be shown on the programme.

3. Please find attached:

a, A short note on our general policy on UFOS which forms

the basis of our customary responses to enquiries from

members of the public;

b. A detailed brief covering the specific questions

notified to us by Central TV;

and Cc. A specific brief on the "RAF Woodbridge/Bentwaters"

incident which has attracted considerable attention from

ufologists and, to a lesser extent, the media in recent

vears.

4, I understand Minister will wish to run through the brief

just prior to the interview; perhaps vou would let me know of the

time and venue which would be suitable. I propose that Sec(AS) be

represented by and who have been responsible

for compiling the attached material.

MB 8247
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UFOs GENERAL

You may find it useful if I explain that the sole interest of
the MOD in reported sightings of UFOs is to establish whether they

have any bearing on the defence of the country. Unless there are

defence implications we do not attempt to identify sightings and we

cannot therefcre infcrm observers of the probable identity cf the

object seen - te try to de so could be misleading.

We have to recognise that there are many strange things to be

seen in the skKv, but we believe there to be adequate explanations,

They may be satellite debris re-entering the earth's atmosphere, bal:

lightning, unusual cloud formaticns, meteorological ballcscens& 1

aircraft lights, aircraft at unusual angles or many cther things.

Clearly some reports remain unexplained but we have found no

evidence that these phenomena represent a threut to national security

and therefore cannot justify devoting Defence resources to their

investigation,

There is no organisation in the Ministry of Defence appointed

solely for the purpose of studying reports of such objects, and no

staff are emploved on the subject full-time. The reports we receive

are referred to the staff in the Department who are responsible for

the air defence of the United Kingdom, and they examine the reports

as part of their normal duties. '

Cd



UFO INTERVIEW

Qt. Why will the MOD not release UFO information for scientific or

other investigation?

Al. The Department is happy to release what information we have on

Specific incidents, However we could not justify the effort involved

in searching for or collating information of a more general nature.

Qe. What are MOD criteria for establishing defence implications or

otherwise in the case of UFO sightings?

Ae. There can be no strict criteria laid down to determine whether

the defence of the nation has or will be impugned. This must remain

a judgement based on military expertise in analysing the information

available and by collating reports and, wherever possible, radar

traces,

Q3. What are the procedures followed when a UFO sighting is

reported to the MOD?

Q4, Are any of these sightings actually investigated or merely put

on file?

Q5. If further investigation is made, who makes it?

A3-5. All reports received by the MOD are channelled through our Air

Staff Secretariat. They are passed to the Air Staff who examine them

for Air Defence implications. In some cases where (on the face of

it) there could be a defence interest, enquiries are made of relevant



radar establishments ete in order to obtain more information. Having

Satisfied ourselves that the sightings are of no Defence interest we

do not attempt any further investigations. I should say that the

majority of the reports received here are 2 to 3 days, sometimes

weeks, old. Although some reports remain unexplained, we have found

no evidence that these phenomena represent a threat to national

security and therefore cannot justify devoting Defence resources to

their investigation,

Q6, Is there a British UFO investigation unit based at RAF Rudloe

Manor in Wiltshire?

Aé, The Flving Complaints Flight at Rudlcoe Manor are concerned

with receiving and investigating complaints concerning military

aircraft. In the course of their duties they occasionally receive

UFO reports (as do many other units) but thev have no specific role

with regard to this subject,

Q7. Is there such a unit based anywhere else in the UK?

AT. No

Q8. Has there ever been such a unit in the UK In the past?

A&, Certainilv not in the past thirty vears

QYy. Is there any international co-operation between:the MOD and

other Governments on UFO intelligence?

AS. No



Q10. If there have been no defence implications concerning the

thousands of UFO reports made to the MOD over the years, what

conclusions has the Ministry reached?

Al0. The Ministry will continue to examine all reports we receive

to ascertain whether there are any defence implications, If members

of the public feel that for scientific or other reasons, there should

be an attempt to establish the causes of such phenomena, that is for

them, but we are confident that it is not something in which the MOD

should or need become further involved,

Qij Did the MOD assist the House of Lords UFO Study Group?

All

Ole. A former Chief of the Defence Staff, Lord Hill-Norton, says

major investigations into UFOs have been conducted by the United

States and other Governments and it is inconceivable that such an

investigation has not been conducted here, Is this the case?

Ale. Probably the most notable study into the UFO phenomena was

carried out by the University of Colorado and published in 1969.

This concluded that 90% of all UFOs reported could be plausibly

related to ordinary phenomena, Project "Blue Book", a US Government

Study of UFO's was terminated in 1969, It concluded that although

thousands of sightings had been investigated there was nothing to

indicate the existence of UFO's. Nothing has come to light since to

change that view. In the UK a report was produced by the then Air

Ministry in 1955, Its conclusions were basically the same.
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Q13. Numerous sightings have been made over the years by airline

and military pilots, police officers and other professional people.

Many of ‘these reports would, on the face of it, have defence

implications. Why does the Ministry think otherwise?

Al3. Many of the reports received in MOD come through official

channels, although the vast majority of these come originally from

members of the public. Very few reports have been made by pilots;

indeed in the last 146 months the MOD has received only 5 such

reports. All reports are treated on merit; if the MOD receives a

report which conceivably could have defence implications then further

investigations are made to ascertain whether or not this is the case.

Q14. UFO investigators say the MOD is involved in a massive cover-

up. Is this the case? If not, why do vou not shut these people up

once and for all by providing access to the information they seek?

Al4, I can assure you that there is no question of attempting to

cover up any incident, ner are we attempting in anv wav to obscure

the truth. The Department is happy to release what information we

have on specific incidents. However,-as I have already mentioned, we

could not justify the effort and simply de not have the resources to

become involved in searching for or collating information of a more

general nature,

Qid. If the Ministry's first and only knowledge of the RAF

Woodbridge affair was the Col Halt memo dated January 13th - 17 davs

after the alleged incident - is the Ministry not concerned, in the

light of the information contained within that memo, that it was not

consulted by the American authorities much sconer?
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A115. No. The American authorities obviously took the same view as

Ourselves that the incident was adequately investigated by Col Halt

and that therefore no further action was required,

Qié6. if the MOD feels there were no defence implications in the

Woodbridge incident, does it consider Col Halt was hallucinating,

insane or merely lying?

Al6, No, of course not. Col Halt rightly investigated a report bv

his base guards of some unexplained phenomena outside the base, On

consideration of what was reported to him and of his own subsequent

investigations he decided to send a report to the MOD for informa-

tion. He did not reccommend anv further action, nor was any thought

necessary.

Qi7. if the Ministry subscribed to any of these theories relating

to Col Halt, why did it sanction his promotion from deputy to base

commander subsequent to the incident?

Al7. Wwe do not subscribe to any of these theories relating to Col

Halt.

Q18. Would you give any credence to the notion that the UFO

phenomenon has been exploited to cover up sensitive military

operations?

Al8. None whatsoever,

Job No 2ae - 72
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(i. Missiles, Nazis and Brown Bears

One of the greatest problems with this case is its increas-

ing complexity. As the years and months went by not

only did the number of witnesses grow, but so did the

variety — and some might say absurdity — of the potential

explanations.

Already we have found ourselves contrasting such

divergent concepts as lighthouses and rabbits, contact

with an alien society, bizarre hallucinogenic experiments

and wild drug orgies. However, these by no means

exhaust all the options. Three more apparently crazy

hypotheses had to be examined as the work became ever

more convoluted.

Just before Jenny left with Dot for the USA she

received a curious phone call. It came from a sceptical

UFO research group called OSEAP, which had engaged

in one or two earlier battles with Jenny in and out of

print. And fundamentally they disagreed on many aspects

of the UFO phenomenon. But they still respected one

another.

OSEAP had been contacted by a mysterious agency

calling itself APEN (Aerial Phenomena Enquiry Net-

work). Since they knew that Jenny was familiar with their

past strange endeavours, and also knew about this case,
they wanted a private discussion. The visit to the USA

being just a couple of days off. this proved temporarily

impossible. And Jenny was worried, too, at their request

for a private meeting with her alone. Despite her request

that others should accompany her OSEAP refused. The

matter was left in abeyance until after the American visit.

‘Jenny returned from America with a serious illness

a
n
n
e
a
l

Missiles, Nazis and Brown Bears 323

which required hospital treatment during the first part of

198 DSEAP also delayed things. Mean-
tim bt had followed up Jenny’s phone

cor mber 1983 with subsequent talks to

the tors. A little information had been

gle was willing to speak out over the

tel¢ tm was considered too sensitive.!
\ igued by the strange manoeuvres

inv th at RAF Bawdsey and at Wood-

bri me of the missiles that would pop
up d then vanish again soon after we

kn¢ Others we understood to be more

sini ibout Cruise missiles being on base,
wit fofessed sites such as Greenham
Col diversionary measures, had com-

pou n the moves. Then when grapevine

sou ve ought to be more ‘technical’ in

our UFOs, and think more about miss-

iles fers

Cc well aware that somebody, some-
whe to think about missiles instead of
UFOs. But we noticed how concerned some of the high-

ranking officers became when we dared to breathe the
word missile. Halt, for example, was much more worried
about the utterances Jenny had made in Omni about a
nuclear device than he was about a UFO contact being

discussed.

The relevance of this all to the OSEAP/APEN situation

will shortly become apparent. As indeed will the primary

' As this is being written OSEAP have advised that they are continu-

ing their work, which they believe offers a startling explanation for the
Rendlesham sky crash which is outside the UFO field. In due course

this work may be published, and we are not in a position to assess its
validity. However, we are making mention of these events because they

seem to tic in with thoughts that we ourselves were having about the

case.
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reason for Jenny’s great reluctance to commit herself to
clandestine meetings. For what little we did discern about
the ‘startling explanation’, which APEN were offering to

OSEAP, was that missiles figured in it. So far as we

understood it the suggestion was that a missile had either
been dropped accidentally from a plane, or one had shot

off into the forest from its launch site. Such a mistake,

even though its consequences were less dire than they

might have been, could prove disastrous for American

public relations at a time when Cruise missile deployment

was being hotly contested by the British people. Avoiding

open admission of such an episode in December 1980

might be considered so vital by both Britain and America
that the manipulation of the UFO story could have been

conceived in order to try to hide it.

We realized this and decided to take the APEN situ-

ation seriously.

APEN first came onto the UFO scene in 1974. They

sent assorted letters, articles and tape recordings to lead-

ing UFO researchers over a period of three or four years.

-At no time did they ever offer an address. They would

use names, which may have been phoney, that nobody

had ever heard of. And their tapes contained strange

_ American voices which introduced themselves with Nazi

war broadcasts and music. The structure of APEN was

clearly modelled on the German Nazi party and quotes

from their magazine — with a German title meaning

‘Spearhead’ — were offered. :

Officially, APEN claimed to be a super-secret investi-

gation group with incredible financial backing, involving

full-time investigators, scientific equipment, Land-Rovers

and so forth. Links with the American Government or

Secret Service were implied. Their ‘Supreme Com-

mander’, one J. T. Anderson, was American. They would

say only that the secrecy was vital to their work.

The trappings were enough to ward off most ufologists.

Bi 
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But even more worrying was their behaviour. APEN

were embroiled more than once in quite disruptive

actions. Police were called by them, but with the name of

a local UFO group given. That group, despite being

innocent, would then end up in trouble for wasting police

time. Premises were broken into, once bringing apologies

from APEN for the over-exuberance of its agents. And

they simply loved concocting stories and planting evidence

that would implicate serious ufologists in their antics.

Despite actually preaching unity within the UFO move-

ment, and frequently encouraging the work that Jenny

did in this direction, the lengths they went to led many to

believe that she was associated with APEN. Other leading

UFO researchers found similar disinformation spread

about them. All in all, it was most unsavoury. APEN

demonstrated that they had a close finger on the pulse of

ufology and knewa great deal about what was happening

within it. Speculations about who they were, and what

they were really trying to do, became popular in the mid-

seventies. But nobody ever got close to them, although

one or two made extensive efforts. Jenny encouraged

people to ignore them, and they seemed to fade from the

scene in about 1978. So it was somewhat of a shock

to hear that they had resurfaced in connection with

Rendlesham Forest. A number of UFO witnesses had

told of visits from two mysterious men — in one case

one called himself the ‘Commander’. These visits, which

usually demanded the witness’s silence, had all the hall-

marks of APEN.

The APEN story is a long and complicated one, which

has no place in this book. But it should be emphasized

that they took a very great interest in UFO cases involving

military manoeuvres. In 1975 they sent Jenny a report on

a supposed UFO crash in the Berwyn Mountains, near

the village of Llandrillo, Wales. This occurred in January

1974 and involved the whole mountain top being sealed

Missiles, Nazis and Brown Bears
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off while the RAF searched for what was officially said to

be a meteor. This was most unlikely, as was the sub-

sequent major RAF operation to find it. But the publicity

died quickly. Until APEN came along and ‘explained’ it

in their report as a UFO contact.

The similarities between the little-known and scantily

researched Llandrillo sky crash, and the one in Rendle-

sham Forest almost seven years later, are obvious. But in

one case APEN were arguing that the meteor story was a

cover for a UFO. In the other they are saying that the

UFO story was a cover for a missile.

Whoever, or whatever, this APEN is they are certainly

resilient in their efforts. We would advise great caution in

analysing their claims. But we had to make mention of

their sudden and dramatic arising from the ashes. And

we leave it to OSEAP to relate in time the full story.

In passing, it might be added that one or two UFO

investigators have speculated that a fantastic UFO tech-

nology was handed on from the dying remnants of the

Nazi Third Reich in 1945. And indeed we know that
experimental weapons of a distinctly UFO-like appear-

ance were tested during the last few months of the war. Jt

is said that a Fourth Reich exists and is readying itself for

future world leadership. Perhaps there is a group of Nazis

flying around the world in UFOs. Perhaps APEN are

their spy network. Perhaps the US Air Force know it and

are frightened of saying so. Or perhaps this is all non-

sense. It would be best to hope so.

In late January 1984 Jun-Ichi Yaoi brought a TV film

crew from Japan to make a programme about the events

in Rendlesham Forest. The authors worked with him on

this. During the days spent on this many interesting things

happened.

‘Jim’, as he likes to be called, speaks good English. He

decided to take his crew along to RAF Bentwaters and
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spring himself on Col Halt. Brenda kept a good distance

away in her car and watched what happened. The

Japanese were told that Halt was ‘out of the country’,

just as the News of the World were advised four months

before. As they continued trying to get film of people

involved in the case, but being denied this by Wing

Commander Tabor personally, Halt’s car sped off the

base.

Later that day the crew filmed as Jenny put through a

call to Squadron Leader Moreland. Moreland did not

know where Halt was and said he knew nothing about

any UFO incident. He then suggested it was somewhat

Jate and that he wanted to get back to bed. It was just

after 10 P.M.

Attempts to catch witnesses on the hop by bringing

them in front of television cameras were partially success-

ful. We tracked down Andrew Sheepshanks at his farm.

Amid much joviality from other farm hands he

vehemently denied having made a report to the base

about a UFO. He further denied that he had ever spoken

with Dot Street on the telephone in 1982. Dot, hearing

him speak, was sure he was the man she had talked to,

and who had told her about the UFO that had upset his

cattle.

Andrew Sheepshanks had, however, two interesting

comments. First, he admitted to having seen a UFO. But

he claimed this was in 1976, or thereabouts. It was shaped

like a rocket and was in the sky over Alderton, not far

from RAF Bawdsey. It might have been a missile

jaunched from here.

An intriguing remark made by the farmer was that he

had read about the Rendlesham Forest sky crash in a

national newspaper back in 1981. Following this he tried

to discover what had happened and talked to someone.

At first he seemed to imply he had called the base. Then

he said he had spoken with somcone called Jenny. Jenny
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was interviewing him: at this point - buthe and she had

never spoken to one another on any previous occasion.

Certainly Andrew Sheepshanks was less than convinc-

ing about this phone call. There was definitely no national

story in 1981. And so far as we know there is nobody

called Jenny that he could have talked to. aoe

In asking us to leave, the Sheepshanks family directed

us to see a farmer called Flemming, at Eyke. He claimed

that he had seen the UFO, or so he had heard.

We called on the Boast family, who were friendly and

helpful. But they insisted that they saw nothing, but did

themselves suspect it was a drugs party that had got out

of control. David Boast’s young daughter was present

and Jenny sensed something about her. The cameras

were packed up, but she stayed out there talking to David

Boast and the child. The girl seemed to want to talk, but

her father kept stopping her when she opened her mouth.

She said, ‘It should have flattened the trees it was so

wide.’ Later she asked if we knew anyone who had seen

the aliens. Jenny inquired gently if she had seen anything.

She shook her head. Jenny then smiled and said, ‘You

did see something, didn’t you?’ The little girl looked

sheepishly at her father, as if asking how she should

reply. He told her firmly, but politely, to go into the

house.

The Boast family were pleasant and helpful. They insist

that they know nothing more about the events. But we

remain to be convinced of that. Eventually, as we. had

predicted to the Japanese, we were sent to see Frank

Brown along the road.

This time we got somewhere. The Capel Green farmer

said that he had not seen anything, but suggested that we

should talk to a farmer called Higgins. He had bought

some new cattle and one night, just after Christmas 1980,

they had fled into the road in panic. Some had been hit

by a car, although none was killed. Higgins had claimed
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compensation from Bentwaters, assuming that a low-

flying jet must have scared them. They would not have

been used to them as the older animals were. However,

Bentwaters had denied they had any craft up that night

and refused compensation.

But this was not the end of the story. Frank Brown

then explained how Higgins had heard the stories about

lights in the forest and rumours of UFOs, when Brenda

and Dot had begun to investigate. So he went back to the

base and told them that if it was not one of their jets that

had scared his cattle it must have been the UFO. What

did they know about that?

For some reason this made all the difference. Bentwa-

ters now agreed to pay compensation, although how

much and in what form we do not yet know. Whatever it

was proved sufficient for Higgins to sell up his farm and

buy a bigger one somewhere in Devon or Cornwall. He

moved without speaking any more about the UFO.

We are endeavouring to trace this farmer to obtain his

version of the story. But Frank Brown had something

else useful to add. Higgins lived in Eyke. And another

Eyke farmer, called Flemming, had helped him get the

cattle in after the disturbance. He knew about the com-

pensation and we should talk to him. Andrew Sheep-

shanks had just given us the same name an hour before.

Spirits rising, but darkness descending, we made our

way to Eyke. The film crew had to set up lights before we

could knock on the door at the Flemming house. This

obviously alerted him.

Flemming, up to a point, was again friendly and co-

operative. He admitted that he had helped Higgins

retrieve his cattle from the road, but he did not know
what had sent them scurrying there that night. He also

knew that Higgins had received some money from the

Air Force, but he claimed not to know how much. But it
was a fair bit. However, he became very quiet at the
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mention of UFOs. He knew nothing about them, insisted

he had lived in the area since the Forest was first planted

and had never seen anything strange in the sky. But, he

added, ‘I don’t know anything either about the two who

sat in the forest and saw it drop down’. We asked for

clarification of this odd statement. But he would not give ©

it. He then asked politely for us to leave. We got the

impression he knew he had spoken out of turn.

The film crew wanted to try to speak with Col Halt. So

bravely we ventured onto the base. It was now very dark

and well into evening. We could get through the security

easily enough. However, Brenda and Dot were fright-

ened. They recalled the threats that Halt had made when

they were last on base in October. So they stayed in the

car and Jim tried to hook Jenny up to a concealed

microphone so we could record what Halt had to say.

She pointed out the dangers of this, and explained that

they were definitely running the risk of prosecution for

simply being there, let alone trying to film without

permission.

Jenny got to the door and tried to get Halt out. The

lights in the house were on. His car was outside. But no

answer was obtained. Reluctantly, but in recognition of

the possible consequences, we left Bentwaters.

Previously, the crew had shot some film at RAF

Bawdsey, where permission was given to film just inside

the outer security gates. Nothing emerged from our

discussions with personnel, none of whom said they had

been involved in the events of 1980. But we were intrigued

by the signs on the ‘quayside immediately outside the

gates. Unlike signs around Bentwaters, which simply tell

you not to enter without permission from the Base
Commander, these at Bawdsey, and not even inside the

base itself, explained in polite but specific terminology

that if you happened to get shot by accident while you
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Stood there, it was your tough luck! RAF Bawdsey, as

you see, take their security very seriously.

The next day the film crew flew to America, en route
to Japan, for more work. Brenda, Dot and Jenny stayed

on at their hotel in Woodbridge determined to go on

base when the weekend was over. During the Sunday a
man with a foreign accent talked to us often. We chatted

individually to him about UFOs and were surprised to

find that we had each met him when we chanced to
discuss it later. We had been cautious, of course. But we

were still perturbed when he appeared on the Monday

morning wearing a US Air Force uniform. He told us he

was on a short learning course at Woodbridge from a

base in Germany. Certainly he was not an American, and

later we discovered he was Italian. When we checked his

uniform out we found that he was a member of the

Aerospace Rescue and Recovery Squadron. Yet he had

told us he knew nothing about UFOs, had never read any

stories about them, but was keen to hear what we had to

say.

When we checked with the hotel reception we learnt

that an unusually high number of Air Force people had

been temporary residents along with us that weekend.

We had not suspected anything since they were not in

uniform.

The Aerospace Rescue and Recovery Squadron have

made one or two brief appearances in this story so far.

The above incident shows how they might be more

relevant than we realize.

Look at some of the seemingly unconnected facts. This

squadron, trained to haul spaceprobes from the sea and

bring them back to base, just happens to be at Wood-

bridge. Its links with NASA are obvious. Steve Roberts

had leaked a NASA document to us. President Carter

had tried to get NASA to study UFOs before he was

stopped. The security man at NASA, Cape Canaveral,
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told Dot he knew all about the case. On the night-of the

second incident, three days after the major sky crash in

Rendlesham Forest, the same sort of UFO burns three

women, close to NASA’s main centre at Houston in

Texas. Is this all one big coincidence?

Can we construct a scenario to make sense out of all of

this? Perhaps so. For there are some additional pieces of

information to slot into the puzzle.

You will recall that the US Air Force personnel

involved in this case have continually stated that the date

of event one was 27 December. Halt’s written account

endorses that. But the police records say 26 December,

as did the wife of Colonel Soya. Is it possible that these

last two sources are right? Perhaps Halt had a reason t

change the date and instruct his men to change it to

That seems an extraordinary thing to do, but it might be [yp

aimed at throwing us off the fact that Cosmos 749~

re-entered the atmosphere at 9.07 on the night of 25

December.

This Russian satellite burnt up in the sky miles above

Europe. Many witnesses saw it do so. A concentration of

them were over Kent and Essex, who saw the brilliant

object break into pieces somewhere above the Thames

Estuary.

We do not know exactly where Cosmos 749 burnt up.

Officially, it was vapourized by the enormous frictional

forces as it powered into the barrier of gases that were

standing in its way. But we know that on occasion certai

resistant parts of a satellite make it all the way to gatfttr

In 1978 a Cosmos satellite with a nuclear-power Source

came down in the Canadian wastes. And bits of the great

American satellite, Skylab, rained around Australia in

1979 when it burnt up. Who is to say that something of

Cosmos 749 did not reach the surface? Perhaps something

rather interesting or important from that satellite.

The Russians name all their satellites sequentiallyNn

Paco de Arcos, Portugal. Object which caused burns to two
| witnesses. Observations aes -entryof the Russian satel
goss 749, 25 December 1980, 21.10 his approx

y,

Folkest6ne, Kent, England. Object breaking up, heading
towards East Anglia
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the Cosmos series and there is no way of knowing

the precise purpose of each. Some are civilian scientific

instruments, but others are overtly military in nature.

They are even suspected of having ‘killer satellites’,

capable of shooting down those of a rival nation. Their

importance in any future war is paramount. It has been

said — ‘World War Three will begin in space’.

That Cosmos 749 might have been interesting is shown

by the experience of two people at Paco de Arcos on the

Portuguese coast. They saw what seems to have been the

satellite re-entering, although they say it was much lower

than the upper reaches of the atmosphere. They saw it

light up the sea and felt heat from it as it crossed the

deserted beach on which they stood.

Jenny had investigated this claim and written about it

-in her book Ufo Reality, without grasping the possible

significance: For if it was the Russian satellite — as seems

difficult to refute in view of description and time of

observation — then the after effects on the two men in

Portugal are most interesting. They felt nauseous. They

developed sunburn-like rashes on the exposed parts of

their bodies. And they suffered headaches. You will recall

these symptoms, although in rather more severe forms,

from Betty Cash, Vickie Landrum and Colby, at Huff-

man, Texas, four days later.

So incongruous were these gross effects with the re-

entry of a satellite, that Jenny could not bring herself to

believe they had seen Cosmos 749. It almost seemed as if

a UFO had disguised itself as the satellite, then visible.

But this is clearly improbable. However, what if Cosmos

749 had something about it that could have produced

these effects — which, you will realize, indicate mild

radiation sickness? What if many people who saw Cosmos

749 from a position out in the open, and were thus

exposed like these two were, suffered a few days of illness

that they put down to influenza or a bug? The chances
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are Cosmos_749 could have sprinkled radiation across
Europe and we might never know it.

But if this happened then somebody certainly knows,
and presumably did so in 1980. The recovery of the

remnants of the satellite would have been of much

urgency. At some time after 9.10 p.m. on Christmas night

these would have come down, possibly in the ocean,
somewhere not too far from southern England.

Had a mission been launched to make this rescue then

the Aerospace Rescue and Recovery Squadron at RAF
Woodbridge would have doubtless been at the centre.
Let us wonder if it did go out and fish from the sea the

still radioactive remains of the Russian satellite. Of
course, you might like to think the satellite actually fell

into Rendlesham Forest. But this is unlikely. Considering

the location of the relevant squadron it would have been
quite an amazing coincidence. Unless the US Air Force

has a way of controlling a satellite’s re-entry and could

carefully direct Cosmos 749 to fall where it did. But in
that case advanced technology is presumed, of a nature
we have no evidence for. And what might have happened
had there been a minor miscalculation? Would the British
and Americans really allow even the chance of a radioac-

tive chunk of metal crashing down on Ipswich, with its

thousands of inhabitants?

However, had the remains been recovered they would

have been taken back to Woodbridge, presumably by
helicopter. Perhaps on final approach to Woodbridge the

deadly cargo fell into the forest. Or perhaps a good deal
of what went on - or supposedly went on - inside the

forest was a blind to take eyes away from what had really
been captured.

There may be no UFO in an underground room at

Bentwaters, but there might have been a satellite. And it

has occurred to us that there were stories of a crater in

the forest, such as would have been caused had something



336 Sky Crash

fallen out of the air. And if you placed a large tent over

this crater, so that outsiders cannot see what has caused

it, might that not look like a UFO to the uninitiated?

Especially if it were lit by yellow lamps to guide the

people working on it. Those people would need to wear

radiation protective clothing — silvery suits.

The satellite under guard back at base, it would have

paid the British and American authorities to create the

UFO story as a cover. Airmen could easily have been

allowed to talk, provided they talked about UFOs. And

Col Halt might eVen have been allowed to have his
second sighting for the credibility value that would hold

should its release become necessary. As it did in mid-

1983.

We know that a Hercules transport plane landed at

Bentwaters on 27, or 26, December. Recall that disaster

preparation teams were apparently there too. This makes

it seem as if something big and nasty was shipped out.

But where to?

If it was a Russian satellite there is one obvious place

to take it for study. That would be NASA’s laboratories

in Houston, Texas. While we have no explanation as to

why it was not flown straight there, it is exceedingly

curious that on 29 December what might have been this

object was being escorted, or carried beneath, helicopters

near here, when it made a mess of the lives of the

Landrums and Betty Cash.

There are distinct question marks about this theory,

which has been presented more as an imaginative exercise

than probable fact. But there may well be some grains of

truth in these speculations.
We were amused to learn of the claims of a woman

living near the forest. She said that there was an addition

to the assorted wild life of the woods. The deer which

sometimes ran across the tracks in front of you, the

rabbits and the occasional snake had been joined by a
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brown bear. She knew, because she had seen it! Bears
are not indigenous to the British countryside.

There is rather more to this tale than meets the eye:
We had already been told by one of our many anonymous
callers to stop looking for UFOs and start looking for
brown bears. This was not a comical suggestion, based on
the alleged animal sighting. We knew it was a reference
to something else. In US Air Force terminology a ‘Brown
Bear’ is a Russian satellite.

j
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MEETING BETWEEN MINISTER(DS) AND LORD HILL-NORTON

UFOs

a. I accept that there are strange phenomena to be seen in the

sky, however I believe there to be adequate explanations for them.

Experience has shown that most reported sightings can be attributed

to things such as aircraft, meteorological balloons or natural

Phenomena like ball lightning. Of course there are many other

equally straightforward explanations. However, there are a small

number of cases where a Simple explanation cannot be found

immediately and on these occasions we are careful to ensure so far as

possible that that they are of no Defence significance. Having

Satisfied ourselves of this, as you know, we do not attempt any

further investigations. Clearly some reports remain unexplained but

we have found no evidence that these phenomena represent a threat to

national security and therefore cannot justify devoting Defence

resources to their investigation.

b. All reports received by the MOD are channelled through

Sec(AS)2. They are passed to the Air Staff who examine them for Air

Defence implications. In some cases, where (on the face of it) there

could be a defence interest, enquiries are made of relevant radar

establishments ete in order to obtain more information. All reports

are also passed to the Defence Intelligence organisation who have a

keen interest in any sightings of unusSual objects. We have no

Specialist group in Whitehall or anywhere else involved in UFO's and

no ivilian advisers other than Sec(AS)2 are involved.



The Flying Complaints Flight at Rudloe Manor are concerned

with receiving and investigating flying complaints. In the course of

their duties they occaSionally receive UFO reports (as do many other

units) but they have no specific role with regard to this subject.

Secretariat (Air Staff) is the Division which provides

Secretariat support to CAS and the Air Staff and in this capacity is

responsible for correspondence with members of the public and

answering PQs ete on many subjects, including UFO's. Sec(AS)2 is the

branch which amongst other things handles UFO's, there is no such

branch as Air Staff Secretariat 86. You may be thinking of Defence

Secretariat 8 which no longer exists and from which Sec(AS) evolved

as a result of reorganisation of MOD last January.

c. Many of the UFO reports received in MOD come through Defence

establishments, although most of these come originally from members

of the public. Very few reports are made by military pilots; for

instance, in the last 12 months Sec(AS) has received only two such

reports.

d. No central record of radar recordings is kept. Major Air

Traffic Control units take recordings as a matter of course, however

these are generally destroyed after 30 days. ADGE units do not

regularly make recordings although some are occasionally made for

specific operational purposes. Relevant radar units are consulted

where necessary as part of the normal process of handling UFO reports

in order to ascertain whether there is any correlation between a

reported sighting and known radar traces.

E, The Departme -« is happy to release what information we have on

s; :ifie incidents. »wever we could not justify the effort involved

in searehines for or collatines information of a more general nature.



RAF WOODBRIDGE INCIDENT 27 Dec 80

Col Halt's report of 13 Jan 81 concerns the sighting of

unusual lights outside the back gate at RAF Woodbridge by two

security patrolmen. Col Halt records what was subsequently reported

to him without comment. The 3 patrolmen who went into Rendlesham

Forest to investigate what they thought might be a crashed aircraft

say they saw a triangular object. It has been suggested that this

might have been a piloted vehicle, however in view of its reported

size (about 9 feet long and 6 feet high) this was, and still is,

considered highly unlikely. Indeed enquiries made both at the time

and subsequently failed to reveal any radar trace of anything unusual

in the area at the time,

Col Halt also reports on his own investigations at the site of

the incident the following day. Once again he draws no conclusions

from his findings and, significantly, does not recommend further

investigation. Our own view also was that no additional action was

required, Later on the night of 29 Dec 80 Col Halt and a number of

others saw more unusual lights, but again we have no record of

anything untoward being picked up on radar.

I think you will agree that it is highly unlikely that any

violation of UK airspace would be heralded by such a display of

lights. I think it equally unlikely that any reconnaissance or

spying activity would be announced in this way.



Overall, we believe that the fact that Col Halt did not report

these occurrences to MOD for almost 2 weeks after the event, together

with the relatively low key manner in which he handled the matter

(given resources available to him) are indicative of the degree of

importance in defence terms which should be attached to the incident.

He himself took all investigative action which was required. If

members of the public feel that for scientific or other reasons,

there should be an attempt to establish the cause of what happened,

that is for them, but I am confident that it is not something in

which the MOD should or need become further involved.
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1. Early in the morning of 27 Oec 89 fappronximately O300L), two USAF

security police patrolmen saw unusual lights outside the back gate at

RAF Woodbridge. Thinking an aircraft might have crashed or been forced

down, they called for permission to go outside the gate to investigate,

The on-duty flight chief responded end allowed three patrolmen to oro-

ceed on foot. The individuals reported seeing a strenge qgtowing object
in the forest. The object was described as being metalic in appearance

and triangular in shape, approximately two to three meters across the

base and approximately two meters high. It illuminated the entire forest

with a white light. The object itself had @ pulsing red ight on top and

a bans(s) of blue lights underneath. The object was hovering or on legs.

As the patrolmen approached the object, it maneuvered through the trees

and disappeared. At this time the animals on a nearby.farm went into a

frenzy. The object was briefly sighted approximately an hour later near

the back gate.

2. The next day, three depressions | 1/2" deep and 7" in diameter were

found where the object had been sighted an tne ground. The following

night (29 Dec 80) the area was checked for radiation. Beta/ganma readings

of 0.1 milliroentgens were recorded with peak readings in the three de-

pressions and near the center of the triangle formed by the depressions.

A nearby tree had moderate (.05-.97}) readings on the side of the tree

toward the depressions.

3. Later in the night a red sun-like Jight was seen through the trees.

it moved about and pulsed. At one point it appeared to throw off alowing

particles and then broke into five separate white objects and then dis-

appeared. Immediately thereefter, three star-like objects were noticed

in the sky, two objects to the north and one to the south, all of which

were about 10° off the horizon. The objects moved rapidly in sharp anguier

movements and displayed red, green and blue lights. The objects to the

north appeared to be elliptical through an 8-12 power Jens. They then

turned to full circles. The cbjects to the north remained in the sky for

an hour or more. The object to the south was visible for two or three

hours and beamed down a stream of light from time to time. Numerous indivi-

duals, including the undersigned, witnessed the activities in paragraphs

2 and 3.
/

NALT, Lt Col, USAF

Deputy Base Commander
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1. You asked at Reference A for briefing for Lord Trefgarne's

meeting with Lord Hill-Norton on 2 October. I attach a piece

covering the questions posed by Lord Hill-Norton in his letter of 26

July. I believe this adequately covers the broader issues and I see

no need for further background briefing. However I attach a specific

piece on the "RAF Woodbridge/Bentwaters" incident in which Lord Hill-

Norton has previously shown an interest.

ee I would suggest that Minister is supported at the meeting by

Hd of Sec(AS) and representatives of D Air Def and DSTI. I would

also like to attend myself if you have no objection. I understand

that Minister will wish to run through the brief prior to the meeting

itself and that we should therefore meet at 14.30 on Wednesday 2 Oct.

I should be grateful if you would let us know the venue in due

course,

Sec(AS)2a
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MEETING BETWEEN MINISTER(DS) AND LORD HILL-NORTON

UFOs

a. I accept that there are strange phenomena to be seen in the

sky, however I believe there to be adequate explanations for them,

Experience has shown that most reported sightings can be attributed

to things such as aircraft, meteorological balloons or natural

phenomena like ball lightning. Of course there are many other

equally straightforward explanations. However, there are a small

number of cases where a Simple explanation cannot be found

immediately and on these occasions we are careful to ensure so far as

possible that that they are of no Defence significance, Having

satisfied ourselves of this, as you know, we do not attempt any

further investigations. Clearly some reports remain unexplained but

we have found no evidence that these phenomena represent a threat to

national security and therefore cannot justify devoting Defence

resources to their investigation.

b. All reports received by the MOD are channelled through

Sec(AS)2. They are passed to the Air Staff who examine them for Air

Defence implications. In some cases, where (on the face of it) there

could be a defence interest, enquiries are made of relevant radar

establishments ete in order to obtain more information. All reports

are also passed to the Defence Intelligence organisation who have a

keen interest in any sightings of unusual objects. We have no

specialist group in Whitehall or anywhere else involved in UFO's and

no -vilian advisers other than Sec(AS)2 are involved.



The Flying Complaints Flight at Rudloe Manor are concerned

with receiving and investigating flying complaints. In the course of

their duties they occasionally receive UFO reports (as do many other

units) but they have no specific role with regard to this subject.

Secretariat (Air Staff) is the Division which provides

secretariat support to CAS and the Air Staff and in this capacity is

responsible for correspondence with members of the public and

answering PQs ete on many subjects, including UFO's. Sec(AS)2 is the

branch which amongst other things handles UFO's, there is no such

branch as Air Staff Secretariat 8. You may be thinking of Defence

Secretariat 8 which no longer exists and from which Sec(AS) evolved

as a result of reorganisation of MOD last January.

Cc. Many of the UFO reports received in MOD come through Defence

establishments, although most of these come originally from members

of the public. Very few reports are made by military pilots; for

instance, in the last 12 months Sec(AS) has received only two such

reports.

d. No central record of radar recordings is kept. Major Air

Traffic Control units take recordings as a matter of course, however

these are generally destroyed after 30 days. ADGE units do not

regularly make recordings although some are occasionally made for

specific operational purposes. Relevant radar units are consulted

where necessary as part of the normal process of handling UFO reports

in order to ascertain whether there is any correlation between a

reported sighting and known radar traces,

e. The Department is appy to release what information we have on

spec. fic incidents. Howe. : we could not justify the effort involved

in searchine for ar eollatine information of a more general nature.



RAF WOODBRIDGE INCIDENT 27 Dec 80 =

Col Halt's report of 13 Jan 81 concerns the sighting of

unusual lights outside the back gate at RAF Woodbridge by two

Security patrolmen, Col Halt records what was subsequently reported

to him without comment. The 3 patrolmen who went into Rendlesham

Forest to investigate what they thought might be a crashed aircraft

Say they Saw a triangular object. It has been suggested that this

might have been a piloted vehicle, however in view of its reported

size (about 9 feet long and 6 feet high) this was, and still is,

considered highly unlikely. Indeed enquiries made both at the time

and subsequently failed to reveal any radar trace of anything unusual

in the area at the time.

Col Halt also reports on his own investigations at the site of

the incident the following day. Once again he draws no conclusions

from his findings and, significantly, does not recommend further

investigation. Our own view also was that no additional action was

required. Later on the night of 29 Dec 80 Col Halt and a number of

others saw more unusual lights, but again we have no record of,

anything untoward being picked up on radar,

I think you will agree that it is highly unlikely that any

violation of UK airspace would be heralded by such a display of

lights. I think it equally unlikely that any reconnaissance or

spying activity would be announced in this way.



Overall, we believe that the fact that Col Halt did not report

these occurrences to MOD for almost 2 weeks after the event, together

with the relatively low key manner in which he handled the matter

(given resources available to him) are indicative of the degree of

importance in defence terms which should be attached to the incident.

He himself took all investigative action which was required. If

members of the public feel that for scientific or other reasons,

there should be an attempt to establish the cause of what happened,

that is for them, but I am confident that it is not something in

which the MOD should or need become further involved,
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1. Early in the morning of 27 Occ 89 (Capproximstely O300L), two USAF
security police patrolmen saw unusual lights outside the back gate at

RAF Woodbridge. Thinking an aircraft might have crashed or been forced

down, they called for permission to go outside the gate to Investigate.

The on-duty flight chief responded and allowed three patrolmen to pro-

ceed an foot. The individuals reported seeing a strange glowing object

in the forest. The object was described as being metalic in appearance

and triangular in shade, approximately two to three meters across the

base and approximately two meters high. It jlluminated the entire forest

with a white light. The object itself had a pulsing red light on top and

a bank(s) of blue lights underneath. The object was hovering or on legs.

As the patrolmen approached the object, it maneuvered through the trees

and disappeared. At this time the animals on a nearby~farm went into a

frenzy. The object was briefly sighted approximately an hour later near

the back gate. ;

2. The next day, three depressions 1 1/2" deep and 7" in diameter were

found where the object had been sighted on the ground. The following

night (29 Dec 80) the area was checked for radiation. Beta/ganma readings|

of 0.1] milliroentgens were recorded with peak readings in the three de-

pressions and near the center of the triangle formed by the depressions.

A nearby tree had moderate (.05-.07) readings on the side of the tree

toward the depressions.

3. Later in the night a red sun-like light was seen through the trees.

It moved about and pulsed. At one point it appeared to throw off glowing

particles and then broke into five separate white objects and then dis-

appeared. Immediately thereafter, three star-like objects were noticed

in the sky, two objects to the north and one to the soutn, all of which

were about 10° off the horizon. The objects moved rapidly in sharp anquler

movements and displayed red, green and blue lights. The objects to the

north appeared to be elliptical through an 8-12 power lens. They then

turned to full circles. The objects to the north remained in the sky for

an hour or more. The object to the south was vistble for two or three

hours and beamed down a streain of light from time to time. Numerous indivi-

duals, including the undersigned, witnessed the activities in paragraphs

2 and 5.

CHARLES IT. WALT, Lt Col, USAF

Deputy Base Conmander

NG
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0155/108/15 ~~

Reference: D/DS3/75/21 dated 14 June 1982,

1e We agree that if UFO reports receivedin HOD are

to be made generally available, then the proposalat

para 2b of reference represents the best method for

2. Please accept our sincere apologies for the delay

& duly 1982
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/DS8/75/21

p155o- ©)
Ops(GE)2
Wg Cdr PR

PUBLICATION OF UFO REPORTS
a 

~

1. As you are probably aware(Government spokesman in the House of
Lords (on his own initiative I may add) told their Lordships on ~
7 April that there was no reason why they should not see the UFO
reports received by the MOD. If we comply with this statement (and
we cannot simply refuse without encouraging certain well known myths),
then it is inevitable that the content of our reports will soon be
widely dessiminated owing to the close links which many UFO societies
Maintain with various noble lords.

Ze It seems to me therefore that if we are going to put UFO reports
in the House of Lords library, we may as well make them generally
available. There are a number of ways in which this could be done,
for example

a. Publish reports as received, ensuring PO
are all in the common format and that name

have been deleted.

b. Publish all the reports for each month

batch, having taken the appropriate precau

ce. Publish an annual UFO report containin
of data received - frequency, distribution

The first proposal entails the risk that ufolog
upon the place with the ‘latest sightings'; the -1asv-a-1otor
additional work. I am therefore inclined to favour the second
proposal; we need not feel obliged to supply anything more than
raw data, while the data supplied will be too old to cause too much
trouble. Our public line on what we do with the reports would
remain as present.

36 If we are to publish these reports, I believe we should charge
for them a sum representing the cost, primarily labour, of preparing
them for publication. We will be contacting GH separately on this
matter. 

‘

ye I should be grateful for your views on these suggestions by the
end of this month.

5. (For DI55b and Ops(GE)2) I am sure that I am not the only person
to note the sharp fall in the number of UFO reports received since the
beginning of the Falklands dispute. I have received one letter
claiming that large numbers of UFOs have been seen in the vicinity of
the Task Force - presumably little green men in ponchos.

|¢ Jun 82
DS8a
MB724.9 "B40
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‘Le Groupe d'Etudes des Phé-

nomeanes Aérospatiaux Non-identifiés
(GEPAN), créé le 1° mai 1977 par

fe CNES pour l'étude des fameux

« Objets Volants Non Identifiés », vient

de publier un document intitulé «le

GEPAN et l'étude du phénoméne

OVNI» dont nous avions annoncé la

parution prochaine (ct. Air et Cosmos

n° 703 et 750). Ce document résulte

des analyses effectuées par une qua-

rantaine d'ingénieurs et de techniciens

du CNES (Centre National d'Etudes

Spatiales), du CNRS (Centre National
de ta Recherche Scientifique) et de

la Météorologie nationale, ainsi que

par des spécialistes de l'Armée de

(‘Air et de la Marine nationale, 4 par-

tir des comptes rendus d’observations

recueillis par !a Gendarmerie natio-

nale,

i} apparait ainsi, d'aprés es 354

rapports d’observations établis et ex-

pertisés par le GEPAN, que 20 a 25 Fo

des observations se rapportent effec-

tlvement a des phénoménes non iden-

tifiés: (observations type D), dont envi-

ron le quart ont été relevées par

des «témoins de haute crédibilité ».

Toutefois, le GEPAN ne donne encore

aucune interprétation de ces observa-

tions relevant effectivement du phéno-

méne OVNI.

Le GEPAN publie également dans

ce document-un résumé de «/étude

statistique des rapports du phenomene

OVNI » effectuée sur 825 rapports d’ob-

servation par Claude Poher, alors chef

du GEPAN, poste ou if a été rempla-

cé depuis par Alain Esterle du CNES.

_Les principales conclusions de cette

étude statistique sont les suivantes :

— les observations faites en France

et celles faites a l'étranger donnent
les mémes résultats statistiques (les

écarts ne sont pas significatifs);

—- 70 % des observations ont au
moins 2 témoins et plus de 50 %/o
des observations ont au moins 3 té-

moins ;

— la trés grande majorité des ob-

servateurs (70 °c) comporte des adul-

tes exclusivement;

— un trés large éventail de profes-

sions et de compétences existe par-

mi les témoins, y compris des com-

pétences de tres haut niveau;

— ia plupart des observations sont

faites par beau temps et ciel clair dans

tous les pays ;

— la majorité des observations ont

une durée, de quelques minutes. Des

Le GEPAN cherche a élucider le mystére des OVNI

phénoménes de trés courte ou de tres :
' concernés par l’émission des rapportslongue durée sont rarement observés;

— 30 %o des observations sont fai-
tes & moins de 150 métres de dis-

tance ; .

— 70 %. des objets observés ont

une farme circulaire ou de disque;

— la comparaison des observations

diurnes et mocturnes pour fa couleur

des objets révéle une bonne cohéren-

ce interne des rapports :

- objets de couleur métallique (ob-

servations diurnes : 30 °/o, nocturnes :
3 %o),

- objets lumineux rouge-orangé (ob-

servations diurnes : 12 °%o, nocturnes :

46 °/o) ;

— les objets observés sont signaiés

jumineux de jour comme de nuit (86 /o
de jour contre 98 °/o de nuit) ;

— pour ce qui concerne ta vitesse,

40 %/o des objets observés sont signa-

lés comme ayant été successivement

«immobiles puis rapid

des cas, une vitesse «

rapportée ;

— 50 %o des cas, comportent des

trajectoires «anormales» avec arréts

successifs ou virages brusques, ou ara-

besques... 20 °o des rapports signa-

lent un atterrissage;

— la trés grande majorité des ob-

jets observés sont silencieux (70 %o);

— les atterrissages ne sont signalés

qu'exceptionneliement au voisinage

des zones habitées (70 %/e dans les ré-
gions trés isolées, 20 %o prés de mai-

sons isolées) ;

-—— les statistiques portant seulement

sur Jes cas d’atterrissage donnent des

résultats identiques & ceux des au-

tres cas (lumiéres nocturnes par exem-

ple) ;

— tous les pays du globe semblient

‘observation, indépendamment des cul-

tures, des religions, des modes de

vie et des régimes politiques;

— la répartition géographique des

observations francaises semble n'étre

liée qu’a la densité de population et

aux conditions de visibilité (météo et

masques naturels) ;

— fa répartition dans le temps mon-

tre des «vagues» (pas de corrélation

simple apparente). Pour chacun des

hémisphéres terrestres, le maximum

d'observations se situe généralement

en octobre et fe minimum en février et

70 %/o des observations sont nocturnes ;

— aucune corrélation n’a pu étre

mise en évidence entre les perturba-

tions du champ magnétique terrestre

et les observations, contrairement 4

'idée répandue que les objets agiraient

sur l'orientation des boussoles.

Vought Corp. vient d’effectuer le 30

mars 1979 le premier tir d'une ro-

quette d'artillerie «GSRS» (General

Support Rocket Systein) depuis le vé-

un chassis IFV pour porter Jes douze

centainers de roquettes et -l'affat de

tir. La conduite de

«GSRS» est réalisé par Norden Sys-

tems Inc., le lance-roquettes et ses

mécanismes d'orientation par Sperry

Vickers et le dispositif de stabilisation

par Bendix System; fe tout est inté-

gré par Vought Corp. Les autres co-

opérants au systéme «GSRS» de

Vought Corp. sont Atlantic Research

Corp. qui réalise le propulseur @ pou-

dre des roquettes et Brunswick Corp.

pour la fourniture des tubes servant a

la fois de container et de rampe de

tle, Jusqu’é présent, c'est Vought Corp.

hicule blindé chenilié «SPLL» (Seif- |

Propelled Launcher Loader) qui utilise ,

tir du systeme .

qui a réalisé toutes les «premieres» |

Premier tir de «GSRS» depuis un véhicule
dans le développement du systéme

«GSRS» de I'U.S. Army pour fequel

Boeing Aerospace est également en

eae oe gee :

’

compétition (Cf. Air et Cosmos, nv 759)

La « GSRS » — ou son dérivé « MLRS »

auquel ta France participe — gst des-

tiné aux forces de l'OTAN en Europe

pour compenser la suprématie de

VURSS et des forces du Pacte de Var-

sovie en chars de bataille.

AL

; lage permanent des radars.

4 Beech,

-, child Republic,

= On prévolt que cette décision retardera

RPV «LOCUST »

@ Les USA et I'Allemagne prévoient de
développer en commun un mini-RPV

baptisé « LOCUST » et destiné au brouil-
les pre-

miers crédits — 4,8 millions de § —
sont prévus au budget US de 1980 pour

= achever le développement de I'engin qui
devrait étre produit a 160 exemplaires
et mis en service en 1982. Le maitre

d'ceuvre du programme sera choisi au
cours du second serestre 1981 sprés

une compétition portant sur l’essai en
vol des prototypes.

ENGIN-CIBLE « HAHST »

EB Le projet d'engin-cible « HAHST»

(High Altitude High Speed Target) du
Département américain de la Défense
sera mis en compétition contrairement
aux prévisions qui désignaient ja tirme

déjA responsable du projet
« HAST» (High Altitude Supersonic Tar-

get}, comme adjudicataire direct, du fait

‘ que l'engin « HAHST » est trés voisin du
« HAST ». Mais un appel d’offres a 6té
anvoyé a Beechcraft, Brunswick, Falr-

Northrop et Raytheon.

de deux ans le projet « HAHST » et dou-
blera son coit.

N° 762 - AIR ET COSMOS - 21 avril 1979 - 45
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Article from "AIR ET COSMOS" No, 762 = 21 April 1979 3
The GEPAN tries to clear up the mystery of the UFO's =)

The Study Group for Unidentified Aerospatial Phenomena (GEPAN),
set up on ist May 1977 by the CNSS in order to study the famous

“UnidentifiedFlying Objects"; has just published a document entitled

"the GEPAN and the study of the UFO phenomenon", whose forthcoming
publication we announced (see Air et Cosmos no, 703 and 750),
This document is the result of analyses carried out by about forty

engineers and technicians belonging to the CNES (National Space Study
Centre), the CURS (National Scientific Research Centre) and the
national Meteoroiosy Centre, as well as specialists belonging to

the Air Force and the French Navy, using reports of sightings

collected by the national Gendarmerie (State Police Force),

us it seens, according to the 354 reports of sightings
E f and investigated by the GEPAN, that 20 to 25 per cent of

the sightings actually relate to unidentified phenomena (type D
sightings), approximately a quarter of which were reported by
“witnesses of high credibility", However, tne GEPAN does not yet

give any interpretation of these sightings actually related to
the UFO phenomenon,

The GEPAN also publishes in this document a summery of the

"statistical study of reports on the UFO phenomenon" carried out

on 825 reports of sightings by Claude Poher, the then head of the

GEPAN, since replaced by Alain Esterle of the CNES,. The main

conclusions of this statistical study are as follows :

- Sightings made in France and those made abroad give the

"game statistical results (the deviations are not significent)

- 7O per cent of sightings have at least 2 witnesses and over —
50 per cent of sightings have at least 3 witnesses;

- the very great majority of sighters (70 per cent) consist -
exclusively of adults;

= there is a very large rangeof professions and abilities
amongst the witnesses, including abilities of very high

level;

- most sightings are made in fine weather With. a clear sky in

@ll countries;

- the majority of sightings last several minutes, Phenonena
of very short or very long duration are rarely sighted;

~- 30 per cent of sightings are made at a dis tance of less then

- 450 metres;

- 70 per cent of the objects sighted are circular oz disc-shaped;

- conparison of day and night-time sightings as’ regards the colour

of the objects reveals a good inner consistency in the reports :



- netal-coloured objects (day sightings : 30 per cent, night :
3 per cent),

' = reddish-orange luminous objects (day sightings : 12 per cent,
night: 46 per cent),

~ the objects sighted are reported luminous both during the day ©

and at night (86 per cent by day as compared to 98 per cent
at night;

~ as far as speed is concerned, 40 per cent of the objects sizhted
are reported as having been successively "immobile then fast-moving",

In 20 per cent of cases, a “lightning" speed is reported;

~ 50 per cent of cases contain "abnormal" trajectories with a
-series of halts or sudden turns, or arabesques,,. 20 per cent

of reports mention a landing;

- the very great majority of objects sighted are silent (70 per cent);

- landings are only exceptionally reported in the vicinity of
populated areas (70 per cent in very. isolated areas, 20 per cent
near isolated houses);

~ statistics relating only to cases of landing give identical
results to those of the other cases (night lights for example);

- all the countries in the world seem to be concerned by the

issue of reports of sightings, irrespective of culture, religion,

life-style and political regime;

. the geographical distribution of French sightings seems to be-
related only to population density and conditions of visibility

(weather and natural cover) }

= distribution over time shows "waves" (no simple apparent correlation).
For each of the earth's hemispheres, the most sightings occur in

October and the least in February and 70 per cent of sightings

are at night;

#-~ no correlation has been able to be found between disturbances of

the earth's magnetic field and sightings, contrary to the widespread

idea that the objects affect the orientation of compasses,

MOD Linguistic Services

GLS/397
Trans, CSG

Hay 1979
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/DD Ops(GE)/10/8/1

Hd of Sh(Air)

Copy to:vy

DISS /
DPR

UFOs — DRAFT PAMPHLET

Reference: D/S4(Air)/8/2/4/F

“a

is At Reference you asked for comment on the first draft of a Pamphlet on UFOs.

2. I agree with the general approach, but, having considered the paragrapn
referring to radar, I feel that we sheulid be careful not to ‘sell the intelligent use
of radar short. I would prefer:

O
w
n
w
d

Pi
nd

a
r
s

"It is sometines argued thata radar echo provides ‘proof! of UFOs. However,
by the inexperienced observer, radar responses can be misinterpreted since
favironmental conditions and interference from other installations can vresentwie

*£

a false picture. ‘he well-known example is "anomalove nrepagation!" where
the pulses bounce off layers in the atmosphere and the radar, pointing ekywards,
May shew echoes which are, in fact, on the surface",

(COO -
yD BADCOCK °
Sqn ldr
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/S4( Air) /8/3

1e ow we

Editor, RAP News ee ;

DI 5
DPR(RAPF)

Copies to:

UFOS = ARTICLN FOR RAR NEWS

Many thanks for the craft article attached to your
minute of 9 February 1979. It seems excellent, both

informative and interesting.

2. I have the following observations

Be Bottom of vere 1. My preference and recommendation

would be to rake the bottom paragravh unequivocal,

and point out that UPCs are NOT BTVTNA CATARRS

but get turned into them by cCom.on usare. See

parasraphs 2, 8 and 9 of the attached draft

Pamphlet. Hovever, T am content to leave this

to your discretion.

b. Page 2,Brinslev le Poer Trench, I am afraid we

wave & Slirzht vnolitical problem, This ufolosist

is of course the #arl of Clancart,with whom HIG

exchanged views in the lords Debate, T feel our
political masters would think it improper if the

RAF News should ve too rude about him. JT suggest

the problem could be resolved without altering

any of the text from "Brinsley ...2.2." tO ".ee-e est

4 ne +A Pe te ri thao -k ae ee Fee m ter on Pare + «a4.interior cf the earth" but toning down the faintly

desisory setting and letting the idiocy of the

Rarls ideas speak for themselves.

ce. Page 43, penultimate paragraph. You ought to be

aware that ufologists would reject any suggestion

that aliens had "stumbled on the tiny planet

earth". They argue that ,liens "seeded" the

human race long ago and have been guardians ever

since; or that alicns have been attracted here

by nuclear explosions.

om I attach a copy of the first draft of a Pamphlet on

UFOs. This Las a different purpose from your article and

hence a different apvproach and style. TI az content that you

should use any bits you wish. For my part there are bits of

your article which I would like to steal for +he-“Parphlet if
J may! 

ae

O AA
i

14 February 1979 Head aa Mir)
TB 6245 7048py
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/S4 (Air) /8/3

PS/USofS(RAF) - through DUS(Air)

_/~®
Ops (GE)2b(RAF)

Copies to:

UFOs

This morning I had a visit from Colonel Innocenti,

Ttalian Air Attache, who wisied to know the UK official
position about Uros: TI had postponed his visit, asked

for earlier, until after the Lords debate.

26 T gave Colonel Innocenti a copvy of Hansard on the

Lords debate and said that Lord Strabolgi'ts speech

represented the UK Government's position. I added that

MOD had in the past equivocated about UFCs and had limited
comment mainly to "no threat to defence": we had done this

to avoid interminable and fruitless arguments with vfologists.

However, the rising pressures from the UFO industry and the

demands of common sense had required that an vnequivocal

position be adopted, and future official responses from MOD

would probably be on the lines of Lord Strabolgit'ts speech.

3. Colonel Innocenti said that the Italian Government now
felt obliged to take an official position on UFOs because cf

the pressures of their own growing UFO industry and because

of public interest following recent "UFO sightings" at Palermo.

He saia that the Italian authorities had in the past kent a "low
profile" on UFOs, for the same reason 4g MON, but dia not

believe there wes evidence of alien space craft and would
7 5 ss ae ace 4

probably now say so, but they were sounding us, the US, ia
)

3 fe
l)

co
)
c
f

o
>

@ i
a

4. FCO tell me they have sent copies of Lord Strabolei 's
speech to the delegation at New York and to the Embassie

at Washington, Paris and Port of Spain (the last covers
Grenada). as the UK official position.

TM P STEVENS
25 ganuary 1979 Head S4(Air)

MB 8245 7048 MB
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LOOSE MINUTE YI ssfiogis:

D/S4( Air) /8/3

DPR( RAF) eS)

COPIES TO: DI55 ——
Ops (GB) 2b(RAF)

UFOs = ARTICLE FOR RAF Neva

UFOs are news these days, and it would help MOD and the
cause of common sense if members of the RAF were well informed

on UFOs and able to respond easily in social gathering o1 to

more formal enquiries at Stations. I strongly recommend that

an article on UFOs be produced for RaF News.

Ce The basic material is in Lord Strabolgi's speech reported

in Lords Hansard of 1&8 January 1979, columns 1306 onwards. ‘The

main line of argument is:

Be Genuine phenomena exist and are reported by

sensible people.

be The error consists of transposing suc

(ie the phenomena are initially unid
"alien space creft".

There is no serious evidence that a §

space craft has ever visited this pls

the millions of visitations sugseste;

ufologists.

(e
)

.

“a. There are many sensible causes for the phenomena

(these should be itemised, with perhaps special
reference to curicus phenomena like fireballs and

ball lightning: see annex).

e. With rational explanations available, there is no

need to invent the far-fetched hypothesis of alien

space craft. (This argument is known as "Occam's

Razor": see Annex).

f. The ufclogists concept of millions of visitations

is full of internal inconsistencies.

&« The idea of a “cover up" between many Governments

(to which the scientific community must be a party)
is ridiculous.

4. You will find other useful material in Hansard as follows:

a. Speech by the Harl of Halsbury, a scientist, col 1288

onwards, particularly about "sun dogs" and the "green

flasu". He makes a telling point about sonic booms.

be Yhe speech oy Lord Hewlitt, Col 1295 onwards; he was

briefed for the debate by Sir Bernard Lovell. The

key point is that Jodrell Bank has watched space for

30 years and has never seen anything that might

conceivably be a UFO.

a
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® ColoUAS \238-iRIb

weee 4. I attach some supplementary material, and key bits of Hansard.

De If you agree to prepare an article I would be greteful if
we and DI 55 could see the draft. In his speech Lord Strabolri
was at pains to use parliamentary loinguage. A cool and dis~
passionate approach is perhaps best, but I feel that the RAF
News can, without challenging the sincerity of ufologists, Zo
further in indicating that ufology is claptrap.

6. Separately, I have it in mind to prepare a pamphlet on
UFOs, mainly for S4(Air) use in responding to future correspondence.
I will consult you on the draft, and you may think it worth passing
the pamphlet to the Press. However, the need to work the pamphlet
over in detail and to consult other Ministries means that it will
take time to complete, and T feel the RAF News article should not
wait upon the pamphiet.

TM P STEVENS
24 January 1979 Head $4( Air)

4MB 6245 7048 MB



ANNEX

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL ABOUT UFOs

1. Fireballs, (alternatively called "bolides", Greek for

javelin). Much of the space debris entering the atmosphere <s

in the form of meteors, which are tiny particles. Fireball is

a term used for_much bigger pieces of debris, which may have a

Lr bSi4y greatir than the Dnigihkent Ptends: atewh 15ed ovik o
luminosity greater than the moon enter the atmosphere eacn year.

Some fireballs may eventually land and become: meteorites; others

M,y pass through the atmosphere and back into space. The appearance

of fireballs differs considerably from the traditional meteor or

"shooting star": vivid colours and colour changes are common; they

may break up, with fragments circling or flying "in formation"; the

trajectory msy anpear horizontal; and their brightness causes people

greatly to underestimate the distances.

Ee Ball Lighting. Ball lightning is a strange phenomena, not4 ge p ’

yet fully explained, in which a glowing or burning ball a foot or

So in diametur may drift over the ground or even high in the air.

Ball lightning has been known to drift through walls, and along

telephone or power lines. There is a reported case of ball

lightning drifting inside an aircraft at altitude.

3. Radar. People tend to believe that radar reports of UFOs

constitute some special kind of scientific “proof". Radar is in

some ways as faliible as the human eye, and there are many technical

problems which create false echces. A notable one is known as

"anomalous prop,gation", in which the transmitted radiation may be

reflectea off layers in the atmosphere. When there are reports of

' simultaneous visual and radar sightings of UFOs, people suspect

that this constitutes absolute proof; but detailed examination is

needed to determine whether the visual and radar reports actually

relate to the same phenomena,



4. How does one explain the strange UFO stories such as those

quoted by Lord Clancarty? It is unwise to try to assess such

reports without access to the primary information. Ufologists

often seem to accept UFO stories uncritically, and there is a risk

that the stories will have been embellished with each successive

telling. To make sense of such stories one would have to see the

actual statements of the different witnesses and to examine in

detail the course of the aircraft, the bearings of the observations

the atmospheric and other conditions, etc.

De How did the idea of UFOs come about? Since World War II we

have known the development of powerful rockets, and voyages to the

Moon and planets. We have also seen the development of science

fiction, where space ships can be switched to "inter-stellar drive"

and cross the 2 million light years to Andromeda Galaxy ina

flash. We have also seen the development of the UFO industry,

which accepts the devices of science fiction as proven fact and inter-~

prets any unusual phenomenaas alien space craft. The words "UFO"

and “alien space craft" have been firmly impianted and readily

spring te mind when anvthing strange is seen.

6. “Where there's smoke there's fire". Ufologists accumulate

"UFO sightings" as if sheer numbers constitute proof. Naturally

some people murmur “where there's snoke there's fire", All that is

happeniug is that the UFO industry is making a great deal of smoke,

7to the confusion of common sense/and to their own substantial profit
_

Te Occam's Ragor. This is a primary arrument against people who

invent the hypothesis of UFOs to explain the perfectly ordinary

phenomena. The phrase was applied to the philosphy to ‘William of

Oceam ‘circa 1290 to circa 1349) which in essence said "entities must

not be multiplied without necessity". In ordinary language this means

that theorics which reed to elaborate in order to exolain phenomena

for which there is a simple explanation are probably wrongs.



In other words: there are perfectly sensible explanations to

the UFO phenomena, so why seek fantastic explanations bordering

on magic?
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PQ 8530/ Gopy to:

PS/US of S(RAF)
PS/CS (RAF)
DUS (Air) J
DI 55 (Mr Asteraki)
Ops(GE)2b(RAF)

Head of S4(Air)

UFO DFBATE IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS ON

TOUT SANDARY L973

Lord Strabolsi has askec me to write and thank you for all
the trouble which you took to prepare.the speech for him to make
on UFOs on behalf of the Government at last night's debate.

2. Lord Strabolgi was particularly grateful for your attendance -

and that of Mr Asteraki and Miss Jamieson ~ in the Box throughout

the debate. Lord Strabolgi told me after the debate that he

thought it had gone very well and that he had covered in sufficient

detail most of the points raised by various Poers during the course

of the debate. He does not propose to initiate any letters to
Peers concerned on any points which he may not have dealt with in

detail. It may, however, be that they will write to him. If so
I will, of course, take your advice.

3. I am returning to you with this minute various papers which

you gave to me for my use during the debate.

fr . ‘

Minin Mage

19th January 1979 (D T PIPER)
APS/SECRETARY OF STATE
218 6169
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FROM BDS AIR WASHINGTON

TO MODUK AIR .
;

J UNCLASSIFIED Oe ;

SIC Z6F -&>
FOR S4F(AIP) FROM AIR 2 PD YOUR Z6F 2815982 DEC REFERS PD CAN NOW

SONFIRM THAT USAF POLICY ON UFOS IS UNCHANGED CMM AND FUTURE INVOLY-

EMENT ES UNLIKELY PD THESE VIEWS MAY BE QUOTED PD ,
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SiC Z6F :

FROM S4F(AIR). SUBJEGT UFO S. YOUR Z6F 181415Z DEC.

NC FURTHER ACTION NECESSARY. OUR ENQUIRY WAS MADE BECAUSE OF

FORTHCOMING PARLIAMENTARY DEBATE ON UFCS. IS IT IN ORDER TO

SUOTE FRENCH VIEWOINT AS GIVEN BY COLONEL ALEXIS IN 1976

ALD IN Me GALLEYS RADIO INTERVIEW IF NECESSARY ?
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/S4 (Air )8/3

PS/C5 (RAF )

DD Ops(GE) (RAF)

ADI/DI55

UFOs. DEBATE IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS

You will recall that the Earl of Clancarty put down a motion in the House

of Lords last May calling for a debate on Unidentified Flying Chjects. Although

he subsequently withdrew it, we are informed it has now been restored to the

order paper in the following terms:-

"To call attention to the increasing number of sightings and landings
on a world-wide scale of unidentified flying objects (UFOs) and to the

need for an intra-governmental study of UFOs." ;

2. No date has been fixed for the debate but we should get fourteen days

notice if it is to take place. As you know, a Ministerial speech was. drafted

on the last occasion. Head of S4(Air) considers no further action to be

immediately necessary but he would be grateful if you would continue to put

aside any relevant material about UFOs that comes to haad. (D/S4(Air)8/3 dated
4 June refers). .

Jeane
+4 Nov 78 J A PEDUZIE

S4 (Air)
MB 8241 7065 MB

UNCEASSHAED
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Additionally you wishedto know how UFO reports are processed and whethe
r

vee UNGLASSFEDeo

LOOSE MINUTE

D/DD Ops(GE)/10/8C

sh(Air)

Copies to:

PS/CS(RAF)

DI 55

UFOS DEBATS IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS

Reference:

A. D/S4(Air)/8/3 dated 17 May 78

4. Reference A asked if we could commen? more fully about the evidence of ex
tra-

terrestial activity based on the reports received jn the Ministry of Def
ence.

there has

Pat

been any attempt to consider them as 4 whole.

>, All aerial phenomena reports received py the Air Force Departuont of the KOD

are reviewed by the Directorate of Operations (A Def & 0); specificeily by Ops(GE)2c.

Each report is assessed on its merits and can be subjected to further inveatig
ation

if considered necessary. An example of such an investigation is contained in

Annex Ay a number of time co-incident reports concerning the sighting of aerial

phenomena over Southern England in the early hours of 16 April were eventuall
y linked,

by RAF Fylingdales (a BMEWS site), to the re-entry into earth's atmosphere of a

eatellite or satellite debris.

Be In the period 1 May 77 to 30 April 78 a total of %1 aerial phenomena report
s

were received and processed; of these only 6% indicated that further investigation

was required; each report needing appreximately 3 working hours toprocess fully.

Such investigation requires that detail contsined in each report be mapped and the

resultant posBible trajectory/track be correlated with any factual evidenc
e that

may be available either from the Ballistic Missile Early Warning System (BMEWS) or

the Air Defence Ground Environment (ADGE) radar sites. During this period Air

Defence radar sites have no record of cnustal obesrvations. Indeed none of
 the

unveual phenomena reports have ever teen confirned as having an unknow origin b
y

our ground radar sites.



SSE
he | Until the receipt of Reference A no attempt has been made to consider the

“peporte as a whole, indeed the effort required would be difficult to justify. A

review of the reports still held on file has been carried out; the statistical

results appear in Annex B. Two points of interest emerge: firstly there appears

to be a dramatic increase in the number of reported sightings since the end of 76,

although it is possible that some reports received during the pericd 92-96 may

have been destroyed. Secondly the detailed plotting of a number of the reports

received in the period 71 Jan 78 to 30 April (Annex C) reveals a number of observation

patterns which could be interpreted as the sighting of manmade space objects and/or

decaying satellite gebris re-entering the carth's atmosphere. The CS may wish to

“or"comment on this. However, much detailed work would be necessary to investigate fully

this hypothesis.

5. RAF Fylingdales advise that on 23 May a total of 4,661 items of manmade space

objects were orbiting the earth. Of these, 65% (3,343) had an angle of inclination

which would result in an overflight of the United Kingdom. At Annex D is a table

of the number of manmade objects launched each year since 1972. The table also shows

yearly additions to the space catalogue and the number of items which were removed

fron the catalogue as they decayed from orbit and entered earth's atmosphere. It

is estimated that approximately20% of decaying objects are of sufficient size to

be visible on their entry into the atmosphere.

6. We believe that the majority of aerial phenomena sighting reports have a rational

explanation; meteorological \palioons, atmospheric phenomena, orbiting space

hardware, space debris re-entering the earth's atmosphere, cosmic debris and high-

flying aircraft (both military and civil) are among the most probable explanations.

Of the reports reviewed to date we can find no evidenceof extra terrestial visitation

to either earth, its atmosphere or near space. The total lack of primary radar

observations of unnatural phenomena leads us to be sceptical of Lord Clancarty's

clains although we would not wish to state categorically that "UFOs" do not exist.

INCESSFED



~— UNCLASSIFIED
Undoubtedly a very smal] proportion of sightings reports will defy rational

explanations but within MCD AFD we have neither the staff, information nor the time|

to investigate fully all reports. |

7. We propose to continue with the compilation of AnnexB in order that you may

be given a current statement of figures at the time of the reaubmission of the PQ.

Meee...
yo. Fun FB N G COLVIN

Group Captain

DD Ops(GE) (RAF)

MB 4257 7892 KB

UNCLASSIFIED.



INGLASSFED

INVESTIGATION OF AERIAL PHENOMENA REPORTS - 16 APRIL

ANNEXA TO
D/bD Opal Ge)/10/8C
DATED ‘7 JUN 78

Reference:

A. B/S Air)/8/3 dated 17 May 78.

1. As a result of the receipt on 17 April of a number of reports relati
ng to tine

co-incident sightings of aerial. phenomena in the early morning of 16 Ap
ril, an

investigation as to the probable ceuse ras initiated. The period initially

investigated was 15, 16 and 17 April and Appendix 1 shows the initial results

which indicated that on 16th and 17th sighting reports revealed that pheno
mena

were observed to travel from the South-West to the North-East across the Southern

half off the United Kingdom, whilst on 15 April a reyerse direction was observed,

As the predominant number of sightings were after midnight on 15 April th
ese were

reviewed in more detail and appear at Appendix 2. Subsequent discussion with

Fylingdales on 18 April revealed that 5 items of space hardware had been deleted

from the space catalogue end from the trajectory of the phenomens reportsit

. could be reasonably assumed that the wLinesses hed observed decaying items of

hardware re-entering the earths atmosphere,

2, Subsequent to the receipt of Reference A the incident on 16 April has be
en

re-examined, A geographical plan of the reports is at Appendix 5 together with

numerically related reports + It is of interest that while the majority of th
e

reports deseribe what was seen by the observer, reports 1 and 5 contain a limited

Over the period May 77 to April 78 .2 percent of all
amount of embellishment.

ypreted as a report of
received reports contained descriptions which could b

e inte

the sighting of an "UFO", Two examples are shown at Appendix 
4,



3. The information given in all aerial phenomena reports

~ UNGLASSFFED
is related to the

following paragraph sequence:

A.

B.

C.

D.

Ee

F.

G,

He

we

Ke

Le

Me

Ne

0.

P.

Date, Time and Duretion of Sighting

Description of Object

Exact Position of Observer

How Observed

Direction in which Object was first seen

Angular Elevation of Object

Distance of Object from Observer

Movements of Object |

Meteorological Conditions During Observations

Nearby Objects

fo Whom Reported

Name and Address of Informant

Any Background Information on the Informant that may be Volunteered,

other Witnesses

Date and Time of Receipt of Report.

ale aan
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AERIAL PHANOMBNA REPORTS - 15/16/17 April 7g

INITIAL INVESTIGATICN

APPENDIX 1 to

ANNEX A to

D/DD Cps (Gz)/10/8C

Dated “2. June73



HRTAL PHEMOUATIA PEPQITMS - 16 April 78 = 0190 to 04308 APPENDIA 2 toose pri 7 Cte ff ANNEXA TO |
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D/DLD Ops(GE)/10/sc }

“4 Dated s>_June/3
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AERIAL PHENCYERA REPORTS = 150100 to 1601308
ANNEX A to

D/DD Ops (GE)/10/a¢
Dated ,2 June78
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a. 5
REPORT OF AN UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECT

160107A

(Clouds, haze, mist etc.)

A. Date, Time and Duration of April
Sighting. 11 to 1lé seconds

B, DESCRIPRION OF _O3JuOT ONE |
. (Number of Objects, Size, - “hite with orenre centre

-shape, colour, brightness) | (Not unlike the trail of
a rocket firework)

- JXACT POSTTION OF OBSERVER 7 ates
C. ‘(Location, indoor/outdoor, indoors looking out of

stationary, moving) North facing window.

p. HOw_OBSERVED |
* (Naked eye, oinoculars, Naked Eye

other optical devices,

still or movie)

B. -)URECTION IN WHICH OBJECT
BURST SHEN Vac tno Tact
CA ‘landmark may be more West moving ast
usefulthan a badly estimB06
bearing)

yp. ANGLE OF SIGHT .
‘(Estimated heights are {20 from an upner room aporex:

unreliable): j14 ft from ground.

c, DISTANCE oe
° ‘(By reference to known No ee FO,

H. MOVEMENTS ~
(Changes in2, F and G may be |opeeding up, oroke into a
of more use than estimates of varee parts taen disappe
course and speed)

j, MBT_CONDET IONS _DURTNG |
. OBSERVE LCNS

Clear | 12,



.. NEARBY OBJECTS a |
ro (Telepnone lines, high voltage | ilousing estate with o

lines, reservoir, lake or dam, all round visasility
swamp or marsn, piver high
buildings, tall chimneys,
steeples, spires, TV or radio
masts, airfields, generating

- plant, factories, pits or other]:
sites with flood’ lights or
night lighting)

L. TO WHOM REPCRTED Belvedere police staLinn

(Police, military, press etc)

ia
)

yo Lim
M. NAME_AND ADDRESS 0 W TNFORMANT mrs Voodward Zott--Q520

oo 340 Tone Lane.
Bawlsaveneat:

N BACKGROUND OF IN
° MAY 3S VOLUN TIER

~ Sugar refiner
FORMAN? THAT

2D

O. OTHER WITNESSES Mp Woodard

P. DETATTIED MET REPORT

(AFOR to obtain) Clearwith fev showers

Q. DATE AND TIVE OF RECEIPT L6L1LO0A april 1376

R. ADOC ASSESSYENT
~ (Check radars, ATCCs etc)

1. Aircraft

2. Ranges

5. Gliding

4. Balloon

5. Air Sea Rescue .

Activities Lf

if April 137s
Date — §qn Lar, BOY Arur (AP)

Copiss to: S4f(Air)/STCCC/CPS (GE)2/DI 55 SCIENCZ2/2 TLE
Rm 8249 © xm 6200 na S/17 Rm 18c8 ;
Main Sieg “ain Blg Metropole Main5.5
(9 Onnina-)s
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REPORT OF AN UNIDENTIFIED FLYINGO

~ 
e
"

Date, Time and Duration of 160100A
Sighting.

. . ‘| Similar to rocket fireware-
DESCRIPTION OF ORJECT front nalf a ball shane -
(Numoer of opjects, size, trail of snarks *% patches oF
‘shape, colour, brightness) orovn smoke - one only

RXACT POSTTION OF OBSERVER ALO Bypass travelling North

(Location, indoor/outdoor, yetween iioddleston ane
stationary, mov ing) Hertford

HOW O8SERVED ; .

(Naked eye, Dinoculars, - |Naked eye
other optical devices,
still or movie)

DIRECTION IN WHICH O8JECT
FERS SERN
(A landmark may be more dest to Hast
useful than 4 badly estimated
bearing)

ANGLEOF SIGHT | |

(Estimated heights are 1-2 miles
unreliable)

ISTANCE
j
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overnea =

(Changes in #, F and G may be jnil <¢7 7
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course and speed) yee

MET CONDITIONS DURING
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(Clouds, naze, mist etc.)p3
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See Sens

NEARBY OBJECTS-
(Telephone lines, high voltage

lines, reservoir, lake or dam,
swamp or marsh, river, high
buildings, tal schtaneys
steeples, spires, TV or radio
masts, adrriolds: generating
plant,

Sites with flood’ lights or
night lighting)

factor ies, pits or other

Main road - fairly clear

L. . 2O_WHOM REPORTED Police (Hertford)
(Police, military, press etc)

M. NAMB AND ADDRESS OF INFOR:ann “rg Suzanne ‘ligh
. C4 Riversneet, “tertrora

y, BACKGROUND OF INFORMANT THAT A
°. MAY BE VOLUMPEERED M1

0. OTHER WITNEScana With husband

P. DETAILED MET REPORT Sunny spelis. fev

(AFOR to obtain) ' showers or rain or slest

(2 Copies)

DATE AND TIME OF REGSIPT © 160150A

R. ADOG ASSESSMENT
(Check radars, ATCCs etc)

l. Aircraft

2. Ranges

3. Gliding

4. Balloon

5. Air Sea Rescue
Activities ~

Date _ \b ie 1 Sqn Lar. W0Oa8UR (RAF)

Copies to: S4f(Air)/STOCO/OPS (CE)2/DI 55 . SCIENCE3/FILE
Rm 8249 xm 4260 Rm S/17 Rm 1206 °
Main Big “ain Blg Metropole Main Big
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REPORTOF AN UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBS&Cr

Date, Time and Duration of

Sighting.

160115A April

10 Seconds

DESCRIPTION OF OBJECT

(Numoer of objects, size;
‘shape, colour, brightness)

Bright white light (not
mulike firework trail)
Disaneare* tien re-armecrs=

EXACT POSITION OF OBSERVER

(Location, indoor/outdoor,
stationary, moving) stationar:’)

In motor car (in motion ané

HOW OBSERVED

OBSERVANT ONS

(Clouds, naza, mist ete.) Clear with orig
moonlight

at

4 asern ow

7

(Naked eye, binoculars, " Naked eye
other optic al devices,
still or movie)

E. DES TON IN WHICH O8JECT

FIRSTSHie
(A landmark may be more West to mast
useful than a badly estimated |-
bearing)

r ANGLE OF STGHT |

* (Estimated heights are Due North.
unreliable) 30° anprox

CG. DISTANCE a
° (By reference to known Approx over Jonnin “hon )

landmark) Castle (S-a miles ave)
0 4MEL Abs meng i

H. HoneRGN TS
Changes in #, F and G may be ate _ -

of more use than estimates of | ,96Si016 Pediction in |
course and speed) AE UTLULE |

5. WSE_CoNDrereNs DURING |



NEARBY OBJECTS

plait,

(Telephone lines, high voltage

lines, reservoir, laxe or damn,
swamp or marsn, river, high

buildings, tall chimneys,
steeples, spires, TV or radio
masts, airfields, generating

factories, pits or other
sites with flood lights or

night lighting)

None

w
e
e
s

TO WHOM REPORTE!

(Police, military, press etc) Hil

NAME AND ADDRESS CF INE ORUANT
hr, Paliner Tew:
ZO 2barnespert
Newour
Dana ~

LOAD 0625-42204

S fo€

BACKGROUND _OF INFORMANT THAT

MAY BE VOLUNUSUNS
Aeccoubant wi

OTHER WITNESSES
Te T

hiiss Jane

DETAILED MET REPORT
(AFOR to obtain)

Clear with few<Snovers

DATE AND TIME OF

ADOC_ASS on

(Check radars, ATCCs etc)

dl. Aircraft

e. Ranges

3. Gliding

4. Balloon

5. Air Sea Rescue
Activities
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Oo ANNEX B TO —

DD OPS CGE)LO/8¢
DAME 2 JUN 78

G
o

i@
)

K
eRECORD OF AERIAL PHENOMENA REPORTS STIODL RETATRED BY DOF OPS(A DEF &

vean | sax | pes | mar | are | may | gun | sun | ave | sep | oon | nov | pao | vorars

1972 | 4 2/7 | ipl 24- |- |- | -] - 4] - | - 38

1973 | = ~/| - |= | a | 3 f- fa fa] - 7] 2] - 10

1074. | = 1} - | wt] - |e |s |afot}si]-| - 51

1975 | - 7 | 8 214 )6 |6 |is{ 6] 7 | 18] 9 91

1976 | - ~ {| aft o6f{- [aur }az]}ao} 3 } 9 | 5 | ow 86

1977 | 1? 20] 123 V4} 70 | 25 | 62 | 27 | AB | AQ] a7 | 20 387

LO? 39 23 48 68 | 278

NOTE: It is possible that a number of Reports received between 1972 and 1975/76 could have
been destroyec.

UNCLASSIFIED
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ET/54/8 - 4

UNGiASSIFIED

D/DD CPSCGi)10/8/C
DATiD +2 JUL 1978

SPACZ CATALOGUE - TABLE OF MAL-MADi: SPACE HARDWARi — WORLDWID:

a db Cc a

Year Total added to Total Launches Totai Decay
Catalogue

1972 268 99 573

1973 - 963 108 . 5e4*

1974 510 106 . 361

19°75 976 125 316

4976 4128 128 674

19777 979 124 225

1978 279 51 . 210

NOTES

1. Column b.identifies the number of items of space hardware that
are added to the Space Catalogue each year, €Includes all

hardware remnants from a Space launch).

2. Column c. The total number of launches (worldwide)

4. Column d. Total number of items of space hardware that have
decayed into earth atmosphere, 20% are large enough to be

visible from earth.

4. Total number of items in Space Catalogue up to 24% May 78 = 466%

Of these 75% (4644) have a trajectory which would result in

overflight of UK.

UNGbASSIFIED,
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LOOSE MINUTE
eee

b/84( Aix} /8/3

UFOS ~ DEBASS TN THE HOUSE CF LORDSrem AN EVES RUNES TP © ona ents wee,

Reference my minute of 17 Way 1978, you will I think
have heard that Lord Glanecarty has withdrawn his Cuestionuse he Pees poor ati ongenge in tae House. jowever he

2 i peato in the autvumm, so we will
webe aay “ahen we may heave to put a

for replies from PS to
a the promised reply

grateful af you WOould assemble any other 3
that ocours ¢

and beth are. in
in the letter I copied

arty is about to strike
ie

again,
:

From gener

fone Daily telegraghYons technic:aj. Teasibility within
a~crart _capable of CO wmillioa mph,

Star in 2 50 Slight
; vu 

parry xand there i CSO ba olvilisations 100 mili
Years in advance Wh and already capable of 3
grace travel, Ho >» tne existence of such possibiis still a huge renmove froOre roe rays claim that this.is ecnstantbly overfiown by UFCs3

planet

tes

1 June 1978 Head S4(Air)

HB $245 7048.up



Copy to: DD.“Ops(GE) (RAP)
T 59<<. 7

~ UFOS =- DEBATE IN a HOUSE OF ‘LORDS
“Reference: D/S4(Aiz)/8/3-dated 17 Mey 1978.

: CS(RAF) has. rea the: correspondence at
reference:with interest: and”agrees the. :

and ne‘subsequently Fu:
expensive investigation f-these phenomena
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se MEOH Na fbr fes cog

butsy & ne few x

v/s4( air) /8/3

PS/CS(RAF)
DD Ops GEX RAP)
ADT 55 —

UFOS - DEPAT UN THS HOUSE OF LORDS
vente: peers

There is fo be a debate on UFCs in the House cf Lords on
12 June baged on the followingPQ by the Marl of Clancarty, a

prominent verolosist :
'Po ask Her Majesty! s Government whether they are aware of the
increasing number of reports ofsightings and landings of vnidentified
flying objects (UFOs) on a worldwide seale, and whe ther they will
initiate an inter-governmental study of UFOs'

20 S4(Air ) is required to provide a brief and draft winding-
up speech for Lord Winterbottom. I attach a covy of a provosed
line, which T have put to the Department of Education and Science

pan to FCG, who were re contly involved in brushing off an attempt
get UNO so Giscuss UFOs), You will see that I propose that the

Government should take this opportunity to pour a mass of cold water
on ufolegsy., J wouldbe grateful. for:

Ae Your advice on the proposed line of action.

De Additional arguments or evidence that we might

offer,

36 I would be grateful if DD Ops(GE)(RAF) and ADT 55 would

say whether we could comment more fully about evidence of extra»

terrestial “activity from the reports we receive - ie expand more
forcefully on para 4f in the attached letter: '.... perusal of
reports received gives us no cause to suspect extra-terrestial

activity I would also like to know how much work is done on these
reports, and whether there has besn any attempt to consider then as
2 wWnole.

4e The Chief Scientist's department is at a disadvantage, not seeing

the flew of UFO reports that arrive in AFD. Hovever, srith Kop taking
the lead in refuting UFOs, the inference will be drawn thet CS(RAF)
endorses that line. Putting the matter differently, I imagine that
had CS(RAF) thought, 28 2 scientist, that there was something in UFOs,
he would have ens n auiok to dray. the matter to the department's attention
or to have sought immediate access to the UPO reporte » AS he has not
done so we can assume that he is unimoressed withUFCs. But I would be
particularly grateful for any advice from GS(RAP)"s department.

ye . hoOM Pe aaaNS



“e wop sewypys, Head of S4{Air)

x ISTRY OF DREENCH
MINISTER Th GEN CR

on Buildings Whitchall, NDON S.oW.3I

Please address evy reply to

MINISTRY CF DEIUINCE.

(Head of S4(Air) )

and quote: 17 May 1978

Your reference: D/S6é(Air)/8/3 y

Mz K EG Barber

Room 5/56
Department of Education and Science

Blizabeth House

York Road

LON DON

Sui 7PH

— i) y

There ig to be @ debate on UFOs in the House ef Lords on

12 dune 7& based om the following PQ by the HZarl cf Clancarty:

aWo ask Her Majasty's Government wnether thhey ars
aware of the increasing number of reports of sightings

and lendings of unidentified flying objects (UFCs) on
a worldwide scale, and whether they will initiate an

inter-governnental study of UFOs.

26 The procedure will be similar to an ‘Adjournment Debate in the
Commons. The Earl will introduce the subject, 1interested members
Will speak, and Lord Winterbottom will reply for the Government.

The debate could last anything from 20 minutes to 4 hours: we have
been invited to draft a 10-15 minute winding up speech.

3e We do not take this lightly, because Lord Clancartyis an
acknowledged expert on UFOs, whilst MOD has no experts on UrOs - for
much the same reasons as we have no experts on levitation or black
magic. There is much public interest in UFOs at present, drummed up
by. the Daily Express and in connection with the heavy sci-fi film
"Close Encounters of the Third Kind', There is a risk that the
Government will be persusded to a onatiet a Study of UFOs, or at least
to examine the muss of evidence that Lord Clancarty and his feliow-
ufologists have assembled in the last 30 years . Should the Govern-
ments defences break, I need hardly warn you that responsibility For
the study could very likely fall on your Department! Accordinglyw
would be grateful for your heip in determining the proper line for

Government to take.



4. We believe it would be unprofitable to indvlge in too much
flippancy, and invend to propose that the Government injects a dose

of massive common sense into the @cbhate on UFCs The general line
we have in mind is:

Be te do not discount the possibility of intelligent life

elrewhere among the huge number of other worlds and
other galaxies.

de fhe technical difficulties of space travel are stunning,

with the nearest star 4 light years away, but it would

be unwise to say ‘impossibie ever’.

Ce “he phenomena lumposd tegether as UFOs! are often

reported by responsibie and intelligent people.

Ge But there is a huge gap between those three statements

and the assumption tnat 'UFO reports' constitute

serious evidence that extra-terrestial beings are

reconnoitcing this planet (Clancarty reports 60,00

verified sightings, the introducticn to the bock of
‘Close Encounters! refers to'millions!),

e, ‘The phenomena reported often have common-sense

explanations (eg aireres. or met balloons in wnusual
light, or space debris): is always difficult to
interpret accurately Saisuel events seen fleetingly:
and the constant publicity about UFOs leads people to

interpret the phenomena as extra~-terrestial spacecraft
and to embellish their reports unconsciously .

ft. Extensive US studies indicate no evidence of extra-

terrestial visits. No studies have been considered
necessary in UK, but perusal of reports received gives

us no cause to suspect extra-terrestial activity.

Eo Tf thers was sericus scientific evidence of extra-
terrestial visits we would expect the scientific

world to be agog and committed; but the scientific

world seems at best unimpressed, more likely hecvily

cynical.

h. There is no internal consistency about the idea of

there having been 80,000 or perhaps millions of genuine

sighting 5. de would expect some accidents or artefacts

{Clancarty has suggested that the CIA has collected and
hidden them all): or some approach to or direct evidence
held by Governments (Clancarty has suggested there is 4

conspiracy of Silence petween Governments until they

know how to cope): or some overt political or cultural
activity to show for 30 years of presumably high-technolcgy
reconnaissance (Clancarty's own UFO references go back: to
the Star of Bethlehem and earlier)

T
M
~

i
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5. We would olan to lead un to the argument that itis pointless

to try to persuade the Government unless and until the scientific

coumunity has been persvaded. We could offer the suggestion that
the scientific community is most unlikely to be persuaded by mere

quantity of reported sightings (as one newspaper recently remarked,

80,000 times nothing still equals nothing); a wore profitable course
would be for Clancarty, being so certain about his case, to present

say 10 well-documented readily-verifiable recent cases in this
country gn.which he wovld_ state his professional reputation as a
utolcgis:, {t 19 dcuntrul whether the 'sclentitic community? would
welcome our directing Clancarty towards them, but this is surely the

proper course for a layman who believes he has evidence of a matter of

massive scientific concera upon which he cannot convince the Government.

6. I would be grateful fer your advice on the above proposed line of

action; and, if you agree it, advice on any other sreuments that could

be advanced. -Attached is « first draft of 2 background note describing

the pass attitudes of MOD, US, France and Grenada,

Te Because of the deadline for briefing Ministers and the intrusion
of the Spring Bank holiday, I amafraid I must ask for your advice by

ym Vednesday 24 Fay,

.& Iam copying this letter to Mr R Alston, Snergy, Science and

Space Department, Room E022, FCO: I have noted the robust line taken

by FCO recently with UNO proposais to study UFCs,



UNGLASSHRIED

@ DACKGROUND NOTE

The Earl of Clancarty

le We understand from the Press that Lord Clancarty is a staunch

believer in UFOs. He is reported to have seen two and he has written

seven books on the subject having studied the phenomena for 30 years,

He has asserted that a former French Minister of Defence admitted that

UFOs exist, that there are serious problems and that many landings have

taken place. When asked to comment on a report that a UFO had followed

a young housewife home Lord Clancarty told the Evening News that the

lights may have been those of a space craft sent to spy on us by an

unknown civilisation from another planet. A lot of UFOs, he said,

seem to disguise themselves in clouds.

She American Attitude to UFOs

26 nere has been no British scientific enquiry into the possible

existence of UFOs. However, the Ministry of Defence has kept in touch

with the United States Air Force who made a systematic attempt to record

and investigate UFO sightings between 1947 ani 1969. During this period

the USAF received12,618 reports: of these 701 were not explained.

3. This USAF investigation known as Project Blue Book was followed

by a study which was originally suggested a member of a congressional

investigation in the Armed Forces Committee and which was assigned by

the Air Force Office of Scientific Research to the University of Colorado.

It was led by Dr Edward V Condon, Professor of Fhysics and formerly

Director of the National Bureau of Standards. ‘The main findings of this

study, published in 1969 were that:~

Be About 90% of all UFO reports prove to be plausibly related.

to a Sites phenomena,
b. . Tittle if anything had come to light from the study of UFOs

in the past 21 years thet added c
h

o
O

Q
Qscientific knowledge,

w
mCo Purther extensive study of UFO sightings was not justified

in the expectation that science would be advanced thereby.



be. No evidence had come to light in the study to indicate that

UFO sightings might represent a defensive hazard.

ee The US Departmentof Defence should continue to handle

| ‘UFO reports in its normal surveillance operations without

recourse to special units such as Project Blue Book.

4. These findings were endorsed by a Panel of the National Academy

of Sciences,which advisec thot the Condon enouliry had been an adequate

scientific study of UFO phenomena and that the methodology and approach

were well chosen and in accordance with the accepted standards of scientif

investigation. The Panel added: "We are unanaminous in the opinion that

this (the Copden Report) has been a very creditable attempt to apply

objectively the relevant techniques of science to the solution of the

UFO problem. The Report recognises that there remain UFO sightings that

are not easily explained. The Report does suggest, however, so many

reasonable and possible directions in which en explanation may eventually

be found that there seems to be no reason to attribute them to an extra-

terrestial source without evidence that is much more convincing.

The Report also shows how difficult it is to apply scientific nethods
5

to the occasional transient sightings with any chance of success. Whilst

further study of particular aspects of the topic (eg atmospheric

phenomena) may be useful, a study of UFOs in general is not a promising

way to expand scientific understanding of the phenomena. On the basis

of present knowledge the least likely explanation of UFOs is the

hypothesis of extra terrestial visitations by intelligent beings!’

5. The USAF wound up their Project Blue Book investigation on 17

December 1969 on the strength of the Condon Report, the advice of the

National Academy of Sciences, past UFO studies and their own experience

ef investigation UFC reports over two decades. Their conclusions were

that no UFO reported, investigated or evaluated by the Air Force had ever

@iven any indication of a threat to their nationel security; thas there

had been no evidence sumitted or discovered by the Air Force that
,

technological developments or principles kevonad the range of present day
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scientific xnowledge, and that there had been no evidence indicating

that sightings categorised as "unidentified" were extra terrestial

vehicles,

6. The Condon Report caused a good deal of controversyand, we Believe,

was much criticised. In August 1976, however, the RAF Staff in

Washington were informed by the US Department of the Air Force that there

was no likelihood of renewed Air Force involvement in this erea. The

Department pointed to the considerable Air Force Commitment of resources

in the past, the extreme pressure on Air Force funds in 1976 and the fact
dunn IG69 ne eickinu Aud. hein frresenledl 44 Werrin’

that/ further investigation by the Air Force. The Department cf the Air

Force added that a number of universities and professional scientific

organisations such as the American Association for the Advancement of

Science hed considered UFO phenomena. Private organisations had also

shown interest in aerial phenomena. It was considered that such tinely

review of the situation by private groups insur3d that sound evidence would

not be overlooked by the scientific community.

Ministry of Defence attitude

Te The MOD policy takes its cue from the Americans, I+ is always

possible, of course, that the considerable correspondence addressed to

“MOD might contain some hint, not of UFOs, but of something with a hostile

terrestial origin which could have a bearing on national security. All

letters are therefore referred to specialist authorities in MOD for any

further investigation thought to be necessary; we do not take the

enquiries further than that and we do not enter into detailed corresponenc.

with the public. The standard reply to Members of Parliament and the publi

is that we have not the resources to conduct a scientific investigation

into the nature of UFOs and, although we invariably pass reports of

Sightings to the staffs resvonsible for the air defences, we do not pursue

enquiries to the point of penitive identification. We do not dismiss the

possibility that intelligent life could exist in outer space but to date

a

no evidence has emerged to suggest that UFOs have extra terrestial orjicins
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or that they represent a threat to national security. In fact, most

of the sightings have commonplace origins, such as aircraft or aircraft

lights seen from an unusual angle or in unusual meteorological conditions.

8. The trouble is that the dedicated "UFO-clogist" vill not listen and

is more concerned with selective evidence to suppert his own thesis, The

more comuon criticisms are:-

Be MCD will not let the public see its files. There is a

. *cover up" for Security ressons.

There is no cover up and no security ban. It is true

that when people ask to see the MOD UFO fiies they are

told the papers must remain confidential. But there is

a@ mundane reason for that. The files contain volumunous

correspondence from the general public and we cannot divulze

the identity of the correspondents, or the references to

classified subjects which some of the files might contain.

fo remove these details would require extensive editing

and we have not the staff to do the job. It follows that

the files must renain closed under the rules laid down in

the public Records Acts which at present preclude disclosure

until 30 years have elapsed since the date of the particular

correspondence, The earliest reports MOD hold are dated

1962, All earlier UFO papers were destroyed many years ago.

De MOD employs a special UFO organisation,

Quite untrue. Nobody is employed full time to monitor UFO

sightings. There is no UFO section in MOD. One of the

Secretarial branches answers letters from the public about

UFOs but it has many other, quite different, responsibilities

as well, I+ does not review or analyse the sightings, It

merely sends the letters to the specialised branches who

examine them soldy to sce if they have any hearing on the



Ce Vast numbers of UFO sightings are reported to MOD,
WBuyY are uncxpiained

fo statistical recerds sre kept in MOD because of the

staff shortage. All we can say is that MOD received

rather more than 400 reports from the public in 1977, at

a rate of 20 tc 40 per month on average. There was a

flurry of correspondence recently when the Daily Express

launched its advertising campaign for the commercial film

“Close Encounters of the Third Kind",

Attitude of French Government to UFCs

96 Apart from American policy we have recent information on only twe

Governments -~- those of France anc Grenada, fhe French official

procedure is not unlike ours. Reports from the public go in the first

place to the Gendarmerie who if necessary interview the observer and

take statements. The Gendarmerie send on the reports simultaneously

to the Centre National d'Etudes Spatiales (CENS ) and to the French

ayMi ristry of Defence, who check radars ete to discover any military

implications. the reports are then fed into @ computer so that they can

be “added to the statistics of the probvlem". |

10. The view of the French Ministry of Defence may be summarised as

follows:

Be The role of the Air Force consists solely in estimating

whether certain information amongst the evidence they receive

Vis3 likely to affect national defence; this is not in fact 80 see.
i

7 No acts of aggression either against persons or property

civilian or military have been detected,

b. The phenomena cannot at present be analysed by means of

Imown measuring instruments .... Whilst maintaining an

open mind we must restrain ourselves from hasty conclusions

regarding the nature and origin of the phenomena and accept

the fact tht this problem Like many others remains suspended

in space.

e

an)
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11. In the last few months a small study group has veen set up under

the auifice? of the CNES, It is chaired by Monsieur Claude Poher

ana is called the Groupe d'Etude des Phenomenes Aerospatiaux Non

identifies, The terms of reference for this group ere not yet known

but the title seems to be self-explanatory, The group has no formal

links with the United Kingdom,and the Department ot Education and Science

advise that there is no similar scientific group in UK to study

unidentified objects to phenomena,

12. Lord Clancarty drew attention to this group in a recent

Parliamentary Question when he also referred to a broadcast on France-

Inter radio in February 1974 when M, Robert Galley, the then French

Minister of Defence was interviewed about UFOs. ‘The interview is reported

in a book, "The Crack in the Universe" which contains an accurate

translation of the broadcast and introduces the transcrip{ quite fairly

as an interview in which the Minister éeclared "there are phenomena

which are unexplained", The blurb on the dust cover, however, has

M. Galley freely admitting that UFOs exist and that they are a serious

problem. According to the offical transcript M. Galley made only two

points of substance:-

Be There are things about UFOs which are not understood am

have not been explained,

db. "We must adopt an extremely open attitude of mind to this, not

put into doubt the sincerity of people reporting UFOs ....

but at the moment it is really far too soon to draw the

least conclusion",

Attitude of the Covernment of Grenada

13. Im December 1977 Sir Bric Gairy, Prime Minister of Grenada, Fabled

a resolution a4 the United Nations calling on the Special Political

Committee ta set up 4 Special agency or department to conduct resesrch

‘

into unidentified flyinz objects and related phenomena. The British
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(and we believe other) representatives were briefed to oppose such an

agency on the grounds that it would reduce the credibility of the United

Nations. Sir Eric withdrew the proposal and circulated a draft

resolution recuiring the Secretary General to conduct a wide-ranging

investigation into flying saucers, including an analysis of the

benefits, problems and dangers stemming from any contact with terrestial

life.

14. The UN Special Political Committee advised the General Assembly

to take note of the various statements made by the Prime Minister of

Grenada and to instruct the Secretary General to transmit the text to

Member States of the UN and to interested specialist agences. In other

words the resolution has been shelved indefinitely.
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Main Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB DSS Jros ty
Telephone 01-218 (Direct Dialling) File peeet01-218 9000 (Switchboard) — le Ass

Your reference

Abt Detecers Conmanding-in-Ghiet Our reference AB/3459/75/PT II/

an ° S/ut(Air)
Training Command D /

Support Command A ate /(& September 4975

Sir

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS - REPORTS

References:

A. AF/K 58/6)/Shf(Air) dated 29 Mar 1967

B. <AF/CX 80/70 dated 7 Jan 1972

I am directed to refer to Reference letters providing guidance on the action to be

taken by RAF units on receipt of reports of unidentified flying objects, and to

state that the purpose of this letter is tc up-date such guidance and information as

necessary,

All reports should be sent as quickly as possible to MOD(Air) using the fornat shown

in the Annsx te this letter: the normal methods of transmission are:-

a. By routine, unclassified signal message using DIG LGZ, which ensures the

immediate distribution of the information to ecsrned addressees,

bd. By telephone message to NOD(Air), Main Building, Whitehall on the

following extensions:=

a) During normal working hours to S4f(Air) on Ext 6020/7035.

(ii) st all other times to AFOR on Ext 6501.

Any enquiries from the ‘press are to be referred direct to the Ministry of Defence
Press ort 3 ee.

t is requested that all RAF formations in UK may be informed of the above

rocedures,.

It is necessary to continue to categorise UFO reports where possible for the

cepartment's recocds, However, the monthly sumuary formerly prepared by HQ Strike

Command (UK RAOC) may be aiscontinued, provided any positive results of
investigations are notified to this branch,

“his letter supersedes References A and B,

Zaig LUWISD-
Ke G J JAMIESON

Copies to:

LFOR

DPR(BAP)
%50c

DT55b —

JUS CGE BAP)
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PEPOR? OF AN U'TUSNTIPIND FLYING ORJECT ;

A. Pate Line ane durationofsighting. (lecal times to be quoted).
eevee© Olesen we mkeT ARTEGAL Leen ieUA a

ee Desc plroi of onje.t. (xaof objects, ize, shape, colours,‘

Smet oe ae

oeightrosn, Round, Suan, ees),

C. Exe. Lusition oteerver: \levcraphical locatuu.. Indoors or outdoors.

Stationesy ok Koving)..

D. Her obsoxved. (Nexed eye, -anoculars, other ortifcal device, still ox
movia ‘camera.e

E. Direction ir which chjecs wie first secr- fA landmark may ‘be mora useful

diana badly estimated boaring).

F. anvle of signt. (Fotinated neights ave unreliable).

G. Distance. (By refeence to a known landmark wherever pots‘ bla),

HE. hievemer +3. (Changas in HM, ¥ and G may be of more usc “nei oetimates of .
course aud spzed).

Je Vetecr logical conditions ueing observations. (Moving clouds, hi
mat ate).



AE Cee e [RAT

a

Fe ec lab

National Oceanic ond Almas

fem pte,

AER

aerate

Introduction

The following storyv---a second exari-

ple of the ivpe of observation which

jorims the core of the UFO issue

has been selected by the UrO Sub

Hon nol cit ly because ‘of its peceling
conteit, bui also becatse of ihe itul-

tiplicity of observations. Phe author

a formes member of the “Condon

Commitiee” (University of Colorado

UFO study team), discusses the case,

but does not offer an explanation,

The sante ias ire for the first case,

published in the July 1971 A/A,

where the principal observers were
highly qualified professionals mating

sightings in their line ef duty. Both

case studies are intended to give the

reader a flavor of the observational

residue material which underlies the

UFO controversy. We hope he will

give it his indepeiudert assessment as

engineer or scientist,

On a pleasant August evening in

1956, the night- watch supervisor at
the Lakenheath, England, Radar Air

Traffic Control Center (RATCC), a

U.S. Air Force noncommissioned of-

ficer, was startled by a telephone call

from the Bentwaters GCA (Ground

Controlied Approach) radarinstalia-

tion (see map) asking, “Do yor have
any tarpets on your scopes traveling

at 4000 mph?” Thus began one of

the strangest and most disturbing

radar-visual UlO cpisodes on record,

There is avery Jarge, confusing re-

port on the Lakeuheath-Bertwaters

incidentin the US. Atv farce Project

Blucbook files (Project Bluebook

Lf
uo G

Sy GG. THAYER

was the name of the U.S. Air Vorce

UFO investigation). At least three

separate fines unidentified radar

echoes (URMs} were tracked by the

GCA unit at Bentwaters before the

telephone contect with Lakenheath:

and alihough these are highly inter-
esting events in themselves, they did

not invalye confirmatory visual and

eirborne radar contacts. A detailed

account cf these first thice radar cai-

tacts can be found in an cerlie:

paper by James McDonald (FSR 76,

“UFOs over Lakenheath in 1956,”

1970, pages9-17). “Scientific Study
cf Unidenti!fied Flying Objects”
(Bantam Books, 1969; hereafter re-

fered to as the “Condon Report”)

contetins no account of these because

the pertinent Blucbook files were ob-

tained too fate for inclusion. The

Condon Report does contain an inde-

pendent account! of the primary inci-

dent at Lake nheath, as reported by
the night-watch supervisor, nof found

in the Bluebook file; this separate

report forms the mosi coherent ac-

count of the events at Lakenheaih.

Following a brief description of

the events at Bentwaters based on the

Bluebook file, the Lakenheath inci-

dent will be described here based

mainly on the night-watch super-

visor’s account.

Account of Observations

The four events at Bentwaters

GCA (sce map for plots of these

radar tracks) took this order:

1, At 21304 a URE (No. 1 in

map) was picked up on the Bent

waters AN/MPN-HTA GCA. radar

about 25-30 mi. to the ESE. (Note

that Z time—zero meridian time—-,

or GMT, is also local time im the

Lakcenheath-Bentwaters area.) This

URE moved steadily on « constant

azimuth heading of 295 des until

enc Administration

contact was lost about 1°

the WNW of Bentwaters

operator estimated the

speed of the URE as 40%

ihe transit tine of 30

estimate of 1800

operators estimate of 3-6 mi, co.-

ercd by the URE

sweeps (2 sec apart)

9600-10 £00

aa! ~ 2
E000 Sapa, aaa.

between Py

mata of mph

appeared to move as 4 group towwe

the NE at varying speeds reported a>

80-125 mph. The group covered a

“O-7-mi. arca’’ on the scope.

echoes “faded considerably” at «

point 14 mi. NE of Rentwaters, bu

werc tracked to a point aboul 40 ms.

NE of Bentwaters when they meregee

into a single strong echo “severe:

times larger than a B-36 retire

under comparable conditions.” Thi:

single ccho remained stationary

the. point 40 nu. NE of Bentwarers
for 10-15 min., then moved fo th:

NE for 5-6 mi., stopped again {.

3-5 min., and finally moved any ci

range (50 mi.) of the
2155%. The average ¢ ipparent

of the URE sroup for the tin

In motion can be reaclily ¢cape

as between 250 and 700 1 ah yg
in 5-12 min-—apaia cin

the operator’s estimaie,

Phese

YaCIAY oc.

Astronautics és Aerovcaidi



‘©3. At 22007 snother URL (No. 3

HyMdE) wae picked up abuut 30 mi.

east af Pontwters and tracked to a

point about 29 mi. west of the sta-

tions the tracking period was about

Je see. The vedar operator estimated

fhe apparent speed of this URE to be

“in exeess of 4000 mph” but the

fine and distance figures indicated

a speed of roughly 12.000 mph. All

the returss “appeared normal, ¢x-

cept for the fast, which was slightly

weaker than the rest.” Phe radar

operator indicated ihat the “[re-

fon} disappeared by sapidly

moving out of the GCA radiation

pattern.” No further UREs are

mendoucd in the Bluebook repuri

on the Bentwaters incident; and

considering the confusion prevailing

in reporicd times in Blucbook re-

ports and ihe similarity of the

reported tracks and speeds, possibly

this URE and No. 4, which insti-

gated the phone call to Lakenheath,

may in fact be tre sare.

4. According to the Bluvhook re-

port on the Lakenheath incident. the

Bentwaters GCA radar, at 22532,

picked up a URF 50 mi. cast (of

Bentwaters) moving ro the west at

an apparent speed of “2000 16 4000

mph." In the mep shown at right,

the track of the URE appears identi-

cal with No. 3 except for the vanish-

ing point. This URE then “disap-

peared on scope 2 ri. east of station

and immediately appeared on scope

3 nu. west of station . it disap-

peared 30 mi. west of station on

scone.” If the word “immediately”

means that the URE was picked up

on the same PPE sweep, after 180

deg. rotation from cast to west, it

would imply that the apparent

notion covered 5 mi. in 1 sec, an

inferred speed of some 18,000 mph.

At this rate the URE would have

covered the 60 mi. track in about 12

sec (6 PI sweeps). As pointed out,

this may have been URE No. 3 from

the Bentwaters Bluebook report,

which is estimated at 12,000 mph,

although the reported times are

- different.

At this point. someone at the

Bentwaters GCA station called the

Lakenheath RATCC station asking

the night-watch supervisor there if

he had any “4000-mph targets” on

his scopes and deseribing the track

of URE No. 4. The caller stated that

the control rower at Bentwaters had

reported seeing ‘a bright light pass-

ing over the field from cast to west

at terrific speed at about 4000-{1

alfitude,” while at the same time the

Septenther 1971
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pilot of. a C-47 aircraft fying over

the station at 4000-ft altitude re-

ported a “bright light streaked under

bis aircraft traveling east to west at

terrific speed.’ The Jakenheath

vaich supervisor, although admit-

tedly skeptical of this report. “im-

mediately had all controllers start

scanning the radar scopes .. . using

full MTL (moving target indicator),

which eliminated entircly all ground

returns.”

Shortly after this search began,

one of the controllers noticed a sta-

tionary echo on the scopes at an

indicated position 20-25 mi. SW of

Lakenheath (No. 3 in map). Note

the position of this initial contact on

the map; it is almost directly in dine

with the path of UREs 3 and 4 from

the Bentwaters report. Although the

MT} should have eliminated the

return front any target moving at

less than 40-50 knots, the radar

personnel could deiect “no move-

ment at all” from this URE. The

watch supervisor called the GCA

unit at Lakenheath to see if they had

the same echo on their scope and

“they confirmed the target was on

their scope in the same location.” As

the Lakenheath RATCC personnel

watched this URE, it suddenly began

moving in a NNE dircetion at a

speed that they subscquently caleu-

lated to be 400-600 mph. In their

words “there was no... build-up to

this speed—it was constant from the

second it started to move until it

stopped.”

The watch supervisor cantactod

local AFB command persennel and

kept them informed of the happen-

ines from this pomt on. The URE

made several clriness in direcuon

always in a@ straighi Ting, always al

G1

p
r
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about OOO mpi with me accelera:

tion or deceleration appurent-—the

changes varying da indicated Jength

from 8 10 20 mi, with stationary cpt

sodes of3-6 min intervening.

Vhere were visual sightings af

Lakenheath during this dime, but

the reports of these are confusing

and inconclusive. Perhaps of sicater
significance are the investipalineg

Officer's statements that “ivo. ra-

dar sets fLakenheath GCs and

RATCCH and three ground observ.

ers report substantially the same,’

and “the fact that radar and eround

Visual observations were made on its

rapid acceleration and abrupt stops
intate, at je ra abocorluinty lond tered nedyp tO the

report,

Affer “about 30-45 min.” or 2340

to 23552, the RAP “scrambled” a

de Havilland “Venom” night fighter

aircraft to investigate the Laken-

heath UFO.

(At this point, the account of the

Lakenheath nightwatch supervisor

and that of the Bluebook report

diverge. First, the watch supery

says the aircraft was from a field

near London and was picked up on

the RATCC radar inbound from the

southwest at a range of 30-45 mi.

from Lakenheath. According to the

Blucbook file, the fighter took off

from Waterbeach RAF station (see

map), which is only 20 mi. SW of

BENTWATERS-LAKENHEATH UR

August 13-14, 1956.

Lakenheath and well wishin rade

ranpe- given as $0 60 mi. for targets

at 5000 fh er abo Seen t
WPT RCO,

watch smperviser relates that

Venom was vectored to the then

stationary URP (No.5) ate posits

about 16 mi. SW of Lakenheath, and

that this was the aircrafi's frst and

only contact with any LYO. Accord:

ing fo the Bluebook account. “the

afe flew over Lakenbeoath aad Was

vectored to a radav farget emi ras

of the field (No. @. Pilos adviaga

he had a bright white light in sight

and would investigate. At £3 mi.

west [of Lakenheath} he reported

Joss of target and white Hight [IN 6,

~-ihis implics that the pilot bd ue

unknown on his airhurne radar a-

well as having had visual contact].

Lakenheath RATFCC veetcred

to (presumably) another terect

mi. cast of Lakenlicath and pilot

advised target was ou radar anc

was “Jocking on.” This target wou'd

be URE No. 5. identified by th:

watch supervisor as hei

mi. SW of Lakenheatlh:

this discrepancy, the acecoun:

Lakenheath watch superviss: 5

with the Blucbook file from here on

in virtually every detail)

The Venom fighter was vector:

by the RATCC radar to the sight of

the URE, which (according to the

hight-watch supervisor) was siation-
A

E/WEO CONTACTS

No. Time Radar contacts Visual contacts Remarks

Bentwaters GCA,

AN/MPN-11A.

Not confirmed, Noi AP.

2 ~2135—-2155 Z Baentwaters GCA. Not confirmed. Passible AP.

3 2200 Z Beniwaters GCA. Not confirmed. Not AP; possibly

same as No,

4 2255 Z 1. Bentwaters GCA. 2. Bentwaters Not AP; No. 5

control tower.

3. C47 a/c ai 4000

ft over Bent-

waters. Appar-

ently s

as radar contact.

could have been

same “obiect.”

s time

5 0010—0330 Z 1. Lakenheath

RATCC, CPS-5.

2. Lakenheath GCA,

CPN-4,

3. Venom airborne,

A-1. All coincs

dental at various

times (airborne

collect when a/e

was On scene).

Not AP or radar

tions not confirmed. matfunct an; may

4. Pilot of Venom have been Nad

made visual con- from Ben

tact coincidental

with the thres

radar contacts.

} Ground observa-

waters,

62
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Sheitly otter Lakeulsah odd ue.

pilot the URE was one-hit rvye

dead ahead of the inte

pilot eed, CRoger. 2 dive

‘soft = 7
ceptor oy

~ 4

my gun: loched en hing ¢The picaoo

H efers fo a raget fire: rere tian ~ASte

This plloc tater told;
mvestiy cor thet the |
clearest mrget To have
radar. There wes ab:

the Venom pilot said

on fhe t

“Where otc

him?" Th - onhe.
formed > thet the

a swilt cireling3

gotten benind he \
then cor

behind |

try to shexe

mentioned the pilus

saw the UFO he pind

The pilot of the

for tried mame: ,

, but hewas unable hase

UREEe. which
RATCO redar

asa dis

echo; t

WAS SYeste

nord y

°‘Pilot
‘shake

requested

10 min..

reportedlysc

said thar he wa

because he was running

He asked Lakenheath
tcll him i; the CRE fol.ov

on

a
e

Lakenheath wetch

URE appeared to fo}

only« “short distance” as th

headed SSW toward Londen Ter
Waterbeach]. and then it resumed 2

stationary aspect.

A second Venomwas vectere

Lakenheeth RATCC toward

position « i the URE; but before he
got close enough to pick up any-

thing, he radioed that he was es-

periencing engine malfunction and

was returning to his base. The fat-

lowing conversation was imenitore
by the Lakenheath watch su; °
between the twa Venom pilen
Number 2: “Did vou

thing?

Number i: “7 saw something, bur

Pu be darsned if T know what i

Was.”

Number 2: What happend?”

Number 1:

hind me and T did eversihing b eould



s@. behind bin amd b couldn't. It’s
the dammedest thing Pve ever seen.’

the pifer of Venom Number i

also stated that he bad radar pun-

lock for several scconds so “there

was something there that was solid.”

Followiag this) strane: “chase,”

the URE did not iniuediately disap-

pear from the Lakenheath RATCC

radar. In the words of the night

watel supervisor, “The target inade

a couple more short moves, then left

our radar coverage in 4 ‘yortherly
direction—speed osiill ehout 609

mph. We lost target outbornd to the

north af about 50-cO imi, which is

normal if atrerafi on target is at an

altitude below 3000 ft (because of

the radiation lobe of that type radar

[a CPS-5]).” The tine of joss of

contact wus nol yivea Py the waicn

supervisor; accordine io ihe Blue-

book file the time was about 03307

The nightwatch supervisor also

stated “all sspeed.on thet port were
calculated speeds based on time and

distance covered on radar. This

speed was calculated many times

that evening. ...”

Discussions

The interpreiations and anal

that have beenmade of this intrigu-

ing UFO incident are almost as

numerous as the investigators theim-

selves. The investigaiing U.S. Air

Force aflicer wrote: “My analysis of

the sightings is that they were real

and not figmentis of the imagination.
The fact that three radar sets picked
up the targets sinniltancously is

certainly conclusive that a target or

object was in the air. The maneuv-

ers of the object were extraordinary;

however, the fact that radar and

ground visual observations were

made on its rapid acceleration and

abrupt stops certainly lend [cre-

dence] to the report. It is not be-

lieved these sightings were of any

meteorological or astronomical ori-

gin.” We quote this statement,

although these are hardly the words

of a careful, scientific investigator.

T. Aflen Hynek. the well-known

UFO consultant to the Air Force,

wrote in part: “de seems highly

unlikely, for instanee, that the Per-

seid meteors could have been the

cause of the sightings, especially in

view of the statement of observers

that shooting stars were exception-

ally numerous that evening thus
oO?

implyfing thal Ineev were able to

Sepleiiber 1971

orem wey

to the maneuvers of the objects as

sighted visually aud by radar, the

pictcor hypothesis nist be ruled

out.”

The Candun Repert in its analysis

of this incident states: “In conclos-

ion, although conventions! or na-

futal explanations curlainty cannot

be ruled out, the probability of such

scems Jawin this case and the prone.

bility that at feast one pennine UFO

was involved appears to be fairly

high.” ‘Phe iieaning of this lost

statement (by the present author)

has puzzled some later investipafors

in this contest a “genuine UFO”
Was meant to imply precisely that;

there was a material object. i was

flving (in the sense of moving

through the ain), and it was (ob-

viousiv) unidentifica, lence, the

conclusion that there was a “genuine

UFO” was nof meant to imply, for

example, that the UFrO was reces-

arily of catraterr. strial origin.

In Chapter 5 of the Condon Re-

port. “Optical and Radar Analyses

of Field Cases,” the analysis of this
report concludes with: “Tn surm-

taary this is the most puzzling and
unusual case in the tadar-visualfiles.

The apparently rational. intelligent

behavior of the UFO suggesis a
mechanical device of unknown ori-

gin as the most provable explanation

of this sighting. However, in view

of the inevitable fallibiity of wit-

nesses, more conventional explana-

tions of this repoil cannot be en-

tirely ruled out.”

Philip Klass (private communica-

tion) believes that the Lakenhcath

RATCC redar was malfunctioning

because ofa faulty MTI unit; he

feels that once the radar evidence

has been explained, the rest can be

accounted for by either confusion

of witnesses or conventional causes.

The reader may draw his own

conclusions as to which of the above

“explanations” secms the most

likely. However, a few things are

worth pointing oul in summary:

1. The possibility that meteors

might have accounted for these

and it was so ” discounted by early
investigators.

2. Visual mirage is ruled out by

the large angles (i.c., simultaneously

seen over a control tower and under

an aircraft) at which the UFOs wete

observed and by the manner and

directions of movement.

3. Anomalous propagation of

radar seems equally unlikely as en

over-all explanation. All but No. 2

res

of the URE: at Bentwatcrs were

apparently moving either almost ap-
sosite fo or neracs the mews
posite tO Gr oaeracs the prey:

winds, ruling out ground objects

seen by partial reflections from

moving leveled = inversious (or

other layered structures). Such re-

floctions produce false forgets that

appear to be at twice the range and

iwice the 2 or the reliceting

laver, and aeprear to move in the

direction of the prevailing wind but

at an apparent speed twice us crea

Thus the group ef echoes (No . 2)
observedfrom 2135 to 2155Z% moved

generally from the SW (cxaet azi-

muth rot giver) at “80-125 mpi

comuncnsurate with winds of 46-63

mph from the same direction. ‘he

actual winds are given as 200 deo/

43 mph at 10.000 ft and 260 deg!
63 mph at 16,000 fi. Although the

reported stationary episodes of the

merged echocs at the two points

shown on the map would, taken at
face value, rule our the moving-

layer reflection hypothesis, there
remains a possibility that this may

have been the cause of the No. 2

at

be

URE contact Bentwaters. This

hivpothesis can ruled out, how:

ever, for the other URE episodes at

Bentwaters, and particularily for
those af L al:tonke ath. °

he “disay ppearance’ of URE No.

4 as it overflew the Bentwaters GCA
statioon was mentioned in the Con-
don Report as being “suggestive of

AP” [anomalous propag ation}, and-
so it is. The clevated-layer partial

reflection phenomenon that causes
this type of AP involves a reflection

coefficient that is typically propor-

ional to the inverse sixth power of

the elevation angle of the radar

beam (cf. Wait, 1962; Thayer 1970).

Thus caused by a moving layer, if

such a false target appears to ap-

proach the racar site. the signal will

drop below the naise level when the

beam elevation cxeecds some critical

angle; the false targer will often re-

appear on the other side of the radar

when the beam angle once more

drops below the critical value. With

a fixed-clevation PPT display radar,

this results in a “zone of invisibility”

around the site with a radius on the

order of 5-f5 mi. in which the target

disappears.

Two addigonal factors seem to

point te AP as a possible cause fo:

URE Wo. 4:

t. Radar operators who are fa-

mitiar with their seis will not norm

ally report the “disappearance” of a

target unless they do nat expect it,
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The AIAN row maintains two fully

chartered student biaaches InEurope—

one at the Von Karman tistliute In

anc ihe other at the Instllute

of Acrodynamics at the University of

addition, we ae now forming

adtiional branches In Europe, Asia

and Africa. provide more

services to these student branches, we

Brusse!is, ¢

Naples. inc

in order ic

are eciablishing aq irtorngtiona

ers Bureau.

We are asking all AIAA members who

are planning to be abroad during the

next six months and who ate willing to

speak {co a college audience about a

technical or gencral aerospace topic

to complete and rotttn, he following
form.

$28 Pa Bed Cer ES) 8a BA PES AR EE Led ie EO ee ek

AIAA

INTERRATIGS

SEGISTRATION Foi x

Return to: AIAAStudent Programs

1290Avenue ot the Americas

New York, New York 10019

COMPANY ADDRESS

CITY STATE ZIP

TELEPHONE

TECHNICAL SPECIALTY

DATESOF TRIP© ee

COUNTRIES TO BE VISITED |

LANGUAGES OTHER THAN ENGLISH
(SPOKEN)

{WILL BE ABLE TO ADDRESS STUDENT

GROUPS IN:

A. THE CITIES | AM NOW SCHEDULED TO

VISIT is]

B. OTHER CITIES IN THE SAME GENERAL
AREA ia

SIGNATURE
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echoes have often beei observed tf

which would preclude targets that

enter the radar’s normal ‘hind

zone? Gfithas onc).

2. The target was “lost” at 2? ni

east but reacqnired at 3 ni,

an asvinmetry that is possiible waa

AP but not usual with redar “blind

zones,”

However. a strong factor arpues

against the AP hypothesis in this

instance: the URE was movin;

most opposite to the prey

winds. Jn sedition, reese at the

apparent speed of the URE, it should

have reappen: ‘ed shout 3.5 a west

VERE

of the radar cn the seeend PE:

sweep afte “eshig’ it 2 mi.
TF Ty.

1 ge Ve

1

(on the first
af

weep it shou

been almos a
‘

yver the rader

probably 3 wt visible to if}. so

the “asyminctry” can be assiane

the “digitel” sampling by the

sweep-scan display. It is there

most wnilikely that URE No. 4 wes

caused by AP. & conclusion elo

reached in the Condon Reperi.

The Lakenheath episode CURE

No. 5) is even more unlikely to have

heen caused by AP. That the co

plicated, siop-end-po maneuvers je,
scribed by the Lakenheath nig
watch supervisor could have

caused by AP refurns, and ai ft

on two different radars of i

on different frequencies and secon

rates, is almost inconceivable. Ghest

will appear to “tall” an aircraft ec

--sometimes the radar will even

track a jet-exheust plume—but such

echoes never stop following whe air-

craft and become stationary, as did
the Lakeaheath URE.

In summary, although AP may

possibly have been a factor in the

No, 2 Bentwaters sighting, it is not

ossible to assign the rest of the

events reported to propagation ef-

fects, even aside from the visual

confirmations.

Possible malfunction of radar

equipment, and especially possible

malfunction of the MTI on the

Lekenheath RATCC radar, has been

suggested as a cause of these URFs

It is true that a malfunctioning MT!

unit could conceivably produce false

echo behavior similar to that ob-

served at Lakenheath. Mowever.

the coincident observation of the

URE by the Lakenheath GCA radar,

a different type, and later by the

Venom’s airborne radar, seems to

rule out this hypothesis. The detec-

tion of an apparently stationary far:

eet while the radar was on MITI is

not as surprising as if seems. A v1-

brating or rapidly rotating sca:

will show anon MTL rele ee if

if is uot otherwise 1: NIU,

ike) hoa. up ound +
Moreover, the cic i

account. is incicused |

of redundant rad

tacts made cotncidcute

Of Pose OO summer

dundancics, which

preossat primarily fos

and 5 (Bentwaters URE

and the Lakenhesth

these con

heath RATCO radu: “oper
to “pick up?

through +~ :

have bern well with 2
targetat 1000 %,for exer |

have bova visible anvul-c-e west of

the cossiine in the vi r :

waters}. “Nate

headed elmo:

heath a: the time it was

Bentwateys GCA, Of co:

possible that the redir <

these objects and et

possible i

not no

Bentwaet

rns
Thi

that URI

Gilcecny a.

Conclusions

In conclusion, with ts

redundani contacts—the

grouna radar, combi

ground and airborn

ets, and the secon

radar, an eirborne

and two dHferent ;

the Bentwaters-Lakenh

incident represents cne of ch

significant radar-visual UrO cz

Taking into consideration we i

credibility of

counts, Combis zd
of “stranseness ais

one of the most disturbing LEO
incidents known today.

Review, 16,
3. Thayer, G. an

flectivily of ‘rreposph
Su Vol 3, No.

. Wait. Jo R.

netic Waves in Stretifc
gamon Pres x, Oxford, 1
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DRAFT PRO-FORMA LETTER

Pa I am writing to thank you for your report of an unidentified

flying object seen on COMME oer eo EHO EOE EDEDOLENE LCE E CEC ECC OE CEN eUeHC®

*

A
,

We are grateful to you for advising the Department of this

incident and your report will be examined in the Ministry of Defence to

see if there are any defence implications. We cannot undertake to

pursue our research, other than for defence implications, to a point

3 Where positive correlation with a known object is established, nor to

3 advise you of the probable identity of the object seen. ,
sem fie te Cpe Bote

will no doubt Wish to know, however, that the-«-sroatlajority
pad, gerrou OAS FAA , ’ .

fot UFO reports , i cae sag ave mundane expianetiens, the most common

‘ single source being aircraft or the lights of aircraft seen under

unusual meteorological conditions. Other common sources have proved to

i. be astronomical sightings, space satellites or space junk, balloons,

F unusual cloud formations or aircraft condensation trails. Investiza~

tions over a number of years have so far produced no evidence that UFOs

represent an air defence threat to the United Kingdom.
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LOOSE MINUTE

AF/CX 80/70

AUS(0) (Aix)
D o: opeta Def & 0) (RAF)
D of Ops(S) (RAP)
DST1 +”

I attach a self-explanatory draft ninute which,
subject to your comments, I propose to send to
PS/US of S(RAF). In the absence of any comment
from your Directorate by 1700 hre on 15 December
I shall assume your concurrence.

{
1

4 
6

9 December 1971 A N DAVIS
$4( Air)

L
o
n
e



LOOSE MINUTE

AF/CX 80/70

PS/US of S(RAF) /through DUS(Air)7

Copies to: AUuS(0O) (Air)
D oF eats Def & 0)(RAF)
D of Ops(S)( RAF)
DST

DR Met ©

DPR(RAF)

UNIDUNTIFI 3D FLYING CBUECTS = SUGGESTED NEW DPRCCSDURES

1. When the USAF announced in December 1969 the termination of project

Blue Book (which was a special US unit set up to investigate revorts of
a

UFOs) the MOD postion concerning UFO investigations was reviewed. It

was decided early in 1970 that our policies and procedures for dealing

with these reports should continue unchanged. The authority of the

then US of S(RAF) was recorded in the papers associated with Parlia-

mentary Enquiry AF/PS 26/70, which were circulated to copy addressees

under loose minute AF/X58/64 dated 24th March 1970 (not to AUS(0)(Air).

2e In accordance with this procedure UFO reports are currently circu-

lated, either by S4(Air) or AFOR, to STCOC, Opa(G3)2(RAF), STCIC and

D155. When it is concluded that there is no defence implication it is

our current practice to meks an assessment of the identity of the

object from available information; if the report is not likely to have

originated from an aircraft movement advice may be sought from Met 09

if a meteorological balloon might have been involved, or from the Royal

Observatory if a star or planet might have been the source. We do not

pursue our enquiries to a point where a positive identification is

established, nor do we re-examine our conclusions if the observer disa-

grees with them. We do not investigate anonymous reports, nor,

normally, reports forwarded by UFO associations on behalf of third

parties. =



3. Qne of the factors leading to the decision in 1970 to continue to

deal with UFO reports in this way was the need to answer questions

from the public which might arise from a real anxiety about national

security. However, recent publicity given to the subject of UFOs by

the press and television has resulted in an increased volume of reports

from the public. During the three months August to October this year,

118 reports were received compared with 56 in the same period of 1970.

23 were received within three days of the showing on television on

26th October of an alleged UFO filmec at Enstone in Oxfordshire, which

has since been the subject of a Parliamentary Enquiry. Since the end

of October a single Banbury resident has sent to the Department 84

separate reports of UFO "sightings" in. the Banbury area,

4, All letters and telephone calls during working hours concerning

UFOs are at present dealt with by a single HEO in S4(Air) whose primary

responsibilities are as follows:-—

Co-ordination cf RAF aspects of MOD War Book.

Co-ordination of NATO Alert measures with Government war Book.

Supervision of clerical work of Air Force Board and Standing Com

mittee. .

At present the MOD War Book is being entirely rewrittenin line with the

NATO Alert system and the HEO is concerned almost whole time with this

work,

5.-. With the limited resources available in this Division, especially

since the recent establishment cuts, it is recommended that time and

effort should no longer be expended in dealing with UFO reports beyond

their circulation as detailed in para 2, so that airy defence implications,

if any, may be examined, Members of the public would be advised that

their report will be examined for this purpose but that we cannot under~

take to identify the object seen. A pro-forma letter would normally be

used on the lines of the draft attached to this minute.



6. If US of S(RAF) approves this proposed change in procedure S4(Air)

will notify RAF Commands that in future individuals who report UFO

sightings should no longer be asked whether they wish¢ to be advised of

our findings. We would continue to categorize reports where possible

for our records and to retain the records of reports in the manner agreed

in Larch 1970.



DRAFT PROFORMA

I am writing to thank your for your revort of an unidentified

flying object SEEN ON ceoesecervceverecvevesccvcsssses

We are prateful to you for advising the Department of this

incident and your report will be examined in the Ministry of Defence to

see if there are any air defence implicaticns. I recret that we are

unable to extend our investigations beyond our defence interest. We

cannot therefore undertake to pursue our rescarch to a point where posi-

tive correlation with a lnown object is estublis*’ed, nor to advise you

of the »robable identity of the object seen,

You will no doubt wish tc know, however, that theerecat majority of

UFO reports turn out to have mundane explanations, the most common

single source being aircraft or the lights of aircraft seen under

unusual meteorological conditions. Investigations over a number of years

have/ produced no evidence that UFOs represent an air defence threat to
the United Kingdom,
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LOOSE MINUTE

AF/CX 80/70

PS/US of S(RAF) /through DUS(Air)7

Copies to: AUS(0) (Air)
D of Opeth Def & 0)(RAF)
D of Ops(S)(RAF)
DST

DR Met O

DPR(RAF)

UNI DEN E LYING OBJECTS — SUGGS TID Na PROCEDURES

1. When the USAF announced in December 1969 the termination of project

Blue Book (which was a special US unit set up to investigate reports of
UFOs) the MOD position concerning UFO investigations was reviewed. It
was decided early in 1970 that our policies and procedures for dealing

with these reports should continue unchaneed. (Flag C on AF/PS 26/70
attached).

Qe In accordance with this procedureJJFO reports are currently circu

lated, either by S4(Air) or AFOR, to STCOC, Opsa(GE)2(RAF), STCIC and
DI5S. When it is concluded that there is no defence implication it is

our current practice to make an assessment of the identity of the object

from available information; where the report is not likely to have uo

originated from an aircraft movement advice may be sought from Met 09

if a meteorological balloon might have been involved, or from the Royal

Observatory if a star or planet might have been the source, We do not
pursue our enquiries to a point where a positive identification is

established, nor do we re~dMamine our conclusions if the observer disa-

grees with them. We do not investigate anonymous reports, nor, normelly,

reports forwarded by UFO associations on behalf of rd parties.

3. One of the factors leading to the decision in 1970 to continue to
deal with UFO reports in this way was the need to answer questions from

the public which mignt arise from a real anxiety about national security.
However, recent publicity given to the subject of UFOs by the preas and
television has resulted in an increased volume of reports from the public.

During the three months August to October this year, 118 reports were
received compared with 56 in the same period of 1970, 23 were received
within three days of the showing on television on 26th October-ofan .
alleged UFO filmed at Enstone in Oxfordshire,-which has since been the
subject of a Parliamentary Bangui ry « Sinee the end of October a single
Banbury resident has sent to the Department 8&4 separate reports of UFO
"sightings" in the Banbury area. There is now pressure for a respon-
sible MOD official to appear on a BBC TV programmeto discuss UFO reports

and MOP procedurea for handling then,

4. All letters and telephone calls during working hours concerning UFOs
are at present dealt with by a single HEO in 34(Air) who is occupied
almost whole time on other work. Outside working hours calls are dealt
with by AFOR and actioned by 94(Air) the next day. With the limited



@ vorces available in this Division, especially since the recent
establishment cuts, it is recommended that time and effort should no
longer be expended in dealing with UFO reports beyond their circulation
as detailed in para 2, so that air defence implications, if any, may be
examined, Members of the public would be advised that their report will
be examined for this purpose but that we cannot undertake to identify
the object seen, <A pro-forma letter would normally be used on the lines
of the draft attached to this minute.

c, If US of S(RAF) approves this proposed change in procedure $4(Air)
will notify RAY Commands that individuals who report UFO sightings
Should no longer be asked whether they wish to be advised of our find~
ince. We would continue to categorize reports where possible for our |
records and to retain the records of reports in the manner agreed in
March 1970,

ALIN, DAVIS

Deo 7 AM DavEE16 Dee 7 A.B pavrs



DRAFT PROFORMA LETTER

T am writing to thank you for your report of an unidentified

Flying object SEEN ON cacccevccncecesceeseceenseveressecesesreseeseeere

We are grateful to you for advising the Department of this

incident and your report will be examined in the Ministry of Defence to

see if there are any defence implications. We cannot undertake to

pursuc our research, other than for defence implications, to a point

where positive correlation with a known object is established, nor to

advise you of the probable identity of the object seen.

You will no doubt wish to know, however, that the fereat majority

of UFO reports turn out to have mundane explanations, the most common

single source being aircraft or the lights of sircraft seen under

unusual meteorological conditions, Other common sources have proved to

be astronomical sightings, space satellites or space junk, balloonge,

unusual cloud formations or aircraft condensation trails. Investiga-

tions over a number of years have so far produced no evidence that UFOs

represent an air defence threat to the United Kingdom.



‘~-DI95/108/15 7

~ Me TMP Stevens

Head of 84(Air) S

UFO: DEBATE IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS

References: A. D/S4(Air)/8/3 loose minute;: dated17 May 1978
Be. D/S4i(Air)/8/3 letter to Mr K EG Barber dated 17 May 1978
Ce Background Note on UFO

I consider the background note on UFO to be a well balanced summary of the

situation and I think it is an excellent basis for a speech by the Minister. I

agree with the attitude expressed at the opening of para & of reference B that we

should treat the subject sensibly rather than flippantly.

One additional point that could be made is that if there were extraterrestrial

space activity by other civilizations then one would have expected some of the

intensive radio listening searches carried out by reputable scientific organizations,

particularly in the US, to have intercepted some of the transmissions between

spacecraft or between spacecraft and their original base, but as far as I know,

nothing has yet been intercepted that is accepted by reputable scientists as being

evidence of extraterrestrial intelligence. Since radio communication is somewhat

cheaper than space travel, one would have expected rather more radio communication

than actual visits.

Turning now to your proposal in para 5 of reference B, I vould Wy 0) LLL
against issuing a challenge even in the last resort. From the DI5
easily produce 10 plausible events that, because of the lack of ad

are quite inexplicable in terrestrial terms. I am sure that a con

could do likewise, particularly as some of the reports came from t

such as RAF aircrews . .

ty, a muck Qomyere Qawedl Jb dis cnrasion Roun is ua2d we Yow
S&nother argument which may be advanced against an extreterrest

UFO | as follows. First, recent US and Soviet space probes rul

possibility of intelligent life elsewhere in the solar system. If

extraterrestrial, they are also from outside the solar system. If

reasonable assumptions about the number of stars in the universe
of those which might have inhabitable plants, and then further dr x

the interesting places in the universe that an intelligent community might wish to |
visit, one is driven to the conclusion that a visit to an insignificant planet (the.
earth) of an uninteresting star (the sun) would probably not occur more than once in
a thousand years or so, even if one assumes that every intelligent community made
say 10 launches a year. Thus, claims of thousands of visits in the last decade or so

are far too large to be credible.

I hope these comments.are of some assistance.

30 May 1978 JD Asteraki

ADI/DI55

UNCLASSIEIFD.°



L/DSTI/1 01/27

si(air) =)

Copy to: Air Cdre{ Int)

ADI DI 55) (UO

MOD POLICY ON UFO's

Ref A: D/S4(Air) 8/2/10 dated 13/42/77

4e You requested at Ref A that I seek views of interested parties in the DIS

on current MOD policy towards UFO's. This I have done and my comments are set

out below,

2e We should certainly contime to treat UFO reports seriously and we believe

that the MOD policy outlined at Ref A is sensible. It is of course aifficuls

to separate the defence from the non-defence implications of alleged UFO sightings:

although defence implications should be our main concern, attention should aiso

be given to flight safety questions ~ we have had reports in the past of UFOs

‘sighted in the busy air lanes over the Channel. The extension of any

investigation beyond this level for MOD is not considered justified, taking into

consideration the USA experience over a prolonged period of time.

Je ‘As to MOD relations with the general public on UFOs ~ the individual first

hand investigation of UFO reports, now coming in at a rate of some 40 per ronth,

would present a workload completely bayond the resources of S4(Air) and DI 55 to

fulfil, we are not established to carry out sucha task nor do we consider it

cost effective sc to do, To set up a close dialogue between the public and Mop

could lead to protracted and undignified argument which would be counter productive,

In this context we fully support the S4(Air) line in not normally reporting back

the conclusions of MOD investigations to the originators of the UFO reports.

Hd DI 5h

Rm. 4/14 Ext: 3582

6 Feb 78 Metropole Building

INCLASSFED UNCLASSIFIED.
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@ soos: mv:

_/ MSSNOB/S

Head of DIS), S

Copy to:

Air Commodore Int

MOD POLICY ON UFOs

Reference:

D/DSTI/101/27 dated 23 Jan 78

1. In the reference you sought our views on basic questions asked in the

process of reviewing MOD Policy on UFOs. Using your numbering sequence, our

response is as follows:

2- Question (a). It is not being fair to ourselves to suggest that UFO

reports are not treated in a serious manner. Certainly all reports are read

and where there is any degree of correlation between 2 or more reports ‘

attempts are made to explain them in terms of Inown aerial activity at the

time. In certain circumstances individual reports are examined in consider-

able detail.

3e Questions (b) and (c). We believe that the MOD Policy outlined in the

Brief is valid. Although Defence implications should be the main concern,

attention should also be given to flight safety implications - we have had

reports in the past of UFOs sighted in the busy air lanes over the Channel.
The extension of any investigation beyond this level is not considered

justified, taking into consideration the USA experience over a prolonged

period of time.

he Question (d). The individual first hand investigation of UFO reports,
now coming in at a rate of some 40 per month, would present a workload

completaly beyond the resources of Sl(Air) and DI55 to fulfil. We are not

established to carry out such a task nor do we consider it cost effective so

to do. To set up a close dialogue between the public and MOD could lead to

protracted and undignified argument which would be counter productive. In

this context we fully support the Si(Air) line in not normally reporting

back the conclusions of MOD investigations to the originators of the UFO

reports.

Wp J D OXLEY
Squadron Leader

DI55 C3
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MABTL)

DI 55é-

SO/Air Care({Int)

DI 3(Air)

Copy to:

S
UNIDENTIFLED FLYING OPJECTS

‘Ze I attach at.

RefAr DCDS(1)/52 dated 9/12/77

41. You reques

by the Rey Eric

ted at Ref A = “well analysed"

Tag ter shy,

Lette

VEO Researeoh;
reply & oa

Chris

rh addressed ta Cns
¢

Soasiety,secretary of ‘tne en

SIAR sc ath? mea (Rk

a draft covering 4 ““PCDSC TD Go sind to Gos ume at
. ot SILTAESa Graft reply for CDS to ond to the Rev Inglesby. .

b
e

FTES ES : FEET nee

ea4. Ne dsubt CDS will receive his fair chare of correspondence

both from serious ufologists and from ufo-freaks during his

term of cffice,. T would not want the fect that DT 54. has taken on

the task of replying to this particular letter to result in these

queries being directed to me, and I would be most grateful if you

would gently remin? PSO/CDS that S4(Air) is the MOD Branch with

responsibility for dealing with UFO enquiries. Sifhir) and also

DI 55 tave generously contributed to the att ched response,

14 Dee 77 Hd DI 54.



DRAFT

UFO CORRESPONDENCE

i. You requested me to let you have a reply to a letter you have received on

UFO's from the Rev Bric Inglesby.

Ze So far as I em aware there has been no Pritish scientific enquiry into the

possible existence of UFOs, nor is there evidence that MOD has taken the question

very sericusly. However, the MOP has kept in teugh with the United States bir Forea

who made g systematic, if protracted, attempt to record and investigate UFO sightings

from 1952 to 1968. The USAF enquiry, known as Project Blue Book, was followed

by a study assigned by the Air Force Office of Scientific Research to the

University of Colorado. This is the enquiry referred to in the attached reply and,

as stated there, it was endorsed in 4969 by the National Academy of Sciences who

concluded that there was no selentific or military justification for further study

of UFOs, that the reports of UFOs up to that time posed no threat to national

security and that continuance of the Blue Book Project was of doubtful value.

The report caused a good deal of controversy and, I believe, was much criticised.

3 he “TR e. A years
However, when the RA? staff in Washin was consulted in April 1976 about thisrf F t h s 6

9
t :

they assured MOD that HQ USAF saw no likelihood of their further involvement in this

area. The USAF pointed to the considerable Air Force commitment of resources in

the past, the extreme pressure on Air Force funds in 1976 and the fact that since

1969 no evidence had been presented to warrant further investigation.

3. It is always possible, of course, that the considerable correspondence addressed

to MOD (and dealt with by S4(Air)) might contain some hint, not of UFOs, but of

something with a hostile terrestrial origin which could have a bearing on national

security. All UFO enquiries from the public are therefore referred by Si(Air) to



ADI DI 55 and DD Ops(GE)(RAF) for any further investigation which thes might

consider to be justified.

hee f attach at Annex A a draft reply which yeu may wish to send in response to

paras 3(a)(b) of the Rev Inglespy's letter,

peps(1)



Annex A to

DRAFT RNPIY TO LETLER FROM THR REV ERIG INGLESBY

4. An MOD study of the scientific significance of UFO's has not been

carried out since our interest is Jimited to the defence aspects. We receive

UFO reports from members of the public, the police and Servico units and our

Sole aim is to establish any possiblo doferce implications. re have nut the

resources to undertake the investigation to the point of positive correlation

with a known ebject anc there is no organisation appointed for the study

of UFOs, per se, UFO reports are examined by various specialist staff within the

Ministryof Defence as part of their normal staff responsibilities. They can call

may call on the expert advice of other Goverrment ard non-Government bodies.

2. Simple explanations have been found for the great majority of UFO reports,

the most common single source being aircraft or the lights of eircraft seen under

unusual conditions, Other common explanations are astronomical sightings, space

satellites or space junk, balloons, unusvel cloud formations or aircraft

coudensation trails. Unexplained reports have often been found to be imprecise

or lacking in somé 6ssential data, but otherwise to mve been no different in kindt

from other reports,

3. I am of course aware of work that has been done elsewhere, in particular the

studiesof the University of Colorado, whose main findings were endorsed by a panel

of the US National Academy of Sciences. The conclusions the panel came to were:

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 during “4 years

that added to scientific knowledge;

ateon the full scientific and professional resources of the Department and if necessary



c) further extensive etudy of UFO sightings was not justified incw c
h

ra
s) re
)

expectation that scicnce would be advanced thereby;

ad) no evidence had come to light that UFO sightings might represent

a defence hazard.

4. Although I would not dismiss the possibility that intelligent liffe may exist

in outer space, the UFO reports that have reached the MOD to cate contain no

evidence to support this hypothcsis. The conslusions of the American work

are persuasive and I would net disagree with any of their findings.



LOOSE MINUTE

Ref; 0155/40/9/2

Ul0s- BBC RADIO PROGRAMME aa

Ref: Shf(Air)/4,22 dated 1, February 1972

‘ J. You asked us for any information we might have relevant to Question 5

’ of Annex to the above reference. I regret that we cannot help here

except to say that a number of meteorological balloons were released in

Antarctic regions during the IGY, 57 stations were involved, spread

around the antaretio coastline and adjacent islands. Balloons were of

various shapes, and released daily in blocks of ten days, from each of the

stations. However, in the absence of individual correlations it cannot

be said that the balloons were in fact the "UFOs" uhich were reported.

2. Mr Ling has suggested that Mr Davies might find an article called

"UFO" of interest. This was written by a Leslie Pettier and published

in a book called “The Coming of the Space Age". Mr Ling has a copy.
A further point brought te my notice and which may be of use is in

"Contact" 1971, page 32. The UFO statisties for 1970 are broken down
according to cocupation of observers. Of 570 “witnesses", 447 were
school children, 51 were housewivea and 18 were policemen, There were
49 other ocoupations, none of them providing more than & witnesses. T
am sure that this breakdown telis its own story, but I am not sure how

beat to get it across in a BBC programme.

29 Feb 72 J WALTON

D 155b

hm 4/2h Ext 5230
Mteropole Building
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TOOSE MINUTE

S4f(Air)/42%

DI55(b) (Dr Walton)

UFOs - BBC RADIO OXFORD PROGRAMME

1. The Department has been avproached in connection with a programme
being prepared by BBC Radio Oxford which will "provide an objective

view of aerial phenomena and the research undertaken into the subject",

for which the participation of a MOD representative in a recorded inter-

view has been requested. DUS(Air) has agreed that Mr Davis S4(Air)
should take part.

Qe The BBC has forwarded the attached list of questions on which the
interview would be based. Will you please advise us whether you have

any information in connection with the subject of Question 5 which

could be used in the broadcast. Any assistance you can give with regard

to any of the other avestions would also be avpreciated., AHB has been
asked if they can they can throw any light on the subject of Question &.

3 The BBC have also forwarded the enclosed Contact (UK) publications.
Can you say whether these contain any items of which Mr Davis should be
particularly aware.

4, Mr Davis will be out of the office from 14 February until 6 March.
A provisional BBC studio booking has, however, been made for 9 March .
and I should be grateful, therefore,if any information you can let us

have could be forwarded before 6 March. \|

14 February 1972 MISS G J JAMIESON
S4f (Air)
Rm 8235 Ext 7035

Main Building
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LOOSE MINUTE SING

DI 55/20/9/1 ) ;

Mise @ J Jamieson

Shf( Air)
Room $235 MB

UFO REPORTS

4. I have examined your UFO report 557/10/20 and have the
following comments.

2. The time of the sighting is within 3 minutes of the time of
"nautical twilight" for that day. The sky also seems to have been
cloudy. In late October there could well have been a layer of
ice crystals in the atmosphere which might have produced an halation
effect from the sun's rays. The net result is the appearance of
a "false sun" such as is frequently seen in Arctic regions when
the sun is just below the horizon, It often appears “diamond
shaped",

Be Thank you for referring to the change in procedures, I
propose that, under these circumstances, we should no longer receive
UFO reports routinely. Any reports which are difficult to categorise
could perhaps be sent to DI 55b on a monthly basis, as has in fact
been happening. We would also welcome receipt of your statistics
at whatever period you prepare them,

2 / Jen 72 DR J WALTON
for ADI/DI 558
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Dear

I am writing to thank you for your report of an unidentified object seen

on

We are grateful to you for advising the Department of this incident and your

report will be examined in the Ministry of Defence to see if there are any

defence implications. We cannot undertake to pursue our research, other than

for defence implications, to a point where positive correlation with a known

object is established, nopto advise you of the probable identity of the

object seen.

You will no doubt wish to know, however, that simple explanations are found

for the great majority of UFO reports, the most common single source being

aircraft or the lights of aircraft seen under unusual meteorological

conditions. Other common sources have proved to be astronomical sightings,

space satellites or space junk, balloons, unusual cloud formations or aircraft

condensation trails. Investigations over a number of years have so far

produced no evidence that UFOs represent an air defence threat to the United

Kingdom.

Yours faithfully

(MISS G J JAMIESON)
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