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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 :
] Section 40! j eiroilad

COPY OF DOCUMENTS FROM Di55 FILE DI55/108/15 PART 4

1. 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 to be consulted
before any documents generated by DIS are considered for release to the public domain.
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LOOSE MINUTE
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_ /
D/DGSTI/4/2/8 A4 §
25 Oct 95 - W A
D155
Copy to:ER8DI54

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. had already
mentioned his intentions.

2. I have studied your supporting paperwork and also that which surfaced last
time the mafter 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. 1 note 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 13 fiolf  Covering SE
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5. Onthe 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

" 'UAP 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.

Section 40)
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D/DI55/108/15 ) NMr

19 June 1995

B8 ipz 455

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 UAPs

(undefined) than the oo

3. My thinking on this mater is simple:

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

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

b Section 26

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
ig’ 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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D/DI55/108/15
19 June 1995

DI(ST)

A _CASE FOR AN INITIAL STUDY OF UNIDENTIFIED AERTAL PHENOMENR

INTRODUCTION

1. For some years we have had a tas
Unidentified RAerial 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.

king from MOD to advise on

2. In 93 we bid for very limited funding to be allocated to
this area for an initial study. This was agreed but the then
DI{8T} stated that before any work

could commence we would need
to receive a statement of support from the customer. This was
done and written support was received from Sec{AS)2 who have a

##UAP (UPO) responsibility within MOD. It was agreed that this met
the remit to obtain customer support. However, in 94 the then
DI{ST) decided that any out of the ordinary activities should be
put on hold until DCS 18 was completed,

3. Recently we have seen an increase in the
received and as per standing instructions no
taken. Although many are doubtless
imaginations many appear Lo represent a Po
be arqued that there is wmore "evidenc
{undefined) than the

number of reports

action has been
produced by fertile
ssible effect. It could
e" for the existence of UAPS
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5. Until we conduct some anal

ysis 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

' S a high level remit on the DIS
not to investigate UAPs for some reasont! :
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produced on the topic. However, his concerns
we should Ttreat the topic as a potential thr
least analyzed our data on the subiject. As
I request your agreement to place a task on Sectil
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attached paper also outlines The proposed stud
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D/DIS5/108/15

UNSDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA (UAP)

L. For the remainder of this paper a uap is defined as an
object in space, the atmosphere or on the ground that does not
appear to be a known aerospace vehicle.

2. For some years we have had a t
UAPs. 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 eg
events nor have we been able +
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 *to

this area for an initial study. This was agreed but the then
. PI(8T) stated that before any work

uld commence we would need
to receive a statement of support
ed

m the
fpne and written support was recei from 8
"DAP (UFO) responsibility within MOD. It was ac
the remit to obtain customer support. Howev
DI(ST) decided that any out of the ordinary a

put on hold until DCS 18 was completed.

4. Recently we have seen an increase in th
received and as per standing instructions .
taken. Although many are doubtless produced b fertile ¢ §
imaginations many appear to represent a possible effect. It could

be argued that there is more "evidence" for the existence of UAPs
{undefined) than the SESTEpH
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5. The aim of this paper
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6. Reporting Procedure. There is q c

‘ 3 GAI that containg & simple
reporting procedure. Thig isg the main source of

: the numercus
reports we recelve although Sec(aS}2 often Pass reports sent to
them by members of the public.

7. DI _55 Role. DI 55 has been tasked with the
for at least 13 years to my personnel knowle
the many reports received have been filed
ever been undertaken. No serious follow up has ever occurred to
any incident. Occasional briefs were made, most recently to the
then DG and DI(ST). Not suxprisingly there has always heen
reluctance to undertake any study when limited resources were
already strained by the Cold War in the past and recent events

such as the Gulf War, Bosnia and the ever increasing work load.
DI 55 has been identified in various open source publications as
having a UAP xole.

"study® of UAP'sg
dge. During-that time
and no analysis has

8. Sec{AS8)2 acts as a "front" for MOD and
reports from various civilian
information to us. Their general res
only be interested if a threat to the nation was demonstrated.
in response to the usual question "are the reports studied® the
Yjahswer is no. They have never commented on any intelligence
activity. :

accepts questions and
organisations  and passes
ponse is that the MoD would

9. Data Base. We have many files
evidence that personnel are reluctant to report yap sightings for

fear of ridicule. Thisi is a prevalent attitude and was
demonstrated at the UAP brief given by

DI 55Qaton MESTI meeting.
Of interest was the fact that the scientists and engineers
present treated to topic seriously while non scientists {oxr those
without a physical sci groul ade the usual jokes about
little green men and mass hallucinationt

THE_"EVIDENCE" ’ | -

10. Since no serious study has ever been undertaken there is
limited statistical support to the remainder of this paper and
it is of necessity subjective. The "evidence® is the pass of
reports received, there are no known artifacts, However, I would
comment that it is not uncommon to base our assessment of the
existence of new .threat systems purely . on circumstantial
evidence.

A ‘ Very few
people know how this 1s done or could conduct a peer review. We

had no imagery until very recently! With UAP's we have eyewitness
reports from many thousands of people world wide.

11. What is Reported? The great bulk of the evidence is composed

of evewitness reportg.of strange objects in the sky that are not
§ ““%-\MM . - K
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recognised by the observers~§§N§H5§ﬁ”a%rﬁap&eewa@thles.

Common
features often cited in reports include:
a. Rapid movement.
b.  Apparent rapid changes in speed fronm stationary to

very high speeds. In some cases there

appear to be very
high rates of acceleration.

. Sizes from a few feet to bundreds of feel .

d. Shapes ranging from the familiarx

"flying saucer®
through wedges and deltas to ¢ylinders.

e. Lighted P"windows" or "rays"

from the UAP, and often
coloured bright lights,

12. BSawmple "Events®. We have n
these incidents have raceived a
unclassified references

ever conducted any studies but
degree of study at home using
and knowledge of reportis on file.

. Rendlesham Forest. In the earily 8o°
outside of RAF Bentwaters in a forest. This incident has
been widely reported and the unit commander raised an
3 ¢ incident report thalt was passed to us. BAll the witnesses
were military and included policemen and a Lt Col. Other
interesting facts are the proximity to a large base and the
apparent absence of any obviocus propulsion system. There
have been subsequent more detailed reports from perscnnel
who 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" have
subsequently claimed that imagery was obtained,

b. Belgium. In late 89 about 20 police men and many 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 itsg apexes.
There was no noise. In March 80 there was a recurrence of
the events and many people reported sighting the object. It
was tracked by radar and 2 F-igs 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. 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. These incidents have been the subject of

several TV réporte and have béen confirmed by the Belgium
MOD to Sec(As)z2. )

8 a UAP landed

€. Cosford Event. I have called this the Cosford event
since that was the. source of the first report. At 0115 on

5 m— S
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west Drayton and Air 7raffic at
confirmed that there was no traffic in
that' time. Eleven other reports
independent observers scattered o
of thesge reporis was:

Birmingham airport
the Cosford area at
were received from
ver the country. The gist

i. Two separated bright lights moving in parallel.

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

iii. Speeds from stationary to M2.
iv. FErratic and straight flights.

V. Seen at a number of locations.

vi. Observed from 2010 on 30 Mar to 0120 on 31 Mar,

vii. No radar returns.

viii.No sonic booms.

The Devon UF0O 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 o]

but contain additional detail from some
observers and some new reports. Two named policemen from

Ilfracombe reported that the lights were 500 apart and had

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 “vapouy
trails® as similar to rearward facing lights.
13. alién Abductions. There is no me
of *alien abductions" to DI 55 put -
contains an ever increasing number of

of the previous

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

14. Numbers of Reports. WwWe usually  only receive

generated by military personnel who either are reporting events
witnessed by like bersonnel or telephone reports from civilians.
There is significant evidence that this is -a minority of the
total number of "reported events®, 1 am aware of geveral

reports

POSSIBLE EXPLANATIONS

15. Alrcraft. There is na doubt that many

sightings can Dbe
explained in conventional terms where observer

S are seeing known

TNy -
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objects such as aircraft, helicopters and airships at unusual
times; in unusual conditions and perhaps in exciteq mental
states. " There are always people who desperately want "to

believe™. UAP's are perhaps a substitute religion for some

pecple. An excellent example of a false sighting was demonstrated
in the film "Close Encounters of the Third Kind". In that film

a group of "believers“care on a ridge where UAP's had been
reported. The expectation ig that some will be seen and
eventually an unusual object appears. However, only when it
overflies the ridge can see that it is a helicopter. a

combination of the wind direction, distance and aircraft lights
fooled everyone. wMany reported sightings can probably be
explained away in such terms.

16. Meteoxs. Few people nowadays ever see meteorites, these can
be most impressive and be mistaken for UAP's.

17. Space Vehicles. Some space vehicles can be seen from the
earth under some conditions ang these could bhe mistaken for
UAPR?

18. Us _"Black" Aivrcraft. The Section PIEEE very unusual
can easily be mistaken at som

here is some

shape and S27
e angles for a UAP. Ip addition,

-
= ala 0.27

mistaken for UAP's. )

19. Ball Lightning. There now seems Lo be a consensus that some

type of natural plasmﬁ ball can be created for short periods by

natural phenomena. This could again be mistaken for a UAP, Voo

20. Deliberate Hoax. There
hoaxes have been perpetrated.

is some evidence that deliberate ¢ §

21. Mass Hallucination. I Am unaware of any phenomena that can
simultaneously,

22. Unknown Natural Phepomena.
could be unrecognised natural ph

It is possible that some events
enomena.

23. Extraterrestrials.

This pessibility can not be eliminated.
THE US DIMENSION

24. During discussions with
been told that they do not study UAP!®

Section 27|

and other agencies I have $.27
S but I have . been told that

§.27
8.27

know 1f my i1ntroduction Lo the subject

] [ " was to gauge what I knew,
an expression of genuine interest,

or for another reason. -
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25. It is public knowledge that at one time t
UAP investigations. There have been countles
of continuing US interest and some
I have read many and there does seem to
and some possible evidence amid the
obvious fabrications.

THE S / DIMENS 10N

26. Mhave confirmed that at
a small team studied Uaps

he USAF did conduct
35 books and reports
possible contacts with UAP's.

be an underlining thread
huge quantity of rubbish and

least until the early 90°'s

WHY STUDY UAP'S

27. Since we have only ever fited reports and never conducted
any studies it is difficult to comment with any confidence on any
aspect of UAPs, Perhaps we would have taken them more seriously
if they had a red star painted upon them! However we must
determine what UAPs are if only so that we can ignore future
reports with a degree of confidence. Possible explanations for
. UAP reports have been previously described. We can not at this
*ttime eliminate the possibility that they are real and could they

represent a threat to the nation. For this reason alone we should
conduct an initial study. '

28. If for the sake of argument we assume UAP's are real then
their apparent use of a reactionless propulsion systems and rapid

acceleration would indicate a very advanced technology. Can we
afford to ignore thig?

29— At this time I believe
options, a do nothing option and a limited study option.

30. Do Nothing Option. If we accept this option and carry on
just filing and ignoring reports then we have a very easy time.
They are no costs. However, there is a certain element of risk
associated with this option if UAPs turn out to be real obiects
and they pose a threat. We would then have to explain why we had
ignored the evidence accumulated over many. years. I do not
recommend this option.

31. Limited Study Option. The first and
data base the reports we have and search for patterns that mnay
indicate that we are loocking at real events. In the draft
proposal for a limited study to be Placed with ¥xx we envisaged
3 main work packages, the production of a data base, the
production of a report, and possible follow on activities as

most obvious step is to
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Q.

directed by DI 55. The data base would GomEs

minimum features:

a. A discrete event number for

b. - Details of location(s
economic potential targets.

Caill THe following

2ach incident.

}» including any military of

C. Times and dates.

d. Details of person{s) reporting the event and
witnesses.

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

colour, spe

on electronic equipment or

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

ignition systens

9. A categorisation of the event asg follows:
1~ Probable NATO/civilian aircraft.
Z. ~ Probable space-agsociate

meteor, re-entry vehicle or

3. -

d event such as
planet,

Probable hoax or publicity stunt.

4. ~ Unidentified.

£. Any possible explanation,
exercises etce,

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

yres of UAP, comment on
of locations with UAPs,

ce parameters, comment on
anyneyidgﬁge”§Q;w§ﬁ3§§§§ﬁ”technology and especially propulsion
systems, 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 embarvassment.
CONCLUSTON

32. There is no subs
in the form of artifac

ehicles operated by members of RATC, a
ed 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 exist

ence of UAP's
ts. However,

there are countless eyvewitness
reports from personnel all over the world. There would seem to
be some substance to the reports but that could range from
misveports of aerospace vehicles,

"black® aircraft. The simple

natural phenomena or aven US

answer 1s that we do not know. I
believe that we should at the

and form an opinion.

very least examine the data base

If we do not do this we could face a nmost

such  as military

hat” any events are caused -

A"



UNCLASSIFED

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

pbut ignored it.

33. I believe that an initial study can be roduced via a

contract for an
initial study of 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 : ®

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

April 1995
Sec(AS)2a

Copy to:
DI55c¢c

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. SEICIRAS
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ANNEX S

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. 1In
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 S.3(4) and re-revewed every 10
years. R

Assoc File Ref:
D/CS(RM)1/4/3/2

Change No 9
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Ref. A092/422 13 February 1992
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Records Relating to Security and Intelligence

(_7"‘-;0
-

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 1in 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 ;2;54,\
HM Treasury
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Sir Derek Andrews KCB CBE Sir Michael Partridge KCB
Ministry of Agriculture, Department of Social Security
risheries and Food
Sir Michael Quinlan GCB The Rt Hon Christopher Chataway
Ministry of Defence Chairman,

Civil Aviation Authority

Sir John Caines KCB
Department of Education and Science

Sir Geoffrey Holland KCB
Department of the Employment

J R Bretherton Esg
Secretary, AEA Technology
Corporate Headguarters

11 Charles II Street
London SW1Y 4QP

Sir Terence Helser GCB
Department of the Environment

Sir David Gillmore KCMG
Foreign and Commonwealth Office

T P Lankester Esg CB
Overseas Development Administration

Sir Christopher France KCB
Department of Health

Sir Clive Whitmore GCB CVO
Home Office

Sir Peter Imbert QPM
Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis
New Scotland Yard

Sir John Bourn KCB
Comptroller and Auditor General

J A Chilcot Esg CB
Northern Ireland Office

Sir Peter Gregson KCB
Department of Trade and Industry

A P Brown Esg
Department of Transport

Sir Richard Lloyd Jones KCB
Welsh Office

J R S Guinness Esg CB
Department of Energy
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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 secunty and
1ntelhgence 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.
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BRIEFING FOR MINISTERS AND PRESS OFFICES ON THE RENEWAL OF \QHE7
"BLANKET" APPROVAL TO RETAIN SECURITY AND INTELLIGENCE RECORDSM
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 see}_c 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 blanket 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. BRefore giving his approval to the retention of records under

section 2{(4) of the Act, the Lord Chancellor must be informed of the facts




consttuting 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
Chaﬁc_eﬂor 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 shall
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 PQ 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 Chancellor'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.
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QUESTION AND ANSWER BRIEF FOR MINISTERS AND/OR PRESS OFFfCES
(INCLUDING THE PRIME MINISTER AND NO 10 PRESS QFFICE)

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 wiil 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 wWhat 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]

Q6 Which departments hold records under the "blanket" and how much of thid o
material is there? ’
A6 Material of this sort is held in varying amounts by most major Governmp\\‘ 7"
departments and it is not possible to quantify it with any degree of precv‘-“‘




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 fail into categories which merit the

protection of retention and non-reiease.

010 wWho monitors that officials' recommendations for release or otherwise are
correct? Does the Lord Chancellor see the records?

A10 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?
A12 Records will continue to be reviewed under the blanket arrangements, taking

due account, as appropriate, of any such changes.




013 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.

014 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?

Al5 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 look 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

Q: What about the Farm Hall Tapes?

A: Af_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.
Oover the years there has been much academic interest in
these transcripts which have hitherto been closed toc 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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Copy 2 of 4
D/D1I55/108/15

2 December 1993
DI(ST)

UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA STUDY - PROPQOSED AMENDMENT TO
Section 43|

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 Sl Pelieves
that such phenomena exist and has a small team studying them. I
am also aware that an informal group exists in the Sect

mcomunity and it is possible that this reflects a
more rormal assessment activity.

3. It is probable that the vast majority of the reports on file
have reasonable explanations, such as military alrcraft,

.balloons, clouds, satellites and possibly stealth aircraft.

However, there appear to be a 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 A

wrote to Sec(AS)2 who have a UAP (UFO) responsibility within
MOD. At 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 Wcontract. The manager is a
and we nown to DI 55. When the contract was
last renewed we received a very competitive price and will
obviously keegﬂgpsts to a minimum. I am anticipating a man year
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of effort at most at this time. Since a potential exists for
;gﬁitibal embarrassment the study and output will be graded
SECRET UK EYES B. The costs

of the PC have been excluded, in
accordance with DI{R)s instruction, :

6. 1 have attached a draft copy of t broposed amendment to
the contract and request vyour

Y .approval and authorization to
release the funding already provisioned for this year and bid for
in LTC %4. ’

5.40

OWOB eI B
Attachmeﬁts:

- D/DIS5/108/1% dated 18 Oct 93,
D/sec{AS)i2/1 dated 16 Nov g3,

Proposed Contract Amendment.

1.
2.
3.
A
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Section 43
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D/DI55/108/15

10 August 1993 @
DGSTI UFQO BRIEF (VAl)
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

e T-would probably be believed, yet no-one around this table
has ever undertakenm altalysis, no one would have seen the
missile and the report would be based on processing what to most

people is FIelale .

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.

c. 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

UNEITABSIFIED
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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.

INCTDENTS

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.

UNGEASSIFIED
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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: (\jﬂ?j

(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. (VAF) 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.

UdirAESdF 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
speculatedm_. If this is so then
why is it flown 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
may 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.

UNGLASSHIED
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(3) Extra-Terrestrial ILifeforms. Possible but no
direct evidence.

IMPLICATIONS (VAii)

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. BEEie)¥. If the sightings were of ¥Neiay 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 (VAl2)

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.

UNGledv® 8FD




LOOSE MINUTE

D/Sec(AS)/12/3

Sectid

2 June 1986

PS/USofS (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 vou have
briefing notes for Minister's interview with Central Television on
4 June at 3.30pm.

2. The programme has been inspired, I believe, bv the recent
publication of a paperback edition of "Skv Crash", the story of an
alleged 'UFO' sighting bv USAF personnel at RAF Woodbridge in 1G80.
Central TV will also conduct an interview with Ms Jennv Randles,
one of the co-authors of the book. Filming of Minister's interview
will last approximately 20 minutes, perhaps Z-3 minutes of which
Wwill be shown on the programme.

3. Please find attached:

a. A short note on our general policv on UFOs which forms
the basis of our customary respcnses to enquiries from
members of the public;

b. A detailed brief covering the specific questions
notified to us by Central TV;

and c. 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.

§, 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 RSO 2rd FERMEEERE ho have been responsible

for compiling the attached material.

Section 40

Qection 40

Sec(AS)2
MB 8247 RYEleile s

Encl.




UFOs GENERAL

You mav find it useful if'I explain that the sole interest of
the MOD in reported sightings of UFOUs 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 therefcore infcrm observers of the probable identity cf the

object seen - tc try to do so could be misleading.

We have to recognise that there are many strange things to be
seen in the skv, but we believe there to be adegquate explanations.
They may be satellite debris re-entering the earth's atmesphere, bal!

lightning, unusual cloud formaticns, meteorological balloons
13 '

aircraft lights, aircraft &t unusual angles or many other things.

Clezrly some reports remain unexplained but we have found no
evidence that these phenocmena represent a threust to nations] security
and therefore cannot justify devoting Defence rescurces to their

investigation,

There is no organisaticn in the Ministrv of Defence appointed
solely for the purpose of studying reports of such objects, and no
staff are emplcved 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 thev examine the repcrts

as part of their normal duties. ‘

wantnk



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.

Q2. What are MOD criteria for establishing defence implications or

ctherwise in the case of UFO sightings?

A2. 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 anazlysing 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?

Qu, 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 etc 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 receiveé 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 justifv devoting Defence resources to

their investigation,

Q6. Is there a British UFC investigation unit based at RAF Rudloe

Mancor in Wiltshire?

A€, The Flving Complaints Flight at RKudlce Manor are concerned
with receiving and investigating complaints concerning military
aircraft. In the course of their duties thev occasionallyv 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?

Ag, Certainly not in the past thirtv vears

QY. Is there any international co-coperation between:the MOD and

other Gecvernments on UFOQO intelligence?

AG. Nz




Q10. If there have been no defence implications concerning the
thousands of UFO reports made to the MOD over the vyears, what

conclusions has the Ministry reached?

A10. 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,

Q11 Did the MOD assist the House of Lerds UFO Study Group?
A1
Q12. A former Chief of the Defence Stzff, Lord Hill-Norton, sayvs

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?

Al2. Probably the most notable studyv intoc the UFO phencmena 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 ordinarv phenomena, Project "Blue Book", a2 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 bv the then Air

Ministry in 1y55, Its conclusions were basicallv 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?

A13, Many of the reports received in MOD come through official
channels, although the vast majority of these come originally from
members of the public. Verv few reports have been made by pilots;
indeed in the last 14 months the MOD has received enly 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 investigatoers sayv the MOD is involved in a massive cover-—
up . Is this the case? If not, whv do vou not shut these people up

cnce and for all by providing access to the information thev seek?

Atd, I can assure you that there is no question of attempting to
cover up any incident, ncr are we attempting in anv wayvy to obscure
the truth. The Department is happy to release what information we
have on specific incidents. However, .as I have already menticned, we
could not justify the effort and simply dec not have the resources to
become involved in searching for or collating information of a more

general nature,

Q15. 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 rot

consulted by the American authorities much sconer?
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A15. 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,.

Q16. If the MOD feels there were no defence implications in the
Woodbridge incident, does it consider Cocl Halt was hallucinating,

insane or merely lving?

416, No, of course not. Col Halt rightly investigated a report bv
his base guards of some unexplained pheromena outside the base. On
consideration of what was reported to him and of his own subseqguent
inveétigations he decided to send a report to the MOD for informa-
tion. He did not reccmmend arnv further action, nror was anyv thought

necessarv.

Q17. If the Ministryv subscribed to any of these theories relating
to Col Halt, why did it sanction his promotion from deputy to base
commander subseguent to the incident?

ATT. We do not subscribe to anyv of these theories relating to Coil
Halt.

Q18. Would vou give any credence toc the notion that the UFOQO

phenomenon has been exploited to cover up sensitive military

operations?

A8, None whatsoever,

Job No 2az2 - 72
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@ 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, whlch 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 ‘E.nqui.ry Net-
work). Since they knew that Jenny was familiar wngh their
past strange endeavours, and also knew ?\?out this case,
they wanted a private discussion. The visit to the USA
being just a couple of days off_thxs 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

osasat
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which required hospital treatment during the first part of
198 DSEAP also delayed things. Mean-
tim bt had followed up Jenny's phone
cof mber 1983 with subsequent talks to
the tors. A little information had been
gle was willing to speak out over the
telg tm was considered too sensitive. !

\ iguecd 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
kng Others we understood to be more
sini ibout Cruise missiles being on base,
wit rofessed sites such as Greenham
Cor diversionary measures, had com-
poy n the moves. Then when grapevine
sou ve ought to be more ‘technical’ in
our UFOs, and think more about miss-
iles der.

q 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 10 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-§ecre} |nve§ti_
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.
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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 rescarchers 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 knew a 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
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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 ip
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 UFQ
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 thay
experimental weapons of a distinctly UFO-like appear-
ance were tested during the last few months of the war. Iy
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 nop-
sense. It would be best to hope so.

In late January 1984 Jun-Ichi Yaoi brought a TV fiq
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 ang
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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
late 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
launched 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 secemed 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 - but he 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. dag 2

In asking us to leave, the Sheepshanks family dlrgcted
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 h;r 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 shg 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

S I e s
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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_wcre 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 haq to say.
She pointed out the dangers of this, and explamr'ed 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 Ha.lt out. The
lights in the house were on. His car was outside. .B.ut 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 ou.tside 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 youy
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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 ¢
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 gafir
In 1978 a Cosmos satellite with a nuclear-power fsource
came down in the Canadian wastes. And bits of thee 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 of]tpe/ “entrinof the Russian satelli
gosTOY /49, 25 December 1980, 21.10 hys approx

.

Folk%ne, 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
thej 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
a'nd 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
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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 scen 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.

i
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UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS

Reference:
A. D/US of S(AF)DGT 28/1/4 dated 1 Aug 85

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.

2. I would suggest that Minister is supported at the meeting by
Hd of Sec(AS) ahd representatives of D Air Def and DSTI. I would
also like to attend myself if you have no objectTone —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. 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 oursélves 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 etc 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 ivilian advisers other than Sec(AS)2 are involved.




The Flying Complaints Flight at Rudloe Manor are concerned
Wwith 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 etc 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 whiéh 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.

£ . The Departme¢ - is happy to release what information we have on
s; :ific incidents. swever we could not justify the effort involved

in searehing for nr collatine information of 3 more cgeneral 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 £hought 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 aga{n 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 weéks 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 Dec &
security police patrolmen saw unusual lights cutside the back gate at
RAF Yoodbridge. Thinking an aircraft might have crashed or been ferced
down, they called for permission Lo go outside the gate to invostigate.
The on-duty flight chief vesponded end allowed three patrolmen o oro-
ceed on foot. The individuals reported seeing a strenge glowing object
in the forest. The object was descrvibed as being metalic in appearance
and triangular in shape, approximately twe to three meters across the

(approsimately 0300L), two USAF
)

base and approximately twe meters high. It {1luminated the entire forest
with a white Yight. The object itself had o 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 cbjiect, 1t 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 depressicns 1 1/2" deep and 7" in diameter were
found where the object had been sighted on the ground. The following
night (29 Dec &0) the area was checked for vadiation. Beta/gemma 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 (.C5-.07) readings on the side of the tree
toward the depressions.

3. later in the night a red sun-like light wzs 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 south, all of which
were about 100 off the horizon. The objects moved rapidly in sharp anguler
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 cbjects to the north remained in the sky for
an hour or more. The object to the south was visible for two or Lhree
hours and beamed down a stream of light from time to time. HNumerous indivi-
duals, including the undersigned, witnessed the activities in paragraphs

2 and 3.
/

| Oggg%;J{;i%Z;ZZiééff \ ' |

NALT, Lt Col, USAF
Deputy Base Commander
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Reference:
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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.

2. 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.,
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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 oursélves 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 etc 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
Wwith 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 etc on many subj;cts, 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 whiéh 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 Department is 1ppy to release what information we have on
spec.{ic incidents. Howe. : we could not justify the effort involved

in searcrhine far or enllatine informstion of a more generazal nature.



RAF WOODBRIDGE INCIDENT 27 Dec 80 CED

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 aga{n 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
Wwith 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 80 (approximately 0300L), 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 tu investigate.
The on-duty flight chief responded and allowed threc 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 shape, approximately two to three meters across the
base and approximately twe meters high. Tt illuminated 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 hevering or on legs.
As the patrolmen approached the cbject, 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/gemma rzadings
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 1in 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 south, 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 visible for two or three
hours and beamed down a stream of light from time to time. MNumecrous indivi-
duals, including the undersigned, witnessed the activities in paragraphs

2 and %.

CHARLES 1. BALT, Lt Col, USAr
Deputy Base Commander
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Reference: D/DS3/75/21 dated 14 Juns 1932,

1« Ve agree that if UFO reports received in #H0D are
to be made generally available, then the proposal at
para 2b of reference represents the best method for

doing eo0.

2. Please accept our sincere apologies for the delay
in replying.
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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.

2e 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

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

c. 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'y +the zasv a 1ov or
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.

3, 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 GRF> separately on this
matter. '

. 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.

j@ Jun 82
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Le Groupe d'Etudes des Phé-
nomanes Aérospatiaux Non-identitiés
(GEPAN), créé le 1°" mai 1977 par
tle CNES pour V'étude des fameux
« Objets Volants Non Identifiés », vient
de publier un document intitulé «le
GEPAN et l'étude du phénomeéne
OVNI» dont nous avions annoncé la
parution prochaine (ct. Air et Cosmos
n° 703 et 750). Ce document résuite
des analyses effectuées par une qua-
rantaine d'ingénieurs et de techniciens
du CNES (Centre National d'Etudes
Spatiales), du CNRS (Centre National
de la Recherche Scientifique) et de
la Météorologie nationale, ainsi que
par des spécialistes de I'Armée de
{'Air et de la Marine nationale, & par-
tir des comptes rendus d’observations
recueillis par la Gendarmerie natio-
nale,

1§ apparait ainsi, d'aprés les 354
rapports d'observations établis et ex-
pertisés par le GEPAN, que 20 2 25 %o
des observations se rapportent effec-
tivement & 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 phénoméne
OVNI » efiectuée sur 825 rapports d'ob-
servation par Claude Ponher, alors chef
du GEPAN, poste ou il 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 %
des observations ont au moins 3 té-
moins ;

— la trés grande majorité des ob-
servateurs (70 %) 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 trés haut niveau;

— la 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 d élucider le mystére des OVNI

phénomeénes de trés courte ou de trés
© concernés par I'émission des rapports

longue durée sont rarement observés ;

— 30 % des observations sont fai-
tes & moins de 150 métres de dis-
tance ; :

— 70 % des objets observés ont
une forme circulaire ou de disque;

— la comparaison des observations
diurnes et nocturnes pour {a couleur
des objets révéle une bonne cohéren-
ce interne des rapports

- objets de couleur métallique (ob-
servations diurnes : 30 %, nocturnes :
3 %),

- objets lumineux rouge-orangé (ob-
servations diurnes : 12 %, nocturnes :
46 %/o) ;

— les objets observés sont signalés
lumineux de jour comme de nuit (86 %o
de jour contre 98 % de nuit) ;

— pour ce qui concerne la vitesse,
40 %/ des objets observés sont signa-
lés comme ayant été successivement

« immobiles puis rapid
des cas, ung vitesse «
rapportée ;

— 50 °, des cas, comportent des
trajectoires «anormales » avec arréts
successifs ou virages brusques, ou ara-
besques... 20 % des rapports signa-
lent un atterrissage ;

— la trés grande majorité des ob-
jets observés sont silencieux (70 %) ;

— les atterrissages ne sont signalés
qu'exceptionneliement au  voisinage
des zones habitées (70 % dans les ré-
gions trés isolées, 20 % prés de mai-
sons isolées) ;

— les statistiques portant seulement
sur les cas d'atterrissage donnent des
résultats identiques & ceux des au-
tres cas (lumiéres nocturnes par exem-
ple) :

-— tous les pays du globe semblent

‘observation, indépendamment des cul-

tures, des religions, des modes de
vie et des régimes politiques;

— la répartition géographique des
observations frangaises semble n'étre
liée qu'a la densité de population et
aux conditions de visibilité (météo et
masques naturels) ;

— 1a 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 le minimum en février et
70 %o des observations sont nocturnes ;

— aucune corrélation n’'a pu étre
mise en évidence enire les perturba-
tions du champ magnétique terrestre
et les observations, contrairement a
I'idée répandue que les objets agiraient
sur {'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 chéassis IFV pour porter Jes douze
centainers de roquettes et -l'affGt 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; le 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 &
la fois de container et de rampe de
tir, Jusqu'a présent, c'est Vought Corp.

hicule blindé chenillé « SPLL » (Seif-
Propelled Launcher Loader) qui utilise .

tir du systéme -

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 lequel
Boeing Aerospace est également en

e gl gmﬁxwa .
v

compéution (Cf. Air et Cosmos, nv 759)
Le « GSRS » -— ou son dérivé « MLRS »
auquel la France participe — ost des-
tiné aux forces de I'OTAN en Europe
pour compenser la suprématie de
'URSS et des forces du Pacte de Var-
sovie en chars de bataille,

A

: lage permanent des radars.

“ Beech,

-, child Republic,
2 On prévolt que cette décision retardera

RPV « LOCUST »

B Les USA et I'Allemagne prévoient de
développer en commun un mini-RPY
baptisé « LOCUST » et destiné au brouil-
tes 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 & 160 exemplaires
et mis en service en 1982. Le maitre
d'ceuvre du programme sera choisi au
cours du second semestre 1981 aprés
une compétition portant sur l'essai en
vol des prototypes.

ENGIN-CIBLE « HAHST »

B 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 la tirme
déja responsable du projet
« HAST » (High Altitude Supersonic Tar-
get}, comme adjudicataire direct, du fait

que l'engin « HAHST » est trés volisin du

« HAST ». Mais un appel d'offres a été
anvoyé 3 . Beechcraft, Brunswick, Falr-
Northrop et Raytheon.

de deux ans le projet « HAHST » et dou-
blera son colt.

N° 762 - AIR ET COSMOS - 21 avril 1979 - 45
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Article from "AIR ET COSMOS" No, 762 - 21 April 1979 ‘ :f

The G"PAR tries to clear up the mystery of the U?O's E-::J

The Study Group for Unldnntlfled Aerospatial Phenomena (GEPAN),
set up on 1st May 1977 by the CNZS in order to study the famous
WOnidentified Flying Objects"; has just rublished a document entitled
"the GEPAN and the study of the UFO nhenoreﬂon", 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 CHES (National Space Study
Centre), the CURS (National Scieniific Research Centre) and the
national Meteoroiogy Centre, as well as gspecialists belonging to

the Air Force and the French Havy, using reports of sightings
collected by the national Gendarmerie (btate Police Force),

us it seens, accordlng to the 354 reports of sightings
Z - 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 rzported by
"witnesses of high credibility", However, the GEPAN does not yet
g1ve 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
" same statistical results (the deviations are not 31gn1flcent);

- 70 per cent of gsightings 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 range of professions and abilities
amongst the witnesses, including abilities of very high
level;

- most sightings are made in fine weather with. & clear sky in
8ll countries;

- the nejority 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 dlstance of less then
150 metres;

~ 70 per cent of the objects sighted are circular or disc-shaped;

- comparison of day and night-iime sightings as regards the colour
of the objects reveals a good inner consistency in the reports :




- metal-coloured obaects (day sightings : 30 per cent, night i
3 per cent),

" = reddish~orange luminous obgects (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;

~ ag far as épeed is concerned, 40 per cent of the objects sighted
are reported as having been successively "immobile then fast-moving",
In 20 per cent of cases, & "lightning" speed is reported;

- 50 per cent of cases contain "abnormal" trajectories with a
-series of halts or sudden turns, or arabesgues,,. 20 per cent
of reports nention a landing;

- the very great majority of objects sighted are silent (70 per cent);

~ landings are only excepntionally reported in the vieinity of
populated areas (70 per cent in very-isolated areas, 20 per cent
near isolated houses)j;

- statlstlcs relatmu only to cases of landing give 1dentlcal
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 reportvs of sightings, 1rrespect1ve of culture, religion,
llfe-style and political regime;

« = the geopraphlcal 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 gimple apoarent correlatlon)
For each of the earth's hemispheres, the most sightings ocecur 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,

HOD Linguistic Services
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/DD Ops(GE)/10/8/1

Hd of Sh{air)

Covy to:
ny

DISS

DPR

UiOs = DRAFT PAMPRLET

Reference: D/SL{Air)/8/2/4/F

v,

is At Reference you asked for comment on the first draft of a Pamphlet on UrQs.

2 I agree with the general approach, but, having considered the paragrapn
referring to radar, I feel ihat we sheuld be careful not to sell the intelligent use
of radar short. I would prefer:

O~
-
g
~

"It is sometimes argued that a radar echo provides 'proof' of UFOs. However,
by the inexperienced observer, radar responses can be misinterpreted sirce
Cavironmental conditions and interference from other installations can present

> L
Ey

a false piciure. “he well-known example is "anomalove nropagation’! yhere
1 = ragation’! vhere

the pulses bounce off layers in the atmosphiere and tne radar, pointing shywards,
may shew schoes which are, in fact, on the surface",
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/S4(Air)/8/3
k&b . o

Editor, RAT News % )

DI 55/

DPR{RAF)

Copies to:

UFOs =~ ARTICILE TOR RAF NOWS

Many thanlks for the draft article attached to your
minute of § February 1979. It seems excellent, both
informative and interesting.

2. I have the following observations

a. Bottom of nece 1, My preference and recomrendation
would be to rake the bottom paragraoch unequivocal,
and point out that URCs are NOT =T VINA <AINHERY
but get turned into them by conw.on vocare. Gee
paragraphs 2, 8 and 9 of the attached draft
Pamphlet. However, T am content to leave this
to your discretion.

b. Page 2,Brinslev le Poer Trench, I am afraid we
asve a sli~ht volitical problem, Thig ufologist
is of course the Barl of Clancartywith whom HI'G
exchanged views in the T.ords Debate. T feel our
political masters would think it improper if the
RAF News should be too rude about him. T suggest
the problem conld bhe resolved without altering
any of the text from "Brinslev ..,...." t0 "....

e ¢
2 v ~F AYa e - it T m o ok [ e IS B P L -n -
interior of the earth” but foning down ithe faintliy

denlsorj setting and letting the idiocy of the
Barls ideas speak for *hemselves.

c.  Page %, penultimate paragraph. You ought to be
aware that ufologlsts would reject any suggestion
that aliens had "stumbled on the tiny planet
earth". They argue that jliens "seeded" the
human race long ago and have been guardians ever
since; or that alicns have been attracted here
by nuclear explosions.,

e I attach a copy of the first draft of a Pamphlet on
U¥0s. This Las a different purpoce from your article and
hence a different approach and style. 7T aw content that you
should use any bits you wish., For ny part there are bits of
your article which I would like to steal for//he R@m@hlet if

T may! —
VA A
g
TV or | SMEVENS C‘/(/L/Z
14 February 1970 Head 34(17?)

I'B 8245 7048 w1
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/S4{Air)/8/3

PS/USofS(RAF) - through DUS(Air)

DI 55 v//. E:j

Ops (GE)2b{RAF)

Copies to:

U¥Os

This morning I had a visit from Colonel Innocenti,
Ttalian Air Attache, who wiciued to know the UX official
position about UFOs: T had postponed his visit, asked
for earlier, until after the Lords debate.

2 T gave Colonel Innocenti a copy of Hansard on the

TLords debate and said that Lord Strabolgi's speech
represented the UK Government's position. I added that

MOD had in the past eaquivocated about UF(Cs and had limited
comment mainly to "no threat to defence": we had done this

to avoid interminable and fruitless arguments with ufologists,
However, the rising pressures from the UFO industry and the
demands of common sense had reguired that an uvnequivocal
position be adopted, and future official responses from MNOD
would probably be on the lines of Lord Strabolgits specch,

3 Colonel Imnocenti said that the Italian Government now

felt obliged to *take an official position on UFQs becausge cf

the pressures of their own gwowing UFC industry and because

of public interest following recent "UFO sightings" at Palermo.
He said that the Italian authorities had in the past kevt a "low
nrofilet on UFOs; for the same reason as MOD, but did not

PR PN T T -~ - 4 43 T, " R I S,
probably now say so, but they were sounding us, the US
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4. FCO tell me they have sent copies of Lord Strabolgi's
speech to the delegation at Hew York and to the Embassies
at Washington, Paris and Port of Spain (the last covers
Grenada). as the UK official position. =~

T M P 3TREVENS
25 January 1979 Head 84(Air)
' MB 8245 7048 VB
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LOOSR MINUTE b S§//og§//s"
D/S4(Air)/8/%

DPR(RAF) @

COPIES TO: DI55 —
Ops (GE)2b (RAT)

UFOs = ARTICLE FOR RAF N®WW3

UFOs are news these days, and it would help M¥OD and the
cause of common sense if members of the RAF were well informed
on UMQs and able to respond easily in social gathering or to
more formal enquiries at Stations. T strongly recommend that
an article on UFCs be produced for RAF News.

2e The basic material is in Lord Strabvolgit's speech reported
in Lords Hansard of 18 January 1979, columns 17506 onwards. The
main line of argument is:

ESA Genuine phenomena exist and are reported by

sensible people.

b. The error consists of transposing sw
(ie the phenomena are initially unid
alien space craft",

There is no serious evidence that a i
space craft has ever visited this ple
the millions of visitations suggesteq
ufologists.

(¢}
.

“d. There are many sensible causes for the phenomena
(these should be itemised, with perhaps special
referznce to curiocus phenormena like fireballs and
ball lightning: see annex).

€. ¥ith rational explanations available, there is no
need to invent the far-fetched hypothesis of alien
space craft. (This argument is known as "Occan's
Razor"s; see Annex).

f. The ufclogists concept of millions of visitations
is full of internal inconsistencies.

ge The idea of a "cover up" between many Governments
(to which the scientific compunity must be a party)
ig ridiculous.

B You will find other useful material in Hansard as follows:

a. Speech by the Rarl of Halsbury, a scieniist, col 12388
onwards, particularly about "sun dogs" and the "gresn
flasn". He makes a telling point about sonic bocms.

De The speech by Lord Hewlitt, Col 1299 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 UFQ.

SR T




| hold's Morsesd V& Jauiy
® Colotks \233-Rlb

vese 4. I attach some supplementary material, and key bits of Hansard,

5 If you agree to prepare an article I would be gruteful if
we and DI 55 could see the draft. In his speech Lord Strabolei
was at pains to use parliamentary language. A cool and dis~
passionate approach is perhaps best, but I feel that the RAF
News can, without challenging the sincerity of ufologists, g0
further in indicating that ufology is claptrap.

6. Separately, T have it in mind to prepare a pamphlet on

UFCs, 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 pamphlet,

T M P STEVENS
24 Jamuary 1979 Head S4{Air)
4

MB 8245 7048 MR




ANNEX

SUPPLEMENTARY MAT®RTAY, 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

L lbSilyy grealic Ahon ARe 'Efn;y"—/y,&a;/if Alendd 1 aldewvk /5D ik o
luminosity greater than the moon enter the atmosphere each 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 mey anpear horizontal; and their brightness causes people

greatly to underestimate the distances,

e Ball Tightins., Ball lightning is a strange phenomena, not
2 ge p ’

yet fully explained, in which a glowing or burning ball a foot or
S0 in diemetur 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
cénstitute some special kind of scientific "proof". Radar is in
some ways as falliible as the human eye, and there are many technical
problems which creare false echces. A notable one is known as
"anomalous prop,gation", in which the transmitted radiation may be
reflectea off layers in the atmosphere. VWhen there are reports of
- simultaneous visual and radar sightings of UFOs, people suspect
that this constitutes ahsolute 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 UPO stories such as those

gquoted by ILord 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 on: 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 observaticns
the atmospheric and other conditions, etc.

5e How did the idea of U¥0g 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 1light years to Andromeda Galaxy in a

flash., Ve have also seen the development of the UFO industry,

which accepts the devices of science fiction as proven fact and inter-
prets any unusual phenomena s alien space craft. The words "UFrO"

and "alien space craft" have been firmly implanted and readily

spring tc mind when anything strange is seen.

6. "Where there's smoke there's fire'". Ufologists accumulate

"UFO signtings" as if sheer numbers constitute proof. Naturally
some people murmur "vhere there's smoke there's fire", All that is
happening is that the UF0O industry is making a great deal of smoke,

7
to the confusion of common sensgzghd to their own substantial profish

——

Te Occam's Ragor., This is a primary argument against people who
\invent the hypothesis of UFOs to explain the perfectly ordinary
phenomena. The phrase was applied to the philosphy to William of
Occam ‘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 explain phenorena

for which there is a aimple explanation are probably wrong,




In other words: there are perfectly sensible explanations to
the UFQO phenomena, so why seek fantastic explanations bordering

on magic?
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PQ 8530/

Copy to:
PS/US of S(RAK)
PS/CS(RAF)

pus(air) //
DI 55 (Mr Asteraki)
Ops(GE) 2L (RAF)

Head of S4(Air)

UFO DFBATE TN THE HOUSF OF COMMONS ON
T8 JANUARY ™I97S

Lord Strabolgi has asked me te write and thank you for all
the trouble which you took to prepare. the speech for him to make
on UF0s on behalf of the Government at last night's debate.

2. Lord Strabolgi was particularly grateful for your attendarnce -
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 Pcers 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 courcse, 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.

‘2 . N
A, Loy

19th January 1979 (D T PIPER)
’ APS/SECRETARY OF STATE
218 6169
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/sk(Air)8/3
PS/¢S(RAF)

DD Ops(GE)(RAF)

ADI/DISS

UFOs.~ DEBATE IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS

You will recsll that the Earl of Clancarty put down a motion in the House
of Lords last May calling for a debate on Unidentified Flying Objects. 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," ,

2o 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 Sh(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
1 June refers). '

Yelectuyec
»q Nov 78 J A PEDUZIE
. shk(Air)
MB 8241 7065 MB

UNCEASSIFIED
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Additionally you wished to know how UFQ reports-are precessed and whether

e NGHASSRED

>

LOOSE MINUTE

D/DD Ops(GE)/10/8C

sh(Air)

Copies to:
PS/CS(RAF)
DI 55

U¥OS DEBATE IN THE HOUSE OF ICRDS

Reference:

A. D/SH(Air}/8/3 dated 17 May 78
4. TReference A asked if we could commeni more fully about the evidence of extra-

terrestial activity based on the reports received in the Ministry of Pefence.

there has

oy

been any attempt to consider them as & whole.

2. A1l merial phenomena reports received by the Air Force Department of the ¥OD

are reviewed by the Directorate of Operations (A Def & 0)3 specifically by Ops(GE)2c.
Fach report is assessed on its merits and can be subjected to further inveatigation
if considered necessary. An example of such az investigation is contained in
Annex A;. a number of time co=incident reporis concerning the sighting of serial

phenomena over Southern England in the early hours of 16 fpril were eventually linked,

by RAF Fylingdales (a BMEWS site), to the re—entry inte earth's atmosphere of a

gatellite or satellite debris.
3 In the period 1 May 77 to 30 April 78 a total of 01 aerial phenomena reports

were received and processed; of thess only 6% indicated that further investigation

wvas required , each report needing appreximately 3 woriking hours toprecess fully.
Such investigation requires that detail contsined in each report be mapped znd the

resultant posSible trajectory/track be correlated with any factual evidence that

may be available either from the Rallistic Missile Farly Warning System (BMEWS) or
the Air Defence Ground Eanvironment (ADGE) radar sites. During this period Air
Defence radar sites have nc recovd of cnusual ohsorvations. Indeed none of the

unueual phenosena reports have ever Lezen confirmed as having an unknown origin by

our ground readar sites.




OJFED

4. | Until the receipt ofReferenceAjno attempt has been made to consider the
.repbfts 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 reporis received during the pericd 92-76 may

have been destroyed. Secondly the detailed plotting of a number of the reports
received in the period 1 Jan 78 to 30 April (Annex C) reveals a number of observation
ﬁatterns which could be interpreted as the sighting of manmade space objects amd/or
decaying sateliite debris re-entering the earth's atmosphere. The CS may wish to

13

'comment on this. However, much detailed work would be necessary fo investigate TUlly
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 inclinatien
which would result in an overflight of the United_Kingdom. At Annex D is a table

of the number of manmade objects jaunched each year since 1972. The table also shows
yearly additions to the spéce catalogue and the number of items which were removed
from the catalogue as they decayed from orbit and entered earth's atmbSphere. It

is estimated that approximately 20% 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 réports have a raticnal
explanationj meteorological .balioons, atmospheric phenomena, orbiting space
hardware, space debris re-entering the earth's atmosphere, cosmic debris and high-
flying aircrait (both military and civil) are among the most probable e#planaticns.
Of the reports reviewed to date we can find no evidence of extra terrestial visitation
to either earth, its atmosphere or near space. The total lack of primary radar
observations of unnatural phenomenz leads us to be sceptical of Lord Clancarty's

claims although we would not wish to state categorically that "UFOs" do not exist.

INCISFED



 UNCLASSFED

Undoubtedly a very small proportion of sightings reports will defy rational
explanations but within MCD AFD we.havé neither the staff, information nor the time
to inwvestigate fully all réports. |

7.  We propose to continue with the compilation of Annex B in order that you may

be given a current statement of fiéures at the time of the resubmission of the PQ.

Meer

2 dun 78 N G COLVIN
Group Captain
DD Ops(GE)(RAF)
MB 4257 7892 kB

INCLASSFED



INGHASSFED

INVESTIGATION OF AERTAL PHENOMENA REPORTS - 16 APRIL

ANNEX A TO
D/0D Opal GE)/10/8C
DATED '2* JUN 78

Reference:
A, D/Sh,(A:Lr)/B/B dated 17 ¥ay 78.

1. As a result of the receipt on 17 April of a nunber of reports relating to tinme
co-incident sightings of aerial phenomena in the early morning of 16 April, an
investigation as to the probable ceuse vwas ipitiated. The period imnitially
investigatéd was 15, 16 and 17 April and Appendix 1 shows the initisl results
which indicateé that on 16th end 17th sighting reports revealed that phenomena
were observed to travel from the SoutheWest tb the North-East across the Southerm
half of the United Kingdom, whilst on 15 April a reverse direction was observed,
4s the predominant number of sightings were after midnight on 15 April these were
reviewed in more detail and appeer at Appendix 2. Subsequent discussion with
Fjlingdales on 48 Lpril revealed that 3 items of space haf&waﬁe had been deleted

from the space catelogue erd from the trajectory of the phenomensa reports it

. could be reasonably assumed that the witnesses had ohserved decaying items of

hardware re—entering the earths atmosphare,

2, Subsequent to the receipt of Reference 4 the ineident on 16 April has been
re-examined., A geograrhical plen of the reports is at Appendix 3 together with

numerically related reports. It is of interest that while the majority ef the

reports describe what was seen by the observer, reports 1 and 5 contain a limdited

Over the period May 77 to April 78 2 percent of all

amount of embellishment.
rpreted as a report of

received reports contained descriptions which could be inte

the sighting of an "UFO", Two examples are shown at Appendix b4,




3, The information given in a1l aerial phencmena reports

 UNGEASSED

i3 related to the

following paragraph segquence:

A.
B.
Ce.

D.

.

F.
G.
H.
e
K.
L.
M.
g.
0.

P.

Date, Time and Durestion of §ighting
Description of Object

Exact Position éf 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

To Whoa Reported

Name and Address of Informant

Any Background Information on the Informant that may be Volunteered,
0the£ Witnesses

Date and Time of Receipt of Report.
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ARRTAL PHMIOMENA REPORTS - 15/16/17 April 78
INITIAL INVESTIGATICN

APPENDIX 1 to
AVNEY A to
D/DD Cps (GE)/10/8¢C

Dated /2. June7d




BHT AL VHENOUATA FEPOYS ~ 15 April 78 - 0100 to 01302 APPENDIZ 2 %o
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REPORT OF AN UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECT

1801074

(Cloxdu, haze, mist etc.)

k. Date, Time and Durstion of April
Sighting. 11 to 12 seconds
p. DESCRIPTION OF OBJECT ONL ' ]
. (Number oi objecis, size, - ‘hite with oronce centre :
.shape, colour, bplgﬂtﬂesg) (Mot unlike the trail of
a roc'iet firework)
- EXACT _POSITION OF OBSmthR Yol
C. (Looatlon inioo r/outdoor, gndoor~ 10011 3,0“P of
p.  HOY OBSERVED . |
* (Naked eys, binoculars, Naked Tye |
other optical devicss, '
st111 or mov1e) ;
BE. DIRECTION IN WHICH CR3JECT
}‘ l}{S{” b}' H \i Voo S Pae
(A landmerk may be more West moving sast :
useful than a badly estim 3u8d
bearing)
p. - ANGIE OF SIGHT . - :
* (Bstimated heights are 120 from an upper room aporcil
unreliable) 114 ft from ground. -
o, DISTANCE . g i
*  (By reference to known T ; %
VT ' |
H. MOVESENTS - _
(Changes in &, F and G may be |°089114g un, Hroke i“fz .
of more use than estimetes of three parts’tien disnppe \
course and speed) ;
5 MET CONDITICNS DURTHG !
‘ OBSERY LTINS ;

Q]ear | 2 E




(O CAns =~

-

s ‘LA:A

.o NEARBY Q2JECTS | {
q' (Telepnone lines, high voltage | ilousing estate with clznri
, . lines, reservoir, lake or daz all round visapility
Swamp or marsi, river high :
bulldings, tall ChlmanS
steeples, spires, TV or radio
masts, airfields, gbneratlng
- plent, factories, pits or other|
sites with £lood lights or
night lighting)
A - Belvedere police statlz:
L. TO \.‘!I'-IO;‘\’& RE?CRTED (383 7282)
(Police, military, press etc)
-
M. NAME AND AD“Q“SS T TNFCRLANT wrs ‘ioodward 3ou--9520
~ 340 Tong Ifne
Rgvlaow Cont
- BACKGROUND O“ INFORLVANT THAT - ~ e
No MAY Bu Vov_Ile-EL?ED OUS&I" I’Bfl;xef’
0. QTHER WITNESSES Mr Woodward
P. DETAIIED MET REPCRT
(AFOR to obLain) Clear with few showers
Q. DATE AND TINVE OF BEC=TPT 1811004 April 127
R. ADOC ASSESSIENT
(Check rsdars, ATCCs euc)
1. Alrcraft
2. Ranges
3. Gliding
4. Balloon
5. “Alr Sea Rescue
Activities // /7
nl
!"/ Anpil 1275 /"L/{k{//ﬂa/"‘#“*—/ 8
Date _ /o ADILL ol Sqn LAr. OG0  AFGR \OAF)
Coples to: S4f(Aipr)/STCTC/CPS (GE)2/D1 55 SCIENCT
: Rm 8249 3m f&“u xm 3/17 Rm 1205
Main Blg ¥ain Blg  Nelropols ¥ain 533




! W L& LI i s Gty 2, i Vo .. . s - o
R o > PG <. ) 6 S < B o B« B B T “
- oe [] . L
"
)
1
k)
4
“ .
!
; . 0
i _
1 H V ' ' ' .
) . , ! . .
¥ 3 .
3 m w Cow Clea
\ J [ I}
4 [ A :
\ ] N
. o e 0 3 .
- (£p] \ N o
i —~ .
itk _.,, r.x
. . 1 wy! ey
.
) : M
[ [
) [ s A
' o S
ot il . o
; [, . T.u ' .
- "l ") ] A
el ¢
fe: i )
: [ L .

~
2
3
1
(RN
M
g
5

o L] Vo
[ iy AR S
. 0. s -
. S8} IS
. f-e -
x.ﬂ
0 . o [vg
o - :
W s
0} -,
= : o " .
vOs ) vt . z
Ty . Cwd ) [
. LI T o Ty
“ o CA\ (e, e
4R y ' e N
ff.\.iv . H‘ ‘. s —.\ﬁ.u \A;—vll\
= ) Yo . PR AT
A " N e (1
. L S e E U
4 . A D FEER B
LN 4 ¥ )
I 0. o £ (7Y wma s
. (L, =N r YIS
: -~ o [
. € " e
A {4 1N T (o] e moee g €0
[l [ (-
’ N s freee? Coe
AR [ . 16, v it
. i L e et 2 [~
: Ls ! T ' o (R U T
; [} - Coen N NPT
L Co, ARG SN AR B AP ot W 1 P 471 TR SR SO AR




.REPQORT OF AN UNIDENTIFIED FLYING O

Elae 3 A

Date Time and Duratlon of
Slghtino

160100A

similar Lo rocket firewag-
front nalf a hall sihnpe -
trail of snarks % pateches of
orown smoke — one only

DESCRIPTION OF ORJECT
(Numoer of objects, size,
-shape, colour, brightness)

EXACT POSITION OF OBSERVER
(Locabtion, indoor/outdoor,
stationary, mov ing)

ALD ypans travelline lorth
hetween iloddlestnn anﬂ
Hertford

HOW OBSERVID

(Naked eye, bpinoculars,
other Optlcal dev1ces
still or movie)

Nakel eye

DIRECTION IN WHICH CBJECT
FIRST SHEN

(A landmark maey be more
useful than a badly estlmateo
bearing)

Jest to BEast

ANGLE OF SIGHT

(ESulmatea heights are
unreliable)

1 - 2 miles

ISTANCE

(By reference to known
landmark)

overiea i

MOVELENTS

(Changes in 2, F and G may be

of more use tnan estimates or

course and speed)

-

MET CONDITIONS DURING
OQBSERVALTONS

(Clouds, naze, mist etc.)

b_.j

clear

TN
Fo
~

near distance - almort,

-t ——— s



oo o e e e

NEARDY O3JECTS -

(Telephone lines, high voltage
lines, reservoir, lake or dam,
swamp Or marsh, rlver high
buildings, tall ChlanJo,
sLeenlas, spires, TV or radio
masts, alrflelds generating
plant,
sites with flood lights or
night lighting)

factor 1es pits or other

iiain road - fairly clear

L. . 10 WHOM RE}fO}}TED Police (iertrord)
(Police, military, press etc)
M., NAME AND ADDRESS OF INFOR: WP “rs Suzamne Tligh
' 24 PlVGPSWPPt ‘lnrtfori

y.  BACKGROUND OF INFORMANT THAT .

* . MAY BE voj_dmurma e
0. OTHER WIm\t ISRG With husbond
P.  DETAILED NET REPORT Sunny spelis. few

(AFOR to obtain)

"~ shovers or rain or sleslb

(2 Copies)

~ "DATE AND TTHE OF RECRIPT 1601504
R.  ADOC ASSESSYENT
4 (Oheck radars, ATCCs etic)
1. Aircraft
2. Ranges
3. Gliding
4, Balloon
5. Air Ses Rescue
Activities ™\

Date _\4 A?m 1Y Sqi LAr. 900 4e0R (WAF)
Coples t0: S4£(Air)/STCCC/CPS {(GR)2/DI 55 ' SCIENCE3/FIir
: Rm 8249 am 4230  Rm %/17 Rm 1200 -

Main Big ¥ain Blg Melropols ¥ain Blg
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REPORT OF AN UNIDENTIFIED FIYT] “ Jochs 7 PSR
3 .
. . | ) ‘ ij%ié_
A. Date, Time and Duration of 1801154 Aprll NN
sighting. 10 Seconds
B DESCRIPTTON OF OBRJECT
*  (Number of objecus, size; RP‘Oh* white light (not
.shape, colour, bPlgﬂbnGoS) uillike firework “trail)
Jdisanpeare? tLien re-annecrps”
- BEXACT POSITION OF OBSERVER ' . o
C. In motor car (in motion an~

(Location, indoor/ouvdoor,
statlonary, mov1ng)

stationar;)

HOW_OBSERVED

0B8RV AT TN
(Clouds, hazas, mist etc.)

Clear with brig
moonlisht

e b
3 e

o

./

(Naked eye, binoculars, * Naked eye
other optl al devlcao,
still or movie)
E. DIRECTT01 IN WHICH O3JECT
FIRST Sini :
(A landmark mey be more vest to ©ast
useful than a badly estimated |-
bearing) :
g, ANGLE OF SIGHT |
* (Estimated hsights are Due Nortii.
unreliabls) 30%approx ?
o' DISTANCE .
°  (By reference to known Approx over Jonnin.-hon :
landmark) Castle (3-= miles a~wrr) ;
RPN G Z R i
He yov FAENTS
Cnanges in %, F and G mey bse s e . |
of more use than estimates of ,?ES%J%f rednetion in |
course and speed) attitute |
. . |
5 MET CONDITICNS DURING |



‘NEARBY O3JECTS

‘plunu,

(Telepnone lines, high voltage

lines, reservolr, laxe or dam,
swamp or marsi, river, high
buildings, tall CulmnOJS
steeplss, spires, TV or radio
masts, alpflelds generating
aCtOIlCu, pits or other
sites with flood lights or
night lighting)

None

-

TO WHOM REPORTEI
(Police, military, press eic)

Hil

NANE _AND AUDRESS oF INWUMJAY"

Ld;’PG]r;o; Te
/O -~L /QI"t
Novourn

)(\vv/n ®

oal 0635-143220%

126

BACKGROUND_OF TINFORMANT THAT

MAY BE VQJmﬂlfﬁ

Accoutant wi

OTHTR WITNESSES

T e T
Miss Jane

DETAIIRD MET RUDOmT
(AFOR to obtain)

Clear witiz few

snovers

DATE AND TINE OF

ADOC ASS ESS.M.T
(Check redars, ATCCs etc)
1., Aircraft
2. Ranges
3., Gliding
4. Balloon

o. AiP‘Sga Rescue
Activities
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UNGLASSHTIED | | o @
- ANNEX B TO

DD OPs(ick)10/8c¢
DATED o JUM 78

RECORD OF AFRIAL, PHENOMENA REPORTS STILL RETAINED BY D OF OPS(A DET & 0)

van | aaw | mem | mar | AR | wmay | oww | oww |ave | sep | ooz | wov | mac | rorats
1972 | & 71 7wl |- |- |-1-1-1=1- 38
1975 | - A I I T T SR I T DA R B 10
197 | - 1| - Jw| - {25 a9 |3z | -] - 51
1975 | - 7 | 8 ol o e |6 8|6 | 7| 18] 9 91
197 | - -l |l el - w3z | o 5| 1 85
w7 | 17 | 20| 13| | 70 |25 [ e2 | 27 | w3 | 49| 27| 20 | 387
197¢ 39 23 48 68 | 278

NOTE: It is possible that a number of Reports received between 1972 and 1975/76 could have
hezen destroyed. .

UNCEASSIFIED
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ET/54/8 -

UNGEASSIFED

AlNNeX D TO
D/DD CrS(Gi)10/8/C
DI’\.TJ—ID o JUUL« ’\978

SPACZ CATALOGUE - TABLb OF MAL-MADi SPACE HARDWAR:L — WORLDWIDo

a v [ a
Year Total added to Total Launches Total Decay
Catalogue
1972 568 99 575
1973 - 763 108 . 524 ¢
1974 510 106 361
1975 976 125 316
1976 1128 108 674
- 19977 979 124 225
1978 279 51 210
N 'S
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)
3. 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 23 May 78 = 4664
Of these 75! (3643%) have a trajectory which would result in

overflight of UK.

UNGLASSIFED,
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UFOS_ - DEBATE TN THR HCUSE CF TORDS

e 1 crvn . EwDTA 5 . s s ——

Raference ny minute of 17 ﬁqy 1978, you will I think
have heard that Tovd Glanc carty has withdrawn his CQuegtion
uwae he '»@:s ovuk at eLiaucc in the House., owever he
¥ L paain in the atdumn, so0 we will

B S oora
hne duy when we may heve $o pud a

2o T am grateful fov replies from P 49
de 1 1ﬂvk forvard to the promised rcnl* fr

11d ig ilnformation into our fil
you wo :ld asaenble any cther i
©

-t
bis

that ocours

Z DES and FCO, and bhoth are in

a i proposed in the lotter T copied
t rat Clanearty ig atout to sirike
ay because we know that we o1l srard
from general acc

wlacent. The Paily Tels {Fabh

the fechnical 18334blwibj Wi tuin
"”ruft capable of &0 mililﬁu mph
arrards Star in 50 year 4¢i;.+;
ecivilisstions 100 million or so
?E”Ga@v capable of ‘manned?

i*

011 7&&" unmanned
and there could of

years in advaace @f our o
gpace t“a“oi However, the
is 313311 a humge re xwm fron Clancs

-

is cc%”tﬁﬁtlj overflown by UFCg:

)

it

2%

ce of such possibi litiesg
y's claim that this plsnet

"i {I‘

f;#{wﬂ7

T ¥ P STEVENS
1 June 1978 Head S4(Air)

B 8245 7048, MB




Copy to: DD Ops(GE)(RAF)
55 ‘6"’ L

UFOS - DEBATE IN THEaHOUSE OF LORDS

Reference, D/S4(A1r)/8/3 dated,17xmay 1978.

: CS(RAF) has Trea the.correspondence at
reference- w1th 1nterest ‘and” agrees the - :

llght sdbsequentlyi Fus
',xpen81ve 1nvest1gat10n f*these phenomena




‘ UNGLASSIEIED

‘l'{ }‘«},/4/4,“L;%z///f,
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ASTONRS Do ST Np Lot &
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V/S4{Alr)/8/3

PS/C3(RAF)
LD Ops (GEXRATF)
r)*r 5’(5 ——

UFCH - DEBATE TN THE HOUSE OF LORDS

Sngwey,. wm"rh;

There ig to be a debate on UFCs in the House of Lords on
12 June bvaged on the following ¥Q by the Harl of Clancarty, a
prominent uf 0logist~

*Po ask Her Nagostv s Governmeat whether they are aware of the

increasing number of reports of aighiings and landings of unidentified

£330 ]

Tlying objects (UFOs) on a vorldwlde scale, and whe they they will
initiate an inter-governmental study of UPO

2. S4(Air) is recuired to provide a brief and draft winding-

up speech for lord Winterbottom., Y attach a covy of a provosed

l:ne, which I have put to the Department of Bducatiocn and Science

\una to PG, who were re cntlj jnvolvad in brushing off an aitempt
Zet UNQ vo discuss UFOs), You will see that I propose that the

Guwcvnmeﬂw ghouvld take this opgurtunldy to pour a mass ¢f cold water

on ufolegy. 7T would be grateful for:

a, Your advice on the proposed line of action,

b. Additional arguments or evidence that we might
offer,

3. T would be grateful if DD Ops(CR) (RAF) and ADI 55 would

say whether we could comment more fully about evidence of oxtra-
terrestial activity from the reports we receive - le 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
caﬂr*ts, and whether there has been any attempt to congider then ag
2 ¥nole,

4. The Chief Scientist's department is at a disadvantage, not seeing
the flow of UFO rencrts that arrive in AFD. However, srith FOD taking
the lead in refuting UrOs, the inference will be drawn that (S(RAF)
endorsed that line. Putting the matier differently, T Lmav*nn that

[

had CS(RAF) thought, 28 2 scientist, that there was something in UFOs,

nhe would have bc n au1o} 1o araw the nmatter o the denartrau%‘ attontion

or to have sought immedicte access to the UPQO ”@?O“b » A8 he has aot
done so we can agsune m}ﬂu he is unxﬁoycuued with UFCs. Tut I would be
particularly grateful for any advice *from US(RAF) s department,

Pt

o _ POM P SREVINS
YUy 198 froad SA{adie)




AR P STWMYVRNSG, Hezd of S4{Alr)

¥ oY OF DRYANCE
MINIST IR B NOR

Main Building, ‘Wlntchail NDON G.W.I
UVquUILe.‘OI—g‘%?(*%y‘B:&T. 01 -21 ISP 7048

Please address avy reply o
MINISTRY CF DEIENCE.
(Head of S4{Air)

and quote: 17 Hay 1978
Yo:'*' reference: D/S&(Air)/8/3 v

M K B G Rarber

Roon 5/56

Departmert of Education and Science
Blizabeth louse

York Road

LONDON

SEY TPH

- ) y
&._,D/(ﬁ/r/ /,(/fol /S Cfﬂ’@é[/

There ig +t0 be & debate on UFOs in the House of lordis on
12 June 78 based on the following PQ by the Rarl cf Clancarty:

s)

tho ask Her Majosty's Government whnether th ey ars
aware c¢f {he increasing number of reporis of sightings
and lardings of unidentified flying cb’:acM ’U“Cs) on
a worldwide scale, and whether they vill initiate an
inter-governuental study of UFOs.

2, The procedure will be similar to an Adjourpmenu Debvate in the
Commons,., The REarl will introduce the sub3e0u, interested meuwbers
will sreak, and Lord Winterbottom will reply for the Goverament.
The debate could last anything from 20 minutes to 4 hours: we have
been invited to draft a 10-15 ninute winding up speech.

e Ye do not take this lightly, because Lord Clancartyis an
acknowledged expert on UrCs, whilst MOD has no experts on Urlds - for
much the sarme reasons as we have no expexts con ievitation or black
magic. There is much publiic interest in UFOs at preseant, drumwed up
bv the Daily Fxpress and in connection with the heavy sci-fi film
t¢lose nncounteru of the Third Kind'. There is a risk that the
Government will be persusded {o conduct z atudy of UFOs, or at least
to examine thb xmause of evidence that Lord Clancariy and his fellow-
ufologists have asgenbled in the last 70 yCurs. Should the Govern-
ments defences break, I noed hardly warn you that respopsibllity LOT
the study couvld wvery likely fall on your uapartment. Accordingly w
would be grateful for your help in devermining the proper line for
fovernment *to take.




4, We believe it would be unprofltable to indvlge in too much
flippancy, and insead Lo propose that the Government injects a dose
of massive common gense into tne debate on UFRCs The general line
we nave in mind ia:

2. Ye do not discount the possibility of intelligent life
elaewherp among the huge number of other worlds and
other galaxies.

be The technical difficulties of space travel are stumning,
with the nearest star 4 light years away, but it would
be unwise to say ‘'impossible ever?®,

Ce The phenomena Ilumpdd together as UFOs' are often
repcrted by responsible ~nd intelligen® people.

4. But there is a huge gap between those three siatements
and the assumption that 'UFO reports!' constitute
serious evidence that extra-terrestial beings are
reconnoiteing this planet (Clancarty reports £€0,00
V°rlilbd szghflnhg, the introducticn to the bock of
'Close Encounters'! refers to'millioms!),

€. The phcnomena reported often have common-sense
explanations (eg a1rcraf+ or met ballocns in unusual
light, or space debris): is always difficult to
intervret accuraiely unusual gvernts seen flzetingly:
and the constant publicity about UFQOs leads people o
interpret the phenomena as extra~terrestial spacecrait
and 1o embellish their reporits wnconsciously .

f. Bxtensive US studies indicate no evidence of extra-
terrestial visits. No studies have heen considered
necessary in UK, but perusal of reports received gives
us no cause 40 suspect extra-terrestial activity.

Ee If there was sericus scientific evidence of extra-
terrestial visits we would expect the scientific
world to he agog and committed; but the scientific
wvorld ceems at best unimpressed, more likely hecvily
cynicale.

h, There is no internal consistency about the idea of
there having been 80,000 or perhaps millions of genuine
sighuln 5. de would expect some accidents or artefactis
{Clancarty has suggested that the CIA has collected and
hidden them all): or some approach to or direct evidence
held by Governments (Clancarty has suvggested there is a
conspiracy of silence between Gcovernments until they
know how to cope); or some overt political cr cultural
activity to show for 30 years of nrebuwablv high-technology
reconnaisuance (Clancavty's own UFO references go back to
the Star of Bethleherm and earlier)

N
¥




v

5. We would olan to lead up to the argument that it ig peintless

to try Vo persuade tne Governweny unless and until the seientific
co.munity has been persvaded. We could offexr the suggestion that
the scientific communitv is most unlikely to be persuaded by mere
quantity of reportcd sightings (as one newspaper recently remarked,
80,000 times nothing still 2quals nothing); a more profitable course
would be for {lancarty, being so certain about his case, t0 present
say 10 well-~documentved readily-verifiable recent cases in this
country on which he would state hig profesaional reputation as a
uiolcgisi, It 1s dcubtryul whetkber the 'sclentilic community?’ would
welcowe our directing Clancarty tovards them, but this is surely the
proper course for 2 layman vho belicves he has evidence of a mettcer of

nassive scientific concera upon wnich he canrnot convince the Government.

6. T would be gratefvl for your advice on the above propogad line of
action; and, if you agree it, advice on any other argumeénts that could
be advaznced. -Attached ic o first draft of = background note describing
the pasy attitudes of MOD, U3, France and Grenada,

T Because of the deadline for briefing Ministers and the intrusion
of the Spring Bank holiday, T amafraid I must ask for your advice by
pm Yednesday 24 May,

.8« I am copying this letter to Mr R Alstcen, %nergy, Science and

Space Department, Room BO2Z, FCO: I have noted the robust line taken
by FCO wrecently with UNGC proposals to study UFCs.




UNGLASSIFIED
. ” SACKGROUND KOTE

The Earl of Clancarty

1e Ve understand from the Press that Lord Clancarty is a staunch
béliever in UFOs. He is reported to have seen two 2nd he has written
seven books on the subject having studied the phenomena fer 30 years.
He has assefted that a former French Minister of Defence adnitted that
UFOs exist, that there are serious problems and that many landings have
taken pvlace. When asked to comment on a report that a UFO had followed
a young kousewife home Lord Clancarty told the Evening News that the
lighte may have been those of a space craft sent to gpy on us by an
unknown civilisation from another planet. A lot of UFOs,. he said,

seer to disguise themselves in clouds.

The American Attitude to UFOs

2. here has becn no British scientific enquiry into the possivle
existence of UF(0s. However, the Minigiry of Defence has kept in touch
with +the Uanited States Ailr Force who made a systematic attempt to »ecord
and investigate UPO sightings between 1947 ard 1969, During this period
the USAF received 12,618 reports: of these 701 were not explained.
3. This USAF investigation known as Project RBlue 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.
I% was led by Dr Edward V Cowdon, Professor of FPhysics and formerly
Director of the National Buresu of Standards. The main findings of this
study, published in 1969 were that:-

8. About 90% of all UFO repor+s prove to be plau31bly related

to ﬁ;%i;@éa Phenomena.
b. . Tittle if anything had cowe to light from the study of UFOs

in the past 21 years thot added

ot
O
[&]

icientific knowledge.,
Ce Further extensive study of UFO zsightings was not justified

in the expectation that =science would te aldvanced thereby.



b. No svidencec had come to light in the study to indicate that
UFQ gightings might represent a defencive hazard,
e. 'The US Department of DeTence should continue to handle
| - UF0 repqrts in its normal surveillance operations without
recourse to special units such as Project Biue Book.
4, Thege findings were endorsed by a Panel of the National Academy
of Sciences,which advised that the Comdon enouiry had been an adequate
gcientific study of UFO phenomena and that the methcodology and approach
were well chosen and in accordance with the accepted standards Qf scientif
investigatien; The Panel added: "We are unanzminoug in the opinion that
this (the Cowdon Report) has been a very creditable attempt to apply
objectively the relevant technigues of science to the solution of the
UFO problem. The Report recoguises that-there remain UFO éightings that
are not eagily explained. The Report does suggest, however, so0 many
reasonable and possible directions in which an explanation may eventually
be found that there seems %o be no reason to stiribute them tc an extra-
terfestial scurce without evidence that is much more convineing.

The Report also sﬁows how difficult it is to apy;y.scientific nethods

~

%0 the occasional transient sigh¥ings with any chance of success. Whilst

further study of particular aspects of the topic (eg atmospheric
phendmena) may be useful, a study of UFOs in general is not a promising
vay to expand scientific understanding of the phencmena, On the basis
of present knowledge the least likely explanation of UFOs is the
hypothesis of extra terrestial visitations by intelligent beings>!

5e The USAF wound up their Project Blue Book investigation on 17
Décember 1962 on the strengtah of the Condon Revort, the zdvice of the
National Academy of Sciences, past UFO studies and their own experience
ofAinvestigatiqy UPC reports over two decades. Their conclusions were
that no UFO reported, investigated or evaluated by the Air Force had evor
giver any indication of a threat fc their nationel sezurity; that there

had been no evidences sumitted or discovered by the Air Force that
) )

technological developments or principles kevoand the range of present day




4.

scientific knowlgdge, and that there had besen no evidence indicating
that sightiogs categorised‘as "unidentified" were extra terrestial
vehicles,
6. The Cowdon Report caused a gqod deal of controversy and, we Believe,
was much criticised. In August 1976, however, the RAF Staff in
Wasnington were informed by the US Department of the Air Force that there
was no likelihood of reneved Aixr Force involvement in this area. The
Department pointed to the con%iderable Air Force Commitment of resources
in the past, the extreme pressure on Air Force funds in 1976 and the fact
S ‘GQrsz«unuqu tbn Prvesenfeel A3 worrenk”
thaquurther 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 Associaticn for the Advancement of
Science had considered UFO phenomena., Private organisations had also
shown interest in aerial phenomena., It was considered that suzh timely
réview of the situation by private groups insursd that sound cvidence would
not be overlooked by the scientific community,

Ministry of Defence attitude

T The MOD policy takes its cue from the Americang, It 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 secarity. All
letters are therefore referred to specialist aut ties in MOD for any
Turther investigation thought to be necessary; we do not take the

enquiries further than that and we do not enter into detailed correspondéenc.
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 rature of UP0s and, although we invarigbly pass reporis of
sightings to the staffs respvonsible for the air defences, we do nét purauve
encuiries to the point of pesmitive identification, Ye do not dismiss the

rossibility that intelligent life could exist in outer spvace but to date
{
no evidence has emerged ‘o suggest that UFCs rave exira terrestial origins




. X

or that they represent a threat to national security. In fact, most

of the sightipgs have commonplace origins, such as sircraft or aircyaflt
lights seen from an unusual angle or in unusual meiteorological conditions.
8. The trocuble is that the dedicated "UFO-clogist® will not listen and
is more concerned with selective evidence to support his own thesis., The

more ccumwon criticisms ares-

S MOD will not let the public.see its files, There 3is a
. Feover up’ for Securlty rea=ons.

There is no cover up and no security ban. It is true

that when people ask {0 see the MCD UFO fiies they are

t0ld the pavers must remain confidential. But there is

a nundane raagon for that. The files contain volumunous
correspondence from thé general public and we cannot divulze
the identity of the correspondents, or the references to
classified subjects which some of the files might contair.
To rewmove these details would require extensive editing

and we have not the stalf to do the job. It follows that
the files must remain closed under the rules laid down in
the publié Records Acts which at present preclude disclosure
until 30 years have elapsed since the date of the partiecular
correspondence., The earliest reports MOD hold are dated
1962, All earlier UFO papers were destroyed many years ago.

Ve ¥OD employs a special UF0O organisation,

Quite untrue, NobodyAis employed full time to monitor UFO
sightings, There is no UFC section in MOD, One of the
Secretarial branches answers letters from the public about
UF08 but it has many other; quite different, responsibvilities
as well, I%t does not review or analyse the sightings., It
merely sends the letters te the specialised branches who

sxamine them gpléz to sce if they have any bearing on the
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.V?st nambers of UFQ sightings are reported to MOD,

W3y are wnexpiained

Yo statigtical recerds are 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 corvespondence recently when the Daily Express
launched its advertising campaign for the commercial film

“"lose Encounters of the Third Kind",.

Attitude of Prench Government to UPCs

9. Apart from American policy we have recent information on only twe

quernments -~ thoge of Prance and Grenada., The French official

procedure is not unlike ours. Reports from the public geo in the first

place %

o the Gendarmerie who if necessary interview the observer and

take statements. The Gendarmerie send on the reports simultaneocusly

{0 the

Centre National d'Etudes Spatiales (CENS) and to ithe French

M Lishry cf Dexenca vho check radars etc to discover any military

impl;oa
be Yadd
10, Th

follows:

&8,

Eis
i-

¥
tions. . The reports are then fed into a computer sc that they can
ed to the statistics of the provlem®,

e view of the French Ministry of Defence may be summarised as

The role of the 4ir Force consists solely in estimating
whether certain information amongst the evidence they receive

l
likely to affect national defence; this is not in fact 80 seee

'"? No acts of aggression either against persons or property

b.

civilian or military have been detected.

The phenomena cannot at present be analysed by means of
known 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 suspendad
in space.

-~
a
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11. In the last few monihs a small study group has been set up under
the auwspie? of the CNES. It is chaired by Monsieur Claude Poher
aﬁd is called~the Groupe d'Etude des Phenomenes Aerospatiaux Non-
jdentifies. The terms of reference for this group zre not yet known
but the title seems to be self-explanatory, The group has no formal
links with the United Kingdom,and the Department of Education and Science
advise that there is ro similar scientific group in UK to study
unidentified objects to phenonena,
12. Lord Clancarty érew attention to this group in a recent
Payliamentary 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 a2 book, "The Crack in the Tniverse" which contains an accurate
translation of the broadcast and introduces the transeriplquite fairly
as an initerview in which the Ministsr declared "there are phenomens
vhich are unexplained", The blurh on the aust ccver, however, has
M. Galley freely a&mitting that UFOs exist and that they are a serious
problem, According 4o the offical transcript ¥. Galley made only Iwe
points of substance:-
a, There are things about UFOs which are not understood am
have not been explained,
b. "We must adopt an extremely open zttitude ¢of mind to this, no%

put into doubt the sincerity of people reporting UFOs ....

but at the moment it is really far too scon to draw the

least conclusion®,

Attitude of the Covernment of Grenadea

13. In December 1977 Sir Bric Gairy, Prime Ministcr of Grenada, fabled
a resolution a{ She United Nations calling on the Special Political
Committee tG set up a spaecial agency or depariment to conduct resezren

.

into unidentified flyinz cobjects and related plhienomena. 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., 8Sir Eric withdrew the piroposal 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 terrestiazl
life,

14. The UN Special Political Committee advised the General Assenbly

to0 take note of the various statements made by the Prime Minister of
@renada and ts instruct the Secretary General to transmit the text to
Member States of the UN and {o 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 D33 //°<‘f ty
Telephone 01-218 (Direct Dialling) File heta
01-218 9000 (Switchboard) < l( 5

Your reference

Alr.ngég;;sngommandlng—lanhlef Our reference  AF/3459/75/PT 11/
ord & . s/ut(air)

Training Command b
Support Command @ ate // Q September 1975

Sir

UNIDEMTIFIRD FLYING OBJECTS - RWMPORTS

References:
A.  AR/X% 58/64/5hf(Air) dated 29 Mar 1967
B, AF/CX 80/70 dated 7 Jan 1972

I an directed to refer to Reference letters providing guidance on the action to be
taken by RAF units on receipt of reports of unidentified flyins objects, and to
state that the purpose of this letter is t¢ up-date such guidance and information as
necessary.

All repcrts should be sent as quickly as possible to MOD(Air) using the foraat shown
in ths Annsx to this letter: the normal methods of transmission are:-

a, By routine, unclassified signal message s'rg DIG LGZ, which ensures the
immediats distribution of the information to czrned addresscees,

b. By telephone message %o MOD(Air), Main Building, Whitehall on the
f.'ollo..:mb extensiong:-

(1} Duplng norzal working hours to S4f{Air) on Ext 6020/7035,
(ii) £t' all other times to AFOR on Ext 6501,

hny enquiries from the'press are to be referred direct to the Ministry of Defence
’meev n'f' ‘I ce,

t is requested that all RAF formations in UK may be inTormed of the above
rocedures,

It is nececsary to continue to categorise UFQ reports where possible for the
deartmput's recocds, However, the monthly bummary formerly prepared by HQ Strike
Comrand (UK RAOC) may be dlscontlnved provided any positive results of
investigations are notified to this branch

“his letter supersedes References A and B,

% //72/72 RN

L‘{bS G J JAMIESON
Copies to:
KFOR
DPR(RAR)
n150¢
L1525 —
UUSUGE ) RAT)
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FEPSAT OF AN U/TWINTIFIND FLYING ORJECT )

A, Dete Lime and deraiion of sight ng. (Lecal times to be quoted).

ettt s - AT R S W W

. Descr: pirion of obiest, rrasss o objects, <ize, shape, colours,

e -t

brighunega, Rrovnd, ‘udl—; e**}

C. el _TLosiiion otoerver. f Teu saphd cal locaiju.. Indoors or outdoors.
Staticnzes (L LOVIing) .
D. Hen obeoezved, {Nzxed aye, -insculars, other orifcal device, still or

Hovia c.*mpra._s .

E. Direction ir shich c¢biecc wee first secv. 4 landmark may be mora useful
{har a badly estimated voaring).

F.  anyle of signt, {Fetinated naights are unreliable).
G. vistanze. {(By refe.once to a known landmark wharever porwfbla),
H. Movemer t9. (Changas in 1, ¥ and G may be of more usc “nwi cotimates of .

course aud spzed).

J. Veterr derical condifiona Juring observatinea. (Moving clouds, M.
nlal a‘(o)
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Introduction

The following storv-—-a second exain-
ple of thic ivpe of obscrvation which
Jorms the core of the UFO issue
—Nas b(’(’l? selected by the UFO Sub-
ce of the AIAA Jor })rif\/w(/
!ion no! caly hocause of dts puszling
content, bui also because of the -
tiplicity of obscrvations. The autlior
a former member of the “Condon
Commitiee” (Universiiy of Colorado
UFO stuidy toam), discusses the case,
but does notl offer an explunction,
The same 1vas tme for the first case,
rublished in the July 1971 A/A,
where the prmupul observeis were
nighly qualified professionals malzing
sightings in their line of duty. Both
case studies are intended 10 give the
reader a flavor of the cbservational
residue material which underlies the
UFO controversy. We Lope he will
give il his indepeinder:t assessiment as
cngincer or scientist,
On a pleasant August evening in
1956, the night-watch supervisor at
the Lakenheath, England, Radar Air
Traffic Control Center (RATCQC), a
U.S. Air Force noncommissioned of-
ficer, was startied by a telephone call
from the Bentwaters GCA (Ground
Controlicd Approach) radar instaiia-
tion (see mdp) asking, “Do you have
any targcts on your scopes traveling
at 4000 mpih?” Thus began one of
the strangest and most disturbing
radar-visual UIQ cpisodes on record.
There is a very Targe, confusing re-
port o the Lakeuheath-Bentwaters
incidentin the LS, Aiv [Foree Project
Bluchook  files  (Project Bluebook

7
(¢ -/)

By G, B THAYESR

woas thc- name of the U.S. Air Vorce
UFO investigation) . At least three
staralc "”x\'\ unidentified  radar
cchoes (UREsy were tracked by the
GCA unit at Bentwaters before the
telephone conteet with Lakenheath;
al.d although these are highly inter-
csting events in themselves, they did
not invohe Co;‘;{ummo)y visual and
zirhorne radar contacts. A dJetai
account of these fitst thice radar con-
tacts can be found in an cerlier
paper by James Mcllonald (FSR 716,
“UFOs over Lakenheath in 1936,
1970, pages 9-17). “Scientific Sua}
of Lmd:,m‘ fled Flying Objecis”
(Bantam Books, 1969; herealter re-
fered to as the “Coudon Report™)
com ins no account of these because
the pertinent Bluchook files were ob-
tained too late for inclusion. The
Condon Rmou does contain an inde-
pendent account of the piimary inci-

dent at Lakt nheath, as reported by
the night-watch supervisor, noj found
in the Bluebook file; this scparate

eport forms the most coherent ac-
count of the events at Lakenheaih.

Following a brief description of
the events at Beatwaters based on the
Bluebook file, the Lakenheath jnci-
dent will be described herc based
mainly on the night-watch super-
visor’s account,

Account of Observations

The four events at Bentwalers
GCA (sce map for plots of these
radar {racks) took this order:

1. At 21307 a URYE (No. 1 in
map) was picked up on the Bent-
waters AN/MPN-11A GCA radar
about 25-30 mi. to the ESE. (Note
that 7 time—zero meridian time——,
or GMT, is also local time in the
Lakenheath-Bentwaters area) This
URE moved steadily on o constant
azimuth heading of 293 deg until

crc Administration

contact was lost abont 1°
the WNW of Bentwators
operator  cstimated  the
speed of the URE as 40
the wransit time of 30
estimate of 4800
opeiator’s estimate of 3-6 mi. con-
ercd by the URE Ibatween Py
sweeps (2 sec apart)

Qa00-10 600

PN | - N
{uu\ Uais, ana oo

PIVOS an esr.

ey,

mate  of mph

appeared (0 MOVe as a group (oW
the NE at varying speeds reporied us
80-125 mph. The group covired «
“6-7amni. arca” on the scope.
echoes “faded considerably” at o
point 14 mi. NIX of Bentwaiers, bu
were tracked to a point about 40 n
NE ol Bentwaters when they nicrged
into a single strong ccho “seyversd
times larger than a B-36 et
under comparable conditions.” Thi:
single cche remained staticnary
111" point 40 mi. NE of Bontwarers
for 10-15 min., then moved o i+
NE for 5-6 mi., stopped again £
3-5 min., and finally maoved o o
range (5‘\ mi.) of the
21557, The average '”‘rarcm
of the URT group for the tin

in metion can be rcaml\ SRR
as beuween 250 and 700 1 }» I
i 5-12 min-—apain diist
the operator’s estimate,

e

day e
vacay oo
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3. AL 22007 another URE, (No. 3

in map) o picked up abouc 30 mi.
cash of Hentwnters and tracked 1o g
point about 2y mi. west of the sta-
tion: the tracking period was about
Jiosee. The rechar operater cstimated
the appuavent speed of this URE (o be
“inexeess of 4000 mphT bur the
time ana distance ligures indicated
a speed of roughly 12,000 mph. Al
lh(‘ returss ‘(o.;w',mm‘d normal, ¢x-
cept for the Tast, which was slightly
weaker than the rest” The radar
operator indicated  that the “Ure-
fin} disappeasred by sapidly
moving out of the GCA radiation
pattern.” No o further  UREs  are
mentioncd in the Bluebook repori
on the Bentwaters incideat; and
considering the confision prevailing
in reporicd times in Bluchook re-
ports mand  the similarity of the
reperted tracks and sp seeds, possibly
this URE and No. 4. which insti-
gated the phone call 10 Lakenheath,
may in fact be g same.

4. According to the Blachook re-
port on the | alenhieath incident, the
Bentwaiers GCA radar, at 22337,
picked up « URF 30 nmi. cast (of
Beuntwaters) moving w the west at
an apparent specd of “2000 10 4000
mph." In the map s};ov noat right,
the track of the URE appoare identi-
cal with No. 3 except for the vanish-
ing peinf. This URL then “disap-
pCd}Cd on scope 2 mi. east of station
and immedistely appeared on scope
3 nd. west of station . it disap-
peared 30 mi. west of station on
scope.” 1 the word “immediately”
means that the URE was picked up
on the same PPL sweep, after 180
deg. rotation frem cast to west, it
would imply that the apparent
1otion 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 PPI 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 arc
- different.

At this point. somecone at the
Bentwaters GCA station called the

Lakenheath RATCC station asking
the night-watch <L'pcr\'i<01' there if
he had any ““4000-mph targets” on
his scopes and describing the track
f URE No. 4. The caller stated that
the contvol tower at Bentwaters had
repor ted secing “a bright light pass-
ing over the field from cast to west
at terrific speed at about 4000-{t
altitude,” while at the same time the
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pilot of a C-47 zaircralt flying over
the station at 4000-ft altitude re-
ported a “bright light streaked under
his aircraft trave lmv cast to west at
terrific  speed.” The Lakenheath
vatch supervisor, although admit-
tedly skeptical of this report, “im-
mediately had all controllers stait
scanning the radar scopes . . . using
full MT1 (moving target indicator),
which eliminated entircly all ground
rcturns.”

Shortly after this scarch bepan,
one of the controllers noticed a sta-
tionary echo on the scopes at an
indicated position 20-25 mi. SW of
Lakenheath (No. 5 in map). Note
the position of this initial contact on
the map; it is almost d]ICLl y in line
with the path of UREs 3 and 4 from
the Bentwaters report. Although the
MTI should have climinated  the
return from any targel moving at

less than 40-50 knots, the radar
personnel could deiect “no move-
ment at all” from this URE. The
watch supervisor called thﬂ GCA
unit at Lakenheath to see if they had
lhc same echo on their scope and
“they confirmed the rarget was on
their scope in the same location.” As
the Lakenheath RATCC personnel
watched this URE, it suddenly began
moving in a NNE dircction at a
speed that they subscquently caleu-
Jated to be 400-600 mph. In their
words “there was no . . . build-up to
this specd—-it was constant {rom the
ond it started to move until it

Jh«: \,wmr:h supervisor contaciod
local AFB command persennel and
kept them informed of the happen-
ines from this point o, The URE
made several cliingcs in direvcuon
alwave in a straighy line, alwayvs at
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about 600 mpli with no aceclera
ton or deceteration apparent-—the
chauges varying in indicaied length
front 8 10 20 mi., with <‘.:ui<\nzlry epi-
sodes of 3-6 min intervening,

There were visual sightings  at
Lakenheath during this (me, but
the reports of these are confusing
and xmm‘:chnsix'c. Perhaps of gicaer
significance  are the  investipaling
oflicer’s statements that “two ra-
dar sets [Lalenheath GCa and
RATCCT and three ground obsery-
crs report substantislly the same,
and “the fact that radar and ground
visual obseryvations wese made onits
rapid acceleration and abvept stops

: ! {
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After “about 30-45 min.” or 2340
to 23537, the RAT “serambled” a
de Havilland “Venom™ night fighter
aircraflt to investigale the Laken-
heath UFO.

{At this point, the account of the
Lakenheath nightawatch supervisor
and that of the Bluchook repoit
diverge. Tirst, the watch supervisor
says the aireralt was frem a ficld
near London and was picked up on
the RATCC radar inbound from the
southwest at a range of 30-43 mi.
from Lakenhcath. Accordina to the
Blucbook file, the fighier took off
from Waterbeach RAF stotion (see
map), which is only 20 mi. SW of

BERTWATERS-LAKERHEATH UR

August 13-14, 1956,

Pakenbheath and well within rada
ranpe- given as 30 60 mi, {for tarpets
al [000 Tt or

alyes

[EERISA N

watch  stpervisor relaies that
Venom was vectered 1o the thon
stationary URT (No. 5) at o pouiti
about 16 mi. SW of Lakenhesth, nnd
that this was the aiverofy's tret nnd
only contact with any LTO. Accord-
ing (o the Bluchooli account, “the
afc flew over )akenhoath and wes
vectored to a radac target o mi,
of the ficld (No. &, Pilet o
he had a hright white light in s
and would investigate. At 13
woest [of 1akenheath] he seportd
loss of target andg whiie light [\ 8.
-—iis implics that the pilot #d e
unknown on his airhurne radar z-
well as having had visual contact],
Lakenheath RATCC vecterod B
to (presumably) another wruc
mi. cast of Lalenlicath and pilot
advised targel was on rader and
was “locking on.”” This target wourld
be URE No. 5. idepnitiad by (%
watch supervisor a i
mi. SW of Lakenheath
this discrepancy, the accounr
Lakenheath watch supervisar as
with the Bluchook file from here on
in virtually every detaif)

The Venom fighter was veclored
by the RATCC radar to the sight of
the URE, which (according to tha
night-watch supervisor) was station-

: ::3‘»@;1!

E/UFQ CONTACTS

Ho. Time Radar contacts

Visual conlacts Remarks

Bentwaters GCA,
AN/MPN-11A,

Nol confirmed. Not AP,

2 ~2135—2155 Z Bentwalers GCA.

Not confirmed. Possible AP.

3 2200 Z Beniwaters GCA. Not confirmed. Not AF; possibly
same as Ne.
4 2255 2 1. Bentwaters GCA. 2. Bentwaters Not AP; No. §

control tower,
3.C47 a/c al 4000
ft over Bent-
waters. Appar-
ently s
as radar contact.

could hava been
same “object.”

. time

5 0010—0330 Z 1. Lekanheath

RATCC, CPS-5.

2. Lakenheath GCA,

CPN-4.

3. Venom airborne,
A-1. All coincs-
denta! at various
times (airborne

coniect when aje

wdas on sceneg).

Not AP or radar

Ground observa-
malfunct on; may

tions not confirmed,
4. Pilot of Venom have been Na, 2
made visual con- from Ben
tact coincidental
with the thieg
radar contacts,

waters,
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pilot the URE wis onehoh A
dead ahoad of the inrered; wor
pilot radoud, “Roger. L Jve oy
my guine lecked on B (The oy

o fen el
H rr“‘ IS P :h\ Juad \:Un e

lhlx pilo fter old

mvestio or thet [hc
clearest frroct b ohov s
radai . There woas o b
the Venom piot caid &
on fhe Y and
“Where did he 20?
him?" T+ Lavonhers
formed Boa thar the
a swilt cireling monvanont
cotten bonind the
then cos
behind |
try to sh
menticned th': pi‘u.v
saw the UFO beohind Lim.
The pilat of ’
tor tried pume:
, but Lo ow
U} o, which
LTATCC rodar
as a dis
cchor thi
was grece

~ord
" I)I'Ul
cn(‘l
noucxti
10 min..
reportediv <
said that
because b2 was runnine L
He asked L(.uaa‘murh RATCC <2
tcll hlm i the URE fQLQ\\Lu him
the or {
Lakerhen:

2
<

),‘

URE appeare
only a “short distance™ as the pilo

headed SSW toward London [er
Waterbeach

L(u;crmi—' : R\JLC tO\‘.'am !
position ¢i the URE; but before he
got close enough to pick up any-
1hmg, he radioed that he was e
periencing engine malfunction and
was returning to his base. The {nl-
lowing conversation was mon o;r.d
by the Lakenheath waich superviser
between the two \’cnom i 105‘

Numbzy 20 "Did vou sec ani-
L0 °
gy

Numiber i: “1 saw something, bur
i Lw dersned if T know what &t

wis.”
Number 2: “What Foppen d?”

{ aAPPUaG]
Number 10 "He—or it—g0t be-
hind me end vihing 1 oould




s
.;‘\‘t behind B an:d Feouldn't. lt's

the dammnedest thing 've ever seen.’

The pifer of Venom Number i
also stated that he had radar goo-
lock for several sceonds so “there
was somcething there that was solid.”

Following this stranes “chase,”
the URE did not inunedintely disap-
pear from the Lakenheath RATCC
radar. In the words of (he night-
wateh supervisor, “The im'rct mnade
a couple more short maeves, then left
our radar coverage in oo um'ihcrly
direction—speed sl shout 600
mph. We lost target vatbonnd to the
north at about 30-c0 mi., which is
normal i aiverafl o target §s ot oan
altitude below 3000 [t (because of
the radintion lobe of that type radar
[a CPS-51.7 The time of joss of
contaci wus noi yivea by the waich
supervisor; according to the Blue-
book file the tim. was about 03307

The night-waich supcervisor also
Staicu”z;l] speed. ix thi:, port were
calculated specds based on time and
distance covered on radar. This
speed was calculaied many iimes
that cvening. . .7

Discussions

The interpreiations and analvses
that have been made of this intrigu-
ing UFO incident are almost as
numcrous as the investigators theimn-
selves. The investigating U.S. Air
Force oflicer wrote: “My analysis of
the siphtings is that they were real
and not f"rmn ts of the imagination.
The fact Lhat three radar sets pul:ec
up the targeis <jimnltancously i
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 obszrvations weic
made on its rapid acceieration and
abrupt stops certainly lend [cre-
dence] to the report. It is not be-
Heved these sightings were of any
meteorological or astronomical ori-
gin.” We quote this statement,
although these are hardly the words
of a carcful, scientific investigator.

I. Allen Hynek. the well-known
UFO consultant to the Air Force,
wrote in part: “lt seems highly
unlikely, for instance, that the Per-
seid meteors could have been the
cause of the sighiings, cspecially in
view of the statement of observers
that shooting stars were e\'(”-ption-
aIIy numcroas  that evening tlnm

O
imnlyi ng that (hov were ahle (o

tin g]Jl the two phenomena. Fuar-
ther, il any credence cain be given
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to the mancuvers of the objects as
sighted visually and by rudar, the
wicteor hiypothesis nast be ruled
out.”

The Condon Report m its analvsis
of this incideni states: “In conclos-
ion, although conventiona! or na-
it &\1!]']ﬁﬁiuln\ curtaindy cannot
be ruled out, the pm‘mhm'y of such
seems Jow in this caze and the pmnm
bility that at lcast one penuine UFO
was involved appears to be fairly
high! The mcaning of this last
statement (by the prescint "u’.h(n‘)
has puzzled some L‘m investigators
iy this context a “genuine U(“
was meant to imiply pnuadf that:
there was a material ebjoot, was
fiving  (in the sense of moving
through the n), and it was (ob-
viousiy)y unidentifica. ence, the

conclusion that there was @ “gmuirc

UFO” was not meant (o huply, for
example, that the U0 was roces-
arily of catraterr.strial oiigin.

In Chapter 5 of the Condon Re-
port. “Optical and Radar Analyses
of Field CdSCS, the analysis of this
report concludes with: “In sum-
vaary (his is the most puzzling and
unustal case in the tadar-visual files.
The apparently raiional. intelligent
bcha\'ior of the UFO sugpesis a
mechunical device of unknown ori-
gin as the most prolablc explanation
of this sighting. However, in view
of the incvitable fallibility of wit-
nesses, more conventional explona-
tions of this repeil cannot be en-
tirely ruled out.”

Philip Klass (private communica-
tiorr) believes that the Lakenhcath
RATCC r"dar was malfunctioning
because of a faulty MTI unit; he
feels that once the radar evidence
has been explained, the rest can be
accounted for by either confusion
of wilnesses or conventional causes.

The reader may draw his own
conciusions as to which of the above
“explanations” secms  the  most
likely. However, a few things are
worth pointing out in summary:

1. The possibility that meteors
mighl hav accounted for these

and it was so dlsconntcd by Cdrly
investigators.

2. Visual mirage is ruled out hy
the Targe angles (i.c., simultancously
seen over a conirel tower and under
an aireraft) at which the UFOs were
observed and by the manner and
diveetions of movement,

3. Anomalous  propasation  of
radar scems equally unlilcly as on
over-all explanation. All but No. 2

et -

of the UREY at Bentwaters were
apparently noving either almost op-
posite o or sorots the mew

te. R CRESE SN !:“'T
winds, ruting out ground objects
seen by partial reflections from
moving  colevated  inversicus (or
other layered structures). Soch re-
hat

Hoctions produce falss
appear (o be at twice the range and
twice the heinht of the reliceting
laver, and appear to nove i the
direction of the proveiling wind but
at an apparent ;:cwi nwice s erea

Thus the group of echoes (No. ,)
observed {rom 2135 10 21357 moved
eencrally fram the SW (uxact :v/(—
muth not given) at “80-125 mph.

commenstrate \‘.‘i‘m winds of 40-0%
mph from the same dircction. The
actual winds are given as 200 deg/
43 mph at 10, 060 f1 and 260 ug/
63 mph a 16,000 fi. Ahthough (he
rf-porlcd stationary episodes of the
merged echocs at the (wo poings
sho\\'n on the map would, talen at
face vaive, rule out the moving-
layer rcﬂcctiox* h\'p’\thRis there
remains a possibility that this may
have been the cause of the No. 2

at
ke

farvocte th
roctis 1

URE contact Rentwaters. This
hivpothesis can ruled out, how-
ever, for the othar URE episodes at
Bentwaters, and  particulatly  for

“\’\“‘ at ]f?‘ "ny*x\ ‘ztrr

The © d!oﬂ spearance”” of URE No.
4 as it overflew the Bentwaters GCA
station was mezntioned in the Con-
don Report ar being “‘suggestive of

AP” [anoma.od\ p)opa ation}, and’

so it is. The clevated-layer partial
reflection phenomcnon that causes
this type of AP involves a reflection
coeflicient that is wvpically propor-
tional 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 noise level when the
beam elevation cxeecds some critical
angle; the false target 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 PPI display radar,
this results in a “zone of invisibility”
around the site with a radius on the
order of 5-15 mi. in which the target
disappcars.

Two additions! factors scem 10
point to AT as a possible cause fo.
URE No. 4:

I. Radai operators who are fa
mitiar with their <cis will not norm-
ally report the “disappeaionee” of a
turget unless they do not evpeet it
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Tie AIAA row malntalns two {ully
charieted student bianches In L‘urope~—
one at the Von Karman lastifuie In
ois, and the other at ihe lr:stllute
o Avrodynamics at the University of
addltion, we o' now forming
ad-ddional bropches I Furope, Asia
and Afiica. In order ic provide more
services to these student branches, we

Bru

1 i v
Naples, In ¢

are eoint hQ!vl.xr' an brdarnzlicng
ers Buieau.
We are asking all AJA/ mambers who

arc planning to be abroad during the

next six

speak o a college audicnce about a

< months and wio ate willing 1o

technical or gencral acrospace topic
to complote and rctum J.A. following

form.
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AlRA

HTERRNATIO!

RECISTRATION FOLM

Return to: AlAA Student Programs
12980 Avenuse ot the Americas
New York, Now York 10019

‘TOMPANY ADDRESS

CiTY STATE zZip

TELEPHONE

TECHNICAL SPECIALTY

DATES OF TRIP

COUNTRIES TO BE VISITED

LANGUAGES OTHER THAN ENGUISH
(SPOKEN)
{ WILL BE ABLE TO ADDRESS STUDENT

GROUPS IN:
A.THE CITIES | AM NOW SCHLDULED TO
VISIT 0
B. OTHER CITIES IN THE SAME GENERAL
ARCA 1
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cchoes have often be 11 observed

which would preclude torgcts that
enfer  the radar’s normal *“hlind
zone” {0t his ond).,

2. The target was “lost™ at 2 ni
cast but reacarired at 3 mi,
an asymmetry (hat is possi ible with
AP but not usual with redar “blind
zoncs.”

However, @ strong facior arpoes
against the AP lwpothesis in this
instance: the URE was moving
most  opposite to the  prove
winds. In atf‘di‘;ion beramn of the
apparent speed of the URE, it should
have renp;:"w ed ahout 3.) mi. west

AN

of the radar «a the sceernd PRy
"‘\'cr‘) alter “iushw" it 2 mi. oo

(on the Orst sweep it shoold heve
been almost over the rader }

pl\)bn‘n“' w0l visible to it).
as

the “asymmctey” can be assigne
the “digitel” sampling by xhe

sweep-scan display. It is therefo:
most unlikely that URE No. 4 ves
auscd by AP & conclusion olio
reached in the Condon Repori.

The Lakenheath episode (URE
No. 5) is even more vnlikely 0 have
been caused by AP, That the co
plicated, siop-znd-po maneuv s d)
scribed by the L.,\en‘]wth
watch supervisor could have
caused by AP refurns, and ai !
on two different radars or
on differem frequ«,nc;:s and sco
rates, is almest inconceiv abk ?h"

will appear to “tail” an aircraft echo
—sometimes the radar will even
track a jet-exhaust piume»but such
echoes never stop {ollowing the air-
craft and becomu 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
cvents reported to propagation ef-
fects, even aside from the visual
confirmations.

Possible malfunction of rader
equipment, and cspecially 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 MTI
unit could conceivably produce false
ccho behavior similar to that ob-
served at  Lakenheath., However.
the coincident observation of the
URE by the Lakenheath GCA radar,
a different type, and later by the
Venom's airborne radar, seems {o
rule out this hypothesis. The detce-
tion of an apparently stationary fav
ect while the 1adar was on MT) s
not as surprising as it scems. A vi-

brating or rapidiy rotarng e

wil vhow nnoon MTE es 5 o0 e

maoelsmin,

Thus, nonc o

“‘il“'“lt

i is now Olhtr\\’ se i
{

explanuions
al |)L1‘L.,N.LW g.ﬂd L !
to Twidl up ound v
Morcover, the  cic Bhi
anCOUNL 18 InCICa e
cf redundant md‘.‘
tacts mmade i

o Pz 67 summ

dundanitics, \uh\.\'n avy oo
preccint prmaris { neTrs o

" 4 N
and 5 (Bonnwarers URELL -0 N7 4
and the Lalenhend UFOY

O <ii i
these con

heath RAVCC rad: o;u x4
to “pick up’ Bentwatdis 1
throagh <. eves 1t i o
have bem v el N

) )

target 2t T000 ff, for exemy
have b.en visible anvad o2 wess
the corsiiine in the viciana
watersy. Note that UK
headrd almeo. directly a:
heath ar the tme it was
Bentwaters GCTA. OF coo
possible that the radir ¢id
these ohisets
possible raz
not notize

and t'\:i, for var oo

Conciusions

In conclusion, with ©
redundani contacts—ithe
grounda radar, combi
ground and airborn
ers, and the second wi b girrorme
radar, an zirborne "\.‘1sual obserer,
and two diflerent g
the Bentwaters-Lakenhe:
incident 1'(‘,‘)"@5“!11\ cne of G
significant radar-visual UrO
Taking into consideratica
credibility of »mormai‘c* s
cohesiveness and continuin
counts, combined with a hiy
of “strangeness,

it is also certalnis
one of the most disturbing UrO
incidents known today.

Review, 16
3. Tha;w, G. D.
flectivity of Tr(\posp}‘
SJ Voi. 3, No. iy, .
. Wait, J. R.O(196]
nslu Waves i Siretd
gamon Press, Oxford, 1
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DRARFT PRO-FORMA LETTHER

P I am writing to thank you for your report of an unidentified

flying ObjeC't Seen- On oo.n.ac.oooo&.ooOOOOGOQOGueoeocccbsceaoo‘ono‘oobéc"

.
"*2'.["“6:“' e
e

Wie are grateful to you for advising the Department of this
incident and your feport will be examined in the Ministry of Defence 10
see if there are any defénce 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
k advise you of the probable identity of the object seen. '
S‘w«.{v@ LA44V€*MM,%‘>v& ropd
will no doubt W1sh to know, however, that the—g n@&t7§;3@4«
/OW /gzrf‘ ;\;%\,Q. AAS Aaan ’ ’ N

;i ‘(OI UFO reports Faxr gvemundane expranastiens, the most common
. single source being aircraft or the llghts of alrcra“* seen under

unusual meteorological conditions., Other common sources have proved 1o
i be astronomical sightings, space satellites or space junk, balloons,

f 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 gefence_threat to the United Kingdom.

A - 3B ks BB AT el T b a0 Tt b i tnatne N Sl il 0

PR N

antary Sa



LOOSE FINUTE

AF/CX 80/70

AUS(0)(Air)
D o OpssA Def & 0)(RAF)

D of Ops(3)(RAP)
DS 7

I attach 2 self-explanatory draft minute which,
subject to your comments, I propoese to send to
PS/US of S(RAF). 1In the abgsence of any comment

from your Directorate by 1700 hrs on 15 December
I shall assume your concurrence.

i
1

t -
Yi«x \ Caah

9 December 1971 A N DAVIS
S4(Aair)

R




LOOSE MINUTE
AF/CX 80/70

PS/US of S(RAF) [Fhrough DUS(Air)/

Copies to: AUS(0Q)(Air)
D of“OpszA Def & O)(RAF)
D of Ops(9)(RAF)
DST
DR Met ©
DPR(RATF)

UNIDENTIFI 5D FIYING CBJECTS - SUGGESTED NEW DPRCCIDURES

1. Yhen the USAF announced in Decermber 1969 the termination of project

Blue Book (which was a special US unit set up to investigate revorts of

]
UFOs) the MOD poa&ion concerning UFQ 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 U3 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).

2. In accordance with this procedure UFO reports are currently circu-
lated, either by S4(Ailr) or AFOR, to STCOC, Ops(G3)2(RAF), STCIC and
D155. Vhen it is concluded that there is no defenquimplication it is
our current practice to meks an assessment of the identity of the
object from available informations 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-
greea with them. VWe do not investigate anonymous reports, nor,
nérmally, reports forwarded by UFO associations on behalf of third

parties, =




Be ne 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 filmed at Enstone in Cxfordshire, which
has since been the subject of a Parliamentary Enquiry. Since the end
of October a single Banbury resident has sent to the Dspartment 84
geparate reports of UFO "sightings" in. the Banbury area,
4, All letters and telephone calls during working hours concerning
UFOe 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 wWar Book.
Supervision of clerical work of Air Force Board and Standing Com=
mittee. A
At present the MOD Var Book is being entirely rewritten ¥n line with the
RATO Alert system and the HEO is concerned almost whole time with this
work,
5. - With the limited resources available in this Division, especially
8ince 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 detalled in para 2, 80 that aif’defenoe implications,
if any, may be examined, Members of the public would Se 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
sightinge should no longer be asked whether they wishg¢ to be advised of
our findings. We would continue to categorize reports where possidble

for our records and to retain the records of reports in the mamner agreed

in La&rch 1970,




DRAFT PRO-FORMA
I am writing to thank your for your revort of an unidentified

flying object 8€eN ON ceecevecsccrsccoscocscsccscccssoe

We are grateful to you for advising the Department of this
incident and your report will be exanmined in the Mnistry of Defence to
see if there are any air defence implicaticns. I resret that we are
unable to extend our investigations beyond ocur defence interest. Ve
cannot therefore undertake to pursue our rescarch to a point where posi-
tive cofrelation with a Inown object is estnblisred, nor to advise you
of the ~robable identitfy of the obicct secen.

You will no douthQish tc know, however, that thegrecat 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 meteoroclogical conditions. Investigations over a number of years
hav%?ﬁgiguced no evidence that UFOs represent an air defence threat to

the United Kingdom,




3G3>[w Al b

LI
=
. .

LOOSE MINUTE
AF/CX 80/70

PS/US of S(RAF) [Ehrough DUS(Air)7

Copies to: AUS(O)(Air)
D of OpaiA Def & O)(RAF)
D of Ops(S)(RAF)
DST
DR Met O
DPR{RAF)

UNIDER E LYING OBJECTS = SUGGESTID N9W TROCTHDURES

1e WVhen the USAF amnounced in December 1969 the termination of project
Blue Book (which wac 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 unchanged. (Flag C on AF/PS 26/70
attached). ,

26 In accordance with this procedure IJFO revorts are currently circu~
lated, either by S4(Air) or AFOR, to STCOC, Ops(GE)2(RAF), STCIC and
DISS. When it is concluded that there is no defence implication it is
our current practice to make an assesement of the identity of the object
from available information; where the report is not likely to have B
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 polnt where a positive identification is
established, nor do we re~dmamine our conclusiong if the observer disa-
grees with them. We do not investigate anonymous reports, nor, normally,
reports forwarded by UFO associations on behalf of rd partiee.

3. One of the factors leading to the decislion in 1970 to continue to
deal with UFO reports in this way was the need to answer questions from
the public which mig?t arise from a real anxiety about national security.
However, recent publicity given to the subject of UF0s by the press and
television has resulted in an increased volume of reports from the publioc.
During the three months August to October this year, 118 reports were
received compared with 56 in the same goriod of 1970, 23 were received
within three days of the showing on television on 26¢th October-of an
alleged UPO filmed at Enstone in Oxfordshire,-vhich has since been the
subject of a Parliamentary Enquir%; 8ince the end of October a single
Banbury resident has sent to the Department 84 separate reports of UFO
"gightings" in the Banbury area. There is now pressure for & respon-
gible MOD official to appear on & BBC 7TV programme to discusa UFO reports
and MOP procedures for handling them. .

4, All letters and telephone calls during working howrs conocerning UFOs
are at present dealt with by a single HEO in 354(Air) who is occupied
almost whole time on other work. Outside working hours calls are dealt
with by AFOR and actioned by S4(Air) the next day. With the limited




‘lLesources avallable in this Division, especially since the recent
establishment cuts, it is recommendeé that time and effort should no
longer be expended in dealing with UFQ reports beyond their circulation
as detailed in para 2, so that air defence implications, if any, may be
exanined. Members of the public would be zdvised 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.

©, If US of S(RAF) approves this proposed change in procedure S4(Air)
will notify RAT Commands that individuwals who report UFO sightings
should no longer be asked whether they wish to be advised of our find-

ince. VYe would continue to categorize reports where possible for our ‘
records and to retain the records of reports in the manner agreed in
March 1970,

A DAVIS

Do T4 A B DAVES
16 Dee 7 A8 Dars




DRAFT PRO~FORMA LETTER
I am writing to thank you for your report of an unidentified

flying objeCt 8CEN ON sceecstvcrcccosccrsscsccsssscroscsscccscssoscacsocsse

We are grateful to you for advising the Department of this
incident and your report wlill be examined in the Ministry of Defence to
see i1f there are any defence implications. Ve cannot underteke 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 great majority
of UFO reports turn out to have mundane exnlanations, the most common
gingle source being aircraft or the lights of aircraft seen under
unusual meteorologlcal conditions, Other common sources have proved to
be astronomical sightings, space satellites or space junk, balloons,
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.
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-~ Mer T M P Stevens
Head of S4(Air) @

UFO: DEBATE IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS

References: A. D/Su4(Air)/8/3 loose minute;i dated 17 May 1978
B. D/S4(Air)/8/3 letter to Mr K E G Barber dated 17 May 1978
C. 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 ths opening of para 4 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 organigations,
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 would
against issuing a challenge even in the last resort. From the DI5
egsily 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 ¢
such as RAF aircrew. . .

Q)Jf & ML\(/QA QW Q.bu{& JB &MCMDQOK lfeuM 3 U-O-QA) " How

& nother argument which may be advanced ageinst 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 solaer system. If
reasonable assumptions about the number of stars in the universe
of those which might have inhabitable plants, and then further dr -
the interesting places in the universe that an intelligent community might wish to \\f]
visit, one is driven to the conclusion that & 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 J D Asteraki
AD1/DI55




B/DSTI/ A0 /27

S&SAir!E:j

Copy to: Air Cdre{Int)
ADI DI 55

MOD POLICY ON DUFQ's

Ref A: D/su(Air) 8/2/1C dated 13/12/77

1. 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,

2. 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 difficult

to separate the defence from the non-defeence implications of alleged UF0 sightings:
although defence implications should be our main concern, attention should also

ve given to flight safety questions - we have had reports in the past of UFDs
" sighted in the busy adr lanes over the Channel. The exbtension of any
investigation beyond this level for MOD is not considered justified, taking into
consideration the USA experience over a prolonged period of time.

3. ‘As to MOD relations with the general public on UFOs =~ the individual first
hand investigation of UF0 reports, row coming in at a rate of some 40 per rwonth,
would present a workload completely bayond the resources of 84(Air) and DI 55 to
fulfil, e are not established to carry out such a task nor do we consider it

cost effective sc 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 SL(Air)} line in not normally reporting back

the conclusions of MOD investigations to the originators of the UFD reports.

HA DI 54
Rm. 4/14 Bxt: 3582
6 Feb 78 Metropole Building

NCLASSIFED  UNCLASSIFED
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-~ DIS5/108/15

Head of DISk @

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 gaz. It is not being fair to ourselves to suggest that UFO
reports are not treated in a serious mamner. Certainly all reports are reed
and where there is any degree of correlation between 2 or more reports )
attempts are made to explain them in terms of lmown aerial activity at the
time. In certain circumstances individual reports are examined in consider-
able detail.

3. Questions gb) and gcz. We believe that the MOD Policy outlined in the
Brief is valid. Although Defence implications should be the maln concern,
attention should also be given to flight safety implications - we have had
reports in the past of UFOs sighted in the busy alir 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.

L. Question (d). The individual first hand investigation of UFO reports,
now coming in at a rate of some LO per month, would present a workload
completaly beyond the resources of SL(Air) and DIS5 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
mports.

m J D OXLEY

Squadron Leader
DISS C3
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DI 554~

80/Air Cdre(Int)
DI 3(Air)

Copy to:
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UNIDENTIFEED FIYING ORYECTS

Ze 1 attach af

Bef A: DCDS{1)/52 dated 9/12/77
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3. Ne doubt CDS will receive his fair chare of cerrezpondence
both from sericus ufologists awnd from ufo-freaks during his

term of office, T would not want the fzct that DT 54 hos token on
the task of replying to this particular letter +o result in these
queries being directed to rme, and I would be most grateml if you
would gently remind PS /CDS that SL{Air) is the MOD PBranch with
respensibility for dealing with UFD enguiviss. Stlhiry and also
DI 55 have generously contributed to the attached response.

14 Dec 77

Hd DI 54




DRAFT

UZ0 _ CORRESPONDENCE

1. You requested me to let you have & reply to a letier you have received on

UFO*s from the Rev BEric Inglesby.

2. So far as I am avare there has been no Eritish scientific enquiry into the
possible cxistence of UFOs, nor is there evidence that MOD has taken the quesiion
very sericusly. However, the MOD has kept in tcuch with the United Stefes Lir Force
who nade g systematic, if protracted, attempt to record and investigate UPO zightings
from 1952 to 4968. The USAF enquiry, known as Project Blue Book, was followed

by a study assigned by the Air Force 0ffics 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 1959 by the National Academy of Sciences who
concluded that there was no scientific or military justification for furither study
of UF0s, that the reports of UF0s 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 geod deal of controversy and, I believe, was much criticised.

3 3 ) (3 2 Ty o
However, when the RA?R siaff in Washin

was consulted in April 1976 about this
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they assured MOD that H) USAF saw no likelihood of their further involvement in this
area. The USAF pointed to the considerable Air Force commitment of resources in
the pést, 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 asddressed
to MOD (and dealt with by S4(4ir)) might contain some hint, not of UFOs, but of
something with a hostile terrestrial origin which could have & bearing on national

security. All UFO enquiries from the public are therefore referred by SL(4ir) to




ADI DI 55 and DD Ops{GE)(RAYF) for any further investigation which thor might

XE%

consider to be justified.

Lo I attach at Annex A o draft reply which you may wish to send in response to

paras 3(a)(b) of the Rev Inglesby's letter,

pes(I1)




Annex A to

DRAFT EEPIY TO LETTER FROM THS REV ERIC INGLESBY

1.  An MOD study of the scientific significance of UF0's has not been

carried out since our interest is Jimited to the defence aspects., We receive

UF0 reports from members of the public, the police and 3ervico units and our

sols aim is to establish any possible defence implications. ve have not the
resources to underiake the investigation to the point of positive cerrelaticn

with a known cbject and there is no organisation appointed for the study

of UF0s, per se, UFO reports are exsmined by various specialist staff within the
Ministry of Defence as part of their normal staflf responsibilities. They can call
on the full scientific and professionsl resources of the Department and if necessary

may call on the cexpert advice of other Goverrment and non-Government bodies,

2. Simple explanations have heen found for the great majority of UFO reports,
the mosi common single source being aircraft or the lights of zircraft seen under
umusuel conditions. Other common explanaticas are astronomical sightings, space
satellites or space junk, balloons, unusuval cloud formaticns or aircraft
condensation trails. Unexplained reports have often been found to be imprecise

or lackiug in some &ssential data, but othérwise to mve been no different in Xind

E

from other reports,

3. I am of course aware of work that has been done elsewhere, in particular the
studies of 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) 1little, if anything, had come from the study of UFOs during 21 years

that added te scientific knowledge;




c) further cxternsive study of UR0 sightings was not justifield in

pe

o
-
k2l

expectation that scicice would be advanced thereby;

d) no evidence had come to light that UFO sightings might represent

a defence hoagzard.

L. Although I would not dismiss the possibilily that intelligent life may exist
in outer space, the UFO reports that have reached the MOD to cate contain no
evidence to support this hypothcsis. The conclusions of the American work

are persuasive and I would net disagree with any of their findings.




LOOSE MINUTE

Ref: D155/40/9/3

Uf0s - BBC RADIO PROGRAMME /1;'0
Refs SLf(Air)/422 dated 14 February 1972

' le 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 meteorologioal 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 "UP0s" which were reported.

2, Mr Ling hes suggested that Mr Davies might find an article called
"URO" of interest, This was written by a Leslie Pettier and published
in & 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, pege 32. The UFO statistice for 1970 are broken down
aovording to oocupation of observers. Of 570 "witnesses", 447 were
school children, 51 were housewives and 18 were policemen, There wers
49 other oocoupations, none of them providing more than 8 witnesses, 1
an sure that this breakdown tells its own story, but I am not sure how
best to get it across in a BBC programme.

29 Feb 72 J WALTON
D 155b
Bm 42, Ext 5230
lteropole Building
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TNOSE MINUTE

S4f(Air)/420

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 reguested. DUS(Air) has agreed that Mr Davis S4(Air)
should take part.

2 The BBC has forwarded the attached list of guestions on which the
interview would be based. Will you please advise us whether you have
any information in connection with the subject of Ouestion 5 which

could be used in the broadcast. Any assistance you can give with regard
to any of the other cuestions would also be anpreciated. AHB has been
asked if they can they can throw any light on the subject of Question 8.

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 ', W
DI 55/40/9/4 |

Mise G J Jamieson

Sur(ALr)
Room Q35 MB

UFQ 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 minﬁggs 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 Jjust below the horizon, It often appears "diamond
shaped",

3. Thank you for referring to the change in procedures, I

propose that, under these circumstances, we should no longer receive
UFO reports routinely. Any reporte which are difficult to categorise
could perhaps be sent to DI 55b on a monthly basis, as has in fact
been happening., ve would alsc welcome receipt of your statistics

at whatever period you prepare them.

.;27Jan 72 DR J WALTON
for ADI/DI 5%
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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, no¥ to 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 mest common single source being
aircraft or the lights of aircraft seen under unusual meteorological
conditions. Other common sources have proved to be astronomical sightings,
gpace 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 JAMIRSON)
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