RESTRICTED/UNCLASSIFIED

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

MOD Form 329D .
(Revised 8/00)
PPQ = 100

Date opened (Date of first enclosure)

Attention is drawn
to the notes on
the inside flap.

Enter notes of
related files on
page 2 of this
jacket

DIVISION/ESTABLISHMENT/UNIT/BRANCH

[FULL ADDRESS & TELEPHONE NUMBER]

SUBJECT.

Derernct Poncy Feax5

UFOs

[BLOCK CAPITALS]

RECORD OF KEYWORDS:

Min/ Referred to Date

Referred to Date Encl

Referred to

Date

Min/
Encl

Referred to

Min/
Date Encl

FOR DRO USE ONLY

1st Review date

2nd Review date

Produced by Forms Design Section
Design Studio DSDA (PC) KY = 0117 9376256




»
T

- )
L
—d

a €0

1)
LR} Pl

T
1
|
- fl'-"—w‘*.-f-—: —_————————




EORMERF




DN b ‘ 1

. . . F
Registered File Disposal Form Reviad 100)
FILE TITLE: {Main Heading - Secondary Heading - Tertiary Heading etc) Relerence:
: - (Pretix and Numbark
“T o o s
Daee€ Ry Tafud — UF o 4\
Part: f%_ 7. i

PROTECTIVE MARKING (including caveats & de: itT C m@ ¢ m‘ - : M‘*N Em C‘:“}“r

Date ol last enclosure: \5 Date closed: o
e Ros

PART 1. DISPOSAL SCHEDULE RECOMMENDATION FOR DEFENCE RECORDS (DR) USE ONLY
(To be completad when the e s closad)

e

.. {“;f Bl ] |
|
Destroy after =T yoars —l | - _—e

s Date of 18! review Data of 2nd review Forward Destruciion Cate
Forward to OR after _ Z yoars
Reviewer's Reviewer's
No recommendation D Signaturg: _ . Signaturs: ks

PART 2. BRANCH REVIEW
(To be fully completed at time of lile closure)
(Delete as appropriate)

a.  Ofno furthar administrative valus and not warthy of permanent presarvation. DESTROY IMMEDIATELY (Remember that TOP SECRET
and Codeword mater:al cannot bs destroyed locally and must be forwarded 10 OR.

b. () Tob=retained for _ LO years (from dale of 1ast enclosure) fer the toliowing teason(s):

v v
LEGAL D DEFENCE POLICY + OPERATIONS [Q/
CONTRACTUAL D ORIGINAL COMMITTEE PAPERS D

v

L]

FINANCEMAUDIT [~ MAJOR EQUIPMENT PROJECT -+ % "t

DIRECTORATE POLICY D OTHEA (Specify) L‘J/-l 40

PPQ =100

(Continued overleat)




(¢} Kay enclosures which support tha recommendalion are

(i) Atthe end of the specified retention pericd the fils is 1o be:

V)
Destroyed |
R¥4]

Considered by DR for
permanant preservation D

€. Of no lurther administrative value but worthy of consideration by DR lor permanant preservation

LY

EQ/equivalent)

Name

Grade/Rank: __ ¥

B QEFB%UIE?J’ &) DEFENCE
PRIVATE (FFICE OY0OM 205
OLi WA DFFIGE BUILDING
YWt FERALL,
LONDON SW1A 2EU

n4o

Tel No

PART 4 DESTRUCTION CERTIFICATE

I iz certified that the specihed file has been Gestroyed.

Signature:

MName: -
{Biock Capitais)

Grade/Rank: L y Date: _

Witnessad by (TOP SECRET" and SECRET only)

Signature: _
Name: ___ s

(Block Capitals)
Grade/Rank; __ Data: .

*(FOR DR USE ONLY)

Sroduced by Ministry of Defence, DSDA(PC) KY Tel.

-~




o SN \\

#)pann b Y-V ol be bl £~ moba\' b usm

— < ’3 (o o | THISISACOPY - ORIGINAL-CLOSED

UNDER THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATIO
25, 9wl Gew Al =

all ele  loesk frew  wie  we
her Moo prewastisa

SIS —1 [Tel(
Ministry of Defence

}-\_”’H’ Y-
D Com 6 befure.
Main Building

21.. B)°
At L —J
Lomoon L
Whitehall @D domp - MNe e deal
LONDON

SWIA 2HB o

SE 44
Your Ref: D/Sec (AS)/64/3/1
Do N

Thank you for your letter of the 13" March . May I respectfully point out that the agreement was
not for reported sightings by the public of unidentified flying objects but for abstracts from all
UFO reports witnessed by commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between (0100
Frs 28 July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July 1999.

I
[

Sec. (Air Stafl) 2a
Room 8245

Paragraph 9 of the Ombudsman’s letter to my MP dated 29" February stated quite categorically
that the Permanent Secretury had usked the responsible division within the Depariment to make
the information available with regard to the narrower request for specific information regarding
UFO sightings between 28" July 1998 and 28" July 1999.

SoC: Case No: A.7/00, Page 2 to 3, ltem 5 defines the specific information requested as Abstracts
from all UFO reports witnessed by commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel
hetween 0100 Hrs 28 July 1998 anct 0100 Hrs on 28 July 1999. Details required.-

[ Estimated sizes, shapes and speeds
2. Unusual Flight Patterns
3. Conclusions reached

[ understand from historical records that there are other Departments within the MoD) who have
dealings within this particular ficld. [ have copied this letter to the Permanent Secretary. the
Ombudsman and my MP to keep everyone up to speed. | apologise if | have sent the cheque 1o
the wrong Division; however, I trust that between yourselves and the Permanent Secretary you

~ will be able to inform the appropriate Division of my agreement to pay the agreed fee for the
agreed formation.
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From: NN Sccretariat(Air Staff)2a, Room 8245
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial) 0171218 2140
(Switchboard) 0171 218 9000
(Fax)

Seclion £

Your Reference

clercnc
B?Sec(Asy64/3/1

12 March 2000

- -

Thank you for your letter of 4 March addressed to - You have confirmed that
you wish the Department to carry out a search of reported sightings by the public of ‘unidentified
flying objects’ for the period 01.00 hours 28 July 1998 to 01.00 hours 28 July 1999, and enclose a

cheque for £75. Iam replying as | fiij bas moved on promotion to another Division in the
Ministry of Defence.

The letter from the Ombudsman to Jeuan Wyn Jones MP explained (paragraph 10), that
MOD’s charge for the work would be a maximum of £75. As soon as the work is completed 1
shall write again to provide details of the cost involved. Your cheque is returned herewith.

~ \
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RESTRNG EASBRIERMENT

Loose Minute

D/Sec(AS)/64/1

18 November 1999
PS/USofS

Copy to:

APS/SofS
APS/Minister(DP)
APS/Minister(AF)
PS/2™ PUS

DAO

D News

D Fin Pol
DCC(RAF)

D News (RAF)
PCB(Air)
DCC(RAF)SIO
DRO

DRI1

‘UFOs’: NEWSPAPER ARTICLES

Reference: D/USofS/PK/7/1/2/1 dated 15 November 1999 — 4

Issue

1. Should _of The Sunday Times be granted a face-to-face briefing on
the Department’s interest in ‘UFQs’?

Recommendation

2. USofS declines. A briefing by officials might be offered instead.
Jiming

3. Routine,

Background

4, Earlier this week the News of the World, Daily Mail and Sun ran speculative
articles on the early release of MOD ‘UFQ’ files. There is no substance to the
articles. Files are routinely released to the Public Record Office under the 30-year
rule and MOD “UFO’ files from 1969 will be made available in January,

5, Public interest in “UFOs’ and science fiction related issues (alien abduction,
animal mutilation, crop circles etc) has grown rapidly in recent years fuelled by films,
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TV programmes, books and media articles purporting to relate actual experiences or
reconstruct alleged ‘UFQ’ sightings. This in turn has prompted a small but vociferous
number of ‘ufologists’ to demand MOD investigates all sighting reports whether or
any defence-related interest has been reported. All attempts to explain MOD’s

limited interest are met with scepticism and, where these explanations do not accord
with the inquirer’s own views or interpretations, allegations of a cover-up or that
information is held on secret files are made. No amount of reasoned explanation will
convince them. The absence of substantiated information does not deter some
journalists from filing fictitious articles illustrated with eye-catching pictures.

Briefing Options

6. USofS’s name has already been quoted in highly speculative newspaper articles. If
Minister was now to grant even a single journalist an interview about ‘UFOs’ it would
be a scoop (no previous Minister has done so). It is highly likely to be interpreted by
the lightweight press and sci-fi magazines as a subject in which he has a special
interest and they will continue to lobby for interviews and ‘quote’ him. There is
nothing Minister can say to any journalist about MOD’s interest in ‘UFQs’ that has
not already been said. Minister is strongly advised to decline all requests and distance
himself from this subject.

7. USofS may wish instead to offer [ il an off-the-record briefing by
officials. Sec(AS)2 could explain the policy aspects of the Department’s limited
interest in the subject and provide some sanitised examples of the sort of material held
on Departmental files. A Departmental Records expert might sit in to answer any
questions about early release of MOD files; and a member of D News’s staff would
need to be present. However, not even a briefing on these lines is without risk. Other
journalists are likely to insist on similar facilities. Requests are received on a regular
basis but because of the Department’s limited interest in the subject all are refused
and a written statement provided instead in an effort to avoid misleading and
speculative reporting,

Conclusion

8. A face-to-face briefing in any circumstances poses a significant risk. There will be
no control over what cascades from it so far as the tabloids and specialist press are
concerned. Nevertheless, should Minister consider warrants special
treatment, a briefing by officials is recommended.

Presentational Aspects

9. The routine release of MOD ‘UFO’ files in January will be of further interest the
media. Any briefing of a journalist will add to this interest. It is therefore likely that
Minister’s name will continue to be reported in connection with this subject unless the
Department does all it can to prevent it. As a first step, the Department in their
dealings with the media should stop repeating his name; use of the press line at para 4
[sic] of the reference should be discontinued immediately. The lines provided in the
News Brief (D/Sec(AS)64/1 of 15 Nov), should continue to be used. In the event
Minister approves a briefing by officials, additional lines to take as necessary will be
provided nearer the time.

RES NG A SSARIERMENT
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PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE %
FOR DEFENCE

DS of S/PK 7/1/2/1

7
1D November 1999

Sec(a8)2

Copy to:

APS/SofSs DCC (RAF)
APS/Minister (DP) D News (RAF)
APS/Minister (AF) PCB (Air)

PS/2™ PUS DCC(RAF) SIO

DAO Hd of CS(RM)1

D News Hd/Sec (AS)

D Fin Pol

'UFOs': NEWSPAPER ARTICLES . é :!26': 3

o

Reference: D/Sec(AS)64/1 dated 15 November 1999

i 4 Thank you for your minute at reference, the contents of
which you discussed today with the Under Secretary of State.

2. The linder Secretary of State explained that he had been
approached by _ of the Sunday Times about the

Department's position on UFOs. He had told [Ij i that he
would consider offering him a briefing on the subject. (This was
subsequently discussed with you and D News' staff although no
decision had been reached). The IInder Secretary of State had not
discussed the issue with [ the avthor of Sunday's News
" of the World article.

i 1 You explained the Department's position on UFOs and the

early release of files, as set out at reference, which the Under

Secretary of State noted.
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4. The Minister remains keen to offer a briefing to
explain the Department's policy and the reasons behind it. If
possible, he would like to show [N sove typical extracts
from the files to support this. You undertook to consider this
in conjunction with D News' staff and provide advice. I should
be grateful to see this advice before the end of this week.

4, I agreed the following additional press lines with the Duty
Press Officer last night, which could be used if pressed on
whether had made any decisions or given any
commitments on the publication of UFO files:

Mr-has asked officials to consider whether thexe is
any additional information which could be provided in

response to requests about UFO reports, in the interests of
removing the aura of mystery which surrounds the topic¢. He

has not yet received that advice and no decisions have been
taken. '

PS/US of S
MB 6215
CHOTS: USofS/Mailbox
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Loose Minute
D/Sec(AS)64/1

15 November 1999

APS/USofS
Copy to:

APS/SofS
APS/Minister(DP)
APS/Minister(AF)
PS/2™ PUS

DAO

D News

D Fin Pol
DCC(RAF)

D News (RAF)
PCB(Air)
DCC(RAF)SIO
Hd of CS(RM)1

‘UFOs’: NEWSPAPER ARTICLES

Issue
1. News of the World (14 Nov) and Daily Mail (15 Nov) articles about ‘UFOs’,

Recommendation

2. To note.
Timin

3. As soon as possible in the event of any further media interest.

Background

4. 1t is standard practice to release to the Public Record office at the 30-year point
MOD ‘UFQ’ files. The files are withheld until that time to protect the personal details
(names and addresses) of members of the public reporting what they have seen and
themselves failed to identify. The files do not contain highly classified material (two
examples are provided herewith). The issue of early release of files was address in
September last year (CS(RM)/4/6/37 — copy attached for USofS) in response to Lord
Hill Norton’s request; legal advice was that the Department would be at risk of legal
action for breach of confidence if it did so.

GRETRESIFED”




WGk RETRERED

5. Under the 30-year rule, a total of 13 “‘UFO” files from 1969 have been passed to
the Public Record Office and will be released on 1 January 2000. The files contain
sighting reports, public correspondence and associated papers. As I explained
(D/Sec{AS)/64/1 of 8 September copy also attached), it is simply not possible to say
whether other ‘UFO’-related papers might be filed elsewhere in MOD archives.

6. There is little factual information in the two newspaper articles. It is likely they
are misrepresenting the arrangements for the Department’s release of files, perhaps
hoping to force MOD into expanding their limited interest in publicly reported
umidentified sightings. I attach lines to take in the event of any further media interest.

7. The Daily Mail article is attributed to

Sec(AS)2

MB 8247
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DTG: 15 NOVEMBER 1999

SUBJECT: 'NEWSPAPER ARTICLES: ‘UFOs’

SOURCE: Branch: Sec(AS)2: -Tel-

PRESS OFFICER: | D News RAF)

BACKGROUND

‘News of the World” (14 Nov) and Daily Mail (15 Nov) have printed speculative
articles that MOD is about to release all ‘UFQ’ files.

KEY MESSAGE

MOD routinely releases files containing information from the public about alleged
“UFO’ sightings under the 30-year rule. We are unable to release more recent files
because there is a need to maintain third party confidentiality (ie the personal details
of those providing information). There is no evidence to support the view that the UK
Air Defence Region is being breached by hostile foreign military activity or anything
else. There are no plans to change Government policy on ‘UFOs’.

KEY POINTS

* As is the case with other Government files, MOD files are subject to the provisions
of the Public Records Act of 1958 and 1967 and official files generally remain closed
for 30 years. Prior to 1967 it was the case that “UFQ’ files were destroyed after five
years as there was insufficient interest in the subject to warrant their retention but
since 1967 all “UFQ’ files have been preserved and routinely released to the Public
Record Office at the 30-year point,

* We have looked carefully to see whether early release of “UFQ’ files is possible.
However, the files contain personal details of all those contacting and corresponding
with the Department. MOD has a duty to protect the third party confidentiality. Staff
would need to be diverted from essential tasks to manually scrutinise and remove all
personal details on the files and the knock-on effect would be a major disruption to
MOD’s overall programme for release of files to the PRO. It cannot be justified.

* 1t is Government policy that any air defence or air traffic implications of *UFOs’
are a matter for MOD and the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) respectively. MOD’s
interest is limited to establishing from any reported sightings it receives whether

the UK Air Defence Region has been breached by hostile military activity, and
responding to any associated public correspondence.




SUBSIDIARY POINTS

* Military Task 9 is to maintain the integrity of the UK’s airspace. This requirement
is met by the continuous recognised air picture (radar) and an air policing capability.
Any threat to the UK Air Defence Region would be handled in the light of the
particular circumstances at the time (it might, if deemed appropriate, involve the
scrambling or diversion of RAF air defence aircraft).

¥ Alleged sightings sent to us are examined, but consultation with air defence staff
and others as necessary is considered only where there is sufficient evidence to
suggest a breach of UK air space. Only a handful of reports have been received in

recent years that warranted any further investigation and no evidence was found of
any threat.

* Where there is no evidence in a report of defence concern, no action is taken to try
and identify what might have been seen. From the types of descriptions generally
received, aircraft or natural phenomena probably account for most of the
observations.

* Sec(AS)2 is the Air Staff Secretariat. It deals with a wide range of RAF-related
issues. It also acts as the focal point within MOD for the Government’s limited
interest in ‘UFOs’. A 24-hour answerphone is provided so that members of the public
can telephone through sighting reports. Reports made elsewhere, either to military
establishments, air traffic control centres or the civilian police are forwarded to
Sec(AS)2. Some 230 sighting reports and 250 letters were received last year

* Where a military or civilian pilot considers his aircraft has been endangered by the
proximity of another aircraft (including any flying object he is unable to identify), or
in regulated airspace where an Air Traffic Controller believes there has been the risk
of a collision, the pilot or ATC would be obliged to file an airmiss report (Airprox).




UNSrASSIF|IED|

Loose Minute

D/Sec(AS)/64/1

8 September 1999

APS/USofS

Copy to:

AO/AD1

‘UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS’ - MOD INTEREST
ISSUE

1. To provide a note on the Department’s interest in “UFOs’.
RECOMMENDATION

2. To note.
DETAIL
Policy

3. It is Government policy that any air defence or air traffic implications of “UFOs’ -
are a matter for MOD and the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) respectively. MOD’s
interest is limited to establishing from any reported sightings it receives whether the
UK Air Defence Region has been breached by hostile military activity, and
responding to any associated public correspondence.

4, Military Task 9 is to maintain the integrity of the UK’s airspace. This requirement
is met by the continuous recognised air picture (radar) and an air policing capability.
Any threat to the UK Air Defence Region would be handled in the light of the
particular circumstances at the time (it might, if deemed appropriate, involve the
scrambling or diversion of RAF air defence aircraft). From that perspective, reports
sent to us of ‘UFO’ sightings are examined, but consultation with air defence staff and
others as necessary is considered only where there is sufficient evidence to suggest a
breach of UK air space: such as reports from credible witnesses (pilots, air traffic
controllers etc); those supported by photographic, video or documentary evidence;
corroboration by a number of witnesses; or are of a phenomenon currently being
observed and might, therefore, be capable of detection. Only a handful of reports
have been received in recent years in these categories and further investigation of
them has found no evidence of a threat.

U ED
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Airprox Reports

5. Where a military or civilian pilot considers that his aircraft has been endangered by
the proximity of another aircraft (including any flying object he was unable to
identify), or in regulated airspace where an Air Traffic Controller believes there has
been the risk of a collision, the pilot or ATC would be obliged to file an airmiss report
(Airprox).

Spaceguard Programme

6. The Department of Trade and Industry is responsible for the Spaceguard
Programme, We understand that there are currently no plans to set up a national
spaceguard agency; the potential threat of impact by near earth objects (such as
asteroids) is taken very seriously but they regard this as an issue where a common
international approach is essential. In June, the House of Lords debated the
Spaceguard Programme; Lord Sainsbury, Minister for Science at the DTI, led the
debate for the Government.

Role of Sec(AS)2

7. Sec(AS)2 is the focal point within MOD for the Government’s limited interest in
‘UFOs’. A 24-hour answerphone is provided so that members of the public can
telephone through sighting reports. Reports made elsewhere, either to military
establishments, air traffic control centres or the civilian police, all eventually make
their way to Sec(AS)2 where each report is considered only to establish whether it has
any defence significance. Some 230 sighting reports and 250 letters were received
last year; so far this year ¢150 reports and 160 letters have been received. Sec(AS)2
is not constituted as a “UFQ’ information bureau. There are no defence resources
allocated for this purpose and, where there is no evidence in a report of defence
concern, no action is taken to try and identify what might have been seen. From the
types of descriptions generally received, aircraft or natural phenomena probably
account for most of the observations.

8. Some ‘ufologists’ are unhappy with MOD’s limited interest. A small number
lobby vociferously for defence funds to be used for ‘UFO’ research, have their own
agenda for such work and use all possible avenues (eg writing to the Prime Minister,
other Government Departments, the media etc) to pursue their aims. All such
approaches find their way to MOD, Sec(AS) for action.

U ED
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‘UFO’ Files T

9. As is the case with other Government files, MOD files are subject to the provisions
of the Public Records Act of 1958 and 1967 and official files generally remain closed
for 30 years. Prior to 1967 it was the case that ‘UFQ’ files were destroyed after five
years as there was insufficient interest in the subject to warrant their retention.
However, since 1967 all ‘UFQ’ files have been preserved and routinely released to the
Public Record Office at the 30-year point,

10. For some time, Lord Hill Norton, the only Parliamentarian with any interest in
‘“UFQs’, has been asking that all files containing ‘UFO’ information be released to the
PRO ahead of the 30-year point. We have looked carefully to see whether this is
possible. However, in the absence of a Departmental-wide file database and without
knowing the details of all the originating branches, a manual search of in excess of
one million files at two main MQD archives would be necessary to locate and list
them. In November last year the location of some 55 “‘UFQ’ files was established.
The files contain personal details of all those contacting and corresponding with the
Department, Legal advice was sought: the Public Record Act gives an implied
override of the Department’s duty to protect the third party confidentiality by use of
the 30-year rule. Release after that date would present no problems to MOD, but
release in advance would lay the Department open to the risk of legal action for
breach of confidence. To remove the personal details from these files would be a time
consuming task. Staffin CS(RM), the MOD’s Records Branch would need to be
diverted from their essential tasks to manually scrutinise and sanitise some 5,000
pages on the files. The knock-on effect would be a major disruption to the
Department’s overall programme for the release of files to the PRO and cannot be
justified.

CONCLUSION

12. There is no evidence to support the view that the UK Air Defence Region is being
breached by hostile foreign military activity or anything else. There are no plans to
change Government policy on ‘UFOs’ or implement a research programme to
investigate ‘ufologists’ claims. We are unable torelease to the PRO all “UFO’ files
because there is a need to maintain third party confidentiality.
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PUBLICATION OF FICTITIOUS NOVEL “OPERATION THUNDER CHILD”" BY N G
POPE

1 Your principals to be aware that the above mentioned book has recently been
considered and cleared by PCB(AIr) for ocpen publication

Hd of AHB(RAF)&PCB(Air)
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23rd October 1998 3 LMQE;Z;Q:
PE_Unit “‘”Q‘lo il
Copy to: Cﬂ-ocn.n_ , m d/a@hr
APS /SofS watd F“#a.—

APS/Min (DP) Y

APS/USofS 1o
PSO/ACAS J‘M. m

i hapgn el Speskss
D ol - I o
Reference: PE US3909/98 dated 13 October 1998 &"d') MM ; N 40
ISSUE

Zile’

1. Lord Hill-Norton's dissatisfaction with the Department's
limited interest in 'UFQO' phenomena.

RECOMMENDATION

2., USofS to write; SofS has asked to see the draft.
IIMING

3. Routine

BACKGROUND

4. Lord Hill-Norton believes in 'UFOs' and has taken on himself
the mission of persuading Government to take seriously the notion
that we are being visited by craft of extra—terrestrial origin.
He pursues this with evangelical fervour through numerous PQs and
PEs, and is something of a champion of the cause of 'ufologists’
in this country.

MOD_Interest in 'UFQs*'

5. Military Task 9 is to maintain the integrity of the UK's
airspace. This requirement is met by the continuous recognised
air picture and an air policing capability. From that perspective
we read reports sent to us of 'UFO' sightings but consultation
with air defence staff and others as necessary is considered only




—

where there is sufficient evidence to suggest a breach of UK air
space: such as reports from credible witnesses (pilots, air
traffic controllers etc); those supported by photographic, video
or documentary evidence; corroboration by a number of witnesses;
or are of a phenomenon currently being observed and might,
therefore, be capable of detection. Only a handful of reports
have been received in recent years in these categories and further
investigation of them has found no evidence of a threat.

6. The most recent full investigation by the Department, in
October 1996, was prompted by reports of lights in the sky over
the sea in the Wash at the same time as Claxby radar was reporting
an unidentified plot over Boston. The investigation, carried out
by MOD Air Defence Staff, included discussions with civil and
military observers and operators, examination of duty radar logs
and advice from the Royal Greenwich Observatory. It concluded the
radar plot to be a permanent echo from a church spire appearing
only in certain weather conditions, and the lights in the sky to
be in all probability the planet Venus, particularly bright at
that time of the year.

E_- I‘- lu EE]] 35.11'

7. Lord Hill-Norton continues to question decisions made years
ago. He does not accept that the 'Rendlesham Forest' incident
(involving the then Deputy Base Commander of RAF Bentwaters/RAF
Woodbridge) was investigated satisfactorily in 1980-81. We have
tried to explain on numerous occasions that decisions made in the
past were reached by those responsible for considering the
relevant material available at the time. It would not possible to
recreate the circumstances of what was seen, and witness
recollections would have blurred with the passage of time. All of
the available information about decisions made more than 30 years
ago is available for public scrutiny at the Public Record Office.

US_Positi

8. US DOD interest in 'UFOs' has been limited for some years to a
statement on their Internet web site of their 1950s and 1960s
research into the phenomenon ('Project Blue Book'), which
concludes that they no longer have any interest in 'UFO' reports
and related matters. Those seeking to report a 'sighting' are
invited to contact a local law enforcement agency.

SUMMARY

9. The root of Lord Hill-Norton's dissatisfaction is that
Government policy relating to 'UFOs' is narrower than he considers
appropriate and there are no plans to widen it. He is unwilling
to accept this policy. There is no evidence to support Lord Hill-
Norton's claims that 'UFO' sighting reports are of defence
significance, and his suspicion that the Department actively

discourages or ignores reports is unfounded. Very few reports are
worthy of departmental action, but that is a different point.
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D/USofS/JS

Thank you for your letter of 7 October about ‘unidentified
flying objects'. I am also replying to the similar letter of the

same date to George Robertson.

I hope you will be reassured when I say that when dealing
with letters and questions from Parliamentary colleagues, Defence
Ministers receive written briefing, supplemented as necessary with
oral advice, on the facts of the case. It is only having
satisfied ourselves that it is pertinent to the matter in hand,

that we respond to our colleagues.

You ask a number of questions in your latest letters; where
these have not previocusly been dealt with insofar as my
Department's interest is concerned in correspondence or

Parliamentary answer, I can add the following information.

Military Task 9 requires the integrity of UK airspace to be
maintained and tpis is fulfilled by the continuous air picture and
air policing capability. There is therefore no requirement for
'UFQ' reports to be forwarded to my Department, but any that are
sent will of course be read. Where the contents justify it, our
air defence and other experts as necessary are consulted. As you
now know from Lord Gilbert's answer on 21 October (Official Report

col 158), an answering machine is left permanently on to receive




any reports.

You say that sighting reports have increased significantly
each year but this is not the case. The figures for the last ten

years are as follows:

1988 (397); 1989 (258); 1990 (209); 1991 (117); 1992 (147);
1993 (258); 1994 (250); 1995 (373); 1996 (609); 1997 (425);

1998 to end September (163).

I recognise of course that you remain dissatisfied with the
respenses you have received to Parliamentary Questions and letters
in recent months., I can only repeat that there is no defence
requirement for research or investigation into allegations of

'UFO' activity where there is no perceived threat to the integrity

of UK airspace.

JOHN SPELLAR

Admiral of the Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton

EREERSSTETED!




Admiral. of the Fleet The Twrd Hill-Norton GCB

PERSONAL
The Rt Hon George Roberbson MP
Secretary of StLale

Ministry of Defence

Main Building Whitehall

London SW1A 2HE

7 October, 1998

M%&M‘MA]%,
As you know, I take an active interest in the matter of
unidentified flying objects, and you will doubtless have seen my
recent lellers and PQs on this subject. Frankly, T am extremely
dissatisfied with the responses I have received, which clearly show

that the subject is nol being treated:.with tLhe seriousness 1
believe il deserves.

Your own files are brimming with reports thal should be of extreme
concern Lo your Depariment. The Deputy Base Commander at RAF
Bentwaters/Woodbridge reported the sighting of a craft "metallic
in appearance and triangular in shape” in December 1980. All the
wilnesses were members of the United States Air Force. In March
1992, military personnel at RAF Cosford and RaF Shawbury reported
seeing an unidentified craft fly over these bases. Later in 1993,
the Station Commandey at RAF Donna Nook saw a UF0O while driving
along a road near Louth.

In all the above cases - and these are just Lhe tip of Lhe iceberg
- the MOD's official posilion seems Lo be thalt the events were of
no defence significance, This sounds to me like a fancy way of
saying that you don't know whabt happened. " Have you or any of your
Ministers even been briefed on Lhese incldents? Have you Laken the
time Lo talk direcily Lo any of the witnesses, insbtead of merely
listening to advice from officials who weren'l present, and oflen
didn't speak Lo the wilnesses themselves? 1If not, why not?

Your Department's whole attitude Lo this subject seems to be to
regard it as an embarrassing irritation, and indeed one MOD
document at the Public Record Office states "Our policy is to play
down the subject of UFOs and Lto avoid attaching undue attention or
publicity Lo it". That was written in 1965, and much has changed
gince then. For a start, the number of reports you receive from
Lhe public each year has increased roughly Lenfold. This brings
me neatly to my next poinkt,

Continued:




Your Deparltmenl now appears Lo be lmplemenling a deliberale policy
to attempt to reduce bthe aumber of reporls Lt recelives, presumably
in an attempl to justily dale¥ on-a bLolal cessabion of any work on
the subject. This seems to have been done in Lwo ways. Firstly,
1 understand thalb it is oo longer a requiremenl for RAE Stalions
to forward UFO reporis they receive. This geems ludicrous in the
face of the Facks (Lhough 1 realise you do nol knouw Lhem), and one
can have no confidence in Lhe MOD view that UFOs are of no defence
significance 1[ vowt aren't even looking al all the data you have.
Secondly, .the answering machine now installed on Lhe number used
Lo report UFOs seems to be swileched off oubtside working hours.
Presumably we are Lo hope thal nothing of any import occurs outside
the hours of 9am to 5pm, or at a weekend? Is it really too much
trouble to leave this machine on, or diverb calls Lo a continuously
manned number? As a matter of inlerest may [ be Lold how many
people who have left delalls of a sighting on Lhe answering machine
have subsequently been contacted by your officials?

You {(or perhaps your people) seem remarkably confident that there
is aothing te worry about here, bul your confidence seems to be
based on nothing more substantial than Lhe advice of civil servants
who show no sign of any knowledge of Lhe conbtenls of your own
files. The philosophy seems to be thal unless something shows up
oo tadar and behaves like a convenlional alrcrafll vou'll ignore 1it.
Those in charge of the Tragi Air Defence network in January 1991
probably had a similar mindset,

I shall doubtless receive similar platitudes to Lthose I have
recelived before, but cen assure vow thalt I shall conbtlnue Lo press
thig issue until such time as I am convineed Lhal Lhis subject is
being properly addressed. 1L anyone allows Lheir own wedia~fuelled
pre judices about UFOs Lo blind them to a potential threat, then
this is a triamph of lignorance over evidence. 1 would Lherefore
ask thal at the very leasl you geb a proper oral briefing on some
of the incidents mentioned Jn this letler, nol just from civil
servants bubt [rom RAF Air Defence experls, and Delence Inlelligence
staflf specialists. Tn shorl, I really do ask you Lo take a
personal inblerest at leasl to inform yourselfl belter on this
subject. 1 do not ask you Lo share my views until or unless you
know as much aboul iL all as 1 do,

g




Loose Minute
CS(RM)/4/6/37

September 1998

PS/USofS *

Copy to:

APS/SofS *  PS/DUS(CM) * DDC&L(F&S)Legal &

PS/Min(AF) * DGMO *  DMOD "

PS/Min(DP) * HdSec(AS) * PROIDO x

PS/PUS *  DISN * * CHOTS only

LORD HILL-NORTON: REQUEST FOR RELEASE OF FILES

Reference: A, D/USofS/JS 28/1/0 dated 9 March 1998 (not to all)
B. D/DOMD/2/3 dated 3 April 1998 '-B

Issue

1. To provide Lord Hill-Norton with the outcome of our consideration of his

request for the early release of files on the subject of “unidentified flying
objects”.

Recommendation
2. That USofS responds in terms of the attached draft letter.

Timing

3. Routine.

Background

4. Lord Hill-Norton, aged 83, and Chief of the Defence Staff from 1971-73, has
a long standing interest in “UF0Os”. He approached the department earlier this
year (undercover of Reference A) pointing to the public interest in this topic and
to the forthcoming Freedom of Information Act, requesting that all closed files
on the subject of UFOs be released in advance of the normal, 30 year point.

5. In his submission dated 3 April 1998 (reference B) DOMD advised that in the
region of 55 files were held with planned releases dates of 1999-2003, in
addition a further 12 (with a release date of 2004) were in the early stages of
preparation for transfer to the PRO. These files concern correspondence from
members of the public reporting such occurrences, therefore question of
personal confidentiality had to be resolved.
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Qutcome of our review

6. Three options have been considered:

(1) obtain permission from members of the public on an individual basis
to the release of their details;

(2) remove personal details (the 55 processed files would require further
examination and sanitisation in the order of 5,500 enclosures);

(3) agree that a shorter period, say 25 rather than 30 years, was
acceptable for protection of privacy.

The first option was considered time-consuming and, given the fact that we
would be attempting to trace individuals whose addresses were 25 plus years
old, impractical. Option two, is possible, but would represent a major diversion
of resources as each file would have to be re-reviewed, a note made of every
page requiring extraction/deletion of personally sensitive information and for
these actions to be carried out. It is estimated some 200 man hours would be
required and so as not to adversely affect our existing review and transfer
programme the task spread over a six month period, For the third option advice
was sought from MOD’s Legal Advisers. Their advice is that the Public Record
Act gives an implied override of the Department’s duty to protect third party
confidentially by use of the 30 year rule. Release of records pertaining to that
period are, therefore, not a problem but the Department would be at risk of
legal action for breach of confidence if it released documents containing the
personal details of members of the public before the 30 year point. We have
therefore concluded that, having rejected options (a) and (b), we are unable to
make a block release of the files before the 30 year point. A draft letter to Lord
Hill-Norton to this effect is attached.

Hd CS(RM)




DRAFT REPLY FROM USofS TO THE LORD HILL-NORTON

Further to my letter dated 7 April 1998 | can now advise you of the outcome of

our consideration of the release of a number of files relating to reports of

“unidentified flying objects”.

You will recall 1 advised you that whilst | was prepared to consider on their
merits individual requests for the early release of files, resource considerations
and the need to protect information provided in confidence by members of the

public had first to be investigated.

Although there are a number of “ufo” files, containing correspondence between
officials and members of the public, at various stages of preparation for
transfér to the PRO we are mindful of our responsibility to protect third party
confidentiality. Release ahead of the 30 year point would only be possible by
the removal of all data that would reveal the identity of correspondents. Such
an activity would only be possible through a major diversion of resources. A
diversion | am unable to justify. Nevertheless, these files will continue to be
released routinely at the normal 30 year point, subject to the continued

willingness of the PRO to accept the material.

| am sorry to give you what will be a disappointing reply.
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE Zk

MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB
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PARLIAMENTARY UNOER-SECRETARY OF STATE Useof S Disk - Domd

FOR DEFENCE HPS/ SafS p Ps/m.n(ﬂf‘), PS/MIUCDE

bs/bus, PS/dus (Cm), Deme,’
HD Sec (as), DISN. b Cay (Fus)

The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

Admiral of the Fleet WD°fC5(QNO

House of Lords D/US of S/JSs 28/1/0
London

SW1A OPW 1 april 1998

Dews Jul Hilk- Noten,,

Thank you for your letter of 3 March in which you request the
release of files containing information about alleged of
'unidentified flying objects’'.

As you know, the Ministry of Defence has only a very limited
interest in the sightings that are reported to us as unidentified
aerial phenomena.

MOD has a well-established review programme to release files
after 30 years in accordance with the terms of the Public Records
Acts, 1958 and 1967. Whilst I am prepared’ to consider on their
merits individual requests for the early release of files, I must
take full account of the overall implications, including the
diversion of resources from the review programme, and the need to
protect information provided in confidence by members of the
public, before agreeing to them. Nevertheless, in the light of
the Government's commitment to greater openness, and given the
public interest in this matter, I have asked that some files that
would be due for release to the Public Record Office in the next
few years be considered for earlier release. This will require
some work, including, for example, the need to check whether
personal details of members of the public should be protected. At
this time, therefore, I cannot give an undertaking that svch early
release will be possible. I shall, however, write to you again
when the necessary work has been completed and the way ahead is

clear.

JOHN SPELLAR MP

(XY
&S
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D/DOMD/2/3

3 April 1998

PS/USofS

Copy to:

APS/SofS PS/DUS(CM) DDC&L({F&S) Legal
PS/Min(AF) DGMO Hd of CS(RM)

PS/Min(DP) Hd Sec({AS)

PS/PUS DISN

LORD HILL-NORTON: REQUEST FOR RELEASE OF FILES
Reference: =

A. D/USofS/JS 28/1/0 dated 9 Mar 98 (not to all)

Issue

1. How to respond to the request from Lord Hill-Norton for the release
of all closed files on the subject of *unidentified flying objects’'.

Recommendation

2 That USofS responds in terms of the attached draft letter.
Timin

3. Routine.

Backaround

4, Lord Hill-Norton, aged 83, and Chief of the Defence Staff from
1971-1973, has a long-standing interest in 'UFOs'. He was a member of
the {long defunct) House of Lords All-Party 'UFO' Study Group and has
written the forewords for at least two books on the subject. Over the
years he has supported individual *UFQO' causes and late last year, tabled
PQs about a 'UFO' incident in 1980 outside RAF Woodbridge/RAF
Bentwaters (Rendlesham Forest). He subsequently wrote to Minister(DP)
complaining that the Department was not prepared to review decisions
made at that time. Pointing to the public interest in this topic and the
forthcoming Freedom of Information Act, he has requested that all closed
files on the subject of UFOs be released now.

b. Ministers will know that the Department's interest in 'UFOs’ is
limited to establishing whether there is any associated evidence of an

unauthorised incursion of the UK Air Defence Region by foreign military
activity.

Departmental Records

6. The MOD has a well-established review programme (in line with

U IED
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Public Record Office (PRO) guidance), which ensures that records are
reviewed to enable release after 30 years. MOD's key review occurs
around the 25 year point and involves files surviving earlier branch and
Central Services(Records Management - CS(RM)) reviews. Some 12% of
records survive this selection process (of the order of 4,500 files each
year) and must be catalogued and conservation action taken before
acceptance by the PRO and release at the 30-year point.

7. Under existing commitments to openness, staff are already
encouraged to identify discrete blocks of records of more than ordinary
interest to the public, which could be released to the Public Record Office
ahead of the normal 30 year point. Staff were recently reminded of this
requirement in reissued instructions on Open Government (DCI Gen 54/
98). However, in considering proposals for a Freedom of Information
Act, Ministers decided not to reduce the general 30 year period, in part
for reasons of cost. The Public Record Act has provisions for the release

of records at dates other than the normal 30 year point, subject to the
Lord Chancellor's approval.

8. The PRO has, nevertheless, on occasion rejected files for
preservation and release. The Department's review programme therefore
takes into account not only the requirements of the national archive, but
also considers the interests of the more specialist museums. Should the
PRO decline to accept 'UFQ' files (they are viewed by Kew as trivia) the
Department would have to decide how their contents might be made

available to the public; this may mean seeking the Lord Chancellor's
approval for transfer to a museum.

'UFQ' Files
Q. A decision was taken and an undertaking given in 1967 in the light

of increasing public interest in 'UFOs' that these files should be retained.
Files over 30 years old (including any ”
IF
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remaining from years prior to 1967) have already been released. In
considering Lord Hill-Norton's request for the release of all closed files, |
took as a starting premise that, in the spirit of openness, and given the
undoubted public interest in this subject, we should try to meet it.
However, after discussion with CS{RM) and Secretariat{Air Staff -
Sec{AS)), the Division mainly involved, | have concluded that to do so
would carry considerable resource implications, in particular in the effort
needed to identify, review and sanitise files. This could not be attempted
without significant disruption to the normal process of record reviewing
or the provision of additional staff. By way of illustration, it is estimated
by CS{RM) that the review of currently identified Sec{AS) UFO files alone
(held by the Division itself or at Hayes) would require some 6 man-
months, Furthermore, whilst there may be no security concerns about
early release of 'UFQ' files, a degree of sensitivity has been attached to
tgem btﬁcause reports and letters contain personal details of members of
the public.

10. However, as part of its continuing structured review programme,
CS(RM) has some 55 files relating to * UFOs' with planned release dates
of 1999-2003 ready for the PRO. A further 12 (release date 2004)
currently await listing/conserving. With a view to going some way to
meeting Lord Hill-Norton's request without an unreasonable diversion of
resources, permission for early release of these files could be sought.
Subsequent releases of such files would therefore be at the 25-year
point. The confidentiality aspect of 'UFQ' files has been effectively
managed on the basis that a 30-year closure period provides sufficient
protection for the personal privacy of correspondents. There are three
opitions for dealing with the personal privacy concerns relating to earlier
release:

a. obtain permission from members of the public on an individual
basis to the release of their details;

b. remove personal details (the 55 processed files would require
examination and sanitisation of some 5500 enclosures);

c. agree that a shorter period, say 26 rather than 30 years, was
acceptable for protection of privacy.

The first method would be time-consuming and probably impractical,
particularly in the case of the oldest files; the second would be possible,
but would represent a considerable diversion of resources for CS{RM).
Preliminary legal advice on the third option suggests that MOD would be
protected against any charge of breaching confidentiality if files were
released in advance of 30 years as long as the new period (eg 25 years)
had been properly approved by the Lord Chancellor in exercising his
statutory discretion in accordance with the Public Record Act. However,
there is also a requirement on Departments that consideration is given to
whether releasing information gained from members of the public might
constitute a breach of good faith, and this would have to be considered
for the files in question.

11. Even if agreed, such a move would, of course, be unlikely to
satisfy the *UFO' community which would be convinced that other files
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were being withheld, and it could spark similar requests from other
interest groups. Nevertheless, it has merit as a sign of a commitment to
openness, it need not act as a precedent and, given the resource
implications, would not commit the Department to more widespread
release in response to other requests.

Conclusion

12. In the light of the discussion above, it is recommended that,
subject to confirmation of legal advice about the protection of third party
confidentiality, CS{RM) takes steps towards effecting early release
(probably in January 1999, along with the next batch of releases to the
PRQ) of the 65 files that have already been identified, together with the
additional 12 under preparation. Given the uncertainties involved in the
possible need for sanitisation of personal details, obtaining the Lord
Chancellor's approval and the PRO's reaction to accepting the files, |
recommend that a holding reply, along the lines of the attached draft, is
sent to Lord Hill-Norton at this stage. Some defensive press lines are
also attached should Lord Hill-Norton wish to make something of this
reply. An appropriate news brief to accompany any release in due course
will be essential. CS(RM) will advise in due course on the outcome of the

review/release process.
isiinedi
A |__Section4u |
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DRA PLY F SofS E LORD HILL-NORTON

Thank you for your letter of 3 March in which you request the release of
files containing information about alleged sightings of 'unidentified flying
objects’.

As you know, the Ministry of Defence has only a very limited interest in
the sightings that are reported to us as unidentified aerial phenomena.

MOD has a well-established review programme to release files after 30
years in accordance with the terms of the Public Records Acts, 1958 and
1967. Whilst | am prepared to consider on their merits individual
requests for the early release of files, therefore, | must take full account
of the overall implications, including the diversion of resources from the
review programme, and the need to protect information provided in
confidence by members of the public, before agreeing to them.
Nevertheless, in the light of the Government's commitment to greater
openness, and given the public interest in this matter, | have asked that
some files that would be due for release to the Public Record Office in the
next few years be considered for earlier release. This will require some
work, including for example, the need to check whether personal details
of members of the public should be protected. At this time, therefore, |
cannot give an undertaking that such early release will be possible. |
shall, however, write to you again when the necessary work has been
completed and the way ahead is clear.

UN ED
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UNCLASSIFIED

News Brief
Subject: Early Release of "UFQ" Files

Source:  Branch: DOMD  Officer: | NS Tel:

BACKGROUND

In a letter to SofS dated 3 Mar 98, Lord Hill-Norton requested early
release of all closed files on the subject of "UFOs", USofS, in
responding, explained that release of all files was not possible, partly for
resourcing reasons, but that the Department would consider the early
release of files that were due to be presented to the Public Record Office
over the next few years. However, to do this required some additional
consideration, and he could not, therefore, give a firm undertaking. He
did undertake to write back to Lord Hill-Norton when a final decision has
been made. (A separate news brief will be provided at that time). The
purpose of this brief is to provide some lines to take should Lord Hill-
Norton decide to publicise this reply.

KEY MESSAGE

In line with the Government's commitment to greater openness, and in
view of the public interest, MOD is considering whether some files related
to the subject of "UFOs" could be released to the Public Record Office in
advance of the normal 30 year point.

KEY POINTS TO SUPPORT THE MESSAGE

* Some additional work is required, for example, to ensure that we do

not breach third party confidentiality (much of the material in question
has been provided by members of the public).

* No final decision on early release has therefore yet been taken.

(If raised) Lord Hill-Norton has made a request for files to be released,
but staff are already encouraged to identify discrete blocks of records
of more than ordinary interest to the public which could be released to
the Public Record Office (PRO) ahead of the normal 30 year point.

* MOD already has a well-structured programme to release files to the
PRO after 30 years. The recent White Paper on Freedom of
Information stated the Government's view that the 30 year rule should
not be reduced, as meeting the considerable costs for earlier release of
all historical records was not considered to be the best use of scarce
public resources,

SUBSIDIARY POINTS

& MOD examines any reports of "UFO" sightings it receives solely to

U IED
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establish whether what was seen might have some defence
significance.

Defence significance constitutes evidence that UK Air Defence
Region might have been compromised by hostile or unauthorised
foreign military activity.

Unless there is evidence of a potential threat to the UK from an
external military source, MOD does not attempt to identify the
precise nature of each sighting reported.

MOD has no expertise or role with respect to the question of
extraterrestrial lifeforms and it would be an inappropriate diversion

of defence resources to investigate this issue.
RECTRICTED . BPOY lCY
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COVERING  SEERET/CONPIDENTIAL/RESERICTED/MANACEMENT/
REFERENCE D/US of §/J5 28/1 /0
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..............................

Will you please consult other Departments, divisions and branches

as necessary and submit advice, together with a draft reply,

The Open Government Code of Practice came into force on 4 April
1994 and you should ensure that replies to members of the public
are provided in accordance with its procedures.

PS/US of 8

Date: v'?: -CR T:>, MB6215
CHOTS: USofS/Mailbox
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Admiral of the Fleel The Lord Hill-Norton GCB Vb
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PERSONAL

The RL Hon George Robertson MP
Secretary of State

Ministry of Defence

Main Building Whilehalli

London SW]lA 2HB

3 March, 1998

j\ fA [‘—" ’ i /g‘( - f -
‘”-{d« ;}(ux Ww} { k&w

As you may know, I have for some years taken a keen i1nterest
in the 1i1ssue of unaultLhorised penetrations of the UK ALr
Defence Reglon by unidentified craft. For the mosk part your
officials refer Lo tLhese incidentls as "UFO" sightings, and
this language ensures thal such evenls are hardly ever
pursued by the serious media or by the Establishment.

L recognise, of course Lhat mosl such incidenl.s can be
explained as misidenlifications of various aerial objects
and phenomena. That said, Lhere 1s a hard core of evenls,
inciuding incidents where uncorrelated tLargets have been
deleclted on radar, and RAF ajrcrafl. scrambled in allempls Lo
intercept the crafl, which cannol be so explained. A nusbher
of these have come Lo light through o careful study of around
twenly five of your Deparkbment's old files (some of which
were classifiecd a4l Lhe level of Secrel) on bthis subject,
available al the Public Record O[T jce in Kew. This brings
me Lo the point of thas lelter.

There is wide spread suspicion aboul the role of vour
Department  in relablion Lo Lhese evenls, and Head of
Secrelariat (Air Stafl) will doublless be able lo give you
a briel on the Jevel of public iaLerest in Lhis subjecl.
When the UK's FPreedom of 1alormabion Acl comes i1uloe foree,
your Departmenl can expect to rveceilve huge nuabers of
requests for UFO information, Laking up endless hours of
valuable staff Lime.

Cont inuaed:
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It seems Lo me Lhat Lhere is a way to avoid this burden, and
at the same Lime dea! wilth some of the criticisms currenbly
being made. My request i1s thal yon anthorise the immediale
release of all closed {files on this subject. I understand
that such a move would not run counter Lo the terms of either
of the Public Record Acts, and that in spite of the old
“Thirty Year Rule", departmental records management staflfs
are actively encouraged to identify discrete blocks of files
for carly release. Such a move would be yreally apprecialed
by those of us who Lake a serious interest in this subject,
and would be a litmus Lest of vour Depavliment's commilment
Lo Open Government.

1 naturally hope vou will agree to this move, and do most
strongly urge Lhat you should consider the mabter yoursell.
More generally, may 1 suyggest thal vyou ask for a detailed
briefing on Lhe UFO issue [rom vour staffl - preferably from
the appropriale specialists from within Lhe Defence
Intelligence Staff, as opposed to the civil servants from
Sec(AS). 1 am pretty sure you will £ind there is rather more
to Lhis subject than you might currvently suppouse.

L/ '
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LOOSE MINUTE
D/GF/1/1/8 (133/97)

é May 1997

PS/Minister (AF)

Copy to:

APS/S of g§&—
PS/US of §
PS/PUS

PS/2nd PUS

DUS (RP&F')

Press Secretary
AUS(GF)

Head of Sec(AS)
Head of PCB(Air)

BOOK WRITTEN BY MOD EMPLOYEE

will wish to be aware that one of mv staff

3 The book makes it clear that the views expressed are the
author's own and have no official status.
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