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-Sec. (Air Stafl) 2a 
Room 8245 
Ministry of Defence 
Main Bui lding 
Whitehall 
LONDON 
SWIA 2HB 

Your Ref: D/Sec (AS)/64/3/l 

DQ.°'-" ., 
Thank you for your teller of the 13th March. May I respectfully point out that the agreement was 
not for reported sightings by the public of unidentified flying objects but for abstracts rrom all 
UFO reports witnessed by commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between 0 100 
Hrs 28 July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July 1999. 

\ 

Paragraph 9 of the Ombudsman's letter to my MP dated 291
h Febntary stated quite catcgoricnl ly 

Lhat the Permanenl Secretwy had u~·ked the responsihle division within the Deparlmml to makt' 
the information available with regard to the narrowC'r request/or specific information regarJinK 
UFO sightings between 28'h July /998 and 28'/r July 1999. 

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

I. estimated sizes, shapes and speeds 
2. Unusual Flight Pallerns 
3. Conclusions reached 

I understand from historical records that there are other Departments w ithin the MoD who haw 
dealings within this particular field. I have copied this letter to the Permanent Secretary. the 
Ombudsman and my MP lo keep everyone up to speed. I apologise if I have sent the chc4u~ to 
the wrong Division; however. I trust that between yourselves and the Pennanent s~crclary you 

_ \,..,jll be able to infom1 the appro priate Division of my agreement to pay the agreed fee for the 
agreed information. 

4ps/S~-J> 
f'S /vso.f...!' 

H.\ .Se 1... (~.r) 

l' t-.j ~ IJ./" 

f .S / 2') Ji. p...>.1' 
r..s I p-...v (i;.h) 

]><:Mo 

Heil <>f 1'fl... . 



From: Secretariat(Air Staff)2a, Room 8245 
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 
Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB 

Telephone (Direct dial) 
(Switchboard) 
(Fax) 

Your Reference 

Ovr Reference 
D/Sec(AS)/64/3/1 
Date 

t 5 March 2000 

0171 218 2140 
01712189000 

section 4U 

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 0 1.00 hours 28 July 1998 to 01 .00 hours 28 July 1999, and enclose a 
cheque for £75. I am replying as- has moved on promotion to another Divjsion in the 
Ministry of Def~nce. 

The letter from the Ombudsman to Ieuan Wyn Jones MP explained (paragraph I 0), that 
MOD's charge for the work would be a maximum of ~75. As soon as the work is completed I 
shall write again to provide details of the cost involved. Your cheque is returned herewith. 



Loose Minute 

D/Sec(AS)/64/1 

18 November 1999 

PS/USofS 

Copy to: 

APS/SofS 
APS/Minister(DP) 
APS/Minister(AF) 
PS/2nd PUS 
DAO 
D News 
D Fin Pol 
DCC(RAF) 
D News (RAF) 
PCB(Air) 
DCC(RAF)S10 
DRO 
DR1 

'UFOs': NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

Reference: D/USofS/PK/7/1/2/1 dated 15 November 1999 - l\, 

s 

1. Should of The Sunday Times be granted a face-to-face briefing on 
the Department's interest in 'UFOs' ? 

Recommendation 

2. USof'S declines. A briefing by officials might be offered instead. 

Timing 

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 'UFO' files. There is no substance to the 
articles. Files are routinely released to the Public Record Office under the 30-year 
rµle 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 foelled by films, 



I 
TV programmes, books and media articles purporting to relate actual experiences or 
reconstruct alleged 'UFO' sightings. This in tum 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. ff 
Minister was now to grant even a single journalist an inteIView 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 'UFOs' 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 - 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 ofD News's staff would 
need to be present. However, not even a briefing on these Jines 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-:fuce 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 'illO' 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/I 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. 



REJ~S~MENT 

; 

lliiiao 
Sec(AS)2 
MB8247 -



( 

of S/PK 7/1/2/l. 

November 1999 

sec(AS)2 

Copy to: 

APS/SofS 
APS/Minister{DP) 
APS/Minister(AF) 
PS/2nd PUS 
DAO 
D News 
D Fin Pol 

PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE 
FOR DEFENCE 

DCC(RAF) 
D News(RAF) 
PCB {Air) 
DCC(RAF)SIO 
Hd of CS(RM)1 
Hd/Sec{AS) 

'UFOs': NEWSPAPER ARTrCLES . /~· 
Reference: D/Sec(AS)64/1 dated 15 Novemqer 1999 

1. Thank you for your minute at reference, the contents of 
which you d iscussed today with the _Under Secretary of State. 

2. The Under Secretary of State explained that he had been 
approached by . of the Sunday Times about the 
Department's position on UFOs. He had told •••••• that he 
would consider off ering him a briefing on the subject. (This was 
subsequently discussed with you and D News' staff although no 
decision had been reached). The Under Secretary of State had not 
discussed the issue with the author of Sundayts News 
of the World article. 

3. Y.o.u 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. 

Aecyded Paper 
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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 some 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 
Press Officer 

the following additional press lines with the 
last night, which could be used if pressed on 

Duty 

whether had made any decisions or given any 
commitments on the publication of UFO files: 

M~has asked officials to consider whether there 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 

••.l 

Recyoted P,w 



Loose Minute 

D/Sec(AS)64/l 

15 November 1999 

APS/USofS 

Copy to: 

APS/SofS 
APS/Minister(DP) 
APS/Minister(AF) 
PS/2nd PUS 
DAO 
DNews 
D Fin Pol 
DCC(RAF) 
DNews (RAF) 
PCB(Air) 
DCC(RAF)SIO 
Hd ofCS(RM)l 

'UFOs': NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

1. News of the World (14 Nov) and Daily Mail (15 Nov) articles about 'UFOs' . 

Recommendation 

2. To note. 

Timing 

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

Background 

4. It is standard practice to release to the Public Record office at the 30-year point 
MOD 'UFO' 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 here-with). The issue of early release of files was address in 
September last year (CS(RM)/4/6/37 - copy attached for USofS) in response t9 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. 

l~f~~BfD 
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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 'U};'Q'-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 
unidentified sightings. I attach lines to take in the event of any further media interest. 

Sec(AS)2 
:MB8247 -
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SEWS BRIEF 

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 'UFO' 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 'UFO' files were destroyed after five 
years as there was insufficient interest in the subject to warrant their retention but 
since 1967 all 'UFO' 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 'UFO' 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. 

* 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 a.ny reported sightings it receives whether 
the UK Air Defence Region has been breached by hostile military activity. and 
responding to any associated public correspondence. 
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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 Afr 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. lt also acts as the focal point within MOD for the Government's limited 
interest in 'UFOs'. A24-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). 



Loose Minute 

D/Sec(AS)/64/1 

8 September 1999 

APS/USofS 

Copy to: 

AO/ADl 

'UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS' - MOD INTEREST 

ISSUE 

1. To provide a note on the Department's interest in 'UFOs' . 

RECOMMENDATION 

2. To note. 

DETAIL 

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 activjty, and 
responding to any associated public correspondence. 

4. MiJitary 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 
particu]ar 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 ofa phenomenon currently being 
observed and might, therefore, be capabl~ 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. 

1u~~EDI 
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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 beHeves there has 
been the risk of a collision, the pilot or ATC would be obliged to file an airmiss report 
(Airprox). 

paceguard 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 Govemmenfs 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 c150 reports and 160 letters have been received. Sec(AS)2 
is not constituted as a 'UFO' 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 wihappy 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. 



'UFO' Files 

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 'UFO' files were destroyed after five 
years as there was insufficient interest in the subject to warrant their retention. 
However, since 1967 all ' UFO' files have been preserved and routinely released to the 
Public Record Office at the 30-year point. 

10. For some time, Lord Hitl Norton, the only Parliamentarian with any interest in 
'UFOs' , has been asking that all files containing 'UFO' information be released to the 
PRO ahead of the 30-year point. We have looked carefi.tlly 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 MOD archives would be necessary to locate and list 
them. In November last year the location of some 55 'UFO' 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. Staff in CS(RM), the MOD' s Records Branch would need to be 
dive11ed 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. Ther~ 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 tolfelease to the PRO all 'UFO' files 
because there is a need to maintain third party confidentiality. 
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Persoo.,l/Parliament!ufos@-briel99 

Sec(AS)z_ 
MB8247 -
CBO~ S)2 
Fax: -



: .·LOOSE MINUTE 

PCB(Air)3698 

29 Jui 99 

PS/SofS 
PS/USofS 
PS/MinOP 
PA/DISN 

;p~ 
PUBLICATION OF FICTITIOUS NOVEL "OPERATION THUNDER CHILD" BY NG 
POPE 

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

Hd of AHB(RAF)&PCB(Air) 

Chots e-mail: Hd of AHB(RAF) 



Loose Minute 

D/Sec(AS)/64/4 

23rd October 1998 

PE Unit 

Copy to: 

APS/SofS 
APS/Min(DP) 
APS/USofS 
PSO/ACAS 
ADGE l 
Sec(AS)l 
DI Sec 
CS(RM}l 

'UFOs ': J,ORD HILL-NORTON 

Reference : PE US39 09/98 dated 13 October 1 998 

ISSUE 

1 . Lord Hill-Norton's dissatisfaction with the Department's 
limited i nterest in 'UFO' phenomena. 

RECOMMENDATION 

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

TIMING 

3 . Routine 

BACKGROUND 

4 . Lord Hill-Norton believes in ' UFOs' and has taken on himself 
t he 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 'UFOs' 

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 

n40 
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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 o f 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. 

Re-investiagtion of Alleged sightings 

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 i nvestigated 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 t~ 
recreate the circum~tances of what was seen, and witness 
recollections would have blurred with the passage of time. Al l of 
the available information about decisions made more than 30 years 
ago is available for public scrutiny at the Public Record Office. 

us Position 

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. 



(signed) 

Sec{AS)2 
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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 o f 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 t hat it is pert inent to the matter in hand, 

that we respond t o our colleagues. 

You ask a number of questions in your latest letters; where 

these have not previously 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 this is fulfilled by the continuous air picture and 

air policing capability. There is therefore no requirement for 

'UFO' 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 
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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 fo llows : 

1988 (397); 1989 (2 58); 1 990 (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 

r esponses you have received to Parliamentary Questions and letters 

in recent months. I can only repeat that there is no defence 

requirement fo~ 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 



Admi t-a J. . of the I: ! Ct!L The 1,ord HiJ l -Nortori GCB 

PERSONAL 
Th~ Rt Hon Geurg~ Robe~Lson MP 
Secretctry o f SLaL e 
MinlHLrv of Defen~e 
M~in Bul lding Wh jtehall 
r~ondc.,n SW.L:\ 2 HB 

~~~~ . 

7 October, 1998 

As vou know, I take an acLive interest in the matter of 
unidentified flying objects, and yol.l wi 11 doubtless h.:we seen my 
r ecent leLters and PQs o n thi~ subject . Frankly, I am ext remely 
dissatisfied with lhe reHponses I have received, which clearly show 
that the subject; is noL being trealed · wiLh Lhe seriousness 1 
believe l t deserves. 

YouL- own files are bt"imming w.ith reports thdt Bhoultl be <>[ e.xtl·eme 
c oncern Lo yc>ur Department . The Deputy Base Commander at RAF 
Bentwaters /Woodbt" idge r~ported the ·sighting <.>f o:l c 1·c:1 ft_ "metallic 
in app<~a rance and triangula.r in shapl~ 11 in Decernbc:r 1900 . Al l the 
\-.,iLn<:!sses wer.e members o[ the United Sla·Les Air Force . In March 
J.99 2, milit,1r.y personnel at RAF Cosfo1·d and RAF Sha~.J.l>u1:y reportc~d 
seelng an unidentified craf~ fly uver these bases . La~er in 1993, 
the SLatjon Commander at: RAF Donna Nook sQw a UFO while::::! drivinq 
a long a 1·oad near Louth . 

lu al 1 t.ht:! above cases - and lhest? are ju,;;t.: the b .·p of. the ic.eber9 
- lhc~ MO0's off .ic:ia l posit.ion ~t-~ems t.c.> bi~ that: the r::v,::nt.s were of 
no defence ~ignific.ance . Thi$ sounds t.o nu~ like cl f.~uwy way of 
::,;:1ying that you don't know ~.:h i:ll.: happened . · Hav~ you or cHt't of you.t.· 
Ministers even been briefed on lhe~e l ncitlents? Have you taken the 
Lime to Lalk d i r~ctly Lo any 0£ the witnesses, inHtead uf mere ly 
l j _stening Lo c1dvlce from of .r: i<.:ia ls ~v·ho \.Jeren 't pre.s~nL, and of Len 
dldn' L seea l< lo the wiLnt·:.!:iSC~s lhemsc~lves? I.f n ... ,t, wh,y n()t '! 

Your Depai·lrnent ' s ,,1hole attitude t.o this subject. seems to be to 
regard it a s an embarrassing irritation, and indeed one MOD 
document at the Public Reco1·d Office states "Ou1· policy .i.s to play 
down the subject of UFOs and to avoid attaching undue attention or 
publicity to it" . That was written in 1965 , and much has changed 
since then . for a start , the number of reports you receive from 
Lhe public e~ch year has increased rough l y ~enfold. This brings 
me neatly to my next point. 

Continued : 
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Your De::parl:menL rww appedrs t.<J b,'! imp.lc~m~! rt l.l n ~J d d,.:!i.i beL'dle policy 
Lo attempl "lo eeducr: Lhr~ nu rubi_• r 1,1.f. :r:epc1.t:L::; 1.L r.e1;<::Hve~, pl·esww.:ibly 
j n .::1n attempt t.o 1uslify d...1Ldt' on- ;1 L0L c1 l ce:-:;sc1t.1trn of anr ~v·t,rk on 
the subject . This seems lo have b~f;!H done in l.\vCJ wa>' S, Fi.l"stly , 
J under~t~-1nd thaL i.t js n,.1 lon~1e r a requirP-rnenL for ' R.~~· .SLat:i.ons 
to fot·\,;ard UFO reports lhey :1.·1:..·<.·~d.ve . Th:is !;;e~ms iudi.crous in the 
!','\<;e of Lh<:! L .11.:f: s ( Lhour,1h l rec1l.i!-:>e you do noL know U it-!m), c1nd one 
can hdve no conf ide nc:e j l l l h<o' noo Vie~.; that U t:-'Os c1re O t no dl:!.f ence 
s.i.g ni .Ei.c::H1c.:e if yoi.: c1n/n 1 t r:.•ve:m luol<irHJ c1L ~dl t.h•= d-:ltd you have . 
Secondly, ,Lbi:: a nswerin~ m;;11.:b.i.ne now .inJ:;t.c:1lle\d on Lhe numb,-_.r used 
Lo report UFOs set!ms to lJe i:;\,;i L;c.hed 0££ oul.s.ide workl ng h<>ui:-s. 
Presumc1bly we are Lo hope thaL no thing of any import. 0ccu.ns outside 
the hours of 9am lo 5pm, or at a weekend? Is lt really too much 
trouble to leave this m.::tc hirH:: on, or diverL call::; Lo a c:ontinuou~;ly 
mann0d nllmbcr'? As a mdlter o.( interest mc1y I b(:! LoJ.d how many 
people \-Jho have left de Lai 1 s of a sight.iri9 on lhe dnswer ing ma.chine 
have subsequent l y been contacted by your officials? · . 

You (or perhaps your people) seem remarkably confident that there 
i.s nothing to worry d~out here, buL your confidence fieems to be 
udsed on nol.hing more snhstanl.i..al l:hc:1n t.he advice of c.i.vil ::;ervant.s 
w·ho ~ho\v no sign of any knot-lledge of t,h e conLenL.s c.,.f your own 
files. The philosophy seems to be thaL unleHs someLhing shows up 
cm 1·c.1dar and behaves like! ..:1 cunvenL;.ional a.i.rcr.;1.[L yo .. ,' 1 J .ignon:! it. 
Those in c:barge of the 1rctqi .~ir De-fence netv.iork in J'cinuary 1991 
pcob,:1 bly had a simila r mindset_ . 

J shall doubtlr:.! sS .n<.!<:elv<~ s.im.i.l~r platj tudes Lo t.ho.sc I h<tve 
r ec:tdvc.> d b efore, but (..:dn assure you Lh,'4l: I shall <::vul.i. nui=~ Lo press 
lhis issue until such timP as I am convin~ed thal Lhis subject is 
beinsi prope.rl~· addre ssc~d. If anyon,:? c::d .l c)ws Lhei t· \.lh•n lllf:?<J.1.ct-£uelled 
prejudices about UFOs l<> ~lind thern to a potential threat, then 
l.h.i s .i. s d Lrium2h of .i. grJC>L-,:HH.:e over ,~v.id.r:::nc;c . I would lherefore 
ti!:>k t.hctl. at the very le .. ~::.t you gel d propt..:r oral .briefing on some 
of · 1.h~.:: incidents mc:-nt .io nt-.:cl jn this lt:tLcr, nol jusL from clvil 
servants but .[ r.om .RAF Air 0f.'.f. ~ rH.: e experl !:i, r.Htd DP-If:'nc:~ Inl ell igence 
Si..:iff sp~c ic'l.lis ts , Tn shor: L , I l' t'.!,,dly du a:-;k YDl.l Lo tc:1.ke a 
personi:il iritt-r:-est. at l e,.:1s l to i.nfornt youn;elf. beller <>n this 
hu~jcct . I do noL ask you Lu share my viQWH unL11 or unless you 
know as much abouL iL all as I do. 
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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 '--) 

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 f lying 
objects". 

Recommendation 

2. That USofS responds In terms of the attached draft letter. 

Timing 

3. Routine. 

Background 

4. Lord HIii- Norton, aged 83, and Chief of the Defence Staff from 1971-73, has 
a long standing interest In "UFOs". 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. 

S. 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. 

5 



Outcome 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. 



DRAFT REPLY FROM USofS TO THE LORD HILL- NORTON 

Further to my letter dated 7 April 1998 I 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 I advised you that whilst I 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 

transfer 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 I am unable to justify. Nevertheless, these flies will continue to be 

released routinely at the normal 30 year point, subject to the continued 

willingness of the PRO to accept the material. 

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

MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB 
Telephone 0171-21 .................. (Dircci Dialling} 

0171-21 89000 (Switchboard) 

Us a f S 1hs \:; v of\.;t i:> PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE 
FOR DEFENCE 

The Lord Hill-Norton GCB 
Admiral of the Fl eet 
House of Lords 

APs/ SofS I Ps/MuJ(~r), Ps/r,111>-.J{nf> 
t>s;/Pvs, PS/'J)us (CMJ, u&Nic , · · 

HD sr..c. (A s ) , oJsl\.l. ~ c.(;( L Uot..s), 
1tb of C:s(l<M) 

o/us of s/Js 28/1/0 
London 
SWlA OPW t April 1998 

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 
d i version 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 such 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 
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LORD HILL-NORTON: REQUEST FOR RELEASE OF FILES 

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

Issue 

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

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 -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 'UFO' causes and late last year, tabled 
POs 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. 

5. Ministers will know that the Department1s 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 
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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}l reviews. Some 12% of 
records survive this selection process (of the order of 4,600 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 64/ 
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 'UFO' 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. 

'UFO' Files 

9. 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 
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remaining from years prior to 1967} have already been released. In 
considering lord Hill-Norton 1s request for the release of all closed files, I 
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, I 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 1UF0 1 files, a degree of sensitivity has been attached to 
them because 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 c.ould be sought. 
Subsequent releases of such files would therefore be at the 26-year 
point. The confidentiality aspect of 'UF0 1 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 
options 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 56 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 26 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 b~ 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 



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 
PRO) of the 55 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 PR0 1s reaction to accepting the files, I 
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. 
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DRAFT REPLY FROM USofS TO THE 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 I am prepared to consider on their merits individual 

requests for the early release of files, therefore, 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 wou.ld 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 such 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 .. 



News Brief 

Subject: 

Source: 
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Early Release of "UF0 11 Files 

Branch: DOMD Officer: 

BACKGROUND 

Tel: 

In a letter to SofS dated 3 Mar 98, Lord Hill-Norton requested early 
release of all closed files on the subject of II UFOs 11

• 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 f iles 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, t herefore, 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 n·ormal 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 11 UF0 11 sightings it receives solely to 
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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. 

1u~f,f{~~iE8r1
CY 

jur:ret_~~IEDI 
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COVERING SECR:ST/CONFIDENTIAL/RSG'l'RIC"fED/M:PrNAGEMENT/ 

REFERENCE n/us of s/JS ls/1 / C 

\)<;?~\) . 

I am attaching a letter/minute from . . ~~~~ .. .\\M .: .. ::::~~~ 
to .. -~ <F?\ \ ..................... . dated .. :? . . · .. ? .. -.~.<¼ ....... . 

Will you please consult other Departments, divisions and branches 

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

in order to reach US of s not later · than . ~?. ·. :?. ·. :=) ~-· • , , . 

I am sending copies of this to : 

. ~~~-s~ t :-: \':r .. ~~s-~4:~ ... . 

. . ~~~\ \'-~.~-- \~~-.. .. ................ . 

. . -~~~\ ~~ \~Y'\ . 

. \\b ... _<~-k \~0~ .......... ...... ..... 

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. 

Date: 
PS/US of S 
MB6215 -
CHOTS: ~ilbox 
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ev~v 
,.\\-v'° 

Admiral o f the Fl c t The Lord Hil l - Norlon GCil 

PERSONAL 
The Ifl- Hon Georgl=' Roberlso n MP 
Se:'crelary of. St:ate 
Ministry of Defence 
Main BuildJng WhiLehall 
London SWlA 2HB 

" Jc "v.. L::::., )/21 iC t.;:, 

3 Mi;i rc;h, 1 <)98 

..\~ you may kno1,,•, l h avt"? for sorn<-! )'(?a rs Laken a keen interest 
1.n the 1 ssue of un~u Lhor u-ied penet ratio ns of t lw UK Ai.1.· 
0(d:ence Reqion by unid e nt .ifJ.•!d c raft. . For l.he mos t. part ~1oui
o.f(jc.:ia J ~ 1·ef.el· Lo these incidenLB cts "UFO " sightings , a nd 
this languagl; e n s ures t.;hal. i,n.\ch 1:~ven l. .s a r ~ h i:l i-dly ,~vel-· 
pursued by t he se):ious n1edj a o l · by lhe EstabJ ishnte nl . 

l recogn1 sc, o f co u t·se I, ha L mos I. s uc..:h i.nc1.dcnl.~ ~an be 
expl a J ned c1s m1sj denli f icat ions oi various aerial objec;ts 
and phe?nomr-~ n.:-i . That soid, Utt~,~ ii-; a ha t·d co r e of. e vcnls, 
Jncluding incl.dent s ~ .. h ~re unc<.1rrcl.:it~u t .c1rgets have be en 
,1cl.:ecl:ed c;n r.::idctt· , a rtd RAF a j rcrdfl . ::.<.:r.>.1n1bled .i n dLL e mpL.s to 
.1 nlet·cepl L h e crctfl, \o1h.i ,_·h cdnnoL b e~ ::;o explained . ~ 1·1Uinh,~r 
of these hav<~ com1= l.o li.ghl. lhrough d c dr<~ful sludy of around 
twenLy five of your. D<:•partment ' s <.., Jd files (sum~ of \.Jbi.ch 
~,·~re <.:ldHSi [.i.ccJ dl L ile l evel o[ Sel;n.• l) 011 t:his subjt-•r:t, 
avai lablr.:! dl thP. Publi c Rt-:c.:c;ni Of[ J,:e;.• i n l(t:w . This brin<::JS 
m,i Lu the ¼-'l)int: of t.h1 s l,:Llet·, 

There i~ \vi.d~ sp1~r::dd ~\Hq:,ic.inu dboul the rol ~ o f vour 
l)P f::t.:i t·t· mc·nl i. n rr!. ) ,1Li.on lu l.hes<:i ·~vc•nL~ , c1.nd Her.1d of. 
Secr<=Larial (AJ.r Slcd:f> wil) dm1 li1 . .lt.:$~ b ~ able I'> g i v '=! you 
a brief on t. h t· ) ~?ve l of puhl it· intc-n~sl jn t.h u; sul.>jec l· . 
h'h~n the UK ' ~ Freedom of lnformaL1.<)f1 A<.:L come~ i1ll, <.> fl)rc· ,~ . 
ynur O~·f.'d r trnen L ca 11 l i:~pce t l ,, r<~<'c-~ i \ 'e huge uumb(~ ri-; l)f 

requP.tits fo1· OFO .i. nfc.11· rni:ll ion, Luk I n<:1 up e ndless hoLu·s of 
v~lu~0t~ MLJff Lime . 

r.n11t inu1.~d: 
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ll seems lo me Lh,=1L Lh e r~ i~ a way lo ovoid lh1s burden, and 
al the sam':' Lim~ dl!al \,•iLh some of t.he c-rJ.tic ism!, currenLJy 
b ejng made . My n•quc.,.i-;;L is lhal. you .01ulhorise the immediale 
r e l ease of d 11 c:losr~d files on tlns subj~ct . I und~k"~t.and 
that such a rnove ,,•ould nol 1.·un counter Lo Lh,~ l:.e rn1s of either 
of the Public R~cord Acls, c1nd tliaL in sµ.it~ of the uld 
'"T'hj rty Yeai· Ruie", d e partmenlal i:-eeo rds managcm1..mt. slaf f~ 
are act ive ly e n coura~cd t o identify disc i:-ele blocks o f [il cs 
for '=~ar l y rele<;i ~w . Such a movP- \,'<Ju ld be ~~r0.dtly i:i ppJ:eci ~1t t-!d 
by those of u1:, ~" ho Lak ~ c1 src> rious j nle1·est. in thi s s ub·je<:L , 
d.nd would I,~ d I I l.r11us L~sl of: your D<::fJc11:l.nie11t ' i,,; (:Oll)mj Lm!:!nl.. 
t.o Open Governmc:11L. 

J naturally h op~ you wi)l ;;gi-ee t.o this movr:- , <'tnti d <..> most 
strongly unJP ·t,11,j t yo11 s hould c:011s 1der LIH· rni-il Lr!r yourse1 r . 
More gener.:d Jy. may l sugges t LhaL yo ll <1sk fo1· d det.aj led 
briefin9 on Lhe l:Fo issue from your i-,L.a([ - pn:ifer,1b l y from 
the api::•ropriaLe :,;p,~<:ialists from w;ilh.i.n Lhe l)ef:en<:~ 
lnte111.qenc:<~ Staff, as 1)pposed to the-: c:1v'i.l scrve1nt!-) f rom 
Sec(i\S). l am p .:.- c.~1.1 y ~nre you wi l J fi nd thr,•1·~ is 1·.:.1t.her more 
to Lb .is subjP.ct than you might currc.mt; Jy m;ppn sc~ . 



R'oq\r8 
LOOSE MINUTE 

D/GF/1/1/8 (133/97) 

~ May 1997 

PS/Minister (AF) 

Copy to: 
APS/S of S..,_ 
PS/US of S 
PS/PUS 
PS/2nd PUS 
DUS(RP&F) 
Press Secretary 
AUS(GF) 
Head of Sec(AS) 
Head of PCB(Air) 

BOOK WRlTTEN BY MOD EMPLOYEE 

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