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Date of tst review

Reviewsr's
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Reviewer's
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Forward Destruction Date
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Destroyed D
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permanent preservation D

c. M no further administrative value but worthy of consideration by INFO(EXP)-R for permanent preservation.
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Jua-JunN—za81 13:42 FROM NERTISHEAD OPS

" F.@2
’ MOD Form 953
. (Revised 4/99)
Unit Ref:
B To be completed in CAPITALS
M“-'TARY Al RC RAFT ACT“"TY 8 Forward the completed form to
the authorities listed at Section 1
PUBLIC COMPLAINT FORM within 5 days.
SECTION 1: ACTION AUTHORITIES
Action info Action Info Action Info
O [ wnit [ [0 comdsecHqland [1 [ marnaprc
[] [ mopsectasizo 0 O ocsrsrcmmss [ [} other
O [0 newsecasz2 [ [ marnastc P
FOR MOD USE ONLY.
©8S Grid Ref: Serlal No: Fila Ref:
LFA: Previous Complaint No. of Complaints to dafe:
NS Serlal No: File Ref:

SECTION 2: DETAILS OF COMPLAINANT

SECTION 4: DETAILS OF INCIDENT

Mr/MraiMissMs/DrfOther:

Date:

Surname:

Time:

Forename(s):

How many aircraft Involved:

or

Addrass: Type of alrcraft ]
[Juet [Jrrop [JHelo [Juahtar
Other (Spacify)
Town/City:
County: Markings
Postcode: [Jorey []Camoutiaged [ | ReaWhite [ ] BiaciYeliow
Telephone No. Other (Specify)
SECTION 3: LOCATION OF INCIDENT
[] Address at Section2,
Height

D Low D Medium D High

Postcode:

Address: Estimation In Feet:

Direction:

Inside MATZ?
Town/City: D Yes D No
County: ¥ Yas which MATZ?

N ‘@1 12:47

NOW TURN OVE!
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| B8-JUN-2881  13:42  FROM  NERTISHEAD OPS TO ' P.G3

SEGCTION 5; PARTICULARS OF COMPLAINT {Continue on 3 geparate sheet if necessary).

SECTION 6: CLAIMS (DO NOT PROMPT) SECTION 7: UNITS RESPONSE
Has the incident given risa to any injury to persons and/or Yos No
livestock or damage to property which will result in a claim
for compensation being submitted to the Ministry of Defence? Return Telephene call D D
D Yes D No Full writtan response sent (attach copy)D D
If Yes, give details and copy form to D/C+L (F+S) Claims 3.
Low flying leaflet sant D D
Written acknowledgement only (anacr)l D D
copy
Vislt arranged D D
Speeily
Requires attention of HQ P&SS D D
Other (Specify)
SECTION B: DETAILS OF INDIVIDUAL
RECEIVING COMPLAINT
Time: {Local)
Date Complaint received:
Signature:
IMPORTANT REMINDER
Name:
ALL ACTION TAKEN MUST BE TN ACCORDANCE WITH
Rank: QAl J5002 OF 1989,
Unit: THE COMPLETED FORM S TO BE FORWARDED TO THE
' APPROPRIATE AUTHORITIES AS LISTED AT SECTION
1 WITHIN 5 DAYS.

TOTAL P.23
UN '@1 12:48 PAGE. 23



F “UNEXPLAINED" AL D
T _MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
1959 — 22 1981 - 600
1960 ~ 31 1982 ~ 250
1961 - 71 1983 - 390
1962 - 46 1984 - 214
1963 ~ 51 1985 - 177
1964 — 74 1986 — 120
1965 - 56 1987 - 150
1966 — 95 1988 - 397
1967 - 362 1989 - 258
1968 - 280 1990 - 209
1969 - 228 1991 - 117
1970 - 181 1992 — 147
1971 - 379 1993 - 258
1972 ~ 201 1994 ~ 250
1973 - 233 " 1995 = 373
- 1974 - 177 1996 ~ 609
1975 - 208 1997 — 425
1976 — 200 VS - 1Y
1977 — 435 149 - 229
1978 - 750 2620 210
1979 - 550
1980 — 350

Figures from before 1959 are not available.

NB. The above figures relate to the number of reports, received
by the Ministry of Defence, of aerial activity which was not
immediately identifiable to the witness. They should not be taken
to reflect sightings of "UFO/flying saucers"

docs/ufo/NUMBERS




REPORT OF AN UNEXPLAINED AERIAL SIGHTING
===l 2t AN UNEAPLAINED AERIAL SIGHTING

1. | Date and time of sighting.
(Duration of sighting.)

2. | Description of object.
(No of objects, size, shape, colour,
brightness, noise.)

3. | Exact position of observer.
Geographical location.
(Indoors/outdoors,
stationary/moving.)

4. | How object was observed.
(Naked eye, binoculars, other
optical device, camera or
camcorder.)

5. | Direction in which object was
first seen.

(A landmark may be more helpful
than a roughly estimated bearing.)

6. | Approximate distance.

7. | Movements and speed.
(side to side, up or down,
constant, moving fast, slow)

8. | Weather conditions during
observation.
(cloudy, haze, mist, clear)




To whom reported.
(Police, military, press etc)

10. | Name, address and telephone no
of informant.

11. | Other witnesses.

12. | Remarks.

13. | Date and time of receipt.
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Dr David Clarke

14 June 2001

Further to my letter of 5 June and my question concerning the radar tracking and
interception of unidentified flying objects by RAF Neatishead/Lakenheath (USAF) in
1956.

Subsequent to sending the letter my attention has been drawn to an article (enclosed)
by F.H.C Wimbledon RAF (retired) that appeared in a 1999 issue of the Newsletter of
the RAF Air Warfare Museum. Mr Wimbledon, you will recall, was the Chief
Controller on duty at RAF Neatishead G.C.I. on the night in question and personally
supervised the interception by Venom NF-3s scrambled from the Battle Flight at RAF
Waterbeach.

Your attention is drawn to paragraph 3 of Wimbledon’s article that refers to a
debriefing by “a very senior RAF officer” and a report prepared for HQ Fighter
Command, RAF Bentley Priory.

The one inaccuracy in the account is Wimbledon’s statement that the interceptors
came from 253 Squadron. The QRA squadron on that evening was No. 23 Squadron
and as I have previously noted, I have copies of flying logbook entries completed by
six aircrew who took part in the interception attempts.

‘Given that a senior RAF officer has now discussed his role in these events in public I

wish to ask for the MOD’s position on this matter and whether an account of, or an
explanation for the events of the night of 13/14 August 1956 can be found in official

“records. I

Yours Sincerely,
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DR. DAVID CLARKE & ANDY ROBERTS

We were interested to read Richard Foxhall's
article on the sighting made by the crews of
three RAF Tornado alrcraft above the North
Sea on 5 November 1990. Richard should be

ngratulated for perseverance and determi-
nation in his dealings with the Ministry of
Defence that led to the release of the signal
sent to Whitehall,

In his article Richard poses a number of
questions concerning the possible Identity of
the UFO reported by the aircrew, and asks
why the MoD apparently have no record of
an investigation into this incident. Richard’s
speculation concerning secret Stealth aircraft
are interesting and probably correct with ref-
erence to other incidents, but we believe they
are in this case a red herring, and we will
explain why.

Richard does not appear to be aware that
many other UFQ reports were filed on the
same night, at the same time, by the crews of
civitian airliners in different parts of Europe.

These shed new light on the report by the
Tornado crews, and may explain why the
MoD decided no further investigation was
required.

Flirstly, readers should be aware that the
Torado sighting was ot first published in
Nick Pope’s Open Skies, Closed Minds
{1996). ik was in fact reported in Flying
Saucer Review Vol 26, No 2 (May-June 1991),
in an article by FSR consuitant Paul
Whitehead, just seven months after the
event. He obtained an account of what was
seen from one of the Tornado pilots who had
spoken to a British Airways’ captain. Reporis
alsc appeared in a number of British newspa-
pers at the time, including the Sunday
Telegraph and the Daify Herald (Glasgow).

Captain Mike D’Alkon was at the controls of a
Boeing 737 en route from Rome o London
when, above the Alps at 06.03pm on 5

November 1990, he and the cabin crew s
“a set of bright lights.. ahead and to the right
and highet than we were..”

DAlton’s timing was within three minutes of
that reported by the Tarnado pilot in his sig-
nat to the MoD, sc we can safely assume that
they saw the same UFO, which would there-
fore have been many tens of miles away.

D'Alton was quoted as saying: “What we saw
was one large, fairly bright light. Ahead of it
was a formatlon of three fainter lights in a tri-
angle. Another faint light was behind the
large light and was slightly slower.. we
watched the lights for two minutes then it
took a lightning-fast right-angle tum and
zoomed out of sight.”

Note how similar the captain's description is
to that of the Tomacdo pilot, “.five to six white
steady lights, one blue steady light... UFO
appeared in our [right hand)] side same
level... it went into our 12 o’clock and acceler-
ated away.”

One of the Tornado aircrew told D'Alton:
“..all the pilots are adamant that what they
had seen was definitely not satellite debris”
and the captain himself was gquoted as say-
ing: “This thing was not of this world. In ali
my 23 years of flylng I've never seen a craft
anything like that.”

Before we discover what this ‘UFO’ may have
been, readers should also be aware that this
formation of lights was seen by the crews of
at least three other clvilian aircrew at that
same moment.

These included the captain of a Lufthansa
airlines flight and an Air France pilot whe
was flying at 33,000 feet above the Pyrenees.
In none of these cases was the UFO tracked
by radar, which adds weight to the conclu-
sion that it was much further away than the
witnesses believed.

At the same time in Belgium, dozens of peo-
ple on the ground reported a “iriangular
abject with three lights, flying slowly and
soundlessty to the southwest.”

The Air Forces of France, Belgium and
Germany collected dozens of these reports
and concluded the ‘object seen was actually
tens of miles high.’ Recording equipment
also detected two sonic booms which sug-
gested something had entered the earth’s
atmosphere.

When all the observations are gathered
together and times are corrected for nelgh-
bouring zones, it becomes clear that the
same, relatively slow maving object was
sighted right across Europe that night. The
date and time of the sightings comelate with
the re-entry of the Gorizont/Proton rocket
body (satellite booster), which burned up in
the atmosphere across northern France and
Germany around 6 to 6.30pm [GMT] on the
evening of 5 November 1880,

This explanation was confirmed afterwards
by the French Service for the Investigation of
Re-entry Phenomena (reported in the
Glasgow Herald, 7 November 1990).

We can speculate that both the British MoD
and Dutch authorities would have been
informed about the sateliite re-entry when
they scrutinised the report made by the
Tomado crews. I the date and time of the
report tied in with the re-entry, as it did,
established procedure would require no fur-
ther investigation.

This is the answer to Richard Foxhall's ques-
tion. The conclusion that the UFO reported
was part of a satellite burning up in the
earth's atmosphere may not be accepted by
everyone. We agree that it does fit all aspects
of the description provided by the aircrews,
but we don't have a clear statement from
them nor do we know if they are aware of the
facts concerning the re-entry which ocourred
that night.

We would point out that aircrews are human
beings, and no matter how highly trained
they may be for combat, this would not be
the first time that pilots have seen and report-
ed a spectacular and unexpected re-entry of
space junk as a UFO.

This does not imply that all UFO reporis by
pilots can be so easily explalned away, and
indeed we will be presenting one case we
feel remains inexplicable in a future issue of
UFC Magazine, But we believe that in this
instance, taking all the evidence into
account, the facts peint more directly
towards a man-made rocket body re-entering
earth’s atmosphere rather than a Stealth air-
craft, or indeed an ‘unknown’.

D 2002 Davig Clarke & Andy Roberts
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. Prince Phitip, the Royal Equenry & riysiiy saucers

Qniy, ail was not what it
seemexd.

Horsley tried *phoning Mrs.
Markham over a period of several
days but got no reply. He turned to
General Martin for advice, but he
became ‘distant and evasive’ and
told Horsley that Mrs. Markham had
gone away and he knew nothing
about her whereabouts. In despera-
tion Horsley went back to the sec-
ond floor flat in Smith Street only to
find it empty. On questioning her
neighbours he was puzzled to be
told *she had appeared to leave ina
hurry’.}

Was Mr Janus an extraterrestrial?
Although Horsley thought so, it
seems unlikely. But if he wasn’t an
‘ET’ then who was he? A practical
joke played on Peter Horsley at his
expense is certainly possible, as not
all those close to Prince Philip
shared his enthusiasm for flying
saucers. But there may be a more
logical, if slightly sinister, explana-
tion. Coensider this.

Prince Philip’s keen interest in flying
sancers was well known to both his
immediate circle of friends and
within the media. It would therefore
have quickly come to the attention
of the security services whose
responsibility was both to protect the
Royal Family and the couniry. It
miay have been thought that HRH'’s
interest was leaving him open to
manipulation. As this all took place
at the height of the Cold War the
security services woald have been
wortied about the possibility that
official secrets could be leaked by
Prince Philip, or his equerry, if they
were approached in certain ways.

Horsley didn’t agree when we asked
if the whole thing could have been a
set-up, something put on by the

PH: I don’t think so at all. I think
that the flat was ‘bormowed’ for the
-evening, But T went back to the flat
again and it was eropty. But then life
moves on very quickly, and I didn’t
spend much time trying to trace him
really.

And General Martin, I pever saw
him again, Tt was very funny
because I thought of reporting it to
the Security Forces because he knew
too much, he seemed to have a lot of
knowledge of power plants and that
sort of thing and it was as though

my thoughts had transferred because
that’s when he disappeared.

RC: Did you guestion General
Martin about this?

PH: No, because he had disap-
peared. I pever found him again.

RC: What's your opinion of the
Janus in refrospect?

PH: I don’t know. 1 mean, after ]
reading Tim's {Good's] latest book
he does say in there that there are
“cbservers’ about. He was a very

strange man and be impressed me

and I still remember him today. I
wish I knew.

[Despite Horsley’s assurances to the
contrary, the likelihood of his meet-
ing with Mr. Janus being either a
praciical joke or, more likely an
intelligence agency “set up’ remains.
Perhaps the clues were there for Sir
Peter from the start; the meeting was
hosted by a Mrs, Markham, and
there is a Markham Square immedi-
ately adjacent to Smith Street, And
the very name ‘Janus’ is taken from
the Roman god with two faces. A
clue that Janus was in some way
‘two-faced’?

Perhaps, somewhere, deep in the
archives of MIS5, lies a file detailing
just how far the Security Services
probed Peter Horsley, and Prince
Philip’s integrity by manipulating
his interest in flying saucers and
extraterrcstrials, ]

Horsley's tour of duty as Prince
Philips equerry ended in 1955, but
he continued his active interest in
UFOs. His growing fascination for
the subject does not appear to have
adversely effected his career
prospects. From 1971, Horsley was
promoted to Commander of the
RAFs nuclear deferrent bomber
force and after two years became
Deputy Commander-in-Chief of

‘Strike Command, where he

remained until retirernent in 1975.

PH: Later on when I went back i
the RAF, T was in a job where the
Air Force Ops’ Room came under
me and I saw an incredible amount
of reports, These went into the Air

air went into AFOR.

RC: Where was this based?
PH: At the Ministry of Defence.

This was the Standard Operations
Procedure that I refer to mmybook

Any report went into the Air™
Minisiry AFOR and a report was
filled in and from there it would go
to the Technical branch for analysis
and, as [ say, 95 per cent could be
explained. There was an incredible
number of reports.

RC: What period are you referring
to here?

PH: The Air Force reports 1 saw
were later on, about 1965, Between
1965 and 1969, that sort of time.

RG: What happened to all this
because the MoD say
today that everything before 1961
has been destroyed or lost - they
say it doesn't exist.
PH: T bet you that it does still exist,
at the Ministry. Perhaps they are not
telling you, I don’t know. They [the
reports] went throvgh to Technical
Intelligence, D.D.L (Tech) and they
did analysis of them and they were
filed away somewhere, There was
an immense number of reports, I can

assure you of that. And I doubt that
they would have been destroyed.

RC: Did you ever come across any
evidence for a cover-up of informa-
tion to do with UF0s? .

PH: I did contact the Americans at
one stage and the Americans would-
o't tell me anything. I was very sur-
prised and I had a feeling that they
were covering up something, T was
doing this study for Prince Philip
and there was some American report
and I got onto the Air Attache (Group
Captain H.A.C. Bird-Wilson). That
was 1952 and he made enquiries for
me in the USA and he came back
and more or less hinted that the
Americans were covering up. Not
actually saying so, but he got noth-
ing. But I'm surprised because he
was our Air Aftaché and had lots of
contacts in Washington.

RC: Do you know why orders were
issued fo RAF pilols in 1953 not to
discuss this subject with the Press
or anyone outside the Air Minisiry?
PH: T don’t know. They probably
thought the best thing to do was
keep quiet. The forces do this from
time to time, they don’t want pilots
and people to tatk about it.

This subject did worry the C of C of
Fighter Command at the time, this I
do know. His interest was that the
Russians were getting into our air-
space. Sir Thomas Pike, I tatked o
him about them. He just pooh-
poohed it all, but one womry was that
our airspace was being invaded by
the Russians. It was the height of the
Cold War, after all!

RC: How seriously was this subject
taken at the time?

PH: Well you have to remember this
was the height of the Cold War. I
think it was quite serious because
we were experimenting with super-
sonic and very high-flying planes
and we were intercepting Russian
aircraft that were trying to penefrate
our airspace at that time, up in the

" North particilarly, so any report was

taken very sericusly.

They never caught a Russian plane
over this country. They had one that
came over the coast by mistake and
the pilot said to his co-piloi: ‘I won-
der if this is frightening the British
as much as it is frightening me!”

RC: What’s your opinion of UFOs,
after doing your study for Prince
Philip?

PH: 1 don't believe in them iftying
saucers] and T don’t disbelieve in
them. The conclusions I reached
were very much in line with most
official views on the subject [that]
95 per cent of the sightings could be
explained by norrmal things such as
ballcons, but a hard core of five per
cent were totally unexplainable. The
five per cent are incredible really
and they can’t be explained away.

There’s something going on, of that
I'm sure, but what T didn’t know and
that is the view I still hold today.




Letter:

UF0 Magazine,

Valley

Farm Way, -

Wakefield Road,
“Stourton, -
Leeds LS10 1SE,

England

Firstly, Nick clalims that we care
‘paper frall reseqrchers’.

This is comect. But as much, if
not more, of our time Is spent
inferviewing witnessas and off-
cials who have been Involved

and weérs sowhen UFOs were
Just o' gisiam iri Niek’s Imoging-
fion.

He then cluims that “many
people hova wiitten about foo
fighters and ghost rockets’.

wall, yos they hove. But this
rather misses the significant
point that Qut of ihe Shodows
reveals - for the Bst time - the
official Alr Ministry files on those
subjects, which others such o5
Tim Good and Nick Redfem
have searchad for without suc-
cess in the past. These files go
Info some detall regarding
indiviclucl alfcrew sightings and
now the Al Ministry treated the
matter. Thay also infroduce RV,
Jonas Into the sublect of
Ufology where ha would play a
cenfral e for many yadars.

The ghost rocket files in partic-
ulor give great insight into the
poliical and adminisirative

T OF THE
SHADOWS

THE ESTABLISHMENT
GFFiclaL COVER.yp

RV, Jones and Peter Horsley
Is well known via their autobl-
ographies.

But how many people hove

Very few we would suggest

Our feseaich irfo these kay

personaiities, clong with Lord
Mountbatten was amplified
both by direct interviews witn
Peter Horsley (see the arlicle In
this Issue of UFO Magazine),
RV. Jones son, Mount-batten’s
daughter ond backed up with
archive reseqrch and access
1o their personal papers. If
Nick's view of Ufology s that
YOl accept the one
dimensional view - that wihat
you read in books is the whole
story - then we have sarious
doubts about his abllifies as o
rasearches|

Which brings us nedtly To Nick's
asserfion fhat cutsiders cannot
possibly understand the MoD's
invotvesrment with UFOs, simply
because they dare oufsiders,
and thert the information given
to us by numenous infervie-
waes is flowed becouse they
are bound by the Official
Secrats Act What utter non-
sense - on both counts.

confusion pravaient in the Ar
Ministry throughout the whole
saga. None of this hos been
wiittan about before, Mick then
claims that the UFO inferest of

Military historians, of investigd-
five joumciists, for instance are
rrely part of the organisation
hey choose to wite about ond

yet despite or becouse of this
they are dispassionaie enough
1o be able 1o foke an objective
ook of the subject they ore
researching. Take for example.
histoian  Richard  Aldrich's
magnificent insight into the
world of Cold War inteligence,
The Hidden Hand [John
Murray, London, 2001).

Thls Is exacty the fradition we
followed with Out of the
Shadows, which was wiitlen
from the point of view of a his-
foxian, not o Uiotogist, That Nick
finds fauft In its accuracy is a
sad reflection on the UFOC cir-
cus he has becomne caught
up In. As for the OSA? Yes, ser-
vice persornel and govern-
ment employees are signato-
fes to it - but the OSA s not @
magic spell. | wil not siop
people from saying what they
choose and the govemment
raredy acts on any information
revealed’. If
oblained flom interviewees Is
backed up by findings on the
‘paper ail” (as ours is) then'tt is
a recsonable ossumption fo
qssume it is factual. The malor-
ity of our Inferviewses were okl
and wealiny - they no longer
cared about the pelty admin-
strative restictions they were
once under. :

F-- On the ofhed side of the coin if
- Nick is choosing to invoke the

DSA a5 o reason why informa-
fion we have been given is
invaiic, we would suggest pec-
ple mmediately stop buving
his books for the simple reason
that by his own argument
nothing he says should be
taken seriously becouse he

rermnains bound by fhe OSA. -

All his witings and lectures
therefore count for nothing
and may achually be regard-
ed as dignform-ation becouse
by his own admission he
‘knows' - yet cannot tell,

if Nick finds fautt with our histor-

doal investigation of the UK. ..
role - -in - -UFQ-
esegrch, we suggest that . t
_ deserve credit for both the

govemment

instead of hiding behind the
toothless OSA he actually tels

the UFO community some--

thing genuinely new about the

UFQ phenomenon. We're walt-
ing Nickl

In the meontime we wili con-
Hinue 1o Interview kay plavers in
the UK Govanment's UFO his-
tory and witnesses fo remick-
able UFO events, keeping an
open mind. Ou findings may
not always please our cHtics,
but we are hoppy to be
judged upon the quality and
onginality of our rmaterial.

We have no hestiation in report-
ing the facts as we find them.,
without recourse to  hiding
behind outdated lows and
semantic  Jlggery-pokery Qs
Nick has chosen to do.

From: Dr. David Clarke and
Andy Roberts, cd292@
crazydiamonds.fsnet.co.uk

#t comes as ho surprise fo see
fhree high profile  UFO
researchers such as Nick, David

information

and Andy bscome ot fog-
gerheads over long-heid
views, bellefs ond differences
of opinlon, Few would dfs-
ogree, though, .that the
Official Secrets Act Is in urgent

need. of a radical overhau, -

but 50 fong as they remain the
fow.of the fond, Nick will be
subsenient to each and every
one of ifs seripfures.

Arquments will doubliess rage
bameenieodingprotogon!s:s
in this subject for-years to
comea, but how | wish they
would sometirnes just agree
disagree - Edifor .

CRACKING STUFF

As a regular and dedicated
subsctiber fo UFQ Mogazine,
which | ond ouwr members
befieve 10 be the finest of its
Knd In the waoild, we followed

-and around the Borsalt area of
Deyshire with inferest. You

fegtures and your editorial
comment, all of which are
basad on fruths, facts and not
fistion. Well done on Q fine
piace of work and keep up the
excellent standards on what is
a ciocking magazine.

From: Mr. Peter Cliffe,
IFONUK, 47 Whincover
Grange, Leeds L§12 5.0

WHOSE HAND?

| find the contenis of UFOQ
Mogazine foscinating  and
thought-provoking. especially
those cenfred on shange
objects seen in the skles and
depicted on many works of ar,
mosty of a religlous nature, |
tend to have an open mind on
UFOs and lean towards scepti-
cism when faced with dublous
‘evidence’, be it In the fom of
grainy photographs, obwious
fakes or hoaxes, of simply phe-
nomena that can  be
explained away as weather
ballcons, high-altitude aircroft,
glc.

your frepoits of happenings in

| suppasa the only way to settie
this orgument I8 1o have an
exhatenesiial spacecraft land
in, or near, a large city of fown.

Given such o hypothetical
scenado, what might be the
54 sequence of events
following such a landing? How
would political, sclentific, secu-
iy, miltary and media Institu-
fions respond, for example?

And who would act as the offi-
cigl representative of Earih 1o
greet these visitors? The UN
secretary geneici? A Head of
State? A local chief digniary,
such ds G MCYor of govemor?
it may sound ke sclence fic-
fion to some, but one never
Knows!

From: Mr. F. Anderson,
Glasgow, Scofiand.

An Interssting diternma, but |

‘wolidht bet ogadinst Tony Biair
_ appearing of the head of ony

welcorming commm'ee - Egiifor
THE NEED TO KNOW

| wish %o commend you on an
excellent magazine. |1 have
been an avid reader for well
over two years and find it
extremely Informative. | 0ok
forwerd to the different and upe
to date aticles you presert
each month and hope you
can maintain the professional
and unblgsed wiifing - it adds
so much credibilty to inform-
ing the sceptical public and
media ot large. | recognise
that maintaining the poce in
communicating such impor-
tant Information can be o
chote in itself, ond that is
another reason why UFQ
Maogazine is so imporant o
me. | profess 10 being totally
amazed by this phenomenon,
but | am also arxious by i,

| sense an undeying wgency
in Its interaction with the
hurmian condition, and that the
spead of this ‘communion’ is
increcsing to fulfil @ pupose.



- oPAGE ¢ SCIENGE ASTﬁlNﬁwn - _owvinONMENT * GLOBAL NEWs ¢ ...

(JF O MAGAZINE

THE TRUTH IS COMING...
AUGUST 2002

>r< £2.50

- i
1 ] £
1
b s
Z 3%
RN * . !
N .
] e
£
A%
o

- eekmg
llﬁ

FOS? it o
isit Scotland! & vivg saveers LU

0




Juejq o}, Sojid oouly)

.&ﬂ?.

i(enss) 5561 100/d9S
©9s) majaay 1oones
Buifld W NISIA A1oY}
uo Jodas g 9304m
g ‘108 wooy
JO apisul 8y} mes
Kjuo jou ueunybm
piaeq Joyebrsaaut
o4n Apes pue
1id uyop isneuwsnor

‘156 ‘ounp 9} pajep

108 wooy uo odas
SMoN spjouiay aylL

NLg0ay sy,

Aquuiog sajipy 1apueuod Bulpm

TERG pey

I wn._oz.:

(ssodedsmoN sS aadxg Asaunog)

| Aepoy 108 wood

o i . P
N gy .._wawdu.e
A

s
T
4
i

.pui U Jey) desy 0}

POSIADE ([0M ©Q PInoM aininy auy
) sepeUeLLINOOP O Bupfew
u) pebebue asol] yesy pue aos
0} ysim ejdoad jsoLu Seuo oLy
are ‘sieyio |[e anoge Keyl wiy
o)))| SESSBUNM JOUJO JO SpLES
-noyy Ajissod pue spaipuny ae
auaLp ‘preGanH UeIS Aloae 104

*AIB)USLLINOOP {BOUOISIY
US[[80X8 UB SSIMIBLI0 SEM JEUM
10 eupys ey oo} ‘Bury ebioen
“4apunoy SY Yim maiaisi) Buo|
-obe Bujsseirequia Ajpynoe ue
pesu} pue Aej00S snusLIeY eyl
uo aoeyd & apnjoul Usyy o} Ing

“umoLn| Apeasfe

S§ Jeym O} peppe Sem ol ‘066
19quIB0a(] JO UBPIOUI 1$8I04
weyse|puay) aul yum Buiesp
uopoes B Ul adod YoIN pue lurug
euiiooy) Jo eoueseadde el
eydsaq ‘uBnauyy Aem-pjw joid
ey} eso| 0} pewsas yoeid Ul Uely
s,ufeg, YoIYMm U) Jouuew auy

) ‘sdeysed ‘s eyeunyojun alo

Jeadde o} Jou esoyd ‘sepybie
e]e] SIY Uj MOU ‘Jjestuly uew

oy ‘seAnejes sAquuo I wioly
SJUSWILLIOD LM OP 8)ew 0} pey
Koy ‘puejal] WISLUON 0} SUaqoY
pue axelD pajuediiosoe

A0 LY B usym Apreunpiojun

LJajow Aes o} ‘Buyymun 10

8y sBujy) 950U} INOdE pue ‘ol
LonW SMouy 8y Ing ‘eouetonial

‘giqeuUn sem o} “Yeads jou pjnom

oYUM ‘pauLIuoD 8y ‘paie
-r00sip pey am jey) Buppliens,

*ssasdx3g Aepung oy}

jo uydurey) ueing Jsiewnol pio}
spedoy Aeme Wybiens uesjo
BLUBD BY LY PUNO) OM USUM,,

“pUBIM] WIBLLION Uf UMO] [E)SEOD
e uj uaLuaIRas U Buin pue

BAI[e |INS SEM JUBLILLIBAOD oL
10} SO Ydreasal 0} Plo sem
oym ‘AquuoS SJAN JapUBLLLOD
Bum yeu) pasenoosip

sheqoy pue epe|) Aqipaiouy

1seq Aiea

8y} yum atay) dn syues pleqany
uelg ‘SSBUNIM BIIPAUD B SY "SI
-yby s, Aiejuewinoop ayy Jo euo
sem yBnaloquiey 4y Je pauo)
-B1s o|lym sBunybis 04N omi

Iy ApyBy os Buissiwsip 1o} Aed
BupHop eup je spein asoym
‘pleggnH UBlS JopUBLIWIOD
Buip sem weyy Buotry

-saunbiy Aay sy

Jo awos pamapusiul Ajeuosiad
pue peoel} Ajfenjuene suaqoy
pue exe|) ‘poday Med Bupiopm
Jeoneg Buif)d, eyp us pajelep

se sajfjjjiqisuodsal pue s)ues
‘sewieLt uejfes paues|b Buney

‘wieip Jo
aulos Jsea| e Buisfjeue pue Buy
-yefiisanu Joj siqisuodsal asouy

uo JyBy Buippays | [njsseoons
a19M sUeqoy pue exe(d Aep
30 46| ey} uees Jene sey J8q
-winu Jeus el Buiyiou uBnoyyy

sueqoy Apuy g eXde|D piAea "4a

svoeg

.'8a]ly 3no uo [spodes

o4nl 00004 Y Bupewos,,
pey Asy Bumiwipe uvewsexods
Ansjui Ay ue pajonb

uens Joded ay| suodal Jeones
Buiky Buikprys ut peBebus
Ajpapoe aiom ‘arenbg Jefeyest
S,UOPUOT JO ‘BnuUBAY pue|

-sequuinuyyoN ul Buipjing sjodagey

1910 JBLLuo) 8L} 38 |08 ooy Ul
paseq s[ejolo JustiWeAch Jey
umoLn| Buoj eaey susyosesses
04N ‘561 sunp woy s

1B SMON ,SpjouAats e o} siueyt

) ‘Kpmis sOG61L

. "Aes 8y} Yum POAJOA| aUOM
oym sieoeIEYD A9Y BU} JO BLoS
uo pegnooy ewresBoud ey ‘1002
up Aured Bupjiop seones Buihld,
oy} Aq podas payisse(o ousywy

e aseajau 0} soueja( Jo ANSILIA
sy} pepensied Ajeuy Buiney

ueug Jem-isod uj spoded
Asones BulAy, BuneBisaaul

U] JUSLUBAJOAU] JUOLLILIGADD)
feloyjo jo Jedeys ueppy Buoy
-IBBA-0G 1SOWE U payuresun
Aljeuy ‘saAlyose JueuilLenad e
juads sieah Jaye ‘oym ‘susqoy
Apuy pue e3ej0 pineq ua Jo
sUoYe oAREBIseAu] B} Uo paseq
Ssem - 4oelg Uj usp sueg,

A vZ ‘Aepseupem
uo jauueyD A19roosiq

8ty uo pasojeud sem <
SO4N uo AlejUsiLNoop Mou

u} $198{q0 Buyfyy peyRuepiuN
Sje|oWo pejujodde JuswILIeAn

108 Wooy uo by spays Ai

“apHlop Hueay
‘puan} buoj
-9jij sy pue

pieqgny uerg
JIPUBLLLIOD
buipy aae

249y painyoid
‘pesye

Hoom ayy

a0j) UOND3S AL
puaj)aam sy
ut 99S Isnu,
e se joejg uj
ualy sueug,
pasnJanpe
new Apeg a4yl

2fENSAU| OYM
04 8L} pue
JARINO0p MO

E]l

'



25/87/2882 85:42

. » E . e |
=== COVER PAGE === o
Y,
TO:
FROM: DINFOEXP
Fax:
TEL:

COMMENT :

(oo &J&M b DrClody o 25 Ry 02. b/k/ﬂ(g,},,) inomead

;?.L/ 7/ 2002



25/97/2082 85:42 DINFDEXP FRAGE ©l
p "re
25 JUL zwet
Dr David Clarke EXP

Director of Information Exploitation
Room 828

St Giles Court

1-13 St Giles High Street

LONDON WC2B 8LD

Your ref;: DGInfo/3/1/3/1 22 July 2002

Dea

I refier to your letter of 2 October 2001 1n response to my appeal for a review of a
decision by the Ministry of Defence to withhold documents following a request I
made under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.

You will recall that my appeal concerned five documents from a MOD file
concerning an alleged UFO sighting near RAF Woodbridge m December 1980.

In your letter of 2 October last year you said you had decided that having reviewed
these documents you felt it appropriate to disclose two of the documents. You added
that:

“__.it is not appropriate to disclose the remaining docwments...as these consist of
advice from officials to Ministers and are properly covered by Exemption 2 of the
Code, which relates tv internal discussion and advice.”

You advised me that if I was dissatisfied ] could ask an MP to take the matter up with
the Pasliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the Ombudsman) who may
decide to investigate.

I now understand that a third party (another member of the public) has made an
appeal directly to the Ombudsman in respect of the three documents withheld, and
that the Ombudsman has in the last few days ruled that the three remaining documents
should be disclosed. .

If that is the case then I now wish to resubmit my original application for copies of the
three documents which were the subject of my original appeal on 20 August 2001,

These documents, from MOD file ref D/Sec(AS)12/2/1, are:
1) an internal Minute from & MOD official to a Minister’s office, submitting & draft

response and an accompanying background note in respect of a Parliamentary
Question (PQ) tabled by Sir Patrick Wall MP.
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2) aduplicate copy of the first page of 1) above.

3) an internal Misute from a MOD official to a Mipister’s office, submitting a draft
response and accompanying background material in respect of a letter to the
Secretary of State for Defence, the Rt Hon Michael Heseltine MP, from David
Alton MP, which had enclosed a letter from one of Mx Alton’s constituents.

I see no reason why, given the Ombudsman’s ruling and the impending Freedom of
Information Act, that these three documents should continue to be withheld.

The circumstances surrounding the alleged incident are now over 20 years old, and
are a matter of legitimate public and historical interest. By withholding this
information, the MOD are simply encouraging suspicion that it has something to hide

‘concerning an incident which it said had “no defence significanice” in the first place.

I hope that you will look again at my original request. In view of the recent
development, I hope that it will not now be necessary to refer this matter to the
Ombudsman via my MP.

1look forward to hearing from you,

Yours faithfully,

FAGE




From:
Directorate of Air Staff (Lower Airspace)
Operations & Policy 1

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Room 6/73, Metropole Building, Northumberland Avenue, London,
WC2N 5BP

Telephone (Direct dial) 0207218 2140
’ {Switchboard) 020 7218 8000
(Fax)
(GTN)

Dr David Clarke Your Reference

Qur Reference
D/DAS/64/3/ 11

Dat
38 Tuly 2002

]
r

‘Dear Dr Clarke E]

I am writing concerning three documents from the MOD file on the alleged sighting of an
“Unidentified Flying Object” near Rendlesham Forest, Suffolk, which were withheld from you
under Exemption 2 of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Informatlon (the Code).

There has recently been an investigation by the Parliamentary Ombudsman into the decision to
‘withhold these documents and the Ombudsman has concluded that the three documents do fall
'under the scope of Exemption 2. However, in the particular circumstances of this case he
recommended that the documents should nonetheless be provided to the individual who made the

complaint, and MOD has accepted this.

The MOD also agreed to supply the documents to all those from whom they had previously been
withheld and they are therefore enclosed for your information. Some have been anonymised in
accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998.

Y ours sincerely,

s ""* %ﬂ SR S R T



The National Archives
Release of extra Rendlesham files
MoD agree to release to Dr Clarke three documents originally with-held from the Rendlesham file in July 2002, following the outcome of an appeal to the Parliamentary Ombudsman.


M1

_ Fecs et -
This hon-oralsguestion has. been allocated to
Minister(AE) for answer. IR

3. Please submit a copy of the draft answer to PS/USofS(AF)

when returning this, 2llowing sufficient time for USofS(aAr)
to comment. ‘

Office of Minister (AF)

ioom 6386 Main Building
J"‘D

- ¥

M2

I. ' APS/Minister(AF) (i:hro' bus(air))

Copy to:
Apog%soor 5(AF)
Ops(GE)2( )

l. I have placed opposite a draft reply to PQ 7608C.

2. The same background note has been provided for PQ 7607¢C
and PQ 7609C, :

21 Qectober 1983




| BIR PATRICK WALL (CONSERVATIVE) (BEVERLEY). -~

‘Bir Patrick Wall - To ask the Secretary of Statelfor
Defende whether, in.ﬁiew of the
fact that the United States' Asr
Force memo of 13 January'1981 on

: N the incident at RAF Woodbridge

! has_been released under the Freedonm

of Information Act, he will now

release reports and documents

concerning similar unexplained

incidents in the United Kingdom.

* . SUGGESTED ANSWER (Mr Stanley)

This has been considered. It is the intention to publish feports.




S

Backeround Note ... - TR u“vﬁ.;j;ugffijﬁﬁff

| These three questiom follow from the News of the w::rld .
article of 2 October 1983 (Annex A) descrlblng an alleged UFO

sighting by USAF personnel at RAF Woodbridge in Suffolk on
27 December 1980.

The report of 13 January 1981 (Annex B) examined by the~
Air Btaff and DS 8. It was concluded that- there was nothlng

of defence interest in the alleged slghtlng.

There was, of course, no guestion of any contact with
“"alien beings“ NOr was any unzdentlfled obaect seen on any

radar recordings, as alleged in the News of the World.

A BBC investigation into the incident following publication
of the News or the World Article concluded that a possible
explanation for the lights seen by the USAF persbnnel was the

pulsating light of the Orfordness lighthouse some 6 — 7 miles
a.way »

The sole interest of the MOD in ﬁ%o reports is to estéblish
whether they reveal anything of defence interest (eg intruding
aircraft). MOD investigations are not pursued beyond the point
at which we are satisfied that a report has no defence

implications. No attempts are made to identifyml catalogue

the likely explanation for individual reports,

Last Jear, Lord Long, during a debate initiated by
the Earl Clancarty, said that he would look into the posszbilxty

" of publishing such reports as are received by the Hinistry of




.....

Detence. US or S(AF) has now dec1ded to release compilations

- cf repcrts.; They will be publlshed on a quarterly ba31s and

| will be available to meﬂbere of the publlc, at a amall chnrge
_to cover costs.’ US of S(AF) hed planned to’ nake an. announcement
ehortly 1n the House of Lords through an ‘arranged PQ. Pending :
arrangements for an announcement in the Lords, US of S(AF)

has agreed that we should indicate the decision in the Commons.

T AR T




' F"‘"E‘J‘i 7
This non-oralsguestion has been allocated to
Minister(ar) for answer. = . T

2. Would yoﬁ élease supply'a draft re
together with any relevant Hansard extr
to-reach this office at the time shown

Ply and background note,
acts and Press cuttings,
on the front cover.

3. Please submit a copy of the draft a

when returning this, allowing sufficient
o _comment. S ‘

nswer to‘PS/USofS(AF)
time for USofS({ar)

nister(Ar)
Room 6386 Main Building
Extension

3{“ [ B %3

M2

APS/Minister(AF) (thro' DUS(Air))

Copy to:
"APS/US of S(AF)
Ops(GE)2(RAF)

d

1. I have placead opposite a draft_reply to PQ 7e07C.

2. The same background note has been provided for PQ 7608C
and PQ 7609C.

21 October 1083

£0DK 1877 A B L ' RN '
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; . PQ 2’ oezc o : T S
. SIR PATRICK WALL (CONSERVATIVE) BEVERLEY)

Sir Patrick Wall = To ask the Secretary of State for
Bir Patrick Wall :

Defence, if he has seen the United

States Air Force memo dated 15'

January 1981 concerning unéxélained

lights near RAF woodbi-idge. '
A’A

SUGGESTED ANSWER (Mr Stanley)

Yes.




. ?Backggound Note

These three questlon;follow from the was of the Wbrld
article of 2 October 1983 (Annex A) descr;blng an alleged UFO
sighting by UsA¥ personnel at RAF Woodbridge in Buffolk on
27 December 1980.

The report of 13 January 1981 (Annex B) examined by the
Air Staff and DS 8. Tt was concluded that there was nothing
of defence interest in the alleged sight;ng.

There was, of course, no question of any céntact with
"alien beings” nor was any unidentified object seen on any

radar recordings, as alleged in the News of the World.

b A BBC investigation into the incident followipg publication
-;f the News or the World Article concluded that a possible
explanation for the lights seen by the USAF personnel was the
Pulsating light of the Orfordness lighthouse some & - 7 miles

away.

The sole interest of the MOD in ﬁ%O reports is to establish
whether they reveal anything of defepge—interest (eg intruding
aircraft). MOD investigations are not pursued beyond the point
at which we are satisfied that a report has no defence

implications. No attempts are made to 1dent:|.fyad catalogue

e

the 11ke1y explanation for 1nd1v1dua1 reports.

last year, Lord Iong, during a debate initiated by
- the Earl Clancarty, said that he would look into the possibility
Ej.Of Publlshing such reports as are received by the Hinistry of
V - . /...
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'to covar costs.
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Defehce. us of S(AF) has now decided to - release';oﬁbilati

—of reports., They will be publ;shed on a quarterxy basis ana

will De, available to members of the public, at a amall chargg

Tem ~,._.

US of S(AF) had planned to make an announoement

shortly 1n the House of Lords thraugh an arranged PQ. Pendlng

. arrangements for an announcement in the Lords, US of S(AF) -

has agreed that we should 1nd1cate the decision in the Commons.
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APS/US of S(AF)

through Sec(A37)2 —

1: US of S(AF) wili reca

this matter
In both cases he

had already been
the line taken ir

The enclosed
ollows this approach.

2. Mr Alton s ecifically requested a3 copy of the MOD official
reply t0~ last letter. This is enclosed, together with an
earlier letter to which it refers. There is no objection to passing
this cerrespondence to Mr Alton.

11 recent ¢orrespondence on
l-Norton and Rt Hon Merlyn Rees MP.

took the line that we have nothing ‘to add to what
said on the Woodbridge inecident. Indeed, this was
Previous correspondence with David Alton (See M3).
draft reply to Mr Alton once more f

3. You may wish to note that Mr Altorn has apparently passed or
both letters sent by Lord Trefgarne on 13 March 85, even though one
of these was intended to be for his informatior only. : _

IREDACTION

IZ June 1985

ec
MB 8245

T e T T A, . 1 — - i

et o S S

S A




D/US of S{AF)/DGT 5173 ' June 1985 .

Thank you.for your letter of 16 May to Michael Heseltine

.enclosing one from SENY. ou asked to See a copy of the
--Department's reply to (R lctter of 25 February 1985 and this

;is enclosed, together with earlier correspondence to which it refers,

As I pointed out ir my letter of 19 March, the MOD concerns
itself Orly with the defenee implications of reported UFO sightings.
lIr this context, the report submitted by Col Halt in January 1981 was
'examined by those in the Department responsible for suych matters and,
‘as I have made clear in the past, it was considered to have no

defence signifipanee.A We have since seen nothing to alter this view

=hnd there is nothing I can usefully add to the comments made in

Sec(AS)'s - letter or (NN

Lord Trefgarne

David Alton Esq MP
Job No 2-24

R T o S e

o e,
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HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SWIA OAA

16th May 1985

I enclose g letter I have recelved from RN (O l0wing on

from enquiries I first raised with your Department in March,
IREDACTION ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT]

1 read S !ctter with great Interest and it seems to me that
the points he raises ‘are quite reasonable and merit a reply,

I should be most grateful if you could let me have vour comments

Ebnd If vou could let me see’a copy of the reply to

]

oy g e

- ————

owWn

letter to your Department dated 25th February 1985,

David Alton, MP.

The Rt. Hon. Michael Heseltine, MP.
Secretary of Stgte
Ministry of Defence
Main Bullding
Whitehall

tondon . . ..

e B W S R L, N e IR A B T




l4th May, 1985

David Alton, Esq., MP, : ‘
House of Commons, : :

Westminster, \REDACTION ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT\

London SW1 :

Dear Mr, Alton,

4 has kept me informed abour her corres-
pPondence with you on the unusual incidents which were reported to the Ministry

of Defence by USAF authorities at RAF Woodbridge in January 1981. I have also
seen Lord Trefgarne's letters to you of 19th March.

decided to write further to you about this puzzling
and disquieting case, and she referred to me her enclosed letter of 3lst March
which is addressed to you, in the hope that I might be able to add useful comm
ents. Much to my regret I have had to spend much time out of London on other

business in recent w eks and it is only now that I am able, very belatedly, to
send on dsletter te you.

‘ My own background, .in brief, is that I served_in the Ministry of

. Defence from 1949 ro 1977, leaving in the grade of Under Secretary of State.

. From 1969 to late in 1972 I headed a Division in the central staffs of the MOD
which had responsibilicties for supporting RAF operations. This brought me into

I believe that —is right to remain very dissatisfied
with the official line which the MOD has adopted on the Rendleshanm Forest incid-
., ents of December. 1980, I have myself said so on a number of public occasions,

and I have pursued the matter in correspondence with the MOD - wholly without
Success,

At the risk of burdening you with an excessive amount of paper, I
attach the most recent of my letters to the Ministry of Defence. You will see
that this is dated 2Sth February 1985. I have so far received no answer, despite
reminders. On a previous occasion it took the Department three and a half months
to send me a wholly perfunctory reply.

laims much collateral evidence for her own views: on
~ this I am not competent to comment. My own position is, quite simply, that an
extraordinary report was made to the Ministry of Defencg.by the Deputy Base
Commander at RAF Woodbridge early in 1981: that the very existence of this report
- was denied by the MOD until persistent;gggggggherqwin,;he;US,seqqudginsh:eleaserv
w mitses  umder the Ameriéan~Fréedom: of Infofmatibn'Aét"in 1983; and that the MOD's resp-
' Onses to questions since that time have been thoroughly unsatisfactory.

. by an unidentified vehicle on two occasions in late December 1980 and that no

" authority was able to prevent this. If, on the other hand, Halt's report cannot
be believed, there is equally clear evidence of a serious misjudgement of events
by USAF personnel at an important base in British territory. Either way, the ™"




. e, - - .

.

case can hardly be without Defence significance,-

. The dates in question are now rather remote, but I doudt that
this should be taken to excuse the very perfunctory manner in which Lord
Trefgarne has dealt with your letter. I hope that you may feel able to .
pursue the matter further, either in correspondence or in a PQ. The essence
of the questions to be pressed seems to me to lie in my preceding paragraph,
Seen in these terms, _article in the GUARDIAN (which Lord -
Trefgarne rather surprisingly falls back upon) is wholly irrelevant. If the
USAF really are capable of hallucinations induced by a lighthouse whic

h must
surely be very familiar to them, then I shudder for that powerful finger
which lies upon so many triggers... .

My own letter to the MOD {enclosed) raises other more detailed
questions, But I do not suggest that you should necessarily concern yourself
with them, anyway at this stage. It would be nice if the MOD would answer

i letters, of course ! But the'essence of the Defence interest which I suggest

a4 responsible Member of Parliament might reasonably raise lies in the argument
: [ have tried to present above.

If I can be of any assistance in discussion with vou, I am at
your disposal.

Yours sincerely,

T e e
.- - S T TR ot e T o
[ - . CyE v g Rl T
T T S T cwe—.. T




From: I o 56
Directorate of Air Staff (Lower Airspace)
Operations & Policy 1

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Room 6/73, Metropole Building, Northumberland Avenue, London,
WC2N 5BP .

Telephone (Direct dial) 020 7218 2140

(Switchboard) 020 7218 90
o ——
(GTN)

Your Reference
§|/.115 Reference

| Dr David Clarke

AS/64/3/11
ate
16 July 2002

i
1

Dear Dr Clarke

" Thank you for your letter of 11 July addressed to my colleague N in which you
. requested copies of material released to a member of the public concerning a ‘UFQ’ sighting
report made on 5 November 1990

'Please find enclosed a copy of the report as requested. Two lines have been obscured in
accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998 as they contain the name of the pilot who made the
'report, and the actual post of an individual working within the MOD. I can, however, inform you
i that their Department was the Directorate of Air Operations,

‘With regard to your request for the “case file”, we do not have a file specifically for this case and
1as far as we are aware, this is the only document concerning this sighting which we hold.

‘I hope this is helpfil.

Yours sincerely,
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Dr David Clarke

Directorate Air StafF
Ministry of Defence
Metropole Building
Northumberland Avenue
London WC2N 5BP

11 July, 2002

Dear [N

You will recall our correspondence last year with regard to my applications for UFO-
related maierial under the terms of the Code of Practice for Access to Government
Information.

[ understand that following an application under the Code from a member of the public,
MoD have recently released copies of a report filed with MoD by the crews of three RAF
Tornado aircraft. This relates to a UFO observed on 5 November 1990 above the North
Sea when the aircraft were flying from UK to RAF Laarbruch, West Germany.

Information concerning this incident has been in the public domain for some years and

was the subject of a Parliamentary Question in 1996. - 24 3;,(,7 1996, o ) tee (A L / g A
S

I wish to make an application under the Code of Practice for a copy of the case file

relating to this report — including the statements made by the aircrew/s, and copies of

analysis, advice and conclusions made by the Air Staff/MoD relating to the incident.

I am prepared to pay any charges deemed necessary for processing of the relevant file.

Thank you for your attention to this matter, I enclose an SAE and look forward to hearing
from you,

Yours sincerel




Royal intrigue: Prince Philip

has

ong been fascinated by UFOs

bile stories eirculated that he had
access to “Top Secret’ photos of fly-
ing saucers from Royal Na
or that he was involved in the
investigation of a U¥O that had
crashed in Britain.

The latter story originated in 1955
with an American journalist named
Dorothy Kilgallen, who claimed
that the wreciaﬁe of a ‘mysterious
flying ship’ was being investigated
by scientists. The tale was later
embroidered with claims. that the
saucer was crewed by ‘small men,
probably under four-feet-tall’.:

Kilgallen =aid the Government
was holding back from iss an
official statement because it
not want to frighten: the public’.
She claimed her source was ‘a
British offteial of Cabinet rank’ who
wished to remain anonymous.

Rumours went around that it was
Mounthatten. Since EKilgalien was
awell-known at
parties where she mixed with roy-
alty and aristocrats, this was not
totally implaugible — although it
Seens ely that Mountbatten
would have let slip state secrets to
a gossip col over cocktails.

After en refused to elaborate
on her story, UFO enthusiasts

convinced: : been

‘sflenced’ by the Establishment. Her:
sudden -

— and some
ous — death in
susplcions that there was a ;
acy to hide the truth about UFOs,

Years later, M.

At a cocktall in1
Georgina B ‘claimed - she
discussed alien technology with the

files,-

-society

.claim mysteri
1985 added to their

; Thatcher
would fuel these cover-up theories.
17, author -

former Prime Minister. Baroness

Thatcher was said to have treated
- the ntx_:#ter with igtémost serious-

“ness, twice repeat

'ﬁ%s? You must get your facts

right, and you can’t tell the people”’
. ... She then sbruptly changed the
" subject. - T

- Details of Prince Phillp's interest
in UPOs have heen given by one of
his equerries, the Iate Sir Peter
Horsley.

'He confirmed that ‘Was open
ttgctlahézem leading to b miew
space explo-
ration, \?v%le at the same time not
discounﬂn%that. ust a8 we were on
the fringe of bre out into space,
so0 other older civilisations in the uni-
verse might aiready have done so’.
By one account, later denied by
royal sources, the Duke requested

J.that all saucer reports
received he Air Ministry should
be copiedtohim. -

. He was once reported to have
_ " told a dinner party guest: T'm sure
'thez exiat. the evidence points
toit. So many people say they have
seen them.” - :
ml)-lorsley’s autobiography revealed
w
enth

the comment:

rts of flylng saucers were -
tically discussed among -

the staff at Buckingham Palace
throughout his time as equerry.
Most intriguingly, Horsle
recounts how Philip ‘agreed that
could investigate the more credible
reports, provided I kept it all in

_perspective and did not Inveive his ..

office in any kind of publicity’.

Y VIRTUE of this unofficial
role as gllyai UFQ investiga-
tor, Horsley was given carie
blanche to read any reports
of UFO sightin%s by the
RAPF, and to interview the pilots
concerned.

The case which impressed him
most involved two pilots from 25

: S<;|ua<:11't:|]1:11i.l who observed a flying

saucer while on patrol in & Vampire
jet from RAPF West Malling, Kent,
one afternoon in November, 1953.
Horsley investigated the ting
as thoroughly as he eould, visiting
the baze and q bhoth airmen.
He submitted a to the Duke
of Bdinburgh, saying that he was
‘satisfied that the Vampire crew
was perfectly reliable’ and the two
airmen had seen ‘a genuine UFQ’,

A number of UFO witnesses were -

invited to the Palace, includin
James Howard, captain of a Bri

alrliner who, with his passengers .

and crew, reported seeing a forma-
tion of UFOs over the Atlantic.

The most unususal visitor was 11-

ear-old Stephen Darbishire from

he Lake District, who had taken
photographs of a ‘saucer-shaped’
object hovering over the slopes of
Comniston Old Man in 1954. .

In both these instances, it was the
equerry who sent out invitations to
Buckin Palace. There can be
no doubt, however, that he was
encouraged to do so by the Duke of
Edinburgh and that his reports
detailing these sightings are still
preserved in the royal archives.

Horzley says he invited UPO wit-
nesses to the Palace partly to ‘put
them on the spot’ and test their
honesty in the presence of roiylalty
— a ploy that may indeed have
been as effective as an
serum in those deferentisl times.

One of Sir Peter’'s strangest con-
tacts was a mysterious General
Martin, who belleved UFOs were
visitors from an alien civilisation
which wanted to warn us of the
dangers posed by atornic war.

Martin arranged for Sir Peter to
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meet an equally enigmatic woman -
named Mrs Markham at a flat in
Chelsea. Arriving from Bucking-
ham Palace one night in 1955, he
was ushered into a second-floor
drawing-room on Smith Street
occilfied by a man referred to only
as "Mr Janus’. ‘

Janus asked 8ir Peter to tell him |
everything he knew about, UFOs. -
Sir Peter asked what was his inter-
est In the subject. The answer was |
simple: ‘I would like to meet the
Duke of Edinburgh.’

Bir Peter and Mr Janus pro-
ceaded to discuss a variety of eso-
teric subjects, including how the

saucers were trying to save
the Earth, and the perils which
faced mankind as a result of tech-
nological progress.
He recalled that aithough
Mr Janus never claimed to
be from ancther planet, he
ve the impression that
e was visil

ing Earth as
bservel ‘tﬁlroughout
eating, eqUerTy

Horsley was acutel
aware of his responsi-
hility to report any evi-
dence of plots against
the Royal Family to the
security services. How-
ever, he was sufficlently
swayed by Mr Janus's
otherworldly presence
not to take this seem-
ingly obvious step.
¥ Instead, he handed his
report to another UFO
enthusiast at the Palace

‘Boy’ Browning, a renowned

soldier who had led the air-
borne forces at Arnhem apd.
was now Controller o Cy
Royal Household. .
Browning, along with the retired
RAF chief Lord Dowding, was one
of a number of war velerans con-
vinced that UFOs were a reality.
They belleved that the saucer
occupants were peace-loving and
fiercely opposed the idea that the
airforce should attempt to shoot
them down.

In Dowding's words: ‘We should
be guj.lty of eriminal folly If we were
to do anything to hinder a contact
which may well bring untold bless-
ings to a distraught humanity.’

ATURALLY, ‘Boy’ Brown-
ing wished o arrange his
own personal audience
with Mr Janus. But the
already surreal story took a
further step into the twilight zone, -
For when Sir Peter tried to con-
tact Mrs Markham, he found she
had vanished and his other con-
tact, General Martin, ‘suddenly
became distant and evasive’.
Puzzled, Sir Peter retraced his
steps 1o the Smith Street address
where he had met Mr Janus — and
found it empty. Ne urs said its
occupant had ‘left In & hurry’.
Had he been the vietim of an
elaborate hoax designed to
ensnare the Royals? -Bir~Petery
remained convinced that he might
act have made contact a
visitor from another world. RS
On one level, this and other.
accounts of royal and aristocratic
involvement with the early develop-
ment of the flying saucer myth may -
be read as just celehrity gossip.
Bt the influence of the British
Establishment upon the formation:?
of public opinion during the Fifties
was immense, and should not.-be
underestimated. . C
ightly or wrongly, their endorse-
ment put the stamp of authority on -
UFO sightings and belief in visitors ..
from space. .

W EXTRACTED from Oul Of The't
Shadows by Dr David Clarke and
Andy Roberis, to be published b;p
Platkus Books on May 9 at £17.99.!
Copyright © 2002, Dr David Clarke
and Andy Roberts. To order cop? .
Jor £15.9?05p&p Jree), please ca I§
01476 541-001 . o
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HE alien craft was shaped like

a cross between an upturned

saucepan and a child’s spin-

ning top. It was 20 to 30 feet in

diameter, the colour of alu-

minium, with portholes around
the side. And it was hovering over
the home of Lord Louis Mountbat-
ten, one of the most senior members
of the British Royal Family, ..

The remarkable apparition was reported in
February 1955 by a bricklayer called Briggs.
In a signed statement, he told how he had
spotted the flying saucer while on his way to
work at Broadlands, Mountbatten’s country
residence in Hampshire.

Briggs described how he had dismounted
from his bicycle as the saucer hovered, and
was amazed to see a tube descend from its
centre, A platform appeared in the tube, con-
{alning a man. He was wearing a dark suit or
overalls and a close-fitting helmet,

As he watched, Briggs was suddenly over-
come by an ‘unseen force’ which caused him
to stumble. The tube retracted into the fiying
saucer, which suddeniy shot straight up into
the sky and disappeared.

Laier, the flying saucer and its occupant
returned. Communicating via telepatlay, the
allen being invited Briggs on board and
whisked him off to see the Egyz)tlan ds
— around trip that lasted just ten utes.

Before he was returned to Hampshire, the
aliens told the bricklayer: ‘If Lord Mountbat-
ten met us, he could change the world.’

Sceptics might have their own view of this
tale, but Mountbatten himself was fasci-
nated. His personal records show that he
questioned his employee closely. Then,
accompanied by angther of his workers, he
visited the scene of the sighting.

They found marks in the snow consistent
with Briggs’ account of his movements, bu
there was no evidence of the UFQ’s visit.

But the very fact that Mounthatten took so

much trouble to check out the story spesaks -

volumes about the serloushess with which he
— and other members of the Royal Family
and military elite — took the whole strange
subject of extra-terrestrial activity.

As we will see, those who came to share his
interest included the Baitie of Britain
mastermind Air Chief Marshal Sir Hugh

Dowding, the British general Sir Fred-
erick ‘Boy’ Browhing, and — most astonish-
of all — Mountbatten’s nephew, Prince

FPhiiip, the Duke of Edinburgh.

By the early Fifties, a significant number of
this discreet ‘gentleman’s club’ had become
convinced that Farth was under observation
by aliens. :

To this day, Prince Philip has every issue of
the magazine Flying Saucer Review sent to
him at Buckingham Palace — and once

appointed an equerry as his
personal UFO investigaton

& =

THE story of the British
Establishment’s interest in

The Mail opens the

Buckingham Palace

X-Files and finds

that Prince Philip (an
avid reader of Flying
Saucer Review) appointed
his own investigator into
visitors from space . . .

by David Clarke
and Andrew Roberts
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‘the war, as fears

UFOs really hegins in World
War II, when pilets first began
to report what became known
as ‘foo-fighters’ — mysterious
lights in the sky that resem-
bled unktiown enemy craft.
For years, however, the ques-
tion was hushed up and UFO

- investigators could -find no

official documentation, :
It was only in 1986 that proof

" of RAF s ghtings emerged

when the late Goon Show star
Michael Bentine, a former intel-
lizence officer with Bomber
Command, spoke of debri
crews who told of lights whi
were ‘pulsating and had flown
round the aircraft’,

In fact, such reports had long
been taken with great serious-
ness within military circles —

cularly in the years after
w about
the threat from the Soviet
Union. Some experts believed
the saucers could be advanced

" Soviet aircraft.

Mountbatti?n belonged \;,;ﬂ a
small group o

itary personnel
ing saucers were from another
world. He be%an collecting
reports of sightings using his
contacts in the armed services.
" His theories alwoui their ori-
gins were clear in letters he
wrote to his friend Charles

s believed fly- -

Eade, editor of the Sunday
Dispatch, one of the popular
newspapers of the day.

‘These extraordinary things
have now been seen in almost
every part of the world: Scan-
dinavia, North America, Souith
America, Central Europe,’ he
wrote,

‘It seems clear that the over-
whelming weight of opinion
from eve%gart of the world
will show t some new thing
definitely exists which is
capable of flylng at very slow
speed, or even perhaps of hov-
ering and accelerating at an
unheard-of speed several
times the speed of sound.

‘The available evidence will
show that they are not of
human agency, that is to say
ththgr do not come from Earth. If

is 50, then presumably they
muist come from some heavenly
body, probably a planet.’

Mountbatten believed that
the UFOs should be seen as
the intergalactic equivalent of
contemporary aircraf, ‘Maybe
it is the Bhackletons or Scotts
of Venus or Mars who are mak-
ing their first exploration of
our Earth,” he mused.

But he also suggested that
the flying saucers might be the

alien life-forms themselves — -

3

‘not a form of aeroplane from
another planet but the actual
inhabitants of that planet!”

Sensing the media headlines
which sensational statements
such ag these would produce,
Mountbatten asked Eade to
keep his private opinions out of
the newspapers.

‘I know this sounds ridicu-
lous and I am relying on you as
a very old and loyal friend not
to make any capital out of the
fact that I have put forward
such a far-fetched explanation.

UCE an explanation,

however, would appar-

ently fill all known

cases in which the fly-

ing saucer has so far
bheen seen.’

Despite his desire to conceal

-his own beliefs, Mountbatten

was keen to persuade the publie
to take the subject seriously. He
:.ll_'ged Eade to publish weekly
cles about UFOs in order to
gauge the popular reaction,
Eade ¢ d with a series of
sensational reports and a long
i?ljtos?al di?tfgtﬂbmgngbois as
‘the sto: m e bigger
than thé%tom hm?‘gb W .
The editorial went on to

deseribe how the subjeet had
gegn dismiifiegi a8 %ons&azasjzgz
it ‘rany inte) Fen arH
tinﬁuished people In all parts
of the world are intense
interested, and treat suc
reports very seriously indeed’.

Eade quoted from & letter he
had received ‘from one of the
most famous men alive today’
whom he could not name bu
who ‘commands universal
respect and admiration’.

It was a discussion with this
mystery man, Eade said, which
led to his decision ‘to.place
before the readers of the Bun-
day atch all that is known
about the flying saucers and
all the theories about them, no
matter how sensabtional and
fantastic’.

We now know that the ‘mys-
tery man’ was Lord Mountbat-
ten — and the effect of his inter-
vention was to prove dramatic. -

Following publication of
these stories in the Dispatch,
accounts of UFOs poured into
newspaper offices across the
British Isles.

In h.indslght, it is clear that
DAlen piayed & Huee part In
palgn played a huge p. n
creatin; %e fascination with
UFOs that was to grip the
country for decades to come.

e Y
'‘OVER the years, rumours of

Mountbatten’s role leaked out
t0 UFO enthusiasts. Improba-
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InfolExp)R/3/7/8
18 March 2002
“Info(Exp)R1 - S&T

Copy to:
DAS(LAS) Ops & Pol

ENQUIRY FROM A DE DAVID CLARKE: EX-MALVERN RECORDS

1. Dr Clarke is a frequent enquirer whose research is centred on the subject of
“aerial phenomena”.

2. He has written to the PRO concerning ex-Malvern docurnents that have

apparently been deposited with the PRO (?) following the clasure of the
TRE/RRE Malvern radar resesarch archive.

3. Are you aware of any records originated by Malvern being reviewed or wait
review? | have a vague recollection that one of the former DERA sites,
possibly Malvern, deposited a significant holding of records not to Hayes but
rather to a museum. Have you heard any thing about this?

i DAS
1102No. ..........

1" MAR 2002

e




DASQA-Ops+P_<3I__ | g /S

- L
From: DAS-LA-Ops+Paol
Sent: 14 February 2002 17:03
To: Info(Exp)-Records1
Subject: ENQUIRY FROM DR DAVID CLARKE
importance: High

'our !m' of 11 February.

| have looked through our two large files of correspondence with Dr Clarke and can find no mention of an incideni in
Little Rissington in 1952 - "the Topclifffe-Meteor incident".

Dr Clarke did ask about reports sent to Al 5b at DDI Tech dating from 1950 to 1967, (Neither you, nor the DI area
- would find any Al 5 files.)

At one point he asked the question "Have DSTI undertaken at any time a search of their records for UFQ-related
files, reports or analysis from the period dating from 1950-80. If no search has taken place how s it possible to claim
that files before 1981 have not been retained." | consulted with DI ISec and replied to Dr Clarke, "A search of DIST
records was undertaken to identify ali of their file holdings; files prior to 19681 had not been retained."

Otherwise he has, of course, pursued Report No 7 - which was identified in a routine file search.

Just one comment on your draft; pérhaps the penultimate paragraph is better left unsaid or softened a bit?
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Loose Minute 5/2’

D Info(Exp)R/3/7/8

February 2002

DAS{LA)Ops +Pol

ENQUIRY FROM DR DAVID CLARKE

1. | attach a copy of a letter from Dr Clarke on the subject of records relating to
“aerial phenomena”.

2. He contends that a Ministerial statement about the subject, 1967, would have
resulted in records post-1962 being preserved. He also cites the example of survival
of Report No 7 and a number of documents preserved at the Public Record Office as
supporting his belief that relevant records survived through to the mid-1970s. He
therefore suggests that this information should help the MOD should devote effort
locating these records.

3. Dr Clarke’s interest and enthusiasm for his subject is well known to both our
branches and his current request really adds nothing new but simply restates earlier
enquiries.

4, | attach a draft reply to Dr Clarke effectively reiterating earlier advice and
inviting him to identify records from the PRO catalogue that are “retained in
department in accordance with Section 3(4)” that he believes are relevant to his
research. Providing the number is sufficiently small | will consider a rereview
exercise. However, before | send the letter it might be the case that you have already
addressed these concerns of Dr Clarke and you would like the opportunity to agree
-—________:‘____w_w___,.__» L e
the wording!

02No. ,

12 FEB 2002

{FILE
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From; W
To: records.1@gtnet.gov.uk>

Sent: 14 March 2002 13:19

Sub'lect: FW: Malv_em archive

This would relate to material pushed out of Malvern last year [ think, and
which would have landed with S&T if it was already old enough. Can your S&T
and/or Ligting people help me with this please?

~From: avid Cl
> Sent: 13 March 2002 12:2

>

Mf DSTL suggested 1 contact you with regards to decuments
= fly deposited with the PRO following the closure of the

> TRE/RRE Malvern radar research archive, formerly with DERA.

g

> I'm research aspects of the history of radar technology in Britain,

> particularly

> the phenomena known as 'angels' and 'anomalous propagation’ investigated
> by the TRE and RAF during the period 1541 onwards.

>

>1 would be interested to learn what material the Malvern archive

> contained,

> and when this collection will be available for scrutiny by PRO readers. I
> would be particularly interested to see a list of the documents or subject
> areas covered.

3

> Perhaps you could let me know if that will be possible. I can be contacted
> by email or via phone on

b2

=Dy David Clarke

> National Centre for English Cultural Tradition

= University of Shefficld

-

This email and any filea transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity
to whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify the system manager.

18/03/02



DRAFT REPLY TO DR CLARKE

Thank you for your letter dated 6 February 2002 seeking a fresh impetus from the
Ministry of Defence to locate records, you believe continue to be held by the

Department, relating to the subject of “aerial phenomena” over 30 years old.

A number of the examples you cite as justifying your belief that relevant record must
survive are, of course, familiar to the MOD (a number you have previously brought to

my attention in support of earlier requests for searches of the archives).

Not withstanding any Ministerial statements in the past or that documentation from
25 years ago apparently supports the fact that at one time a number of files once
existed searches of the two MOD archives under the control of the Departmental
Record Officer reveals no cache of records, over 30 years old, relating to the subject

of “aerial phenomena”,

As you are aware records selected for the Public Record Office (PRO) that are too
sensitive for release at the normal point are retained in department in accordance
with Section 3(4) of the Public Records Act of 1958. MOD, as with all other
government departments that retain records beyond the 30-year point, is legally
required to review these files at least once ever ten years (this is how Report No 7 on

file DEFE 19/9 came to light). You are also aware that the PRO catalogue identifies



files that are retained, and where extracts or redactions occur enclosures on files

carry a notion.

Records not selected for the PRO are destroyed. Destruction may be by the branch or

Departmental Record Officer staff.

What this means is that the information you have provided, no matter how helpful
you may feel it to be, does not add any new to the subject, certainly nothing new to

result in a systematic search of retained files.

However, if after examining the PRO catalogue you would care to suggest files that
are closed for rereview, providing the number is relatively small, and you are able to
cite PRO references, | will consider a limited rereview exercise later this year as and

when the current work programme permits.



6 February 2002

Your ref: D INFO(EXP)R/3/7/8

Dear

A belated thank you for your letter of 5 September last year and for taking the trouble to
explain in detail the history of records registration at MoD, particularly the system for
selecting records for preservation. This information has been of great assistance in my
continuing post-doctoral research into records of official investigations of ‘aerial
phenomena.’ -

I accept your point that 90 percent of records relating to my area of interest during the
period 1947-62 are likely to have been destroyed at First Review. However, T would point
out that:
Y Rerorts |
a) in 1967 the Under Secretary of State-for Defe , Merlyn Rees MP, asked MoD to
end the automatic destruction of UFO records at intervals of five years, as was then
the practice. This request is on record at the PRO, and is acknowledged and actioned
in departmental correspondence dating from 1968-70. As a result it has been stated by
Ministers that records have been preserved post-1962.

b) in correspondence pre-May 2001 I was assured that DSI/J TIC Report No 7, created in
1951, could not be located and it had to be presumed that it had not survived the
passage of time. Yet the report did exist, and clearly had not been destroyed.

If we agree that automatic destruction of UFO records ended in 1967 then some records
of Air Intelligence investigations before that date, when still on file or in use, should have
been preserved. The identification last year of DSI/ITIC Report No 7 suggests this was
indeed the case.

Specifically, I draw your attention to an internal minute prepared by a member of the
Defence Intelligence staff (copy enclosed, source: PRO AIR 2/181 17). This is dated 13
December 1967, ie. after the routine destruction of records had ended, and states:

“...we [ie DSTI] have recovered all but two of the “Metropole’ (ie Intelligence) files on
UFOs for the period 1951-2...the files examined indicate that Topcliffe-Meteor incident,
which occurred during the NATO Exercise Mainbrace, was typical of reports about such
aircraft at that time...”




The Topcliffe-Meteor incident referred to occurred in September 1952, i.e. after the
‘Flying Saucer Working Party’ was disbanded, and yet was the subject of further
intelligence studies. Records of these clearly existed, were recovered and consulted in
1967 by specialist staff, In paragraph 4 of the memo the writer refers to “the report
DSVITIC Report No 7” within the same context as the Intelligence files for the period
1951-2 referred to above. This indicates that further UFO-related records exist, possibly
in the same or a related file to that in which Report No 7 was located {DEFE 9/9:

Scientific Intelligence 1948-60). N |9

Furthermore, I refer to evidence prdvided by Air Commodore Michael Swiney OBE. In

1952 Swiney was an instructor with the Central Flying School, Little Rissington, and
made an official report concerning aerial phenomena he observed whilst flying a Meteor
VIL on 21 October that year. This was shortly after the Topeliffe incident, referred to
above, was reported to Air Ministry/MoD (see copy enclosed PRO Ref AIR 29/231 0).
Swiney and his student, a Royal Navy Lieutenant, were interviewed by Air Intelligence
and a report prepared for Air Ministry. He further informs me that in 1974/75 whilst
posted to intelligence duties at MoD Main Building, he requested sight of his original
report. Air Commodore Swiney maintains that he was shown a DDI (Tech) folder, on file
with MoD, that contained not only his own sighting report, but also that of his student
pilot.

As the Little Rissington incident involved a Meteor aircraft and occurred in 1952 I would
suggest that in all likelihood ii is filed amongst the “Meiropole (Intelligence) files on
UFOs from 1951-52” referred to by DSTI in 1967.

If those records existed in 1967, and were still in use during the mid-1970s, after the
decision was taken to preserve UFO records, then the question remains: where are they

today? p of the AHB informs me they are not among the records now at
Bentley Priory, and refers me back to the MoD records division.

Irealise there has to be a limit to the time and effort required to search MoD files in
TeSponse to requests such as this. However, there is and wil] remain substantial historical
interest in the content and context of these records, and I would suggest that given the
information I have provided the task of locating them should be far simpler.

I'm grateful for your assistance in this matter and look forward to hearing from you,

D.W. Clarke . ‘
National Centre for English Cultural Tradition
University of Sheffield



I Dircctorate Air Staff (Lower Airspace) Ops + Pol 5‘ 1

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Room 6/71, Metropole Building, Northumberiand Avenue,
London, WC2N 5BP. :
Telephone (Direct dial)

(Switchboard)
(Fax)

Dr David Clarke ‘ Yaour Reference

Our Reference
—=> D/DASB4311
ate
28 December 2001

Dear Dr Clarke,

Further to my letter of 11 December, I now have the results of my enquiries.

Up to the end of 2000, Parliamentary Question (PQ) and Parliamentary Enquiry (PE) folders were
routinely destroved at around the six year point. The rationale behind the decision was that a fuller
picture would be held on the files of the branch with the lead responsibility and that those files
would be considered for permanent preservation. However, on the basis that some individual
folders might have been preserved we asked if any files of Parliamentary correspondence were at
the PRO, although these would not necessarily hoid the title ‘UFQ’. A search has been made of the
PRO internet catalogue against all AIR and DEFE classes and four PQ files of the AIR 2 class
containing material relating to “UFOs” have been identified under the heading “Parliamentary
Questions and Parliamentary Enquiries”. The four files are:

AIR 20/9320 — Air Traffic Control 1957

AIR 20/9321 — Air Traffic Control }

AIR 20/9322 — Air Trattic Control } 1953 to 1957
AIR 20/9994 — Air Traffic Control }

I hope this information is helpful.

Y ours sincerely,



'..u

.DAS-LA-Ops+PoI
From: Info-Recordst
Sent: 18 December 2001 09:48
To: DAS-LA-Ops+Pol
Subject: FW: ENQUIRY BY DR CLARKE

..... Criginal Message-----

From: Info-Recordsl
Sent: 18 December 2001 09:46
To: 'DAS-LA-Ops+Pol’'
Subject: RE: ENQUIRY BY DR CLARKE
n 40
Yes please use the paragraph starting "Up to ...... preservation.”

I should alsc make the point that my search was against the PRO internet catalogue {Dr Clarke will have
similar access) AIR 2 class only. Using "Parliamentary Questions, Parliamentary Enquiries, PQ and PE.”

The record identified are Ministerial files (they contain no branch identification), although from a quick
trawl no obvious air staff subjects.
e e

I have though revisited the catalogue and search against all AIR and DEFE classes. The four PQ files we are
aware of relating to UFOs are shown:

v AIR 20/9320 Air Traffic Control, PQ on UFQOs, 1957
ZAIR 20/9321 ditto

AIR 20/9322 ditto

AIR 20/9994 ditto 1953-57

----- Original Message-----

From: DAS-LA-Ops+Pol
Sent: 14 December 2001 10:34
To: Info{Exp)-Recordsl

Subject: RE: ENQUIRY BY DR CLARKE
Importance: Low

oo hs

Your first point - Are the PQ/PE files you have identified from this Directorate. If they are it would be helpful to
have their number and titfes so that | can tell Dr Clarke and he may check if he so wishes,

Are you content that we say publically (to Dr C) that "Up to the end of 2000 PQ and PE folders were routinely
dstroyed at around the six year point." | would like also to add the next sentence you quote by way of
explanation. (I assume Dr Clarke would like, if possible, to view some old PQ material that includes a surviving
advice to Ministers/background note so | believe it is a good idea to explain why he is unlikely to be successful.)
With thanks -

--—-QOriginal Message-—-
From: Info(Exp)-Records1



Sent: 12 December 2001 08:53
. To: DAS-LA-Ops+Pal
Subject: RE: ENQUIRY BY DR CLARKE

A quick check of the PRO catalogue has been made for any possible PQ/PE files on policy files that
might contain parliamentary business.

Eight files have been identified that appear to be either PQ or PE folders. All specific subjects, but
hone relevant to UFQOs.

For background.

As a category PQ/PE folders are not preserved (although oddments have clearly found their way to
the PRO).

Up to the end of 2000 PQ and PE folders were routinely destroyed at around the six year point. The
rationale, a fuller picture would be held on the files of the branch with lead responsibility and it

/{3_‘}.‘3_.; these files that would he subject of consideration for permament preservation.

‘?\},}X/ You also may recall that up until the early/mid 1990s PQ/PE folders were sent oyt to branches and
the branch in turn returned the folder with their advice, Thus correspondence on these folders was
usually [imited to (1) the guestion or enguiry, (2) the branches submission to Private Office
{background note and draft answer, (3) a copy of the final reply. The practice of sending out
folders to branches probably ceased as a result of technological changes, greater use/availability of
fax machines and of course the Chots network!.

iginal Message-—--

From: DAS-LA-Ops+Pal

Sent: 11 December 200t 15:42
To: info{Exp)-Records1

Subject: ENQUIRY BY DR CLARKE
Importance: Low

ion 40
%crim I hope - | believe Dr Clarke's researches are pretty weil at an end and that he is likely to
publish in the spring!

His latest letter asks the following:

"Finally, perhaps you may be able to advise me as to the likely location of two Air Ministry files relating
to Parliamentary Questions that were answered in 1955 and 1957 respectively. These were briefing files
compiled for use by the then Secretary of State for Air, George Ward MP, are referred to in the file Air
2118564 (PRO number Mreleased following my request under the Code of Practice in

January this year (from lieve, W 4O have carefully checked the PRO catalogue for a
record of these files, but without success.

As they were briefings for PQs to the Secretary of State that were re-used in later years as background
folders for use in answering questions by MPs it seems unlikely that they would have been destroyed.
They are:

Air Ministry PQ 196/55 - PQ by Sir Patrick Wall, 5 May 1955

Air Ministry PQ 121/57 - PQ by J A Leavey, 20 March 1957 "Flying saucer” sightings at Wardle,
Lancashire."

Looking back at the list of files you gave me on 16 Nov 2000, | note the Directorate does not appear to
have a designated Parliamentary correspondence file until the 1970s. The 'UFO' statistics for the years
1959 to 1967 are very modest, under 100 "reports” in each year, and only 22 in 1959, Assuming earlier
years statistics (not kept it appears) were likewise modest it is possible that the papers of any PQ asked
and answered would have been lodged on ancther AlR 2 file.

If there are no UFO parliamentary correspondence files from the 1950s, is there an AIR 2 parliamentary
2



business file from the period from the Low Flying area - not specifically 'UFO™?
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_ Directorate Air Staff (Lower Airspace) Ops + Pol

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Room 6/71, Metropole Building, Northumberland Avenue,
London, WC2N 5BP.

Telephone {Direct dial) R -
{Switchboard)  n2grz2{B odim

Dr David Clarke Your Reference

Our Reference
D/DAS/64/3/11
Date

11 December 2001

Dear Dr Clarke,

Thank you for your letter of 5 December and the enclosed cheque for £30.00. T am sorry that you
did not receive receipts for your earlier cheques although a request to that effect was made as we
passed them on. 1 now attach one receipt, produced here, itemising all three payments that I hope
will be satisfactory.

As you will already know, the number of reported ‘UFO’ sightings in the years from 1959 to 1967
was under 100 in any one year. If the number of PQs each year prior to 1967 was also modest then
it is possible that any asked and answered will have been retained on another branch file, a general
Parliamentary file. Iam, therefore, asking Defence Records to advise concerning Parliamentary
Question (PQ) files from the 1950s as well as asking them to check their listing of ‘UFQ’ files.

I shall reply to you when 1 have heard from them.

Yours sincerely,



From - the Directorate of Air Staff, Ministry of Defence, Northumberland
Avenue, London WC2N 5BP.

RECEIPT

Tn payment for work researching, reviewing and copying of material.
Received on 20 January 2001 a cheque in the sum of £183.75
Received on 18 March 2001 a cheque in the sum of £20.00

Received on 11 December 2001 a cheque in the sum of £30.00

DAS (Lower Airspace) Ops + Pol
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DAS-LA-Ops+Pol o

From: DAS-LA-Ops+Pol
Sent: 11 December 2001 15:42
To: Info(Exp)-Records1
Subject: ENQUIRY BY DR CLARKE
Importance: Low
ion 40 )
cript | hope - | believe Dr Clarke's researches are pretty weli at an end and that he is likely to publish in

the spring!

His latest letter asks the following:

"Finally, perhaps you may be abie to advise me as to the likely location of two Air Ministry files relating to
Parliamentary Questions that were answered in 1955 and 1957 respectively. These were briefing files compiled for
use by the then Secretary of State for Air, George Ward MP, are referred to in the file Air 2/18564 {PRO number -

released following my request under the Code of Practice in January this year (from your area I believe,
ave carefully checked the PRO catalogue for a record of these files, but without success.

As they were briefings for PQs to the Secretary of State that were re-used in later years as background folders for
use in answering questions by MPs it seems unlikely that they would have been destroyed. They are:

Air Ministry PQ 196/55 - PQ by Sir Patrick Wall, 5§ May 1955

Air Ministry PQ 121/57 - PQ by J A Leavey, 20 March 1957 "Flying saucer” sightings at Wardle, Lancashire.”
Looking back at the list of files you gave me on 16 Nov 2000, | note the Directorate does not appear to have a
designated Parliamentary correspondence file until the 1970s. The 'UFQ' statistics for the years 1959 to 1967 are
very modest, under 100 “reports” in each year, and only 22 in 1959. Assuming earlier years statistics (not kept it

appears) were likewise modest it is possible that the papers of any PQ asked and answered would have been lodged
on ancther AIR 2 file.

If there are no UFO parliamentary correspondence files from the 1950s, is there an AIR 2 parliamentary business file

from the ien'od from the Low Flying area - not specifically "UFC'?
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_Directorate Air Staff (Lower Airspace) Ops + Pol

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Room 6/71, Metropole Building, Northumberland Avenue,
London, WC2N 5BP.

Tetephone (Direct dial}
{Switchboard)

(Bu D0 721 50060

Dr David Clarke Your Reference

Our Reference
D'DAS/64/3/11
Date

11 December 2001

Dear Dr Clarke,

Thank you for your letter of 5 December and the enclosed cheque for £30.00. I am sorry that you
did not receive receipts for your earlier cheques although a request to that effect was made as we

passed them on. 1 now attach one receipt, produced here, itemising all three payments that I hope
will be satisfactory. ‘

As you will already know, the number of reported ‘UFQ’ sightings in the years from 1959 to 1967
was under 100 in any one year. If the number of PQs each year prior to 1967 was also modest then
it is possible that any asked and answered will have been retained on another branch file, a general
Parliamentary file. Iam, therefore, asking Defence Records to advise concerning Parliamentary
Question (PQ) files from the 1950s as well as asking them to check their listing of “UFQ’ files.

I shall reply to you when I have heard from them.

Yours sincerely,



From - the Directorate of Air Staff, Ministry of Defence, Northumberland
Avenue, London WC2N 5BP.

RECEIPT

In payment for work researching, reviewing and copying of material,
Received on 20 Janunary 2001 a cheque in the sum of £183.75
Received on 18 March 2001 a cheque in the sum of £20.00

Received on 11 December 2001 a cheque in the sum of £30.00

DAS (Lower Airspace) Ops + Pol
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Dr David Clarke

Ministry of Defence

Room 6/71

Metropole Building

Northumberland Avenue

London WC2N 5BP 5 December 2001

Your ref: D/DAS/64/3/11

Der I

Thank you for your letters of 26 October and 8 November in response to my list of
questions concerning reports of ‘unidentified flying objects.’

I am grateful for the detailed response I received that has answered the majority of the
outstanding issues that emerged from my research at the PRO over the past two years.

With regards to Question 5, specifically the alleged tracking of a UFQ by CRC
Neatishead in September-October 1980, I’'m again grateful for your attempts to trace a
record of the incident in the files relating to that period. As the result has been negative, I
will not pursue this matter further uniess I can uncover more specific information as to
the precise date of the incident at some point in the future.

I'm enclosing as requested a crossed cheque for £30 made out to *Accounting Officer
MOD’ to cover the costs of examining these files on my behalf. Would it be possible for
you to provide me with a receipt for this cheque and for the two earlier payments I have
made for material under the Code of Practice. These were £183,75 and £20 respectively
earlier this year, a total of £233.75. I did not receive a receipt for the two earlier
payments, and require these for my research accounts.

Finally, perhaps you may be able to advise me as to the likely location of two Air
Ministry files relating to Parliamentary Questions that were answered in 1955 and 1957
respectively. These were briefing files compiled for use by the then Secretary of State for
Air, George Ward MP, are referred to in the file Air 2/18564 that was released following
my request under the Code of Practice in January this vear. I have carefully checked the
PRO catalogue for a record of these files, but without success.

i -




As they were briefings for PQs to the Secretary of State that were re-used in later years as
background folders for use in answering questions by MPs it seems unlikely that they
would have been destroyed. They are:

Air Ministry PQ 196/55 Parliamentary Question by Sir Patrick Wall, 5 May 1955,
‘Flying Saucers’

Air Ministry PQ 121/57 Parliamentary Question by J.A. Leavey, 20 March 1957
‘flying saucer’ sightings at Wardle, Lancashire.

As these are historical files my question may be better directed to your Defence Records

or the Air Historical Branch. I would be grateful for any assistance you can provide in
locating these files.

Yours Sincerel

D.W.Clarke
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Dr David Clarke

Ministry of Defence

Room 6/71

Metropole Building

Northumberland Avenue

London WC2N SBP 5 December 2001

Your ref D/DAS/64/3/11

Dea

Thank you for your letters of 26 October and 8 November in response to my list of
questions concerning reports of ‘unidentified flying objects.’

[ am grateful for the detailed response I received that has answered the majority of the
outstanding issues that emerged from my research at the PRO over the past two years,

With regards to Question 5, specifically the alleged tracking of a UFQ by CRC
Neatishead in September-October 1980, I’m again gratefut for your attempts to trace a
record of the incident in the files relating to that period. As the result has been negative, [
will not pursue this matter further unless I can uncover more specific information as to
the precise date of the incident at some point in the future.

I’m enclosing as requested a crossed cheque for £30 made out to ‘Accounting Officer
MOD’ to cover the costs of examining these files on my behalf. Would it be possible for
you to provide me with a receipt for this cheque and for the two earlier payments I have
made for material under the Code of Practice. These were £183.75 and £20 respectively -
earlier this year, a total of £233.75. I did not receive a receipt for the two earlier
payments, and require these for my research accounts.

Finally, perhaps you may be able to advise me as to the likely location of two Air
Ministry files relating to Parliamentary Questions that were answered in 1955 and 1957
respectively, These were briefing files compiled for use by the then Secretary of State for
Air, George Ward MP, are referred to in the file Air 2/18564 that was released following
my request under the Code of Practice in January this year. I have carefully checked the
PRO catalogue for a record of these files, but without success.




As they were briefings for PQs to the Secretary of State that were re-used in later years as
background folders for use in answering questions by MPs it seems unlikely that they
would have been destroyed. They are: :

Air Ministry PQ 196/55 Parliamentary Question by Sir Patrick Wall, 5 May 1955,
‘Flying Saucers”

Air Ministry PQ 121/57 Parliamentary Question by J.A. Leavey, 20 March 1957
“flying saucer’ sightings at Wardle, Lancashire.

As these are historical files my question may be better directed to your Defence Records

or the Air Historical Branch. I would be grateful for any assistance you can provide in
locating these files.

Yours Sincerel

D.W.Clarke



DAS-LA-Ops+Pol

L
From: DAS4A(SEC)
Sent: 10 December 2001 16:10
To: DAS-LA-Ops+Pol
Subject; FW: New UFCO Book About MOD
Importance: Low
From: D News RAF
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2001 4:10:10 PM
To: DAS4A(SEC)
Subject: FW: New UFO Book About MOD
Importance: Low

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Could you pass this on 1o the correst person?
Who does do UFOs? I'm having a blank!

-

-----Ofiginal Message---—

From: FinPol{Rep)2

Sent: 10 December 2001 15:17
To: D News RAF

Subject: New UFO Bock About MOD
Importance: Low

{ thought you'd want to know that a book is due to be published by Piatkus in May 2002, focusing on Air Ministry and
MOD research and investigation into the UFO phenomenon, from the Second World War to the present day. The
book is by Dave Clarke and Andy Roberts and is called Out of the Shadows.

They've interviewed a number of military and civilian personnel (inciuding me) who have been involved in an official
capacity, or who have had UFO sightings themselves. Dave and Andy are generally sceptical about extraterrestrials,
but wiil highlight past MOD secrecy on the UFO issue. I'm not sure how critical of MOD it will be, overall.

Dave is & journalist who has previously placed UFO stories in the Nationals {most recently The Guardian and The
Observer), so it's virtually certain that there will be some significant media coverage when the book is published.

Further details are at their website www.flyingsaucery.com, under the heading "Coming Soon".
| leave it up to you as to whether to pass this on to DAS, but they might appreciate a heads up.

Please let me know if you need any further information.
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I Diroctorate Air Staff (Lower Airspace) Ops + Pol

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Room 6/71, Metropole Building, Northumberland Avenue,

London, WC2N 5BP.

Telephone (Direct dial) 0207218 2140
(Switchboard} 020 7218 8000
(Fax)

Your Reference

Dr David Clarke

Our Reference
DYDASMO4/3/11
Date

8 November 2001

Dear Dr Clarke,

1 consultedf Info (Exp) Records about the possibility that a number of files from the
1970’s might contain correspondence that would help us to answer your Question 5.

I 25 been able to consult his own record of files reviewed before they are passed to the
archives and has informed me that the content of four files 1 had identified was “reports” and not
any associated correspondence. I believe, therefore, that recalling and examining the files is
unlikely to be helpful. Tam sorry to have to send this disappointing reply.

Yours sincerely,



IgS-LA-Ops+PoI %

From: DAS-LA-Ops+Pol 4/{,
Sent: 14 December 2001 10:34 '
To: Info(Exp)-Records1

Subject: RE: ENQUIRY BY DR CLARKE

Importance: Low

e oor i

Your first point - Are the PQ/PE files you have identified from this Directorate. If they are it would be heipful to have
their number and titles so that | can tell Dr Clarke and he may check if he 5o wishes.

Are you content that we say publically (to Dr C) that "Up to the end of 2000 PQ and PE folders were routinely
dstroyed at around the six year point." | would like also to add the next sentence you quote by way of explanation. (|
assume Dr Clarke would like, if possible, to view some old PQ material that includes a surviving advice to
Ministers/background note so | believe it is a good idea to explain why he is unlikely to be successful.)

With thanks -

-----Original Message----

From: Info{Exp)-Recordsi

Sent: 12 December 2001 08:53

To: DAS-LA-Ops+Pol

Subject: RE: ENQUIRY BY DR CLARKE

A quick check of the PRO catalogue has been made for any possible PQ/PE files on policy files that
might contain parliameniary business. ,

Eight files have been identified that appear to be either PQ or PE folders. All specific subjects, but none
relevant to UFQOs.

For background.

As a category PQ/PE folders are not preserved (although oddments have clearly found their way to the
PRO).

Up to the end of 2000 PQ and PE folders were routinely destroyed at around the six year point. The
rationale, a fuller picture would be held on the files of the branch with lead responsibility and it these
files that would be subject of consideration for permament preservation.

You also may recall that up until the early/mid 1990s PQ/PE folders were sent out to branches and the
branch in turn returned the folder with their advice. Thus correspondence on these folders was usually
limited to (1) the question or enguiry, (2) the branches submission to Private Qffice (background note
and draft answer, (3) a copy of the final reply. The practice of sending out folders to branches
probably ceased as a result of technological changes, greater use/availability of fax machines and of
course the Chots network!.

iginal Message-——-
From: DAS-LA-Ops+Pat
Sent: 11 December 2001 15:42
To: Info(Exp)-Records
Subject: ENQUIRY BY DR CLARKE



IgS-LA-OpS+PO|

From: Info{Exp)-Records1

Sent: 12 December 2001 08:53

To: DAS-LA-Ops+Pol

Subject: RE: ENQUIRY BY DR CLARKE

A quick check of the PRO catalogue has been made for any possible PQ/PE files on policy files that might
contain parliamentary business.
Eight files have been identified that appear to be either PQ or PE folders. All specific subjects, but none

relevant to UFOs.
For background.

As a category PQ/PE folders are not preserved (although oddments have clearly found their way to the
PRO}.

Up to the end of 2000 PQ and PE folders were routinely destroyed at around the six year point. The
rationale, a fuller picture would be heid on the files of the branch with lead responsibility and it these files
that would be subject of consideration for permament preservation.

You also may recall that up until the early/mid 1990s PQ/PE folders were sent out to branches and the
branch in turn returned the folder with their advice. Thus correspondence on these folders was usually
limited to (1) the question ar enquiry, (2) the branches submission to Private Office (background note and
draft answer, (3) a copy of the final reply. The practice of sending out folders to branches probably ceased
as a result of technological changes, greater use/availability of fax machines and of course the Chots
network!,

iginal Message--—-

From: DAS-LA-Ops+Pal

Sent: 11 December 2001 15:42
To: Info(Exp)-Recordst
Subject: ENQUIRY BY DR CLARKE

Importance: Low

Just a postscript | hope - | believe Dr Clarke's researches are pretty well at an end and that he is likely to publish
in the spring!

His latast letter asks the following:

"Finally, perhaps you may be able to advise me as to the likely location of two Air Ministry files relating to
Parliamentary Questions that were answered in 1955 and 1957 respectively. These were briefing files compiled
for use by the then Secretary of State for Air, George Ward MP, are referred to in the file Air 2/18564 (PRO
number - released following my request under the Code of Practice in January this year (from your
area { beliave ] have carefully checked the PRO catalogue for a record of these files, but without
SUCCESS.

My —a—a-

As they were briefings for PQs to the Secretary of State that were re-used in later years as background folders
for use in answering questions by MPs it seems unlikely that they would have been destroyed. They are:

Air Ministry PQ 196/55 - PQ by Sir Patrick Wall, 5 May 1955
Air Ministry PQ 121/57 - PQ by J A Leavey, 20 March 1957 "Flying saucer” sightings at Wardie, Lancashire."
Looking back at the list of files you gave me on 16 Nov 2000, | note the Directorate does not appear to have a

designated Parliamentary correspondence file until the 1870s. The 'UFQ' statistics for the years 1959 to 1867
are very modest, under 100 "reports” in each year, and only 22 in 1959. Assuming earlier years statistics (not

1



ept it appears) were likewise modest it is possible that the papers of any PQ asked and answered would have
been lodged on anather AIR 2 file.

If there are no UFO parliamentary correspondence files from the 1950s, is there an AIR 2 parliamentary business
file from the period from the Low Flying area - not specifically 'UFQ™?



DAS-LA-Ops+Pol - gA/g

R
From: DAS-LA-Ops+Pol g ‘ o
Sent: 30 Gctober 2001 14:.07 calteo!. . .
To: Info(Exp)-Records % apppenne Yool s Aceds
Subject: RE: DR CLARKE - further thoughts on UFO files o} e 1T 70;' ¢ /)0 on ol
importance: High /ﬁ& et Aoces Mg 40/&—;‘*"'
n 40

s for this. As you will have seen, | was looking at one of your minutes with the very helpful list of files
el as hoping that correspondence from the early 70s might be on the file | mentioned. If it is not {the

dates you have given seem to confirm that is correct) then it appears that the practice (until 1977ish) may have been
to keep all reports but destroy the associated correspondence {That would fit in with our 'line’ - produced goodness
knows how many years ago but not usually interpreted in that light.)

Is that likely to be correct - or do we need to run another check.

Your help is appreciated. g

----- Original Message--—-

From: Info(Exp)-Records1

Sent: 28 October 2001 07:51

To: DAS-LA-Ops+Pal

Subject: RE: DR CLARKE - further thoughts on UFQ files

These files should be at Hayes. But before recalling them my loose minute, October 2000, shows the

dates of these files from 1977 thru' 1981 ie 8/75/2/1 A-C-1977 1978, 8/10/209A & B - 1981,
8/75/2/5 A &B- 1980,

Are you still interested?

——Original Message——

From:  DAS-LA-Ops+Pol
Sent: 25 October 2001 18:30
To: Info(Exp)-Records1

Subject: FW: DR CLARKE - further thoughts on UFQ files
Importance: High

urther thoughts. might i ALSO HAVE (IF STILL WITHIN YOUR AREA) ds810/209 parts a AND
b AND DSB/75/2/5 Parts A and B. In relation to 2 more of Dr C's queries. With thanks -_m

----Original Message--—

From: DAS-LA-Ops+Pdl

Sent: 25 October 2001 18:24

To: Info(Exp)-Records1

Subject: DR CLARKE - further thoughts on UFO flles
fmportance; High

| do not know whether you would be able to help me.

Dr Clarke has asked a series of questions and | have been able to answer most including by reference to old

UFO files. However, | have been surprised to discover that a range of files from 1973/1974 have reports but
no correspondence - which may be elsewhere .

| looked through past minutes sent by you to this office, in particular one dated 16 Nov 00 (3/7/8). | see
(from the attachment) that you may have DS8/75/2/1, parts A/B/C. Would you let us have those files if that
is the case; | am guessing that they might have correspondence from the early 1970s.

1
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DAS-LA-Ops+Pol

L rT——
From: Info(Exp)-Recordst

Sent: 29 October 2001 07:51

To: DAS-LA-Ops+Pol

Subject: RE: DR CLARKE - further thoughts on UFO files

- | —\

These files should be at Hayes. But before recalling them my loose minute, October 2000, shows the
dates of these files from 1977 thru' 1981 ie 8/75/2/1 A-C- 1977 1978, 8/10/209 A & B - 1881,
8/75/2/5 A&B - 1980.

Are you still interested?

L——-
---—-Original Message-----
From: DAS-LA-Ops+Fol
Sent: 26 October 200t 18:30
To: Info(Exp)-Records1
Subject: FwW: DR CLARKE - further thoughts on UFO files

Importance: High

Honm0(further thoughts. might | ALSO HAVE (IF STH.L WITHIN YOUR AREA) ds810/209 parts a AND b
AND DS8/75/2/5 Parts A and B. In relation to 2 more of Dr C's queries. With thanks -

-—--Origirval Message-—--

From: DAS-LA-Ops+Pol

Sent: 25 October 2001 18:24

To: Info{Exp)-Records1 :

Subject: DR CLARKE - further thoughts on UFQ files

Importance: High

I do not know whether you would be able to help me.

Dr Clarke has asked a series of questions and | have been able to answer most including by reference to old
UFO files. However, | have been surprised to discover that a range of files from 1973/1974 have reports but no
correspondence - which may be elsewhere .

| looked through past minutes sent by you to this office, in particular one dated 16 Nov 00 (3/7/8). | see (from the
attachment) that you may have DS8/75/2/1, parts A/B/C. Would you let us have those files if that is the case; |
am guessing that they might have comrespondence from the early 1970s.

With thanks _m




I Dircctorate Air Staff (Lower Airspace) Ops + Pol M

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE :
Room 6/71, Metropole Building, Northumberand Avenue,
London, WC2N 5BP.

Telephone (Direct dial) 0207218 2140
(Switchboard) 020 7218 8000
{Fax}

Your Reference

Dr David Clarke

Our Reference
DIDAR/64/3/11
Date

26 Octaber 2001

Dear Dr Clarke, @

I am writing further to my letter of 25 September. I have looked at a number of files in an attempt
to answer your questions, as well as receiving information from others, and hope you will find what
follows useful.

Question 4: Neither service nor external psychologists have been called upon in respect of
individual investigation or analysis of “UFQ" issues.

I approached Defence Records with the additional information you supplied and they have now
traced a reference, in a directory, to a!working in an RAF Directorate. An individual
by that name worked in Science 4 (RAF) (within the area of the Assistant Chief Scientist
(Personnel) (RAF)) in the mid 1960s with a responsibility for “scientific briefs and research on all
RAF personnel matters”. The PRO catalogue was also consulted briefly (AIR 77) but none of the
reports/memos originating from the area of the Chief Scientist (RAF) (including Science 3 and 4
(RAF)) appear to cover your own area of interest.

Question 5: There are no records of ‘UFOs’ tracked by Neatishead.

a. 1am sorry that I cannot really add anything to my earlier reply. We are unable either to confirm
or deny Flt Lt Wimbledon’s account.

b. Prior to 1990, the detection of unidentified tracks on radar and the subsequent response by air
defence aircraft was not unusual. As is still the case, details of operations were recorded in
operational log books but we can only assume that some books were not considered to be of
historic value and were, therefore, destroyed.

In preparing to answer this question I also consulted the files listed below but could find no mention
of an incident in September-October 1980 in which Neatishead had an involvement.

D/DS8/10/209 parts A and B
D/DS8/75/2/5 part B


The National Archives
UFO policy
MoD response to list of supplementary questions on UFO policy.


D/DS8/75/2/5 part A
D/DS8/75/2/1 parts G and H

As a final check I have called for three additional DS8 files that may contain correspondence as
well as reports and shall look through them if you wish this further search to be made. Depending
on the content of the files I believe the additional check through the material is likely to take in the
region of one hour. Perhaps you would let me know if you are willing to pay for this additional
work and do wish me to undertake the task.

Question 8: Details of sorties . . . are recorded in Operational Record Books that are destroyed
after 5 years.

It is feasible that details of some significant operational events may have been extracted to produce
a separate report that will later go to the PRO, and the Form 540 may also include some information
from operational record books. Routine operational activity would not necessarily have been
considered of historic importance and therefore the record would not have been retained.

Question 11 -

11a: Files created by Al 5b, Air Ministry

I'understand that a number of researchers have asked about holdings of Al 5’ files but that none
have been identified to date. Unfortunately, no register of events has been discovered.

11b: Towards the end of 2000, DI ST decided that ‘UFQ’ reports were of no defence interest and
should no longer be sent to them.

Reports of sightings, comprising brief records and letters from the public, were sent to D1 ST in
case they contained any information of value relating to their primary role of analysing the
performance and threat of foreign weapons systems, nuclear, chemical and biological weapons
programmes and emerging technologies. These records, whether from members of the public or
service sources, have not proved valuable. For this reason DI ST decided the records should no
longer be sent to them. This decision covers material from service and civilian sources.

You ask “what would happen if a ‘UFQO’ incident occurred today that was judged to be of defence
interest”. Reports may be sent to Air Defence staff’ (who are not located within the DI area) for
assessment, as I confirmed in an attachment to an earlier letter dated 25 July in answer to your
question 1. To date no ‘“UFQ’ report has been judged to be of defence interest. |

1tc: A search of DI ST records was undertaken to identify all of their file holdings: files prior to
1961 had not been retained.

DI ST hold no ‘UFO’ files prior to 1975,



Question 12: Unidentified helicopter incident 1973/74 - no papers traced to suggest MOD acted in

an advisory capacity to a Police Special Branch operation.

1 have looked through the files listed below but have not traced any material on an incident
involving an unidentified helicopter in 1973/74. The files contain, almost exclusively, brief details
of reported sightings but no additional correspondence from the Department to members of the
public or within the Department.

AF 583
AF 7464 Parts [ and I1
AF 584
AF 585
AF 586

It has taken a little over six hours to undertake the work of examining files on your behalf. The first
four hours has been undertaken free of charge but, as indicated in my letter of 25 September, the
remaining two hours is to be charged at £15.00 per hour, making a total of £30.00. I would be
grateful if you would let me have your crossed cheque, made payable to “Accounting Officer
MQOD”.

Yours sincerely,




DAS-LA-Ops+Pol

From: DAS-LA-Ops+Pol

Sent: 25 October 2001 18:30 ‘ .
To: Info{Exp)-Records1

Subject: FW:. DR CLARKE - further thoughts on UFOQ files

importance: High

igara0 further thoughts. mIGHT i ALSO HAVE (IF STILL WITHIN YOUR AREA) ds810/209 pARTS a AND b
5/2/5 Parts A and B. in relation to 2 more of Dr C's queries. With thanks - Janet

--—-Criginal Messageé-----

From: DAS-LA-Ops+Pol

Sent: 25 October 2001 18:24

To: Info(Exp)-Recordst RS - 75 / Y } g A+ 2 .
Subject: DR CLARKE - further thoughts on UFQ files '

Importance: High < (o ll % A+

DEL-

| do not know whether you wouid be able to help me.

Dr Clarke has asked a series of questions and | have been able to answer most including by reference to old UFO
files. However, | have been surprised to discover that a range of files from 1973/1974 have reporis but no
correspondence - which may be elsewhere .

| looked through past minutes sent by you to this ofﬁ'ce, in particular one dated 16 Nov 00 (3/7/8). | see (from the
attachment} that you may have DS8/75/2/1, parts A/B/C. Would you et us have those files if that is the case; | am
guessing that they might have correspondence from the early 1970s,

with thanks - [Ilbn 40 os ;75-/2/{ CA-c.



. ‘D“&-OES&POH

From: DAS-LA-Ops+Pol1

Sent: 22 Qctober 2001 14:37

To: DAS-LA-Ops+Pol1
Subject: FW: Request for decuments
From: Info(Exp)-Records1

Sent: Monday, October 22, 2001 2:37:01 PM

To: DAS-LA-Ops+Pol1

Subject; RE: Request for documents

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Messrs Clark and Roberts recd copies of the Report.

| understand that the PRO picked up the Report on 2 October. Its likely to be a few more weeks before the
public will be able to access it!

PS copy of the Observer article on its way.
—---Qriginal Message-—--

From: DAS-LA-Ops+Poll

Sent: 22 Qctober 2001 14:28

To: Info{Exp)-Recordst
Subject: RE: Request for documents

Thank ibatgceally helpful,

| have locked at the web site. It is always useful to know what is being said about released documents. | will
keep an eye on this site from now on.

| have not seen the Observer ariicle, but | would be grateful for a copy if you have it.

By the way, has Report No. 7 been released in the PRO yet or is Dr Clark the only person who has it?. .

--—Original Message——

From: Info(Exp)-Recordst

Sent: 22 Qctober 2001 10113

To: DAS4A1(SEC)

Subject: RE: Request for documents

I'll arrange for Hayes and OWO archives to be checked.

You may be interested to learn that yesterday's Observer (page 14) carried a piece about the JTIC
Report No 7. Also the BBC Worlid Service this morning 05.25 had 3/4 minutes with Dr Clarke
talking about the Report.

If you have access to the internet Dr Clark/Mr Roberis web site is www .flyingsaucery.com., it has
copies of a number of docs incl Report No 7 and pages from the Rendlesham file and also refers to
their forthcoming book.



. -----0Original Message-——-

From: DAS4AT({SEC)

Sent: 17 October 2001 15:16
To: Info(Exp)-Records1

Subject: Request for documents

Flease see my attached LM.

<< File: BRUNI - Records 1 LM.doc »>
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{ OOSE MINUTE 4,1

D/Di SEC/10/8/3
1 October 2001

DAS 4A - Sec

Copy to:

DAQO - ADGE 1
AD DI 55
DISSY

OFFICIAL ACTION LETTER FROM DR D CLARKE — UFO QUESTIONS

Reference: DAS/64/11 dated 3 September 2001

1. Thank you for your minute at reference containing further questions from Dr Clarke. Qur
responses are as follows:

\;( Question 4: We spoke earlier about whether this was a DIS or RAF employed
psychologist. We have searched the DIS archives and can find no reference to files
emanating from Science 4(RAF). We therefore assume that he must have been
empioyed by the RAF.

b. ‘)destion 11a: Special Register. We do not seem to have a Special Register in our
archives, nor can we find any record of it.

V Question 11b: We suggest the foliowing response. | have added the last line in italics
as he asked the question, but you or the Air Staff may have a more appropriate line to
take.

“You asked for a statement explaining the reasoning behind DI ST's decision not
to receive reports of UFQOs. These reports were only sent to DIST in case they
contained any information which was of value in DI ST’s primary role which is to
analyse the performance and threat of foreign weapons systems, nuclear,
chemical and biological weapons programmes and technologies and emerging
technologies. However, none of the reports received over a period of 30 years
have yielded any valuable information whatsoever. DI ST therefore decided not to
receive these reports any longer. The reports could originate from either a military
or a civilian source, so | confirm that DI 55 are no longer receiving reports from
either. If there were an incursion info UK airspace-by an aircraft whose country of
origin was unknown, then that would count as of “defence interest” and
appropriate action would be taken.”

d. Question 11¢: We can confirm that we hold no UFO files prior to 1975.

\;A hope this answers the questions, but get in touch if you require more.
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DAS4A(SEC)

Sent: ciober 2001 16:29

To: DAS4A(SEC
Ce: DAQO ADGE1
Subject: larke
N
113

dr d clarke - ufa - i3
ta DAS...

F
ope ot jeplies on Lord Hill Norton's questions. Attached is answers for Dr Clarke.
#40




Dr David Clarke ﬁ( \

I

DAS (Lower Airspace) Ops+Pol
Ministry of Defence

Room 6/71

Metropole Building
Northumberland Avenue
London WC2N SBP 28 September 2001

Your ref: D/DAS/64/3/11

Dea I

Thank you for your letter of 25 September and for the details of the research you have
undertaken to identify material relating to my questions on the subject of ‘UFOs.”

This is to confirm that I am content for the work you have initiated to be finalised and
that I am willing to pay the charges you calculated for the work undertaken.

If you are able to locate material directly relevant to the RAF Lakenheath/Neatishead
incident of 13/14 August 1936 during your review of Archival revords and/or the
helicopter incidents of 1973-74 I would appreciate copies of the relevant papers
(redacted if necessary).

I am grateful for your attention to my request and look forward to hearing from you.

Yours sincetrel

“\\Cﬂ\@, &:M.. cJ .




_ Directorate Air Staff {(Lower Airspace} Ops + Pol

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Room 6/71, Metropole Building, Northumberland Avenue,
London, WC2N 5BP.

Telephone (Direct dial) 0207218 2140
(Switchboard) 0207218 2000
(Fax)
Dr David Clarke Your Reference )
Qur Reference

DV/DAS/64/3/11
Date
25 September 2001

Dear Dr Clarke,

Thank you for your letter of 23 August in which you ask a number of additional questions on the
subject of ‘UFQs’.

I now have the majority of the material required to answer your questions; this work has involved
several members of staff working for less than four hours in total. I have also recalled files from
the Defence Records Archives and have received six volumes covering the period identified in
your Question 5 and Question 12, An initial inspection suggests that they contain somewhere in
the region of 1000 enclosures close reading of which might take up to16 hours (at one minute per
enclosure). However, I believe that I shall be able to complete the search for material from the
period you mention in two to three hours searching initially for the dates you identify and then
inspecting more closely any relevant papers. This may result in the raising of a charge for one to
two hours work at £15.00 per hour; I would be grateful if you would confirm that you are content
for this work to be finalised.

At present the files that contain our correspondence are with the Directorate of Information
Exploitation. I would like to refer to some material collected previously in order to reply to
earlier answers to your questions. I shall therefore complete any outstanding work as soon as
those papers have been returned to us.

Yours sincerely,



‘0@
S4A(SEC)

From: info(Exp}-Records1

Sent: 13 September 2001 12:01

To: DAS4A(SEC) C\
Subject: RE: DR CLARKE ' 3

4 Re!and Chief Scientist (RAF) organisation.

We hold a number of old Office Directories. The earliest, mid 1960s (approx), showsMworking
in the Assistant Chief Scientist (Personnel) (RAF) areas, a section of CS{RAF). Specific 4{RAF)
with responsibility for "Scientific briefs and research on all RAF personnel matters.”

By January 1973 he moved from ACS (P} (RAF) to a ACS (Training) (RAF) section, Science 3(RAF) work
description "RAF selection, training, manpower, modelling, flight safety, air traffic control.” ACS (T) (RAF)
still existed as did Sc 4(RAF) the latter with responsibility for "Social research, RAF recruitment, wastage,
attitude surveys, crganisational behaviour.”

The Office Directory for June 1976 shows I lNad moved to Sc 4(RAF).

However, by October 1977, Sc 4 (RAF) seems to have merged with Sc 3(RAF).%features in the
new branch, which had responsibility for "RAF selection, trg, manpower modelling, flight safety, air traffic
services, and social factors affecting recruitment and retenticn of RAF personnell.”

But by October 1978! had moved to the Army Personnel Research EStablishment (APRE).

2. 5c 4(RAF) files held by MOB.

I've asked both Hayes and OWO archives to check their holding of these files, post 1975.

But a quick look at the PRQ catalogue shows that PRO class AIR 77 holds more than 600 reports/memos
originated by the Chief Scientist (RAF)s area including Sc 3(RAF) and 5c¢ 4(RAF)! None apparently relating to

Dr Clark’s area of interest. (perhaps not too surprising given their overall responsibility relating to
personnel and training issues).

i

; ' _— O e
‘Il let you know the outcome of the archives search in due cours_g.u_x? X S TR ¢ &

R

s 3L

-

-——-Original Message——

From: DAS4A(SEC)

Sent: 11 September 2001 10:04
To: Info(Exp}-Records1
Subject: RE: DR CLARKE

Importance: High

Qe 4k toid, by the good Dr, that a psychologistm was appointed as a psychologist to
Science 4(RAF) in 1969. It is believed that the post (but title) survived "up until the early 1980s".

----- Original Message-—-

From: Info(Exp)-Recordsy
Sent: 11 September 2001 08:35
To: DAS4A(SEC)

Subject: RE: DR CLARKE



o®

Do you have a specific period in mind?

--—---Ciriginal Message-—---

From: DAS4A(SEC)

Sent: 11 September 2001 08:15
To: info(Exp)-Recordst

Subject: DR CLARKE
Importance: Low

what became of them. )

—'—mo you my any chance have ani S4(RAF) - Science 4 (RAF) - files in your archives. I'm trying to trace



@xssa(sec)
From: Info(Exp)-Records1
Sent: 28 August 2001 08:37
To: DAS4A(SEC) . (B
Subject: RE: DR DAVID CLARKE o
n 40 "1
mb .

Thanks for the sight of your reply to Dr Clarke.

Hopefully someone in your office has access to today's Guardian, there is a piece by Richard Norton-Taylor
on ufes. His named source is Dr Clarke. Apparently his book is to be published by Piakus next year.

Re your specific questions:

1. list of files retained. | read this as a list of all retentions not just those relating to his area of research. |
plan to tell him that data is already, and has been for many years, available. The PRO catalogue identifies
retentions ie files retained in department under $3(4) of the PRA. Also, files released that have been the
subject of deletion or extraction of sensitive material will carry a notation in the file.

~ Al 5. Over the years we have been asked by researchers about holdings of these files. In all that time we
have not identified any. Interestingly, we do have uncatalogued {there have been reviewed and selected
for the PRO) a farge number of DIS, and predecessor, files including a number from Al 3 and DDi(Tech). |
will have to advise him of this material. Fortunately, none relating to UFQs.

-----0riginal Message-----

From: DAS4A(SEC)

Sent: 24 August 2001 16:21
To: info(Exp}-Records1
Subject: DR DAVID CLARKE

Importance: High
<< Fite: DrClarke25Jul01.doc >>
Records 1 tigafOyou for faxing a copy of Dr Clarke's latest letter.

It may help you to look at the last ietter from this Directorate to Dr Clarke, which comes attached to this letter. it
is getting quite difficult to answer his questions. Do you have any cther letters from him on which you are still
doing work? If so a chat might be helpful. .

| see that one of his questions in his letter of 20 August relates to file holdings ". . .would it be possible to obtain a
list of the files currently retained.” | know that we corresponded about this question quite some time ago and the
resuit of one of our searches confirmed that a few velumes had, almost certainly, been destroyed. Do we baoth
need to revisit our lists and holdings (in office and archives). Would you let me know?

Finally, | have had a short period of leave following by a busy stretch. May | ask a follow up guestion. |
understand, from DI, that "no files with the prefix Air Intelligence b, Al 5b or Al(Tech)5b have been traced".
Their reply to me indicated that their records branch might be checking with you. Did that occur and do you
have any trare of a record of such files dated between 1950 and 19677 See the answer to Dr Clarke's question
number 11a attached to my letter of 25 July. (This would also appear to have a read across to his to you an 20
Aug, question number 2.)

n 40
now _ower Airspace) Ops+Pol)




. . Page 1 of 2
® o
DAS4A(SEC)
From: Info(Exp)-Records! _ —~
Sent: 24 July 2001 08:37 3}
To: DAS4A(SEC) .
Subject: RE: 'UFO' AND RELATED QUESTIONS

h 40

Question 1:

You will not be surprised to learn that questions have previously been asked by researchers
about Al 5 papers (in fact Dr Clarke raised such a question recently - May 2001 - about DDI
Tech and Al5b files that he suggested might be held by AHB. AHB replied that they held not such
papers).

| am not surprised that DI had no luck finding these files as on previous occasions when asked |
received the same reply. As it is Dl is no different than any other branch in the MOD in that they
should comply with departmental regulations re the review of their files ie files should be
processed at a relatively early age and no later than the 30 years point. Retention beyond that
date requires the Lord Chancellor's approval.

To enquirers our response has been that if any papers from Ai survive older than 30 years (DI
was created in 1964) papers will be identifiable from the PRO catalogue,

A quick search on the PRC catalogue against the words "Air Intelligence” identified some 150
files. As Dr Clarke seems well researched on this subject | suspect that he has already discovered
the PRO search facility and presumably determined that none are relevant to his research (an
outcome discovered by other researchers on this subject).

Question 2:
As with Di | would have been very surprised if Air Ops had records (for the same reasons as DI)..

| can only suggest that Dr Clarke try, if he has not alre:ady, the ORBs RAF Waterbeach AIR
28/1439 and for RAF Neatishead AIR 29/1369, 2631. But as with his earlier research | am sure
that he has investigated these records.

As for S4{Air) records, AIR 20 has 5 files covering the early to mid 1970s: AIR 20/7390 (1950~
54), AIR 20/9320 to 8322 (1977) and AIR 20/994 (1953-57). | am again sure that Dr Clarke is
aware of these records.

| can though confirm that Defence Records (Hayes and the OWQ a'rchive) holds no cache of out
of time records covering the subject of UFOs. Generally our review programme is comfortably
examining surviving files from the mid-1970s.

-----Original Message-----

From: DAS4A(SEC)

Sent: 23 July 2001 11:17

To: Info(Exp)-Records]

Subject: 'UFQ"' AND RELATED QUESTIONS

| won! er |' you might be able to help us. It's a Dr Clarke query; he has asked quite a range
of questions to which we have most of the answers. As always, however, there are a few

28/09/01



Page 2 of 2

glitches!

QUESTION 1: Queries have been raised concerning the metamorphosis of a branch named
Air Intelligence 5h (Al 5b) and some of the responsibilities of that area.

DI have done a search and have discovered no files with the following in the title:
Air Intelligence 5b CoT .

Al 5b

Al{Tech)5b.

Do you have a record of any file heading corresponding with that title? The likely period is
1950-1967

QUESTION 2: Dr Clarke has asked about material on incident alleged to have happened in
19586 on the night of 13/14 August. He mentions that the 'UFQ' was tracked by CRC RAF
MNeatishead/or satellite radar stations and there was an attempted interception by Venom
aircraft from RAF Waterbeach,

Air Ops have traced no records. There is a chance that something reached our side (in the
DS8 days perhaps) but | wouid have thought that should be in the PRO. What do you think -
any advice?

28/09/01



DAS4A(SEC)

From: DAS4A(SEC)

Sent: 11 September 2001 08:15

To: Info{Exp)-Records1 : _

Subject: DR CLARKE - %@
Importance: Low . R

of them. :

H
Do you by any chance have any S4(RAF) - Science 4 (RAF) - files in your archives. I'm trying to trace what became
h-n 40
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BASQ(SEC)

From: Info(Exp)-Recordst
Sent: 19 September 2001 10:42
To: DAS4A(SEC)

Subject: FW: DR CLARKE : %6

Re the search of both Hayes and OWQO archives.

No identifiable cache of Sc4(RAF) etc files held post 1975.

= al Message-----
From: Info(Exp)-Records1
Sent: 13 September 2001 12:01
To: DAS4A({SEC)
Subject: RE: DR CLARKE
n 40

1. Re!and Chief Scientist (RAF) organisation.

We hold a number of old Office Directories. The earliest, mid 1960s (approx), showsgmorking
in the Assistant Chief Scientist (Personnel) (RAF) areas, a section of CS(RAF). Specifically Science 4(RAF)
with responsibility for "Scientific briefs and research on all RAF personnel matters.”

By January 1973 he moved from ACS (P} (RAF) to a ACS (Training) (RAF) section, Science 3(RAF) work
description "RAF selecticn, training, manpower, modelling, flight safety, air traffic control.” ACS (T) (RAF)
still existed as did 5c 4(RAF) the latter with responsibility for "Social research, RAF recruitment, wastage,
attitude surveys, organisational behaviour.”

The Office Directory for June 1976 shows! had moved to Sc 4(RAF).

However, by October 1977, Sc 4 (RAF) seems to have merged with Sc 3(RAF).Mfeatures in the
new branch, which had responsibility for "RAF selection, trg, manpower modelling, flight safety, air traffic
services, and social factors affecting recruitment and retention of RAF personnell.”

But by October 1978 ANDERSON had moved to the Army Personnel Research EStablishment (APRE).

2. Sc 4(RAF) files held by MOD.

I've asked both Hayes and OWOQ archives to check their holding of these files, post 1975.

But a quick look at the PRO catalogue shows that PRO class AIR 77 holds more than 600 reports/memos
originated by the Chief Scientist (RAF)s area including 5S¢ 3(RAF) and Sc 4(RAF)! None apparently relating to

Dr Clark's area of interest. (perhaps not too surprising given their overall responsibiiity relating to
personne! and training issues). .

{'ll let you know the outcome of the archives search in due course.

—---Criginal Message-----



T

Fr’ DAS4A(SEC)
Se 11 September 2001 10:04
To: Info(Exp)-Records1

Subject: RE: DR CLARKE
Importance: High

Science 4(RA

told, by the good Dr, that a psychologist,m was appointed as a psychologist to
in 1969. it is believed that the post (but ranch title) survived "up until the early 1980s".

—--Qriginat Message—--

From: Info{Exp)-Recordst

Sent: 11 September 2001 08:35
To: DAS4A(SEC)

Subject: RE: DR CLARKE

Do you have a specific period in mind?

--—---Original Message-----

From: DAS4A(SEC)

Sent: 11 September 2001 0B:15
To: InfolExp)-Records1

Subject: DR CLARKE
Importance: Low

what became of them.

ny chance have ani S4(RAF) - Science 4 (RAF) - files in your archives. I'm trying to trace




DAO/1/13
12 Sep 01

DAS (Lower Airspace) Ops & Pol

Copy to:

DI ISec Sec 4
Info(Exp)R1

‘UFO’ CORRESPONDENCE — DR DAVID CLARKE

Reference:
A. D/DAS/64/11 dated 3 Sep 0O1.

1. At Reference, you asked for comment on further issues raised by Dr Clarke following
your last response to him.

2. Qx_iestion 5.

Vé I am unable to either confirm or deny the account given of the UFO incident in
Aug 56 by the Neatishead controller, Flt Lt Wimbledon, in the RAF Air Warfare
Museum Newsletter.

/b. Throughout the Cold War, the detection of unidentified tracks on radar and the
subsequent response by air defence aircraft was commonplace. Details of operations
were, and still are, recorded in operational log books as events occurred. Given the
frequency of such incursions, one can only assume that they were not considered to be
of any historic value and, therefore, the log books were disposed of in what is the
normal manner rather than being passed to the PRO.

3. \ Qﬁestion 8. The destruction of “operational record books” (ORBs), which I take to
mean operational log books, does not necessarily mean that no documentation or, more
accurately, information originating from these sources will ever be preserved as Public
Records. It is feasible that details of specific, significant operational events, for example an
aircraft accident, might have been extracted to produce a separate report which subsequently
was passed into the PRO. Equally, unit F540s which form the traditional historic record
should contain a monthly precis of operational activity, some of the information for which
might be drawn from ORBs. Routine operational activity, such as the regular scramble of
aircraft to investigate unidentified tracks, would not necessarily have been considered of
historic importance. Furthermore, there is no extant, blanket requirement to justify long term
preservation of records of routine operations for scientific or any other purpose.




4, Question 12. T am unable to offer any further information on the subject of the
unidentified helicopter incident in 1973/74. Without knowing which department within MOD
undertock to prepare the paper on the subject, we cannot even start a search to determine
whether it has been preserved. I would suggest that it is highly unlikely that, if it was ever
produced, a document of this nature would have survived the passage of time!

5. I hope the foregoing comments provide you with sufficient input to reply to Dr Clarke.
You asked for an indication of how long the research took in order that a charge may be levied
for the work. T wonuld estimate that approximately 2 hours were spent on the formulation of
this reply.

Wg Cdr
DAQ ADGE 1

MT451
CHOtS: DAO ADGE1
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Loose Minute (?)/5

Info(Exp)R/3/7/8

September 2001

DAS (Lower Airspace) Ops & Pol
Copy to:

DAO - ADGE 1
=

DR DAVID CLARKE - “UFQ" CORRESPONDENCE
Reference: D/DAS/64/11 dated 3 September

1. Thank you for your loose minute together with a copy of another letter from Dr
Clarke seeking further advice/clarification in respect the Ministry of Defence’s
interest in the subject of "UFQs".

2. You sought Info(Exp)R input to a number of points raised by Dr Clarke:

Question 5 - Neatishead records
Question 8 - storage of documents /value to MOD/posterity and ORBs.

ORBs (RAF Forms 540) are preserved at the Public Record Office (PRQ). Dr Clarke
apparently takes issue with their completeness, or rather lack of. RAF Stations and
units raise ORBs and their compilation rests entirely in the hands of the officer
designated with that responsibility. ORBs are routinely passed to the Air Historical
Branch, who in turn transfer them to this branch for review at around the 25-year
point. OQur review is not a selection review but one intended to identify potential
sensitivities that might preclude release on transfer to the PRO. | attach copies of
letters to Dr Clarke, from this office and AHB, dated 27 February and 6 June 2001
that touched on this subject.

As you will also see from my letter to Dr Clarke (pages 1-3), dated 3 September
2001 {attached), | wrote in great detail on the evolution of the record review process.
Including how these responsible for the creation of records have authority to destroy
them locally and also provided statistics of what is reviewed by DRO staff in the
context of what is selected for permament preservaticn.

Question 11a - “UFQ" records prior to 1962, specifically DDI(Tech)/AlI3 /AISb for the
period 1950-1970.

DAS
19N N

12 SEP 2007

aly 3
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The National Archives
Destruction of records
Note on MoD record destruction policy 2001:  MoD branches continued to destroy files on UFOs despite Minister’s commitment to preserve records from 1967.



| am aware that, ovar the years, statements have been made by Ministers to the
effect that prior to 1962 UFQ records had been routinely destroyed and that since
then that they have been kept and further more would not be destroyed. For
example a Ministerial submission and draft reply to an MP, dating from 1970, in the
PRO under ref B) 5/311 (released in January 2001).

Unfortunately, | cannot account for the fate of non-DIS files covering this subject
{see below), but presume that prior to 1987 (when HQ branches were given authority
to destroy files locally) files on this subject from branches other than DAS (and
predecessors) were assessed as have no administrative or historical value. But |
believe it pertinent that there appears to have been ho MOD-wide promulgation of
Ministers continued commitment to preserves UFQ documentation.

On the question of Dr Clarke's contention that RAF/Air Ministry/MOD files for the
period 1947-67 must be in the Defence Records archives (Hayes and Old War Qffice).
| can advise that no such cache exist.

However, in respect of DIS hoidings, in October 1991 a formal agreement was agreed
with DISSEC whereby reviewers from Records would examine DIS records over 20
years old. Initial work commenced November 1991 but was halted by the collocation
of DIS branches in the Old War Office. It was subsequently reactivated in January
1996. Due to concerns about the loss of a great deal of valuable and irreplaceable
material dating back to World War Il an embargo on local weeding and destruction
was introduced (June 1996) pending visits by reviewers.

It is estimated Defence Records reviewers have examined in excess of 2,200 linear
feet of DIS records in situ, many of which were “ocut of time” ie older than 30 years.
Although approximately 90% were judged unsuitable for preservation at the PRO
(and presumably DIS has since destroyed them) more than 2,000 files/reports (the
great majority still in DI custody) have been provisionally selected for the PRO. These
date from 1947. It is noted that a few DDI{Tech) and Al 3 references have been
selected for preservation, but none from Al 5. None apparently relate to Dr Clarke’s
area of research.

3. | hope that this is helpful.




From: M room 1 .01
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
3-5 Great Scotland Yard, London SW1A 2HW

CHOts address: Info(Exp)-Records? Tele: (Direct dialy
e-maii address: defence.records.l@gtnet.gov.uk (Switchboard) 02p 7218 5000
(Fax)

Your Reference
Dr D Clarke

Our Reference

D INFO(EXP)R/3/7/8
Dzte

27 February 2007

Lt

- ™
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Thank you for your letter dated 8 February 2001 concerning the absenca of Forms 541 from tha
Public Record Office for a number of RAF facilities for the year 1256. '

i have consulted a senior in-house air historian on this Mmatter and have been advised:

* Queen’s Regulations {3+ Edition 1953] stated only that units were required to complete
a Form 541 when undertaking “major operations” or whe: “placed on a war footing”,

» Whereas today Squadrons are required to complete a Ferm 547, they are notoriously
reluctant jn many cases to do so.

any details other than those that you have already obtained from the aircrews’ logbooks.
Form 541s generally specify aircraft, crew, time of take-off and duration of flight and 5
basic statement of task - frequently the latter will merely record some brief statement
such as “Duty Carried out”,

'am sorry to give you what will be 3 disappointing reply.

Deputy Departmental Rec



Head of Air Historical Branch (RAF)
Royal Air Force

From: | o

Bentley Priory
Stanmore
Middlessex {Direct diaf) 020 8838 7828
HA7 3HH (Switchboard) 020 8838 7000
{Fax) 020 8838 7375
Dr David .
Your Reference
Cur Referance
D/AHB(RAF)8/10
Date
6 June 2004

D&,‘, DJ AC (et

Your letter of 8 May 2001 to_ regarding the holdings of the Air Historical
Branch has been passed to me for reply.

You posed several Specific questions which | shall do my best to answer. Firstly, you
asked for what reason a particular month’s ORB might be omitted from a run of such
documents in the PRO relating to the same unit. The reason, | am afraid, is usually the
simple but prosaic one that the unit concerned, from whatever cause, did not submit a
Form 540 for the month or months in question. In other words, the document was
never compiled in the first place. in our experience this is a far from uncommon
experience, and usuaily, though not always, relates to a change over of compiling
officers or COs on the unit concerned.

With regard to your Query regarding records in the $290 series from DDI Tech or Al5b |
¢an confirm that we do not holid records from either of these two organisations. Nor do

\

guos &
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From:_ Deputy Departmental Record Officer
Mezzanine 2

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
3-5 Great Scotland Yard, London SW1A 2HW

CHOts address: Info(Exp)-Recards] Tele:  (Direct dial) M
e-mail address: defence.records.]@gtnet.gov.uk (Switchboard) 18 9000

Your Refarence
DrD Clarke
Our Reference

D !NFO(EXP)R/3/7/8
Pate

03 September 2001

) M’B~ aoﬁj&

Thank you or your letter dated 20 August 2001, You effectively raise two series of questions,
one, concerning a number of identified records, over 30 years oid, that you have apparently been
lead to believe continue to be held by the Ministry of Defence’s recards branch, and two,
questions anticipating the introduction of the Freedom of Information legalisation.

You have been mistakenly advised on the extent of records held by the Ministry of Defence’s
records branch, Following review records are either selected for Préservation at the Public Recard
Office {PRO) or are assigned a destruction date,



gl to “review the arrangements for the preservation of the records of government departments”.
’e committee recommended (Cmnd 8204) radical changes in four main areas that would
subsequently be enshrined in the Public Record Acts of 1958 and 1967:

Ministerial responsibility and the Advisory Council on Public Records
The executive role and authority of the PRO and departments

The system for selecting records for preservation

Disclosure of records

L~

Of particular relevance to your enquiry is the third change. The Crigg Committee believed that
the crucial requirement in a modern records system was not only a satisfactory method of
selecting those records which should be preserved both because of their value to departments,
and because of their potential value to future users of the PRO, but also the early destruction of
records assessed as having only a limited value. The committee proposed a two-stage review
process:

)] First Review: conducted five years after the closure of the record. Records would
be assessed for possible administrative or historical value, If the former applied a
date for destruction woulid be determined (Grigg estimated that 90% of
departments papers would fall into this category), but if the [atter applied the
records would be set aside for a second record.

£it) Second Review: files that surnvived the first review would be examined again at the
25-year point. At this review the historical criterion could be applied directly
because of the greatly reduced bulk of files, the perspective bro ught about by
time and the participation of the PRO. At this review files are either destroyed or
transferred to the PRO, becorming available to the public after 50 years (reduced
to 30 years with the 1967 amendment).

The MOD complies with the terms of the Public Records Acts and the brief outline {above)
reflects the general working practice since the Act came into force. However, due to the size and
diversity of the MOD certain aspects of the review activity have been delegated. For example,
non-Headquarter areas (the Services and research and development establishments) undertake
their own first review. Only records generally perceived to have possible historical value are
transferred to the main MOD archives. Those records not judged to have historical interest are
destroyed when designated by the local desk officer. Since the mid-1 980s Headquarter branchas
ie Whitehall, undertake a pre-review of files. Where files are determined to have no
administrative or potentially historical value branches are free to destroy them locally. All other
files are deposited in the archives for review at the appropriate point.

The Act provides for the closure of records beyond the 30-year point for reasons such as
continuing sensitivity. In such cases submissions justifying closure are submitted to the Lord
Chancellor via the Public Record Office. If approved it is a condition that records must be ra-
examined at least once every 10 years until such time as release is possible,

Although I have no statistics to reflect the extent of destruction across the MOD as a whole the
following figures covering the formal review activity undertaken by DRO staff since 1985:



. REVIEW STATISTICS: PERIOD 1985 /01

Returning to the questions rajsed in your letter concerning records created by the RAF/Ajr !
Ministry/MOD during the period 1947-60, !

RAF Fighter Command Research Branch 1947-60 ﬁ

lam unaware of any records from this organisation, during this period, being retained, in
¢ Records Act of 1 958, by the MOD records division.

Al 3 are included, but none from Al 5. From amongst this holding I could identify no records
relating to your area of interest.



QAS(I) 1647-60

The intelligence records waiting processing do not include those created by ACAS(), nor 1 have [
been able to identify any retained in accordance with Section 3(4).

Minutes of Air Staff meetings, Air Ministry 1947-50

PRO class AIR 6 holds Air Board, and Air Ministry, Air Council: Minutes and Memoranda.

RAF NEATISHEAD 1950-60

No records have been identified relating to defence activity at RAF Neatishead that have been
retained in accordance with Section 3(4) of the Act. | did contact the Air Defence Radar Museum,
located at RAF Neatishead, just in case they are able to contribute to your research, | am advised
that regrettably they hold no records relevant to your area of research.

Freedom of Information

You asked about the impact of the Freedom of Information legisiation might have on any records
retained for more than 30 years. With the introduction of FOI members of the public will be able
to request, as they have since 1992 ie since the advent of open government, the review of
retained records that might relevant to their area of research. With enquiries such as this it is
helpful if PRO references are cited. if it is established that retained records are still considered
sensitive then an appropriate exemption will be claimed,

On the question of a list of files currently retained. This information has been in the public
domain for many years. The PRO catalogue identifies where whole files are retained, and when
examining files researchers will see where documents/pages are extracted or carry deletions.

Therefore, it is my understanding that any FOI request for this data would fall under onhe of the
23 exemptions ie “already accessible ta the public”.

Finally, there is no obligation to provide information if the estimated cost of doing so would
exceed an “appropriate limit". The details of such a charging scheme are still to be determined.




DAS4A(SEC)

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Importance:

DAS4A(SEC)

20 September 2001 10:43
InfoExp-Access2

DR CLARKE - Comments

High

2

With thanks for the exira couple of days. My consultation with DAO on 14 Sep was, necsssarily, over the phohe and
via a third party. in view of current events | spoke in person with the DAO representative as he bacame available

today and showed him the text of the Restricted reply from Neatishead to Ops(GE) dated 3 Feb 3.

He has confirmed that release of that decument is quite acceptable (along with the initiating request dated 26 Jan 81,

Ops GE to Neatishead) - and is supplying us with additional material to answer supplementary questions concerning
radar coverage that are likely to come our way!

| apologise for delaying your action to reply to Dr Clarke. | decided that exessive caution was prefereable in this

instance.

- oo



DAS’\(SEC)

From: DAS4A(SEC)

Sent: 20 September 2001 09:54

To: DAQ ADGE1

Subject: RESTRICTED MESSAGE - NEATISHEAD RETURN OF FEB 81
Importance: High

With apologies; | do realise you are busy at present.

Your colleague, Wg Cd@ to you over the phone on Friday and read across to you the [very short} letier
from Neatishead to your predecessors in 1981. { quote:

... in accordance with local procedures, our radar camera recorder was switched off on cessation of normal flying
activities at 1527 on 29 Dec 80."

You indicated [to him] that you were content that this, previously RESTRICTED, text could be made available under
the Code of Access to a member of the public and he relayed this message to me. R will now be made available to
others - one via Min DP. We need to be prepared to answer the questions:

“Does this mean that, in 1980, air defence radar were switched off at the end of the flying day?

Does this mean that, although the radar was left on, a recording process did not take place after flying hours?

If radar at Neatishead were switched off were other air defence radar left on?

What is the current practice?" To the last question we need to know if this information is covered by any security
classification - it will only be used in the information in the Background Note to Minister.

| would appreciaie a suitable line piease as soon as you are able.

Janet T
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DAS%(SEG)

From: DAS4A(SEC)

Sent: 14 September 2001 13:26

To: infoExp-Access2

Cc: DASAD4{SEC); DAS4A1(SEQC)
Subject: Dr Clarke

Importance: High

W ]

Clarke2 _.doc:

Thank you for letting us have sight of your draft repiy to Dr Clarke.

| have discussed with DAQ the question of releasing the exchange of correspondence between MOD and RAF
Neatishead and they have confirmed that they are content for the release to go ahead.

| have made the draft available to DAS AD (Lower Airspace) (AD4Sec on CHOTS) and he has confirmed that he is
content with your suggested course of action.

I now return the draft with two minor amendments, in bold.

I would be grateful for some further advice. We have supplied the contents of the file on Rendiesham io some 5
people (including Dr Clarke) with the same exclusions. Are we obliged to return to those other people now sending
them the two papers you have recommended for release? If we do that should we also remind them of their right to
appeal against the decision to release the ministerial correspondence (which remains exempted). Or can we relay
your decision to those people ocurselves? We assume that anyone else who may in the future request the papers
should now receive the two additional documents also - are they to be given the right to appeal against your decision
to maintain the exemption on the docs that remain exempted?

With thanks, E



=]

DAS4A(SEC)

From: DAS4A(SEC) :
Sent: 14 September 2001 13:26

To: InfoExp-Access2

Cc: DASADA4(SEC); DAS4A1(SEC) .
Subject: Dr Clarke

Importance: High

W]

CtarkeZ_.doc

Thank you for letting us have sight of your drafi reply to Dr Clarke.

| have discussed with DAQ the questicn of releasing the exchange of correspondence between MOD and RAF
Neatishead and they have confirmed that they are content for the release to go ahead.

| have made the draft available to DAS AD (Lower Airspace) (AD4Sec on CHOTS) and he has confirmed that he is
content with your suggested course of action.

| now return the draft with two minor amendments, in bold.

| would be grateful for some further advice. We have supplied the contents of the file on Rendlesham to some 5
people (including Dr Clarke) with the same exclusions. Are we obliged to retum to those cther people now sending
them the two papers you have recommended for release? If we do that should we also remind them of their right to
appeal against the decision to release the ministerial correspondence (which remains exempted). Or can we relay
your decision to those people ourselves? We assume that anyone else who may in the future request the papers
should now receive the two additional documents also - are they to be given the right to appeal against your decision
fo maintain the exemption on the docs that remain exempted?

with thankcs.



DRAFT RESPONSE FROM D INFO(EXP) TO DR CLARKE

[ am writing in reply to your letter of 20 August 2001, which sought an internal
review of the decision to withhold some information from a request you had made

under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code).

Your appeal concerned five documents withheld from you from a MOD file on the
alleged sighting of an Unidentified Flying Object near RAF Woodbridge in 1981.

They were withheld under Exemptions 1 and 2 of the Code. The five documents were:

(A) A minute between an official’s and a Minister’s office, with a suggested
Parliamentary Question response and background note,

(B) A duplicate copy of the front page from A,

(C) A letter from a branch of the Ministry of Defence to RAF Neatishead,

(D) A letter from RAF Neatishead,

(E) An exchange of letters between a MP and a Minister.

Having now reviewed the papers, [ have decided that in the circumstances it is
appropriate to disclose documents (C) and (D), which form an exchange of letters

regarding radar observations at RAF Neatishead.

The documents that 1 do not believe it is appropriate to disclose are advice from
officials to Ministers. Firstly, a submitted draft answer and background material in
respect of a PQ tabled by Sir Patrick Wall (PQ7067C answered in October 1983).
Secondly, a draft response and -background material in response of a letter from David
Alton MP to the then Secretary of State for Defence, Michael Heseltine, which
enclosed a letter from a constituent. (It is not our practice to disclose letters from MPs

to Ministers).

In both these cases, the advice to Ministers is covered by Exemption 2 of the Code of
Practice on Access to Government Information, which relates to internal discussion

and advice.



I trust this response is satisfactory. If you remain unhappy with the outcome of this
internal review, you can appeal to a MP to take up the case with the Parliamentary

Commissioner for Administration (the Ombudsman) who can investigate on your
behalf

Yours etc.



DAS4A(SEC)

From: InfoExp-Access2

Sent: 13 September 2001 10:53
To: DAS4A(SEC)

Subject: Clarke request

We spoke yesterday. Would you please cast an eye over the attached just to make sure there is. nothing unpalatable
for DAS(Sec)? _

Thank you,

InfoExp-Access2
St Giles 819

Fax

ClarkeZ doc



DRAFT RESPONSE FROM D INFO(EXP) TO DR CLARKE

I am writing in reply to your letter of 20 August 2001, which sought an internal
review of the decision to withhold some information from a request you had made

under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code).

Your appeal concerned five documents withheld from you from a MOD file on the
alleged sighting of an Unidentified Flying Object near RAF Woodbridge in 1981.

They were withheld under Exemptions 1 and 2 of the Code. The five documents were:

(A) A minute between an official’s and a Minister’s office, with a suggested

Parliamentary Question response and background note,

: e A v/ Clecied
(B) A duplicate copy of the front page from ]3 ? = T
(C) A letter from RAENeatishead, MO (cps (6€)26(RAFY) -k: N ?\sl’.ﬂi\i‘-«tﬁ.{
(D) A letter from RAF Neatishead, Sl e ek,
i P
(E) An exchange of letters between a MP and a Minister. N

Having now reviewed the papers, 1 have decided that in the circumstances it is
appropriate to disclose documents (C) and (D), which form an exchange of letters

regarding radar observations at RAF Neatishead.

The documents that I do not believe it is appropriate to disclose are advice from
officials to Ministers. Firstly, a submitted draft answer and background material in
respect of a PQ tabled by Sir Patrick Wall (PQ7067C answered in October 1983).
Secondly, a draft response and background material in response of a letter from David
Alton MP to the then Secretary of State for Defence, Michael Heseltine, which
enclosed a letter from a constituent. (It is not our practice to disclose letters from MPs

to Ministers).

In both these cases, the advice to Ministers is covered by Exemption 2 of the Code of
Practice on Access to Government Information, which relates to internal discussion

and advice.



I trust this response 1s satisfactory. If you remain unhappy with the outcome of this
internal review, you can appeal to a MP to take up the case with the Parliamentary
Commissioner for Administration (the Ombudsman) who can investigate on your

behalf.

Yours etc.
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DAS4A1(SEC) -
From: DAS4A1(SEC)

Sent: 04 September 2001 16:40

To: Info(Exp)-Records1

Subject: Request for Files

As disussed yesterday, | would be grateful if you wouid retreave the following files. As they cover 1972-75 | believe
they are with the PRO. They are required to answer

Dr Clarke's latest letter.

AIR 2/18872 UFQ Reporis 1972-73

AIR 2/18873 UFO Reports  1973-74

AIR 2/18874 UFO Reports  1974-75

AlR 20/12555 UFO Reports Dec 1973

Also we would like to see the following three files which | believe may be with your section.

AF/584 UFO Reports  Jan 1974
AF/585 UFO Reports  Feb 1974
AF/586 UFO Reports  March 1974
Thanks for your help.

DAS(LA)Ops+Pol 1 (DAS4A1(SEC) on Chots)
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LOOSE MINUTE Cele ' .

D/DAS/64/11 26\

3 September 2001

DAO -ADGE 1
DI ISEC - SEC4

Copy to: Info(Exp)R1
DR DAVID CLARKE — ‘UFO’ CORRESPONDENCE

1. Ihave received another letter from Dr David Clarke on ‘UFO’ issues further to my last letter to
him forwarding answers to the list of questions he sent in earlier in the year. T apologise for the
fact that 1 am unable to quote your reference; Dr Clarke has appealed against a decision taken
by this Directorate to withhold briefing to Ministers under the Code of Practice and so 1 do not
have the file with me at present.

2. Tattach a copy of Dr Clarke’s letter and enclosures to that letter.

\}}{estion 4 — DI ISEC — you will see that Dr Clarke has identified a file at the PRO that includes of
evidence of a RAF psychologist advising on ‘UFO’ issues. Notwithstanding your earlier advice 1
would be grateful for any light you can throw on the subject especially in view of the comment by
the retired psychologist that he believed that RAF psychologists may have given advice on the
subject until the early 1980s.

Puestion 5 — ADGE 1 — Dr Clarke raises two further questions (a. and b.) on which you may be
able to make some comment (I attach a copy of “The Lakenheath Incident” to which a. and b.
refer).

‘Q/uestion 8 - ADGE 1 - you may have an appropriate comment. This may also be the point at
which I take advice on MOD ability to house documents and how we judge interest in various
subjects (Info(Exp) do you have anything to add here).

‘ﬂ/uestion 11a — DI ISEC — I refer to the question on whether MOD has a “special register” of
sightings.

- Question 11a - Info(Exp) — 1 wonder whether you are able to shed any light on the comment
concerning records prior to 1962, Certainly our line has been that, since 1967, material has been
preserved and that “generally” prior to that material was destroyed afier 5 years.

~Cuestion 11a — Info(Exp) — I believe that you have this question also in a letter from Dr Clarke
and are preparing to answer, if that is the case I shall strike that one off the list.

Question 11b — DI ISEC — you will note the distinction made by Dr Clarke. ADGE 1 - I intend to
comment in answer to the second half of the question that we take advice from other defence
“experts” as appears necessary to us. It may be helpful to identify that expert as an authority on

radar — are you content?
b T ek e



Question 11c — DI ISEC — Dr Clarke is seeking to confirm whether or not some specifically ‘UFO’
files have been held beyond the 30 year period. You advice would be appreciated.

Question 12 — ADGE 1 - you will see that Dr Clarke is interested in a “unidentified helicopter”
incident. As this is not an unidentified object, I wonder if we might expect to find information on
the incident in some other area. {The page from the Special Branch file is attached.) I shall also
call back some of our old files to see I we have any documentation on the “event”.

3. Tam sending a short note to Dr Clarke now to say that we are working to answer his further

guestions. [ would be grateful if, when you reply, you could indicate how long your researches
took as [ may need to raise a charge for this work if it exceeds 4 hours overall.

Signed on CHOTS

g%g !Eower Airspace) Ops + Pol

MT6/71 -




‘>AS4A(SEC)

R
From: DAS4A(SEC)
Sent: 24 August 2001 16:21
To: Info(Exp)-Records1 %
Subject: DR DAVID CLARKE (L }
Importance: High

W ]

DrClarke?5JulH .doc:

Records 1JJJtBradioyou for faxing a copy of Dr Clarke’s latest letter.

It may help you to {ook at the last lefter from this Directorate to Dr'C!arke, which comes attached to this letter. It is
getting quite difficult to answer his questions. Do you have any other letters from him on which you are still doing
work? If 50 a chat might be helpful.

| see that one of his questions in his letter of 20 August relates to file holdings ". . .would it be possible to obtain a list
of the files currently retained.” | know that we corresponded about this question quite some time ago and the result
of one of our searches confirmed that a few volumes had, almast certainly, been destroyed. Do we both need to
revisit our lists and holdings (in office and archives). Would you let me know?

Finally, | have had a short period of leave following by a busy stretch. May | ask a follow up question. | understand,
from DI, that "no files with the prefix Air Intelligence 5b, Al 5b or Al(Tech)Sb have been traced". Their reply to me
indicated that their records branch might be checking with you. Did that oceur and do you have any trare of a record
of such files dated between 1950 and 19677 See the answer to Dr Clarke's question number 11a attached to my
letter of 25 July. (This would aiso appear to have a read across to his to you on 20 Aug, question number 2.)

n 40
now Lower Airspace) Ops+Pol)




From: I Directorate Air Staff 4a
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Room 8243, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial) m
(Switchboard) @

{Fax)

Your Reference

Dr David Clarke

Qur Reference
D/DAS/G4/11
Date

25 July 2001

Dear Dr Clarke,

Further to my letter of 12 July 1 attach at Annex a list of your questions and the answers to those
questions. :

We have consulted with a number of different areas to request a search for material and our
answers reflect the outcome. Although not all information has been traced T hope you will,
nevertheless, find the answers helpful. In addition I attach, as requested, a sheet giving the
numbers of "unexplained" aerial sightings communicated to the Ministry of Defence in each year
since 1959 and a copy of a "report” form.

This Directorate is to move from the above location at the end of this week: our new address will
be:

Room 671

Ministry of Defence
Metropole Building

London WC2N 5BP.

Yours sincerely,



ANNEX
Question 1:

Can the MOD list the current posts within the Air Staff and in Operations where staff have
a direct or subsidiary responsibility for the investigation of UFO reports and/or the
handling of public inquiries relating to the subject. Of the posts identified, can a percentage
of staff time allocated to 'UFO’-related duties be specified.

Answer:

Directorate Air Staff - Two posts within DAS have a direct responsibility for the handling of
public inquiries; this work includes Parliamentary business and can take up to 50% of the time of
each of the individuals concerned. Two other posts within the Directorate have a responsibility of
oversight of 'UFO'-related work and this work can take up to 5% of the time of each of those
individuals.

Defence Intelligence Service - There are no current posts within the DIS where staff have a direct
or subsidiary responsibility for the investigation of "UFQ' sighting reports or for the handling of
public enquiries,

Air Defence - There are three posts within the Air Defence staff that have a responsibility for the
scrutiny of any 'UFQ' sighting reports sent to them by DAS. These individuals assess the reports
for any significance for air defence and this work occupies approximately 4% of their collective
time.

Question 2: Does DAS maintain figures/statistics of the number of enquiries received from
a. the public and b. the media relating to "UFQ’ issues dealt with on a year by year basis.

Answer: A record has been kept since 1959 of the number of 'unexplained' aerial sightings which
have been the subject of enquiries by members of the public. A copy of the record comes
attached to this letter.

No such record is kept of approaches by the media but an examination of files dating over the past
five years has produced the following results. (Media enquiries include approaches from
companies seeking to produce TV documentaries, by [newspaper] reporters and various 'UFQ'
publications.)

1986 -6

1997 - 14

1998 - Nil

1999 - 1

2000 - 3

2001 - Nil to date



Question 3: Can MOD specify the extent of liaison that has taken place with a. the Royal
Australian Air Force and b. United States Air Force with respect to the investigation of
'"UFOs’.

Answer: No evidence has been found of contact with the Royal Australian Air Force or the
United States Air Force with respect to a request to investigate a 'UFQ' sighting.

Question 4: Has the MOD ever called upon the expertise of psychologists in respect of a.
individual investigation or b. analysis or advice on any aspect of '"UFQ’ issues.

Answer: Neither service nor external psychologists have been called upon in respect of individual
investigation or analysis of 'UFQ' issues.

Question 5: Relating to the role of Air Intelligence 5b (circa 1959 to 1964).

Answer: Air Intelligence 5b was a part of the Air Ministry. The Defence Intelligence Service
was established in 1964 and included the amalgamation of the three single-Service intelligence
organisations. You have asked in particular about the reporting/recording of unidentified aerial
sightings by service personnel;, you may find it helpful to read the answer to your question 6
below.

Question 6: Can MOD outline the precise role of RAF Rudloe Manor, Wiltshire in
reporting the collection and investigation of "UFO’ reports from service sources prior to
1992,

Answer: Until 1992, the Flying Complaints Flight (FCF), part of the HQ Provost and Security
Services (UK) based at RAF Rudloe Manor, were the central co-ordination point for UFQ reports
made to RAF stations (from whatever source, ie members of the public or service personnel) its
function was simply to record the details provided and pass the reports directly to Sec(AS)2 in the
Ministry of Defence. Sec(AS)2 desk officers then examined the reports and decided, with other-
experts as necessary, whether what was seen had any defence implications. No action was taken
on the reports by staff in the FCF.

The FCF no longer have any involvement in the central collection of '"UFQ' reports. All reports by
air force stations are now forwarded directly to DAS (formerly Sec(AS)2) for consideration. The
extent now of Rudloe Manor's involvement in the 'UFO' reporting process, in common with all
other RAF stations, is to take down the details of any reports made in the local area and pass the
details to DAS.

Question 7: Does the MOD maintain a paper or electronic record of radar tracks or reports
of radar tracks recorded within the UK Air Defence Region that have remained unidentified
following investigation. If that is the case for how long are records preserved, what is their
security classification and after what period of time will records be available at the PRO.

Answer. The MOD does not maintain a record of radar tracks recorded within the UK Air
Defence Region that have remained unidentified following investigation, other than by possible
reference in operational log books. Electronic recordings of the air picture are retained for a



period of 30 days, to assist primarily in the investigation of flight safety incidents, should the need
arise. The overall recordings are graded NATO SECRET because of the operational content,

Question 8; In 1996 in the House of Commons, Defence Minister Nicholas Soames stated
that RAF aircraft were scrambled on two occasions in the past five years to intercept
unidentified targets ... Could MOD specify:

a. details of incidents recorded between 1990-2000 when aircraft were scrambled to
intercept targets that have remained 'unidentified' following MOD investigation.

b. the role of RAF Fylingdales in the investigation of UFO reports (for example, what
category of report would be checked with this facility).

Answer 8a: Records of incidents when air defence aircraft were scrambled to investigate
unidentified air tracks do not exist for the full period covering 1990-2000. Details of such sorties
are recorded in operational logbooks that are destroyed after 5 years. No aircraft were scrambled
to intercept targets that remained unidentified following MOD investigation.

Answer 8b: RAF Fylingdales may be called upon by MOD to correlate a sighting of an
unidentified aerial phenomena with a known event, such as the re-entry of a satellite.

Question 9: Does MOD have records of 'UFOs’ tracked by RAF Neatishead or satellite
radar stations (questions a., b, and ¢.).

Answer: There are no records of any 'UFOs' tracked by CRC Neatishead. We do note what you
say in your letters of 6 and 14 June; it has been suggested that you may find it helpful to consult
the following records that, I am informed, are in the PRO:

RAF Waterbeach AIR 28/1439
RAF Neatishead AIR 29/1369 and 2631.

In addition S4(Air), ATR 20, the following files from the early to mid 1970s, also in the PRO.

AIR 20/7390 (1950-54)
AIR 20/9320 TO 9322 (1977)
ATR 20/994 (1953-57)

I have also been informed that no records covering the subject of UFOs that are more than 30
years old are still held by Defence Records.

Question 10: What are the current standing instructions to RAF stations/radar facilities
with regards to the reporting and action taken to investigate a. reports or b, radar tracking
of '"UFQs'. Are copies of current instructions available for public inspection.

Answer: A standard list of questions, asked over many years, has been reproduced on a form
since the early 1990s. The form is produced by individual stations and is not subject to a central
instruction; I attach a copy for your information.



Question 11: Can MOD confirm,

a. the existence and current location of report describing aerial phenomena originating from
RAF and other service sources sent to AISb between 1950 and 1967,

Answer: No files with the prefix Air Intelligence 5b, Al 5b or Al(Tech)5b have been traced but
further enquiries are being made with the Defence Records Archives.

b. Whether the Department of Scientific and Technieal Intelligence maintains records or
files relating to investigation/consultation with Air Staff on the subject of aerial
phenomena/UFQOs.

Answer: As part of the MOD's assessment of aerial sightings, reports were copied as appropriate
to the Directorate of Intelligence Scientific and Technical (DIST). Towards the end of 2000,
DIST decided that these reports were of no defence interest and should no longer be sent to them.
The branch still retains files containing reports received up to 4 Decembr 2000,

¢. Have DSTI undertaken at any time a search of their records for UFO-related files,
reports or analysis from the period dating from 1950-80. If no search has taken place how is
it possible to claim that files before 1961 have not been retained.

Answer: A search of DIST records was undertaken to identify all of their file holdings; files prior
to 1961 had not been retained.

Question 12: Documents released by the Metropolitan Police under the Code of Practice
indicate that MOD acted in an advisory capacity to a Police Special Branch investigation of
an unidentified helicopter reported over Derbyshire between September 1973 and January
1974. Does a MOD file exist.

Answer: No papers have been traced relating to an incident involving an attempt by MOD to
identify a helicopter on the dates you indicate in the Derbyshire region. If you have any
additional information on the identity of the RAF Station involved in the investigation we could
undertake further enquiries.

Question 13: What is the current definition of the term "of no defence significance”. . .
What is the precise methodology employed to determine whether a report can be
categorised as of "no defence significance".

Answer: An event that has "no defence significance” is an event that is regarded as presenting no
direct military threat against sovereign territory.

The means by which reports are categorised include an assessment of the location, time and
nature of a report and any likely explanation of its cause (planetary objects, areas of high density
air traffic, atmospherics, space objects etc). A check of operational logs may be included to
determine whether any related air activity was detected at the time by the UK Air Defence system.



LOOSE MINUTE /Lq’

- D/DAS/64/3/11

24 August 2001

Information(Exploitation)-Access 2

Copy: DAS (LA)
DAS (LA) Ops+Pol 1

APPFAL AGAINST WITHOLDING OF INFORMATION UNDER THE CODE OF
PRACTICE ON ACCESS TO GOVERNMENT INFORMATION — Dr DAVID
CLARKE

1. I enclose the documentation requested so that you may undertake a review of our
decision to withhold material from Dr David Clarke under the Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information. The documents are as follows:

D/Sec(AS)12/2/1

The file is a compilation of papers relating to the alleged events at Rendlesham Forest in 1981.
Although the opening date recorded on the file is 25 October 1982, it is unlikely to have been
opened then as Sec(AS) was not in existence at that time. Some work was done in 1998 by
Sec(AS)2 to identify the original location of enclosures. Handwritten notes are pinned to most
pages and a list of the files from which these enclosures came is at E29; documents copied for
Dr Clarke did not include those notes and neither was the list of files sent to him. Additional
photocopied papers have been placed on the left hand side of the file; they were discovered on
archived files in February 2001 during work to attempt to identify all the papers held on the
alleged event. Copies of these additional papers were sent to Dr Clarke along with sanitised
copies of the other documents, excepting five withheld under the Code of Practice.

You may wish to be aware that copies of the documents from this file, with identical
exclusions, have also been made available, through Minister (DP), to the Lord Hill-Norton and
to another member of the public.

Documents withheld under the Code of Practice

For ease of reference I have included copies of the five documents withheld from Dr Clarke;
the originals remain on the above file.



Previous Correspondence with Dr Clarke

Dr Clarke has been in correspondence for some time with both ourselves,

Info{Exp)-Records 1 and AHB(RAF)PCB Air. All correspondence with Dr Clarke held by this
Directorate is contained in D/DAS(Sec)64/3/11 A and B attached. The letter informing him
that photocopies of the papers from the file were being sent to him is dated 11 May 2001 and is
at E10 on Part B. The top enclosure (Part B-E25) is Dr Clarke’s latest letter to Info(Exp)-
Records 1 on which they have sought our advice; some of the work is likely to fall to this
Directorate.

2, When your work on these documents is complete, [ would be grateful if you would
return them to the following address:;

Directorate of Air Staff (Lower Airspace)

Operations & Policy

Room 6/73

Metropole Building

Northumberland Avenue

London

WC2N 5BP

Signeg

D%g: E% :! !ps+Pol

MTo6/71 ]




f S - R : . : Reference .. P

= . oM

f(:.o_f:_f_‘(“‘
This non-oralsgquestion has been allocated to
Minister(AF) for answer.

2. Would you please supply a draft reply and background note,
together with any relevant Hansargd extracts and Press cuttings,
to-reach this office at the time shown on the front cover.

3. Please submit a copy of the draft answer to PS/USOfS(AF)
when returning this, allowing sufficient time for USofS'(AF)
to comment. :

40

Office of Minister (AF)
Room 6386 Main Building
Extension

3(*«.0’ %)

M2

APS/Minister(AF) (thro' DUS(Air))
Copy to:

1 APS/US of S(AF)
Ops(GE)2(RAF)

1. I have placed opposite a draftlreply to PQ 7607cC.

2. The same background note has been provided for PQ 7608C
and PQ 7609cC.

21 October 1983 Head of DS 8
ead o

s 7257

CODE i8.77 *
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_ 'This nohworalﬁquestion has,beeniallocatedffo _'g_:
Minister(AEIH§9r'3nSWe¥.; 735f"Yﬁ$biinrf;'~ ey

Office of Minister(AF)

- Room 6386 Main Building
Extension

Lo -

M2

‘xAPs/ninister(Ar) (£hro' DUs(Air))

Copy té:
APS/US of 8(AF)
Ops(GE)2(RAF) ~

1. I have Placed opposite a draft reply to PQ 7608C.

2. The same background note has been provided for PQ-760?C
and PQ 7609C. o

21 October 1983

Head of D
MB 725?&
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SIR PATRICK WALL (CONSERVATIVE) (BEVERLEIl

Sir Patrick Wall = To ask the Secretary of Btate for
| Defence, if he has seen the United
States Air Force memo dated 13
January 1981 concerning unexplaineq
lights near RAF Woodbridge.

[y
A

SUGGESTED ANSWER (Mr Stanley)

Yes.
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‘Background Note

Thege thrée questionsfo;low from‘tgemﬂbws of the World
article of 2 October 1983 (Annex 4) describing an alleged Upp
sighting by UsAF personnel at RAF Woodbridge in Suffolk on
27 December 1980. |

The report of 13 January 1981 (Annex B) examined by the
Air Staff and DS 8. It was concluded that there was nothing

of defence interest in the alleged sight;ng.

Thefe was, of course, no question of any cdntact with
"alien beings" nor was any unidentified object seen on any

radar Tecordings, as aslleged in the News of the World.

4 BBC investigation into the incident followipg publication
of the News or the World Article concluded that a possiblé
explanation for the lights seen by the USAF bersonnel was the
Pulsating light of the Orfordness lighthouse some & - 7 miles

away.

The sole interest of the MOD in d}o reports is to establish
whether they reveal anything of defence interest (eg intruding
aireraft). MOD investigations are not pursued beyond the point
at which we are satisfied that a report hag no defence _
implications. No attempts are made to identifyad catalogue

the likely explanation for individual reports.

Lagt year, Lord Long, during a debate initiated by
the Earl Clancarty, said that he would look into the possibility
of Publishing such reports as are received by the Ministry of
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S Defence. US of s(AF) has now decided to - release compllations :

-~ of reports. They w111 be puhllshed on a quarterly ba31s and

will be ava11ab1e to members or the publlc, at a small charge ‘
to cover costs.' US of S(AF) had planned to make an announcqment
shortly in the House of Lords through an arranged PqQ. Pending
arrangements for an announcement in the Lords, US of S(AF)

has agreed that we should indicate the decision in the Commons,
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RAF Neétishead
¥astern Radar

RAF Hatton /D0 Ops({GE)/10/8

:2‘3 Januery 1981

UHEPLAINTY LIGHTS

1. The Depuly Base Commander of RAF Bentwaters
has reporied sightinms of airborne phenomena on the
cvening of 29 Dec 70 in $he Roudlesham forest area
near kooduridge, WHe would zppreciate a statement
of radar observations, or lack of them, in the areca
and at the time concernecd,

 dpuadren Leader
Opa{CL)71{ RAF)

UNCEASSIFIED




»
Royal Air Force I
Neatishead Norwich Norfolk NR12 8YB 3 Q) \

Teiephone NORWICH 737361 ext

Please reply to the Officer _Commanding
Your refsrence

- ¥OD (Ops(GE) 2b(RAF)) Ourreference  NEAT/12/1/ATR

Date S Feb 81

UNEXPLAINED LIGHTS

Reference:

St
_ 2
A, D/DD Ops (GE)/10/8 Dated 26 Jan 81. .

1. At Reference A you asked us to provide a statement of radar observations,
or lack of them, regarding a reported sighting of airborns phenoma on the
‘evening of 29 Dec 80, : ‘

2. I regret that, in accordance with 1

on 29 Dec 80, An examination of executi
of urusual radar returns or other unusu

Sqn Ldr
for OC

 d
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EIX

Reference. iocvvirirnsrernasnaciisnans reerrnne .

2y a,ntq 2 f2f ik

APS/US of S{AF)

through Sec(AS)2 _

1. US of S(AF) will recall recent correspondence on this matter
with Lord Hill-Norton and Rt Hon Merlyn Rees MP. In both cases he
took the line that we have rothing to add to what had already been
said on the Woodbridge inecident. Indeed, this was the line taken in
previous correspondence with David Alton (See M3). The enclosed
draft reply to Mr Alton once more follows this approach.

*

2. Mr Alton specifically requested a copy of the MOD official
reply to Mr Noyes' last letter. This is enclosed, together with arn
earlier letter to which it refers. There is no objection to passirg
this correspondence to Mr Alton.

3. You may wish to note that Mr Alton has apparently passed on
both letters sent by Lord irefgarne orn 19 March 85, ever though onre
of these was intended to be for his irformation only,

12 June'1985

Sec{AS)?2a

e ozi5 [




DRAFT
D/US of S(AF)/DGT 5173 June 1985 »

Thank you for your letter of 16 May to Michael Heseltine
enclosing one from Mr R Noyes. You asked to see a copy of the
Department's reply to Mr Noyes' letter of 25 February 1985 and this

is enclosed, together with earlier correspondence to which it refers.

As I pointed out in my letter of 19 March, the MOD corcerrs
itself only with the defenpe implications of reported UFQ sightings.,
In ;his context, the report‘submitted by Col Halt in January 1981 was
exémined by those in the Department respensible for such matters and,
as I have made clear in the past, it was considered to have no
defence signifipance.‘ We have since seen nothing to alter this view
and there is nothing I can usefully add to the comments made irn

Sec{AS)'s letter or Mr Noyes,

Lord Trefgarne

David Alton Esq MP
Job No 2-24
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HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SWIA OAA

16th May 1985

Cor bxd«ad.

I enclose a letter I have received from Mr R Noyes following on
from enguiries I first raised with vour Department in March,

I read Mr Noyes letter with great Interest and it seems to me that
the points he rcises ‘are quite reasonable and merit a reply,

I should be most grateful if vou could let me have your comments
~and if you could let me see’a copy of the reply to Mr Noyes’ own

letter to vour Department dated 25th February 1985.

Yours sincerel

David Alton, MP.

‘The Rt. Hon. Michael Heseltine., MP,
Secretary of State

Minlstry of Defence

Main Building

Whitehall

London SW1 2HB
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London

14th May, 1985

David Alton, Esq., MP, ‘
House of Commons,

Westminster,

London SW] '

Dear Mr. Alton,

Jenny Randles has kept me informed about her corres-
pondence with you on the unusual incidents which were reported to the Ministry
of Defence by USAF authorities at RAF Woodbridge in January 1981. I have also
seen Lord Trefgarne’s letters to you of 1Gth March.

Jenny Randles decided to write further to you about this puzzling
and disquieting case, and she referred to me her enclosed letter of 3lst March,
which is addressed to you, in the hope that I might be able to add useful comm-
ents. Much to my regret I have had to spend much time out of London on other
business in recent weeks and it is only now that 1 am able, very belatedly, to
send on Jenny Randles's letter to you.

My own background, .in brief, is that I served in the Ministry of
Defence from 1949 to 1977, leaving in the grade of Under Secretary of State.
From 1969 to late in 1972 I headed a Division in the central staffs of the MOD
which had responsibilities for supporting RAF operations. This brought me into
touch with a proportion of the many reports which the Department receives about

unidentified traces in British airspace.

I believe that Jenny Randles is right to remain very dissatisfied
with the official line which the MOD has adopted on the Rendlesham Forest incid-
ents of December. 1980. I have myself said so on a number of public occasions,
and I have pursued the matter in cerrespondence with the MOD - wholly without
success.

At the risk of burdenirg you with an excessive amount of paper, I
attach the most recent of my letters to the Ministry of Defence. You will see
that this is dated 25th February 1985. I have so far received no answer, despite
reminders. On a previous occasion it took the Department three and a half months
to send me a wholly perfunctory reply,

Jenny Randles claims much collateral evidence for her own views; on
this I am not competent to comment. My own position is, quite simply, that an
extraordinary report was made to the Ministry of Defence by the Deputy Base
Commander at RAF Woodbridge early in 1981; that the very existence of this report
vas denied by the MOD until persistent: researchers in the US secured its release
under the American Freedom of Information Act in 1983; and that the MOD's resp-
Onses to questions since that time have been thoroughly unsatisfactory.

I cannot accept Lord Trefgarne's view that there is no Defence
interest in this case. Unless Lt.Col. Halt was out of his mind, there is elear
evidence in his report that British airspace and territory were intruded upon
by an unidentified vehicle on two occasions in late December 1980 and that no
authority was able to prevent this. If, on the other hand, Halt's report cannot
be believed, there is equally clear evidence of a serious misjudgement of events
by USAF personnel at an important base in British territory. Either way, the



case can hardly be without Defence significance.

The dates in question are now rather remote, but I doubt that
this should be taken to excuse the very perfunctory manner in which Lord
Trefgarne has dealt with your letter. I hope that you may feel able to ‘
pursue the matter further, either in correspondence or in a PQ. The essence .
of the questions to be pressed seems to me to lie in my preceding paragraph.
Seen in these terms, Mr. Ridpath's article in the GUARDIAN (which Lord
Trefgarne rather surprisingly falls back upon) is wholly irrelevant. If the
USAF really are capable of hallucinations induced by a lighthouse whiich must
surely be very familiar to them, then I shudder for that powerful finéer
which lies upon so many triggers...

My own letter to the MOD (enclosed) raises other more detailed
questions. But I do not suggest that you should necessarily concern yourself
with them, anyway at this stage. It would be nice if the MOD would answer
letrers, of course ! But the'essence of the Defence interest which I suggest
a responsible Member ¢f Parliament might reascnably raise lies in the argument
I have tried to present above.

If I can be of any assistance in discussion with vou, ] am at
veour disposal.

Yours sincerely,

{Ralph Noves)
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m Dr David Clarke

Directorate Air Staff 4a

Room 671

Ministry of Defence

Metropole Building

London WC2N 5BP 23 August 2001

v &

Thank you for your detailed response of 25 July including the replies to my list of
questions relating to “UFO” issues and for the information you attached relating to
numbers of sightings/report forms.

This information was most helpful, it answered the majority of my questions and [ am
grateful to you. There are a small number of points I wish to make where your answers
have contradicted other information in my possession, or raised further issues that require
clarification. These are:

" Ofiestion 4. Neither service nor external psychologists have been called upon in respect

/ of individual investigation or analysis of UFQ issues.
[

DI Sec ( Your answer contradicts evidence from files at the Public Record Office (Air 20/11890-
91; DEFE 31/119), where it is clearly stated that an RAF psychologist, Alex Cassie, of
s peyin Smence 4 (RAF) was appointed in October 1967 to act as an advisor to S4f (Air) on UFO e— Checls,
ke st ol - issues. I have recently interviewed Mr Cassie and he says he continued-in-this role until

inc i dobs 1969, when another psychologist,% replaced him. His impression was that
' psychologists continued to be consulted on O issues by MOD/RAF until the early

formal 1nvolvement end"r’
et T

i

Jﬁlestwn 5. There are no records of “UFOs” tracked by CRC Neatishead.

I had checked the Operational Record Books you listed for/Neatlshead and Wate}rbeach
(Air 28/1439 and Air 29/1369 and 2631), without result. The fact that Neatlshead
scrambled Venom aircraft to intercept a UFQO on the night of 13/14 August 1956 is an
established fact, based upon evidence from the Chief Controller the aircrew and the 23
Squadron daily Diary.

&S
=
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The National Archives
UFO questions
Supplementary questions on UFO policy submitted to MoD by Dr Clarke in August 2001.


What puzzles me is the absence of any official record or entry in the Form 540 of either
station for the date in question, particularly in view of the statement by the Controller that
his logbook was removed by a senior officer from Fighter Command.
I wish to ask a) whether the MOD can confirm or deny that the events described by the
Neatishead Controller in his account published in the RAF Air Warfare Museum
Newsletter occurred as he described and b) in view of your statement that records of
unidentified radar tracks mlght be referred to in operational log books, why there is no

"PRO trecord of these events: _

-~ Ok 1980 - mw&@% -

{

| Additionally, my question concerning cking of a UFO by Neatishead on an

Ct " | occasion between September-Octobet, 1980, including the diversion of Phantom &—

A S 1nterceptors to investigate, has not been answered. Does a file exist relating to this
" incident exist or not, and if so what does it contain?

,’)e:z{;c_a;; _—
; 3

o

Sea v \/Q/uestion 8. Details of sorties (involving scrambles to investigate unidentified air tracks)
are recorded in Operational Record Books that are destroyed after 5 years.

If ORBs are destroyed after five years does this mean that no documentation originating
from these sources will ever be preserved as Public Records? If, as MOD state, radar
tracks that remain unidentified are not followed up to the point of identification (other
than to eliminate any defence threat) how can destruction of the records of those tracks be
justified when this material may be of interest to scientists or authorities who may wish to
investigate further (for example those in the fields of meteorology and atmospheric
physics) ?

estion 11a — Files created by Al 5b, Air Ministry.

As Al 5b were a branch of the Deputy Directorate of Intelligence (Technical) is it not
more likely their files will be archived under a DDI (Tech) heading?
I enclose a copy (attachment “A”) of a Policy document from PRO file (DEFE 31/118)
dating from the period 1958-62 where elaborate instructions are given for the collation of
UFO reports and that “responsibility has been delegated to A.L. (Tech) 3 in DDI
(Tech)...for examination, analysis and examination.”
I refer you to section 5 of this documen;}h,xeh iotes undet “records to be kept by A.L
(Tech) 3...all reports will be entered in a’special register.."a folder is to be raised for each
report...” etc. Although the distinction betwéen Al 3 and Al 5b is unclear, both were
7 branches of DDI (Tech). This document suggests there was an extensive collection of
| records, including a “special register” of sightings. These records are not available at the
PRO, so what has happened to them?
A senior retired RAF Air Commodore informs me that a UFO report he filed in 1952
with Air Ministry was certainly in existence in recent years within a DDI (Tech) file that
he saw whilst working at MOD Main Building during the mid-1970s. If that is the case,
~and I see no reason to doubt his word, then it simply cannot be the case that all UFO
Taeeudz  records prior to 1962 were destroyed at five yearly intervals, as has been claimed by
' MOD in the past.

2

y
|

i

[



P
1 would therefore be grateful if you could inform me as to the results of the further
. enquiries being made with the Defence Records Archives to trace records of UFO

" incidents reported to DDI (Tech)/A.L. 3/A.1 5b during the period 1950-70.

DiCec. \ﬂéstion 11b. Towards the end of 2000, DIST decided that UFO reports were of no
v Mdefence interest and should no longer be sent to them.

Can MOD provide a statement explaining the reasoning behind DIST’s decision? Does
this mean that Defence Intelligence staff are no longer interested in receiving UFO
reports from service sources (ie aircrew, radar stations), or does the decision relate
¢ entirely to reports from the public? What would happen if a UFO incident occurred today
‘AF\.’: L’/D{:‘O ! : « : s
bk |_that was judged to be of “defence interest” ?

D! Sec. Question 11c. A search of DIST records was undertaken to identify all of their file
holdings; files prior to 1961 had not been retained.

If that is the case, then DIST files relating to UFOs dating from 1961 onwards do exist. I
would point out that on 28 October 1996 the Earl Howe in a Parliamentary written reply
to Martin Redmond MP on UFOs said: “I can confirm that my Department’s Scientific
Intelligence Branch holds no records under extended closure for any period in excess of
30 years.” (Source: House of Commons Library)

[ In view of this statement why have those DIST files dating from 1961-1970 not been

| released at the PRO under the 30 year rule?
I suspect that a number of files from the earlier period (1950s) may have been placed into
later (post-1961) files. There is evidence that this was indeed the case from the PRO file
AIR 2/18117 (attachment B) where in 1967 a member of DIST staff describes
“retrieving” intelligence files on UFOs dating from 1950-2. If files were retained from
1961 onwards, as you state, then by definition those “intelligence files” from the 50s,
referred to in 1967, should still exist. ?\ ler NEC 7L . MAL e

// =
Question 12. Unidentified helicopter incident 1973/ 72}— no papers traced to suggest
MOD acted in an advisory capacity to a PoliceSpecial Branch operation.

-

e b

_ Thank you for offering to undertake further inquiries into this question if I could supply
additional information. Please see Attachment C from a Home Office file ref 371/74/94
(released to me under the Code of Practice in April 2001) which is a report of a meeting

~ held in March 1974 at Horseferry House, London, involving the Home Office, Special
Branch and MOD. You will see that the MOD had been involved in the joint
investigation of a number of reports describing an unidentified helicopter reported in
Cheshire and Derbyshire; these included some radar trackings reported by the Civil
Aviation Authority. The report concludes with the statement “it was agreed that the
sightings could not be ignored and MOD were asked what facilities they could provide to
assist with identifying the helicopter. The use of searchlights, radar, MOD helicopters
and the Harrier Jump Jet were discussed but considered either impractical or too
expensive.”



The meeting ended with an agreement that the Ministry of Defence would prepare a
paper on the services they could provide if further reports were received, along with a
breakdown of the costs involved.

I hope this information may help you to trace any file or record created by the MOD in
1973-74 relating to these incidents.

I hope that once I have established the fate of the records referred to in questions 5, 11a
and 11c that I will be able to draw my research to a close. Your assistance has been
appreciated.

D.W.Clarke
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Sceclal Branch

22 March 157L
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CEIEF SUPT. '3' SQUAD

1. At 2 pm today, 21 March 137L, 2 meeting was held =t
Horseferry House with D H-J Hildry in the Chair to discuss
& number of unexplained helid6pter sightings at night,
nainly reported to the police in Derbyshire.

2. Present were Messrs Clayton, McQuaen and Montgomery-Pott
of kome Crffice, Assistant Chief Constable RBowzrs {Deroy

County and Borough Constabulary}, Assistant Chief Corsizble
Leugharne and Superintendent Dean (Cheshire Constabuls ),

and two Ministry of Defence representatives.

L

3, The meeting discussed the authenticity of the numerous
sightings reported during the end of 1573 and January 197L,
together with some allegedly corroborative reports aveilzble
through the Civil Aviation Authority, from the Air Traffic
Control Centre at Preston and Manchester Air Traffic Control.

L. In the event there were found to be only three 'hard!
sightings and no useful pattern of timing or positioning

was discernible; in addition, no crimes were reported at the
times of the alleged flights. T was ahle to report that the

Metropolitan Pclice Special Branch had no hard infermsticn
to place poiential subversive activities in the area,

S. However, it was sgreed that the sightings could not be
ignored and MOD were asked what facilities they could provide
to assist with identifying the helicopter. The use of
searchlights, radar, MOD helicopters, end the Harrier csump Jet
were discussed but considered sither impracticel or too
expensive.

. The meeting concluded with agreement that 0D would

T

prepare a paper on the services they could provide should further

sizhtinzs te made, the costs invelved, and to which authority
they would be aitributed. Furthermere, the police forces
irvolved were to kesp in touch to eco-ordinate any further

useful information coming to hand.


The National Archives
Unidentified helicopter
Metropolitan Police Special Branch report on ‘unidentified helicopter’ sightings in Derbyshire and Cheshire, during 1973-74.


7. No further zction is required from Metropolitan Police
Special Branch.

A/SUPERI NTENDENT
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Unidentified Flying Objects - Policy

1. The Air Ministry is responsible for the collational all reports dealing with

U.F.0s. This responsibility has been delegated to A.I.(Tech)3 in the Deputy Direc
&f' ' torate of Intelligence (Technicsal).
2,  All reports from all sources are to be sent +o ﬁ.I.(Teoh)B for examination,

analysis and classification.

3. Reports on unidentified sircraft emsnating from sources other than Fighter

Command.
All such reports are to be noted and passed to G.I.0. Fighter Command for
investiation.

L. Letters from memvers of the public

Letters will be received at'Air Ministrﬁ in the first instance by the
Public Relations branch who will send off an immediate scknowledgement. .

The letter will then be passed to A.I.(Tech)3 for analysis, or alternatively
the context of the letter may be passsd to A.I.(Tech)} by P.R. over the telephone.
This latter method should be used when it sppesrs that some immediate investigation
is warranted.

AI.(Tech)3 #ill exsmine the report and attempt to obtain substantiating .
evidence -from Fighter Command, KET, MOA ete ss appropriate.

The result of the investigation is to be forwarded to the public relations
department who will write a suitable reply to the member of the public concerned.
5. Records to be kept by A.I.(Tech)3

- (a) Regiater
All reports will be entered in a specisal register as they arrive and will
include the following details
i) Details of originator i.e. civilian MET etc

(
(i1} Address of originator :
(iiig Preliminary classification of sighting i.e. balloon aircraft etc
(iv) Height '
(v) 8peed
(Vi; Shape
(vii) size

(viii) Colour
(1x} Date/Time and locality of sighting
g
. ' (x) Remarks

(b) A folder isto be raised for each report into which all papers relating to
the occurrence are to be placed
(¢) & pro forms which includes the details mentioned in sub para (a) above and

also shows details of the investigstion and enilysis i%s to be completed and

inserted as the last enclosure in the case folder,.

/6
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6. Consolidated Reports : | Lﬂ

An annual report suamsrising all U.F.0. sightings by types is to be
submitted to D.D.I.(Tech).

Examples of the vsrious categories of U,F.J. sightings are given below

(a) Belloons

(b) Airersft

(c) Missiles

(4) Astronomical phenomena.

(e) Other phenomena

(f) Unknown

(g) Insufficient data for evaluation

— [ o,
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54 (Air) MOD (Mr. W. P. Cassell)

1. Further to your M7, we have recovered all but two of the
"Metropole’ (ie Intelligence) files non UF0s for the period
1951-2.

2. The files examined indicate that Topcliffe~Meteor incident,
which occurred during the NATO Exercise MAINBRACE, was typical
of reports aboeut guch aircraft at that time. (The Meteor

was being extensively operated in a variety of roles and was

the first UK jet to be so deployed).

3. As regards the particular incident the 'object' only
appeared to ceme from the aircraft. There is no gpecific
evidence in the files examined so far, that the ‘objsct tracked
oy came from the alrcraft. In fact, the trajectery of the
apparent object was net established in absclute terms and thus
typical questions such as true range have not been answersd.

Unidentified Flying Objacts covers the situation as a whole,
guch activity at that time. Similar remarks apply to the
pbserved radar anomilies which eccurred at that time.

4, We congider that the repert DSI/JTIC Report No 7 ;

(J. C. DICKISON)
DI5H5

ROOM 4/58 EXT 5230
Metropele Building
13th December 1967
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Info(Exp)R 1

Mezzanine 2

3-5 Great Scotland Yard
London SW1A 2HW

Phone:
Fax;

Facsimile Message

Fax: |40 Date: 21 August 2001

rrone IO Pages: Thre

Re: ENOUIRY FROM DR DAVID CLARKE  CC:

O Urgent O For Review [1 Please Comment [ Flease Reply 0O Please Recycle

-Comments:

We spoke a short while ago about most,Dr Clarke’s recent letter to this office raising seven
question: five re historic records not apparently preserved at the PRO and, two concerning
Freedom of Information.

Air Historical Branch has also been approached over the last few months about missing
records at Kew ie Operational Record Books (RAF Station Diaries) and Fighter Command
Operation Research Branch records. None of which they hold.

So far as the five record questions are concerned | plan to reply wo Or Clarke in early
September - in the negative ie records are not held by MOD archives. The FOI questions are
straightforward.

If you have any views or advice (he may be covering ground that DAS (5ec) has already
addressed) it would be welcome.
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g 21 AGE 2007 Dr David Clarke
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20 August 2001

Your ref: D INFO(EXP)R/3/7/8

Dea [

Thank you for your letter of 13 June and for the copies you enclosed of documents
related to “flying saucers’ located in DEFE 19/9.

With regards to my continuing research to locate other Air Ministry/RAF documents
relating to ‘aenial phenomena’ from the period 1947-60, I have been in communication
wit of the Air Historical Branch. as you suggested. es me
that the branch does not hold any records from the post-WW?2 era that are not already
available at the PRO. Records created by the RAF/Air Ministry/MOD from this period, I
am told, are 2ll held by the MOD Records Division, and some may remain ‘classified’ or
retained under the Public Records Acts

As a result, could you provide information concerning existence, and current closure
status with regards to the act, of files created by the following:

106
v 1. Records created by the RAF Fighter Command Research Branch, Bentley Priory, _<an 3"%
1947-60. Some post-war records created by this branch are available at the PRO and S,-

have been checked. Are there other records created by the branch from the period O ‘.(
above that are retained by MOD? ! ______,_,':

— 2. Records created by the Deputy Directorate of Intelligence DDI (Tech), 1947-67,
specifically the branch known as Air Intelligence Sb (Al 5b). The only records
available at PRO created by DDI Tech are pre-1945. Where are the DDI records post
19467 It seems odd that the entire collection of paperwork produced by an important
branch of Air Ministry concerned with Technical Intelligence would have been
“destroyed.”

¥ 3. Papers and cotrespondence created by the Assistant Chief of Air Staff (Intelligence)
1947-60, particularly the period 1956-58 whea ACAS (I) was Air Vice Marshal
William McDonald. Once again none are listed on the PRO catalogue post-1947.

* 4. Minutes of Air Staff meetings, Air Ministry, circa 1947-60.

» 5. Station records or station histories of RAF Neatishead, 1950-60, that are not currently
available at the PRO.
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I would zlso be interested to learn how the pending Freedom of Information Act
legislation due early next year will affect the status of Air Ministry/MOD documents

retained for more than 30 years.

Under the FOIA would it be possible to obtain a list of the files currently retained, even if
one was not able to obtain copies of their contents?

D.W.Clarke

sk TOTAL PAGE.B3 %%



From: |l Directorate Air Staff 4a 21‘)(/

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Room 8243, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB
Telephone (Direct dial)

{Switchboard)
(Fax)

Dr David Clarke Your Reference

Our Reference
D/DAS/64/11
Date

235 July 2001

=

Dear Dr Clarke,

Further to my letter of 12 July I attach at Annex a list of your questions and the answers to those
questions.

We have consulted with a number of different areas to request a search for material and our
answers reflect the outcome. Although not all information has been traced I hope you will,
nevertheless, find the answers helpful. In addition I attach, as requested, a sheet giving the
numbers of "unexplained" aerial sightings communicated to the Ministry of Defence in each year
since 1959 and a copy of a "report" form.

This Directorate is to move from the above location at the end of this week; our new address will
be:

Room 671

Ministry of Defence
Metropole Building

London WC2N 35BP.

Yours sincerely,


The National Archives
MoD policy on UFOs
MoD’s detailed response to 13 questions on UFO policy (Annex A).


ANNEX
Question 1:

Can the MOD list the current posts within the Air Staff and in Operations where staff have
a direct or subsidiary responsibility for the investigation of UFO reports and/or the
handling of public inquiries relating to the subject. Of the posts identified, can a percentage
of staff time allocated to 'UFQ'-related duties be specified.

Answer:

Directorate Air Staff - Two posts within DAS have a direct responsibility for the handling of
public inquiries; this work includes Parliamentary business and can take up to 50% of the time of
each of the individuals concerned. Two other posts within the Directorate have a responsibility of
oversight of 'UFQ'-related work and this work can take up to 5% of the time of each of those
individuals.

Defence Intelligence Service - There are no current posts within the DIS where staff have a direct
or subsidiary responsibility for the investigation of "UFQ' sighting reports or for the handling of
public enquiries.

Air Defence - There are three posts within the Air Defence staf¥ that have a responsibility for the
scrutiny of any 'UFQ' sighting reports sent to them by DAS. These individuals assess the reports
for any significance for air defence and this work occupies approximately 4% of their collective
time. :

Question 2: Does DAS maintain figures/statistics of the number of enquiries received from
a. the public and b, the media relating to 'UFOQ" issues dealt with on a year by year basis.

Answer: A record has been kept since 1959 of the number of 'unexplained' aerial sightings which
have been the subject of enquiries by members of the public. A copy of the record comes
attached to this letter,

No such record is kept of approaches by the media but an examination of files dating over the past
five years has produced the following results, (Media enquiries include approaches from
companies seeking to produce TV documentaries, by [newspaper] reportters and various 'UFQ'
publications.)

1996 - 6

1997 - 14

1998 - Nil

1999 - 1

2000 -3

2001 - Nil to date



Question 3: Can MOD specify the extent of liaison that has taken place with a. the Royal
Australian Air Force and b. United States Air Force with respect to the investigation of
'UFO..

Answer: No evidence has been found of contact with the Royal Australian Air Force or the
United States Air Force with respect to a request to investigate a "UFO' sighting.

Question 4: Has the MOD ever called upon the expertise of psychologists in respect of a.
individual investigation or b. analysis or advice on any aspect of "UFQ" issues.

Answer: Neither service nor external psychologists have been called upon in respect of individual
investigation or analysis of "UFQ' issues.

Question 5: Relating to the role of Air Intelligence 5b (circa 1959 to 1964).

Answer: Air Intelligence 5b was a part of the Air Ministry. The Defence Intelligence Service
was established in 1964 and included the amalgamation of the three single-Service inteltigence
organisations. You have asked in particular about the reporting/recording of unidentified aerial
sightings by service personnel; you may find it helpful to read the answer to your question 6
below.

Question 6: Can MOD outline the precise role of RAF Rudioe Manor, Wiltshire in
reporting the collection and investigation of "UFQ' reports from service sources prior to
1992,

Answer: Until 1992, the Flying Complaints Flight (FCF), part of the HQ Provost and Security
Services (UK) based at RAF Rudloe Manor, we the central co-ordination point for UFO reports
made to RAF stations (from whatever source, ie members of the public or service personnel) its
function was simply to record the details provided and pass the reports directly to Sec(AS)2 in the
Ministry of Defence. Sec(AS)2 desk officers then examined the reports and decided, with other
experis as necessary, whether what was seen had any defence implications. No action was taken
on the reports by staff in the FCF.

The FCF no longer have any involvement in the central collection of 'UFQ' reports. All reports by
air force stations are now forwarded directly to DAS (formerly Sec{AS)2) for consideration. The
extent now of Rudloe Manor's involvement in the 'UFQO' reporting process, in common with all
other RAF stations, is to take down the details of any reports made in the local area and pass the
details to DAS.

Question 7: Does the MOD maintain a paper or electronic record of radar tracks or reports
of radar tracks recorded within the UK Air Defence Region that have remained unidentified
following investigation. If that is the case for how long are records preserved, what is their
security classification and after what period of time will records be available at the PRO.

Answer: The MOD does not maintain a record of radar tracks recorded within the UK Air
Defence Region that have remained unidentified following investigation, other than by possible
reference in operational log books. Electronic recordings of the air picture are retained for a



reference in operational log books. Electronic recordings of the air picture are retained for a
period of 30 days, to assist primarily in the investigation of flight safety incidents, should the need
arise. The overall recordings are graded NATO SECRET because of the operational content.

Question 8: In 1996 in the House of Commons, Defence Minister Nicholas Soames stated
that RAF aircraft were scrambled on two occasions in the past five years to intercept
unidentified targets ... Could MOD specify:

a. details of incidents recorded between 1990-2000 when aircraft were scrambled to
intercept targets that have remained 'unidentified’ following MOD investigation.

b. the role of RAF Fylingdales in the investigation of UFO reports (for example, what
category of report would be checked with this facility).

Answer 82: Records of incidents when air defence aircraft were scrambled to investigate
unidentified air tracks do not exist for the full period covering 1990-2000. Details of such sorties
are recorded in operational logbooks that are destroyed after 5 years. No aircraft were scrambled
to intercept targets that remained unidentified following MOD investigation.

Answer 8b:  RAF Fylingdales may be called upon by MOD to correlate a sighting of an
unidentified aerial phenomena with a known event, such as the re-entry of a satellite.

Question 9: Does MOD have records of "UFOs' tracked by RAF Neatishead or satellite
radar stations (questions a., b. and c.).

Answer: There are no records of any 'UFOs' tracked by CRC Neatishead. We do note what you
say in your letters of 6 and 14 June; it has been suggested that you may find it helpful to consult
the following records that, I am informed, are in the PRO:

RAF Waterbeach AIR 28/1439
RAF Neatishead AIR 29/1369 and 2631

In addition S4(Air), AIR 20, the following files from the early to mid 1970s, also in the PRO.

AIR 20/7390 (1950-54)
AIR 20/9320 TO 9322 (1977)
AIR 20/994 (1953-57)

I have also been informed that no records covering the subjebt of UFQOs that are more than 30
years old are still held by Defence Records.

Question 10: What are the current standing instructions to RAF stations/radar facilities
with regards to the reporting and action taken to investigate a. reports or b, radar tracking
of 'UFOs'. Are copies of current instructions available for public inspection.

Answer: A standard list of questions, asked over many years, has been reproduced on a form
since the early 1990s. The form is produced by individual stations and is not subject to a central
instruction; I attach a copy for your information.



Question 11: Can MOD confirm,

a. the existence and current location of report describing aerial phenomena originating from
RAF and other service sources sent to AISb between 1950 and 1967.

Answer: No files with the prefix Air Intelligence 5b, AT 5b or Al(Tech)5b have been traced but
further enquiries are being made with the Defence Records Archives.

b. Whether the Department of Scientific and Technical Intelligence maintains records or
files relating to investigation/consultation with Air Staff on the subject of aerial
phenomena/UFQs.

Answer:  As part of the MOD's assessment of aerial sightings, reports were copied as appropriate
to the Directorate of Intelligence Scientific and Technical (DIST). Towards the end of 2000,
DIST decided that these reports were of no defence interest and should no longer be sent to them.
The branch still retains files containing reports received up to 4 Decembr 2000.

<. Have DSTI undertaken at any time a search of their records for UFO-related files,
reports or analysis from the period dating from 1950-80. If no search has taken place how is
it possible to claim that files before 1961 have not been retained.

Answer: A search of DIST records was undertaken to identify all of their file holdings; files prior
to 1961 had not been retained.

Question 12: Documents released by the Metropolitan Police under the Code of Practice
indicate that MOD acted in an advisory capacity to a Police Special Branch investigation of
an unidentified helicopter reported over Derbyshire between September 1973 and January
1974. Does a MOD file exist.

Answer: No papers have been traced relating to an incident involving an attempt by MOD to
identify a helicopter on the dates you indicate in the Derbyshire region. If you have any
additional information on the identity of the RAF Station involved in the investigation we could
undertake further enquiries.

Question 13: What is the current definition of the term "of no defence significance”. .,
What is the precise methodology employed to determine whether a report can be
categorised as of "no defence significance".

Answer: An event that has "no defence significance” is an event that is regarded as presenting no
direct military threat against sovereign territory.

The means by which reports are categorised include an assessment of the location, time and
nature of a report and any likely explanation of its cause (planetary objects, areas of high density
air traffic, atmospherics, space objects etc). A check of operational logs may be included to
determine whether any related air activity was detected at the time by the UK Air Defence system.
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1959 — 22 1981 - 600
1960 - 31 1982 — 250
1961 - 71 1983 - 390
1962 - 46 1984 — 214
1963 - 51 1985 ~ 177
1964 - 74 1986 - 120
1965 - 56 1987 - 150
1966 - 95 1988 - 397
1967 ~ 362 1989 - 258
1968 - 280 1990 - 209
1969 - 228 1991 — 117
1970 - 181 1992 —~ 147
1971 - 379 1993 - 258
1972 - 201 1994 - 250
1973 - 233 7 "% 1995 - 373
1974 - 177 1996 — 609
1975 - 208 1997 - 425
1976 - 200 AAE - 1A
1977 - 435 1A - 229
1978 - 750 2oce— 210
1979 - 550

1980 - 350

Figures from before 1959 are not available.

NB. The above figures relate to the number of reports, received
by the Ministry of Defence, of aerial activity which was not
immediately identifiable to the witness. They should not be taken
to reflect sightings of "UFO/flying saucers®.

docs/ufo/NUMBERS



REPORT OF AN UNEXPLAINED AERIAL SIGHTING

1. | Date and time of sighting.
(Duration of sighting,)

2. | Description of object.
(No of objects, size, shape, colour,
brightness, noise.)

3. | Exact position of observer.
Geographical location.
(Indoors/outdoors,
stationary/moving,)

4. | How object was observed.
(Naked eye, binoculars, other
optical device, camera or
camcorder,)

5. | Direction in which object was
first seen.

(A landmark may be more helpful
than a roughly estimated bearing.)

6. | Approximate distance.

7. | Movements and speed.
(side to side, up or down,
constant, moving fast, slow)

8. | Weather conditions during
observation,
(cloudy, haze, mist, clear)




49 .

To whom reported.
(Police, military, press etc)

10. | Name, address and telephone neo
of informant.

11. | Other witnesses. _

12. |} Remarks.

13. | Date and time of receipt.




Dr David Clarke ﬁ
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14 June 2001

Dear__ I @

Further to my letter of 5 June and my question concerning the radar tracking and
interception of unidentified flying objects by RAF Neatishead/Lakenheath (USAF) in
1956.

Subsequent to sending the letter my attention has been drawn to an article {enclosed)
by F.H.C Wimbledon RAF (retired) that appeared in a 1999 issue of the Newsletter of
the RAF Air Warfare Museum. Mr Wimbledon, you will recall, was the Chief
Controller on duty at RAF Neatishead G.C.I. on the night in question and personally
supervised the interception by Venom NF-3s scrambled from the Battle Flight at RAF
Waterbeach.

Your attention is drawn to paragraph 3 of Wimbledon’s article that refers to a
debriefing by “a very senior RAF officer” and a report prepared for HQ Fighter
Command, RAF Bentley Priory.

The one inaccuracy in the account is Wimbledon’s statement that the interceptors

came from 253 Squadron. The QRA squadron on that evening was No. 23 Squadron
and as 1 have previously noted, I have copies of flying logbook entries completed by
six aircrew who took part in the interception attempts.

“Given that a senior RAF officer has now discussed his role in these events in pubrl-iélfI =L
wish to ask for the MOD’s position on this matter and whether an account of, or an \g

explanation for the events of the night of 13/14 August 1956 can be found in official
‘reegr-dg:"‘ et e e -

Yours Sincerely,



The National Archives
Freddie Wimbledon
Retired RAF fighter controller Freddie Wimbledon’s account of his role the Lakenheath incident, published by the RAF Radar Museum newsletter. Mr Wimbledon was stationed at RAF Neatishead, Norfolk, in 1956.
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opened his new offensive. Although the final
"kill" was still not an easy malter, without the assistance of
radar it would have been a difficult task for the fighters to
find the enemy with amy accuracy at night. as proved by
the dramatic nse in successful night interceptions after the
introduction of the GCIYAI system,

However, the anl of the ground controller guiding the
fighter onto the enemy aircraft was an evolutionary
technique. in the early days. The Fighter Controller

training school was initially at "Woodlands". a large house

at Stamnore Middlesex. In the house was a simulated
Sector Operations Room (SOR) with a normal General
Situation Map (GSM) surrounded by the plotting staff.
To add realism they had two Walls Ice Cream tricycles,
onc acting as the ¢nemy bomber and the other the
intercepting fighter, both with a compass installed between
the riders legs. The bomber 'pedalled” off across the field
which was adjacent to the house and s¢t a compass course
as the simulated target. Three airmen/women positioned
around the field took compass bearings of the ‘bomber’

and passed them to Operations where the bpmbers position.

was marked on the GSM to simulate a radar plot. Once
the bombers course had been established, the controller
ordered his “fighter’, which was fitted with VHF radio, to
"Scramble” and the trainee controller proceeded to direct
* the fighter onto the bomber from the plots he could see on
the GSM. The fighter’s relative position was established by

the same three bearings method as the bomber. The

relative speeds of both fighter and bomber were governed

- by a metronome fitted on each tricycle, the pilots (riders)

pedalling to the metronome; since the map on the GSM
covered only the south of England and the ‘simulated
aircraft had only the field to travel in, they could not have
1940s aircraft travelling at Mach 1 or 2.
successful because the field was uneven and it was difficult
for the pilots to pedal in synchronism with the metronome,
read the compass and steer the tricycle all at the same time,
and they invariably ended up pushing their tricycles,
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THE LAKENHEATH INCIDENT OF 1956.
By F H C Wimbledon

(d question frequently asked by visitors to the Museum is,
“Has Neatishead ever seen any Unidentified Flving
Objects (UFOs)?” to which we have to answer “No'', not
Jor any security reasons, but because there do not seem io
be many around these days. S0 we were pleased to
receive the folfowing article from Freddie Wimbledon, to
put the matter straight, - Ed)

s _
» One of the most bizarre happenings at Neatishead was the
interception of a UFO on the night of 13/14 Aughst 1956.

Some time after 23.30hr Air Traffic Control at the USAF

g

A,

It was not very -

10.

base ai Lakenheath in Suffolk rang Neatishead to report a
bright light ‘buzzing’ the circuits at Bentwaters and
Lakenheath allernately at specds between 400 and 60
mph, then remaining stationary or moving very slowl),':
This activity was clearly seen on Neatishead’s radar, by
observers on the ground at Lakenheath and by the pilot of a
C-17 transport aircraft at 10.000ft who reportcd that a
bright light had passed underneath him. o

The 12 Group Sector Operations Centre at RAF Horshain
St Faith were informed of the happening and a Venom
NF2A night-fighter from 253 Squadron at Waterbeach.
Cambridge. was scrambled for control by Neatishead. It
was vectored towards the object and the Venom pilot called
*Contact’ followed in a short while by “Judy’ (which meant
that the Radar/Nav had the target on his airborne radar and
needed nod further ground assistance).  But then he called.
“Lost contact. more help”.  He was then told that his
target was now behind him, and it remained glued in that
position, following the Venom's every move. A second
Venom ‘was scrambled but it never got within 20 miles
before the target sped off in a north-easterly djrec:tje:m‘fj
¢climbing at terrific speed and was soon out of range o
Neatishead’s radar.  As to what really happened during
the interception led to differing views;, the controller and
his crew believed that the target had looped to get behind
the Venom, but the pilot of that aircraft has since said that
he overshot the target because it suddenly stopped in front
of him,

This was ail reported to HQ Fighter Command at RAF
Bentley Priory as it happened, and a very senior RAF
officer arrived at Neatishead the next day to interview the
personnel involved, stressing absolute secrecy.

Unknown to those at Neatishead, a NCO at the US Air
Traffic Control Centre at Lakenheath had followed the
action on his radar and listened to the R/T conservation.
He reported his version to the 7" Air Division Command
Post in London and it was duly entered in the USAF “Blue
Book", wherein all unexplained incidents were recorded.

And there it remained until the same NCO twelve years
later wrote about the incident, claiming that he had
controlled the RAF fighter. A hurried search through the
"Blue Book” was instituted and sure enough there was a
reference to the incident in the original report.

Years later, when so much more information was released.
and it had been proven that givem the type of madar

‘available to him, the NCO could not possibly have

controlled an interception, and he admitted that this was
0. - He also withdrew his remarks about monitoring s
R/T by saying that he did not really understand the Engiiszh
accents of the Venom crews or the jargon they used.

In the United States, when the NCO's version saw the ligh*
of day, many the leading physicists, scientists, UFQ bui

L4
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and .—loos” wanted to say their picce.  However as they
tricd to get confirmation from the Air Ministry, Air
Attaches or even Malvern, the reply was always. “We have
no knowledge of this incident”. As a result. numerous
books have been published in the United Kingdom about

 the incident using the American version, which is, of
I coursc, 10% fact and 90% fiction.

The Chief Controller at Neatishead when this incident took
place was one Flight Lieutenant Freddie Wimbledon, who

: has until now resisted all efforis to give interviews, or to

appear on television; yet statements attributed to him with
all the details keep appearing in various books. without his
permission. and without his ever meeting any of the
authors.  So much information has come to light over the
years. such.as finding three of the original Venom aircrew
with their log books, the Parliamentary Private Secretary to
Sir Ray Cochrane has put on record that he was shown the
camera gun film of the target. object, witnesses on the
ground, and an official’s statement that the relevant papers
had been ‘accidentally destroyed’ (which means that they
had eriginally existed) all show that there can be little
doubt that Neatishead's UFO existed. But what was it
really?  No aircraft then or since has shown the flight
envelope demonstrated by that object. Are we so arrogant
as to think that we are the only intelligent life in the
universe.

(Makes you think. We once went to Loch Ness to see the
monster, but while we were there it was at the other end of
the Joch. And we believe in the Diety, though we have
never seen him. It is no bud thing to keep an open mind.

-Ed)

30 AR R AR A AR R oo o AR o e s oo ok ok e o

LIFE BEFORE RADAR
By Ron Hewlely. .

It was soon realised in the early days of the 1914-18 war
that aeroplanes were yet another weapon (o use in the
battle raging in France, Other than their use as
reconnaissance vehicles, both the Germans and the Allies
equipped their squadrons with fighters which could do
combat with the enemies aircraft or drop bombs onto
trenches and installations. However, in 1915 the Germans
took air warfare a stage further when thev attacked
mainland Britain using their long range Zeppelin airships.

By 1917 the Germans had developed their Gotha bomber

aircraft which could also reach Britain, making its first
raid on the Kent coast town of Folkestone on 25th May
1917,

Afr raid- warmings in those early days were actitated by
Coastguards, Policemen and Special Constables (See Note
2) or anyone near the coast who had access to a telephone.
In most cases by the time the warning had got to the

&
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nearest Royal Flying Corps (RFC), Roval Naval 2
Service (RNAS) station or coastal artillery unit, the airsh
or bomber had dropped their bombs and fled. Howeve
the raiders did not always get away because the first to L.
shot down was Zeppelin L.21 by Lt William Leef-
Robinson of No.39 Sqn. RFC at 0230 Iir on 3rd Septemb
1916. So rclicved were the Chicfs of Staff and 1
Government to see that this German menace in the sky wi.
not invincible, Lt. Leefe Robinson was decorated with th:
Victoria Cross.

During the day aircraft could be detected by both sight a:
sound but since. most raids were made at night it w-
therefore only the engine and propeller noise whic.
warned the observer that aircraft were approaching. Tl
range at which sound can be heard unaided is depende
greatly on the climatic conditions, i.e.-temperature. =
pressure, wind speed and direction, but in norm:
conditions an aircraft can be detected by, ear at about .
miles range.  Wishing (0 extend the. sound detectic -
range. various mechanical devices were tried using lars
horns rather like the early deaf-aid 'ear trumpet, albe
with limited success. However, a group of Roval Engmee
carried out experiments using parabolic shapes, the sag:
as a satellite dish, cut into the high cliffs near Broadstmr.
on the Kent coast with the operator standing on a platfort.
at the focal point to listen for aircraft engine sounde.
Although an established scientific principle and
interesting experiment, they were of limited value in &,
defence.

Just after World War | the War Office decided that air
defence was a priority requiring a scientific approach and
formed the Air Defence Experimental Establishment
(ADEE) in 1922. Because at the time aircraft engine noise
was the only parameter they had to work with, the

" scientists centred their research on sound detection in the

Acoustics Research Section of ADEE.  The scientists
experimented with many and various types of lar
concrete sound collecting mirrors and as radio an:
clectronic development progressed in the 1920's so the us
of microphones and thermionic valve amplifiers WeTe us-
in this research with advantage.

The largest and most spectacular of these sound locatir
‘dinosaurs’ was the ‘200ft Strip Mirror' locator. This tye
was constructed in the shape of an elongated strip from
sphere 150 ft in radius, built in smooth faced concre:
measuring 200 fi. horizontally from end to end and 27 :

in height.  In front of the mirror was a 35 ft 6 ins. slopin,q'

- concrete apron leading to a 'listening trench', a further 2 £

deep and measuring 20 fi. at the narrowest point.
semicircular end wall 100 ft wide and side-walls contai;
the earth bank from the trench. An equipment cabi.
provided on the site also accommodated the operators.
There were only two of this type of Ir-ator constructed, t-
first at Lydd near Dungeness in Kext and the second
Maghtab in Malta.

.
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D/DI SECNM0/8/3

5 June 2001

DAS 4A

Copy to:

DAO - ADGE 1
AD DI 55
DISSY

OFFICIAL ACTION LETTER FROM DR D CLARKE — UFO QUESTIONS

1. Further to my minute of 5 June, we are now in a position to respond to Dr Clarke's
Question 11a. He asked us to confirm the existence and current location of reports
describing aerial phenomena originating from RAF and other service sources sent to Al 5b
at DJg1 Tech, Air Ministry dating from 1250-67.

" We have undertaken a search of the DIS archives and can confirm that we hold no files
for that branch. We have searched for Air Intelligence 5b, Al 5b and Al{Tech)5b (the branch
name recorded by Sqn LdrjjPn relation to AVM White’s post). The files may
possibly be held in the Defence Records archives if they have not yet been released to the

PRO. '
"

DI ISEC Sec 4

w506 [



DAS4A(SEC)

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Importance:

B
dr d clarke - ufo - Im2

to DAS...

7]

Dl ISEC SEC4

03 July 2001 15:35

DAS4A(SEC)

DAO ADGE1; AD DI 55; DISSY

Dr Clarke - search for files in DIS archives

Low

PEA to advise that we have no files in the DIS archives.
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DAS4A(SEC) 16 vl teens b6
From: Info(Exp)-Records1 h ~/

Sent: 24 July 2001 08:37 @
To: DAS4A(SEC)
Subject: RE: "UFO' AND RELATED QUESTIONS D Clawte

W

(gt

e )

Questlor@g %\“’Jk‘“ vl bar o "'OMJ% ““MJ, %SQAfa\Ml

You will not be surprised to learn that questions have previously been asked by researchers CSQ UMb
about Al 5 papers (in fact Dr Clarke raised such a question recently - May 2001 - about DD!

Tech and AISb files that he suggested might be held by AHB. AHB replied that they held not such 'l'b 9 é
papers).

| am not surprised that DI had no luck finding these files as on previous occasions when asked |
received the same reply. As it is DI is no different than any other branch in the MOD in that they
should comply with departmental regulations re the review of their files ie files should be
processed at a relatively early age and no later than the 30 years point. Retention beyond that
date requires the Lord Chancellor's approval.

To enquirers our response has been that if any papers from Al survive older than 30 years (Di
was created in 1964) papers will be identifiable from the PRO catalogue.

A quick search on the PRO catalogue against the words "Air Intelligence" identified some 150
files. As Dr Clarke seems well researched on this subject | suspect that he has already discovered
the PRO search facility and presumably determined that none are relevant to his research (an
cutcome discgvered by other researchers on this subject),

]

Questio q

As with DI | would have been very surprised if Air Ops had records (for the same reasons as DI).

I can only suggest that Dr Clarke try, if he has not already, the ORBs RAF Waterbeach AiR
28/1439 and for RAF Neatishead AIR 29/1369, 2631. But as with his earlier research | am sure
that he has investigated these records.

As for S4(Air) records, AIR 20 has 5 files covering the early to mid 1970s: AIR 20/7390 (1950-
54), AIR 20/9320 10 9322 (1977} and AIR 20/994 (1953-57). | am again sure that Dr Clarke is
aware of these records.

Mo Nec. EM §honed w l_;f lMJ A Yo

| can though confirm that Defence Records (Hayes and the QWO archlve) holds no cache of out
of time records covering the subject of UFOs, Generally our review programme is comfortably
examining surviving files from the mid-1970s.

-----Original Message---—-

From: DAS4A(SEC)

Semt: 23 July 2001 11:17

To: Info(Exp)-Records]

Subject: 'UFQ' AND RELATED QUESTIONS

I wonder if you might be able to help us. It's a Dr Clarke query; he has asked quite a range
of questions to which we have most of the answers. As always, however, there are a few

24/07/01


The National Archives
RAF Lakenheath
Discussion of the RAF Lakenheath-Bentwaters UFO incident of August 1956; there are no surviving records of this incident in UK intelligence files.
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glitches!

QUESTION 1: Queries have been raised concemning the metamorphosis of a brarich named
Air Intelligence 5b (Al 5b) and some of the responsibilities of that area.

Di have done a search and have discovered no files with the following in the title:
Air Intelligence 5b

Al 5b

Al(Tech)sb.

Do you have a record of any file heading corresponding with that title? The likely period is
1950-1967

QUESTION 2: Dr Clarke has asked about material on incident alleged to have happened in
1956 on the night of 13/14 August. He mentions that the "UFQ' was tracked by CRC RAF
Neatishead/or satellite radar stations and there was an attempted interception by Venom
aircraft from RAF Waterbeach.,

Air Ops have traced no records. There is a chance that something reached our side (in the
DES8 days perhaps) but | would have thought that should be in the PRO. What do you think -

ani advice?

24/07/01



From:_ Directorate Air Staff 4a

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE X0
Room 8243, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

Telephone  (Direct dial) M
{Switchboard) ;

Dr David Clarke Your Reference

Qur Reference
D/IDAS/G4/11
Date

12 July 2001

Dear Dr Clarke,

I refer to our earlier correspondence concerning the questions you raised on the subject of 'UFOs'.
We have now had the opportunity to either search for or examine most of the material that we
believe might be relevant to the range of questions raised by you, I shall assemble the answers in
the early part of next week in order to give you a substantive reply. I apologise for the time spent

in dealing with your queries.

Yours sincerely,
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Dr David Clarke

Ministry of Defence

Room 8243 Main Building

Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB 6 June 2001  __ .—TT

Your ref: D/DAS(Sec)64/3/11

Dear _

Many thanks for your letter of 31 May relating to my list of 13 questions on the topic of
“Unidentified Flying Objects.” I understand that to answer these questions will entail an
amount of research on behalf of your staff and that as a result a charge may be made. I
wish to confirm that I am happy to meet any reasonable charge incurred from the work
that is necessary to assemble the information I require.

Whilst your research is on-going 1 would draw your attention spemﬁcally to Question

9(a) on my list dated 8 May 2001, with regards to the tra deatified ﬂ i

You may be aware that the 1956 incident was referred to by the late Ralph Noyes, a
former head of DS8, as having been the subject of a considerable amount of attention by
the Air Ministry at the time. The report was also investigated by the US Air Force
sponsored University of Colorado UFO project in 1968-9 who received a detailed
statement from the USAF Watch Supervisor at RAF Lakenheath who was involved in the
tracking of a UFO above East Anglia on the night in question..

In 1978, the retired RAF Chief Controller on duty at RAF Neatishead G.C.1. station
stated in 7he Sunday Times that he had personally supervised the interception of this
UFO, tracked earlier by the USAF at Lakenheath and Bentwaters and had ordered the
scrambling of two Venom aircraft from the Battle Flight. He also stated that his
Interception team were debriefed by a senior officer from Fighter Command and a report
prepared for Air Ministry.

I have subsequently traced the aircrew involved and obtained copies of their personal
flying logs that confirm the Chief Controller’s statements. I have also established from
Squadron Records that #hree or more aircraft were actually scrambled during protracted



attempts by both the RAF and USAF to intercept these aerial phenomena during a six
hour period between 2130 GMT on 13" August and 0330 GMT on 14" August 1956,

Despite these established facts the original Air Ministry/DDI (Tech) reports relating to
these incidents have never been ocated or released. A brief mention of the incident has
been identified in a briefing prepared by DDI (Tech) to a Minister prior to a
Parliamentary Question in 1957 (PRO ref AIR 20/9320)

It appears inconceivable that an incident of this magnitude, involving targets tracked by
up to three separate radars and the scrambling of Quick Readiness aircraft to intercept a
potentially hostile object above a highly-sensitive airbase during a six-hour period would
not have produced a “paper trail” or at least a technical report of some description. I
suspect that much like many other similar incidents, the 1956 report from
Lakenheath/Neatishead will have a prosaic explanation. However, 1 would appreciate any
information you are able to provide relating to this particular question.

Finally, I wish to thank you and your staff for locating the DSI/JTIC Report No 7
“Unidentified Flying Objects™ from 1950/1. I was pleased to receive this after spendmg
a considerable amount of time searching for a record of the DSI report. I have written
seperately to[ M congratulating him for his assistance in locating this historically
important document. This discovery underlines my belief that documents relating to the
1956 incident outlined above do exist in MoD archive, but are likely to be filed in an
obscure place!

D.W.Clarke
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DAS4A(SEC) <9
From: DAS4A(SEC) e
Sent: 11 June 2001 13:03

To: Di ISEC SEC4

Subject: INTERVIEW BETWEEN AVM WHITE & DR DAVID CLARKE

)
I refer to your fax sent over to us on 8 June. | spoke with you on the telephone; as | mentioned, Dr Clarke
has no special status as a researcher and DAS4 is in correspondence with him as any other member of
the public.

You may find it helpful to know that Dr Clarke had originally asked to speak with someone in DAS
concerning a number of 'UFO' matters but had been advised to submit a list of questions instead. In view
of the wealth of information there is in the MOD archives, and which cannot be scrutinised in detail by this
Directorate (as currently resourced), we considered tiiat it was not advisable to invite conversation.

We think it likely that MOD Sy will have relevant advice to offer (I note you have contacted them). We
are happy to speak with them if they wish to consuil. As you know, our Lines to Take are uncalssified and
designed to answer members of the pubiic. Our'line' on the subject, used over the last 20 years at least
is:

"MOD's only interest in reports of 'unexplained' aerial sightings is to establish whether there is anything
which might be of defence concern such as unauthorised air activity in UK airspace. . . MOD does not
have any expertise or role in respect of "UFO" matters or to the question of the existence or otherwise of
extraterrestrial lifeforms, about which it remains totally open-minded. To date, MOD knows of no
evidence which substantiates the existence of these alleged phenomena.”

We would certainly find it helpful to have some knowledge of what AVM White might have to offer Dr
Clarke - in the very unlikely event that his comment might conflict with anything (usually rather general)
we have said in correspondence to Dr Clarke, or our other correspondents.

11/06/01
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@8 JUN '91 18:56 FROM DI SEC@ Td -@ F.ds

DISEC4, Teresa Andrews

From: DIS58 [fg=difi=di/s=55b/o=dis/ou=jaguar/ou=owab/p=hmg+mod/a= /c=gb/fin=Di558]
Sent: 08 June 1 08:

To: DISEC4,

Subject: Disclosure of information ~ AVM Terry White

PR-MSP-SEC-POLICY:  NATO
PR-PER-RECIPIENT-lNFo:!g:diﬁ=diis=sec4lo=disfou=jensenlou:owob/p:hmg+mod/a= fe=gb/tin=DISEC4, Teresa
Andrews|000|

#d your Chots note on the above dated 7 June 01. We have both leocked at it and
ane the f[ollowing comments.

1. The AVM is correct to obtain the appropriate clearances. However, although the
matter may be concerned with DIS we, DI5S5, are not the security authority. MoD Sy must
be involved and give him the authority to talk to Dr Clarke, not DIS. We do fully

expect that MeD Sy would consult with us but it is important that they are inveolved
from rhe beginning of this matter.

2. Tn order to ascertain what information the AVM could potentially disclose, we
suggest that MoD Sy to interview Terry Wnite before any contact with Dr David Clarke
is made. That way the MoD and DIS can determine what t extent of Terry White's duties
in AI{(Tech) 5b and therefore what he could potentially release to Dr Clarke.

Regards

ok TOTAL PAGE.B2 #k
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DAS4A(SEC) w
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From: DI ISEC SEC4 : / (./

Sent: 07 June 2001 12:31

To: DAS4A(SEC)

Cc: DAO ADGE1

Subject: FW:DR CLARKE - REQUEST FOR INTERVIEW WITH AVM Terry White

Importance: Low

8|
(]

Hlease see the email below from RAF Waddington. Qur Dr Clarke has identified AVM White, an ex-member of Al
{Tech)Sh, from PRO records and has asked to interview him. AVM White has sought permission from Waddington. |
have asked DI 55 to see whether we have any difficulty with this - but | would think the final decision should be one
for DAS.

----- Criginal Message-----

From: DI ISEC SECT AD

Sent: 07 June 2001 10:15

To: DIISEC SEC4; DI ISEC SECY

Subject: FW: DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION - AVM Terry White
Importance: Low

Can we loo at this and get back to Em}st very quick reading | can't see a problem - especially in light of FOL.

-—---Otiginal Message——-—

From: coies

Sent: 06 June 2001 10:33

To: DI ISEC SECT AD

Subject: FW: DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION - AVM Terry White
Importance: Low

ink this sits in the Secretariat. Could you please advise/discuss with me?

-—--Criginal Message-—-

From: STC-WAD-OC-PF+PS

Sent: 06 June 2001 09:42

To: COWPs

Subject: DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION - AVM Terry White
Importance: Low

We spoke.

AVM Terry White is retired but living near Waddington and is the Honorary Air Commodore for No. 2503 Sqn R Aux
AF Regt which is based at Waddington.

He has been approached by Dr David Clark,_to provide additional
information on his work whilst working as a Flt Lt in Al(Tech)5b in the Directorate of Technical Intelligence, part of
the Joint intelligence Bureau, based in Metropole Building during the period 1960-1962. . ,\Lu 3w PRo.

The AVM says that one of his secondary roles was to investigate the reported phenomena of UFQ's. Dr Clark is
researching a paper into the Formation and Development of Rumour and has focussed part of his study on the
treatment of UFO phenomena during the period 1950-1975. He has identified, from papers released by the FRO,
that AYM White was involved with this work and he would now like to interview the AVM about it.

The AVM does not wish to proceed without appropriate clearance from MOD. | have already sought advice from Air
Historical Branch (Release of Publications) who have referred me to you as they believe that it is an intelligence
matter.

{ should be gratefut for an early response.
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DAS4A(SEC)

From: DAO ADGE1

Sent: 07 June 2001 11:08

To: DAS4A(SEQ)

Cc: AD DI 55; DI ISEC SEC4

Subject: REQUEST FOR INFO - DR CLARKE

Please see atiached response to your request of 15 May 01.

-
w ]

Dr Clarke.dac



DAO/1/13
7 Jun 01
DAS4A
Copy to:

DI ISec Sec 4
AD DI 55

REQUEST FOR INORMATION - DR D CLARKE

Reference:
A. D/DAS/64/11 dated 15 May 01,

1. At Reference, you asked if we could provide answers to a number of questions related
to “UFO” matters that had been raised by Dr David Clarke. Dr Clarke makes frequent
reference to the investigation of unidentified tracks, implying that in some way these tracks
should be considered as “UFQs”. It is important to draw the distinction between our
interpretation of an unidentified track and that of Dr Clarke. In air defence terms, an
unidentified track is the track of an aircraft detected by radar that cannot be positively identified
against a variety of criteria. In all cases, radar tracks are considered to be air vehicles of man-
made origin. Therefore, the fact that an air track may remain unidentified is not necessarily
considered unusual or sinister. The following paragraphs provide the best available information
against each of the questions falling within my sphere of responsibility, given the dates of some
of the events referred to.

2. [@estion 1. The posts within DAO and other operational HQ where staff have a direct
or subsidiary responsibility for the investigation of UFQ reports, purely from the perspective of
whether they raise any issues of air defence significance, are:

a. MOD DAO ADGE 1.

b. HQ STC SO1 ATC Area.

C. HQ 2.Gp SO2 ASACS Ops L.

ery approximate figures for the percentage of staff time each desk spends on UFO-related
duties are as follows:

a. DAO ADGE 1 - approx 3%..

b. ATC Area and ASACS Ops 1 — less than 1%.
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\/ Que?_ﬁon 7. The MOD does not maintain a record of radar tracks recorded within the

UK ADR 'that have remained unidentified following investigation, other than possible reference
in operational log books. Electronic recordings of the air picture are retained for a period of 30
days to assist primarily in the investigation of flight safety incidents, should the need arise. The
overall recordings are graded NATO SECRET because of thg« operational content; h0wé¥er
sub-sets of information may be selected and these may attract a lower security gradmg /

4. Question 8. ey
M. Records of incidents when air defence aircraft were scrambled to investigate

unidentified air tracks do not exist for the full period covering 1990 —2000. Details of
such sorties are recorded in operational logbooks that are destroyed after 5 years (the
destruction certificates for those log books are retained for a further 7 years before
destruction). Strictly speaking, no aircraft were scrambled to intercept targets that
remained unidentified following MOD investigation, as the scramble forms a part of that
investigation. If a scramble is unsuccessful, the identity of the track can usually be
determined by other means.

b.(/ RAF Fylingdales may be called upon by MOD to correlate a “UFQ” sighting
with a known event, such as the re-entry of a satellite.

e PR |
e sabed = 5. uestion 9. The MOD has no records of any “UFOs” tracked by CRC Neatishead
{unlek$ there are any held by DAS4).

6. | Muestion 10. RAF stations have a pl:efformatted form (MOBFO 953) which duty
personnel complete whenever a call istaken from anybody wishing to repgrt a sighting. The
form is then forwarded to DAS4; ‘as well as a number of other addressegé, The instructions for
submitting sighting reports would probably have been contained withif a DCI. However, as
DCIs are automatically cancelled after a year and there is no indeX available to check back more
than 2 or 3 years),(ﬁccordmg to the MOD Library and thﬂ»«B’CI sectlon at Keynsham) I have not

‘‘‘‘‘

DAS(Sec) initially sponsored the f(gm,semie time ago and, therefore, the complete answer might

lie deep within }wr\ﬁlg_s’/

7. Question 12. We do not have a file relating to the police investigation of an
unidentified helicopter reported over Derbyshire between Sep 73 and Jan 74. The only likely
remaining source of any such information would be in the DAS(Sec) archives, assuming the
incident had been linked to a “UFO” report at the time.



8. Question 13. There is no written definition of the term “of no defence significance™. It
is a term used to describe the fact that an event is not considered to have constituted a direct
military threat against sovereign territory. The means by which reports are categorised as being
of “no defence significance” include an assessment of the location, time and nature of a report
and any likely explanation of its cause (planetary objects, areas of high density air traffic,
atmospherics, space objects, etc). A check of operational logs may be included to determine
whether any related air activity was detected at the time by the UK Air Defence system,

Signed on CHOtS

Wg Cdr
DAO ADGE 1

mb4227 [

CHOtS: DAO ADGE]I



@
DAO/1/13

7 Jun 01

DAS4A fres e,

Copy to: S
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AD DI 55

REQUEST FOR INORMATION — DR D CLARKE

Reference:
A, D/DAS/64/11 dated 15 May 01.

1. At Reference, you asked if we could provide answers to a number of questions related
to “UFO” matters that had been raised by Dr David Clarke. Dr Clarke makes frequent
reference to the investigation of unidentified tracks, implying that in some way these tracks
should be considered as “UFQOs”. It is important to draw the distinction between our
interpretation of an unidentified track and that of Dr Clarke. In air defence terms, an
unidentified track is the track of an aircraft detected by radar that cannot be positively
identified against a variety of criteria. In all cases, radar tracks are considered to be air
vehicles of man-made origin. Therefore, the fact that an air track may remain unidentified is
not necessarily considered unusual or sinister. The following paragraphs provide the best
available information against each of the questions falling within my sphere of responsibility,
given the dates of some of the events referred to. e

2. Question 1. The posts within DAO and other operational HQ where staff have a direct
or subsidiary responsibility for the investigation of UFO reports, purely from the perspective
of whether they raise any issues of air defence significance, are:

a. MOD DAO ADGE 1.

b. HQ STC SO1 ATC Area.

C. HQ 2 Gp SO2 ASACS Ops 1.

Very approximate figures for the percentage of staff time each desk spends on UFO-related
duties are as follows:

a. DAO ADGE 1 - approx 3%.

b. ATC Area and ASACS Ops 1 —less than 1%.
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3. Question 7. The MOD does not maintain a record of radar tracks recorded within the
UK ADR that have remained unidentified following investigation, other than possible
reference in operational log books. Electronic recordings of the air picture are retained for a
period of 30 days to assist primarily in the investigation of flight safety incidents, should the
need arise. The overall recordings are graded NATO SECRET because of the operational
content; however, sub-sets of information may be selected and these may attract a lower
security grading.

4, Question 8.

a. Records of incidents when air defence aircraft were scrambled to investigate
unidentified air tracks do not exist for the full period covering 1990 ~2000. Details of
such sorties are recorded in operational logbooks that are destroyed after 5 years (the
destruction certificates for those log books are retained for a further 7 years before
destruction). Strictly speaking, no aircraft were scrambled to intercept targets that
remained unidentified following MOD investigation, as the scramble forms a part of
that investigation. If a scramble is unsuccessful, the identity of the track can usually be
determined by other means.

b. RAF Fylingdales may be called upon by MOD to correlate a “UFQO” sighting
with a known event, such as the re-entry of a satellite.

5. Question 8. The MOD has no records of any “UFOs” tracked by CRC Neatishead
(unless there are any held by DAS4).

6. Question 10. RAF stations have a pre-formatted form (MOD Form 953) which duty
personnel complete whenever a call is taken from anybody wishing to report a sighting. The
form is then forwarded to DAS4, as well as a number of other addressees. The instructions for
submitting sighting reports would probably have been contained within a DCL. However, as
DCIs are automatically cancelled after a year and there is no index available to check back
more than 2 or 3 years (according to the MOD Library and the DCI section at Keynsham), I
have not been able to establish how MOD Form 953 was disseminated to units. It is likely that
DAS(Sec) initially sponsored the form some time ago and, therefore, the complete answer
might lie deep within your files.

7. Question 12. We do not have a file relating to the police investigation of an
unidentified helicopter reported over Derbyshire between Sep 73 and Jan 74. The only likely
remaining source of any such information would be in the DAS(Sec) archives, assuming the
incident had been linked to a “UFO” report at the time.
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8. Question 13. There is no written definition of the term “of no defence significance”.
It is a term used to describe the fact that an event is not considered to have constituted a direct
military threat against sovereign territory. The means by which reports are categorised as
being of “no defence significance” include an assessment of the location, time and nature of a
report and any likely explanation of its cause (planetary objects, areas of high density air
traffic, atmospherics, space objects, etc). A check of operational logs may be included to
determine whether any related air activity was detected at the time by the UK Air Defence
system.

Wg Cdr
DAO ADGE 1

MB4227

CHO1S: DAO ADGE!
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From: DI ISEC SEC4 } L}'
Sent: 05 June 2001 08:51 .
To: DAS4A(SEC)
Cc: AD DI 55; DAO ADGE1
Subject: dr clarke's questions
Importance: High
N
113

dr d larke - ufe - 'm 1o
DAS....

AD DI 565

d you pass to_l'i hanks very muct,
-

| attach a resionse o your request of 15 May. Please ring if you need to discuss.



LOOSE MINUTE
D/DI SEC/10/8/3

5 June 2001

DAS 4A

Copy to:
DAO - ADGE 1
AD DI 55

OFFICIAL ACTION LETTER FROM DR D CLARKE — UFO QUESTIONS

1. Thank you for your minute of 15 May attaching a letter from Dr D Clarke containing
questions about MOD policy towards UFOs.

2. Questions 1, 4a, 5 and 11 were annotated for the DIS to answer. Responses to
Questions 1 and 4a are as follows:

a) Q1 - There are no current posts within the DIS where staff have a direct or subsidiary
responsibility for the investigation of UFO reports. Neither do we have staff allocated to
the handling of public enquiries specifically relating to the subject.

b) Q4a - The DIS have never called upon the expertise of psychologists (external or
Service personnel) in respect of individual investigation or analysis and advice on any
aspect of UFO issues.

3. The branch to which Dr Clarke refers in Q5 and 11a, (Air Intelligence 5b) was part of
the Air Ministry in pre-MOD days. DIS was established in 1964 and included the
amalgamation of the three single-Service intelligence organisations. We need to ascertain
whether Al5b evolved into an MOD(AIr) branch in 1964 or a DIS branch. Perhaps the RAF
Historical Branch could help? Meanwhile DI 55b is asking for a search to be undertaken in
our archives to see whether we hold any AlSb files. DAS may need to do the same.

4. Qur responses to Q11b and Q11c are as follows:

a) Q11b — Director Intelligence Scientific and Technical (DIST) used to receive reports
from the public reporting on unexplained aerial phenomena. However, the branch
responsible decided that these reports were of no defence interest and requested that
no further reports be forwarded. The branch still retains files containing these reports up
to 4 December 2000.

b} Q11c - DIST undertook a search of their records to identify all of their file holdings. This
search would have included any files reporting unexplained aerial phenomena; it
established that files prior to 1961 had not been retained.



3. | hope this will help in your interim reply to Dr Clarke. We will let you know the answer to

Q11a as soon as possible. Meanwhile, any further information you can provide on Air
Intelligence 5b would be most helpful.

DI ISEC Sec 4
WH306



From: _ Directorate Air Staff 4a : ' 5

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Room 8243, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial) 0207218 2140
{Switchboard) 020 7218 9000
{Fax)

Y our Reference

Dr D Clarke

Our Reference
—_— D/DAS/64/3/11

Date

31 May 2001

Dear Dr Clarke

Thank you for your letter of 8 May to which you attached a list of 13 questions on the topic of
'Unidentified Flying Objects’.

[am currently in the process of looking at material available within this Directorate as well as
calling for information to enable us to answer your questions. This research will take more than
twenty days and is necessary to enable us to identify information that may be made available to
you within the Department's reasonable resources, for which there may be a charge. AsI have
mentioned previously, the Ministry of Defence is bound by the Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information. This means that we are committed to providing you with the
information you require, as long as it is not exempted under the Code. However, to ensure this
does not create an extra burden on the taxpayer, we have a charging regime for more complicated
requests. If a request is likely to require more than four hours' work, each hour's work over four
hours (or part thereof) is charged at £15.00 per hour. As soon as I have an indication of the
amount of work that has been done and remains to be done 1 shall estimate the charge and contact
you once more. [ am not able at present to comment on whether an exemption under the Code
will be sought in respect of any of the material that s identified.

Finally I understand from !Records 1, that 1n the course of a routine review of files a
surviving copy of DSI/JTIC Report No 7 has been found. That Report was the subject of earlier
correspondence between you and this Directorate, as well as you and!l am told that a
photocopy was sent to you on 29 May and should be with you shortly.

Yours sincerely,




No Sev thaso ackion

Dr David Clarke

Ministry of Defence

Room 8243 Main Building ’ e
Whitehall Fa T 0 Doriiu
London SW1A 2HB 21 May 20Q1 :

22 MAY 2001

Fuii
LE A R

Your ref: D/DAS(Sec)64/3/11

pear

This is to acknowledge receipt of the file D/Sec(AS)12/2/1 and additional material
relating to the alleged incident in Rendlesham Forest, Suffolk.

Thank you for assembling and copying the file, plus the additional documents located
during your search, on my behalf. As I suspected, the story they tell is predictable and
falls very much within my area of study in respect of the creation of myths and perceived
‘conspiracies’ from the most innocent of circumstances. It was refreshing to read the
original, contemporary source materials relating to this ‘incident’ removed from the
sensational accounts that have appeared in newspapers and books in more recent years.

The files you have supplied, in addition to my research at the PRO, has confirmed my
hypothesis that it is those who report and promote sightings of UFOs who are more
worthy of study than any alleged ‘phenomena’ themselves. This is a conclusion that is
unlikely to be very popular amongst the “UFO industry’ but nevertheless, as I'm sure you
appreciate, it is where the evidence appears to lead.

Watton during the period 26-29 December 1980, question 9(c) on the list I sent to you on

As the file suggests that no unidentified objects were recorded by radars at Neatishead or
8 May has now been answered. I note that this conclusion also appears in Hansard.

I remain grateful for your assistance,

D.W.Clarke



MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Fo om 82432
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D/DAS/64/11
15 May 01
foreh lof et
-
DI ISec Sec 3 oot lofes (Sec L

DAO - ADGE 1

COpy to: 16foc
DIss - foned /

REQUEST FOR INFORMATION - DR D CLARKE

1. T attach a recent letter and list of questions from Dr David Clarke, an academic researcher into
'UFQO' matters. He has corresponded with DAS since the autumn of 2000 and has now approached
us with thirteen individual questions to which he is seeking answers. This latest letter indicates that
this may be his last request.

2. 1have marked against each question the likely area of responsibility for the material. I should be
grateful if you would look through the list giving me an early indication of when and whether you
consider you might be able to provide answers. You might find it helpful to consult MOD Web
regarding Open Government in view of the fact that, given the likely volume of work and nature of
some of the information requested, it may not be possible to give Dr Clarke full replies. I would be
very happy to discuss those issues if that would be helpful.




Dr David Clarke

Ministry of Defence

Room 8243 Main Building

Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB - 8 May 2001

Your ref. D/DAS(Sec)64/3/11

With reference to matters discussed in your letter of 22 March I enclose a list of
questions relating to MoD policy on the subject of aerial phenomena/UFQs.

I appreciated your offer to answer questions as far as you were able given your limited
staff and resources. The list contains 13 questions that I have carefully assembled at the
completion of more than two years research at the Public Record Office as my project
draws to a close. All relate to issues that I felt were unresolved or unclear within the
context of the documents relating to this subject currently within the public domain.

I don’t expect that you will be able to fully answer some of the questions, given the fact
that so much documentation appears either not to have survived or is ‘missing’ but I
would appreciate any information you could offer that may be relevant.

Finally, with reference to the file containing papers relating to the Rendlesham Forest
incident dating from 1981-83 I note in your letter of 22 March you say this material
would be processed and sent shortly. This file has not arrived so far, but I wish to thank
you in advance for making these papers available.

Yours sincerel




Unidentified Flying Objects — questions to Ministrv of Defence/DAS (Sec)

1. Can the MoD list the current posts within the Air Staff and in Operations where staff I
have a direct or subsidiary responsibility for the investigation of UFO reports and/or the , Al
handling of public inquiries relating to the subject. Of the posts identified, can a

percentage of staff time allocated to UFQ-related duties be specified?

2. Does DAS (Sec) maintain figures/statistics relating to the number of enquiries 2~ Pas
received from a) the public and b) the media relating to UFO issues dealt with
On a year by year basis - and if 50 are these available?

3. Can MoD specify the extent of liaison that has taken place with a) the Royal Australian 3~
Air Force and b) United States Air Force with respect to the investigation of UFO reports, DAs
from records that are available.

4. Has the MOD ever called upon the expertise of psychologists (external or service

personnel) in respect of et -

a) individual investigation and -—1>Ro -IM Sec . Ly~ fis

b) analysis or advice on any aspect of UFO issues; if so is this material available for - :D
research purposes”?

5. HQ Fighter Command Air Staff Instruction F/1 dating from 1960, Public Record

Office (DEFE 31/118), instructs Operations staff that UFO reports received from service

sources and radar stations should be reported to Air Intelligence 5b (circa 1959-64) at Air 3.
Ministry DDI (Tech). Reports received from the public should be directed to department W ID' %
36 (the forerunner of AS (Sec) 2a. Could the MOD confirm that the reporting division <
between Air Intelligence (as the destination for service and radar reports) and DAS(Sec)

for reports received from the general public, continues to exist today.

6. Can the MoD outline the precise role of RAF Rudloe Manor, Wiltshire, in reporting, - Das
collection and investigation of UFO reports from service sources prior to 1992. -2

7. Does the MOD maintain a paper or electronic record of radar tracks or reports of
radar tracks recorded within the UK Air Defence Region that have remained unidentified
following investigation? If that is the case, for how long are records preserved, what is 1~ J A9

their security classification and after what period of time will records be available at the
PRO?

8. In 1996 in the House of Commons, Defence Minister Nicholas Soames
stated that RAF aircraft were scrambled on two occasions "in the past
five years" to intercept unidentified targets detected by UK Air Defence 2-Dho
Radar. Could MOD specify: _
a) details of incidents recorded between 1990-2000 when aircraft
were scrambled to intercept targets that have remained ‘unidentified’ following MoD
investigation.



b) the role of RAF Fylingdales in the investigation of UFO reports (for example, what
category of report would be checked with this facility).

9. Does MOD have records of unidentified flying object/s tracked by the CRC station Do
RAF Neatishead or satellite radar stations - :
a) onthe evening of 13/14 August, 1956 resulting in an attempted interception by

Venom aircraft from RAF Waterbeach.
b) on an evening between September and November 1980, during

which aircraft involved in a night-flying exercise were diverted to intercept an

unknown target?
¢} during the period 26-30 December 1980.

10. What are the current standing instructions to RAF stations/y (¢ ~P ke
radar facilities with regards to the reporting and action taken
to investigate a) reports of b) radar trackings of unidentified
flying objects. Are copies of current instructions available
for public inspection?

11. Can the MoD confirm: - DA Sec

a) the existence and current location of reports describing aerial phenomena originating
from RAF and other service sources sent to Al 5b at DDI Tech, Air Ministry, dating from _
1950-67.

b) Whether the Department of Scientific and Technical Intelligence

(DSTI) maintains records or files relating to investigation/consultation

with Air Staff on the subject of aerial phenomena/UFOs.

¢) Have DSTI undertaken at any time a search of their records for UFO-related files,
reports or analysis from the period dating from 1950-80? If no search has taken place

how is it possible to claim that files before 1961 have not been retained?

12. Documents released by the Metropolitan Police under the Code of - Q. ~Tho
Practice in 2001 indicate that the MoD acted in an advisory capacity to a Police
Special Branch investigation of an unidentified helicopter reported over Derbyshire

-~ between September 1973-January 1974. Does an MoD file exist relating to these

incidents and if so what does this contain and what conclusions were reached?

13. What is the current definition of the term "of no defence 13- Dho
significance” used by the MoD in the context of UFOs reported in the UK Air Defence
Region. What is the precise methodology employed to determine whether a report can be
categorised as of “no defence significance.”

D.W.Clarke
8 May 2001
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Loose Minute
D INFO(EXP)R/3/7/8
11 May 2001 i
DAS4a(SEC)
ENQUIRY FROM DR DAVID CLARKE AND DSI/JTiC REPORT NO 7
Reference: our recent email exchanges 9 & 10 May 2001 respectively
1. As per our recent exchanges of email | forward copies of:
a. Dr Clarke’s recent letter to this office, dated 8 May 2001
b. A sanitised copy of DSI/JJTIC Report No 7 “Unidentified Flying Objects”

2. | again confirm that no action will be taken in respect of Dr Clarke's letter
pending the outcome of your parliamantary deliberations, But you should note
that as Dr Clarke specifically asks about the Air Historica! Branch holdings in two
of his three questions | propose to pass the letter to AHBE >+ Pontley Priory. As to
the third question, | believe AHB will be able to provide an authorised line,

3. So far as the report is concerned, arrangements are in hand te effect transfer to
the Public Record Office. Administrative arrangements, though, can take some
time. | would therefore no expect public access for at least 2/3 months. Once the
sanitised version has been released there wili no doubt be pressure to release the
deleted text. | plan to write to the relevant overseas authority next week. But my
experience leads me to believe that any response is likely to take many months if
not years!

Lh

11 WA RS



Dr David Clarke

8 May 2001 ce DM (¢ @ec)

Your ref: D INFO(EXP)R/3/7/8

Dear [

Thank you for your letter of 4 April in answer to my questions concerning records
relating to the Neatishead GCI station for 1956 and files created by DDI (Tech) post
1945.

I note that your statement “if, as a result of your own research, you have failed to identify
surviving papers in the PRO...it must be concluded that, regretably; these records have
not survived the passage of time.” This does not, however, conclusively establish that
such records do not exist, only that they are not available at the PRO!

I do of course understand that the Air Historical Branch of the MoD is not a public
archive, but I wish to ask the following specific questions which might help to establish
the fate of certain files:

1. Air 29/2481 HQ Southern Sector (Public Record Office) contains Form 540 ORBs for
RAF Neatishead GCI station dating from 1955-July 1956, AIR 28/3582 contains the
Form 540s for Neatishead from September/October 1956 onwards. The single Form
540 missing from this sequence is that for August, 1956. This appears to be a
significant anomaly in the surviving records, particularly as.it can be established that
the base was operating as normal during this particular month. For what reason would
a Form 540 not be deposited with the PRO, given that such ORBs are the very basic
monthly record of events at service establishments? Are you able to account for the
absence of this record and suggest where it may reside today?

2. With reference to the survival of records created by Air Ministry DDI Tech. 1
understand that a number of records created by DDI Tech in respect of aerial
phenomena are filed under the minute reference Air Ministry $290 series. In

- particular I am seeking a file created by DDI Tech as a briefing to a Parliamentary
Question, and dated 29 April 1955 (DDI Tech minute reference $290/32) which lists
and describes “some eighty reported incidents up to the end of 1954.” As a briefing
for a PQ on 4 May 1955 this file should have been preserved and yet is not available
at the PRO. Do any briefings or minutes created by DDI Tech or AI 5b from the
series S290 survive in the records of the Air Historical Branch?



3. Do the Air Historical Branch archives contain records relating to an incident/s which
occurred in January, 1947 and are referred to as “Operation Charlie” in the ORBs of
Trimley Heath GCI station (AIR 29/1597). This operation involved the tracking of an
unidentified aircraft on radar over the North Sea by a number of Chain Home stations
on the East Coast. Does the Branch files contain any references or records relating to
these events?

I apologise in advance for asking further detailed questions and I do appreciate the
assistance you have provided in the past.

I’'m enclosing an SAE and would appreciate any help you can offer in my attempts to
trace the records referred to in this letter.

Yours Sincerel






The National Archives
UFO report
Copy of the DSI/JTIC report ‘Unidentified Flying Objects’, completed in June 1951 for MoD, released to Dr David Clarke in 2001 following a request under the Code of Practice for Access to Government Information.


'UNIDENTIFIED FLYING. OBJECTS : - |
Report by the “ Flying Saucer ” Working _P,ariy ..

Introduction: Historical

1. Unidentified flying objects were first reported after the wat from Sweden
in the summer of 1946, and for-sofife months there was -a-considerable niimber of
alleged sightings, mostly in Sweden, but a few also in Norway, Finland and
Germany. The descriptions' given were usuaily of some sort of wingless missile
travelling at very high speed, cigar-shaped.or circular, sometimes emitting bright
lights, and occasionally sound: The reporis attracted considerable ‘atteéntion in the
press, where the objects became known .ag “ ghost rockets ” or ““spook bombs.”
The regorts died away after the summer of 1946, and very few have appeared since
the end of that year.. -~~~ oo T R B

2. Thefirst.report of a “ flying saucer " came from-the United States in June
1947; the name arose because the. observer .(Mr.. K. Arnold, of Boise, Idaho)
described what he had seen as a “ saucer-like disc.” The report received much
publicity, and was quickly followed by a great many more.- Since then reports of
sightings have been made at intervals in large nufribers, mostly from the United
States, but some from other parts of tlié world; in¢luding. Great Britain, where there
was a notable outbreak during the summer and” autumn of "1950. " The objécts
reported have become popularly known by the géneric title “ flying saucers’™ bt
the descriptions.given have. included. not only.flying disc-like abjects of. the original
“saucer ” type, but also wingless torpedo or cigar-shaped. bodies, spherical or
balloon-shaped objects, and luminous phenomena of various types. :

3. The reported observations have been almost exclusively visual; reports of
any associated sound have been rare. In no;case-has any. tangible, material, or
objective evidence, been submitted. It is therefore extremely difficult, if, not. impos-
sibie, to arrive at anything like scientific proof of the nature of the phenomena.

Review of previous evidence AR TP L I

-~ /4. - A systematic and:extensive. investigation of all the reported incidents in

the’ United States was carried out between 1948 -and 1950 by-the U.S.AF., in coti-

junction with the Rand Corporation, Dr.: Hynek; a well-known astronomer ‘from _

_Ohig State University, and other: specialist consultants. - o ]
... Wwe have been.enabled tostudy -two-repotts (Project *“ Sign " and

Project_* Grudge "} covering the investigation-of incidetits up to’ the begifinifig”of
. - s |

Pelerion) § RETAINGD UNLDER R :
i ggﬁ?:@?‘% 3{*“3} g ’

5. On the Scandinavian sightings in 1946, Project “ Grudge ” teports “as
follows:__ e ;‘,,—:""_‘ !.‘j-'.:‘..': T ,T . ';_.:‘ . . ‘ "
: ““ The Swedish Defence Staff ¢ondticted a' comprehensive study of the' garly
incidents. Several thousand reports were thoroughly investigated and plotted,
. Wwith resultant conclusions. that all evidence obtained: of sightings was éxplicable
in terms of astronomical phenomena.”- EL e e L
6. Dealing with reports: ffoni "the’ United ‘States;: Project ** Grudge * quotes
the opinion of the Rand Corporation’ after an examination of 172 incidents: *“to
date, we have ‘found nething -which .would  seriously controvert simple” rational
explanations of the various: phenomena in-terms of balloons; conventibnal ‘aircraft,
planets, meteors, bits of paper, optical illusions; practical jokers, psychopathological
- reports, and the like.” T T L R s BT
. Dr. Hynek investigated 228 incidents and ‘concludéd ihaf approximately 33 per -
cent. were astroriomical with varyiiig degreées of probability: 37 per cent. were not
astronomical but suggestive of other ‘explanations, such as birds, rockets, balloons,
ordinary aircraft, &c.; the remaining’ 30 per cent. either Tacked sufficiént evidénce
of the evidence offered suggested 10 explanation, though.some of these might con-

i

ceivably be astrdno‘mical;‘-“ SR
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the oplmon is expressed that all these\mmdents can aIso be T 1onally explamed

';7 “Allthe. nore spectacular mcrdents [
m {the ‘British- press and pubhcat;ons hav"
may be quoted. " Fn : ; , :

.Thé ncident at Fort Knox Kentucky, inJ anuary 1948 whrch caused the death
of ‘Lieutenant Mantell, U.S.A. F 18 fully analysed .and-all the evidencé collated in

fully explamed TWO exa ples‘

~Lieutenant. Mantell ‘met his_death while pursumg the planet Venus, whrch was of
“nnusual brightnéss:on the. mght in_question. . :

nvestlgatlng team, that the even -more sensational report of the dtscoverv of a.

: admltted by its author to have been a complete fabrlcatlon

“‘markéd’ tendency towards peaks in the few weeks 1mmed1ately following an incident

srghtlngs may be psychologlcal in origin..”

-7.‘ urudenttﬁed ﬂymg .objects may. be’ categorical as’either— ;"=: ‘-

3(1) mrsmterpretatron of various con,ventlonal ob]ects (eg arrcraft-' balloons
- meteors or‘meteorites, stars, ﬁreballs)"
4 f(2) a form of ‘mass: hystena or .- _
(3) delrherate hoaxes -

explanatlon

1eports of v1sual observatrons

‘ofiwhrch much has,been made rccently .
. the-“ Grudge ” report.’ The conclusion is reached that without any doubt whatever

_erashed ¢ ﬂymg saucer,”. full 'of ‘the ‘remains of - very smal} berngs was ultlmately"_';_ -

3 8. The Grudge report mcludes At frequency dlstrlbutlon curve of. the:' ‘
reports of incidents recéived between Mdy 1947 and December 1948. This shows a -

- which ‘received ‘ wide: publicity, and is of. mterest m 1ndlcat1ng the extent to whtch o

9. The final wonclusron reached by the Amencans is'; that all reports:}of

‘ 10 Dunng the summer and autumn of 1950 the Brltlsh press gave consrderable[y- .

: pubhcrty to reports-of-alleged sightings:of laminous bodies-travélling. at high speed, = "~
. usnally after dark;. but. occasionally: iri daylight, "The Air Ministry: also receivedia .

- .:number of letters from members. of the public: w1th similar: reports.: :{One of these;” ;"
' “from" a’locomotive'ifireman .at : Derby, iwho was: clearly “a_careful and accurate

. ‘observer,. gave .an: excellent descrlptron ofiwhat was. undoubtedly -a-‘meteorite, We -

have 'not: attempted any ‘systematic’ 1nvest1gatlon of &Il the ‘évidence: presented, but .

" “can find -no. reason for- supposing :that any. of -the ‘phenomena ‘reported cannot be . -

_ sumlarly explamed in certain cases, when observations: were reported at'approxi- -

7 mately ‘the same’ tlme from wrdeiy separated locallties, thrs was; undoubtedly the ™ .

BN Three 1ncrdents ‘were reported otﬁcrally by experrenced oﬂicers from
R A F. Stations,;, These, have been mvestlgated in.as. much detarl as: is possrb]e with

Summing up thelr oWn conclusmns and those of therr consultants the' uthors - SRR
of the “ Grudge » yeport finally concluded that, .of, the 228 mcrdents consrdered ot
! thirty must be dlsregarded for lack of. workable e\udence, wh;le 164 can be satis- .
factorlly éxplained.  For the' balance of thsrty four,. contarmng some evrdence there" EER
'i8" no’ apparent ready explapation; if the evideiice” is accepted as_accuraté and
rehable When psychological and physrologmal factors are taken: info consrderatnon T

We have been informed, in “conversation wrth a member of the Umted States o

. 5:5°12, - On 1st June; 1950 the p1lot of a Meteor reported on' landmg at Tangmere Ci
that at' 1430, while ﬂyrng at- 20,000 feet on dn: easterly ‘course ‘over the. Portsmouth "~

o " area, he had sighted an object travelling at. very high'speed. on‘a reciprocal: cotirse, -

S 000——2 000 feet above him and roughly 1,200 yards to-starboard:
: ob]ect as circular, and of bright. metalltc app_earan

-~ *jt for‘about:15°setonds, during’ whlch"_speriodf ‘looked
havmg o dlfﬁculty in’picking up the’ object ‘aAgain
41 Tangniere made! enquities’ of the ‘rada statlon at: Wartllhg‘, afid’ wéi
% that; at“aboiit the sarhe’time'as" the  pilof’s rep ontrc
I rada f.‘operators ‘Had: observed an ual:resp
to ‘be-due"to’'d target movmg ’ ) Knofs
reoedmg from the ‘station: The: 'ontrol i stated ‘the ‘ 1oo
. 'very thick; leaving: moré! ‘afterglow than 4’ usualiresponse ‘behind: Thi
3 observmg on a separate dlsplay, sald' that it 'was

‘He described the = ..
He- C?Uld not give any-real
estlmate of'its speed but ‘thgught'it. might’be 31?,0115- 00 knats,. Ho had dbeuried

perator, -
« hm short and weaker than..', U



i e U
aircraft,”’ and that a series of ** shadows ” appeared in the space between successive
“TIOvAK thie receding, course of the radar target coud have tallied with the course. of
“thié object reported by, the Meteor pilot, all thé: people conicerned were interviewed

ke PN

by b member of Reselirch Branch, TFighter Cominand, from whgse report {he above

, data have beer taken. It was established that ‘there, was ..i.ri:fact.,a,'gis.crépa'ncy..of

I -ten minutes between: the times’ of the two reports, Whith: were: estimated ;as
o _ individually accurate t6-+° 1 'minute.”~ Tt-muost therefore be concluded that there was -

no.connection between the unusual P.P.1. response.a d,the pilot’s visual observation.

|
5 . We believe. that: the, radar response ‘can,be, very, simplyexplained.as . due;to
Lo interference from another transmitter, a phenomenon which: has -been. frequently
oL abserved, and which is:described. in; detail.in Appendix A. = 1t is; impossible to-be
SR entirely. definite about the pilot’s report. Assuming that. he was not, merely the
! . victim of an optical illusion, the most probable explanation,; which is, borne out: by
N his description of the object.as. * circular,” implying :a_sphetical body,is. that he
i saw a meteorological balloon and greatly over-estimated its speed.. \We.can find: no
reason whatever for adopting any less simple hypothesis. ...t BRSO

13.. The remaining two -incidents were reported froth the: Royal 'Aircraft
, Establishment,. Farnborough,  and the officers concerned: were - interviewed by
' members of this Working Party.  ©+ " i AL e
; O - -+ F{Lt. Hubbard, an experienced pilot; said that at; 1127, on 14th August, 1950,
he and two other officers.on the airfield heard a subdued..humming, noise;. like; a
model Diesel motor, which caused them to search the sky joverhead. The weather
was fine and visibility. good. The other two officers saw. npthi_ng;-)buteﬁl Lt,-Hubbard,
who alone was wearing sun-glasses, states that he saw;,‘a:l‘.l_r;lqst;:.dire;ctlye,_gvcrhead
at first sighting, an object which he describes as a flat disc, light pearl grey in colour,
" about 50 feet in diameter: at an. estimated height. of 5,000 feet.’ “He stated-that he
kept it under observation for 30 seconds, duﬁng.whic’:h";ibridd"-'it--*‘tr'aVélléd;i“"éi" a
speed estimated at 800-1,000 m.p.h., on a heading of 100%, executing.a series of

S-turns, oscillating so that light reflection came from different segments as it moved.
We have no reason to doubt that F/Lt. Hubbard honestly.-described. his own
jmpression of what he. saw, but we find it impossible:ta.believe:;that :a most
unconventional aircraft, of exceptional - speed, could have travelled at no great
altitude, in the middle of a fine summer morning, over a populous and air-minded
district . like Farnborough, without 'attracting “the attefitionvof ‘more ' than * one
. _observer. We conclude, either that F/Lt. Hubbard. was. the victim of an:opiical
o ‘illusion, or that he observed. some quite normal type. of aircraft-and -deceived: him-

self about its shape.and speed. LT D e aniia JHaua

R iy TP A RS AR TR e 2 8T S

O 14, F/Lt. Hubbard was also concerned in the other, incident,, when, at 1609
o on 5th September, 1950, he was standing on the watch-tower with five other officers,
looking south in anticipation of the display by the Hawker 1081, - The sky was
about 3/8 obscured, with a stratg-cumulgus cloud base at 4,000 feet,, At about the-
- _ ‘samé moment they all’saw, at an estimated range of 10-15, miles; an object which .
7 ‘they described ‘as_being.a flat disc, light peatl grey.in colour,, and.* about. the size
of a shiirt button.” They all observed i to: follo'w'a‘,-rectangi‘ﬂaf;_ﬂigh_t. path;, con-
sisting in succession of a “ falling leaf,” horizontal flight. * very fast,” ‘an upward
# falling leaf,” anothet. horizontal stretch; and so on;-finally it:dived to the horizon
gt great speed. The pattern-was’ estimated -to be: executéd:  somewheré over:the -
Guildford-Farnham area. - - ' e L AR D A L R
.. ... F/Lt. Hubbard was. satisfied. that the objects he.saw..on; the two-occasions
wére identical; - the -other ;observers -agreed that: the. secqnd; .object;. fitted .. the
description they had been given of the first.- -0 o ol VR e '

. sort. . We cannot, howeyer regard.the evidence;of identificatjon of :this object, which

as. only. seen at .‘!.Gf)l:1‘?Pgi},rx%n.g§=".'g"'lth:s-lhéfeﬂf:liﬂé?n? asiof ‘any yalue whaever.

> We have,no doubt that,all, these. officers. did mfactseea,ﬂ 1 gqb;ectofsome

Further, -we, 2 ind. it, impossible ;t0" helieve ;tha, an ungonyentional aircraft,
' manceuvring for some time’ over;a.popuiou 'sa;a{;qa,;‘Cbuls.is-hazee;ﬂailsa@;m.@!:t.ras:ft,a;the g
. .-attention. of other Ohseryers . We, concjude that the officers, in-fact saw: some quite

.;.iidtrh;al,ai;-crgf,t;.xpp;ncemmg;atf_-@zi.—tx.cmewztsua!faraqge,;-.and;m@.lze,.1991hx;.lh.e‘ \preyious
" report to believe it ta bgsomething abnormal--an Iniereshing exampleof .one.report
inducing another, ;-We are reinforced:in. this: belief: by.an experience:of .one.of our

- pumber: (Wing Commandet; Formby, R.A E.); which- is; recopnted 4n,Appendix- B
“and illustrates the:¢ase with.which mistaken ddentifications ay; be. made, even;by

ERECR ST B SR
50 P AL Y

. gxperienced ObSEIVers. i -
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unless and until some- material evidence becomes: available: . "

. Metropole Buildings, W.C.2. s

A NOTE ON:AN UNUSUAL RADAR RESPONSE. BY MR. G. E. G. GrAHAM, D

 Conclusions and- Recommendations.. .. .

15. When the only material aifai'lét]ilé isa fmass .of purely subjécfive evidence,

it is impossible to give anything like scientific proof that-the phenomena. obseryed.

are, or atc not, caused .by something entirely novel;: such as an ‘aircralt of extras "

terrestrial origin,'dcveloped by beings- unknown 1o us$ on lines more advanced than

anything ‘we have thought of., “We are, liowever; ‘satisfied - that the- bulk ‘of. the
observations. reported 'dp not need such’an explanation, and can be accounted, for
much: more simply. - There is a véry old!scientific principle, usually attributed to

William of Occam, which states that the most probablé hypottiesis is the. simplest.
necessary to explain the observations. .~ - o
" 'We believe that this. principle’ stiould . be ‘applied - to .the present- case, and-
accordingly conclude that all the observations reported were due to one or .othet

' . of the following causes: —

. (1) Astronomical or meteorological , phenomena of known types.. .
) Mistaken ,identiﬁ.cation'of‘conventhnal_ aircraft, balloons, birds, or other
normal ot natural objects.’ - . ; ' e

(3) Optical illusions -and psychol'gicaiﬂy déihsi@ns. -
(4y Deliberate hoaxes. ~ - "~ s

We consider that no'progress will be made :by ‘attempting fﬁrther investigatioh

- of unco-ordinated and- subjective: evidence; and that positive  results could: only

be. obtained -by:-organising..through(;)ut the. ‘country, or::the. world, continuous
observation of .the:skies by a -co-ordinated network -of visual observers;. equipped
with photographic. apparatus,. and- supplemented by a ‘network ’ of radar -stations

and sound locators.. We should regard this, on-the. evidence so far available, as a

singularly profitless enterprise.. We accordingly: recommend- very_strongly. that no
further -investigation  of ‘Teported mysterious . acrial phenomena .be: undertaken,

it

With reference to the unusual response observed ‘at Wartling on 1st June, 1930,
it is suggested. that the signal _obscrvcd;was_,received--.dirgc_tly from: another radar
transmitter, possibly ship-borne, in -thé Portsmouth-Isle: of: Wight areas.. This will
be termed the s« Western ™ transmitters a0 o o
. -Assuming the modulation pulses of: the +“ Western ” transmitter - to be
isochronous Wwith :those of the Wartling set,~-and that the: pulse of- the; former
was occutring anything .up: o, say, 1-2. milliseconds 1ninus the transmission time

.

- later than that of. the: latter,. the- received signal “would -be: visible on the P.P.L

display. ., Moreover,. unless the . 'Wesiern ” transmitter were very far away it is

.

_probable’thit the received signal would be of large amplitude and would therefore,

as stated in the.report; £ appear very: thick leaving more. afterglow. than:a usual

response behind.” ' ) Co _ ,
-+ ]t is reasonable to suppose that the repetition rates. mentioned-above would not
remain identical for more than @ few seconds.:: A, relatively: small- drift in’ the
repetition rates will produce a considerable ‘change in the. time interval -between

_ the transinitier pulse and the firing instant of the réceiver time base. - This, would

result ina‘large :displacementr_t_;@f “the. received signal: along the -scan, -which would -

be intetpreted -as-a high speed “movement 0f- the:¥ target” in the.radial direction.
1t will be-appreciated that if At 'the instant of first:sighting the repetition rate of the

“Western ™ transmitter - wete ‘above. but. .‘Sl_owl_y;'-.appmaching.i that of -the. Wartling
- 'sét, the* target.” wouldiappear-to close range rapid!y; as the repetition rates became
‘eqjuai‘the:  target »:-would-appear . stationary; ‘and.as the < Western % -Tepetition

yate: fell- below that® of” the -Wartling set, :the S targét - would .appeat- to-.open -

yange rapidlys, 1t may further be noted “that-onérwould” expect: refiections from

‘objects’ (Kills, &c.) relatively close to-the * Western # transmitter to-be of sufficient
‘amplitude to-be ‘displayed ‘also on’ the’ P.P.L; 'which-wéuld give sthe: impression; of -
« shadows ” between successive points. as described in the report.:: ... -

. 'SECRET..—
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| ;. of a “Flying Saucer”

i

Coh At

L AN OBSERVATION OF A *“ ELYING. SAUCER "' BY 'WNG ‘COMMANDER ForMBY, RAF, B

.- While on the rifle range at Tipner, Portsmouth; an‘object having the appearance . =
. was- observed in- the' distance, Visibility was. good, there” - .
. being a cloudless sky and bright sunshine; . The: object’ was, Jocated' and held by
- telescope (x 20 magnification),” and ‘gave appearance of being a circular shining -
- disc’'moving on a regular-flight path. =Tt was 7 o
- for several minutes, and the-altitude of the object changed so that it did not reflect
- the sunlight to the observer’s eye, that it was identified as being a perfectly normal

L4

only:after observation had been kept

airclfaft:: ’
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From:_Directorate Air Staff 4a

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Room 8243, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB
Telephone (Direct dial) 0207218 2140
Switchboard oio iiiiii
éF::]c oard)
Dr David Clarke Your Reference

Our Reference

DDAS/64/3/11
@ Date
11 May 2001

Dear Dr Clarke,

Further to my letter of 22 March I am now pleased to be able to send you copies of documents on
the alleged incident at Rendlesham forest.

The majority of the papers that have been photocopied come from one file, D/Sec{AS)12/2/1 that,
as I have said before, was assembled some time after the alleged event. However, the initial
correspondence appeared incomplete and we have made an effort to identify any other papers that
there might be by looking at other 'UFO' files from the period. That has enabled us to identify a
tew additional internal letters and these are now placed on top of the photocopies of the
documents on the main file. Tam, however, unable to confirm that these papers are the only ones
that have ever existed on Rendlesham Forest. We have attempted to identify all relevant material
but, bearing in mind the resources available to us, we have necessarily narrowed our search to
those files most likely to contain documents from the period.

Five documents have been withheld; three under Exemption 2 of the Code of Practice on Access
to Government Information which relates to "internal opinion advice, recommendation,
consultation and deliberation" and two under Exemption 1 relating to "defence, security and
international relations”. The material withheld under Exemption 2 comprises briefing to Ministers
less than thirty years old and the material withheld under Exemption 1 is classified
documentation. However, details of the outcome of the enquiries made at the time of the alleged
incident that are on file D/Sec(AS)12/2/1, or have been traced subsequently, are included among
the material I am now able to send to you. If you are unhappy with the decision to withhold
documentation and wish to appeal against this decision, you should write in the first instance to
Ministry of Defence, D Info Exp, Room 8338, Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A 2HB.

I hope this is helpful.

“/Cc-a-./ M,



The National Archives
Rendlesham file
MoD release a copy of the Rendlesham File to Dr David Clarke on 11 May 2001.
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DAS4A(SEC) C>]

From: DAS4A(SEC)
Sent: 10 May 2001 15:31
To: Info(Exp)-Records1

Subject: RE: RESTRICTED: DSIAUTIC REPORT NO 7: UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS
Importance; High

I shall probably call you on Monday cencerning possible release of a copy of Rpt No 7 to Lord Hiil-Norton.
I would certainly wish us to wait to send it to anyone else pending a decision on any further
communication with Lord Hill-Norton.

For further info - | am in correspondence with Dr Clarke again. He has asked a great number of
questions. | would be grateful for sight of his letter to you. (Incidentally - DAS wrote to him at one stage
saying there was no trace of Rpt No 7, so when you do supply it {0 him, would you copy us also please.)

-—--0riginal Message---—-

From: Info{Exp)-Records!

Sent: 09 May 2001 14:33

To: DAS4A(SEC)

Cc: Hd of AHB(RAF)

Subject: RESTRICTED: DSI/ITIC REPORT NO 7, UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS

One of my reviewers has recently provided input to DIS following a request from you
{7} relating to a Parliamentary enquiry {not clear whether a PQ or PE) concerning
ufos.

If you have received the DIS reply you will be aware that the JSTI Report NO 7, the
subject of correspondence between this office and Messrs Clarke and%s
recently been discovered (very recently - 26 April). The discovery came about during
the routine rereview of an ex-DIS file - PRO reference DEFE 19/9 - covering the
period 1948-1960. The file originated from the then Chief Scientific Adviser's Office
{TiZARD) and is described as "Scientific Intelligence”.

Although the file is still the subject of rereview we have ascertained that Report No 7
is releasable. We have extracted the Report {Copy No 17} and replaced it with a
photocopy. Arrangements are how being made to transfer the Report - assigned to
DEFE 44, a dedicated Class for JIB technical reports - to the PRO (after some
sensitive data is deleted: references to a relationship with a foreign intelligence
service).

Be aware that transfer arrangements will take some time, probably a couple of
tmonths, rather than weeks.

DEFE 19/9 alsc contains three "ufo” associated papers - two relating to the setting
up of the Working Party and one other attached to the Report - that have not been
removed. But a decision on release of the whole file will be taken after consulting
DIS.

After the advice that | have previously given to Dr Clarke and¥l am
obliged to write to both about the find, and as the Report consists of just three

10/05/01
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pages propose to provide a photocopy to each.

th any case a letter to Dr Clarke, at least, is required as he has just written to me
about records that might be held by the Air Historical Branch. | believe that it would
be inappropriate to advise him of the transfer of his latest enquiry to AHB (and the
probability of a disappointing response to his quastions) and just a short while after

that we have just found the elusive Report No 7!

How would you like me to proceed?

e

Advance warning of my proposed transfer of this enguiry. Papers will follow in due
course.

10/05/01
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The National Archives
News of the World
MoD note on New of the World’s story ‘UFO Lands in Suffolk’ (October 1983); an official notes the story appears to be ‘one fabrication after another.’
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DAS4A(SEC) 77
From: Info(Exp)-Records1 | /
Sent: 09 May 2001 14:33

To: DAS4A{SEC)

Ce: Hd of AHB(RAF)

Subject: RESTRICTED: DSIJTIC REPORT NO 7: UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS

Rebon
A hon

Aolran

One of my reviewers has recently provided input to DIS following a request from you (?) reiatmg
to a Parliamentary enquiry {not clear whether a PQ or PE) concerning ufos.

If you have received the DIS reply you will be aware that the JSTI Report NO 7, the subject of
correspondence between this office and Messrs Clarke and@s recently been
discovered (very recently - 26 April). The discovery came about during the routine rereview of an
ex-DIS file - PRO reference DEFE 19/9 - covering the period 1948-1960. The file originated
from the then Chief Scientific Adviser's Office (TIZARD) and is described as "Scientific
Intelligence”.

Although the file is still the subject of rereview we have ascertained that Report No 7 is
releasable. We have extracted the Report (Copy No 17) and replaced it with a photocopy.
Arrangements are now being made to transfer the Report - assigned to DEFE 44, a dedicated
Class for JIB technical reports - to the PRO (after some sensitive data is deleted: references to a
relationship with a fereign intelligence service).

Be aware that transfer arrangements will take some time, probably a couple of months, rather
than weeks.

DEFE 19/9 also contains three "ufo" associated papers - two relating to the setting up of the
Working Party and one other attached to the Report - that have not been removed. But a
decision on release of the whole file will be taken after consulting DIS.

After the advice that | have previously given to and!! am obliged to write to
both about the find, and as the Report consists of just three pages propose to provide a
photocopy to each.

In any case a letter to Dr Clarke, at least, is required as he has just written to me about records

that might be held by the Air Historical Branch. | believe that it would be inappropriate to advise
him of the transfer of his latest enquiry to AHB (and the probability of a disappointing response
to his questions) and just a short while after that we have just found the elusive Report No 7!

How would you like me to proceed?

c

Advance warning of my proposed transfer of this enquiry. Papers will follow in due course.

Aokl ai o s P akoma mpovi.

- Camn W e o e"f"g.

09/05/01
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DAS 4A (SEC)

Copy to: cucoch ww fue .
HD DI 55
ADI Sect

DISCOVERY OF UFOQ REPORT @

1. As discussed last week, I can confirm that copy number 17 of a report entitled
“Unidentified Flying Objects” (DSI/JITIC Report No 7 dated June 1951) was found
about two weeks ago in the MOD archives during a routine review. As you know, I
first became aware of this on 3 May and informed you the same day. The report was
found in a file containing documents primarily about the establishment of the
Directorate of Scientific Intefligence, rather than UFOs. 1t was for this reason that the
report was not found during the search conducted in January 01 in response to PQ
0351L. :

2. The MOD archive managers have now decided that the report will be released to
the PRO, with minor amendments to paragraph four. It should be available to the
public in the near future.

3. In my view, the discovery does not invalidate the answer given to PQ 0351L, or (if
interpreted narrowly) PQ 1432L. However, I believe that both Min(DP) and Lord
Hill-Norton should be informed of the full circumstances of the discovery of the
report as soon as possible, because

a. it was found before the answer to PQ 1432L was given

b. Lord Hill-Norton will no doubt become aware of the report once it reaches the
PRO

4‘ Please_ contact me ifl fan ha ~f firthar aceictanca

Obtj/' ok dl-—- Ha A ME:I!"G\G‘LJ
ac(ﬂ-oxlup( J—OLL‘C[.C&E‘{ua"LLO‘f .

DI SEC 3

WH 306


The National Archives
Discovery of UFO report
Note from MoD records staff recording discovery of a surviving copy of the DSI/JTIC report on UFOs, produced by the MoD’s ‘Flying Saucer Working Party’ in 1951.


@ DAs4A(SEC)

R A L
From: DI ISEC SEC3
Sent; 08 May 2001 16:17
To: DAS4A(SECQC)
Cc: AD DI 55; 1 DIV-RMP{1DIVPRO)-AQ; DAS4A1(SEC)
Subject: UFQ PQs
Importance: High
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Dr David Clarke

Ministry of Defence

Room 8243 Main Building

Whitehall

London SWI1A 2HB § May 2001

Your ref. D/DAS(Sec)64/3/11

Dear

With reference to matters discussed in your letter of 22 March I enclose a list of
questions relating to MoD policy on the subject of aerial phenomena/UFOs.

I appreciated your offer to answer questions as far as you were able given your limited
staff and resources. The list contains 13 questions that I have carefully assembled at the
completion of more than two years research at the Public Record Office as my project
draws to a close. All relate to issues that I felt were unresolved or unclear within the
context of the documents relating to this subject currently within the public domain.

I don’t expect that you will be able to fully answer some of the questions, given the fact
that so much documentation appears ¢ither not to have survived or is ‘missing’ but I
would appreciate any information you could offer that may be relevant.

Finally, with reference to the file containing papers relating to the Rendlesham Forest
incident dating from 1981-83 I note in your letter of 22 March you say this material
would be processed and sent shortly. This file has not arrived so far, but I wish to thank
you in advance for making these papers available.

g

Yours sincerely,

[fz‘,~ 5w,
fE LT



Unidentified Flying Objects — questions to Ministry of Defence/DAS (Sec)

1. Can the MoD list the current posts within the Air Staff and in Operations where staff
have a direct or subsidiary responsibility for the investigation of UFO reports and/or the
handling of public inquiries relating to the subject. Of the posts identified, can a

percentage of staff time allocated to UFO-related duties be specified?

2. Does DAS (Sec) maintain figures/statistics relating to the number of enquiries
received from a) the public and b) the media relating to UFQ issues dealt with
on a year by year basis - and if so are these available?

3. Can MoD specify the extent of liaison that has taken place with a) the Royal Australian
Air Force and b) United States Air Force with respect to the investigation of UFQ reports,

from records that are available. “Natk b s '
4. Has the MOD ever called upon the expertise of psychologists (external or service DE;IC;
personnel) in respect of —
a) individual investigation and
b) analysis or advice on any aspect of UFO issues; if so is this material available for
research purposes? — leert- L;‘Lt '
“r

5. HQ Fighter Command Air Staff Instruction F/1 dating from 1960, Public Record

Office (DEFE 31/118), instructs Operations staff that UFQ reports received from service

sources and radar stations should be reported to Air Intelligence 5b (circa 1959-64) at Air — DT
Ministry DDI (Tech). Reports received from the public should be directed to department

S6 (the forerunner of AS (Sec) 2a. Could the MOD confirm that the reporting division

between Air Intelligence (as the destination for service and radar reports) and DAS(Sec)

for reports received from the general public, continues to exist today.

6. Can the MoD outline the precise role of RAF Rudloe Manor, Wiltshire, in reporting, /.
collection and investigation of UFO reports from service sources prior to 1992, ‘“’i_e’:
7. Does the MOD maintain a paper or electronic record of radar tracks or reports of

radar tracks recorded within the UK Air Defence Region that have remained unidentified > Po-
following investigation? If that is the case, for how long are records preserved, what is

their security classification and after what period of time will records be available at the L_-)
PRO?

8. In 1996 in the House of Commons, Defence Minister Nicholas Soames Ao Cjbvw_ ceg =g

stated that RAF aircraft were scrambled on two occasions “in the past PP Gmter ,,'l)
five years" to intercept unidentified targets detected by UK Air Defence '
Radar. Could MOD specify: ~ B

a) details of incidents recorded between 1990-2000 when aircraft
were scrambled to intercept targets that have remained ‘unidentified’ following MoD
investigation.



b) the role of RAF Fylingdales in the investigation of UFO reports (for example, what
category of report would be checked with this facility).

9. Does MOD have records of unidentified flying object/s tracked by the CRC station Bho.
RAF Neatishead or satellite radar stations —
a) onthe evening of 13/14 August, 1956 resulting in an attempted interception by

Venom aircraft from RAF Waterbeach.
b) on an evening between September and November 1980, during

which aircraft involved in a night-flying exercise were diverted to intercept an

unknown target?
¢} during the period 26-30 December 1980.

10. What are the current standing instructions to RAF stations/ 1 A
radar facilities with regards to the reporting and action taken
to investigate a) reports of b) radar trackings of unidentified

flying objects. Are copies of current instructions available
for public inspection? ~ remesmmieo toa Code

11. Can the MoD confirm:

a) the existence and current location of reports describing aerial phenomena originating

from RAF and other service sources sent to Al 5b at DDI Tech, Air Ministry, dating from | Breards
1950-67.

b) Whether the Department of Scientific and Technical Intelligence

(DSTI) maintains records or files relating to investigation/consultation - i

with Air Staff on the subject of aerial phenomena/UFOs.

¢) Have DSTI undertaken at any time a search of their records for UFQ-related files, — &

reports or analysis from the period dating from 1950-807 If no search has taken place

how is it possible to claim that files before 1961 have not been retained?

12. Documents released by the Metropolitan Police under the Code of - usfbhe -

Practice in 2001 indicate that the MoD acted in an advisory capacity to a Police plsee vend
Special Branch investigation of an unidentified helicopter reported over Derbyshire Mol P docs .
between September 1973-January 1974. Does an MoD file exist relating to these

incidents and if so what does this contain and what conclusions were reached?

13. What is the current definition of the term "of no defence

significance” used by the MoD in the context of UFOs reported in the UK Air Defence

Region. What is the precise methodology employed to determine whether a report can be - Dfo -
categorised as of “no defence significance.” B -V

D.W.Clarke
8 May 2001



Dr David Clarke l

Ministry of Defence

Room 8243 Main Building

Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB 8 May 2001

Your ref. D/DAS(Sec)64/3/11

Dear I

With reference to matters discussed in your letter of 22 March I enclose a list of
questions relating to MoD policy on the subject of aerial phenomena/UFOs.

1 appreciated your offer to answer questions as far as you were able given your limited
staff and resources. The list contains 13 questions that I have carefully assembled at the
completion of more than two years research at the Public Record Office as my project
draws to a close. All relate to issues that I felt were unresolved or unclear within the
context of the documents relating to this subject currently within the public domain.

I don’t expect that you will be able to fully answer some of the questions, given the fact
that so much documentation appears either not to have survived or is ‘missing’ but I
would appreciate any information you could offer that may be relevant.

Finally, with reference to the file containing papers relating to the Rendlesham Forest
incident dating from 1981-83 I note in your letter of 22 March you say this material
would be processed and sent shortly. This file has not arrived so far, but T wish to thank
you 1n advance for making these papers available.

Yours sincerely,




Unidentified Flying Objects — guestions to Ministry of Defence/DAS (Sec) @

1. Can the MoD list the current posts within the Air Staff and in Operations where staff
have a direct or subsidiary responsibility for the investigation of UFO reports and/or the
handling of public inquiries relating to the subject. Of the posts identified, can a
percentage of staff time allocated to UFO-related duties be specified?

2. Does DAS (Sec) maintain figures/statistics relating to the number of enquiries
received from a) the public and b) the media relating to UFO issues dealt with
on a year by year basis - and if so are these available?

3. Can MoD specify the extent of hiaison that has taken place with a) the Royal Australian
Air Force and b) United States Air Force with respect to the investigation of UFQ reports,
from records that are available.

4, Has the MOD ever called upon the expertise of psychologists (external or service

personnel) in respect of

a) individual investigation and

b) analysis or advice on any aspect of UFQ issues; if 5o is this material available for
research purposes?

5. HQ Fighter Command Air Staff Instruction F/1 dating from 1960, Public Record
Office (DEFE 31/118), instructs Operations staff that UFO reports recetved from service
sources and radar stations should be reported to Air Intelligence 5b (circa 1959-64) at Air
Ministry DDI (Tech). Reports received from the public should be directed to department
S6 (the forerunner of AS (Sec) 2a. Could the MOD confirm that the reporting division
between Air Intelligence (as the destination for service and radar reports) and DAS(Sec)
for reports received fiom the general public, continues to exist today.

6. Can the MoD outline the precise role of RAF Rudloe Manor, Wiltshire, in reporting,
collection and investigation of UFO reports from service sources prior to 1992.

7. Does the MOD maintain a paper or electronic record of radar tracks or reports of
radar tracks recorded within the UK Air Defence Region that have remained unidentified
following investigation? If that is the case, for how long are records preserved, what is
their security classification and after what period of time will records be available at the
PRO?

8. In 1996 in the House of Commons, Defence Minister Nicholas Soames

stated that RAF aircraft were scrambled on two occasions "in the past

five years" to intercept unidentified targets detected by UK Air Defence

Radar. Could MOD specify:

a) details of incidents recorded between 1990-2000 when aircraft
were scrambled to intercept targets that have remained 'unidentified’ following MoD
investigation.


The National Archives
UFO questions
List of 13 questions on MoD UFO policy submitted by Dr David Clarke in March 2001.


b) the role of RAF Fylingdales in the investigation of UFO reports (for example, what
category of report would be checked with this facility).

9. Does MOD have records of unidentified flying object/s tracked by the CRC station

RAF Neatishead or satellite radar stations

a) onthe evening of 13/14 August, 1956 resulting in an attempted interception by
Venom aircraft from RAF Waterbeach.

b) on an evening between September and November 1980, during
which aircraft involved in a night-flying exercise were diverted to intercept an
unknown target?

¢) during the period 26-30 December 1980.

10. What are the current standing instructions to RAF stations/
radar facilities with regards to the reporting and action taken
to investigate a) reports of b) radar trackings of unidentified
flying objects. Are copies of current instructions available

for public inspection?

11. Can the MoD confirm:

a) the existence and current location of reports describing aerial phenomena originating
from RAF and other service sources sent to Al 5b at DDI Tech, Air Ministry, dating from
1950-67.

b) Whether the Department of Scientific and Technical Intelligence

(DSTI) maintains records or files relating to investigation/consultation

with Air Staff on the subject of aerial phenomena/UFOs.

c) Have DSTI undertaken at any time a search of their records for UFQO-related files,
reports or analysis from the period dating from 1950-807 If no search has taken place
how is it possible to claim that files before 1961 have not been retained?

12. Documents released by the Metropolitan Police under the Code of

Practice in 2001 indicate that the MoD acted in an advisory capacity to a Police
Special Branch investigation of an unidentified helicopter reported over Derbyshire
between September 1973-January 1974. Does an MoD file exist relating to these
incidents and if so what does this contain and what conclusions were reached?

13. What is the current definition of the term "of no defence

significance” used by the MoD in the context of UFOs reported in the UK Air Defence
Region. What is the precise methodology employed to determine whether a report can be
categorised as of “no defence significance.”

D.W.Clarke
8 May 2001
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Dr David Clarke %

; G s
Ministry of Defence E,\ e f_',”?."_*_f?’ AN
Room 8241, Main Building DU
Whitehall
London SWI1A 2HB 29 March 2001

Your reft D/DAS(Sec)64/3/11

Dear [N

Thank you for your letter of 22 March and for your detailed response to my question with
regard to the preservation of ‘UFO’-related files.

Many thanks also for copying the three ‘policy” files which arrived at my address on
March 24, and for the explanation regards the removal of the enclosure. The explanation
for the decision to withhold briefing material from this file and that relating to the
Rendlesham incident is perfectly understandable and I do not wish to appeal against it.

I would, however, most certainly like to take up your offer to copy the ‘original” file
containing the internal minute and correspondence relating to the Rendlesham Forest
incident dating from 1981-83. From your description this file appears to relate to the
period of time that is of direct interest to my study — and specifically the basis upon
which the MoD concluded that the ‘incident’ was of no defence significance. I hope the
material contained within the file may go at least some way towards answering this
controversial question. I look forward to receiving the file and wish to thank you again
for reviewing and copying this material on my behalf.

With regards to my request for a short interview to answer questions on present MoD
policy relating to UFOs, I'm grateful for your offer to answer these as far as you are able
using the information available to your staff. I will now draw up a list of 10 questions that
I hope to send to you within the next two weeks. [ would imagine only a small number of
the questions would relate to specific ‘sightings.” My areas of interest relate more to the
level of co-operation between the MoD and foreign Governments pertaining to this topic,
the role of the ‘specialist’ sources of information utilised by the MoD as part of the
investigation of reports and issues related to the ‘public relations” aspects of your
Secretariat’s role in the MoD structure.

In the meantime, thank you again for your valued assistance,

Yours sincerel



Loose Minute

D/DAS/9/3/2/2

4 April 2001

Acs(C+BS)2C

PAYMENT FOR MOD SUPPLIED MATERIAL

The enclosed Cheque for £20 payable to the MOD Accounting Officer covers the
MOD’s cost in supplying photocopied material to a member of the General Public.
This should be credited to the Directorate of Air Staff UIN F6208A, RAC Code
RCAO051 Receipts for Sundry Supplies & Services (old IAC 1LZ 9003).

Attachments:

Lloyds Cheque No 000174, Account No‘"or £20
Letter from Dr Clarke
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Dr David Clarke

Ministry of Defence

Room 8243

Main Building

Whitehall

London SWIA 2HB 12 March 2001

Your reference: D/DAS(Sec)/64/3/11

Thank you for your letter of 9 March 2001 and for the information relating to the three
UFO policy files.

Once again I am grateful that you have been able to locate and review these files on my
behalf. Accordingly, I am enclosing with this letter a crossed cheque for £20 made out
to ‘MOD Accounting Officer” in advance payment for photocopying and postage as
agreed. If the cost of the work exceeds this amount please let me know.

In the meantime, I look forward to hearing from you with regards to the issues raised
in my letter of 7 February.




Dr David Ciarke

Ministry of Defence
Room 8243

Main Building
Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB 12 March 2001

Your reference: D/DAS(Sec)/64/3/11

Thank you for your letter of 9 March 2001 and for the information relating to the three
UFO policy files.

Once again I am grateful that you have been able to locate and review these files on my
behalf Accordingly, I am enclosing with this letter a crossed cheque for £20 made out
to “‘MOD Accounting Officer’ in advance payment for photocopying and postage as
agreed. If the cost of the work exceeds this amount please let me know.

In the meantime, 1 look forward to hearing from you with regards to the issues raised
in my letter of 7 February.

Yours sincerely,
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From:
MINISTRY OF wereNCE
Room 8243, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB
Telephone {Direct dial) 0207218 2140

{Switchboard) 020 7218 9000
(Fax)

Dr P Clarke Your Reference

Our Reference
DDAS(Sec)64/3/11

22 March 2001

Dear Dr Clarke,

Further to my letter of 9 March and in reply to yours of 7 February, I would like to reassure you
that our policy has not changed with regard to the preservation of documents on the subject of
'UFOs'. Records indicate that many files have been created over the years and then, in due course,
closed and archived. Calling for a number of those files recently we have discovered that some
do not appear to have 'survived the passage of time' but those that have been traced are marked for
permanent preservation and that instruction is being applied now as files are closed in this
Directorate.

You ask about papers on the alleged incident at Rendiesham Forest in 1980/81. There are, in fact,
a number of papers that were generated between 1981 and 1983 and later assembled on one file,
along with correspondence received after 1983 from members of the public. Briefings to
Ministers in respect of PQs asked on the subject since 1983 are placed on another file. 1am
withholding that briefing material in accordance with Exemption 2 of the Code of Practice on
Access to Government Information, which relates to "internal opinion, advice, recommendation,
consultation and deliberation".  If you are unhappy with this decision and wish to appeal against
it, you should write in the first instance to Ministry of Defence, DOMD, Room 619
Northumberiand House, Northumberland Avenue, London WC2N SBP. If, following the internal
review you remain dissatisfied, you can ask your MP to take up the case with the Parliamentary
Commissioner for Administration (the Ombudsman) who can investigate on your behalf The
Ombudsman will not investigate until the internal review process has been completed.

However, on the file containing papers on the alleged incident at Rendlesham Forest, there is an
internal minute that appears to summarise the extent of MOD investigation and draws the
conclusion that has been used in all subsequent briefings. We are content to photocopy the
documents from that file, which consists of somewhere in the region of 70 enclosures. This,
along with some sanitising - for example of individuals’ identities - and review, is likely to take up
to three hours and will therefore be undertaken free of charge under the Code of Practice. I
should perhaps add that a substantial number of the papers on the file are letters from members of
the public and the reply to those letters, The material will be processed and sent to you shortly.

You raise the possibility of a short interview to answer questions on the subject of our policy as it
stands today. As a small section we have only limited resources available to conduct a
comprehensive review of documentation in order to meet your request. Some of the papers



produced in recent years are classified and relate to discussions concerning the handling of
correspondence and administrative arrangements, rather than reports of individual sightings, and
are likely to be withheld under Exemption 2 of the Code of Practice on Access to Government
Information. However, if you were to draw up a list of questions and forward this to us, we
would be happy to provide answers in so far as we are able. The fact remains however that the
Ministry of Defence looks at any correspondence on "UFQ' sightings it receives solely to establish
whether what was seen might have some defence significance; namely is there any evidence that
the UK's airspace might have been compromised by unauthorized air activity. The Ministry does
not question the existence, or otherwise, of extraterrestrial lifeforms, about which it remains open
minded. To date we are, however, unaware of any evidence which proves that these phenomena
exist.

Finally I should like to acknowledge receipt of, and thank you for, your cheque for £20.00 for the
work photocopying the three files listed in my letter of 9 March. This work has been completed
taking only some ten minutes more than originally estimated. The material is now being sent to
you, separate from this letter. You will note the removal of one enclosure (Enclosure 9) and
editing of another (Enclosure 6). This was to remove briefing to a Minister {Enclosure 9) and
record of a Minister's opinion (Enclosure 6), both less than thirty years old. That information is
being withheld in accordance with Exemption 2 of the Code of Practice on Access to Government
Information, which relates to “internal opinion, advice, recommendation, consultation and
deliberation”. I have explained your right of appeal earlier in this letter.

Yours sincerely,
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The National Archives
Man Alive
Copy of MoD file: ‘UFOs: Man Alive programme’ (1971-72), TNA reference AIR 2/19119.


MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB

Tetephone 01-930 7022 ext

Your referanca

Our roforance

- AF/419/54£(Air)

Date

t ﬁ October 1972

Dear Sir

I am writing with reference to your letter of
2 October sbout the television programme on
UFOs filmed at Banbury at the beginning of the
year.

This Department has no knowledge of the person
you mention and I can only suggest that the
staff of the BBC "lMan Alive" programme, who
were responsible for the production of the
film, may be able to assist you.

I am sorry 1 cannot be more helpful.

Yours faithfully

p

MISS G J JAMIESON
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October 2, 1272

The Ministry of Defence
Whitehall
London, S.W.1.

Dear Sirs:

The BBC's recent arnnounce~ent of another imrortant new voe
Patrick Hoore ("Do You Sveak Venusian o } prompts me to write to y
the following maiter.

X by !
ou on

It is generally conceded b all ¥ho have 27y nowledpe of tiese
G-estions that the Ministry's television rrograrme from Banbury Toyn Hall

en the subject of UFds on January 25 last was n~t anly epoch-making for i:
treatment of the subject »ut that tre star-verformer of t-e evening was a
gentleman whe, if ny memory is not at fault, hnlds a gavern-ent certificat
of wroficiency in tae more exotic “ra-c¢hes of xenoglossy and Steaks fluen:
Uranian or Plutonian.

In taz eigit months since the profracre wentl out there hae coapt
ted to te a tre-cendrus amou it of interest in this gentleman. T Ergelf have
received no less than nine enguiries as to Wwaeliller »is services wouldé he
available elsewhers as a2 guest-sreaker for clubs and grouns of U0 fans, -

tien

it is clear that his s:ccess at Banhury was n-thing less tha- senza

3]

T have razde several unsuccessfyul atiemnis to l-eate him,and a-
noy writin-s to encuire vhesther you could be 2o gocd an to it e in touen
with hinm or indicate haw fe may be contacied 7

T the same tine T w-uld te most grateful if vcu could tindly
inform me regarding tae ters ~n wole™ e is available. Is he, for exorle
a civil servant, ir which caze Pr3sumanly the fee for Nis services as a
lecturer ve-:l?d cresumakliy Te rarvekle tao e i istr:
alternatively, is 2e rsrhass attached t i
to some medical institutien located in
event the fge nirht -erhars he ~syahle

Zlse, is e freelr evaila™le ¢t~ a- & s-ea's -

eetings, or would some s°rt of chit or exit —erpmit “e recuired hefrrehand
from the Hinistry eor institution coneevred %
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BRITISH BROADCASTING CORPORA‘noN
KENSINGTON HOUSE RICHMOND WAY LONDON W14 0ax
TELEPHONE 01-743 1272 CABLES: BROADCASTS LONDON pgq
TELEGRAMS: BROADCASTS LONDON TELEX TELEX: 2213p

26th January 1972

Anthony Mavis Esgqg.,
Miristry of Defence
“ein Building,

'\. Y‘ltehall

uf 1
\-0"- L)

Lear Tony,

Thank you very much for coning 2leng to Banbury lest

Tuesdsy to telke “art ¢n Fan ilive's debote on U.F.0's,

we were very pleased with the war things went, znd jupdeine
from the interest thet has been reised gmong pecple working
cr the programme, I thinlk that it will pet a lerse zudience wher
1t transuits on rebruary 2nd, and rrovoke a lot of interesting
discussion on thke subject.

Thank ycu once zgain
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Ouir voference:
Your refcrence:
e

28th Junuw.ry, ;4 972,

This is just to thank 1 you very wuich for . oo i
ship of our Uy ¢iscussion on 25th denuany,

(’.‘L Vl.Ll. ;. T ;_
a¢tnrv‘ra“ ITf the discussion itself? Wi rather 4oec-
ths toble- tall: at -

dinner wis certainly ;1v01y: but
manage to nut 4o

setler as lnLOCQStlub 2 Tenture oz
forward 4o Secing it on 2nd Tebruary - on LY nsisnst

It was a srewt plessure %o moct yew and your tonm, and o ves AT RS
rom the OALlC“ for a while.
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o7 4o Dua(idir)
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Joyy to: DoR(AF)
s4(air) (ix Tavis)”
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7 of c{.50) hoas councidered w{sir)'s
rinute reference i dated 12th

24th Jarnuary 1972
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) Jamuary 1972
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nstone on o6 October 1971,
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ENCLOSURE 9 - ADVICE DUS(Air) to US of S (RAF) dated 18 January 1972




From: (R

Royal Air Force

WIM/917/8/P1 Wattisham, Ipswich, Suffolk IP? 7RA

Telephone Needham Market 631, Ext 201

Air Commodore A N Davis DSO DFC BA RAF (Retd)

Ministry of Defence (S84 (Air))

Main Building

Whitehall

London SW 1 W0 January 1972

WD :howed me the letter you wrote him after the *Man
Alive' team visited last week and I should like to thank you very

mch for your cheque for £8 which will duly be paid to oy
Benevolent Fund.

I am sorry that I was unable to meet You during your short stay
here, but as I expect Peter explained to you, I was preparing
for another visit the following morning.

I am glad to hear that your visit seemed to go well; if they need
any more material let us know!

o ity

Thank you again.
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‘OSE MINUTE

AF/419

DUS{Air) /EThrough Head of S4(Air)7
T e e et -

Copy to: DPR(RAF)
BBC2 "MAN ALIVE" PROGRAMME — UFQOs C:]

1, You may wish to know how the TV Programme on UFQs is developing.

2.  The BBC team, Mr Lappin of DPR(RAF) and I met at RAF Watvisham on

4 Januvary and completed what the BBC team hope and expect will be sone
very satisfactory filming. Despite low eloud and rain the Wattisham
kightnings and a USAF Phantom from Bentwaters cooperated splendidly ang
good colour film taken at dusk should show the fire-cones of their Jet
effluxes in re-heat apparently hovering and then movinﬁ sharply away,

as often described in UFO sightings, Film was also taken head—on of long
straight—in approaches using landing lights, which also give an impreg-
Sion of a bright hovering light, as described in some UFQ reports., Both
these effects were Jjust what the BBC producer wanted, following a sug-
gestion I made at our earlier meeting.

Je There followed a longish filmed interview of myself, which will
presumably be edited down to one of a few minutes. In discussion after-
wards the BBC producer and interviewer both gave "unsolicited testi-
monials" to the way in which the MOD were almost invariably most helpful
in any of their production problems, unlike many other Ministries. It
may be of interest that the Home Office was singled out by them as the
most difficult Ministry with which to cooperate - not s¢ much because of
its Ulster responsibilities but mainly attributed to its other rather
delicate responsibilities for police, priséns, remand homes and the like,
On UFOs I found both the producer and interviewer apparently fully in
sympat With the MOD point of view; they have probably had their fill of
the &ufologists, whom they have already interviewed at length.

4, I learned that the 'studio debate' on UFOs, which will complete the
programme, 1s planned to take place in Banbury Town Hall on 25tn January.
It will be filmed and edited and, barring unforeseen contingencies, the
programme will be shown on BBC 2 'Man Alive' at 8.10 pm on 2 February.
The producer had not yet becn informed that I could take part in the
debate, and was glad Yo learn that approval had been given, His present
plans are to have a panel of 4 or 5 answering questions from the floor,
which would cvonsist mainly of the UFO enthusinsts of Banbury whose
numerous "sightings" really originated BBC interest,

2+ The panel will probably consist of IR (cditor of the Fiying
Saucer Review), {(a psychologist), one or two ufologist spokesmen
and myself. , of whom I had not previously heard,has alrea@y
given his 'evidence', which the producer .  found very sensible. It is on
the lines of the need felt by many people for a new mythology and hence
of their willingness to believe that natural things or events may have
mysterious or extra-terrestrial origins, He should therefore be a
friendly witness. '


The National Archives
Man Alive
Pre-transmission briefing by the Head of S4(Air), Anthony Davis DFC DSO, on his appearance in a pre-recorded public debate on UFOs at Banbury town hall, shown as part of BBC 2’s Man Alive series, in February 1972.



The fact that the debate will be taped and edited raiseg the only
estion of policy - para 3 of your minute to DPR of 22 Decenmber refers,
‘n the light of the 'Ulster tribunal' affaip I believe that insistence
on a preview of the edited programme -would be taken as another attempt
at interference by a Government Department and would be resented and
resisted. It might be counter-productive and lead the BRCQ producer, who
now shows every sign of balance, to slant the programme against the MOD,
I think therefore that it might be better to rely on the Judgement of
the producer. . Perhaps you would reconsider this question with DPR(RAF).

7+ US of S(RAF) asked me to inform him of the date the Programme would

be shown. I have not yet done so but will let his PS know unless you
prefer to mention it yourself. '

6 January 1972 | | A I DAVIS
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LOOSE MINUTE DUS(AIRYD4922

DPR(RAF)

copy to:

PS/US of S(RAF)

CPR

Head of §4 (Air)

Mr A N Davis (S4{Air)

BBC2 "MAN ALIVE" PROGRAMME - UFOQs
=2 AN ALIVES PROGRAMME - UFQs

L. Thank you for your minute of 17 December about the proposed BBC 2 pro ramme on _
Unidentified Flying Objects. _ _ 10 addition to
the filmed interview, Mr Davis should participate in a debate in front of a live audience. M Davis
is prepared to take this on on balapce it would be better to do
this and face up the possible difficulties of dealing with a.hostlle_audnem?e of . ... .. rather_ than
the alternative risk of leaving the field to the .. . and giving the impression that we are afraid to
stand up to questions.

- N ——

3. It will be important to establish whether the c%ebate in front of a live audience is to l:3e t?roadcast
"live” or merely recorded for subsequent transmission. In the latter event we ought to insist on
seeing and hearing the recording as well as the filmed int;rview before the programme is broadcast
SO as 1o guard against the possibility of unfavourable editing. Ishould be glad if you would look
into this point and keep me in touch with the progress of events.

22 Dec 71 DUS(AIr)
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B t

BBC-2 "MAN ALIVE * PROCRAMME - UFO's
I refer to my minute of even reference dated 13 Decembeh,

As arranged'on Tuesday 14th December Mr. Davis of. S4(Air)
and a member of my PR3(R:F) had a meeting with the producer of
the programme and discussed details of the BBC's requirements,

In addition to wanting Hr. Davis to appear in a filmed
interview, the producer would also like Mr., Davis to appear
énd participatée in a subsequent debate in front of a live audi-
ance who would'be invited to pose questions.

The producer has been advised that authorit; has been
given for Mr. Davis to appear in a filmed interview, He h:
also been told that authority for Mr. Davis to teke part i
the debate is not however likely to be forthcoming, Ve do
10t know who will be in the audience and feel that Mr. Dav

could well be the target for —and other

Who profess to believe in "little men from outer space".

Unless you have any other thoughts on the matter wa
. propose to tell the BBC that we are only.prepared for Mr.
- Davis to take part in a filmed interview as already agreed,

ey | : e ‘ . -
.‘(Jlé\-s \ , - /Z%
& M1rae.n | (P.M. BROTHERS)
2 | AR 0N ODORE




D/DPR/D7/1/2/

- . - 2
DUS(air)
A et —

Copy tos S4{air)

B3C-2 "MAN ALIVE" PROGRAMME - UFO13
—.'-—_‘-—‘————__—_“

1. Ve have been approached by a producer of the B3C-2 "Man Aliyen PTOZramme
requesting our assistance in a programae which will ddal with unidentifieq
flying objects.

2.  We understand the programc will contain a numbder of intsrvieys with
members of the public who claim to have gighted UfO's, and the prodicer has
asked if we would asree to noninate a Spokesman, also to appear in the
programe, who could explain the departmentts involvement and rrocedures in
dealing with Urp reports., Qur spokesman would be required to explain why
many of the Sightinss are over MOD estab‘iishxaents, if such an explanation
can be given, to explain our method of dealing with Teports, and to discuss
inexplicable cases.

3s Vi have discussed the BBC's request with S3{Air), and it is proposed
that Mr Davis of 34, together with Dr Yalton of the Defence Scientific
intelligence Staff, and a representative from my PR2(RAF) branch should visit
the B5e toaorrow, Tuesday, to discuss the producerts requirements,

4+« Subject to this meoting being satisfactory from oup point of view the
producer would like to film an interview later this week preferably on
Wednesday or Taursday. Mr Davis has indicated his wvillingness to take part
i1 an interview on the lines mentioned above and I would be grateful for your
dsreement to this proposed course of action.

ey -:Ji-!hii'\?fﬂidliiﬁ‘ofﬁ' I-.f:'..'\,;;_'-__ﬁ.-

M ¥ JROTHIRS
AIR COMMODOTE
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\0?\‘ BRITISH BROADCASTING CORPIRATION
o DEC V2 5ON
) KENSINGTON HOUSE RICHMOND WAY LONDON w14

(5
e TEVERPHONE 31-743 1272 CABLES: BAOADCASTS LGNOON PS4
TELEGRAMS: BROADCASTS LONDON TELEX TTLEX: 22182
CF/ jsl 6 December, 1971

Dear Mr. Downes,

Further to our telephane conversation of Friday
gfternoon, following on the large number of sifatings
of UFO's in the Banbury area within the last three
months, we are making a fifty minute documentary film
foxr BBC-2 on the history and interest in this sor: of
phenomena. Having assimilated quite a 1ot orf witnesses,
film evidence (though this is of course, exiremely
difficult to come by) and interviews, we fesl we need
to add to the programme an authoritative opinicn, or
possible explanation, for some of the phenomena.

obviously much of 1t explicable, that we feel it would
be a pgood idea to have someone come in, look at it,
and possibly account for some of the material we have.

There seems to be such a plethora of evidonee,

Perhaps you could call me at the above number on
extension 6305 when You have decided who the bast
person would be to do thig,

Tours S inc@r‘::il.}.,.._ .

T. Downes, Esq.,
R.A.F., P.R.O.,

Room 0332,

Ministry of Defence,
Whitehall, S.W.1,



ROTBTONCE...covnemericassrissonrssserserasseces -

o | ~Copy: DPR(RAF ’
DUS(Air)/E254 | . 54 (Air;(mffﬁ;«

'US of S (RAF)

BBCZ "MAN ALIVE" PROGRAMME = UFOS

I think you will wish to see the attached minute by Mr. Davis
about the television programme on UFOs in which he is taking part.
I think you will agree‘that this is shaping up very weli; You will
note that the studic debate which will complete the programme is
to take vplace on 25 January and that it is intended to show the
~ programme on BBC2 at 8,10p.m. on 2 February, ' o

You will note also what Mr. Davis says in his paragraph 6
about the possibility of a preview of the edited programme, I
have discussed this question with him and DPR(RAF) and we are all
agreed that we should not try to "insist upon such a preview,

In view of the generally helpful attitude of the. producer it seems
unlikely that our position will be prejudiced by unfavourable
editing. We did agree, however, that if after the debate had taken
place [ce1t that anything he had said might be misinterpre
in a way unfavourable to us, he might, if he thoupght fit, approach
the producer informally to see whether anything could be done to
correct the matter.

If you approve, I wlll ask Mr. Davis to proceed as indicated
in his minute subject to the points mentioned above.

-t

.

) . .
© . i ] ﬁ; ;
l

18 January 1972 . DUS(Air)
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The National Archives
MoD file on BBC programme
Copy of MoD file: ‘UFOs: BBC Radio Oxford programme’ (1972-73), TNA reference AIR 2/19117.
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UFO reports are received in the MOD from a variety of sources, mostly
from members of the publie, but also from the police angd Service
Wwller o S fel Yo S4 o AFoR Dty Offetar,
units.ékThe reports are examined in the MOD by experiencegd staff who
have access to all inform tion available to the”2232§;7' They call on
the full scientifiétﬁéofessional resources of the MOD and may call ir
expert advice as necessary from other bodies such as the Royal
Observatory and the Met office.
These reports have remained unexplained because insufficient infor-
mation was given in the report. Although positive identification can
not be made in these cases there was nothing in the reports to sugges
that the inecidents to which they referred were any different in king
from the incidents mentioned in reports which were identified.
No! Certainly not to our knowledge,
MOD interest is limited to the possible defence implications to the
No condhinieos Q_Em'-iﬂ«-,cm"‘fﬂ oo cowntres
UK.‘QOf course, we studgdthe Comiom Report ( made by Colorade
University into the scientifie study of UFOs) with great interest and
found that their conclusions accorded very closely with our own
experience,
I am sorry but I cannot really help here as our detailed records go
back only to 1959. But I can say that a number of Met Balloons were
released in the Antartic regions during the IGY. 57 stations were
involwed, spread round the Antarctic coastline and nearbyg islands.
The balloons were of various shapes and were released daily in blocks

O.B.SM
of ten days from each of the stations. But in the pessinss of

%;é;;iigélcorrelations, which I do not possess’I cannot sayc%ggtzggéé
UFOs reported were in fact balloons,

I am not sure if you mean UFQOs seen from other airecraft or from the
ground? If you are referring to sightings from other aircraft then I

would mention three types of sighting .which ars fairly well known to



[0
J,v"
ot ~10.

T

8.

9..

At

experienced aircrew but not always to their rassangers,
These are:;-
a. The Corona affect of the shaddow of the aircraft op a
cloud 10ﬂer bélow.
bi Lights from inside the aircraft reflecting on the
cabin windows:.
c. TheAbA%lo§¢;g?%£ern lights whick can give quite
dramatic @ffects in norther glatitudes.
The film sequence was consistent with an aircraft emxiting a condens
tion trail or dumping fuel.
I have done what develling I could into RaF and arny records includin
checking the personal file of Metenant-colonel Sir Hur?éce Begﬁhamp
who was commanding the 5th Bn of the Norfolk regiment on the day the
disappeared., Incidently the Bn concerned was the £iret-1/5 Nerfolks
and not the first 1/4 as mentioned in the question., I would like tc

read you an extract from the history of the Norfalk regiment by

_which I think explains the incident but I have been a

to find no trace of any Affidavidl that they disappeared intc what

mlght have been UFOS. .otoo.-l--onaooc--oo-anov-oo-.nc-o.ot-a.-- ,
i n.‘;\c, el Qoo '\_,C-V‘Ff&"j' b e/}"{l’l’"\a Sou £ e fLw Z Lc{, el el Segi~ Fao
MOD interest is 7o defence implications and expenditure

of public funds on investigations for scientific purposes wnich g

<*ﬁrgbeyond our defence interest would not be justified .

1.

No}we have noﬂSpongored any scientific programme and again there wou
be no justification for expending public money in duplicating studie
which had already been carried out elsewhere - for example the
Colorade University report to which I referred. ) )
L. i e Se ccsu—-—f:"éeﬁa;{) Sz WL?
All UFO reportg/rec ived in the MOD are 1nvest1gatedi by approypraate
experts who approach the prob3em with open minds and without pre-
conceived ideas.
& /=€ Ob{n_ of?t—'-c f’f‘a)‘tsﬂc_qfﬂ.l loed 5‘-—%
AN M"ruw% ~ eifp ana 3
54 ngﬁmﬁadgﬁ%aafatin uéﬁuj
Quo b (o D 4‘%@.5&1&:aj; g
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13.

I have seen the reports from Mrs X - many of the¢z;ulpménating

in these very carefully drawn Heiféggphics seen in a.éiﬁﬁa of light
coming from a UFC at, I think, about 3 o' clock one morggﬁggﬁk; wouls
Just comment on their similarity with astronomical symbold in normal

e Fhat o fﬂaiz;dwt
use ~ for example thatAlockg very much lik%L eptune and this one 1ik

the symbol for Jupitor. Perhaps Mrs X was quite subconscietrgnly

Lrartion e
allowing h éLne;a& astronomical int
g eré!‘: T ol s Fos& Y

rest
édg% '

to suggest ipages to h
OAE 2O —'.‘;’“-g

i Tl gy

inner vision, it &
vision. =

e

gaisdh —-.-

: ¢ ——{}'Hq-— o e s ’ -
I 40 not say that we arccept it as a probability. We do accept the
ﬂﬁ““}‘— have @i kfel,"

possibilittho quote Condonkr Weéfeceived no evidenc%Lto suggest tha-

there has been any extra-ferrestial activity sc far.

docided

14, we3d That 18 a Hypothetical question, The policy would be PHesded in

Otc_k—u‘-_-e-ou_.-_ . . ..
the light of facts obtaining at the time of such an wedien,’if it dic
arise. AL /&:4:-@7 N bL( ﬂ'ﬂ'w‘s&sluﬁ% Comnf Gaely
oy §C,£=2<...)J§/;é; /-m. 7‘&.& /lZ/;M\g/‘»‘Z_
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB

Telephone 01-930 7022 ext 7035

—_—
Your referance

Our reference AR/ue4y 72
Dato | (| Apri) 1973

o
| L o E\\c\qu\ |
vear (YNNND =

Thank you for your letter of 17 March and for the copy of the UFO
Register.

With regard to your enquiry about an incident which occurred on

11 January, we receive one report of the incident s few days after
it occurred. s Jyou know, the Ministry of Defence investigates UFO
Treports solely because of their Possible defence implications. Our

However, the description we received was consistent with that of an
aircraft flying with the use of its afterburners which were switched
off as the observer watched it., I am afraid, however, that we

Mr Crowther has perused the UFO Register and has commented that it
tends to confirm that a considerable number of People think they
have seen unusual objects in the sky, but it does not take us much
closer to knowing what they are.

Tours sincerely

MISS G J JAMIESON
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‘ 9th November, 1972,
S

Dear Anthony,

It has been a long time since I received your most kind and welcome letter,
which was in August in fact, for which I thank you and offer my apologies for the
delay in replying., However the delay was tosome extent deliberate as I have been

awaiting further information relating to the alleged Sulva Bay 'incident',

The contents of the letter from a seTf- confessed witness to the gccurence
included such vivid and intriging details and factérs that I felt the nature of
this account warranted some in-depth research. Hénce the relevant file now in
hand is growing fast, although progress seems slow in proportion to the paper
weight (somewhat reminiscent of R.A.F. service!). I have now reached a point
where T must refer to the Ministry of Defence for relevant background information;
knowing of your interest I am seeking your advice and possible assistance before

proceeding in this direction.

In order to verify the actual facts pertaining to thne circumstances
prevailing at the time of the alleged incident, it is necessary for me to have
access 1o the War Diaries and/or 'Digest of Service' describing the involvement
of the 9tn Battalion, Sherwood Foresters at Gallipoli throughout 1915, I am
advised by the Regimental Secretary, Lt.Col. G.F. Gofton-3almond, that these are
held by the M.0.D. and that I should apply to the Historical section for permiss-ion
1o study them. Assuming that I would be permitted to do so a problem arises inx
that I may be unable to visit M.0.D. depending upon 'business hours'. Is it
possible that you can help me at all in this respect? I shall await your advice,

which will be very much apprediated.

On a more personal note, I was sorry to learn of your posting from 347(air)
especially in view of your much appreciated assistance and attitude of co-operation
regarding my enquiries during the past year. However, you will no doubt be already
settled into your new post which I trust in a pleasant one. Perhaps, if the

opportunity arises, we may meet again - I beldééve ii's your round next time!

Kind regards, Yours sincerely,
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A _WIND QF CHANGE

What are Ur0s? Where do they come from? Why do they visit
us? Are they hostile? These are some of the questions now
being asked abhout UF0s,

The old fundamental question "Do UFOs exist?" 4is now seldom

heard, thereby suggesting that at long last the reality of UFOs
is becoming much more widely accepted than hitherto,

Ufological investigations are now more concerned with find-
ing out about what propels these aerial visitants, what enti-
ties operate them, what those entities are really like, why are
they visiting Earth, and why are they usually secretive about
their activities. And so the guesticns go on,

Magazines of various UFO organisations are beginning to
publish more articles of a scientific nature, and newspapers ar.
adopting a more serious approach, the Daily Mail recently seriai-
izing the subject of UFOs in considerable detail, Such develor-
ments, of course, cannot prevent the continued formulation of
unusual or bizarre theories about UFOs, such as the latest one
advocating that, when certain and carefully unspecified human
beings are making love, a telepathic beam is transmitted, which
UFUs use as a homing beam! Suck purile nonsense has bedevilled
ufology for far too long. The appearance recently of many mare
scientifically oriented articles in the UFQ literature is, how-
ever, a most welcome trend and one to be encouraged and develop-
ed as widely as possible, It is a refreshing "iind of Change,"

The Editor.
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PERIPHERAL UFOLOGY: HOW3. (\

SOME THOUGHTS ON THE SO=CALLED YADDLETHORPE METEORITE.
by
J.B, Delair,

On 8th June, 1963, a stone fell with a faint swishing sound
ou?side 7 Cresta Drive, Yaddlethorpe, near Scunthorpe, Lincoln~-
shire (national grid reference SE.8843-761), an event’witnessed
by the tenants, Mr. P, Wood, and by Mr, D, Wood. A sulphurous

smell was noticed by both observers immedi
ediately aft
struck the ground, ¥ er the stone

Although the local press carried short accounts of this
fall, a proper report on the stone did not appear until Sep~
tember, 1971, when R.D. Morton and WeA.S. Sarjeant published the
results of a detailed examination of the stone in The Mercian
Geologist, vol., 4, No, 1, 1971, pp.37-40 (see “Two_gspposed East
Midlands Meteorites: I, The Yaddlethorpe (Lincolnshire) Stone")
The findings of these eminent geologists are most interesting )
and, so far as ufologists are concerned, deserve very special’
consideration, and give rise to all kinds of speculation, This
paper summarizes their conclusions ang suggests possible explan-
ations for this particular cosmic visitor.

Laboratory tests of the Yaddlethorpe stone conducted in the
geological department of Nottingham University, and the subse-
qu?nt sectioning of the specimen, disclosed that, as well as
being free of nickel-iron content (normally common in meteo=-
rites), it consisted largely of graphite, geothite, gehlenite
agd glass, being also devoid of sulphur. Under a loi-power '
microscope the stone showed numerous irregular rounded bodies
a?d graphite plates set in a finer matrix, Its surface was
finely porous and, unusual for a meteorite, extensively cracked
Indeed, so extraordinary was this stone that the geologists nam;d
a?ove felt obliged to note that the lack of magnesium-bearing
?}Eera}s in the stone was noteworthy and "difficult to explain"

ivid, .

Dr. M.H., Hey, of the British MHuseum {Natural History), who
was also consulted during the course of the investigation’cf this
specimen, concluded that it was a small fragment, originally of
graphite-rich cast iron with £lassy inclusions af slag, which had
gndergone a long period of terrestrial weathering, in ;hich the
iron had been totally oxidised (ibid.)., He added that similar
material is not uncommon in glassy blast-furnace slags.

-
Morton and Sarjeant concluded: inally,

"Whilst it is recognised that to assume any meteorite must
heécessarily possess characters in common with previously accepted

-3 .
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meteorites has its inherent dangers as a circular argument,
mineralogical evidence is certainly heavily against the Yaddle-
thorpe stone being a meteorite., The observed circumstances of
its arrival, so exactly correct for a meteorite, remain to be

explained" (op.cit., p.39).

So much for the recorded facts and the results of detailed
studies.

In the Yaddlethorpe stone, therefore, we have an object
which, although falling exactly like a meteorite, seems on
mineralogical investigation to be quite unlike any previously
recorded meteorite and to be composed of matter originally
resenbling graphite-rich cast iron., One authority also thought

it had undergone weathering, which, to his mind, must huve been
terrestrial., Confronted with these facts the enquirer may

readily admwit to bafflement, It is, however, possible to specu-
late along certain lines which, although perhaps not universally
acceptable in orthodox scientific circles, may not be altogethe-
unfamiliar to ufologists, Scme of these are briefly devel.yped
as follows.

The first fact is that this cbject fell from the sky.

Seing essentially of stony compeositicn, the logical inference i.
that it is a meteorite, such as fall quite regularly upon thre
Zarth, otherwise it has to be interpreted as a stone hurled into
the air by some volcanic upheaval many miles distant and which
just happened to descend at Yaddlethorpe, or it was dropped by
some passing aircraft or by a bird which, fcr reasons best know..
to itself, was carrying it while flying over Yaddlethorpe on 8tk
June, 1963,

In our contention this last possibility is so remote,
considering the appreciable size of the stone, as to be unten-
able, while the jettisconing from an airpline explanation is
scarcely less convincing, Witk regard £o the velcanic eruption
hypothesis, it is comparatively simple to calculate how far =
such an eruption would have to be in order for an object thc
size and weight of the Yaddlethorpe stone tc be flung skywards
and still fall in northwestern Lincolnshire. In short, the
erugtion would have to be no further away from Yaddlethorype than
100 miles. There was no volcanic eru.tion that close to Yaddle-
thoppe on the date in question, or even on the preceding day,
or week, or month, or year, or century! Ve are, therefore,
obliged to agree with Morton and Sarjeant that, so far as the
¢ircumstances of its arrival are concerned, the Yaddlethorpe
stone behaved exactly like a meteorite.

But we are inforned that its compositicnal characters were
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disturbingly non-meteorlike, and that some of the evidence
suggested that the stone had been subjected to a long period of
weathering., If, as discussed above, the stone was not dropped
by a bird or from a Passing alrplane, and could not have been
hurled into the sky by volcaniec activity (demonstrably none
oxistent in or near Britain on the relevant date), then the
Yaddlethorpe stone can only have had an extraterrestiral origin
If the apparent weathering discerned by Dr. Hé§r}ea1i;haid occu;
then the process must have taken place on another world pre= ’
sumably long ago in view of the great amount of time it’must

have taken the stone to reach Earth from its as yet unknown
rlace or origin,

Opinion has alsoc been citied that originally the specimen
?as composed of graphite-rich gast iron., If it really was cast
iron then it was produced artifically by some form of intelli-
gence! On another world where Weathering seemingly took place
after the object had been produced and, seemingly, discarded
Its apparent resemblance to furnace slag can only mean that )
even 1f the present object was not deliberately manufactureé
for its own sake, it was at least s by-product of a process
utilized for manufacturing something elge,

Such activities
the perogative of intelligent 1life, e

. The Yaddlethorpe stone, therefcre, may well be a most
important item of evidence for those contending that we are not
alone in the universe, and that some forms of extraterrestrial
life are at least as advanced technologically as ourselves
Most ufclogists have been arguing along such lines from otéer
evidence for years., Outstanding questions now confronting us
are, should the geologists' conclusions be regarded as reliable
(and there is no evidence Suggesting that they are not), and if
ﬁo, is the Yaddlethorpe stone a genuine artifact indicative of
intelligent endeavour on another world? The only really certain
Point is that is is highly unlikely that any of the geologists
concerned fully realized the massive implicaticns of the :on-
clusions they reached,

—_—

MTHAT WAS THE PROGRAMME — THAT WAS™

by
Richard Rosbuck
B.B.C, RQPIO QXFORD

10th August, 1972 - "In the Eye of the Beholder" (repeated 14th

August

17th August, 1972 = "The Delusion and Dilemina" (repeated 21st
Aupust
As producer and editor of the above two brogranmes, I have
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been asked by the Editor of Awareness to write an article on the
broadcasts, The question is what can I say about them now? 1In
any case doesn't the man realise that nine months research for
such productions is quite encugh without having to consider a
post-mortem? But why think in terms of 2 postemortem? There
must be one or two points of interest which might appeal to the
readers, YeSss.s.ss. MNow take that day, 26th October, last year.
There I was firmly embedded in the carpet at B.,B.C. Radioc Oxford
discussing the possibility of a documentary type programme on
UFCs with the Programme Organiser. Just at the very moment I
was saying something like ",.,.... there's plenty of material to
make it interesting," THAT ATV camera crew were excitedly
filming THAT high flying mystery at Enstone, just fifteen miles
northewest of our studios. Only something as unpredictable as
UFOs could 'go commercial! at a time like that! and I swear on
the Radio Times that it was no publicity stunt!

What else ?

No., Forget the whole idea, I'm a radio freelance, not a
magazine writer, I mean, who is likely to be interested in how
it all came about? D¢ you think that anyone would want to know
that my initial interest stemmed from idle curiosity in those
things that people keep seeing in the sky? (Alright, alright =-
and on the ground too). True enough, there appeared to me to be
serious implications in scome of the UFQ reports that have come
to light, once I began to go into the subject more deeprly. That
is what wmade me think that it was about tiuwe that an objsctive
documentary was presented on radio. Fortunately - thanks to the
policy of Local Radio 3readecasting, and more specifically the
open-~-mindedness of Owen Bentley, Radio Oxford's Programme
Organiser = I was able to do something about that., But which
UF0 magazine reader wants to know all that?

Of course, I could mention that the first progranme was more
or less a general summary of the YFO controversy - involving
interviews with witnesses to UFO occurences, the Ministry of
Defence, Professor J. &llen Hynek, and Brinsley Le Poer Trenci,
amonzst others. The second, I would go on to say, consisted in
the main of an interview with Derek Mansell, John Howse and
Fred Passey of the Data Research Divisien, discussing problems
associated with UFO research and appropriate examples of UrQ
incidents. The original idea was for one half-hour programme,
but because of the enormous amount of relevant material
¢ollected the second additional programme was sanctioned.

There must be more that an experienced journalist or critic
could add to that, but I'm in the position of being neither. Sc
that exhausts that idea!
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Perhaps this is a good opportunity, haowever, for me to ®©
comment on thc mggietamce given me, during the preparation for
the programme, by CU./LYACT and the Data Research Division at
Oxford. Although my research was carried out independently
their help and the information they provided was invaluable.
l’erhaps it is dironic that the programmes were not really
designed to satisfy people such as these who are already
dedicated to serious objective study of the phenomenon, but
more as an informative feature for the noneinvolved listener.
In fact "In the eye of the beholder! might have been retitled
'"UFOs for beginners!' As it happens I believe, according to my
*spies,' that the programmes were approved of by Ui'Q0 research-
ers, if only because they attempted not to convince anyone of
any beliefs concerning UFOs, but offered the listeners a
balanced picture and informed views, so that they might draw
their own conclusions from the facts and opinions presented,

I hope we succeeded.

Having done my homework fairly thoroughly, I would agree
with those who feel that the whole UFQ thing has been treated
carelessly by the press and television in the past., Generally
speaking, it seems to have been good for a few sensational and
entertaining items, with little regard for serious speculation.
That is not to say that I « or anyone with common sense = think
that UFOs should be sanctified or be the subject of undue
reverence; that would be a ghastly mistake, Humour is after
all an interpretation of reflected reality., No. It is merely
that, like any cther mystery of creation, the flying saucer is
due its fair share of objective consideration. Hence the
Radio Oxford programmes.

Through the courtesy of your magazine, I would like to
acknowledge the advice and assistance received not only from
CONTACT personnel, but also Mr, Anthony Davis and PR3 at the
Ministry of Defence; The Novosti Press Agency; BUFORA; Anthony
Pace; APRO; Prof. J. Allen Hynek; Dr. Berthold Schwartz; The
Hon. Brinsley Le Poer Trench; and BBC producers David Filkin,
Peter Goodchild and Chris Blount, without whom this article
would have been a whole lot shorter!

"YOU AND ME"™
by
Brinsley Le Foer Trench

Your Editor has invited me to contribute a regular column
to tAwareness,'
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4af:ln this column I am going to put down my thoughts, You,

the readers, may or may not agree with then, I would be happy
to have your views. Let us make this part of the magazine a
kind of forum for the exchange of ideas. In short, let us rut
Contact into action. It takes more than one person to make
contact. Write to me and in succeeding contributions I will

try and bring out your ideas. Please do not expect me to

answer letters, as I am alreudy swamped with mail, I will deal
with your points in my articles, This should be most simulating.

In the 1990s and early 1960s the general view awon; the
Ufologists of those years was that the UrQs came from extra-
terrestrial sources, That is, if not from our own Solar
System, then from somewhere else in our Glaxy. This was the
E,T, Theory.

How, the pendulum has swung the other way round ani the
popular view seeus to be that the UFOs ceme from invisiunle
parallel universes.

Frankly, loocking back in retrospect, we really know very
little., EHowever, I would like to throw out somn2 thouphts for
your ccnsideration.

First of all, though I think that there is a lot to be said
for the Parallel Universe Concept, I do not think that the E.T.
Theory should be entirely discarded. It seems to me that
Ufology is getting in-to a similar pesition tou women's dress
fashions. Mini skirts one year and Maxis the next.

Let us take another loock at this somewhatl discounted L.T.
Theory. The first point that cowmes to our atteation ic that
leading astronomers, both sides of the Atlantic, including Dr.
Harlow Shapley, the doyen of American astronomers; 3ir Bernard-
Lovell, director of the Jodrell Bank Radio Telescope; irofecsoar
Fred Hoyle (Plumian Professor of Astronowy st Cambridge Univer-
sity); and Dr, Carl Sagan of Cornell University, have all post-
ulated that millions of planets in our Galaxy - the Filky vay -
and indeced, in other Calaxies, may viell be inhablited.

Furthermore, our own Fred Hoyle, has hinted that there
aight be a Galactic civilisation and that we should get cur
name into what he terms the ‘'Galactic telephone dirsctory.!

0f ecourse, there must be intellipent 1ife on millions of
planets in our physical universcs You just could not have z
lot of empty mudballs floating around in space, devoid of lifc,
That would be a mockery of Crestion! It wouldn't make any
sense at all.
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Now, we here on Earth have only had our present technole |
for some two hundred years, and we are just an average third-
rate planet. On the basis of the Law of Averages, there must be
planets in the Galaxy far more developed in every field, possibly
thousands of years or even millions, in advance of us, Just
imagine what they could do!l

The great argument that the anti-E.T. Ufologists and scient=-
ists generally, produce against the E.T, Theory are the dist-~
ances involved for the UFOs to come here. They quote the number
of Light Years involved, I agree that the distances are astrono-
mical and awesome! One Light Year is approximately six million
million miles, and when you think that the nearest star system,
outside our own solar system, is Proxima Centauri, 26 million
miles away, then you may get my message.

The anti-E.T. critics stated that it would take an awful lot
of years for UFOs to come from even the nearest star system to
us, and many scientists have added that it was impossible for us
to travel faster than the speed of Lights, that is, about 180,000
miles per second, and so it would be impossible for us to reach
the stars, and presumably for UFOs to come to us. They saild
that the late Albert Einstein had stated that it was a fact that
we couldn't travel faster than the speed of Light and that this
was the final word on the matter!

Well, of course, it now transpires that this is not true,
We are indebted to Ivan T. Sanderson, the well-known biologist,
a member of our Royal Society, a forner member of the British
Naval Intelligence, now resident in the United States :-and author
of two very interesting UFO books, for telling us that Einstein
meant no such thing.

Sanderson was a personal friend of Einstein, and shortly be-
fore the great mants death, had an interview with him. All
Einstein envisated was that when an object was travelling at the
speed of Light it would turn into infinite mass.

Now, Professor John A, Wheeler, Professor of physics at
Princeton University, for better or worse, was co-discoverer of
the Hydrogen Bomb. He has done some in depth research into
Einstein's theories and has come up with the idea that we can
definitely reach the stars one fine day. An article about his
work edited by Adrian Berry was pu:lished in the ?th May, 1971
issue of the Daily Telegraph Colour Magazine. Although this
article was not discussing UFOs but the possibility of us reach-
ing the stars, and Professor Wheeler thinks it is more than -
possible that we will be able to do so, as a result of his con=-
¢lusions, it is my considered opinion that this article should
be standard reading for every ufologist.

_9_
I+ is the most important article that has ever appeared in zrint
"B orning the work of an eminent scientist on space travel.

I have not the space here available to go into all the tech-
nical details in this article. Do try and get hold of a copy if
you can from the Daily Telegraph. Briefly, Professor Wheeler,
as a result of his work considers that it is possible for us to
reach the stars almost instantaneously when we have the know-how,
In short, this trip would not involve all the many years envi s-—
ages by the anti-E.T. group.

The whole trouble is that as so often hapiens most people
lock at a problem based on their present knowledge, and this
quite frankly, is a ridiculous thing to do with Ufelogy. e are
probably dealing with people thousands, possibly millionz, of
years beyond us in every field.

Now, let us take a look at the TFarallel Universe concept.
First of all, I must make it clear that Professor ‘heeler states
that in order to reach the stars we have to go into an area where
Time andi Space do not exist, rather similar to the Hyper s;ace
that the Science Fiction writers have been talking about in their
atories. Wheeler terms it Superspace. When I read the article
about his work it thrilled me, because in my book 'FORGOTIZN
HZRITAGE, ' published in 1365 by Neville Spearman, I had written
about something akin. Wheeler states that the shape of the phy-
sical universe is like a doughnut and that all the stars and
galaxies of the universe are’on the curved surfzce of the dough-
nut. The hole inside Tepresents the mysterious region of Super-
space, in which Time and Space do not exist. All journeys
through it are therefore instantaneous.

In my book I postulated that the physical universe and man-
kind were originally made by some of the 'Sons of Jod,' anl that
this physizal universe in which we have our being was a bastard
one, deriving from four original Cosmic Ones. “rofessor Wheeler
stated that this physical universe was an addition to something
created before, bearing out my own conclusions.

However, what I want to put over in this article is that it
is more than possible that people from other planeis in inis
universe, that is, from various galaxies, may te carable of
visiting us. PFrotf'essor Yheeler hag shown us in the article
edited by Adrian Berry that it is possible for us o visit the
stars. So, the corollary must also be true, that the UFOs can
visit ug! Especially, if they are so much more advanced than us,
which many planets in the universe must cbviously be.

It seems that the answer as to the point of origin of the
UFOs is a mixture of both the E.T. Theory and the Farallel
Universe one., Both may play their part in this Cosmic conundrum,
In my next article, I will give a contrary view backed up with
some startling evidence.
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N"MYSTERIES FROM FORGOTTES LORLDSM 0
. 'by
Charles Berlitz,

(A review by J,B. Delair)

It is always a pleasure to eacounter a book discussing con-
troversial material in an objective, dispassionate manner, and
such a book is MYSTERIES FROM FORGOTTEN V/ORLDS by Charles
Berlitz, Indeed, the author of this splendid book, is to be con-
gratulated not only for sustaining this desirable approach
throughout but also for presenting such a vast array of facts so
lucidly and in such eminently readuable form.

In addition to discussing anew such well-worn topics as the
Great Pyramid of Egypt, lost continents, cyclopean stone-work in
the Pacific and Andean South America, and the evidence of
advanced prehistoric cartography, Mr. Berlitz introduces us to
several less well known, and in some cases only recently dis=
covered, aspects of prehistory, simultanecusly showing them to
be yet other pleces of a gigantic jigsaw puzzle concerned with
the origins of civilization on this planet, He-inforced by a
serious of remarkable and truly excellent photographs, ancient
ruined cities, prehistoric sunken walls, immensely ancient
statues in caves, gold models of mechanical objects (such as an
apparent aercplane dating from pre-Columbian times in Peru) and
a great deal of recently accumulated field evidence are dis-
cussed as pointers to a remotely ancient time when a powerful
worldwide cultursl or civilizing force existed in a world topo-
graphically different from that we ncw inhabit. The enormous
tectonic upheavals responsible for these topographical changes
are also discussed, not only in their relation to Earth strug-
ture but also in connection with their obliteration and scatt-
ering of the remnants of this formsr global culture. In short,
Mr, Berlitz assembles all the above and much other diverse
material and shows how each item constitutes a precious clue to
what, in reality, is a colossal prenistoric riddle. His revol-
utionary answer to what happened to these early civilized peoples
is both compelling and astonishing, and certainly turas on end
Man's accepted view of his ancient past,

Ufologists will find this book of particular interest for
its references and photographs respecting early flying machines,
monuments and effigies of sizes so vast they can only be
appreciated from airbourne craft, and maps and charts that
could only have been created by a people having knowledge of
advanced navigation, mathematics, and, as suspected, powered
airflight.

- ]l -

{'\ iysteries from Forgotten ligrlds is replete with a useful
+oliography, but could have featured some system of crosse
referencing specific facts in the text (which is thankfully
free of typographical errors) with the works listed in the
bibliography. Published by Scuvenir Press at £2.50p. this is
a book every ufologist should read or have in their library.

"UFOS OVER THE SOUTHERN HEMISPHERE"

by

Michael Hervey
(A review by J.B. Delair

Very few books dealing exclusively with ufo sightings in
the southern hemisphere have been published to date, thus it is
both timely and a refreshing change to review one that does so,.
Ufologlsts everywhere should be extremely grateful to Mr. Hervey
for bringing together such an amazing array of ufo cases.re-
corded from Australia, Taswsania, New Zealand, and New Guinea,
Especially important is the fact that ne.rly one half of these
were unpublished until they were featured in Mr. Hervey's
eminently readable book, These are frequently of the highest
interest and, collectively, show that ufos are seen as ccmmonly
in the countries just mentioned as in other regions of the world.
Several of the cases are alsc utterly absorbing.

Although the title of this book is strictly inaccurate,
since no survey is provided for those parts of Africa and South
America that lie south of the equator, the book itself will for
long remain the best and most complete source of informstion for
those wishing to study ufos over Australasia. Apparen:ly free
from typographical errors, and altogether free of theories and
hypotheses, this book is a must for anyone wishing to unravel
the ufo puzzle in its widest sense. Althouzh only obtainable
direct from Hampton Press, Henley, Hew Soutk Wwalds, 2111, it
15 well worth the effort of sending 50p. for a copy.

"NEWS FROM D.aTA RESEARCH"

UFO sighting reports for the first half of 1972 from this
country were notable for their absence, then as the year pro-
gressed it became obvious that many sightings had been made but
for some unknown reason people have been very slow to send in
report details. This is not good enough if we are to check out
reports with the official sources - Ministry of Defence,
Weather and Tracking Stations, local airfields and military
establishments. We must get the information to them within one
month of the date of sighting (at the latest), so please,
wherever possible, report to us straight away,
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Now, a few remarks on the Banbury 'Flap.! This 'Flap' set
the UF0 scene zlight in the midlands in 1971, with hundreds of
reports being received from people in all walks of life for
about 4 months, Nearly every aspect of the U0 phenomena was
reported during this period. UFO forms included saucers, dum-
bells, crosses, bright lights, syiky balls and many other
shapes; also white hairy monsters and other entities were re-
ported. It really seemed that at last we had a large 'flap'! on
the doorstep of Data Research, but it was not to be, the so
called *'flap! became, and still is, a thorn in our sides. Time
after time sightings turned out to be hoaxes, witnesses could
not be traced or were not known at the addresses givoen, and
some of the addresses did not exist, One thing is beconing
clear, this was not a big V£lap' but another case of a few
genuine and very good sightings made and reported, then, owing
to news coverage of various kinds, many people decided to jump
onto the band-waggon and it snowballed from there-on. In one
word "UFOMANIA' « on a large scale,

While all this was going on, the 'in' tray was steadily
filling up and it has since been found that many very gocd,
well witnessed sightings were occuring in many other parts of
this country, and also abroad in places such as Yugoslavia,
Sweden and Norway.

The sorting, checking and evaluating of this vast amount
of infermation is still proceeding, and the final analysis is
expected to appear in a future issue of the "UFD Register."

J.L. Howse

WRECENT UFQ REPORTS"

The following are brief accounts of some of the wmore int-
eresting reports received. It must be pointed out, however
that these have not yet been fully evaluated, so the objects
reported are not necessarily proven UFOs.

JUNE 26th 1972. TIME: 9 AM APPROX. PLACE: FORT BEAUFORT,
REP. OF SQUTH AFRICA.

A glowing red oval-shaped object, seen by several wit-
nesses, including two policemen, in the "hush" near a
reservoir, The object then turned dark green and then whitish
yellow, It had a star-like proturberance at the right of the
oval, something that seemed to grow in size as the white light
it emitted grew in intensity. One witness fired at the
object, and hit the star, After being hit, the object no
longer changed colour and took off. The police also shot at
the object. They sald it was round, black and shiny.
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gﬂ'\-aath 1972. UIMes 3«4 PM, PLACE: SCARBOROUGH, YORKSHIKE.
Witnesses: Mr. Sewell, plus several others. Object was

round or spherical, silvery or transparent in colour. It was

the size of a florin held at arm's length and was stationary

for neaurly an hour; it then moved off very slowly northeastwards.

JULY 1st 1972. TIME: 7.25 AM. PLACE: WELLINGTON, WESTERN CAFE,
REF. OF SOUTH AFRICA,
For five minutes, several witnesses saw an object hovering
over nearby mountains, before it disappeared. It shone with s
whitish flickering light and made no sound.

JULY 5th 1972. TIME: 9.31 FM. PLACE: STOCKTON, TEESIGE.
Witnesses: Mr. G. Poole, plus some others. Objecét was
first seen as a capsule, but then changed to an inverted boom-
erdng shape. Witness then looked at the object through a tele~
scope; it appeared to have little lights or windows down each
arm, The object was silver grey in colour, was soundless and
followed an erratic course. 1Its speed was slow at first, but

afterwards became very fast prior to disappearing.

JULY 20th 1972. TIME: 5 AM APFROX, PLACE: DURBAN, REP. OF
SOUTH AFRICA.

Many witnesses, which included police at the Radio Police
station, saw an object hovering some 200m above the surface of
Durban harbour. The object was changing colour from red to
green. It moved from the Chatsworth area of Wentworth and the
"Bluff," before departing at incredible speed in a northerly
direction., The object wus the same size and shape as a robot
light, aad changed colours at one second intervals.

JULY 22nd 1972, TIME: UKKNO4LN, PLACE: DURBAN, REP. OF SOUTH
AFRICA.
Many witnesses, including four doctors and a former judge,
saw two glowing pink objects, hovering aver Durban harbour.
These lights suddenly went out, as if switched off.

JULY &2nd 1972. TIME: 1 AM APFROX. PLACE: ASHBURTON, RLP. OF
SUUTH AFRICA.

Two motorists reported a giunt dazzling white light on the
Mpushini Bridge. Two policemen checked and saw a strange light
2 kilometres avay, but it disappeared. The motorists drove
their car towards the bridge, and flicked their headlights
thinking the light was another car. They stopped, however, and
put off their headlights, then saw the object was sitting on
the bridge, blocking the entire road., It emitted a blinding
white light - "like a huge neon light." The object then shot
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piralght up into the Sky and vanished. According to the popy's, o SATELLITE  SOURCE NAME DECAYED
ery sc . - - -
vitnesses were very 6008 72-29E USSR PROGNOZ-1 Debris 01 June 72
JULY 27th 1972. TIxE: 10.30 PM. PLACE: CAMPOS, BRAZIL. 6033 72-37F USSR MOLNIYA 2-2 Debris 01
2000 witnesses at a football match saw eight unusual oraﬁfi 6037 72-39A us OPS 6371 Payload 04
coloured, silent objects in the sky. They were at a greatfall_- 6040 72~36D - USSR COSMOS 490 Debrlg 06
tude, but it could easily be seen that seven of them were fo 6030 72-370 USSR MOLNIYA 2-2 Debris 06
owing a kind of “mother" craft., The radio announcers at tE? 0646 61=0MI-190 US TRANSIT 4A Debr%s 07
match started to describe the objects, and everyone, including 5718 71-74J USSR COSMOS 436 Debris o7
the players, watched them. 6035 72-38A USSR COSMOS 491 Payload 08
6028 72-37B USSR MOLYNIYA 2-2 Rocket 08
AUGUST 3rd 1972, TIME: UNNOTED. PLACE: AUCKLAND, NuW ZEALAND, 6029 72-37C USSR MOLNIYA 2-2 Platform 09
A bus driver almost braked his bus to a screeching hait 0; . 6046 72-38D USSR coSMOS 491 Debris 09
the harbour bridge, when he saw a mysterious white light "explode 5250 71-50E USSR COSMOS 425 Debr}s 09
tnto a glow like 30 million candies.” |" 558 ;b  iaen SoMoS 4ol Debriz o
The object resembled & white cigar-shaped light and wus 6047 72-38E USSR COSMOS :91 Debris 11
hovering over the city, As the witness reached the top of the 5777 71-74L USSR COSMOS 436 Debris 11
brid the light burst into a powerful glow, lighting up all the : 5396 T1-67F uS SES Bavl 11
Thage, bridge toll-collector also saw the object. ! P 70-2 Pay O?d
¢louds around it. The bridg ; 3360 65-8sLX Us TITAN 3C-4 Debris 11
T GAURSLOL § 5939 72-28B USSR COSMOS 485 Rocket 16
AUGUST JOth 1972. IIKE: 5.30 AM APFPROX. PLACE: i;gﬁiéégi. | 6050 72~40B USSR COSMOS 492 Rocket 18
e . . a diff- ; 3863 69~29N USSR "METEQR' Debris 18
Wi?nessesstse;:rit Pg%;ziwgiilzz;iiarTZE zbgz;; ?:ige star. ; 6049 72-40A USSR COSMOS 492 Payload 22
use brlgﬁt.w?l i r gl ;eurs and was stationary., The witness | 6056 72-43C USSR COSMOS 493 Debr}s 23
It‘was v1slp et zas i;rge and its height considerable. {NB, 4 6055 72-40C USSR COSMOS 492 Debr}s 24
sald the objec beon a atar. bt regember, witnesses were rolicc : 5022 70-89Y USSR COSMOS 374 Debris 24
This could have ol co;ld differentiate between stars and 6054 72~42B USSR COSMOS 493 Rocket 25
Officers, and presumably : 2052 65-82JN us TITAN 3C-4 Debris 26
objects). J 6064 72-40k USSR CO3MOS 492 Debris 27
. E: ED. PLACE: LIVERPOOL, LANCASHIRE, | 6057 72-40D USSR COSMOS 492 Debris 27
AUGuzzvif:? igzgéssiihgéwU:Ngi:ber of objects rise vertically, ‘ 6062 72-4;5 g:gg Cogﬁos 495 Rocket 39 Jul
eversa 4 give off a brilliant fluorescent light. They | 6066 72-4 COSMOS 496 Payload 2 July 72
grow in size d?l' kering lights. Sometimes three or four objects | €067 72~-45B USSR COSMOS 496 Rocket oz
were like redtheic on other occasions only one., The lights have ; 6053 72-424A USSR COSMOS 493 Payload Q3
appeared toge " week by quite a few witnesses. ; 6007 72-33B USSR COSMOS 487 Rocket 03
been seen for one week by q ; 6041 65-82UC us TITAN 3C~4 Debris 04
. ) . NOTTS. 6074 72~46E USSR PROGNOZ~-Z Debris 04
ATGUST A8th Lo/e. 1§§:E‘d§;§5ti§'rogﬁfgfheiozTéfzszﬁg object in 6083 72-45C USSR COSMOS 496 Debris 04
Witness T:i ;is eyi- It looked like polished aluminium, a d 5780 71=-74P USSR COSMOS 436 Debris 05
the sky, caug d, with one part chopped of; it was flying silen- 6060 V2~444A USSR COSMOS 495 Payléad 06
was ba}l-shape go ed off part at the rear. At first, it moved 6088 72-44C USSR COSMOS 495 De?rls 06
tly? with the Cd Pis extremely low, much lower than aircraft. _ 4702 70~-35BQ us NIMBUS 4 Debris 07
horizontally ag t: o straight up when it seemed to be diamond- 6089 72-44D USSR COSMOS 495 Debr?s o8
It then St?rte ‘ tunately carried on walking and couldn't 6093 72-44E USSR COSMOS 495 Debris 09
shaped, Witness unfortunately : 6095 72-52B Us OPS$S-7273 Rocket 09
locate object again. 6091 72-51B USSR COSMOS 499 Rocket 10

6092 72=-51C USSR COSMOS 499 Debris 10

E
|
!
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CATALOG

NUMBER SATELLITE SOURCE  NAME
4701 70~25BP us NIMBUS-D Debris
40980 72=-51A USSR COSMOS 499 Payload
6089 72~46B USSR PROGNOZ-2 Rocket
5583 71-74G USSR COSMOS 436 Debris
3721 65-82RC us TITAN 30-4 Debris
5796 70~89CM USSR COSMOS 374 Debris
4713 70-97A USSR COSMOS 378 Payload
135]1 65-20% USSR COSMOS 61 Debris
6070 72-46C USSR PROGNOZ~2 Platform
5804 72-044A USSR COSMOS 472 Payload
2895 67-73A us 0GO-D Payload
4740 70-25CP us NIMBUS-D Debris
4892 69-82HB us OPS 7613 Debris
6078 72-47B USSR INTERCOSMOS~7 Rocket
6087 72~50B USSR COSMOS 498 Rocket
5938 72~28A USSR COSMOS 485 Payload
3824 69-25B USSR OVi-18 Payload
4714 70~-97B USSR COSMOS 387 Rocket
6075 72-47A USSR INTERCOSMOS~7 Payload
5802 71-106X USSR COSMOS 462 Debris
5806 79-20A USSR COSMOS 481 Payload
4834 70~113C USSR COSMOS 389 Debris
5244 71-15AZ USSR COSMOS 397 Debris
6006 72-33A USSR COSMOS 487 Payload
5319 71-58C Uus SOLRAD-10 Debris
6081 72-47C USSR INTERCOSMOS-7 Debris
6135 72-60A USSR COSMOS 513 Payload
5906 72-20A USSR COSMOS 481 Payload
6130 72-594 USSR COSMOS 512 Payload
3824 69-25B USSR OVl-18 Payload
5938 72-28A USSR COSMOS 485 Payload
6081 T2wd7C USSR INTERCOSMOS~7 Debris
6006 72-33A USSR COSMOS 487 Payload
6075 72-47A USSR INTERCOSMOS-7 Payload
6137 72-60C USSR COSMOS 513 Debris
4714 70-97B USSR COSMOS 387 Rocket
5802 71-106X USSR COSMOS 462 Debris
5319 71-58C us SOLRAD~10 Debris
6087 72-50B USSR COSMOS 498 Rocket
6078 729~47B USSR INTERCOSMOS-7 Rocket
3465 65~-82PW us TITAN 3C-4 Debris
5480 71-794 USSR COSMOS 440 Payload
4834 70-113C USSR COSMOS 389 Debris
6086 72=504 USSR COSMOS 498 Payload
3712 68-97AP USSR COSMOS 252 Debris
5856 72-13D USSR COSMOS 477 Debris

ESTIMATED
DECAﬁi - TE
23 July 72
23

30

0l Aug, 72
02

05

06

o7

11

12

13

20

26

28

28

29

Ol Sept, 72
oL

G4

o7

11

13

13

19

27

29

2l Aug, 72
25

27

30

30

0l Sept, 72
14

22

22

25

29

30

30

OL Oct, 72
o7

08

13
22
04 Nov, 72
04
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GALAXY PRESS

QUEST. Established in 1969, Published entirely by offset.

Deals with saucers, the paranormal and other controversial gub-
Jects. Up-to-date news items. Fully i1llustrated. Some of the
subjects covered include the Bermuda triangle, witchcraft, etc.
"I find Quest invaluable in connection with my work on UFO books"
- Michael Hervey, author of "Ufos over the Scuthern Hemisphere",
"Strange Happenings", etc. Sample copy 50 £, 83.00 per year (6
issues).

UFO5~-Realm OF THE FANTASTIC by Dennis Stamey. Tells of fallen
angels, occcupanis, hidden aspects of ufos., Richard Shaver and
Kurt Glemser contribute, g2.00,

UFOLOGY AND THE UFQO by John Pryte, 2,00
UF0S: THE UNKNOWN FACTOR by Erich Aggen Jr. £2.00.

Send orders to: GALAXY PRESS. 489, Krug Street, Kitchener,
‘Ontario, Canada. Or Miss Susan Stebbing, 87, Selsea Ave., Herne
Bay, Kent, England.

PERCEPTION: a policy statement from the editor.

PERCEPTION newsletter, now entering its fourth year, remains an
open forum for news, views and discussion on the UF0O phenomenon

in all its aspects.

I believe supporting one theory to the exclusion of others is
unwise in our field of interest. The Extra Terrestial Hypothesis
is fine - providing one possesses undeniable evidence of its
validity. 4s I do not possess such evidence, PERCEPTION re-
flects a variety of thought=-provoking opinions on the origin and
purposes of UFOs,

Send for a free copy of PERCEPTION. If you like what you see, a
45p P.O. or cheque brings you three further bi=-monthly issues.

Graham Cowell, Editor, PERCEPTICN, 14, Kingswood Close, Crofton
Place, Orpington, BRA 8Fa, Kent, '



Radio | ™ s ') Efe
Oxford —— no-
% tﬁs

23rd March, 1972

RO/UFO/1/ BV ;.
Dear lir, Davis,

I wish to thank you most sincerely for ceming to
Badio Oxford for the UFO brogramne interview and £iving such
detziled attention to points rajsed,

¥ only rasret is that ip ny naste to ensnre

that yvou ware ahle *n caten the return +rain I hal to concentrate

~t

on the recording and technicalities, rerhana at thne eXense
of sore haspitality and inforonelitys: in faet 7 snould have
“eleomed the opnortunity for some less formsl conversatian and

tone that way be poasihle same tite in the juture,

Ore or two polnts Jid ariss during the intervieuw
whicn I would have liked to exnand unon @B conte®t, if tines
nad parmitted, but should it be neceszary to asursue further any
8]

-

articnlar aspect of our dizeussion I Wwill coatact you as arrange’,
I understsnd toat you would like to listen to g

recoriding of the programuss and I will see if this can bve

arranged vefore thne broadesst., In any case I will advise you

of transmission times when production is completad,
Incidentally T was pleased to note yonr infterast

in Contact {7J.K.) and hope that the dialozue bYetween both

this organisation and 4,0.D, will be continued,.

cereernesens/oOnttd



I trust you ex-erienced g satisfactory Journey
to London - following the dash to Oxford station,

Yours most sincerely,

Lir. A, Davis,
inistry of Defence,
laia Building,
anitehall,

London 8.%.1,
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REPORTS RELATED TQ BARIUM CLOYD TXPRRIMENT @ \
7th September 1971

“Variously described as

"greenish and whitish object, round and oval™
"one bright green light"

"patch of diffused white light"

"one large green light"

"one moon sized round white object®

Some 40 reports received from various parts of the country (ap9rox.
20 were received at RAF Leuchars).

These observations were linked with the release high in the atimos-
phere of a barium thermite cloud from z rocket fired fror a range
in the Hebrides. This was a scientific exveriment for the purpose
of making certain atmospheric observations,

Cne person enquired why the object was reported to be woving at dif-
ferent speeds. He was told:

"The accurate estimste of the spezd of a light seen against
the background of the night sky is dependent, inter alia,
on the distance the light is from the observer. In this
case 1t would have besn an unknown quantity to many of the
cbservers. C(ne would therefore not be surprised if varying
estimates of speed were made."

f&ﬂw’w [U‘?F BufoRA Exeteer 196
) K v s ¢ torgh WM(PM
Cv» T B pods o 4 Stavt gimple.



Minute Sheet No. 0 Reference. ...
& C
, e ) Encl,
Minutes and Brief Details of Enclosures . A r . Clas, No.
Ko f
- &k~f 6/sﬂwx ( Y
e S ¢
St JT M :

PS/US of § (RAF) -

Copy to: DUS (Airx)
. DSTI:
D of Ops(A Def & 0)(RAF) :
D of Ops(S){RAF)
ACSP (RAF)
DPR (RAF)
DR: Met O

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS — REVIEW OF
POLICIES AND PROGEDURES

Introduction

=

The review mentioned in M2 has been completed.
It has been concluded that there should be no changs,

in the procedures fer dealing with UFQ reportg,
that UFQ reports should be retained indefinitely

and

that access to reports should be given %o outside

bodies only in exceptional circumstances.

2. As the review was prompted by a change in USAF

policy on investigating UFOs, the US position is

summarised first. Also mentioned ig the 1little that
is known of the USSR attitude.
United Siates 3

° e United States Air Force had been studying

reports of unidentified flying objects since 1947

(Project Blue Book). The objectives of Project

Blue

Book were to determine whether UFOs posed a threat to
the security of the United States and whether UFOs

exhibited any unique scientific information or advaneced

technology which could contribute to scientific or

technical research. It had a permanent staff of ihres.

From 1947 to 1965 inclusive the USAF received pver
10,000 unidentified fEtydng object reports and were
unable to explain somelof these, In April, 1966 the

4, The main findings of thisg scientific study,
were made public early in 1969, and were endorsed
Panel of the National Academy of Sciences are;

/a.



The National Archives
UFO policy
Discussion of future MoD UFO policy following closure of USAF Project Blue Book in 1969-70.


Clas.

Encl.
No.

a8+  that about 90% of all UFO reports
Prove to he quite plauaibly related to
ordinary Phencmena; B

b, that little, if anything, had come
from the Study of UFOs in the past 21 years
that added to scientific knowledge;

c. that further extensive study of UFOQ:
8ightings is not Justified in the expeciation
that science will be advanced thereby;

d. ne evidence came to'light in the study
that UFQ sightings may represent a defence
hazard; . S S

e. the Department of Defense should
continue to handle UFO reports in its normal .
surveillance operations without the need for
special units such as Project Blue Bock.

5. On 17th December, 1969 the Depariment of Defense
announced the termination of Project Blue Book,

6. It ig not clear how USAF and DOD will deal with
reports they will undoubtedly receive in the future.
The US Embassy has suggested that as a general rule
reports would be dealt with in a very low key at the
US base which received the report and any replies to
the public would be given by that base. Exceptionally,
€.8. if there wag Congressional interest, the
Department of Defengg would answer, The Assistant
Air Attache hag offered to clarify the position with
the Department of Defense and a reply is expected in
due course, However, the answer to this question ig
not considered to bs a c¢rucial factor in the MOD review

USSR

T In 1967 Russian newspapers and IV reported that a
Commission under a Major General had been sef up %o
investigate UFOg, The Scientific Attache at the
British Embassy in Moscow wag gubsequently told that
there wag insufficient material flowing in to the
Commission top sugtain it.and it was disbanded after
meeting twice. The Scientific Attache felt that the
initial announcement was dus to an oversight by the
censor and that the Commission would continue to functi

/under

on

(197921 DL 395300 1550M 409 Hw.
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: Review
- of the :
University of Colorado Report on Unidontificd Flying Objecots
by a

Pancl of the National Acadenmy of Seicnces

The Panel was appointed in the lat{ep part of October and
early November 1969, The charge to the Pancl was "to provide an
independent assessment of Lhe scope, methodology, and findings of
the (University of Coloradn) study as reflceted in the (Universityfg)m
Report. " while The Pane} targely restricted its revicw to this
charge, it wag Cthought boin appropriate and necessary that the
Pancl hecome familiar with various scientific points of view as
pPrescnted in other publications and reports by teennically trained
persons,

It was not the task of the Panel to conduct its own study
ol UF0s or to invite advocates, scientifically trained or not, of
various points of view to hearings, - The task was to study the
University's Report and to assess: First, dits §Cope; namcly,
did the Report, in the Opinion of the Panel, cover those topics

that 9 scientific study oF "UFQ" phenoaena should hove embraced?
Second, its methodology; namcly, did the Report, in the opinion

of the Penel, reveal an acceptable scientifie meithodology and
approdgch to the subject? Third, dits findings; namcly, were the
conciuvsions -ang intorpretations waryanted by the evidence ando—-
analyses as presented in the Report and were they reasonable?

In the course of its review the Panpl consulted papers.on..
the same Subject by technically traineg bersons (for exampie,
William Markowite, "rhe Physics and Metaprivsics of Unidentificg
Flying Ohjects,n Scicnee, 167 (1957), po. 1274-79,  Jaues E,
“ebonald, "ScicncEj"ﬁ%Eﬁhology, and UM0s," mrescnted January 26,
1968, at s General Seming, of the United Aircraft Res arch
Laboratories, rost Hartfo..l, Connccticut. Jaines E. McDonald,
"Ur0s - AR International Scientific Problem,™ presented March 12,
13C8, &t the Canadian Aeronautics and Space Instirnte Astroriautics
Symposium, Montreal, Canada, James E. Moboneld, "3tatement o
international Scientific Aspects of the Problems of Unidentified
Clying Objects," sent to the United Nations on June 7, 1967,
Donald b, Menzel, Flying Saucers,  Harvaid Universiy
(CThridge, 1952). TUSRE G TR ER e énd Lyle C. =pu
of Flying Saucers, Doubledey (Neow Yoriy, 19633, REPOTL O
EE“EEHEHEIfEE‘ﬁEUisory Panel on Unidentificg NGO
Jﬁﬁﬁh?y_I?TIEZ"IQBBT"_?ﬁﬁﬂFIEI"REﬂb??"63*¥EE‘I@Zi"
hovisory 1oard ad hoo Conmmitede

Co,
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The Panel began its review inmediately after the Repor:
becane available on November 15, 1968, by an initial reading of
the Report by each member of the Panel during & two-week period,
The Panel convened on December ? for a discussion of members!
initial assessments, for consideration of the I'enel's charge
(scope, methodology, and findings in the Reporc), and for de-
lineation of further steps in its review. The latter included
the study of othcr documents presenting views and findings of
technically trained persons (e.g., the docunents cited above),
further examination of the Report’s summary and Tindings, and - - --
Turther dirceted study of specialized chapiers of the Report by
@ppropriate menbers of the Panel. Extensive discussion, hoth
by correspondence and by telephorie, occurred during this periocd.
The Pancl met again on Janvary &, 13869, to conclude its deliberations
and o prcpare its findings, which are presented below. :

e

I. &core
. The study by the University of Colerado commenced in Octobler
1960 and continued for about two years. Case studies of 59 reporess -
of UfCs are presented in detail, with 68 plates; of these, ten
TEPCris predated the project, but were 50 we¢ll documented that
they were included. A chapter is devoted o UMUs in history, one
%0 U0 study programs in foreign counlrics, ond one to UFGs Teported. -
in the 20 years preceding the study. Ten chapters are devoted to
perceptual problems, vrocesses of berception and rcporting, psSycho-
logical aspeats of UFO reports, optiecs, radar, sonic boom, atmospheric
electricity and plasma interpretstions, balloons, instrumentation
for UrO searches, and stvatistical analyses, {("onty-four eppendixes
3d6-detailed technical background to the study. Volume 4 concludes
with an index of 27 pages. )

In our opinion the scope o1 the Study was adequate to its

PUrptse: a scientific study of UF0 pliénomena

IT. METEODOLOGY

ks a rule, fielu trips wore made to T

only if they were less than a yesr old, T stat

nearly o1l URO sightin.. are of shovt duration, seldom lastjizg en
tiga

hour snd wsually for 2 sow minuces,  Thus most invos igations con-
sisted of interviews with persons who made reoports, Three teans,
“sually consisting of ©wo persons each (¢ physical scientist nd
+ 0 PEYCRnloging), were emnloyed i field Investigstions whore telew
phonic conmunsce Cion with UFO-sighting individunls ve hope of

i
gelindng added information, The aim vas to get a
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as quickly as possible after @ reported sighting. (It was found
_that nearly all cases could be eclassified in such categories as
pranks, hoaxes, naive interpretations, and various types of nls-
interpretations. A few events, which did not fit these categories,
are left unexplaincd.)

Materials and conditiéhs amenable to laboratory approsches
were investigated - ¢.g., alleged UFO parts by chendecal analysis,
automobile ignition £..1lure by simulation studics, and UFO pnotography
by photegramietric analyses. (Of 3% photographic cases investigated,
nine are said to give cvidence of probable fabrication, seven are
classified as natural or man-madce phenomena, twelve provided in-"" 7
sufficient data for analysis, and seven were considered to be
possible fabricaltions; none proved to be "real objects with high-
strangeness. ") .

Technically trained personnel were utilized by the University.
The University group included a sub-group on field investigations— -
of UFC reports; their narration and -interpretations of cases are ‘
reascnable and adequate, Leading groups were engaged under contract
for specialized work -- e.g., Stanford Research Institute on radar
anomalies and a subsidiary of the Raytheon Corporation for pnoto-
grarmetric analyses. Divergent views of those few scientists who
have looked into UFOs were taken into account. 7The history of the
subject was also surveyed, including the experiences in some other
naticns. Finally, extensive use was made of many specialists in
various public and private laboratories.

The Report makes clear that with the best me2ans at our dis-
posal positive correlation of all UFO reports with identifiabile,
wnown shenomena is not possible.” No study, past, current or future,
can provide the basis inr stating categorically that & femiliar
phenomenon will necessarily be linkable to every sighting. The
Report is free of dogmatism on this matter. It is also clear,
as one goes through the descriptions of UFO sightings, whether in
the Report or in other literature, that while some incidencs have
no positive identification with familiar phenomena, they also have
no positive identification with extraterrestrial visitors or artifacts.

We think the methodology and approach were well chosen, in

accordance wicih accepted Standarc. OF sclentilic investigation.

IIT. TINDINGS -

. The study concludes (a} that about €0 percent of all UFD
reports prove to be quite plausibly related to crdinary phenomena,
(b) that little if anything has come from the study of UFOs in the
past 21 yecars that-hes added to scientific knowledge, and (c¢) that
furthor extensive study of UFO sightings is not justified in the
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6 expeatation that science will be advinced thereby. At ¢he sama
time it is emphasized in thc Report that (c) is an opinion based
on evidence now aveilable.

The Report's {indings and evaluations -- esséntially cight
in number, presented in its first scetion -~ ave concerned with
official scerecy on UFQn, UFUs as a possible defensc hazard, the
future governmental herlliing of UrO~sighting reports, and five
of them relate to the question of what if any further investigations
of UF0s appear warrantcd in the light of tiwe study. We puaraphrase
and summarize these findings and cvaluations bclow, appending our
comments. ' '

1. n osecrecy. Is the subject "shrouded in official
secrecy"? The study found no basis for this coniention.

We accept this rfinding of the study.

2. On defense. (a) Is there evidence thaet UFD sigihtings -
may represent a defensc hazard? No such evidence came to light
in tlic study. This, however, was not an objective of the study
and was properly construed as a Department of Defense mattern.
(b) The Report states:..Mlhe history of the past 21 years has. . _
repeatedly led Air Force officers to the conclusion that none of
the things seen, or thought to have been seen, which pass by the
name of UFO reports, constituled any hazard or threat to national
security,”

We concur with the position described in (a). BAs to (b},

we found 110 €Vidinife in the Repory oF Oeher Titerdlurs 1o coniradiet

the quotod sCatenent

3. On future UFL sightings. "The question remains as to
~wrvhing, the federal goverrment should do about the UFO

cueeownoal veeceives from the goneoral public?? The Report found no
basis ror activity related to such sighting reperis "in the ex-
peetation that they are going to contribute o the advarice of science,”
but the Department of Defense should handle these in its normal
surveiilance operations without need for such special units as
Project Rlue Book.

Je concur in this recommendation.

4-8. On further investigations. ~ (4) Should the federal
governsent Vsct up @ major new agoency, 85 somc have sujgcstec, fi-
the selfenptific study of UFOs™?  The study fourd no hasis for .
wecomaenaation of this kind.,  (S) Weuld furither extonsive study
of WO sightings contribute to scicnee?  "Ouw general conclhusion
Jr et nnh ing has come from L study of URl: dn the past 21
Vedrs it hes edded toogtdentifso Fnvaledg: . The eport then
rnover {n .U ospeeific reseeroh topics 1y warrant consideration:

(0)  ™liere arc dmportant wress ¢f Aluaephesie optics, inelvicing
Tadio vave propagetion, @l of atnorplieric ¢lecurleity do whiieh
prenent knowledge dis quite inuomplete.  Thesc topics cems 10 our

¢
1

e
¥
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atlention in connceviion wich -the

Iy 1
.I'C they are also of fundancntal

Selevint to practical problem, pe
of military and civilian flyis.

interpretation of some UFD reporgs,
scicntific interest, and they arce
Jated to the improvement of salety
Research efforts are being carricd:

cut.dn ‘these "arcas by the Depavtment of Defcnse, the Fnvironmental

Science Servicos hdministeation,

the Kational Acronaulics ond Space

Adminisiration, and hy universitics and nonproj it research organi-
zations such ¢s the National Center for Rtmosphoerie Research, whose
work is sponsored by the Natienal Science Foundation. ™

The Report also obscrves (

7) that UFO reports and beliefs

are also of interest to "the social seientist and the comnunications
specialist,” In those arcas particularly -- i,e,, (6) and (7) --

the study suggests (8) that "scie
eredentials vho do come up with a
should be Ssupported, implying tha

ntists with adequate treining and -
clearly defined,.specific proposal"
t normal competitive procedures and

assesoments of proposals should be followed here as is customary.

We concur with these gygluations and recommendations.

IV. PANEL

. The range of topics in the
chapters, dealing with many aspec
value to scholars in many fields.
pertinent .and useful in any L r

T T e s i — i

CONCLUSTON
Report is extensive and its various .
ts of the subiect, should prove of

Its analyses and {indings are
€ assessment of activity in this

field. We concur in the reconmendation suggesting that no high

oolority dn URO investigations is
TWo decades,
[N

We are unanimous 'in the op
creditable effort to appiy object
science to the solution of the Uur
that there remain UFRQ sightings t
Report does suggest, howsver, so
in which an explanation may event
be no resson to atiribute them to
evidence that is much more convin
difficult it is to apply scientif
transient sjghtings with any chan
o particular aspects of the topi
may be usefvl, a study of Ur0Os in
Yo expand scizptifie unddorstandin
oL present knouledge the least 13
hypothesis of extraterrestrisl vi

=~ Gerald M. Clemence, chairn
Wallace O, Fean, H. Xeffer Hartld
Francis . Redehelderfer, Wil un
Villard, Jr. '

Attachments:

-~ List of Pasnel Vembers
~ Letter of Transmittal

warranted by data of the past

inion that this hes been a very
ively the relevant techniques of

O problem. The Report recognizes

hat arc not easily explained, The

many reasonable and possible directions
ually be found, that there seems to
an extraterrestrial source withous

cing. The Report also Shows how

ic methads to the occasional

ce of success. hile further study

¢ (e.g., atmospheric phenomena)
gereral is not o promising way

g of the phenomena. 0Ox the basis

kely explanation of UFOs is the

sitatisns by intelligent beings.

an; H. R, Crenc, David M, Dennison,
ne, E. R, Hilgard, Mark Kac,
W, Rubey, C, D. Shane, Oswald G,
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— : NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SclENCcESs

.
OFFICT OF TwE PACSIOCNT
F 41=11 COmSTITUTION AVENUE
WASHING1°N. [~ - 20m19
]

. ' . . : | January 8, 1969

The Honorable Alsxander H. Flax
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
Washington, D. C. 20330 .

Dear Dr. Flax:

Foilowing your request of October 29, 1968, the
Academy appointed a panel of its members to review
the report of the Univérsity of Colorado study group
On Unidentified Flying Objects. '

As you know, & final draft of this report was
made available to the panel on November 15, 1958,
Undexr <he chairmanship of Dr. Gerald Clemence the
panel has davoted substantial time and affors to a
careful review of the scope, methodology ard find-
ings of the Colorade study group and has prepared
and unanimously approved the attached repoxrt, which
I am pleased t¢ transmit on behalf of the panel.

I3

th +]

H rh (O @

acadenmy accepted this task because of its
belie n the importance of making availasble to the

. government and the public a careful assessment of the
sclentific significance of UFO phenomena which have t .
been variously inverpreted both in this country and
abread,

]

i
i

Substantial questions have been raised as to
the adequacy of our research and investigation pro-
.grams to explain or to determine the nature of these
, sometimes puzzling reports of observed phenomena.

t is my hope that the Colorado report, together with
our panel review, will be helpful o you and other
Tesponsible officials in cetermining the nature and

. scope of any continuing research effort in this.areg.



The Honorable Alexander H, Flax
Januwary 8, 1969
~age Two

Finally, may 1 add .that the Leport of the re-
viewing panel was Prepared and is being made avail-
able for the sole purpose of assistipg—the_government

in reaching a decislon on its future course of action,

Sincerely yours,

;/\wa
Frederick SLits

Presider:

-

Attachment ..
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ARB(RAF)/351
St (Air) G A

BEGC - RADIC OXFORD PROGRAMME

1. I can find nothing on the AHB(RAF) index to refer to the
incident of the disappearance of men of the Norfolk Regiment
in August 1915. This is hardly surprising since the matter
is essentially one for the Army and not likely to be cross-
referred to UFOs or any other aerial activity.

2. However, IS has gone to considerable trouble to
consult Army records including the personal file of Lt Col
Sir Horace George Proctor Beauchamp, Bart, CB who was command-
ing the 5th Battalion The Norfolk Regiment on the fateful

day of their disappearance,

3. Attached is an extract from the History of the Norfolk
j Regiment, 1685 - 1918, Vol II by F. Loraine Petre, Jarrold
and Son. You will note that the place was SUVLA not as
aspelled in the BBC letter and the battalion concerned was the
4 1/5 Norfolks and not the 1/4 as stated in the BBC question-
naire.

4, 0S8(AD) at Hayes think that a court of enquiry was
probably convened on the loss of so many officers and men
in one action but suggest that the BBC should do their own
research on this subject. The papers would be under Class
WO32 in the Public Record Office, Chancery Lane.

/é. Hoola

3 Mar 72 E.B. HASLAM
Head of AHB(RAF),
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and tie roth division on the left, and dig in for the night. Picks and
snovels were issued before moving off.

Colonel Sir H. Beauchamp, commanding the 1/5th Norfolk, had
been placed in local command of the brigade in the trenches occupied on
the 11tk and the early part of the rath. The 1/ath Nocfolk, who had
been left on the beach to unload stores after the landing on the zoth,
were presently moved up into the support trenches of the brigade, the
iront line of which, counting from right to left, consisted of the 5th
Norfolk, Stk Hants, and 1/5th Suffolk Regiments. On the ieft of the
34th division was the roth, the orders of the former being to link the
latier up with the 53rd division, whose right flank rested on the Salt
Lake and Azmak River. For this purpose the troops available were
insufficient, with a front of only three battalions, and the same number
in second lne.

The advance on August 12th did not commence till 4.45 p.m., the
naval bombardment covering it having started at 4 p.m. The order of
tne three leading battalions was as given above, the 4th Norfolk foliow-
ing in support behind the sth Suffolk on the left. Directly the advance
began the 1/5th Norfalk received an order to change direction half rigat,
which they did. This order did not reach the 1/5th Hants, and conse-
queatly a gap was formed between the battalions, which coatinually
increased as the advance proceeded. '

As the brigade advanced it at once encountered serious resistance,
and ceme under heavy machine-gun fire enfilading it from the left, and
shrapnel on the right. The machine-gun fire was the mors effective in
stopping the British advance, and the 5th Norfolk battalion on the right
began to get forward quicker than the left. Touch had Deen partially
lost in the close country, and companies and battalions were much mixed
up. What happened with the 5th Norfolk battalion is thus described
- 1a Sir Ian Hamilton's despatch of December 11, 1915, describing what he
_<alls “ a very mysterious thing.”

“ The x/sth Norfolk were on the right of the line and found
themselves for a moment less strongly opposed than the rest of the
brigade. Against the yielding forces of the enemy Colonel Sir H,

G-\‘ ‘
_—.-_,"p) '
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Beauchamp, a bold, self-confident officer, eagerly pressed forward,
followed by the best part of the battalion. The fighting grew
hotter, and the ground became more wooded and broken. At this
stage many men were wounded, or grew exhausted with thirst,
These found their way back to camp during the night. But the
Colonel, with sixteen officers and 2350 men, still kept pushing or,

~ driving the enemy before them, . . . Nothing more was ever scen
or heard of any of them. They charged. into the forest and were
lost to sight or sound. Not one of them ever came back.”1

It was not till four years later that any trace was discovered of the
fate of this body. Writing on September 23, 1919, the oficer com-
manding the Graves Registration Unit in Gallipoli says :

" We have found the 5th Norfolks—there were 180 in ali; 122
Norfolk and a few Hants and Sufiolks with 2/ath Cheshires. We
could cnly identify two—Privates Bamnaby and Cotter. They
were scattered over an area of about one square mile, at a distance
of at least Soo yards behind the Turkish front line. Many of them
had evidently been killed in a farm, as a local Turk, who owns the
place, told us that when he came back he found the farm covered
with the decomposing bodies of British soldiers which he ihrew inco
a small ravine. - The whole thing quite bears out the original theory
that they did not go very far on, but got moppéd up one by one, all
except the ones who got into the farm.”

The total casualiies of the s5th Norfolk battalion are stated in their
War Diary to have been twenty-two officers and about 350 men. The
oificers missing were—Colonel Sir Horace Proctor Beauchamp, CB.;
Captain and Adjutant A. E. Ward ; "Captains E. R. Cubitt, F. R. Reck
(the King's estate agent commanding the Sandringham company),
Pattrick, Mason, A. C. Coxon, Woodwark ; Lieutenanis E. A. Beck,
Gay, V. M. Cubitt, T. Oliphant ; z2nd Lieutenants Burroughs, Proctor,

1 Sir Horace Beauchamp, Bart., C.B., had served in the Sudan, Sualira, and
South Airican Campaigns, retired in 1904, and returned to serve in the war ia 1gi4.
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Be: namp, Adams, Fawkes.' Major Purdy and 2nd Licutensnts
M. Oliphant and A.R. Pelly were wounded but not miseing.

The brigade had made some advance in face of very strong
oppoaition, but was far from complete success. During the
night the position gained was held in an irregular ling, with
three and a half battalions and two companies of the I/4th
Norfolk on = spur.

captain Coxon and 2nd Lieutensnt Fawkes were both wounded
and taken prisoners by the Turks. They were in captivity in
Asia Minor till after the Armistice. The reat of the missing
were all apperently killed.
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LOOSE MINUTE

Ref: D155/40/9/1

Attn. Miss G J Jamieson

UFOs_- BBC RADIO PRQGRAMME

Ref: S4f(Air)/422 dated 14 February 1972

l. You asked us for any information we might have relevant to Question 5
of Annex to the above reference. I regret that we cannot help here
except to say that a number of meteorological balloons were relessed in
Antarctic regions during the IGY. 57 stations were involved, spread
around the Antarctic coastline and adjacent islands, Balloons were of
various shapes, and released daily in blocks of ten days, from each of the
stations. However, in the absence of individual correlations it cannot
be said that the balloons were in fact the "UFOs" which were reported,

2,  Mr Ling has suggested that Mr Davies might find an article called
"UFO" of interest. This was written by a Leslie Peftier and published
in a book called "The Coming of the Space Age". Mr Ling has a copy.

A further point brought to my notice and which may be of use is in
~"Contact™ 1971, page 32. The UF0 statisties for 1970 are broken down
acecrding to ocoupation of observers. 0f 570 "witnesses", L7 were
school children, 51 were housewives and 18 were policemen, There were
49 other ocoupations, none of them providinz more then 8 witnesses. I
am sure that this breakdown tells its own story, but I am not sure how

best to get it across in a BBC programnme.
b

29 Feb 72 % ¥§§§0N
Rm 4/24 Ext 5230
Mteropole Building
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84£(Air) /421

DI55(b) (Dr walton)

UPOs_= BBC RADIO QXFORD PROGRAMME

1.  The Department has been approached in connection with a pro

belng prepared by BRC Radio Opford which will "provide an objective
View of aerial phenomena and the research undertaken into the subject",
for which the participation of a MOD representative in a recorded

interview has been requested, DUS(Air) has agreed that Mr Davis 34(Air)
should take part.

2. The BBC has forwarded the attached ligt of guestions on which the
interview would be bamed. Will you please advise us whether you have
any information in comnection with the subject of Question S5 which
could be used in the broadcast. Any assistance you can give with regard
to any of the other questions would also be appreciated, AHB has been
asked if they can throw any light on the subject of Question 8,

3« The BBC have also forwarded the enclosed Contact (UK) publications.

Can you say whether these contain any items of which Mr Davis should
be particularly aware. '

4. Mr Davis will be out of the office from t4 February until 6 March.
A provisional BBC studio booking has been, howsver, made for 9 March
and I should be grateful, therfore, if any information you can let us
have could be forwarded before 6 Marenh.

14 Pebruary 1972

—
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LOOSE MINUTE

S42(Atr) /421
Head of AHR

UFOs = BBC RADIQ OTPORD PROGRAMME

1, The Department has been approached in connection with s Programe
beinshgrspared by BEBC Radio Oxford, sbout unidentified flying objects,
for ¢h the participation of a MOD representative in a recorded inter-
view has been requested. DUS(Air) has agreed that Mr Davis, 34(air),
should take part.

2. The BBC has forwarded the attached list of questions on which -the
interview would be based. Can you please advise us whether your branch
holds any records which might assist us with ‘uestion 8,

3. A provisional BBC studio booking has been made for 9 March and T
should therefore be grateful if ea¥y Information which you may be able
to let us have could be forwarded before 6§ March.

14 February 1972 MISS G J JAMIESON
S4( Air)
Rm 8235 Ext T03%5
Main Building
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MEMORANDUM ’

/ To g"i(m’—e) From ﬁf?(fﬂ?j

Ref.B/BﬁfﬁoS/%_zDategéﬁ/”_ Tl AMaca §lég Ext. (ro g
(/Fo’s

Subject.

flloatn Gor Kn alachoct Loy of

Rank/ Name in ﬂ {52 % '
Appointment.. &, block letters K f % A Signature....l.\.,..5% %_____én—___:

Complete this form in manuscript unless there are special reasons for typing.

I-P.Ltd. 56-2365
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UPQ_STATISTICS - 1st JANUARY 1959 TO 31t DECEMBER 1968

Yoay Satellides Balloons Celestial M::;p;:izgigal Aireraft Miscellaneous (gﬁzzgiii?::f Total
and Debris Objects Phenomena Information)
1959 ... 1 3 1 7 4 2 4 22
1960 ... - 8 2 7 10 1 3 31
1961 4.0 16 11 8 20 9 5 2 71
1962 ... 11 é 5 8 9 L 3 L6
1963 ... 18 6 b 4 10 7 2 51
196L oo 43 3 6 - 10 7 5 T4
1965 .40 27 3 3 2 7 - 1 56
1966 4. 38 10 5 5 L 17 15 5 95
1967 «ae 57 42 26 19 150 22 46 362
1968 ... 65 10 36 3 114 30 22 280
‘otal .. 276 102 96 75 g 340 93 106 1088

lote: Misoellaneous reports include, for example, hoaxes, the reflection of lights en clouds, flares, fireworka, kitea,
lights on tall structures and photographic aberrations,
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U0 SALAICS - A dAINY A959 Lo 3et DICHIAE 2978, @
: I S Unexplained
Year iige%iiiiz Balloons Cg%gzzigl hE%E:%%iggéiﬂl Aircraft Miscellaneous (%Efﬁgﬁigiggg Total,
_ ¢ of total
1959 “ % 1 - 7 4 2 4 18.2 22
1950 - 8 2 v 10 _— 3 9.7 - i
1961 16 4 8 20 5 2 2.8 71
1962 11 6 5 8 4 3 6.5 46
1963 18 6 4 4 10 7 2 3.9 54
1964 43 3 6 - 10 v 5 6.9 2,
1965 27 % 3 2 oo - 25.0 56
1866 58 10 5 5 . 17 15 _ 5 5.3 95
4057 57 42 26 19 | 150 22 46 . 12,7 562
1968 65 4G 36 3 114 30 22 7.9 280
1369 37 5 27 19 401 7 18 7.9 228
1970 9 8 31 16 97 5 15 8.2 181
1671 28 11 z% 62 160 27 58 15.3 579
1972 7 28 17 2 128 5 14 2.0 204
a2 3| S 7 Y Tig i Ta ot
AL, 1IE TX I Y 176 q66 | 64 a3 g.6 2310

NOTE: iiscellsneous reports include, for example, hoaXes, the reflection of lighte on cloud, flares,
firewerks, kites, lights on tall struciures, photograghic sberrations and bird flocks.
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01-930 7022 EXT T035

. ‘o CABMAS -
(o - “(Z,SQ\;_QMSDC’

e

S4f (Air)

AF/CX 38/67/34f(Alr)
29%h July 1968

Dear W

You telephon:d me a 1ittle while age
about UFO statistics,

2. I enclose an analysis covering the peried
1959 %o 313t i‘ay 1968,

" Yours faithfully,

(L. W. AZIIURST)




from:  Mr L, N, AILRST /\"‘y
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building, Whiteball, LoNDON S.W.1

Telephone : watschatkyaazsxx:.
01-930 7022

Our reference: AR/SLE(ALE) /U506 "3November 1968
Your reference; '

Dear SN

You telephoned me the other d

ay and I proaiseqd to
let you have soae 537G statistics,

These I anolose,

Yours sinczerely,

o

v
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UEQ_STATY. TICS ~ Asxi JANUAWY 1959 Lo 31st DECHMBER 1972 ®

.. . Une ined
Yea igge%iiggg Balloons cg%ggzigl higﬁ:ﬁ%ﬁégggal Aircraft Miscéllaneous (£E§§§£§:iggg Potal
: _ . % of total
1959 1 3 1 7 4 2 4 18.2 22
1960 - 8 2 ? 10 1 5 9.7 31
1951 16 1 8 20 5 2 2.8 74
1962 11 6 5 8 9 4 3 6.5 46
1963 18 6 4 4 10 ? 2 3.9 .
1964 u3 % 6 - 10 7 5 6.9 - 4
1965 27 3 3 2 7 - Cag 25.0 56
1966 3 10 5 5 17 15 5 5.3 95
1969 57 g2 26 9 150 22 46 12.7 362
4968 65 0 36 3 114 30 22 7.9 - 280
1969 37 9 27 19 101 17 18 2.9 228
1970 9 8 2 16 97 5 15 - 8.2 181
1974 28 11 33 62 460 .27 58 15.3 379
1972 7 28 17 2 128 5 14 7.0 201
Potal 357 158 204 o 826 - 147 241 10.1 2077

o - ———r.

NOTE: Miscelleneous reports include, for example, hoaxes, the reflection of lights on cloud, ‘flares,
fireworks, kites, lights on tall strucvures, photographic aberrations and bird flocks.



UFO_SPATE TICS - At JANGARY 1959 ho 31st DECRMBER 1972 ®

Unexplained

Year iﬁéeﬁiigfz Bglloons cggggz%gl hg§§:§§§§§§§al A;;craft Miscellaneous (igggiﬁigiggg Total
| ‘ S % of total

1959 4 P 1. 7 4 2 4 18.2 22
1950 - & 2 7 10 1 3 9.7 3
1961 16 14 8 20 | 5 2 2.8 71
1962 14 6 5 8 9 4 3 6.5' 46 .
1963 . 18 6 4 10 7 2 3.9 ‘51 |
1964 y3 3 6 - 10 v 5 6.9 74
1965 27 3 3 2 7 - A, 25.0 56
1966 38 10 5 5 17 15 5 5.3 95
1967 57 42 26 19 150 - - 22 46 12.7 262
1968 65 10 3G 3 144 30 22 ) 7.9 089
1969 37 9 27 19 101 7 18 7.9 . 228
1970 9 8 31 16 97 5 - a5 8.2 181
1974 o8 4 %3 62 160+ ‘27 58 15.3 379
1972 7 28 7 2 128 5 14 7.0 201
Total 357 158 204 174 826 147 211 10.1 2077

KOTE: Miscellsneous reports include, for example, hoaxes, the reflection of lights on cloud, flares,
fireworks, kites, lights on tall structures, photographic aberrations and bird flocks.



UPO_STATL TICS -~ Ast JAUUARY 195¢ io_31st DECBHBER 1972 ®

Unexplained

Year §§§G%§%EE: Balloons 08%352%21 hi;ﬁ:igégiégal A;rcraft Miscellaneous (%gﬁgiigiiﬁgg Total
. ' of total
1959 S 3 1 ? 4 2 4 18.2 22
1960 - 8 2 10 1 3 9.7 3%
1961 16 4 8 20 9 5 2 2.8 71
1962 11 6 5 8 4 3 6.5 46
1953 18 & 4 m 10 7 2 3.9 54
1964 43 3 6 - 10 7 5 6.9 0
1965 27 3 3 2 ? - T 25.0 56
1966 25 10 5 5 17 15 5 5.5 95
4967 57 42 26 19 150 22 as 2.7 362
- 1968 65 10 %6 3 114 %0 22 7.9 280
1969 37 g 27 19 101 17 18 - 7.9 228
1970 e 31 16 97 5 15 - 8.2 181
1971 28 11 23 62 160 27 58 15.3 379
1972 7 28 17 2 128 5 14 7.0 201
Total 357 158 204 i 826 149 241 10.1 2077

e

NOTE. ifiscellsaneous reports include, for example, hoaxes, the reflection of lights on c¢loud, flares,
fireworks, kites, lights on tall structures, photographic aberrations and bird flocks.

/:



URO_STAM. TICS ~ At JAWUARY 1959 o 31sk DECEMBER 1972 .
ek oy el o , Unexplained
Year Suteliiles  payyeons 08%322%21 hz%%:&gﬁgzgial Aircraft Miscellaneous (%gﬁggéggiigj Total
T ‘ _ _ % of total
1959 4 1 7 4 2 4 18.2 22
1960 - 8 2 7 10 1 3 9.7 3
1961 16 11 8 20 5 2 2.8 M
1962 14 6 5 4 3 6.5 46
1963 18 6 4 40 7 2 3.9 . 54
1964 43 3 6 - 10 7 5 6.9 - o
1965 27 3 3 2 7 | - L 25.0 56
&6 %4 10 5 5 17 15 5 5.3 95
A9C7 59 52 26 4% 150 22 46 12.7 %62
4963 65 10 %6 3 44 30 22 7.9 - 280
1369 37 9 27 19 101 17 18 7.9 228
1970 9 8 31 16 -7 5 15 8.2 181
4971 28 11 %3 62 160 27 58 15.3 379
1272 7 28 17 : s - 128 5 14 7.0 201
Potal 357 158 204 2 826 - 147 211 1.1 2077

SO0E:  Hiscellaneous verovie includs, for evample, hooxes, the refleccion ¢ lights on cloud, fisres,
fipoworee., %ites, lights on tell strucsurs:s, photographic averrations snd Wird flockx,
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UFO STATILTICS - 1st JANUARY 1959 o 31st DECEMBER 1972

. U
Year igge%éégfg Balloons Cg%ggzigl M§§§:§§E§§§§al Aircraft Miscellaneous (%§§§§%§§g§§§ Total
. % of total
1959 1 3 1 7 4 2 4 18.2 22
1960 - 2 7 10 1 z 9.7 21
1961 16 11 8 20 5 2 2.8 71
1962 11 5 8 9 4 3 6.5 46
1963 18 | 4 10 v 2 3.9 51
1964 43 3 6 - 10 7 5 6.9 70
1965 27 3 3 2 ? - 14 .25.0 56
1966 38 10 5 5 17 15 5 5.3 95
1967 57 42 26 19 150 - 22 46 12.7 362
1968 65 10 26 3 114 30 22 7.9 280
1969 37 9 27 19 101 17 8 7.9 228
1970 9 31 % 97 5 45 - 8.2 181
1971 28 11 33 62 160 27 58 15.3 379
1972 7 28 17 2 128 5 14 7.0 201
Total 357 158 204 174 826 149 211 10.1 2077

NOTE: Miscellaneous reports include, for example, hoaxes, the reflection of lights on cloud, flares,
fireworks, kites, lights on tall structures, photographic aberrations and bird flocks.
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- 579 * Written Answers
of use of such containers.. I am continu-

ing to study this matter but am not yet
in a position to make a further statement.

|

25 JULY . 1969

“u . ah -
Written Answers -580

and policies of his Department at pq
instigation of the Standing G: 4y
Public Purchasing and Industric.. . Egg.
cmncy. . 1. " . . H 7

.~ .o TECHNOLOGY : = .. .-
L © . Satellites
- 8ir R. Russell asked the Minister of
-Technology how many satellites or other
objecis of earthly origin are oow per-
marently in ‘orbit round ‘the earth and
the moon, respectively: and if he will
publish a list of .them. in the OFFICIAL
REPORT, stating which are still operational
; and which are discarded hardware. .
" Mr. Benn: On 24th July, 1,750 objects
" were in orbit round ﬂlm
' 371 were satellites. - On the same date
six ldnar probes were in orbit round the

PN T2% s i )

B e o d

v

moom. . T :

7 Of the 371 satellites, the numbers put
{ into orbit by, or on behalf of, the various
+countries or organisations are as follows:

Mr. Benn : The work of the group has
been to co-ordinate and press forward
the effort of the. Department in imple.-

enting the policy described in the White
Paper on Public Purchasing and Indus.
trial Efficiency (Cmnd. 3291). Measiirag
taken by Mintech include action j; )
following areas: encouragement of cyns

innovation and economy in developing

ew equipment; standardisation apd
ariety ‘reduction of existing types of
equipment ; introduction of quality assur-
ance schemes and technical advisory ser-
vices to industry ; and assistance to ex-
ports in the procurement of defence equip-
ent, T

Mr. Marples asked the Minister of
echnology what plans he has for bring.
- jng non-civil servants with commercial
fexperience of procurement on to the

dministrative staff on procurement fune-
ion in his Department. . .

Mr. Bean: The subject of recruiting
-pxperienced people from outside the Ser-
JYice recommended by the Fulton Com-
ittee (Rec. 60) will be considered by all
overnment Departments when the main

COUSA. e w29

B D USSR e ke e e 67

- France B - E
H United Kingdom -~ ... I &

: Canada e e e e 3
Pr BSRO. i i 603

! .Of the six lunar probes, three were |
¥ launched by the United States and three

{ -by USSR. -~ = = o

i . - It is not possible to give all the details

: - sought without a disproportionate effort,
T ' . : . L . . ) .
- " Aircraft Noisé SR
13

Mr, Onslow asked the Minister of
Technology what has been the annual
total of expenditure from public funds,
during each of the past four years on
.measures - designed to . reduce - aircraft
‘noise ; and what estimate he has formed
of the corresponding expenditure by the
aircraft manufacturing industry in the
United Kingdom. - . .- .

.. Mr. J. P. W, Mallalieu: In the year
‘ending 31st March, 1966, expenditure was
£283,000; in 1966-67 £395,000; in

- '1967-68 - £434,000: and in 1968-69
£670,000. The iandustry spent about
£1,100,000 over the same period. =~ .

L

=

R T e T

L 'l;r'ocurement- . P
- Mr, Marples asked the Minister of
Technology what principal changes have

beerr made in the procurement practices
NEM :

sues raised by that committee have been

* resolved. The Fulton Committée Manage-

ment Consultancy Group investigated ths
Contracts Division in my Department and
indicated that the quality of staff and the
techniques they employ compare favous-
ably with industry. = This confirms our
own extensive experience of procurement

by commercial organisations. Although .

advantage will be taken of any general
change in recruitment policies I have no
evidence of a special problem which
requires exceptional treatmeat. -

Mr, Marxples asked the Minister of
Technology whether he will make avail-
able to suppliers and- to the public in
general the manwals of procurement in-
structions and regulations on procure-
ment in view of the White Paper on
Information and the Public Interest ; and
whether be will arrange for copies to be
placed in the Library... - ‘Y. iy

v
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Davip E. Fisuer AND Mary F, Swansox

- Institute of Marine Sciences, b'riiuersity of Miami
__ Miami, Florida 33149 '

We analyze the cheerved data on meteosite-carth eollisions. on lfm‘c acales of hours, days, &
and years, with praticuiar reference to the problem of the influence of social factors on the -
observalions, We conclude that the moming-afterncon nnisotiopy previously observed for
chondrites must be reconsidercd ns o function of chondrite elass and that it does oot exist
for bronzites and is of less magnitude and is more unccrt:li:ll for hypersthenes than had been -
thought. The summer-winter anisotropy previously observ

the piane of the ecliptic of meleoroid! orbits is higher than is generally
D i 1

The inclination to
supposed, )

InTRODUCTION ‘

The determination of meteoritic orbits is an
important line of evidence in considerations -
of metcorite origin. "The frequency distribution
oi mercorite-carth impacts is onc parameter that
can be experimentally observed and that is
available for use in orbital ealculations. Such
observations are, however, subject to large and
ill-defined  experimental errors introduced by
uncontroilable social effects, which are, more-
aver, difiicult to assess. An attempt at s quan-
tilative evaluation of these complex social fac-
inrs has been avoided by previous workers, but _
alcin an cvahtation is pecessary if- conclusions
about meteoritic orbits, founded on these data,
arc 1o be assigned reasonable limits of accuracy
and some degree of validity. )

In this paper we present some new data and
thoughts on the frequency distribution of mete-
orite-carth collisions on time scales of hours, -

_ days, and years, with particular emphasis on the

probicin of social influences on the observations, '
Fir(, we mvestigate the well-known morning-
afternoon anisotropy of observed meteorite falls, *
in which we find evidence of significant social -
bi.=. Second, we review the data on meteorite
{24 as o function of days of the year, showing X
that the previously observed summer-winter
anisatropy is duc entirely to gocial factors and
that the meteorite orbits are not coplanar with
the ecliptic fo a good approximation. Third, we
review and bring up to date (1850-1965) the

 Conrrilution 958 from the Institute of Matine
Fuiences, University of Miami. -

T

- Frequency Distribution of Meteorite-Eatth Collisions®

is due catircly to social factors. -

——

data on r;netcorite' falls per year and find no ]

ovideneo of chnngc's in yecarly influx rates.
. I L] -

1
Tpts oF Day

Obscrvitions of meteoritic falls between local -

noon and midnight indicate a meteorite moving

in the same direction as the earth and over- -

taking it. Meteorites observed falling between °

midnight and noon are cither overtaken by the -
earth or are moving in a retrograde orbit, The * .
* recorded hours of fall show a pronounced morn- : o
ing-afternoon anistotropy: Twice as many chon-. . '~ ..
drites have been scen falling during the after- . -
noon hours 1200-1800 than during the compar- ~

able morning ‘hours 0600-1200, aithough the
achondritq time spectrum is evenly balanced
around the noon hour, These cbservations have
been used te determine a dominant direction of

but perhaps fallacious information on meteoritic
observations are compatible with an asteroidal
drites. Wetherill [1968] bas taken the calcula-

tions further by Monte Carlo techniques and -
has shown that the observations are not com~ .

patible with either lunar or Apolic-asteroidal - -

otigins but require a presently unobserved
source of objects of Jow inclination, with peri-
helia very near 1 AU and aphelia in the vicinity
of Jupiter. The question we treat in this paper
is whether this observed anisotropy actually

corresponds to a real physical situation relating -

to relative meteorite-earth orbits, or whether -

3 social eﬂ'ti;t;ts are the significant factors in these -
!" . 3 - .' , . 6503 . ) j'- - . .

1
1 ..
i - LT v

.

+ i 7 Wet. 73, No. 20, Ocroses 15, 1968, < .

meteoritic arrivals, thus providing important '

"orbits. Thus, Wood [1961] has shown that these "= .-

. origin, but not a,lunar origin, for the chon. < = ::

Y

Cl e

™

T Y T TT




S o

SRR S

0] FISHER AND SWANSON

eharpvations, There st et leaxl o strong
a pwcty sitspeion that the lakter is the case since,
+3 wo show in the next section, social factors
arc entirely responsible for the previously noterd
(feide, 1957; Mason, 1962; Drown, 1960]
summer-winter anisotropy. The risk in accepting

- and working with astronomical data obtained

from the genersl population has previousty been

“well illustrated [Menzel and Boyd, 1963; Veli-
-kovsky, 1950]. |

\,

We break the chondrite spectrum into bron-

zites, hypersthencs, and others, since any posi-
tive information that we can glean from thia

_-_"‘-gl',udy will be applicable to the study of mete-
* oroid ‘orbits and previous information {such as
" . cosmic-ray ages} indicates the possibility of

dificrent origins and orbits for the different
chondrite classes. For bronzites and hyper-

- sthenes the number of observations is statisti-
- eally significant, Next, we note that an obvious
' binssing social factor rccognized by provious
* workers is the rarity of available observers in
* the night and carly morning hours; we_correct

" for this bias by foilowing the conve:}tion of

i

!
T A/Te0.62

L

OL-BRONZITE CHONDRITE
. o

Fmiting the discussion fo the two duylight inter-
vals, 0R00-1200 versus 1200-1500. The data
quoted hy Wetherill [1068] show a ratio of
~ afternoon to total falls of 0.6 for the chnnrlrites
as a whole. For the remainder of thiz paper the
afternoon-to-total ratio will be indicated by
. A/T. Using the most recent compilation of mete-
oritic data [Hey, 1966], we count (A/T} =
0.62 for the bronzites and (4/T). = 0466 for

" the hypersthenes, with the other meteorite - -
. classes being dismissed for the present as having .
! a statisticolly insignificant number of falla. The .. °

: dnta are shown in Figure 1 and Table 1,
| We now atlempt to disentangle the social and

{ astronomical factors, First, we nots that in the -

! original reports most time data are rounded off
i to the hour or half-hour, with occasional
quarter-hour values. Very few reports claim to

* be more accurate. Further, it is obvious that in
" any data gathered from™he general population -
i there will be a certain error in time reporting.
1 Thus & meteorite falling in the interval X == §

. {where 8 is probably of the order of 15 minutes)

is listed in the records as X A_gf\_d_ is therefore
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| TABLE L, Observed and Corrected A/T Velues A '

AT

. Proosites Hypersthenes Achondrites Iron  Carbonaceous Pigeonite Enstatito Etooy-Iron UFQ
. 062 066 - 0.50 . 0.53 98¢ 075 . 0.8 - 1.00 088 . -
1. Obacrvel - @6/1205  (114/172) . (18/38}  (8/18) (14} - /%) . 8/ “/) @313 -
2. Correrird for : AL : C Lo S
¥ ellect 0.55 0.8 . i i T : ’
3. Averageofl e . . .
and 2 0.58 | 0.83 i ; '
4. 'Noiso’ S 081 063 i -
. {(44/81) (80/126) : ., -
'No noiso” S0 T ooem ! . )
(20/00) . (32/45) i vy - )
5. "Noise® wilh § o4r . 060 - . T - . :
eotrection (6T T ) B (1 PO R . A A ! ; '
‘Ne noino’ with ~ 0.67 *° 067 < L0t "
deorrestion (IR/43) . (38/57)
. "Noiso' average - ' ) i
. ofdond B 0.50 0.62 ‘ S
‘No noiss,” ' i
BVYELAZS
$and G 0.72 .09
7. 'Pest eatimale’
{pen text) 0.50 0.62

counied in our compilation in the interval (X}~
(X + 1). This hag the (purely social) effeet of
transferring morning falls that oceur in the in-
terval 1200-3 to the afierncon interval 1200
1300, adding to the morning total the falls
in the interval 0600-8, and subtracting from the
afternoon total the falls in the interval 1800-8.
We estimate the magnitude and direction of

this cffcet by reworking the data into 0615- -
. O715 intervais, ete, This system reverses the

social effect (ie, falls listed in the interval

"1200-1215 are counted ss morning falls),

but docs not affect the astronomical factors.
As a result the A/T ratio for the bronzites
ig 0.55 and for the hypersthenes 0.61. It is clear
that this very trivial social factor leads to large
changes in the A/T anisotropy, strengthening
the conviction that social effects are important
factors in these data. It is not clear, however,
how best to correct for this effect. We make &
conservative correction by taking an average of
the values before and after the '8° recalculation,

" rmiving (A/T)y = 058 and {4/T), = 063.

These values are summarized in Table 1.

The important soeial factor under guestion is,
however, whether or not people are more likely
to sce afternoon falls than morning falls. It is
difficult to give even a qualitative answer to this
question on anthropological or cultural grounds.
Instead, we attack this problem by considering
that such & social effect will be minimized by

i .
meteoritic falls th:lit are accompanied by exces-
sive visual and audible phenomena, whereas it

" will be maximized by the falls that plop quietly

and unobtrusively to the ground. Accordingly, -

we have retabulated the data, listing in Table 1 S -
~as "noise” the falls for which statements are RS
included in the records indicating that such S

phenomena as bolides and detonations were
present and as ‘no noise’ the falls for which no -

“such statement is recorded. Such a procedure
should reflect. somewhat quantitatively the de- .
gree of social influence. The data, also shown in )
Figure 2, show a definite tendency in both™™ .

classea for the woisy fall distribution to be
shifted toward isotropy. Conversely, it is the -
quiet falls that ate most anisotropie. We con-
clude that there ik o considerable social factor -
operating, which resulis in a greater probability
for observation of a given fall if it occurs in the
afternoon hours, Nest, we retabulate the data -

a5 above to estimate the & effect. {The resulta

are shown in line 5 in Table 1.) Averaging out

the § cffect, we arrive at a final best estimate of .

(A/T}s = 0.50 and (4/7)s = 0.62 for noisy
falls. These latter values, we believe, are a best
npproxin;ation to the true frequency distribu-

~tion of meteorite-earth collisions on this time

scale.

We cornclude from these investigations that
social fn?tors are both complex and significant
to these studies but that they are difficult to =
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Fig. 2. Observed falls versus time of ‘day,
broken into ‘noise’ and 'no noise’ categorica for’

bronzites and hypersthenes. .

nszess and almost impessible to evaluate quan-
titatively with the data available. Certainly,
they markedly aficet the observations, in a di-
rection tending to overestimate any afterncon/
total anisotropy. How satisfactorily our final
best approximation corrects for these effects is
an open question; but the direction of the neces-
sary correction and an approximation of its
magnitude is clear, The frequency distribution

- eurve for the hypersthenes maintaing an anisot-
ropy of 0.62 after these corrections; we believe.
that this probably indicates & true anisotropy -
gomewhere in the range 0.55-0.66 (the lower end

of this range being statistically insignificant from

" isotropy). The bronzite group exhibits an iso-

tropi¢ distribution in our best approximation;

-'we believe that an assumption of anisotrop}r for -

i
.
3 . {

.

MO MOISE

t:his group is not supported by our interpreta-
tion.
" We offer next an independent line of investi.

- gation to bolster these conclusions. An experi-

mental attack of the problem would be to con-
duct random displays of striking atmaspheric

disturbances over wide arcas and to poll the . - . .
public as io’ when these disturbance were ob- - .
served. The true A/T would be controlled, and .- -
any deviation from the true value would be.
 attributed to social factors. Such an experi-

..mental approach is clearly beyond the seope of
this investigation, but an approximation to it .

haa already been attempied, Wo refer to the

reports of UTO sightings collceted over the past - . -

few decades. The UFO phenoménon has not - .

been resolved at this time, but it is clear that -
many of the reports refer to actual atmospheric
. phenomena of one type or another. First, we °

divide the data [Hall, 1954; Olsen, 1966] into

. two classes: hoaxes and lunacy, and true at-
" mospheric phenomena of all kinds. In the first
. -c‘.'xtcgory we place all sightings that include
* avcounts of people or things entering or leaving -
shucers, conversations with the occupants, and .
- the voices of god; this category is dismissed

from further consideraton. In the second cate-

. gory we include all sightings due to such possi-
- bilities as reflecction and refraction of light,

aireraft, meteors, metetoritcs, smoke, clouds,

- planets, and BEMs. Regardless of what is

the actual cause of these sightings, they repre-

sent nnusual atmospheric phenomena that have .

drawn the attention of the general public and
have been reported "to the press or to local

srientific institutions. In this sense "they ap- '

proximate meteorite sightings. In their time-of-
dlay spectrum there are two main differences
from meteorite sightings: there should be more

UFO sightings at night, these being lights from -
.. helicopters or bright plancts such as Venus, and -
" theres should be more UFQ sighting at dawn and

dusk, these being reflections from the low sun

on the underside of clouds, bird's wings, ete. The * -

difference in night sightings does not concern us,

since we are comparing only daylight sightings.

The dawn-dusk sightinga will be discussed in
detail below. Next, we remove from this cate-
gory all sightings reported by pilots and air

" crews, siltce no meteorite has ever been recov-
: ered because of such a report and since sightings

at altitude should not reflect the social factors
Ty : B
P '
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appevaie to ground sightngs. Radar ropmls same eflect, bul.a d.w.n increase is not observed.

e removed for the same reasons, The re-  ‘This is clear evidende of a social cffcct: Many

Q -der of the sightings in this eategory should  more people are available for dusk sightings of

.nalogous to meteorite sizhtings and should - acrial phenomena than for dawn sightings, and -

in cifcct constitute a good approximation to the  this cffeet will apply to metcorite sightings as
experimental approach we first discussed. There | well as to UFOs, Further, if we correct the UFQ
is no physical reason obvious to us why these  A/7T valucs for this sunset incrense the corrected -
sightings should not be isotropic within the time  value is changed only to 0.63. Either of theso
interval under discussion; any social factor af- . values is so close to the A/7 ratios observed
feeting the jeotropy of sightings should be the | for the chondrites thap they scem to us to be < .
same for these UFD sightings as for metcorite  substantial (if exotic) evidence that the mete- ;.70 0
observations. The data arc shown in Table 1  orite anisotropy observed is due in lnrge part to’ - '
and Figure 3: An A/T anisotropy of 0.68 is social factors, - "
observed.  These cunclusnonalha.ve, in our cyes, a de-

There is a physically nonisotropic increase in  bilitating effcet on the strength of metcorite ", *
UFOQ sightings at dusk, owing to the reflections _ orbital calculations that assume as o starling ™ .. "
mentioned above; this effcct does not corre- . point the obscrved A/T anisotropy as the true -
spond to anything similar in meteorite observa. frequency distribution of meteorite-earth im- - .
tions. It should be balanced, however, by an in- - pacts for all chondrites, It would be interesting - ., . - ¥
crenscd number of dawn sightings, owing to the  to_eee the effect on such ealculations of 4/T ! 3
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~ apply any social correction; nevertheless, there

G503 ;
vilues varying from 0.55 to 0.66 for the hyper-
sthenes and of an isotropic distribution for the
bronzites. ‘
Finally, we wish to reiterate the point:made
by Heide [1957) and Urcy [1968] concerning
a purcly astronomical factor that also tends to

" increase the observed A/T anisotropy over the

true value. Metcorites that fall in the al'tqrnno_n
are predominantly in direot orbits and: over-
take the carth; thus, they have-n geocentric

- velocity equal to the difference betwecn the

earth’s and the meteorite’s heliocenttic veloci-
ties. The metcorites that fall in the morning
either are in direct orbits and are overtaken

- by the earth, or are in retrograde orbits. Thus,
.| some metcorites falling in the morning hours

have a geocentric velocity equal to the sum
of these two components; the average geocen-

-"tri¢ velocity of the morning metcorites will
_ tend to be greater than that of the afterncon

metcorites, and they will have a greater ten-

. dency to burn up before reaching the isurface

of the earth. Therefore, the A/T values may
be even lower than the estimate we' finally

accepted above. Of course, if we Limit, 4 priori, |
our interest in possible meteoroid orbit%; to the
ones that are direct, this last consideration E

does not apply. It is clear, however, that one
‘ghonld not apply any reasoning based on time- |

* " of-dny observations to argue against retrograde |.

arbits. .
The other metcorite classes do not in any,

" one casc give a statistically significant number’ .

of falis, but the numbers are interesting, The
achondrite and iron meteorites show no anisot-:
ropy, A/T being 18/36 and 8/15, respectively.”

" The effcct of the social factors noted above

indicates that for these groups the true A/T
might well be less than 0.5. The carbonaceous

" chondrites have an A4/T = 9/14 = 064; the

pigeonite chondrites have an 4/T = 6/8 =

0.75; the enstatite chondrites have an A/T =
6/7 = 0.86; the stony-irom meteorites bave an

A/T = 4/4 = 10. The number of t!:lese falls .
‘ are so small that we have not attempted to

does seem to be at least a suspicion that the

. enstatites and stony-irons exhibit. & deﬁnita;

anisotropy. ~

v

'.‘:.:_.-,._-‘.. . r .,

. : - 1 -" -'l .-'
. ; ‘. Dar or Yean e
... We plot in Figure 4 meteorite falls per da)_f :

[N
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of the year. Indicated on this figure are times
of maxima of the known metcor showers. There
ia no correlation. In particular, there is no -
meaningful corrclation with the Taurids, de-

spite Opik's [1066] siatement to the contrary, 1.
nor with the Geminids nor Comet Wilson-Har. =~ "
Jrington 1949 IIT [Opik, 1965]. We sce no evi-- RS

wdence for the existence of nonrandom events

ion this time seale, despite the carlier conclu- . :
‘sions of Broun and (oddard [1964], which are -~ - -

t
not clear to us.

. Next, we investigate the summer-winter an-
-1isotropy. In the three months May, June, July
170 falls have been observed, whereay in the

.months November, December, January only

.. 108 falls have been observed, a summer-winter .

anisotropy of 178/108 = 1.6. This result is : .
statistically significant and has been taken as
_evidence that either (1) the earth annually
meets a meteorite swarm at_a point in its -
. orbit corresponding to the summer mouths, or
(2) the summer i3 more favorable than the .
winter for observing and recovering meteorites '

+ [Heide, 1957; Brown, 1960; DMason, 1962;
Erinov, 1960]. We investigate the social fac-
tors involved here by breaking the data into
two cases: falls observed between the equator
and 35°N, and falis falling at latitudes greater
. than 35°N. ‘There are insufficient falls recorded
in the southern hemisphere to extend our tabu-

Iation to both halves of the sphere.

We find, for latitudes 0°-35°N, 48 falls dur-

the winter months, constituting a negligible

" anisotropy of 1.1. For latitudes, greater than

35°N, on the other hand, we find 122 summer
falls versus only 65 winter falls, & very definite
“anisotropy of 1.9. That is, the observed summer-
winter anisotropy is due almost entirely to falis
in the higher latitudes where winter is an ‘in- .
__door’ season. Nearer the equator, where there
+is not such a large difference in the comfort to

. bumans during the summer-winter seasons, the

anisotropy tends to disappear. The fact that
the anisotropy does not entirely disappear in

" the moderate latitudes is not disturbing, since

-in regions extending as far as 35°N there do
. begin to be seasonsl differences.

~ J. Wood (private communication, 1968) has
“pointed out that there exists an astronomical
factor that might tend to influence these data
‘in much the same manner as our postulated

ing these summer months versus 43 falls in ~ ‘

R E T
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6310 FISILER AND SWANSON
social eflfcet. The axis of the earth is tilted to s duo mainly to night falls rather than to day
_ the plane of the ccliptic and precesses in such  falls, The ecliptic factor would produce a day-
a manner that the northern hemisphere s light northern summer-winter ratio of about
: tipped at a more favorable angle to the ccliptic . 4 and a night ratio of about 14 if the metcorite
j ~in gummer than in winter (for the important  orbits were exactly in’the plance of the ecliptie, . -
daylight hours). If meteoritcs have orbits that  This is not in accord with the observations, The .
lie_predominantiy i1 the ecliptic {low inclina- social effect cannot be ealeulated so direetly, .
- tiong), there will be a greater frequency of  but we would expect a night northern summer- -
metcorite-carth collisions in the daylight hours™ winter anisotropy greater than a day since .-
- in the northern hemisphere in the summer than * northern winter nights are so much more for-
' in the winter, for the same reason that the _ bidding than the days and since in the sum- -
northern days are warmer in the summer than = imer part of the ‘might’ hours ( 1800-0600) are .
in the winter. Since most observed falls occur _actually illuminated by daylight; this is in ac-~ -
in the daylight hours (Figure 1), this effcct cord with the observationa. ’
will increase the number of summer falls st ~ We conclude from these data that the ob-
the expense of the winter falis. Wood has fur-  served summer-winter anisotropy previousty =
ther pointed out that, if the metcorites are in  noted is caused entirely by social factors. In °
~ direct orbits (overtaking the earth), the date - particular, we find no evidence among these
- of maximum daylight falls will be displaced data for & swarm of meteorites crossing the
. springward from midsummer’s day, If the earth’s orbit at any particular point Further, .
3, meteorites are not in direct orbits of .low'.  we point out that the ecliptic factor iz not -
i inclination, this elfect will be negligible. . operative: Although it could account for the , -
1 To discntangle the effects of this factor from - jncreased total anisotropy in northern Jatitudes,
; the effects of the social factors, we note that - it absolutely fails to account for the faet that -
this ‘ecliptic’ factor will produce a summer-. . the night nnisotropy in these latitudes is greatly .
winter anisotropy greater than umity for day- increased over the day anisotropy (predicting . . .
light falls; for night falls (1800-0600 hours) * in fact the opposite effect). An added bit of
the effect will be exactly reversed: An area on information on meteorite orbits comes out of
1 the earth’s surface that, at a given date pre- this conclusion: If the metcorites were in orbits S
- sents the greatest solid angle to the ecliptic ~ of low inclination, this ecliptic factor would P
during the daytime, presents the least solid have to show the postulnted effcct. Since it
“angle at might. We have thercfore broken the - does not, we conciude that the metcorite orbits .
: . summer-winter data into day (0600-1800) 'are in fact not of low inclination. This conclu-
b ©_ versus night (1800-0600) intervals. The data- ~ sion is in disagreement with assumptions gen-
nre shown in Table 2. ' : . erally made. It would be of intercst to ealcu-

_ We see that the observed effect is in fact the  late quantitatively a lower limit to”the angle’ -
BN reverse of that caleulated on the basis of the of inclination to the ecliptic from these data, -
j;} ‘:' ecliptic factor: For daylight falls in the north- K but care must then be taken to evaluate quan- -

i - ern latitudes the summer-winter anisotropy is titatively the social factors in the data,

' " 1.6, whereas for night falls in the northery lati- - .

_ tudes the summer-winter anisotropy is 2.7. Le, . YearLy FREQUENCY o
R .~ we have noted before that the reason for the  Previous investigators [Krinov, 1960; Mason, .

; - high total summer-winter anisotropy is due to _1962; Hcide, 1957; Paneth, 1956] have noted

A1 falls in the northern Iatitudes; we now note n more-or-less continuous incrense in yearly

-‘ 1 that this northern summer-winter anisotropy fall frequency from 1800 to 1940 and have sug- -
TABLE 2. ‘The Summer (May, June, July)/Winter (November, December, Janusry} Anisotropy

Observed . 0°-35° N >35°N (>N (530N
. (Total) B (Total) {Total) 06601800 - -°  * 1800-0600
170/108 = 1.6 - 4B/43 = 1.1 | 122/65 = 1.9 76/48 =.1.6 - 46/17 = 2.7
[} . )
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wmical effcets or lo eocial factors, such a3
sowing and spreading populations, improving
comununications systems, and increasing scien-
tific interests. Pancth [1956] in fact concluded
that the evidence nctually indicated a decreas-
ing frcquency of meteorite falls during this in-
terval, the observed increase being due entirely

.gr'sl(‘d that this wncrease is due either to astro-

to these social factors. He came to this con-.

clusion by normalizing the data to reported
obiservances of ball lightning,. .

It has now been possible to continue the
curve to include all falls through 1965 {Hey,

. 1966]. It is clear from Figure 5 that the ob-

scrved fall frequency has undergone a definite

decrcase during the years 1940-1065. This de--

erease is difficult to interpret at first sight. In

_ many countries the same social factors that-
tended to increase the number of earlier sight-

ings have continued to increase and at an even
. accelerated rate during these ycars, but in

other countrics there has been a widespread

-change in pnpulatnon lmblts munedmtely fol~

* that same interval; in Figure 6 we present the

6511

lowing the war years. ot only has the fraction
of people living in rural arcas decreazed, but

_alzo in many parts of the world the total popu-
“lation density has deereased in large rural

tracts. The manner "of agricuiture has also . .
changed: A man sitting on a horrendously - 0
noisy traclot is ot so liable to observe a stone . "
falling from the sky as is a man quietiy hocing

" a row, for whom the silence of the day is broken ¢

by t.he meteorite’s arrival. To complicate t!nngs

‘gtill further, ¥. Whipple (private communica- . _
tion, 1968) has pointed out the rapid inerease - . .. f
‘in man-made sky noises during these years; - - ¢

where gnce any loud noise Irom the sky wasn -,
cunosnty-mspmng event, now large pupuhtlons e
have learned to either take these noises for
granted or to run for their lives from them. - - .
To unsnarl the social factors from these ob- .- - |
servations, we nt!irmaliae the data in each S-year |
interval to the number of finds reported in-

number of falls ber find reported for each in- .
terval. The reasomng belund this procedure s - Y,

T
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Fig. 6. Obscrved falls/finds versus year (cromhu.t.ehing: correcied for Niningor effect).

that the number of finds reported during any
given time is not a function of astronomieal fag-

- tors operative during that time (since the finds
" in guestion fell on the arca many years previous

. social factors affecting the discovery and report-

to their discovery) but is a function of the

ing of fails, eg., social awareness, population

. notable exception,

density, scientific interest, and ease of com-

" muniention. Of course, there are some factors

that are not common to the discovery of both
falls and fnds, such as the rate of human-in-
duced overturn of the surface lavers of the
earth by plowing and planting. We feel, how-
ever, that such a normalization does cancel out
the most important social factors, with one

program of education and gospel concerning

the importance and value of meteorites. The
cffeet of hia effort can be dramatically seen by

considering the number of finds per year; there
is & sndden and distinct rise starting about the

" mid-twenties and fading out only in the mid-

forties, as people reported finds that they would

- notmally bave relegated te the mantel over

- the fireplace or to a dump. The increase in

BRI s A i

the exception being the =
. 'Nininger’ effect. During the years 1923-1048,
"H. H. Nininger conducted, throughout the mid-
- western gection of this country, an intensive

§1lls ohscrvcd because of this effect is again
dtrong, but not quite go strong as the effect on
nds, since increased awareness of metcorites

and enthusiasm for their recovery can be ap- -
_-plied in the case of finds to the accumulated -

debris of thousands and hundreds of thousands
of years, whereas for falls the population is

. limifed to the ones that actually fall in the

area during that particular time interval. We
have thercfore corrected Figure 6 for the

Nininger cfiect by subtracting both falls and

finds reported in this area of the country in
this time interval. Of course, this again over-

corrects for the effect, sinee some such occur-

rences would have been reported in the absence
of Nininger, but, if we look at the great in-
¢tease in reports brought about because of his

. work, we can only conclude that the overcor-

rection is negligible. At any rate, both the cor-

rected and the uncorrected data are ‘shown in

igure 6.

The pattern that emerges by simply count-. |
ing the numbers of observed falls (Figure 5) . -

53 a pattern of am increasing number of fall
' ébservations till about 1935, and then a tailing
"off. The pattem that emerges from our fali/
find analysis (Figure G) is rather a pattern of

simple random variations owing to the statis- -

1965

T L




-
C% 0 aen! wmaple poprtation (obscrvations of about
©T 0 oamhiic and a roughly equal number of finds
i ‘nlcrval) with the data previous to 1850.
LY ignored beeause of their extreme paucity.

The variation becyond the statistical observed
i ©in Figure G is so slight that wo hesitate to

! ©  ascribe it to monrandom aspects of metcorite
i falls during these time intervals, because of the
! possibility of fluetuations in social factors in-

: correetly compensated for, The statistical fuc-
: tuntions obscrved in these data do not, of
course, imply such large variations in the true

is about 500 per year [Brown, 19611, then
. quinate-yearly variations of only a few per
' . cent are to he expected. These statistical flue- .
i tuations in the observations limit our analysis,

- 50 that we cannot make a precise statement -

p concerning the possibility of a true decrease in

' . meteorite falls since 1935, but there does
not appear to be any evidence for such a de-
crease. In particular, if the two general peaks

for which there is an indication in Figures 5

- and 6, were indicative of individual astronom-

ieal events that fed new meteorites into earth-

{  crossing orbits, particular meteorite classes
: " would be asszociated with each such event. We

have investizated the yearly frequency as a -

function of meteorite class (data not shown).
and find no such association. '

CoxcLusions

The chondrite morning-afternoon anisotrop‘v"-
previously assumed must be reconsidered. We
believe that no such anisotropy exists for the *

; bronzites. The hypersthenes may show some
such cffeet, but it is smaller and much more
, uncertain than had been thought., Orbital cal-
. culations based on this effect scom to us to be
; of doubtful validity. Other meteoritic classes
have statistically uninteresting numbers of falis

- available, although the enstatite chondrites and -

| stony-irons, -with few data available, seem to’
be clearest cases for the anisotropy.

P obscrved is an effect due to purely social causes.
P The meteorite orbits do not lie close to the |
plane of the ecliptic. : :

There is no apparent correintion between

¢ . - showers. o R

e

number of falls. If the average number of falls

during the periods 1860-1850 and 1920-1950, °

S metcorite {alls and known maxima of meteoric -

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF METEORITE-EARTIT COLLISIONS 6513 -

Wilhin the large Ifmifs of érror of our anal- v

ysis we see no evidence for a change heyond the
statistical in yearly Meteorite influx.
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#1 . ) ' UFO STATISTICS -~ 18T JANUARY 1353 TO 30TH SEPTEMIER 1368

-

Year f::‘;::‘::: Balloons cg;::::l I;:;onr:::gloal Airoraft Niscellaneous (m:in::t Total
: Fhenomena Information)
1959 soee 1 3 1 7 L 2 L 22
1960 ..., - 8 2 7 10 1 3
1961 oo.o 16 11 8 20 9 5 2
1962 ... . 1 6 5 8 9 L 3
963 eeee 18 6 4 L 10 y 2
96k .ene b3 3 6 - 10 7 5
965 eees 27 3 3 2 7 “w
1966 ...4 38 10 5 5 17 15 5
|967 sese 57 b2 26 19 150 22 46
lotal ..., 211 92 60 72 226 63 &
- 1968 44 .
o 30 9/68 55 9 27 3 93 16 13

ote: Miscellansous reports includs, for example, hoaxes and the reflection of 1lights on clouds.



'1.1.5/6/12 N

e UFQ _STATISTICS - 4ST JANUARY 1959 TO 34ST DECEMBER 1967 .
k"’ Meteorcloglaal Unexplained
Year S tes  Balloons cg%;::t:l and Natural Alroraft  Miscellsneous  (Insufficient  Total
Phenomena Information)
959 [ EEN ] 1 3 1 7 ll- 2 l.. 22
%0 .... - 8 2 7 10 1 3 3q
91 seee 16 11 8 20 9 5 2 il
962 .... 11 6 5 8 9 4 3 46
963 ... 18 6 I N 10 7 2 54
9& L X EY ] 14-3 3 6 - 10 7 5 7l|-
965 v.se a7 3 3 2 7 - 1 56
966 ...4 38 10 5 5 17 15 5 95
967 waes 57 L2 26 19 150 22 46 362
otal .4 214 92 60 72 226 63 8 808
1948 — —l — by {5 o
, ~—39— Q o4
el e e o y -y LY.
L g s < - : ' o FARNE

ote: .lliscollanaou; reports include, for example, hosxes and the reflection of lights on clouds,
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APS to S of S through DUS‘M:!

Copies to:= FS to US of S (RAF)
AUS(0)(Alr)
DST1

I encloze a draft Answer, Supplementeriss and back-
ground notes for this question., This question affects the
interests of the Board of Trade and the Home Office as well
as Ministry of Defence and the answer, supplementaries and
background notes have been cleared with them. Also attached
are folders containing the earlier queations addressed by
Sir John Langford-Holt to the Prime Minister and to
Us of S(RAPF).

e 3 I
June 1

JPG

Enc: PFolders
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TUESDAY, 11TH JUNE 1968

r Joh ' o tive - Shrewsb

*No 115 Sir John Langford-Holt - To ask the Prime Minister,
whether he is aware that
under the present arrange-
ments some reports of
unidentified flying
cb jecta are made to the
Ministry of Defence and
police reports are msde
to the Board of Trade;
and whether he will
arrangs that all susch
reports are made to one
department,

ANSWER:
Prime Miniatem

As zy Hon Friend the Minister of State
Board of Trade told you on 29th November 1967, reports
of unidentified flying objects are not called for by
his Department, Any received by the Board of Trade
from the police or anyone else are passed on to the

Miniatry of Defence,



UPE ARTES

Qete 'lhat ;ustruotioml bave been siv:n to therpollco about
reporting unidentified flying objects?

51. No npociﬁcr fns'tructilonn‘ have 'ﬁeeu issued, but over
the years 1t has become established practice for police
forces all over the oountry to pass reports ef interest
to the Ministry of Defeunce. _

Q2. Is the Prime Minister aware that the Assistant Commissioner
of Police of the Metropolis told a member of the public
that UFO reports wers sent by the police to the
Board of Trads? | o

A. There ssems to have besn some misundaratanding. If
‘police observe an aeroplane in flight hearingmither
military nor the proper civil marks the matter is repcrted
to the Beard of Trade. This'is, of course, not a repoert
of an unidentified flying object in the accepted #ense.

Qe3s ls the Prime Minieter aware that scme reporis of
unidentified flylng objects are not pamased on to the
Miniatry of Defence by th? polics?

Ao The police have e:tansivo/ knowledge of local conditions, -
and 1t is left to thelr good ssnse to decide yhether any
partioular report should be passed on to the Minigiry of
Def ance. )

Q4s If seme reports do not reach Miniatry of Defence does
thia not leave & gap in our nmational security?

A Ho Sir. .Tha Royal Alr Force keeps a constant watch on
the skies over the Uniicd Kingdcm and I am confident

that we can rely on them to secure our air defence.

/5



Q.Sl

A.

Qo6c

Ao

Was the report made by Mr ~ teo

“the police on paased

on to the Ministry of Defence?

I will ask my Bt Hon Friend the Seoretary of State for
Defence to make pome eaquiries and write to you.

¥111 the police forward reports to private organisations
or individuals studying UFC*'a?

That is a matter for the Chiaf Officer of sach force to
decide but it is not usual for the police to discloae
for non officlal purposes informatioan they receive in

the course of their dutys .



BACKGRQUND NOTES

®
3ir John Langford-Holt

1.  Sir John Langford-Holt has shown an interest in unidentifieq
flying objeots for at least two years and has asked a number of
questions on the sudbject. The relevant Hansard extracts are at
Mwpendices 1 to 5. This queation is directly related to the
question answered by the Minlater of State Board of Trade on
29th Koveamber, (Appendix 2).

2. As was true of the queastion answered by the Prime Minister
on 19th December, (Appendix 1),1t is possible that

Sir John Langford«lolt was prompted to ask this jquestion by
A MT MMy hoc been in correspondence
with tho Board of Trade, Home Office, Ministry of Defence and

the Comalasicner of Police on the question of reports of UFUs
received by the police. He has also been in corréapondence with
the Prime Minister's office, Sir John Langford-Holt, M,.P,,

3ir Eric Bullus, M.P., the United Kations Crganisation, the
Canadian and other Governments and organlsations about vardious

aspects of UFO reports.

3. Last October the Assistant Commisalomer of Police of the
Metropolis, in reapomnse to letter from Mr Hennessey, told him that
reports of unidentified flying objects were passed to tha Bourd of
Trade. This was & misunderstanding. The Assistant Coomissiomer
had in mind an instructicn concerning ‘aireraft! which is now of
course normally taken to mean an meroplane, If ean alrcraft is
cbsarved by the police bearing nelther the proper military nor
civil marks the matter is reported to the Board of Trade. This is

not a UFO report in the accepted sense.

Reporting Frocedures



Reporting Procedurss

b, RAF Stations have standing 1natrﬁ9tionn to pass reports

Toceived from any source, eg police or public, or originated

by them to Minlstry of Defence,

5+ No specific imstructiona have been issued to the police, but
it has bscome established practice for police forcea to paas
reports of interest to RAF Stations or to Ministry of Defence,

The police have unrivalled knpulods. of local conditicns,
happenings and personalities and it is sensible for them to decide
whether a report shculd be passed on to Ministry of Defence for

inveatigation,

6. The Board of Trade are not interested in UFO reports, but
scme of thelr establishments, particulsrly the Alr Traffic Control
Centres, receive reports from time to time, Board of Trade
eatablishments have instructions to pass such reports on to the

Ministry of Defence,

Ceneral

7. At Appendix 6 is a general brief ca unidentified flying cbjects

which includes some statiaties,
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UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS

Qi4. Sir 1. Langford—HoIt asked the
Prime Minister whether he IS satisfied
that ali sightings of unidentified flying
objects which are reported from Service
Sources are explainable ; What inquiries
he has authorised into these objects out-
side the defence aspect ; and whether he
will now appoint one Minister ¢o look
into al] aspects of reports.

The Prime Minister; Tpe Answers

are: “Yes, €Xcept when the informatiog
i is i iNone ' ;
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{ .
Unidentified Flying Objects | ;

Sir J. Langford-Holt asked the Presi- -
dent of the Board of Trade by what
authority he requires reports of uniden-
tified flying objects from the police ; and
what action he takes on them.

Mz, J. P. W. Mallaliea: No such re-
ports are called for.
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Unidentified Tiying Objecis {Reports) - .

Scorelary of ‘State for Delense what
P arrangements are mwade for the repoit-

- jna and receipt of reposis of sightings of
¢ unidentified flying objecis; and how

- many of these repoits have been received.

. Vin the last 10 years from civilian and Seewt

i+ yice sources. - .

. brem
3t Mr, Me

yn Rees: Reports of uniden~

*ro . tified flying objects are reccived oy my:

. -+ . Department from boih Service and civie
em lian soucces and arc investigaled, Between
111959 and 1965 35} reparis were received,

i
!

73. Sir J. Langford-Ioli asked they

« T regeet that carlicr figures are not availe

4 able, . | .
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Do e &, .o 1 ouary of State for Defence what estimate
RPN e ST Ty e has miade as to the value, cousses and |
e . ) _ . ' origins of reponis ol sightings of uaideati= ;

‘ : » fed flying objects as well as of thc objects |

o themseives. -
T Ve,  Meriya Reest Reporis  are

. o
P .. cxamined at their face value i ihe light].
- . of their possible air deicnce implications,

) ) L and we do not carry our study ‘beyond ',
. this point. | No defeace implications nave |
H 1 P . ‘
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. . ' been found. * w7 ‘
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APPENDIX 6

Lﬁh | GENERAL NCTE Q:j
Sources of Information
.1. By and large reports of unidentified flying .objeota ariginate fran soreone who has
seen an unfamiliar object or phenomenon or a familiar object in an unfamiliar
gituation. The vast majority of the reports receivad are imprecise; many are
of limited accuracy; and many of the objects ware aeen only for secdnds. Theas
reports reflsct the known unrsiiability of untrained obgervers. Nevertheless,
by careful siudy mnd by oconducting fleld investigations to obtiain more iaformation,
it is possible to pinpoint the explanations for about 96‘% of all reporte. The
rest remaln unexplgined because they are too imprecise or inadequate to permit
further investigation. RAF stations have standing instructiocns to pass reports
received or originated by them to the Ministry of Defence but they do not have
any instructions to carry out 106&1 investigations. There is nothing to distinguish
these reports from others which are made direct to the Ministry of Defence. l
Investigation of Reports
2., The Air Force Deparimeni of the Ministry of Defence accepts all reports of
unidentified flying objects which are passed to them and studies these reporis
solely because of their possible air defence interest. Nons of the reports
received to date provide evidence of clandestine terrestrial activifyorof sctivity under
extra-terrestrial control. Neither do they reveal anything whose investigation

seema likely to result in a significant advance in sclentific knowledge.

o o o - L oA - . . . - - a I . L. . Y . A - TN T . T e o


The National Archives
MoD policy on UFOs 1967
Briefing note on MoD UFO policy, 1967: investigation of UFO reports.


Civil and Military Radar Network, Defence Intelligence sources, and other
scientific and technical scurces, eg the Meteorological Office, the Royal
Obsefvatory, the Radio and Space Research Statilon stc., confirm the accuracy

of thih gonclusion.

Statistical Analyeis

3. An analysis of reporis recelved aach year erm 1959 tb date is at Annex A.
This gonfirms that:-
2. There was a marked increase in the number of reports in the latter
part of 1967. In October aﬁme 90 reports wera received. The present

rate is about 20 per month.
b. The number of reports is very small compared with those received

by the USAF. (Over 10,000 from 1347 to 1965},

‘. ;Wj !
¢. The normal explanations conthﬁue to apply.
' /Disclosure of Information




Disglosure of Information : éf

G‘Wh,' :‘I'l?e Hiﬁiatry of Daefence tells those who have reported UFOs the result of
“rtheir inveatigation and the explanation of the sighting. The Ministry of
Defence also reveals these explanations to other interested parties, eg Ll

the Fress, in response to specific requests. Neither the report nor the |
explanation are clagsified. Case rscords are not made available for public
sorutiny as this could be considered to be a breach of confidentiality as
betwoén'the Uinlstry of Defence and members of the public who make reports.
Some membars of the public particularly ask that their reports ahoﬁld receive
no publiﬁity. Some cass records also include material from classified sources,

eg operational radar films and BMEWS data.

Reagons for Increased Number of Reports in 1967 @

5. Three factors have contributed to ths increase in the number of reports
in 1967. First the extended periods of fine weathor in the Summer and early
Autumn months provided ideal conditions for intensive and extensive flying,
gliding and ballooning activities and they also caused a great many pecple to i C ‘ _'

spend more time out of doors and permitted those people to see much more of

the aerial activity than usual. Secondly, the planet Venus, which ig extremely i
bright, was to be seen over the UK for an extended period from the beginning of
October. Thirdly, very wide publicity has been given in the presas and on

television to reports of unidentified flying objects and this has encouraged the

S

public to search the sky in the hope of seeing their own unidentified flying



The National Archives
UFO Ministerial briefing
Head of S4(Air)’s briefing to Ministers on reasons for increase in number of UFO reports during 1967.


received in recent months come from the Lonaon AL\ &R TEEE 220
aireraft or air;raft 1ights. There has been nothing in the reports received
in 1967 to jndicate that they are in any way differereant from the raports

' received in earlier years. Apart from freguent gightings of the planst Venus -
especially by people in North Devon and Sussex - thare have bsen no mass
sightings.
Reports from Service Sources
6, Sir Jobn Langford-iolt has preforred in tte pasi specifically to objects
reported from Service sources. Few aightinggorigindte from Service sources and
separsate gtatistios are not kept for ithis category of repoft. In 1967 only
eight originated from Service personnel or civilians employed by the Armed Forces.

All were explained.

B /Retention of Reports




Retention of Reportsa
<~’?' 'Because reports received have proved to have such mundane explanations, it

has bean the practice to retain them for a period of five years only before
destruction.

Further Studies

8, The Ministry of Defence has found no evidance to suggesi that reports

of unidgntifiod flying objects have other than the most mundane explanations.
This view is based om a full study of reports and careful compariscn with

data available from defence mources and other scientific and technical advice.
In the circumstances, the Ministry of Defence doss not consider that separate
_studios by other Government Departmenis or bj a Univeraity or other independent
organisation would produce results to juetify the expenditure of time, effort
and money involved. Neither the contract awarded to the University of Colorado
(See Annex B) by the USAF nor the information we have on the attitude of the
USSR (Annex C)Agive grounds for altering this opinion. Prgsent knowledge of
the progress of the Colorado study indicates that it is-unlikely to reveal any
significant mew facts sbout unidentified flying ob;jects- of sclentific or defence
importance and is unlikely to resolve the public relations problems associated

with UF0 reports.

Parlimmentary Interest
9. A 1ipt of MPs who have put down Parliamentary Guestions or made Parliamentary

enquiriss most recently is provided at Aunex D.
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UPO STATISTICS - 1ST

JANUARY 1959 to 31st MAY 1968

i b

. METECR-

SATELLITES CELESTIAL OLOGICAL NTSCEL- UNEXPLAINED UNDER
YEAR BALLOONS AND AIRCRAPT (INSUFFICIENT INVESTI- TOTAL

AND DEBRIS OBJECTS HATURAL LANEOUS INFORMATION) - T GATION

PHENOMENA
1959 1 3 1 7 4 2 4 - 22
1960 - 8 2 7 10 1 3 - 3
1361 16 11 8 20 9 5 2 - T1
1962 " 6 5 8 9 4 3 - 46
1953 18 6 L i 10 T 2 - 51
1964 43 3 [ - 10 1 5 - Th
1365 27 3 3 2 7 - 14 - 56
1966 38 10 5 5 17 15 5 - 95
TOTAL 154 50 3 53 16 L1 38 - LL6
1967 57 42 26 19 150 22 LE - 362
1968,%,| 33 L 9 - 33 3 2 25 109
TOTAL Sbk 96 69 T2 259 66 8€ 25 917
NOTE: Miscellaneous reports faclude,

for example, hoaxes and the reflection of lights on clouds.



ANNEX B

. UNITED STATES AIR FORCE STUDIES @

1. The United States Air Force has been studying reports of uﬁidentified
flyiﬁg objects since 1947 (Project Blue Book). It has a small permanent staff
for this purpose, From 1947 to 1965 inclusive the USAF received over 10,000
unidentified flying object reports and were unable to explain some 600 of these
despite the avai}ability of a full description of the cbject observed. At a
hearing before the House of Representatives Committee on the Armed Services in
April 1966 they agreed that these "unidentified" reports deserved further
attention and subsequently the US Department of Defense awarded to the University
of Colorado a contract for a full scientific study of reports of unidentified
flying objects,
2. The contract was awarded to the University of Colorado because they were
one of the few Universities in America which had not publicly taken up a position
for or against the exiaténce of unidentified flying objects which ¢ould not be
explained on the basis of existing scientific knowledge.
3« There is no doubt that the USAF hoped that the University's study would
confirm the findings of Project Blue Book and that they also.h0ped that it would
vindicate them in the face of growing publie belief that the USAF were concealing
the truth. Howevef, due to scepticiem publicly expressed by the Leader of the
University of Colorado Study Team (Dr. Condon) the University's study is already
being denigrated in America as an elaborate plot to give an air of impartiality
to the biased attitude of the USAF towards these reports. There are voluntary
organisations in America, eg, the Naticnal InvestigatiomsCommittee for Aerial
Phenomena, devoted to the investigation of UFO reports. These organisations
firmly believe that there are facts concealed by the USAF which should be made
public.
4, A member of the University of Colorado Study Team, Dr. Low, visited the MOD
in August 1967. He enquired about our interest in unidentified flying objects
and we explained that, like the USAF, our interest arose from the possible air
defence implications. We also told him that we had found mundane explanations
for the vast majority of the reports we had received. He did not ask for any

other information or for details of individual cases.

/5.



The National Archives
USAF studies
Note on USAF studies including Project Blue Book


5. The conslusions and recommendations of the University's study are
potentially of great interest to us in that they may help both the USAF and
oursélvéa to decilde what_defthlo;:qdqéidepafioﬁ shouid be gi§en to future 7
reports. The USAF has pfomised ﬁé a capy.bfnthe report and Dr. Low has

undertaken to keep us informed of the progress of the study in the meanwhile,




)

1. Daily papers on 13th November 1967 reported an announcement made oﬁljiiw 
Russian television that a Soviet Air Force Commissicn had been estabiiéhed E

to investigate reports 6f unidentified flying objects.

2. Earlier this year the Scientific Attache in Moscow made some discreéet
enquiries and was told that because insufficient information had been received
to sustain it the Commission had been disbanded., However, the Scientifie

Attache thought it likely that the Commission was continuing ite work under

cover, @h*} e Q‘UUJ*- ’*‘“MQJmilik ey ‘}}iLJ -ka%Fﬁn~aLLm~ .
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The National Archives
Note on USSR studies
Note on USSR studies of UFO phenomena.


ANNEX D

(;. PARLIAMENTARY INTEREST IN UFOs

1. The following MPs have put down Parliamentary Questions or initiated
Parliamentary enquiries about unidentified flying objects in recent years.

2. Mz, Edwin Brooks. P.G. 27th May 1966, See Appendix I to this Annex.

b Sir John Langford-Holt.

‘8. P.Q. 22nd June 1966, See Appendix II to this Annex.

b. P.Q. 22nd June 1966. 3ee Appendix III to this Annex.

¢. P.Q. 19th July 1966. See Appendix IV to this Annex.

d., P.E. 7th September 1967. He asked US of S(RAF) to make Ministry
of Defence information about UFO reports avallable to the University of
Colorado, US of S{RAF) replied that we were in contact with the
University but had been given no reason to believe that they wanted such
information.

e. P.Q. Supplementary 5th November 1966. Ses Appeﬁdix VIII.

f. P.E, 24th April, 1968, He asked US of S{(RAF) about the details
referred to in the answer toP.Q.from Mr, Peter Mills (see para., 7) and
about the American conclusaions mentioned in the answer to Mm Patrick Wall on
22nd November 1967, He was referred to the more recent figures given to
Mr Edward Taylor (para. 4b) and told that in referring to the conclusions
reached by the Americans US of S{RAF) had in mind the general viewa of
the USAF and not the Colorado Study which bas yet to make an official

announcement about conclusions.

4, Mr. Edward M. Taylor.

a. P.Q. 24th July 1967, See Appendix V to this Aanex,
b, P.Q. 22nd January 1968, See Appendix XI to this Annex.

5. Sir Eric Bullus.

a. P.E. _July 1967, The MP passed on requests from a Mr. {NENEGNGNG—_GGS
(ol correspondent with the Ministry of Defence, the FPrime Minister

and others) that:
(1) US of S(RAF) sign a declaraticn that no alien objects had

flown through'UK airapace. {A similar request was addressed to
the Prime Minister).
{2) The Ministry of Defehce, or ancther Coverument Department

should initiate az a matter of high priority (directly or through
the United Nations) a full sclentific study of UFO reports.

Both requests were refused: the first on the grounds that Ministerial
opinion had already been publicly stated on many occasions; the second
on the grounds that available information did not justify a high

priority for such a study.

/b



6.

7.
8.

9.

for general information about UFOs,

el S e D D

be Pu3. 25th October 1967. Probably arising from the answer to

the P.E. See Appendix VI to this Annex.

¢e P.E. May 1968, The MP passed on a letter from Mr Hennessey
challenging an explanation given to an observer by MCD.  No new
information was provided and the MP was told that MOD had no cause
to .amend the explanation given.

Dr. Reginald Bennett. P.Q. 7th November 1967. See Appendix VII.
Mr, Peter Mills, P.Qs. &th November. See Appendix VIII.

Mr. Patrick Wall,

a. P.Q. Bth November. See Appendix IX,

b. P.Q. 22nd November. See Appendix X.

Mr. Richard Kelley MP, passed on a request from a constituent asking
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Mz, .;:'co..q asked the Sccrciar) of
‘Siate for Defence how maay reporis of
unidentiiied flying objects were rcc»wcd
1 by his Department ihroughout Great.
. Britain during 1964 and 1965; and of -
these how many have sincé not bccn
_satisfactorily expluined.

M. Moviyn Rees: ‘The following®
; thc figures: !
Total Number
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Numher ot
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In the cases thai have not been satise
© factorily explained the information given
~ has -'cm..s.ly -been “1o0  imprecise or
! inadequate 10 support any furthcr mvcsu-
-g gation. - . .
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. 73, Sir J. Lang fo.-d-Ho’t askcd the, ;
: St.cn.tary of Siale for Defence what :
-arrangements are ‘made for the report |
“ ing and receipt of reporls of sightings of
]
!

umdnuﬁ‘.d fiying objects; and  how

+ many of these reports have peen received.

A in the last 10 years from civilian and Ser=t
i vice sources. . - : e

., Yaun

Lo
i
T

*3*  Mr. Meslyn Rees: Reports of unidens
..uﬁcd flying objecls are received by my:
. Department from both Service and civi
lmn sources and are investigated. Between’
1 1959 and 1965 351 reporis were received. )
1 ‘:icgrct that earlice ﬁgun.s are not availe ¢
c! ) - . .o
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*  §ie J. Langlford-l3olt asked the Secre-
-1 1ary of State lor Deicnce what estimale
.1 he has made as 1o the valug, courses and
" orisins of reports of sightings of unidenti-
fied fiying objects as well as of the objects
themselves. - . '

Ve, Merlya  Reess * Reporsts  are

S cxamined at their face value in the lightf. =~ °

" . of their possible air delence fmplications, { ~ -
and wc do not carry our study ‘boyand |

! this point. - No defence jmplications have | -

* e -

© peen found. © e T
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Tefow il LN QT Sic Y. Lanzford-Eolt asked the
' o ' Jeoow . Prime Miaister whethcr, in view of the”

P fact lhat the Seerctary of Sitate for De-
RS Lo ! Jfence is responsible only for the air de-

. S T + | fenee implicaiions of the reporis of
: S ¢ unidentified flying objects, he will allocaie

t ;47 -0 .. -toa Department the duty of assessing the
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Lt 4 wider implications of these reports, | N
. M e e i " The Prime Miaister's No, Sir, o
e Lsen S U e Sie J. Langiordsifoit: Ts the Prime
R L J Ministcr aware hat enormious numbers R
L e o et Lt of these reports are coming in to ihc i
e P et e T Governmient from peopic, not all of whom |-
: - are cranks?’ Wouid it not e appro- : ;
. .« -« 1. . priate, without myscli knowing very much
N ® « - 1 about the origins or significance of thesc )
. ‘ S ., ., items, that somebody-in the Government | .
wi e - T oox oo i1 at least should take a scricus.iaterest-in
oo ! ¢
o SRR CO them? ¥
ol Lt v -, Lg The Prime Minister: These muatters 3.0
* . .. 4} are taken. scriously when:ihe reporis b vl
-, o=t o {Hwhich are received arc.-suﬁcacnnyl oo
E Doy il detailed to enable a cneek to be made, S i
' S v oY Tn very many casesthere are natural @ v
, . . | phenomena, or less' natural phenomena ©
e, i such as balloons, aircraft, and so on.i
Lo R Tr 00 Waiere it has not been poss:blc togetai
Cooote Ut satisfactory cxplanmzon it is. usually i" =
P .+ .. because tie information has been 100. | X
. ) . inadequate of imprecise for” mv»suﬂanon. X
+ . ‘- i I.-h
R C § M Tiopz i Ts'it not well Lnown ‘fhat :
e et L i thcse unidentified fiying objecis are the- !
* : , - Chickens coming home 1o foost in the .
. -1 ruins . of the nght houn, Gcn.lgma'\s 1
.. j ccputation? B e
) PR i+ The Drimie Mial ster: T scem to remeni-
P .. "1 bor thinking that quesiion ratier fuany
. * .. when it was put by tha. rignt hon. N’cmo‘.r
. S e O : ;Qr Flini, West (Vr. Bnm) six years ago.
RN . i Fr, Sainweli: Tn Miew of the fact that
c | Ahe Opposmon are always Ioomng for.
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Mr. Edward M. Taylor asked the Scere- ., © 0 ¥
tary of State for Declence what informa- _ "
. tion he has regarding reports of ¥
f i unidentified fiylng objects “in  recent
v " months ; and if he will make a statement.
R % Mr. Merlya Rees: Such reposts”are ..
L % investigated, but nothing of defence :
_ = interest has been found, - | - ,
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Unidentified Flyiag Gbjects

60. Sir E. Bullus asked the Secretary
of State for Defence how many rcporty
he has received in the last 5ix months of
the sightings of unidentified flying ob-

. ' jects ; what were the results of his .Ane

vestigations ; and’ if . he will make A

'DATED RELLE.T6 75

Col. L FL. 0/

. -

_ . statcment. .
' T, Mr Medyn Recss 153 reports have -
. been reccived in the Ministry of Defence
! in the last six raonths. Some of (heso
©are still being_mycsugatcd. but com-
. monplace explanations have been found ‘
~fortherest. ., .. . : TR
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Unidentified Flying Oblecls

49, Dr. Dennelt asked the Secratary of
Stute for Delence what organisation Her
Majesty’s  Government  has  for the
anulysis and valuation of reports of flying
objccts not identificd as aireraft,

Mie. Meriyn Rees: The Ministry of
Deience examines tiese reporls in (he
light of their possible air defence jmpli-
cations ; and it obtains advice, as ncces-
sary, from Governmental and  other |

* seienlific and technical organisations. The' -
! adequacy of our arrangements can be
Iojudged from the fact that belween lst .
. Junuary, 1959, and 30th September, 1967,
. . M

>
-

625 reports were examined and 555 were
found to have mundan¢ cxplanations, -
The remaining 70 reports contained in- |
sufficient data for evaluation but there

' was nolhing to suggest that they related
to incidents materially dificreat in kind '

. from those which were explained. ;
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15 and 16. Ms
Secrelary of State

LR

7.500= 6%

Unideniified Tlying Object
(North Devany

2eler Miiis asked the
for Defence (1) if he

LR X E R T TN

Will make a statement og the circum- © ! '

stances in which

object has been seen jg

» ) arca of D_cvon; and what
10 deal with a TeCurrence

object ;

(2) wheiher
Okchampton area of
oeen described as a

an unidentified

flying
Okehampton
are his plans
of this fying

the

the flying object in the
Devon, which has
star-shaped cross

]ar_gg:r thgn a_conventional! aircraft, i a
Sritish aircraft or ap unideatified flying

abject,

Tae Under-Seerctary of Siafe for Dee
teace for i Royal Air Force (e
. daerlyn itees) ¢ We received a number of
reports of objects scen in the sky over
Norilv Devon in Octobar,  Aflter inves-
tigation, some proved to be ajreraflt and
Some were lights, Of the lights, the
fajority were the planet Venus : but the
sourcerof a few lights has not been Posis
tively identificd. I can say, however,
that none of these unidentiticd lights was
an alicn objcet, :

There are standing instructions for
R.AF. statioas to report unusual objects
seen in the sky, and slanding arrange-
ments for investigating these reports and
similar reports from other sources, )|
do not consider additional action neees-
sary.

1

Mr. Mills:' Will the hon. Gentles
man bear in mind that thjs maller Is
not only of considerable interest to the
South-West, Pariicularly the Olchaimp- .
ton arca, but also of some concern? Haow
does this statcment Square with the siate-
menis of two poiice ofiicers and .of ch-
gincers at Hessary Tor that low flying
objccts were moving
in the area?

Mr. Rees: In answer (o a Question |
yesterday and another taday, I havo
publisicd details of all (he investigations
which Lave been made over recent years,
and none of these would give any reason .
to belicve that there “are unidentified
- objects in the sease which has been im-
plicd.  Purther, we have conmwleie radar
coverajie ioe a very preat heigint over all.
these aslands and have access Lo that
over Lurope, and none of this Icads
us 10 belicve in any sense that this is .
anything .clse than somcthing which we
know nothing abgut, ‘

Mr, Alan Lee Williams : Can my on.
Friend assurc us' that he has received
scicnufic advige? - - :

- Mr, Rees: I can give that assurance.

This is not just an air defence matier,
We drave aceess to scientisis of high re-
puic—incy have been consulted on ail
these matters—and also to psychologists,

Sir 4. Langfor-Ifol: The hon.
Gealieman said that we have complclo,
radar coverage. ” In these circumstances, -
can he explain-how -a lelter was seat’ |
by his Depariment when g eport’ was .

-TC$PONSE (o

-right -hon.
for over an. hdur | '
. - - '

sent about onc of these _objccts to the j
cfiect that it “ might or might not * have

been an
unable 10 say?

aircralt but his Department was

Mz Rees: The problem is that, if one’

is nolificd of this

when one gets a leiter weeks laler asking

what it might have been on such and |

right away, it is pos- .
sible to give a more definitive reply, but &

such an occasion, it is difficuit to be .

definitive on' it
believe that.

anything of ‘that kind,

Mr, Shinwell : Would it not be desire
able for the Government 10" encourago
this idca that there are unidentificd fly-
ing objects and that there is a danger of
invasion from another Panct? - Would
this not creale ihe necessary diversion so
that people in this counlry, and the elee..
tors in particular, would not worry about
their "cconomic problems? : '

But nothing leads us (o

- My Rees: Judging from the public’s
fomc newspaper reports, I
¢an only hope that they will take my
Fricad’s - remark . seriously, - ,

«t
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this is men from Mars or
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Unidentified Fiying Objects

Mr, Wall asked the Secretary of Siate
for Defence if lie will make a slatement

- on unidentificd flying objects sighted over

+ Great Britain during the past 1wo years.

. Mr Medyn Rees: From Ist January,
1966 to 30th Scpiember, 1957, 274 re-
ports ‘were received. 242 reporis were
cfound to have mundane explanations,
" The remaining 37 reports remain unex-
plained because the information provided
was so inadequate that no conclusive |
investigation was possible. The detailed -
analysis of these reporis against the back-

. ground of reports since the beginning of |

1959 is sct out below.

UFO STATfS‘i'ICSr—-]ST.JANUAHY, 1959 0 30t Seerrvatg, 1967

(.
i
J
Sarellites
“Year  and debris  Batloons
1955 ... 1" 3
980 L, - 8
%61 ., 16 i1
%03 11 [}
1963 ., i8 [
1064 |, " a3 - 3
1965 .., . 27 3
LA%66 . 33 i0
Total .. 154 50
197000
30960  1c 33
Total .., 134 83
' Nete: Misesllansous

Meteoro- .
fogical ’
o : and oL - Unexplained .
- Celestial  natural . Miseel (insufficient
objccis  phenomena Aireraft  lancans information) Total -
R P 4 2 4 22
2 . 1. 1.3 3. TR
8 'Y 20 9 ‘5 L2 71
5 8 9 4 30 46
4 4 1o - 7 A 51
i 6 — 10 R A 5 -4
-3 2 7 — 14 56
- 17 I¥-- - 5. a5
34 3. 7 a1 33 s
7. 8 s 32 179
a1 ER 134 4 70 625

repoits includs, foz cxample, hoaxes and the yclicetion of Jigl

s on ¢louds, -

a1
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' Unidentified Tlying. Gbjccls

Mr. Vil asked the Seeretary of State
for Defonce what exchange of information
or other co-apestion is tilT\m"“ place be-
tween his D\.par:, seat and the official
¢ United States of America and the Union |
‘ oi Soviet Socialist Republlcs investiga-
tions inlo the 'problem of mxdgnn‘i'.d

fiying objecis.

Moo Merlyn Ress: We are in touch .
with the Antcricans on this subject but
a0t with the Russians. I understand tie
conclusions which the Americans have
reached coincide wilh ours.

-1



30 Written Answers

by 1970, and this is being considered in
the light of current economic circums

. stanges, o g

HOUSE OF COMMONS
REFRESHMENT DEPARIMENT
{PURCIIASES) ‘

98. Sir Knox Cunningham asked the
Lord President of the Council if he will
state the quantities and specify the various
types of food and drink bought, during
the past three months for use by the
Catering Department of the House of
Commons, from the United Kingdom, the
Commonwealth and Europe, respectively.

Mr. Maxwellt I have been asked to’
reply.

During the past three months and,
indeed, before this period, all fresh provi-
sions have originated completely from the
United Kingdom and Commonwealth
countries,

Wines have been bought through our
shippers from France, and on specific
requirements only from other couatries.

UFO STATISTICS—IST JANUARY,

" Mereoro-

. logical

. and

Sarelfites s natural

g Celestial . pheno

Year debris  Balloons objects, mena
1959 .., 1 3 1. 7
1960 ... —_ 3 z . 7
1961 .., 16 o 11 8 20
1962 - L. 11 - 6 5 8
1963 .. 13 6 4 4
1964 ... 43 3 [ —_
1965 ... 27 3 "3 2
1966 -... 38 - 10 5 5
CTotal .. 154 50 34 53
-_— —_— — _—

%67 ... 57 42 24 19
Total .. 211 92 58 72

— —

22 JANUARY 1958

Y4 d\\x ;
=% '

- -»
Writien Answers

Tinned fruits have been bought from
-Grcat‘Bntam or from Commonwealth
Countrics whenever possible,

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Unideatified Flying Objects

Mr. Edward M. Taylor asked the -

Secretary of State for Defence how many
reports of unidentified flying objects were
received in 1967; how many of these
reports were subscquently shown to have

- a natural explanation ; and if he will:

make a statement.

Mr. Merlyn Recs: The total number
of reports received in 1967 reflects a

wave of public interest in UF.Os, rcach-

ing a peak towards the end of the ycar.
The analysis of the reports published
below shows that, as in previous years,
the vast majority were found to have
mundane explanations ; the remainder of

-the reports conlained insufficient informa-

tion for conclusive investigation but
nothing to suggest that they related to
incidents materially different in kind
from those that were explained.

1959 10 3isr Decemper, 1967
- '
., explained T

Unsufi= .
ciens Unider

Miscel  Informae  investf- N
Aircraft  lancous  tiow) gation  Total
4 2 4 _ . n
10 1 3 — i -
9 5 2 — o
9 4 3 — 40
10 7 2 = 51 -
10 7 5 — 74
7 — 14 — 56
17 15 5 —_ - 95
76 a4 3 = s
. 149 18 46 7 2
225 59 84 7 308

Note: Miscellancous reporls include, for example, hoaxes and the reflection of lights on clouds,

Xroops (Sailing from Livcrpo_ql)

Mr, Booth asked the Secretary of State
for Defence what was the destination of
the (roops who sailed from Liverpool on
6th January.

Mr. Boyden : I know of no troops who
sailed from Liverpool on duty on 6th
January, but if my hon. Friend would
let we have more details I will -make
further inquiries, -.. - -« «; ... .

WF

ILM.Y. ¢ Britannia*

100. Mr. Emrys Hughes asked (he
Secretary of State for Defence what was
the total cost of H.M.Y. * Britannia’, in
¢luding refits, maintenance and other
costs, from the decision to build it to 16th
January, 1968 what is the present
weekly cost of maintenance ; how many
-officers and men are now employed;
‘what is the average number of weeks per

\
h.
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UFOs - ANALYSIS FOR WAY 1967 .

e

 BATELLITS DEBRIS

BALLOONS D A  6.6%

CELESTIAL

METEORCLOG ICAL
PHENOMENA

MISCELLANEOUS - 1 | - 6.6%

UNIDENTIFIED
(Insufficient Information) : L 26.7%

UNKNOWN : 2 . 13.L%

TOTAL , - 15




SATELLITE TEBRIS

BALLOONS

CELESTIAL

METEOROLOGICAL
PHENOMENA

MISCELLANEOUS

UNIDENT IFIED -
(Insufficient Information )

UNKNOWN

TOTAL




UFQg = ANALYSTS FCR_MARCH 1967

SATELLITE DEBRIS

BALLOONS b 2 - 259

CELESTIAL

METEOQROLOG ICAL
PHENOMENA 1 T 12.56

MISCELLANECUS

UNIDENT IFIED
(Insufficient Information) | 2 25%

UNKNOWN 1 12.5

TOTAL 8




P
L
(l"
) UFQs_— ANALYSIS FQR MARCH 1967
TYPE NUMBER %
AIRCRAFT
SATELLITES 2 259
SATELLITE DEBRIS
BALLOGHS 2 25%
CELESTIAL
METEOROLOG ICAL
PHENOMENA 1 12.5¢
MISCELLANEOUS
UNIDENT IFIED ‘
(Insufricient Information) 2 259
UNKNOWN 1 12.5
TOTAL 8




 SATELLITE DEBRIS

BALLOONS

CELESTIAL

METEOROLOGICAL
PHENOMENA

10%

MISCELLANEOUS

UNIDENTIFIED
(Insufficient Information)

LO%

UNKNOWN

TOTAL




SATELLITE DEBRIS

30%

BALLOONS

CELESTIAL

METECROLOCGICAL
PHENOMENA

10%

MISCELLANEOUS

UNIDENTIFIED
(Insufficient Information)

LO%

UNKNOWN

TOTAL




‘ ETC/58/3/3

:"._-TYPE

AIRCRAFT

25%

SATELLITES

25%

- SATELLITE DEBRIS

BALLOONS

12.5%

CELESTIAL

METEOROLOG ICAL
PHENOMENA

12.5%

MISCELLANECUS

| UNIDENTIFIED |
d(Insurricient Information)

25%

UNENCOWN

TOTAL




UFQOs - ANALYSIS FOR JANUARY 1967

B Nﬁﬁaﬁﬁ o %
2 25%
' éiéﬁtLiTEs 2 25%
sATELLIfE'DEBRIs
BALLOONS 1 12,5
CELESTIAL
METEOROLOG ICAL
PHENOMENA 1 12.5¢
MISCELLANEOUS
(Ins gﬁ‘?ﬁgigl?r?fo rmation) 2 25%

UNKNOWN

TOTAL
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