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WA 157 Wrinen Answers
aim of bringing it into effect at the earliest available
~ Opportunity. This will require primary legislation.

National Air Traffic Secvices Ltd.

Lord Gladwin of Clee asked Her Majesty’s
Government: "
When they expect to announce proposals for a
public/private partnership for National Air Traffic
Services Lid. ' " [HL3503)

Lord Whitty: We have today published a
consultation paper on the Govemment's preferred
option for a public/private parneship (PFP) for
National Air Traffic Services Ltd.

The safe and efficient provision of air waffic control
services i rightly-a matter of great public interest and,
since the PPP was announced, a debate has begun ot
key issues stch as safety, the national interest and public

accountability, The Government now want to launch a°

structured, full and open consultatiop on these igsues.

The consultation document therefore sets out a wide

range of matters on which we are looking for views.

Safety remains our ©p priority' and we believe that the -

proposed PPP offers the opportunity te ¢stablish a
structure which will strengthen safety, satisfy the public
interest and the neéds of aviation users while providing

for the soumd future of National Air Traffic Services

Ltd. and its employees,

We hape that all those with an intevest in this subject,
whatever their views on the Government’s preferred
option, will take the opportunpity to respond to the
consultation document.

Road Traffic Reduction Act 1997

Viscount Simon asked Her Majesty’s Government:

What plans they have to implement the Road
Traffic Reduction Act 1997. [HI.3496)

Lord Whitty: It is ¢lcar that the setting of road traffic
reduction targets will be an integral part of the process
of drawing up local transport strategies. Local transport
plans are a centrepiece of the Gévemment's transport
proposals and it js vital that we get implementation
right. Wé bave listened to the Local Government
Association and local authority concetns about the
difficulty of producing robust local transport plans by
Tuly 1999. We will therefore invite local highway
authorites t produce “provisional” five year plans by
July 1999, covering the period 2000/01-2004/05. These
would be the basis for allocating resources for 2000/01
only. Authoritics would then roll their plans on by one
year and submit “full” plans for 2001/02-2005/06 in
July 2000, when resources would be allocated across the
plan perod.

Swtutory reports produced under the provisions of the
Road Traffic Reduction Act 1997 will therefore be
submitted in July 2000, as part of the first round of full
local wansport plans. We will expect authorities ©
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reports in July 1999, as part of the provisional plahs;

The London boroughs are not covered by the White
Paper vequirement to produce local transport plans, but
will be separately required - to produce local
implementation plans which arc in keeping with the
Mayor'y integrated transport strategy for London. We
are taking this forward separately.

The Road Traffic Reduction (National Targets) Act
1998 requires the Government to consider the setting of

 national ‘targets. We will therefore require 2 greater

degree-of standardisation from local authorities in the
measurement of existing traffic levels and forecasts—in
order that we can assess the national implications. We
believe this can be done by building on the data already
collected for national surveys. It will take some time to
get an assessment framework in place. This is something
we would like w0 take forwand jointly with local
authorities under the auspices of the Transport Statistics

- Liaisou Group. The existing draft guidance on the Road

Traffic Reduction Act 1997 will be revised in the light
of this work. The Government bave also undertaken that
they will produce a first repont to Parliament on the issue
of national traffic targets by the end of 1999 (which will
also ‘need 'to reflect the views of the Commission
for Integratéd Transport, when appointed). To achieve

"this, they will néed to draw on existing sources of

information together with any useful inputs from local
authorities from their 1999 plans, accepting that at this

“stage the material will not be in a standardised format.

Lord Hill.-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether they will ensure that the answering
machine which the Ministry of Defence uses both to
explain its policy on unidentified flying objects and
to provide a {acility for the public t© report sightings
is turned on at all times and not switched off outside
working hours. {HL3407)

The Minister of State, Minisiry of Defence (Lord
Gilbert): Yes.

Medical Negligence Claims

Lord Clement-Jones. asked Her
Government:

What activity the Departmoent of Health is currently
engaged in to review its exposure to medical
negligence claims and its processes and procedures
for dealing with them, [HL3460]

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State,
Department of Health (Baroness Hayman): On
29 April 1998 my right honourable fricnd the Secretary
of State for Health wrote to 2 nomber of organisations
representing professional, lepal, National Health Service
and patient interests seeking their views on what can be
done to reduce the number of incidents which give rise

Majesty’s
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QUESTION

The Lord Hill-Norton - To ask Her Majesty's Government whether
they will ensure that the answering machine which the Ministry
of Defence uses both to explain its policy on unidentified
flying objects and to provide a facility for the public to
report sightings is turned on at all times and not switched
off outside working hours. (L 3407)

DRAFTED BY :

GRADE /RANK : Grade 7 [signed] TEL: iR
autHorISED BY: [EeiallE [signed] TEL: SRS
GRADE /RANK: SCS

DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the following answer
and background note are in accordance with the Government's
policy on answering PQs, Departmental instructions (DCI GEN
150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).

ANSWER:

Yes.



BACKGROUND NOTE:

1. This is the latest in the raft of Questions from Lord Hill
Norton about 'UFO'-related issues. Of late he has been
particularly concerned about the arrangements within the
Department for handling 'UFO' sighting reports, 'UFO' files
held in the Public Record Office, and the role of RAF
Feltwell.

2. This latest Question follows on from PQ 3293 (Official
Report 15 July col WA26). A copy is attached at Tab A
together with the relevant background note. 1In parallel Lord
Hill-Norton has written to SofS and USofS (PE US3909/98,
copies at Tab B). It is clear from the letters that he
believes the installation of the answerphone to have been a
deliberate ploy to reduce the number of reported sightings.
This is not the case; it was installed in February 1997 to
free more time during the working day for the desk officers in
the Section to deal with core tasks. The number of reported
sightings has decreased in 1998, but probably because 1997 saw
an increase in media interest stemming from a number of books,
television programmes and other events, not sustained this
year.

3. In the past, sightings could always be reported out of
hours to MOD duty officers. Leaving the answerphone on will
relieve them of this chore (though this is probably not Lord
Hill-Norton's motive) and we will start doing this with
immediate affect.

4. Draft replies to Lord Hill-Norton's letters will be
provided shortly.
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:NATO: New Members and Command
Structure

Lord Kennet asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether the new members of NATO will fill senior
O commands; and, if so, which. {HL2479]

Lord Gilbert: It is planned that the Czech Republic,
Hungary and Poland will fill posts in the new NATO
command structure. The exact number, seniority and
location of these has not yet been determined.

¥ Unidentified Flying Objects %

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty's Government:

When arrangements for disseminating reports of
unidentified flying objects within the Ministry of
Defence were put in place and last reviewed; and
whether they will ensure that all airports,
observatories, RAF bases and police stations have
accurate and up-to-date instructions about how to
record details of unidentified aerial phenomena
reported to them, together with instructions to pass
them to the appropriate authorities within the Ministry
of Defence: and [HL.2607]

What follow-up action is taken by the Ministry of
Defence when it receives a report of an unidentified
flying object; and whether checks are routinely made
to see whether such reports can be correlated by
“radar. . ‘ : {HL.2609]

Lord Gilbert: The Ministry of Defence’s interest in
reports of unidentified flying objects is limited to
establishing whether there is any evidence that ‘the
United Kingdom's airspace has been penetrated by
hostile or unauthorised foreign military activity and
whether reporting procedures are adequate for this
purpose. Unless there is evidence of a potential threat,
no atterpt 1s made to identify the precise nature of each
reported incident. Arrangements within the MoD have
been in place for 2 number of years for disseminating
reports; they were last reviewed in April 1997. Where
necessary. reports of unidentified flying objects are
examined with the assistance of relevant MoD experts,
and this may include radar correlation.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

How many reports of unidentified flying objects
were notified to the Ministry of Defence in 1996,
1997 and the first six months of 1998; and how many
of these sightings remain unexplained. [HL.2608]

Lord Gilbert: The number of reports received by the
Ministry of Defence of aerial activity not identifiable to
the witness is as follows:

1996: 609
1997: 423
1998: 88 (January-June)

Unless there is evidence to suggest that the United
Kingdom’s airspace has been compromised by
unauthorised foreign military activity. we do not seek to

PILAINT.PAGHY
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Written Answers WA 24
provide an explanation for what might have been seen
as the MoD is not resourced to provide an
identification service.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether, in evaluating reports of unidentified
flying objects, the Ministry of Defence will routinely
consult staff at the Royal Greenwich Observatory, the
Ballistic Missile Early Warning Centre at RAF
Fylindales and the Deep Space Tracing Facility at
RAF Feltwell. [HL2610]

Lord Gilbert: These or other staff may be consulted,
depending on the circumstances.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty's Government:

Why the Ministry of Defence has installed an
answering machine on the line used by members of
the public to report unidentified flying objects; and
whether those people who leave contact details on the
machine receive a formal reply. (HL2611]

Lord Gilbert: An answering machine enables
members of the public 10 leave details about aerial
activity or seek further information about our policy in
respect of unidentified flying objects. The machine
carries a message that sets out the MoD's limited
interest in the subject and explains that. in the case of
reported sightings, callers will be contacted enly in the
event that follow-up action-is deemed appropriate.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

How many military personnel witnessed the
unidentified craft that overflew RAF Cosford and
RAF Shawbury on 31 March 1993; and whether,
when the craft has not been identified. such an event
ought to be classified as being of no defence
significance. [HL2612]

Lerd Gilbert: The Ministry of Defence is aware of a
single report from two military personnel of an alleged
sighting in the West Midlands on 31 March 1993. The
facts reported were fully examined at the time. No firm
conclusions were drawn then about the nature of what
had been seen. but the events were not judged to be of
defence significance. The MoD has no reason to doubt
the judgments made at the time.

European Parliament, House of Commons
and House of Lords: Comparative Costs

Viscount Tenby asked Her Majesty’s Government:

What are the costs of maintaining the European
Parliament, the House of Commons and the House of
Lords. including:

(a) salaries. pensions. travelling allowances,
secretarial expenses and other expenses for
Members:
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7. A significant amount of media interest in 1996 in 'UFOs‘
coincided with the publication of Nicholas Pope's book 'Open Skies
Closed Minds'. Pope, who had previously worked in Sec(AS) and is

still employed within the MOD, set out his personal views
supporting the existence of 'UFOs' and was critical of the way MOD
deals with this subject. The number of 'UFO' reports made to the
Department increased by over 50% to 609 in 1996, and continued at
this level for much of 1997 whilst the media covered the events
associated with the 50th anniversary of the first alleged 'UFO'
sighting in Roswell, USA. The number of 'UFO'-related letters and
telephone calls to Sec(AS) also rose significantly. It was the
case that the public had direct telephone access to Sec(AS)2 desk
officers to report 'UFO' sightings. However, callers became more
frequent in their efforts to discuss MOD's policy in respect of
this subject and pass on details of their personal concerns
outwith the Department's remit (alien abductions, crops circles,
eXtraterrestrial lifeforms, ghosts, animal mutilations etc). As a
consequence, staff effort became increasingly diverted from core
tasks. The outgoing answerphone message (ANNEX A) makes clear the
Department ‘s limited interest in the subject and that further
contact will be made by Sec(AS) only if it is appropriate within
the terms of our remit in respect of this activity.


The National Archives
Background notes to a 1998 Parliamentary Question - Roswell Incident
Background notes to a 1998 Parliamentary Question, describes increase in MoD workload on UFOs following 1997 anniversary of the Roswell incident and the publication of two books by former desk officer Nick Pope.


Admiral of Lhe Fleelt The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

PERSONAL

[he RU Hon George Robertson MP
Secretary of State

Ministry of Defence

Main Building Whitehall

London SWIA 2HB

. 7 October, 1998

)
As  you know, I take an active interest in the wmatter of
unidentified flving objects, and you will doubtless have seen my
recent lobters and PQs on this subject. Frankly, I am extremely
dissatisfied with the responses I have recelived, which clearly show
Lthat the subjech 1z nol being trealed with the seriousness I
believe 1t deserves.

Your own files are brimming with reports thal should be of extreme
concern La your Department. The Deputy Base Commander at RAF
Bentwaters/Woodbridge reported the sighting 0of a craft "metallic
in dpprarance and triangular in shape” in December 19680. All the
wilnesses were members of Lhe United States Air Force. In March
1992, military personnel abt BAF Cosford and RAF Shawbury reported
seeing an unldentified craft fly over these bases. Labter in 1593,
the Station Commander at RAF Donna Nook saw a UFO while driving
along & road near Louth.

in all the above cases - and these are just the tip of Lhe iceberg
= Lhe MOD's official position seems Lo be that bthe events were of
no defence significance. This sounds to me like a fancy way of
sayilng that you don'l know what happened. Have you or any of your
Ministers even been briefed on these incidents? Have vou Laken the
Lime Lo Ltalk direcily Lo any of the witnesses, ianstead of merely
listening to advicve from officlals who weren't presenl, and often

didn't speak Lo the witnesses themselves? If not, why not?

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

Continued:




Your Deparbment now appears to be lmplemenling o deliborale policy

Lo attempt Lo reduce the number of reporls b receives, presumably
in an attempt Lo justify dule¥ on a total cessoalion of any work on
Lhe subject. This seems Lo have been done 1n two ways. FPirstly,
I inderstand that Lt Qs ne longer a requirement for BAF Slalions
Lo forward UFO reporis they recelve. This seems ludicrous in Lhe
face of the facts (Lhough 1 realise vou do nob kaow Lhem), and one
can have no confidence in Lhe MOD view that CEOs are of no defence
significance 1 vou aren'l even looking ab atl the data vou have,
Secondly, .the answering machine now installed on Lhe number usad
Lo report UFOs seens Lo be swibtched off oulside working hours.
Presumably we are to hope that nothing of any imporl ocours outside
Lhe hours of 9am Lo 5Spm, or at a weekend? Is it really too much
trouble to leave this machine on, or divert calls Lo a cont inuously
manned number? As a matter of interes! may [ be told how many
people who have left deltails of a sighting on Lhe answering machine
have subsequently been contacted by your officials?

You lor perhaps your people) seem remarkably confideni Lhat there
1% aothing to worry about here, bul yvour confidence seems Lo be
based on nothing more substantial than the advice of civil servants
whe show no s.gn ol any knowledye of bLhe conbenbs of yOur - own
files. The philosopby seums to he Lhal unless somelhing shows up
on radac and behaves like a conveniional airerall you'll ignore il.
Thos= in charge of tLthe Iragl Air Defence network in January 1991
provably had a similar miondset.

I shall doubtless receive similar plalitudes to bLhose 1 have
received belore, bul cen assure you that I shall continue Lo press
Lhis issue until such btims as I am convinced Lhal Lhis sub jecht 1is
beling properly addressed. 10 anvone allows Lheir own media-Lfuelled
prejudices about UFOs to blind them to a potential threat, then
cnls b8 oa btriuwmph of lgnorance over evideonce. I would Lherefore
asik that at the very leasl you gel a proper oral Driefling on some
of Lhe incidents wmenbioned in this letler, nol jusl from civil
servants but from RAF Alr Defence experts, and Defence Intelligence

Stalf specialists. In short, I really do asN you Lo Lake a
personal interest al leasl Lo inform vourself belter on this
sub ject. I do dol ask you Lo share my views uwualll or unless you

know as much aboubt it all as I do.

Pos s
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Mr John Spellar Mp

Ministry of Defence

Main Building : ,
Whitehall 5 .
London SW1A 2HB ' te (&fu#.& - Lo Afo
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Thank vou for your lebter of 15th September, concerning the policy
of the Ministry of Defence with regard Lo untdentified flying
objects,

I was disturbed to learn tLhat there is no longer a requivement to
forward CFO reports to the MOD, Previously, bhe RAF used to have
a formal Standard Operaling Procedure, and there was a standard
form which was circulaled Lo RAF stations, where those concerned
were instructed to forward details of all sightings to the
Cepartment, irrespective of whelher Lthe witnesses were Service
personnel or members of Lhe public, I believe that these forms
were also sent Lo police stations and airports, as thege are the
sorts of places that tend to receive sighting reports from the
public. I have three questions on this, to which T would like
specific answers. When was Lhis policy stopped? Who was consulted
in making this change of policy?  Who took the final decision?

In public statements on Lthis subject, vour officials have often
said thal in examinations of UFO sighting reports, nothing of any
defence significance has heen found. UL it seams to me that if
the MOD is not prepared Lo look at all the available data, no
meaninglul assessment of bhe phenomenon can pe made . As such, your
"no defence significance” statement is invalid, because Lt is based
on an incomplete picture. I Presume thal you are nod being advised
Lo prelead thal Lhe radar cover Lo which yvou refer jig Lotal, all
the time, ’

The pity of the situation is Lhat there is a weallh of interesting
data in the public domain, about which I can only assume you and
your officials are totally unaware. As an example, a panel of
scientists led by Dr Peter Sturrock - a physicist from Stanford
Cniversity - recently put together an analysis of physical evidence
relating to UFO reports. Thelr examination included looking at
cases involving photographic evidence, radar evidence and ground
trace evidence. Has anybody in your Department even read the
report summarising this work?

Continued:
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I you are to continue to assure everyone thal reports of UFOs are
of no defence significance, then I suggest you would be better
advised to do so from an informed position, on Lhe basis of having
weighléd the evidence and found it wanting. I consider it
insulting to people’s intelligence Lo do so solely on the basis of
a4 selective trawl of the few sightings Lhal are sLill sent to you,
despite your best efforts Lo withdraw from this subject. 1 would
really like to know how you have been persuaded to catch this line.

‘i
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PROCUREMENT
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LEAD BRANCH:
COPY ADDRESSEE(S)

SEC(AS)
APS/SofS, APS/USOfS
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UESTION

The Lord Hill-Norton - To ask Her Majesty's Government whether
they will ensure that the answering machine which the Ministry
of Defence uses both to explain its policy on unidentified
flying objects and to provide a facility for the public to
report sightings is turned on at all times and not switched
off outside working hours. (L 3407)

DRAFTED BY :
GRADE/RANK: Grade 7

A%?%ﬁ

* reL: e
AUTHORISED BY: DGR  [signed]  TEL: [ESINEN

GRADE/RANK : sCS

DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the following answer
and background note are in accordance with the Government's
policy on answering PQs, Departmental instructions (DCI GEN
150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).

ANSWER: *@M
It-uasg always the case that outside normal working hours
member§—of..the public were not able to speak direct with
Secretariat (RI%MStaff)Z staff. Nevertheless, as an
additional fa0111t§“1%can confirm that in future the
answerphone will be turné@en_ at all times.



BACKGROUND NOTE:

1. This is the latest in the raft of Questions from Lord Hille
Norton about 'UFO'-related issues. Of late he has been
particularly concerned about the arrangements within the
Department for handling 'UFO' sighting reports, 'UFO' files
held in the Public Record Office, and the role of RAF

Feltwell. -hoxd-Hill-Noriop-is-wellkmowa-fer-his-persenal
views on 'UFO' and_bé€lieves that the Department should devote
more resources.®6 investigating this phenomenon. He is
clearly unwitling to accept the Department's limited interest
in-the-subject.

2. This latest Question follows on from PQ 3293 (Official
Report 15 July col WA26). A copy is attached at Tab A
together with the relevant background note. In parallel Lord
Hill- Norton has written to SofS and USofS (PE US3909/98,
copies at Tab B). It is clear from the letters that he
o] jeves the installation of the answerphone to have been a

ﬁ;¥4&ﬁﬁﬁ?%%ﬁeliberate,gigxwgg reduce the number of reported sightings.

NS 18 nOt the case; it was installedito free .yp more time
during the working day for the desk officers in the Section to
deal with core tasks. .

i

i BT R T g

3. Prior to the installation of the answerphone, members of
the.public had no direct telephone access to report sightings
to Sec(AS)2 staff outside normal working hours. As with all
Departmental business it was possible then and, post
installation, still is the case that callers can speak to the
~out of hours duty officers via the telephone switchboard
operators. ™

ke
4. Although the answerphone was installed in ¢.%%70.. 199§
it is only durihg this last year that the number of sighting
reports has reduced significantly. Lord Hill Norton is trying
to link the two i&sues and perhaps hoping to prove his case if
the answerphone is iﬁft on outside normal working hours. We
believe a more rational explanation for the current lack of
sighting reports is the reduced amount of media fuelled public
interest compared to l@gﬁ‘when Nicholas Pope's first book was
publighed and 1997 when his second book, and the 50th
anniversary of the first a;leged sighting of a 'UFO' in the
USA were widely reported. ™

X
A

5. We are content to leave %@e answerphone connected outside
of normal office hours and wily deal with any calls received
in the usual way the following’ﬂprking day.

6. A draft reply for USofs to sghg to Lord Hill Norton
cqvering the various-issues raised:in the letters will follow

e s e

shortly. T [
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED
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DATE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON MONDAY 19 CCTOBER

1998 '

PQ REFERENCE o PQ 3785

PQ TYPE : Lord’s Written

SUPPLEMENTARIES REQUIRED? No

MINISTER REPLYING : MINISTER OF STATE FOR DEFENCE
PROCUREMENT

LLEAD BRANCH: +  SEC(AS)

COPY ADDRESSEE(S) :

- The answer and background note must be authorised by a civil servant at
Senior Civil Service level or a military officer at one-star level or above who is
responsible for ensuring that the information and advice provided is accurate
and reflects Departmental Instroctions on answering PQs DCT GEN 150/97.

- Those contributing information for PQ answers and background notes are
responsible for ensuring the information is accurate,

- The attached checklist should be used by those drafting PQ answers and
background material, those coptributing information and those responsible for
authorising the answer and background note as an aid to ensuring that

departmental policy is adhered to.

. If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are answered seek
advice from a senior civil servant in or closely associated with your area.

UESTION

The Lord Hill-Norton - To ask Her Majesty's Government whether they will ensure that
the answering machine which the Ministry of Defence uses both to explainits policy on
unidentified flying objects and to provide a facility {or the public 1o report sightings is
turned on at all times, and not switched off outside working hours. [HL3407)]

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you
provide. Departmental Instructions on answering PQs ave set out in DCI GEN
150/97 and can be viewed on the CHOTS public area and on DAWN.
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DECLARATION: [ have satisficd myself that the following answer and background
nole are in accordance with the Government's policy on answering PQs, Departmental
instructions (DCI GEN 150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).

ANSWER:

BACKGROUND NOTE:
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'QUESTIONS FOR WRITTEN ANSWER IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS .
BE CLEARED

VAL . ’ :
OR ONE STAR LEVEL OR ABOVE

THE CHECKLIST IS TO HELP YOU DRAFT THE ANSWER PROPERLY
YOU MUST USE IT

REPLIES SHOULD BE SENT BY CHOTS E-MAIL (URGENT & VIEW ACKNOWLEDGE) TO
"Parliamentary Questions", DIVISIONS WOT&? SHOULD SEND THEIR DRAFTS BY FAX

TO THE PARLIAMENTARY BRANCH (

ALWAYS QUOTE THE QUESTION (PQ) NUMBER, AND THE NAMES AND CONTACT NUMBERS
OF THE PERI‘%ON RESPONSIBLE FOR DRAFTING THE REPLY AND THE SENIOR OFFICIAL WHO
APPROVED IT.

IF YOU REQUIRE ANY ADVICE, PLEASE CALL (MB _

All written PQs must be answered within 14
days of being tabled, even if the House is by
then in recess.

2. DLINE FOR RE

a. If, excepticnally, you cannot meet the
deadline, you should contact this Branch to sce
if an extension to the deadline can be given.

You_should do this before 12.00 on the day

on which vou are dure etu 2
ANSWer.

b. You must provide a full explanation of why
you cannot meet the deadline.

c. If it is impossible to answer the question
within 14 days the Minister has to write to the
Lord concerned explaining the circumstances
and undertaking to provide a full answer as
soon as possible. ‘You must provide the draft
letter.

3. OPEN GOVERNMENT

a. A revised Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information came into effect in
1997, It is set out in DO GEN 54/1998.

b. Replies must be drafted in accordance with
this policy. If you are recommending to
Ministers that some or all information is
withheld, the answer must specify the law or
exemption in the Code under which it is being
withheld. eg "I am witholding the information
requested under exemption 1 of the Code of
Practice on Access to*Government
Information.” It is NOT acceptable to rely on
past practice.

- USE THE CHECKLIST -

a. The draft reply should be concise, clear and
meticulously accurate. It should have a positive
tone where possible,

b, Use clear and direct language to avoid any
ambiguity, Short everyday words and short
sentences are best, Avoid cliches and MOD/
Service jargon. Use abbreviations only after
using the words or name in full,

¢. The answer must be unclassified.

d. If you refer to a previous PQ answer or
document, send a copy.

8. BACKGROUND NOTE

a, Ministers nced a short note explaining the
facts and thinking behind the suggested reply if
it is lfnot completely obvious from the reply
itself.

b. If the answer varies from a previous answer
or statement explain fully why this is so.

¢, If new information comes to light in your
research which might affect this or previous
answers or statements you must ring the
Minister's Private Office AT ONCE as well as
stating this clearly in the background note.
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. 6. GROUPED PQ!
. Related PQs, tabled by an individual Lord for .
answer on the same day may be grouped

together and given a single answer. This
Branch can give advice on grouping.

L. PARTIAL REFLIES

If & full reply is not possible you should give
what information is available and make it clear
in the answer what you are doing.

8. COST OF GIVING A REPLY

If the cost of giving a reply will exceed £500
you can recommend to Ministers that the reply
should be along the Lines of "This information
[is not held centrally] and could only be
provided at disproportionate cost". You must
explain in the background note how these costs
- usually staff costs - would arise. The decision
whether or not then to give an answer depends
on the merits of the case.

As a rough guide use these hourly rates:
AO-£8, EO-£13, HEQO-£15, SEO-£18, G7-£22,
G5-£31.

Capitation rates can be increased by 50% forfor
Service equivalents.

9. LONG REPLIES

If the reply is long (ie will fill more than a page
of Hansard) it may, exceptionally, be better w0
give the information in a letter to the Lord or
put information in the Library of the House. In
these cases the reply is "I will write to the noble
Lotd (or "my neble Friend") and a copy of my
letter will be placed in the Library of the
House" or "I am placing the information
requested in the Library of the House". This
Branch is responsible for placing material in the
Library. We need 6 copies of any document
placed in the Library.

"+ 10, INFORMATION

P.85-87

o

1
i
1

10, INFORMATION ALREADY - - -
AVAILABLE FROM PUBLIC SOURCES
PQs are expensive in terms of Ministers' and
officials' time. Lords should be enconraged to

. get information from published sources where it

is already available in the Library of the House.
In such cases the reply is along these lines "The
information requested is contained in para X of
the Statement on Defence Estimates 1996 (Cm
3223), a copy of which is in the Library of the

11, POS ASKING FOR STATISTICAL
INFORMATION

a. PQs which ask for statistical information will
be sent normally to the Chief Executive of
DASA and copied to the relevant policy branch.

b. If such a question has not been sent to DASA
please let us know. In any event you should
liaise with DASA about the reply in case there
are policy implications of which they are
unaware,

12. TRANSFER QF POS

a. To another Goverpment artment

If you think this PQ is not primarily a matter
for MOD tell this Branch AT ONCE.

We will need the name and Branch of an
official in the more appropriate Department
who has agreed to take the PQ. Parliamentary
Branches in other Government Departments will
usually only agree to transfers on this basis.

b. To another Branch

If a PQ has been sent to you incorrectly, please
let this Branch know AT ONCE. If you know
who is responsible for the subject please pass jt
to them as well,
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GOVERNMENT POLICY ON ANSWERING PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS

1. Never forget Ministers' obligations to Parliament which are set out in the Cabinet Office

. publication "Ministerial Code: A code of conduct and guidance on procedure for Ministere". It states

that: - ! ! i

"It is of paramount importance that Ministers give accurate and truthful information to
Parliament, correcting any inadvertent error at the earliest opportunity, Ministers who
knowingly mizlead Parliament will be expected to offer their resignation to the Prime Minister.
Ministers should be as open as possible with Parliament and the public, refusing to provide
information only when disclosure would not be in the public interest, which should be decided in
accordance with relevant statute and the Government's Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information (Second Edition, Jan 1997)

L2

Minister's right and responsibility to decide how to do so, Ministers want to explain and present
Government policy and actions in a positive light. They will rightly expect a draft answer that does full

justice to the Government's position.

2. Itis a civil servant's rr:.spbansibility to Ministers to help them fulfil those obligations, It is the

3. Approach every question predisposed to give relevant information fully, as concisely as possible
and in accordance with guidance on disproportionate cost. If there appears to be a conflict between the
requirement to be as open as possible and the requirement to protect information whose disclosure
would not be in the public interest, you should check to see whether it should be omitied in accordance
with statute (which takes precedence) or the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information,
about which you should consult your departmental openness liaison officer if necessary.

5. Do not omit information sought merely because disclosure could lead to political embarrassment or
administrative inconvenience.

6. Where there is a particularly fine balance between openness and non-disclosure, and when the draft
answer takes the latter course, this should be explicitly drawn to the Minister's attention. Similarly, if
it is proposed to reveal information of a sort which is not normally disclosed, this should be explicitly
drawn to Ministers' attention.

7. I you conclude that material information must be withheld and the PQ cannot be fully answered as
a result, draft an answer which makes this clear and which explains the reasons in equivalent terms
to those in the Code of Practice, or because of disproportionate cost or the information not being
%vfailable. Take care to avoid draft answers which are literally true but likely to give rise (o misleading
inferences.



13 OCT 1991 11:16 FROM MOD PARLIAMENTARY 10 P.@?/af?

i
s . 3
N - . i t . ’
+ v A ¢ « o
.

- T
g + L

GENERAL PRINCIPLES . | S . o &
¥ YOUR PROPOSED ANSWER MUST BE ACCURATE AND NOT M]SLEADING IN ANY, W’AY
MEET THE DEAELINE & CONSULT EARLY IF THERE ARE PROBLEMS -

*  YOU WILL BE HELD TO ACCOUNT FOR THE DRAFT ANSWER AND ADVICE ‘
# IF IN DOURT, SEEK ADVICE FROM A SENIOR CIVIL SERVANT WITH EXPERTISE IN }

%*

ANSWERING PQs
P ANSWER

# DO USE PLAIN AND PRECISE LANGUAGE
- i the answer unambiguous and free from jargon?

¥ DO BE QPEN, STRAIGHTFORWARD AND HONEST
~ have you included all the facts necessary for a full and unambiguous answer?
- do you fully understand the policy governing the answering of PQs? See attached note on Government

Policy
- if you have excluded anything can it be justified under the Open Govt Code (see DCI GEN 54/98)

DO CHECK SOURCES AND ENSURE EVIDENCE I3 AVAILABLE TO BACK UP ANSWERS
- {s sufficient documentary evidence available to back up the answer if challonged?
- does anybody outside your management area need to be involved? Have you consulted them?

DO CHECK PREVIOUS ANSWERS ON THE SAME SUBJECT

* DO MAKE CLEAR THE BASIS ON WHICH YOU ARE ANSWERING THE QUESTION
- if you have gone beyond a literal interpretation of the question have you made it clear?

#  DON'T RELY ON HEARSAY OR GUESSWORK
- ate you confident that the information provided will stand up to detailed scrutiny?

*  DON'T BE ABSOLUTE UNLESS YOU HAVE THE PROOF
- think very carefully before you say "all” or "never" ar "not possible”
- does it differ from the views of outside experts, if so why?

BACKGROUND NOTE

% D0 KEEP IT RELEVANT
- does it explain the answer?

* DO EXPLAIN JUDGEMENTS MADE, AND ANY DOUBTS OR CAVEATS

# DO MAKE IT CLEAR IF INFORMATION IS BEING RELEASED FOR THE FIRST TIME OR IF IT
IS DIFFERENT FROM INFORMATION RELEASED PREVIOUSLY
- have you sought and included advice on the wider implications (including PR)?

* DO GIVE A CLEAR EXPLANATION FOR WITHOLDING INFORMATION
- details of disproportionate cost included?
- have you explained your justification for exclusion under the Open Govt Code?

* DO RECORD THE SOURCES RELIED ON IN PREPARING YOUR PROPOSED ANSWER
- have you included details of those who have provided you with information?

it

=

#
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Advisory Committee on Novel Foods and Processes are
published in the Annual Report. A list of the current
membership is also attached to the press releases
announcing meetings of the committee. Copies of all these
documents are available in the Libraries of both Houses.

Salmon Fishing

The Earl of Shrewsbury asked Her Majesty’s
Government:

Whether, in the light of the recommendations of
the Environment Agency that a 10-year ban on the
fishing for salmon with rod and line be imposed on
rivers in England and Wales, they will take immediate
steps to close down the North East coast drift net
fisheries. [HL3344]

Lord Donoughue: The Environment Agency has not
recommended a 10-year ban on fishing for salmon by
rod in England and Wales. The agency is however
considering a range of measures to reduce exploitation
of spring salmon: these include postponing the start of
the salmon netting season and requiring the release of
all salmon caught by rod in the first half of the year. It
is currently consulting its statutory advisory committees,
and, in the light of the advice it receives, will decide
whether to proceed with formal proposals.

Sand Eel Population: Protection

The Earl of Shrewsbury asked Her Majesty’s
Government:

What steps they intend to take to protect the
sand eel population around the coasts of the
United Kingdom. {HL3345]

Lord Donoughue: The Government set annual
restrictions on sand eel fishing in the inshore fisheries
around the Shetland Islands and Western Isles. In
addition, they have proposed to the European
Commission the introduction of a seasonal ban on sand
eel fishing off the North Sea coast from the Orkneys
to Humberside. This would be an international closure
introduced through European Community rules.

Unidentified Flying Objects

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Further to the Written Answer by the Lord Gilbert
on 3 September (WA 60), whether airports,
observatories, RAF bases and police stations are still
required to forward details of any report they receive
of an unidentified flying object to the Ministry of
Defence, or whether such action is now only
discretionary, following the April 1997 review of
procedures. [HL3313]

w

The Minister of State, Ministry of Defence (Lord
Gilbert): There is no requirement for anyone to submit
UFQ® sighting reports to the MoD, other than for
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military air defence purposes. However, any ?&p
to the department will be given the attentitm, & ¥
deserve, commensurate with the quality of informat
provided.

Defence Diversification

Lord Judd asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether they have studied the paper by lan S.
Goudie on Defence Diversification published by the
International Security Information Service; what
conclusions they have drawn; and what action they
are proposing to take. [HL3319]

Lord Gilbert: The Government have considered the
paper submitted by Mr. Goudie as part of the
consultation process following publication of the Green
Paper “Defence Diversification: Getting the most out of
defence technology”, Cm 3861.

A wide range of comments were received and the

Government are grateful to all those who commented.
The views received have, as far as possible, been taken

‘into account in reaching conclusions. These will be

published in the form of a White Paper later in the
autumn.

Military Attachments: Estonia and Latvia

The Earl
Government:

Whether they intend to attach, as military advisers,
an officer of the rank of Lieutenant Colonel to the
Ministries of Defence of Estonia and Latvia as they
have done to the Ministry of Defence of Lithuania.

[HL3334]

of Carlisle asked Her Majesty’s

Lord Gilbert: We attach great importance to defence
co-operation with the Baltic States and continue to
provide military-related assistance to them in
accordance with their priorities. The attachment of a
military officer to the Lithuanian Ministry of National
Defence (MoD) was to meet a specific Lithuanian
requirement for advice on military training. Although
we have no specific plans for military attachments
elsewhere in the region at the moment, we keep our
defence assistance programmes under review,
considering all requests for assistance as they arise.

Northern Ireland: Abortion Laws

Lord Alton of Liverpool asked Her Majesty's
Government:

Further to the answer made by Lord Dubs on
5 October (H.L. Deb., Col. 228), whether government
time will be made available in the House of
Commons for a Private Member’s Bill seeking to
extend the abortion laws to Northern Ireland; and
whether they accept the principle established by
John Major MP that the existing laws will not be
changed either by a government initiative or by the
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UESTION

The Lord Hill-Norton - To ask Her Majesty's Government,
further to the Written Answer by the Lord Gilbert on 3rd
September (WA 60), whether airports, observatories, RAF bases

~and police stations are still-reguired-to forward details of .. ..

any report they receive of an unidentified flying object to
the Ministry of Defence, or whether such action is now only
discretionary, following the April 1997 review of procedures.
(HL 3313)
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DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the following answer
and background note are in accordance with the Government's
policy on answering PQs, Departmental instructions (DCI GEN
150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).



ANSWER: There is no requiremért for anyone to submit ‘UFO'
sighting reports to the MOD, other than for military air
defence purposes. However, any reports sent to the Department
will be given the attention they deserve, commensurate with
the quality of information provided.

BACKGROUND NOTE:

1. This is yet another PQ on the subject of 'UFO'-related
issues tabled by Lord Hill-Norton. It follows up PQ 3733
(Official Report and background attached at TAB A) and
specifically seeks further clarification about 'UFO' reporting
procedures.

2. Lord Hill-Norton wrote to Minister(DP) in August (TAB B)
expressing his dissatisfaction with the answer. In Lord
Gilbert's absence USofS replied at TAB C. The draft answer to
this PQ essentially reiterates the comments made in the
letter.
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either police or military personnel; and whether they
will place copies of any such agreements in the
Library of the House. [HL2808]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Defence (Lord
Gilbert): No formal arrangements to provide training
for police or military personnel have been conducted
with the Turkish authorities since 1 May 1997. The UK
Government have, however, a programme of practical
assistance to help the Turkish civil authorities in the
field of human rights. This programme was announced
in October 1997 and includes police training in the areas
of public order policy, detainee rights, domestic
violence and the role of an independent police
complaints authority. Details of the military training
given to Turkish personnel was set out in the reply 1
gave the noble Lord, Lord Hylton on 22 April, (Official
Report, WA 212) and in the reply given by my right
honourable friend the then Minister of State for the
Armed Forces, Dr. Reid, to the honourable Member for
Tooting, Mr. Cox, on 14 July 1998 (Official Report,
col. 173).

NATO Members: Defence Expenditure

Lord Kennet asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether the need to increase defence expenditure
is generally discussed within NATO; and whether the

. statement_of the Turkish Minister of National

Defence. Mr. Ismet Sezgin, that the Turkish armed
forces need an investment of 150 billion United States
dollars is agreed within NATO. {HL2935]

Lord Gilbert: At their meeting on 11 June 1998,
NATO Defence Ministers noted that the armed forces
needed in the new strategic environment, while smaller
than before, still require significant funding levels.
However, the setting of the overall level of defence
expenditure of an individual NATO member is not a
matter for the Alliance as a whole.

. RAF Feltwell: Units and Roles

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty's Government:

Whether they will list those units based at RAF
Feltwell, and what functions each of these units
carries out. [HL3237)

Lord Gilbert: The units based at RAF Feltwell and
their roles are:

Unit: USAF 5th Space Surveillance Squadron
Rote: Tracking of man-made objects in space.

Uxit: US Department of Defence Schools:

Rote: Educational establishments for dependants of
USVF personnel.

Un~it: US Mathes Airmen’s Leadership School
Rove: Training for Junior NCOs.

{3 SEPTEMBER 1998)
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Unat: US Contracting Squadron
Rove: US Visiting Forces contracting authority.

Unit: US Army Veterinary Detachment
RoLe: Provision of veterinary services.

Usit: US Army Air Force Exchange Services
(AAFES)

Rove: Furniture and retail warehouse.

Unir: US Defence Audit Agency
Rove: Provision of audit services.

RAF Feltwell: Space Tracking System

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majeéty‘s Government:

What is the role of RAF Feltwell in relation to the
tracking of unidentified objects in space; how many
objects detected by the Deep Space Tracking System
at RAF Feltwell remain unidentified; and how many
of these were transmitting a signal. [HL3238]

Lord Gilbert: RAF Feltwell is responsible for
tracking man-made objects in deep space. 1 am
withholding the further information requested under
exemption 1 of the Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information.

X Unidentified Flying Objects X

| Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Further to the Written Answer by the Lord Gilbert
on 15 July (WA 23), what changes in procedures were
implemented following the April 1997 review of the
system to disseminate reports of unidentified flying
objects; and whether airports, observatories, RAF
bases and police stations receiving reports of UFOs
are required to send them to the Ministry of Defence.

[HL3239]

Lord Gilbert: Procedures were clarified to ensure
that reports received by the department would have the
attention  they  deserved.  The  department's
responsibilities for maintaining the integrity of UK
airspace, as set out in the Strategic Defence Review, are
well known. Anybody may send in reports for

jassessment in that context.

Medical and Dental Officers: Pay Awards

Lord Vivian asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Why the recent pay award to medical and dental
officers in the Armed Forces is being awarded in two
stages, with 2 per cent. being paid from 1 April and
the remainder payable from 1 December.  [HL3240]

Lord Gilbert: In line with government policy on
public sector pay, the award for medical and dental
officers has been staged in the same way as the pay
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J&(Z\IA'I’():VI\Jew Members and Command
Structure

Lord Kennet asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether the new members of NATO will fill senior
NATO commands; and, if so, which. [HL2479)

Lord Gilbert: It is planned that the Czech Republic,
Hungary and Poland will fill posts in the new NATO
command structure. The exact number, seniority and
location of these has not yet been determined.

"  Unidentified Flying Objects %

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty's Government:

When arrangements for disseminating reports of
unidentified flying objects within the Ministry of
Defence were put in place and last reviewed:; and
whether they will ensure that all airports,
observatories, RAF bases and police stations have
accurate and up-to-date instructions about how to
record details of unidentified aerial phenomena
reported to them, together with instructions to pass
them to the appropriate authorities within the Ministry
of Defence: and [HL2607]

What follow-up action is taken by the Ministry of
Defence when it receives a report of an unidentified
flying object; and whether checks are routinely made
1o see whether such reports can be correlated by

Lord Gilbert: The Ministry of Defence’s interest in
reports [ unidentified flying objects is limited to
establishing whether there is any evidence that ‘the
United Kingdom's airspace has been penetrated by
hostile vr unauthorised foreign military activity and
whether reporting procedures are adequate for this
purpose. Unless there is evidence of a potential threat,
0o attempt is made to identify the precise nature of each
reported incident. Arrangements within the MoD have
been in place for a number of years for disseminating
reports; they were last reviewed in April 1997. Where
necessary. reports of unidentified flying objects are
examined with the assistance of relevant MoD experts,
and this may include radar correlation.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

How many reports of unidentified flying objects
were notified to the Ministry of Defence in 1996,
1997 and the first six months of 1998: and how many
of these sightings remain unexplained. {HL.2608]

Lord Gi}bert: The number of reports received by the
Ministry of Defence of aerial activity not identifiable to
the witness is as follows:

1996: 609
1997: 425
1998: 88 (January-June)

Unless there is evidence to suggest that the United
Kingdom’'s airspace has been compromised by
unauthorised foreign military activity, we do not seek to
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oradar. o [HL2609]

provide an explanation for what might have beep seen
as the MoD is not resourced to provide an
identification service.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether, in evaluating reports of unidentified
flying objects, the Ministry of Defence will routinely
consult staff at the Royal Greenwich Observatory, the
Ballistic Missile Early Warning Centre at RAF
Fylindales and the Deep Space Tracing Facility at
RAF Feltwell. [HL2610]

Lord Gilbert: These or other staff may be consulted,
depending on the circumstances.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Why the Ministry of Defence has installed an
answering machine on the line used by members of
the public to report unidentified flying objects; and
whether those people who leave contact details on the
machine receive a formal reply. [HL2611]

Lord Gilbert: An answering machine enables
members of the public to leave details about aerial
activity or seek further information about our policy in
respect of unidentified flying objects. The machine
carries a message that sets out the MoD's limited
interest in the subject and explains that. in the case of
reported sightings, callers will be contacted only in the

event that follow-up action is deemed approprinte.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

How many military personnel witnessed the
unidentified craft that overflew RAF Cosford and
RAF Shawbury on 3! March 1993: and whether,
when the craft has not been identified, such an event
ought to be classified as being of no defence
significance. [HL2612]

Lord Gilbert: The Ministry of Defence is aware of a
single report from two military personnel of an alleged
sighting in the West Midlands on 31 March 1993. The
facts reported were fully examined at the time. No firm
conclusions were drawn then about the nature of what
had been seen. but the events were not judged to be of
defence significance. The MoD has no reason to doubt
the judgments made at the time.

European Parliament, House of Commons
and House of Lords: Comparative Costs

Viscount Tenby asked Her Majesty’s Government:

What are the costs of maintaining the European
Parliament, the House of Commons and the House of
Lords. including:

(a) salaries. pensions, travelling allowances,
secretarial expenses and other expenses for
Members;



reltRicrepSIFpEiicy
BACKGROUND NOTE:

1. This is the seventh PQ on the subject of 'UFO'-~related
issues tabled by Lord Hill-Norton within the last three weeks.
It is linked to a further two on the role of RAF Feltwell
(3730/3732). This PQ follows up PQ 3291 (Official Report
attached) and specifically seeks further information about
'UFO' reporting procedures.

2. Public interest in the 'UFO’' phenomenon gathered pace
during 1996/97 following media interest in the publication of
various 'UFO'-related books (including two by Nicholas Pope
who had previously worked in Sec(AS)) and the 50th anniversary
of the first alleged 'UFO' sighting in Roswell, USA. This
increasing interest necessitated an internal review in April
1997 to assess the level of staffing appropriate for the
limited interest the Department has in this subject. It was
agreed with Air Defence and Defence Intelligence staff that
for the future it would be appropriate to staff only those
reports in the following categories for further, defence
related advice:

- Credible Witness Reports: Reports received from service
personnel, civil pilots, staff working in air traffic
control centres and the emergency services, or those

- complete with-documented evidence such as photographs,. . .

video footage etc.

- Corroborated Sightings: A series of reports apparently
describing the same phenomenon and provided by separate
and independent sources where these could not be readily
explained. : . .

- Timely Sightings: Reports of a phenomenon currently
being observed and might, therefore, be capable of
detection by Air Defence or other assets such as military
aircraft or radar observers.

3. The Parliamentary Clerk agreed an extension to the
deadline to the reply for this PQ.

UhedzRreth ERorzcy
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Admiral of the Fleebt The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

‘The  Lord Gilbert
Ministry of Defence S0 ,
Whitehall : CEMLL T
London SW1A 2HB

21 August, 1998

TbJJ4U\ QLT»#\, C;:£~A¢:k? )

Purhaps vou would read again your reply dated 19 August 1998 to my

~Question about the reporting of unidentified flying objects. It
dome not answer my dJuestion, wolch wasg
observatories, RAF bases and police stations receiving reports of
UF0s are reguired {(my emphasis) to send them bo the MOD".

0L course "anybody may send in ......". bubt that was not the
guestion. T should be grateful if vou would now answer 1it. In

shiorl, are the people listed REQUIRED (by you) to send Lhem Lo the

MoD?
L ]
L7M M )

«+... whether airports,



MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

~ MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2H
Telephone Q171-21... v, {Direct Dialiing) .
0171-21 89000 (Switchboard)

PARUIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE ; ‘ /3 K C
FOR DEFENCE ’

D/US of S/JS 3354/98/P |§September 1998

Deor e Wit~

Thank you for your letter of 21 August to Lord Gilbert in
which you seek further clarification of the Ministry of Defence's
interest in the reporting of ‘'unidentified flying objects'. I am
responding as Lord Gilbert is currently away

As you will know, the Ministry of Defence's interest in the
'”subject“of"unidentified'flying“objects"iS“iimited‘td‘ensuring'that”“"
the integrity of UK airspace is maintained. This is achieved by

using a combination of civil and military radar installations,
which provide a continuous real-time “picture” of the UK airspace,
and an airborne military Air Defence capability.

There is, therefore, no requirement for anyone to submit
"UFO' sighting reports to the MOD. If any such reports are
submitted, the Department will give them the attention they
deserve commensurate with the quality of information provided.

JOHN SPELLAR MP

ECTEETURO . VR S VR U S

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
SEC (AS) 2

~~Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton cc | 16 SEPwwo

FILE

(hY

&
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/Sec(AS)/64/4

10 Sep 98

PE Unit s
(thro /§

Copy to:

ADGE1l

DP_3354/98: LORD HILL-NORTON

1. I attach a draft reply to send to Lord Hill-Norton who is

dissatisfied with the answer he was given to a recent PQ (No 3733
- copy and background note attached).

2. The requirements of SDR Military Task 9 (ie. to maintain the
integrity of the UK's airspace) are fully met by a continuous
recognised air picture and an air policing capability. 1In a
similar way, our NATO commitment in respect of the UK Air Defence
Region is met. As we are confident that the requirements of MT9
are fully met, it follows that there is no requirement at all to
- solicit 'UFO' sighting reports through any means whatsoever. The
answer to the PQ was designed to convey this message.

3. As explained in the background note to the PQ, of those
sighting reports forwarded to us, only those in very clearly
defined categories are examined further. We have however, been
careful not to release details of these categories publicly so as
to avoid the possibility of 'UFO' sighting evidence being falsely
manufactured. We should continue to classify this information,
thereby preventing any misuse of defence resources on unwarranted
investigations. ‘

4, The draft reply attached tries, once more, to explain to Lord
Hill-Norton that we are not reliant on 'UFO' reports to maintain
the integrity of UK Airspace.

5. I am satisfied that the draft is in accordance with the
Government's policy on answering Parliamentary Enquiries and the
Open Government Code (DCI Gen 54/98).

Sec(AS)2ZAl

Enc. MB8245 -



DP 3354/98 7 september 1998

Thank you for your letter of 21 August in which you seek
further clarification of the Ministry of Defence's interest in the
reporting of 'unidentified flying objects'.

You will know by now the limited interest the Department has
in this whole subject. You will also know that the Department's
responsibility for the integrity of UK airspace is fully met. It
is, therefore, the case that “there is no requirement for anyone to

submit 'UFO' sighting reports to us. If they are submitted, we

~will give them the attention they deserve commensurate with the

information provided.

LORD GILBERT

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB
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ANSWER: YolWidddRow..Lrom my AT EWR LT B J‘L’-’tﬂ‘l:?m - WD Co ] )
the-Ministry-of-Defoncets—tinitedinterestin-the-subiect. .of .

_unidentified-£flying-objeess. { @ther than for military.air
defence purposes) “there is ndﬁgﬁﬁgmﬁﬁgmggg&irement for anyone
to submit 'UF0" sighting reports™t®the MOD, However, any
reportsﬁ%@%m&%@@d to the Department will be given the
attention they deserve, commensurate with the quality of
information provided.

BACKGROUND NOTE:

1. This is yet another PQ on the subject of 'UFO'-related
issues tabled by Lord Hill-Norton. It follows up PQ 3733
(0Official Report and background attached at TAB A) and
specifically seeks further clarification about 'UFO' reporting

procedures. s )
2. Lord Hill-Norton wrote to Minister(DP)| (TAE B) expressing
his dissatisfaction with the answer. . In Loérd Gilbert's
absence, our-suggesied--recponse-(ITAB. -C)--Was-passed-£o-UScES
for.reply... . In..the.event-a-more-detailed -letter -was-sent--Lo
“Tord-Hitt-Nerton{FAB-B)y-without-further-reference—£o-—-806{(AS )
s of § rephad ol Tad g0 .

%, The draft answer to this PQ essentially reiterates the
comments made in TRB-D. fE{EQL
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION ~ URGENT ACTION REQUIRE,
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12:00 ON FRIDAY OCTOBER

TE FOR RETURN

1998
PQ RERERENCE : PO 37761
PQ TYP : Lord's Wri¥ten
SUPPLEMENTARIES REQUIRED? H No

MINISTER OF STATE FOR DEFENCE
PROCUREMENT

oe

MINISTER REPX{YING

LEAD BRANCH: .
COPY ADDRESSEE(S)™\

SEZ(AS)
ESTION

further to the Written Anlger by the Lord Gilbert on 3rd

September (WA 60), whethef”-lrports, observatories, RAF bases

(HL 3313)

DRAFTED BY:

e, IR

AUTHORISED BY:
GRADE/RANK: /

Gra!e 7

AUTHORISJD BY: M J D FULLER
GRADE/RANK: 'sCs e

re.: (SRR

lAcy on answering PQs, Departmental 1nstruct10nw (DCI GEN
0/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).
Yo wordl ors oo spansmep S TR SzEY ) T

ANSWER: i@he Mlnlstry of Defence S§1nterest in the sgbject of
/unidentified flylng objects kem%emé%eé~temeﬂeﬂfengmthk
integrity-of-UR-airspace—ig-maintained. ~This—is—achie¥
using-~a-—-combinatien-ef~eivid--and-mi-bitary.radaxr 1ncfall'teons,
wh&chﬁprev1dewa~oeﬁt1nﬂoeew¥ee& Eemewwp&eeuzemwef ~the-UK '\
a&g@w@rm“@nﬂ an..airborne nilitary Air Defence ca‘nah1 1 "H-V

exe, NO /requirement for anyone to submlt G%O'
sighting reports to the’ MOD. ;any sweh reports are
submitted/"the Department w1ll;glve them the attention they
deserve, commensurate ‘'with the quality of information
provided. !

S e T e




BACKGROUND NOTE:

1. This is yet another PQ on the subject of 'UF0O'-related
issues tabled by Lord Hill-Norton. It follows up PQ 3733
(Official Report and background attached at TAB A) and
specifically seeks further clarification about 'UFO' reporting
procedures.

2. %‘Qm~3;‘@=ﬁ% ""‘“ﬁ@“&w@\ FETOITCE @@m@@mx@.ﬂ;ﬁ» Lord Hill-Norton

wrote to Minister(DP) (TAB B) expre551ng his dissatisfaction
e LY e Crond éb{jf}ﬂ: SERCY TR PR

ag the answerw rhaﬁwﬁeee&vedaj{TAB c xsmeheibeckgnaundennte
veaéméﬁaftmrepfywwe ferwardeé«“wheehm&ﬂm%%emeﬂenx was passed to |

\ I \"\ whot,  EDhGMALAEY Cal Sehors hy P Vo oy g K.“;?ﬁ\ ig
e L J80ES  offtee for reply meeemthemxelywtemthewkette

Rendihde Sy P "\,4"&&1" “»s}‘“x{ b £ ’ig»\!\ Q;,fm

LTAB EwwhrethSGf%*mefﬁieemskﬁgh@&ymxedﬁeited without reference

i
h
%3’"\

to Sec(AS).

LN \% }
L P ,‘.ﬁ ﬂg‘f‘xw? £

LN g

3. The draft answer to this PQ answer essentially reiterates
the comments made in TAB D.

T
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED

AP RR S ﬁsi{x L
FEvcay '
DATE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON Thursday 9 October 1998
PQ REFERENCE : PQ 3776i
PQ TYPE : Lord’s Written
SUPPLEMENTARIES REQUIRED? No
MINISTER REPLYING : MINISTER FOR DEFENCE
PROCUREMENT
LEAD BRANCH: : SEC(AY)
COPY ADDRESSEE(S) :

. 'The answer and background note must be authorised by a civil servant at
Senior Civil Service level or a military officer at one-star level or above who is
responsible for ensuring that the information and advice provided is accurate
and reflects Departmental Instructious on answering PQs DCI GEN 150/97.

- Those contributing information for PQ answers and background notes are
responsible for ensuring the information is accurate,

«  The attached checklist should be used by those drafting PQ answers and
hackground material, those contributing information and those responsible for
authorising the answer and background note as an aid fo ensuring that
departmental policy is adhered to.

. If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are answered seek
advice from a senior civil servant in or closely associated with your area.

QUESTION

The Lord Hill-Norton - To ask Her Majesty's Government, further to the Written Answer
by the Lord Gilbert on 3™ Septcmber (WA 60), whether airports, observatories, RAF
bases and police stations are still required to forward details of any report they recejve of
an unidentified flying object to the Ministry of Defence, or whether such action is now
only discretionary, following the April 1997 review of procedures. [HL3313]

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you
provide. Departmental Instructions on answering PQs are set out in DCI GEN
150/9% and can be viewed on the CHOTS public area and on DAWN.
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DRAFTED BY s ® TEL:
AUTHORISED BY : 7 TEL: *
GRADE/RANK ¢

DECLARATION: 1 have satisfied myself that the following answer and background
note are in accordance with the Government's policy on answering POs, Departmental
instructions (DCI GEN 150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).

ANSWER:

BACKGROUND NOTE:

LTS
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PLEASE SEE ATTACHED PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION WHICH HAS BEEN TABLED
T THE SECRETARY OF ETATE FOR DEFENCE/HM GOVERNMENT
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED

*****#**#**#**%*###***#****#******##*#*****##**

DATE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON Thursday 9 October 1998

PQ REFERENCE ; PQ 3777

PQ TYPE : Lotd’s Wriiten

SUPPLEMENTARIES REQUIRED? No

MINISTER REPLYING : MINISTER FOR DEFENCE
PROCUREMENT

LEAD BRANCH: : CS(RM)

COPY ADDRESSEE(S) : SEC(AS)

- The answer and background note must be authorised by a civil servant at
Senior Civil Service level or a military officer at one-star level or above who is
responsible for ensuring that the information and advice provided is accurate
and pefiects Departmental Instructions on answering PQs PCI GEN 150/97.

- Those contributing information for PQ answers and hackground notes are
respousible for ensuring the information is accurate,

- The attached checklist should be used by those drafting PQ answers and
background material, those contributing information and those responsible for
authorising the answer and background note as an aid to ensuring that
departmental policy is adhered to.

. If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are answered seek
advice from a senior civil servant in or closely associated with your area.

QUESTION

The Lord Hill-Norton - To ask Her Majesty's Government whether they will list the
document references and titles of all open files at the Public Record Office that conlain
information about unidentified flying objects. [HL3314]

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice yon
provide. Departmental Instructions on answering PQs are set ont in DCI GEN
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o

150/97 and can be viewed on the CHOTS public area and on DAWN.
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DRAFTED BY . TEL: *
AUTHORISEDBY : * TEL: *
GRADE/RANK :

DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the (ollowing answer and background
note are in accordance with the Government's policy on answering PQs, Departmental
instructions (DCI GEN 150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).

ANSWER:

BACKGROUND NOTE:
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED

e P SR L R S DL L LD L S Sl

DATE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON Thursday 9 October 1998

PQ REFERENCE : PQ 3778

PQ TYPE : Lord’s Written

SUPPLEMENTARIES REQUIRED? : No

MINISTER REPLYING : MINISTER OF STATE FOR DEFENCE
PROCUREMENT

LEAD BRANCH: : CS(RM)

COPY ADDRESSEE(S) : SEC(AS)

- 'The answer and background note must be authorised by a civil servant at
Senior Civil Service level or a military officer at one-star level or above who is
responsible for ensuring that the information and advice provided is accurate
and reflects Departmental Instructions on answering PQs DCI GEN 150/97.

- Those contributing information for PQ answers and background notes are
responsible for ensuring the information is accurate.

- 'The attached checklist should be used by those drafting PQ answers and
background material, those contributing information and those responsible for

authorising the answer and background note as an aid to ensuring that
departmental policy is adhered to.

- If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are answered seek
advice from a senior civil servant in or closely associated with your area.

QUESTION

The Lord Hill-Norton - To ask Her Majesty’s Government whether they will list the
document references and titles of all closed files at the Public Record Office that contain

information about unidentified flying objects. [HL3315]

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you
provide, Departmental Insiructions on answering PQs are set out in DCI GEN
150/97 and can be viewed on the CHOTS public area and on DAWN.
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DRAFTED BY : ¥ TEL: *
AUTHORISED BY : * TEL: *
GRADE/RANK :

DECLARATION: 1 have satisfied myself that the following answer and :background
nole are in accordance with the Government's policy on answering PQs, Departmental
instructions (DCI GEN 150/97), and the Open Government Code (DC1 GEN 54/98),

ANSWER:

BACKGROUND NOTE:
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED & Y~/ o
***#*ink***#**Mw*m**##u*#sn*w*tas**u#***** f Ny ;:\‘%
Feioay - \
DATE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON Thursday 9 October 1998
PQ REFERENCE : PQ 3776i
PO TYPE : Lord’s Written
SUPPLEMENTARIES REQUIRED? No
MINISTER REPLYING : MINISTER FOR DEFENCE
PROCUREMENT
LEAD BRANCH: : SEC(AS)
COPY ADDRESSEE(S) :

. The answer and background note must be authorised by a civil servant at
Senior Civil Service level or a military officer at one-star level or above who is
responsible for ensuring that the information and advice provided is accurate
and reflects Departmental Instructions on answering PQs DCI GEN 150/97.

. Those contributing information for PQ answers and background notes are
responsible for ensuring the information is accurate.

. The attached checklist should be used by those drafting PQ answers and
background material, those contributing information and those responsible for
authorising the answer and background note as an aid to ensuring that
departmental policy is adhered to.

. If you or others concerned are uncertain abont how PQs are answered seek
advice from a senior civil servant in or closely associated with your area.

QUESTION

The Lord Hill-Norton - To ask Her Majesty's Government, further to the Written Answer
by the Lord Gilbert on 3™ September (WA 60), whether airports, observatories, RAF
bases and police stations are still required to forward details of any report they recejve of
an unidentified flying object to the Ministry of Defence, or whether such action is now
only discretionary, following the April 1997 review of procedurcs. [HL3313]

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you
provide. Departmental Instructions on answering PQs are set out in DCI GEN
150/97 and can be viewced on the CHOTS public area and on DAWN.
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DRAFTED BY : ¥ TEL:
AUTHORISEDBY : * TEL: *
GRADE/RANK :

DECLARATION: [ have satistied myself that the following answer and background
note are in accordance with the Government's policy on answering PQs, Departmental
insttuctions (DCI GEN 150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 34/98).

ANSWER:

BACKGROUND NOTE:
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED s,

P it

DATE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON Thursday 9 October 1998

PQ REFERENCE : PQ 37751

PQ TYPE ; Lord’'s Written

SUPPLEMENTARIES REQUIRED? No

MINISTER REPLYING : MINISTER FOR DEFENCE
PROCUREMENT

LEAD BRANCH: : SEC(AS)

COPY ADDRESSEE(S) :

The answer and background note must be authorised by a civil servant at
Senior Civil Service level or a military officer at one-star level or above who is
responsible for ensuring that the information and advice provided is accurate
and reflects Departmental Instructions on answering FQs DCI GEN 150/97.

Those contributing information for PQ answers and background notes are
responsible for ensuring the information is accurate,

The attached checklist should be used by those drafting PQ answers and
background material, those contributing information and those responsible for
authorising the answer and background note as an aid to ensuring that
departmental policy is adhered to.

If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are answered seek
advice from a senior civil servant in or closely associated with your area.

UESTION

The Lord Hill-Norton - To ask Her Majesty's Guvernment whether the Deep Space
Tracking Facility at RAF Feliwell has a role in tracking or searching for satcllites, space

debris, ballistic missiles and space probes, [HL3312]

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you
provide. Departmental Instructions on answering PQs are set out in DCI GEN
150/97 and can be viewed on the CHOTS public area and on DAWN.
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DRAFTED BY o # TEL: *
AUTHORISEDBY : % TEL: *
GRADE/RANK . *

DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the foflowing answer and *packground
note arc in accordance with the Government's policy on answering PQs, Departmental
instructions (DC1 GEN 150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).

ANSWER:

BACKGROUND NOTE:
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' % YOUR PROPOSED ANSWER MUST BE ACCURATE AND NOT MISLEADING IN ANY. WAY

¢ MEET THE DEADLINE & CONSULT EARLY IF THERE ARE PROBLEMS

#* YOU WILL BE HELD TO ACCOUNT FOR THE DRAFT ANSWER AND ADVICE

= IF IN DOUBT, SEEK ADVICE FROM A SENIOR CIVIL SERVANT WITH EXPERTISE IN
ANSWERING PQs

PQ ANSWER

% DO USE PLAIN AND PRECISE LANGUAGE
- is the answer unambiguous and free from jargon?

# DO BE OPEN, STRAIGHTFORWARD AND HONEST
- have you included all the facts necessary for a full and wnambiguous answer?
- do you fully understand the policy govetning the answering of PQs? See attached note on Government
Policy
- {f you have excjuded anything can it be justified under the Open Govt Code (see DCI GEN 54/98)

% DO CHECK SOURCES AND ENSURE EVIDENCE IS AVAILABLE TO BACK UP ANSWERS
- i8 sufficient documentary evidence available to back up the answer if challenged?
- does anyhody owside your management area necd w be involved? Have you consulted them?

&

DO CHECK PREVIOUS ANSWERS ON THE SAME SUBJECT

# DO MAKE CLEAR THE BASIS ON WHICH YOU ARE ANSWERING THE QUESTION
- if you have gonc beyond a literal interpretation of the question have you made it clear?

DON'T RELY ON HEARSAY OR GUESSWORK
- are you confident that the information provided will stand up to detailed scrutiny?

DON'T BE ABSOLUTE UNLESS YOU HAVE THE PROOF
- think very carefully beforc you say "all™ or "never" or "not possible"
- does it differ from the views of outside experts, if so why?

BACKGROUND NOTE

% DO KEEP IT RELEVANT
- does it explain the answer?

# DO EXPLAIN JUDGEMENTS MADE, AND ANY DOUBTS OR CAVEATS

% DO MAKE IT CLEAR IF INFORMATION IS BEING RELEASED FOR THE FIRST TIME OR [F IT
IS DIFFERENT FROM INFORMATION RELEASED PREVIOUSLY
- have you sought and included advice on the wider implications (including PR)?

* DO GIVE A CLEAR EXPLANATION FOR WITHOLDING INFORMATION
- details of disproportionate cost included?
- have you explained your justification for exclusion under the Open Govt Code?

DO RECORD THE SOQURCES RELIED ON IN PREPARING YOUR PROPOSED ANSWER
- have you included details of those who have provided you with information?

P

L

Dog: LardsWrite



P.12714

70 BBl 40

PS5 OCT 1991 16:57 FROM MOD PARLIAMENTARY

'QUESTIONS FOR WRITTEN ANSWER IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS - :

ALL D E CLEARED AT SENTOR CIVIL SERVICE (GRADE §)
OR ONE STAR LEVEL OR ABOVE
THE CHECKLIST IS TO H%P YOUS ¥RAF1‘ THE ANSWER PROPERLY
YOU MUST USE IT

REPLIES SHOULD BE SENT BY CHOTS E-MAIL (URGENT & VIEW ACKNOWLEDGE) TO
"Parliamentary Questions”. DIVISIONS NOT ON CHOTS SHOULD SEND THEIR DRAFTS BY FAX

TO THE PARLIAMENTARY BRANCH (EESTRED"

ALWAYS QUOTE THE QUESTION (P(J) NUMBER, AND THE NAMES AND CONTACT NUMBERS
OF THE PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR DRAFTING THE REPLY AND THE SENIOR OFFICIAL WHO

APPROVED IT.
IF YOU REQUIRE ANY ADVICE, PLEASE CALL (MB xSRI

1. WRITTEN POS

All written PQs must be answered within 14
days of being tabled, even if the House is by

* . then in recess.

2. DEADLINE FOR REPLY

a. If, exceptionally, you cannot meet the
deadline, you should contact this Branch to see
if an extension to the deadline can be given,

You should do this before 12.00 an the day

op which vou are due to retuen the PQ
apswer.

| b. 'You must provide a full explanation of why
you cannot meet the deadline.

¢. If it is impossible to answer the question

within 14 days the Minister has to write 1o the
Lord concemed explaining the circumstances

and undertaking to provide a full answer as

;:mn as possible. You must provide the draft
etter.

3. OPEN GOVERNMENT

a, A revised Code of Practice on Access to

(iovernment Information came into effect in
1997. It is set out in DCI GEN 54/1998.

b. Replies must be drafted in accordance with
this policy, If you are recommending to
Ministers that some or all information is
withheld, the answer must specify the law or
exemption in the Code under which it is being
withheld, eg "1 am witholding the information
requested under exemption 1 of the Code of
Practice on Access to"Government
Information.” It is NOT acceptable to rely on
past practice.

4. DRAFTING THE ANSWER
- USE THE CHECKLIST -

a. The draft reply should be concise, clear and
meticulously accurate, It should have a positive
tone where possible.

b. Use clear and direct language to avoid any
ambiguity. Short everyday words and short
sentences are best, Avoid cliches and MOD/
Service jargon, Use abbreviations only after
using the words or name in full,

. The answer must be unclassified.

d, If you refer to a previous PQ answer or
document, send a copy.

3. BAC U

a. Ministers need a short note explaining the
facts and thinking behind the suggested reply if
it is not completely obvious from the reply
itself,

b, If the answer varies from a previous answer
or statement explain fully why this is so.

¢. If new information comes to light in your
research which might affect this or previous
answers or statements you must ring the
Minister's Private Office AT ONCE as well as
stating this clearly in the background note.
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.. 6. GROUPED FOS

, Related PQs, tabled by an individual Lord for
answer on the same day may be grouped
together and given a single answer. This
Branch can give advice on grouping.

7, PARTIAL REPLIES

If a full reply is not possible you should give
what information is available and make it clear
in the answer what you are doing.

OST OF GIVING A

If the cost of giving a reply will exceed £500
you can recommend to Ministers that the reply
should be along the lines of "This information
[is not held centrally] and could only be
provided at disproportionate cost”. You must
explain in the background note how these costs
- usually staff costs - would arise. The decision
whether ot not then to give an answer depends
on the merits of the case,

As a rough guide use these hourly rates:
AO-£8, BO-£13, HEQ-£15, SEQ-£18, G7-£22,
G35-£31.

Capitation rates can be increased by 50% forfor

Service equivalents.
9. LONG REPLIES

if the reply is long (ie will fill more than a page
of Hansard) it may, exceptionally, be better to
give the information in a letter to the Lord or
put information in the Library of the House. In
these cases the reply is "I will write to the noble
Lord (or "my noble Friend") and a copy of my
letter will be placed in the Library of the
House" or "1 am placing the information
requested in the Library of the House", This
Branch is responsible for placing material in the
Library. We need 6 copies of any document
placed in the Library.

TO P.13714
- '10. INFORMATI ADY - -
AVAILABLE FROM PUBLIC SOURCES

PQs are expensive in terms of Ministers' and
officials' time, Lords should be encouraged to
get information from published sources where it
is already available in the Library of the House.
In such cases the reply is along these lines "The
information requested is contained in para X of
the Statement on Defence Estimates 1996 (Cm
:}%{223),"61 copy of which is in the Library of the
ouse",

11. POS ASKING FOR STATISTICAL
INFORMATIO

a. PQs which ask for statistical information will
be sent normally to the Chief Executive of
DASA and copied to the relevant policy branch.

b. If such a question has not been sent to DASA
please let us know. In any event you should
liaise with DASA about the reply in case there
are policy implications of which they are
unaware,

12. TRANSFER OF POS
a. JTo another Governmen partment
If you think this PQ is not primarily a matter

for MOD tell this Branch AT ONCE.

We will need the name and Branch of an
official in the more appropriate Department
who has agreed to take the PQ. Parliamentary
Branches in other Government Departments will
usually only agree to transfers on this basis.

b. To another Branch
If 2 PQ has been sent to you incorrectly, please

let this Branch know AT ONCE. If you know
who is responsible for the subject please pass it
to them as well.
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GOVERNMENT POLICY ON ANSWERING PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS |
1. Never forget Ministers' obligations to Parliament which are set out in the Cabinet Office -

. publication "Ministerial Code: A code of conduct and guidance on procedure for Ministers”. 1t states
that: - ! : : .

i

"It is of paramount importance that Ministers give accurate and truthful information to
Parliament, correcting any inadvertent error at the earliest opportunity, Ministers who
knowingly misleaqd Parliament will be expected to offer their resignation to the Prime Minister.
Ministers should be as open as possible with Parliament and the public, refusing to provide
information only when disclosure would not be in the public interest, which should be decided in
accordance with relevant statute and the Government’s Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information (Second Edition, Jan 1997)

2. Itis a civil servant's responsibility to Ministers to help them fulfil those obligations. It is the
Minister’'s right and responsibility to deside how to do so, Ministers want to explain and present
Government policy and actions in a positive light. They will rightly expect a draft answer that does full
justice to the Government's position.

3, Approach every question predisposed to give relevant information fully, as concisely as possible
and in accordance with guidance on disproportionate cost. If there appears to be a conflict between the
requirement to be as open as possible and the requirement to protect information whose disclosure
would not be in the public interest, you should check to see whether it should be omiticd in accordance
with statute (which takes precedence) or the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information,
about which you should consult your departmental openness liaison officer if necessary.

5. Do not omit information sought merely because disclosure could lead to political embarrassment or
administrative inconvenience. : ; ;

6. Where there is a particularly fine balance between openness and non-disclosure, and when the draft
answer takes the latter course, this should be explicitly drawn to the Minister's attention. Similarly, if
it is proposed to reveal information of a sort which s not normally disclosed, this should be explicitly
dravwn to Ministers' attention.

7. If you conclude that material information must be withheld and the PQ cannot be fully answered as
a result, draft an answer which makes this clear and which explains the reasons in equivalent terms
to those in the Cade of Practice, or becanse of disproportionate cost or the information not being

fn%ailable. Take care to avold draft answers which are literally true but likely 1o give rise to misleading
mierences.

%k TOTAL PAGE. 14 ok
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Thank you for your letter of 21 August to Lord Gilbert in
which you seek further clarification of the Ministry of Defence's
interest in the reporting of ‘'unidentified flying objects'. I am
responding as Lord Gilbert is currently away

As you will know, the Ministry of Defence's interest in the
subject of unidentified flying objects is limited to ensuring that
the integrity of UK airspace is maintained. This is achieved by
using a combination of civil and military radar installations,
which provide a continuous real-time "picture" of the UK airspace,
and an airborne military Air Defence capability.

There is, therefore, no requirement for anyone to submit
"UFO' sighting reports to the MOD. If any such reports are
submitted, the Department will give them the attention they
deserve commensurate with the quality of information provided.

JOHN SPELLAR MP

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB
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Copy to:
ADGE1
54/98: LORD HILL—NORTON "

1. I attach a draft reply to send to Lord Hill-Norton who is
dissatisfied with the answer he was given to a recent PQ (No 3733
- copy and background note attached).

2. The requirements of SDR Military Task 9 (ie. to maintain the
integrity of the UK's airspace) are fully met by a continuous
recognised air picture and an air policing capability. 1In a
similar way, our NATO commitment in respect of the UK Air Defence
Region is met. As we are confident that the requirements of MT9
are fully met, it follows that there is no requirement at all to
solicit 'UFO' sighting reports through any means whatsoever. The
answer to the PQ was designed to convey this message.

3. As explained in the background note to the PQ, of those
sighting reports forwarded to us, only those in very clearly
defined categories are examined further. We have however, been
careful not to release details of these categories publicly so as
to avoid the possibility of 'UFO’' sighting evidence being falsely
manufactured. We should continue to classify this information,
thereby preventing any misuse of defence resources on unwarranted
investigations.

4. The draft reply attached tries, once more, to explain to Lord
Hill-Norton that we are not reliant on 'UFO' reports to maintain
the integrity of UK Airspace.

5. I am satisfied that the draft is in accordance with the
Government's policy on answering Parliamentary Enquiries and the
Open Government Code (DCI Gen 54/98).

Al

Enc. MB8245 ]
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DP 3354/98 " geptember 1998

Thank you for your letter of 21 August in which you seek
further clarification of the Ministry of Defence's interest in the

reporting of 'unidentified flying objects’'.

You will know by now the limited interest the Department has
in this whole subject. You will also know that the Department's
responsibility for the integrity of UK airspace is fully met. It
is, therefore, the case that ‘there is no requirement for anyone to
submit 'UFQ' sighting reports to us. If they are submitted, we
will give them the attention they deserve commensurate with the

information provided.

LORD GILBERT

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB



VA 59 Written Answers
either police or military personnel; and whether they
will place copies of any such agreements in the
Library of the House. {H1.2808]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Defence (Lord
Gilbert): No formal arrangements to provide training
for police or military personnel have been conducted
with the Turkish authorities since 1 May 1997. The UK
Government have, however, a programme of practical
assistance to help the Turkish civil authorities in the
field of human rights. This programme was announced
in October 1997 and includes police training in the areas
of public order policy, detainee rights, domestic
violence and the role of an independent police
complaints authority. Details of the military training
given to Turkish personnel was set out in the reply 1
gave the noble Lord, Lord Hylton on 22 April, (Official
Report, WA 212) and in the reply given by my right
honourable friend the then Minister of State for the
Armed Forces, Dr. Reid, to the honourable Member for
Tooting, Mr. Cox, on 14 July 1998 (Official Report,
col. 173).

NATO Members: Defence Expenditure

Lord Kennet asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether the need to increase defence expenditure
is generally discussed within NATO; and whether the
statement of the Turkish Minister of National
Defence, Mr. Ismet Sezgin, that the Turkish armed
forces need an investment of 150 billion United States
dollars is agreed within NATO. [HL2955]

Lord Gilbert: At their meeting on 11 June 1998,
NATO Defence Ministers noted that the armed forces
needed in the new strategic environment, while smaller
than before, still require significant funding levels,
However, the setting of the overall level of defence
expenditure of an individual NATO member is not a
matter for the Alliance as a whole.

RAF Feltwell: Units and Roles

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether they will list those units based at RAF
Feltwell, and what functions each of these umits
carries out. [H1.3237]

Lord Gilbert: The units based at RAF Feltwell and
their roles are:

Unit: USAF 5th Space Surveillance Squadron
Rove: Tracking of man-made objects in space.

Unir: US Department of Defence Schools
Roce: Educational establishments for dependants of
USVF personnel.

Unir: US Mathes Airmen’s Leadership School
Rove: Training for Junior NCOs.

& LWHX-PAGM
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Unit: US Contracting Squadron
Rore: US Visiting Forces contracting authority.

Unit: US Army Veterinary Detachment
RoLe: Provision of veterinary services.

Unit: US Army Air Force Exchange Services
(AAFES)

Rove: Furniture and retail warehouse.

Unit: US Defence Audit Agency
Rove: Provision of audit services.

RAF Feltwell: Space Tracking System

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

What is the role of RAF Feltwell in relation to the
tracking of unidentified objects in space; how many
objects detected by the Deep Space Tracking System
at RAF Feltwell remain unidentified; and how many
of these were transmitting a signal. [HL3238]

Lord Gilbert: RAF Feltwell is responsible for
tracking man-made objects in deep space. I am
withholding the further information requested under
exemption 1 of the Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information.

X Unidentified Flying Objects -

1 Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Further to the Written Answer by the Lord Gilbert
on 15 July (WA 25), what changes in procedures were
implemented following the April 1997 review of the
system to disseminate reports of unidentified flying
objects; and whether airports, observatories, RAF
bases and police stations receiving reports of UFOs
are required to send them to the Ministry of Defence.

[HL3239]

Lord Gilbert: Procedures were clarified to ensure
that reports received by the department would have the
attention  they = deserved.  The  department’s
responsibilities for maintaining the integrity of UK
airspace, as set out in the Strategic Defence Review, are
well known. Anybody may send in reports for

assessment in that context.

}

Medical and Dental Officers: I"ay Awards

Lord Vivian asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Why the recent pay award to medical and dental
officers in the Armed Forces is being awarded in two
stages, with 2 per cent. being paid from 1 April and
the remainder payable from 1 December.  [HL3240]

Lord Gilbert: In line with government policy on
public sector pay, the award for medical and dental
officers has been staged in the same way as the pay

Covee ~neUedeRiEeg. foLcy
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DATE FOR RETURN

1998

PQ REFERENCE : PO 3733i

PO TYPE : Lord's Written

SUPPLEMENTARIES REQUIRED? : No

MINISTER REPLYING : MINISTER OF STATE FOR DEFENCE
PROCUREMENT

LEAD BRANCH: : SEC(AS)

COPY ADDRESSEE(S)

UESTION

The Lord Hill-Norton— To ask Her Majesty's Government, Further
to the Written Answer by the Lord Gilbert on 15th July(WA25),
what changes in procedures were implemented following the
April 1997 review of the system to disseminate reports of
unidentified flying objects; and wheter airports,
observatories, RAF bases and police stations receiving reports
of UFOs are required to send them to the Ministry of Defence.
(HL 3239) ‘ ’

DRAFTED BY: Section 40 EEEEBESLELY TEL: o

AUTHORISED BY: [signed] TEL: Eleieaa
GRADE /RANK: rade

AUTHORISED BY: M J D FULLER [signed] TEL: Fleloakl

GRADE /RANK: scs

DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the following answer
and background note are in accordance with the Government's
policy on answering PQs, Departmental instructions (DCI GEN
150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).

ANSWER:

Procedures were clarified to ensure that reports received by
the Department would have the attention they deserved. The
Department's responsibilities for maintaining the integrity of
UK airspace, as set out in the Strategic Defence Review, are
well known. Anybody may send in reports for assessment in
that context.

Covernc RBRv@&RiEDD — Powcy
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BACKGROUND NOTE:

1. This is the seventh PQ on the subject of 'UFO'-related
issues tabled by Lord Hill-Norton within the last three weeks.
It is linked to a further two on the role of RAF Feltwell
(3730/3732). This PQ follows up PQ 3291 (Official Report
attached) and specifically seeks further information about
'UFO' reporting procedures.

2. Public interest in the 'UFO' phenomenon gathered pace
during 1996/97 following media interest in the publication of
various 'UFQ'-related books (including two by Nicholas Pope
who had previously worked in Sec(AS)) and the 50th anniversary
of the first alleged 'UFO' sighting in Roswell, USA. This
increasing interest necessitated an internal review in April
1997 to assess the level of staffing appropriate for the
limited interest the Department has in this subject. It was
agreed with Air Defence and Defence Intelligence staff that
for the future it would be appropriate to staff only those
reports in the following categories for further, defence
related advice:

- Credible Witness Reports: Reports received from service
personnel, civil pilots, staff working in air traffic
control centres and the emergency services, or those
complete with documented evidence such as photographs,
video footage etc.

- Corroborated Sightings: A series of reports apparently
describing the same phenomenon and provided by separate
and independent sources where these could not be readily
explained. C e : ‘

— Timely Sightings: Reports of a phenomenon currently
being observed and might, therefore, be capable of
detection by Air Defence or other assets such as military
aircraft or radar observers.

3. The Parliamentary Clerk agreed an extension to the
deadline to the reply for this PQ.



- l;!

Wed 9 Sep, 1998 11:44 mailbox log Page 1

SUBJECT

DATE TO
PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRY FROM LORD { ]

09/09/98 ADGE]L
Sent: 09/09/98 at 11:34

To: ADGE1
cC:
Ref: 1976

Subject: PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRY FROM LORD HILL~NORTON (DP 3354/98)

Text: M
e proposed to use the attached draft as a response to the
latest Hill-Norton letter to Min(DP). 1I'd be grateful if you
could confirm that you have no difficulties with what we plan to
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LOOSE MINUTE
D/Sec(A8)/64/4

9 Sep 98

PE Unit
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pp 4/98: LORD HILL-~NORTON

1. I attach a draft reply to send to Lord Hill-Norton who is
dissatisfied with the answer he was given to a recent PQ (No 3733
- copy and background note attached).

2. The requirements of SDR Military Task 9 (ie. to maintain the
integrity of the UK's airspace) are fully met by a continuous
recognised air picture and an air policing capability. 1In a
similar way, our NATO commitment in respect of the UK Air Defence
Region is met. As we are confident that the requirements of MT9
are fully met, it follows that there is no requirement at all to
solicit 'UFO' sighting reports through any means whatsoever. The
answer to the PQ was designed to convey this message.

3. As explained in the background note to the PQ, of those
sighting reports forwarded to us, only those in very clearly
defined categories are examined further. We have however, been
careful not to release details of these categories publicly so as
to avoid the possibility of 'UFO' sighting evidence being falsely
manufactured. We should continue to classify this information,
thereby preventing any misuse. of .defence resources on unwarranted
investigations.

4. The draft reply attached tries, once more, to explain to Lord
Hill-Norton that we are not reliant on 'UFO' reports to maintain
the integrity of UK Airspace from the threat of hostile foreign
military activity, which is the limit of our interest in these
matters.

5. I am satisfied that the draft is in accordance with the
Government's policy on answering Parliamentary Enquiries and the
Open Government Code (DCI Gen 54/98).

S

Sec(AS)2Al

MB8245

Enc.


The National Archives
Draft response to Lord Hill-Norton 9 September 1998 - MoD’s NATO commitment without need to rely upon UFO reports from the public
Draft of response to Lord Hill-Norton dated 9 September 1998: notes that MoD’s NATO commitment to protect UK airspace is fully met by Air Defence radars and aircraft without the need for MoD to rely upon UFO reports from the public.


DP 3354/98 September 1998

Thank you for your letter of 21 August in which you seek
further clarification of the Ministry of Defence's interest in the

reporting of 'unidentified flying objects'.

You will know by now the limited interest the Department has
in this whole subjeéﬁ. You will also know that the Department's
responsibility for the integrity of UK airspace is fully met. It
is, therefore, the case that there is no requirement for anyone to
submit ‘'UFO' sighting reports to us. If they are submitted, we
will give them the attention they deserve commensurate with the

information provided.

LORD GILBERT

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB
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DP_3354/98: LORD HILL-NORTON

1. I attach a draft reply to send to Lord Hill-Norton who is
dissatisfied with the answer he was given to a recent PQ (No 3733

~ copy and background note attached).

2. The requirements of SDR Military Task 9 (ie. to maintain the
integrity of the UK's airspace) dre fully met by a continuous
recognised air picture and an air policing capability. 1In a
similar way, our NATO commitment in respect of the UK Air Defence
Region is met. As we are confident that the requirements of MT9
are fully met, it follows that there is no requirement at all to
solicit 'UFO' sighting reports through any means whatsoever. The

answer to the PQ was designed to convey this message.

3. As explained in the background note to the PQ, of those
sighting reports forwarded to us, only those in very clearly
defined categories are examined further. We have however, been
careful not to release details of these categories publicly so as
to avoid the possibility of 'UFO' sighting evidence being falsely

manufactured. We should continue to classify this information,



thereby preventing any misuse of defence resources on unwarranted

investigations.

4. The draft reply attached tries, once more, to explain to Lord
Hill-Norton that we are not reliant on 'UFO' reports to maintain
the integrity of UK Airsééce#ffoéwfhéwﬁﬁréat of hostile foreign
military activity, which is the limit of our interest in these

matters.

5. I am satisfied that the draft is in accordance with the
Government's policy on answering Parliamentary Enquiries and the

Open Government Code (DCI Gen 54/98).

Sec(AS)2A1

Enc.

A
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DP 3354/98 September 1998

Thank you for your letter of 21 August in which you seek
further clarification of the Ministry of Defence's interest in the

reporting of 'unidentified flying objects'.

You will know by now the limited interest the Department has
in this whole subject. féu &iilwgiséukﬁoﬁvthaf the Department's
responsibility for the integrity of UK airspace is fully met. It
is, therefore, the case that there is no requirement for anyone to
submit 'UFO' sighting reports to us. If they are submitted, we

will give them the attention they deserve commensurate with the

information provided.

LORD GILBERT

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB
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MINISTER REPLYING: A1/ 53]2 )

DATE:Z &/ 8 /98

YOU WILL BE HELD TO ACCOUNT FOR THE DRAFT ANSWER AND ADVICE. THEY MUST
BE ACCURATE AND NOT MISLEADING IN ANY WAY

ENSURE THE DEADLINE IS MET. IF IN DOUBT, SEEK ADVICE.
ALL DRAFTS MUST BE CLEARED BY A NAMED OFFICIAL AT GRADE 7 LEVEL OR ABOVE.

*x*x %% IMPORTANT UPDATES ******

1. Ministerial responsibilities changed.

2. Opening and Closing All Ministers prefer to
start.

“Thank you for your letter of ... (MP's ref if
given) on behalf of/enclosing one from your
constituent, Mr... of ... Teytown shout...”
If a Minister is replying on behalf of another
Minister start:

"Thank you for your letter of ... to George
Robertson/Doug Henderson/John Giltbert/John
Spellar on behalf etc”

Mr Spellar add "I am replying in view of my
responsibility for ... "

Do not end "I hope this is helpful” when the
reply is obviously disappointing. Alternatives
are:

"I hope this explains the posn‘mn

“f am sorry | cannot be more helpful”

"I am sorry to send what I know will be a
disappointing reply.”

3. Open Government A revised Code of
Practice on Access to Government Information
came into effect in 1998. [t is set out in DC/
GEN 54/98.

Replies MUST be drafted in accordance with this
policy. If you are recommending to Ministers that
some or all information is withheld, the answer
must specify the law or exception in the Code
under which it is being withheld. eg "l am
withholding the lnfarmatlonkrequested under
exemption 1 of: Q) | >cess
to Governmen
acceptable to rely on past'practice

Deadlines To concur with the Citizens Charter, we have
agreed to send a written reply within 15 working days to
this enquiry. It is very important that your draft is with
us by the date quoted at the top of this notice. If,
exceptionally, you cannot meet the deadline let me know
at once, an interim reply might be needed.
Dapartmentas! action Action on the same case should be
held until the Minister has sent a full reply. Please
discuss any questions about the substance of the drafts
or other policy aspects direct with the relevant private
office.

Ministers place great importance on the content style
and speed of the replies. Letters should be polite,
informal, to the point and in clear, simple language.
Avoid acronyms and MOD jargon. Always emphasise
the positive aspects of Government policy. No
background note is required unless essential to explain
the line taken in the draft reply.

Layout Draft replies should be double spaced. Always
include the full PE reference number at the top left of the
draft,

Put the MP's full title at the bottom left of the first page.
Only add the address if the letter is from the Minister
direct to a constituent,

Should this not be for your branch, please inform us
IMMEDIATELY by telephone.

Wherever possible drafts should be sent on CHOTS E-
Mail to: PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRIES, NOT TO PE
CLEBKS OR PRIVATE OFFICES, otherwise send drafts

PLEASE NE METHOD
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"“The  Lord Gilbert
siinistry of Defence
Whitehalil

London SWLA 2HB
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Perhaps vou would read again vour reply dated 19 August 1998 to my

Duestbion about the reporting of unidentified flyving obijects. It

g nobt answer my guestion, which was " ..... whether airports,

wservatories, RAF bases and police stations receiving reports of
s are regquired (my emphasis) to send them to the MOD™.

¥

0f course "anybody may send in ......". bub thab was not the
T - e o ey oy L. I Y - e el - . b
quest Lon. T should be grateful if you would now answer it.
are Lhe people listed REQUIRED (by voul to send Lhem Lo ti




Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty's Government:

) Further to the Written Answer by the Lord Gilbert on lSth
July- (WA25), what changes in procedures were implemented
following the April 1997 review of the system to disseminate
reports of unidentified flying objects; and whether airports,
observatories, RAF bases and police stations receiving reports

of UFOs are required to send them to the Ministry of Defence.
(HL 3239)

The Minister of State for Defence Procurement, Lord Gilbert:

Procedures were clarified to ensure that reports received by the
Department would have the attention they deserved. The
Department's responsibilities for maintaining the integrity of
UK airspace, as set out in the Strategic Defence Review, are
well known. Anybody may send in reports for assessment in that

context.

Section 43

Ministry of Defence

|9 BAugust 1998 . ‘ 37331
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DATE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON TUESDAY 4 AUGUST
1998 , \ ) S -

PQ REFERENCE : PQ 37331 _

PO TYPE ) : Lord's Written
‘SUPPLEMENTARIES.REQUIRED?  : No |

MINISTER REPLYING R MINISTER OF STATE FOR DEFENCE

PROCUREMENT

" LEAD BRANCH: " " . SEC(AS)

COPY ADDRESSEE(S) :

QUESTION

The Lord Hill-Norton- To ask Her Majesty's Government, Further
to the Written Answer by the Lord Gilbert on 15th July(WA25),
what changes in procedures were implemented following the
April 1997 review of the system to disseminate reports of
unidentified flying objects; and wheter airports,
observatories, RAF bases and police stations receiving reports
of UFOs are required to send them to the Ministry of Defence.
(HL 3239)
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DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the following answer
and background note are in accordance with the Government's
policy on answering PQs, Departmental instructions (DCI GEN
150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).

ANSWER:

Procedures were clarified to ensure that reports received by
the Department would have the attention they deserved. The
Department's responsibilities for maintaining the integrity of
UK airspace, as set out in the Strategic Defence Review, are
well known. Anybody may send in reports for assessment in
that context.
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LORD HILL NORTON'S LETTER TO LORD GILBERT OF 21 AUGUST 1998

- ‘
Issue Cetd go\w

~
his letter asks us to read his question again [PQ 3733] and answer
it..eveveeesae... whether airports, observatories, RAF bases and

police stations receiving reports of 'UFOs' are required to send
them to the MOD.

Question

Does the MOD require that these establishments forward "UFO"
reports received? S

There are two strands to this Question:

(a) Reports made to these establishments received from members of
the Public?

Generally No.

% HOWEVER, our policy states that we should look at reports
from the public when they are:

- from multiple, independent witnesses;

- reports backed up by documented evidence, ie.
videos, photographs;

- timely reports, ie. occurring now and might be
capable of detection.

Reports from these establishments made by members of staff
working there (ie. servicemen, police officers etc)?

S

According to our policy - Yes.

N
o

Answver

Overall yes we DO require them to send them to us. [we then
filter out those we don't need to bother with}.

Opinion

In the past instructions have been issued to RAF stations, police
stations and civil air traffic control centres telling them where
they should forward any "UFQO" reports. (We only know this because
these establishments seem to 'know' where to send them to and do).

In theory, post the April 1997 review we should have issued
instructions to these establishments telling them, from a defence
perspective, the types of report we are interested in seeing, and
.. telling them not to bother taking down and forwarding singleton

J reports from the public which tell us nothing. However, in
practice we cannot do this as it would reveal our policy and there
‘would be a risk that it would be divulged to the ‘'UFO' fraternity
‘which would not be helpful.



The National Archives
Working paper on Lord Hill-Norton’s question on UFO policy, August 1998. Paper notes that since the 1997 policy review MoD has no need for UFO reports from public
Working paper on Lord Hill-Norton’s question regarding UFO policy, August 1998. This paper notes that since the 1997 policy review MoD has no defence interest in receiving any “singleton reports from the public which tell us nothing.”  But in practice “we cannot do this as it would reveal our policy and there would be a risk that it would be divulged to the UFO fraternity.”


( fom / ,space in Peacetime

A contmuous recogmsed air plcture and an air policing capablhty is
needed to maintain the integrity of the United Kingdom's airspace, and
meet NATO commitments in the United Kingdom Air Defence Region.
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either police or military personnel; and whether they
will place copies of any such agreements in the
Library of the House. {HL.2808]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Defence (Lord
Gilbert): No formal arrangements to provide training
for police or military personnel have been conducted
with the Turkish authorities since 1 May 1997. The UK
Government have, however, a programme of practical
assistance to help the Turkish civil authorities in the
field of human rights. This programme was announced
in October 1997 and includes police training in the areas
of public order policy, detainee rights, domestic
violence and the role of an independent police
complaints authority. Details of the military training
given to Turkish personnel was set out in the reply 1
gave the noble Lord, Lord Hylton on 22 April, (Official
Report, WA 212) and in the reply given by my right
honourable friend the then Minister of State for the
Armed Forces, Dr. Reid, to the honourable Member for
Tooting, Mr. Cox, on 14 July 1998 (Official Report,
col. 173).

NATO Members: Defence Expenditure

Lord Kennet asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether the need to increase defence expenditure
1s generally discussed within NATO; and whether the
statement of the Turkish Minister of National
Defence, Mr. Ismet Sezgin, that the Turkish armed
forces need an investment of 150 billion United States
dollars is agreed within NATO. [HL2955)

Lord Gilbert: At their meeting on 11 June 1998,
NATO Defence Ministers noted that the armed forces
needed in the new strategic environment, while smaller
than before, still require significant funding levels.
However, the setting of the overall level of defence
expenditure of an individual NATO member is not a
matter for the Alliance as a whole.

A RAF Feltwell: Units and Roles 4~

Lord Hill-Nerton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether they will list those units based at RAF
Feltwell, and what functions each of these units
carries out. [HL3237)

Lord Gilbert: The units based at RAF Feltwell and
their roles are:

Unit: USAF 5th Space Surveillance Squadron
Roue: Tracking of man-made objects in space.

Unit: US Department of Defence Schools

RotLe: Educational establishments for dependants of
USVF personnel.

Unit: US Mathes Airmen’s Leadership School
Rove: Training for Junior NCOs.

W

!

H,

Unir: US Contracting Squadron
Rovre: US Visiting Forces contracting authority.

Unit: US Army Veterinary Detachment
RovLE: Provision of veterinary services.

Umit: US Army Air Force Exchange Services
(AAFES)

Rove: Fumiture and retail warehouse.

Unit: US Defence Audit Agency
Roie: Provision of audit services.

X'RAF Feltwell: Space Tracking Systemt

" Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

What is the role of RAF Feltwell in relation to the
tracking of unidentified objects in space; how many
objects detected by the Deep Space Tracking System
at RAF Feltwell remain unidentified; and how many
of these were transmitting a signal. [HL3238]

Lord Gilbert: RAF Feltwell is responsible for
tracking man-made objects in deep space. I am
withholding the further information requested under
exemption 1 of the Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Further to the Written Answer by the Lord Gilbert
on 15 July (WA 25), what changes in procedures were
implemented following the April 1997 review of the
system to disseminate reports of unidentified flying
objects; and whether airports, observatories, RAF
bases and police stations receiving reports of UFOs
are required to send them to the Ministry of Defence.

{HL3239}

Lord Gilbert: Procedures were clarified to ensure
that reports received by the department would have the
attention  they  deserved.  The  department’s
responsibilities for maintaining the integrity of UK
airspace, as set out in the Strategic Defence Review, are
well known. Anybody may send in reports for

assessment in that context. ;

Medical and Dental Officers: i’ay Awards

Lord Vivian asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Why the recent pay award to medical and dental
officers in the Armed Forces is being awarded in two
stages, with 2 per cent. being paid from 1 April and
the remainder payable from 1 December,  [HL3240)

Lord Gilbert: In line with government policy on
public sector pay, the award for medical and dental
officers has been staged in the same way as the pay
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The Lord Hill-Norton- To ask Her Majesty's Government, Further
to the Written Answer by the Lord Gilbert on 15th July(WA25),
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DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the following answer
and background note are in accordance with the Government's
policy on answering PQOs, Departmental instructions (DCI GEN
150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).

ANSWER: =

Procedures were clarified to ensure that reports received by
the Department would have the attention they deserved. The
Department's responsibilities for maintaining the integrity of
UK airspace, as set out in the Strategic Defence Review, are
well known. Anybody may send in reports for assessment in
that context.


The National Archives
Background note in response to the latest of seven Parliamentary questions on UFOs tabled by Lord Hill-Norton in the House of Lords, August 1997
Background note in response to the latest of seven Parliamentary questions on UFOs tabled by Lord Hill-Norton in the House of Lords, August 1997. In a background note, the head of Sec(AS), Martin Fuller, writes that MoD’s UFO Policy was reviewed following surge in media interest during 1996/97. This agreed that in future only reports by credible witnesses, that had some degree of corroboration and were reported in a timely fashion, would be forwarded to Air Defence and Defence Intelligence staff for further advice.
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BACKGROUND NOTE:

1. This is the seventh PQ on the subject of 'UFOQ'-related
issues tabled by Lord Hill-Norton within the last three weeks.
It is linked to a further two on the role of RAF Feltwell
(3730/3732). This PQ follows up PQ 3291 (Official Report
attached) and specifically seeks further information about
'UFO' reporting procedures.

2. Public interest in the 'UFO' phenomenon gathered pace
during 1996/97 following media interest in the publication of
various 'UFO'-related books (including two by Nicholas Pope
who had previously worked in Sec(AS)) and the 50th anniversary
of the first alleged 'UFO' sighting in Roswell, USA. This
increasing interest necessitated an internal review in April
1997 to assess the level of staffing appropriate for the
limited interest the Department has in this subject. It was
agreed with Air Defence and Defence Intelligence staff that
for the future it would be appropriate to staff only those
reports in the following categories for further, defence
related advice:

~ Credible Witness Reports: Reports received from service
personnel, civil pilots, staff working in air traffic
control centres and the emergency services, or those
complete with documented evidence such as photographs,
video footage etc.

~ Corroborated Sightings: A series of reports apparently
describing the same phenomenon and provided by separate
and independent sources where these could not be readily
explained.

- Timely Sightings: Reports of a phenomenon currently
being observed and might, therefore, be capable of
detection by Air Defence or other assets such as military
aircraft or radar observers.

3. The Parliamentary Clerk agreed an extension to the
deadline to the reply for this PQ.

UNCLASRIEED _ pon1cy
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4 NATO: New Members and Command
Structure

Lord Kennet asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether the new members of NATO will fill senior
NATO commands; and, if so, which. [HL2479]

Lord Gilbert: It is planned that the Czech Republic,
Hungary and Poland will fill posts in the new NATO
command structure. The exact number, seniority and
location of these has not yet been determined.

¥ Unidentified Flying Objects #

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

When arrangements for disseminating reports of
unidentified flying objects within the Ministry of
Defence were put in place and last reviewed; and
whether they will ensure that all airports,

xQ R 24\ observatories, RAF bases and police stations have

accurate and up-to-date instructions about how to
record details of unidentified aerial phenomena
reported to them, together with instructions to pass
them to the appropriate authorities within the Ministry
of Defence; and [HL2607}

What follow-up action is taken by the Ministry of
Defence when it receives a report of an unidentified
flying object; and whether checks are routinely made

to -see -whether such reports can be correlated by-

radar. ’ [HL2609]

Lord Gilbert: The Ministry of Defence’s interest in
reports «f unidentified flying objects is limited to
establishing whether there is any evidence that ‘the
United Kingdom's airspace has been penetrated by
hostile or unauthorised foreign military activity and
whether reporting procedures are adequate for this
purpose. Unless there is evidence of a potential threat,
no atiempt is made to identify the precise nature of each
reported incident. Arrangements within the MoD have
been in place for a number of years for disseminating
reports; they were last reviewed in April 1997. Where
necessary, reports of unidentified flying objects are
examined with the assistance of relevant MoD experts,
and this may include radar correlation. ‘

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

How many reports of unidentified flying objects
were notified to the Ministry of Defence in 1996,
1997 and the first six months of 1998; and how many
of these sightings remain unexplained. [HL2608]

Lord Gilbert: The number of reports received by the
Ministry of Defence of aerial activity not identifiable to
the witness is as follows:

1996: 609
1997: 425
1998: 88 (January-June)

Unless there is evidence to suggest that the United
Kingdom’s airspace has been compromised by
unauthorised foreign military activity, we do not seek to

13 LWINT-PAGHT

{15 JULY 1998]

Written Answers WA 26
provide an explanation for what might have been seen
as the MoD is not resourced to provide an
identification service.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government;

Whether, in evaluating reports of unidentified
flying objects, the Ministry of Defence will routinely
consult staff at the Royal Greenwich Observatory, the
Ballistic Missile Farly Waming Centre at RAF
Fylindales and the Deep Space Tracing Facility at
RAF Feltwell. [HL2610]

Lord Gilbert: These or other staff may be consulted,
depending on the circumstances.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Why the Ministry of Defence has installed an
answering machine on the line used by members of
the public to report unidentified flying objects; and
whether those people who leave contact details on the
machine receive a formal reply. [HL2611)

Lord Gilbert: An answering machine enables
members of the public to leave details about aeral
activity or seek further information about our policy in
respect of unidentified flying objects. The machine
carries a message that sets out the MoD’s limited
interest in the subject and explains that. in the case of
reported sightings, callers will be contacted only in the
event that follow-up action is deemed appropriate.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

How many military personnel witnessed the
unidentified craft that overflew RAF Cosford and
RAF Shawbury on 31 March 1993; and whether,
when the craft has not been identified, such an event
ought to be classified as being of no defence
significance. {HL2612]

Lord Gilbert: The Ministry of Defence is aware of a
single report from two military personnel of an alleged
sighting in the West Midlands on 31 March 1993, The
facts reported were fully examined at the time. No firm
conclusions were drawn then about the nature of what
had been seen, but the events were not judged to be of
defence significance. The MoD has no reason to doubt
the judgments made at the time.

European Parliament, House of Commons
and House of Lords: Comparative Costs

Viscount Tenby asked Her Majesty’s Government:

What are the costs of maintaining the European
Parliament, the House of Commons and the House of
Lords, including:

pensions, travelling allowances,
and other expenses for

(a) salaries,
secretarial  expenses
Members;
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A10. MT6: Military Search and Rescue in Peacetime

The Armed Forces provide a 24-hour peacetime search.and rescue capability, with the priority task of rescuing Service
personnel in the United Kingdom and surrounding seas. Search and Rescue for the civil community is provided in
conjunction with other relevant agencies.

A11. MT7: Nuclear Accident Response

The Department maintains a capability for nuclear accident response to ensure, in conjunction with civil agencies, an
effective response to incidents or accidents in the United Kingdom involving nuclear weapons, defence nuclear
materials or naval reactors; and, when requested, o provide assistance to civil authorities in accidents with civil
nuclear facilities.

A12. MT8: Integrity of United Kingdom Waters in Peacetime

To demonstrate British sovereignty within and ensure the integrity of the United Kingdom’s territorial waters (and
where necessary to protect the United Kingdom’s rights and interests in the surrounding seas), a military presence is
maintained which provides routine sea and air surveillance of these waters in peacetime.

A13. MTQ: integrity of United Kingdom Airspace in Peacetime

A continuous recognised air picture and an air policing capability is needed to maintain the integrity of the United
Kingdom's airspace, and meet NATO commitments in the United Kingdom Air Defence Region.

A14. MT10: Intelligence

Defence intelligence collection, processing and analytical capability is required to support policy makers, planners and
operational commanders.

A15. MT11: Hydrographic, Geographic and Meteorological Services

Hydrographic surveying and geographic mapping and survey services are a defence responsibility because of the
security aspects of providing hydrographic support for the strategic deterrent, anti-submarine warfare and mine
countermeasures operations, and the need to maintain a survey capability for operations and emergencies. The
Meteorological Office provides essential meteorological services and weather forecasts for the Armed Forces; and
undertakes meteorological and climate research activities in order to retain Britain's world class reputation in
meteorology.

A16. MT12: Evacuation of British Citizens Overseas

In cases where civil contingency plans prove insufficient, defence capabilities held for other purposes may be used to
evacuate United Kingdom entitied personnel from countries where their lives may be at risk.

A17. MT13: Public Duties and VIP Transport

The Department provides military personnel for state ceremonial and routine public duties, and secure air transport
for the use of the Royal Family and senior members of the Government.

SECURITY OF THE OVERSEAS TERRITORIES

A18. MT14: Security of the Overseas Territories

The Ministry of Defence is responsible for the external security of Britain's Overseas Territories, and provides support
and assistance to the civil authorities as required.

s
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policy on answering PQs, Departmental instructions (DCI GEN
150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).




ANSWER: Wb cowkexT.

Arrangementh.have been clarified to ensure that reports
received areN\disseminated within the MOD commensurate to the
nature of thewgbservatlon reported.

As set out in the Strategic Defence Review, the MOD is
committed to maimtaining the integrity of the UK's airspace by
the utilization of\ a continuous recognized air picture and air
policing capabilityy In recognition of this, MOD is satisfied
that current air defence capabilities fully meet any perceived
threat. The MOD does\not therefore insist that all reports
from external sources gre forwarded for consideration, but is
willing to assess those\that are received. RAF Standing
Instructions require RAF\Stations Commanders to forward
reports of all 'UFO' 51ghg1ngs, to the Secretariat (Air Staff)
Branch 2a. '

BACKGROUND NOTE:

1. This is the seventh PQ on the subject of 'UFO'-related
issues tabled by Lord Hill-Norton within the last three weeks
and is linked to a further two on the role of RAF Feltwell

'spe01f1¢ally seeksmfurtherHlnformatlon about 'UFO' reporting
procedures.

3 t—ie—do-mrot—InsisT, however, that—UFo'—reports—received
“elsewhere must be forwarded to us, but in practice police

Wations and air traffic controller etc are only to willing to

gd them on so as to avoid the need for any follow up action

$4., The Parliamentary Clerk agreed an extension to the
deadline to the reply for this PQ.
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BACKGROUND NOTE: PQs: 3290/3291/3292/3293/3295/3335

1. Lord Hill-Norton, aged 83, and Chief of the Defence Staff
from 1971-1973, has tabled six 'UFO'-related PQs (3290/1/2/3/5 and
3335). He has a long-standing interest in 'UFOs', was a member of
the (long defunct) House of Lords ‘All-Party ‘UFO' Study Group and
has written the forewords for a least two books on the subject.
Over the years Hill-Norton has supported individual 'ufologists'’
causes and, in the last nine months, we have answered seven
further PQs (Hansard Extracts attached).

2. In April he wrote asking for all 'UFO' files held in MOD
archives to be released to the Public Record Office (ie. in
advance of the 30 year rule). DOMD, the MOD focal point for
Access to Government Information, is currently seeking legal
advice on third party confidentiality issues in respect of this
request.

PO 3291, 3292, 3335

3. MOD examines 'UFO' sighting reports, with the assistance of
MOD experts as necessary, solely to establish whether what was
seen might have some defence significance; namely whether there is
any evidence that UK airspace might have been compromised by
hostile or unauthorized foreign military activity. Unless there
is evidence of a potential military threat, no attempt is made to
identify the precise nature of what might have been seen. The
integrity of the UK's airspace is maintained by a continuous
recognised air picture and an air policing capability. There is
no evidence to suggest that our Air Defence system does not fully
meet the currently perceived threat from foreign military
activity.

4.>< Media interest in the 'UFO' phenomenon gathered pace during
1996/97 (see para 7 below) necessitating an internal review in
April 1997 to assess the level of staffing appropriate for the
limited interest the Department has in this subject. It was
agreed with Air Defence and Defence Intelligence staff that for
the future it would be appropriate to staff only those reports in
the following categories for further, defence-related advice:

- Credible Witness Reports: Reports received from service
personnel, civil pilots, staff working in air traffic control
centres and the emergency services, or those complete with
documented evidence such as photographs, video footage etc.

- Corroborated Sightings: A series of reports apparently
describing the same phenomenon and provided by separate and
independent sources where these could not be readily
explained.

- Timely sightings: .képéfts of a phenomenon currently
being observed and might, therefore, be capable of detection

POLICY & STAFF
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by Air Defence or other assets such as military aircraft or
radar observers. 7f

5. Sec(AS), the MOD focal point, generally receives 'UFO'

reports from RAF stations, police stations, air traffic control
centres and directly from members of the public. It is a well-
known and well-established point of contact for these reports and
we do not consider there is any need for the Department to
publicize the details further. We firmly believe that to do so
would suggest greater credibility for the subject and invite yet
more reporting of what is a very minor defence-related issue and,
in the main, attracts only a small, but single-minded group of
people to respond.

PO 3290
6. Advice is sought from Air Defence and Defence Intelligence

experts on any reports received from the specific categories
listed above; very occasionally, establishments such as the Royal
Observatory or RAF Fylingdales will also be consulted. However,
the majority of 'UFO' reports received are vague and lack
substance.

PO 3293

7. A significant amount of media interest in 1996 in ‘UFOs'
coincided with the publicatian of Nicholas Pope's book 'Open Skies
Closed Minds'. Pope, who had previously worked in Sec(AS) and is

still employed within the MOD, set out his personal views
supporting the existence of 'UFOs' and was critical of the way MOD
deals with this subject. The number of 'UFO' reports made to the
Department increased by over 50% to 609 in 1996, and continued at
this level for much of 1997 whilst the media covered the events
associated with the 50th anniversary of the first alleged 'UFO'
sighting in Roswell, USA. The number of 'UFO'-related letters and
telephone calls to Sec(AS) also rose significantly. It was the
case that the public had direct telephone access to Sec(AS)2 desk
officers to report 'UFO' sightings. However, callers became more
frequent in their efforts to discuss MOD's policy in respect of
this subject and pass on details of their personal concerns
outwith the Department's remit (alien abductions, crops circles,
extraterrestrial lifeforms, ghosts, animal mutilations etc). As a
consequence, staff effort became increasingly diverted from core
tasks. The outgoing answerphone message (ANNEX A) makes clear the
Department's limited interest in the subject and that further
contact will be made by Sec(AS) only if it is appropriate within
the terms of our remit in respect of this activity.

PO 3295

8. This alleged sighting has been the subject of previous PQs
(Hansard extracts attached). The lights in the sky witnessed in
the early hours of 31 March 1993 were seen by a number of people
in the West Country and South Wales area. Witnesses included two
2
POLICY & STAFF
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members of a mobile RAF police patrol on duty at RAF Cosford, a
Meteorological Officer at RAF Shawbury and several police
officers. All reports were examined at the time but nothing
conclusive was established and it must therefore be assumed that
officials at the time did not view the alleged incident of defence
concern. Pope, who was the Sec(AS)2 desk officer involved at the
time made much of this alleged incident in his book. It is not
clear from the papers held on file whether the Met Officer was a
serviceman or civilian and we have not therefore speculated on
this point in the answer.

3
POLICY & STAFF

UNCLASRIER

Bk hoF e BN e N e Sk AT



ANNEX A

QUIGOING MESSAGE ON THE SECRETARIAT (AIR STAFF) PUBLI NQUIRY

LINE FOR LEAVING REPORTS OF 'UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS'

"You have reached the Ministry of Defence Air Staff Secretariat,
You may use this voicemail facility to make reports of unusual
aerial observations which you wish to draw to the attention of the
MOD. However, the Department's interest is confined only to
establishing whether there is evidence of unauthorized military
activity in UK airspace.

On this basis if you wish to register a report please leave your
name, address and telephone number after the tone giving brief
details of what you have seen. Please remember to include the
date, time and precise location. You will be contacted Ffurther
only in the event that we consider any follow-up is required.

If your enquiry concerns the "MOD's policy on the so-called "UFO"
phenomenon, you will need to write to us at the:

Ministry of Defence
Secretariat (Air Staff)2.
Room 8245

Main Building

Whitehall

SWIA Z2HB.

Press Enquiries should be directed through the MOD Press Office."
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Written Answers

Tuesday, 28th October 1997.

Mr. Reginald Buckland: Court Documents

Lord Burton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether they will place in the Library of the House
a copy of the judgment delivered at Cambridge
Crown Court on 11 September 1997, and all other
papers and documents submitted to the court, in case
A970014, the appeal of Reginald Buckland v. The
Chief Constable of Cambridge before His Honour
Judge Haworth heard on 15 August 1997 against the
refusal of the Chief Constable to vary the conditions
of a firearms certificate, and in particular all other
papers. documents, disclosures and submissions
which Mr. Robert Gardiner, Cleck to the Court, has
failed to provide upon request by Lord Burton.

Thg Lord Chancellor (Lord Irvine of Lairg): The
Question concerns a matter which has been assigned to
the Court Service under the terms of its Framework

Document. | have therefore asked the Chief Executive
to respond. :

Lenter to Lord Burton from the Chief Executive of the

Court Service. Mr. M. D. Huebner, dated 28 October
1997

Reikase oF Court DocuUsienTs

The Lord Chancellor has asked me to reply to your
Question about the release of papers and documents
submitted to the court in the case of Reginald Buckland
v. The Chief Constable of Cambridge.

A copy of the judgment was placed in the Library of
the House on 7 October. As the remaining documents
are the property of the party who filed them, there is no
obligation or authority for the court to disclose them.
With Mr. Buckland's consent, copies of correspondence
between himself and the respondent were provided to

you on 15 October, and will today be placed in the
Library.

Central and Eastern Europe:
Military Training Assistance

The Earl
Government:

of Carlisle asked Her Majesty’s

How many individual service personnel and
military training teams from the United Kingdom
Armed Forces will be deployed throughout 1998, in
the countries of Central and Eastern Europe which
were formerly occupied by the Soviet Union, to assist
with the training of their Armed Forces.

The DMinister of State, Ministry of Defence
(Lord Gilbert): The Ministry of Defence currently
expects to deploy six individual Service personnel and
10 military Short Term Training Teams to the countries
of Central and Eastern Europe in 1998. All are deployed
at the specific request of the countries concerned, who

R R AT |
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seek to benefit from the expertise of the United
Kingdom's Armed Forces. The aim of the training teams
is to advise on the conduct of either officer or
non-commissioned officer training. The individual
Service personnel, all officers, are deployed to provide
expertise in specific areas of defence management.

RAF Bentwaters and Woodbridge:
Nuclear Weapons Allegations

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether the allegations contained in the recently
published book Left at East Gate, to the effect that
nuclear weapons were stored at RAF Bentwaters and
RAF Woodbridge in violation of UK/US treaty
obligations are true.

Lord Gilbert: It has always been the policy of this
and previous governments neither to confirm nor to
deny where nuclear weapons are located etther in the
UK or elsewhere, in the past or at the present time. Such
information would be withheld under exemption 1 of the
Code of Practice on-Access to Government Information.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether they are aware of reports from the
United States Air Force personnel that nuclear
weapons stored in the Weapons Storage Area at RAF
Woodbridge were struck by light beams fired from an
unidentified craft seen over the base in the period
23-30 December 1980, and if so, what action was
subsequently taken.

Lord Gilbert: There is no evidence to suggest that

the Ministry of Detence received any such reports.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

What information they have on the suicide of
the United States security policeman from the
81st Security Police Squadron who took his life at
RAF Bentwaters in January 1981, and whether they
will detail the involvement of the British police,
Coroner’s  Office, and any other authorities
concerned.

Lord Gilbert: MoD has no information concerning
the alleged suicide. Investigations into such occurrences
are carried out by the US Forces.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

What information they have on the medical
problems experienced by various United States
Alir Force personnel based at RAF Bentwaters and
RAF Woodbridge, which stemmed from their
involvement in the so-called Rendlesham Forest
incident. in December 1980.

Lord Gilbert: Information on medical matters
relating to US personnel is a matter for the US
authoritiexs.
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Collision Warning System for Fast Jet
Aircraft

Lord Glenarthur asked Her Majesty’s Government:

What progress is being made with development and

production of a Collision Warning System for RAF
fast jet aircraft.

The Minister of State, Ministry of Defence (Lord
Gilbert): A Technology Demonstration Programme
(TDP) was completed at DTEO Boscombe Down last
year. The TDP concluded that a Collision Warning
Syster based on aircraft Identification Friend or Foe
(IFF) systems would be technically feasible in the
low-level fast-jet environment. MoD is now considering
the way forward. No decisions have yet been taken.

x Helicopters and Military Aircraft:
Collision Risks

Lord Glenarthur asked Her Majesty’s Government:

What action is being taken to minimise the risk of
collision between helicopters conducting pipe and
powerline surveys and low flying military aircraft
and

Whether consideration has been given to affording
protected airspace to helicopters operating under the
Pipeline Inspection Notification System.

Lord Gilbert: On 18 August measures were
introduced to improve the accuracy of Pipeline
Inspection Notification System (PINS) information
available to military aircrew. These will include the
issue of a revised map which refines the areas notified
on the PINS chart to depict daily activity more
accurately. Given these changes, we currently see no
requirement to afford protected airspace to helicopters
operating under PINS. We have a wide range of
measures in place, which are kept under continuous
review, to minimise the risk of confliction between civil
and military aircraft, including those conducting power
and pipeline inspections.

Commercial Helicopter Air Proximity
Reports

Lord Glenarthur asked Her Majesty’s Government:

How many air proximity reports were filed by
commercial helicopter operators in areas for which a
CANP notification had been submitted between
September 1996 and April 1997.

Lord Gilbert: None.

Lord Glenarthur asked Her Majesty’s Government:

How many air proximity reports were filed by
commercial helicopter operators engaged on pipe and
powerline survey inspections between September
1996 and April 1997.

Lord Gilbert: Four.
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Civil Aircraft Notification: Infringements by
Military Aircraft

Lord Glenarthur asked Her Majesty’s Government:

How many notifications under the Civil Aircraft
Notification procedure (CANP) from commercial
helicopter operators in the United Kingdom were
received by the Tactical Booking Cell at RAF West
Drayton in the first six months of 1997, and

How many infringements of the CANP were
reported in the first six months of 1997 and how many
of these infringements were confirmed as breaches of
the procedure by low flying military aircraft.

Lord Gilbert: Six hundred and sixty-three Civil
Aircraft Notification Procedure (CANP) notifications
were received by the MoD from commercial helicopter
operators between 1 January and 30 June 1997. Twenty~
five alleged infringements of CANP notification by low
flying military aircraft were reported over this period,
19 of which were confirmed by RAF Police
investigations. One alleged infringement was withdrawn
and one was not substantiated. Four cases are still
under investigation.

Lord Glenarthur asked Her Majesty’s Government:

What consideration has been given to upgrading
airspace covered by Civil Aircraft Notification
procedure (CANP) 10 “prohibited” status.

Lord Gilbert: Entry into airspace surrounding
commercial activity notified under CANP is already
prohibited to all fixed wing military aircraft flying at
low level at speeds faster than 140 knots. We believe
that existing flight safety measures adequately minimise
the risk of confliction between commercial flights and
other categories of military aircraft activity (specifically
those flying slower than 140 knots, those operating in 2
Military Air Traffic Zone and all helicopters); and
between military low level flights and other
non-commercial civil activities notified under CANP.

Mid-Air Explosion, Isle of Lewis

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

What was the military involvement in the search
for the unidentified object that witnesses believe
exploded in mid air, before crashing into the sea off
the Isle of Lewis on 26 October 1996, and what
liaison took place with the US authorities with regard
to this incident.

Lord Gilbert: Following media reports of an
explosion, initially attributed to a mid-air collision north
of the Butt of Lewis, an extensive search of the area was
carried out by RAF and Coastguard Search and Rescue
assets, but was later abandoned after it became clear that
no aircraft had been reported overdue. HQ US 3rd Air
Force were also approached at the time. They confirmed
that there had been no US military activity in the area.
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K. Lieutenant Colonel Charles Halt:
Memeorandum

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty's Government:

(4} Whether the Ministry of Defence replied to the
1981 memorandum from Lieutenant Colonel Charles
Halt, which reported the presence of an unidentified
craft that had landed in close proximity to RAF
Bentwaters and RAF Woodbridge, witnessed by

United States Air Force personnel; and if not, why
nol; and

{3} How the radiation readings reported to the Ministry
of Defence by Lieutenant Colonel Charles Halt in his
memorandum dated 13 January 1981 compare to the
normal levels of background radiation in

[t4 OCTOBER 1997}

Rendelsham Forest.

Lord Gilbert: The memorandum, which reported
observations of unusual lights in the sky, was assessed
by staff in the MoD responsible for air defence matters.
Since the judgment was that it contained nothing of
defence significance, no further action was taken.

Th;rc is no record of any official assessment of the
radiation readings reported by Lieutenant Colonel Halt.
From a Defence perspective some 16% years after the

alleged events, there is no requirement to carty out such
an assessment now.

Joint Services Command and Staff College

Lord Kennet asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether the site at Camberley, in favour of which
the Greenwich site was rejected for the JSCSC, is to
be cleared of asbestos, and, if so, at what cost; why
was the presence of asbestos not ascertained before
plans to move the JSCSC there were finalised and
then changed: and what plans do the Ministry of

Defence have for the Camberley site once it has been
cleared of asbestos; and

Why, given that the consultation document on the
future location of the JSCSC that was issued in
January 1995 did not address the possibility of setting
the college up on a greenfield site, there has been no
consultation on the Shrivenham option; and

What is the anticipated total cost of the interim
accommodation for the JSCSC until the work on
Shrivenham is completed, and what date is being
required for completion; and

Whether the anticipated overall cost to the taxpayer
of the PFI scheme currently being considered for the

new site. of the JSCSC will be declared to
Parliament; and

Further to the Written Answers by Lord Gilbert on
21 J}xly (WA 147-148) on the future of the Joint
Services Command and Staff College (JSCSC),
whether apant from the provision of married
accommodation, the Greenwich site would be at least
£200 million cheaper than accommodation at the
proposed greenfield site at Shrivenham; and whether

the cost of the Shrivenham site is expected to be
around £300 million.

Wrirten Answers WA 70

Lord Gilbert: I am advised that the asbestos
identified at the Camberley site presents no threat to
health if left undisturbed. Tts removal would be required
if buildings were to be demolished. which was the case
when the JSCSC was to have been based at Camberley.
At that stage it was estimated that survey and removal
together would cost no more than £87K. The presence
of asbestos was not the reason for exploring a PFI
solution for the ISCSC. Until a decision is reached o
the future use of the Camberley site, it is not clear
whether action will be needed to deal with the asbestos,
It remains our intention to identify a fitting and
appropriate military use for the historic Staff College
building at Camberley and work is currently under way
to this end.

Although the January 1995 Consultative Document
did not consider greenfield sites for the permanent
ISCSC, for the reasons given in paragraph 9 of the
Document, the two further Consultative Documents of
March 1996 and July 1996 indicated. inter alia, that
interim arrangements would last for two years, that
proposals for the permanent site would be dealt with
separately, and that work in hand “to determine the best
way of providing (a permanent JSCSC), on a site yet
to be identified, includes a development under Private
Finance Initiative (PFly arrangements™ Since then, the
trades unions have been informed of the choice of a PFI
Preferred Bidder and provided with extracts from the
Invitation To INegotiate which are currently under
discussion. In accordance with normal procedures, staff
will be consulted again, after a contract has been placed,
about the possible transfer arrangements for civilian
staff working at interim sites.

The anticipated total cost of the JSCSC in its interim
accommodation is approximately £70 million over the
period 1996-97 to 1999-2000. The required completion
date for the permanent JSCSC, as given in the published
Statement of Requirement, is September 1999,

The estimated total, undiscounted and VAT
inclusive, cost of the PFI contract over a 30-year period
is approximately £500 million at cucrent prices. This
information was widely reported at the time of the
announcement of the Preferred Bidder, and given out in
another place on 26 February in response to a specific
question. This estimate excludes the ongoing costs of
MoD-provided teaching and directing staff of around
£10 million per annum.

The last time that Greeawich costs were subjected to
formal assessment was around the end of 1994, The
results of this assessment were published in the
Consuliative Document of Januacy 1995, These showed
the Greenwich option, leaving aside the cost of
providing the necessarv married accommodation, to be
more than 25 per cent. more expensive than the
Camberley option. There is no evidence to suggest that,
if the costs of the Greenwich option were revisited, they
would prove anything other than significantly more
expensive than both the Camberley option and the
Preferred Shrivenham Bid submitted in the course of the
PFI competition.
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The Prime Minister: This moming, I had meetings
with ministerial colleagues and others. In addition to my
duties in the House, I shall be having further meetings
later today.

Burma

Mr. Parry: To ask the Prime Minister what recent
representations Her Majesty’s Government have made to
the Government of Burma regarding abuses of human
rights; and if he will make a statement. [3178]

The Prime Minister: We have recently issued several
statements about violations of human rights in Burma, and
did so again yesterday.

In addition, our Ambassador in Rangoon has expressed
Our grave concern at recent events in Burma on several
occasions,

The EU presidency and troika Foreign Ministers also
raised these concerns at meetings with the Burmese
Foreign Minister on 22 July and 26 September.

Land Mines

Mr. Parry: To ask the Prime Minister what
representations he has received from UNICEF concerning
land mines in (g} Cambodia and (b) Thailand; and if he
will make a statement. [3175]

The Prime Minister: As far as | am aware, none,

Mr. Parry: To ask the Prime Minister what assistance

(a) Her Majesty’s Government and {b) non-governmental
organisations have given to (a) Cambodia, {b) Laos and
{c) Thailand in respect of the clearance of land mines; and
if he will make 2 statement. {3176]

The Prime Minister: Since | April 1993, the British
Government have committed over £5.1 million for
humanitarian mine clearance activities in Cambodia,
£543,000 in Laos and £5,000 in Thailand, concentrating
on  specific  clearance projects  addressing urgent
humanitadan needs. Some of these projects are managed
by British non-governmental organisations.

We do not have details of all non-governmental
organisations’ commitments to mine clearance in
Cambodia, Laos and Thailand.

DEFENCE

Unidentified Flying Objects

Mr. Redmond: To ask the Secretary of State fo
Defence (1) what factors underlay his Department’
decision that the reported sightings of unidentified flyin
objects on § November 1990 and 31 March 1993 wera
not of defence significance; ’ [2898]
{2) for what reasons his Department assessed the sightings of an
unidentified flying object over RAF Shawbury, referred 10 in his

answer of 24 July, Official Reporr, column 424, as having nd
defence significance. [2928]

Mr. S_oames: I refer the hon, Member 1o the answer thatl
Igave himongJ uly 1996, Official Report, column 26.
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Gulf War

Mr. Campbell-Savours: To ask the Secretary of State
for Defence if supplies of vaccine | OHO3A supplied to
the Chemical and Biological Defence Establishmen were
used in circumstances relating to the Gulf war. (1674

Mr. Seames: This is a matter for the chief executive
of the Chemical and Biological Defence Establishmen;. I
have asked the chief executive to wrire to the hon,
Member.

Letter from John Chisholm 1o Mr. Dale Campbel|
Savours, dated 12 November | 996:

I have been asked to reply to your Parliamentary Question aboy;
whether the Vaccine 10HO3A supplied to the Chemical ang
Biological Defence Establishment were used in circumstances
relating to the Gulf War. | have been asked to reply since The
Chemical and Biological Defence Establishment (CBD) is now part
of the Defence Evaluation and Research Ageney of which t am
Chief Executive.

T regret that it is not our policy to provide details of the particular
vaccines required for the research programme at CBD Porton Down,

I'am sorry I could not be more helpful.

Mr. Campbell-Savours: To ask the Secretary of State
for Defence (1) on what date vaccine 10HO3A was
received by United Kingdom military personne! in the
gulf; [1675]

(2) if named patient requirements as required by the
manufacturer were used in the case of vaccine number
10HO3A while used in circumstances relating 10 the Gulf
war; [1673]

(3) on what date Her Majesty’s Government purchased
from the Miles Drug Company, Miles Pharmaceuticals or
Bayer UK vaccine I0HO3A; and which was used in the
Gulf war; [1672]

(4) how many British Aerospace personnel (a) did and
() did not receive doses of vaccine 10HO3A during the
course of the Gulf war: [1671]

(5) if he will make a statement on the use of vaccine
I0HO3A during the course of the Gulf war. {1670}

Mr. Soames: At present, details relating to biological
warfare medical counter measures remain tclassified for
operational reasons.

Mr. Campbell-Savours: To ask the Secretary of State
for Defence at what time on the 20 and 21 January 1991
United Kingdom personnel were brought into contact with
chemical or biological agents near Dhahran, {1677}

Mr. Soames: No chemical or biological agents were
detected at Dhahran on 20 and 2] January 1991,

Mr. Campbell-Savours: To ask the Secretary of State
for Defence at what time on the 20 and 21 January 1992
chemical agent monitors indicated sarin in the air in the
vicinity of United Kingdom personnel at Dhahran. [1676]

Mr. Soames: There is no evidence of sarin being
detected at Dhahran on 20 and 21 January 1991,
Gurkha Troops

Mr. Fatchett: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence how many Gurkha troops will be stationed in
Britain as a result of the handover of Hong Kong; where
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Plutonium

© Mr. Llew Smith: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence if the United States Government have since 1966
requested the United Kingdom to provide reactor grade
plutonium for the purpose of conducting a nuclear test
explosion under the provisions of the US-UK mutual
defence agreement on atomic energy co-operation. {38500}

Mr. Arbuthnot: No such requests have been made by
the United States.

Small Businesses

Mr. David Shaw: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence if he will make a statement on the impact of
- {a) his policies and (b} the work of his Department in
helping small businesses in the last 12 months as
against the previous 12 months; and if he will publish
the performance indicators by which his Department
monitors the impact and the statistical results of such
monitoring. {39141)

Mr. Arbuthnot: The Government recognise the crucial
role played by small firms in the UK economy and aim
to help them by providing sound economic conditions—
keeping inflation and interest rates low; reducing
legislative administrative and taxation burdens; and where
appropriate provide direct assistance in the form of
specialist advice and support and easing access to finance.

My Department supports the DTI's small business
measures and initiatives. | am the Minister within this
Department for small businesses and I attend or am
representad at the DTI's regular meetings.

The Defence Suppliers Service ‘assists companies,
including small businesses, in making contact with
.appropriate contracts branches. It also arranges for details
of many forthcoming tenders to be published in the
fortnightly MOD Contracts Bulletin which is available to
any interested party on subscription. This enables small
businesses either to seek to tender directly for specific

equirements  or, more commonly, to become
sub-contractors to larger companies.

Since the Procurement Executive of the Ministry of
Defence moved to the new procurement headquarters at
Abbey Wood near Bristol earlier this year, the Defence
Suppliers Service is in contact with the Bristol chamber
of commerce and DTI's business links, whose South-west
regional supply network office has become their national
focal point for the defence industry. Other areas of the
country can reach my Department, and be reached by us,
through the business links network.

As much of the assistance provided by my Department
to small businesses tends to be in the sub-contractor
sector, it is not possible to establish suitable performance
parameters and therefore no statistics are available.

Rendlésham Forest (Incident)

Mr. Redmond: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence (1) what response his Department made to the
report submitted by Lieutenant Colonel Charles Halt
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relating to events in Rendlesham forest in December
1680; what interviews were held; and if he will make a
[39247]

(2) who assessed that the events around RAF
Woodbridge and RAF Bentwaters in December 1980,
which were reported to his Department by Lieutenant
Colonel Charles Halt were of no defence significance;
on what evidence the assessment was made; what
analysis of events was carried out; and if he will make
a statement. [39249)

Mr, Seoames: The report was assessed by the staff in
my Department responsible for air defence matters. Since
the judgment was that it contained nothing of defence
significance no further action was taken.

Uncorrelated Radar Tracks (Investigations)

Mr. Redmond: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence on how many occastons RAF aircraft have been
(a) scrambled and (b) diverted from task to investigate
uncorrelated targets picked up on radar, and if he will
make a statemneant. [39218]

Mr. Soames: In the past five years RAF aircraft have
been scrambled or diverted from task on two occasions to
intercept and identify uncorrelated radar tracks entering
the United Kingdom air defence region.

Unidentified Craft

Mr. Redmond: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence (1) what is his Department’s assessment of the
incident that occurred on 5 Noverber 1990 when a patrol
of RAF Tornado aircraft flying over the North sea were
overtaken at high speed by an unidentified craft; and if he
will make a statement; {39245]

(2) if he will make a statement on the unidentified
flying object sighting reported to his Department by the
meteorological officer at RAF Shawbury in the early
hours of 31 March 1993. {39346]

Mr. Soames: Reports of sightings on these dates are
recorded on file and were examined by staff responsible
for air defence matters. No firm conclusions were drawn
about the nature of the phenomena reported but the events
were not judged to be of defence significance.

Mr. Redmond: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what assessment his Department made of the
photograph of an unidentified craft at Calvine on 4 August
1990; who removed it from an office in secretariat (air
staff) 2a; for what reasons: and if he will make a
statement. [39243]

BMr. Soames: A number of negatives associated with
the sighting were examined by staff responsible for air
defence matters. Since it was judged that they contained
nothing of defence significance the negatives were not
retained and we have no record of any photographs having
been taken from them.

Publicity

Ms Hodge: To ask the Secretxry of State for Defence
what is his Department’s budget in 1996-97 for
consultants to assist with information, publicity, press and
media. (39353}

——
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Nicholas Soames undertook to write to you in his reply to
your recent Parliamentary Que tions about UFO0s. (0fficial Report,
cols 1092-1093 and 1095, copies attached). I am replying as this
matter falls within my area of responsibility.

The MOD's interest in 'unexplained' aerial phenomena
{(Question 1) is limited to whether the UK Air Defence Region might
have been compromised. Unless there is any evidence that this is
the case, and to date no sighting has provided such evidence, we
do not investigate further or seek to provide an explanation for
what might have been observed. We have no expertise or role with
respect to 'UFO/flying saucer' matters and, so far as the
existence or otherwise of extraterrestrial lifeforms is concerned,
we remain open minded but know of nothing that proves they exist.
Our policy in this respect has not cnanged during the last thirty
yezars.

RAF Standing Instructions (Question 2) reguire all RAF
Station Commanders to forward reports of all 'UFO' sightings
whether made by members of the public or on-duty Service personnel
to the Secretariat (Air Staff), Branch 2a. Sec(2S)2a look at all
'Ur0!’ svgnt-u _repor ts (Question 3) whether military or civilian
reported. Reporis are assessed in consultation with other MOD
br cnchns as *ealeea to determine whether there is any defence
erest in what has been reported. Over the last twelve months

been onz instance of an o*-au;y mamber of the Services
ting &n 'unexplained’ aeriel sighting, and this was not
ps of any significance.
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The National Archives
Copy of response from Earl Howe, defence minister, to the late Martin Redmond MP for Don Valley on MoD UFO Policy, 28 October 1996
Copy of response from Earl Howe, defence minister, to the late Martin Redmond MP for Don Valley on MoD UFO Policy, dated 28 October 1996.



We haye.no evidence (Question 4) that any structured craft of
unknown origin has penetrated the UK's Air Defence Region. I am

any period in excess of 30 years. So far as the information
sought at Question 14 is concerned, the PRO has confirmed that the
class list giving details of breserved records is available to
researchers at Kew.

Finally, I can also confirm (Question 15) that there is no
unit within the Flying Complaints Flight (FCF) based at RAF Rudloe
Manor (or anywhere else) specialising in investigations into
unidentified flying objects. T should add that despite continuing
misunderstandings about the role of RAF Rudloe Manor in alleged
'UFO' investigations, the Station is not and never has been
involved in this way.

I shall arrange for a copy of this letter to be placed in the
Library of the House.
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Unidentified Flving Objects

Mr. Redmond: To ask the Secretary of State for
Derence (1) whar consultation has taken place in each of
the last five vears by his Depariment with the French
Ministy of Defence Canire Nationai d'Etudes Spatiajes
in'respest of unidentifies fving objects: and if he will

s il i
ST

make a siatement:
(2) Il a lodger unit housed within his Department's
Fiving Compiaints Flight specialises in unidentified flving

object investigations: and if he will make a s:atement;
41036]

(3) how many records currently held by his
Departmeat’s Scientific Intslligence Branch are under
extended closure for /a; 50 vears, tb 75 vears and (¢; 100
years: how many of these records refer 1o unideatified
flving objests: and if he will make a siatemenr;  (<0911]

Written Answers

Mr. Nicholas Redfern

Mr. Redmond: To ask the Secretary of Statz for
Defence if he will list the titles of the records of the
Ministry of Defence's sciearific inteiligence branch in
respect of correspondence seat to Mr. Nicholas Redfern

by the Public Record Offics. Kew on 21 September 1990.
(20889}

Mr. Soames: [ wi]] writz 10 hon. Meamber and a copy
of the lettzr will be placed in the Library in iz House.

| ‘. (4) what consultation has taken placs

T

V.

12.
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in each of the las:
five vears by his Depariment with the Roval Austraiian
air force in respect of unidentified flying objects: and if
he will make a swatemen:: {2z

(5} what consultation has takan place in each of the las:
five vears by his Department with the Spanish Ministry
of Defence’s intelligence sestion of the Spanish air forees
air operations command in respect of unidentified flying
objects: and if he will make a statement; {41050

(6) if he will make statement on hijs Department's
policy towards unidentified flving objects and on how this
has developed during the past 30 vears; [40913]

(7) what co-operation thers is berwssn the Roval Air
Force and the United Siates air foree in respect of
establishing the facts relating to unidentified flving
objects: and if he will make a statement: [20918;

(8) how many alleged landings by unidenrified flying
objects have been recorded in each vear since 1980 and
this vear to date: how many have besn investigared by his
Depantment’s personnel: which of thess had been traced
by radar and with what result: and if he will make a
statement; [+0821;

(9) what consultation has taken place in each of the las:
five years by his Department with the Italian Miniszy of
Defeace air force general staff (2. Depariment) in respec:
of .unidentified flving objects: and if he will make a

statement: {41049
(10} what instructions hava besn seat 1w the
commanders of Royal Air Forcs starions to colles: reporis

irom air crews having allegedly sighted unidentified
flving objects: what inquicies have been held following
such sightings: to what has been collaboration
berwesn his Department and departments in /a; Canada
and /b the United States of America on this problem: and
if he will make a statement: 40917}

R ot ¥ ™,
SXizal there

(11) what consultation has taken place in each of the
last five vears by his Department with New Zsajand's
Ministry of Defencs in respect of unidentified {lving
objecis: and if he will make a statement; 41043

{12) what consultation has taken piace in each of the
last five vears by his Department with the Portugnese
Minisry of Defence’s joint staff of the armed forcss
intzlligence division in respect of unidentified flving
obiects: and if he wiil make a statement: (£1051)

f13) how many insiances of unidentified fiving object
have been reported on by the defence services of the
United Kingdom during the last 12 months: whar steps
are taken 10 co-ordinate such observarions: and if he will
make a statament: 1208101

~
ce

(1) if he will list by vear for the iast 30 vears how
many structured craft of unkacwn ori gin have penetrated
the United Kingdom's air defence region: and if he will
make a statement. (20919

Mr. Soames: [ will write 10 the hon. Member and a
copy of the lenter will be placed in the Librarv of the
House,
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DATE FOR RETURN 12:00 ON TUESDAY 11 AUGUST
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1998

PQ REFERENCE : PQ 37321

PQ TYPE : Lord's Written

SUPPLEMENTARIES REQUIRED? : No

MINISTER REPLYING : MINISTER OF STATE FOR DEFENCE
PROCUREMENT

LEAD BRANCH: : SEC(AS)

COPY ADDRESSEE(S) :

- The answer and background note must be authorised by a
civil servant at Senior Civil Service level or a military
officer at one-star level or above who is responsible for
ensuring that the information and advice provided is
accurate and reflects Departmental Instructions on
answering PQs DCI GEN 150/97.

- Those contributing information for PQ answers and
background notes are responsible for ensuring the
information is accurate.

- The attached checklist should be used by those drafting PQ
answers and background material, those contributing
information and those responsible for authorising the
answer and background note as an aid to ensuring that
departmental policy is adhered to.

- If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are
answered seek advice from a senior civil servant in or
closely associated with your area.

TION 2i

The Lord Hill-Norton- To ask Her Majesty's Government what is
the role of RAF Feltwell in relation to the tracking of
unidentified objects in space ; how many objects detected by
the Deep Space Tracking System at RAF Feltwell remain
unidentified; and how many of these were transmitting a signal
(HL3238)

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness
of the advice you provide. Departmental Instructions on
answering PQs are set out in DCI GEN 150/97 and can be viewed
on the CHOTS public area and on D .

covering C L;;DENTIAL
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GRADE /RANK

DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the following
answer and background note are in accordance with the
Government's policy on answering PQs, Departmental
instructions (DCI GEN 150/97), and the Open Government Code
(DCI GEN 54/98).

ANSWER TO PQ 3732i

RAF Feltwell is reponsible for tracking man-made objects in
deep space. I am withholding the further information requested
under exemption 1 of the Code of Practice on Access to

Government Information.

covering CO§§I§;;%;AL
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The National Archives
Draft response to PQ from Lord Hill-Norton on alleged role played by RAF Feltwell in UFO tracking
Draft response to a PQ from Lord Hill-Norton on the alleged role played by RAF Feltwell in UFO tracking.
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BACKGROUND NOTE

1. Lord Hill-Norton, ex Chief of the Defence Staff from 1971 to
1973, has a long standing interest in Unidentified Flying Objects
("UFOs") and this question, which is one of three connected
questions, appears to follow on from one tabled in July this year
concerning RAF Feltwell's involvement in evaluating reports of
UFOs. A copy of the appropriate Hansard extract is attached for

ease of reference.

3. Information has been withheld from the answer under exemption
1 of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information to
ensure that information relating to the capability of the site is

not disclosed.

4. This response has been cleared at Grade 7 level in the
absence on leave of a senior civil servant associated with this

area of work.
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Written Answers

_ E“CNATO: New Members and Command
Structure

provide an explanation for what might have been seep
as the MoD is not resourced 10 provide an
identification service.

Lord Kennet asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether the new members of NATO will fill senior
ATO commands: and, if so, which. {HL.2479]

Lord Gilbert: It is planned that the Czech Republic,
Hungary and Poland will fill posts in the new NATO
command structure. The exact number, seniority and
location of these has not yet been determined.

# Unidentified Flying Objects ¥

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty's Government:

When arrangements for disseminating reports of
unidentified flying objects within the Ministry of
Defence were put in place and last reviewed: and
whether they will ensure that all airports,
observatories, RAF bases and police stations have
accurate and up-to-date instructions about how to
record details of unidentified aerial phenomena
reported to them. together with instructions to pass

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty's Government:

Whether, in evaluating reports of unidentified
flying objects, the Ministry of Defence will routinely
consult staff at the Royal Greenwich Observatory, the
Ballistic Missile Early Warning Centre at RAF
Fylindales and the Deep Space Tracing Facility at
RAF Feltwell. [HL.2610]

Lord Gilbert: These c;r other staff may be consulted,

depending on the circumstances.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty's Government:

Why the Ministry of Defence has installed an
answering machine on the line used by members of
the public to report unidentified flying objects; and
whether those people who leave contact details on the
machine receive a formal reply. {HL261 {}

Lord Gilbert: An answering machine enables

members of the public to leave details about aerial
activity or seek further information about our policy in
respect of unidentified flying objects. The machine
carries a message that sets out the MoD's limited
interest in the subject and explains that. in the case of

them to the appropriate authorities within the Ministry
of Defence; and (HL2607)

What follow-up action is taken by the Ministry of
Defence when it receives a report of an unidentified

flying object; and whether checks are routinely made
to see whether such reports can be correlated by
radar. ’ (HL2609]

Lord Gilbert: The Ministry of Defence’s interest in
reports of unidentified flying objects is limited to
establishing whether there is any evidence that ‘the
United Kingdom's airspace has been penetrated by
hostile vr unauthorised foreign military activity and

reported sightings, callers will be contacted only in the
event that follow-up action is deemed appropriate.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty's Government:

How many military personnel witnessed the
unidentified craft that overflew RAF Cosford and
RAF Shawbury on 31 March 1993; and whether,
when the craft has not been identified. such an event

whether reporting procedures are adequate for this
purpose. Uinless there is evidence of a potential threat,
no attemipt is made to identify the precise nature of each
reported incident. Arrangements within the MoD have
been in place for a number of years for disseminating
reports; they were last reviewed in April 1997. Where
necessary. reports of unidentified flying objects are
examined with the assistance of relevant MoD experts,
and this may include radar correlation.

ought to be classified as being of no defence
significance. {HL2612]

Lord Gilbert: The Ministry of Defence is aware of a
single report from two military personnel of an alleged
sighting in the West Midlands on 31 March 1993. The
facts reported were fully examined at the time. No firm
conclusions were drawn ther-about the nature of what
had been seen. but the events were not judged to be of
defence significance. The MoD has no reason to doubt
the judgments made at the time.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty's Government:

How many reports of unidentified flying objects
were notified to the Ministry of Defence in 1996,
1997 and the first six months of 1998: and how many
of these sightings remain unexplained. [HL2608)
European Parliament, House of Commons
Lord Gilbert: The number of reports received by the and House of Lords: Comparative Costs
Ministry of Defence of aerial activity not identifiable to
the witness is as follows:

1996: 609
1997: 425
1998: 88 (January-June)

Viscount Tenby asked Her Majesty's Government:

What are the costs of maintaining the European
Parliament, the House of Commons and the House of
Lords, including:

Unless there is evidence to suggest that the United (a) salaries, pensions. travelling  allowances,
](mgdom s airspace ‘has been  compromised by secretarial expenses and other expenses for
unauthorised foreign military activity, we do not seek to Members;
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DATE FOR RETURN H 12:00 ON TUESDAY 4 AUGUST

1998

PO REFERENCE : PQ 37321

PO TYPE : Lord's Written

SUPPLEMENTARIES REQUIRED? : No

MINISTER REPLYING : MINISTER OF STATE FOR DEFENCE
PROCUREMENT

LEAD BRANCH: : SEC(AS)

COPY ADDRESSEE(S) :

The answer and background note must be authorised by a
civil servant at Senior Civil Service level or a military
officer at one-star level or above who is responsible for
ensuring that the information and advice provided is
accurate and reflects Departmental Instructions on
answering PQs DCI GEN 150/97.

Those contributing information for PQ answers and
background notes are responsible for ensuring the
information is accurate.

The attached checklist should be used by those drafting PQ
answers and background material, those contributing
information and those responsible for authorising the
answer and background note as an aid to ensuring that
departmental policy is adhered to.

If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are
answered seek advice from a senior civil servant in or
closely associated with your area.

QUESTION

The
the

Lord Hill-Norton- To ask Her Majesty's Government what is
role of RAF Feltwell in relation to the tracking of

unidentified objects in space ; how many objects detected by

the Deep Space Tracking System at RAF Feltwell remain
unidentified; and how many of these were transmitting a signal
(HL3238) i
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
SEC (ASH
; Z1 11 1998
REMEMBER you are accountable for the abcuracy and timelimpess
of the advice you provide. Departmenta?”gnstructions onf

Dretsie et e 4
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1998

PQ REFERENCE : PQ 37301 '

PQ TYPE : Lord's Written
SUPPLEMENTARIES REQUIRED? : No

MINISTER REPLYING

LEAD BRANCH:
COPY ADDRESSEE(S)

QUESTION

VET Tnmos®e

MINISTER OF STATE FOR DEFENCE
PROCUREMENT

'SEC(AS)

.o

..

The answer and background note must be authorised by a
civil servant at Senior Civil Service level or a military
officer at one-star level or above who is responsible for
ensuring that the information and advice provided is
accurate and reflects Departmental Instructions on
answering PQs DCI GEN 150/97.

Those contributing information for PQ answers and
background notes are responsible for ensuring the
information is accurate.

The attached checklist should be used by those drafting PQ
answers and background material, those contributing
information and those responsible for authorising the
answer and background note as an aid to ensuring that
departmental policy is adhered to.

If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are
answered seek advice from a senior civil servant in or
closely associated with your area. : e =

31 JUL 1998

FILE

The Lord Hill-Norton- To ask Her Majesty's Government whether
they willVeese units based at RAF Feltwell, and what functions
each of these units carries out. (HL3237)

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness
of the advice you provide. Departmental Instructions on
answering PQs are set out in DCI GEN 150/97 and can be viewed
on the CHOTS public area and on DAWN.



-

Lo . S, UND ) L _—

4

%

W
.
i

covering quﬁggﬁﬁfIAL

A2 A SRS 222 22 2R X ESRXS R R 3 X

PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED

LA 22 AR RS2 R R aR XA 2R 2R R 2R R 2 X X X R R 2

DATE FOR RETURN 12:00 ON TUESDAY 11 AUGUST

1998

PQ REFERENCE : PQ 37301

PQ TYPE : Lord's Written

SUPPLEMENTARIES REQUIRED? : No

MINISTER REPLYING : MINISTER OF STATE FOR DEFENCE
PROCUREMENT

LEAD BRANCH: : SEC(AS)
COPY ADDRESSEE(S) :

- The answer and background note must be authorised by a
civil servant at Senior Civil Service level or a military
officer at one-star level or above who is responsible for
ensuring that the information and advice provided is
accurate and reflects Departmental Instructions on
answering PQs DCI GEN 150/97.

~ Those contributing information for PQ answers and
background notes are responsible for ensuring the
information is accurate.

- The attached checklist should be used by those drafting PQ
answers and background material, those contributing
information and those responsible for authorising the
answer and background note as an aid to ensuring that
departmental policy is adhered to.

- If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are
answered seek advice from a senior civil servant in or
closely associated with your area.

QUESTION

The Lord Hill-Norton- To ask Her Majesty's Government whether
they will list those units based at RAF Feltwell, and what
functions each of these units carries out. (HL3237)

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness
of the advice you provide. Departmental Instructions on
answering PQs are set out in DCI GEN 150/97 and can be viewed
on the CHOTS public area and on DAWN.
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AUTHORISED BY TEL:

GRADE /RANK

DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the following
answer and background note are in accordance with the
Government's policy on answering PQs, Departmental
instructions (DCI GEN 150/97), and the Open Government Code
(DCI GEN 54/98).

ANSWER:

The units based at RAF Feltwell and their roles are:

UNIT: USAF 5th gpace surveillance Squadron

ROLE: Tracking of man-made objects in space

UNIT: US Department of Defence Schools

ROLE : Educational establishments for dependants of USVF
personnel

UNIT: US Mathes Airmen's Leadership School

ROLE: Training for Junior NCOs

UNIT: US Contracting Squadron

ROLE: US Visiting Forces contracting authority

UNIT: US Army Veterinary Detachment

ROLE: Provision of veterinary services

covering C /yfg;;TIAL
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UNIT:

ROLE:

UNIT:

ROLE:

covering

US Army Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES)

Furniture and retail warehouse

US Defence Audit Agency

Provision of audit services.

coverin ;:o/NFIDENTIAL
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BACKGROUND NOTE

1. Lord Hill-Norton, ex Chief of the Defence Staff from 1971 to
1973, has a long standing interest in Unidentified Flying Objects
("UFOs") and this question, which is one of three connected
questions, appears to follow on from one tabled in July this year
concerning RAF Feltwell's involvement in evaluating reports of
UFOs. A copy of the appropriate Hansard extract is attached for

ease of reference,

3. This response has been cleared at Grade 7 level in the
absence on leave of a senior civil servant associated with this

area work,
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%NATO: New Members and Command

Structure

Lord Kennet asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether the new members of NATO will fill senior
NATO commands: and. if so. which. {HL2479]

Lord Gilbert: It is planned that the Czech Republic,
Hungary and Poland will fill posts in the new NATO
command structure. The exact number, seniority and
location of these has not yet been determined.

X Unidentified Flying Objects #

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

When arrangements for disseminating reports of
unidentified flying objects within the Ministry of

(15 JULY 1998]

Written Answers WA 26

provide an explanation for what might have been seen
as the
identification service.

MoD is not resourced 10 provide an

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty's Governmen:

Whether, in evaluating reports of unidentified
flying objects, the Ministry of Defence will routinely
consult staff at the Royal Greenwich Observatory, the
Ballistic Missile Early Wamning Centre at RAF
Fylindales and the Deep Space Tracing Facility at
RAF Feltwell. [HL2610]

Lord Gilbert: These or other staff may be consulted,

depending on the circumstances.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Why the Ministry of Defence has installed an
answering machine on the line used by members of

Defence were put in place and last reviewed; and
whether  they will ensure that all  airports,
observatories, RAF bases and police stations have
accurate and up-to-date instructions about how to
record details of unidentified aerial phenomena
reported to them, together with instructions to pass
them to the appropriate authorities within the Ministry
of Defence; and (HL2607}

What follow-up action is taken by the Ministry of
Defence when it receives a report of an unidentified
flying object; and whether checks are routinely made
to see whether such reports can be correlated by
radar. : [HL.2609]

the public to report unidentified flying objects; and
whether those people who leave contact details on the
machine receive a formal reply. [HL2611)

Lord Gilbert: An answering machine enables
members of the public to leave details about aerial
activity or seek further information about our policy in
respect of unidentified flying objects. The machine
carries a message that sets out the MoD’s limited
interest in the subject and explains that. in the case of
reported sightings, callers will be contacted only in the
event that follow-up action is deemed appropriate.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty's Government:

How many military personnel witnessed the
unidentified craft that overflew RAF Cosford and
RAF Shawbury on 31 March 1993; and whether,
when the craft has not been identified, such an event
ought to be classified as being of no defence
significance. [HL2612}

Lord Gilbert: The Ministry of Defence’s interest in
reports of unidentified flying objects is limited to
establishing whether there is any evidence that ‘the
United Kingdom's airspace has been penctrated by
hostile or unauthorised foreign military activity and
whether reporting procedures are adequate for this
purpose. Unless there is evidence of a potential threat,
no autempt is made to identify the precise nature of each
reported incident. Arrangements within the MoD have
been in place for a number of years for disseminating
reports; they were last reviewed in April 1997. Where
necessary. reports of unidentified flying objects are
examined with the assistance of relevant MoD experts,
and this may include radar correlation.

Lord Gilbert: The Ministry of Defence is aware of a
single report from two military personnel of an alleged
sighting in the West Midlands on 31 March 1993. The
facts reported were fully examined at the time. No firm
conclusions were drawn then about the nature of what
had been seen. but the events were not judged to be of
defence significance. The MoD has no reason to doubt
the judgments made at the time.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty's Government:

How many reports of unidentified flying objects
were notified to the Ministry of Defence in 1996,
1997 and the first six months of 1998; and how many
of these sightings remain unexplained. {HL2608] .
European Parliament, House of Commons

Lord Gilbert: The number of reports received by the and House of Lords: Comparative Costs
Ministry of Defence of aerial activity not identifiable to

the witness is as follows: Viscount Tenby asked Her Majesty’s Government:

1996: 609 What are the costs of maintaining the European
1997: 425 Parliament, the House of Commons and the House of
1998: 88 (January-June) Lords, including:
Unless there is evidence to suggest that the United (a) salaries. pensions. travelling allowances,
Kingdom's airspace has been compromised by sccretarial expenses and  other expenses for
unauthorised foreign military activity, we do not seek to Members:

TLEWINT PAGH)
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- The answer and background note must be authorised by a
civil servant at Senior Civil Service level or a military
officer at one-star level or above who is responsible for
ensuring that the information and advice provided is
accurate and reflects Departmental Instructions on
answering PQs DCI GEN 150/97.

- Those contributing information for PQ answers and
background notes are responsible for ensuring the
information is accurate.

-~ The attached checklist should be used by those drafting PQ
answers and background material, those contributing
information and those responsible for authorising the
answer and background note as an aid to ensuring that
departmental policy is adhered to.

- If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are
answered seek advice from a senior civil servant in or
closely associated with your area.

QUESTION

The Lord Hill~-Norton- To ask Her Majesty's Government, Further
to the Written Answer by the Lord Gilbert on 15th July(WA25),
what changes in procedures were implemented following the
April 1997 review of the system to disseminate reports of
unidentified flying objects; and whefier airports,
observatories, RAF bases and police stations receiving reports
of UFOs are required to send them to the Ministry of Defence.
(HL 3239) ; e




REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness
of the advice you provide. Departmental Instructions on
answering PQs are set out in DCI GEN 150/97 and can be viewed
on the CHOTS public area and on DAWN.
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DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the following
answer and background note are in accordance with the
Government's policy on answering PQs, Departmental
instructions (DCI GEN 150/97), and the Open Government Code
(DCI GEN 54/98).

ANSWER:

BACKGROUND NOTE:



PQ CHECKLIST

GENERAL PRINCIPLES

*

*

*

*

YOUR PROPOSED ANSWER MUST BE ACCURATE AND NOT MISLEADING IN ANY WAY
MEET THE DEADLINE & CONSULT EARLY IF THERE ARE PROBLEMS
YOU WILL BE HELD TO ACCOUNT FOR THE DRAFT ANSWER AND ADVICE

{F IN DOUBT, SEEK ADVICE FROM A SENIOR CIVIL SERVANT WITH EXPERTISE IN
ANSWERING PQs

PQ ANSWER

*

*

DO USE PLAIN AND PRECISE LANGUAGE
-is the answer unambiguous and free from jargon?

DO BE OPEN, STRAIGHTFORWARD AND HONEST

- have you included all the facts necessary for a full and unambiguous answer?

- do you fully understand the policy governing the answering of PQs? See attached note on
Government Policy

- if you have excluded anything can it be justified under the Open Govt Code (see DCI GEN 54/

98)

DO CHECK SOURCES AND ENSURE EVIDENCE IS AVAILABLE TO BACK UP ANSWERS
- is sufficient documentary evidence available to back up the answer if challenged?
- does anybody outside your management area need to be involved? Have you consulted them?

DO CHECK PREVIOUS ANSWERS ON THE SAME SUBJECT

DO MAKE CLEAR THE BASIS ON WHICH YOU ARE ANSWERING THE QUESTION
- you have gone beyond a literal interpretation of the question have you made it clear?

DONT RELY ON HEARSAY OR GUESSWORK
- are you confident that the information provided will stand up to detailed scrutiny?

DONT BE ABSOLUTE UNLESS YOU HAVE THE PROOF
- think very carefully before you say "all" or "never" or "not possible"
- does it differ from the views of outside experts, if so why?

BACKGROUND NOTE

DO KEEP IT RELEVANT
- does it explain the answer?

DO EXPLAIN JUDGEMENTS MADE, AND ANY DOUBTS OR CAVEATS

DO MAKE IT CLEAR IF INFORMATION IS BEING RELEASED FOR THE FIRST TIME ORIFIT IS
DIFFERENT FROM INFORMATION RELEASED PREVIOUSLY
- have you sought and included advice on the wider implications (including PR)?

DO GIVE A CLEAR EXPLANATION FOR WITHOLDING INFORMATION
- details of disproportionate cost included?
- have you explained your justification for exclusion under the Open Govt Code?

DO RECORD THE SOURCES RELIED ON IN PREPARING YOUR PROPOSED ANSWER




- have you included details of those who have provided you with information?

Doc:
LordsWrite



QUESTIONS FOR WRITTEN ANSWER IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS

ALL DRAFT REPLIES MUST BE CLEARED AT SENIOR CiViL. SERVICE (GRADE 5)
OR ONE STAR LEVEL OR ABOVE

THE CHECKLIST IS TO HELP YOU DRAFT THE ANSWER PROPERLY
YOU MUST USE IT

REPLIES SHOULD BE SENT BY CHOTS E-MAIL (URGENT & VIEW ACKNOWLEDGE) TO
"Parliamentary Questions". DIVISIONS NOT ON CHOTS SHOULD SEND THEIR DRAFTS BY FAX
TO THE PARLIAMENTARY BRANCH (

ALWAYS QUOTE THE QUESTION (PQ) NUMBER, AND THE NAMES AND CONTACT NUMBERS OF
ng;g\f}SONr RESPONSIBLE FOR DRAFTING THE REPLY AND THE SENIOR OFFICIAL WHO
A EDIT.

IF YOU REQUIRE ANY ADVICE, PLEASE CALL (MB xEESCIRCI

1. WRITTEN PQS

All written PQs must be answered within 14
days of being tabled, even if the House is by
then in recess.

2. DEADLINE FOR REPLY

a. If, exceptionally, you cannot meet the
deadline, you should contact this Branch to
see if an extension to the deadline can be
given. You should do this before 12.00 on

the day on which you are due to return
the PQ answer.

b. You must provide a full explanation of why
you cannot meet the deadline.

c. lf it is impossible to answer the question
within 14 days the Minister has to write to
the Lord concerned explaining the
circumstances and undertaking to provide a
full answer as soon as possible. You must
provide the draft letter.

3. OPEN GOVERNMENT

a. A revised Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information came into effect in
1997. It is set out in DCI GEN 54/98.

b. Replies must be drafted in accordance
with this policy. If you are recommending to
Ministers that some or all information is
withheld, the answer must specify the law or
exemption in the Code under which it is
being withheld. eg "l am witholding the
information requested under exemption 1 of

4. DRAFTING THE ANSWER
- USE THE CHECKLIST -

a. The draft reply should be concise, clear
and meticulously accurate. It should have a
positive tone where possible.

b. Use clear and direct language to avoid
any ambiguity. Short everyday words and
short sentences are best. Avoid cliches and
MOD/Service jargon. Use abbreviations
only after using the words or name in full.

¢. The answer must be unclassified.

d. If you refer to a previous PQ answer or
document, send a copy.

5. BACKGROUND NOTE

a. Ministers need a short note explaining the
facts and thinking behind the suggested
reply if it is not completely obvious from the
reply itself.

b. If the answer varies from a previous
answer or statement explain fully why this is
SO.

c. If new information comes to light in your
research which might affect this or previous
answers or statements you must ring the
Minister's Private Office AT ONCE as well as
stating this clearly in the background note.



the Code of Practice on Access 10
~overnment Information.” ltis NOT
~ >ceptable to rely on past practice.



6. GROUPED PQS

Related PQs, tabled by an individual Lord for
answer on the same day may be grouped
together and given a single answer. This
Branch can give advice on grouping.

7. PARTIAL REPLIES

If a full reply is not possible you should give
what information is available and make it
clear in the answer what you are doing.

8. COST OF GIVING A REPLY

If the cost of giving a reply will exceed £500
you can recommend to Ministers that the
reply should be along the lines of "This
information [is not held centrally] and could
only be provided at disproportionate cost".
You must explain in the background note
how these costs - usually staff costs - would
arise. The decision whether or not then to
give an answer depends on the merits of the
case.

As a rough guide use these hourly rates:
AO-£8, EO-£13, HEO-£15, SEO-£18, G7-
£22, G5-£31.

Capitation rates can be increased by 50%
forfor Service equivalents.

9. LONG REPLIES

If the reply is long (ie will fill more than a
page of Hansard) it may, exceptionally, be
better to give the information in a letter to the
Lord or put information in the Library of the
House. Inthese cases the reply is "l will
write to the noble Lord (or "my noble
Friend") and a copy of my letter will be
placed in the Library of the House" or "l am
placing the information requested in the
Library of the House". This Branch is
responsible for placing material in the
Library. We need 6 copies of any document
placed in the Library.

10. INFORMATION ALREADY AVAILABLE
FROM PUBLIC SOURCES

PQs are expensive in terms of Ministers' and
officials' time. Lords should be encouraged
to get information from published sources
where it is already available in the Library of
the House. In such cases the reply is along
these lines "The information requested is
contained in para X of the Statement on
Defence Estimates 1996 (Cm 3223), a copy
of which is in the Library of the House".

11. PQS ASKING FOR STATISTICAL
INFORMATION

a. PQs which ask for statistical information

will be sent normally to the Chief Executive

gf DASA and copied to the relevant policy
ranch.

b. If such a question has not been sent to
DASA please let us know. In any event you
should liaise with DASA about the reply in
case there are policy implications of which
they are unaware.

12. TRANSFER OF PQS

a. To another Government Department
If you think this PQ is not primarily a matter

for MOD tell this Branch AT ONCE.

We will need the name and Branch of an
official in the more appropriate Department
who has agreed to take the PQ.
Parliamentary Branches in other
Government Departments will usually only
agree to transfers on this basis.

b. To another Branch

If a PQ has been sent to you incorrectly,
please let this Branch know AT ONCE. If
you kniow who is responsible for the subject
please pass it to them as well.



GOVERNMENT POLICY ON ANSWERING PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS

1. Never forget Ministers' obligations to Parliament which are set out in the Cabinet Office
publicagon "Ministerial Code: A code of conduct and guidance on procedure for Ministers". 1t
states that:

"It is of paramount importance that Ministers give accurate and truthful information to
Parliament, correcting any inadvertent error at the earliest opportunity. Ministers who
knowingly mislead Parliament will be expected to offer their resignation to the Prime
Minister. Ministers should be as open as possible with Parliament and the public,
refusing to provide information only when disclosure would not be in the public interest,
which should be decided in accordance with relevant statute and the Government's Code
of Practice on Access to Government Information (Second Edition, Jan 1997)

2. ltis a civil servant's responsibility to Ministers to help them fulfil those obligations. ltis the
Minister's right and responsibility to decide how to do so. Ministers want to explain and present
Government policy and actions in a positive light. They will rightly expect a draft answer that
does full justice to the Government's position.

3. Approach every question predisposed to give relevant information fully, as concisely as
possible and in accordance with guidance on disproportionate cost. If there appears to bea
conflict between the requirement to be as open as possible and the requirement to protect
information whose disclosure would not be in the pubilic interest, you should check to see
whether it should be omitted in accordance with statute (which takes precedence) or the Code
of Practice on Access to Government Information, about which you should consult your
departmental openness liaison officer if necessary.

5. Do not omit information sought merely because disclosure could lead to political
embarrassment or administrative inconvenience.

6. Where there is a particularly fine balance between openness and non-disclosure, and when
the draft answer takes the latter course, this should be explicitly drawn to the Minister's
attention. Similarly, if it is proposed to reveal information of a sort which is not normally
disclosed, this should be explicitly drawn to Ministers' attention.

7. If you conclude that material information must be withheld and the PQ cannot be fully
answered as a result, draft an answer which makes this clear and which explains the
reasons in equivalent terms to those in the Code of Practice, or because of
disproportionate cost or the information not being available. Take care to avoid draft
answers which are literally true but likely to give rise to misleading inferences.
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POs 32911 and 33351 : LORD HILL NORTON

Thank you for your minute D/Sec(AS)/64/4 of 24  July
concerning the text of the answer given to PQs 3291I/3335I. The
amendment was made by Minister(DP) in order to clarify the
ambiguity in the draft text provided. I apologise for not
clearing this amendment with you but I had also interpreted the
original text in this way.

2. I do not agree that the answer given is in any way unhelpful
to the Department. It implies that we are interested in
monitoring the reporting procedures we currently have in place to
ensure that they are adequate to encompass all possible military
threats to the UK's airspace. A blanket statement that reporting
procedures are adequate would have presented the MOD in a far less
helpful light. Consequently, there is no need to amend the answer
tabled on 15 July.
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Written Answers

NATO: New Members and Command
: ‘ Structure

Lord Kennet asked Her Majesty's Government:

Whether the new members of NATO will fill senior
NATO commands; and, if so, which. {HL2479]

Lord Gilbert: It is planned that the Czech Republic,
Hungary and Poland will fill posts in the new NATO
command structure. The exact number, seniority and
location of these has not yet been determined.

¥ Unidentified Flying Objects ¥

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

When arrangements for disseminating reports of
unidentified flying objects within the Ministry of
Defence were put in place and last reviewed; and
whether they will ensure that all airports,
observatories, RAF bases and police stations have
accurate and up-to-date instructions about how to
record details of unidentified aerial phenomena
reported [o them, together with instructions to pass

them to the appropriate authorities within the Ministry
of Defence; and [HL2607]

What follow-up action is taken by the Ministry of
Defence when it receives a report of an unidentified
flying object; and whether checks are routinely made
to see whether such reports can be correlated by
radar. ' [HL2609}

Lord Gilbert: The Ministry of Defence’s interest in
reports of unidentified flying objects is limited to
establishing whether there is any evidence that the
United Kingdom’s airspace has been penetrated by
hostile or unauthorised foreign military activity and
porting procedures are adequate for this
jose. Unless there is evidence of a potential threat,
no attempt is made to identify the precise nature of each
reported incident. Arrangements within the MoD have
been in place for a number of years for disseminating
reports; they were last reviewed in April 1997. Where
necessary, reports of unidentified flying objects are
examined with the assistance of relevant MoD experts,
and this may include radar correlation.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

How many reports of unidentified flying objects
were notified to the Ministry of Defence in 1996,
1997 and ;he first six months of 1998; and how many
of these sightings remain unexplained. [HL2608]

'Lf)rd Gilbert: The number of reports received by the
Ministry of Defence of aerial activity not identifiable to
the witness is as follows:

1996: 609
1997: 425
1998: 88 (January-June)

Up!ess tk}ere 15 evidence to suggest that the United
Kingdom's airspace has been compromised by
unauthorised foreign military activity, we do not seek to
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provide an explanation for what might have been seen
as the MoD is not resourced to provide an
identification service.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether, in evaluating reports of unidentified
flying objects, the Ministry of Defence will routinely
consult staff at the Roya! Greenwich Observatory, the
Ballistic Missile Early Warning Centre at RAF
Fylindales and the Deep Space Tracing Facility at
RAF Feltwell. [HL2610]

Lord Gilbert: These or other staff may be consulted,
depending on the circumstances.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Why the Ministry of Defence has installed an
answering machine on the line used by members of
the public to report unidentified flying objects; and
whether those people who leave contact details on the
machine receive a formal reply. {HL2611]

Lord Gilbert: An answering machine enables
members of the public to leave details about aerial
activity or seek further information about our policy in
respect of unidentified flying objects. The machine
carries a message that sets out the MoD's limited
interest in the subject and explains that, in the case of
reported sightings, callers will be contacted only in the
event that follow-up action is deemed appropriate.

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

How many military personnel witnessed the
unidentified craft that overflew RAF Cosford and
RAF Shawbury on 31 March 1993: and whether,
when the craft has not been identified. such an event
ought to be classified as being of no defence
significance. [HL2612]

Lord Gilbert: The Ministry of Defence is aware of a
single report from two military personnel of an alleged
sighting in the West Midlands on 31 March 1993. The
facts reported were fully examined at the time. No firm
conclusions were drawn then about the nature of what
had been seen, but the events were not judged to be of
defence significance. The MoD has no reason to doubt
the judgments made at the time.

European Parliament, House of Commons
and House of Lords: Comparative Costs

Viscount Tenby asked Her Majesty’s Government:

What are the costs of maintaining the European
Parliament, the House of Commons and the House of
Lords, including:

pensions, travelling allowances,
expenses and other expenses for

(a) salaries,
secretarial
Members;
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[Dr. Howells]

There is another agenda: the agenda of training expert
technicians. It could be described as the other end of the
further education spectrum. In this country, we have not
been very good at teaching intermediate skills. We were
good at it once, but we stopped being somewhere along the
line.

The hon. Member for Ashford (Mr. Green) spoke of the
benefits of incorporation, and there is no doubt that that has
brought benefits, but it has also caused terrible disruption to
the relationship between companies and further education
colleges. I hope that the bridges can be rebuilt. If we can
rebuild them, and use imagination in retuming to further
education its automatic sense of dignity and self-esteem,
I think that we shall succeed.

7.28 pm
Ms Hodge: With the leave of the House, Mr. Deputy
Speaker.

We ought to congratulate all who work in further
education—not just on surviving, but on prospering over
the past 18 difficult years, particularly the most recent.
They have provided extended opportunity and improved
training and qualifications for the many, and have begun to
provide access for more people.

I also congratulate the hon. Member for Ashford
(Mr. Green), the only Conservative Member who has been
present throughout the debate. I do not suggest that that is
because he is on the Opposition payroll, but one
Conservative Back Bencher and nine Labour Back
Benchers have been present throughout. That says it all:
that is why further education has been ignored for too long
by Members of Parliament.

The challenges facing the Minister are immense, and 1
have full confidence that he will rise to the occasion. FE is
rich in its diversity, and it faces many difficult problems in
the future. We have raised capital and revenue funding, and
the funding of institutions and people. We have also made
some controversial and challenging recommendations—we
wanted deliberately to put them on the political agenda.

1 thank the members of my Committee—we all worked
extremely bard to put together a comprehensive report.
I also thank our advisers, those who gave written and
verbal evidence to the Committee, and those who work and
study in further education for ensuring that it is a sector in
which we can have confidence. The matter passes over to
the Minister. We wish him luck, and think that we have
timed the debate appropriately. We look forward to a
welcome outcome from the comprehensive spending
review.

Question deferred, pursuant to paragraph (4) of
Standing Order No. 54 (Consideration of estimates).

Class XVII, Vote 1

Freedom of Information
[Relevant documents: The Third report from the Select
Committee on Public Administration of Session 1997-98,
on “Your Right to Know: the Government’s Proposals
Jfor a Freedom of Information Act”, HC 398, and the
Jourth report from the Select Committee on Public
Administration of Session 1997-98, on “Ministerial
Accountability and Parliamentary Questions”, HC 820.]
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Motion made, and Question's :

That a further sum not exceeding £55.6 Khbe.gfanted to Her
Majesty out of the Consolidated Fund to complete or defray the
charges which will come in course of payment during the year
ending on 31st March 1999 for expenditure by the Office of the
Minister for Public Service on the central management of, and
delivery of services to, the civil service inctuding the delivery of
cross-departmental IT systems: expenditure resulting from the
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster’s chairmanship of
the Minisierial Committec on Food and Safety; and certuin other
services.—{Dr. David Clark.}

7.30 pm

Mr. Rhodri Morgan (Cardiff, West): As Chairman of
the Public Administration Committee, it is a privilege to
commence the debate on the White Paper and the Select
Committee’s response to it. We published our report in
May, and although it would have been beneficial to hear
the Government’s response to it today, we must bear it in
mind that it was published only six or seven weeks 2go.
The Government are usually given two months to
respond, and we hope that they will manage to do so
within that time.

Tonight, we need to emphasise how important it is to
pass freedom of information legislation along the lines of
the excellent White Paper produced just before Christmas
by my right hon. Friend the Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster. Draft legislation should be produced as soon
as possible so that the Select Committee can go through
it and listen to witnesses. A freedom of information Bill
should also be in the Queen’s speech as part of the
legislative programme for the 1998-99 Session, and 1 hope
that we shall be enlightened on that subject.

From the Labour point of view, it is important to
remember that freedom of information legislation was in
the 1974 election manifesto, as well as the 1992 and 1997
manifestos. We formed the Government in 1974, so it is
legitimate to ask why people Jost interest in the matter.
Unfortunately, part of the history of freedom of
information legislation to which all commentators refer is
that opposition parties always commit themselves to it,
but that, funnily, that commitment always falls by the
wayside when they come into government.

I was told earlier today that, towards the end of their
term in office from 1974 10 1979—just before they fell
and when the Liberal party was committed to voting
against them on a confidence motion—the Labour
Government suddenly took an interest in Clement Freud's
Back-Bench freedom of information Bill. By the time the
Labour Government were buying, the Liberals were not
selling, so the Bill fell and did not get through. We have
an opportunity, 24 years later, to put that right.

The issue is always the same. People come into
government with a flush of enthusiasm for freedom of
information, but that needs to be driven forward to get
the legislation on to the statute book before the iron of
Administration enters the soul. We are at that exact point:
the manifesto commitment has been made, the White
Paper has been published, the Select Committee reported
on it in'May and we are waiting for the Government’s
response. We have been promised the draft Bill, although
it will probably be published in the summer recess, and
the expectation is that there will be a commitment to
legislate in the next Session in the Queen’s Speech later
this year.

The events of yesterday. and the revelations in
The Observer, serve only to emphasise how important it
is to state the principle that was at the heart of Labour's
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manifesto: I cannot say too emphatically that information
should be for the many, not the few. Restricting
information to the few would provide those interstices
into which lobbyists would insert themselves, and boast
about how they could obtain information that was not
available to the general public. Absurd though such boasts
may be, in a climate of denial of information to the many,
the few would seek to profit from that denial. Perhaps
yesterday’s events were providential in the light of the
timing of the debate and the messages that we hope to
hear from my right hon. Friend the Chancellor of the
Duchy of Lancaster.

When they come into office for the first time,
Governments want to open up government, but there is
also the perception that, from time to time, the availability
of information will undoubtedly be inconvenient to the
operation of government. All Governments have a control
freak tendency and a liberationist tendency, and this
Government are no different. The Select Committee’s
report could not be clearer in welcoming the White Paper,
but the litmus test of a Government is not what they put
in their manifesto or in a White Paper, but what they enact
in legislation.

We hope, therefore, that the draft Bill at least will be
available before the 18-month period between last May’s
Queen’s speech and the next one, in November, has
ended. We also hope for a commitment to legislate,
although I do not expect my right hon. Friend the
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster to give such a
commitment tonight, because the content of the Queen’s
speech has not yet been determined. It is important that
we repeat the welcome that the Select Committee gave to
the strength of the White Paper, and 1 hope that the House
will back that.

My right hon. Friend the Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster produced an excellent document, “Your Right
to Know: the Background Material”. The Government
suggested how freedom of information legislation would
work in practice by implementing the principle in respect
of the White Paper—they published the document
It commits the Government to practising what they
preach-——what the Americans call walking the walk as
well as talking the talk. This useful document states at
paragraph 11:

“The manifesto commitment implies that the Government intends
the Act to go beyond the termis of the code of practice on access to
Government information, quite apart from the obvious enhanced
status of primary legislation over a non-statutory document. In
keeping with this, the Government rejected within a few days of
king office options which would have involved simply translating
the existing code into statutory form.”

We expect that the legislation will be stronger than the
previous Government’s code of practice. Having gone
back 24 years to the previous Labour Government’s
commitment, I can go back four vears to what the
previous Government did and the presumed reasons why
they did it. The previous Government introduced a
non-statutory code because they believed that a freedom
of information Act would cut across the relationship
between hon. Members and Ministers. Parliamentary
questions could have been asked and not answered, but
the Bill of Rights would have been cut across if that had
been overridden by an information commissioner.
Members of the public would have been put over and
above Members of Parliament in their ability to gain
access to information from Government Departments.
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A Minister may decide not to provide information
through an answer to a parliamentary question, and there
is little that we can do about that. We can ask another
question in six months’ time or whatever. A member of
the public, on being denied similar information, could go
to an information commissioner and that would
disadvantage hon. Members, so the previous Government
said, “Let us have just a non-statutory code.”

Unfortunately, as 1 think all hon. Members would
accept, that code has not worked. It has not established
rights clearly. The public are cynical about it. They do not
use it much. When they do use it, they find the response
is full of delays: Departments can always find reasons to
fob off the ombudsman because there is no statutory
backing.

Let me cite a recent case. I had submitted a request for
information on behalf of Friends of the Earth, Cymru
about the Gwent wetland reserve and the mitigating
measure for the Cardiff Bay development corporation. I
shall not bore the House with the whole thing, but [ made
a complaint around about Christinas 1996 and it took until
a couple of weeks ago—18 months—for the ombudsman
to reach a verdict, simply because of the development
corporation’s - dilatory tactics, which the ombudsman
could do nothing about. That is the problem with a
non-statatory code. The ombudsman, however hard he
works, does not have enough stick to penetrate the
defences of Departments, next steps agencies ot
quangos—whichever is seeking to hold the information
back.

That brings me to the most important point about the

-code. It is not merely the fact that it changes

the relationship between Ministers, or could make us
have to go to members of the public. One of the curiosities
is that, if we do not do something about the House as
well, by making freedom of information provisions apply
much more effectively to information obtained by the
traditional route of parliamentary questions, that route
could fall into disrepute, and Members of Parliament
could be asking members of the public to get information
for them, rather than members of the public trying to get
information via their Member of Parliament tabling
parliamentary questions. What nonsense that would be. It
would badly affect the reputation of the House if we did
not sort that question out.

I refer to the Commitiee's biggest difference with the
Government’'s White Paper. I have already read out
paragraph 11 of the background document that the
Government produced, in which they said that they
wanted the legislation to go beyond the content of the
code. In one respect~—law enforcement—the White Paper
retreats from what is in the code. We thought that that
was a regrettable step. We believe that law enforcement
should be subject to an exemption, as it is in the code,
and not an exclusion, as it is in the White Paper.

Why is that difference between two Latin words, which
appear to mean the same, significant? With an exclusion,
there is no appeal to the information commissioner. With
an exemption, there is an appeal to the information
commissioner, so there is a possible override from the
information commissioner. That is a critical difference. It
seemed to the Committee that, if that was good enough to
be in the previous Government's code of practice,
it should be good enough to be in the legislation, and
should have been in the White Paper.
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[Mr. Rhodri Morgan]

We still recommend strongly that it should be in the
draft Bill and in the eventual legislation. Otherwise, that
area is untestable. Governments can abuse it if it is
untestable and that will undermine the spirit of the
freedom of information Bill, if and when we get it. Such
a provision is not present in any overseas freedom of
information legislation. That area is always testable, in the
courts under the American system, or through a
commissioner or a third party—an appeal body, if you
like——under all the other systems, which do not use the
courts as their ultimate court of appeal.

That was the one big- difference: we felt that the
Government should not have withdrawn that provision.
We still need a change of culture in Whitehall. All the
arguments that we read in the press over the weekend—
about the meetings last week, about cost and about the
need to consider what the impact might be in changing
the balance between the criminal community and those
attempting to detect its members through law enforcement
and so on—seem to tell us only one thing: the culture of
Whitehall has not yet changed. We believe that that
culture needs to change and to be retrained, so that civil
servants will participate, in a proactive way, in the passing
out of information and will not seek to find every reason
either to delay or to deny information to the public.

We also made points in the report about the need to
co-ordinate the Data Protection Bill, which was working
against the deadline of October this year, and therefore
had to be finished in a great hurry, and the Human Rights
Bill, which is another major Labour constitutional reform
commitment. We said that they should be co-ordinated
and linked.

We said that hesitantly, because we do not want any of
our recommendations to be used as excuses for delaying
the freedom of information Bill. We fear that, almost
every time we refer to the need to strengthen or improve
the Bill, that can be used by the Sir Humphreys in
.Whitehall as a reason for deferring it and saying, “Even
the Select Committee says that more work should be done
on it, so do not put it in next year’s Queen’s Speech.”

That is the last thing that we want. Obviously, we want
the Bill in next year’s Queen’s speech, but we do not want
it to be watered down. We want it strengthened and we
want a commitment to it, but we believe that it should be
closely co-ordinated with two other Bills that impinge on
it—the Data Protection Bill and Human Rights Bill, which
are still before the House.

The new Government’s constitutional reform agenda—
parts of which are already nearing the statute book—over
the past 14 months has been massive. The legislative
programme has been jam-packed generally and
jam-packed with constitutional matters in particular—the
Human Rights Bill, devolution to Scotland and Wales, the
setting up of an executive mayor and council for London
and other matters. Many matters have had to be taken on
the Floor of the House because they are constitutional, but
this Government’s constitutional reform agenda cannot be
considered complete without a freedom of information
Bill because that is the Bill that will do most to change
the culture of Whitehall and, therefore, the relationship
between the people and the Government,

For a Government to earn their corn as a great
constitutional reforming Government, they need to
implement freedom of information. Only then can they
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really say that they have completed the unfinished
business of constitutional reform, modernising this
country’s constitution and joining the community of
civilised nations, such as the United States, Australia,
New Zealand, Canada and, most recently, Ireland, that
have freedom of information legislation—Ilet alone
Sweden, which has had freedom of information legislation
for more than 200 years. We cannot join that community
unless we take that step of having freedom of
information legislation.

From everything that we have read in the newspapers
over the past few days, the permanent secretaries and
some Ministers have now drawn the covered wagons of
Whitehall into a circle and are fighting back. They did not
mind the White Paper—after all, what is a White Paper
in the end? However, now that it looks as though there
could be a Bill in the Queen’s Speech in only three or
four months’ time, they have drawn the covered wagons
into a circle.

it is much worse than anything that ever appeared in
any script in “Yes Minister” because this is not a
television soap about top civil servants and Ministers in
Whitehall. This is the reality of a struggle at the heart of
Whitehall and Westminster about what we are going to
have in the Queen’s Speech and whether, over the next
few years, we shall get the culture change and shift in the
relationship between the governed and the governing that
we want, so that this Government can be seen to be truly
a great reforming Government.

The plea of the whole Committee, therefore, is that we
want to make an honest woman out of the mother of
Parliaments; that is why this issue is so important to the
whole House.

7.48 pm

Sir Patrick Cormack (South Staffordshire): 1 thank the
hon. Member for Cardiff, West (Mr. Morgan) for the
manner in which he has introduced this debate, and 1
congratulate him and his Committee on some thorough
work and an excellent report. I know that he will
understand if 1 also say how good it is to see in the
Chamber the hon. Member for Portsmouth, South
(Mr. Hancock), who has taken a part in the Committee,
and, most particularly, my hon. Friend the Member for
Aldridge-Brownhills (Mr. Shepherd), who has been in the
House for almost 20 years and who has campaigned
tirelessly, often to his discomfort, on this issue. No one
could begin to doubt his impeccable credentials in this
regard. I hope that we shall have the benefit of hearing
him later in the debate if he has the good fortune to catch
your eye, Mr. Deputy Speaker.

It is one of the quainter ironies of parliamentary life
that we should debate the Government’s policy on
freedom of information the day after The Observer
suggested that some Government information is freer than
others—the hon. Member for Cardiff, West (Mr. Morgan}
also referred 1o that—and the day before we debate the
Government’s practice on supplying information to one
of Parliament’s most important Select Committees.

However, sufficient unto the day is the confusion
thereof, and in spite of everything that the Chancellor of
the Duchy of Lancaster has said about the support he
enjoys, it is fairly clear from articles written by normally
well-informed commentators that the Government's
policy on freedom of information is far from the seaniess
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robe that he tries to wear. The hon. Member for Cardiff,
West referred to that, and I hope that the Chancellor will
tonight give us the latest insight into where the
Government stand.

It would seem that the Chancellor, backed by another
Chancellor in the other place, is fighting off assaults on
his territory by sundry ministerial colleagues who have
rallied under the Home Secretary’s banner. What Labour
leaders were happy to proclaim as the ark of their
covenant in opposition, they now see as a rather different,
storm-tossed ark, A new freedom of inquiry and other
intrusions would, some Ministers believe, threaten their
ministerial freedom to act.

We do not have to rely merely on press comment to
know that there is anxiety in and around Whitehall. We
just need to read the memos sent by the Ministry of
Defence to the Select Committee on Public
Administration. We are told that the Ministry anticipates
“an increase in applications for information, which could impose a
heavy administrative load. . . . The change to a requirement to
provide copies of documents, rather than providing information, will
require time and effort to identify specific documents and”—

these are the really important words—
“to decide whether all or part are suitable for disclosure”,

It seems more than a few months since the Chancellor
made his December statement. Although it was subject to
one of the major leaks for which the Government have
become notorious, it eamed the Chancellor more plaudits
than most of his colleagues have received for their
statements to the House. I very much appreciated, as did
many hon. Members, the thoroughness with which the
Lord Chancellor sought to investigate that leak, having
denounced it very roundly, and apologised to the House
for it.

This is the first occasion on which the House has had
a chance to debate the White Paper. | make no particular
complaint about that, but I do complain a little about the
fact that we have yet to see the Government’s response to
the report of the Select Committee of which the hon.
Member for Cardiff, West is chairman. I appreciate what
he said about the deadline of eight weeks, but the
Government have chosen tonight for this debate, and it is
a pity that they did not publish their response so that hon.
Members could read it in time for the debate.

The Chancellor of the Duchy will tell us, I am sure,
that he is consulting widely in Whitehall. All 1 ask is that
he tries to get his ministerial colleagues to speed up their
replies, because it would be scandalous if we did not get
the Government’s response before the House rises for the
sumner 1ecess.

I confess to being a little disappointed with the
Chancellor. He is an old friend, and I hold him in high
personal regard. In what he welcomed as a constructive
response to his statement on 11 December, 1 said that the
Opposition would be very glad to take part in talks with
him. I pointed out that, although we did not share his zeal
for constitutional reform—he knows that only too well—
we would be more than willing to participate in a
constructive spirit, not least because we are proud of our
achievements in government.

Unfortunately, the Chancellor has not yet responded to
those overtures. I express the hope that tonight he will
pledge himself to seeking to engage all parties, including
the official Opposition, in substantive talks when the draft
Bill is published, if not before.
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As 1 said on 11 December, if ever there were a subject
on which consensus is desirable, this is it. It is a pity not
only that the Chancellor has not responded to my offer,
but, more importantly, that the White Paper is almost
overtly political in the tone of its criticisms of the previous
Government. Specifically, it makes light of the code of
practice, which was a substantial step forward. It falls
back on that code towards the end: in paragraph 7.3 it
says:

“Existing mechanisms for openness—including the Code of
Practice on Access to Government Information—will remain in
place . . . to smooth the transition to the fully-implemented
legislation.”

The simple fact of the matter is that the previous
Government, under the leadership of my right hon. Friend
the Member for Huntingdon (Mr. Major), made very
significant strides in opening up government. They
established the code of practice and introduced the
citizens charter, which the present Government have
rightly retained, although with scant recognition of the
man responsible for it.

Where precisely do the Government stand now? I have
to ask that question not only because of the recent press
speculation and the concerns expressed by the Campaign
for Freedom of Information, which, under Maurice
Frankel, has done so much to advance this cause, but
because we have not had the opportunity to discuss these
issues in the Chamber. We need to know how the Bill
will be handled and when it will be introduced.

‘What about the Chancellor’s comments about the White
Paper having green edges? How much notice has been
taken of the many representations that have been made to
him direct—not just those made by the Select
Committee—and of the often critical comments contained
in the Select Committee report and in the detailed
response by the Campaign for Freedom of Information?
The campaign’s document is substantial: it is even longer
than the White Paper.

I shall touch on some of the issues that exercise the
Opposition, and that need clear, definitive comment from
the Chancellor of the Duchy. How is reasonableness to be
tested? After all, sometimes those with the greatest
need for information are campaigning individuals or
organisations that few would call reasonable. One
wonders how a Wilberforce or a Shaftesbury would have
fared if he had applied under these rules for information
for fighting their, at the time, unpopular and
unfashionable causes. What about “substantial harm™?
Adjectives are notoriously difficult to define accurately or
objectively. Why should the test be reduced to one of
mere harm when it comes to Government Departments?

The White Paper tells us:

“Experience from overseas suggests that the essential
governmental funciions of planning ahead, delivering solutions to
issues of national importance and determining options on which to
base policy decisions while still maintaining collective
responsibility, can be damaged by random and premature disclosure
of its deliberations under Freedom of Information legislation.”

One is tempted to say, “Quite s0.” Perhaps I can be
forgiven a wry smile when I suggest that the Chancellor
has had little success in persuading his ministerial
colleagues, many of whom seem ready, for the sake of a
soundbite headline, to proclaim to the “Today”
programme what they have presumably agreed to keep
confidential. There is little point in the White Paper
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defending rules which are so regularly broken unless there
is to be a new determination to enforce them. Is there to
be such a determination? We have a right to know.

There is a powerful argument to be advanced against
the White Paper here, and it has been so advanced with
remarkable and persuasive lucidity by Professor Vernon
Bogdanor in his memorandum to the Select Committee,
published in volume II of the report. 1 warmly commend
the memorandum to any hon. Member who has not read
it. He argues:

“To give Parliament the right to information, which may include
official advice, is the only way in which Parliament can be enabled
to fulfil its task of pinning responsibility on Ministers.”

In support of his case, Professor Bogdanor cites this fact:

“Between 1994 and 1997, the minutes of discussions between the

Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Governor of the Bank of
England were released six weeks after these discussions took place.
On & number of occasions, the minutes revealed serious differences
of opinion between the Chancellor and the Governor.”
Why, I ask the Chancellor of the Duchy, does the White
Paper not refer to that considerable advance in open
government, which was quite revolutionary, and which
has not continued?

Professor Bogdanor also refers to New Zealand, which
is cited in the White Paper on a number of occasions and
has constitutional conventions rather similar to ours,
In New Zealand,

"It is now customary to release policy advice relating to decisions

once they have been made. A New Zealand citizen can, for
20) dollars, purchase the official advice given to an incoming
Government.” ;
1 would have been happy to pay rather more than that on
2 May last year. 1 suspect that some of the gentlemen
referred to in The Observer yesterday would doubtless have
been happy to fill the Government’s coffers a little more.

Professor Bogdanor seeks to categorise those who take
opposing sides on the issue as either embracing the
Whig-Liberal view of the constitution—whose most
prominent recent spokesman he cites as Sir Richard
Scott—or the view
“given clegant expression in recent years by two ex Foreign
Secretaries, Lord Howe and Lord Hurd. This view starts from the
requiremnents of Governmient rather than Parliament.”

At this point, T should ask who it was who appointed
Scott, and gave directions that his report should be
published. Again, there is a churlish refusal to
acknowledge what the previous Government often did.

Professor Bogdanor also argues that we might have
escaped the poll tax fiasco had policy advice been readily
available. I am sure that my right hon. Friend the Member
for North-West Hampshire (Sir G. Young) and I—who
steadfastly opposed that item of Conservative
legislation—would read that passage in the good
professor’s case with particular interest.

Professor Bogdanor rests his case by saying that, in
the last resort, the fundamental argument for freedom of
information derives from the principle that, in a
democracy,

“the people have a right 10 know what Government is doing in
their name.”

If the Chancellor intends to preserve his White Paper
position unchanged, he will have to come up with
convincing answers to the Bogdanor thesis.
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Central to the policy as advanced in the White Paper
is the proposal to appoint an information commissioner.
It is a pity that, in his enthusiasm for this new
appointment, the Chancellor has—perhaps
inadvertently— downgraded the role of the ombudsman.
The Committee is rather tough on the Chancellor on
that, recommending that he should,

“in his response to this report, correct the statement on paragraph
5.7 of the White Paper relating to the independence of the
ombudsmarn—and cease to draw the wrong inferences from it.”

I am bound to say that 1 am not persuaded that we need
a wholly separate information commissioner. Much could
be said for giving the extra responsibilities to the
ombudsman, even though that would inevitably mean
extending not only the scope, but the size, of his office.
Such a move would certainly avoid the possibility of clash
and confusion, which could arise if two similar but
separate high officials exist side by side.

Certainly, if an independent commissioner is appointed,
there will have to be a clear understanding of where his
responsibilities begin and end and where they are different
from those of the ombudsman—who, after all, has a
specific role under the code, which will, as we have seen,
remain important during the transitional period.
Combining both roles would have the added advantage of
giving all the responsibilities under the Act to an officer
accountable to Parliament. That is not something that
should be lightly dismissed.

Other points in the Select Committee report deserve the
most careful answers. The Committee has serious doubts
that the regime proposed by the White Paper strikes the
right balance between privacy and openness, or whether
it will be workable. It is important that the Chancellor
takes on board the strong arguments advanced by the
Committee in that context. The Committee goes further
than the Opposition would wish with its comments on the
excluded areas, but, again, the cogent case that it advances
must be debated fully during discussion of the draft stage
of the Bill.

I can sum up the Opposition’s position simply, as.one
of wishing to play a constructive part in all the
discussions, but only on the basis of genuine consultation.
There has been little enough over the Government's other
constitutional policies. They are referred to by the Prime
Minister in the preface to the White Paper:

“We are committed to a comprehensive programme of
constitutional reform. We believe it is right to decentralise power;
to guarantee individual rights; o open up Government; and to
reform Parllament.”

In response, I would say that we have seen little of a
coherent strategy, but rather haphazard, piecemeal
reforms based on inadequate consultation, and often no
attempt to think things out or to establish any consensus.
When I think of the Government lurching from policy to
policy in this field, I am reminded of the famous story of
Winston Churchill dismissing the pudding at the Savoy
because it had “no theme”. Where is the Government’s
theme?

On this policy, Mr. Hugo Young—writing in The
Guardian last week—said that the answer to those specific
questions is being decided in the secret places. He added
that that answer

“will be definitive for the entire life und meaning of the Blair
Government.”
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The opening sentence of the White Paper is particularly
prescient:

“Unnecessary secrecy in government leads to arrogance in
governance and defective decision-making.”
1 rather suspect that that is a sentence that will come to
haunt Ministers. I hope that we shall not see a particularly
troubling visitation of the spectre tomorrow night.

8.6 pm

Mr. Peter Bradley (The Wrekin): It seems from the
attendance in the House tonight that freedom of
information is the best-kept secret in Westminster. That is
a great shame, but I very much welcome the debate.

1 listened attentively to my hon. Friend the Member
for Cardiff, West (Mr. Morgan) and to the hon. Member
for South Staffordshire (Sir P. Cormack). I find it strange
that the hon. Member for South Staffordshire cannot find
the theme in the White Paper, or in the Committee’s
response. His speech was elegant, but he lost the thread.
He should return to “Your Right to Know” and the
Committee’s response to it.

Sir Patrick Cormack: [ was not accusing
the Chancellor in the White Paper-—still less the
Committee—of not having a theme; [ was referring to
the Government’s policies as a whole.

Mr. Bradley: Those who have read the White Paper
attentively and with less cynicism will have found that
it is proposing one of the most radical and irreversible
departures from the culture to which we have become
-accustomed over the centuries—particularly in the past
couple of decades; an obsession with secrecy by which,
in the name of democratic accountability, previous
Governments have limited rather than extended the
freedoms enjoyed by citizens in this country.

The well-known sociologist and political commentator,
Noam Chomsky, said some decades ago that freedom of

speech, valuable though it is, depends on those who have .

the power to define language. The same is true of
information. Freedom of information depends very much
on those who control the flow of that information, and the
White Paper—-and the legislation that we hope and expect
will follow it—will do much to redress the balance
between the governed and the governors.

Until now, freedom of information has been curtailed
by interests that are more concerned to limit participative
democracy than to allow it to flourish. Ministers, civil
servants and those with commercial interests understand
that their authority, influence and power over our daily
lives would be reduced if we had an automatic right to
know and to question the way in which we are regulated
and controlled. Now, I believe, we have a right to demand
access, accountability and transparency in the conduct of
national and local government.

Information is the oxygen of democracy; without it, our
democratic system and our institutions cannot flourish.
That is why 1 support what has recently become known
as control freakery. I believe that it is important for
Government to express messages that are clear, cogent
and coherent. People want to know that their Government
are under control. They want information to which they
can respond and react. Without clear information,
there can be no real dialogue or partnership between those
who govern and those who are governed; there can be no
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real bond of trust, and there can be no real opportunity for
people to react, to express their views and to participate in
the management of their daily lives.

The White Paper is truly radical. It proposes one of the
most  important constitutional changes that the
Government will pursue—indeed, that any Government
for many years have pursued. That change will
enfranchise and empower every citizen in the country. As
my hon. Friend the Member for Cardiff, West said, it
should be seen in the context of a wide-ranging
programme of reform that, as a whole, constitutes a new
and mature contract between the Government and the
citizen. That is what is known as stakeholding, an
expression that was current a couple of years ago but has
fallen out of fashion—sadly, 1 believe, as it is an
important concept.

The Government have been criticised for control
freakery, but they are pursuing a wide-ranging programme
of reform. That programme includes Scots and Welsh
devolution, the return of democratically -elected
government to London, the introduction of regional
development agencies and the modernisation of local
government—as expressed in., 1 think, six recent
consultation documents. There have been experiments
with proportional representation, and Liberal Democrats
have been put on to Cabinet Committees—1I do not think
that anyone could argue that that is entirely necessary,
given the majority that the Labour party enjoys in the
House, but it is welcome none the less.

Moreover, the European convention on human rights
will be incorporated into our legisiation and a White Paper
on better government will, 1 hope, be published in the
autumn. 1 should also mention the reform of the House of
Lords and the whistleblowers Bill, which was introduced
by the hon. Member for Aldridge-Brownhills
(Mr. Shepherd)—I join other hon. Members in paying
tribute to his part in bringing forward legislation on both
freedom of information and on whistleblowers.

Freedom of information is the flagship of the
programme but, as 1 said, it is a well-kept secret, which
is a pity. That is partly because the press’s obsession with
personalities overwhelms its interest in policies. For
example, when, a couple of months ago, the Lord
Chancellor gave evidence for two and a half hours to
the Select Committee on Public Administration on the
Government’s programme of constitutional change, he
discussed the most far-reaching changes that citizens in
this country will enjoy for a generation—indeed, for many
generations to come. The press, however, were interested
in one thing only. Those who recall that Select Committee
meeting will remember that, the following day, the radio,
the television and the newspapers were consumed by one
issue-—the Lord Chancellor’s wallpaper. The story was
not even new; it was a reheated version of a story that
had kept the newspapers going for a couple of days in the
previous week. The media’s failure to discuss important
issues seriously and to involve people in a proper debate
represents a great disservice to the citizens of this country.

Mr. Mike Hancock (Portsmouth, South): Does the
hon. Gentleman agree that, on that occasion, the Lord
Chancellor seemed to be grateful for the distraction
provided by the cost of his wallpaper, as he did not want
to talk about hon. Members’™ criticisms of the way in
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which judges are appointed? As the record of that meeting
shows, the Lord Chancellor instigated most of the
dialogue on the choice and the cost of his wallpaper.

Mr. Bradley: My recollection is not the same; suffice
it to say we discussed constitutional change for two of the
two and a half hours, whereas for half an hour two
members of the Commitiee—the hon. Member for
Portsmouth, South (Mr. Hancock) was not one of them—
pursued Lord Irvine on what can only be described as
trivia. I put it to the House that the Lord Chancellor’s
home furnishings are far less important than those
constitutional issues.

This time last year there was much speculation about
the delay in publication of the White Paper. When it was
published, it was welcomed for its thoroughness; the delay
had been caused by the pains the Chancellor of the Duchy
of Lancaster, the Lord Chancellor and others involved in
the drafting had taken to ensure that it was right. Indeed,
the White Paper is exceedingly good.

It is important that the Bill preserves and builds on the
key principles identified in the White Paper. I am relaxed
about whether the Bill will form part of this year’s
Queen’s Speech; I hope that it will, but it is far more
important to ensure that the Bill is right than to have it
quickly. So long as it is worth waiting for, we should,
having waited for centuries, wait a little longer. The key
issue is that there should be no retreat from the principles
set out in the White Paper.

The Select Committee’s report makes clear our
disappointment at the relatively few examples of temerity
in the White Paper. 1 hope that the lobbying done by and
for the utilities—which is the subject of press
speculation-—so that they can escape public scrutiny will
not be tolerated. When my right hon. Friend the Home
Secretary gave evidence to the Select Committee, I found
his reasoning unpersuasive that all police operations
should be excluded from public scrutiny. If the public had
had proper opportunities to know what happened in the
tragic Lawrence case, for example, I doubt that we would
be where we are now or that the Lawrence family would
have suffered so much and for so long.

I find it inexplicable that the public should not have
the right of access to information about police operations,
particularly failed police operations. I have in mind fairly
humdrum examples, such as were discussed by the Select
Committee, relating to the management of disorder or of
football grounds and football crowds. Police plans to
control public events should be confidential but, after the
event, especially when something has gone wrong, the
public have an absolute right to know the police’s
dispositions, what instructions were issued and what
accounted for the failure. That is a weakness in the Home
Secretary’s argument and the Select Committee stated its
case plainly in the report. I hope that those who draft the
Bill will resist any temptation to retreat from the report’s
recommendations on this important issue.

The conflict between the right to privacy and freedom
of information is a problem. I believe that the right to
privacy is very important; ] also accept that freedom of
information, while important, is not an absolute right. It is
crucial that the Bill, and consultation on its drafting,
strikes the right balance.
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Once we have freedom of information legislation, the
world will not be the same. It is doubtful whether the BSE
crisis could have deepened as it did had the public had
proper access to information. It is also doubtful that the
arms to Iraq affair could have taken the course that it did
had there been proper scrutiny through access
to information. Quangos and utilities will not be able to
operate under the cloak of secrecy as they do today.

The role of the press will undoubtedly change, not least
because there will be fewer leaks and less of a market for
leaking information that ought to be in the public domain.
One would hope that there will be less scandal because
the people in control of information will be much more
careful to ensure that they are beyond reproach and those
whose job it is to scrutinise their activities will have more
access to information about the way in which they are
governing us and the country.

Freedom of information will also come as something
of a shock to Members of Parliament. As a new Member
I frequently hear older Members in particular telling us
about the sovereignty of the House and how important
that is. In principle, in our parliamentary democracy, that
sovereignty is important, but if it means a barrier being
set up between Members of Parliament, Ministers and the
people we serve, it is not a good thing. Freedom of
information will do a great deal to lower the barrier
between the people who sit up in the Strangers Gallery
and the people who sit down here in the Chamber.
Freedom of information will make truly participative
democracy possible. In future, there will be a presumption
to disclose information, instead of the culture of secrecy
and denial.

For 10 years I was a member of Westminster city
council, which was the subject of possibly the greatest
political scandal of the century. When I and other
members of the opposition elected by our constituents to
serve them as well as we could asked for information from
council officers because we suspected that something was
going on that should not have been, we were consistently
denied access to the information. We were asked to
demonstrate why we needed it—to demonstrate our need
to know. Frankly, one can demonstrate one’s need to
know only when one has the information and can justify
the request. That is simply unacceptable.

One of the strongest features of the proposed legislation
is that no one should be required to demonstrate why he
or she wants certain information. There should be no
denial of an individual’s right to information on the
ground that it is a fishing expedition. If my friends and
colleagues on Westminster city council and I had had
access to the information when we asked for it and
had been given the right to scrutinise the administration
as we were elected to do, many of the scandals with which
everyone is so familiar about Westminster would not have
happened. That would have been far better for local
democracy there and it would have saved thousands of
our constituents a great deal of suffering.

Freedom of information will make our democracy truly
participative. When people have access to information,
they can react and play their own role in decision making.
It will no longer be possible for the great and the good,
that small coterie of those elected and otherwise who
dominate public affairs, to do so to the exclusion of our
constituents. 1 enter a plea that, when we have an
information commissioner, he or she should not merely
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have the common touch but common sense so that they
can be truly representative of the people they are
appointed to serve.

One of the most pernicious features of social exclusion
is the exclusion of individuals and communities from
decision making. Freedom of information and the
technology that is making information so much more
accessible will bring a radical cultural change to the way
in which our affairs are managed. The onus is on the
Government to ensure that freedom of information is truly
liberating—not merely a subject for Hampstead and
Islington dinner parties, but something that will be
meaningful to every man and woman in the country.

In welcoming the White Paper, may I enter a plea to
the Government? May it come soon, but above all may it
certainly not be diluted. 1 hope that the White Paper is not
diluted by those who are paranoid or retentive—by civil
servants who feel that they will lose influence and control
or by sectional interests who would rather cloak their
activities in secrecy. The Government should keep up
their courage and stick to the principles of the White
Paper. f they do, it will be one of the enduring
achievements of this reforming Government.

8.24 pm

Mr. Mike Hancock (Portsmouth, South): Like all hon.
Members present tonight, I am grateful for the opportunity
to speak on this subject. Like the Chairman of the Select
Committee on Public Administration, I and other hon.
Members are disappointed that we are debating the matter
when we have not yet had the Government’s response to
the report that the Committee worked so hard to achieve,
I must pay tribute to our chairman, the hon. Member for
Cardiff. West (Mr. Morgan) for all his work. 1 also
compliment the hon. Member for Aldridge~Brownhills
{Mr. Shepherd), who is the most experienced member of
the Committee and who held the line on more than one
occasion, preventing some of us from being misdirected.
1 am grateful for his help and that of my hon. Friend the
Member for Lewes (Mr, Baker), who I am sure will want
to make some observations, if he catches your eye,
Mr. Deputy Speaker, about information that he has tried
desperately hard to get out of Ministers in the past
12 months and the frustrations that have caused him to
ask close on 1,000 parliamentary questions,

Sir Patrick Cormack: An expensive fellow.

Mr. Hancock: Yes, very expensive. I am glad to say
that not all his questions were directed at the Chancellor
of the Duchy of Lancaster.

The Committee’s deliberations could have been
entitled, “The tale of the two Chancellors” because we
had a different approach from both of them. The hon.
Member for The Wrekin (Mr. Bradley) was right to
remind us of the fun morning when we questioned the
Lord Chancellor. Some of us expected a little more than
we got and some were disappointed that he seemed to
want to rush quickly on to discuss the quality of
wallpaper, where he should buy it and his domestic
activities, rather than the sericus questions that we wanted
to put to him. How different it was when we questioned
the Chancellor of the Duchy and how right he was to take
the issues so seriously and to spend some considerable
time going into detail with Committee members on the
rights and wrongs of the White Paper and his ambitions
for how it would develop.
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I also hope that the White Paper will develop into a
Bill in the Queen’s speech, and will become an Act. That
will give us a terrific trinity of good new legislation, with
major breakthroughs—data protection, human rights and
freedom of information—a trinity of usefulness for the
population as a whole to use. Hon. Members stressed to
the Chancellor of the Duchy that we hoped that this aspect
would not develop into legislation that is available only
to the rich and powerful, to big business and the media.
We hope that the people whom we represent will have
access to it.

In one of my contributions to the Select Committee, I
reflected on the problems of my constituents. I considered
five different areas. One was the nuclear test veterans—
many of whom were national service men in the Army,
the Air Force and the Royal Navy—who went to the
Pacific 30 or 40 years ago and took part in the tests, which
affected their lives. Sadly, many of them are now dead,
but there are still unanswered questions relating to the
activities of some 40 years ago. Those involved have been
stonewalled decade after decade and there is widespread
frustration that the Ministry of Defence is still cloaking in
secrecy what happened and the position of those men.

Many Gulf war veterans live in the Portsmouth area.
Once again, they are frustrated by their inability to get
answers o questions. Service persormel in general are
frustrated by what they come up against, particularly
when they have recently left the service and want to query
issues relating to their activities.

Immigrants are often frustrated by the fact that they
cannot get answers when relatives are refused entry or
they -are denied citizenship. Portsmouth prides itself on
being a cosmopolitan city. and we have a large immigrant
population. The most notorious citizenship case
outstanding is that of Mr. Fayed. Under the legislation, he
would still not be able to find out who said what about
him to frustrate his application. That cannot be right.

Only this morning, I had a conversation with a
constituent who was a party to the arrest of two people
who had robbed and assaulted him. He identified them to
the police on not one but three occasions, including at an
identification parade. When the case went to court, he was
not even informed of the court date, and he subsequently
received a letter saying that the police had dropped the
case. There was no explanation from the Crown
Prosecution Service or the police. He could get no
answers and came to me in frustration. Under the current
proposals, we shall never be told why that blatant crime
went unpunished. The frustration will continue, and that
cannot be right. Even at this late hour in the consultation
on the legislation, we should consider those points
carefully.

On 14 September 1996, the right hon. Gentleman who
is now the Prime Minister said:

“The case for a freedom of information act and the incorporation
of the European Convention on Human Rights into British law is
now generally agreed outside the Conservative Party and even by
some within it. The onus must always be on public authorities to
explain why citizens should not have access to information and not
vice versa,”

In the Tribune of 29 September 1995, the right hon.
Gentleman who is now the Home Secretary wrote:

“Labour wants to see far greater openness in government. That is
why we will introduce a Freedom of Information Act to give people
clear rights of access to information collected by public authorities.
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The balance of the presumption must be reversed so that in most
cases information will be made available to the public unless there
is a good case for secrecy.”

1 hope that both right hon. Gentlemen, who now hold high
office, will remember their words and act accordingly. I
was somewhat frustrated when the Home Secretary
expressed to the Select Committee the view that we
should still close the door on information from the police.

The conflict between civil servants and the ballot box
should be won by the ballot box every time. The House
and the will of the people should not be subverted by
powerful Whitehall mandarins who might feel that their
past life style and the ease—the deft touch of the
unaccountable—with which they have governed the
nation are being interfered with. We cannot allow this
opportunity to slip away, because the nation would not
forgive us.

The main purpose of the legislation is to allow people
access to information that is pertinent to their personal
lives. The balance has to be drawn carefully between the
right to know and the privacy of the individual, but I
believe that we can find the right blend when the Bill
is drafted.

Some of the most intimidating agencies have been
wholly excluded. At present, the police, the security
services, social security and immigration are all excluded,
except for administrative records. We want that to change.
It cannot be too late for that.

Hon. Members have asked about the role of the
commissioner, which is limited to a judicial review,
concerning procedure rather than substance, so a
Department has only to act “properly or reasonably”, and
if the statutes are drafted to give wide scope for what is
proper and reasonable, the commissioner will have almost
no opportunity to intervene. The hon. Member for South
Staffordshire (Sir P. Cormack) made the same point when
he said that the use of words could provide an easy route
to stop information being made available. We should not
allow ourselves to be frustrated by words, We must
explore the situation positively.

Committee members were frustrated when we could not
further examine the position of the public utilities. The
monopoly companies appear to have lobbied successfully
to escape the provisions, except where their activities are
directly accountable to the public. Southern Water, which
serves my area, is an offshoot of a much bigger company,
and the larger implications of that multinational
company’s activities have a bearing on what happens with
water in the area that I represent.

We need the right to question the parent company about
its activities, and not only about its responsibility to
provide clean water and decent sewerage. We need to
explore the motivation that leads to investment being
confracted or expanded and the pressures that exist on
the board. Companies working in the public interest must
be open to public scrutiny. Anything short of that would
be a travesty of what most reasonable people would
expect from the legislation.

We need time to scrutinise the legislation. I hope that
the Select Committee will have that opportunity and
that the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster will give
us a timetable that will allow us to invite back previous
witnesses and question new ones. Many groups would
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welcome that, and we would relish the opportunity of
developing the draft legislation into the reality of a Bill
to be introduced in Parliament.

We must ensure that the Jegislation on data protection
and that on freedom of information interface correctly and
do not become a means of foiling one another. They
should work in tandem to develop freedom, transparency
and openness. We must insist that those points are taken
on board. Anything short of that will leave people sadly
frustrated.

We must take careful note of the points made by the
Campaign for Freedom of Information, whose submission
to the Select Committee spoke of the harm test and how
it 18 to be applied. In its report of March this year, it listed
the factors that needed to be demonsirated to give real
authority to that test. Those factors included which parts
of the requested information would cause harm; the nature
of the harm; the mechanism by which it was believed that
the harm could be caused; why it was believed that it
would be substantial; and the measures that had been
considered for excluding part of the data or seeking the
consent of a third party to make information disclosable.

All those factors need to be a fundamental part of the
legislation. The harm test—the protection test—should be
there. It should go both ways. It cannot be good enough
for a Department simply to say that information would
be harmful. The Department should need to demonstrate
publicly what the harm would be.

Liberals have campaigned for the best part of five
decades for freedom of information legislation. The White
Paper goes a long way to delivering on our expectations
of the incoming Labour Government. 1 am particularly
grateful to the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster for
his leadership and commitment in getting us this far. It
would be a great disservice to the House to suggest
anything other than that he is the right person to take
freedom of information through its next stages, and 1 wish
him well in his endeavours to do so. 1 congratulate him
on what he has done so far, but ask him to take note of
what hon, Members on both sides have said. Not one of
us here——few though we are—wants anything but good
from the White Paper, and 55 million people see it as a
stepping stone to greater freedom to live better lives and
to understand a little more about our country's
government.

8.40 pm

Dr. Alan Whitehead (Southampton, Test): I apologise
for any unintentional discourtesy to the chairman of the
Select Committee on Public Administration or to other
hon. Members arising from my absence at the start of the
debate. I received a late invitation to meet a Minister,
whom I had asked to see, and I felt it best to accept.
Unfortunately, that made me a little late.

From what I have heard, 1 realise how united is the
House's welcome for the White Paper and the
Government’s clear-sighted commitment to freedom of
information. I join the hon. Member for Portsmouth,
South (Mr. Hancock) and my hon. Friend the Member for
The Wrekin (Mr. Bradley) in commending the Chancellor
of the Duchy of Lancaster on his drive to ensure that the
proposals are wide-ranging enough to create a climate in
which open information is normal. I hope that the legacy
of the legislation to arise from the White Paper will be
that people will ask in future what all the fuss was about.
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People should find it normal to have access to information
about what Governments, public bodies and elected
representatives do, and there should be no question that it
could be otherwise.

We should not underestimate the revolution in public
affairs that that will require. It is good to hear the official
Opposition being generally supportive of proposed
tegislation. That is a revolution in itself. It has not always
been that way, although some on the Opposition Benches
have always been conspicuously courageous in their
tireless advocacy of freedom of information. Indeed, a full
33 per ceat. of those now sitting on the Conservative
Benches fall into that category. It took a careful
mathematical calculation to reach that figure.

My hon. Friend the Member for The Wrekin said that
the Opposition’s new attitude towards legislation might
create a climate in which we may receive, from someone,
an apology for what happened in Westminster. No
apology has been forthcoming from the Opposition
leadership, but that case exemplified what can happen
when there is a climate of secrecy in local government
and when councillors and officers make sure that people
do not have the information on which to make proper
Judgmenis. Things go dreadfully awry when that happens,
and we do not want those circumstances to recur in local
government.

Nor do we want to see again in national Government
the disgraceful circumstances of the arms-to-Iraq scandal.
There was clear evidence in the Scott report of
dissimulation by Ministers and civil servants, and that was
engendered by the assumption that information was the
property of those who had initial access to it, and was a
privilege to be handed out in teaspoonfuls to anyone else.

Some people dismiss freedom of information as a
problem merely for the chattering classes. However, the
problem for freedom of information—or, in our case, lack
of it—is that change must come about in public
perceptions of what politicians and public administrators
are up to. We must demonstrate our good will, our good
intentions, our probity and our willingness to engage in
proper debate about the issues on which we legislate.
Public trust has been lost because of what the public have
seen of many people engaged in public administration in
recent vears. It will take a lot of hard work to restore trust.
We cannot do it overnight, or by a single stroke of policy.
It will require consistent application over many years.
That is why freedom of information is so important.

As the hon. Member for Portsmouth, South said, an Act
such as the one that I believe that the Government will
introduce will rank as one of the Labour Government’s
seminal achievements. It will create a climate in which
the contract between the politicians and civil servants and
the public can perhaps be built anew. Partnership and
participation is essential to democratic government in any
couniry, and especially so in ours.

[ am pleased that the Select Committee’s report broadly
supports  the Government’s initative. However, a
thread—best described as fear of the implementation of
legislation—runs through the report’s examination of the
White Paper and the evidence of witnesses. There were
suggestions in the press and among those who gave
evidence to the Select Committee that Ministers might
seek to restrict the flow of information. It was suggested
that Ministers might push for tight definitions of harm, or
might argue for an extensive definition of commercial
confidentiality.
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It also appears from the White Paper that such bodies
as the police and the security services might be given a
blanket exclusion, perhaps because of fears of the effects
that freedom of information would have on them. I can
well understand that substantial parts of the operations of
the police and the security services must remain
operationally confidential. The reports coming out about
the history of the troubles in Northern Ireland tell us that
there are matters of which the public cannot be made
aware for national security reasons.

However, we need not necessarily jump from those
facts to the introduction of a class exclusion. The
tremendous difficulty in making a distinction between
policy and operations has systematically bedevilled
implementation of freedom of information in local
government. It also came to the fore in recent discussions
between the Prison Service and the previous Home
Secretary. A host of other examples exists. To put
administration within freedom of information legislation,
while other activities fall outside, could cause difficulties.
The matter should be clarified, because the public must
have confidence that the Government are conducting their
business in an open, fair and even-handed manner. When
it comes to the police, public confidence is vital at all
times.

1 shall tell the House about the fears that many people
justifiably—in some cases, less justifiably—have about
implementing the legislation by relating my experience of
attempting to introduce a freedom of information platform
when I was leader of Southampton city council. When my
party took control of the council in 1984, there was a
very tight regime in place. It was generally presumed that
information was the property of officers, and sometimes
of councillors, and items that came before the council for
discussion were coded on paper of different colours—nhon.
Members who have served on local authorities will be
familiar with the colour-coding obsession in which those
authorities have historically indulged.

In the case of Southampton, an item coded on white
paper could be talked about to anyone. If business came
before the local authority on yellow paper, it meant,
curiously, that one could not talk about it until the
afternoon of the council meeting and subsequent to that.
1f it came before the council on pink paper, one could not
talk to anyone about the matter before or after the council
meeting—although most of the business on pink paper
was systematically leaked to the press by persons
unknown. Most importantly, that regime was put in place
by officers who effectively had carte blanche in deciding
what coloured papers went before the council for
discussion. A catch-all definition allowed officers to grade
the confidentiality concerns of the local authority.

As soon as my party came to power and I became
council leader, I decided that the system should be
reversed and that papers would be regarded as
confidential only if the reasons for their confidentiality
were wriiten upon them. There were seven such reasons—
including commercial confidentiality and the personal
disclosure of details about a council employee—but no
general catch-all clause that allowed someone to declare
that a paper should be confidential. Every paper had to
bear the reason for its confidentiality. That order
completely turned around the atmosphere in the council.
I am delighted that the White Paper says that Ministers or
any other public servant who wishes to persuade the
public that a matter should be confidential must make a
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case as to why that is so. The onus must be upon them
to make that case, which is the right and proper way to
proceed.

At the time, I received advice both nationally, and
particularly locally, from several local authority officers
that 1 was a foolish council leader-—many others have told
me that since then, but, on this occasion, it related to the
confidentiality issue.

Mr. Hancock: You never heeded it.

Dr. Whitehead: 1 seem to recall that the hon.
Gentleman was particularly complimentary some years
ago about the wonderful way in which Southampton city
council was run. 1 am grateful for that historical
compliment.

It was suggested that my order would lead to a rash of
inquiries and that the council would come to a standstill.
The phrase “nutters’ charter” was used—not an
expression that I would choose—and I was accused of
stirring up trouble. People said that, within a few months,
I would regret my foolish actions and we would have to
put the genie back into the bottle. However, there were
no such complaints. The method of operation was not
unmanageable and the system worked well. 1 believe that
the public had much greater confidence in the city council
as a result of the changes. The Local Government (Access
to Information) Act 19835, in which the hon. Member for
Aldridge-Brownhills (Mr. Shepherd) had a substantial
; hand, installed the regime across local government—
altbough in a slightly different form from Southampton.

There has been considerable resentment subsequently
in local government circles about the difference between
what local government is required to disclose, and how
the House requires it to conduct its business, and the way
in which central Government operates. There are startling
differences in the ievel of disclosure required in the civil
service and in local government service. Among other
things, it is vital that freedom of information legislation
rights that wrong: the same rules must apply across all
public service. The public service generally must be
required to give an account of what it does and the public
should have access to that account in order to judge
whether the public service is doing a good job on their
behalf.

In that context, it is also important to consider carefully
the disclosure of parliamentary information. The Select
Committee’s background paper refers to
“an implied repeal of the Bill of Rights, which declares that the
freedom of speech in debates or proceedings in Parliament ought
not to be impeached or questioned in any court or place out of
Parliament.”

I do not see how what we do in Parliament fits that
description. 1 think that Parliament should take a lead in
this area. We must restore our good name through our
deliberations with the general public. In my short time as
a Member of Parliament, I have observed that hon.
Members overwhelmingly deliberate in good faith: they
examine the details and think carefully about their actions.
The Government take great pains to get their consultation
right so that everything is in order and the public are
protected properly by the legislation that we pass in the
House. The more the public know about the process in
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this place, the more they will understand that, despite
occasional press comments about us, the House is an
effective guardian of probity in public life. If that is made
apparent, public confidence in public life will be restored.

My small contribution in this area was to publish in my
annual report a full financial breakdown of my income
and expenditure as a Member of Parliament. The lucky
citizens of Southampton will receive about 20,000 copies
of that document in the near future-—whether they like it
or not. That financial information may come as a surprise
to people in the first year. However, if I publish that
information every year, it will be assumed that that is a
natural occurrence. As soon as it becomes the norm, no
one will worry about the new regime and the new climate.
If the legislation can bring about that new climate and the
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster can ensure that it
permeates the conduct of public life in this country, he
will have done our country a great service.

8.58 pm

Mr. Richard Shepherd (Aldridge-Brownhills): The
hon. Member for Southampton, Test (Dr. Whitehead)
spoke about the difficulties of this process. Twenty years
ago, the then Home Secretary, now Lord Merlyn-Rees,
used to sit in a little room behind the Speaker's Chair with
the representatives of the Liberal party to thrash out the
details of freedom of information legislation. The splendid
Lord Merlyn-Rees told us during various debates on
official secrets legislation that he often used 10 nod off in
those long dark nights as the Liberal party made a
vigorous case.

Lord Merlyn-Rees nodded off because he recognised
three features. First, there was no will among his
colleagues for freedom of information legislation.
Secondly, he could not necessarily command a majority
on it. Thirdly, the life of the then Labour Government was
coming to an end and it was unlikely that the legislative
programme would have allowed the legislation. Those
were the conditions of 20 years ago and it has been a long
haul since.

There was Clement Freud’s Official Information Bill. I
notice that two great men are within the precincts of this
building: a former chairman of the Campaign for Freedom
of Information, who is now an adviser to the Chancellor
of the Duchy of Lancaster, and the director of that
organisation, Maurice Frankel, who is sitting under the
Gallery. It is due to the efforts of extraordinary private
citizens for little or no return that a society—a great
society, I would argue—advances. It is undoubtedly the
assiduity of such people in pushing, cajoling and helping
Members of Parliament introduce a raft of important
legislation that has given citizens rights of access to
personal information and a range of other details.

We are debating the Government’s White Paper and the
observations and comments of the Select Committee on
Public Administration, on which 1 have the honour to
serve under the distinguished chairmanship of the hon.
Member for Cardiff, West (Mr. Morgan). 1 hope that I can
look forward to a positive Government response to some
of our comments. The White Paper has introductions by
the Prime Minister and the Chancellor of the Duchy of
Lancaster. They are the most positive advertisements and
arguments for freedom of information. They forced 1o me
to think of the arguments that 1 had adduced over the
years in the House. Why do I believe that freedom of




819 Freedom of Information

information is important? I do not have the eloquence of
the Prime Minister or the Chancellor of the Duchy
of Lancaster, or of the Cabinet Committees that brought
this together.

First, I had always argued that we want freedom of
information because of who we are as a people. It is our
sense of ourselves and our responsibilities, the nature of
a public society, the relationship of the citizen to the
Government. We are the elected representatives of the
people. ours is a democratically elected Government.
Freedom of information affects the relationship between
the two. It is in our language. In his “Areopagitica”,
Milton says:

“Give me the liberty 1o know, to utter, and to argue freely™.

Those are the essences of our society and who we are as
a people.

Secondly, 1 have always argued that freedom of
information is central to accountable government. Again,
we can invoke our literature, poetry, language and
constitutional development. Remember Pope’s “Essay on
Man™:

“What can we reason, but from what we know.”

It is the knowledge of what Government are doing, the
knowledge and arguments that form public policy, for
which Governments are responsible to us in this House as
elected representatives, that gives equality of argument.
Governments in Britain have never feared the expression
of public opinion. They fear the ability to argue on an
equal basis about facts.

That gives me my third reason for arguing for freedom
of information. If we have open government with free
access to the information that is available to Government,
public policy is more likely to be better. We are likely to
make better decisions and judgments. What the
Government have done is not only important and
purposeful but important in a very specific respect.

In the first edition of his “Freedom of Information”
Professor Birkinshaw notes:

“Information is inherently a feature of power. So too is its control,
use and regulation. Take away a government’s preserve on
information, and its preserve of when and what to release, then you
take away a fundamental bulwark of its power”.

What the Government are going to do is remarkable,
which is why we watch with anxiety the translation of a
White Paper into a draft Bill. I would draw attention to
certain causes of that anxiety: for example, the dark
clouds that have gathered in the past week, whereby
journalists were so much better informed than Back
Benchers, seem to show some resiling as Ministers come
to reflect on the burden of what the measure may mean.
British government has always been deemed to be
traditionally a secretive thing and 1 have tried to argue
that that is a product of war, the Defence of the Realm
Acts and “Careless talk costs lives”,

1 noticed that my hon. Friend the Member for South
Staffordshire (Sir P. Cormack), in his excellent speech
from the Dispatch Box, referred to the distinction between
types. I think that 1 must be a Whig Liberal—whatever
that means—in terms of constitutional development, so I
give a cheer to what the Government have put down in
the White Paper. That is not just my view, that of the
Campaign for Freedom of Information, or that of
Members of Parliament; it is the view expressed in an
extraordinary report from the information commissioner
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in Canada, Mr. John Grace—a man for whom many of us
have great affection and regard for his advancing of
freedom of information in Canada. In his last report, a
section reads, “Left in Britain’s dust”. He praises the
Prime Minister and the Cabinet Minister responsible and
observes of the Chancellor of the Duchy:

“What he has drafted, represents nothing other than a breathtaking

transformation in the relationship between the government and the
governed.”

He quotes the Chancellor’s words, that the legislation

“would transform this couniry from one of the most closed
democracies to one of the most open.”

That is a profound compliment, paid across the waters,
for we should never forget that Canada is also a
parliamentary democracy.

All the arguments that have been adduced in the past—
ministerial accountability, responsibility to the House of
Commons—have been used to shore up secrecy, not to
open up government, but, as I have argued, how can we
have accountable government if we, as Members of
Parliament, and informed public opinion cannot
participate in understanding the balance of the argument?
When I look back on the only period from which I can
draw examples, I see that most of the major difficulties
that previous Governments got into were a consequence
of the extraordinary holding on to secrecy—the when and
why and where to release information.

Some of the most shaming and difficult episodes for
our Government have lain in that culture of secrecy. We
had a distinguished former Foreign Secretary defend the
secrecy surrounding the change to the arms guidelines on
the grounds that, had the British public and the House of
Commons known that they had been changed, they would
have been outraged because they had been influenced by
Saddam Hussein's bombing of the Kurds. He was
defending the culture of secrecy on the highest grounds
of grand bureaucracy, in the belief that only experts can
know best. Ours is a public society: that is what the White
Paper recognises and that is what my party now
profoundly believes.

I cannot give such an open-handed compliment to the
major players in all this without also saying a few words
about the exclusions, in respect of which hon. Members
on both sides have made valid points. We are concerned
about the role of the commissioner: I do not want to see
any rowing back from the extraordinarily strong position
identified by the Lord Chancellor, the Chancellor of the
Duchy and the Cabinet Committee that issued the White
Paper, but newspaper reports give one cause for pause.
Another important issue is the nature of the damage test—
“where it is necessary”. Both the Select Committee and
the Campaign for Freedom of Information have expressed
concern about the proposal to exclude a number of bodies
and functions from the scope of the legislation. The most
serious of the proposed exclusions relate to the law
enforcement functions of the police, police authorities and
Government Departiments such as the immigration
service. Others include security services, prosecution
functions of the Crown Prosecution Service, personnel
records and legal advice.

1 am particularly concerned about the police. There is,
as far as I know, no other freedom of information Act,
in the advanced democracies and parliamentary
democracies that follow our model, that excludes the
police wholesale. I must express some disappointment
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with the Home Secretary’s evidence. The right hon.
Gentleman was rather like the Queen in “Alice in
Wonderland"—"off with their heads”. There was no
reasoned argument. Instead, we had the assertions that we
have heard under previous Governments—for example,
that it is quite improper, that somehow by aggregation, by
putting together little pieces of information, the entire law
enforcement edifice of the United Kingdom would
crumble.

I do not think that anyone could take the argument at
that level very seriously. It was so totalitarian and
absolutist. No one has suggested that the operations of our
police forces should be under the scrutiny of freedom of
information legislation. However, every other society has
enabled certain questions to be asked.

The Home Secretary instigated-—it was by his fiat, no
one else’s—the Lawrence inquiry, an inquiry into the
murder of a fellow citizen. None of that information was
available. As the evidence has come out in front of the
Lawrence inquiry, we understand why some of the police
want to be so secretive. It is the most appalling outlaying
of information. It must be deeply damaging to many
people’s perception of the most important service for the
protection and well-being of us all as a civic society. It is
extremely important, so of course they say, “Keep it
closed.” In fact, it is only by opening it up that we can
see where faults lie, that we can insist on improvements,
that we can encourage and we can get it right.

I represent, as does the hon. Member for The Wrekin
(Mr. Bradley), a constituency in the west midlands.
The serious crime squad there had to be disbanded. The
Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis has told us that
a high proportion of police officers are inadequate,
dishonest and not suitable. These are drips of information
which do not enable us to give a balanced view of what
matters. That is a real argument for including certain
aspects of the police in the legislation.

1 shall push that point to the Chancellor of the Duchy
of Lancaster, as has the Select Committee on Public
Administration and other hon. Members who have spoken
in the debate. I know that these battles are not easy and 1
know that, instinctively, the Home Office is anxious about
anything that could undermine the police and the integrity
of law enforcement. I am suggesting that, on the
periphery, inclusion can reinforce and elevate the esteem
in which the police are held by their fellow citizens.

The difficulty about exclusion is that no information
about a body or its function would be available, even if
disclosure would cause no harm. As I have said, no
overseas freedom of information law adopts such an
approach. Information should be available unless
disclosure is shown to be potentially harmful. That is the
test set out in the White Paper. I hope very much that, in
managing the Committee with the continuing help of the
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, the Lord
Chancellor will ensure that the Bill features in the
Queen’s Speech for the next legislative programme; that
is all-important. I am disappointed to note that it will not
be published until the summer recess, although the
Committee on which I serve can meet in September to
review it. 1 am concerned, as 1 said, when the
Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis talks of his
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minority of officers who are corrupt, dishonest and
unethical. However grave the misconduct, it should not
be excluded.

There was an important development in the years
before the White Paper—the code of practice introduced
by my right hon. Friend the Member for Huntingdon
{Mr. Major). That seems so small a step now only because
we are offered such a great prize, but it is still the
governing principle of freedom of information. We should
not forget that the code is more liberal than the White
Paper in one important respect: access to information on
immigration matters. That that should be a matter of
difficulty in the White Paper disappoints me, but 1
commend my right hon. Friend the former Prime Minister
on his action. Each time we take a step, it is forward, and
the White Paper is also a step forward.

9.15 pm

Fiona Mactaggart (Slough): I want to reflect on why
the right of freedom of information is so important and to
focus not only on the big issues, as many hon. Members
have done, but on some of the smaller issues. Freedom of
information legislation is crucial, first, because the
Government make mistakes. Unless we know what action
they have taken, what they think and what information
they have, we are unable to correct them. For many
people, and in much decision making, that is one of the
crucial reasons why we need a legislative guarantee of
freedom of information.

Secrets can have devastating effects on people’s lives.
It was, after all, only when a Minister went to court and
admitted that he had lied that people who risked going to
gaol because of arms exports were freed from that risk. It
is essential that we have a robust mechanism that ensures
that information about the truth is available.

That is why I share the disappointment that many hon.
Members have expressed about some of the exclusions in
the White Paper. The hon. Member for Aldridge-
Brownhills (Mr. Shepherd), whose record on freedom of
information is second to none, referred to the information
about policing that has come out as a result of the
Lawrence inguiry. I cannot believe that the basic
inadequacy of police officers” knowledge of the law and
appropriate procedures has expressed itself only in that
single case. Yet we know about that case only because of
the inquiry. There should be a general presumption of the
right o know about policing, and it should be subject to
a harm test only on the grounds of prevention of crime,
public order and so on.

As many hon. Members know, 1 am particularly
concerned about immigration issues. I praise the
Government for showing greater openness than any of
their predecessors on one important point: for the first
time, the instructions to immigration officers and entry
clearance officers overseas on how to interpret the
immigration tules have been made publicly available.
They are available in the House of Commons Library and
will one day, I hope, be available on the Home Office
website.

Many of us who have been worried about the rights of
people subject to immigration control have campaigned
for that step for many years. It is a huge step forward on
openness. I am really depressed that a Government who
have the courage to do that—unlike their predecessors,
who consistently refused to do so—do not have the
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courage to say that the operation of the immigration
service should be subject to freedom of information
measures, provided that it does not harm the proper
administration of immigration control.

The effects on people’s lives of what is done by the
immigration service are devastating. It determines
whether they can live with their families or whether they
can ever see their grannies again. Such matters are the
day-to-day concern of my constituents, and are not
sufficiently subject to public scrutiny because of the
inadequacies of parts of the appeal system.

The other crucial issue is that, unless we have freedom
of information, the relationship between the Government
and the governed is one of feudalism—those who hold
the information are the masters and the people are the
servants. That is upside down. We are in government to
serve the people of Britain. We cannot do that adequately
unless they know, and can use that knowledge to hold us
to account.

In an information age, when information is power,
when people are used to greater openness and trust in
their dealings with others, the lack of that information,
openness and trust between Government and the people
is a key factor in creating disaffection and alienation from
the political process. That can be overcome by stripping
away secrecy and being open.

I believe that many hon. Members share my horror at
the behaviour of some young oiks who have been selling
information, and have been ticked off by our newspapers
for doing so. That reminds us all how valuable this
information’ is, and reminds us that sometimes it is
available only to people who can pay for it. There is a
very simple way of changing that: give it to the many, not
the few. The Government can give it away or, at least,
allow such information to be made available without
excessive charge. When the Bill is introduced, we must
ensure that, as far as possible, information is given away,
so that it can be the people’s information. 1 urge the
Minister to ensure that.

Dr. Julian Lewis (New Forest, East): 1 point out, for
the record, that the type of information that The Observer
managed to get, as it were, ahead of time, is not really
that with which the Bill is concerned. The hon. Lady plays
it down rather, but did not The Observer find that people
from new Labour who were in the know. in the right
pressure groups and lobbies, could get information of
commiercial value out to clients, perhaps 24 or 48 hours
before it would have been released anyway?

Fiona Mactaggart: I believe that the hon. Gentleman
suffers from an excess of credulity. My reading of the
piece in The Observer is that the charge was that these
people claimed that they could provide such information.
I did not see that any of them had actually done so. I
called them oiks earlier; it is not very wise for anyone to
trust oiks’ claims.

In the historical debate, since I have been a Member of
the House, I have pooh-poohed those cynics who said that
the strategy that the Government chose to use—to start
with a White Paper, to have a debate and then to introduce
legislation——would lead to the failure of the possibility of
legislation because, once we had tasted power, we would
fall into the nasty habits that every other Government had
shown, and would want t0 keep our secrets to ourselves
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and under our jumpers. | have always said that that is not
true. I hope that I shall be proved right by what happens
next. ~

I believe that the evidence shows that I am right. The
Government’s record of giving away power and opening
up the process of government shows that they have done
that more dynamically than have any other Government
this century. They have given power to the Welsh
assembly and the Scottish Parliament. They have given
the people rights through a “Bill of Rights”—the Human
Rights Bill-—and, let us make no mistake about it, that is
how the incorporation of the European convention on
human rights will work. That is one of the tools for
fundamentally changing the constitutional relationship
between the Government and the people. I believe that we
will do that, but it is easy to be frightened, and there is
ample evidence that the civil service is frit. Successive
reports from ombudsmen show Departments scuttling
around trying to find reasons why they do not need to
provide information under the code—in the words of one
of the ombudsmen, “haggling about issuing information”.
My message is that Departments should not be scared and
Ministers should not listen to them.

We have a chance to end the popular vision of
government in this country as a bunch of Sir Humphreys
pushing Ministers around intellectually. The Sir
Humphreys must be put back into the cupboard and the
secrets taken out of the cupboard. If we do that, we have
a great opportunity to change Britain’s democracy
radically. We should ignore the fearful, be bold and
implement the words that the hon. Member for South

Staffordshire (Sir P. Cormack) quoted, predicting that

they might prove to be our downfall. Those words were
not only in the introduction to the White Paper, but in
Labour’s manifesto.

We know what the truth is. Unnecessary secrecy in
government leads to arrogance in government and
ineffective policy decisions. We have a chance to show
definitively that this Government will end the arrogance
of government and improve the quality of policy. We will
do that by introducing an effective freedom of information
Bill. The White Paper is a step on the road. Let us take
the next leap.

9.26 pm

Mr. Norman Baker (Lewes): It is wonderful to be in
the Chamber to speak on the subject of freedom of
information and the Government’s radical proposals. One
of the reasons why I entered politics was my commitment
to the freedom of information. It is a building block on
which so much else rests, and if it is not right, so much
else suffers.

1 agree with the hon. Member for Aldridge-Brownhills
(Mr. Shepherd) in his analysis. Bad government follows
from secrecy; better government follows from freedom
of information. For that reason alone, every Member of
Parliament should embrace proposals to open up
government. Moreover, it is people’s right to know what
is going on. When Government get it wrong, people at
large gain the information and pull Government back on
track. For those two reasons, freedom of information is
essential.

I pay tribute to the hon. Member for Cardiff, West
(Mr. Morgan) and his Committee for keeping their eye on
the ball and not being deflected; to hon. Members such
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as the hon. Member for Aldridge-Brownhills who have
campaigned so hard on the issue; and especially to the
"Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, who has been
unswerving in his commitment since my election in May
last year and, no doubt, before that as well. It is
disgraceful that attempts are continually made through the
national media to disparage the Minister, probably by
people who are after his job, and I hope that, under the
freedom of information proposals, we will find out who
is responsible.

Mr. Hancock: We should be so lucky.

Mr. Baker: I hope so.

The White Paper was very good indeed. I have only
two main comments. The first relates to the total
exclusion from the proposals of the security services and
the police. Why is not the test of substantial harm applied
to the security services, as it is in the rest of the paper? 1
accept that that means that a great amount of material
relating to the security services would not be released, but
if the substantial harm test were applied, some
information would come out.

Why are we not even allowed to know, for example,
how the money allocated to the security services is split
among MIS, MI6 and GCHQ? Why do we not know how
many telephone lines are tapped, as opposed to warrants
issued? There is much information that could be given out
without in any way endangering national security. That
will not be taken forward by the proposals in the White
Paper.

Secondly, I am disappointed that the 30-year rule is not
to be reduced to 20 years. I note for the record that, last
Friday, the Government Whip blocked my Bill to achieve
that. I would be grateful if the Chancellor would explain
whether the objection is on principle, or is on the basis of
the cost or the practicality of reducing the limit.

1 do not wish to strike a note of discord, but there seem
to be two sorts of Labour Member, at least in the Cabinet
and possibly outside. That is one way of looking at it,
anyway. Let me simplify what I am saying: some
members of the Cabinet are good guys, and some are not.
At present, a battle seems to be in progress for the soul
of where the Government are going in regard to freedom
of information. Members of the Cabinet have woken up
to the fact that the issue may embarrass them, that it will
produce difficulties for them and that it will mean matters
they would prefer to remain secret becoming public. As
hon. Members have said, a rearguard action is in progress
in an attempt to stop the Bill—not overtly, because that
would be too unpopular; to delay it for a Session, and
then another Session. Then it will be a question of “It is
too near the election, Minister. You cannot do it now.”

We have had that sort of thing before. In 1979 the
Conservatives came to power having promised such an
Act, no doubt in good will; that was put off and put off,
and never materialised. I do not underestimate the forces
of darkness, if I may call them that, which will conspire
to stop such legislation.

Sir Patrick Cormack: The Prince of Darkness.

Mr. Baker: Perhaps.
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I ask for a clear commitment from the Chancellor of the
Duchy of Lancaster that the Queen’s Speech will include
legislation, and that legislation will not be delayed for a
further 12 months—and possibly 12 months after that,
when everyone else has lost interest.

I have spoken of the dichotomy between members of
the Cabinet who wish to pursue matters openly and those
who wish to keep them secret. Let me now say something
about the other report, which has not been dealt with at
much length. I refer to parliamentary questions—a subject
that the Chancellor might be disappointed if 1 did not
mention tonight. Contrary to what was said earlier, tabling
written questions costs nothing; it merely means that civil
service time is redirected towards answering questions
from Back Benchers rather than matters raised by
Ministers.

1t is clear from answers given that not everyone in the
Government shares the commitment of the Chancellor of
the Duchy of Lancaster to freedom of information. The
report from the Public Administration Committee
recognises that written questions are crucial: that is the
wording that it uses, and 1 am grateful for that
endorsement. The Chancellor himself has said:

“Ministers should be as open as possible with Parliament, refusing
to provide information only when disclosure would not be in the
public interest”.—[Official Reporr. 16 Dec 1997; Vol. 303, ¢. 78]

I asked the Minister Without Portfolio, in a parliamentary
question, whether he would list

“persons within his office who have complained to the media about
the reporting of the Government’s activities."—{Official Report,
10 November 1997; Vol. 300, ¢. 452.]

The answer was
“No.”

I asked him whether he would

“estimate the percentage of his working time spent on . . .
Ministerial duties”,

and was told:

“1 devote whatever time 1 judge necessary for the fulfilment of
my ministerial and other duties.”-—{Official Report, 28 July 1997;
Vol. 299, ¢.25]

That is not a blocked answer—I refer to a point made in
the report-—but an answer that, although not blocked, tells
us nothing.

I asked the Prime Minister to

“list the meetings and events since 2 May at which the Minister
Without Portfolio has represented the Government.”

The answer was

“Since 2 May my hon. Friend has had a wide range of meetings
with ministerial colleagues and others.”—{[Official Report, 29 July
1997; Vol. 299, ¢c. 114.]

I knew that before I asked the question, but I was not told
much more than I knew before 1 asked it. Such answers
are designed to give no information. They are designed to
cock a snock at Members of Parliament who want a
freedom of information Act.

Only recently, I asked the Prime Minister—I think this
was very germane——whether he would list

labour party events which have taken place since [4 May . .. at...
10 Downing Street . .. 11 Downing Street . . . Carlton House Terrace
and . . . Chequers.”
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We know that such events are taking place, because they
are in the papers. The Prime Minister said:
“Any private receptions have been held in accordance with the

Ministerial Code."—{Official Report, 25 June 1998; Vol. 314,
c. 597}

In other words, he will not tell the House something that
we ought to know.

There are good guys and bad guys. My money is on
the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, who is doing a
splendid job. T hope that every hon. Member will support
him in his attempt to bring about a freedom of
information Act.

9.34 pm

Miss Melanie Johnson (Welwyn Hatfield): I thank the
hon. Member for Lewes (Mr. Baker) for curtailing his
remarks so that I can contribute, although 1 wonder how
many written questions he could have tabled in the time
that he was on his feet. Perhaps we should have detained
him a little longer.

1 was a little bemused by some contributions from
Opposition Members. Do they see the vessel as largely
full, half empty, or more than half empty? There is no
doubt in my mind that a massive step forward is being
made with the White Paper and the draft Bill, which I
hope will be published later this year—that is the thrust
of the report of the Select Committee, of which I am a
member.

We are on the brink of a revolution in information. That
is being brought about not only by the White Paper and
legisiation, but by the advent of greater access to
information via the internet and all the implications that
that has for our society, for neighbouring societies and for
the whole globe. That revolution will have a great impact
on how much progress we make with the legislation and
how we make that progress—although it is interesting that
few hon. Members felt the need to refer to that.

The hon. Member for South Staffordshire
{Sir P. Cormack) commented on the code of practice and
complained that we have not given it sufficient credit it
the debate, but much larger steps forward will be taken
through the White Paper. The Select Committee report
refers to crucial differences between the code and the
White Paper. For example, the scope of the code is much
more limited in general; documents can be withheld under
the code, whereas people will not be able to do that under
the proposals in the White Paper; the test under the code
has been one of harm, but we propose a test of substantial
harm in many cases; and there is no means of enforcement
under the code—the ombudsman only has powers of
persuasion to bring to bear. All that makes a marked
difference, which is one reason why the code, which was
introduced four years ago, has not been given the place
that it could have occupied in opening things.

As hon. Members on both sides of the House have said,
there is no doubt that freedom of information will change
things for the vast majority of people: we have to
introduce it for the many, and it will be a meaningful step
forward for the general public. It is easy to forget that,
although some hon. Members may be exercised by the
burning issue of how many receptions have been held at
No. 10 Downing street, for many members of the public
freedom of information will mean that they can get from
the Intervention Board, the Inland Revenue, the Milton
Keynes development corporation, the Commission for the
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New Towns, the Child Support Agency, the Benefits
Agency or the Marine Safety Agency answers to the
various questions and problems that they have had as
individuals.

Such matters—information on the fees paid to lawyers,
for example——sometimes go beyond the individual, but
are often confined to an individual's difficulties with
gaining access or recourse to something to which, under
the current system, he cannot gain access. Although hon.
Members worry about access to informatio