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File Note - D/Sec(AS)64/3

ovmupswan cs: - SETIER

1. Files checked

D/Sec(AS)/64/3 Part N for 28 Jul 98-27 Aug 98 (part only) (14 encl)
Part O for 28 Aug 98-21 Dec 98 (80 encl)
Part P for 21 Dec 98-14 Apr 99 (75 encl)
Part Q for 14 Apr 98-28 Jul 99 (part only) (72 encl)

D/Sec(AS)/64/2 Part H for 28 Jul 98- Feb 99 (part only) (153 encl)
Part I for10 Feb 99- 28 July 99 (part only) (114 encl)

PQs and PEs received during the period concerned also searched.

2. Total time taken to search, copy, sanitise, copy and produce a summary = 8 hours
40 minutes.

3. Costs incurred:;

first four hours - nil
next 8 hours 40 minutes @ £15 per hour= £120+10 = £130

4. Estimate given to Ombudsman that it would take no more than 10 hours and costs
would be no more than £75 (ie half rate) as a gesture of goodwill.

5. EIRRkcharged £65 and paid in full,

AD/Sec(AS)2
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List of Enclosures

Parliamentary Ombudsman Complaint - E1-2

First draft to OMD - E3

Revised drafts with comments - E5-E5/1

Re-submitted draft - E6

Copy of PUS response to eIl -7

Thanks from PUS - E8

Request for PUS comments from Ombudsman - E9

OMD comments - E10

Qur comments to OMD - El1l

OMD amendments to our comments - E12

OMD's submission to PUS - Ei3

PUS to Ombudsman - E14

Ombudsman to MP - E15

Letter ﬁo_enclosing cheque and our response - E16
Letter fro seeking clarification and our response - E17-19
Letter to Press office regarding case - E20

Letter to EEiaiaal cnclosing two reports - E21

E-mail from OMD 14 - E22

Letter from EEcietRaall cquesting further information and our response -
E23

File note: telephone conversation with -E24

Letter from CAA to EESRON- F25 e

Loose Minute to AS/DD1 & SEC(AS) 1 concerning letter from CAA -
E26-27

Response from AS/DD1 - E28

Our Response to SISl - £29

Copy of Parliamentary Ombudsman report - E30

E-mail correspondence with OMD - E31/32

Observer article - E33

Loose Minutes to Press office - E34/35
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4, Respactfully and strenucusly advocate legistaton that would allow for

the estabiishment of independent Commigsions with extensive powers of
search and interview. These comemissions would be made up of
professional people from all walks of Tife (Barfisters, Police Officers,
Scientists, Doctors) wha though initially signatary to The Official Secrets
Act could forcelully recommend thet issues be bought out into the Public
Domain If & was clear that their extended closure was not in the Public
{nterest.

The author of this article can be contacted at_

Tof? 04/22/08 11:02:40
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. been incapable of giving a stationary oné.

Applying Occam’s Razor, the simplest explanaion Is that this was clearly
5 case of an unidontified craft with design and performance
characieristics well in axcess of the then state of the art technology.
Indeed, it would be difficult even now, for an aircraft to emulate the radar
returns taken at West Freugh on that day in 1957. Let us be honest
about this, any powered craft that hovers from 50,000 to 70,000 feat,
changes direction and speed has to be under intalligent control.
Otherwise, the ohject would fall down to Earth with a rescunding thud. |
understand the laws of gravity are very stringent on this point.

] must stipulate that this article is not one of speculation but of fact based
on histotically authenticated documentatios. The source material is held
in Files AIR 20/9320, AIR 20/9321 and AR 20/9444 obtained from
Public Record Office, Kew (Telephone 01818763444). Putting it into ite
proper perspeciive, the incident at West Freugh i just as much part of
out national heritage as The Spannish Armada, The Magna Garta or
The Suffragetie Movement and it is for this reason tivat we must start
taking the whole UFQ issue exiromely seriously.

ls West Freugh the only evidence [ have to offer, certainly not. Consider
for example The RAF Topeiiffe Incident.-

Flt Lt J Kiiburn and five of his associates observed a Gloster Meteor
descending at 500 fast at RAF Topcliffe in Thirsk, Yorkshire during
Operation Mainbrace, The ime was 7.10pm and the date was 19
September 1852, a UFO was seen approvimately 5 miles asterm at
approx. 15000 feet and desgribed as cireutar and silver in cotour, t was
maoving at aslow speedon a similar course to the Meteor and then
began a descent swinging in a pendular motion not too dissimnilar to that
of a falling sycamore leaf. The descending Meteor had turned towerds
Dishforth and the UFQ, whitst still descending, appeared to follow suit.
The pendulous moicn then ceased and the object initiated a rotary
motion about an axis perpendicular to s horizontal plane before
dissappeafing in a westerly direction and tusning on & south easterly
pearing. The observers stated that its movements wara not idontifiable
with anything that they frad seen in the air and acceleration was in
excess of that of a shooling star. The duration of the incidentwas 15 to
20 seconds. {Source. File AIR 16/1188, Flit Lt J Kitburn's Mento o
Coastal Command Det., RAF. Available from Public Record Office.
Kew)

In conciusion, § hope that 1 have persuaded pariicipants within this
gxercise in democracy to

4. Raspectfully ask that whenever our armned forces encoutier an
unidentified craft that displays design and performance characterislics
clearly in excess of cufing edge technology, that the information be fed
10 the public by means of a telovised press conference, The Pross
Conference should give full detalls of radar returns, size, shape, speed,
fiight characteristics etc of the unidentified craft.

2, Respectiuily and forcefully express the desire that the Armed Forces
when encountering such craft as outlined in 1. above should also share
the full and uncensored details with relevant sgianiific badies in the UK
such as The Royal Astronomical Society and The Royal Society of
Chemistry.

3. Respectfully and forcefully request that certain science orientated

matters that are clearly in the public interest, especially those felated to

Public Health and awareness (though perhaps embarrassing to certain

politicians) should not be the subject of any form of extended closure

and tat all such documentation currently held under extended closure Ab Socw  Dees
should be released forthwith. These to include diseases (ag BSE}, it 1A
chemical and radicactivity-related iinesses (eg Gulf War Syndrome) , ve '
human guinea pig type experiments (eg releasing agents on Waterloo WE ez b
Bricige) and miscellaneous (o include alt militaryfintelligence reports on wio's

6of 7 04/22/98 11:02:40
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were the draft notes prepared for Mr George Ward, The Secretary of
State for Air. A Parliamentary Question was tabled by Mr Stan Awbarry,
a Labour MP for one of the Bristol constituencies on Wednesday, 17
Aprit, 1957 (Hansard, col 206). The question read.-

To ask the Secretary of State for Alr, what recent investigaions have
been made into unidentified flying objects; what photographs have been
taken; and what reports have been made on the subjsct.

Ewtracis from the Ministerial notes propared for George Ward read.-

3. The Ministry of Supply Bombing Trals Unit at West Freugh,
Wigtownshiive reported a radar sighting made on 4th Aprit of an object
which was tracked 38 minutes, continually increasing in speed whilst
losing height. Enquiries so far made reveal that that no service or
commercial aircraft was in the vicinity at the time. It is possible that the
object was a private aircraft, and enquiries on this point are still being
made, The object could not have been a bailloon since it was moving
against the wind.

4. A referance to this report was contained in the "Evening News™ and
"Evening Standard” on 6th Apri (cutting attached). If 5. of 8. ig asked
questions on this point, it Is suggested that the reply should be on the
following lines:-

"That report is still being invesfigated, and the cause has noi yet.been
established. It may well have been a private aircraft."

You will notice from thess draft notes that the Minister was not informed
of.-

The size of the object
The appraciable height
The fact that it was hovering

Also, no mention was made of objects ; was there a cover-up ?
Certainly if you consider the withoiding of information from a
Goverament Minister and the biatant misrepresentation of facts to the
press as a cover-up then clearly, thig is indead the case,

I have given several talks on the Waesgt Freugh cage, and fime after time,
people have said to me that surely there must be a more mundane
down to earth explanation for this Incident. As a scientist, | would tend 1o
agree with Occam’s Razor that afl things being equal, the simple
explanations are most likely to be the best answers. It is casy to explain
UFOs with everyday objects such as clouds, conventional gircraft,
weather balloons and such like, 50, iet us consider the afiernatives.-

Helicopters.- | agrea that helicopters can hover and reach speads in
excess of 290 mph; however, in 1857, helicopters were an emerging
technoloegy and | am certainly riot aware of any, even foday, that could
reach a height of 70,000 feet.

Clouds/weather balloons.- No, these do not move against prevailing
winds.

Powered Airship.- | think 200mph is a lite excessive as is 70,000 #,

Meteorites/bollards.- These do not fly in formation or change direction
and are very susceptible to the laws Of gravity

Flock of birds - | do not know of any birds that can fly at 70,000 #

Harrier Jump Jet- There may well have been harriers prototypes abouyt
in 1857; howaver, | don't think the senice ceiling of the harrier exceeds
40,000 ft and it certainly would not give a radar return the size of a ship
{note-- in an interview with Sir Ralph Noyes, Jenny Randles was told that
the VWest Freugh retums were more akin {0 battleships n.

U2 Spyplane - Although this gave a large radar return, it would have
0422158 11:02:40
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sent up from Aldergrove airfield iy Northern Ireland, This rather
. mundane explanation seems to have been accaptad, the reporter had

kis story and the case was {o all intents and purposes closed. The
Evening Standard was not the only newspaper 1o have reported 8 UFO
that Saturday for The Daily Skeich quite sensationally had ebtained a
photograph of a UFO from a 25-year-old cabinet maker called Reginald
Queree. He had taken the picture at his home at First Tower, Jersey and
the tabloid's "photegraphic experis™ were absolutely convinced as to s
authenticlty. You can imagine the embarrassment felt by the tabloid
aditor when told that the Jersey photagraph was not authentic and on
Monday, 8th April 1957, The Daily 8ketch published & small paragraph
stating that the "flying saucer” was in fact a fake and had been
constructed of cardboard and silver paper suspended from a clothes
line. Mr Queree confimmad that he took the photograph some months
prior to going public and was waiting unfil scmeone else reported
*something strange in the sky”, hé also wanted to demonstrate how easy
it was to "fake" a photograph of a flying saucer. it would seem thet the
Deily Sketoh rissed out on another major exclusive, namaly, the
apparent clairvoyant skitls of the First Tower Snapper. He woukl have
had to have given the newspapes the photegraph and story by about a
10.00 pm deadline on Friday the 3fd Aprl - The Evening Stanciard did
nat publish untl Saturday 6th April | It is apparent from historically
authenticated Public Record documents that The Deputy Directorate of
Intelligence (Technical) took a rather unusual interest in this paricular
faked story although | would not like 10 specutats upon the reasons for
this. Suffice to say, it will be interesting to soe the fuil intolligence dossier
on the Daily Sketch article and the background of "Mr Queree® if, ard
when Britain's intelligence Files are released from this particular era (|
am still around, | will be visiing the Public Recora Office for these
answers in 2057 1),

Returning now to the West Freugh incident, it would be interesting to see
what the Deputy Direclorate of Intelfigence thought ¢ this. in & report
dated the 30th April 1957 (Ref. DDI {Tech)/G 200/3/, the following
observations were made.-

It is deduced from these repoits that allogether five objects were
detected by the three radars. At least one of these rose to an alfitude of
70,000 feot while remaining appreciably stationary in azimuth and range.
All of these objects appeared 1o be capable of speeds of about 240
mph. Nothing can be said of physical construcion except that they were
very effective reflectors of radar signals, and that they smust have been
sither of considerabla size or else constructed to be especially good
reflectors.

‘Thers were not known to be any aircraft in the vicinity nor were there any
metoorological balloons. Even if balloons had been in the area these
would not account for the sudden change of direction and the
movement at high speed agairst the prevailing wind.

Another point which has been considerad is that the type of radar used
is capable of locking onto heavily ¢harged clouds. Clowds of this nature
could extend up to the heights in question and cause abnormally large
echoeas of the ragdar screens. it is not thoughi however that this incident
wan due te such phenomena (auther'’s note.- clouds, like balloons would
also be unlikely to move against prevailing winds at high speed).

It is conciuded that the incldent was due to the presence of five objects
of unidentified type and origin. it is considerad unlikely that they were
conventional aircraft, meteorologicat balloons or charged clouds.

It is interesting to note that ohservation 2 states that there were no
meteorological balloons In the vicinity at the time in question which
contradicts the version of events given to The Evening Standard by an
Air Ministry spokesman. Was this a blatant cover-up of the facts ?
Certainly the Deputy Directorate of Inzelligence were unhappy that the
radar incident fell into the hands of the press and this Is alluded to in a
secret memo (Ref DDI {Tech)/S280/). However, even more damning

4of7 04/22/02 11:02:3%
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Without further ado, | will now relate the detalls surrounding the Incident
at West Freugh.-

Incident at West Freugh

Cast your mind back if you wiil to Thursday, 4th April 1957. Tom Finney
of Preston North End FC had fust been voted Foothaller of the Year and
the recently elected MacMiltan Government had come to the hitter
conclusion that the sun was setting on the British Empire, Consequently,
it was announced on the day that there was going to be a radical change
irt the defence policy of the UK, more reliance was going to be placed
on & nuclear deterrent and large cut backs would be made in
conventional forces: especially those serving overseas. The world was
also begoming a dangerous place to five as Britain was one morth from
axploding its first H-Bomb over the Pacific and the USSR was about to
annaunce that it had developed long range missilos capable of
delivering nuclear warheads.

With alt the confusion over the defence cuts, it was small wonder that
litthe attenfion was being focused on incredible events that were
happening near Stranraer in South West Scotiand. On the moming of
the 4th, radar operators at the Ministry of Supply, Bomb Trials tnit, West
Freugh picked up an unusual response from an almost stationary
object. The first return was picked up an the s¢rean of o radar at
Balscalloch, Although its range remained appreciably constant for about
ten minutes, its height appeared to alter from about 50,000 to 70,000
foet. A second radar was switched on ang verified this return asg the
unidentified flying object was detected at the same range and height.
The radar sets used were capable of following the objects automatically
and the information was oblained in the form of polar coordinates.
These cauld then be converted to give plan position indication and wegre
printed out onto a plotiing board via sn electronio pen, the heights were
read off a2 meter. The unidentified object was tracked an the plotling
table andg after ten minutes, it moved in a north-easterly direction with a
gradual increase in speed {70mph groundspeed at 54,000 feet). Further
confirmation of the unidentified object came from a radar station twenty
miles away from Balscalloch which was equipped with similar
height/position moriitoring equipment. After the radar return had fraveled
about twenty miles, it did a sharp tum ang proceeded in a
scuth-easterly direction whilst increasing its speed. The Balscalioch
radar fracked an object at 50,000 feet moving at a speed of 240 mph
while the other station tracked four objects at 14,000 feet and 4,000
yards line astem from each other. The Balscalloch radar also picked up
Ihese refurns. it was noted by the rader operators that the sizes ol the
echoes were considerably Jarger than would be expected from normal
air¢raft. in fact they considered ihat the size was nearer a ship's echo.

In the previous December, a memo merksd S8ECRET had been issued
by RAF HQ No 11 Graup (Ref. 11G/3.1 803/7/Air Int. Paragraph 3 of this
memo stated.-

"It will be appreciated that the public attach mare credence to reports by
Royal Air Foree personnel than to thoss by mermbers of the public. It is
essential that the information should be examined at Air Ministry and that
its release should be controlled officially. All reporis are, therefore, to be
classified "CONFIDENTIAL” and personne! arg to be warned that they
are not to communicate to anyone cther than official parsons any
information about phencmsna they have observed, unless officially
authorised to do sg”

Despite these standing orders, it appears that the Evening Standard
must have golten a handie on the story as a reference wag made to
West Freugh in the Saturday edition (Gth April). it would seem that the
newspaper's Air Reporter was told by an Air Minlstry spokesman that the
radar retums were attributable to a weather balloon which had been

04/22/98 11:02:39
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-Nationalised Industries, Quangos and the UK Atomie Energy Autherity
‘The National Heatth Sarvice

-The Public Service Broadcasters

‘Local Authorities

‘Adminisirative functions of Courts, tribunals, Palice and Police
Authorities

‘the Armed Forces

Good as these preposals are, it is a shame that Intelligence Senvices are
exempt from the Act since itis clear from the West Freugh article how
the Deputy Directorate of intelligence played a significant role in dealing
with unidentified aerial phenomena In the 18508, We also know as fact
that there is/ or was a specialist military division which cast an expert eye
over UFC Reports, as part of its normal duties concerned with the air
defence of the UK. This specialist division, known as Air Intelligence,

~ Technical Branch 5b, came into existence around about 1962 according

to a Memo in PRO File AIR 2/16918.

\Whilst | appreciate a lot of intelligence related work Is vita! for our
National Security and agree in principle with the need for secrecy here, |
feel extending this kind of secrecy to UAP-related incidents is
unnecessary-it cerainly undermines my confidence in Geverament, |
also believe a large number of academic and industrial institutions would
welcome some form of acknowledgment by the Government on the
esistence of unidentified craft with superfluous design and performance.
This would create remendous research opporiunities and whilst there is
no evidence of extraterrestrial involvement, certainly the inferences to b
drawn would, I feel, help bring the nations of Earth closer together,

| think we could improve on the Act by making some spacific elavees
dedicated to UAP .-

1.8ince the Actia going to cover the armed forces, | would suggest that
whenaver our armed forces encounter an unidentified craft that displays
design and performance characteristics clearly in excess of culting edge
technology, that the information be fed to the public by means ofa
televised press conference. The Press Conference should give full
details of radar returns, size, shape, spead, flight characteristics etc of
the unidentified crait. | note that 8 PQ was raised to this effect-Hansard
(18.12.98, col 628, written answers). | think the answer given to this
question was iliusirative of the breathtaking arrogance of our former
Government

2. | would forcefully express the desire that the Armed Forces when
encountering such craft as outfined in 1, above should also share the full
and uncensared details with relevant scientific bodies in the UK such as
The Royal Astronomical Society and The Royal Soclety of Chemistry.

3. 1 also strongly belleve that certain science orientated matters that are
clearly in the public interest, especially those related to Public Health
and awargness (though perhaps embarrassing to certain politiciang)
should not be the subject of any form of extended closure and that all
such docurnentation currently held under extended closure shouid be
released forthwith. Thesa io include dizeasay {eg BSE), chemical and
radioaciivity-related linesses (eg Gulf War Syndrome} , human guinea
pig type experiments (eg releasing agents on Waterloa Bridge) and
miscellaneous (to include all militaryAntelligence reports on UAP).

4. | would also strenuously advocate legislation that would allow for the
establishment of Independent Commissions with extensive powers of
search and interview. These commissians would be made up of
professional people from all walks of life (Bariisters, Police Qffleers,
Sclentists, Doctors) who though initially signatory to The Official Secrets
Act could forcefully recommend that issues be bought out into the Public
Domain if it was clear that their extended closure was not in the Public
Interest,

04/22/98 11:02:39
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FOl and Unidentified Aerial Pienormena

20 Jan 1887
Sabmissien {Next submission (byAlate) | Previous Submission

{by date)] Index of slibmissions
FOI AND UNIDEYTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA

Allow me to introduce iyself. My game is and my
it wag confepfed upon ma DyfayT S in
| acma Member of |4nd a writer for
| spend & ioL6f my spare time researching the MoD's
story with respect to Unidenfified Aerial Phenomena (UAP), the bulk of

Tha Public Record Office.

ltis clear from my resegiches that advarged asrial craft with design and
performance parametgrs far outsiripping bur own state of the art
engineering have on fccasion penetrated ol airspace. My enquiries
have also clearly defmonstrated that successive governments In the UK
1 have failed to sharg this information with the pedpla. - -

I do not rmake this claim lightly, further into this discussion you will see an
article on the West Freugh inckdent of 1837 which | have included for
illustrative purposes. | regret using such an old example)owever, you
will appreciage, the MoD does not make a habit of hroadcasting these
wmcidents and obtaining information of subsequent sightings by trained
cbservers (eg pilois) is both time consuming and expensive.

A cursory glance at Hansard Parlizmentary abstracts will clearly
demongirate that incidents like West Freugh aré still occurring (eg
24.7.80, cal 424, written answers; 17.10.96, cols 1092-1094, written
answgrs) and that the MoD still will not publicly acknowledge these
incursions. .

| applaud the comments in the FOI White Paper (Cm 3818) stating that -

. Unrecessary secrecy in government leads to arrogance in
governange and defective decision- making. The percaption of
excessive secrecy has become a ¢orrosive influence In the decline of
public confidance in goverpment. Moreover, the climate of public opinion
has changed: people expect much greater openness and
accountabifity from government than they used fo.

2. The purpose of the [FOf] Act will be to encourage more open and
accountable government by estabiishing a general statutory right of
access to official records and information,

3. The Act wili have a far broader scope than ..., .other cpenness
measures in government. it will cover.-

my information comes fromyhistorgally authenticated documents held in

P.32-88



From SRR 36
Directorate of Air Staff (Lower Airspace) o
Operations & Policy 1 '
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Metropole Building, Northumberland Avenus, London,

WC2N 5BP
Telephone (Direct dial) 0207218 2140
(Switchboard) 0207
(GTN)
Your Reference
Qur Reference
D/DAS/6473/1 «

ate
3 September 2001

Thank you for your letter of 26 July addressed to Secretary of State for Defence, regarding
'unidentified flying objects'. This office is the focal point within the Ministry of Defence for
correspondence relating to ‘UFOs ’ and [ have been asked to reply.

We are aware that a press conference took place in the USA, in May, in which many people
claimed to have experienced various phenomena. However, as you may recall from previous
correspondence, the Ministry of Defence only examines reports of ‘UFQ’ sightings to establish
whether there is any evidence that the United Kingdom's airspace might have been compromised
by hostile or unauthorised air activity. Unless there is evidence of a potential threat to the United
Kingdom from an external military source we do not conduct further investigations or attempt to
identify what might have been seen. To date no UFO sighting reported to us has revealed any
threat and we therefore have no plans to change our current policy or practices with regard to
these reports.

You also mention your ideas for the release of brief summaries of the reports recetved by the
MOD. With the start of the introduction of the Freedom of Information Act next year, this
department, in common with other Government departments, will be examining what material we
hold and what information may be released to the public. Thank you for your suggestion, we will,
of course, bare this in mind.

Finally, the MOD does not have any expertise or role in respect of UFO/flying saucer' matters, or
the question of the existence or otherwise of extraterrestrial lifeforms. We remain totally open-
minded, but to date the MOD knows of no evidence which substantiates the existence of these
alleged phenomena.

Yours sincerely,




TREAT OFFICIAL CORRESPONDENCE

To_ DAS 4 RefNo Sq%q 12001
Date Gc;ﬁui W
The Secretary of State / __ has received the

attached letter from a member of the publlc This office has not
acknowledged it.

Please send a reply on behalf of the Minister. All Ministers attach
importance to such letters being answered promptly; your reply should
therefore be sent within 20 working days of receipt in this branch. If,
exceptionally, this should prove impossible an interim reply should be
sent within the same timescale.

A new Open Government Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information came into force in January 1997. All replies to
members of the public must be in accordance with the procedures set ot
in the Code. A full explanation of the Code of Practice is contained in
DCIl(Gen) 223/99. further information is available from DG Info on

extension

Under the Citizens' Charter, Departments are now required to keep
records of their performance. All branches and Agencies are required to
keep information on the number of requests for information which
refer to the Code of Practice including details of the correspondent and
the nature and date of the reply. In addition, the Department is required
to provide a record of the total number of letters from members of the
public and provide statistics (which may be used on a valid sample) of
its performance in providing replies within their published targets.

As part of our monitoring procedure, random spot checks on
the accuracy of your branch records on correspondence will be
performed throughout the year.

MINISTERIAL CORRESPONDENCE UNIT



26 July 2001

Geoffrey Hoon

SoS for Defence
House of Commons
Westminster
LONDON

SWI1A 0AA

Do [ lhsour

I understand there has been a press conference given in the USA by individuals who had dealings
with unidentified aerial phenomena whilst working for the US Government. Given at the National
Press Club in Washington DC on the g May last, 1 understand there was some incredible
testimony by some highly credible witnesses.

Could you comment on whether the MoD has reviewed the testimony presented in the press
conference and whether based on the testimony, it will make what I personally view as long-
overdue changes to its policy on unidentified aerial phenomena ?

As you may be aware, it is widely perceived in both the USA and the UK that the subject is
played down by the respective governments. A perception that is not entirely without justification
based on historical documentation publicly disclosed by various freedom of information laws.

Even if the MoD cannot change its policy on aerial phenomena, you could help to dispel some
of the negative public perceptions by releasing brief summarised details of aerial phenomena
reported to the MoD by military and commercial pilots and radar operators on an officially
sanctioned government website. A good model to base the summaries on would be the date,
location and description model adopted by the Civil Aviation Authority Mandatory Occurrence
Abstracts. Open Government initiatives like this may even encourage an about-turn in the
declining number of people voting in elections.

To summarise, I would be grateful for your comments on the US press conference mentioned
above and its implications for UK policy on unidentified aerial phenomena. Furthermore, I would
be grateful if you would consider taking steps to release brief summaries of aerial phenomena
reported to the ili ial pi operators.

Yours Sincerel



(ot oliver

Loose Minute

D/Sec(AS)/64/3 '4 g
5 June 2000 - 25

D News(RAF)

Copy to:
OMD — AD(E&MG) ~without attachments

‘DAILY MATL’ REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ABOUT UFOs

Reference: D/Sec(AS) D/Sec(AS)64/3/1 dated 2 June 2000

1. You said that the Daily Mail had now asked for copies of the material supplied to
Mr N. Lattach a statement (it should be released in entirety and not be altered in any
way) and copies of the alleged sighting reports for you to send on to them.

2. Following the Observer article, the News Brief to use when responding to any
question has been updated. Please let me know if there is any other media interest in
this issue.

3. Please ensure that the Duty Press Officer knows that it is not for MOD to
release or confirm the identity of the individual who took the case to the
Ombudsman.

eci AS i2 I



MOD STATEMENT PLUS TWO ATTACHMENTS

You asked for information as supplied to ‘Mr N’ about ‘UFQOs’. We have assumed o
your request to be identical to that reported as Case No: A.7/00 of the PCA 4™ Report,
Session 1999-2000 published on 24 May 2000:

“He [Mr N] asked for abstracts from all UFO reports witnessed by
- commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between 0100 Hrs 28

e July 1998.-and 0100 krs on 28 July 1999. He asked for details of the types: of -

craft which had been observed (their shape, size, speed and unusual fight
patterns) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFOs.”

There is no requirement for anyone reporting an alleged sighting to MOD to provide
details of any category of information including occupation. Where reports are made
they are often very sketchy and vague. However, all the reports received over the 12
months in question by the MOD focal point (Secretariat (Air Staff)2) were reviewed. .

Two sightings were received during the period specified with sufficient information o

substantiate the occupation of the witness as one of those requested. Although only
abstracts were sought, it was felt that it would be more helpful to provide photocopies
of the actual reports as they were received. Personal details were deleted in order to .
protect the confidentiality of the witnesses concerned.

MOD has only a very limited interest in alleged sightings of ‘unidentified flying
objects’ which is to establish from sighting reports whether what was seen might have
some defence significance. We look to see whether there is any evidence that the
integrity of the UK Air Defence region has been breached by any hostile or
unauthorised foreign military activity. With this requirement in mind, the conclusions
reached in respect of each report were as follows:

Report No. 1 was received on 20 November 1998 and concerned a sighting on
19 November 1998 by a commercial pilot, reported to be of an object
travelling fast and showing a very bright strobe light. MOD concluded that
there was no unusual activity to substantiate an incident of any defence
concern.

Report No. 2 was received on 15 February 1999 (page 2 is incorrectly dated)
and concerned an apparent radar contact that day by an air traffic controller in
Scotland. MOD found that there was no Air Defence activity (routine or
Quick Reaction Alert) or exercises involving RAF Air Defence units during
the period. Radar investigations were made but recorded radar data displays
did not support the contact reported. In the circumstances MOD found
nothing to substantiate an incident of any defence concern.

No other reported sightings were found during the search to match the three
categories specified in the request.

Because of the time needed to examine a number of files and check the details of
hundreds of enclosures, Mr N was asked to pay for the cost of the search. The same
information can be prov1dod now at no cost because MOD has already recouped the
cost of collating and preparing it for release.
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NEWS BRIEF

DTG: 5 JUNE 2000

SUBJECT: ‘DAIL MAIL’ REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ON ‘UFQs’

SOURCE: Branch: Seo(as?: RN - RN
PRESS OFFICER SIS 1 News RAF

BACKGROUND

PCA 4™ Report, Session 1999-2000 published 24 May 2000, Case No: A.7/00 -
Refusal to Release Information About Incidents Involving Unidentified Flying
Objects.

KEY MESSAGE

MOD has only a very limited interest ir: alleped sightings of ‘unidentified flying
objects’ which is to establish from reports provided whether what was seen might
have some defence significance.

KEY POINTS

* The Ombudsman commended MOD’s handling of Mr N’s correspondence saying
that they had done so in full accordance with the Code of Practice on the Release of
Information.

* The Ombudsman supported MOD’s judgement that the request for sighting reports
(from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel) from 28 July 98-28 July
99 could reasonably have been withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (voluminous
or vexatious requests). The Ombudsman very much welcomed MOD’s decision
nonetheless to make this information available.

* The search for reports meeting the criteria required scrutiny of proformae, letters
etc, held on six manual files (over 500 enclosures). Only two reports were found to
meet the criteria; one from a commercial pilot and one from an air traffic controller.

* MOD’s conclusion m respect of each report was that there was nothing to
substantiate an incident of defence concem.

* MOD wrote to Mr N last month to say that alleged sighting reports he understood to
have been sent to MOD by the CAA had not been received; the CAA has been
reminded of the correct address for their despatch.



. ‘

SUBSIDIARY POINTS

* Mr N requested:

(a) that MOD agree with his interpretation of information held at the Public
Record Office for 1950s-1960s in respect of alleged ‘UFO’ incidents and
MOD policy at that time.

(b) that MOD confirm whether it was policy now to play down the
significance of ‘UFOs’.

(c) that MOD provide abstracts from all ‘UFQ’ reports from commercial
pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between 01.00 hrs 28 Jul 98 and
01.00 hrs 28 Jul 99 giving details of estimated sizes, shapes, speeds and
unusual flight patterns of the craft, and the conclusions reached by MOD in
each case.

* As a gesture of goodwill MOD agreed to (c), estimating a charge of £150 but, as a
further gesture of goodwill, agreed to abate the cost to a maximum of £75.

* Mr N was provided with the information in a letter of 23 March 2000.

* The Ombudsman supported MOD’s decision not to provide an opinion now on
policy statements made 40-50 years ago about MOD’s interest then in “‘UFQOs’,
particularly as all the available information relating to the statements is in the public
domain.

* The Ombudsman rejected Mr N’s complaint that MOD had not provided an
adequate response to his request for a statement on MOD’s present policy on ‘UFOs’.
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64h

Loose Minute

D/Sec(AS)/64/3 & §

2 June 2000 Ky ﬁI—
D News(RAF)

Copy to:
OMD - ADE&MG)

‘OBSERVER’ REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ABOUT UFQs

Reference: D/Sec(AS)/ D/Sec(ASY64/3/1 dated 23 March 2000

1. Tunderstand the ‘Observer” has asked whether information provided to “Mr N”
might be made available to them on payment of the same fee.

2. The ‘Observer” has picked up the story from the Parliamentarv Ombudsman’s
Report published on 24 May (PCA 4 Report, Session 1999-2000 case No: A.7/00).
Background details and a News Brief were provided to D News (RAF) at Reference.

3. DOMD are the MOD focal point for dealings with the Ombudsman. They advise
that the information can be released at no cost, and the MOD spokesperson should
stress that the only reason the Department is not levymg a charge is because we have
already recouped the cost of collating and preparing it for release.

4. A written statement with attachments is provided for you to pass on to the
‘Observer’. Itis important that it is released in entirety. It should not be altered in
any way. You must also ensure that the identity of the individual who took the
case to the Ombudsman is not revealed under any circumstances. With this in
mind, I attach an amended version of the News Brief provided at Reference.

Sec(AS)2




NEWS BRIEF

DTG: 2 JUNE 2000

SUBJECT: ‘OBSERVER’ REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ON ‘UFQs’

SOURCE: Branch: Sec(AS)2: -Tel-
s orricen TR rev: rar

BACKGROUND

PCA 4 Report, Session 1999-2000 published 24 May 2000, Case No: A.7/00 -
Refusal to Release Information About Incidents Involving Unidentified Flying
Objects.

KEY MESSAGE

MOD has only a very limited interest in alleged sightings of ‘unidentified flying
objects” which is to establish from reports provided whether what was seen might
have some defence significance.

KEY POINTS

* The Ombudsman commended MOD’s handling of Mr N's correspondence saying
that they had done so in full accordance with the Code of Practice on the Release of
Information.

* The Ombudsman supported MOD’s decision not to provide an opinion now on
policy statements made 40-50 years ago about MOD’s interest then in ‘UFOs”,
particularly as all the available information relating to the statements is in the public
domain.

* The Ombudsman rejected Mr N’s complaint that MOD had not provided an
adequate response to his request for a statement on MOD’s present policy on ‘UFOs’.

* The Ombudsman supported MOD’s judgement that the request for sighting reports
(from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel) from 28 July 98-28 July
99 could reasonably have been withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (voluminous
or vexatious requests). The Ombudsman very much welcomed MOD's decision
nonetheless to make this information available.

* The search for reports mecting the criteria required scrutiny of proformae, letters
etc, held on six manual files (over 500 enclosures). Only two reports were found to
meet the criteria; one from a commercial pilot and one from an air traffic controller.

* MOD’s conclusion in respect of each report was that there was nothing to
substantiate an incident of defence concern.



SUBSIDIARY POINTS

* Mr N requested:
(a) that MOD agree with his interpretation of information held at the Public

Record Office for 1950s-1960s in respect of alleged “UFO’ incidents and
MOD policy at that time.

(b) that MOD confirm whether it was policy now to play down the
significance of ‘UFOs’.

(c) that MOD provide abstracts from all ‘UFO’ reports from commercial
pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between 01.00 hrs 28 Jul 98 and
01.00 hrs 28 Jul 99 giving details of estimated sizes, shapes, speeds and
unusual flight patterns of the craft, and the conclusions reached by MOD in
each case.

* As a gesture of goodwill MOD agreed to (c), estimating a charge of £150 but, as a
further gesture of goodwill, agreed to abate the cost to a maximum of £75.

* Mr N was provided with the information in a letter of 23 March 2000,



MOD STATEMENT PLUS TWO ATTACHMENTS

You asked for information as supplied to ‘Mr N’ about ‘UFQs’. We have assumed
your request to be identical to that reported as Case No: A.7/00 of the PCA 4™ Report,
Session 1999-2000 published on 24 May 2000:

“He [Mr N] asked for abstracts from all UFO reports witnessed by
commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between 0100 Hrs 28 .
- July 1998 and 0100 hrs on 28 July 1999. He asked for details of the types of
~ craft which had been observed (their shape, size, speed and unusual flight
patterns) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFQOs.”

There is no requirement for anyone reporting an alleged sighting to MOD to provide
details of any category of information including occupation. Where reports are made
they are often very sketchy and vague. However, all the reports received over the 12
. months in question by the MOD focal point (Secretariat (Air Staff)2) were reviewed.

~Two sightings were received during the period specified with sufficient informationto

substantiate the occupation of the witness as one of those requested. Although only
abstracts were sought, it was felt that it would be more helpful to provide photocopies
of the actual reports as they were received. Personal details were deleted in order to
protect the confidentiality of the witnesses concerned.

MOD has only a very limited interest in alleged sightings of ‘unidentified flying
objects’ which is to establish from sighting reports whether what was seen might have
some defence significance. We look to see whether there is any evidence that the
integrity of the UK Air Defence region has been breached by any hostile or
unauthorised foreign military activity. With this requirement in mind, the conclusions
reached in respect of each report were as follows:

Report No. 1 was received on 20 November 1998 and concerned a sighting on
19 November 1998 by a commercial pilot, reported to be of an object
travelling fast and showing a very bright strobe light. MOD concluded that
there was no unusual activity to substantiate an incident of any defence
concern.

Report No. 2 was received on 15 February 1999 (page 2 is incorrectly dated)
and concerned an apparent radar contact that day by an air traffic controller in
Scotland. MOD found that there was no Air Defence activity (routine or
Quick Reaction Alert) or exercises involving RAF Air Defence units during
the period. Radar investigations were made but recorded radar data displays
did not support the contact reported. In the circumstances MOD found
nothing to substantiate an incident of any defence concemn.

No other reported sightings were found during the search to match the three
categories specified in the request.

Because of the time needed to examine a number of files and check the details of
hundreds of enclosures, Mr N was asked to pay for the cost of the search. The same
information can be provided now at no cost because MOD has already recouped the
cost of collating and preparing it for release.



MOD STATEMENT PLUS TWO ATTACHMENTS

You asked for information as supplied tout ‘UFOs’. We have assumed
your request to be identical to that reported as Case No: A.7/00 of the PCA 4™ Report,
Session 1999-2000 published on 24 May 2000:

“Hed for abstracts _from all UFO reports witnessed by
commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personne! between 0100 Hrs 28
July 1998 and 0100 hrs on 28 July 1999. He asked for details of the types of
craft which had been observed (their shape, size, speed and unusual flight
patterns) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFQs.”

There is no requirement for anyone reporting an alleged sighting to MOD to provide
details of any category of information including occupation. Where reports are made
they are often very sketchy and vague. However, all the reports received over the 12
months in question by the MOD focal point (Secretariat (Air Staff)2) were reviewed.
Two sightings were received during the period specified with sufficient information to
substantiate the occupation of the witness as one of those requested. Although only
abstracts were sought, it was felt that it would be more helpful to provide photocopies
of the actual reports as they were received. Personal details were deleted in order to
protect the confidentiality of the witnesses concerned.

MOD has only a very limited interest in alleged sightings of ‘unidentified flying
objects’ which is to establish from sighting reports whether what was seen might have
some defence significance. We look to see whether there is any evidence that the
integrity of the UK Air Defence region has been breached by any hostile or
unauthorised foreign military activity. With this requirement in mind, the conclusions
reached in respect of each report were as follows:

Report No. 1 was received on 20 November 1998 and concerned a sighting on
19 November 1998 by a commercial pilot, reported to be of an object
travelling fast and showing a very bright strobe light. MOD concluded that
there was no unusual activity to substantiate an incident of any defence
concern.

Report No. 2 was received on 15 February 1999 (page 2 is incorrectly dated)
and concemed an apparent radar contact that day by an air traffic controller in
Scotland. MOD found that there was no Air Defence activity (routine or
Quick Reaction Alert) or exercises involving RAF Air Defence units during
the period. Radar investigations were made but recorded radar data displays
did not support the contact reported. In the circumstances MOD found
nothing to substantiate an incident of any defence concem.

No other reported sightings were found during the search to match the three
categories specified in the request.

Because of the time needed to examine a number of files and check the details of

hundreds of enclosuresmasked to pay for the cost of the search. The same
information can be provided now at no cost because MOD has already recouped the
cost of collating and preparing it for release.
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Scientist’s pressure for information
‘opens up hidden government files - -
on strange sightingsin thesky  °

Public Aftairs Eger

. . (N25 Bebruary 1939 an air

traffic controller in Scotland
noticed something strange on
his radar screen. A bright
biip on his sereefl suggested
there Was 2 very jarge object

-« pravellitigat-3.000mph over

the Scottish coastline head-
tng south-west (o Belfast,

The size of the Ylip sug
gesied the object was 10 miles
long ahd two miles wide. ™0
minutes later the object éis-
appeared frorn the I
screen.

Three months sarlier. Mol
Qocuments record that a com-
mercial pilet fiving over the
Midlands peported an
unusrug! object travelling at
‘very high speed’ witha very
bright strobe light flashing
onoeevery 20 seconds.

Although the two iacidents
were unrelated, both were
reported to a little-known
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dar chemist from Wales,

o

depattmemint'mw.nlsﬂ?d
Defence, known as

ariat (Air St 2a, Thizisthe
secretive gecton in Whitehall
which collates reports of.
ahidentified flying objects

Wh.itehallhastradihmlh'

treated reports of UFO sight-
inge as highly classiied and
only released informatiod to
the public after 30 years. Bu

the parliamentary Ombuds- "

man insisted that the MoD
hand this information  to
Colin Ridvard, a researcd

Dr Pidvard had beent se=h
ing informatijon relating 10
UFO sightings by pliots or
radar operators between Juiv
1995 and July 1999, Initially
the MoD refused on' ‘the =
ground it would be {00 &5pen- -
give. But after the interven-
tion of the ombudsian,
Michae) Buckley. the MoD
agreed torelease theinforma-
Hon as a one-off exercise for

©15. The Nikpistry handed two
Teports to Fidyard. vet official
jnformation from the Civil
Avigtion Authority suggests
there had been additional
sightings. During the same
period the CAA said it
reported two more UFO sight-

wiich the Mirilstry disclosed.

According to offictal CAA
reports, in the same month
that 2 radsr picked up an
enormons object fying across
Scotland, a pilot Qying over
the North Sea became star-

ings.to the MoD. Aeithas of
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1¢ MoD, neither oL .
» Ministry disclosed.

\ing to official CAA
o the @ame month
wlar picked up an
;obtect fVing axoss
. apilot flying over
n Sea hecame star:

m,mmmumm rele

tled when his aireralt becamt
{ljuminated by an ‘incandes
cent’ light. Three other air-
craftin the area reparted 589
ing a ball of Light moving at
high speed. Alr traffic con-
trollers reported there were

no strapge aircrsft io the

area. but five minates later sn
0 at 2 weather station,
picked up a fastmoving
object on his radar. ,
The other incident which
to the MoD
pecurred in June 1999 when
the pilot of a B7S57 flying over
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i Section 49

the North Sea reparted an
anidentified miitary-looiking
aircraft passing close by in
the opposite direction. Noth-
ing was seen on the plane’s
radar or by air trafflc cob-
trollers. The MoD told the
Axthormty that there were 110
military sircralt known to be
i that area at the time,

Although an MoD spekes-
woman would not dlscues
individual s _she said
all {hese events had pexfectly
normal sxplanations. "Some-
times radars bave spurious
readings cansed by qilitary
aircraft in the vichnity. and
radarjamming facilittes and
bright lights on the underside
of aircraft can be caused by
events on the ground.

In a letter to one of Rid-
vard's local MPs, Defence
Minister John Spellar said:
“My department has no inter-
est or role with respect to
UFO/flving sancer mattors of.
to the questian of the exis-
tence or otherwise of extrater
restrial life forms - about
which we remain open-

ded.
However. declassified pov-

L3
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vealed

ernment documents in the.
Public Records Office from
June 1965 reveal that ‘it was
official MoD policy to play
down the subjest of unidenti-
fed flying obiects and to
avoid artaching undue public
attention or pulilicitytothe .
sabject... ag 2 resalt we Have- °
fiever had any political pres-
eure to mount 2 large-scale
investigation’. Other docu-
ments Trom that time state
“The press are never to be
given information about
anusual radar sightings...
and [unusual visval] sight
ing= are in 0o cirewmstances
to be disclosed to thepress.’
. put Ridyard said: This is
niot about little green men.
put about {reedom of infor-
mation. 1t ts clear there are
many strange incidents that
happen in the British skies
ehat gre kept secret, There
be issues of air

< )l phenomend,
but by kKeeplng this inforza-
Hion secret these incidents
cannot be scrutinised by the
public or the scientiflc come-

ounity.
One of the most infamous
ineidents relating to a UFQ
ting in Britain only came
to light through US freedo
of information legislation
This reveaied that in Decem
ber 1390 three security patre
meninvestigating a potentia
air crash mear the US AL
Force base tn Suffolk saw :
strange glowing gala
object hovering in the fores
near the base which bad
. *puising red Xght on top o
Biue lights underneath’.

An official report by Lie
tenant-Colopel Charles Halt
the deputy base commande
fneluded 2 description of
events und stated that th
pext day three depressiod
were found in the fore:
where the chject was disce
ered which showed radiatio
readings. Later that nigt .
three star-like objects We
goen in the sky movic
‘raptdly in sharp anguk
movements'.
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SEC(AS)2
o: OMD/AD(E+MG)
Cc: DOMD; SEC(AS)2A1
Subject: Ombudsman Case 3
Importance: High 2

Thank you for the extract from the Parliamentary Ombudsman's Report about Mr N S eiiles 40

As you are aware, the Guardian has asked one of the DCC staff whether they can be provided with 'the same
information as Mr N if they pay £75'.

What do we say?

Can we release the information to a third party, and do we need to safeguard the identity of Mr N? What grounds are
there for refusing the request? The Guardian can ask exactly the same questions because the Ombudsman's Report
details them in full and is published on the Internet. Do we make the Guardian and any others who ask the same
questions pay and, if so, how much (we charged Mr N £60)? What is the Government's policy on this? is it just the
first person to ask who pays (because the search is done for them)? Do all those who follow after get the information
for irnat-:;thingI bgcause the search has already been done {and we do not incur any extra costs because all we do is

draft a reply)?

Grateful for your advice please.

1 June 2000




SEC(AS)2

rom: OMD/AD{E+MG)
Sent: 01 June 2000 18:30
To: SEC(AS)2
Cc: DOMD; SEC(AS)2A1
Subject: RE: Ombudsman Case 3 /
Importance: High

Without having seen the actual information we passed to Mr N, | have the following comments:

- it remains MCD information, fo do with as we please. Mr N's payment  was to reimburse us the cost of
providing him with information; he does not own the information or have any say in what we do with it.

- equally, giving the information to Mr N is the same as had we givenit  to a journalist, newspaper, whoever.
It puts it into the public domain, with all that entails.

- the only reason we originaily withheld the information was the disproportionate cost of collating and
preparing the information for  release. That no longer applies as | assume the same information could be
released in the same format at very little cost.

We should not refuse to supply this information simply because we have already supplied it to someone else, that
would imply that it was no longer our information.

it seems to me that our only option is ta supply the information to whoever asks for it. Further, we should do so AT
NO COST {but stress that the only reason we are not charging is because we have already recouped the cost).
Acces to Govt info is enabled by the Code which only allows us to charge to cover our costs, not to make a proit.
Sadly! .

Hope this helps.

--—--Criginal Message--—-

From: SEC{AS)2

Sent: 01 June 2000 18:03
To: OMD/AD(E+MG)
Cc: DOMD; SEC(AS)2A1
Subject: Ombudsman Case

Importance: High

Thank you for the extract from the Parliamentary Ombudsman's Report about Mr N _

As you are aware, the Guardian has asked one of the DCC staff whether they can be provided with ‘the same
information as Mr N if they pay £75'.

What do we say?

Can we release the information to a third party, and do we need to safeguard the identity of Mr N7 What grounds
are there for refusing the request? The Guardian can ask exactly the same questions because the
Ombudsman's Report details them in full and is published on the Internet. Do we make the Guardian and any
others who ask the same questions pay and, if so, how much (we charged Mr N £60)? What is the Government's
policy on this? Is it just the first person to ask who pays (because the search is done for them)? Do all those
who follow after get the information for nothing because the search has already been done {and we do not incur
any extra costs because all we do is draft a reply)?

Grateful for your advice please.

AD/Sec{AS)2
1 June 2000
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Please find attached extract from the Ombudsman’s Repert.
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Case No: A.7/00

Refusal to release information about incidents involving
unidentified flying objects

wam’d that the Ministyy of Defence (MOD) refused to provide him with o

satisfaclory response fo three reguests for information relating to wnidentified flying
objects (UFOs). He asked MQLY: (1) whether Ihey agreed with three statemenis regarding
UFOs contained in records dating back to the 19305 and 1960s; (ii} whether it was their
present policy to play down the subject of UFOs; and (iii) to provide specific information
regarding UFO sightings made between 28 July 1998 and 28 July 1999. The Permanent
Secretary of MOD said that it was not within their remit to provide an offivial comment on
alleged incidents and policy from the 1950s and 1960s crd noted that the files contairing
the siatements were in the Public Record Office and open to auyone to drenv thair own
conctusions. He said that their present policy on UFOs had been mt’aim
several ocoasions and went an to vutling the limited interest MOD had in UFQ issues. As
regards the specific information relaring to UFO sightings, the Permanent Secretary was
satizhod that theiv initial decision nol 1o releasa the information under Exemption 9 was
Justified. However, he decided on this occasion, as a one-off exercise, to provide the
information requested b a charge of no more than £75, The Ombudsman
considered MOD's response 1o the first request as being reasonable and was satisfied that
they had provided an adequate response to request. He found that MOD

could reasonably have withheld the specific 17 on gbout tings under
H40

Exemption ¢ but welcomed their decision to provide it lo
S.%mismmmmmﬂmpmdememm&mmm

have available te himn under the Code of Practice on Access 10 Governiment
Information (the Code),
Backgronmnd

s.zmﬂﬁmwmsmmmmmmmm
19 ving flying objects’ (UFOs), MOD replied on 24 June. In thelr
letter they explained their policy towards the storage and destruction of files on this subject.
They said that all surviving contemporary paperwork had been forwarded to the Public

Record Office and, as such, was a matter of public record. In reply (in an undated lctier),
@lﬁm 10 confirm ihe following statements as 4 mager of public record:-

‘1. An incident occurred on 4 April 1957 and was witeassed by radar
operalors at the Ministry of Sapply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The
resulting Techrical Intelligence investigation concluded that the incidert
was due 1o the presence Gf five unconventioral [aerial] objects of
unidentified type and origin (Ref DDITech) C. 2903/, report dated 30 April
1957 PRO File AIR 20/9321).

‘2. It was gfficial MOD policy to play down the sigiificance of unidentified
flying objects (AIR 2/17527).

3, Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance
paramelers far in excess of cuiting edge technology have an occasion been
wiinessed by HM Armed Forces in UX Airspace (PRO Files AIR 20/9320,
AIR 28/9321, AIR 20/9994 and AR 16/1189)."

hitp://www.parlisment ombudemsn org uk/pea/document/he494/494-47. btm 0106100
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3.3 MOD wrete back on 6 July, fo say that they could add nothing 10 thelr letter of 24 June.

jer written separately to MOD on 25 June 1998, asking for information about
visual and radar observations of aerial phenomena by Roval Air Force pilots and ground
erew. He asked for details of the types of crafi which had been cbserved (their shape, gizz
and performance), their location and the dates of the incidents. He cited the Code and
requested that MOD quote exemptions if they weore minded to refuse the information; ke
alen asked MOD to conduct an internal review. On 10 July 19 MOD
ghont the three statements (paragtaph 3.2 above) and asked request that
{hey confirm the statements as a matter of public record.

5.4 On 30 July 1998, MOD wrotc outcome of their review of both his
requests. T respect of details of “aerial pl , they told him that the information
comld be justifisbly withheld undet Exemption 9 of the Code (see paragraph 5.12 beiow)
becanse providing it would requive an unreasonable diversion of resources, As to the three
statements they told him that, 1o the best of their koowisdge, the files hieid ar the Fublic
Record Offlos contained the full details of any alleged mcidents and decisions made at the
time in respect of them; all contemporary paperwork was therefore available for public
scrutiny. They also fold him about his avenue of appeal to the Pardiamantary Omibudsman

5.5 On 28 July 1999 MOD with a more narrowly focussed request for
information. He or from all UFQ reports witmessed by commercial pilots,
military pilots and radar personnel between 0100 Hrs 28 July 1998 and 0100 His on 28 July
1999. He asked for details of the types of craft which had been observed (their shape, size,
speed and unusual flight patteras) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFOs. He also
askod if MOD now agreed, in 1999, with the thros stateracnts given previously (paragraph
3.2 above) and expanded on the second of those statements by asking whether it was now,
in 1999, afficial MOD policy to play dow the subject of UPOs.

5.6 MOD replied on 14 October 1999
to the information requested
position remained unchanpged. present MOD
issues, they replied that this had been explained
satisfied with that reply and sought the Ombudsman’s im

ir letter they said that the position with regard
ined to i in July 1998 and that this
in respert of UFO related

Deparimental response to the Ombudsman

5.7 In offering hiz comuments on the complaint, the Parmanent Secretary of MOD said that
e was satisfied that MODY's previous responses on the three specific: statements had beea
covrect. He said that it was not within MOD's remit to provide an official

comment on alleged incidents and policy from the 19303 and 19605, and noted that the files
were in the Public Record Office and were open to anyone to draw their own conclusions,

58 Wi&mﬂMmmwmumoﬁMMonmggmmm

that MOD had only a very fimitod defenco intorest in UFO issues, which was simply to
establigh from sighting reports whether ornattherehadbeenanthchaﬂhnlﬂ{ Air

Defence Region. He went on to say that inyestigations into sightings were only carried out if
theze were corroborative evidence that snch a breach bad ocourred,

5.9A5@ummm&mﬂxrmaﬂonmmmﬂm
between 28 July 1998 and 28 July 1999, thePermmntSewetmymdﬂmhewasmaﬁad

that the decision rot to release this information under the terms of the Code was justified
and referred to Exemption 9. He said that, in order to meed "ﬁ they would nesd
1o scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, some 800 pieces of correspondence. In addition, in

owwmpmtmimm:tymnﬁdmom,pﬂmmlhtformﬁmm&ngmmemuespouhm
would have to be blankad out prior to publication. It was estimated that it wonld take about
14 working hours ta handls (he request. However, althongh in his view the Code had been

correctly app lmmmmmmdmmmmm@ﬂem

within the Deparument to make the information available 1 on 35 a one-

Wtip://www. parliament. ombudsman, org. uk/pea/document/icd 94/494-a7 . Itm 01/06/00



oif exercise, and noted that there would be significant resource problems in repeating it.

5.10 Given the extent of the work involvad, the Permanent Secretary also took the view that
it would be reasonable to levy a charge for the information requested. The Department's
policy under the Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess of
four hours to produce nom-essential information. This would equate to a proposed charpe of
£150 but as a gestose of goodwill, he said charged a maxiroure of £75
on this occasion

@1 JUN *6@ 17:88 FROM DGMO.DMCS, DOMD LONDON TO P.84

- PCA - First Repord Session 1998-99 Page 3 of 4

Permanen Secretary also commented on hig Department's general handling of n 40
ﬁmmmwmm which amoanted to over 33

ers since July 1996, had besn handled
idcmifiable shottconaing was the failure to answer

28 July 1999 within 20
working days. He accepted that a holding teply M
more might have been done to explain to him why his request was unreasonable,

The Cade of Practice

Code and that the only

5.12 Exemption 9 of the Code, which was cited by MOD, reads as follows:

‘Requests for information which are vexatious or manifesdy unreasonable or
are formulated in too general a manner, or which (because of the amount of
information to be processed or the need to refrieve information jrom Jiles
not in cwrrent use} would require unreasonable diversion of resources.’

Assessment

5.13 In assessing this complaint there are two aspects I have to consider; tlu:
issue of whether or aot m.f‘ommuonshouﬁberdmsedandthe EENGCEs
enmplamt.lmﬁmtothereleaseofud‘ormnu ~ que
confirm as a matter of public ilE
records. In asking thig question mmentviewﬁ'om MOD in
respect of both factual matters and their mthe195(]sand19605regnrdl UFOs.
MOD'sviewisthalauthemﬂablemfomaﬁonmgmdingthmstammisinlhePnblic
Record Ofce and that it is thersfors open to amyone ta draw their own conclusions,

Paragraph 3(v) of the Code commits Departments to release, in response to specific

requests, information relating to their policies, actions and decisions and other matters

related o their arcas of responsibility’. However, the Guidance on Interpretation of the Code
states that Departments arc not obliged 'to give an opinion on a particular matter unless

there would be a reasonable expects 1tsimu1ddosolnthenonnalmurseof

business', MOD have p Elwithtfetails of their present policy on UFOs but I do
nmbclmtlwycanmsonably eXpecicd nﬂwmvmvideanupinionpulicyor

statemnents made 40 to 50 years ago, particnlarly when all the available informastion
1o those statements is already in the public domsin, I do not therefore consider that
request can be dealt with under the texns of the Code and I do not see the Permanent
Secretary's response as unreasonable,

5.14 T am also satishied that MOD have provided an adequate response to
a statement of their present policy on the subject of UFOs. The Permanen
that MOD's policy oa the subject of UFOs had been explained to !
to the effect that MOD had a very limited interest in UFO lssues, w wastoeatablish
from sighting reports whether there had been any breach of the UK. Air Defence Region,

5.15 I very much welcome the Pesmanent Secretary's decision to provide
specific information regarding UFO sightings that he has requested. The Tecognises
that there are liraits 1o the resonrces that 2 body can reasonably devote to answering
requests for information, Exemption 9 of the Code allows requests for information to be

" refrsed after proper consideration if - because of the amount of information to be processed
or the need to retrieve information from archived files - meeting a request would require an
unreasonable diversion of resources, Clearly it is a matter of judgement a5 to whether or not
information requested in any given case is sufficiently extensive to justify the application of

http://www.parliament.ombudsman org uk/pea/document/he494/494-a7.htm

01/06/0
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Exemption 9. On this eccasion, the MOD have agreed, in spits of their view that Excmption

9 could be held to apply, to catty ont that waork and releass (he 1 weleame this
decision and consider the prospective maximum charge of £75 4 in
the light of the demands placed on the Department's resomroes,

3.16 As regards the general handling of i
apart from the delay in replying to his lett ) 1999 which was aclmowledged as
anworhymel’mnnmntsmlyall ' 5

also advised of his right, if he remained dissaiisnisd with their neply, wsubmuammplamt,
tiwough a Member of Parliament, to this Office. ItisclmnomethaIMODhandledma
matter in full accordance with the requirements of the Cods, and for this I comunend thera 1
ain also pleased by the Permanent Secretary’s commients that big Department is contiming
to promote foll awarenass of the Code.

SPORGCRG Iamplcasedmmtﬂhat.

Conclugion

5. ITIfumdthatthaMODmhedrmmnnblymmfumgmmﬁmdtethru
statements contained in public records, and that they had provide

tegponse on their present policy on the sebject of UFOs. While
have withheld the informabion om UFQ sightings reguested by

wogard their willingness 1o relcase this information on this occasion a5 a satis
ouleone (o 8 partially justified complaint.

Tolal screening and investigation tine = 18 weeks

Tiitp://woy. parliament.ombudsman. org vk/pca/document/hot 24/494-a7. hiny 0110600
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Room 8247, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

R
B T

From: EESIRGIN Secretariat (Air Staff)2 ‘ %

Telephcne (Direct dial)
{Switchboard)
(Fax)

Your Reference

Our Reference
DiSec(AS¥Ga1
Date

24 May 2000

Thank you for your letter of 1 May enclosing one from the Safety Regulation Group of the
Civil Aviation Authority about Mandatory Occurrence Reports. You say that the Safety
Regulation Group is the “other official sources’ mentioned in your earlier correspondence and ask
that the MOD Department holding the Reports mentioned in their letter conduct a full search of
their records and provides you with any information meeting the criteria as defined in the
Parliamentary Ombudsman’s letter to Teuan Wyn Jones MP (A.7/00 of 29 February 2000).

As you know, Sec(AS)2 is the MOD focal point for receipt of all ‘UFQ’-related sighting
reports and correspondence. A thorough search has been made of the files during the agreed
period (28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999). There is no record that Mandatory Occurrence Reports
199900648 dated 03/02/99 and 199903489 dated 05/06/99 were received. I contacted

Corporate Affairs, Safety Regulation Group for further information. She said that they
were copied to:

(AS)2
Main Building
Whitehall

I queried the brevity of the address. Fsaid that it was the address they used to forward
Reports. The omission of ‘Ministry of Defence, "London’ and a postcode in the address could
have accounted for the Reports not being received by Sec(AS)2. As could the fact that the Branch
title used does not exist and there is no suppurting Room number to help with identification.
Nevertheless, checks have been made with Branches in MOD Head Office whose titles are similar
to (AS)2 and those with an interest in aircraft safety. No trace of the Reports has been found.

Itis some while since the two Reports were filed with the Safety Regulation Group. There
has been nothing in the meantime to suggest that the integrity of the UK Air Defence Region was
breached by what was reported to them. Iam sure you will understand therefore that MOD has no




. plans to cairy out an investigation now of what might have occurred.

I can appreciate that you will be disappointed with the result of our enquiries. I can assure
you that efforts were made to try and trace what happened to the Reports. The Safety Regulation
Group has now been provided with full details of our address.

&(]oo@_, Svtcoo_h

Hiddo coies » R O

NGE |
Occ enf

om0 14
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Plain Stationery Page 1 of 1

From: DAS-DD1

Sent: 16 May 2000 13:59

To: SEC(AS)2

Subject: UNCLAS: Mandatory Occurrence Reports

Your D/Sec(AS)64/1 asked about 2 Mandatory Occurrence Reports forwarded by
the SRG to MoD. We have no record of the Reports having arrived with us.

18/05/00

P




Loose Minute
D/Sec(AS)64/1 &~
12 May 2000
ASDDI1

Copy to:

ADGEI1
Sec(AS)1

CAA - MANDATORY OCCURRENCE REPORTS

1. I am currently dealing with an Ombudsman Case, prompted by a keen ‘ufologist’
who is anxious to obtain data from ‘UFQ’ sighting reports he believes have been
provided to us by the CAA Safety Regulation Group (SRG).

2. T'will not bore you with the details of the case! My aim in writing is to try and
trace two Mandatory Occurrence Reports the SRG has advised him were forwarded to
MOD. From my discussions with the SRG it seems they were sent to ‘452 MOD
Main Building Whitehal’. With an address as vague as that it is hardly surprising we
did not receive them. From the description of the reports (SRG extract attached) it is
clear their interpretation of a ‘UFO’ is rather different than that of most of our
‘ufologists’. I wonder, did either or both reports find their way to your Registry or the
Registries of copy addressees?

Sec(AS)2

29
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SAFETY REGULATION GROUP

CIVIL AVIATION

Aviation House Direct Dias
Gatwick Airport South Direct Fax AUTHORITY
West Sussex
RHG 0YR

Ourref  10MG/03/01/01 - 155

29 March 2000

Following your telephone call on Monday, | asked the Safety Data Department for details of any
Mandatory Occurrence Reports regarding UFOs for the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999 which have
been passed to the Ministry of Defence.

They have only two occurrences, the details of which are attached.

Yours sincerely

Corporate Affairs
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. “ubRel Report

Date: AfC Type: Location: Flt Phase: Oce Num:
03.02.1999 Not Applicable RAMME 58W Cruise 19990648

Other Oceurrence : Unidentified bright light below BAel46 at FL280.
Area below a/c illuminated for 10 seconds by incandescent light which was not considered by reporter to be an a/c
landing light. Reporter stated three other a/c reported seeing it moving at high speed or static. ATC informed but they

reported no other a/c in vicinity. Five miputes later a radar return was present at 75miles on weather radar. Atmosphere
reported as stable and no other a/c were in vicinity.
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Date: A/C Type: Location: Fit Phase: Oce Num;
05.06.1999 B757 SHAPP Cruise 199903489

ATC Qccurrence : Pilot of B757 reported unidentified military a/c which passed close below & in opposite direction.

Teaffic was not seen on radar by any of the relevant ATC units & no military a/c were known o be in the area.
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Loose Minute FZ’Q

D/Sec(AS)64/1

12 May 2000

Copy to Con \@ucﬂ-w“ - l‘j\_’
—

ADGE]! / 40

{ L)
CAA - MANDATORY OCCURRENCE REPORTS

1. Tam currently dealing with an Ombudsman Case, prompted by a keen ‘ufologist’
who is anxious to obtain data from ‘UFQ’ sighting reports he believes have been
provided to us by the CAA Safety Regulation Group (SRG).

2. I'will not bore you with the details of the case! My aim in writing is to try and
trace two Mandatory Occurrence Reports the SRG has advised him were forwarded to
MOD. From my discussions with the SRG it seems they were sent to “AS2 MOD
Main Building Whitehall’. With an address as vague as that it is hardly surprising we
did not receive them. From the description of the reports (SRG extract attached) it is
clear their interpretation of a “UFQ’ is rather different than that of most of our
‘ufologists’. [ wonder, did either or both reports find their way to your Registry or the
Registries of copy addressees?
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“ubRel Report

Date: A/C Type: Location: Fit Phase: Occ Num:
03.02.1999 Not Applicable RAMME 58W Cruise 199900648

Other Occurrence : Unidentified bright light below BAei46 at FL.280.
Area below a/c iluminated for 10 seconds by incandescent light which was not considered by reporter to be an a/c
landing light. Reporter stated three other a/c reported seeing it moving at high speed or static. ATC informed but they

reported ne other a/c in vicinity. Five minutes later a radar retumn was present at 75miles on weather radar. Amosphere
reported as stable and no other a/c were in vicinity.
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Date: A/C Type: Location: Fit Phase: Occ Num:
05.06.199% B757 SHAPP Cruise 1999034389

ATC Qccurrence : Pilot of B757 reported unidentified military a’c which passed close betow & in opposite direction.

Traffic was not seen on radar by any of the relevant ATC units & no military a/c were known to be in the area.
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SAFETY REGULATION GROUP
Civil Aviation Authority, Aviation House, Gatwick Airport South, West Sussex RH6 QYR
Telephone: (01293) 567171 - Fax: (01293) 5739599 - Telex: 878753

CIVIL AVIATION
AUTHORITY

WITH COMPLIMENTS




SAFETY REGULATION GROUP
f : CIVIL AVIATION

Aviation H Direct Dial

waionose | oeeaton - R

West Sussex
RHG OYR

Our ref 10MG/03/01/01 - 155

9 May 2000

Do SRS

Further to my letter of 20 April 2000 I am now able to confirm that, where reports concerning UFOs have
been passed to the Ministry of Defence, this has been to (AS)2, Main Building, Whitehall.

Unfortunately however we have no record of which reports were passed to the MoD out of the 12 since
1995 which have been given a UFO code. It must be borne in mind that this coding is only allocated to
records on our system to allow retrieval if more information comes to hand, and should not be regarded as
definitive. I have attached details of the records.

The Safety Data Department is resourced to provide safety data to aviation agencies, the aviation industry
and persons who carry out flight safety tasks on behalf of the industry. This means that it cannot respond
to ad hoc requests for aviation data or analysis which fall outside this remit. On this occasion we have
provided as much information as we have available and have decided to waive the proposed charge.
However, we feel that there is nothing more that we can do to assist you in this matter.

Yours sincerely

Corporate Affairs

b

Head of SEC (AS) 2

gmls% 0! !efence

 LONDON
SWIA 2HB




PubRel Report

Lecation:
KHARTOUM

Date:
09.03.1995

A/C Type:
Unknown

Foreign Occurrence : Whiist B757 was cruising at FL330 two passengers repot

The a/c was flying southbound on airway UA10 when a passenger report

firework rocket in an upward trajectory. The object reached the same level as

of bright sparks. Occ will be "opened” for CAA investigation if supplementary
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Location:
WARWICK

Date:
17.06.1996

A/C Type:

Unknown Not

ATC Occurrence : Crew saw bright dayglo object pass in close proximity to a/

Object passed down a/c's RH side. Possible large kite or partially deflated

nothing showing on radar.
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Location:
WAL-LYNAS

Date:
11.03.1997

A/C Type:

Unknown Not

ATC Occurrence : A/c reported being passed close in proximity by an a/c, disp

Mo a/c indicated on LATCC radars.
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Location:
GOLES

Date:
18.04.1997

AfC Type:

Fit ¥
B737 i

Crui

Fit §
Cruil

Fit ¥

Fit 1

|
|
rhase:
5e

Oce Num:
199501024

ted seeing flying objects/bright lights.
ed seeing something that looked like a

the a/c and then bumnt out with a shower
r info so warrants.

"hase:
Applicable

Oce Num:
199602532

¢ whilst passing FLEO,

balloon. Incident reported to ATC but

*hase:
Applicable

Oce Num:
199701145

laying nav lights, whilst at FL290,

Oce Num:
199702022

*hase;
se

ATC Occurrence : Pilot reported sighting an unidentified a/c at FL370. The unidentified a/c was not showing on radar.
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Location:
ROLAMPONTVOR

ASC Type:
Cessna 421 Golden Eagle

Date:
13.06.1997

Other Occurrence : LH windscreen struck by unidentified object in cruis
shattered, obscuring P1 vision.

Differential pressure reduced to minimum & flight continued to destination.
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Fit 1
Crui

Location:
IKTAV

Date:
27.07.1997

A/C Type:
B747

Other Occurrence : A/c in close proximity to debris from space (meteorite ?).

PubRel Report Page 1 of 3

Fit ihase:
Cruise

Phase:

Qce Num:
199702943

e at FL180. Outer layer of windshield

Oce Num:

se 199704356

03 May 2000




PubRel Report

Bright flash clese to a/c illuminated the flight deck. Large glowing object the

n observed, falling rapidly on a relative

bearing of 030degs, range indeterminate with shallow trajectory. Object disintegrated at approximately a/c's cruising

level.
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Date: A/C Type: Location: Fit Phase: Oce Num:
06.11.1597 BAE ATP TLA 30N Cruise 199705960
Other Occurrence : Unknown object passed down RHS of a/c at 170001t
ATC confirmed nothing seen on radar & no weather balloons released in vicinity.
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Date: A/C Type: Location: Fit Phase: Occ Num:
09.06.1998 MD-80 Srs LONDON LHR Climh 199803283

UK Airprox(P) : MD8&1 and unidentified flying object. Subject of JAS investigg

Described by reporter as an illuminated metallic grey object, in & out of cloud,
away. No known traffic in arca and no radar returns.
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Location:
RAMME 58W

Date:
03.02.1999

A/C Type:
Not Applicable

Other Occurrence : Unidentified bright light below BAe146 at FL280.
Area below a/c illuminated for 10 seconds by incandescent light which was
landing light. Reporter stated three other a/c reported seeing it moving at high

reported no other a/c in vicinity. Five minutes later a radar return was present 4
reported as stable and no other a/c were in vicinity.
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Location:
SHAPP

Date:
05.06.1999

A/C Type:
B757 Cruig
ATC Occurrence : Pilot of B757 reported unidentified military a/c which passef

Traffic was not seen on radar by any of the relevant ATC units & no military aj
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Location: FIt P
London-Heathrow - LHR Desc

Date:
18.01.2000

A/C Type:
A320

Pilot of A320 reported taken avoiding action on unidentified a/c - no contacts g

Fit P
Cruis

Flt Bhase:

ition.

passing slightly above and 30-50metres

hase: Occ Num:

199900648

not considered by reporter fo be an a/c
speed or static. ATC informed but they
it 75miles on weather radar. Atmosphere

Occ Num:
e 199903489
d close below & in opposite direction,

¢ were known to be in the area.

Qcce Num;
200000294

hase:
ent

bserved on radar.

Two bright white wing lights and a dark shadow in between them (like an airliner/transport aircraft shape) were spotted

through the captain's LH sliding window, flying straight towards except for {
appeated to descend and the A320 pilot banked to the right to avoid it. Boy

PubRel Report Page 2 of 3

the last one or two seconds as the lights
h the unidentified aircraft and the A320

03 May 2000




PubRel Report

entered a cloud layer shortly afterwards and contact was lost. - despite a call to ATC, no contacts observed on radar at

the time or found subsequently on the recordings.
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Date: A/C Type: Location: Flt Phase: Oce Num:

10.02.2000 MD-80 Srs GORLO Cruj

Pilot reported seeing a "small, red object going fast down his right hand side".

sC 200000766

Reporter's a/c was cruising at FL270.

Pilot also stated that this was his third recent occurrence of this type. Nothing observed on radar. He alse later stated

that it may have been a balloon

PubRel Report Page 3 of 3
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File Note

D/Sec(AS)/64/1
=t

14 Mazch 2000

1. _rang this afternoon (14 March) about 16.00 haurs to offer details of the
‘official” information he has been given about UFO sighting reports not included in
the our response to him following his appeal to the Ombudsman. I declined to take
any information over the ‘phone requesting instead that he put the details in writing,
copying it to all those he included in his previous letters. ’[h1|s he agreed to do.

Sec(AS)2




From: - Secretariat (Air Staff)2 .--;.,2 g

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE E
- Room 8247, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A2HB = °. R
Telepho Di i
e ety
(Fex) Section 40|
Yc.urReference .
o e 1 &

Date
10 Aprit 2000
i

12

Thank you for your letter of 29 March enclosing a chequei for £60.
i

As you know, Secretariat(Air Staff)2 is the Departmental|focal point for any reports of
alleged sightings of “UFOs’. Ishould wish to assure you that the|search of the files was very
thorough and the information provided with my letter of 23 March was all that we had that met
the agreed criteria. |

You say that you have information from ‘ other official so%,trces’ that the material supplied
was ‘by no means complete’. If you could let me have this information I should, of course, be
happy to make further enquiries. ?

\‘[/GU% SWeeye I




Hidden Copy:

APS/USofS )
APS/PUS

DOMD

DCC RAF
AO/ADI — ADGE1
D News RAF

Connect with my D/Sec(AS)64/3

R T

The Office of the Ombudsman _

1 of 23 March 2000



" [Tel

29 March, 2000

Sec. (Air Staff) 2a
Ministry of Defence
Main Building
Whitehall
LONDON

SW1A 2HB

TDen

Thank you for your Departmental letters of 21% March from _and your
own letter of the 23™ March. I am truly grateful for the information around the two
incidents mentioned especially bearing in mind the number of files that had to be
shifted through. | '

Whilst I know your Department put a lot of effort into tl'i:is search, I understand from
other official sources and documented evidence that the list of incidents reported to
the MoD meeting the agreed criteria (ref A.7/00 of 29|February, Paragraph 9) as
supplied by yourselves is by no means complete. A W]Pitehall source also reliably
informed me that some of the agreed information was ptocessed at Abbey Wood in
Bristol (I was actually quite surprised that no m111tary reports had been
forthcommg') |

I have copied this letter to the Permanent Secretary, the Ombudsman and my MP to
keep everyone up to speed and I have every confidence that the remainder of the
agreed information will be supplied. As an act of good faith, please find enclosed
a cheque for £60.00 as agreed.

Once again, I am most grateful for the assistance and the co-operation that has come
so far from the MoD. I look forward to receiving the remainder of the agreed
abstracts.




SEC(AS)2

m: SEC{AS)2
ent: 10 April 2000 12:51
Cc: USofS/Mailbox; APS/PUS; DOMD: DCC(RAF);, ADGE1; D News RAF

Subject: Ombudsman Case -

Please see attached (original signed).

has written to say that he understands 'from other official sources and
documented evidence that the list of incidents reported to him in my letter of 23
March is incomplete. He goes on to say 'a Whitehall source also reliably informed
me that some of the agreed information was processed at Abbey Wood in Bristof.
There is nothing on file to substantiate his claims.

Eor DOMD - Do | forward -heque to you for processing?

Section 40/ |
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SEC(AS)2

.om: OMD/AD(E+MG)
nt: 10 April 2000 14:10

To: SEC(AS)2
Subject: RE: Ombudsman Case -

Just pass the cheque to your own finance people to do the necessary.

Best wishes,

!9

inal Messa%e-—-

From:
Sent: 10 April 2000 14.05

To: OMLYAD(E+MG)
Subject: FW: Ombudsman Case -

Have you seen this?

—Qriginal Message-—-
From: PS/DOMD
Sent: 10 A;ﬂ 2000 12:51

H OoMD
Subject: FW: Ombudsman Case !

From: DOMD
Sent: Monday, April 10, 2000 12:51:00 PM
To: PS/DOMD

Subject: FW: Ombudsman Case -
Auto forwarded by a Rule

From: SEC(AS)2

Sent: Monday, April 10, 2000 12:50:59 P

Cc: USofS/Mailbox; AP DCC(RAF); ADGE1; D News RAF
Subject: Ombudsman Case m

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please see attached (original signed).

has written to say that he understands 'from other official sources and
documented evidence that the list of incidents reported to him in my letter of 23
March is incomplete. He goes on to say ‘a Whitehall source also reliably
informed me that some of the agreed information was processed at Abbey Wood
in Bristof. There is nothing on file to substantiate his claims.

Eor DOMD - Do | forward _ cheque to you for processing?
<< File: EEERI >>




S’:C(AS)Z

From: oOMD14
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Quite right, | just meant the reply to
Hope you have a nice weekend.
-----Original Message-----

From: SEC(AS)2

Sent; 24 March 2000 13:52
To: OMD14

Subject: REF
Importance: Hig

24 March 2000 13:55

SE
RE

%\W

We sent the Ombudsman's office a copy of what went to_]ie the latter and reports attached to it.

We have not sent them a copy of the Newsbrief - they do not need to know w

----Original Message--—
From: OMD14

Sent: 24 March 2000 11:14
To: SEC(AS

Cc: OMD/AD(E+MG
Subject

I've just seen your news brief and reply to
to the Ombudsman?

hat we briefed our Press Officers to say.

‘nd | just wanted to check, has a copy of your reply been sent




From

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Room 8247, Main Building, Whitehall, Lo

Secretariat (Air Staff)2

Teleph

2|
ndon, SW1A 2HB |

jone (Direct dial)
(Switchboard)

(Fax)

Yo

23

Qu
Dl?ec(AS V644311 o«

Lr Reference

r Reference

March 2000

I am responding to your request for abstracts from sighting report:
military pilots and radar personnel for the period 01.00 hours 28 ]

1999 as set out in the letter from the Ombudsman to Ienan Wyn J
February)

5 from commercial pilots,
uly 1998 to 01.00 hours 28 July
ones MP (reference A.7/00 of 29

I should say at the outset that there is no requirement for anyone reporting an alleged sighting to

MOD to provide details of any category of information including

occupation. Where reports are

made they are often very sketchy and vague. However, we have now reviewed all the reports

received over the 12 months in question in this office. Two sighti
period specified above with sufficient information to substantiate
one of those requested. Although you asked only for abstracts we
helpful to give you photocopies of the actual reports as we receiv

ngs were received during the
the occupation of the witness as
felt that it would be more
them. As you will see, details

have been deleted in order to protect the confidentiality of the witnesses concerned.

As you know, the MOD has only a very limited interest in alleged
objects’ which is to establish from sighting reports whether what

1 sightings of ‘unidentified flying

was seen might have some

defence significance. We look to see whether there is any evidence that the integrity of the UK

Air Defence region has been breached by any hostile or unauthori
With this requirement in mind, the conclusions reached in respect

zed foreign military activity.
of each report were as follows:

Report No. 1 was received on 20 November 1998 and co
November 1998 by a commercial pilot, reported to be of
showing a very bright strobe light. MOD concluded that
substantiate an incident of any defence concern..

cerned a sighting on 19
object travelling fast and
ere was no unusual activity to

Report No. 2 was received on 15 February 1999 (page 2 is incorrectly dated) and
concerned an apparent radar contact that day by an air traffic controller in Scotland. MOD

found that there was no Ailr Defence activity (routine or
exercises involving RAF Air Defence units during the p
made but recorded radar data displays did not support the

ick Reaction Alert) or
iod. Radar investigations were
contact reported. In the

circumstances MOD found nothing to substantiate an incident of any defence concemn.

thddan QB -

a,lan-eﬂhj



. 1 can confirm that no other reported sightings were found during the search to match the three
categories specified in your request.

Because of the time needed to examine a number of files and check the details of hundreds of
enclosures the cost of the search amounted to £60. I should be grateful if you would now send a
cheque for this amount payable to: The Accounting Officer, Ministry of Defence to the above
address.
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Loose Minute
D/Sec(ASY64/3/1 %~
23 March 2000

D News RAF

Copy to:

APS/USofS
APS/PUS

DOMD

DCC RAF

AO/ADI - ADGEI1

OMBUDSMANS CASE AND RELEASE O]

F INFORMATION ON ‘UFQs’

1. Tattach a copy of a letter sent today to_follo-

ing an appeal via his MP, Ieuan

Wyn Jones, to the Ombudsman about MOD’s policy on UFOs and refusal to release information

from sighting reports.

2. The Ombudsman commended MOD on the way it had handle
saying that we had done so in full accordance with the Code. Na
of goodwill to make available to information from sig
requested and for the twelve-month period specified.

correspondence

netheless, we agreed as a gesture
ohting reports in the categories

3._is likely to publish the letter and attachments on the Internet and some media

interest may follow. A news brief is also attached to deal with axg

Sec(AS)2

1y inquiries.




NEWS BRIEF

DTG: 23 MARCH 2000

SUBJECT: RELEASE OF INFORMATION ON ‘UFQs’

SOURCE: Branch: Sec(AS)2 RS T<!: ESTRECEE
PRESS OFFICER: EEIS D News RAF

BACKGROUND

The Ombudsman recently commended MOD’s handling of corréspondence (some 35 letters) with
a committed ufologist following an appeal from him via his MP, Ieuan Wyn
Jones, that MOD had refused his request to release information in accordance with the Code.

KEY MESSAGE

MQD has only a very limited interest in alleged sightings of ‘unidentified flying objects’ which is
to establish from reports provided whether what was seen might have some defence significance.

KEY POINTS

* The Ombudsman commended MOD’s handling o orrespondence saying that
they had done so in full accordance with the Code of Practice on.| the Release of Information.

* The Ombudsman supported MOD’s decision not to provide an opinion now on policy
statements made 40-50 years ago about MOD’s interest then in ‘UFOs , particularly as all the
available information relating to the statements is in the public dpmam

* The Ombudsman rej ected_complamt that MOD had not provided an adequate
response to his request for a statement on MOD’s present policyjon ‘UFQs’.

|
* The Ombudsman supported MOD’s judgement that the request for sighting reports (from
commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel) from 28 July 98-28 July 99 could
reasonably have been withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (}foluminous or vexatious
requests). The Ombudsman very much welcomed MOD’s dec151on nonetheless to make this
information available. |
* The search for any reports meeting the criteria required scrutiny of proformae, letters etc, held
on six manual files (over 500 enclosures).

* Only two reports were found to meet the criteria; one from a chmmercial pilot and one from an
air traffic controller.

* MOD’s conclusion in respect of each report was that there was| nothing to substantiate an
incident of defence concern.




SUBSIDIARY POINTS

* E e quested:

(a) that MOD agree with his interpretation of information
for 19505-1960s in respect of alleged ‘UFQO’ incidents an¢

(b) that MOD confirm whether it was policy now to play

(c) that MOD provide abstracts from all ‘UFO’ reports fiq

held at the:Public Record Office
i MOD policy at that time.

down the significance of “UFQs’.

m commercial pilots, military

pilots and radar personnel between 01.00 hrs 28 Jul 98 aﬁ 01.00 hrs 28 Jul 99 giving

details of estimated sizes, shapes, speeds and unusual fli
conclusions reached by MOD in each case.

* As a gesture of goodwill MOD agreed to (c), estimating a char
gesture of goodwill, agreed to abate the cost to a maximum of £7

-was provided with the information in a letter of 23 1

t patterns of the craft, and the

ge of £150 but, as a further
5.

March 2000.




MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

From:_ Secretariat (Air Staff)

Room 8247, Main Building, Whitehall, Lqg
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hone (Direct dial)
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March 2000

I am responding to your request for abstracts from sighting report
military pilots and radar personnel for the period 01.00 hours 283 .
1999 as set out in the letter from the Ombudsman to leuan Wyn ]
February)

I should say at the outset that there is no requirement for anyone
MOD to provide details of any category of information including
made they are often very sketchy and vague. However, we have
received over the 12 months in question in this office. Two sight
period specified above with sufficient information to substantiate
one of those requested. Although you asked only for abstracts w

helpful to give you photocopies of the actual reports as we receiv

have been deleted in order to protect the confidentiality of the wi

As you know, the MOD has only a very limited interest in allege
objects’ which is to establish from sighting reports whether what|
defence significance. We look to see whether there is any eviden
Air Defence region has been breached by any hostile or unauthos
With this requirement in mind, the conclusions reached in respec

Report No. 1 was received on 20 November 1998 and cq

s from commercial pilots,
July 1998 to 01.00 hours 28 July
lones MP (reference A.7/00 of 29

reporting an alleged sighting to
occupation. Where reports are
now reviewed all the reports
ings were received during the
the occupation of the witness as
e felt that it would be more

ed them. As you will see, details
tnesses concerned.

d sightings of ‘unidentified flying
was seen might have some

ce that the integrity of the UK
ized foreign military activity.

t of each report were as follows:

ncerned a sighting on 19

November 1998 by a commercial pilot, reported to be of &n object travelling fast and

showing a very bright strobe light. MOD concluded that
substantiate an incident of any defence concern.

Report No. 2 was received on 15 February 1999 (page 2
concerned an apparent radar contact that day by an air traj
found that there was no Air Defence activity (routine or (
exercises involving RAF Air Defence units during the pe
made but recorded radar data displays did not support the
circumstances MOD found nothing to substantiate an inc

there was no unusual activity to

is incorrectly dated) and

ffic controller in Scotland. MOD
huick Reaction Alert) or

riod. Radar investigations were
contact reported. In the

ident of any defence concem.




" I can confirm that no other reported sightings were found during the search to match the three
categories specified in your request. ’

Because of the time needed to examine a number of files and check the details of hundreds of
enclosures the cost of the search amounted to £60. I should be grateful if you would now send a
- -cheque for this amount payable to: The Accounting Officer, Ministry of Defence to the above
address.

KTOUSE S Jomert
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Your Ref: D/Sec (ASY64/3/1
] )QM

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

Sec. (Aar Staff) 2a
Room 8245

Uz

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

So0C: Case No: A.7/00, Page 2 to 3, ltem 5 defines the specific information requested as Abstracts
Jrom all UFO reporis wimessed by commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnet
herween (0100 Hrs 28 July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July 1999, Details required.-

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

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

. will be able to inform the appropriate Division of my agreement to pay the agreed fee for the
agreed information,

aes /S5 Nd Lev () "DE“' . S‘”
/204 0N Mo of PR .
ps /PN )
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From:_Secretariat(Air Staff)za, Room 8245
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial) 0171 218 2140

(Switchboard)

‘Your Reference

O)H' Reference

B %ec(AS)/64l3/ 1
Date

: 12 March 2000

-~ -

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

cheque for £75. 1 am replying a-has moved on promotion to another Division in the
Ministry of Defence.

The letter from the Ombudsman to Ieuan Wyn Jones MP explained (paragraph 10), that
MOD’s charge for the work would be 2 maximum of £75. As soon as the work is completed 1
shall write again to provide details of the cost involved. Your cheque is returned herewith.

A
OWS Sivtefi
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From: GRS SEC(AS)2A1

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Room 8245, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial) 0171 218 2140
{Switchboard) 0171 218 8000
(Fax)
{GTN)
Your Reference
r Referenc
E?Sec AS)6413/1
ﬁ\/Iarch 2000

Dear R
Thank you for your letter of 15 March addressed to my colleague,_

You are, of course, correct. I can assure you that the search of reported sightings from 0100 hours
28 July 1998 to 0100 hours 28 July 1999 being carried out is to identify any reports from
commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel and provide details as agreed in the letter
from the Ombudsman (reference A 7/00 of 29 February, paragraph 9) to Iuean Wyn Jones MP.

I am sorry for any confusion that has been caused. I can further assure you that the charges to be
levied at the end of the work will relate only to this specific task Details of the cost involved will
be provided as soon as possible.

Yours sincerely,

Hidden Copy FENINGINNNIN
The Parliamentary Ombudsman

el R e
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15 March, 2000

Sec. (Air Staff) 2a
Room 8245
Ministry of Defence
Main Building
Whitehall
LONDON

SWI1A 2HB

Your Ref: D/Sec (AS)/64/3/1

1 Deer

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

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

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

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

T understand from historical records that there are other Departments within the MoD who have
dealings within this particular field. I have copied this letter to the Permanent Secretary, the
Ombudsman and my MP to keep everyone up to speed. I apologise if I have sent the cheque to
the wrong Division; however, I trust that between yourselves and the Permanent Secretary you
will be able to inform the appropriate Division of my agreement to pay the agreed fee for the
agreed information.

'.Oswv-—'s D o






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

Telaphone (Direct dial) 0171 218 140

(Switchboard) 0171 218 8000
(Fax)

Your Reference

Qur Ref:
gféecffsrﬁf‘é’fan
a
I3 March 2000

i

Thank you for your letter of 4 March';ddressed to -You have confirmed that
you wish the Department to carry out a search of reported sightings by the public of ‘unidentified
flying objects’ for the period 01.00 hours 28 July 1998 to 01.00 hours 28 July 1999, and enclose a
cheque for £75. 1 am replying a as moved on promotion to another Division in the
Ministry of Defence.

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

ows Jincmi,j

il Gopyy F+ OMD 14 ahochod



LOOSE MINUTE

D/Sec(AS)/64/3 [4

12 March 2000

OMD 14

LETTERT ONCERNING PARLIAMENTARY OMBUDSMAN CASE

Ref: D/PUS/23/7(1514)

A copy of -etter is attached.‘discussed the return of the cheque with
you this morning. She has asked me to mention tha has expanded his request to include
‘Any additional information ....... ’. It may be possible to provide this further information without too
much difficulty — much will depend on the amount and type of material involved. - il be in
touch as soon as she has searched the files to discuss the way forward (including the press release).




Thank you for your letter of 4 March addressed tog You have confirmed
that you wish the Department to carry out a search of reported sightings by the public
of ‘unidentified flying objects’ for the period 01.00 hours 28 July 1998 to 01.00 hours
28 July 1999, and enclose a cheque for £75. I am replying as EiSaleaRag has moved
on promotion to another Division in the Ministry of Defence.

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

Steve — a hidden copy to OMD 14 saying to them only

A copy of Ol ctter is attached. discussed the return of the
cheque with you this morning. She has asked me to mention tha has
expanded his request to include ‘Any additional information ....... >, Itmay be
possible to provide this further information without too much difficulty — much will
depend on the amount and type of material involved. be in touch as soon
as she has searched the files to discuss the way forward (including the press release).




[Te
4 March, 2000

Sec. (Air Staff) 2al
Ministry of Defence
Main Building
Whitehall
LONDON

SW1A 2HB

[ Dem

I am grateful to the Permanent Secretary of Defence for agreeing with the
Parliamentary Ombudsman to furnish me with abstracts from all unidentified flying
object reports specifically from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar

personnel specifically witnessed between 0100 Hrs 28th July 1998 and 0100 Hrs
28th July 1999.

As you may recall from earlier correspondence, in the abstracts, I would specifically
like to see

1. Estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of unidentified flying objects

2. Unusual Flight Patterns of unidentified flying objects

3. Conclusions reached by MoD on unidentified flying objects reported in the time
frame.

Any additional information such as locations would also be welcome.

Please find enclosed a cheque for £75 to cover the agreed fee.
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THE PARLIAMENTARY @ FH.L
OMBUDSMAN
QFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER FOR ADMINISTRATION
' MILLBANK TOWER, MILLBANK, LONDON SW1P 40QF.

SWITCHBOARD 0171 217 3000, Fax

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

: , PU. 1d
Mr Kevin Tebbit CMG , -
Permanent Secretary 07 MAR
Ministry of Defence WHITEMALL
Main Building LONDON s/ ;
Whitehall ' i
London N 1
SW1A 2HB :

Your Ref: D/PUS/23/7(1514)
Our Ref: A.7/00

‘ 29 February 2000

]

j)ﬁ ov Mv. TELL\("

I am replying to your Assistant Private Secretary’s letter of 23 February about the complaint
b I have noted and incorporated the two amendments you have proposed, and

aiee that it would be reasonable to work to a timescale of at least four weeks for a reply to

I have today reported the results of the investigation to| Mr Ieuan Wyn Jones MP. In
accordance with section 10(2) of the Parliamentary Commussioner Act 1967, [ send you this

copy.

30uv’) 3 l“-"’)‘ﬁ '
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OMBUDSMAN

OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER FOR

MiLLBANK TOWER, MILLBANK, LONDON SWIP 40
SWITCHBOARD O17% 217 3000, FA DIRECT

feuan Wyn Jones Esq MP
House of Commons
London

SWIA 0AA

Your Ref: IW1/2/96/137
Our Ref: A.7/00

Dﬁ.“ﬂ M- Tq-l.'s ’

P

ADMINISTRATION

2.1 February 2000

1. I wrote to you on 2 December 1999 to tell you that t
decided to carry out an investigation into the complaint you
and that he had sent a summary o omplaint
Ministry of Defence (MOD) complaint is that
with information that should have been made available to &
Access to Government Information (the Code). This letter
10(1) of the Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1967.

Background

2. _wrote to MOD on 24 May 1998 asking for
1950s mvolving ‘unidentified flying objects’ (UFQOs). MOI

they explained their policy towards the storage and destrug
said that all surviving contemporary paperwork had been for
and, as such, was a matter of public record. In reply {in an
them to confirm the following statements as a matter of publi

‘1. An incident occurred on 4 April 1957 and was

Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. T

investigation concluded that the incident was due to t
[aerial] objects of unidentified type and origin (Ref D
April 1957, PRO File AIR 20/9321).

‘2. It was official MOD policy to play down the
objects (AIR 2/17527).

e Parliamentary Ombudsman had
referred on behalf of n
to the Permanent Secretary of the

MOD had refused to provide him
im under the Code of Practice on
is my report to you under section

information about incidents in the
replied on 24 June. In their letter
tion of files on this subject. They
warded to the Public Record Oftice

undated letter)- asked

c record:-

vitnessed by radar operators at the
he resulting Technical Intelligence
he presence of five unconventional
D{(Tech)/C.290/3/, report dated 30

significance of unidentified flying




‘3. Non-hostile umidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters far in
excess of cutting edge technology have on occasiop been witnessed by HM Armed
Forces in UK Airspace (PRO Files AIR 20/9320, AIR 20/9321, AIR 20/9994 and AIR
16/1199). -

3. MOD wrote back on 6 July, to say that they could add n¢thing to their letter of 24 J une
-@ad earlier written separately to MOD on 25 June 1998, asking for information about

visual and radar observations of aerial phenomena by Royal|Air Force pilots and ground crew.

He asked for details of the types of craft which had been observed (their shape, size and

performance), their location and the dates of the incidents. He cited the Code and requested that

MOD quote exemptions if they were minded to refuse the information; he also asked MOD to

conduct an internal review. On 10 July 1998,-wr0te to MOD about the three

statements {paragraph 2 above) and asked them to review his request that they confirm the

statermnents as a matter of public record.

4, On 30 July 1998, MOD wrote tc- about the qutcome of their review of both his
requests. In respect of details of ‘aerial phenomena’, they toid him that the information could be
justifiably withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (s¢e paragraph 12 below) because
providing it would require an unreascnable diversion of resources. As to the three statements
they told him that, to the best of their knowledge, the fileg held at the Public Record Office
contained the full details of any alleged incidents and decisions made at the time in respect of
them; all contemporary paperwork was therefore available for public scrutiny. They also told
him about his avenue of appeal to the Parliamentary Ombudsman.

5. On 28 July 1999,_wrote to MOD with a more narrowly focussed request for
information. He asked for abstracts from all UFO reports witnessed by commercial pilots,
military pilots and radar personnel between 0100 Hrs 28 Jyly 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July
1999. He asked for details of the types of craft which had been observed (their shape, size,
speed and unusual flight patterns) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFOs. He also
asked if MOD now agreed, in 1999, with the three statemegnts given previously (paragraph 2
above) and expanded on the second of those statements by agking whether it was now, in 1999,
official MOD policy to play down the subject of UFOs.

6. MOD replied on 14 QOctober 1999. In their letter they said that the position with regard to
the information requested byElCUOIRGOI ~2as cxplained to him in July 1998 and that this
position remained unchanged. As regards present MOD policy in respect of UFQ related 1ssues,
they replied that this had been explained to on many occasions-was not
satisfied with that reply and sought the Ombudsman’s intervention.




Departmental response to the Ombudsman

7. In offering his comments on the complaint, the Permanent Secretary of MOD said that he

was satisfied that MOD’s previous responses on the three sp

ecific statements had been correct.

He said that it was not within MOD’s remit to provide an official Departmental comment on
alleged incidents and policy from the 1950s and 1960s, and noted that the files were in the
Public Record Office and were open to anyone to draw their ¢wn conclusions.

8. With regard to_ request as to whether it was

the subject of unidentified flying objects, the Permanent Se
policy on UFOs had been explained to on severa

official MOD policy to play down
cretary said that the Department’s
occasions. He said that MOD had

only a very imited defence interest in UFO issues, which wajs simply to establish from sighting
reports whether or not there had been any breach of the UK Air Defence Region. He went on to

say that investigations into sightings were only carried out if]
that such a breach had occurred.

there were corroborative evidence

9. As regards_narrower request for specific information regarding UFO sightings
between 28 July 1998 and 28 July 1999, the Permanent Secretary said that he was satisfied that
the decision not to release this information under the terms of the Code was justified and
referred to Exemption 9. He said that, in order to meet-equest, they would need to
scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, some 800 pieces of correspondence. In addition, in order to

respect third party confidences, personal information relating

to the correspondents would have

to be blanked out prior to publication. It was estimated that it would take about 14 working
hours to handle the request. However, although in his view the Code had been correctly applied,
the Permanent Secretary said that he had asked the responsible division within the Department

to make the information available to_on this of

rcasion as a one-off exercise, and

noted that there would be significant resource problems in repeating it.

10. Given the extent of the work involved, the Permanent S
would be reasonable to levy a charge for the information rg

ecretary also took the view that it
quested. The Department’s policy

under the Code 1s to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess of four hours

to produce non-essential information. This would equate to &
gesture of goodwill, he said that would be ch
occasion.

I1. The Permanent Secretary also commented on his De
_correspondence. He took the view that
over 35 letters since July 1996, had been handled accordi
wdentifiable shortcoming was the failure to answe
working days. He accepted that a holding reply should havg
more might have been done to explain to him why his reques

1 proposed charge of £150 but as a
arged a maximum of £75 on this

artment’s general handling of
requests, which amounted to
g to the Code and that the only
tetter of 28 July 1959 within 20
t been sent to_and that

I was considered unreasonable.




The Code of Practice
12. Exemption 9 of the Code, which was cited by MOD, reaq

Is as follows:

‘Requests for information which are vexatious or manifestly unreasonable or are
formulated in too general a manner, or which (because of the amount of information to
be processed or the need to retrieve information from files not in current use) would
require unreasonable diversion of resources.’

Assessment
13. In assessing this complaint there are two aspects [ have to consider: the substantive issue of
whether or not information should be released and the general handling of|

complaint. I turn first to the release of information. first request was that MOD
confirm as a matter of public_record the three specific statements contained in historical
records. In asking this questio appears to be seeking a current view from MOD in
respect of both factual matters and their policy in the 1950s and 1960s regarding UFOs. MOD’s
view is that all the available information regarding these $tatements is in the Public Record
Office and that it is therefore open to anyone to draw their ¢wn conclusions. Paragraph 3(v) of
the Code commits Departments ‘to release, in response to specific requests, information relating
to their policies, actions and decisions and other matters related to their areas of responsibility’.
However, the Guidance on Interpretation of the Code states that Departments are not obliged
‘to give an opinion on a particular matter unless there would be a reasonable expectation that it
should do so in the normal course of business’. MOD have providedElaslaaRasl with details of
their present policy on UFOs but [ do not believe they can reasonably be expected now to
provide an opinion on policy or statements made 40 to 50 years ago, particularly when all the

available information relating to those statements is alrea
therefore consider that request can be dealt wit

do not see the Permanent Secretary’s response as unreasonab

14,1 am also satisfied that MOD have provided an adequat

for a statement of their present policy on the subject of UH

that MOD’'s policy on the subject of UFOs had been ex
occasions, to the effect that MOD had a very limited inte
establish from sighting treports whether there had been an
Region.

15.1 very much welcome the Permanent Secretary’s decisi
specific information regarding UFQO sightings that he has re
there are limits to the resources that a body can reasonabl;
information. Exemption 9 of the Code allows requests for in
consideration if — because of the amount of information to |

y 1n the public domain. I do not
h under the terms of the Code and [
le.

e Tesponse to_request

'Os. The Permanent Secretary said
plained to_ on several
rest in UFQO 1ssues, which was to
y breach of the UK Air Defence

bn to provid- with the

quested. The Code recognises that
¢y devote to answering requests for
formation to be refused after proper
ye processed or the need to retrieve




information from archived files — meeting a request would re

guire an unreasonable diversion of

resources. Clearly it is a matter of judgement as to whether or not information requested in any

given case is sufficiently extensive to justify the apphcation
the MOD have agreed, in spite of their view that Exemption
out that work and release the information. I welcome this deg
maximum charge of £75 to to be reasonable in t
the Department’s resources.

16. As regards the general handling o-correspc

apart from the delay in replying to his lgtter of 28 July 199¢
error by the Permanent Secretary, all of letters
also advised of his right, if he remained dissatisfied with t}
through a Member of Parliament, to this Office. It is clear to|
in full accordance with the requirements of the Code, and fg
pleased by the Permanent Secretary’s comments that his De
full awareness of the Code.

Conclusion
17.1 found that the MOD acted reasonably in refusing to cor

of Exemption 9. On this occasion,

9 could be held to apply, to carry
ision and consider the prospective

he light of the demands placed on

ndence, | am pleased to note that,

), which was acknowledged as an

were answered promptly. He was

neir reply, to submit a complaint,

me that MOD handled the matter
r this [ commend them. [ am also

partment 1s continuing fo promote

ifirm the three specific statements

contained in public records, and that they had provided!with an adequate response

on their present policy on the subject of UFQOs. While the MO

the information on UFO sightings requested by [lSlaol
willingness to release this information on this occasion as a
justified complaint.

Director of Investigations
duly authorised under section 3(2) of the
Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1967

D could reasonably have withheld

under Exemption 9, I regard their

satisfactory outcome to a partially




KEVIN TEBBIT CMG

PERMANENT UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE

DIPUS/23/7(1514)
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Thank you for giving the Permanent Secretary th
report into the complaint by enclosed

Kevin Tebbit weicomes the report’s positive tone
has handled request in full accordance witt
to Government Information.

He agrees that the facts of the case are correctly
amendments. First, the report states in paragraph 13 th
those statements {about UFQ sightings and policy 40 to
public domain”. This may not be quite correct. As the

it was not MOD policy to retain all UFO files as a matter of routine until 1967. The

23 February 2000
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and its conclusion that the MOD
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)at “all the information relating to

50 years ago] is already in the
OD have explained to_

Department does not know whether any relevant information was contained in those files
destroyed prior to that date. However, all files from that period that were preserved have

been given to the Public Record Office and their conten
Kevin Tebbit thinks therefore that it would be more accu
available information is in the public domain. Second, t

and 15 that the Ministry of Defence proposes to levy a £
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this sum is the maximum we would lev

consuming than expected, the charge to WO
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bild be correspondingly reduced.
b @ maximum charge of £75.

of the proposed charge before
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proceeding with the request. We will aim to handle the

explained in my letter of 12 January), it could take at le
| hope you will agree that this is a reasonable timefram

given the amount of work anticipated and the other call£

request as quickly as possible, but
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2 in the circumstances.
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SEC(AS)2 —p Qb

From: OMD14 :
Sent: 17 February 2000 17:59 '
To; OMD/AD(E+MG); SEC(AS)2

Subject: FW: Parliamentary Ombudsman repo-

FYI

Efﬂ: nks again for your valuable input.

Regards,

————— Original Message-----
From: OMDI14

Sent: 17 February 2000 17:55
To: APS/PUS

Ce: SOFS-Private Oftice; USofS/Mailbox; PS/2nd PUS; PS/DUS(CM); DGMO; HD OF SEC(AS); D News; Hd of
DR

Subject: Parliamentary Ombudsman report!

PSA submission as requested in your D/PUS/23/7 (1425) of 13 February.

18/02/00




LOOSE MINUTE
D/DOMD/2/10

17 February 2000
APS/PUS*

Copy to:
APS/SofS*
PS/USofS*
PS/2™ PUS*
PS/DUS(CM)*
DGMO*

Hd of Sec(AS)*
D News*

Hd of DR*

*sent on CHOTS

PARLIAMENTARY OMBUDSMAN REPORT-

References:

A. D/DOMD/2/10 of 23 December 1999
B. D/PUS/23/7 (1301) of 12 January 2000
C. A.7/00 of 8 February 2000

Issue
1. How to r nd to the Ombudsman’s proposed
by that MOD did not provide him with

requested under the Code Of Practice on Access to G

Recommendation

report on the complaint
the information he
pvernment {nformation.

2. That PUS writes to the Ombudsman’s office in terms of the attached

draft, welcoming the report’s praise for MOD’s handiing
confirming that, with two minor exceptions, it is factuall

Timin
3. The Ombudsman has asked for a response by 1

Background

4. At Ref A, [ provided advice on the natification by
Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the O
would be investigating a complaint by
provided him with the information he had requested o

and sightings and our policy in respect of these matter.
replied to the Ombudsman justifying non-disclosure b

some of the information requested as a one-off gestur
letter of 8 February (Ref C), the Ombudsman’s Directo
provided a copy of the report that he proposes to make

) of the case and
y correct.

23 February.

y the Office of the
mbudsman) that it

that MOD had not
alleged UFQ incidents
. At Ref B, PUS

t offering to release

> of goodwill. With his
r of Investigations

» to leuan Wyn Jones




MP (who lodged the complaint with the Ombudsman on behalf of -
and invited comments on it.

5. The report concludes that MOD handled the case in full accordance
with the Code of Practice on Access to Information (the Code})
and it welcomes our decision to providWwit the information
requested as a gesture of goodwill. The report correct|y states the facts of the
case, with the exception of two small matters. First, the Ombudsman states
(para 13) that afl the information relating to UFO sightings and policy from the
1950s and 1960s is in the public domain. This is not quite correct. As
Sec(AS) have explained t it was not MOD policy to retain all
UFO files as a matter of routine until 1967. We do not|know whether any
relevant information was contained in those files destroyed prior to that date.
However, all files from that period that were preserved have been given to the
Public Record Office and their contents are a matter of public record. PUS'’s
letter to the Ombudsman of 12 January (Ref B) therefare referred only to all
avaifable information being in the public domain and | fecommend that
paragraph 13 of the report is amended accordingly. Second, the Ombudsman
refers (paras 10 and 15) to a prospective charge of £75 for providing the
information toi As was indicated at Ref B, the £75 charge is the
maximum we would levy. If the work were less time-consuming than
anticipated, the charge t ould be correspondingly reduced. |
recommend that the Ombudsman’s report is amended|to reflect this.

Handling of the requests

6. The report notes that, apart from the delay in answering a letter of 28
July 1999_35 letters to MOD were answered promptly and he
was notified of his right to submit a complaint to the Ombudsman. The
Ombudsman concludes (para 16): “It is clear to me that MOD handled the
matter in full accordance with the requirements of the Code, and for this |
commend them. | am also pleased by the Permanent Secretary’s comments
that his Department is continuing to promote full awaraness of the Code.”

Release of information

7. _made three requests for information

(a) That we confirm the following statements, which are his own interpretation
of information held at the Public Record Office

e An incident occurred on 4™ April 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The
resulting Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident
was due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of
unidentified type and origin;

s It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified
flying objects;

¢ Non-hostile unidentified aeriai craft with design ang performance
parameters far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion
been witnessed by HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.




(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD policy to play down the
significance of unidentified flying objects.

(c) That we provide him with abstracts from all unidentified flying object
reports, specifically those from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar
personnel, giving details of the estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of
craft, unusual flight patterns and conclusions reached by MOD in each
case for the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999.

8. With regard to_ﬁrst request, at parg 7(a) above, the
Ombudsman supports our decision not to comment on|the statements. He

concludes (para 13): “| do not believe they [MOD] can reascnably be
expected now to provide an opinion on policy or statements made 40 to 50
years ago, particularly when all the information relating to those statements is
already in the public domain.”

9. The Ombudsman also rejects_com laint that his request
at para 7(b) above was not properly answered. He concludes (para 15i: ‘1 am

also satisfied that MOD have provided an adequate response o
request for a statement of their present policy on the subject of UFQOs."

10. The Ombudsman also supports (para 17) our judgement that the
requested UFQ sighting reports, at para 7{c) above, cquld reasonably have
been withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (voluminous or vexatious
requests). He “very mumes“ our decision nonetheless to make this
information available to and accepts that the abated charge we
propose of a maximum of £75 is reasonable in light of the demands it will
place on our resources (para 15).

Assessment

11.  This is a very positive report for MOD. it praises our handling of the
case, welcomes our decision to make more information available than is
required under the Code, and it aiso notes the work we are doing to promote
awareness of the Code within MOD. Apart from the small point of one late
letter, there is nothing in the report that implies any criticism of MOD.

12.  The next step will be for the Ombudsman to write to leuan Wyn Jones

MP enclosing a copy of his final report for passing on t It will

then be up tc?*to notify Sec(AS) that he is prepared to pay up to

£75 for the provision of the information. Once Sec(AS) have received
onsent for the charge, they will be able to start putting the

information together. Given the amount of work anticipated and the other

calls on staff resources, Sec(AS) estimate that it could|take at ieast 4 weeks

to provide_with the information requested. The work will have to

be done by a Grade 7 as the more junior post in the section is currently being

gapped.

Presentational issues

13.  Given the tenor of the Ombudsman’s report ang the fact that we are
releasing the information voluntarily, we should present this positively,
highlighting MOD’s general commitment to openness. | To discourage an
influx of similar requests, we should emphasise MOD’s limited interest in




UFQOs and reiterate that, because of the resource implications, providing this
information is a one-off gesture of goodwill. This report and the Ombudsman’s
decision about the Fcomplaint (ref. A.2/00 of 4 February) wil

appear in the Ombudsman’s next six monthly report, tg be published in June.
Whilst Ombudsman cases are undesirable, MOD has in both cases been

praised for its handling of requests under the Code, and we can use the

outcomes to demonstrate the Department’s commitment to openness. DOMD

will provide a news brief to coincide with the release of| the information to

14. | therefore recommend that PUS responds to the Ombudsman’s office
along the lines of the attached draft.

{signed on CHOTS}

DOMD




Draft reply from PUS to— Director of Investigations, Office
of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your repaort into the compiaint by

SRS < closed with your letter of 8 February 2000.

| welcome the report’s positive tone and its conclusion|that MOD has handled
equest in full accordance with the Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information.

| agree that the facts of the case are correctly stated, subject to two minor
amendments. First, the report states in paragraph 13 t{hat “all the information
relating to those statements [about UFO sightings and|policy 40 to 50 years
ago] is already in the public domain”. This is not quite icorrect. As we have
explained toH it was not MOD policy to retain all UFO files as a
matter of routine until 1967. We do not know whether any relevant
information was contained in those files destroyed prior to that date.
However, all files from that period that were preserved|/have been given to the
Public Record Office and their contents are a matter of public record. |
therefore think it would be more accurate if the report stated that ail the
available information is in the public domain. Second, the report states at
paragraphs 10 and 15 that the Ministry of Defence proposes to levy a £75
charge for the provision of the information t As was stated in the
letter of 12 January from my Private Secretary to this sum is
the maximum we would levy. Should the work be less|time-consuming than
expected, the charge to ould be correspondingly reduced. |
would therefore prefer the report to refer to a maximum charge of £75.

Once the report has been passed tofiSsiEIRE through leuan Wyn Jones
MP, we will need iconsent for payment of the proposed charge
before proceeding with the request. We will aim to handle the request as
quickly as possible, but given the amount of work antigipated and the cther
calls on staff resources (which were explained in my letter of 12 January), it is
estimated that it could take at least 4 weeks to reply to . 1 hope you
will agree that this is a reasonable timeframe in the circumstances.

The point of contact in the Department for [EERSIREN i5:

Sec(AS)2

Ministry of Defence
éMain Building
Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB

Tel SRR
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SEC(AS)2

Page 1 of 1

From: OMD14

Sent: 17 February 2000 16:09
To: SEC(AS)2

Subject: Ridyard

PSA revised submission o_

x 605>
(9&] &

| have rephrased the section on when we will provide the information in a way | hope wili satisfy the

Ombudsman, whilst also giving you the flexibility that you (understandat;

this?
Regards,
OMD14

17/02/00

=X

ly) need. Are you happy with

:U&._‘»EC“J Oy




LOOSE MINUTE
D/DOMD/2/10

17 February 2000
APS/PUS*

Copy to:
APS/SofS*
PS/Usof S*
PS/2" PUS*
PS/DUS(CM)*
DGMO*

Hd of Sec(AS)*
D News*

Hd of DR*

*sent on CHOTS

PARLIAMENTARY OMBUDSMAN REPORT: _

References:

A. D/DOMD/2/10/ of 23 December 1999
B. D/PUS/23/7 (1301) of 12 January 2000
C. A.7/00 of 8 February 2000

Issue

1
b

nd to the Ombudsman'’s proposed
that MOD did not provide him with

report on the complaint
the information he

requested under the Code Of Practice on Access to Gpvernment information.

Recommendation

2. That PUS writes to the u
draft, accepting that the fact%re accurately stated ang
report’s praise for MOD’s handling of the case.

Timing

3. The Ombudsman has asked for a response by !

Background

4, At Ref A, | provided advice on the notification by
Parliamentary Commissioner for Adm
would be investigating a complaint by
provided him with the information he had requested on
and sightings and our policy in respect of these matter

n's office in terms of the attached

1 welcoming the

3 February.

v the Office of the

inistration (the Ombudsman) that it
that MOD had not

alleged UFO incidents
5. At Ref B, PUS

replied to the Ombudsman justifying non-disclosure but offering to release

some of the information requested as a one-off gestur
letter of 8 February (Ref C), the Ombudsman’s Directo
provided a copy of the report that he proposes to make

> of goodwill. With his
r of investigations
> to leuan Wyn Jones




MP (who lodged the complaint with the Ombudsman on behalf of RIS
and invited comments on it.

5. The report concludes that MOD handled the cage in accordance with
the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code) and it
welcomes our decision to provide with the information requested
as a gesture of goodwill. The report correctly states the facts of the case, with
the exception of two small matters. First, the Ombudsman states (para 13)
that all the information relating to UFO sightings and policy from the 1950s
and 1960s is in the public domain. This is not quite correct. As Sec(AS)
have explained tc_ it was not MOD policy tg retain all UFO files as
a matter of routine until 1967. We cannot be sure that|all files pre-dating 1967
were retained, though all that were have been given to the Public Record
Office. PUS's letter to the Ombudsman of 12 January|(Ref B) therefore
referred only to “all available information” being in the public domain and |
recommend that paragraph 13 of the report is amended accordingly. Second,
the Ombudsman refers (paras 10 and 15) to a prospective charge of £75 for
providing the information to As was indicated at Ref B, the £75
charge is the maximum we would levy. if the work is less time-consuming
than anticipated, the charge toﬂwould be carrespondingly reduced.
| recommend that the Ombudsman’s report is amended to reflect this.

Handling of the requests

6. The report notes that, apart from the delay in answering a letter of 28
July 1999*35 letters to MOD were answered promptly and he
was notified of his right to submit a complaint to the Ombudsman. The
Ombudsman concludes (para 16): “It is clear to me that MOD handled the
matter in full accordance with the requirements of the Code, and for this |
commend them. | am also pleased by the Permanent Secretary’'s comments
that his Department is continuing to promote full awareness of the Code.”

Release of information

7. !made three requests for information

(a) That we confirm the following statements, which are his own interpretation
of information held at the Public Record Office

e Anincident occurred on 4™ April 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The
resulting Technical Intelligence Investigation concle«Fded that the incident
was due to the presence of five unconventional [a
unidentified type and origin;

rial] objects of

o |t was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified
flying objects;

¢ Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design ang performance
parameters far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion
been witnessed by HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.

(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD policy to play down the
significance of unidentified flying objects.




(c) That we provide him with abstracts from all unident
reports, specifically those from commercial pilots, n
personnel, giving details of the estimated sizes, sh:

fied flying object
nilitary pilots and radar
es and speeds of

p
craft, unusual flight patterns and conclusions reachid by MOD in each

case for the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999.

8. With regard to _ﬁrst request, at para
Ombudsman supports our decision not to comment on

concludes {para 13): “l do not believe they [MOD] can
expected now to provide an opinion on policy or staten
years ago, particularly when all the information relating
already in the public domain.”

9. The Ombudsman also rejects _co
at para 7(b) above was not properly answered. He concl
also satisfied that MOD have provided an adequate re
request for a statement of their present policy on the s

| 7(a) above, the

the statements. He
reasonably be

nents made 40 to 50

to those statements is

laint that his request

ﬁludes (para 15): “l am
sponse to

ubject of UFOs.”

10. The Ombudsman also supports (para 17) our ju

gement that the

requested UFO sighting reports, at para 7(c) above, cauld reasonably have
been withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (voluminous and vexatious
requests). He “very much welcomes” our decision nonetheless to make this

information available to and accepts that th
propose of a maximum of £75 is reasonable in light of
place on our resources (para 15).

Assessment
11.  This is a very paositive report for MOD. it praise:

case, welcomes our decision to make more informatio
required under the Code, and it also notes the work

abated charge we
the demands it will

5 our handling of the
available than is
are doing to promote

awareness of the Code within MOD. Apart from the small point of one late
letter, there is nothing in the report that implies any criticism of MOD.

12.  The next step will be for the Ombudsman to wrif

MP enclosing a copy of his final report for passing on t

then be up to*

£75 for the provision of the information. Once Sec(AS
consent for the charge, they will be able to s

information together. Given the amount of work involw

on staff resources Sec(AS estimate that it will take at

provnd- he information requested. Th

done by a Grade 7 as Eore junior posty’ in the section
gapped.

Presentational issues

13.  Given the tenor of the Ombudsman’s report ang
releasing the information voluntarily, we should presen
highlighting MOD’s general commitment to openness.

influx of similar requests, we should emphasise MOD's
UFOs and reiterate that, because of the resource impli
information is a one-off gesture of goodwill. This report

to notify Sec(AS) that he is pr
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0!, It will
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e work will have to be
grecurrently being
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the fact that we are
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To discourage an
limited interest in
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and the Ombudsman’s




decision about the EESISIEN complaint (ref. A.2/00 of 4 February) will
appear in the Ombudsman’s next six monthly report, ta be published in June.
Whilst Ombudsman cases are undesirable, MOD has in both cases been
praised for its handling of requests under the Code, and we can use the
outcomes to demonstrate the Department’s commitment to openness. DOMD

will irovide a news brief to coincide with the release of the information to [ElSeae 40

14. | therefore recommend that PUS responds to the Ombudsman’s office
along the lines of the attached draft.

DOMD
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Draft reply from PUS to_ Director of Investigations, Office
of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your report on the complaint by
—enclosed with your letter of 8 February 2000.

| welcome the report’s positive tone and its conclusion|that MOD has handled
request fully in accordance with the Code of Practice on Access
to Government Information.

| agree that the facts of the case are correctly stated, subject to two minor
amendments. First, the report states in paragraph 13 that “all the information
relating to those statements [about UFQ sightings and|policy 40 to 50 years
ago] is already in the public domain®. This is not quite correct. As we have

previously explamed t it was not OD olicy to retain all UFQ - n 3\
files as a matter of royting yntil 1967 ether, '?eg%““ D
pre-dating this year r preserved f\ 0“3 |Ies thdrwere refained/hav

been given to the Pu ecord Office. | would therefore prefer the report to
state that all the avaflable information is in the public domain. Second, the
report states at paragraphs 10 and 15 that the Ministry of Defence proposes
to levy a £75 charge for the provision of the information to As
was stated in the letter of 12 January from my Private Secretary t

is sum is the maximum we would | the work be less
time-consuming than expected, the charge t would be

correspondingiy reduced. | would therefore prefer the report to refer to a
maximum charge of £75.

Once the report has been passed to-throu h leuan Wyn Jones
MP, we will need consent for payment of the proposed charge
before proceeding with the request. We will aim to rlg dle the,request as
quickly as possible, but given the amount of work | and the other calls
on staff resources (which were explained in my letter of 12 January), it is
estimated that it erER’ t least 4 weeks to reply t | hope you
will agree that this is a reasonable timeframe in the circumstances.

The point of contact in the Department for SIS s:

Sec(AS)2
Ministry of Defence

%Main Building
iteha

London SW1A 2HB




Loose Minute
D/Sec{AS)64/3
17 February 2000
OMD14

paRLIAMENTARY omBuDsmaN reporT: EEICIECEEEEEE

Reference: OMD14 e-mail of 14.56 16 February 2000

1. You asked for comments/amendments to the draft letters attached to your
e-mail at Reference. Comments are provided below to correspond with the
amendments shown in red italics in your drafts.
2. Comments summary:

Praft for PUS:

Para 4 - there are no substantiated incidents and sightings of

UFOs - only alleged ones.

Para § - amended to flag up the point ma

de at para 10 below.

Para 8 - 1t is correct to say that "UFQ’ files have been released

but | consider ‘all’ should be deleted from

the letter to PUS and,

more importantly, in the Ombudsman’s report. There is

absolutely no way of knowing, 40-50 yea
information is on these files and is now in

's on, if ‘all’ of the
the public domain. It

was not MOD policy to preserve UFQ files as a matter of routine
until 1967. The letter from PS/PUS to_oes not
say ‘all’. You may wish to reflect on this point. If you agree you

will need to add this further amendment t
already proposed for the letter from PUS.

Para 10 - | said to youq to PUS

amaximim o 5.

Para 12 - amended to accord with para 1
completion is provided.

Para 13 - (a) we certainly do need to em
interest. (b) | think saying anything now 3

0 the one | have

and PS/PUS said to

0 and the timescale for

phasise MOD’s limited
bout putting

information on the MOD’s website is a hastage to fortune — what
if we find nothing? | believe we need to wait for

consent, then see what is found on the fil
decide whether to put any information on

Draft from PUS to _

Para 2 - amended to reflect that the charg

Para 3 - timescale added.

s and, after that,
the website.

je is @ maximum one.




Para 4 - amended to take account of the|lamendment to para 2.

3. Ishall, of course, let you know if and when akes contact. We
shall start the clock at that point!

g




LOOSE MINUTE
D/DOMD/2/10

18 February 2000
APS/PUS

Copy to:
APS/SofS
PS/USofS
PS/2™ PUS
PS/DUS(CM)
DGMO

Hd of Sec(AS)
D News

Hd of DR

PARLIAMENTARY OMBUDSMAN REPOR-

References:

A. D/DOMD/2/10f of 23 December 1999
B. D/PUS/23/7 (1301) of 12 January 2000
C. A.7/00 of 8 February 2000

Issue

1. How to respond to the Ombudsman’s proposed
b_that MOD did not provide him with

report on the complaint
the information he

requested under the Code Of Practice on Access to Government Information.

Recommendation

2. That PUS writes to the Ombudsman'’s office in terms of the attached
draft, accepting that the facts are accurately stated and welcoming the

report’s praise for MOD's handling of the case.
Timing
3. The Ombudsman has asked for a response by 2

Background

’3 February.

4. At Ref A, | provided advice on the notification by
Pariiamentary Commissioner for Administration (the O
would be investigating a complaint by
provided him with the information he had requested on

and sightings and our policy in respect of these matters.

replied to the Ombudsman justifying non-disclosure bu
some of the information requested as a one-off gestur
letter of 8 February (Ref C), the Ombudsman'’s Directo
provided a copy of the report that he proposes to mak
MP (who lodged the complaint with the Ombudsman o
and invited comments on it.

 the Office of the

budsman) that it

that MOD had not

alleged UFQ incidents
At Ref B, PUS

offering to release

of goodwill. With his

of Investigations

to leuan Wyn Jones
behalf ofh




5. The report conciudes that MOD handled the case in accordance with
the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information {the Code) and it

welcomes our decision to provide

with the information requested

as a gesture of goodwill. With the exception of one small point of detail in
respect of charges we might levy, it correctly states the facts of the case.

Handling of the requests

6. The report notes that, apart from the delay in answering a letter of 28
July 1999,_35 letters to MOD were answefed promptly and he

was notifi

ed of his right to submit a complaint to the Ombudsman. The

Ombudsman concludes (para 16): “It is clear to me that MOD handled the
matter in full accordance with the requirements of the Code, and for this |
commend them. | am also pleased by the Permanent Secretary’s comments

that his Department is continuing to promote full awar
Release of information

7. -made three requests for information:

(a) That we confirm the following statements, which ar
of information held at the Public Record Office

ness of the Code.”

his own interpretation

* Anincident occurred on 4™ April 1957 and was witriessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The

resulting Technical Intelligence Investigation concl
was due to the presence of five unconventional [ae
unidentified type and origin;

¢ It was official MOD policy to play down the significa
flying objects;

¢ Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and

ded that the incident
rial] objects of

nce of unidentified

performance

parameters far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion
been witnessed by HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.

(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD policy to play down the

significance of unidentified flying objects.

{c) That we provide him with abstracts from all unidenti
reports, specifically those from commercial pilots,
personnel, giving details of the estimated sizes, sh
craft, unusual flight patterns and conclusions reach
case for the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999.

8. With regard to*first request, at para
Ombudsman supports our decision not to comment on

ied flying object
ilitary pilots and radar
pes and speeds of

=d by MOD in each

7(a) above, the
the statements. He

concludes (para 13): “l do not believe they [MOD] can reasonably be
expected now to provide an opinion on policy or statements made 40 to 50

years ago, particularly when the information relating to
already in the public domain.”

those statements is




9. The Ombudsman also rejects_com
at para 7(b) above was not properly answered. He co

also satisfied that MOD have provided an adequate r
request for a statement of their present policy on the s

10.  The Ombudsman also supports (para 17) our ju
requested UFO sighting reports, at para 7(c) above,
been withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (volumi
requests). He “very much welcomes” our decision no
information available t nd accepts that t
propose of a maximum of £75 is reasonable in light of
place on our resources (para 15).

Assessment
11.  This is a very positive report for MOD. It praise

case, welcomes our decision to make more informatio
required under the Code, and it also notes the work

laint that his request
cludes (p

ponse to AN

bject of UFOs.”

dgement that the

uld reasonably have
ous and vexatious
etheless to make this
e abated charge we
the demands it will

5 our handling of the
available than is
are doing to promote

awareness of the Code within MOD. Apart from the small point of one late
letter, there is nothing in the report that implies any criticism of MOD.

12. The next step will be for the Ombudsman to wri
MP enclosing a copy of his final report for passing on

then be up to*to notify Sec(AS) that he is p
£75 for the provision of the information. Once Sec{AS
consent for the charge, they will be able to s
information together. Given the substantial amount of
Sec(AS) estimate that it could take up to six weeks fro

%consent to check the files for the information
respond.

Presentational issues

13.  Given the tenor of the Ombudsman’s report ang
releasing the information voluntarily, we should presen
highlighting MOD's general commitment to openness.
influx of similar requests, we should emphasise MOD’

n Jones
repared to pay up to
) have received
tart putting the
work involved

m receipt of Egion 40

requested and

the fact that we are
t this positively,
To discourage an
limited interest in

UFQOs and reiterate that, because of the resource implications, providing this
information is a one-off gesture of ioodwill. This report and the

Ombudsman’s decision about the
February) will appear in the Ombudsman’s next six m
published in June. Whilst Ombudsman cases are und
both cases been praised for its handling of requests ur
can use the outcomes to demonstrate the Department
openness. DOMD will provide a news brief to coincide
information to

t4. | therefore recommend that PUS responds to th

along the lines of the attached draft.

DOMD

complaint (ref. A.2/00 of 4

thly report, to be
sirable, MOD has in
der the Code, and we
s commitment to
» with the release of the

e Ombudsman’s office
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Draft reply from PUS to-nirector of Investigations, Office
of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your report on the complaint by

SRR cnclosed with your letter of 8 February 2000.

| agree that subject to a minor point of detail the report correctly states the
facts of the case and | welcome its conclusion that MOD has handledEXSie 40

%request fully in accordance with the Code of Practice on Access to
overnment Information. In my Private Secretary letter # of

12 January, we said that the charge for scrutinising the files and copying any
papers that were found to be relevant would be a maximum of £75.

Once the report has been passed to_through leuan Wyn Jones
MP, we will need A Ilconsent for payment of the charge we shall
need lo levy before proceeding with the request. Once we have received this
consent, we will process the request as quickly as possible, but, given the

amount of work involved, | expect we will need up to six weeks to complete
the task.

The point of contact in the Department for-is:

Sec(AS)2

Ministry of Defence
Rm 8247 Main Building
Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB
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Page 1 of 1
. SEC(AS)2 ;
From: OMD14 o ,O
Sent: 16 February 2000 14:56 .
To: HD OF SEC(AS); SEC(AS)2 ’
Cc: OMD/AD(E+MG)

Subject: Ombudsman report; _

Importancs: High

PSA draft submission to PUS regarding the above for your cornments/input.

The main issue is what timetable we should offer for praviding the information to Qresuming he
consents to the charge). The Ombudsman will be looking for the infarmation to b& provi SAP. but

you will obviously have to consider the resource implications. Would 4 weeks from receipt of_
consent be feasible?

As our Director is out of the office on Friday and this has to go up to PUS by then, we'd be grateful for
your advice by tomorrow (Thursday) lunchtime, if that is possible. [t should be fairly straightforward.

Regards,

17/02/00



LOOSE MINUTE
D/DOMD/2/10

18 February 2000
APS/PUS

Copy to:
APS/SofS
PS/USofS
PS/2" PUS
PS/DUS(CM)
DGMO

Hd of Sec(AS)
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PARLIAMENTARY OMBUDSMAN REPORT: _

References:

A. D/DOMD/210/ of 23 December 1999
B. D/PUS/23/7 (1301) of 12 January 2000
C. A.7/00 of 8 February 2000

Issue

1. d to the Ombudsman’s proposed report on the complaint
by that MOD did not provide him with the information he
requested under the Code Of Practice on Access to Government Information.
Recommendation

2. That PUS writes to the Ombudsman’s office in terms of the attached

draft, accepting that the facts are accurately stated and welcoming the
report’s praise for MOD's handling of the case.

Timing
3. The Ombudsman has asked for a response by 23 February.

Background

4, At Ref A, | provided advice on the notification by the Office of the
Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration {the Ombudsman) that it

would be investigating a complaint b that MOD had not d\(e%@d
provided him with the i e info Rbmgsti%ulag had reguested on {UFO incidentsga
sightings and pollc ef S replied to the Ombudsman justifying non-

disclosure but offering to release some of the information requested as a one-
off gesture of goodwill. With his letter of 8 February {Ref C), the
Ombudsman’s Director of Investigations provided a copy of the report that he
proposes to make to leuan Wyn Jones MP (who lodged the complaint with the
Ombudsman on behalf ofh and invited comments on it.




5. The report concludes that MOD handied the case in accordance with
the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code) and it
welcomes our decision to provideEslaIawith the information requested
as a gesture of goodwill. It correctly states the facts of the case.

Handling of the requestis

6. The report notes that, apart from the delay in answering a letter of 28
July 1999_ 35 letters to MOD were answered promptly and he
was notified of his right to submit a complaint to the Ombudsman. The
Ombudsman concludes (para 16): “It is clear to me that MOD handled the
matter in full accordance with the requirements of the Code, and for this |
commend them. | am also pleased by the Permanent Secretary’s comments
that his Department is continuing to promote full awareness of the Code.”

Release of information

7. _made three requests for information:

(a) That we confirm the following statements, which are his own interpretation
of information held at the Public Record Office

 An incident occurred on 4™ April 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The
resulting Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident
was due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of
unidentified type and origin;

¢ |t was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified
flying objects;

¢ Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance
parameters far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion
been witnessed by HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.

(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD policy to play down the
significance of unidentified flying objects.

(c) That we provide him with abstracts from all unidentified flying object
reports, specifically those from commercial pilots, military piiots and radar
personnel, giving details of the estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of
craft, unusual flight patterns and conclusions reached by MOD in each
case for the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999.

8. With regard to _first request, at para 7(a) above, the
Ombudsman supports our decision not to comment on the statements. He
concludes (para 13): “l do not believe they [MOD] can reasonably be
expected now to provide an opinion on policy or statements made 40 to 50
years ago, particularly when all the information relating to those statements is
already in the public domain.”

9. The Ombudsman also reject-complaint that his request
at para 7(b) above was not properly answered. He conciudes (para 15): “l am



. also satisfied that MOD have provided an adequate response to
. request for a statement of their present policy on the subject of UFOs.”

10. The Ombudsman also supports (para 17) our judgement that the
requested UFO sighting reports, at para 7(c) above, could reasonably have
been withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code (voluminous and vexatious
requests). He “very much welcomes” our decision nonetheless to make this
irlfg[,rriaﬂgnfvaulable to nd accepts that the abated charge we
—propose of £75 is reasonable in light of the demands it wili place on our
resources (para 15).
A Mgy RUM Y
Assessment

11.  This is a very positive report for MOD. It praises our handling of the
case, welcomes our decision to make more information available than is
required under the Code, and it also notes the work we are doing to promote
awareness of the Code within MOD. Apart from the small point of one late
letter, there is nothing in the report that implies any criticism of MOD.

12.  The next step will be for the Ombudsman to write to leuan Wyn Jones
MP enclosing a copy of his final report for passing on toﬂ Itwill e o
then be up to*to notify Sec(AS) that he is prepared to pay tae/£75
for the provision of the information. Once Sec{AS) have receivec
&consent for the charge, they will be able to start putting the
information together. Given the substantial amount of work involved,

Sec(AS) estimate that it will take untrl—{-BH‘Eil to provide the information
S

- cmw&
Presentational issues

13.  Given the tenor of the Ombudsman’s report and the fact that we are
releasing the information voluntarily, we should present this positively,
highlighting MOD’s general com ent to openness. To discourage an
influx of similar requests, we ma ever, wiskslg-emphasise MOD's limited

interest in UFQOs and ureiterate that because of the resource implications, bl websiz
prowdlng this mformatlon is a one—off gesture of goodwnll [I-N-'-F-t-l-E—t:eH-GER | Do eV

ey ) SNEOR ON velusde -
GNIHE.WE.BSlIE.-.SEG@B.S-)-IOADMLSE This report and the : t‘; Rawe 1o
Ombudsman’s decision about th complaint (ref. A.2/00 of 4 ( wgawtileqq

February) will appear in the Ombudsman’s next six monthly report, to be

published in June. Whilst Ombudsman cases are undesirable, MOD has in WU nok e

both cases been praised for its handling of requests under the Code, and we
can use the outcomes to demonstrate the Department’s commitment to
openness. DOMD will provide a news brief to coincide with the release of the

information t-

14.  |therefore recommend that PUS responds to the Ombudsman’s office
along the lines of the attached draft.

DOMD




Draft reply from PUS to _ Director of Investigations, Office
of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your report on the complaint by
* enclosed with your letter of 8 February 2000.
-J\:JPct' Ty WV d\ﬂm
| agree thatjthe report correctly states the facts of the case and | welcome its
conclusion that MOD has handled equest fully in accordance
with the Code of Pract|ce on A(\:g:ess tge Govggnment Inforg\artlonb I ™ :?'cdg \e"
Daa Q \'L N &“‘“"" - "“Qc e < L:Hh‘i.
wén%% the repocrt%;; been passed to through euan Wy#%es “““‘“" e
MP, we will nee consent for payment of the 85 charge before  “
proceeding with the request. Once we have received this consent, we will
process the request as quickly as possible, but, given the amount of work

involved, | expect we will need about [SECHAS)e-cenfirm] to complete the
task. Ml Lrde

As-steted-ithefetterof-+2-tanuary fronrmy Prvats
EERESEre point of contact in the Department for this metter is:

Ministry of Defence

Rm 8247 Main Building
Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB
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I. [ attach a copy of a letter / minute dated g FQ‘AOO

2 Will you please:
| ) oy e ot
B.___ Submitadvicercomment.

C. Submit advice together with a draft reply. — €2 PJJZ 3 0}

D Notetheatached-forinformation—— \WAH |
3 Please submit this by COP 1(6 ’IK\O 00

4 The Open Government Code of Practice came into force on 4™ April 1994. You
should ensure that all replies to members of the public are provided in accordance with the
procedures as set out in the Code A full explanation of the Code of Practice is contained in
DCI GEN 223/99; further information is available in the CHOTS public area or from OMD
14 on telephone extension MB84814.

Copies go to:
M{S:\S W tec (AY)
Ilugqs ka4 M
K [ 2nd Mg
D, mo
b Masy

APS/PUS

Date 15 PE‘O OO

CHOTS: PUS OQuter Office

nitse 103699
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THE PARLIAMENTARY

OMBUDSMAN

OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER FOR

ADMINISTRATION

MILLBANK TOWER, MILLBANK, LONDON SWI1P 40F. _

SWITCHBOARD 0171 217 3000, Fax DIReCT |

Mr Kevin Tebbit CMG MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Permanent Secretary

PU.S
Ministry of Defence

1Ea7 ' ]
T 9
Main Building ; 1{‘ ‘/ﬂﬁb 1
Whitehall b T

kY

London
SW1A 2HB

Qur Ref: A.7/00
Your Ref: D/PUS/23/7 (1301)

8 February 2000

Dew My, Telbil,

You wrote to the Parliamentary Ombudsman on 12 January

complaint by-

I now enclose a copy of the report which we propose to mal
Jones MP, under section 10(1) of the Parliamentary Commnus

1 should be grateful if, by 23 February 2000, you would let
that the facts are correctly stated so far as your Department i
have any comments on their presentation.

»
:jg-n .Su\uar‘—p-{,

Director of Investigations

Enc: 1

WondamCaseManagerment ADTAVAD00? COLDRRI doc

2000 giving comments on the
ce to the Member, leuan Wyn
sioner Act.

me know whether you agree
s concerned, and whether you
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Ieuan Wyn Jones Esq MP
House of Commons
London

SWIA OAA

Our Ref: A.7/00
Your Ref: IWJ/2/96/137

February 2060

1. I wrote to you on 2 December 1999 to tell you that the Parliamentary Ombudsman had

decided to carry out an investigation into the complaint you referred on behalf of

nd that he had sent a summary of

Secretary of the Ministry of Defence (MOD),

omplaint to the Permanent
omplaint is that MOD had
refused to provide him with information that should have been made available to him
under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Iniiormation (the Code). This letter

is my report to you under section 10(1) of the Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1967.

Background
2.-wrote to MOD on 24 May 1998 asking for information about incidents in the

1950s involving ‘unidentified flying objects’ (UFOs). MOD replied on 24 June. In their
letter they explained their policy towards the storage and destruction of files on this
subject. They said that all surviving contemporary paperwork had been forwarded to the
Public Record Office and, as such, was a matter of publi¢ record. In reply (in an undated
letter)-asked them to confirm the following statements as a matter of public

record:-

WondonCaseManagement\ AGNANATDT_OMDRRI doc




3. MOD wrote back on 6 July, to say that they could add ng

WondomCaseManagementtAQNAVACO07_ONDREI doc

‘1. An incident occurred on 4 April 1957 and was wit
Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Fr¢
Intelligence investigation concluded that the incident
objects of unidentific

unconventional [aerial]

DDI(Tech)/C.290/3/, report dated 30 April 1957, PRQ

messed by radar operators at the
*ugh. The resulting Technical
was due to the presence of five
zd  type (Ref
File AIR 20/9321).

and origin

‘2. It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified flying

objects (AIR 2/17527).

‘3. Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters far

in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasior
Forces in UK Airspace (PRO Files AIR 20/9320, A
AIR 16/1199)."

- had earlier written separately to MOD

information about visual and radar observations of aerial
pilots and ground crew. He asked for details of the ¢
observed (their shape, size and performance), their locatig
He cited the Code and requested that MOD quote exen

refuse the information; he also asked MOD to conduct

1 been witnessed by HM Armed
IR 20/9321, AIR 20/9994 and

bthing to their letter of 24 June.
on 25 June 1998, asking for
phenomena by Royal Air Force
ypes of craft which had been
n and the dates of the incidents.
nptions if they were minded to

an internal review. On 10 July

1998,_ wrote to MOD about the three statements (paragraph 2 above) and

asked them to review his request that they confirm the s

record.

. On 30 July 1998, MOD wrote tofSeiSl2bout the ¢

his requests. In respect of details of ‘aerial phenomn

information could be justifiably withheld under Exemptic

tatements as a matter of public

utcome of their review of both
lena’, they told him that the

n 9 of the Code (see paragraph

12 below) because providing it would require an unreasonable diversion of resources. As

to the three statements they told him that, to the best of tl

teir knowledge, the files held at




-was not satisfied with that reply and sought the (

Departmental response to the Ombudsman

. On 28 July 1999 EESISIEEvrote to MOD with a mof

the Public Record Office contained the full details of any
made at the time in respect of them; all contemporary pa
for public scrutiny. They also told him about his avenu

Ombudsman.

information. He asked for abstracts from all UFO reports

military pilots and radar personnel between 0100 Hrs 28

v alleged incidents and decisions
perwork was therefore available

= of appeal to the Parliamentary

re narrowly focussed request for
witnessed by commercial pilots,
} July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28

July 1999. He asked for details of the types of craft which had been observed (their

shape, size, speed and unusual flight patterns) and the ¢

enclusions reached by MOD on

UFOs. He also asked if MOD now agreed, in 1999, with the three statements given

previously (paragraph 2 above) and expanded on the
asking whether it was now, in 1999, official MOD pol
UFOs. '

MOD replied on 14 October 1999. In their letter they saiy

the information requested by -was explained 1
position remained unchanged. As regards present MOD j

second of those statements by

icy to play down the subject of

d that the position with regard to
[0 him in July 1998 and that this
policy in respect of UFO related

issues, they replied that this had been explained to-on many occasions.

7.

8.

WondomCaseManagemen\AQIAVAGDD?_OOWDRRA doc

In offering his comments on the complaint, the Permanen

was satisfied that MOD’s previous respenses on the thr

Dmbudsman’s intervention.

It Secretary of MOD said that he

ee specific statements had been

correct. He said that it was not within MOD’s remit to provide an official Departmental

comment on alleged incidents and policy from the 195(

s and 1960s, and noted that the

files were in the Public Record Office and were open to anyone to draw their own

conclusions.

With regard to _request as to whether 1t w

ras official MOD pelicy to play




down the subject of unidentified flying objects, the Permanent Secretary said that the
Department’s policy on UFOs had been explained to- on several occasions.

He said that MOD had only a very limited defence intg

rrest in UFQO issues, which was
simply to establish from sighting reports whether or not there had been any breach of the
UK Air Defence Region. He went on to say that investigations into sightings were only

carried out, if there were corroborative evidence that such a breach had occurred.

As regards_ narrower request for specif

sightings between 28 July‘I 998 and 28 July 1999, the P

was satisfied that the decision not to release this informat

ic information regarding UFO
ermanent Secretary said that he
ion under the terms of the Code

request, they would need to scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, some 800 pieces of

was justified and referred to Exemption 9. He said that,

correspondence. In addition, in order to respect thind party confidences, ‘personal

Wondon\CaseManagement ADDANAIOT_D0\DRRI. doc

information relating to the correspondents would hav
publication. It was estimated that it would take about |
request. However, although in his view the Code hz

Permanent Secretary said that he had asked the re

e to be blanked out prior to
4 working hours to handle the
1d been correctly applied, the

sponsible division within the

Department to make the information available to_ on this occasion as a one-off

exercise, and noted that there would be significant resour

10. Given the extent of the work involved, the Permanent Seq

would be reasonable to levy a charge for the informatiq

policy under the Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour

of four hours to produce non-essential information. Th

charge of £150 but as a gesture of goodwill, he said tha
Vit we SAx A
JUET TR VS |

only £75 on this occasion.

Sm———t

11. The Permanent Secretary also commented on his Deparj

e problems in repeating it.

cretary also took the view that it
n requested. The Department’s
for every hour worked in excess

Is would equate to a proposed

b 1d be ch d

rasoctmmn of

>
mq w’ ’
tment’s general handling of

- correspondence. He took the view tha_ requests, which amounted

to over 35 letters since July 1996, had been handled acc

ording to the Code and that the




Section 10 | NEY RN

1999 within 20 working days. He accepted that a holding reply should have been sent to
nd that more might have been done to explain to him why his request was

only identifiable shortcoming was the failure to answer

considered unreasonable.

The Code of Practice

12. Exemption 9 of the Code, which was cited by MOD, reads as follows:

‘Requests for information which are vexatious or manifestly unreasonable or are
formulated in too general a manner, or which (because of the amount of information
to be processed or the need to retrieve information from files not in current use)

would require unreasonable diversion of resources.’

Assessment

13. In assessing this complaint there are two aspects [ have to consider: the substantive issue

of whether or not information should be released and the general handling of

-complaint. I turn first to the release of inform;

was that MOD confirm as a matter of public record

ation. _ﬁrst request

| the three specific statements

contained in historical records. In asking this question_appears to be seeking

a current view from MOD in respect of both factual matt
and 1960s regarding UFOs. MOD’s view is that all the
these statements is in the Public Record Office and that |

draw their own conclusions, Paragraph 3(v) of the (

ers and their policy in the 1950s
available information regarding
t is therefore open to anyone to

lode commits Departments ‘to

release, in response to specific requests, information relating to their policies, actions and

decisions and other matters related to their areas of
Guidance on Interpretation of the Code states that Depa;
an opinion on a particular matter unless there would be
should do so in the normal course of business’. MOD

details of their present policy on UFOs but I do not |

expected now to provide an opinion on policy or staten

WendomCaseManagement ADRAYAOOOT_DADRRA. doc

responsibility’. However, the
rtments are not obliged ‘to give
a reasonable expectation that it
have provided_with
believe they can reasonably be

nents made 40 to 50 years ago,




particularly when all the information relating to those stéatcments is already in the public
domain. I do not therefore consider tha_re(?guest can be dealt with under the

terms of the Code and [ do not see the Permanent Secreta?ry’s response as unreasonable.

14. I am also satisfied that MOD have provided an adequate xf'esponse to _requcst
for a statement of their present policy on the subject of UFOS The Permanent Secretary
said that MOD’s policy on the subject of UFOs had b#en explained to -on
several occasions, to the effect that MOD had a veryélimited interest in UFO issues,
which was to establish from sighting reports whether tl'iterc had been any breach of the

UK Air Defence Region.

15. [ very much welcome the Permanent Secretary’s decisioril to provide_ with the
specific information regarding UFO sightings that he has? requested. The Code recognises
that there are limits to the resources that a body can ?reasonably devote to answering
requests for information. Exemption 9 of the Code allows requests for information to be
refused after proper consideration if — because of thie amount of information to be
processed or the need to retrieve information from arc?hived files — meeting a request
would require an unreasonable diversion of resources. Cl:early it is a matter of judgement
as to whether or not information requested in any givené case is sufficiently extensive to
justify the application of Exemption 9. On this occasion; the MOD have agreed, in spite

of their view that Exemption 9 could be held to apply, té carry out that work and release

the information. I welcome this decision and consider theé prospective charge of £75 to
-to be reasonable in the light of the demanéls placed on the Department’s

resources.

16. As regards the general handling of _corresépondence, [ am pleased to note
that, apart from the delay in replying to his letter%of 28 July 1999, which was
acknowledged as an error by the Permanent Secretary, éail of _letters were
answered promptly. He was also advised of his right, if he remained dissatisfied with

their reply, to submit a complaint, through a Member of Parliament, to this Office. It 1s

Wondon\CaseManagement\ AQNAAO007_00\DRR3.doc



clear to me that MOD handied the matter in full accordance with the requirements of the
Code, and for this I commend them. I am also pleased by the Permanent Secretary’s

comments that his Department is continuing to promote full awareness of the Code.

Conclusion

17.1 found that the MOD acted reasonably in refusing to confirm the three specific

statements contained in public records, and that they had provided -With an
adequate response on their present policy on the subject of UFOs. While the MOD could

reasonably have withheld the information on UFQ sightings requested by -
under Exemption 9, 1 regard their willingness to release this information on this occasion.

as a satisfactory outcome to a partially justified complaint.

Director

‘Wondon\CaseManagement AGRAVADBNO7_OGADERS doc



D/PUS{23/7 (1309)

13 January 2000
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DOMD

Copy to: : . \
APS/Secretary of State o \

PS/USofS e ;
PS/2™ PUS i

DGMO

D News

Hd Sec(AS)

Hd of DR [ All sent by CHOTS ]

OMBUDSMAN INVESTIGATION OF OPEN GOVERNMENT COMPLAINT:

PUS has seen your minute (2/10) of 23 December 1999. He was content with the
advice and a letter has been sent to the Office of Parliamentary Commissioner for
Administration, to this effect.

2. PUS asked that | pass on his thanks to you for handling this case well.

( Signed )

APS/PUS




RNy
L
KEVIN TEBBIT CMG ' [

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HE

Telephone:
Fax:

PERMANENT UNDER-SECRETARY QOF STATE

DIPUS/23(7 (1301)

.
-

| am writing to you in response to the letter from of 2 December
1999 (your ref A.7/00) concerning the complaint from [l eiletRas) about release of

information under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.

12 January 2000

I have considered the complaint in two parts: the question of disclosure in the
context of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information; and the
Department's general handling of requests for information.

Disclosure in the context of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information

_ has made three requests. In the first place, he asked: “Does the MoD, now
in 1999, agree with the following specific statements contained in historical records

1) An incident occurred on the 4™ April 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The resuiting
Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was due to the
presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type and origin.

2) it was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified flying
objects

3) Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters
far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by HM
Armed Forces in UK Airspace.”

The reply given toH(DISeC(AS)ISMB dated 6 July 1998) explained that all the
available information regarding these statements has been given to the Public Record

Office and is therefore in the public domain. It also stated that we cannot provide any
official comment on those records. This view was upheld in the internal review and | am



satisfied that this was the correct, indeed the only, position we could take. it is simply not
within our remit to provide an official Departmental comment on alleged incidents and
policy from the 1950s and 1960s. The files are in the Public Record Office and they are
open to anyone to draw their own conclusions.

second request was “is it now, in 1999, official MOD policy to play down
the subject of unidentified flying objects?” The Department’s policy on UFOs has been
explained to SRRl on several occasions, as early as 12 August 1996. | attach a copy
of this letter for your information. The position is that the Ministry of Defence has only a
very limited defence interest in UFO issues, which is to establish from sighting reports
whether there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence Region. Investigations into
sightings are only carried out if there is corroborative evidence that such a breach has
occurred.

_third request is for “abstracts from all unidentified flying object reports
specifically from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel specifically
witnessed between 0100 Hrs 28™ July 1998 and 0100 Hrs 28" July 1999. | would
specifically like to see

1. Estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of unidentified flying objects
2. Unusual flight patterns of unidentified flying objects
3. Conclusions reached by MoD on unidentified flying objects”.

This is a narrowing of a request made in March 1 1998 for “all information relating to
radar and visual sightings by our armed forces from at least the last five years but
preferably the last thirty years.” The initial request was refused on the grounds that it
could only be provided at disproportionate cost and sought an internal review.
The decision not to release under exemption 9 of the Code (vexatious or voluminous
requests) was upheld in the internal review. narrower request for information
between 28" July 1998 and 28" July 1999 was also rejected on grounds of
disproportionate cost.

| am satisfied that this decision was justified under the terms of the Code of Practice on
Access to Government Information.

The Guidance to the Code states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a
request would require an unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount of
information sought or difficulties in identifying, locating or callating it.

Even meeting request for abstracts from UFO sighting reports from og™h
July 1998 to 28" July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both because of
the volume of information sought and because of particular difficulties in publishing it. The
Department receives about 400 sighting reports a year, very few of which require any form
of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the same number of letters from members of

the iublic on UFQ issues, some of which may also contain sighting reports. To meetElSetan 40

request, we would therefore need to scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about
800 pieces of correspondence. There is the additional problem that, in order to respect
third party confidences, personal information relating to the correspondents would have to
be blanked out prior to publication. This would take additional time. in total, we estimate
that it would take about 14 working hours to handle the request. Because UFQ issues are



normaily handied by only two junior members of staff, and comprise only a small element
of their much wider-ranging tasks, and because the senior of these two posts is currently
gapped as a result of our Departmental policy for postings/promotion arrangements and
the more junior desk officer is very new to post, a Grade 7 would have to be assigned to
handling the bulk of the request. This would necessarily entail an unreasonable diversion
of resources.

Last year we considered whether it would be practical to release our UFO files en
masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. | am advised, however,
that because of the need to blank out personal information, releasing the files early would
be very time-consuming that it could impact on our overall Departmental programme of
releasing documents to the PRO.

Department exceptionally to make the information available to This is
because | am determined that the Department is, and is seen to be, as open as possibie. |
also wan_ to see that we are not withholding significant information in this area
and that we fry to respond to the growing public demand for information on UFQ issues as
best we can within the very real constraints of our limited Departmental interest and
resources. Our position nonetheless remains that the provision of this information is a
one-off exercise that would normally be considered an unreasonable diversion of
resources. As explained above, there would be significant resource problems in repeating
this exercise.

However, despite these considerations, | have asked the resionsibie division within the

Given the extent of the work involved, we would need to charge for the
provision of the information requested. The Department’s policy under the Code is to
charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in of 4 hours to produce
non-essential information. This would equate in case to a proposed charge
of £150. On this occasion, | have decided that the charge should be abated by 50% as a
gesture of goodwill. We would therefore charge a maximum of £75, if ElSslauRas) wished
us to carry out the task.

The Department’'s general handling of _correspondence

| belisve that_requests, which amount to over 35 letters since July
1996, have been handled according to the Code of Practice on Access to Government
Information. Almost all letters have been answered promptly, Code exemptions were cited
where appropriate, and the appeals process was explained to during his
internal review. The one identified shortcoming was the failure to answer
letter of 28 July 1999 within 20 working days. This was because of temporary staffing
shortages in the responsible division and refiects the limited Departmental interest in the
subject, the scarcity of resources made avatlable to the task and the volume and
frequency of ﬁcorrespondence. However, should have been sent a
holding reply and this omissicn has been acknowledged by the division concerned. t may
also be that more should have been done to explain tohwhy his request was
considered unreasonable and how he could have framed it in a more acceptable manner.

We have issued Department-wide instructions regarding the Code and we are
continuing to promote awareness of it. | am satisfied that our general performance against
the Code is good.



If you are content with this approach, | am happy for you to inform
through his MP. | expect that it should be possible to provide ith the
information requested by the end of February. The point of contact in the Department is:

Sec{AS)2

Ministry of Defence

Rm 8247 Main Building

Whitehall :
= London SW1A 2HB

Yourt surcere

{Private Secretary)

APS /Sof S
pe S VS =FS
Ps /20 d
pohp

Pehe

AR A VA

HA Jec (ﬁ-l")
HN of PR .

Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration
15" Floor

Millbank Tower

Milibank

London SW1P 4QP
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PS/HD OF SEC(AS)

From: OMD14
Sent: 23 December 1999 17:25

To: PUS Quter Office
Cc: SOFS-Private Office; USofS/Mailbox; PS/2nd PUS; DGMO; D News; HD OF SEC(AS),
DOMD; Hd of DR; Hd of DR1; OMD/AD{E+MG)

Subject: Parliamentary Ombudsman Investigation:

For the attention of APS/PUS,

PSA submission and draft reply on the above. | will also fax you the letter from Sec(AS} to
12 August 1996 that is referred to in the submission. —

The Ombudsman has agreed to extend the deadline for a reply until 12 January 2000.

04/01/00 g



LOOSE MINUTE
D/DOMD/2/10

23 December 1999
PS/PUS*

Copy to:
APS/SofS*
PS/UsofS*
PS/2™ PUS*
DGMO*

D News*

Hd of Sec(AS)*
Hd of DR*

*by CHOTS

OMBUDSMAN INVESTIGATION OF OPEN GOVERNMENT COMPLAINT:

Reference:
A. D/PUS/23/7(1259) dated 16 December 1999

Issue

1. How to respond to the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s invitation to comment on

the complaint by_that he was not provided with information
requested under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (Ref A).

Recommendation

2. That PUS replies to the Ombudsman’s Office along the lines of the attached
draft.

Timin

3. The Ombudsman originally asked for a response by 23 December. We have,

however, agreed an extension to 12 January 2000.

Background

4 In his letter of 2 December 1999 {ref A.7/00),_Director of the

Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the Parliamentary



Ombudsman), notified PUS of a complaint received against MOD concerning the

Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code). He invited PUS

to comment on the complaint.

5. The Ombudsman is authorised to investigate complaints relating to the Code,
for instance that information requested has not been provided, and make
recommendations about any action he believes is required to rectify the complaint.
The Ombudsman will not, however, investigate complaints until a Department’s
internal review procedure has been completed. Complaints to the Ombudsman have

to be made through an MP.

6. In this case, the requester,_who is a committed ufologist and

regular correspondent with Sec(AS), has obtained the backing of his MP, Ieuan Wyn
Jones (Ynys Mon), to take his case to the Ombudsman. Overall, MOD has a good
record in applying the Code. This is only the third complaint against MOD that the
Ombudsman has investigated since the Code was introduced in 1994, We are still
awaiting the outcome of the Ombudsman’s last investigation, on which PUS
commented on 27 May 1999 (ref. D/PUS/23/7(225)).

7. A chronology oi-omplaint is provided in the letter to PUS from
the Ombudsman’s Office. In summary, -has made three requests:

(a) That we confirm the following statements, which are his own interpretation of

information held at the Public Record Office

¢ Anincident occurred on 4™ April 1957 and was witnessed by radar operators
at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The resulting
Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was due to the
presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type and

origin;

¢ It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified
flying objects;



(\

s Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters
far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by

HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.

(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD policy to play down the

significance of unidentified flying objects.

(c) That we provide him with abstracts from all unidentified flying object reports,
specifically those from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel,
giving details of the estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of craft, unusual flight
patterns and conclusions reached by MOD in each case for the period 28 July
1998 to 28 July 1999.

8. With regard to_ﬁrst request at 7(a), Sec(AS) replied on 24 June
1998 and 6 July 1998 that all the information regarding these statements had been
forwarded to the Public Record Office and was therefore already in the public

domain. There was nothing we could add to it. This decision was upheld in DOMD’s
internal review of 30 July 1998, and was repeated by USofS in his letter of 14 October
1999 to Ieuan Wyn Jones MP.

9. With regard to_ second request at 7(b), Sec(AS) explained as
early as their letter of 12 August 1996 (copy attached) MOD’s current policy on

- UFOs and have reminded him on a number of occasions since that time. MOD has
only a very limited defence interest in UFO issues, which is to establish from sighting
reports whether there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence Region.
Investigations into sightings are only carried out if there is corroborated evidence to

suggest that such a breach has occurred.

10.  With regard to 7(c)_ originally requested in March 1998 that MOD

should share with him “all information relating to radar and visual sightings by our

armed forces from at least the last five years but preferably the last thirty years.” The

request was subject to an internal review in July 1998, where it was refused under

Exemption 9 of the Code (vexatious or voluminous requests). It was decided that

providing the information would require an unreasonable diversion of resources.
”hen narrowed the timescale for his request down to the period 28 July 1998
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to 28 July 1999. In his reply of 14 October 1999, USofS indicated that this still could

not be answered without an unreasonable diversion of resources.
11. There are two elements that the Ombudsman will be investigating;

a. Disclosure: is MOD’s decision not to disclose information justified under

the terms of the Code and its exemptions

b. Handling: in accordance with the Code, were-equests
answered within 20 working days, was he made aware of the complaints

procedure and were Code exemptions cited when information was

withheld?

12.  Disclosure issues. In my view, my predecessor as DOMD was correct to
conclude in the internal review that we could not provide-with further
comment on his statements in para 7(a) above. These were not requests for
information, but rather requests for us to confirm alleged incidents and policy from
the 1950s and 1960s. As we pointed out, all the information relating to that time
period is already in the public domain, and we are not in a position to provide any
additional comment on it. With regard to_ second request at 7(b), I am
satisfied that MOIY’s current policy on UFOs was properly explained to -in
the letter from Sec(AS) as early as 12 August 1996 and as late as USofS’s letter to his
MP dated 14 October 1999.

13.  With regard to_ request for reports on UFO sightings, as
explained in para 7(c) above, I am satisfied that our initial decision to withhold the
information under exemption 9 of the Code is justifiable. The Guidance to the Code
states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a request would require an
unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount of information sought or

difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it.

14, Meeting_request for abstracts from UFO sighting reports from 28
July 1998 to 28 July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both
because of the volume of information sought and because of particular difficulties in
publishing it. The Department receives about 400 sighting reports a year, very few of

which require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the same



number of letters from members of the public on UFO issues, some of which may also
contain sighting reports. To meet_request, we would therefore need to
scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about 800 pieces of correspondence. There is the
additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences, personal
information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out prior to
publication. This would take additional time. In total, Sec(AS) estimate that it would
take at least 14 working-hours to provide the information requested. Staff resources
dedicated to UFO-related issues comprise some 20% of an EQ and 50% of an AQ.
The EQ post is currently gapped awaiting a new member of staff and the AO has been
in post only some 6 weeks. Most of the work would therefore have to be done by the

Grade 7, the only desk officer familiar with the issues involved.

15.  Last year we considered whether it would be practical to release UFO files en
masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. Defence Records
advised that because of the need to blank out personal information, releasing the files
early would be very time-consuming and could impact on our overall Departmental

programme of releasing documents to the PRO.

16. Nonetheless, in light o_ appeal to the Ombudsman, Head of
Sec(AS) believes that there would be benefit in attempting to meet_
request for reports of UFO sightings between 28 July 1998 and 28 July 1999,
This would demonstrate the Department’s commitment to openness and would
attempt to allay_ concern that the Department is withholding significant
information. The draft letter to the Ombudsman reflects this, and emphasises that this
is intended to be a one-off exercise that would normally be regarded as an
unreasonable diversion of resources. Given the extent of the work involved, we
would normally charge for the provision of this information. MOD’s policy under the
Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in of 4 hours
to produce non-essential information. This would equate in_case to a
proposed charge of £150. However, as a gesture of goodwill, I recommend that we

abate the charge in this case by 50%.

17.  Handling issues. These are unlikely to be significant if we are going to
provide Dr Ridyard with the information he requested. I believe that Dr Ridyard’s
correspondence, which amount to over 35 letters since July 1996, have been handled

according to the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information. Almost all



letters were answered promptly, Code exemptions were cited where appropriate, and
the appeals process was explained to- during his internal review. The one
identified shortcoming was the failure to answer_ letter of 28 July 1999
within 20 working days. This was because of temporary staffing shortages in
Sec(AS) and is a reflection of the limited Departmental interest in the subject, the
consequent scarcity of resources made available to the task and the volume and
frequency of] _correspondence. In this situation,-should have
been sent a holding reply. It may also be that more should have been done to explain
to_why his request was considered unreasonable and how he could have

framed it in a more acceptable manner.

18.  Presentational aspects. Subject to the Ombudsman’s conclusions, we should
present this as another example of MOD’s commitment to openness. In this regard, it
is important that this is seen as a voluntary gesture of openness rather than as

something we were forced to do by the Ombudsman.

19.  Conclusion. Given Sec{AS) offer to release the information requested, it is

unlikely that the Ombudsman’s report will be critical of MOD on the question of

disclosure. There may, however, be minor criticism of the way some of -
correspondence was handled. The attached draft reply reflects these points.

DOMD



DRAFT REPLY FROM PUS TO THE OMBUDSMAN’S OFFICE

Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration
15™ Floor

Millbank Tower

Millbank

London SWIP 4QP

I am writing to you in response to the letter fro_of 2 December

1999 (your ref A.7/00) concerning the complaint fromSasa IO about release
of information under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.

1 have considered the complaint in two parts: the question of disclosure in the context

of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information; and the Department’s

general handling of_requests for information.

Disclosure in the context of the Code of Practice on Access to Government

Information

- has made three requests. In the first place, he asked: “Does the MoD, now

in 1999, agree with the following specific statements contained in historical records

1) An incident occurred on the 4™ April 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The
resulting Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was
due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type
and origin,

2) It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified
flying objects

3) Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters
far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by

HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.”



The reply given to Bl SHOIRAR(D/Sec(AS)/64/3 dated 6 July 1998) explained that all
the available information regarding these statements has been given to the Public
Record Office and is therefore in the public domain. It also stated that we cannot
provide any official comment on those records. This view was upheld in the internal
review and 1 am satisfied that this was the correct, indeed the only, position we could
take. It is simply not within our remit to provide an official Departmental comment
on alleged incidents and policy from the 1950s and 1960s. The files are in the Public

Record Office and they are open to anyone to draw their own conclusions.

_ second request was “is it now, in 1999, official MOD policy to play
down the subject of unidentified flying objects?” The Department’s policy on UFOs
has been explained to_on several occasions, as early as 12 August 1996. 1
attach a copy of this letter for your information. The position is that the Ministry of
Defence has only a very limited defence interest in UFQ issues, which is to establish
from sighting reports whether there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence
Region. Investigations into sightings are only carried out if there is corroborative

evidence that such a breach has occurred.

_third request is for “abstracts from all unidentified flying object reports
specifically from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel specifically
witnessed between 0100 Hrs 28™ July 1998 and 0100 Hrs 28™ July 1999. T would
specifically like to see
1. Estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of unidentified flying objects
2. Unusual flight patterns of unidentified flying objects
3. Conclusions reached by MoD on unidentified flying objects™.

This is a narrowing of a request made in March 1 1998 for “all information relating to
radar and visual sightings by our armed forces from at least the last five years but
preferably the last thirty years.” The initial request was refused on the grounds that it
could only be provided at disproportionate cost and_sought an internal
review. The decision not to release under exemption 9 of the Code (vexatious or
voluminous requests) was upheld in the internal review. _ narrower
request for information between 28™ July 1998 and 28™ July 1999 was also rejected

on grounds of disproportionate cost.



1 am satisfied that this decision was justified under the terms of the Code of Practice

on Access to Government Information.

The Guidance to the Code states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a
request would require an unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount

of information sought or difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it.

Even meeting_request for abstracts from UFQ sighting reports from 28™
July 1998 to 28" July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both
because of the volume of information sought and because of particular difficulties in
publishing it. The Department receives about 400 sighting reports a year, very few of
which require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the same
mumber of letters from members of the public on UFQ issues, some of which may also
contain sighting reports. To mee_ request, we would therefore need to
scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about 800 pieces of correspondence. There is the
additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences, personal
information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out prior to
publication. This would take additional time. In total, we estimate that it would take
about 14 working hours to handle the request. Because UFO issues are normally
handled by only two junior members of staff, and comprise only a small element of
their much wider-ranging tasks, and because the senior of these two posts is currently
gapped as a result of our Departmental policy for postings/promotion arrangements
and the more junior desk officer is very new to post, a Grade 7 would have to be
assigned to handling the bulk of the request. This would necessarily entail an

unreasonable diversion of resources.

Last year we considered whether it would be practical to release our UFO files en
masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. Iam advised,
however, that because of the need to blank out personal information, releasing the
files early would be very time-consuming that it could impact on our overall

Departmental programme of releasing documents to the PRO.

However, despite these considerations, I have asked the responsible division within
the Department exceptionally to make the information available to - This
is because 1 am determined that the-Department is, and is seen to be, as open as

possible. [ also want- to see that we are not withholding significant



information in this area and that we try to respond to the growing public demand for
information on UFQ issues as best we can within the very real constraints of our
limited Departmental interest and resources. Our position nonetheless remains that
the provision of this information is a one-off exercise that would normally be
considered an unreasonable diversion of resources. As explained above, there would

be significant resource problems in repeating this exercise.

Given the extent of the work involved, we would need to charge- for the
provision of the information requested. The Department’s policy under the Code is to
charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in of 4 hours to produce
non-essential information. This would equate in _case to a proposed

charge of £150. On this occasion, I have decided that the charge should be abated by

50% as a gesture of goodwill. We would therefore charge a maximum of £75, if

shed us to carry out the task.
The Department’s general handlingLf_correspondence

I believe that - requests, which amount to over 35 letters since July 1996,

have been handled according to the Code of Practice on Access to Government

Information. Almost ail letters have been answered promptly, Code exemptions were

cited where appropriate, and the appeals process was explained to -during

his internal review. The one identified shortcoming was the failure to answer
-etter of 28 July 1999 within 20 working days. This was because of

temporary staffing shortages in the responsible division and reflects the limited

Departmental interest in the subject, the scarcity of resources made available to the

task and the volume and frequency o-correspondence. However,

ould have been sent a holding reply and this omission has been
acknowledged by the division concerned. It may also be that more should have been
done to explain t-why his request was considered unreasonable and how

he could have framed it in a more acceptable manner.

We have issued Department-wide instructions regarding the Code and we are
continuing to promote awareness of it. Tam satisfied that our general performance

against the Code is good.



If you are content with this approach, 1 am happy for you to inform_
through his MP. 1 expect that it should be possible to provide- with the
information requested by the end of February. The point of contact in the Department

Sec{AS)2

Ministry of Defence

Rm 8247 Main Building
Whitehal!

London SW1A 2HB

is:
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LOOSE MINUTE
D/DOMD/2/10 i1 i |
22 December 1999 S / .

PS/PUS

Copy to:
APS/SofS
PS/USofS
PS/2™ PUS
DGMO

D News

Hd of Sec(AS)
Hd of DR

OMBUDSMAN INVESTIGATION OF OPEN GOVERNMENT COMPLAINT:

Reference:

A. D/PUS/23/7(1259) dated 16 December 1999

Issue

1. How to respond to the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s invitation to comment on
the complaint by_that he was not provided with information

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

Recommendation

2, That PUS replies to the Ombudsman’s Office along the lines of the attached
draft.

Timing

3. The Ombudsman originally asked for a response by 23 December., We have,
however, agreed an extension to 12 January 2000.

Background

4. Tnhis letter of 2 December 1999 (ref A.7/00) EECIIGSIIN Director of the
Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the Parliamentary
Ombudsman), notified PUS of a complaint received against MOD concerning the
Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code). He invited PUS
to comment on the complaint.

5. The Ombudsman is authorised to investigate complaints relating to the Code,
for instance that information requested has not been provided, and make
recommendations about any action he believes is required to rectify the complaint.
The Ombudsman will not, however, investigate complaints until a Department’s
internal review procedure has been completed. Complaints to the Ombudsman have
to be made through an MP.



6. In this case, the requester_who 1s a committed ufologist and
regular correspondent with Sec(AS), has obtained the backing of his MP, Teuan Wyn
Jones (Ynys Mon), to take his case to the Ombudsman. Overall, MOD has a good
record in applying the Code. This is only the third complaint against MOD that the
Ombudsman has investigated since the Code was introduced in 1994. We are still
awaiting the outcome of the Ombudsman’s last investigation, on which PUS
commented on 27 May 1999 (ref. D/PUS/23/7(225)).

7. A chronology 0_ complaint is provided in the letter to PUS from
the Ombudsman’s Office. In summary has made three requests:

(a) That we confirm the following statements, which are his own interpretation of
information held at the Public Record Office

* An incident occurred on 4™ April 1957 and was witnessed by radar operators
at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The resulting
Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was due to the
presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type and

origin;

o [t was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified
flying objects;

¢ Non-hostile unidentified acrial craft with design and performance parameters
far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by
HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.

(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD policy to play down the
significance of unidentified flying objects.

(c) That we provide him with abstracts from all unidentified flying object reports,
speciﬁcally those from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel,
giving details of the estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of craﬁ unusual ﬂlght
patterns and conclusmns reached by MOD in each case~Initig

ite for the penod 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999

8. With regard to _ﬁrst request at 7(a), Sec(AS) replied on 24 June
1998 and 6 July 1998 that all the information regarding these statements had been
forwarded to the Public Record Office and was therefore already in the public

domain. There was nothing we could add to it. This decision was upheld in DOMD’s
internal review of 30 July 1998, and was repeated by USofS in his letter of 14 October
1999 to leuan Wyn Jones MP.

9. With regard to _ second request at 7(b), Sec(AS) explained as
early as their letter of 12 August 1996 MOD’s current policy on UFOs in-theirletter
ofl-June-1998 copy attached and have reminded him on a number of occasions
since that time. {-GHEGK.-S-EC(AS)-IO—BRO!LLDE-LEIIER}. MOD has only a
very limited defence interest in UFO issues, which is to establish from sighting
reports whether there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence Region.
Investigations into sightings are only carried out if there is corroborated evidence to
suggest that such a breach has occurred.



10.  Withregard to_thipd-sequest-ac 7(c) ,_originally
requested in March 1998, that MOD should share with him “all information
relating to radar and visual sightings by our armed forces from at least the last
five years but preferably the last tlm‘ty years.” The request was thisawent-straight
te-an subject to an internal review in July 1998, where it was refused under
Exemption 9 of the Code (vexatious or voluminous requests). It was decided that
providing the information would require an unreasonable diversion of resources.

%ﬁﬂ narrowed the timescale for his request down to the period 28 July 1998

July 1999. In his reply of 14 October 1999, USofS indicated that this still could

not be answered without an unreasonable diversion of resources.

11.  There are two elements that the Ombudsman will be investigating:

a. Disclosure: is MOD’s decision not to disclose information justified under
the terms of the Code and its exemptions

b. Handling: in accordance with the Code, Were_ requests
answered within 20 working days, was he made aware of the complaints

procedure and were Code exemptions cited when information was
withheld?

12.  Disclosure issues. In my view, my predecessor as DOMD was correct to
conclude in the internal review that we could not provide Sl eueRaswith further
comment on his statements in para 7(a) above. These were not requests for
information, but rather requests for us to confirm alleged incidents and policy from
the 1950s and 1960s. As we pointed out, all the information relating to that time
period is already in the public domain, and we are not in a position to provide any
additional comment on it, With regard to second request at 7(b), I am
satisfied that MOD’s current policy on UFOs was properly explained t in
the letter from Sec(AS) as early as 12 August 1996 and as late as USofS’s letter to
his MP dated 14 October 1999 of L June-1993.

13, With regard to SRR request for reports on UFO sightings, as
explained in para 7(c) above, [ am satisfied that our initial decision to withhold the
information under exemption 9 of the Code is justifiable. The Guidance to the Code
states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a request would require an
unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount of information sought or
difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it.

14, Meeting request for abstracts from UFO sighting reports from 28
July 1998 to 28 July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both
because of the volume of information sought and because of particular difficulties in
publishing it. The Department receives about 400 500-600. sighting reports a year,
very few of which require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the
same number of letters from members of the public on UFQ issues, some of which
may also contain sighting reports. To meet S TIRIGIcauest, we would therefore
need to scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about 800 1,008 pieces of correspondence.
There is the additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences,
personal information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out
prior to publication. This would take additional time. In total, Sec(AS) estimate that
it would take at least 14 working-hours to provide the information requgsted. Staff
resources dedicated to UFO-related issues comprise some 20% af EO lexel and X
50% AO level, The EO post is currently gapped awaiting a new member of staff



and the AO has been in post only some 6 weeks. Most of the work would

therefore have to be done by the a Grade 7,-beeause-the-EQ-andAO-who.haudle
= amiliar the only desk officer familiar with the

issues mvolved

15.  Last year we We-hawe-alse considered whether it would be practical to release
eux UFO files en masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule.
Defence Records, hewewer-have advised that because of the need to blank out
personal information, releasing files early would be so time-consuming that it could
set back our overall Departmental programme of releasing documents to the PRO by
[ insert timescale ].

16.  Nonetheless, in light of _appeal to the Ombudsman, Head of
Sec(AS) believes that there would be benefit in attempting to meet
request for reports of UFO sightings between 28 July 1998 and 28 July 1999,
This would demonstrate the Department’s commitment to openness and would
attempt to allay ERSSISIRIOIoncern that the Department is withholding significant
information. The draft letter to the Ombudsman reflects this, and emphasises that this
is intended to be a one-off exercise that would normally be regarded as an
unreasonable diversion of resources. Given the extent of the work involved, we
would normally charge for the provision of this information. MOD’s policy under the
Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in of 4 hours
to produce non-essential information. This would equate m_case toa

proposed charge of £150. However, as we-are-making a voluntase gesture of
goodwill epsnnsss, [ recommend that we abate waixe the charge in this case by 50%.

17.  Handling issues. These are unlikely to be significant if we are going to
provide with the information he requested. On-the-whole, I believe that
orrespondence ssquests, which amount to over 35 letters since July 1996,
have been handled according to the Code of Practice on Access to Government
Information. Almost all letters were answered promptly, Code exemptions were cited
where appropriate, and the appeals process was explained toi during his
internal review. The one identified One-obuicus shortcominghoweves, was the
failure to answermletter of 28 July 1999 within 20 working days. This
was because of temporary staffing shortages in Sec(AS) and a reflection of the

limited Departmental interest in the subject, the consequent scarcity of resources
made available to the task and the volume and frequency of| *
correspondence. In this situation should have been sent a holding reply.
It may also be that more should have been done to explain t why his
request was considered unreasonable and how he could have framed it in a more
acceptable manner.

18.  Presentational aspects. Subject to the Ombudsman’s conclusions, we should
present this as another example of MOD’s commitment to openness. In this regard, it
is important that this is seen as a voluntary gesture of openness rather than as
something we were forced to do by the Ombudsman.

19.  Conclusion. Given Sec(AS) offer to release the information requested, it is
unlikely that the Ombudsman’s report will be critical of MOD on the question of
disclosure. There may, however, be minor criticism of the way some of
correspondence was handled. The attached draft reply reflects these points.

DOMD







. DRAFT REPLY FROM PUS TO THE OMBUDSMAN’S OFFICE

Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration
15® Floor

Millbank Tower

Millbank

London SWI1P 4QP

I am writing to you in response to the letter fro ecember
1999 (your ref A.7/00) concerning the complaint from about release

of information under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.

I have considered the complaint in two parts: the question of disclosure in the context
of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information; and the Department’s
general handling of_requﬁsts for information. -

Disclosure in the context of the Code of Practice on Access to Government
Information

_has made three requests. In the first place, he asked: “Does the MoD, now
in 1999, agree with the following specific statements contained in historical records

1) An incident occurred on the 4™ April 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The
resulting Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was
due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type
and origin.

2) It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified
flying objects

3) Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters
far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by
HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.”

The reply given toEISSHSIRBK D/ Sec(AS)/64/3 dated 6 July 1998) explained that all
the available information regarding these statements has been given to the Public
Record Office and is therefore in the public domain. Tt also stated that we cannot
provide any official comment on those records. This view was upheld in the internai
review and I am satisfied that this was the correct, indeed the only, position we could
take. It is simply not within our remit to provide an official Departmental comment
on alleged incidents and policy from the 1950s and 1960s. The files are in the Public
Record Office and they are open to anyone to draw their own conclusions.

_second request was “is it now, in 1999, official MOD policy to play
down the subject of unidentified flying objects?” The Deparunent s policy on UFQOs
has been 3as explamed to on several occasions, as early as 12 August
1996 fo I :
attach a copy of thls letter for your mformatlon The posmon 18 that the Mlmstly of
Defence has only a very limited defence interest in UFO issues, which is to establish
from sighting reports whether there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence




Region. Investigations into sightings are only carried out if there is corroborative
. evidence that such a breach has occurred.

to for “abst:racts from all umdentlﬁed ﬂymg ODJECt TEpOTts spemﬁcally from
commercial Iallots military pilots and radar personnel specifically witnessed between

0100 Hrs 28" July 1998 and 0100 Hrs 28™ July 1999. I would specifically like to see
1. Estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of unidentified fiying objects

2. Unusnal flight patterns of unidentified flying objects

3. Conclusions reached by MoD on unidentified flying objects”.

This is a narrowing of a request made in March 1 1998 for “all information

relating to radar and visual sightings by our armed forces from at least the last

five years but preferably the last thirty years.” Thig request, was refused Thie ¥ .
requestanvas-again-rejested on the grounds that it could only be prov1ded a Celowo Gy Ve reviens
d13pr0port10nate cost and ought an internal review. \Ihe request was

again rejected under exemption 9 of the Code (vexatious or voluminous

reguests).

I am satisfied that this decision was justified under the terms of the Code of Practice
on Access to Government Information.

The Guidance to the Code states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a
request would require an unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount
of information sought or difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it.

Even mMecting_ request for abstracts from UFQ sighting reports from
28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both
because of the volume of information sought and because of particular difficulties in
publishing it. The Department receives about 400 500-608 sighting reports a year,
very few of which require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the
same number of letters from members of the public on UFO issues, some of which
may also contain sighting reports. To mee! request, we would therefore
need to scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about 800 L0094 pieces of correspondence.
There is the additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences,
personal information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out
prior to publication. This would take additional time. In total, we estimate that it
would take about 14 working hours to handle the request. Because UFQ issues are
normally handled by only two junior members of staff, who-ate-both-neucinpost, and
comprise only a small element of their much wider-ranging tasks, and because
the senior of these two posts is currently gapped as a result of our Departmental
policy for postings/promotion arrangements and the more junior desk officer is
very new to post, a Grade 7 would have to be assigned to handling the bulk of the
request. This would necessarily entail an unreasonable diversion of resources.

Last year we Me-haxe-alse considered whether it would be practical to release our
UFO files en masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. I am
advised, however, that because of the need to blank out personal information,



releasing files early would be so time-consuming that it could set back our overall
Departmental programme of releasing documents to the PRO by | insert timescale].

However, despite these considerations, I have asked the responsible division within
the Department exceptionally to make the information available to _ This
is because I am determined that the Department is, and is seen to be, as open as
possible. T am also want keen-to-allay[SIEIRIUI-ocs=as to understand that we
are not withholding significant information in this area and that we try -asswell-as-to
respond to the growing public demand for information on UFO issues as best we can
within the very real constraints of our limited Departmental interest and
resources. Our position nonetheless remains that the provision of this information is
a one-off exercise that would normally be considered an unreasonable diversion of
resources. As explained above, there would be significant resource problems in
repeating this exercise.

Given the extent of the work involved, we would need to prepese-a charge on 40
[ o the provision of the information/SSHayRAN has requested. The
Department’s policy under the Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour
worked in excess in of 4 hours to produce non-essential information. This would
equate in_ case to a proposed charge of £150. On this occasion, I have
decided that the charge should be abated by 50% as a gesture of goodwill. We
would therefore charge a maximum of £75 if ﬂwnshed us to carry out
the review . sd-as-the-Department-ha at ehtiz

The Department’s general handling of| _conespondence

Gu-thenhole, [ believe that_ requests, which amount to over 35 letters
since July 1996, have been handled according to the Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information. Almost all letters have been were-answered promptly,
Code exemptions were cited where appropriate, and the appeals process was
explained to during his internal review. The one identified One-obswious
shortcoming was the failure to answer [FSeeRGOIR ctter of 28 July 1999
within 20 working days. This was because of temporary staffing shortages in the
responsible division and a reflection of the limited Departmental interest in the

subject, the scarcity of resources made available to the task and the volume and
frequency o correspondence. However, Inthissituation,Iaccspt
should have been sent a holding reply and this omission has been

acknowledged by breughtto-the-attention-of the division concerned. It may also be
that more should have been done to explain to hy his request was

considered unreasonable and how he could have framed it in a more acceptable
manner,

We have issued Department-wide instructions regarding the Code and we are
continuing to promote awareness of it. [ am satisfied that our general performance
against the Code is good.

If you are content with this approach, I am happy for you to inform

through his MP. I expect that it should be possible to provide with the
information requested by the end of February Januan|SEC(AS) TO CONEIRM.
OR-AMEND AS APPROPRIATE} The point of contact in the Department is:




Sec(AS)2

Ministry of Defence
Rm 8247 Main Butlding
Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB
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SEC(AS)2 Y
From: OMD14 ) “”
Sent: 22 December 1999 17:29 I
To: HD OF SEC(AS); Hd of DR

Cc: SEC(AS)2; OMD/AD(E+MG); PS/DOMD

Subject:  Parliamentary Ombudsman investigation:_

Importance: High
PSA draft submission to PUS for your comments.

We spoke to the Ombudsman's Office today and they agreed to extend the deadline until 12 January, on
the understanding that we are looking to release the requested information early in the New Year.
Obviously, we couldn't give a guarantee on this in advance of PUS's decision, but we indicated that we
were thinking along these lines.

If possible, | would welcome your comments by COP Thursday (copied to PS/DOMD) so that we can send
this to PS/PUS before the Christmas break.

Many thanks,

23/12/99
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LOOSE MINUTE
D/DOMD/2/10

22 December 1999
PS/PUS

Copy to:
APS/SofS
PS/USofS
PS/2™ PUS
DGMO

D News

Hd of Sec(AS)
Hd of DR

OMBUDSMAN INVESTIGATION OF OPEN GOVERNMENT COMPLAINT:

Reference:
A. D/PUS/23/7{1259) dated 16 December 1999

Issue

L. How to respond to the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s invitation to comment on
the complaint byh that he was not provided with information

- requested under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (Ref A).

Recommendation

2. That PUS replies to the Ombudsman’s Office along the lines of the attached
draft.

Timing

3. The Ombudsman originally asked for a response by 23 December. We have,
however, agreed an extension to 12 January 2000.

Background

4. Inhis letter of 2 December 1999 (ref A.7/OO),qurector of the
Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the Parliamentary
Ombudsman), notified PUS of a complaint received against MOD concerning the
Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code). He invited PUS

to comment on the complaint.

5. The Ombudsman is authorised to investigate complaints relating to the Code,
for instance that information requested has not been provided, and make
recommendations about any action he believes is required to rectify the complaint.
The Ombudsman will not, however, investigate complaints until a Department’s
internal review procedure has been completed. Complaints to the Ombudsman have
to be made through an MP.



. " 6. In this case, the requester_ who is a committed ufologist and
regular correspondent with Sec(AS), has obtained the backing of his MP, Ieuan Wyn
Jones (Ynys Mon), to take his case to the Ombudsman. Overall, MOD has a good
record in applying the Code. This is only the third complaint against MOD that the
Ombudsman has investigated since the Code was introduced in 1994. We are still
awaiting the outcome of the Ombudsman’s last investigation, on which PUS
commented on 27 May 1999 (ref. D/PUS/23/7(225)).

7. A chronology of ElSSTSIRN < int 43 provided in the letter to PUS from
the Ombudsman’s Office. In summary, has made three requests:

(2) That we confirm the following statements, which are his own interpretation of
information held at the Public Record Office

* An incident occurred on 4™ April 1957 and was witnessed by radar operators
at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The resulting
Technical Intelligence [nvestigation concluded that the incident was due to the
presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type and
origin;

e It was official MOD poticy to play down the significance of unidentified
flying objects;

* Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters

far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by
HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.

(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD policy to play down the
szgmﬁcance of unidentified flying ob_}ects

et i n(...-.o--"‘“"

(i:) That we—_@fewée _jﬁth abstracts from all Tnidentified ﬂymg object reports

spemﬁcally those from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel, }
A giving details of the estimated sizes, shapes and speeds Gf"craft unusuar flight ola
Healr o terns and conclusmns reached by MOD in each case
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——With regard to first request at 7(a), Sec(AS) replied on 24 June
een oy 98 and 6 July 1998 that all the information regarding these statements had been
L{M forwarded to the Public Record Office and was therefore already in the public

omain. There was nothing we could add to it. This decision was upheld in DOMD’s

e “’”t’ms'f‘“(;@L ernal review of 30 July 1998, and was repeated by USofS in his letter of 14 October
b-ﬂ[a&-w: bo 99 to Teuan Wyn Jones MP.,
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fecar Rt «yMOD’s current policy on UFOs in their letter of 1 June 1998, copy attached *
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10, With regard to third request at 7(c), this went straight to an Ve N (R Eeclen
internal review, where it was refused under Exemption 9 of the Code (vexatious or O (@ e



voluminous requests). It was decided that providing the information would require an
unreasonable diversion of recources.% then narrowed the timescale forhis
request down to the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999. In his reply of 14 October v
1999, USofS indicated that this still could not be answered without an unreasonable
diversion of resources.

11.  There are two elements that the Ombudsman will be investigating:

a. Disclosure: is MOD’s decision not to disclose information justified under
the terms of the Code and its exemptions

b. Handling: in accordance with the Code, were _ requests
answered within 20 working days, was he made aware ot the complaints

procedure and were Code exemptions cited when information was
withheld?

12, Disclosure issues. In my view, my predecessor as DOMD was correct to
conclude in the internal review that we could not provide !with further
comment on his statements in para 7(a) above. These were not requests for
information, but rather requests for us to confirm alleged incidents and policy from
the 1950s and 1960s. As we pointed out, all the information relating to that time
period is already in the public domain, and we are not in a position to provide any
additional comment on it. With regard to!econd request at 7(b). [ am
satisfied that MOD’s current policy on UFOs was properly explained to“ n
the letter from Sec(AS) of I-Jume4998. ~-- ewa3  jaouN reeeatly  an lag oo
USJ’["S'& lLaller o' Cglwshes iﬂvﬂ'&_" " ﬂw. <)
13, With regard to ElESIRAOIrcquest for rveptnsw(;h UFO sightings, as
explained in para 7(c) above, [ am satisfied btglg,E our initial decision to withhold the
information under exemption 9 of the Code j& justifiable. The Guidance to the Code
states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a request would require an
unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount of information sought or
difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it.

14. Meeting _ request for abstracts from UFO sighting reports from 28

July 1998 to 28 July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both

because of the volume of information sought and because of particular difficulties in
publishing it. The Department receives about 596-6&[] sighting reports a year, very

few of which require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the

same number of letters from members of the public on UFQ issues, some of which

may also contain sighting reports. Tom request, we would therefore

need to scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about 15868 pieces of correspondence.

There is the additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences,

personal information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out

prior to publication, This would take additional time. In total, Sec(AS) estimate that

it would take at least 14 working-hours to provide the mformatlon requested

the work would have to be done by a Grade 7 because the EOa an b ‘Who ﬁh%}auppo
UFO issues are new and therefore unfamiliar with the issues mvolved mm gf
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15 "We have-also considered whether it would be practical to release ouwsUFO replacaiaa b
files en masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. Defence

Records, however, hase advised that because of the need to blank out personal

information, releasing files early would be so time-consuming that it could set back

our overall rogramme of releasing documents to the PRO. g . :
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® " 16.  Nonetheless, in light of EESHINEGIN 2ppeal to the Ombudsmanl Head of

Sec(AS) believes that there would be benefit in attempting to mee
request for reports of UFO sightings between 28 July 1998 and 28 July 1999,
This would demonstrate the Department’s commitment to openness and would
attempt to allay _concern that the Department is withholding significant
information. The draft letter to the Ombudsman reflects this, and emphasises that this
is intended to be a one-off exercise that would normally be regarded as an
unreasonable diversion of resources. Given the extent of the work involved, we
would normally charge for the provision of this information. MOD’s policy under the
Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in of 4 hours
to produce non-essential information. This would equate in TSSO case to a
proposed charge of £150. However, as we are making a voluntary gesture of 5y
openness, I recommend that we waive the charge in this case. i
Handling issues. These are unlikely to be significant if we are going to SN S
1 ﬁclg information he requested. Ontheawhele, I believe that
, which amount to over 35 letters since July 1996, hawve been
andled according to the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.
Almost all letters were answered promptly, Code exemptions were cited where
appropriate, and the appeals process was explained to during his internal
: review. One obvious shortcoming, however, was the failure to answer
P r,% of 28 July 19_99 within 20 working days. This was because of temporary 232 PP;ZL m\"-"

er @taffing shortages in Sec(AS). T should have been sent a ‘ 3
P olding reply. It may also be that more should have been done to explain to

hy his request was considered unreasonable and how he could have framed

it in a more acceptable manner.

18.  Presentational aspects. Subject to the Ombudsman’s conclusions, we should
present this as another example of MOD’s commitment to openness. In this regard, it
is important that this is seen as a voluntary gesture of openness rather than as
something we were forced to do by the Ombudsman.

19.  Conclusion. Given Sec(AS) offer to release the information requested, it is
unlikely that the Ombudsman’s report will be critical of MOD on the question of
disclosure. There may, however, be minor criticism of the way some of S IRGIN
correspondence was handled. The attached draft reply reflects these points.

DOMD



DRAFT REPLY FROM PUS TO THE OMBUDSMAN'’S OFFICE

Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration
15™ Floor

Millbank Tower
Millbank
London SWIP 4QP

I am writing to you in response to the letter from of 2 December
1999 (your ref A.7/00) concerning the complaint from about release
of information under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.

I have considered the complaint in two parts: the question of disclosure in the context
of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information; and the Department’s
general handling of FlSIIRIOIrcquests for information.

Disclosure in the context of the Code of Practice on Access to Government
Information

as made three requests. In the first place, he asked: “Does the MoD, now
in 1999, agree with the following specific statements contained in historical records

1) An incident occurred on the 4™ April 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The
resulting Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was
due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type
and origin,

2) It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified
flying objects

3) Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters
far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by
HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.”

The reply given toSIMGUSIK D/Sec(AS)/64/3 dated 6 July 1998) explained that all
the available information regarding these statements has been given to the Public
Record Office and is therefore in the public domain. It also stated that we cannot
provide any official comment on those records. This view was upheld in the internal
review and I am satisfied that this was the correct, indeed the only, position we could
take. It is simply not within our remit to provide an official Departmental comment
on alleged incidents and policy from the 1950s and 1960s. AE the files are in the
Public Record Office and they are open to anyone to draw their own conclusions.

_second request was “is it now, in 1999, official MOD policy to play

Con ‘beo down the subject of unidentified flying objects?” The Department’s policy on UFOs
ob explained to on several occasions, for example in a letter dated 1Jupe ="

1998 [SEC(AS).TO PROVIDE-COPY]. [ attach a copy of this letter for your DG 4

information. The position is that the Ministry of Defence has only, a very limited
defence interest in UFO issues, which is to establish from si g reports whether
there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence Region. Investigations into
sightings are only carried out if there is ,evidcnce that such a breach has occurred.

e L

C.QP\.U:': ‘



. _thlrd request was for ‘access to details on aerial phenomena that have N ujc’ﬁ"“" ‘
been observed by RAF pilots and ground crew both visually and by radar . .
interest is primarily in the types of aircraft witnessed (shape, size and pcrformance), \
their location and their dates™. This request was handled directly at the internal
review stage, where it was refused under exemption 9 of the Code (voluminous or
ve&atmus_rc.quests), ollowing this decision _narrowed his request down
.~""to “abstracts from all unidentified flying object reports specifically from commercial 7
/ p110ts military pilots and radar personnel specifically witnessed between 0100 Hrs |
/ 28" July 1998 and 0100 Hrs 28" July 1999. Iwould specifically like to see
f 1. Estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of unidentified flying objects
2. Unusual flight patterns of unidentified flying objects / \

—_—

!‘* 3. Conclusions reached by MoD on umdenuﬁed ﬂymg Ob_] ects ”

e e ———— T s

S \
\

This request was again rejected on the grounds that it could only be prov1ded at \
disproportionate cost.

I am satisfied that this decision was justified under the terms of the Code of Practice
on Access to Government Information. ‘

The Guidance to the Code states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a
request would require an unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount

of information sought or difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it. R o
N..,Pocﬂr e e
Meetin request for abstracts from UFO sighting reports from 28 July

1998 to 28 July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both because of
the volume of information sought and bec of particular difficulties in publishing
it. The Department receives about 598=660 st ghting reports a year, very few of which

~ require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the same number of
letters from members of the public on UFQ issues, some of which may also contain
sighting reports. To meet request, we would therefore need to
scrutinise, and copy as appropriate about L,oea’p%‘c’e? of correspondence. There is
the additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences, personal
information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out prior to ‘”\@"‘tw

—publieation. This would take additional time, In $qtal, we estimate that it would
about 14 working hours to handle the rcquem UFOQ issues ﬁénorm ML cz.u-u_n o <}
handled by only two junior members of staff, who are both new in post, a Grade 7 -
would have to be assigned to handling the bulk of the request. This would necessarily
entail an unreasonable diversion of resources.

Leadhy weof
We have-alse considered whether it would be practical to release e UFO files en
masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. I am advised,
however, that because of the need to blank out personal information, releasing files
early would be so time-consuming that it could set back our overall programme of
releasing documents to the PROJ o) —— (= PcﬁJ brastat

However, despite these considerations, I have asked the responsible d1v1s10n w1thm
0 the Department to make the information available to! This is because [
'j:::n am deipennmed that the Department is, and is seen to be, as open as possible. I am
ibn 40 also keen to allayiconcems that we are withholding significant
information in this area, as well as to respond to the growing public demand for
: information on UFQ issues. Our position nonetheless remains that the provision of
“ this information is a one-off exercise that would normally be considered an




unreasonable diversion of resources. As explained above, there would be significant
resource problems in repeating this exercise.

Given the extent of the work involved, we would normally propose a charge for the
provision of the information [ESSHaMRAd has requested. The Department’s policy
under the Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in
of 4 hours to produce non-essential information. This would equate in

case to a proposed charge of £150. On this occasion, I have decided that the charge
will be waived, as the Department has chosen to carry out non-essential work as a
special exercise to demonstrate that we will be open wherever possible under the
terms of the Code of Practice.

The Department’s general handling of-compondence

On the whole, 1 believe thatISSSMRBlrequests, which amount to over 35 letters
since July 1996, have been handled according to the Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information. Almost all letters were answered promptly, Code

exemptions were cited where appropriate, and the appeals process was explained to
*during his internal review. One obvious shortcoming, however, was the
failure to answer letter of 28 July 1999 within 20 working days. This
was because of temporary staffing shortages in the responsible division. In this
situation, I accept that“should have been sent a holding reply and this
omission has been brought to the attention of the division concerned. It may also be
that more should have been done to explain to why his request was
considered unreasonable and how he could have framed it in a more acceptable
manner.

We have issued Department-wide instructions regarding the Code and we are
continuing to promote awareness of it. I am satisfied that our general performance
against the Code is good.

If you are content with this approach, [ am happy for you to inform_
through his MP. T expect that it should be possible to provide F oS with the
information requested by the end of January [SEC(AS) TO CONFIRM OR
AMEND AS APPROPRIATE]. The point of contact in the Department is:

Sec(AS)2

Ministry of Defence
Rm 8247 Main Building
Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB
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PS/HD OF SEC(AS) L, 4‘
From: OMD14 ST
Sent: 22 December 1999 17:29

To: HD OF SEC(AS); Hd of DR

Cc: SEC(AS)2; OMD/AD(E+MG); PS/DOMD

Subject: Parliamentary Ombudsman investigation_

Importance: High
PSA draft submission to PUS for your comments.

We spoke to the Ombudsman's Office today and they agreed to extend the deadline until 12 January, on
the understanding that we are Iooking to release the requesied information early in the New Year.
Obviously, we couldn't give a guarantee on this in advance of PUS's decision, but we indicated that we
were thinking along these lines.

If possible, | would welcome your comments by COP Thursday (copied to PS/DOMD) so that we can send
this to PS/PUS before the Christmas break.

Many thanks,

23/12/99



LOOSE MINUTE
D/DOMD/2/10

22 December 1999
PS/PUS

Copy to:
APS/SofS
PS/USofS
PS/2™ PUS
DGMO

D News

Hd of Sec(AS)
Hd of DR

OMBUDSMAN INVESTIGATION OF OPEN GOVERNMENT COMPLAINT:

Reference:
A. D/PUS/23/7(1259) dated 16 December 1999

Issue

1. How to resiond to the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s invitation to comment on

the complaint by that he was not provided with information
requested under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (Ref A).

Recommendation

2. That PUS replies to the Ombudsman’s Office along the lines of the attached
draft.

Timin

3. The Ombudsman originally asked for a response by 23 December. We have,
however, agreed an extension to 12 January 2000.

Background

4. In his letter of 2 December 1999 (ref A.?/OO)_ Director of the
Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the Parliamentary
Ombudsman), notified PUS of a complaint received against MOD concerning the
Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code). He invited PUS
to comment on the complaint.

5. The Ombudsman is authorised to investigate complaints relating to the Code,
for instance that information requested has not been provided, and make
recommendations about any action he believes is required to rectify the complaint.
The Ombudsman will not, however, investigate complaints until a Department’s
internal review procedure has been completed. Complaints to the Ombudsman have
to be made through an MP.



6. In this case, the requester, _ who is a committed ufologist and
regular correspondent with Sec{AS), has obtained the backing of his MP, Teuan Wyn

Jones (Ynys Mon), to take his case to the Ombudsman. Overall, MOD has a good
record in applying the Code. This is only the third complaint against MOD that the
Ombudsman has investigated since the Code was introduced in 1994. We are still
awaiting the outcome of the Ombudsman’s last investigation, on which PUS
commented on 27 May 1999 (ref. D/PUS/23/7(225)).

7. A chronology of complaint is provided in the letter to PUS from
the Ombudsman’s Office. In summary_ has made three requests:

(a) That we confirm the following statements, which are his own interpretation of
information held at the Public Record Office

e Anincident occurred on 4™ April 1957 and was witnessed by radar operators
at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The resulting
Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was due to the
presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type and
origin;

o It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified
flying objects;

s Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters
far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by
HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.

{(b) That we confirm whether it is now, in 1999, MOD policy to play down the
significance of unidentified flying objects.

(c) That we provide him with abstracts from all unidentified flying object reports,
specifically those from commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel,
giving details of the estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of craft, unusual flight
patterns and conclusions reached by MOD in each case. Initi i uest was
not bounded by a timeframe, but in his letter of 28 July lQQQ,WIimited
it to the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999.

8. With regard to first request at 7(a), Sec(AS) replied on 24 June
1998 and 6 July 1998 that all the information regarding these statements had been
forwarded to the Public Record Office and was therefore already in the public

domain. There was nothing we could add to it. This decision was upheld in DOMD’s
internal review of 30 July 1998, and was repeated by USofS in his letter of 14 October
1999 to Ieuan Wyn Jones MP.

9. With regard to_ second request at 7(b), Sec(AS) explained
MOD’s current policy on UFOs in their letter of 1 June 1998, copy attached

[CHECK: SEC(AS) TO PROVIDE LETTER]. MOD has only a very limited
defence interest in UFQ issues, which is to establish from sighting reports whether
there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence Region. Investigations into
sightings are only carried out if there is evidence that such a breach has occurred.

10.  With regard to!third request at 7(c), this went straight to an
internal review, where it was refused under Exemption 9 of the Code (vexatious or



voluminous requests). It was decided that providing the information would require an
unreasonable diversion of resources. then narrowed the timescale for his
request down to the period 28 July 1998 to 28 July 1999. In his reply of 14 October
1999, USofS indicated that this still could not be answered without an unreasonable
diversion of resources.

11. There are two elements that the Ombudsman will be investigating:

a. Disclosure: is MOD’s decision not to disclose information justified under
the terms of the Code and its exemptions

b. Handling: in accordance with the Code, were _requests
answered within 20 working days, was he made aware of the complaints
procedure and were Code exemptions cited when information was
withheld?

12.  Disclosure issues. In my view, my predecessor as DOMD was correct to
conclude in the internal review that we could not provide_with further
comment on his statements in para 7(a) above. These were not requests for
information, but rather requests for us to confirm alleged incidents and policy from
the 1950s and 1960s. As we pointed out, all the information relating to that time
period is already in the public domain, and we are not in a position to provide any
additional comment on it. With regard tc!second request at 7(b), 1 am
satisfied that MOD’s current policy on UFOs was properly explained tohin
the letter from Sec(AS) of 1 June 1998.

13, With regard to_request for reports on UFO sightings, as
explained in para 7(c) above, I am satisfied that our initial decision to withhold the
information under exemption 9 of the Code is justifiable. The Guidance to the Code
states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a request would require an
unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount of information sought or
difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it.

14. Meeting-equest for abstracts from UFO sighting reports from 28
July 1998 to 28 July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both
because of the volume of information sought and because of particular difficulties in
publishing it. The Department receives about 500-600 sighting reports a year, very
few of which require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the
same number of letters from members of the public on UFO issues, some of which
may also contain sighting reports. To meelbrequest, we would therefore
need to scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about 1,000 pieces of correspondence.
There is the additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences,
personal information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out
prior to publication. This would take additional time. In total, Sec(AS) estimate that
it would take at least 14 working-hours to provide the information requested. Most of
the work would have to be done by a Grade 7 because the EO and AO who handle
UFO issues are new and therefore unfamiliar with the issues involved.

15. We have also considered whether it would be practical to release our UFO
files en masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. Defence
Records, however, have advised that because of the need to blank out personal
information, releasing files early would be so time-consuming that it could set back
our overall programme of releasing documents to the PRO.



. 16.  Nonetheless, in light of _ appeal to the OmbuclsmanI Head of

Sec(AS) believes that there would be benefit in attempting to meet

request for reports of UFO sightings between 28 July 1998 and 28 July 1999,
This would demonstrate the Department’s commitment to openness and would
attempt to allay concern that the Department is withholding significant
information. The draft letter to the Ombudsman reflects this, and emphasises that this
is intended to be a one-off exercise that would normally be regarded as an
unreasonable diversion of resources. Given the extent of the work involved, we
would normally charge for the provision of this information. MOD’s policy under the
Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in of 4 hours
to produce non-essential information. This would equate 1n!case toa

proposed charge of £150. Howeyvgr, as we-are-making a veluntesy gesture of Wﬂ/
openness, | recommend that we asve-the charge in this case&:} 50%

17.  Handling issues. These are unlikely to be significant if we are going to
%\»ﬁh the information he requested. Patheuholed] believe that [EEEbN 40
_ requests, which amount to over 35 letters since July 1996, have been
andled according to the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.
Almost all letters were answered promptly, Code exemptions were cited where
appropriate, and the appeals process was explained togduring his internal
Z\T"“'“ E:z | Teview. Bre-ebvious shortcoming fhowevery was the failure to answer
X

letter of 28 July 1999 within 20 working days. This was because of temporary
staffing shortages in Sec{AS) In this situation,_should have been sent a

[M * ; ﬁ holdini rePly, It may also be that more should have been done to explain to bn 40

hy his request was considered unreasonable and how he could have framed

°1 L] “"“'“"l { it in a more acceptable manner.
wn Pt

ukeret” W Presentational aspects. Subject to the Ombudsman’s conclusions, we should
WW‘ 4 present this as another example of MOD’s commitment to openness. In this regard, it
is important that this is seen as a voluntary gesture of openness rather than as

M

w:udl"-“l fo 7 something we were forced to do by the Ombudsman.

hale oA Had
vrlawa A4

19. Conclusion. Given Sec(AS) offer to release the information requested, it is
unlikely that the Ombudsman’s report will be critical of MOD on the question of

disclosure. There may, however, be minor criticism of the way some of iSSERISIIN
correspondence was handled. The attached draft reply reflects these points.

L]

DOMD




DRAFT REPLY FROM PUS TO THE OMBUDSMAN’S OFFICE

Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration
15™ Floor

Millbank Tower

Millbank

London SWI1P 4QP

I am writing to you in response to the letter from of 2 December
1999 (your ref A.7/00) concerning the complaint fro about release
of information under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.

[ have considered the complaint in two parts: the question of disclosure in the context

of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information; and the Department’s
general handling of _ requests for information,

Disclosure in the context of the Code of Practice on Access to Government
Information

_ has made three requests. In the first place, he asked: “Does the MoD, now
in 1999, agree with the following specific statements contained in historical records

1) An incident occurred on the 4™ April 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The
resulting Technical Intelligence Investigation concluded that the incident was
due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type
and ongin.

2) It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified
flying objects

3) Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance parameters
far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been witnessed by
HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace.”

The reply given tolaSHIREY (D/Sec(AS)/64/3 dated 6 July 1998) explained that all
the available information regarding these statements has been given to the Public
Record Office and is therefore in the public domain. It also stated that we cannot
provide any official comment on those records. This view was upheld in the internal
review and I am satisfied that this was the correct, indeed the only, position we could
take. It is simply not within our remit to provide an official Departmental comment
on alleged incidents and policy from the 1950s and 1960s. All the files are in the
Public Record Office and they are open to anyone to draw their own conclusions.

econd request was “is it now, in 1999, official MOD policy to play
down the subject of unidentified flying objects?” The Department’s policy on UFOs
was explained to%om several occasions, for example in a letter dated 1 June
1998 [SEC(AS) TO PROVIDE COPY]. 1 attach a copy of this letter for your
information. The position is that the Ministry of Defence has only a very limited
defence interest in UFQ issues, which is to establish from sighting reports whether
there has been any breach of the UK Air Defence Region. Investigations into
sightings are only carried out if there is evidence that such a breach has occurred.




-hird request was for “access to details on aerial phenomena that have
been observed by RAF pilots and ground crew both visually and by radar . . . my
interest is primarily in the types of aircraft witnessed (shape, size and performance),
their location and their dates”. This request was handled directly at the internal
review stage, where it was refused under exemption 9 of the Code (voluminous or
vexatious requests). Following this decision, narrowed his request down
to “abstracts from all unidentified flying object reports specifically from commercial
pilots, military pilots and radar Eersonnel specifically witnessed between 0100 Hrs
28" July 1998 and 0100 Hrs 28" July 1999. I would specifically like to see
1. Estimated sizes, shapes and speeds of unidentified flying objects
2. Unusual flight patterns of unidentified flying objects
3. Conclusions reached by MoD on unidentified flying objects.”

This request was again rejected on the grounds that it could only be provided at
disproportionate cost.

1 am satisfied that this decision was justified under the terms of the Code of Practice
on Access to Government Information.

The Guidance to the Code states that exemption 9 can be invoked where meeting a
request would require an unreasonable diversion of resources because of the amount
of information sought or difficulties in identifying, locating or collating it.

Meeting !request for abstracts from UFQ sighting reports from 28 July
1998 to 28 July 1999 would involve a considerable amount of work, both because of
the volume of information sought and because of particular difficulties in publishing
it. The Department receives about 500-600 sighting reports a year, very few of which
require any form of follow up. On top of this, we receive about the same number of
letters from members of the public on UFQ 1ssues, some of which may also contain
sighting reports. To meet TSSO request, we would therefore need to
scrutinise, and copy as appropriate, about 1,000 pieces of correspondence. There is
the additional problem that, in order to respect third party confidences, personal
information relating to the correspondents would have to be blanked out prior to
publication. This would take additional time. In total, we estimate that it would take
about 14 working hours to handle the request. Because UFO issues are normally
handled by only two junior members of staff, who are both new in post, a Grade 7
would have to be assigned to handling the bulk of the request. This would necessarily
entail an unreasonable diversion of resources.

We have also considered whether it would be practical to release our UFO files en
masse to the Public Record Office ahead of the 30 year schedule. Iam advised,
however, that because of the need to blank out personal information, releasing files
early would be so time-consuming that it could set back our overall programme of
releasing documents to the PRO.
the responsible division within
the Department to make the information available toﬂ This is because 1
am determined that the Department is, an%‘ias seen fo be, as opep as possible. 1am-
ok sk W also%e—aﬂwﬂemh Wéﬂgt'eﬁ;mgfrﬁg significant
L“‘a information in this area, |ss-well-as to respond to the growing public demand for

information on UFO issueg Our position nonetheless remains that the provision of
| &n M Wt this information is a one-off exercise that would normally be considered an

odliain M8 VO .
read f ow lwed Depanhmnied
Al Ak tereunth

However, despif these considerations, I have asked




. unreasonable diversion of resources. As explained above, there would be significant
resource problems in repeating this exercise.
aned fo _
Given the extent of the work involved, we would normally bfepesea charge|for the
provision of the informatio s requested. The Department’s policy
under the Code is to charge a rate of £15 per hour for every hour worked in excess in

of 4 hours to produce non-essential information. This would equate in
case to a proposed charge of ;E]SO On this occasion, 1 have dec1ded that the charge

vhowtd (e abuied
Mawmo’[

" £15 , wnd
WWC‘-‘-‘M to Canrvy ouf I, femiw - * q $

The Department’s general handling o correspondence

1 believe that FlESIIRSIIrcquests, which amount to over 35 letters
since July 1996, have been handled accordm%v&%\c:ét(;e Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information. Almost all letters £‘a__nswe‘ered promptly, Code
L““* o exemptions were cited where appropriate, and the appeals process was explained to
W during his internal review.| One-sbviess shortcomingphewever was the
ok failure to answer T SNEIOMR etter of 28 July 1999 within 20 working days. This
o was because of temporary statfing shortages in the responsible divisiorf #a-this. forvesrev
q g linuked s-i-tutrhmr-l—accept'ﬂ-m ‘ 4 ould have been sent a holding reply and this
g Omission has been/boughtiotHe-atehtion-of the division concerned. It may also be
WW ) that more should have been done to explam to why his request was
considered unreasonable and how he could have framed it in a more acceptable

manner.
% wu(t

We have issued Department-wide instructions regarding the Code and we are
continuing to promote awareness of it. I am satisfied that our general performance

against the Code is good.

w If you are content with this approach, I am happy for you to infor
with the
F-

mkMM
voluamae sl

Cowtapmsinu through his MP. I expect that it should be possible to provide
information requested by the end of Jamrary ISECSASH-TO-CONFIRM-OR-

» The point of contact in the Department is:

Sec(AS)2
Ministry of Defence

Rm 8247 Main Building
Whitehall

London SW1A 2HB

efcccion 0



Loose Minute
D/Sec(AS)2/64/3 «
December 1999

OMD/AD(E&MG)

Copy to: @ma
gg? ) bb -QY vo el o rasp:) ﬂ \te Le\.g‘oe/\ce
E&%_

Reference: D/PUS/23/7 dated 16 December 1999

1. T agreed to provide a first draft for PUS to respond to the PCA.

2. Asyou will see, there is a square bracketed section about the Department’s duty to protect third
party confidentiality by use of the 30-year rule that needs approval from DRO and an associated

* reference for completion. We lified the text from a Lord Hill Norton Parliamentary Enquiry
(CS(RM)/4/6/37 dated 24 September 1998); DRO should, therefore be able to prowde a copy of the
document concerned.

3. You agreed to arrange the texi in the required PCA format, Please let us see the final version before
submission to PUS. Iam out of the office all day Wednesday 22 December; Head of Sec{AS) has seen
the attached and is content,

Sg AS.Z
: SEC(AS)2



DRAFT FROM PUS TO PCA

Issue

1. To comment o_ complaint to the PCA conceming information about

‘unidentified flying objects’.

Recommendation

2. To note,

Timing

3. Urgent.

Introduction

4. It is Government policy that any air defence or air traffic implications of “unidentified flying objects
(UFOs)’ and related issues are for the MOD and CAA respectively. MOD’s limited interest is to
establish from alleged sighting reports whether the UK Air Defence region (ADR) has been breached
by hostile military activity and to reply to any associated correspondence. There is no other
Government Department interest in ‘UFOs’. Secretariat Air Staff 2 is the MOD focal point and, in
consultation with air defence staff and others as necessary, further investigates alleged sightings only
where there is sufficient evidence to suggest that a breach of the UK ADR might have occurred. The
integrity of UK airspace in peacetime is maintained through a continuous policing of the UK ADR by

the RAF and MOD remains vigilant for any potential threat.

2. Unless there is evidence of a potential threat to the UK ADR, and to date no “UFO’ sighting report
has revealed such evidence, MOD does not seck to identify what might have been seen. It is important
to remember that an object seen in the sky by a member of the public not identifiable to them cannot be
assumed to be a flying saucer or alien space vehicle. Rational explanations such as aircraft lights or

natural phenomena could be found for these sightings if MOD resources were diverted for this purpose



but there is no defence need for this information. MOD receives some 500-600 sighting reports each
year and no follow-up action is taken with the vast majority because they contain insufficient
information to substantiate ant threat to the UK ADR. MOD responds to a similar number of letters
about ‘UFO’ related issues each year. Correspondents generally seek 10 encourage MOD to expand its
area of interest 10 the provision of an aerial identification service (ie to provide a detailed explanation
of what they personally were unable to explain), and/or investigate allegations of alien abductions,

extra-terrestrial life-forms, animal mutilations, crop circles eic.

Narrative

5. The background of-]oorrespondcnce with MOD is set out in a submission pravided for

the internal review in July 1998 (copy attached).

6. as written to MOD on two occasions since the review. In May he drew our attention to _

a magazine article based on information extracted from a file at the Public Record Office, and asked for

a monthly abstract of sighting reports received by MOD to be provided for his personal use. In July
RS e urging once more that MOD agree his interpretation of historic events; he repeated his
request to have abstracts from sighting reports. I am afraid that the knock-on effect of a short period of
reduced staff numbers July/August this year in the MOD section dealing with “UFQ’-related
correspondence and the need to train new staff caused a delay in dealing with public correspondence.
- concerned not to have received a response, enlisted his MP’s help. (Copies of the

correspondence attached.)

Spedfic Complaints

7. The only issue mentioned by the PCA not covered by the 1998 internal review is -
request to have extracts from sighting reports (sizes, shapes, speeds, flight patterns). As no
investigations are made when what has been reported poses no threat to the UK, detailed investigations
would be required to obtain the information ﬂeks There are no resources to do this;

obtaining the information, even for a 12-month period would require a diversion of considerable effort

@

tion 40




1o scrutinise the 800-1,000 documents (reports and letters since sightings are also detailed in
correspondence), catry out he investigations and draft material specifically for his personal use. For
these reasons the request was refused under Exemption 9 of the Code. The reports themselves cannot
be released tless all of the personal details are removed. [MOD legal advice is that the
Public Record Act gives an implied override of the Department’s duty to protect third party
confidentiality by use of the 30-year rule (all ‘UFO’ sighting reports and letters contain the personal
details (names, addresses and telephone numbers etc of “witnesses™). Release of records pertaining to
that period is not, therefore, a problem but the Department would be at risk of legal action for breach of
confidence if it released documents containing the details of members of the public before that point.]

Again, sanitising the material would be a time-consuming, non-defence related task.

Conclusion

8. one of a small number of committed ‘ufologists’ keen to expand MOD’s limited
interest in ‘UFOs’. He has explored all possible means to promote his cause and remains frustrated
that there is no defence need for MOD to widen its interest in the subject and has no resources available

to support his own personal research.

Documentary evidence attached

A copy of the MOD internal review submission (D/Sec(AS)/64/3 (MF 159/98) of 15 July 1998).

MOD’s response oSSR/ DOMD/2/3/2 of 30 July 1998).
o [EEEEREE cttcr of 23 May 1999 and MODs response dated 4 June 1999.

Teuan Wyn Jones' letter of 20 September 1999 covering I SEMRABf 28 July and the Under

Secretary of State’s response dated 14 October 1999,
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HB’&% CAS) Reference SIPUS‘ZK !T\— (!‘15‘1)

paﬂimmj O witwdbwrgn. — ‘
J
-

1. [ attach a copy of a letter /-minute dated 1 ke 44

2. Will you please:
A Takeany necessary actiomrandifappropriatereply-dicect.

C. Submit advice together with a draft reply.

3. Please submit this by _"ix_cm%j 22 hec 49

4, The Open Government Code of Practice came into force on 4™ April 1994. You
should ensure that all replies to members of the public are provided in accordance with the:
procedures as set out iu the Code. A full explanation of the Code of Practice is contained in
DCI GEN 223/99; further information is available in the CHOTS public area or from OMD
14 on telephone extension-

Copies go to: Wi lec CASB —_ Jq)alogw ‘[?v Nee Slegy

domh A erzole - -
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TrHE PARLIAMENTARY

OMBUDSMAN

OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER FOR ADMINISTRATION
MiLLBANK TOWER, MILLBANK, LONDON SWI1P 40P,

SWITCHBOARD 0171 217 3000, FA):_DIRECT LIKE _

Kevin Tebbit CMG

Permanent Secretary

Ministry of Defence ,
Main Buildings M
Horseguards Avenue

London SW1A 2HB

2 December 1999

‘. Qur Ref: A.7/00

The Parliamentary Ombudsman has been asked by Iuean Wyn Jones MP to investigate a
“ complaint by EISSUSMRA The complaint is summarised in the enclosed statement,

The Ombudsman will be glad to receive your comments on the complaint y 23
December. The person dealing with this case in this Office is dﬂ‘el:
)- I would be grateful if all papers relevant to the complaint could be sent
to (XSS (15" floor, Millbank Tower, Millbank, London SW1P 4QP) by the above

date.
Uue - S

Director

Enc: 1 -
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Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1967

Statement of Complaint: Case No: A.7/00

Complainant:

-

1. _complains that the Ministry of Defence (MOD) refused to supply him with
information that should have been made available to him under the Code of Practice on

Access to Government Information (the Code).
2.  The following account is gi#e’n:-

@) EESEESH wrote to MOD on 24 May 1998 about incidents in the 1950s

( a ) involving ‘unidentified flying objects’ (UFOs). MOD replied on 24'Iunef In -
their letter they explained their policy towards the storage and destruction of
files about this subject. They said that all surviving contemporary paperwork
had been for;nrarded to the Public Record Office and, as such, was a matter of

public record. In reply (in an undated letter)_ asked them to
confirm the following statements as a matter of public record:

‘1. An incident occurred on 4 April 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The

due to the presence of five unconventional {aerial] objects of unidentified. type
and origin (Ref DDI(Tech)/C.290/3/, report dated 30 April 1957, PRO File
AIR 20/9321).

‘2. It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified

|
| resulting Technical Intelligence investigation concluded that the incident was
flying objects (AIR 2/17527).
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‘3. Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance
parameters far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been
witnessed by HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace (PRO Files AIR 2079320,
AlIR 20/9321, AIR 20/9994 and AIR 16/1199).’

2.0 )k MOD wrote back on 6 July, along the same lines as their letter of 24 June.

(i) -wrote again to MOD on 25 June 1998, asking for information
about visual and radar observations of aerial phenomena by Royal Air Force

pilots and ground crew. He asked for details of the types of craft which had
been observed (their shape, size and performance), their location and the dates
of the incidents. He cited the Code and asked MOD to conduct an internal

review of the niatter.

(iii)  On 10 July 1998 FESICHEGIN wrote to MOD about the three statements
(paragraph 2(i) above) and asked them to review his request that they confirm

the statements as a matter of public record.

(iv) On 30 July 1998, MOD wrote to _about the outcome of their
review of both requests. In respect of details of ‘aerial phenomena’, they told
him that the information could be withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code
because providing it would require an unreasonable diversion of resources. As
to the three statements they told him that, to the best of their knowledge, the
files held at the Public Record Office contained the full details about any
alleged incidents and decisions made at the time in respect of them: all
contemporary paperwork was therefore available for public scrutiny. They -
also told him about his avenue of appeal to the Parliamentary Ombudsman.

) On 28 July 1999, EESUGMGEHN wrote to the MOD with a more narrowly
focussed request for information. He asked for abstracts from all UFQ reports
witnessed by commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between
0100 Hrs 28 July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July 1999. He asked for details of
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the types of craft which had been observed (their shape, size, speed and
unusual flight patterns) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFQs. He
also asked if the MOD now agreed, in 1999, with the three statements given
previously (paragraph 2(i) above) and expanded on the second of thosé
statements by asking whether it was now, in 1999, official MOD policy to
play down the subject of UFOs.

(vi) MOD replied on 14 October 1999. In their letter they said that the position
with regard to the information requested by_ was explained to him
in July 1998 and that position remained unchanged. As regards present MOD
policy in respect (;f UFO related issues, they replied that -this had been

explained to -011 many occasions. T '

S A

3. -remains aggrieved that MOD have not provided him with the information

requested. He seeks full disclosure.

4.  The following departmental references have been qu;)ted.
D/Sec(AS)/64/3

D/DOMD/2/3/2
D/US of S/PK 4291/99/Y

Z. December 1999
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2, Will you please:
A——Take any necessary actiomandi-appropriate—tepty-direct.

C. Submit advice together with a draft reply.

3. Please submit this by M-Hid@ 22 heg 14
4. The Open Government Code of Practice came into force on 4™ April 1994. You
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. THE PaRLIAMENTARY

OMBUDSMAN

OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER FOR ADMINISTRATION
MiLLBANK TOWER, MILLBANK, LGNDON SW 1P AQP.

SWITCHBOARD 0171 217 3000, Fm@nmm LINE _

Kevin Tebbit CMG
Permanent Secretary
Ministry of Defence
Main Buildings
Horseguards Avenue
London SW1A 2HB

2 December 1999

Our Ref: A.7/00

Voou PUS,

The Parliamentary Ombudsman has been asked by Iuean Wyn Jones MP to investigate a
complaint by_The complaint is summarised in the enclosed statement.

The Ombudsman will be glad to receive your comments on the complaint by 23
December. The person dealing with this case in this Office is ﬂTel:
. I would be grateful if all papers relevant to the complaint could be sent
(15" floor, Millbank Tower, Millbank, London SW1P 4QP) by the above

Director

Enc: 1
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Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1967

Statement of Complaint: Case No: A.7/00

Complainant:

1. -complains that the Ministry of Defence (MOD) refused to supply him with

information that should have been made available to him under the Code of Practice on

Access to Government Information (the Code).

2.  The following account is given:-

6)] _wrote to MOD on 24 May 1998 about incidents in the 1950s
involving ‘unidentified flying objects’ (UFOs). MOD replied on 24 June. In
their letter they explained their policy towards the storage and destruction of
files about this subject. They said that all surviving contemporary paperwork
had been forwarded to the Public Record Office and, as such, was a matter of

public record. In reply (in an undated letter),- asked them to
confirm the following statements as a matter of public record:

‘1. An incident occurred on 4 April 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The
resulting Technical Intelligence investigation concluded that the incident was
due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type
and origin (Ref DDI(Tech)/C.290/3/, report dated 30 April 1957, PRO File
AIR 20/9321).

‘2. It was official MOD policy to play down the significance of unidentified
flying objects (AIR 2/17527). )
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‘3. Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance
parameters far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been
witnessed by HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace (PRO Files AIR 20/9320,
AIR 20/9321, AIR 20/9994 and AIR 16/1199).’

MOD wrote back on 6 July, along the same lines as their letter of 24 June.

(ii) -wrote again to MOD on 25 June 1998, asking for information
about visual and radar observations of aerial phenomena by Royal Air Force
pilots and ground crew. He asked for details of the types of craft which had
been observed (their shape, size and performance), their location and the dates
of the incidents. He cited the Code and asked MOD to conduct an internal

review of the matter.

(iii) On 10 July 1998,- wrote to MOD about the three statements

(paragraph 2(i) above) and asked them to review his request that they confirm

the statements as a matter of public record.

(iv)  On 30 July 1998, MOD wrote to [RSSUINN about the outcome of their
review of both requests. In respect of details of ‘aerial phenomena’, they told
him that the information could be withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code
because providing it would require an unreasonable diversion of resources. As
to the three statements they told him that, to the best of their knowledge, the
files held at the Public Record Office contained the full details about any
alleged incidents and decisions made at the time in respect of them; all
contemporary paperwork was therefore available for public scrutiny. They

also told him about his avenue of appeal to the Parliamentary Ombudsman.

) On 28 July 1999, EECHSUENNN rote to the MOD with a more narrowly
focussed request for information. He asked for abstracts from all UFO reports

witnessed by commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between
0100 Hrs 28 July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July 1999. He asked for details of
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(vi)

the types of craft which had been observed (their shape, size, speed and
unusual flight patterns) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFOs. He
also asked if the MOD now agreed, in 1999, with the three statements given
previously (paragraph 2(i) above) and expanded on the second of those
statements by asking whether it was now, in 1999, official MOD policy to

play down the subject of UFOs.

MOD replied on 14 October 1999. In their letter they said that the position
with regard to the information requested by-was explained to him
in July 1998 and that position remained unchanged. As regards present MOD
policy in respect ;)f UFO related issues, they replied that this had been

explained to -011 many occasions.

3. - remains aggrieved that MOD have not provided him with the information

requested. He seeks full disclosure.

4.  The following departmental references have been quoted.

D/Sec(AS)/64/3
D/DOMD/2/3/2
D/US of S/PK 4291/99/Y

Z. December 1999
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THE PARLIAMENTARY

OMBUDSMAN Wt
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3

OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER FOR ADMINISTRATION

MILLBANK TOWER, MILLBANK, LONDON SW1P 40P,
SwITCHBOARD 0171 217 3000, Fax _I DIREET LIN_

Kevin Tebbit CMG
Permanent Secretary
Ministry of Defence

Main Buildings -
Horseguards Avenue :

London SW1A 2HB

2 December 1999

QOur Ref: A.7/00

The Parliamentai Ombudsman has been asked by Iuean Wyn Jones MP to investigate a

complaint by

The Ombudsman will be glad to receive your comments on the complaint by 23
December. The person dealing with this case in this Office isﬂ (Tel:

- I would be grateful if all papers relevant to the complaint could be sent
(15™ floor, Millbank Tower, Millbank, London SW1P 4QP) by the above

The complaint is summarised in the enclosed statement.

Enc: 1
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Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1967

Statement of Complaint: Case No: A.7/00

Complainant:

1 RO compiains tha the Ministry of Defence (MOD) refused to supply him with

information that should have been made available to him under the Code of Practice on

Access to Government Information (the Code).

2.  The following account is given:-

() EECCIESI ~ote to MOD on 24 May 1998 about incidents in the 1950s
( a ) involving ‘unidentified flying objects’ (UFOs). MOD replied on 24 June. In
their letter they explained their policy towards the storage and destruction of
files about this subject. They said that all surviving contemporary paperwork
had been fcr;warded to the Public Record Office and, as such, was a matter of

public record. In reply (in an undated letter) RSO 2sked them to

confirm the following statements as a matter of public record:

‘1. An incident occurred on 4 Apsil 1957 and was witnessed by radar
operators at the Ministry of Supply Bomb Trials Unit, West Freugh. The
resulting Technical Intelligence investigation concluded that the incident was
due to the presence of five unconventional [aerial] objects of unidentified type
and origin (Ref DDI(Tech)/C.290/3/, report dated 30 April 1957, PRO File
AIR 20/9321).

‘2. It was official MOD policy to play down ‘the significance of unidentified
flying objects (AIR 2/17527). "
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‘3. Non-hostile unidentified aerial craft with design and performance
parameters far in excess of cutting edge technology have on occasion been
witnessed by HM Armed Forces in UK Airspace (PRO Files AIR 20/9320,
AIR 20/9321, AIR 20/9994 and AIR 16/1199).’

2.6)% MOD wrote back on 6 July, along the same lines as their letter of 24 June.

(ii) -wrote again to MOD on 25 June 1998, asking for information
about visual and radar observations of aerial phenomena by Royal Air Force

pilots and ground crew. He asked for details of the types of craft which had
been observed (their shape, size and performance), their location and the dates
of the incidents. He cited the Code and asked MOD to conduct an internal

review of the matter.

(iii) On 10 July 1998,- wrote to MOD about the three statements
(paragraph 2(i) above) and asked them to review his request that they confirm

the statements as a matter of public record.

@iv) On 30 July 1998, MOD wrote to_ about the outcome of their
review of both requests. In respect of details of ‘aerial phenomena’, they told
him that the information could be withheld under Exemption 9 of the Code
because providing it would require an unreasonable diversion of resources. As
to the three statements they told him that, to the best of their knowiedge, the
files held at the Public Record Office contained the full details about any
alleged incidents and decisions made at the time in respect of them; all
contemporary paperwork was therefore available for public scrutiny. They

also told him about his avenue of appeal to the Parliamentary Ombudsman.

v)  On 28 July 1999, EESTSEEN wrote to the MOD with a more narrowly
focussed request for information. He asked for abstracts from all UFQ reports
witnessed by commercial pilots, military pilots and radar personnel between
0100 Hrs 28 July 1998 and 0100 Hrs on 28 July 1999. He asked for details of

Wondon\Case ManagementtADNAVADIG7_OMWSOC. doc Pagc 2 Of 3



the types of craft which had been observed (their shape, size, speed and
unusual flight patterns) and the conclusions reached by MOD on UFQOs. He
also asked if the MOD now agreed, in 1999, with the three statements given
previously (paragraph 2(i) above) and expanded on the second of those
statements by asking whether it was now, in 1999, official MOD policy to
play down the subject of UFOs.

(vi) MOD replied on 14 October 1999. In their letter they said that the position

with regard to the information requested by-was explained to him
in July 1998 and that position remained unchanged. As regards present MOD

policy in respect of UFO related issues, they replied that this had been

explained to SSRGS on many occasions.

3. - remains aggrieved that MOD have not provided him with the information

requested. He seeks full disclosure.

4.  The following departmental references have been qubted.

D/DOMD/2/3/2
D/US of S/PK 4291/99/Y

Z. December 1999
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