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Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
5" Floor, Zone I:|, Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A 2HB
Telephone (Direct dial) 020 7218 2140
(Switchboard) 020 7218 9000
(Fax)
e-mail das-ufo-office @mod.
Our Reference
04-07-2006-162649-001
Bagillt Date
Flintshire % August 2006

| wrote to you on 5 July 2006 informing you that your request for copies of the contents of
two files relating to parliamentary enquiries in 1976 and 1977 and the background notes
and briefing papers supplied to John Spellar MP regarding written parliamentary
questions in 1998, had been considered to fall within the scope of Section 36 (Prejudice
to the effective conduct of public affairs) of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and the
MOD was therefore required to consider whether there are overriding reasons why
disclosure would not be in the public interest. | also informed you that two of these
requests may fall within the scope of Section 22 (Information intended for future
publication). On review of the documents it has become apparent that further exemptions.
may be applicable as provided below. These considerations have now concluded and |
am writing to provide you with the outcome. Each request will be addressed separately.

Your first request was for a paper copy of the contents of file AF/BJ84/76 —

Sir John Langford-Holt MP, Mr J Hennessy, UFO Enquiry. | can confirm that the MOD
holds this file and all the relevant papers have been considered for release. These
documents contain information which falls within the scope of a number of exemptions of
the Freedom of Information Act 2000, namely; S.22 (Information intended for future
publication), S.36 (Prejudice to the effective conduct of public affairs), S.40 (Personal
Information) and S.38(Health & Safety).

First, we took into account the age of the information and the fact that it has been
selected for future transfer to The National Archives. If transfer was imminent it would
have been appropriate to withhold this information at this time in accordance with
S.22(1)(c) of the FOI Act and provide advice as to the timing of availability at The
National Archives. Our enquiries have, however, revealed that there is currently no firm
date for transfer and it has been concluded that it would not be in the public interest to
withhold the information at this time on this basis.

The documents include internal discussion and advice provided by a variety of MOD
departments which fall within the scope of S.36(2)(b)(i). Against disclosure of this
information is the need to insure that officials are able to consult colleagues internally
and provide Ministers with free and frank advice in support of draft answers provided to
parliamentary enquiries. Release of such information could inhibit this process and



.therefore prejudice the effective conduct of public affairs. This would not be in the public
interest. This has, however, been balanced against the age and content of the advice
provided in the background papers and it has been concluded that the release of this
information now would not prejudice this process. The public interest therefore falls with
release.

The file also includes correspondence between Mr Hennessy and his MP which contains
details of Mr Hennessey’s home address and telephone number. This falls within the
scope of absolute exemption S.40 (2)(a). It has not been determined whether Mr
Hennessy still resides at this address and release of this information could lead to an
invasion of his privacy. This information will not therefore be released. The name of
another individual who accompanied Mr Hennessy on a visit to the Meteorological Office
will also be withheld for the same reason.

Finally, the documents contain comment and internal advice regarding

Mr Hennessy’s contacts with various government departments and actions on a visit to
the Meteorological Office. Consideration has been given to whether it is likely that a harm
could be caused to Mr Hennessy’s physical or mental health by the release of this
information and if so whether S.38(1)(a) of the Act applies. It has been judged that there
is no evidence that such a harm would be caused and the public interest therefore falls
with release.

It is concluded that the public interest favours partial release of these documents with
minor redaction and a copy is therefore enclosed with this letter. The information that has
been removed consists of Mr Hennessy’s home address and telephone number and the
name of another member of the public which are withheld in accordance with S.40(2)(a)
of the Freedom of Information Act. Mr Hennessy’s name and signature have also been
removed throughout the documents because while it is appreciated that you are aware
that they relate to Mr Hennessy, his identity in relation to these documents is not in the
public domain. Names of MOD officials who provided advice have also been removed as
these are not relevant to the information you have requested.

In your second request you asked for a copy of file MR/122505 — John Ellis, UFOs. | can
confirm that the MOD holds this file and all the contents have been considered for
release. These documents consist of information which falls within the scope of a
number of exemptions of the Freedom of Information Act 2000, namely; S.22
(Information intended for future publication), S.36 (Prejudice to the effective conduct of
public affairs) and S.40 (Personal Information).

As with the previous request we first considered S.22 (1)( ¢) given the age of these
documents and their future transfer to The National Archives. There is however, no firm
date for transfer of these documents and as before we consider that the public interest
under this section favours release.

The documents contain internal discussion and advice provided by MOD departments
which fall within the scope of S.36(2)(b)(i). As detailed above, the release of this
information could inhibit MOD officials ability to provide free and frank advice and this
would not be in the public interest. We have taken into account the age of the documents
and the content of the advice and concluded that the release of this information would
not prejudice this process and the balance of public interest therefore favours release.



. The file also contains a number of UFO sightings reported to the MOD by members of
the public which include their names and home addresses. This information falls within
the scope of S.40(2)(a). Release of this information could lead to an invasion of the
privacy of these individuals and this information will not therefore be released.

It is concluded that the public interest favours partial release of these documents with
minor redaction and a copy is enclosed with this letter. The information that has been
removed consists of the personal details of members of the public who made UFO
reports to the MOD which are withheld in accordance with S.40(2)(a) of the Freedom of
Information Act and names of MOD officials who provided advice which have been
removed as these are not relevant to the information you have requested.

Your final request was for copies of the background note and briefing papers supplied to
John Spellar MP for use in his replies to written parliamentary questions from Helen
Jackson MP in March 1998. | can confirm that the MOD holds information relevant to this
request and these papers have been considered for release. These documents consist
of information which falls within the scope of two exemptions of the Freedom of
Information Act 2000, namely; S.36 (Prejudice to the effective conduct of public affairs)
and S.40 (Personal Information).

The documents contain internal advice to Mr Spellar regarding the background to these
questions which falls within the scope of S.36(2)(b)(i). As with your two other requests,
the release of this information could inhibit officials ability to provide free and frank advice
to Ministers and therefore prejudice the conduct of public affairs which would not be in
the public interest. However, we have considered the contents of this advice and
concluded that the release of this information would not prejudice this process on this
occasion and the balance of public interest therefore favours release.

The documents also include a letter from a member of the public which contains their
name and contact details. This information falls within the scope of absolute exemption
S.40(2)(a) and will not therefore be released.

It is included that the public interest favours partial release of these documents with
minor redaction and a copy is enclosed with this letter. The information that has been
withheld consists of personal details of a member of the public which are withheld in
accordance with S.40(2)(a) of the Freedom of Information Act, plus names of MOD
officials and internal guidance notes on answering parliamentary correspondence which
are not relevant to the information you have requested.

I hope this is helpful. If you are dissatisfied with our decision to refuse some of this
information or you wish to complain about any aspect of the handling of this request,
then you should contact the undersigned in the first instance. Should you remain
dissatisfied, then you may apply for an internal review by contacting the Director of
Information Exploitation, 6th Floor, MOD Main Building, Whitehall, SW1A 2HB. (e-mail:
Info-XD @ mod.uk).

If you are still unhappy following an internal review, you may take your complaint to the
Information Commissioner under the provisions of Section 50 of the Freedom of
Information Act. Please note that the Information Commissioner will not investigate your




case until the MOD internal review process has been completed. Further details of the
role and powers of the Information Commissioner can be found on the Commissioner's
website, http://www.informationcommissioner.gov.uk

Yours sincerely,
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4. Your attention is drawn to Office Instructions

saragraphs 0606-0608.

5. iy decision that the Department or Service proposes
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APS/US of S(RAF)

You will see from Encl 3 that I am making enquiries about this case but it is
obviously going to take time. US of S(RAF) may wish to send an interim reply
to Sir John Langford-Holt on the lines of the attached draft.

{ March 1976 -

SL(Air)
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Reference  AF/BJ 84/76

4@&;235 of 8§ (RAT)
Through Sec MeE/éJ ju»L’<~

Copy to:
DD of HQ Sy (MOD)3

REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

1. You asked for a full brief to set Encl 1 in perspective.

Introduction

2. As you know, MOD investigates all UFO sightings reported by members
of the public and others. The arrangements are co-ordinated by
S4(Air) and we consult specialist branches as appropriate. But only
the defence implications are con51dered and we send no more than a
general reply to the correspondent. When people ask to see the MOD
files they are told that communications with other members of the
public are regarded as confidential and moreéover, even unclassified
files could céntain material which has some reference to classified
subjects. For these reasons our UFQ records must remain closed under
the rules laid down by 'the Public Records Aéts which at present
forbid disclosure of files until 30 years have elapsed sinee the last
action taken upon them. ‘

3. Mr— is a persistent correspondent on UFOs and as you will
see from the files attached he has been writing since April 1967 or
earlier to the Board of Trade, Home Office, MOD and the Commissioner
of Police. He has also had lengthy correspondence with the Prime
Minister's Office, Sir John Langford-Holt, MP, Mr Julian Ridsdale

MP, Sir Bric Bullus MP, the United Nations Organisation, other
Governments such as Canada and Australia, and sundry other organisations.
in 1967 HM Embassy in Washington advised that he was well known as a
correspondent to the United States Air Force and t6 Dr Condon of the
University of Colorado who was then conducting an 1nvest1gat10n into
UFOs at the request of the American Government. The Embassy reported
that Mr ‘had descrlbed hlmself as having been engaged on
confidential work for the Prime Minister although he haglno, official
status. (Flag 4). The Forelgn Office advised No 10 to treat him with
"some caution" (Flag B). : :

4, In February 1968 Mr—had a meeting With Sk(air) and
possibly D155. There is no record of the discussion; all we have is
the Sh brief (Flag C) and the letter drafted for the Prime Minister's

 Office (Flag D). In his correspondence with MOD he has criticised

amongst other thlngs the way we handle UFO investigations and our
refusal to dlsclose details of the reports we receive.. He is well
aware of the 30 year rule and acknowledged thls in December 1971-
(Flag E) and again in his current letter.

5. Mr - has always written from s London address and we have
no evidence that he has ever resided in the Shrewsbury constituency

‘of Sir John Langford-Holt. However; Sir John has himself shown a

continuing interest in UFOs (see the numerous letters and Parliamentary
Questions tabbed on file AF/1505/Pt III); and as early as 1968,
Sk(Air) speculated on the similarity between the Questions and the

contemporary enquiries received from Mr JEEENEG
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Qint A -'Mr_'s visit to the Meteorological Office {

 6. This visit to Met O1a at Bracknell took place on 19 February. It
seems Mr — has been there before and on this occasion was
accompanied by Mr ([NNNEN of the North West University of Chicago
(who is presumably an American National). You will wish to read:

(a) DD Met 0(0)'s report at Encl 5

(b) The further comments of DD HQ Sy (MOD)3 and DD RAF 8y 1 at
Encl 9=10.

7. Two main points emerge in these papers. Firstly, the content of the
material shown to Mr *was not classified; it came from Merchant
Navy meteorological log books which are already made available to the public
in other ways, although it would have been better to have offered him the
original documents rather than the official flles. Secondly, M
was not superv1sed when he examined the files..This contravened the Ministry
of Defence Manual@Chapter 14, paras 1497 - 1419. This stipulates that
every visitor is to be escorted while on official premises unless he belongs
to the UK Armed Forces or another Government Department, or is representlng
a MOD contractor (and hold suitable security clearance), or is employed in
an official capa01ty and is well known to the interviewing officer, or is a
member of MOD not 1n pesse551on of a Headquarters pass.

8. I have discussed this with DD Met 0(0) and T understand that he took
immediate action to rectlfy the situation as soon as it came to his notice.
At Zhis request I am now routing this flle through Sec Mét O who may w1sh
to comment further.; : .

These matters are entlrely outside Sh(Alr) 5 prov1nce of course and all I
wish to add are one or two footnotes. The new leglslatlon mentioned at
Enel 9 is a referepce to the work of the Ministerial Group on Disclosure of
Official Information which(under the Chairmanship of the Prime Minister

I bellevg),as con81der1ng ways and means of dlscharglng the commitment in-
the Government's Election Manifeste '"to replace the Official Secrets Act
by a measure to put the burden on the public authorities to justify withholdin)
information". While suitable protection will be sought for material of a
gneuine security. significance it is doubtful whether our correspondence
on UFOs will be included in that category espe01a11y as one of the suggestions
now under consideration is that an Ombudsman should arbitrate on the type
of information witheld. Inc1dentally, another idea, being discussed outside
the Ministerial Group is that the 30 year: ‘closed period should be reduced to
15 years but this too has still to be examined in detail. Indeed I am told
that it is most unlikely that any new leglslatlon affecting the present
rules for the public disclosure of information will be laid before
Parliament in the near future. Meanwhile, as DD HQ Sy (MOD)3 says, the
regulations require that official files should not be opened to the public
until they have bewn sent to a recognised repository.  There is of courseé

no qugs’clon of handing over any files to Mr d See 059's advice at
Encl

9. I should also mention that S4(4ir) do not consilt Met 01 in the course
of their enquiries into UFO sightings. We sometimes appeal to another
branch of the Met Office when it is thought the public might have seen
meteorological phenomena. And from time to time Met 01 send us extracts
from the ships' meteorological logs (and the papers go on to our UFO files).

[
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But we have not had occasion’to bring the MOD UFO investigation
procedure to Met O1's attention; nof indeed was this. procedure
w1dely publicised when the rulkes were endorsed by Lord Wlnterbottom
in 1970. ,

Point B - Content of MOD flles

10. Contrary to Mr -'s expectatlons the Skt files contain very
little of wvalue to a serious scientific investigator. I attach a
typical folder (Flag F) and you will see that all we usually get

‘back from the specialist branches are short notes saying either they

cannot help or that the sighting can be identified as a commonplace
object. That is not to say that the investigation is not taken
seriously. The branches have their own methods - and S4(Air) has

"no need to know" about them - but we are aware that D155 for example
sometimes makes extensive enquiries. "It is undesirable that even a
hint of this should become public and we are currently coﬁsultlng

AHB on ways of expurgating the official records against the ‘time
when they will qualify for disclosure. ‘

11+ I do not suggest that we go into all that with Mr'_

He will find out for himself when the 30 years are up and in the
meantime we need do nc more than remind him that we are concerned with
the defence implications only.

Point C - Retention of 1962 records

12. Mr _'s third point is a quibble and since he says
elsewhere that we should retain our records I can only assume that
he is trying to discredit us. He points out that according to

Mr Merlyn Rees' letter of August 1967 UFO records are generally
destroyed after five years (Flag G). Yet in 1970 Lord Winterbottom
said the-eight year old 1962 reports were still available (Flag H).
There is no inconsistency here. The decision to retain UFQ files
indefinately was taken late in 1967 after Mr Rees' letter because -
of a wave of public interest in UFOs.  There was no need to go into
that in Lord Winterbottom*s letter and it has taken Mrﬂ

six years to comment on it.

-Points D and E <~ Retentlon of material at BMEWS and ClVll ATC units

13, D Ops. (GE) (RAF) dlscusses the Balllstlc M1551le Barly
Warning System (BMEWS) material at Encl 7; DD(AP)2 NATS comments

on the point-about civil air traffic control-units at Encl 8. There
is further advice from DD HQ Sy (MOD)3 at encl 9 are from DD RAF Sy

1 at Encl 10..

14. The main points are:

a. there would Bé“unacceptable costs and storage problems in
‘the retention of BMEWS tapes and Air Defence radar film,

and security objections to thewaccumulation and ultimate
disclosure.


The National Archives
S4 (Air) briefing
S4 (Air) briefing to MoD Security dated 23 March 1976 notes that some MoD agencies including DI55 “sometimes make extensive enquiries” into UFO reports, but “it is undesirable that even a hint of this should become public”. It notes that UFO desk was consulting with Air Historical Branch on “ways of expurgating the official records against the time when they qualify for exposure.”
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b. no films are made of c¢ivil air traffic service unit radars

¢. while some film is made of radar pietures at the #&int
(Military/Civil) Air Traffic Control Radar Units and, in future, ,
more sophisticated records will be made at the London:'Air Traffic
Control Centre, the question of cost alone woald prohibit retention
beyond a limited period

d. _there is general agreement that the information already held by

- Mr — on BMEWS could’ have been obtained without infringing
the security regulations. . An American source is. 11kely eg NORAD
(the North Amerlcan Air: Defence Authorltles)

Other Matters;~

15. As,it happens, there is another letter ocutstanding from

Mr 7. He'has written to us at official level about an incident
involving an ¥111 aircraft on 26 October 1971 and I have discussed this

on AF/P, 529/71 in the context of the previous correspondence. Since there
is éﬁﬁﬁgiéa criticism of a former Minister's letter it would be

convenient to deal with this in the reply to .Sir John Langford-Holt 1f
US of S (RAF) agrees.

16. I éttaéh‘a suggested letter for considerafidh.~

23 Mar 76 , _
. : o Sh(air)

Ms of S(RAF)

I must express regret for the embarrassment that has been caused by the:
failure of staff here.to observe the’security regulations and to exercise
proper caution in.dealing with' members of the publie. They have been told of
their error and warned that this is a serious matter and is not to be repeated.

2e It would appear that the frequency of visits to thisiOffice by members of
unlver51t1es, scientists and others may, by famlllarlty, have bred if not
contempt at least some relaxation of guard. I have therefore wrkitten to all
Directing Staff and Heads of Branches here (copy enclosed) to try to prevent
any similar. lapse from occurring.: A Mei Office Order on the disclosure of
official information (which will be incorporated in due course in our Standing
Instructions) is also in the course of issue to all staff at thls Headguarters
and at outstations.

» | .-
2. While not seeking to excuse the degree of latitude that was allowed to
these particular visitors I should perhaps explain, with: reference to para 7
of minute 4, that although it is true that the information made available to

Mr Hennessey was all recorded in MN log books a great: deal of work would have
been needed to dig this out of the Archives where the log books are stored only
in date order whereas the information had already been extractedﬂand summarized
on the file.

25 Mar 76 for Sec Met O

¢
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*aphs 0606-0608.

5. £ny decision that the Department or Service proposes
to take in this case mpst now be suspen aed unt 1 it has beeun

TGViGVCd by US of S(RAF). No oCthn uhOUld be taken wh.g.

"mipght prejudice the Tinal d001olon.

(;k _ APS/US of S(RAF)
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I attach a suggested reply to Encl 15-16.

© SL(Air)
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone O1<EIZOX 218 6666

PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE

A¥/BJ 84/76 ISW)April 1976
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D S0 QA

. Thank you for your letter of 5th April and for sendin n
the further letter from Mr *of *
- I

The Ministry of Defence have not found it necessary to
draw up a formal definition of Unidentified Flying Objects.
As you know, any flying object which cannot be identified
immediately is of interest to us, but once the defence implica-
tions of the sighting have been examined we do not pursue the
investigation any further.

I note Mr SEEENER s connents about his visit to the
eee Meteorological Office. I enclose the final batch of UFO
statistics which were prepared before the analysis was
discontinued.

(BRYNMOR JOHN) .

Sir John Langford-Holt MP
House of Commons

London N
SW1A QAA



UFQO STATISTICS - 1ST JANUARY 1968 TO 31ST DECEMBER 1973

Year Saﬁ:éiiges &  Balloons Cg%i:i%zl %:Eiggglgiégiéeia Aircraft Miscellaneous (%ﬁ:i?%ié?ggt) TOTAL
EAS R 1) - » . nformation

968 65 10 56 3 114 30 22 280
1969 37 9 27 19 01 17 18 228
970 9 8 31 16 . 97 5 T 161
1974 25 11 55 62 60 .27 =8 379
1972 7 28 17 R 2 . 128 . 5 14 207
1973 2% 24 17 o 2 = 1%2 22 | 11 2%
NOTE : Ifiscellaneous reports include, hoaxes, the reflection of lights on cloud, flares, fireworks, kites,

lights on tall structures, photographic aberrations and bird flocks.






Sir John Langford-Holt, M.

ol
S G @7/ g L 2 2
HOUSE OF COMMONS v o « (A AF}
LONDON SWIA Ceyyn py U> ©

5th April, 1976.
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pamma——

L, Le

| forwarded a copy of your letter of the 29th Mardt
fo Mr. and have received the enclosed

reply.
N would be grateful if you could let me have
answers to the questions he has posed.
r —

Brynmor John, Esq., M.P.
Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Defence

for the Royal Air Force,
Ministry of Defence,
Main Building,
Whitehall,
SWIA 2HB.
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, ?7ffwe pursue the question of doing 50. o ' %
" 'The Minister's letter contains a number of POlntS which requlre
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Sir John Iangford-Holt MP 1 april 1976
House of Conmons ‘ ~ .

" Tondon SWii OA=x

Dear Sir John

Thank you for the letter from MlnlStGT Brynmor John.

I think it egsential to state, in fairness to the Meteorolovlcal
Staff whom the Minister considers I have taken advantage of, thsat
Amy colleague and I identified: ourselves as being from a civilian

; ,organ1sat10n and that the photostats were given w1lllngly and not
"1'throuvh any misunderstanding nor deception. Ll s
, - The Minister should know that there was one individual at the Met
k 'Off1ce who considered that the UFO reports he handled and passed
%o the Mlnlstry of Defence mdy have had security implications.
| 5]These reports were distinctly seperate from the non—cla851fled

‘ones we viewed and we were not permltted to v1ew them, nor dld

¢larification, however, before referring to them, I. would very

L"much appreciate learning what his Department's definition is of
" an unidentified flying object (UFO). I have checke d through my
E previous correspondence with the Ministry and can find no
reference to such a definition. S e

To conclude, would the Minister please prov1de a copy of hlS
’Departmentﬁswﬁmo statistics up to the date of dlscontlnuatlon

'-1n 1974

.,;

onurs sincerely

LS.
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AF/BJ 84/76
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 : I now have the report I called for about the letter you sent =
‘to me on 26th February from Mr AENGEGEGGGE o *
. 3

The material lMr [ sav on his visit to the Meteorological
Office had been extracted from Merchant Navy log books. From time to
time the more interesting of these observations are recorded in the
"Marine Observer", a journal which is published by HMSO and is on
sale to the general public. The log books themselves are also
available to the public and form part of the National Meteorological
Library permanent archive. Mr J P should consult these sources .
if he is interested in the material. It is unfortunate he took '
advantage of the Meteorological Staff by obtaining the photestat
copies he has shown you. The decision to destroy or retain the
files has yet to be taken - he saw only a recommendation for disposal.
The gift of any files is a very rare occurrence. It is most unlikely
that any Ministry of Defence records would ever be handed over to an
individual member of the public or to any organisation in a foreign
country. Ca

As Mr_ has been told repeatedly, the Ministry of
Defence files on Unidentified Flying Objects contain no more
correspondence than is necessary to establish the possible defence
implications and this may sometimes involve references to classified
material. The files must remain closed to the public under the rules
1laid down by the Public Records Acts. Mrﬂ told us on
19th December 1971 that he was fully aware of these rules and he has
also referred to them in his latest letter. He should also be
informed that, for obvious reasons, we shall review the files before
their eventual publication in order to eliminate any information of
a classified nature.

There is no inconsistency between Merlyn Rees' letter of
14th August 1967 and Lord Winterbottom's letter dated 26th March 1970.
The decision to retain UFO records indefinitely was taken between

/these two

Sir John Langford-Holt MP
House of Commons

London

- SW1A OAA
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PR

'nese two qates. It was not necessary to go into that when Lord
Winterbottom wrote to you in 1970,

I can offer no assurances about the material at Fylingdales
or within the Air Traffic Control Organisation. The retention of
BMEWS tapes and air defence radar film is ruled out because of the
cost and the problem of storing the accumulating material. There
are also security objections. No films are made of civil air
traffic control unit radars. :

I would also like to deal with the attached letter dated
25th February which Mr W has addressed to my Department
on the subject of the F111 activity on 26th October 1971. There
are now no records available to provide the details Mr
requests. Nor can we help him with the statistical analysis of
UFO reports. These analyses were discontinued in 1974 and it is

- no longer possible to provide the figures.

ey

(BRYNIMOR JOHN)
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LOOSE MINUTE
Sec Met 0/C146

All Deputy Directors

All Assistant Directors :

and Heads of Branches cc: DG Met O

DS Met O

DR Met O

File AF/1582/76

iCCESS TO OFFICIAL RECORDS BY MEMBERS OF THE PUb.IC

1. A recent incident in which two members of the public, one a foreign national,
were given unsupervised access to a branch copying machine to make copies of entries
on a registered file dealing with Unidentified Flying Objects sightings has led_to
Parliamentary correspondence that has caused serious embarrassment to the Minister
for the RAF,

2. A number of points arise out of chis incident on which guidance is now offered
in order to prevent similar occurrences.

URPQO Information

3, It may not be generally, known that MOD inveustigates all UFO "sightings" reporied
by members of the public et al, although the investigation is confined {o the defence
implications and does not extend to the wider scientific aspects, These arrangements
are co-ordinated oy H{Air). As a general rule $4(Air)'s reply to the correspendents
merely explains in general terms that the Department is vuncerned with the defence
implications only. If people ask to see the HOD files on UFOs they get the standard
reply that although the correspondence may be unclassified any communication between
the Department and another member of the public must be i‘reated as confidential and
UFO records must remain closed to pudlic scrutiny until waey become available under
the rules laid down in the Public Rccords Acts at the end of 30 years. This policy
was endorsed by Ministers ia 1970.

4.~ There is one possible excention to the general rule given above; an apolication
would be considered seriously if it came from a major scientific organization of high
standing with strong reasons for obtaining access $o the official records. To
application of this calibre has been received to date.

S5« If a request is received in any part of the Met Office from a member of the
public for information on UFO sightings or investigations S4(Air) is therefore to be
advised in the first instance. .

Disclosure of Official Information in General

6. The Official Secrets Acts provide for the security of all official information,’
whether classified or not and, as MOD Manual 4 para 1602 makes clear, discretion and
care are necessary in relation to 2ll official papers, As a general rule access 1o
official files is not to be given to perscns ouiside Govegnment Service even whare
material contained in these files is published elsewhere or is available in another
form to members of the public. A distinction is to be drawn in this respect between
material in the Library Archives, which is available to members of the public, and
material in Registry Archives, which is not. -

UNCLASSTFEDS -
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Other Consideraﬁipns

7. Further points arising from this particular incident are:

& Visits by members of the public to HQ Branches of the Office are to be
cleared with ADs or Heads of Branch (MOOM 6.9.1).

b. Such visitors are to be escorted while they remain on Met Office property
(MOD Manual 4 para 2004).

¢. ADs and Heads of Branches are to ensure that reproduction and photocopying
equipment in their branches is adequately safeguarded both during working hours
and in the silent hours to prevent its unauthorized use (MOD Manual 4 para 1453).

8. A Met Office Order will be issued in due course to give wider dissemination to
some of these points but you are requested meanwhile to bring them to the attention
of members of your staff, and to officers in charge of outstations under your control,
who may have similar contacts with members of the public.

for Sec Het O

23 March 1976

UnJ CL;%SS IFIED
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S4(air) ?5*

Copy to:
DD HQ Sy(MOD)3

iD FLYING OBJECTS FROM SIR JOHN

We spoke about EG(DHQ Sy 13/2/1 of
19 Mar) to which I have nothing to add,
DD HQ Sy 3 having come in Paras 4 and 5
to the same conclusion as I had before
I got that far in his minute. 4sg I
understand you intend to reply on the
lines he has set out, there is no point
in my pursuing the security probl

22 Mar 76
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UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS FROM STR JOHN LANGFORD HOLT MP to US OF S (RAF)

1. This minute contains our co-ordinated comments from HQ Sy on the issues raised
by this letter. I am sending it through DD RAF Sy 1 as he may well have an interest
in certain agpeets.

¥ SR visit to the Meteorological Office

2, With an organisation like the Meteorological Office, one of whose prinecipal
functions is to inform the public, it is always difficult to know where to draw
the line in disclosing official information. In that the information collected
on the files that Mr inspected was, according to DD Met 0(0), extracted
from log books which are available for public consultation(, it is difficult to
argue on theegrounds that Mr MM should have been denied a sight of the
files themselves, unless they contained assessments and views generated within
the Met Office. Moreover, HMG is considering ways of increasing public access
to offieial inforumation, and the Met Office may have antic:.pated legislation to
this effect. However, until there is new legislation, it is incumbent uwpon all
officials to observe the present policy, which is not to allow public access to
files until the review process is completed, and they have been sent to a
recognized depository. ' Here the Met Office nay have been incautious, and

Mr &s needs could have been met by referring him to the relevant parts
of the log books. I appreciate that this is a fine bureaucratic distinction,
and one that may not make much sense to practical men in the Met Office, but
once except:.ons are made, requests are received from other quarters s and the
Service has a duty to be even-handed within the present policy.

3. We are rather more concerned with a certain laxity in the physn.cal gecurity
revealed by paragraph 2 of D D Met 0(0)'s loose minute,\nder the rule in MOD

Man li Chap 1k paragraph 1h19 4 any visitor who does not fall into one of five
clearly defined categories is required to be escorted while on official premises.
This rule has gained in significane in the current phase of terrorist activity
in the UK. So far as I know [ hed no status that entitled him to be
left to his own devices unobserved while he was examinimg the Metrological
Office records. The rules are compulsory, and no loecal discretion in their
interpretation is permitied ~ a fact which should be drawn to the attention of
the staff concerned{ji ‘ \ ‘

BMEWS infermatlen

s 'bhe sor’c of f:\.gure that could be plcked up
m a US source, as. BD Ops (GE)(RAF‘)k as poir

s suggest:.on is
e fer th,,_;e reasens > partieularly in a time of restrietion on public

, spen and reductions on the Civ:Ll Service,
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._Lriformation from Civil ATC units and 'other defence units'

5. Similarly, with the film produced by the air defence unit mentioned by

DD Ops (GE)(RAF), it seems that security considerations, although compelling, are
secondary to the cost of developing, ‘storing and review.ing any film retained,
which rule out any such retention. The same considerations apply to film and
tape from Joint Air Traffie Control Radar Units. This is not really our

field, and DD RAF Sy 1 will no doubt wish to comment.,

REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

i Mar 76
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AF/CX 1528/72
e SL(AIT)

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LETTER FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD-HOLT
MP _TO US OF S (RAF)

Reference:
AF/1505/I11 dated 5 Mar 76

1. Reference asked for comment on two points concerning the
release of Service records for UFO research namely, BMEWS and
Radar film information. Our comments are as follows:

a. BMEWS Information. Mr ZSNIMMN s rcference to the
monthly BMEWS rejection rate of 800 nen-balllstlc radar
targets a month could well be a figure gleaned from a

NORAD release based on the 3-site system. We assume that
he really means uncorrelated acceleratin targets, in which
case the figure is a reasonable avera In the case of
Fylingdales, it is nearer 450 a month ‘Whilst data on
such targets could be easily extracted from site historiecal
tapes, the accumulation of this information over a period
would lead: to the disclosure of classified system perform-
ance details and this we cannot condone, On the matter of
data retention, BMEWS historical tapes are cleared for re-

- use after a period of 28 days. This practice is due mainly
to the cost and storage factors involved., However, should
an event take place warranting corroboration from Fylingdales,
we would expect initiation of such a task within this 28 day
period to allow for on-site comparison with stored data.

b. Air Defence Radar films., Only one air defence radar
unit currently has the equipment to produce radar film,

The films are treated as Secret and are retained for 28

days, so that any unusual phenomena or special tracks may

be examined. 1In the event that no investigation is required
the films are then destroyed by fire. Storage considerations
preclude routine retention for longer than this period. These
films could provide a trained ebserver with comprehensive
classified information on the radar's performance and its
resistance to electronic countermeasuresh FPor these reasons
we strongly resist the release of the radar films te outside

agencies,

DD Oi)s(GE)(RAFi
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2! i) - !
544z Cc DTN of HQ Sy (KOD) 3

0s 9
o] Opg (C=) (RAT)
DIC (4P)2

tIJ

YOUR IM AF/1505/II1 - AT/7464/72 of 5.3.1976 CCICERNIEG Ti

URC LATTER FRO SIR JOITI LANGRCRD-ECLT 12 T0 UC OF 5 (1&?

FAROP AN

T refer to para 4 of the above-mentioned loose mimute. MNr _
accommpanied by Mr an astrovhysicis* from the North West
University of Cnlcavo, visited the Marine Division, Met 0 1a on 19 February 1976
by vrior arrangement. He had visited Met O 1a several times during previous
years to view unclassified files in which observations of Jnusual aerial
phenomena, extracted from lerchant Navy meteorological log books completed by
voluntary observers, generally ships' officers, are assembled. From time to
time the more interesting of these observations are recorded in the llarine
Ovserver which is published by S0 on behalf of the Office and is on sale %o
the gepewel public. The log books themselves are available for conzultation
by members of the public and form part of the National Meteorological Library
permerent archive. ‘ :

2 In the course of his recent visit, l‘/{r—_was allowed to cory
extracts ol interest to him. During this period he was not supervised end it
mist be assumed that he copied the disposal recommendation slips included in
the files

TR C e e . -
R UL

3. We re "JOt aware of the general guidance referred to in paras 2 and 3 of
your 10uu9, minute,

DD Met 0(0)

12 Yar 1976



Head of S4(Air)
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

MAIN BUILDING, WHITEHALL, LONDON, S.W.I

TELEPHONE ol JETXEX 218 6666

‘ PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE

AT/BJ 84/76 1] ﬁMarch 1976
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Beor o D
gwb—'w,’j
Thank’ you for your letter of 26th
February and for forwarding the comments
you have received from Mr
of

& w"‘.v

'on the subject of Unidentified
- Flying ObJects.

I have arranged for my Department to
look into the points IMr raises
but will write again as soon as possible.

(BRYNMOR JOHN)

Sir John Langford-Holt MP
House of Conmons

London

SWI1A CAA
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Sh(Air)

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LETTER FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD-HOLT., MP, to US of S(RAF)

. 1
Reference ’ﬁ;§;22257;1 ; dated 5 Mar 76

Te The Reference (para.6) asks me to comment on the suggestion that radar
film taken at "'civil air traffic control units'" should be retained,

2e It is not NATS policy to take film of civil air trafflc service unit radars
and, in fact, no such films are made. : .

3 There are, however, civil control consoles established at the Joint Air
Traffic Control Radar Units (JATCRUs) and film is made of the radar pictures
used by these civil positions by virtue of the fact that it is MOD policy to

take radar films at the JATCRUs. These films are developed only in case of an
incident or accident and all un~processed film is retained for 30 days only. Any
suggestion to develop all films so taken would be costly.

4, In the future, it is intended to record digitised radar information being

fed into the London Air Traffic Control Centre (LATCC). This will be stored on
multi-track digital tape and not on film, but will be capable of reprocessing
through the LATCC computers to provide a record of the air situation as seen by

any of the radars fed into LATCC. The quantity of digitised information so stored
will be such that, to keep costs within reasonable llmlts, these records are intended
to be kept for 15 days only.

DDC(AP)2 NATS

10th March 1976

UNCLASS | (¢
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LOOSE MINUTE
p/059/5/76
sa(Air -Illllllllllllll'.'?

Copies to:

DD Met 0(0)

D of HQ SyéfﬁiODg3
DD Ops (GE)(RAF
DDC(AP)2

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LETTER FROM SIR JOHN IANGFORD-HOLT, MP, TO
US_OF S(RAF)

1. Ve spoke about your loose minute (AF/15QS‘III: AF/T464/72) of the 5th
March. It is most unfortunate that Mr ppears to have been suppdied
with photostat copies of the disposal recommendatl;n forms (BAF Form 5659A
relating to at least 2 of the files concerned.

2. I suggest it be explained to Bzir—tha,# a completed RAF Form
5659A merely records the recommendation of the &esk officer about the disposal
of a file at the time he passes it to the registry for closure; it does not
constitute a decision either to rebain the file pe ently or to destroy it.
This decision is taken later when the file is finally reviewed by the staff
of the Degartmenﬁal Record Officer to determine it9 disposal. And in view
of the interest in UFO, records on the subject, other than those of a purely
routine nature, are likely to be considered worthy of permanent preservation
at this final review stage. |

3. On the general question of the dispesal of public records you will be
aware that those not selected for permanent preservation (in the Public Record
Office or other approved place of dep031t) are no ly destroyed. However,
under Section 3(6) of the Public Records Act of 1958 the Lord Chancellor may
approve the disposal of records in some other way at the pequest of
Departments the Lord Chancellor has, on occasion, agreed to gifts of records
to approved bodies such as mugseums and universities. It is most unlikely,
however, that he would agree to the handing over of public records to an
individual or to an organisation in a foreign country.

8/Hbr 76
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AF/1505/111
AF/7L6L/72

DD Met 0(0)

DD of HQ Sy (MOD)3
0S 9

DD Ops (GE)(RAF)
DDC(AP)2

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LETTER FROM SIR JOEN LANGFORD-HOLT, MP TO US OF S(RAF)

Ta I attach a letter and enclosures which US of S(RAT) has received from Sir
John Langford-Holt, MP about the records we keep ¢dn Unidentified Flying Objects.
The constituent,ﬂr_, has been plaguing us for| years and US of S{RAF)
has asked me to prepare a full brief on this current correspondence. Two of the
points ~ labelled B and C - are matters for Sk(Air) and|I need not trouble you
with them. Hpwever, I would be grateful for your early|advice on the following:-

POINT A - M B s_visit to Meteorological Office

2. It may not be generally known that MOD 1nveot1gate# all UFO "gightings"

reported by members of the public et al, although the 1tvest1gutlon is confined

to the defence implications and does not extend to the wider scientific aspects.

The arrangements are co-ordinated by S4(Air). The procﬁdUre is to refer the public's
comments to specialist branches such as Ops(GE)2(RAF), DI 55 and, when appropriate
Met 09, but the public are not informed of the results.| As a genersl rule Sh(Air)'s
reply to the correspondent merely explains in general térmq that we are concerned

ﬂitb the defence implications only. |
3. If, like Mr- people ask to see the MOD files én UFOs, they get

he standard reply that the correspondence may be unclassified but any communication
between the Department and anothetr member of the public must be treated as
confidential. Furthermore, even "open'" files might still have a bearing on
classified material such as relevant radar film. For these reasons UFQ records
must remain closed to public scrutiny until they become| available under the rules
laid down in the Public Records Acts ie at the end of %0 years. There is one
possible exception here; an application would be considered seriously if it

came from a major scientific organisation of high standing with strong reasons for
obtaining access to the records. But no application of|this calibre has been
received to date. :

b, This policy was endersed by Ministers in 1970 and it has been explained to

M —s MP on at least one occasion. He now appears to have got round

bz rules con his r:cent visit to the Metecorologicul Offizc. Would DD Met 0(0)

please leu vs have full details of this visit and comment on such points as how it canme
to be arranged, \h t really went on and how ‘Tr- managed to getl access

to the files which h9 alleges he inspected? DD of HQ Sy (VOU,E will also wish

to comment. AAud on a separate point, would 0S9 please ﬁw&é?”u'the official

veply to MrfSj NI = svagestion that if the files are to be destroyed they

should be handed over to him? :
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TIEVTIGGY T AT M <} -~ 3
POINT D -« BMEWS information

5. :,Mr_ seems to have some acquaintance with Fylingdales zs well.

I should be grateful if DD Ops(GE)(RAF) would advise on the accuracy of the
attached comments, and on the current practice for retaining the BMEWS
magnetic tapes. There may also bé security problems here a2nd 1 would welcome
DD of HQ Sy(MOD)3's views not only on the question of retaining the tapes

for ultimate disclosure, but also on the wider Iwuplications. What worries
me is how Mr — got his information in the first place. Does this
point the need for reform in existing security arrangements? Should the

American authorities be informed?

POINT E -~ Information from civil ATC units etc

6. VWould DIC(AP)2 and DD Ops{GE)(RAF) please comment as necessary on this

further suggestion that radar film taken at civil air traffic control units and
"other Defence Units!" should also be retained? Is this practical and (DD of HQ
Sy(MOD)3) are there any security objections?

'
Py

7. The Minister has asked for the full brief before 16 March. May I have your
comments as soon as possible please?

P

S March 1976 i
: S”([’xi I’)
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Sir John Langford- Holt M. P.

o Qﬁh RF|T 2476

. , ] . 1w lxﬁ/Lwﬁ
[‘LC’{ gﬁ(@z HOUSE§0:: :;MMONS ap-ot ‘Zz? |

LONDON SWIA OAA

26th February, 1976

e //{‘A REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

| enclose a letter with enclosures from
Mr. Hennessey and would be grateful if you
could let me have answers to the various
questions he has posed.

N
PR R S

Rt. Hon. William Rodgers, M.P. |
Minister of State, : |
Ministry of Defence,
Whi tehall,

S.W.L




. : 2l February 1976
Sir John Langford-Holt MP
House of Commons

;REDACTED ONORIGI%NAL DOCUMENT
London SWL | |

Dear Sir John

With reference to our previous communications rega]ding the retention

of UFO records by the Ministry of Defence, and more specifically the

26 March 1970 letter from Lord Winterbottom in which he stated, "The

Ministry of Defence hold UFO records from 1962 onwdards., These records

will not be destroyed..", I recently visited the M#rine Division of

(i:> the Meteorological Office in Bracknell, wvhich is under the auspices of

the Ministry, and was accompanied by a colleague, dn astrophysicist
from the Center for UFO Studies |in Evanston, Tilingis which is directed
by Dr J Allen Hynek, former Chief Civilian UFO Congultant to the USAF
for over 20 years. | _ !

During our visit, we viewed three files appertairning to reported UFO

observations made by ships at sea. These three files, all of which

are unclassified, contain a numaer;of reports which would be of

definite scientific value to the Center. However, as can be seen from

the attached vhotostats, one of the files, located}in the Meteorological

Office's Main Building Registry, is due for destru¢tion in 1978. Another

file, at present in the Met.Ol Annexe in Eastern R¢ad, Bracknell, is

recommended for destruction in 1991. Tn view of the nature of these
files, and subsequent low-interest value to the Ministry, I herewith
make formal application that they be given me, as & research associate
of the Center for UFQ Studies, in the year they are recommended for
destruction, for onward transmission to the Center| for computer study.

A letter confirming my associateship with the Centér can be given if

required., o 3

Regarding the 30-year ruling on UFO records held b%: the Ministry, I
/ would also like to seek the Minister's assurance that these records
will also contain full data appertaining to the Ministry's investigation
of the reports including the findings and records of Science-3 and 5,
MAIS, STCOC, HQ II GP, SLf(Air) and any other body!involved in collation
and evaluation of them. !

“ In a letter dated 1L August 1957 addressed to Wing Commander Sir Eric
Bullus MP, Mr Merlyn Rees stated that UFO records were being destroyed
after a 5-year period and that if any report appeared to be of svecial
interest, it would be retained. Since it was not until 1970 that a
decision was made not to destroy UFO records, I would be interested to

~ learn why those of 1962 were retained and not destroyed in 1967.

yj) Regarding other potential sources of UFO data, am also interested in

learning for what length of time magnetic tapes from BMEVS are stored,

T have on good authority that the rejection rate on the system is 800

non-ballistic radar targets a month., Tapes from the NORAD Conmmand

have been checked by one scientist and found to have contained uncorre-

lated tarzets of scientific interest to UFO researich. It is therefore

reasonable to assume the BMEYS rejection figure of 300 z month may well
contain such data and should, like yritten records, be retained. In
addition, because of the selectivity of the BMEVWS |3ystem, any radar
rilms taken by the Ministry at local civil air traffic control anits
shich show UFOs should be retained as well as thoge from other Delence

units. — Pérhaps the Minister would give some assurances in this rcznect.
te : | ;

Yours sincerely




o N R T . S B S, s

M. or

i

- | AN

S
»/"

.

|
{
!
]
]

A A% ke e et oSt e

PR

i

- ERRPPRS .
- (&

e e v - jan ae e
i - P,
— e e i b e ; .
- erean . 1 i
: Cd i ‘
H H : H !
ol '
s N e ! H
: A §
£ ! i
E) ! !
i
i : i
{ g {
: pd .
: e Sy e s [
. . i %
i ?
Do UV R
¢
L : e 1
i i
T LT T T O .. S .
; s
! | ¢
- , :
- . . g ; i f
e - !
. e
. . o
. - L - .-
o Co | ,

e T —

R . Ty

N

o e 3 e

i
.
i



RAF Form s45.
tRoheg Moy g

. | RECONMMENDATION FOR DISPGSAL OF A ReGiSiERID FITE

Subjcet : File Number ;

FO < tia ; 4 : '
qu .{j x.Gacko /

i v | 3~€ C—&\W("J Dm;}foicf M :Qlf 5 53 // é 3
REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT | /

-

The above file is forwarded for disposal ak actich on it is
completed. I recommend that in accordance with, MOOM,

Appendix QU Q2. e v {” ...... it ishould be
. | e i 7
s . _ © M@ destroyed immiediaiely. ;o /:
T#(b) destroved in the vear 1950, woveary after the o
date of the last action. =
*(c) retained for paview by MOD 2
LArchivesTAir)] in the year 10 Lo twentviive vears > 2
) ) - =
. . 1 2
from the date it was opened : it may be downgraded .. z
» @
..... SRR | P A, <
Branch /)7140/ Signed | — : = 5
/. .~ Name in 3
- RN 3
Date ./ 7 /i S bleck letiers.... z
{ . : =
s - n
. N A <
Rank.... 7V 0 A

¢ those which do
period nav.be ox
ject to-the ™ Satat:

!
-

recd number of wears if the £le kontains papers thatjz::




_REDACTED ON ORI_G[NAL DOCUMENT

et

i3 THE BISFOSAL OF A HEL

£ d
%:JC" ww(:; ZJ

-.\.‘.’ X ) .: R 3
3 \ﬁG%vwi,c al /"u&’/é{;:gj&a

r

i
|
i
|
i
]

|

P—

i o=

i =

S ~SEEET
s o .

P 13 76/ 62

ol RO : e
'f......-v-.-._.._—.......... - | e e “ NN o !

. ! AL i ot rded Tor disposadoas noron onal s e

— CLLoar b sonvaded !

pleted Ced TR S T cocormmond tha it b

. Ed i N
vy e deawnezeamd (o :

B T . ' . e t R - . [
AHB {RATY for historiogd purposcs and g o

)
£

2o OSYs (Hayesr Tor Dol teviow e | : .

r Copbert v oy
oy o et _:l-.g\,"‘,;\;;m!!:f}'\ Gufeeihow




Ko ool
e
@F«/,
Ke s

g&-

2 (-0t - 2605~ 0% v$2-001

weved .
C(Wﬁ/aﬁz //3 PeT -€nc i0




Andrew Jeff

File Ref.  MRM22505
Part:




o

VS of S{RAR) Polder o, Al /w-».w 7‘!

REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
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dJov
APS/US of S(RAF)

10 T ume 27
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ADI/DISS
Copy Met 09

You will see from the enclosed correspondence that a Member of
Parliament has asked us to investigate a recent press report
about alleged UFO sightings on the Humberside. T should be
grateful if you, and Met 09 to whom I am copying this, would
advise on the reply that should be sent to Mr Ellis.

Sewctoe tba ddareiin Apita fop Rab Kibook.

(3 June 1977
S4(4ir)

Sh(AIR)
ALLEGED UFO SIGHTINGS

1. Ref’yourvMZ, Parliamentary Paper andmreports which have been annotated A-E,
herewith the following comments: ' o

a. - Reports show a marked lack of consistency if we attempt to corelate
them into a group of events.

b.  Except for reports A & E, the reports are incomplete and lacking in
meaningful information such as object size and distance relative to known
fixed landmarks. ‘

c. Reports A & E could refer to the same object as tle descriptions are
vaguely similar and the directinn of movement in each case is N-S. However
the object could not have been travelling at aireraft speed, as alleged in E,
as 73 hrs separates the sightings - one in Hull, the other at Scunthorpe.

d. In report C the 3 objects, one of which was flashing, could have been s
reference to an aircraft travelling at night possibly with landing lights on.
The flashing light would be the standard GRIMES light carried above and below
the fuselage. '

e. The Press Report itself is inconsistent with the facts reported in A & E,

- It was in A, who described the object as being "oval shaped,
20 ft long and 3 ft high". According toi:’m E, the object made no
noise at all.

f. We have spoken to MET 16 who consider that the timing of the release of
Met Balloons at Gt Yarmouth and Edinburgh and the wind direction at the time
rule out any likelihood of an explanation being found based on Met Balloons.
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2. In conclusion s;e can offer no positive explanation for the cbjects
alléegedly sighted except that the object » in report G, could have been an

aircraft with landing lights illuminated. Nor, on the evidence available, can
we suggest why a spate of reports should have been made in the Humberside ares

within a 48 hrs period.

In a negative sense it can be reasonably sltated that the objects reported
upon were not Met Balloons.

\37

\
\.] June 1977

ADI/DI5S
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_APS/US of S(RAF)-

Ta You will see from Minute 3 and Encl 7 that we are unable to account for

- these UFO sightings on the Humberside. In accordance with our standard

practice copies of the reports went to DI5SS5 and Ops(GE) (RAF) on receipt to
ensure that any defence dimplications would not be overlooked and, as you know,

we do not normally institute any further investigation if enquiries reach us
from the general public.

2. I suggest then a reply should be sent to Mr ¥llis on the lines of the
draft attached.

29 Jun 77

" [ g’l 5
si®v) --5 "

Thark you for your M M. LS of S(RAF)V
has written to :ohw..ﬁ\“.&...fﬁ,.ﬂ? at
E. Qi | a“;:c’n a copy for your
retention, Will you please tske the necessary

sxecytive action,

APS/US of S(RA
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sa(&i;«), HMOD

UFO REPORTS FROM HUMBERSIDE

'Refefence A: Loose Minute AF/3W234/77 dated 13 June 1977

1., The UFO reports forwarded with reference A have been
examined and after investigatiocn it is considered that
there were no Meteorological Office balloons and gssociated
equipment flying in the area concerned at the times of
interest. Also, the descripiions given do not appear to
refer to meteorological phenomena,

2. It may be of interest to note that the Meteorological
Office is not the only organisation in this country which
uses balloon-borne equipment, The army does so for
ballistic purposes, universities sometimes empleoy similar
techniques in experimental work and there may be others.
Perhaps you can check these possibilities, On the days

in question there was a chance that balloons released by
foreign users over the continent or from ships in the North
Sea could have reached Humberside but we have no knowledge
of this.

/Z: June 1977

" Met ©ffice (Met 09)
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- MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SWIA ZHB

Telephone 01-218 6BOH. . (Direct Disling)

01-218 S000 (Switchbosrd)

PARLIAMENTARY UNDER -SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE

AR/TW 234/77 1 July 1977
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.t }gg#o(é;§£1a%

Fred Mulley has asked me to reply to your letter of 31st May
concerning the Press report of an unidentified object seen recently
on the Humberside. I am sorry I have not written before but as so
often hgppens with reports like this the invesitgation has been
inconclusive.

I should explain that the Department has not the resources to
conduct an independent scientific study into the nature of
unidentified flying objects. We invariably pass reports of sighting
‘to-the specialist staffs responsible for the air defence of the
country but it is not possible to pursue enquiries from the public %
the point of positive identification. You will appreciate that some
"reports are necessarily vague and we feel it would not be Justifiabl
to ask the staffs to make elaborate enquiries if in their opinion
these would not be necessary in the interests of defence.

The Department have reached that point with the sightings you
referred to in your letter. The five reports received by RAF Binbx
show a marked lack of consistency when one seeks to correlate them
into a group of events. Three are incomplete and lack significant
information such as the size of the object and its distance relativ
to known landmarks. They refer variously to guite a small silver
triangular shape, to a circular red object 25 feet in diameter, and
three objects, round in shape, with two as big and as bright as a
star and the third larger and flashing. The other two reports were
from NN - S c 2rc named in the press cutting
There sre certain similarities. here. Both refer to an object
measuring 20 feet by 3 Ieet which was either oval or cigar-shaped;
but the cutting mentions a noise like a whirlwind while the report
held by Binbrook records W as saying there was no sound at

-1 am afraid the Department can offer no positive explanation for ¢t
objects, nor why they gave rise to five separate reports. The
descriptions given do not appear to refer to meteorological phenor
The report of the three objects, one of which was flashing, could
a description of an sircraft travelling at night, possibly with
landing lights on. Flashing lights are standard aircraft eculpmer
.end are carried above and below the fuselage. Another possibilit;

/that balloons

John Ellis Esq MP
House of Commons
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that ballocns were seen. The Meteorological Office were not
flying balloons at the times and places reported but other
organisations, such as universities, sometimes use similar equipment
in experimental work and it may even be that balloons released
by foreign users on the Continent, or from ships in the North Sea,
reached the Humberside although we have no knowledge of this.

It is all rather speculative and I am sorry I cannot be more
helpful.

: - (JAMES WELLBELOVED)
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HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SWIA OAA

JE/MR _ '3lst May, 1977

The Rt. Hon. Fred fMulley, NP,
Secretary of State,

Ministry of Defence,

flain Building,

Whitehall,

LONDON, SW1A 2HB

Dear Fred,

Please find enclosed herewith a ﬁress cutting
regarding various sightings of an un—identified flying object
which was reported to R.A.F. Binbrook.

I should be obliged if you would investigate
this matter and let me know any comments you would be prepared
to make.

Please return the enclosed press cutting with
your reply.

Yours sincerely,

JOHN ELLIS WP
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUI&ED
R R SR O R )

DATE FOR RETURN 12:00 ON THURSDAY 26 MARCH 1998

PQ REFERENCE ot PQ 2434i, 2440i, 24441, 2446i

PQ TYPE :  Written

SUPPLEMENTARIES REQUIRED° : No

MINISTER REPLYING : PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY
! OF STATE — USofS

LEAD BRANCH : SEC(AS)

COPY. ADDRESSEE(S) : PQ 2440i only: DIO, PJHQ

MP'S DETAIL: MRS HELEN JACKSON (LABOUR) (SHEFFIELD HILLSBOROUGH) _ -
QUESTION )

13|To ask the Secretary of State for Defence, what complaints were
received by the RAF concerning low flying aircraft relating to
24th March 1997. [34607] i

15|To ask the Secretary of State for Defence, if RAF/NATO military
were engaged on an exercise over northern England between 9.30 and
10.30pm on 24th March 1997. [36404)

16|To ask the Sécretary of State for Defence, for what reasons the
RAF imposed an air exclusion zone around Howden reservoir on the
morning of 25th March 1997. [36408] -

17|To ask the Secretary of State for Defence, what reported
sightings of UFOs were received from the (a) public and (b) police
from the South Yorkshire/Derbyshire area on 24th and 25th March
1997. [36402] } - -

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

APPROVED BY --
AUTHORISED BY

DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the following answer
and background note are in accordance with with Government's
policy on answering PQs, Departmental instructions (DCI GEN 150/
97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 48/97)

ANSWER.

A number of mllltary aircraft were booked to carry out low flying
training in northern England on the evening of 24 March 1997. The--
Ministry of Defence received 13 complaints about aircraft act1v1;y,
for that date from locations across the UK. No reported sightings
of "UFOs" on_ 24 or 25 March 1997 were received by my Department.
A Temporary Danger Area was established on 25 March, centred on
Howden Reservoir, to allow a RAF Search and Rescue hellcopter, in_
response to a request for assistance from South Yorkshire Police,.
to carry out a search of the area without disturbance by other
military aircraft. Such Danger Areas are routlnely established
for Search and Rescue operations.

BACKGROUND NOTE:

1. Mrs Jackson has been the MP for Sheffield Hlllsborough since
1992. Her constituency covers the area of the Peak District to
the northwest of Sheffield as far as the Derbyshire border,
including the eastern part of Howden Reservoir. She has not
previously tabled PQs about low flying and these four qguestions,
and the related PQ 2436i and PQ 2448i (the latter tabled by Ms -
Helen Jones MP), follow a letter the Department received recentI?
from SN = journalist on the Sheffield Star :
1nvestlgat1ng an ‘occurrerce on the Peak District during the -
evening of 24 March 1997. Copies of the letter and subsequent
article (which was written before a reply to hlS letter could be
sent) are attached. T

2, The occurrence, contemporaneously thought to have been a
light aircraft crash, remains unexplained. No aircraft were
reported missing on the evening in question and a comprehensive
search of the area, in which a RAF Sea King Search and Rescue
(SAR) helicopter from Leconfield also participated, found no trace
of aircraft wreckage. Sec(AS) received no reports of this
occurrence from members of the public, or any enquiries from the - '
media until the arrival of 's letter, on 6 March this
year. Given the passage of time, it is not practicable to carry
out any meanlngful investigation as radar tapes, which would be
critical in attempting to identify aircraft in the area, would
have been re-used. Moreover, witness recollection of events would
be unreliable.




REDACTED ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

-

3. In answering these four PQs, we have 1nterpreted Mrs
Jackson's phrase "engaged on an exercise" in its widest sense as
embrac1ng all military aircraft activity. Without an
investigation we cannot say with confidence whether mllltary
aircraft were or were not in the area; the only surviving,
centrally maintained indication of act1v1ty over northern England
on the evening in question is the Night Low Flying Sector booking
sheets. These show that military low flylng ‘was booked to take
place in all four Night Low Flying Sectors in northern England on
the evening of 24 March. There are, however, no bookings for the
area containing the Peak District (Night Low Flying Sector 3 at
the time of the alleged occurrence (which is mentioned J_n&

ks letter) but it is possible that mllltary aircraft were
operating at medium level. :

4. The low flying complaints database shows that at total of 13
complaints were received about activity on 24 March 1997, none of
which were from by residents of the area concerned.. The database;-
of "UFO" sighting reports has nothing logged for anywhere in the N
UK during the perlod 22 March to 26 March 1997 inclusive.

5. Temporary Danger Areas (TDA) are routlnely established when~~
SAR activity 4is taking place. HQ Military Air Traffic ' -
Organisation has confirmed that a TDA was established between 0730
and 1215 on 25 March 1997, centered on Howden Reservoir, to enable
the SAR helicopter from RAF Leconfield to carry out its search
without disturbance from other 'military air traffic.

Copy to:

AS.DD2

DPO{RAF)

RAF Kinfoss - PRO Scotland

HQ MATO - Ops(LF)1 - :
Sec(AS)1a B ‘ ’ - -

Date:
26 Mar 98
Files:

D/Sec(AS)/64/3




2 March, 1998

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am a news reporter working for Sheffield’s evening paper The Star and have -
been investigating an incident which occurred on the western outskirts of ;;—
the city on March 24, 1997, which was initially believed to have been a air -
disaster involving a light plane. ‘

A brief TV documentary on the subject has since appeared on BBC1 in
October last year, but the truth behind what caused the incident remains a
mystery, hence this letter to you. |

On the night in question between 10.10 and 10. 15pm up to 40 separate
groups of witnesses contacted police and emergency services to report seeing
a low-flying object which they believed was a low-flying alrcraft in distress
near the South Yorkshire village of Bolsterstone.

At least two witnesses saw the object appear to dlsappear behind trees over
Margery Hill, at the highest point of the Peak District moors west of
Sheffield, which conicided with a report of an explosmn” heard by
gamekeepers at the hamlet of Strines, nearby. ‘

Subsequently, South Yorkshire Police initiated a full search and rescue
operation - costing thousands of pounds in public money - involving seven  _ ___
Peak District Mountain rescue teams, the West Yorkhlre Police helicopter
and, I understand, RAF search and rescue helicopters from RAF Kinloss and
RAF Leconfield. ‘

After searching more than 40 square miles of moorland around the Howden
reservoirs west of Bolsterstone, the police called off the éearch after 17 hours
as no crash site was discovered and no 01v1l aircraft had | been ‘reported
missing. ‘

Today, the police and civilian rescue teams remain openiminded about the
cause of the incident, but a number of theories have been advanced from a
drug-running operation involving a light aircraft to the rmsrdentlﬁcatlon of a
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'bolide meteor buraing up in the earth’s atmosphere.
Police logs of calls made to them by members of the public suggest there was
‘a high-level of activity involving military jets in the Derbyshire/South
Yorkshire area immediately preceding the “aircrash” on the moors. A number
of inidividuals claim to have seen RAF Tornado jets flying northwards
towards the Peak District from the north Derbyshire to%s of Dronfield and
Chesterfield between 9.45 and 10pm shortly before the “éircrash”.
However, police say direct contact they made with the RAF at the time of the
incident suggested there was no military activity in the ajarea at the time.
I would be interested to hear any suggestions or theories you may have

which could shed light on the mystery which remains unresolved one year
later. |
I enclose an SAE and look forward to hearing from you,

Your
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ovor u huilt up ared. yely on Lnhmarie navigste. 3t was n l4g one,
Jast yeur a pliat wax {ined and glven u apvuptane and all its whigows Wy Jit up Ex-RAF oflicer John Ruacsington froni
conditionnl dlscharge aftor plending which mintie it Jook even mly odd.” Tontiold told 2% St wq diedlueily hesrd
4 eutliy 10 swouping te within 330 fout of Avarding to aviption wxperic fow pliots both 1 Fngde engined pluis and g
: {he geound above Stannington In day- would Flsk their lives st feenoe by hodge ety (vor AP Jois . poesilily Turnida fht
Taght. hopping s 10w In Awknees averu e ers. ] can assre you thist 1€ e RAF say
Witnoeses, indoding police Sportit chty- o nothing was going on thit tight Oy e
Constable MarleFronce Tultondiold, sold the The purde Jod many who taok pad in 0w bedtigg sonnumienl with the nuth”
e S e spantl - -
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The National Archives
MoD file
Copy of MoD file “Sir John Langford-Holt MP enquiry by Mr J.A. Hennessey, 1976”, TNA reference DEFE 13/1188.
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" PARLTAMENTARY ENQUIRY

1 have placed at E | on this folder a -leticr from

gvl—qgcfe;ﬁA Achfv{v44vaﬂ ]2

N U
2e I hould ‘be gratc¢ul if you would let mc have, by
5 pom ”.on‘ RN M««,_Jh ., & araft 'of the

_Letter whlch you vould adv15e US of (LAP) to send nn r0p:3

together u1th any other relevant Jnformatlon and papezo.

3; .If a flnal reply cannot bc dIuthd rluhln this tlmc,

I should be graueful 1f you vould CJtheT xeturn the foldcr
to the Prlvate Offlce w:th a proglx 1S repozt ana drait
Jnterlm reply, or, 1f the fo]der neods to be retalncd in 1ht
orannh, azdvise the Prlvate Office of the poultlon Ly

,elephono (Ext 1516)

4. Your attention is drawn to Office Instructions

va glaphs 0606~ 0608,

5. Any decision that the Department or Service proposes
to take in this case must now be suspended until it has beeun
reyiewcd by US of S(RAF), No aCulon should be taken which

right nrﬁdudlce the Tinal dcc131on.

u%«”W

AFS/US of S(RAF)




APS/US of S(RAF)

- M

You will see from Ehcl 3 that I am making enquiries abou# this case but it is
obviously going to take time. US of S(RAF) may wish to send an interim reply

to S8ir John Langford-Holt on the lines of the attached d?aft.

J A PEDUZIE

{” March 1976
S@(Air)

D> §ua Ay (nos)3_

Ve Love wpd Atevyiy My AMZcbey,
Cortnrts— (;§Q<g ST 8) e M Mokler Yo ‘4£f-é2j
: . w Moy He

/

{
;

by, o Ky mac S L 4dzézahuy¢¢;e 525 S a2,

Jetestes

P (a5

.
S
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CODE 1877

Reference _ AF/BJ_84/76

| s
! _

WPS/US of S (BAF), |

Through Sec Me /Aé ja/bm

Copy to:
DD of HQ 8y {(MOD)3

1. You asked for a full brief to set Encl 1 in perspective.

Introduction

\

2. As you know, MOD investigates all UFO 51ght1ngs reported by members
of the public and others. The arrangements are co-ordinated by
Sh(Air) and we consult specialist branches as approprlate. But only
the defence implications are con51dered and we send no more than a
general reply to the correspondent. When people ask to see the MOD
files they are told that communications with other | members of the
public are regarded as confidential and moreover, éven unclassified
files could céntain material which has some reference to classified
subjects. For these reasons our UFO records must remain closed under
the rules laid down by the Public Récords Aéts whlch at present
forbid disclosure of files until 30 years have elapsed since the last
actlon taken upon ﬁhem.

3. Mr Hennessey is a persistent correspondent on QFOS and as you will
see from the files attached he has been writing since April 1967 or
earlier to the Board of Trade, Home Office, MOD and the Commissioner
of Police. He has also had lengthy correspondence with the Prime
Minister's Office, Sir John Langford-Holt MP, Mr Julian Ridsdale

MP, Sir Eric Bullus MP, the United Nations Organlsatlon, other
Governments such as Canada and Australia, and sundry other organisations.
In 1967 HM Embassy in Washington advised that he was well known as a
correspondent to the United States Air Force and to Dr Condon of the
University of Colorado who was then conducting an 1nvestigation into
UFOs at the request of the American Government. The Embassy reported
that Mr Hennessey had described himself as having been engaged on
confidential work for the Prime Minister ‘although he hagl no . official
status. (Flag A). The Foreign Office advised No 10 to treat him with
"some caution" (Flag B). Lo

4, 1In February 1968 Mr Hennessey had a meeting with Sh(Air) and
possibly D155. There is né record of the discussion; all we have is
the Sk brief (Flag C) and the letter drafted for the Prime Minister's

- Office (Flag D) ~In his correspondence with MOD he has criticised

amongst other thlngs the way we handle UFO investigations and our
refusal to disclose details of the reports we receive. He is well
aware of the 30 year rule and acknowledged this in December 1971.

(Flag E) and again in his current letter.

5. HMr Hennessey has always wrltten from a London address and we have
no evidence that he has ever resided in the Shrewsbury constituency

of Sir John Langford-Holt. Howevery Sir John has himself shown a
continuing interest in UFOs (see the numerous letters and Parliamentary
Questions tabbed on file AF/1505/Pt III); and as early as 1968

Sh(Air) speculated on the similarity between the Questions and the
contemporary enquiries received from Mr Hennessey.




Point A - Mr Hennessey's visit to the Meteorological Office (

6. This visit to Met 0O1a at Bracknell took place on 19 February. It
Seems Mr Hennessey has been there before and on this occasion was
accompanied by Mr Rodeghier of the North West University of Chicago
(who is presumebly an American National). You will wish to read:

(a) DD Met 0(0)'s report at Encl 5

(b) The further comments of DD HQ Sy (MOD)3 and DD RAF Sy 1 at
Encl 9-10. ' i

7. Two main points emerge in these papers. Firstly, thejcontént of the
material shown to Mr Hennessey was not classified; it came' from Merchant
Navy meteorological log books which are already made available to the public
in other ways, although it would have been better to have offered him the
original documents rathér than the official files. Secondly, Mr{Hennessed]
was not supervised when he examined the files.:This contravened the Ministry
of Defence ManualyChapter 14, paras 1497 - 1419. This stipulates that

every visitor is to be éscorted while on official premises unless he belongs
to the UK Armed Forces or another Government Department, or is representing
a MOD contractor (and hold suitable security clearance), or is employed in
an official capacity and is well known to the interviewing}officer, or is a
member of MOD not in pessession of a Headguarters pass. ‘

8. I have discussed this with DD Met 0(0) and I understand that he took
immediate action to rectify the situation as soon as it came to his notice.
At #his request I am now routing this file through Sec Mét O who may wish
to comment further. T : ' ' ‘

These matters are entirely outside Si(Air)'s province of course and all I
wish to add are one or two footnotes. The new legislation mentioned at
Encl 9 is a reference to the work of the Ministerial Group on Disclosure of
Official Information which(ﬁnder the Chairmenship of the Prime Minister

I beiievq),as considering ways and means of discharging the commitment in
the Government's Election Manifeste "to replace the“Officiaﬁ‘Secréts Act

by a measure to put the burden on the public authorities,togjuStify withholdin
information". While suitable protection will be sought for material of a
gneuine security significance it is doubtful whether our correspondence
on UFO8 will be included in that category especially as one of the suggestions
now under consideration is that an Ombudsman should arbitrate on the type
of information witheld. Incidentally, another idea, being discussed outside
the Ministerial Group is that the 30 year:closed period should be reduced to
15 years but this too has still to be examined in detail. Indeed I am told
that it is most unlikely that any new legislation affecting the present
rules for the public disclosure of information will be laid before
Parliament in the near future. Meanwhile, as DD HQ Sy (MOD)B says, the
regulations require that official files should not be opened to the public
until they have bewn sent to a recognised repository. There is of course

no qugstiOﬂ‘of handing over any files to ¥Mr Hennessey. See |089's advice at
Encl 6. f : '

9. 1 should also mention that S4(Air) do not consult Met 01 in the course
of their enquiries into UFO sightings. We sometimes appeal to another
branch of the Met Office when it is thought the public might have seen
meteorological phenomens. And from time to time Met 01 send us extracts
from the ships!' meteorological logs (and the papers go on tg our UFD fileg).

2]




CODE 1877

Reference |

But we have not had occasion to bring the MOD UFO investigation
procedure to Met 01's attention; nof indeed was this procedure
widely publicised when the rules were endorsed by Lord Winterbottom
in 1570, :

Point B - Content of MOD filés .

10. Contrary to Mr Hennessey s expectatlons the Sk files contain very
little of walue to a serious scientific investigator. I attach a
typical folder (Flag F) and you will see that all we usually get

‘back from the specialist branches are short notes saying either they

cannot help or that the sighting can be identified as a commonplace
object. That is not to say that the 1nvest1gatlon is not taken
seriously. The branches have their own methods - and:Sk(Air) has

"o need to know' gbout them < buti we- are aware tﬁat D155 for example
sometimes makes extensive enquiries. “It is undeésirable that even &
hint of this should become public and wée are currently consultlng

AHB on ways of expurgating the official records agalnst the ‘time

when they will qualify for disclosure. ’

11. I do not suggest that we go into all that w1th MrtHgnnessegi

He will find out for himself when the 30 years are up and in the
meantime we need do no more than remind him that We are concerned with
the defence implications only.

Point C - Retention of 1962 records

12. Mr Hennessey s third point is a quibble and s;nce he says
elsewhere that we should retain our records I can only assume that
he is trying to discredit us. He points out that éccordlng to

Mr Merlyn Rees' letter of August 1967 UFQ records are generally
destroyed after five years (Flag G). Yet in 1970 Lord Winterbottom
said the-eight year old 1962 reports were still avallable (Flag H).
There is no inconsistency here. The decision to retain UFO files
indeéfinately was taken late in 1967 after Mr Rees’ ‘1etter because
of a wave of public interest in UFOs.  There was no need to go into
that in Lord Winterbottom*s letter and it has taken MrzHennesseij
six years to comment on it. - ~

P01nts D and E - Retentlon of material at BMEWS and sz11 ATC units

13. DD Ops (GE) (RAF) dlscusses the Balllstzc M1851le Early
Warning System (BMEWS) material at Enecl 7; DD(AP)Z NATS comments

on the point about civil air traffic control- unlts at Encl &, There
is further advice from DD HQ Sy (MOD)} at encl 9 are from DD RAF Sy
1 at Encl 10,

14. The main points are:

a. there would B&‘unacceptable costs and storage problems in
the retention of BMEWS tapes and Air Defence radar film,
and security objections to theiraccumulation and ultimate
disclosure.




b. no films are made of civil air traffic service unit radars

c. while some film is made of radar pictures at the ddint
(Military/Civil) Air Traffic Control Radar Units and, in future,
‘more sophisticated records will be made at the London Air Traffic
Control Centre, the question of cost alone would prohibit retention
beyond a limited period

d. there is general agreement that the 1nformat10n already held by
‘Mr Hennessey on BMEWS could: have been, obtained without infringing.
the security regulations. An American source is. 11kely eg NORAD
(the North American Air Defence Authorltles) |

Other Matters

5. As 1t happeng, there is anether letter outstandlng from :

Mr Hennessey. He-has written to us at official-level about an incident
involving an F111 aircraft on 26 October 1971 and I have discussed this

on AF/PS.529/71 in the context of the previous correspondence: Since there
is € ~criticism of a former Minister's letter it would be .
convenient to deal with this in the reply to-Sir John. Langford-Holt 1f

US of S (RAF) agrees.

16. I ettach'a suggested letter for considerafioﬁer

23 Mar 76 ~ 73 A PEDUZIE
RS . i 8h(Adr) g

Afs/Us of S(RAF)

I must express regret for the embarrassment that has been caused by the
failure of staff here to observe the "Security regulations and to exercise
proyper caution in dealing with members of the publie. They have been told of
their error and warned that this is a serious matter and is not to be. repeated.

Ze It would appear that the frequency of visits to this:Office by members of
universities, scientists and others may, by familiarity, have bred if not
contempt at least some relaxation: of guard. I have therefore wrltten to all
Directing Staff and Heads of. Branches here (copy enclosed) to try to prevent
any similar lapse from occurring. A Met Office Order on the dleclosure of
official information {which will be incorporated in due course in our Standing
Instructions) is also in the course of issue to all staff at this Headquarters
and at outstations. }

3o While not seeking to excuse the degree of latitude that was allowed to
these particular visitors 1 should perhaps explain, with:. reference to para 7
of minute 4, that although it is true that the information made available to

Mr Hennessey was all recorded in MN log books a great deal of work would have
been needed to dig this out of the Archives where the log books are stored only
in date order whereas the information had already been extracted and summarized
on the file.

25 Mar 76 \ for

A
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I ‘have placed at- E on ‘this Ionev a 1ot

S Tl (W,&fwr,péf_ gl

‘PARL.A]IJ' WEARY. BRQUIRY. f ) (4

ter f)OM

2. I &hould be gratcl . £ you rould Jet me havc, by

5 l,.n*"'on e L ,'a draft

of the

Aietter whlch you vould adv1$e US of u(hAP) to send in rep-y

togethor Wlth any other relevant Jnformatlon and

3. If a flnal reply cannot be drthcd rluhln ta
I should be grabeful 1f you voula eJther 1eturn t
to thc Prlvate Offlce wnth a progl ess repozt ann
1nter1m_reply,.of, 1f the folder needs to be reta
bféﬁch, advisc the Prlvate Office of_the;poultxor

telephoné (Ext'751§).

e You“ attentlon is dravn to Offlce Instrubtlons

parag ra hs 0606-0608,

5. Any decision that the Department or Service

tq take in this case mpst now be suspended. unt*l
reviewcd by U3 of S(RAF). No uCthn uhould be ta

"might prejudice the final d601olon

6 ' APS/US of G(RAF ).
% !J/W’:A |

papezo,

is time,
he'foldér
draft-

1:10;1 in the

by )

proposes
it has been

l\(;fl whioh
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| APS/US of S(RAF)

I attach a suggested reply to Encl 15-16.

April 1976 J A PEDUZIE
'3 Sh(4air)

CODE 18.77

\ Reference  AF/BJ 84/26



MAIN BUILDING WHITE

PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AR FORCE

AF/BJ 84/76 ISM April 1976

C D S0 el

Thank you for your letter of 5th April and

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Telephone 015830703z 218 65666

HALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

for seénding on

the further letter from Mr Julian Hennessey of 43 Walnut Tree

Road, Heston, Hounslow.

The lMinistry of Defence have not found it necessary to
draw up a formal definition of Unidentified Flying Objects.
As you know, any flying object which cannot be identified
immediately is of interest to us, but once the defence implica-

tions of the sighting have been examined we do not pursue the

investigation any further. .. |

I note Mr Hennessey's comments about his visit to ﬁhe
-+ Meteorological Office. I enclose the final batch of UFQ
statistics which were prepared before the analysis was |

discontinued.

(BRYNMOR JOHN) |

Sir John Langford-Holt MP
House of Commons

London N
SW1A OAA
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UFO STATISTICS - 1ST JANUARY 1968 TO 31ST DECEMBER 1973

- . . | . Unexplained

Satellites & Celestial Meteorological & . . - = o
fear Tebris Balloons 05 ochs Watural Dhenmomens  Alrcraft Miscellaneous (%g;gigzgjljgt) TOTAL
\ 968 65 10 36 3 114 30 22 280
1969 37 9 27 19 01 7 8+ —208
970 9 8 31 16 : 97 . -5 ' 15 181
1971 28 1 33 62 60 . 27 58 309
1972 7 28 17 - 2 ‘ 28 5 1Y 201
973 23 o4 47 - 2 o 132 - 2 | 1 231
OTE: Ifiscellaneous reports include, hoaxes, the reflection of lights on cloud, flares, fireworks, kites,

—————Lights on-tall struetures, photographic aberrations and bird flocks.







Sir John Langford-Holt, M..B, .-
ol ,

gt(— @7’ - A 17‘7{

HOUSE OF COMMONS SR rmA¥Y
P - ﬁ*‘ :
LONDON SWIA OfAs By W
eyen bY

5th April, 1976.

L. B _

| forwarded a copy of your letter of the 29th Mardy
to Mr. Julian Hennessey and have received the enclosed
reply.

| would be grateful if you could let me have
answers to the questions he has posed.

Zf\ e
Brynmor John, Esq., M.P. | |
Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Defence
for the Royal Air Force,
Ministry of Defence,
Main Building,

Whitehall,
SWIA 2HB.




Brynmor John, Esq., M.P.

Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Defence for the Royal Air Force,

Main Building,
~Whitehall,—

London, SWIA 2HB.

Mg

HOUSE OF COMMONS
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" through any misunderstanding nor deception.
i ‘Off1ce who considered that the UFO reports he handled an
" to the Ministry of Defence mdy have had security implica

~7These reports were distinctly seperate from the non—clas

i e pursue the question of doing so. : 'y
“The Minister's letter contains a number of po;nts which

"‘.much appreciate learning what his Department's definitio
. previous correspondence with the Ministry and can flnd n

--1n 1974

é:’ 140 dpﬁ;assey

|

Telophone: 01-570 6751 |
: |

' \

|

|

n

S T
Fistuly, 1 S
43 Malst Teez Foat,_~

== 1 N
SeEnips,

~ . ' ‘ FHounslof, TWS 0LP
| Bugland,

Sir John Langford-Holt MP ‘
Houge of Conmons : . o

" TLondon SWli OAa

Dear Sir John;

Thank you for the letter from Minister Brynmor John;
I think it essential to stste, in fairness to the Meteor
Staff whom the Minister considers 1 hsve taken advantage

my colleague and I identified ourselves as being from a

organisation and that the photostats were given willingl

The Minister should know that there was one individual &

Aones we viewed and we were not permltted to v1ew them, n

¢larification, however, before referring to uhem, T woul
an unidentified flying object (UFO). I have chécked thr

reference to such a definition.

To conclude, would the Minister please prov1de a copy of'

'Departmentlsmﬁﬁo statistics up to the date of dlscontlnu

-
i.

’Yours 51ncerely ' f

;‘f ﬁ’?wm? g_,,zf
/’_’/
[

.l

1 dpril 1976
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S MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
- ~ MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SWIA 2HB
Telephone 01-230%02% 218 6666 |

PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE

AF/BJ 84/76 1?Rbrcﬁ 1976

obwsm
I now have the report I called for about the letter you sent

" “to me on 26th February from Mr J J A Hennessey of Vistula, 43 Walnut

Tree Road, Heston Hounslow.

The material Mr Hennessey saw on his visit to the Meteorologicsal
Office had been extracted from Merchant Navy log books. From time to
time the more interesting of these observations are recorded in the
"Marine Observer", a journal which is published by HMSO and is on
sale to the general public. The log books themselves are also
available to the public 'and form part of the National Meteorological
Library permanent archive. IMr Hennessey should consult these sources .
if he is interested in the material. It is unfortunate he took
advantage of the Meteorological Staff by obtaining the photostat
copies he has shown you. The decision to destroy or retain the
files has yet to be taken - he saw only a recommendation| for disposal.
The gift of any files is a very rare occurrence. It is most unlikely
that any IMinistry of Defence records would ever be handed over to an
individual member of the public or to any organisation 1n a foreign
country. : !

As Mr Hennessey has been told repeatealy, the Mlnlstry of
Defence files on Unidentified Flying Objects contain no more
correspondence than is necessary to establish the p0851b1e defence
implications and this may sometlmes involve references to classified
material. The files must remain closed to the public under the rules
laid down by the Public Records Acts. Mr Hennessey to0ld us on
19th December 1971 that he was fully aware of these rules and he has
also referred to them in his latest letter. He should also be
informed that, for obv1ous reasons, we shall review the files before
their eventual publication in order to e11m¢nate any 1niormatlon of
a cla551f1ed nature. ‘ \

There is no inconsistency between Merlyn Rees' lettér of
14th August 1967 and Lord Winterbottom's letter dated 26th March 1970.
The decision to retain UFO records indefinitely was taken between -

/theseﬁtwo

Sir John Langford-Holt MP
House of Commons

London

- SW1A OAA




| _ ,
nese two dates. It was not necessary to go into that when Iord
Winterbottom wrote to you in 1970.

I can offer no assurances about the material at Fylingdales
or within the Air Traffic Control Organisation. The retention of
BMEWS tapes and air defence radar film is ruled out because of the
cost and the problem of storing the accumulating material. There
are also security objections. No films are made of civil air
traffic control unit radars. !

I would also like to deal with the attached letter dated
25th February which Mr Hennessey has addressed to my Department
on the subject of the F111 activity on 26th October 1971. There
are now no records available to provide the details lMr Hennessey
requests. Nor can we help him with the statistical analysis of
UFO reports. These analyses were discontinued in 1974 and it is
- no longer possible to provide the figures.

(BRYNMOR JOHN)




UNCLASSIFIED

LOOSE MINUTE ' -

Sec Met 0/C146

All Deputy Directors

All Aas;stant Directors o

and Heads of branches cc: DG Met O

- DS Met 0
DR Met O

File AF/1582/76

LCCESS TO OFFICIAL RECORDS BY MEMBERS OF THE PUbLLIC

1. A recent incident in which two members of the public, o

- ,_),/

one a forexgn national,

were given unsupervised access to a branch copying machine to make cqples of entrles
on a registered file dealing with Unidentified Flying Objects sightings has led_to

Parliamentary correspondence that has caused serious embarrassment to
for the RAF,

2. A number of points arise out of this incident on which guidance
in order {0 prevent similar occurrences.
\

UFQ Information

the Minister

is now offered

3. It may not be generall, known that MOD inveustigates al
by members of the public et al, although the investigation
implications and does not extend to the wider scientific as
are co-ordinated by #4{Air). As a general rule $4(Air)'s
merely explains 1n general terms that the Department is wun
implications only. If people ask to see the MOD files on
reply that although the correspondence may be unclassified

1 UFO "81gﬁt1ng5" reported

is confined %o the defence
pects, These arrangements
reply to the correspondents
cerned with the defence
UFOs they get the standard
any communication between

4

the Department and another member of the public must be ireated as confidential and
UFO records must remain closed to pudlic scrutiny wntil vaey become avallaole under

the rules laid down’in the Public Rccords Acts at the end of 30 yearq
was endorsed by Ministers in 1970.

There is one possible excention to the generzl rule given above;

This policy

an apvolication

would be considered seriously if it came from a major scientific organization of high

standing with strong reasons for obtaining access to the official recprds.

application of this calibre has been received to date,
5. If a request is received in any part of the Met Office ‘
public for information on UFO sightings or 1nvest1gatlons S4(Air) is
advised in the first instance.

Disclosure of Official Information in General

6.
whether classified or not and, as MOD Manual 4 para 1602 makes clear,
care are necessary in rolatzon to all official papers, A3 a general
official files is not to be given 10 ; persons oulside Govegnment Servi

No

from a member of the
therefore to be

The QOfficial Secrets Acts provide for the security of all official information, *

discretion and
rule access 1o

e even where

material contained in these files is published elsewhere or is available in another

form Yo members of the public. A distinction is 1o be drawn in this

material in the Library Archives, which is available to members of %he

material in Registry Archives, which is not.

UNCASSHFIED

respect botween
public, and

-



URSTEASSIFIED

QOthsr Considerations_

7. Further points arising from this particular incident are:

a. Vigits by members of the public to HQ Branches of the Office are to be
cleared with ADs or Heads of Branch (MOOH 6.9.1). |

b. Such visitors are to be escorted while they remain on Met Gifice property
(MOD Manual 4 para 2004), : ‘

c. ADs and Heads of Branches are to ensure that reproduction @nd photocopying
equipment in their branches is adequately safeguarded both during working hours
and in the silent hours to prevent its unauthorized use (MOD Manual 4 para 1453).

8. A Met Office Order will be issued in due course to give wider dissemination to
some of these points but yov are requested meanwhile to bring them to tue attention
of members of your staff, and to officers in charge of outstations under your control,
who may have similar contacts with members of the public. ‘

E G Slater
for Sec Het O

23 March 1976
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LOOSE MINUTE - -
AF/BI84/T6

S4(Air) <

Copy to: ~
DD HQ Sy(MOD)3

TFIED FLYING O

- We gpoke about E9(DHG Sy 13/2/1 of
19 Mar) to which I have nothing to add,
DD HQ 8y 3 having c¢ome in Paras 4 and 5
to the same conclusion as I had before
I got that far in his minute. As I
understand you intend to reply on the
lines he has set out, there is no point
in my pursuing the security problems

G BIGGAR
* Gp Capt
22 Mar T6 DD RAF Sy 1




@ oz v - /m sy 1372/ UN&T:?S{QSTI?IEZSM_\J)J ‘ e

Sh.. Azr) (thro! anm Sy 1)

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD HOLT MP to US OF S_(RAF)

1. This minute contains our co-ordinated comments from HQ Sy on the issues raised
by this letter. I am sending it through DD RAF Sy 1 as he may well have an interest
in certain aspects.

Yr Hennessey's v1sit to_the Meteorological Office

2. With an organlsatlon like the Meteerologlcal Office, one of whose prineipal
functions is to inform the publiic, it is always difficult to know where to draw
the line in disclosing official information. In that the information collected
on the files that Mr Hennessey inspected was, according to DD Met 0(0), extracted
from log books which are available for public consultatlonq, it is difficult to
argue on theegrounds that Mr Hennessey should have been denied a sight of the
files themselves, unless they contained assessments and views generated within
the Met Office. Moreover, HMG is conszderlng ways of inereasing public access
to official information, and the Met Office may have anticipated 1eglslat10n to
this effect. However, untll there is new leglslation, it is incumbent upon all
officials to observe the present policy, which is not to allow public access to
files until the review process is completed, and they have been sent to a
recogn;zed depository. - Here the Met Office may have been incautious, and

Mr Hennessqy's needs could have been met by referring him to the relevant parts
of the log books. I appreciate that this is a fine bureaucratic distinction,
and one that may not make much sense to practlcal men in the Met Office, but
once exceptions are made, requests are recelved from other quarters, and the
Service has a duty to be even-handed within the present pollcy.

3. We are rather more concerned with a certain laxity in the phy31cal security
revealed by paragraph 2 of D D Met 0(0)'s loose minute,\Under the rule in MOD

Man U Chap 1h paragraph 1419, any visitor who does not fall into ome of five
c¢learly defined categorles is requ1red to be escorted while on official premises.
This rule has gained in significane in the current phase of terrorist activity
in the UK. So far ag I know Hennessey had no status that entitled him to be
left to his own devices unobserved while he was examining the Mbtrmloglcal
Office records, The rules are compulsory, and no loeal discretion in their
interpretation is permitted - a fact which should be drawn to the attention of
the staff concerned. - - ,

BMEWS information

e We do not see that Mr Hemnessey's reference to the BMEWS rejection rate
reflects any secur1t1~breach - It's the sort of figure that could be plcked up

1y in per L; L a US source, as DD Ops (GE)(RAF) as pointed
L A any
3 o security risk), retentlon is

‘ounds 8 space, as ‘the tapes could not be released for

- many years for the Seeurlty reasons set out by DD Ops (GE)(RAF). I think that
Sir John. Langfordpﬂblt should be informed that Mr Henmessey's suggestion is
unacceptable for these reasons, particularly in a time of restriction on public
spending and reductions on the Civil Service.




‘ J.riformation fron Givil ATC units and 'other defence unifjsv

5.. Similarly, with the film produced by the air defence unit nmentioned by

DD Ops (GE)(RAF), it seems that security considerations, although compelling, are
secondary to the cost of developing, ‘storing and reviewing any film retained,
which rule out any such retention. The same considerations apply to film and
tape from Joint Air Traffic Control Radar Units. This is not really our

fleld, and DD RAF Sy 1 will no doubt wish to comment, i

" ar 76 R C HARFORD
DD HQ Sy (Mop) 3
MT 1/28 MB 7376
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LOOSE MINUTE

‘AF/CX 1528/72
*~M@n=—_ﬂﬁ___)

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LETTER FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD-HOLT
MP TO US OF 8 )

Reference:
AF/41505/I11 dated 5 Mar 76

1. Reference asked for comment on two points cencerning the
release of Service records for UFO research: namely, BMEWS and
Radar film information. Our comments are as follows:

a. BMEWS Information. Mr Hennessey s reference to the
monthly BMEWS rejection rate of 800 non-ballistie radar
targets a month ecould well be a figure gleaned frem a

NORAD release based on the 3-site system. We assume that
he really means uncorrelated acceleratin - targets, in which
case the figure is a reasonable avera In the case of
Fylingdales, it is nearer 450 a month Whilet data on
such targets could be easily extracted frcm site historiecal
tapes, the accumulation of this information over a peried -
would lead: to the disclosure of classified system perform-
ance details and this we cannot condone. On the matter of
data retention, BMEWS historical tapes are cleared for re-

. use after a period of 28 days. This practice is due mainly
to the cost and storage factors involved, Hewever, should
an event take place warranting corroboration from Pylingdales,
we would expect initiation of such a task within this 28 day
period to allow for on-site comparison with stored data.

b. Air Defence Radar films. Only one air defence radar
unit currently has the equipment to produce radar film,

The films are treated as Secret and are retained for 28

days, so that any unusual phenomena or special tracks may

be examined. 1In the event that no investigation is required
the films are then destroyed by fire. Storage considerations
preclude routine retention fer longer than this period. These
films could provide a trained observer with comprehensive
classified information on the radar's performance and its
resistance to electronic countermeasures. For these reasons
we strongly resist the release of the radar films to outside
agencies, '

/(A/Q@Cw
i Mar 76 N G COLVIN

~ Group Captain
DD Ops(GE)(RAF)
MB 4257 7892 MB
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3. We were not aware of the general guidance referred to in

. LOCSE LIIKTIE

v/ 582776

S4{Air) - M J 4 Peduzie

A . Cc TD of H) Sy

05 ¢

D Ops (G2)(RAF)

DDC (4P)2

YCUR LM A¥/1505/II1 - AT/7464/72 of 5.3.1976 CCICERNING TR
RAT)

URO LSTTUR FROI GIR JOITT LANGFCRD-ICLT 12 T0 TS OF S (zaAl

I refer to para 4 of the zbove-mentioned loose minute. Mz
accommpanied by Mr M Rodeghier, an asirophysicie’ from the North
University of Chicago, visited the Marine Division, Het 0 1a on
by vrior arrangewent, He had visited Met 0 1a several times dux
years to view urncliassifisd files in which observations of onusus
phenomena, extracted from llerchant Havy meteorological los books
voluntary observers, generally cships' officers, are assembled.
time the more interesting of these observations are recorded in
Qbuerver which is published by HHSO on behalf of the O0ffice and
the genewvel public. The log boocks themselves are available for
by members of fthe public and form part of the National Meteorolag
permarent archive,

0

(5]

v

24 In the course of his recent visit, Mr Hennessey was allows
extracts ¢l interest to him. During this period he was not supe
mist be assumed that he copied the disposal recommendation slips
the files. o

your louzgy minute.

A A

N E RIDER
D Met 0(0)

12 lar 1976

Hemmessey,
Yest

19 February 1976
ing previous
1 aerial
completed by
From time to
the llarine

is on gale %o
consultation’
gical Library

d to copy
rvised and it
included in

aras 2 and 3 of




Head of s4(Air)
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

| .
MAIN BUILDING, WHITEHALL, LONDON, S.wW.!

1 TELEPHONE o) MXHXWEEX 218 6666

PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE

AT/BJ 84/76 Jl March 1976

-
4
A

"‘i,,« P w"’ lfs,";’f J%V

Thank’ you for your 1etter of 26th
February and for forwarding the comments
you have received from Mr Julian Hennessey
of "Vistula'", 4% Walnut Tree Road, Heston,
Hounslow on the subject of Unldentlfled

- Flying Objects.

I have arranged for my Department to
look into the points Mr Hennessey raises
but will write again as soon as possible.

u

(BRYNMDR JOHN)

Sir John Langford-Holt MP
House of Commons

London ‘

SW1A OAA
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LOOSE MINUTE ‘ ﬁm/27/326
7 |

v’/’f 1
NS/ 4
Sh(Air)

to US of S(RAF)

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LETTER FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD-HOLT. MP

: 1505/11
Reference ﬁ§;726£;%21 ; dated 5 Mar 76

1.  The Reference (para.6) asks me to comment on the suggestion that radar

film taken at '"civil air traffic control units' should be retained,

2e It is not NATS policy to take film of civil air traffic servic
and, in fact, no such films are made,

e unit radars

3« There are, however, civil control consoles established at the Joint Air

Traffic Control Radar Units (JATCRUs) and film is made of the radan

pictures

used by these civil positions by virtue of the fact that it is MOD policy to

take radar films at the JATCRUs. These films are developed only in

case of an

incident or accident and all un-processed!film is retained for 30 days only. Any

suggestion to develop all films so taken would be costly.

k4, In the future,jit is'intended to record digitised radar infor
fed into the London Air Traffic Control Centre (LATCC). This will

tion being
be stored on

multi-track digital tape and not on film, but will be capable of reprocessing

through the LATCC computers to provide a record of the air situatio
any of the radars fed into LATCC. The quantity of digitised inform
will be such that, to keep costs within reasonable limits, these re
to be kept for 15 days only,

: \

D P J SMITH

Group Captain .-
DDC(AP)2 NATS

Room T1005 Ext 2429
Space House

10th March 1976

GHBIED |

n as seen by
tion so stored
cords are intended
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/089/5/76

S4(Air) - Mr J) A Peduzie <
Copies to:

DD Met 0(0)

DD of HQ Sygmbgs

DD Ops (GE)(RAF

pbe(aP)2

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LETTER FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORD-HOLT, MP, TO
US OF S(RAF) |

| |
1. We spoke about your loose minmute (AF/1 505/113::@5‘/7464/72() of the 5th.
Mareh. It is most unfortunate that Mr Hemnessey appears to have been supphied
with photostat copies of the disposal recommendation forms (Rﬁ? Form 5659A§
.

relating to at least 2 of the files concerned.

2. I suggest it be explained to Mr Hennessey that a completéd RAF Form
56594 merely records the recommendation of the desk officer aﬁout the disposal
of a file at the time he passes it to the registry for closure; it does not
congbitute a decision either to retain the file permanently or to destroy it.
This decision is taken later when the file is finally reviewed by the staff

of the Departmental Record Officer to determine its‘disposal.i And in view
of the interest in UFO, records on the subject, other than those of a purely
routine nature, are likely to be considered worthy of permanent preservation
at this final review stage. B '
3. On the gemeral question of the disposal of public records you will be
aware that those not selected for permement preservation (in ﬁhe Public Record
Office or other approved place of depesit) are normally destroyed. However,
under Section 3(6) of the Public Records Act of 1958 the Lord Chancellor may
approve the disposal of records in some obher way and at the veguest of
Departments the Lord Chancellor has, on occasion, agreed %o gifts of records
to approved bodies such as museums and universities. It is most unlikely,
however, that he would agree to the handing over of public records to an
individual or %o an organisation in a foreign country.

§ war 76 ‘ P WHITELOCK
| 089,
ES 2010 Ext 3106 BS




AF/1505/I11
AF/7h64/72

DD
DD
05 9

DD Ops (GE)(RAF)
DDC(AP)2

Met 0(0) _
of HQ Sy (MOD)3

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS LEITER FROM SIR JOHN LANGFORb—HOLT, MP

1. I attach a letter and enclosures which US of S{RAF) has recei
John Langforduﬁolt,:MP about the records we keep din Unidentified F
The constituent, Mr Hennessey, has been plaguing us for years and |
has asked me to nrepare a full brief on this current correspondenc
points - labelled B and C - are matters for Shk(Air) and I need not
with them. However, I would be grateful for your early advice on

POINT A - Mr Hennessey's visit to Meteorological Office

2. It may not be generally known that MOD investigates all UFO V
reported by members of the public et al, although the investigatior
to the defence implications and does not extend to the wider scien
'The arrangements are co-ordinated by S4(Air). The procedure is to
gomments to specialist branches such as Ops{(GE)2(RAF), DI 55 and, 1
Met 09, but the public are not informed of the results. ' As a genel
reply to the correspondent merely explains in general terms that we
with the defence implications only.

3. If, like Mr Hennessey, people ask to see the MOD files on UFQg
the standard reply that the correspondence may be unclassified but

between the Department and another member of the public must be tre
Furthermore, even "open'" files might still have a be
For these reasons
scrutiny until they become available 1
Tk
possible exception here; an application would be considered serious

confidential,
clazsified material such as relevant radar film.
must remain closed to public
laid down in the Public Records Acts ie at the end of %0 years.

came from a major scientific organisation of high qtandln
obtaining access to the records.
received to date.

But no application of thl'

Th

Hﬂnnpaaey s MP on at least one cccasion.
rules on his recent visiv fo ithe Meteorologicul Offizc.
p"‘eam let vs
to be arranged,
£hP f?lﬂ”

L

Mr

the

iis policy was endcrsed by Ministers in 1970 and it has been

wWould

to

whic

h he alleges he inspected?
And on‘a separate point, would 0S9 please ufé@fﬁc the

e handed over to him?

with stro
calibz

He now appears to have
have full details of this visit and comment on such j

what really went on and how Mr Hennessey managed to
DD Q'P HQ S\T (I O;J/B W'l1

Mr Hen nmssef'c suggestion that if the files are to be dest

TO US OF S(RAF)

ved from Sir
Lying Objects.
US of S{RAF).
Two of the
trouble you
the fellowing:-

2 o

sightings"

n is confined

tific aspects.
refer the public's
then appropriate
ral rule S4(Air)'s
= are concerned

5, they ge

any communication
rated as

2aring on

5 UFO records
mderr the rules
lere is one

1y if it

ng reasons for
~e has been

explained to
got round
DD Met 0(0)
oints as how it cam
get ace
1 also wish
official
royed they

es5s




‘PUINT D - BMEWS ind
‘
T

5e Mr Hennessey
I

attached comments,
magnetic tapes.
DD of HQ Sy(MOD)3!
for ultimate discl
me is how Mr Henng
point the need for
American authoriti

POINT E - Informat

seems

to have some acquaintance with Fylingdale
should be grateful if DD Ops(GE)(RAF) would advise on the accur
and on the current practice for retaining the
here may also be sec curity problems here and 1w
s views not only on the guestion of retaining ¢
ssure, but also on the wider fap

ould welcome
he tapes

lications. VWhat worriescz

ssey got his information in the first place, Dpes this

reform in existing security arrangemen

es be informed?

ion from civil ATC units etc

6. Would DDC(AP)2 and DD Ops(GE)(RAF) please comment as necess
further suggestion that radar film taken at civil air traffic con
"other Defence Units" should also be retained?
Sy{(MOD)3) are there any security objections?

7 The Minister

has asked for the full brief before 16 March. |

comments as soon as possible please?

2

$ March. 1976

™D

Is this practical

Cs
Jd A PE
Sh{Air)

n—r-m
LB

5?7 Should the

ary on this

trol units and
and (DD of HQ

May I have your
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Sir John Langford-Holt, M. P.
™ &i%b' RF|Rg 2/7e

i
@ g Whags' <24 w0z,
H of < Q‘(Qb) HOUSE OF COMMONS ’Zif}“f’* |

i?
LONDON SWIA OAA é

26th February, 1976

Mr. Julian Hennessey,
"Vistula' ‘

43, Walnut Tree Road,

Heston, Hounslow

| enclose a letter with enclosures from
Mr. Hennessey and would be grateful if you
could let me have answers to the various
questions he has posed.

S 2SR

Rt. Hon. William Rodgers, M. P.
Minister of State,

Ministry of Defence,

Whi tehall,

S.W. 1.
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L3 | Yainut Igee Road L0
ra
Hounslow T35 OLP
|

He$ton
%

* B - N ‘
Sir John Langford-Holt MP |
House of Commons . %
London SWL - ‘ : |

f i
|
|

Dear Sir John

With reference to our previous communications regarding the %etention
of UFO records by the Ministry of Defence, and more specifically the
26 March 1970 letter from Lord Winterbottom in which he stated, "The
Ministry of Defence hold UFO records from 1962 onwards. These records
will not be destroyed..", I recently visited the Marine Division of
the Meteorological Office in Bracknell, which is under the auspices of

the Ministry, and was accompanied by a colleague, an asnrophjsicist

from the Center for UFQ Studies in Evanston, Illinois which is directed
by Dr J Allen Hynek, former Chief Civilian UFO Consultant to |the USAF
for over 20 years, |

During our visit, we viewed three files appertaining to repoﬁted UFO
observations made by ships at sea. These three files, all of which

are unclassified, contain a number of reports which would be |of

definite scientific value to the Center. However, as can be}seen from
the attached vhotostats, one of the files, located in the Meteorological
Office's Main Building Registry, is due for destruction in 1?78. Another
file, at present in the Met.Ol Annexe in Eastern Road, Brackﬁell, is
recommended for destruction in 1991, In view of the nature of these
files, and subsequent low-interest value to the Ministry, I herewith
make formal appliciation that they be given me, as a research|associate
of the Center for UFO Studies, in the year they are recommended for
destruction, for onward transmission to the Center for computer study.

A letter confirming my assoclateship with the Center can be given if
required. ‘ - ‘

Regarding the 30-year ruling on UFO records held by the Ministry, I
would also like to seek the Minister's assurance that these records

will also contain full data appertaining to the Ministry's investigation
of the reports including the findings and records of Sciences3 and 5,
MAIS, STCOC, HQ II GP, S4f(Air) and any other body involved in collation
and evaluation of them. 1

In a letter dated 14 August 1967 addressed to Wing Commander§Sir Eric
Bullus MP, Mr Merlyn Rees stated that UFO records were being‘destroyed
after a S5-year period and that iIf any report appeared to be of special
interest, it would be retained. Since it was not until 1970ithat a
decision was made not to destroy UFO records, I would be interested to
learn why those of 1962 were retained and not destroyed in 1967.
Regarding other potential sources of UFO data, am also interésted in
learning for what length of time magnetic tapes from BMEUS are stored,

T have on good authority that the rejection rate on the system 1is 800
non-bzllistic radar targets a month.,  Tapes from the NORAD Command

have been checked by one scientist and found to have contained uncorre-
lated tarzets of scientific interest to UFO research. It is‘therefore
reasonable to assume the BMEJS rejection figure c¢f 800 a month may well
contain such data and should, like written records, be retaiped. 1In
addition, because of the selectivity of the BIEV3 System, any rad

films taken by the Ministry at local civil air traffl él in
which show UFOs should be retained as well as those
units. - Perhaps the Minister would give some assuran

"
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RAL Form s0s
o Muv e

CRECOMMENDATION FOR DISPGSAL OF A REGISIERFD FHE
k Subjcet : e Numhor :

. SM ,{’o\j AX Jifmcl& “ //
| jeched ﬁ’nifz,ﬁtjkqicp \'M QZ" $ ‘53 / é 3

The above file is forwarded for disposal u»" action on’ it is

completed. I recommend that in accordance with MOO! 1. :
Appendix Q1,Q2, item e . f [’ Jit should [be
s ¥ destroyed immedia tiely. /C
t#(b)  destroyed in ithe vear l(«-/l e D venrs atier the .
date of the iast action, =
*(©) retained for paview by MOD 2
LArchivesTAn] in the year 19, .2, twenty-five vears | : P2
o . . £ oA
from the date it was opened : it may be downgraded tvo | =
...... n S AL P = .
S, _f 3 3 4 y - P
) A A YA 4 ' 2 2
Branch ’)’214 Signed (,~g~;/—~ = = _3
/..~ Name in = B
I -7 Y 2 2.z
Date L7 /’C.~5 ...... bleck letiers 2 :¢
< . —
Rank a
#Dcleze those which do rot appl . —
an sgr recd number of veors i the Gle contains papers that zh: o

r‘L"UJ hi

<x.bn.-t to the ™

PLEASE COHMPLE iE LEGIBLY AFTER READING HOTES OVERLEAF

Statuts or T
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Andrew Jeff

MR/122505
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The National Archives
RAF Binbrook
Copy of MoD file “Parliamentary Enquiry: Mr Ellis, UFOs reported to RAF Binbrook, 1977”, TNA reference DEFE 71/98.
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VS of S{RAR) Boli No, AW esy/ 77
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ictter whlch you "would adv1se US of S(RAF) to ovnd in reply.
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papers.,
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ADI/DISS5 ‘
Copy Met 09

You will see from the enclosed correspondence that a Member of
Parliament has asked us to investigate a recent press report
about alleged UFO sightings on the Humberside. I should be
grateful if you, and Met 09 to whom I am copying this, would
advise on the reply that should be sent to Mr Ellis.

Muclioe e Adoyelin Hepoila fopn R4P Kidook.

(3 June 1977 = J A PEDUZIE
, S4 (Air)

Sh(AIR)
ALLEGED UFO SIGHTINGS

1« Ref your M2, Parllamentany Paper and reports which have been adnotated A-E,
herewith the following comments: l

a. . Reports show a marked lack of consistency if we attempt to corelate
them into a group of events.

b. Except for reports A & E, the reports are incomplete and lacking in
meaningful information such as object size and distance relative to known
fixed landmarks.

c. Reports A & E could refer to the same object as the descryptians are
vaguely similar and the directinn of movement in each case is N-S. However
the obaect could not have been travelling at aircraft speed, as alleged in E,
as 7— hrs separates the sightings - one in Hull, the other at Scunthorpe.

d.  In report C the 3 objects, one of which was flashing, could have been a
reference to an aircraft travelling at night possibly with landing lights on.
The flashing 1ight would be the standard GRIMES light carried above and below
the fuselage.

e. The Press Report itself is inconsistent with the facts reported in A & E.
- It was Mr &homsqéz in A, who described the object as being "owal shaped,

20 £t long and 3 ft high". According to Dale Roe, in E, the object made no
noise at all.

f. We have spoken to MET 16 who comsider that the timing of tbe release of
Met Balloons at Gt Yarmouth and Edinburgh and the wind direction at the time
rule out any likelihood of an explanation being found based on Met Balloons.



@ ‘
2. In conclusion we can offer no positive explanation for the objects
allegedly sighted except that the object, in report C, could have been an
aircraft with landing lights illuminated. Nor, on the evidence available, can
we suggest why a spate of reports should have been made in the Humberside area

within a L8 hrs period.

In a negative sense it can be reasonably stated that the objects reported

upon were not Met Balloons.

kﬁ’

\
W\ June 1977




Mh File AE/JW23h4/77

_APS/US of S(RAF)

Te You will see from Minute 3 and Encl 7 that we are unable to account for
these UFO sightings on the Humberside. In accordance with our standard
practice copies of the reports went to DISS5 and Ops(GE) (RAF) on receipt to
ensure that any defence dimplications would not be cveflooked and, as you know,

we do not normally institute any further 1nvest1gat10n if enquiries reach us
from the general public.

2. I suggest then a reply should be sent to Mr Ellis on the lines of the
draft attached.

delecmi
27 qun 77 J A PEDUZIE
Sh{Air) }
MB 8241 7065 MB

45’rﬂBN3:’ - M l%saggyi4f’i§L‘\7 M3

Thank you for your M M. LS of S(RAF)
has written to 49}0& 5“\5 ES' P ot

E i ............... | attach a copy for your
votention. Will you please tske the necessary

axecutive action,

F Ry

1Ty 17 | ::PS JUS of S(RAF)




. B S,
LOQSE MINUTE (

~ B8 /13 /Met 0 9

sy, (A7r), MOD |

UFQ_REPORTS FROM HUMBERSIDE

Reference A: Looge Minute AF/JW23&/77 dated 13 June 1977

1. The UFO reports forwarded with reference A have been
examined and after investigation it is considered that
there were no Meteorological Office balloons and gssoclated:
equipment flying in the area concerned at the times of
interest. Also, the descriptions given do not appear to
refer to meteorological phenomena.

2, It may be of interest to note that the Meteorological
Office is not the onlyiorganisation in this country which
uses balloon-borne equipment, The army does sO for
ballistic purposes, universities sometimes employ similar
techniques in experimental work and there may be others,
Perhaps you can check these possibilities, On the days

in question there was a chance that balloons released by
foreign users over the continent or from ships in the North

Sea could have reached Humberside but we have no knowledge
of this.

Pt

/Zf June 1977 ' J H ALBION
Room 104
Met Office (Met O 9)
Bracknell ‘
Ext 2309
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MINISTRY OF DEEENCE‘
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SWIA 2HB

Tefephone 01-218 BEGH.. (Direct Dialling)

01-218 9000 (Switchboard)

PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AR FORCE

AF/JW 234,77 - 1July 1977

Dew b,

B Fred Mulley has asked me to reply to your letter of 31st May
concerning the Press report of an unidentified object seen recently
on the Humberside. I am sorry I have not written before but as so
often happens with reports like this the invesitgation has been
inconclusive.

I should explain that the Department has not the resources to
conduct an independent scientific study into the nature of
unidentified flying objects. We invariably pass reports of sighting:
~to-the specialist staffs responsible for the air defence of the
country but it is not possible to pursue enquiries from the public t«
the point of ppositive identification. You will appreciate that some
- reports are necessarily vague and we feel it would not be justifiable
to ask the staffs to make elaborate enquiries if in their opinion
these would not be necessary in the interests of defence.

The Department have reached that point with the sightings you
referred to in your letter. The five reports received by RAF Binbroc
show a marked lack of consistency when one seeks to correlate them
into a group of events. Three are incomplete and lack significant
information such as the size of the object and its distance relative
to known landmarks. They refer variously to quite a small silver
triangular shape, to a circular red object 25 feet in diameter, and t
three objects, round in shape, with two as big and as bright as a
star and the third larger and flashing. The other two reports were
from Mr Roy Thomson and Dale Roe who are named in the press cutting.
There are centain similarities here. Both refer to an object
measuring 20 feet by 3 Tfeet which was either oval or cigar-shaped;
but the cutting mentions a noise like a whirlwind while the report
held by Binbrook records Dale Rce as saying there was no sound at all

-1 am afraid the Department can offer no positive explanation for the
objects;, nor why they gave rise to five separate reports. The
descriptions given do not appear to refer to meteorological phenomens
The report of the three objects, one of which was flashing, could be
a description of an aircraft travelling at night, possibly with
landing lights on. Flashing lights are standard aircraft equipment
-end are carried above and below the fuselage. Another possibility is

/thét balloons

John Ellis Esq MP
House of Commons -

London SW1A OAA
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helpful.

i
e

e i e e e e b s b Bah s e i sk e

that balloons were seen. The Meteorological Office were not

flying balloons at the times and places reported but other
organlsatlon , such as universities, sometimes use similar equipment
in experlmenial work and it may even be that ballcons released

by foreign users on the Continent, or from Shlps in the North Sea,
reached the Humber31de although we have no knowledge of this.

It is all rather speculative and I am sorry I cannot be more
\$ouuﬁ> S

- ' JAMES WELLBELOVED)




I should be grateful if your
Minister would reply to the attached
MPts letter, which has been acknowledged
by this office,
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HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SWIA OAA

JE/MR

The Rt. Hon. Fred Mulley, 1P,
Secretary of State,

Ministry of Defence,

Main Building,

Whitehall,

LONDON, SW1A 2HB

Dear Fred,

"3lst May,

!
AR 33
M of Sip Lhe”

1y
w117
,

Gﬁbté% G¥ Tune

1977

Please find enclosed herewith a press cutting
regarding various sightings of an un-identified flying object

which was reported to R.A.F. Binbrook.

I should be obliged if you would investigate
this matter and let me know any comments you would be prepared

to make.

your replye.

Please return the enclosed press cutting with

' Yours sincerely,

b

JOHN ELLIS )
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Hoys see

& “flying
 clyar’

hovering
at schoeol

By John Ailey
THREE boys watched
transfixed as less
than a mile away a
Strange object
hovered over a

© - school, :

Ir was one iof five
U.F.0. sightings re-
ported to police on
Humberside within 48-
hours. .

All - were logged at
"RAPF Binbrook; near
Grimsby. and reporied to
the Ministry of Defence.

Tha cigar-shaped object
—ahout 20fi. long and 3ft.
high—was seen by Dale
Rowe, 13. Edmund Ger- .
rard, 13, of Cleave Drive,
and Tony McKee, 13, of

Hartland  Close. | Brans. . -

o.mo. near Huil. .
) It hovered like g « grey
cloud ” for several seconds.
“There was a noise like
& whiriwind and it grew
louder and louder before
moving off.” said Tony.
A similar  object was
Spotied several hours later-
cat Burringham, | near .
- Scunthorpe, by Mr, Roy
Thompson, who also men-

whirlwind,

ot S g O

. tioned &’ noise Lke &






The National Archives
Background briefing
Background briefing papers prepared for John Spellar MP to answer Parliamentary Question by Helen Jackson MP on Sheffield event, in March 1998.


- The . ans
servant at Senior Civil Service level or a military officer at
one-star level or above who is respon51hle for ensuring that the
information and advice provided is accurate_and reflacts
Departmental Instructions on answering PQs (DCI GEN I50/97)

* % % %

PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUI?ED

%* k%%

DATE FOR RETU
PQ REFERENCE
PQ TYPE
SUPPLEMENTARI
MINISTER REPL

LEAD BRANCH
COPY ADDRESSE

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

- The atthhed checklist should be used by those drafting PQ

answers and b
and those res
note as an ai

= If you o

answered seek
associated wi

‘MP'S DETAIL:

UESTION

13|To ask the
received by t
24th March 19

15|To ask the
were engaged
10.30pm on 24

16| To ask the
RAF imposed a
morning of 25

17| To ask the
sightings of

from the Sout
1997. [36402]

******************************************

:;4%a“2§§b

*******************************************
|
RN : 12:00 ON THURSDAY 26 MARCH 1998
PO 24341,%24401, 2444i, 2446i
Written |
ES REQUIRED? No |
|
YING PARLIAMENiARY UNDER-SECRETARY
OF STATE f USofs
: SEC(AS)
E(S) : PQ 2440i only: DIQ, PJHQ
|
er and background note must be authorised by a civil

ackground material, those contributing information
ponsible for authorising the answer and background
d to ensuring that departmental policy is adhered to.

r others concerned are uncertalh -about how PQs are
advice from a senior civil servant in or closely
th your area. |

MRS HELEN JACKSON (LABOUR) (SHEFFIELD HILILSBOROUGH)

Secretary of State for Defence, what camplaints were
he RAF concerning low flying aircraft relating to
97. [34607]

Secretary of State for Defence, if RAF/NATO military
on an exercise over northern England between 9.30 and
th March 1997. [36404]

Sécretary of State for Defence, for what reasons the
n air exclusion zone around Howden reservoir on the
th March 1997. [36408] '

Secretary of State for Defence, what reported
UFOs were received from the (a) public and (b) police
h Yorkshire/Derbyshire area on 24th and 25th March

REMEMBER you are acc(luntable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you provide. Departmeintal instructions on

answering PQs are set o

t in DCI{GEN)150/97 and can be viewed on the CHOTS public area and on DAWN.




APPROVED BY

original signed

G7/Sec(AS)2

AUTHORISED B :+ Martin Fuller original signed
' SCS/Head of Sec(AS)

DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the following answer
and background note are in accordance with with Government's
policy on angwering PQs, Departmental instructions (DCI GEN 150/
97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 48/97).

ANSWER:

A number of military aircraft were booked to carry out low flying

~training. in northern England on the evening of 24 March 1997. The

Ministry of Defence received 13 complaints about aircraft activity
for that date from locations across the UK.  No .reported sightings
of "UFOs" on |24 or 25 March 1997 were received by my Department.

A Temporary Danger Area was established on 25 March, centred on
Howden Reservoir, to allow a RAF Search and Rescue helicopter, in
response to request for assistance from South Yorkshire Police,
to carry out |a search of the area without disturbance by other
military aircraft. Such Danger Areas are routinely established
for Search and Rescue operations.

BACKGROUND NOTE:

1. Mrs Jackson has been the MP for Sheffleld Hillsborough since

- 1992. Her constituency covers the area of -the. Peak District to

the northwest of Sheffield as far as the Derbyshlre border,
including the eastern part of Howden Reservoir. She has not
previously tabled PQs about low flying and these four questionmns,

-and the related PQ 2436i and PQ 2448i (the latter tabled by Ms

Helen Jones MP), follow a letter the Departmpnt received recently
from David Clarke, a journalist on the Sheffield Star
investigating an occurrence on the Peak District during the
evening of 24 March 1997. Copies of the letter and subsequent
article (which was written before a reply tO‘hlS letter could be
sent) are attached.

2. The occurrence, contemporaneously thought to have been a
light aircraft crash, remains unexplained. No aircraft were
reported missing on the evening in question @nd a comprehensive
search of the area, in which a RAF Sea King Search and Rescue
(SAR) helicopter from Leconfield also participated found no trace
of aircraft wreckage. Sec(AS) received no reports of this
occurrence from members of the public, or any enquiries from the
media until the arrival of Mr Clarke's letter, on 6 March this
year. Given the passage of time, it is not practicable to carry
out any meaningful investigation as radar tapes, which would be
critical in attempting to identify aircraft in the area, would
have been re—-used. Moreover, witness recollection of events would

be unrelijiable.



3. In answering these four PQs, we have interpreted Mrs
Jackson's phrase "engaged on an exercise" in its widest sense as
embracing all military aircraft activity. Without an
investigation we cannot say with confidence whether military
aircraft were or were not in the area; the opnly surviving,
centrally maintained indication of activity over northern England
on the evening in question is the Night Low Flying Sector booking
sheets. These show that military low flying was booked to take
place in all four Night Low Flying Sectors in northern England on
the evening 9f 24 March. There are, however, no bookings for the
area containing the Peak District (Night Low Flying Sector 3R) at
the time of the alleged occurrence (which is| mentioned in Mr
Clarke's letter) but it is possible that military aircraft were
operating at jmedium level.

i 4. The low flying complaints database shows that at total of 13
- .complaints were received about activity on 24 March 1997, none of
which were from by residents of the area concerned. The database
- . of "UFO" sighting reports has nothing logged for anywhere in the
UK during the period 22 March to 26 March 1997 inclusgive.
‘ i
5. Temporarny Danger Areas (TDA) are routinbly established when
SAR activity |is taking place. HQ Military Air Traffic
Organisation has confirmed that a TDA was established between 0730
and 1215 on 25 March 1997, centered on Howden Reservoir, to enable
the SAR helicopter from RAF Leconfield to carry out its search
without disturbance from other military air traffic.

Copy to:

" AS.DD2
DPO{RAF)
- RAF Kinloss - PRO Scotland
- HQ MATO --Ops(LF)1 —_
- .Sec{AS)1a ) -
Date: ) —
26 Mar 98

Files:

D/Sec(AS)/64/3




2 March, 1998

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am a news reporter working for Sheffield’s evening paper The Star and have
been investigating an incident which occurred on the western outskirts of
the city on March 24, 1997, which was initially beheved to have been a air
disaster involving a light plane. 1

A brief TV documentary on the subject has since appeéred on BBCI1 in
October last year, but the truth behind what caused the incident remains a
mystery, hence this letter to you. |

On the night in questlon between 10.10 and 10.15pm up to 40 separate
gfoups of witnesses contacted police and emergency sewxces to report seeing
a low-flying object which they believed was a low-flying aircraft in dlstress
near the South Yorkshire village of Bolsterstone. )

At least two witnesses saw the object appear to dlsappéar behind trees over
Margery Hill, at the highest point of the Peak District fnoors west of
Sheffield, which conicided with a report of an explosmn" heard by
gamekeepers at the hamlet of Strines, nearby. . |
Subsequently, South Yorkshire Police initiated a full sehrch and rescue
operation - costing thousands of pounds in public money - 1nvolv;1ng seven
Peak District Mountain rescue teams, the West Yorkhlre Police helicopter
and, I understand, RAF search and rescue helicopters from RAF Kinloss and
RAF Leconfield. | ! ‘

After searching more than 40 square miles of moorland% around the Howden
reservoirs west of Bolsterstone, the police called off the | isearch after 17 hours
as no crash site was discovered and no ClVll aircraft had been reported

missing. 3 B
Today, the police|and civilian rescue teams remain oper‘;-mmded about the
cause of the incident, but a number of theories have beén advanced from a

drug-running operation involving a light aircraft to thelrm&dentlﬁcatlon of a




bolide meteor burning up in the earth’s atmosphere. } _

\ :
Police logs of calls made to them by members of the pubilic suggest there was
a high-level of activity involving military jets in the Derbyshire/South

_ Yorkshire area immediately preceding the “aircrash” on jthe moors. A number

of inidividuals claim to have seen RAT Tornado jets ﬂyiﬁ;lg northwards
towards the Peak District from the north Derbyshire toWns of Dronfield and
Chesterfield between-9.45 and 10pm shortly before the “aircrash”.

However, police say direct contact they made with the RAF at the time of the
incident suggested there was no military activity in the ]area at the time.

I would be interested to hear any suggestions or theories you may have
which could shed light on the mystery which remains ujnresolved one year
later.

I enclose an SAE |and look forward to hearing from you,i
’ ' |

D. Clarke
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To:
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Regards
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sThe final case
about this asap.

Regards

Ministry of Defence

Directorate of Air Staff

- Freedom of Information

5th Floor, Zone H‘

Main Building
Whitehall
LONDON

SW1A 2HB

Email : RO
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Helen Jackson:
received by the
[36407]

(2) if RAF/NATO military aircraft were engaged on an exercise over

Low Flying Training

ask the Secretary of State for Defence (1) wﬁat complainﬁs were
F concerning low-flying aircraft relating to 24 March 1997,

between 9.30 and 10.30 pm on 24 March 1997; [36404]

|
‘Northern England

(3) for what reasons the RAF imposed an air exclusion zqhe around Howden
reservoir on the morning of 25 March 1997; [36408]

(4) what reported sightings of UFOs were received from t‘he (a) public and (b)

the South Yorkshire/ Derbyshire area on 24 and 25 March 1997.

Mr. Spellar: A number of military aircraft were booked to carry|out low flying

police fro
[36402]
training in northe

England on the evening of 24 March 1997. The Ministry of

Defence received 13 complaints about aircraft activity for that dajte from locations
across the UK. No reported sightings of "UFQOs" on 24 or 25 March 1997 were
received by my Department. A Temporary Danger Area was established on 25 March,

centred on Howden Reservoir, to allow an RAF Search and Resc

30 Mar 1998 : Column: 415

in response to a request for assistance from South Yorkshire Poli
search of the area without disturbance by other military aircraft.

are routinely estab

lished for Search and Rescue operations.

ue helicopter,
|

ce, to carry out a
such Danger Areas
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From: EESNE

Sent: 24 August 2006 17:34
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Ministerial Submission

In the last of several discussions this afternoon withed me why the Minister had been asked to
take a view on disclosure when the advice we were all giving him implied that there was effectively no choice (|
refrained from saying that it was therefore perverse to disagree!). We then discussed whether it had been
appropriate for the Minister to be consulted in the first place and, having seen your submissions, my inclination
is to think not — or if he was approached it should just have been to ask him to note the intention to release the
information.

Although the Background Notes are within the scope of s.36, the same could be said about virtually all
information. It is obviously necessary to secure Ministerial endorsement when the exemption needs to be
invoked, but this is not invariably the case when a decision has been reached that release is appropriate. In
cases where the subject is particularly high profile and therefore likely to be reported by the media then a ‘to
note’ submission/press lines are advisable, but otherwise — and particularly where there is a Working
Assumption that advises disclosure — | think it is possible/better to limit clearance to those involved at working
level. | therefore agreed with{$f 442 would not broach the Minister again and that you would proceed on
the basis that you had the necessary ticks in the box from your own higher management (and | know that you
also intend to involve DCA). :

I hope you are content with this and that it will allow you to meet your deadline. | am out of office on Friday,
but if you want to discuss the principles further both[eletend ElSallewiktioe around.

g ocction 40

Sent: 24 August 2006 16:21
T

Subject: FW: Ministerial Submission
Importance: High

Mcretaw / Under Secretary of State

From
Sent: 10 August 2006 11:48

Subject: Ministerial Submission

Importance: High

Please see attached another Ministerial Submission regarding a Freedom of Information Request involving Section 36
(Prejudice to the Effective of Public Affairs) of the Freedom of Information Act. Please let me know if you wish to see the
documents we propose to release. | have one more FOI request relating to Section 36 which | am currently working on
and will send in due course.

Regards

DAS-FOI
29/08/2006
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Sent: 10 August 2006 15:00
To:

Subject: Internet-authorised:Freedom of Information Request 04-07-2006-162649

On the 5 July | informed you that | was conducting a Public Interest Test for your Free
regarding Parliamentary enquiries J:n 1976 and 1977, and a Parliamentary question in
nse by the 8 August 2006. Unfortunately it has not been possible to provide you with a

be able to provide you with a resp

001

dom of Information request
1998 and | estimated that | would

substantive response by this date and your request will take a little longer than first estimated. | expect to be able to

provide you with a final response by 25 August 2006. If there are any further delays |

Yours sincerely,

Ministry of Defence

Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information

5th Floor, Zone H :
Main Building
Whitehall
-LONDON
SW1A 2HB

e-mail:das-ufo-office @mod.uk

10% August 2006

10/08/2006

‘wm of course inform you.
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Armed Forces 4

received a Freedom of Information reque§t for background
O official responses to two Parliamentary Enquiries and a
uestion concerning Unidentified Flying Objects Details of the
ached at Annex A. This information falls within the scape of a
on of the Freedom of Information Act, namely Section 36 —
effective conduct of public affairs). ‘ \
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ter approves the release of this information for the following

has requested three pieces of information. Two relate to
rliamentary Enquiries in 1976 and 1977 and the third to a
uestion in March 1998. Details of the full request is attached
applicant has made a number of previous Freedom of

ests regarding Unidentified Flying Objects (UFOs).

on falls within the scope of a qualified exer

mation Act, namely; Section 36 (2)(b)(i) — (Prejudice to the
of public affairs) as it relates to information that would, or

), inhibit the free and frank provision of advice. As this is a
on it is necessary for the MOD to consider whether there are

s why disclosure would not be in the public interest.

mption of the




6. The Freedom of Information Act requires the Departmem to consider each
request individually taking into account the circumstances of the case. Against
disclosure of the information in all three cases is the need to insure that
officials are able|to provide Ministers with free and frank advice in support of
draft answers provided to parliamentary enquiries and questions without this
advice becoming public knowledge. Routine release of such information could
inhibit this process and therefore prejudice the effective conduct of public
affairs. In accordance with S.36 (2)(b)(i) of the Freedom of Informat|on Act
2000, this would|not be in the public interest.

7. However, this must be balanced against the public need to be assured that
the official answers provided by Ministers are accurate and not misleading.
Often the background information will reveal the research mvolved in arriving
at the answer and provide some clarity to the response. The age of the
information and the content of the advice must also be taken into account
when considering the harm that may be caused by release at this time. In this
case, two of the pieces of information are more than 30 years old and the third
is now 8 years old. The information relates to correspondence between MPs
and the Department regarding the retention of MOD UFO related records and
two particular UFO sightings which generated press artlcles These papers
reveal no information that could be considered to be harmful today and the
public interest th refore falls in favour of release. i

8. A number of other exemptions were considered to be relevant to these
documents. The ffirst two of the applicant’s requests concern information that
has been selected for The National Archives, so S.21(1)( c) (Information
intended for future publication) was considered. However, a date for transfer
is not currently known so it has been concluded that it would not be
appropriate to withhold the information on this basis. Some‘ documents made
comments concerning the actions of a member of the public and in
accordance with S.38(1)(a) — (Health and Safety) con3|derat|on was given as
to the harm that may be caused to the individual’s physical or mental health
by the release of this information. It has been judged that ﬂhere is no
evidence that such a harm would be caused and this information should not
therefore be withheld. Some of the documents contain detqils of the names
and addresses of members of the public who have corresponded with the
MOD. Release of this personal information could lead to an invasion of their
privacy so this information has been removed and will be withheld in
accordance with absolute exemption S.40(2)(a) - (Persona! Information).
Names of MOD personnel who provided internal advice are considered not
relevant to the information requested and these have been‘ removed.

9. A draft letter to the applicant providing details of all the [?ublic interest
considerations is attached at Annex B. :




PRESENTATIONAL ISSUES

10. The subject of UFOs attracts a lot of public and media attention. This
applicant makes regular Freedom of Information requests and appears on
internet websites. He is a part time author and has media contacts. It is likely
that any information released to him could be shared with a wider audience.

DAS-FOI

Authorised bi:
DAS-Sec AD

5-




| want to make

of UFOs. Can you send me paper copies of the following:

Annex A

request under the Freedom of Information Act on the subject

a) Contents of the file relating to a Parliamentary enquiry by Sir John
Langford-Holt MP on behalf of his constituent Julian Hennessy. | believe the
file covers the period 1976-79 roughly and the reference IS\AF/BJ84/76

b) Contents of the file relating to a Parliamentary enquiry py Mr John | Ellis on

UFOs in 1977,

c) Copies of the

oD reference MR/122505.

background notes and briefing papers suﬁplied to John

Spellar MP for use in his replies to written questions by Helen Jackson MP in
the House of Commons in March 1998. As you may or may not know, these

questions do not

specifically relate to UFOs but are about two unexplained

"sonic booms" reported in the Peak District on 24 March 1997 at around the

time that a searc

aircraft was subsequently reported missing).

h was conducted for a suspected light alrcraft crash (mo




‘ Annex B
DRAFT

1. | wrote to you on 5 July 2006 informing you that your request for copies of
the contents of two files relating to parliamentary enquiries'in 1976 and 1977
and the background notes and briefing papers supplied to John Spellar MP
regarding written parliamentary questions in 1998, had been considered to fall
within the scope of Section 36 (Prejudice to the effective cénduct of public
affairs) of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and the MOD was therefore
required to consider whether there are overriding reasons why disclosure
would not be in the public interest. | also informed you that two of these
requests may fall within the scope of Section 22 (Information intended for
future publication). On review of the documents it has become apparent that
further exemptions may be applicable as provided below. These
considerations have now concluded and | am writing to provide you with the
outcome. Each request will be addressed separately. |

2. Your first request was for a paper copy of the contents q‘)f file AF/BJ84/76 —
Sir John Langford-Holt MP, Mr J Hennessy, UFO Enquiry. | can confirm that
the MOD holds this file and all the relevant papers have been considered for
release. These documents contain information which falls within the s¢cope of
a number of exemptions of the Freedom of Information Act 2000, namely;
S.22 (Information intended for future publication), S.36 (Prejudice to the
effective conduct of public affairs), S.40 (Personal Informatlon) and
S.38(Health & Safety).

3. First, we took into account the age of the information add the fact that it
has been selected for future transfer to The National Archlves If transfer was
imminent it would have been appropriate to withhold this information at this
time in accordance with S.22(1)(c) of the FOIl Act and prowde advice as to the
timing of availability at The National Archives. Our enqumes have, however,
revealed that there is currently no firm date for transfer and it has been
concluded that it would not be in the public interest to withhold the mformatlon
at this time on this basis.

4. The documents include internal discussion and advice provided by ia
variety of MOD departments which fall within the scope of $.36(2)(b)(i}.
Against disclosure of this information is the need to insure ;that officialg are
able to consult colleagues internally and provide Ministers with free and frank
advice in support of draft answers provided to parliamentary enquiries.
Release of such|information could inhibit this process and Fherefore prejudice
the effective conduct of public affairs. This would not be in the public interest.
This has, however, been balanced against the age and content of the advice
provided in the background papers and it has been concluded that the release
of this information now would not prejudice this process. The public interest

therefore falls with release. |




5. The file also includes correspondence between Mr Hennessy and his MP
which contains details of Mr Hennessey’s home address and telephone
number. This falls within the scope of absolute exemption S.40 (2)(a). it has
not been determined whether Mr Hennessy still resides at this address and
release of this information could lead to an invasion of his privacy. This
information will not therefore be released. The name of another individual
who accompanied Mr Hennessy on a visit to the Meteorological Office will
also be withheld for the same reason.

6. Finally, the documents contain comment and internal advice regarding

Mr Hennessy’s contacts with various government departments and actions on
a visit to the Meteorological Office. Consideration has been given to whether it
is likely that a harm could be caused to Mr Hennessy’s physical or mental
health by the release of this information and if so whether S.38(1)(a) of the Act
applies. It has been judged that there is no evidence that such a harm would
be caused and the public interest therefore falls with release.

7. ltis concluded that the public interest favours partial release of these
documents with minor redaction and a copy is therefore enclosed with this
letter. The information that has been removed consists of Mr Hennessy’s
home address and telephone number and the name of another member of the
public which are withheld in accordance with S.40(2)(a) of the Freedom of
Information Act. Mr Hennessy’s name and signature have also been removed
throughout the documents because while it is appreciated that you are aware
that they relate to Mr Hennessy, his identity in relation to these documents is
not in the public domain. Names of MOD officials who provided advice have
also been removed as these are not relevant to the information you have
requested.

8. In your second request you asked for a copy of file MR/122505 — John
Ellis, UFOs. | can confirm that the MOD holds this file and all the contents
have been considered for release. These documents consist of information
which falls within the scope of a number of exemptions of the Freedom of
Information Act 2000, namely; S.22 (Information intended for future
publication), S.36 (Prejudice to the effective conduct of public affairs) and
S.40 (Personal Information).

9. As with the previous request we first considered S.22 (1)( ¢) given the age
of these documents and their future transfer to The National Archives. There
is however, no firm date for transfer of these documents and as before we
consider that the public interest under this section favours release.

10. The documents contain internal discussion and advice provided by MOD
departments which fall within the scope of S.36(2)(b)(i). As detailed above, the
release of this information could inhibit MOD officials ability to provide free
and frank advice and this would not be in the public interest. We have taken
into account the age of the documents and the content of the advice and
concluded that the release of this information would not prejudice this process
and the balance of public interest therefore favours release.



11. The file also contains a number of UFO sightings reported to the MOD by
members of the public which include their names and home addresses. This
information falls within the scope of S.40(2)(a). Release of this information
could lead to an invasion of the privacy of these individuals and this
information will not therefore be released.

12. It is concluded that the public interest favours partial release of these
documents with minor redaction and a copy is enclosed with this letter. The
information that has been removed consists of the personal details of
members of the public who made UFO reports to the MOD which are
withheld in accordance with S.40(2)(a) of the Freedom of Information Act and
names of MOD officials who provided advice which have been removed as
these are not relevant to the information you have requested.

13. Your final request was for copies of the background note and briefing
papers supplied to John Spellar MP for use in his replies to written
parliamentary questions from Helen Jackson MP in March 1998. | can confirm
that the MOD holds information relevant to this request and these papers
have been considered for release. These documents consist of information
which falls within the scope of two exemptions of the Freedom of Information
Act 2000, namely; S.36 (Prejudice to the effective conduct of public affairs)
and S.40 (Personal Information).

14. The documents contain internal advice to Mr Spellar regarding the

‘background to these questions which falls within the scope of S.36(2)(b)(i).

As with your two other requests, the release of this information could inhibit
officials ability to provide free and frank advice to Ministers and therefore
prejudice the conduct of public affairs which would not be in the public
interest. However, we have considered the contents of this advice and
concluded that the release of this information would not prejudice this process
on this occasion and the balance of public interest therefore favours release.

15. The documents also include a letter from a member of the public which
contains their name and contact details. This information falls within the scope
of absolute exemption $.40(2)(a) and will not therefore be released.

16. Itis included that the public interest favours partial release of these
documents with minor redaction and a copy is enclosed with this letter. The
information that has been withheld consists of personal details of a member of
the public which are withheld in accordance with S.40(2)(a) of the Freedom of
Information Act, plus names of MOD officials and internal guidance notes on
answering parliamentary correspondence which are not relevant to the
information you have requested.

17. | hope this is helpful. If you are dissatisfied with our decision to refuse
some of this information or you wish to complain about any aspect of the
handling of this request, then you should contact the undersigned in the first
instance. Should you remain dissatisfied, then you may apply for an internal
review by contacting the Director of Information Exploitation, 6th Floor, MOD
Main Building, Whitehall, SW1A 2HB. (e-mail: Info-XD @ mod.uk).




18. If you are still unhappy following an internal review, you may take your
complaint to the Information Commissioner under the provisions of Section 50
of the Freedom of Information Act. Please note that the Information
Commissioner will not investigate your case until the MOD internal review
process has been completed. Further details of the role and powers of the
Information Commissioner can be found on the Commissioner's website,
http://www.informationcommissioner.gov.uk

Yours sincerely,
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Sent: 20 July 2006 11:14

Subject: RE: FOI Request

| am content for my email to be released. Since then Hayes has closed and the OWOB element the subject of
asbestos contamination!

n 40
From: GO
Sent: 20 July 2006 09:39
To: SEE
Subject: FOI Request
I am currently dealing with an FOI request for background information to a PQ in January 2001. The PQ asked “what is-

the highest classification that has been applied to any Ministry of Defence document concerning Unidentified Flying
Objects”. The answer given was “The highest classification is Secret”.

The background papers contain the attached email from you giving information about MOD file holdings and
classifications and | would be grateful if you could advise me whether you are happy for this to be released. Your name
and contact details will be removed. | also attach a copy of the background note so you can see what was said there.

Regards

20/07/2006
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Sent:
To:

05 July 2006 15:44

Subject: Internet-authorised:Freedom of Information Request

I am writing concerning your email of 3 July regarding your Freedom of Information request for copies of two
files relating to Parliamentary enquiries in 1976 and 1977, and background information to written parliamentary
questions in March 1998. Your request has been registered and allocated with the reference number 04-07-
2006-162649-001.

I can confirm that the Ministry of Defence holds the information you have requested. We believe this
information falls within the scope of a qualified exemption: S.36 — Prejudice to the effective conduct of public
affairs. In addition, the information you have requested at paragraphs a) and b) are amongst records prepared-
- for transfer to The National Archives and it may be the case that these also fall within the scope of qualified
exemption S.22- Information intended for future publication. We are currently making some enquiries
regarding the timing of possible transfer and if it is found that the records are not likely to be transferred in the
near future, S.22 will not apply.

With regard to your comments about exemption 36, it may be helpful if I clarify that the Freedom of
Information Act requires that where a Qualified exemption applies to requested information the Department is
required to consider whether the Public Interest ways in favour of disclosure or release. Each request is
considered individually taking into consideration all the circumstances of the case and the fact that we are
conducting a Public Interest Test for the information you have requested does not mean that the information
will be withheld, as the result of the Public Interest Test may ultimately favour release.

The Freedom of Information Act requires us to respond to requests promptly and in any case no later than 20
working days after receiving your request. However, when a qualified exemption applies to the information
and the public interest test has to be conducted, the Act allows the time for response to be longer than 20
working days. A full response must be provided within such time as is reasonable in all circumstances of the
case and, in relation to your request, it is estimated that it will take a further 25 working days to make a final
decision on where the balance of public interest lies. It is therefore planned to let you have a response by 8
August 2006. If it appears that it will take longer than this to reach a conclusion I will let you know.

If you are unhappy with the response or wish to complain at this stage about any aspect of the handling of this
request, then you should contact myself in the first instance. Should you remain dissatisfied, then you may
apply for an internal review by contacting the Director of Information Exploitation, 6th Floor, MOD Main
Building, Whitehall, SW1A 2HB (e-mail Info-XD@mod.uk).

If you are still unhappy following an internal review, you may take your complaint to the Information
Commissioner under the provisions of Section 50 of the Freedom of Information Act. Please note that the
Information Commissioner will not normally investigate your case until the MOD internal review process has
been completed. Further details of the role and powers of the Information Commissioner can be found on the
Commissioner's website, http://www.informationcommissioner.gov.uk.

Your sincerely,

Ministry of Defence
Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information
5th Floor, Zone

05/07/2006
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e Sign Historical Group =

The U.K. Government and UFOs

By Julian J.A. Hennessey

In July 1967, the author received a communication from The Rt. Hon. Harold
Wilson, OBE PC MP, then Prime Minister of the United Kingdom stating, "As
reports of these objects (UFOs) continue to appear from many parts of the world,
it is quite understandable that there should be a growing interest in seeing some
responsible effort made to seek explanations of these phenomena." Yet, whilst
reports of UFOs continue to be made in the United Kingdom, the Ministry of
Defence fails to take cognizance of them from a scientific standpoint and belie the
words of the former Prime Minister by claiming, according to Mr. Merlyn Rees,
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Defence for the Royal Air Force, in
August 1967, just one month later,

"Of the many reports received here...the vast majority have proved to
have very simple, even mundane explanations. The number of
unexplained reports is very small; and there is nothing to indicate that we
would not have discovered that similar explanations applied to these
unexplained reports also, had we had sufficient and precise information to
work with."

If such contradictions existed on other more sensitive issues of the day, a
Minister or even a Government may well be forced to resign. As it is, such a
contradiction, on what the Ministry considers is purely a defence matter, makes
mockery of the British principle of 'collective responsibility'.

On what premise does the Ministry investigate UFO reports? According to a
March 1970 letter from Lord Winterbottom, a successor to Mr. Rees, "This
Ministry investigates reports of UFOs because of their possible implications for the
air defence of the United Kingdom." Then, in May 1970, another letter from Lord
Winterbottom, via Sir John Langford-Holt MC, MP, stated, "The Ministry of
Defence has not carried out a general study on the scientific significance of UFO
reports; as you know our interest is in possible defence aspects of reports.”
Therefore, without studying reports from a scientific standpoint, the Ministry is
able to explain them away and, as we see, claims to have no 'unidentified'
cases... a truly remarkable record which must place the Ministry in a super-
investigative class of its own. Even when the U.S. Air Force's Project Blue Book
closed down, it officially listed 701 'unidentifieds'.

As in the United States, the then British Air Ministry began investigating UFOs
in 1947 when they first emerged into public limelight following the now famous
sighting by private pilot Kenneth Arnold on 24th June of "nine peculiar-looking
aircraft” without tails, which flew in a chain-like line and "swerved in and out the
high mountain peaks" north of Mount Rainier, Washington. In the United
Kingdom, the first reports to claim public attention were made by Service
personnel involved in the NATOs "Exercise Mainbrace" which involved 8 NATO
countries including 80,000 men, 1,000 planes and 200 ships under the direction
of Britain's Admiral Sir Patrick Brind. On 19th September 1952, during "Exercise
Mainbrace," 3 Flight Lieutenants and others from the Coastal Command
Shackleton Squadron H.Q. at Topcliffe, Yorkshire, England, were watching a
Meteor jet coming down at an altitude of 5,000ft to land at Dishforth RAF Station
when. they first observed a silvery circular-shaped object at an altitude of
10,000ft travelling 5 miles astern of the aircraft at a lower speed, but on the
same course. The object maintained a slow forward speed for a few seconds and
then started to descend in a swinging pendulum fashion from left to right. The

http://www.project1947.com/shg/hennessey/hennessey.htm 20/07/2006
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Meteor turned to start its landing run and the object started to follow it for a
‘ few seconds before it stopped its descent and hung in the air rotating on its own
axis. It then accelerated at tremendous speed westwards, changed course, and
disappeared southeast within 15-20 seconds. Each eye-witness attested that the
subject was

about the size of a Vampire jet, and that they had never seen anything like it
before. After 11 weeks of intensive investigation, the Air Ministry could offer no
explanation as to the identity of the object and when a question was put to Mr.
Ward, Secretary of State for Air, several years later, he replied "No object was
identified.” Many other reports were made by participants of the NATO Exercise,
including one by 6 RAF pilots who unsuccessfully attempted to intercept a shiny
spherical object that approached them from the direction of the fleet in the North
Sea. On the return to base, one of the pilots looked behind and again observed
the object coming after him. On turning to intercept the object, it sped once
again into the distance and out of sight. The object was tentatively identified as
a balloon, but the Air Ministry later admitted that it could not be positive. On the
20th September, personnel on the U.S. Aircraft Carrier Franklin D. Roosevelt
observed another silvery spherical object which was photographed in colour by
reporter Wallace Litwin who was taking shots of aircraft landing on the flight
deck. The series of photos, which have never been made publicly available, were
reported by the late Captain Edward J. Ruppelt, the USAF UFO Project Chief, to
have "turned out to be excellent. He had gotten the superstructure of the carrier
in each one and judging by the size of the object in each successive photo, one
could see that it was moving rapidly.” No definite identification of the object has
been made by either the U.S. or U.K. authorities.

In the 1950s, one of the most prominent proponents of UFOs was the late Air
Chief Marshal Lord Dowding, former head of the RAF Fighter Command during the
Battle of Britain, who stated in an article for the London Sunday Dispaich on July
16th 1954, "I am convinced that these objects do exist and that they are not
manufactured by any nation on earth. I can therefore see no alternative to
accepting the theory that they come from an extraterrestrial source.” This
statement, coupled with the following account from the London Reynolds News of
June 16th 1954, caused great consternation in the Air Ministry,

"In room 801 of what was once the Hotel Metropole, Britain's Air Ministry
is investigating Flying Saucers...and that's official... At airfields all over
Britain, fighter planes are kept ready to intercept, and if necessary
engage, any unidentified flying object within combat range...(the room's)
existence was admitted last night by an Air Ministry spokesman. He
disclosed that it had been investigating Flying Saucer reports since 1947.
'We have something like 10,000 on our files,' he said."

Following these disclosures, which also showed that, as in the United States,
there were two factions in the Ministry pro and con the existence of UFOs, which
the author has had indications exist to this present day, the Air Ministry began to
formulate its debunking policy akin to that of the United States. Despite this,
however, another RAF report hit the headlines of the national press. On 4th
October 1954, a Meteor jet, piloted by Fit Lt J.R. Salandin of the 604 Fighter
Squadron, almost collided head-on with a huge metallic object "shaped like two
saucers pressed together, one inverted on top of the other".. At the last second,
the object flipped to one side at "tremendous speed”. Shortly before, two other
objects had been sighted speeding between two other Meteor jets that were in
the vicinity. No explanation was advanced by the Air Ministry. Through Wing
Commander Sir Eric E Bullus, MP, the author queried related reports and received
the following reply in December 1967 from Mr. Merlyn Rees, Parliamentary
Under-Secretary of State for Defence for the RAF,

http://www .project1 947.com/shg/hennessey/hennessey.htm 20/07/2006
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"It is a well established practice in government departments, as in most
‘ offices, to dispose of papers

of transitory interest rather than to retain them indefinitely. In view of
the mundane explanations which are found to apply to reports of
unidentified flying objects, these papers are only retained for five years
and are then destroyed. It is not the practice of the Ministry of Defence
to destroy important records and, if the investigation of the reports to
which Mr. Hennessey refers had brought to light anything of significance
of matters contained in reports and papers of this nature which are now
10-15 years old or in speculating about the explanations which were
found to apply when the reports were investigated.”

Thus, while no public explanation was ever made to account for these reports,
the official records no longer exist for study by scientists. The Ministry alleges
that "mundane” explanations account for past reports leaving none of
"significance”". However, even when the U.S. Air Force's sponsored University of
Colorado Scientific Study of UFOs investigated a case which is a perfect
illustration that the Ministry has destroyed papers of scientific "significance", and
shows that there is "value" in disputing "10-15" year old reports" which should
have been subjected to rigorous scientific investigation and not a "limited"
defence one. The following details are extracted from a lengthy excellent account
presented by the late Dr James E. McDonald to the Symposium on UFOs at the
134th Meeting of the American Association for the Advancement of Science on
27th December 1969; The initial UFO reports centred around Bentwaters RAF
Station, located about six miles east of Ipswich, near the coast, while much of the
subsequent action centres around Lakenheath RAF Station, located some 20 miles
northeast of Cambridge. Sculthorpe RAF Station also figures in the account. GCA
radars at two of those three stations were involved in the ground radar sightings,
as was an RTCC radar unit at Lakenheath. The entire episode extended from
about 2130Z, August 13, to 0330Z, August 14, 1956. Owing to the complexity in
detailing the sequence of events, the following is a summary of the scientifically
provocative features found by Dr McDonald:

(1) At least three separate instances occurred in which one ground-radar
unit, GCA Bentwaters, tracked some unidentified target for a number of tens of
miles across its scope at speeds in excess of Mach 3. Since even today, 14 years
later, no nation has disclosed military aircraft capable of flight at such speeds (we
may exclude the X-15), and since that speed is much too low to fit any meteoric
hypothesis, this first feature is quite puzzling.

(2) In oneinstance, about a dozen low-speed (order of 100 mph) targets
moved in loose formation led by three closely-spaced targets, the assemblage
yielding consistent returns over a path of about 50 miles, after which they
merged into a single large target, remaining motionless for some 10-15 minutes,
and then moved off-scope. Under the reported wind conditions, not even a highly
contrived meteorological explanation invoking anomalous propagation and
inversion-layer waves could account for this sequence observed at Bentwaters.

(3) One of the fast track radar sightings at Bentwaters, at 22552,
coincided with visual observations of some very-high-speed luminous source seen
by both a tower operator on the ground and by a pilot aloft who saw the light
moving in a blur below his aircraft at 4000ft altitude. The radar-derived speed
was given as 2000-4000mph. Again, meteors won't fit such speeds and
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altitudes, and may exclude aircraft for several evident reasons, including absence
of any thundering boom that would surely have been reported if any near
hypothetical 1956-vintage hypersonic device were flying over Bentwaters at less
than 4000ft that night.

(4) Several ground observers at Lakenheath saw luminous objects
exhibiting non-ballistic motions, including dead stops and sharp course reversals.

(5) In one instance, two luminous white objects merged into a single
object, as seen from the ground at Lakenheath. This wholly unmeteoric and
unaeronautical phenomenon is actually a not-uncommon feature of UFO reports
during the last two decades. -

(6) Two separate ground radars at Lakenheath, having rather different
radar parameters, were concurrently observing movements of one or more
unknown targets over an extended period of time. Seemingly stationary hovering
modes were repeatedly observed, and this despite use of MTI. Seemingly
"instantaneous" accelerations from rest to speeds of order of Mach 1 were
repeatedly observed. Such motions cannot readily be explained in terms of any
known aircraft flying then or now, and also fail to fit known electronic or
propagation anomalies.

(7) In at least one instance, the official report on USAF files makes clear
that an unidentified luminous target was seen visually from the air by the pilot of
an interceptor while getting simultaneous radar returns from the unknown with
his nose cone radar concurrent with ground-radar detection of the same
unknown. This is scientifically highly significant, for it entails three separate
detection-channels all recording the unknown object.

(8) In at least one instance, there was simultaneous radar disappearance
and visual disappearance of the UFO. This is akin to similar events in other
known UFO cases, yet is not so easily explained in terms of conventional
phenomena.

(9) Attempts of the interceptor to close on one target seen both on ground
radar and on the interceptor's nose radar, led to a puzzling, rapid interchange of
roles as the unknown object moved into tail-position behind the interceptor.

While undergoing radar observation from the ground, with both aircraft on and
unidentified object clearly displayed on the Lakenheath ground radars, the pilot of
the interceptor tried unsuccessfully to break the tail chase over a time of some
minutes. No ghost-return or multiple-scatter hypothesis can explain such an
event.

Of this case, based on lesser details than was available to Dr McDonald, the
Colorado Study concluded that the "probability that at least one genuine UFO was
involved appears to be fairly high." As Dr McDonald rightly pointed out, "the
Lakenheath case exemplifies a disturbingly large group of UFO reports in which
the apparent degree of scientific inexplicability is so great that, instead of being
ignored and laughed at, those cases should all along since 1947 have been
drawing the attention of a large body of the world's best scientists” It would be
interesting to know what "mundane” answers the Ministry of Defence found for
the Lakenheath case! Almost two months later, on 9th October, Captain Jimmie
J. Poliock, Flight Commander of the 55th Fighter Bomber Squadron, and Lt James
W. Beisheim, 55th FBS Armament Officer, and their wives, made four ground-
visual sightings at Little Easton, Essex of UFOs. First sighting was a bright
yellow-orange object which faded to dim red and disappeared. He later saw what
appeared to be the same object two more times. His second sighting was
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over an hour in length. During this period a second similar object was seen to
approach the first object, and then disappear. During the hour period the object
climbed very slowly west. The final observation was only two or three minutes.
The first object was round, elongating occasionally to two round objects one
above the other and had rays shooting from it, five or six rays predominating
with smaller rays between. Once or twice a broader or longer ray, yellow in
colour, and varying in length three to six times the diameter of the object,
appeared. When the object elongated or became two round objects, the one
above was always smaller. The Air Intelligence Information Sheet of this case
rated Captain Pollock as "very reliable", but, it apparently never reached the
United States, for the top right hand corner contained a rubber-stamped
'DESTROY'. One can't help but wonder if the Lakenheath case hadn't already
given too many headaches for another puzzling report to be submitted.

The first indication that the author had that the Ministry practiced a policy of
destroying its UFO papers, came in June 1967, during a telephonic conversation
with Mr. W. F. Allen, a High Executive Officer at the Ministry, who confirmed that
all reports prior to 1959 (an embarrassing period when Service reports made
news headlines) had been destroyed including the "unsolved" cases. He stated
that there was no sense in keeping reports over 10 years old because no scientist
could possibly explain them today. As already illustrated, Mr. Allen's surmise is
incorrect. Confirmation of this statement was sought through Wing Commander
Sir Eric Bullus, MP, and in August 1967, Mr. Mervyn Rees replied,

"All Ministry of Defence papers, however, are retained only for a specific
period once action is complete. The period relates to the importance of
the papers and in the case of unidentified flying objects is five years.
Thus, only reports which have been received since 1962 are currently
retained. Nevertheless, should it appear that a report was of special
significance, then the papers would, of course, be retained for more than
five years. This has not yet been found to be necessary. In the
circumstances, I cannot comment on the object said to have been
observed over London Airport in 1959. We have no records of the other
incidents in which Mr. Hennessey refers in paragraph 7 of his letter and 1
assume that these also took place before 1962. We have maintained a
separate statistical record of incidents dating back to 1959 but I regret
that I cannot comment on statistics relating to the period between 1947
and 1956."

Being convinced from personal investigation of reports that the Ministry was
destroying records that were of great interest to the scientific community, the
writer was fortunate to obtain the assistance of a prominent long-standing
Member of Parliament, Sir John Langford-Holt MC, MP, who took this matter and
others relating to the University of Colorado Study up with Lord Winterbottom at
the Ministry of Defence.

It was about this time that the USAF-sponsored University of Colorado
Scientific Study of UFOs came under attack from John G. Fuller in a LOOK
magazine April 30 1968 article entitled "The Flying Saucer Fiasco". In the article,
Mr. Fuller published extracts from a memorandum written by Dr. Robert Low,
Project Co-ordinator of the Colorado Study, which revealed that the Study was
established in such a way that It could only have a negative result. During a visit
to the Ministry of Defence, the author discussed with members of S.4f (Air), the
section handling UFO reports, whether, on his visit there, Dr. Low had requested
details of cases, the reply was "No". The following confirmation letter was
received in February 1968, from Mr. W. F. Allen of the Ministry.
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building, Whitehall, LONDON S.W.1
Telephone: XXXXXXXXXXX
01-930 7022 EXT 7035

Please dddres any reply to
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
( Saf (Air) )
and quote: AF/CX 38/67/Pt 111/S41(Air)
Your reference:

18th February 1968

Dear Mr. Hennessey,

You telephoned this morning enquiring whether any
information on unidentified flying objects had been made
available by the Ministry of Defence to the University of
Colorado.

2. I can confirm that although we are in touch with the
Americans on this subject they have not asked to look at
any of our cases. We would be willing to consider such
a request but our impression is that the University has
sufficient data from American sources.

Yours faithfully,
/s/ W. E. Allen
(W.F. ALLEN)
J.J. A. Hennessey, Esq.,
87 Lynton Road,
ACTON,
London W.3.
6.

In May 1968, the author wrote to the Rt. Hon. Harold Wilson expressing his
concern about the scientific validity and purpose of the Study and received the
following reply from Mr. L. W. Akhurst of the Ministry of Defence,

"I have been asked to reply to your letter of 30th April addressed to the
Prime Minister about the University of Colorado UFO Project. We are, of
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course, aware of speculation about the purpose of this project. But, as I

. told you on the telephone the other day, we have received no information
to support the view that this project is not a serious study. As far as I
know the study will not be completed for a month or two."

The writer then submitted extracts from the U.S. Congressional Record in which
Congressman Edward G. Roush raised doubts about the study and Mr. Akhurst
replied,

"Thank you for your letter of 18th May. We found the extracts from
the Congressional Record very interesting.

In essence the speeches made by Mr. Roush express doubts about
and call for an investigation into the conduct of the University of Colorado
project on UFOs. No firm conclusions are drawn.

Our attitude to unidentified flying object reports is based mainly on
our own experiences but, like Mr. Roush, we have an open mind on the
possibilities of new evidence and are interested in seeing the results of
any projects sponsored by other countries. In considering what weight
we give to the conclusions of any projects we would, of course, take into
account, inter alia, the reliability of the study group. So far as the
Colorado project is concerned, you have drawn attention to doubts about
its objectivity. The contacts we have had so far do not support these
doubts.

As regards further action by the United Kingdom, I am sure you will
understand that we must not overiook a basic responsibility not to use
public money to duplicate efforts elsewhere, particularty in a field where
positive proof is so noticeably lacking. At present we see no need for
further action by the United Kingdom."

Therefore, the fact that two scientists, Drs Levine and Saunders, had been fired
from the Colorado project and the personal assistant to its head, Mrs. M. L.
Armstrong had resighed, had no effect on the Ministry's opinion that the project
was a scientifically valid one.

Following the publication of the Colorado Study Report of UFOs in full, a
review of it by Dr J. Allen Hynek was published in the April 1969 issue of the
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientist. In the words of Dr Hynek, the report was, "...a
strange sort of scientific paper," which "does not fulfill the promise of its title."
He continued,

"Physical scientists who know Edward U. Condon (Project Director)
through his work in molecular physics and quantum mechanics will find
the hand of the master strangely missing in The Scientific Study of
Unidentified Flying Objects. Not only is his talent for organizing and
deftly attacking a problem unapparent, but, for example, he is not listed
as having personally looked into any of the 95 cases to which various
members of the rather fluid committee addressed themselves...While
devoted in the large part to exposing hoaxes or revealing many UFOs as
misindentifications of common occurrences, the book leaves the same
strange, inexplicable residue of unknowns which has plagued the USAF
investigation for 20 years. In fact, the percentage of "unknowns" in the
Condon report appears to be even higher than the Air Force investigation
(Project Blue Book) ~ which led to the Condon investigation in the first
place."

Dr Hynek also mentioned provocative statements that were buried deep in the
report which

"do not support its overall conclusion that UFO studies do not offer a
fruitful field in which to look for major scientific discoveries...The
cases...are glaringly there...an outright challenge to human curiosity, the
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foundation stone of scientific

7.

progress. It is difficult to understand why the National Academy of
Sciences has fully endorsed Dr Condon's opinion that no further work on
the UFO phenomenon should be done"

On the 17th December 1969, the U.S. Secretary for Defence announced the
termination of Project Blue Book, citing the findings of the Colorado report and Air
Force experience as the reasons for closure. Concerned that the Ministry of
Defence wouid follow the policy of the U.S. Department of Defence and close its
own investigation and destroy its records, the author discussed the matter with
Sir John Langford-Holt MC MP, who already had taken up the matter of the
Ministry destroying its records, and he sent the following letter to Lord
Winterbottom,

"I note that the U.S. Air Force has closed its U.F.O. Project Blue Book. As
it has been your Ministry's policy to follow closely the policy of the U.S. in
this field, I presume that you will ciose all investigations into and
assessments of U.F.0.s in this country. Under these circumstances I
would like two assurances and one piece of information. Firstly, I would
like to be assured that no records of U.F.O.s have, or will be, destroyed.
Secondly, as the reports and evaluations have been considered by H.M.G.
to be of no significance, will you make available to reputable scientific
bodies who wish to study the matter any material you have. Lastly, I
should like to know after what period of time these reports are to be
made public, like other records."

The following reply was received from Lord Winterbottom in March 1970.

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

MAIN BUILDING, WHITEHALL, LONDON. S.W.1

- ' TELEPHONE: 01-930 7022
PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE

FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE
26th March 1970

Dear Sir John,

We have now completed the review of our policy on dealing with reports
of unidentified flying objects which I mentioned in my letter to you of gth
February.
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As I explained in that letter, the Ministry of Defence has not operated a
special unit for dealing with these reports. These are dealt with in the course
of our normal operations and the extra effort necessary is quite small. Much
of the information drawn upon in looking into UFO reports, e.g. air traffic
movements and satellite orbits, is collected for other purposes and these
functions would continue even if the Department no longer took an interest in
reports of UFOs.

This Ministry investigates reports of UFOs because of their possible
implications for the air defence of the United Kingdom. No evidence has
incidentally been found to suggest that UFOs represent a threat to our air
defences. However, this Department has a duty to keep within its purview all
matters which might be relevant to the defence of the United Kingdom and, in
view of the small effort required to investigate reports of unidentified flying
objects, we propose to make no change in our present arrangements.

The Ministry of Defence hold UFO records from 1962 onwards. These
records will not be destroyed, but, I am afraid, we cannot make them available
to outside bodies at this stage because of the effort that would be involved in
editing reports to preserve the anonymity of the reporters or, alternatively,
obtaining the reporters' permission to release the information. It would also
be necessary to scrutinise all records before release to any organisation
outside the public service to ensure that no classified information used in the
course of investigating reports was inadvertently included.

/In
Sir John Langford-Holt, MP

House of Commons
London SWI

In the normal course of events UFO records would remain closed to
public scrutiny until they become available under the usual rules at the end of
30 years. If, however, a major scientific organisation of high standing had
strong reasons for obtaining access to our records then its application would
be considered on its merits.

Yours sincerely,
Winterbottom

(WINTERBOTTOM)
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Thus, for the first time in its history of investigating UFOs since 1947, the Ministry
is to retain its UFO files without destroying them after a 5-year period. Although
not available to the public for 30 years, it has left the door open for the papers to
be studied by a scientific organisation of high standing. It is only hoped that

every report, including radar and Service ones, will be available without
exception.

The question still remained, however, whether the Ministry still considered
the Colorado report to be scientifically valid. From the review by Dr Hynek, any
many other subsequent ones by other scientists in scientific publications, it is

clear the report was not accepted by science as the final word in the UFO
controversy. Letters to Sir John Langford-Holt MC MP, solicited the following
reply from Lord Winterbottom in May 1970,

"...The best available scientific opinion seems to be that contained in the
Report of the Scientific Study of Unidentified Flying Objects conducted by

the University of Colorado, which was published in 1969. The general
conclusion of that report, which was endorsed by the panel of the

National Academy of Sciences, is that nothing has come from the study of
UFOs in the past 21 years that has added to scientific knowledge and that

further extensive study of UFOs probably cannot be justified in the
expectation that science will be advanced thereby. The Colorado Study
Group reached this conclusion after examining many cases including
reports on the incidents referred to by Mr. Hennessey. I am sorry I
cannot be more helpful."

One year later, in May 1971, Mr. L. W. Akhurst of the Ministry's S.4f (Air) wrote

the author,

"The Report by the University of Colorado on Unidentified Flying Objects
was endorsed by the National Academy of Sciences and we accept that
this august body would not have done so had it considered the study
scientifically unreliable. As you know the Ministry of Defence has not
carried out a general study of the scientific significance of UFO reports,
our interest is in possible defense aspects, but our experience of UFO
reports is consistent with the findings of the Colorado Study. Based on
our own experience then we accept these findings."
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The letter of Lord Winterbottom infers that the Ministry has studied the
. Colorado study, this being the case, why did he merely dismiss the Lakenheath
case, which I had detailed to him earlier, by referring merely to the general
conclusions of the Report's Summary. Had he, or a member of his Department,
taken the time to look up the case in the Report, he would have read the
Colorado investigator's conclusion which states, "...the probability that at least .
one genuine UFO case was involved appears to be fairly high.". The Ministry has
also, but possibly unwisely, jumped on the bandwagon of those who believe that
an endorsement by the National Academy of Sciences makes the Colorado Report
scientifically valid and beyond reproach. On this point, there is absolutely no
evidence that the Academy panel did any independent checking of its own; and
none of that 11-man panel had any significant prior investigative experience in
this area. One should also bear in mind that the National Academy of Sciences
has been regarded as losing its credibility in its role as government adviser on
scientific matters. Former U.S. Secretary of the Interior, at an annual December
meeting of the American Association for the Advancement for Science, described
the Academy as a "virtual puppet of the government," and urged citizen groups
to challenge the Academy's reluctance to oppose establishment policy "on
controversial public issues. Although Mr. Udall's remarks were not aimed at the
UFO problem, it nevertheless challenges the ability of, what the Ministry termed
an "august body" to make scientific assessments, independent of establishment
policy and therefore the validity of its endorsement of the Colorado Report. The
writer conveyed these points to Lord Winterbottom and stated, "There can be no
doubt that the Condon Report and its Academy endorsement have exerted a
highly negative influence on clarification of the long-standing UFO problem and 1
would be glad to learn if the Ministry of Defence still intends to accept the
Report's findings." In February 1972, a reply was received from Mr. Antony

Lambton, successor to Lord Winterbottom, via Mr. Julian Ridsdale MP,

"In his letter, Mr. Hennessey also questions the credibility of the US
National Academy of Sciences in its role of government adviser on
scientific matters. I can confirm that, in our view, the National Academy
of Sciences remains a highly reputable body which is not tied to the US
Government, although it often carries out work for that government. We
know of no reason to discredit the work done by the panel from the
National Academy of Sciences in reviewing the report on UFOs by the
University of Colorado.”

This endorsement still stands today.

During 1967, the author and a colleague personally investigated a number of
selected UFO reports out of the many hundreds that were extensively reported in
the national press. These investigations, deliberately made after those by the
Ministry, gave a valuable insight as to the 'thoroughness' with which the Ministry
conducted theirs. It is interesting to note that the Ministry never operated on an
immediate capability basis, but waited until press interest had died down before
making a foray into the field. One report investigated was made by a Wing
Commander W. A. Cox and his wife. W/Cmdr Cox is a reliable witness of solid

character and high standing in his local community, who served 36 years in the
Royal Air Force.

On the evening of 24th October 1967, the W/Cmdr and his wife were visiting
a relative and had watched the news on television that had included an interview
of two policemen concerning their 90 mph patrol car chase of an unidentified light
in the sky over Devon. After the news, they both watched another programme
for a short while and decided it was time to leave. At the door, Mrs. Cox jokingly
remarked to her sister, "I am going to look for lights in the sky tonight on my
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way home." At 2146 hours whilst W/Cmdr Cox was driving along the
. Cadnam to Fordingbridge Road in Hampshire, his wife noticed seven lights in a 'V'
formation in the sky to the north of their position. Trying to draw them to her
husband's attention, W/Cmdr Cox immediately retorted, "Oh rubbish!" and
continued to drive for a further quarter of a mile before his wife's persistence
made him pull the car into a lay-by. The following is part of a transcript from the
author's personal interview with W/Cmdr and Mrs. Cox:

W/CMDR COX ...And then I looked across to the north and, sure enough,
there were these lights, so I wound the car window down and had a look.
Then I got out of the car, we both did, and leant on the roof and watched
them. Now, I thought, and said at the time, that they were a squadron of
helicopters, this is what they looked like to me with landing lights on. But,
then I looked at them more closely, this could not have been so because
landing lights don't show sideways so brightly, they are downward lights.

MRS. COX: Well, in any case there wasn't any noise, was there?

W/CMDR: There was no noise. There was not enough movement for them
to be helicopters, so we just dismissed it.

W/CMDR: ...as soon as we finished looking at these objects, we got back
here and it is 4 to 5 minutes away, no more. I looked at the time straight
away because I decided to ring up the police, this is why I know the time
within 10 minutes.

MYERS: Why did you call the police?

W/CMDR: Because the police had been pooh poohed about what they had
and hadn't seen, I thought it is only fair to let an outsider ring up. I rang
the police and told them this, I said in case you don't feel too happy about
this thing, because the police had been pulled over the coals, here is an

10.

outsider who has also seen something, so you can make them laugh at
that. This was my attitude and the only reason for telling them.

W/CMDR: Of course the police had been doing some ringing around
Boscombe Down and Larkhill ranges to find out whether there was any
lights going up or any aircraft, and they said there was none. When I said
they might been choppers, they rang up Middle Wallop, but there were no
choppers up.

HENNESSEY: Do you know what sort of response they got from Larkhill?
(an artillery range on Salisbury Plain)

W/CMDR: Yes, earlier in the evening, much earlier.

HENNESSEY: What is your reaction to the possibility that these could have
been flare illuminating projectiles of the type fired by 25 pounders?

W/CMDR: If you fire any projectiles of any sort, you first of all have -
upward movement if you see the light as it lights and then a slow descent.
If it is on a parachute, it has a fast descent, this did neither, it could either
be something going away from us very very fast indeed, so that the light
disappeared, or it could be a very powerful light being switched off.

http://www.project1947.com/ shg/hennessey/hennessey.htm 20/07/2006



SHG: J. J. A. Hennessey - "U K. Government and UFOs." Page 13 of 28
HENNESSEY: You said that three of the lights departed or seemed to fade

. first.

W/CMDR: Yes that's right. They appeared to be a very good formation of
lights and made me think it was helicopters, because it was a very good
formation. But they were a stationary formation, this is the thing that also
made me think they were helicopters when, suddenly, three on the right
broke away as three and the lights went out.

HENNESSEY: When you say broke away, did you actually see them move?
W/CMDR: They moved away.
HENNESSEY: You actually saw them move away?

W/CMDR: They moved away. They didn't move away all three together,
they moved away in a higgeldy piggeldy manner as though they could have
each been an individual something. Now if they had been flares, they would
have fallen at the same rate, wouidn't they? But these went up and around,
they did not fall in a pattern.

HENNESSEY: So looking straight at them, they would have moved to the
right?

W/CMDR: Yes, to the right, upwards and away as though they were
individually controlled. As soon as they did that, the remaining four lights
formed a perfect formation of a plus sign and, this is the other thing that
struck me, it was such a perfect formation, that it looked as though it was
controlled. Whether it was radio controlled equipment or not, I do not
know, but this is what it appeared to be. These four lights went out
absolutely simultaneously as though you had a large object with one stuck
on four points and it went away from you, it could happen like that. It was
from one source it looked to me.

MYERS: And after that it was completely blank when those final lights had
gone?

W/CMDR: As soon as the lights had gone, we noticed the lights of
Salisbury, you know the lights in the sky, not the actual lights themselves.

11.

W/CMDR: And so we know the precise positi  hey were, and I reckon

that Boscombe Down (Aircraft Experimental Re ‘:arch Establishment) and
Larkhill are away to the west of where we saw t..ese, in fact I know they

are.

At this point I will quote from the letter of Mr. L. M. Akhurst, of 29th January
1968, in which he gave to W/Cmdr Cox the Ministry's findings; in order that we
can see W/Cmdr Cox's reaction further on tape;

KER/9/29-3 MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building, Whitehall, LONDON S.W.1
Telephone: WHItehallxxxxxxxx 01-930-7022
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Your reference;

Our reference: AF/509/30/S4f(Air)

29 January 1968

Dear Wing Commander Cox,

I am writing to let you know the results of our investigation of your report
about unidentified flying objects which you saw at 21.45 hours on 24th
October.

On the basis of the information you provided, we made a thorough
examination of all activities in the area which might have given rise to your
observation. Larkhill Artillery Range and Boscombe Down Airfield are both
close to the line of sight which you indicated to us and we found that both
were in use at the time of your sighting. Of course, both locations are rather
further from your point of observation than the estimated position of the
lights which you gave. But you will recall that our investigators discussed
with you the difficulties of accurate estimation of range particularly at night,
and you accepted that the lights might have been further away than you first
thought.

Larkhill Artillery Range was in use all that evening until about midnight.
In addition to high explosive shells, illuminating flares were being fired. As1
am sure you know, these hang in the air for some time before expiring in a
random manner. These flares were also observed by members of the Porton
Down establishment which lies between your point of observation and the
range. It does seem probable, therefore, that your "UFO" could have been a
group of illuminating flares.

Coincidentally, at the time of your observations an aircraft was
approaching to land at Boscombe Down and it is possible that you may have
seen lights on this aircraft. The variation in the appearance of the lights could
then be explained by changes in attitude of the aircraft as it made its circuit
and final approach. However, the sight of aircraft lights will be familiar to
you; and although even experienced pilots have been known to mistake the
source of lights which they ought to recognise, this seems a far less likely
explanation for your sighting. You will be interested to learn that one of the
officers who investigated your sighting did himself subsequently see by
chance an almost exactly similar series of lights, but was able at the time to
identify them as lights of an aircraft. In this case the explanation was
immediately obvious but it does mean that we cannot entirely disregard the
possibility that you also saw the lights of an aircraft.

In short we cannot make a positive identification but we think that you
must have seen either illuminating flares above the Larkhill Artillery Range or
the lights of an aircraft landing at Boscombe Down; of these we regard the
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former as much the more likely.
I would like to thank you for your very clear and detailed report and to

say how grateful we are for your co-operation with the officers of the
Department enquiring into this matter.

Yours faithfully

/s/ L.LW. Akhurst

(L.W. Akhurst)

HENNESSEY: So far as you are concerned, Larkhill and Boscombe Down
are not visible. If they had any flares up at the time, they would not be in
the direction that you had seen the objects?

W/CMDR: I very much doubt it, but Boscombe Down is so laughable,
that it was an aircraft landing is absolutely stupid. The clouds were
low although it was very clear up to whatever height the clouds were,
because we could see the moon, but it was very low on the horizon over on
the east. But you certainly would not have seen an airplane, that is
absolutely certain.

HENNESSEY: The aircraft landed at 2144 hours (confirmed to me in writing
by the Senior Air Traffic Controller at Boscombe) and your sighting started
at 2146, so the aircraft was not in the air at the time.

W/CMDR: 1 would not have seen that anyway.
HENNESSEY: What is your reaction to the Ministry's letter?

W/CMDR: Well, I was going to write to them and say lay this on... this
light business, the flare business and get an aircraft to land at Boscombe
Down and come down here and I will accompany you to the spot, we will
then have a look and see. Now that is a scientific check in my opinion. If
they say that this is so, well it is very easy for them to lay it on, no difficulty
at all. We could have had a neutral observer as well, they have got my
report as you have and they could say this is what you said then.

MYERS: You can't change that!

W/CMDR: You can't change that, this is what you are looking at now, we
think it is similar or otherwise. I mean I am quite happy if they say there
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you are, but this is what they ought to do and, until they do, I think this is
. the biggest load of tripe that I've heard in a long time.

HENNESSEY: You are definite about the length of time of the observation?
W/CMDR: You can't be definite about the length of time.
HENNESSEY: But you think you were reasonably accurate?

W/CMDR: From the time that my wife first saw it to the time the lights
went out, I would say it was approximately six minutes. I could let you say
four minutes and let you get away with it.

HENNESSEY: If I said it was ninety seconds?

W/CMDR: But if you said it was ninety seconds, I would say you just
weren't there and just didn't know what you were talking about.

HENNESSEY:M That it what the Ministry said to us, it was just ninety
seconds. (This information was given us during an interview at the Ministry
of Defence with some of the investigators who also indicated that they
considered W/Cmdr Cox an unreliable witness. The wife's testimony seems
to have been forgotten or ignored).

W/CMDR: Yes, well look at thié, it was quarter of a mile before 1

12.

stopped the car, I then lowered my window and looked out at them. I then
stopped the car engine, opened the door, got out, walked behind it, leant on
the roof, and looked across it. if that is ninety seconds!

All the points made by W/Cmdr Cox's were substantiated by the author and
colleague who retraced the route taken by Cox and followed the actions
described. All timing was consistent with W/Cmdr Cox's estimate that he
observed the objects for 6 minutes. The investigators also visited the Hampshire
Constabulary Police Station at Fordingbridge, Larkhill School of Artillery and
Boscombe Down, all of whom gave later written confirmation proving that,
whatever W/Cmdr Cox and wife did see, it was certainly not flares or the landing
lights of a Hastings aircraft coming down to land at Boscombe Down.

In March 1968, I submitted through Wing Commander Sir Eric E. Bullus MP,
our findings to the Ministry of Defence requesting their comments. In May 1968,
the following reply was received from Mr. Merlyn Rees;

"We have not heard from Wing Commander Cox since we told him of our
findings in January. This exchange of views was, of course, a personal
one between Wing Commander Cox and the Department and, as Mr.
Hennessey has been told by the Department on a number of occasions,
we do not discuss with third parties the detailed information included in
such exchanges without the consent of the member of the public
concerned. However, I can tell you that in reaching our conclusions we
took into account all the information provided to us both in writing and
verbally by Wing Commander Cox about the time and duration of the
incident, the distance and bearings and the description of the lights. We
also took account of the experience in observation Wing Commander Cox
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must have accumulated over the years. Mr. Hennessey's personal
assessment of the |nformat|on which he has obtained does not glve us
cause to amend our views."

Need more be said about the Ministry's 'thoroughness' and 'open-mindedness’ in
investigating UFO reports. It is clear that the Ministry was unable to positively
identify the objects because its investigating methods were unsatisfactory. It
made unwarranted assumptions and disregarded important relative information
given by the eyewitnesses.

As a classic example of the Ministry's 'shotgun’ type examination, for which
the U.S. Air Force was a past master, the author investigated a 1967 case in
which thirteen H.M. Coastguards observed a large UFO for a 20-minute period
which was circled by a jet interceptor. The Ministry at first explained the object
as car headlights on a cloud until they realized that the time of the sighting was
near noon midday and not midnight. The UFO was subsequently listed as a
"probable balloon" (capable of flying diagonally into a strong wind) but, even
more surprising to the writer, the Ministry could not identify the jet nor
where it came from! This case was also discussed during the author's visit to
the Ministry when Mr. Cassells, then head of S.4f(Air), admitted that the Ministry
had been "a little embarrassed” here. Due to a "mix-up”, the radar film of the
object and intercepting aircraft was destroyed before they could get to it.
However, the film could not have shown anything untoward or it would have been
retained. A talk with the radar operator revealed that he had observed nothing
unusual on scope. It was now impossible to identify the interceptor or where it
came from. Drawings of the UFO suggested it was a high-altitude balloon. The
question of the Ministry's inability to positively identify the object was taken up.
In an October 1967 letter, Mr. W. F. Allen of the Ministry stated, "As far as the
Berry Head sighting is concerned, as we cannot positively state that the object
was a

13.

balloon its identity must obviously remain unknown. We have no record of any
RAF aircraft being in the vicinity at the time and nothing was observed by radar
which gave any concern from the air defence point of view." In October 1969,
Mr. L. W. Akhurst wrote, "We have received no further information about this
report and the position is as stated in our letter of 4th October 1967. That is, the
drawings seen in the Ministry of Defence suggest that the object may have been
a high altitude balloon." Then, in May 1971, he wrote, "The category in which a
report is placed depends on the particular circumstances; this could mean that a
report referred to as 'probably a balloon' could be placed in the 'Balloon’
category." Thus, statistically, the H.M. Coastguards' report became a "Balloon"

Another case, which is on interest from the point of view that no official body
was interested in investigating, despite its puzzling nature, occurred on 11th
September 1967, when an Air Ferry DC-6, piloted by Captain F. E. C. Underhill, a
training Captain of British United Airways on loan to Air Ferry, observed a dark
object in the west travelling across his flight path parallel with the Pyrenees,
Spain. At the time, Captain Underhill was at an altitude of 16,000ft and
estimated the object to be about 60 miles ahead at an altitude of 25,000ft. The
following is part of a transcript of a tape-recorded interview by the author:

CAPT UNDERHILL: I want to go back to answering your questionnaire
here. First of all, the distance (of the object at first sighting) would be 55
miles, as by Mr. Hope (First Officer), and the second one, likewise, would be
17.05 GMT, again as recorded by Mr. Hope. The estimate of speed, well I
find this very difficult...ultrasonic, well up in the thousands, before that I
wouldn't be able to say, other than the fact that I've watched very high-
speed performance aircraft, but never saw anything as fast as this. It was
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really going too fast, it really drew my attention to it. Above that, it was
just a black speck.

You asked me to answer what happened when I reported it. Now on the
question of reporting it, I am not sure of the procedure, to be absolutely
honest, in this particular case and I've never had anything like this before.
I called up Manston (Manston RAF base) and they said would I phone them
as soon as I got down. I phoned up the Duty Officer there, he then said he
was extremely interested and that he would like details of which he took
down over the phone, so I never actually filled in a complete report. The
whole thing was done over the phone to him, which was more or less
exactly the same as I told you, with a description of which he took all
down. He was the Duty Officer and in fact was extremely interested at the
time because he said he experienced something similar to this a number of
years ago when he was with Transport Command over the Mediterranean.

...I'll now deal with your second one (question), which there was this effort
from the Air Ministry. Now I would like to say right away, unless, of course,
they have got something I don't know about, but I would have said right
from the start it was not mistaken for an aircraft

In an October 1967 letter, the Ministry stated, "We have been unable to

positively identify the object seen by the crew of a DC-6 aircraft but on its face-
value this report has no defence implications for the United Kingdom. It

Page 18 of 28

14.

may possibly have been an aircraft seen in an unusual attitude."

CAPT UNDERHILL: This was not something which seen...you know, an
aircraft seen in an unusual attitude. The only time it looked like an aircraft,
at any stage, was when it was in this turn and the First Officer said, "It
looks like a formation™ and we all stared at it and said "well it could be you
know"...because it was probably the shape, you know how a formation sort
of wheels and sort of gets this shape out of it (indicating a triangle shape
with his hands)... sort of black and in the distance. But, when it came
nearer, to me there was no doubt that it was nothing like an aircraft
anyway, but the fact that it was sort of up in this attitude (here he
indicated that the point of the cone-shaped object was at a 2 o'clock
position) with the pointed part sticking up here (almost vertical), I can't
possibly see how it could have been, unless it was something we have no
knowledge of whatsoever.

HENNESSEY: Was there any report made at all to Barcelona?

CAPT UNDERHILL: Yes I did. Actually, I called up Barcelona and asked
them if they had any knowledge of any other activity in the area at the
time. They said they would call back and said they had no knowledge, they
were a bit vague. We were in touch with Barcelona, but I thought they
might pass it on to the Americans who have got quite an extensive radar
set-up, I believe, there in Spain. I thought that they might have done some
liaison..this went through my mind. I did not expect the Spanish to deal
with it, but the Americans who are operating there from a number of NATO
airfields, I thought they probably would have been able to do something.
As I say, to my mind there was no doubt about it whatsoever that,
whatever it was, it was controlled, this you know was apparent to me. The
fact that it came across at an angle, did a turn and came at us from about
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here (raising hand to slightly above eye-level) and dropped down. Initially

. when we saw it, it was higher than us, I would not like to say how much
higher, a few thousand feet at least, but then it came down and passed
below us.

HENNESSEY: Did it slow down?
CAPT UNDERHILL: Yes it did, slowed right down actually.
HENNESSEY: You had the impression though that it had seen your aircraft?

CAPT UNDERHILL: Well, this is what really impressed me..but I mean, you
know, I could be guessing, but to me it was under control. Whether he had
seen us or not, I don't know, but the fact that he was coming very fast
along here, then slowed right down as it came into the turn, then, of
course, you can't check on speed when it was coming head-on towards you,
but as it came past us, there was very little motion on it in actual fact.
There did not appear to be any real speed at all. We were all so engrossed
in looking at this thing that I never thought..I undid my strap and sort of
leaning across, but I didn't think of the fact we ought to cut the auto pilot
out and turn the airplane or do anything like this, but I shouid have done if
I thought more..everything was happening and we were all sort of rivetted
on this thing and I just didn't do anything about it.

HENNESSEY: Were there any markings on it?

15.

CAPT UNDERHILL: We couldn't tell because it was in the base, anyway it
was just beginning to get about dusk and it was on the port wing and we
were on the starboard. It was lighter than it is now (dusk), but it was a sort
of evening haze. You could tell it had this silver appearance and appeared
to be metallic, even still define it, but you couldn't identify anything else
and.. after that it had a completely rounded bottom. We all agreed on
everything there and then, excepting we couldn't make out whether it was
completely rounded.

In this case, had the DC-6 been approached by a conventional aircraft, no
doubt a strong protest would have been made by some official U.K. body, but,
because it was unconventional, nobody was interested, including the Board of
Trade responsible for civil aviation matters. The author contacted Project Blue
Book to see whether U.S. radars in Spain had picked up any UFQOs, but the reply
from a Major Hector Quintanilla was negative. Yet, it is interesting to note, Mr.
Merlyn Rees, Parliamentary Under-Secretary for State for Defence for the RAF,
stated in Parliament on 8th November 1967, "We have complete radar coverage
to a very great height all over these islands and have access to that over Europe,
and none of this leads us to believe in any sense that this is anything else than
something which we know nothing about." Indeed! Either radar in Europe has
blind spots, which is not a happy prospect, or the Ministry here and abroad are ‘in
the know'. In December 1967, the following letter was received from Mr. R.
Broadbent, Deputy Director of Flight Safety (B) of the Board of Trade,

“Thank you for your letter about the near collision between an
unidentified flying object and a DC-6 aircraft of Air Ferry, We have sent it
to the Director of Civil Air Traffic Operations who looks after these
matters and he has asked me to say that, since the incident occurred
over a foreign country, it may take a little time to get details."

i
1
|
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The author's interest was aroused in what role, if any, the Board of Trade had
. in UFOs. In October 1967, the author received the following statement from Mr.
J. H. Riddoch, Under-Secretary for the Aviation Safety & General Division of the
Board of Trade,

"Before the Board of Trade could define their nature and extent of their
interest, more positive interest would be required than is available now
about the characteristics, behaviour and intentions of any such objects
that are proved to exist."

The author then placed a number of specific questions to the Board and received
the following reply from Mr. J. R. Neill, Director of Flight Safety,

"There are no special rules or authorizations applicable to any such
objects. Rules of the Air which are made under the authority of the Air
Navigation Order prohibit the low flying of aircraft. Any reports of aircraft
flying in breach of these regulations are considered by the Board of Trade
and when appropriate are referred to the Director of Public Prosecutions
for proceedings in the Courts. No reports concerning unidentified flying

" objects have been received by the Board of Trade. The answers to the
questions you put are as follows:-

Question:
(1) Under what authorization does the Board receive UFO reports?

Answer:
(1) There is no special authorization or procedure for dealing with
unidentified flying objects in civil aviation or in Board of Trade
practice.

16.

Question:
(2) How long has the Board been receiving such reports?

Answer: »
(2) No such reports have been received by the Board of Trade.

Question:
(3) What happens to reports when they are received by the
Board?

Answer: 1
(3) Not applicable \
|

Question:
(4) Which other bodies, apart from the police, are required to
forward UFO reports to the Board?

Answer:
(4) Not applicable

From the above, it was clear that the Board has no interest in UFOs.
Therefore civil aviation pilots have no rulings as to whom they should report any
such observations. In May 1968, whilst investigating combined visual-radar
tracking of a UFO over Northern Island, the author received a letter from the
Board of Trade Air Traffic Control at Belfast Airport which stated, in part, "...4.
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You may be interested to know that Air Traffic Service Units have, since
. February 1968, instructions to report details of U.F.O.s to the Military

Aeronautical Information Service at Uxbridge and these details will be recorded.”
Therefore, four months after the author's enquiries into Board of Trade
involvement, or rather non-involvement, in the UFO problem. A rather
remarkable coincidence! In May 1968, following numerous but unsuccessful
telephone enquiries for details about the work of MAIS Uxbridge, the author
wrote them and received the following reply from Mr. L.W. Akhurst of the Ministry
of Defence in June 1968, a whole month later, "I am writing to let you know that
MAIS Uxbridge has passed on to me your letter of 19th May about UFOs. Any
reports received by MAIS Uxbridge are passed on to the Ministry of Defence. You
are, of course, aware of our position on the release of or access to documents.”
A further letter from Mr. Akhurst was received in May, 1971,

"With regard your enquiry about ATC radar reports, I cannot recall when
we last recelved one. As I told you in my letter of 25th March 1971 we
received none in 1970, It is true that reports received by ATC centres
from, for example, members of the public are normally routed through
MAIS to MOD. This line of communication was arranged by the ATC
authorities and is, I assume, organisationally convenient for them. MAIS
has no direct responsibility for investigating UFO reports but does provide
MOD with information as required."

Through Sir John Langford-Holt MC MP, I put a number of questions to the Board
of Trade and the following reply was received from The Minister for Trade in May
1971,

"NATCS units have instructions that, in the event of a report concerning
an unidentified flying object, they should obtain as much as possible of
the information required to complete a prescribed report form. The
details are to be passed by telephone to the parent Air Traffic Control
Centre (ATCC), while the completed report form is forwarded to the
Ministry of Defence. The ATCC is required to give the details without
delay to the Military Aeronautical Information Service. These instructions
were first issued in January 1968, and published in the Manual of Air
Traffic Control. I enclose copies of the relevant pages from the manual,
which include the report form. The NATCS does not keep statistics of
these reports once they have been passed on this way, but I understand
that Anthony Lambton has recently written you about reports received by
his Department during 1970. I would suggest that he may be able to
supply similar information for earlier years should you so wish, and am
copying this letter to him."

The following is from the Manual of Air Traffic Control No. A.-T.C.1 No. 2 part
1-19 Chapter 5;

17.

5.5 Reporting of Unidentified Flying Objects

5.5.1. In the event of a report concerning an unidentified flying object being
received by an ATS unit the following action should be taken.

5.5.2. The ATSU receiving the report shall obtain as much as possible of the
information required to complete the report form shown at Appendix "F"
and pass all details by telephone to the watch supervisor at the parent
ATCC (Scottish ATCC, Preston ATCC or London ATCC). The completed
form shall be sent by the originating ATSU to the Ministry of Defence
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‘ (AFOR), Royal Air Force, Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1.

5.5.3. The Watch Supervisor at ATCC concerned shall pass all details without
delay via the operational telephone network to the Military Aeronautical
Information Service section at West Drayton. If it is necessary to use the
GPO network the information should be passed to West Drayton 4077
extension 5343.

5.5.4. Such reports shall be entered in the ATC log.

In May 1971 the author, through Sir John Langford-Holt MC MP, again
queried the Board to establish whether separate instructions were given the
Board of Trade's radar operators about reporting UFOs and whether different
reporting forms were used. The following reply, addressed to Sir John's Private
Secretary, was received from Mr. R. J. Ager, Private Secretary to the Minister for
Trade, in November 1971,

"The only instructions to air traffic controllers concerning unidentified
flying objects are those published in the Manual of Air Traffic Control
about which the Minister informed Sir John in his letter of 21 May. No
special form is used for this purpose but the report is required to be made
on the lines of the Appendix F to the Manual which was copied to Sir
John. While the Ministry of Defence take film records of radar displays at
some units this is not for the purpose of gathering information about
unidentified flying objects. There is no requirement for such recordings at
our civil air traffic control units, at which incidentally there have been no
UFO reports over the past two years."

-On 8th September 1971, the author paid a visit to the LATCC (Military) and
was permitted to view some UFO records, which were kept on well-stocked files,
and was given photostat copies of reports that related to current investigations
being undertaken by the author. During his visit, the author was informed that
there had been quite a "deal of activity in the South East" which kept the "fighter
chaps busy." Other information obtained included the fact that some reports,
depending on their nature, were teletyped to the Ministry of Defence Operations
Room with copies to the Royal Air Force Strike Command at High Wycombe,
Buckinghamshire and marked 'PRIORITY'. It is not known what action is taken on
them immediately thereafter. In December 1971, the author made an application
for permission, as an accredited investigator for Dr J. Allen Hynek of the
Northwestern University, to review future such reports received at LATCC
(Military) as received from ATCs without necessarily knowing how these were
investigated nor the conclusions of the Military of Defence. In December 1971,
Mr..A. N. Davis DSO, DFC, then the section head of S.4(air), replied,

Thank you for your letter of 19th December about UFO reports. I know of
your visit to the LATCC (military) on 8th September but I must confess
that I am at a loss to know how on that visit you managed to see UFO
reports received 26/27th October 1971. No doubt you will be aware that
on the 25th November the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for
Defence for the Royal Air Force wrote to Mr. Julian Ridsdale M.P., who had
taken up a question on your behalf, advising him that UFO records remain
closed to public scrutiny until they become available under the rules laid
down

18.

in the Public Records Act. i.e. at the end of thirty years. I regret
therefore that I cannot accede to your request periodically to view reports
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of UFO sightings received by MAIS. In view of this ruling there will be no
. point in our meeting to discuss the matter further."

View Letter as .Pdf Document
Another avenue of information was again closed.

In October 1971, the author personally handed in a letter to the private
residence of Lord Carrington, Secretary of State for Defence, pointing out
"inherent shortcomings" of the Ministry's policy in handling the UFO problem as
follows:

Firstly, the Ministry does not appear to operate on an immediate
capability basis. Often, witnesses in major cases were not
interviewed until weeks after making their report. The value and
validity of doing so is certainly in question. The Ministry has
stated in the House (of Commons) that it is often difficult to
assess what a witness observed several days later, let alone
several weeks.

Secondly, judging from my correspondence with the Ministry, it
appears unable to positively identify an extremely high number of
the reports made. Yet the annual statistics never support this

. fact. UFOs listed as "probable balloons” suddenly become definite
balloons statistically. Cases have even occurred where the
Ministry was even unable to identify jet interceptors involved.

Thirdly, explanations given witnesses are often more puzzling to
them than the nature of the UFO reported. In many cases, the
witnesses, often trained competent observers, have regarded
these Ministry explanations as an insult to their intelligence and
certainly would never again report any other such observation to
the Ministry. My discussions with airline pilots revealed that a
majority of them would never make a report to the Ministry for
fear of ridicule. A highly unsatisfactory situation caused by the
present policy.

Fourthly, once an explanation has been given, the Ministry will
not, even when the evidence has been presented to the contrary,
review its findings if the evidence presented does not fit in with
theirs. It has a strong tendency to ignore valid points in the
statements of withesses simply because it does not support what
they think is the probable cause of the sighting.

Lastly, the Ministry only investigates the air defence implications
of reports and admits that it has never carried out a study into
their scientific implications. Scientists or serious UFO researchers
have no access to these unclassified reports on file. Indeed, it is
only over the recent years that such reports are permanently
retained. Previously they were destroyed after a 5-year period.

From the above, it is clear that, in the first instance, a major
public relations problem exists. My opinion is certainly not an
isolated one, a prominent scientist, who visited the then Air
Ministry for a discussion of UFOs, stated to me in a tape-recorded
conversation, "I am probably speaking treason here, but there
seems no point to follow things up and no basic rapport between
the British Air Ministry and the public...they say the public be
damned!” The same attitude has not changed six vears later! If
one accepts the above as the only "true” picture, which is how the
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public now sees it, then the Ministry's investigation is one of gross
. incompetence that endangers Nationa! security. However, my

observations lead me to believe that it is not the only
investigation.”

~ The author's letter was personaily acknowledged by Lord Carrington in
November 1971,

"Thank you for writing me on 24th and 26th October expressing your
concern about material available to UFO researchers. Since this is a
matter for the Air side of the Department I have passed your letter to Mr.
Lambton, the Under Secretary of State for the Royal Air Force, for action.
You should be hearing from his office shortly."

19.

At the end of November 1971, Mr. Antony Lambton replied via Mr. Julian Ridsdale
MP as follows,

MINISTRY QF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL, LONDOK, 8 W L
ENTARY UNOER A OF STATE TELEPHONE O-S30 TOR2

FOR: DEFENCE FOR THL ROVAL MR FORCE

AF/PS 529/71 26t November 1971

Dear Sir John,

Your letter of 6th November to Geoffrey Johnson-Smith has been passed
to me for reply since this is a matter for my Department. You enclosed a letter
from Mr J. Hennessey of 57 Pont Street, London, SW1 about an object filmed
by an ATV camera crew at Enstone. Mr Hennessey also wrote to the Prime
Minister and to Peter Carrington about the Ministry of Defence role in the
field of research into unidentified flying objects and I am taking this
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opportunity of replying, through you, to these other letters, in addition to the
one sent to you.

To deal first with Mr Hennessey's enquiry about the object filmed at
Enstone, a recording of the colour film was viewed many times and closely
examined by two officers of the Ministry of Defence, who concluded that the
sequence shown was consistent with an aircraft emitting a condensation trail
or dumping fuel. F. 111 aircraft from RAF Upper Heyford were operating in
the area at the time.

Turning now to Mr Hennessey's other letters, he has questioned the
Department's policy in handling UFO problems in respect of the depth and
nature of our examination of reported sightings, the nature of our
explanations, the availability of our records for research purposes and the
absence of Ministry of Defence investigations into the scientific implications
of these phenomena. Mr Hennessey is aware that the Ministry of Defence
investigates and keeps records of UF sightings because of their possible air
defence implications. There has, as yet, been no evidence to suggest that
UFOs represent an air defence threat to the United Kingdom. As regards our
examination of UFO reports, once it is clear that there are no defence
implications any further assessments are based exclusively on information
readily correlating the UFO sighting report with a natural or manufactured
object such as a star, planet, space junk,

/balloons
Julian Ridsdale, Esq, MP,

House of Commons,
London, SW1

. View Page One of Letter as .Pdf Document
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balloons or aircraft lights seen in unusual meteorological cirumstances. We
cannot undertake to pursue research to a point where positive correlation
with a known object is established. To carry out a review of our findings, as
he suggests, whenever an observer does not agree with our explanation,
would go beyond our purely air defence interest as we would not be justified
in terms of the expenditure of time and effort that would be needed to seek
and assess information which might or might not enable us to make a positive
identification of the object reported.

Since the Ministry of Defence interest in UFOs is limited to the defence
aspect, a study of the scientific significance of UFOs has not been carried out.
Nor would there be any justification for expending public funds in duplicating
studies already carried out elsewhere. I refer, for example, to the studies by
the University of Colorado, the main findings of which were made public early
in 1969 and were endorsed by a panel of the (US) National Academy of
Sciences. As Mr Hennessey no doubt knows the panel concluded, inter alia,
that:

a. about 90% of all UFO reports proved to be quite plausibly related
to ordinary phenomena;

b. little, if anything, had come from the study of UFOs in the past 21
years that added to scientific knowledge;

c. further extensive study of UFO sightings was not justified in the
expectation that science could be advanced thereby;

d. no evidence had come to light that UFO sightings might represent a
defence hazard.

Our own experience is such that we would not disagree with any of these
findings.

Records of UFO reports received since 1962 are retained in the
Department. Although these reports may themselves be unclassified,
correspondence between the Department and members of the public is
treated as confidential and thus documents cannot be made available to any
organisation outside the public service without either the reports being edited
to preserve the anonymity of the reporter or our obtaining the observer's
permission to release the information. The reports would also need
examination to ensure that no classified information was inadvertently
disclosed. The extensive time and effort needed for this task would, in my
opinion, not be justified. UFO records therefore remain closed to public
scrutiny until they become available under the rules laid down in the Public
Records Acts, i.e. at the end of 30 years.

Mr Hennessey has sought our comments on the question of
international efforts being made to seek explanations of UFOs.

/This

http://www.project1947.com/shg/hennessey/hennessey.htm
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This could, no doubt, be of interest to some people. Our experience in the
field of UFO investigation, however, would not justify the United Kingdom in
taking the initiative in such a project. Any proposal which might be put
forward in the future by an international organisation such as the United
Nations would be considered on its merits in the light of evidence available at
the time.

/s/
(ANTONY LAMBTON)

http://www.project1947.com/shg/hennessey/hennessey.htm : 20/07/2006
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Julian Hennssey's article ends here. Not long after it was written, a series of
events led to his gradual withdrawal from UFO research. As outlined in the
Hennessey Introduction, the competing needs of work and family life, along with
the closing down of NICAP, led to a cessation of his UFO research. Julian left
behind a rich collection of historically important UFO material which will be
highlighted further in due course.

Back To Hennessey Intro Back to SHG Resources

http://www.project1947.com/shg/hennessey/hennessey.htm

20/07/2006




The U.K. Government UFOs & Julian J.A. Hennessey Page 1 of 3

® UFO UpDates

A mailing list for the study of UFO-related phenomena
'Its All Here In Black & White'

Location: VirtuallyStrange.net > UFO > UpDates Mailing List > 2006 > Jan > Jan 2

The U.K. Government UFOs & Julian J.A. Hennessey

From: Jan Aldrich <projectl1947.nul>

Date: Mon, 2 Jan 2006 23:48:04 -0500

Fwd Date: Mon, 02 Jan 2006 12:22:45 -0500

Subject: The U.K. Government UFOs & Julian J.A. Hennessey

Julian Hennessey, an important figure in both British ufology
and the National Investigations on Aerial Phenomena (NICAP), for
many years investigated UF0O cases in Great Britain and all over
Europe. He formed an European UFO investigative unit, NICAP
European Investigative Subcommittee #1 composed of scientists, a
pilot, and UFO investigators and Euronet, a UFO reporting
network involving European airlines. He also through direct
contacts with officials and through various Members of
Parliament attempted to obtain official UFO information long
before the current Freedom of Information Act. His
investigations revealed that significant official information in
the hands of the British government had been destroyed through
the vears prior to his inquiries.

Efforts on both sides of the Atlantic to obtain official UFO
information cross-fertilized each other. The Staff at NICAP kept
Hennessey undated on their actions, and he reported on his
efforts in the UK and around the world. (Hennessey finally got
the USAF to concede that the 1948 Top Secret Project SIGN
Estimate of the Situation had, in fact, existed.) At NICAP
headquarters, they heard about the Project Grudge/Blue Book
status reports 1951-1953. Don Berliner took action to secure the
release of a copy the documents from the Pentagon. In one of the
early freedom of information actions, the Moss Subcommittee in
the US House of Representative became involved and Congessional
interested help obtained the release of these reports which had
reached the mandatory declassification dates.

See:

After the release, Berliner informed Hennessey of his success.
Similarly, Hennessey attempted to get the UK government to
release government documents on UFOs. Many times direct attempts
were met with icy cold turn downs and denials, however the
resourceful Hennessey many times found various ways around
official spokesmen and went to various agencies involved.

Various documents, UFO reports, and letters in the files of
CUFOS, the Condon Committee, Dr. David Jacobs, Richard Hall and
others demonstrate Hennessey's extensive and exhaustive
investigations and research on UFOs. Joe McGonagle recently
interviewed Hennessey which shed new light on his activities and
clarified certain things in the written record. Based on these
record I have written a short introduction to Hennessey's
article on The UK Government and UFOs. See:

http://projectl947.com/shg/hennessey/index.html
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Include in my introduction are articles from NICAP's UFO
In igator on Hennessey's activities.

Hennessey had hoped to publish his essey in a British magazine.
He also gave a copy to Dr. Hynek to publish in the US. With his
kind permission it is published here:

http://project1947.com/shg/hennessey/hennessey.htm

Some of the official views of Hennessey were detailed in "Out of
the Shadows: UFOs, the Establishment and Official Cover Up" by
British authors, Dr. David Clarke and Andy Roberts. I purposely
did not use this material in my introduction so the reader could
consult the author's independent views of Hennessey and the
official reactions to his efforts.

After the original announcement of Hennessey's essay, Dave
Clarke kindly provide his take on Hennessey and other references
concerning Hennessey's activities:

"For the record, here is a brief news item on Julian, under the
heading 'The Forgotten UFOlogist', which I wrote for Fortean
- Times 191 (2004), p26:

"'....one of these 'forgotten UFOlogists', Julian Hennessey, has
become the subject of a fascinating mini-biography by UFO
historian Joe McGonagle who runs the respected UFOlogyinuk list.
Hennessey first became interested in UFOs as a child in his
native Scotland when he sighted a pair of bright moving objects
in the sky. As a teenager in the 1960s, he moved to London and,
as his interest grew, he joined what was then the prestigious
US-based National Investigations Committee on Aerial Phenomena
(NICAP). While others followed the hippy trail to Warminster,
Hennessey decided to tackle the authorities head-on in a
personal campaign for scientific study of UFO reports. He then
embarked on a letter-writing programme which lasted 15 years to
enlist the support of everyone from the British Prime MInister
to the Secretary-General of the United Nations. During  this
period, Hennessey founded a UK branch of NICAP and became
friends with some of the big names in the 'serious UFQOlogy' of
his day. His greatest achievement was to enlist a group of
sympathetic MPs to pile pressure on the Ministry of Defence who,
in 1967-68, were struggling to cope with an unprecedented wave
of UFO sightings. Hennessey discovered to his horror that the
MoD was at that time destroying its UFO files at five yearly
intervals, which meant papers dealing with some of the classic
incidents from the 1950s, such as the radar-visual from RAF
Lakenheath (see FT 171:14) had been lost to any future
scientific study. His campaign embarrassed the MoD and forced
them to end the destruction of any further UFO papers. They were
also obliged to set up, for the first time, a direct process
whereby Civil Aviation pilots and police officers could report
their sightings to the MoD. Were it not for the work of Julian
Hennessey, much of what we now know about the UK Government's
attitude to UFOs - and indeed the history of our subject - would
have been lost for good.'

"Further information about Julian's role in tackling the MoD
over the destruction of papers relating to the RAF Lakenheath
incident and other cases from the '50s can be found in my online
papers at Martin Shough's URL:

http://lakenheath.mysite.wanadoo-members.co.uk/

under the heading 'The Fate of British MoD Records.'"

http://www.virtuallystrange.net/ufo/updates/2006/jan/m02-016.shtmi 07/07/2006
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DCA Access to Information Central Clearing House
Referral Form — New Requests

1/ Please complete this form as thoroughly as possible. Referral forms must be used when referring
cases to the Clearing House.

2/ If possible, please include with this form details of information falling within the scope of the
request. However, referrals should be made at the earliest opportunity. If relevant information has not
yet been collated, please refer the case and forward the information and your detailed analysis of the
request subsequently.

3/ You should continue to process the request until a Clearing House case officer contacts you.
However, please do not issue a final response before agreement with the Clearing House.

Contact Details of Departmental FOI Practitioner
Name:
Department:

E — mail (check accuracy):
Telephone Number:

Fax:

Departmental Case Ref:
Is this person the first point
of contact for this case? Yes X No [ (If no, please indicate first point of contact in Key Contacts section)
(Please check box) '

Date request received: 4 July 2006

04-07-2006-162649-001

Date Clearing House advice required by: 1 August 2006
Deadline for response to applicant: 8 August 2006
Is there a prospect of using NCND? No

Case Details:
Name / organisation of applicant and exact wording ﬁ

of request: Paper copies of the following:

a) Contents of the file relating to a Parliamentary enquiry by Sir
John Langford-Holt MP on behalf of his constituent Julian
Hennessy. | believe the file covers the period 1976-79 roughly and
the reference is AF/BJ84/76.

b) Contents of the file relating to a Parliamentary enquiry by Mr
John Ellis on UFOs in 1977, MOD reference MR/122505.

c) Copies of the background notes and briefing papers supplied to
John Spellor MP for use in his replies to written questions by Helen
Jackson MP in the House of Commons in March 1998. As you may
or may not know, these questions do not specifically relate to UFOs
but are about two unexplained "sonic booms" reported in the Peak
District on 24 March 1997 at around the time that a search was
conducted for a suspected light aircraft crash (no aircraft was
subsequently reported missing).

The subject of UFOs attracts public and media attention. The
applicant is a part time author who has written books, magazine
Please give detailed background information on the | and newspaper articles about UFOs and the unexplained. The
subject matter and sensitivities (including media Parliamentary question referred to in the applicants request at para
interest) surrounding the request: c) was asked as a result of a letter from a member of the public,
namely Dr David Clarke who is a known associate of the applicant.




The information consists of background information provided to a
Wh earing House triggers are engaged by this | Minister.

request? (Refer to Clearing House toolkit at
http://www foi.gov.uk/guidance/pdf/toolkit.pdf)

Does/will the National Security Liaison Group
(NSLG) have an interest in this case? Is there a
possibility of a s23 or s24 certificate being issued?

Exemptions:

$.36 (2)(b)(i)
Which exemptions may apply to This information consists of background advice by officials to Ministers in order for
the information held, and why? them to provide an informed response to Parliamentary Questions. Release of this

information could inhibit the free and frank provision of such advice.

8.22 (1)

The information requested at paragraphs a) and b) of the request have been
prepared for transfer to The National Archives where they will be fully open for
public inspection. Enquiries are being conducted to establish a timescale for
transfer.

internal Departmental action to date:

Relevant information has been located.
Summary of case action (including
contact with applicant) taken by The applicant has been informed that the MOD holds relevant information and a
Department so far: Public Interest Test is being conducted under S.36. The applicant has also been
informed that depending on the timing of transfer of information to The National
Archives, S.22 may also apply.

A Public Interest Test is now being conducted. This will be followed by a

Next steps for Department submission to seek ministerial agreement and approval for a course of action as a
(including internal clearance result of the PIT. Once ministerial approval has been achieved, the documents will
procedures) and timeframes: be referred back to the Clearing House for final approval. A response will then be

sent to the applicant.

Involvement of Other Government Departments/NDPBs:
Is this a suspected Round Robin request? (Please check box)
: Yes O No X

If not a Round Robin, are any other Government Departments or NDPBs likely to be involved? (Please check box)
Yes O No Possibly

| If “Yes” or “possibly”, please state why and provide contact details where possible:



. Department 1 Department 2 Department 3
Name of Department

Reags for (possible)

involvement:

Contact details

Key Contact Details — Policy Official / first point of contact (ifnot already s

Please check if this is
first point of contact

X

Name:
E — mail:
Telephone Number:

Key Contact Details — Departmental Lawyer

Please check if this is
first point of contact

Name:
E — mail: Ll
Telephone Number: :
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From:

Sent: 03 July 2006 18:42
To:

Subject: E] W
Dear

Dear

I want to make a request under the Freedom of Information Act on the subject of UFOs.
Can you send me paper copies of the following:

a) Contents of the file relating to a Parliamentary enquiry by Sir John Langford-Holt
MP on behalf of his constituent Julian Hennessy. I Dbelieve the file covers the period

1976-79 roughly and the reference is AF/BJ84/76. 'ma_ Der '3/”2‘8’

b) Contents of the file relating to a Parliamentary enquiry by Mr John Ellis on UFOs
in 1977, MoD reference MR/122505. w@\_ Provigionad PETE T1HIGY

c) Copies of the background notes and briefing papers supplied to John Spellar MP for
use in his replies to written guestions by Helen Jackson MP in the House of Commons in
March 1998. As you may or may not know, these questions do not specifically relate to
UFOs but are about two unexplained "sonic booms" reported in the Peak District on 24

March 1997 at around the time that a search was conducted for a suspected light
aircraft crash (no aircraft was subsequently reported missing).

I realse that it's possible you may wish to invoke Exemption 36 of the FOI, arguing
that release is "prejudicial to the effective conduct of public affairs.

The MoD have already set precedents for the release of briefings to Ministers, both in

the release of the Rendlesham papers on appeal in 1982-3 and, more recently, in the
briefing papers supplied to Defence Minister Tom King in March 1992 in preparation for

his response to the PO by George Foulkes MP on the Aurora black project. These papers
were released to following an FOI request he made in 2005 (see The
Guardian, June 2 .

I don't believe this is the case however and, should you use Exemption 36, I will
appeal to the Information Commissioner for a judgement.

Could you supply me with a reference number for my request and use my address below
for correspondence etc.

Thanks for your assistance in this matter.

Regards

Bagillt
Flintshire
North Wales


The National Archives
FoI request
FOI request for PQ files on UFOs and briefings for John Spellar MP on sonic event near Sheffield, March 1997.
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