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LOOSE MINUTE

DI ISEC /10/8/3

11 February 2003

DAS LA (Opsé&Pol)1

Copy to:

DI BCR CG AD ‘
ML Seotion 40 j eronl el

COPY OF DOCUMENTS FROM DIi55 FILE DI55/108/15 PART 4

1. Further to my minute of 13 January, you came over on 3 February and locked through
the above file selecting documents you thought might be useful to retain to fill some gaps in

DAS's history of MOD's UFO policy.

2. 1 have now checked the documents you selected with DI55 who are content for you to
have copies for your files which | enclose. The DIS would, however, wish to be consulted
before any documents generated by DIS are considered for release to the public domain.

Section 40

Section 40
DIBCRCG 4

WH306 SRS




o OSSR O

D/DGSTV/4/2/8 A ﬁl g N AU

; oy T
| 2 0ot W f/l}l Sectif

Copy to:SEDIS5

{

UAPSTUDY (&

Ref A: D/DI55/202/RW1J dated 19 Oct 95

1. Your request at reference for a study to be undertaken on UAP provided an

intriguing intertude to more conventional business. SISO had already
mentioned his intentions.

2. I have studied your supporting paperwork and also that which surfaced last
time the matter was raised. Whether or not the estimated £80K for a one year study
might be available affordability is not the issue; it is whether there is sufficient
justification to proceed against the priority threshold which exists in the present

climate.

3. Inote that Sec(AS)2 has a responsibility for UFOs and that he was content
with the proposed study last time. However before contemplating any further action
two hurdles need to be cleared. Firstly the customer must provide a priority ranking
for a requirement which merits the study being considered against similar priority
Air Staff requirements. Secondly we in DI(ST) have to form a judgement on
whether the study should proceed taking account of relative priorities between all
customers and the aflocation of our resources to tasks.

4. On the latter I am far from convinced that we would form the view that the
study has greater priority than some of the savings measures that have had to be
offered, and which have been taken, in LTC96. In addition I consider the
assessment made last time remains valid and indeed is strengthened that spending
money on such an esoteric subject in a continuning climate of constraint was 'not

good politically'.
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
DAS4(SEC) -
ROOM 8241
MAIN BUILDING
WHITEHALL ol
[ LONDON Sw1A 2HB



The National Archives
£80k bid
The head of Defence Intelligence (Scientific & Technical) turns down a renewed DI55 bid for £80K for the proposed UFO study in October 1995 on the grounds that ‘spending money on such an esoteric subject in a continuing climate of constraint was not good politically.’



Covering SFﬁNC mg FrED

5. Onthe basis of the present case I am not prepared t0 stipport the study. As
a matter of normal business efficiency however I have no objection to you creating
a sm:lple in-house database into which you could enter essential details of all future

- UAP reports. This would at least provide a convenient and accessible source of

future data which would facilitate a study should the above provisions be satisfied.
Perhaps you would let me know if you decide this is justified.
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19 June 1995

SeciinngEl:ls
INITIAI, STUDY OF UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL. PHENOMENA

1. We have previously made a case for a initial study of
Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP) and it was accepted by the
then DI(ST). With the onset of DCS 18 he decided to postpone any

work.

2. Recently we have seen an increase in the number of reports
recelved and as per standing instructions no action has been
taken. Although many are doubtless produced by fertile
imaginations many appear to represent a possible effect. It could
be argued that there is more "evidence" for the existence of UAPs

(undefined) than the NSl

3. My thinking on this mater is simple:
a. We have a remit that we have never met.
b. Section 26
C. Since we have never carried out any studies we do not
know if the reported events are caused by natural causes,
Section 27 or other reasons.
d. If the reports really reflect the existence of

Secton2e !

1. NEee]als)

SR Section 26

*

e. Until we conduct some analysis of the files we will
not have any idea what the many reports represent. If at
any stage in the future UAPs are shown to exist then there
igs the potential for severe embarrassment. We can
justifiably be asked how we could receive so many reports
and ignore them. If I had a suspicicus nature I might
assume that there is a high level remit on the DIS not to

investigate UAPs for some reason!

4. I believe that we should now raise the topic again with
DI(ST) and h ched a draft minute and a short supporting

1
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as an allied subject you will remember THEATEUNME UAP reporis
shortly be released to the public. The distribution lists
ciated with these reports will reveal the BI 55 limnk. I have
od to you a draft note on the regquest to agree to agree to

51 association with UBRPs to be officially released when the
ic gain access to some UAP files.
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D/D155/108/15

19 June 1995

DI(ST)

A CASE FOR AN INITIAL STUDY OF UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA

INTRODUCTION

i. For some vears we have had a tasking from MOD to advise on
Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP). However, due to pressure of
work we have never been able to devote any effort other than to
file reports. Over the years a large amount of data has been
accumulated but in all that time DI 5% has not been able to

ectablish a data base of reported events nor have we been able
to consider the "evidence® in any organised way.

2. In 93 we bid for very limited funding to be allocated to
this area for an initial study. This was agreed but the then
pI{s?) stated that befoxre any work could commence we would need
to receive a statement of support from the customer. This was
done and written support was received from Sec(AS)2 who have a
s, UAP (UFO) responsibility within MOD. It was agreed that this met

the remit to obtain customer support. However, in 94 the then

DI{(ST) decided that any out of the ordinary activities should be
put on held until DCS 18 was completed.

3. Recently we have seen an increase in the number of reports
received and as per standing instructions no action has been
taken. Although wmany are doubtless produced by fertile
imaginations many appear Lo represent a possible effect. It could
be arqued that there is more "evidence® for the existence of UAPs
{undefined) than the [JeiloE
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There 1& & ¢onsiderable degree of veporting of uanusaal

events world wide that may be connected with
e (¢ e reports really reflect the existence
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5. Until we conduct some analysis of the files we will not have
any idea what the many reports represent. If at any stage in the
future UAPs are shown to exist then there is the potential for
severe embarrassment. We can justifiably be asked how we could
receive so many reports and ignore them. If I had a suspicious

nature I might assume that there is a high level remit on the DIS
not to investigate UAPs for some reasont :
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6. I have attached a paper drafted b - has @ 5. ¢
peripheral, interest in the subject and hgg §2§g”g§%y 0 %ﬁi}%ﬁgkg e
produced on the topic. However, his concerns are simple like mine

we should treat the topic as a potential threat until we have at

least analyzed our data on the subject. As a first step ﬁherefore

I request your agreement to place a task on (el data base the S 43
information of the files and, produce an interim repnrg The -
attached paper also outlines The proposed study that %éuid“bé
undertaken within existing allocations to DI 5S. -

Section 40| |
BT55 $.40
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Enclosure:
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p/DIS5/108/15

ONIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA (UAP)

1. For the remainder of this paper a UAP is defined as an
object in space, the atmosphere or on the ground that- does not
appear to be a known aerospace vehicle.

2. For some vears we have had a tasking from MOD to advise on
JAPs. However, due to pressure of work we have never been able
+o devote any effort other than to file reports. Over the years
a large amount of data has been accumulated but in all that time
BI 55 has not been able to establish a data base of reported

events nor have we been able to consider the "evidence" in any
organised way.

3. in 93 we bid for very limited funding to be allocated to

thigs area for an initial study. This was agreed but the then
. PI(st) stated that before any work

_ uld commence we would need
to receive a statement of support
ed

: . m the customer. This was
}Q@ne and written suppprt was recel from Sec{(AS8)2 who have a
"UAP (UFO) responsibility within MOD. It was agreed that this met

the remit to obtain customer support. However, in %4 the then

put on hold until DCS 18 was completed.

4, recently we have seen an increase in the number of rveports
received and as per standing iastructions ne action has been
taken. Although many are doubtless produced by fertile
imaginations many appear to represent a possible effect. It could
be argued that there is more “evidence® for the existence of UAPs

an the SRy

reflect the ewxistence of

pociornzs

i. Section 26

ii. NEEds

AIM

5. The aim of this paper is to indicate why a limited study of
UAP's should be conducted.
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DI(sT) decided that any out of the ordinary activities should be
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The National Archive
Second funding attempt
Second attempt by DI55 UFO desk officer to obtain funding for a UFO study, 19 June 1995.
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BACKGROUND

6. Reporting PI‘GCE(XUIQ', T}'}ere is a GAI that contains a simple
reporting proce_dure, This 1s the main source of the npumerous
reports we receive althaugh~SeC(AS)2 often pass reports sent to
them by members of the public.

7. DI 55 Role. DI 5% has been tasked with the "gtudy” of UAP's
for at least 13 years to my personnel knowledge. During-that time
the many reports received have been filed and no analysis has
ever been undertaken. No serious follow up has ever occurred to
any incident. pccasional briefs were made, most recently to the
then DG and DI(ST). HNot surprisingly there has always been
reluctance to undertake any study when limited resources were
already strained by the Cold War in the past and recent evenis
cuich as the Gulf War, Bosnia and the ever increasing work load.

pI 5% has been identified in various open source publications as
having a UAP rele.

8. gec{AS)2 acts as a "front® for MOD and accepts guestions and
reports from various civilian organisations and passes
information to us. Their general response is that the MOD would
only be interested if a threat to the nation was dewmonstrated.
In response to the usual question “are the reports studied® the

$;ahswer is no. They have never commented on any intelligence
activity.

9.

avidence that personnel are reluctant to report UAP sightings for

fear of rvidicule. This is a prevalent attitude and was
demonstrated at the UAP brief given by DI 55@at

abon MHESTI meeting.
0f interest was the fact that the scientists and engineers
present treated to topic seriously while non scientists (or those

without a physical science background) made the usual jokes about
little green men and mass hallucination!

CHE "EVIDENCE® : _ i B S

10. S8ince no serious study has ever been undertaken there is
limited statistical support to the remwainder of this paper and
it is of necessity subiective. The "evidence® is the mass of
reports received, there are no known artifacts. However, I would
comment that it is not uncommon to base our assessment of the
existence of new . threat systems purely . on

circumstantial
evidence. Yol b

Very few
people know how © one or cou conduct a peer review. We

had no imagery until very recently! With UAP's we have eyewitness
reports from many thousands of people world wide.

faaani rwvg

11. What is Repoxrted? The great bulk of the evidence is composed
of eyewitness repmrt%dziéﬂgfﬁﬁfifhjects in the sky that are not
| RN I N ATy
) z g“‘g? kb ik ey ;% FETD g g,
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Data Base. We have many files of reports. There is also some
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recognised by the observers as Knowr FErgspace~vehlic
features often cited in reports include:

2.

Jeles. Common

a. Rapid movement.

b. apparent rapid changes 1in

speed from stationary to
very high speeds.

In some cases there appear to be

) " s Very
high rates of acceleration.

. Sizes from a few feet to hundreds of feet

d. Shapes vanging from the familiar "flying saucer®

through wedges and deltas to cylinders.

e. Lighted Ywindows" or "rays" from the UAP, and often
coloured bright lights.

gsample "Evenbts®.

We have never conducted any studies but

these incidents have received a degree of study at home using

unclassified references

;3?

and knowledge of reporis on file.

. Rendlesham Forest. In the early 80's a UAP landed
outside of RAF Bentwaters in a forest. This incident has
been widely reported and the unit commander raised an
incident report that was passed to us. All the witnesses
were military and included policemen and a Lt Col. Other

interesting facts are the proximity to a large base and the

apparent absence of any obvious propulsion system. There
have been subsequent more detailed reporis from perscnnel
who c¢laim that they were there. There seems no doubt that
something verxry strange occurred.

photography was taken although some "eyewitnesses® have
subsequently claimed that imagery was cobtained.

b. Belgium. In late 89 about 20 police men and many other

object over Brussels and other parts of Belgium. It was low
and slow, very 1axge and had 3 bright lights at its apexes.

There was no noise. In March 90 there was a recurrence of
the events and many people reported sighting the object. It
was tracked by radax and 2 F-16s scrambled to intercept it.
When the F-16s locked on the device accelerated far faster
than the ac to supersonic speeds and appesared to “"play®
with the aircraft. This was repeated a number of times. The
air force later held a press conference and showed HUD and
radar recordings. Enhanced ground photography showed a
clear delta shape. These incidents have been the subject of

several TV réports and have béen Lonflrmed by the Belgium
MOD to Sec{AS)2.

C. Cosford Event. I have called this the Cosford event
%lﬁfe thdt was the souxrce of the first report. At 0115 on

. ? g ? ﬁ‘“‘*”é T f’*‘*) [ 4 ey =
g ?‘fé LW &Wf%%w 1 %; ’ g |

The US claimed that no’

~-people sighted what appeared to be a large delta shaped.
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west Draytonm and Air Traffic at Birmingham airport
wonflrmea that there wag no traffic in the Cosford area at
that' time Bleven other reports were received Ffrom

independent observers scattered over the country. The gist
of these reports was:

i. Two separated bright lights moving in parallel.

ii. Some type of "“vapour trail®™ or rear facing beanms
of light.

iii. Speeds from stationary to M2.
iv., Erratic and straight fiights.

V. Seen at a number of locations.

vi. Observed from 2010 on 30 Mar to 0120 on 31 Mar.

vii. No radar returns.

viii.No sonic booms.

The Devon UF0O Research Organisation, who appear to have a
. professional approach and follow up reported sightings with
interviews, have supplied other details to sec(AS) and we
have coples.
but contain additional detail from some of the previous
observers and some new reports. Two named policemen from
11fracombe reported that the lights were 500 apart and had
a structure between them and passed overhead at about 2000
ft. Other reports were similar. Many reported that they
used the expression vapour trails because they found the
effect difficult to describe. Some described the "“vapour
trall@“ as SLmllar to reuxwaxd iaclng llght&.

13.

of *alien alxiuctions® to DI 55 but -the open source reporting
contains an ever increasing number of these strange reports.

14. Numbers of Reports. We wusually only receive reports
generated by military personnel who either are reporting events
witnessed by like personnel or telephone reports from civilians.
There is significant evidence that this is -a minority of the
total number of "reported events®. T am aware of several
incidents that have not been reported by military personnel for

fear of ridicule. The various UFO groups maintain data bases that
we might be able to gain access to.

POSSIBLE EXPLANATIONS

15. A;ggﬁgLu There 1is

no doubt that many sightings can be
explained in conventional terms where observers are seeing known

e

o | UN@D mﬁ%mgﬁgj}
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They are very similar to the previous repmrts'

Allen Abductlons, Thara is no mechanlam for the repnrtlng
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objects such as dlrcxai% helicopters and airships at unusual
times,; 1in unusual ccndltlong and perhaps in excited mental
otates.  There are always people who desperately want "to
pelieve”. UAP's are perhaps a substitute religion for some
pegp]e, an excellent example of a false sighting was demonstrated
in the film "Close Encounters of the Third Kind". In that film
a group of "believers" are on a ridge where UAP's had been
reported. The expectation ig that some will be seen and
eventually an unusual object appears. However, only when it
overflies the ridge can see that it is a helicopter. A
combination of the wind dirvection, distance and aircraft lights

fooled everyone. Many reported sightings can probably be
explained away in such terms.
i6.

Meteors. Few people nowadays ever see meteorites, these can
be most impressive and be mistaken for UAP's.

17. Space Vehicles. Some space vehicles can be seen from the
earth under some conditions

and these could be mistaken for
UAP's.

18. U8 "Black® Aircraft. The s a very unusual shape and
can easily be mistaken at some angles for a UAP.

C In addition,
there is some KSfleielgipay

Cantinn 27 EELCEEEEAEEES poss;gﬁ!e !!1&!“ !!‘ese caul! a!so !e

mistaken for UAP's.

Rl

19. Ball Lightning. There now seems Lo be a consensus that some
type of natural plasma ball can be created for g‘rmrf perjads oy

natural phenomena. This could again be mistaken for a URP.

20. Deliberate Hoax. There
hoaxes have been perpetrated.

is some evidence that deliberate

oot Macss Hallucination. I am unaware of any phenomena that can
oause T ~pumber-rofoopeopte o !

$27

toHalTIueingte  identivaliy
simu ltane{mu 1v.

22. Unknown Natural Phepomena. It is possible that some evenis
could be unrecognised natural phenomena.

-y
23.

Extraterrestrials. This possibility can not be eliminated

THE US DIMENSION

24. Dburing discussions with SEGiell and other agencies I have

been told that they do not study UAP's but I have .been told that
Section 27

know 1f my 1ntroduction - nhe subject was to gauge what I Knew,
an expression of genuine interest, or for another reason. ]
Section 27
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Section 27

S.27

55 It is public knowledge that at one time the USAF did conduct
Uap investigations. There have been countless books and reports
of continuing US interest and some possible contacts with UAP's.
1 have read many and there does seem to be an underlining thread

and some possible evidence amid the huge quantity of rubbish and
obvious fabrications.

7oE FENeaEE / DIMENS ION

26 . SN have confirmed that at least until the early 90°'s
a small team studied UAPs Sy

WHY STUDY UAP'S

27. Since we have only ever filed reports and nevexr conducted
any studies it is difficult to comment with any confidence on any
aspect of UAPs. Perhaps we would have taken them more seriously
if they had a red star painted upon them! However we must
determine what URPs are if only so that we can ignore future
reports with a degree of confidence. Possible explanations for
“UAP reports have been previously described. We can not at this
}ithime eliminate the possibility that they are real and could they

represent a threat to the nation. For this reason alone we should
conduct an initial study. '

28. If for the sake of argument we assume UAP's are real then
their apparent use of a reactionless propulsion systems and rapid |

acceleration would indicate a very advanced technology. Can we é
afford to ignore this? £

29.-At this time I believe that-there are onlyv tw& Togical

options, a do nothing opticon and a limited study option.

30. Do Nothing QOption. If we accept this option and carry on
just filing and ignoring reports then we have a very easy time.
They are no costs. However, there is a certain element of risk
associated with this opticon if UAPs turn out to be real objects
and they pose a threat. We would then have to explain why we had

ignored the evidence accumulated over many. years. I do not
recommend this option.

31. Limited Study Cption. The first and most cbvious step is to
data base the reports we have and search for patterns that may
indicate that we are looking at real events. In the draft
proposal for a limited study to be placed with ¥xxX we envisaged 543
3 main work packages, the production of a data base, the
production of a report, and possible follow on activities as

17 S —
e | UNBIASSIEIN
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directed by DI 55. The data base would conta
minimum features: S

s

J |

inTthe following

a. A discrete event number for =ach incident.

b. - Details of location{s}, including any military of
sconomic potential targets.

C. Times and dates.

d. Details of person{s) reporting the event and
witnesses.

e. Details of the event to include size, shape,
colour, speed{s), noise, other effects such as effects
on electronic equipment or ignition systems

g. A categorisation of the event as follows:
1 ~ Probable NATO/civilian aircraft.
‘2 N —

Probable space-associated event such as
meteor, re-entyy vehicle or planet.

3. - Probable hoax or publicity stunt.

4. - Unidentified.

£. any possible explanation, such
exercises etc.

The report would include classify of types of UAP, comment on

possible explanations, assoclations of locations with UAPs,
comment on possible vehicle performance parameters, comment on
-any. evidence for advanced technology and especially propulsion

systems, comment on the possibility that any events are caused

by devices other than vehicles operated by members of HATO, a

proposal for an improved UAP reporting format, (if reguired) and
proposals for possible data collection methods, {(if required).
The work would be classified SECRET UK EYES B, mainly to avoid

leakage of the fact that we were studying UAPs and any perceived
MOD embarrvassment.

CONCLUSION

32. There is no substantial evidence of the existence of UAP's
in the form of artifacts. However, there are countless evewitness
reporte from personnel all over the world. There would seem to
be some substance to the reports but that could range from
misveports of aerospace vehicles, natural phenomena or even US
"black® aircraft. The simple answer is that we do not know. I
believe that we should at the very least examine the data base
and form an opinion. If we do not do this we could face a most

ﬁf@/%?
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embarrassing situation if UAP's are determined to exist (caused
by whatever mechanism) and we are seen to have had the evidence

but ignored it.

33. I believe that an initial study can be produced via a
contract for an
initial study of our filed reports. This could be funded from
within the existing DI 55 allocation and cost no more than £35k.

Section 40
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LOOSE MINUTE - %

D/CS(RM)/4/6/37

April 1995 S
Sec(AS)2a

Copy to:
DI5S5c¢

PUBLIC ACCESS TO UFO FILES
Reference: D/Sec(AS)12/1 dated 28 April 1993

1. At Reference it was agreed that the criteria that has
previously applied to the release of UFO matters could be
eased thereby permitting public access to part of the files
at the Public Record Office. These revised rules have been
incorporated in our guidance to review staff (Annex A) but
recent developments prompt me to once again raise the
subject.

2. The internal distribution list was originally intended to
be retained in department as Defence Security Sensitive
under Section 3(4) of the Public Records Acts 1958 and 1967.
In the past this would have presented no problems as the
submissions to the Lord Chancellor, whose authority is
required before the records can be considered legally
closed, only received a cursory examination by PRO
inspecting staff. But with the advent of Open Government the
Lord Chancellor’s Advisory Council on Public Records has
been brought into the act. In preparing our submission last
year the PRO advised that they could not support the
withholding of this information, in the absence of their
support it would be certain the Council would reject our
case for closure. We therefore removed the extracts from our
submission and as a temporary measure we have treated the
information as intelligence sensitive and it is therefore
closed under the provision of the "security and intelligence
blanket"! But as you will see from Annex B the information
we are withholding from the public does not fit at all
comfortably with the criteria agreed by the Lord Chancellor
in 1992.

he reconsider the
ribution froggathe

4. In the circumstances can
requirement to withhold th

public domain. SEleile]aR0]
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ANNEX S

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS

1. Unidentified Flying Objects have long been the subject of intense public and
media interest and this interest is often reflected in demands to examine
official records relating to these phenomena.

2. Prior to 1967 records relating to UFO reports were destroyed after 5 years,
as stated by Viscount Long for the Government in the House of Lords in April
1982, but reports since then have been preserved. This has been restated as MOD
policy by Ministers, as recently as 20 February 1990 by the Earl of Arran, US of
S (AF).

3. The MOD policy branch which deals with this subject, Sec (AS), therefore
marks all UFO report files for permanent retention and in view of the ministerial
commitment to keep such material and the high public interest in this topic, all
files relating to UFOs are to be selected for 2nd review.

4, At 2nd review all "UFO files" are to be selected for the Public Record
Office for normal opening at the usual 30 year point, but with the following
action the internal distribution on UFO reports are not releasable as it is not
the Departments’ practice to specify the areas, other than the co-ordinating
branch, currently Sec(AS), within the MOD which receive these reports. The
official line is that UFOs reports are passed to these departments within the MOD
responsible for the Air Defence of the UK. As it is Government policy that where
files selected for permanent preservation contain sensitive information
consideration must first be given to whether it is possible to delete such
information thereby enabling the release of a substantial part of the file. 1In
the case of files containing UFO reports all papers must be released but the
internal distribution should first be deleted, these deletions to be retained in
department as Defence Security Sensitive, under S.3(4) and re-revewed every 10
years.

Assoc File Ref:
D/CS(RM)1/4/3/2

Change No S

S-1
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CABINET OFFICE re

70 Whitehall London SW1A 2AS Hd oFf S prv

Telephone 071-270 0101 Fax 071-270 0208 HdL C3 Q\\/n
. l/ﬁﬁ/a"/l
From the Secretary of the Cabinet and Head of the Home Civil Service 0 I
Sir Robin Butler KCB CVO %/;- A s LT

Ref. 2A092/422 . 13 February 1992

) e Terey

Records Relating to Security and Intelligence

e
FER Al
oFT

In my letter of 23 December last I said that the Lord Chancellor
would announce the renewal of the 'blanket' approval to retain
records relating to security and intelligence by means of an arranged
PQ.

The PQ has been tabled for answer by the Lord Chancellor in the

-—— House of Lords on 14 February 1992. I attach for your information a

copy of the Question and draft reply, also a copy of briefing which

has been circulated to Departmental Record Officers for them to make
available to Ministers and Press offices as appropriate.

An announcement will also be made on 14 February 1992 of the
release of the Farm Hall transcripts in which there has been
considerable academic interest and which until now have been withheld
under the 'blanket'. The simultaneous release will, I hope, be seen
as an indication of the Government's intention to release security

( and intelligence related material as soon as it is deemed no longer

- sensitive.

I am copying this letter and the attachment to those on the
--- attached list.

Sir Terence Burns ;Z;b;,\
HM Treasury

B
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Sir Derek Andrews KCB CBE Sir Michael Partridge KCB
Ministry of Agriculture, Department of Social Security
Fisheries and Food

*

Sir Michael Quinlan GCB The Rt Hon Christopher Chataway
Ministry of Defence Chairman,
Civil Aviation Authority
Sir John Caines KCB
Department of Education and Science

Sir Geoffrey Holland KCB
Department of the Employment

J R Bretherton Esqg
Secretary, AEA Technology
Corporate Headquarters

11 Charles II Street
London SW1Y 4QP

Sir Terence Heiser GCB
Department of the Environment

Sir David Gillmore KCMG
Foreign and Commonwealth Office

T P Lankester Esg CB
Overseas Development Administration

Sir christopher France KCB
Department of Health

Sir Clive Whitmore GCB CVO
Home Office

Sir Peter Imbert QPM
Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis
New Scotland Yard

Sir John Bourn KCB
Comptroller and Auditor General

J A Chilcot Esg CB
Northern Ireland Office

Sir Peter Gregson KCB
Department of Trade and Industry

A P Brown Esqg
Department of Transport

Sir Richard Lloyd Jones KCB
Welsh Office

J R S Guinness Esg CB
Department of Energy
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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION FOR WRITTEN ANSWER ON FRIDAY 14 FEBRUARY
1992

QUESTION: To ask Her Majesty's Government, what action is being taken to
- review the approval given in 1967 for the retention of security and
intelligence records. .

ANSWER: The emphasis of the Government's policy, in accordance with the
provisions of the Public Records Act, ison release rather than retention of
records. However, it has long been accepted that certain security and
intelligence related records cannot be released automatically after 30 years
because this would pose a continuing risk to national security. In 1967 my
predecessor gave approval to the retention of such records under section
3(4) of the Public Records Act 1958.

I have now reviewed this approval in the light of the Government's
acceptance of the Wilson Committee's recommendations (in Modern Public
Records: Cmnd 8531) relating to greater Ministerial involvement and more
frequent consideration of such material. Asa result of the review and
following consultation with Ministers concerned I am satisfied that the
records concerned are properly retained in their departments and that the
"blanket” exemption remains the most efficient way of providing the
necessary protection. I have accordingly approved their retention for a

further period of 20 years.

The "blanket" approval is permissive, not mandatory. Departments have
therefore been asked to keep their records under review and to release them
at the first opportunity. All records retained by Departments under the

"blanket" approval will be re-reviewed at least every ten years.
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BRIEFING FOR MINISTERS AND PRESS OFFICES ON THE RENEWAL OF \QHE7
"BLANKET" APPROVAL TO RETAIN SECURITY AND INTELLIGENCE RECORDS~—""
AND RELATED MATERIAL UNDER SECTION 3(4) OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS ACT
1958

Background

In November 1967, the then Lord Chancellor, Lord Gardiner, approved the
blanket retention of security and intelligence records. This "blanket"” approval
permitted the retention of records over 30 years old under section 3(4) of the
Public Records Act 1958 without the need to see1_< the Lord Chancellor's specific
approval to retain particular records. The original "blanket” approval was
established for 25 years and therefore expires in 1992.

In 1982, in the White Paper, Modern Public Records (Cmnd 8531, March 1982) the
Government accepted, inter alia, the recommendations of the Wilson Committee
that "the powers conferred under section 3(4) should in future be exercised in
such a way as to require more specific and more frequent Ministerial approval”.
The Government decided that new records for retention should be approved in 10~
year tranches and that each blanket approval should be reconsidered after 20

years.

The Public Records Act prescribes that persons responsible for public records
of any description which are not in the Public Record Office shall, under the
guidance of the Keeper of Public Records, make arrangements for the selection
of those records which ought to be permanently preserved and for their safe
keeping. Generally records have to be transferred to the PRO before they are
30 years old. However, if the Lord Chancellor gives his approval, records more
than 30 years old can be retained in departments under section 3(4) of the Public
Records Act, either because the records contain highly sensitive information
relating to naticnal security or because they are required for administrative
purposes. One form that retention can take is that of a "blanket" nature,
covering clearly defined subject matter but without referring specifically to
classes of records or individual pieces. The blanket approval has the advantage
of being a relatively efficient and economic way to deal with a sizeable category
of records when it is clear that the bulk of them need to be retained; without such
a frameworx, the need to gain approval for records individually would increase
enormously the demands on resources for all concerned in Departments, Agencies
and the PRO. BRefore giving his approval to the retention of records under

section 2(4) of the Act, the Lord Chancellor must be informed of the facts



constituting the reason for such retention and receive the opinion of the person

or persons responsible for the records that they need to be retained.
Review

Following a review of the operation of the "blanket" by officials, the Lord
Chaﬁcénor has sought and has received the opinion of Ministers responsible for
departments holding records needing to be protected by the "blanket" approval
that the records held continue to need such protecton. He has also been
informed of and approved the facts which make this protection necessary. In the
light of this, the Lord Chancellor has agreed that a new "blanket” approval shall
be granted and that, in accordance with the Wilson Committee recommendation,
it shall be for 20 rather than 25 years.

Announcement

The Lord Chancellor will announce, by means of an Arranged PQ, that he has
given a further approval for a blanket retention of these records for 20 years.

The PQ has been tabled for Answer on 14 February.

Follow-up

The renewal of the "blanket” does not mean that all the documents covered by it
will automatically be held back from publication. As the Lord Chancellor's
announcement will say, departments will continue to keep records under review.
The emphasis of the Government's policy, in accordance with the provisions of the
Public Records Act, is on the release rather than the retention of records. Those
Departments holding records which are retained under the "blanket" will re-
review them at least every ten years. If they are no longer sensitive they will be
released at that time. The Government will encourage a flexible approach to the
reviewing of such records. Within the constraints of available resources, material
will be released within the ten year period should its sensitivity disappear
earlier. Responsible Ministers will be consulted before the current "blanket”

approval expires at the end of 2011.
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QUESTION AND ANSWER BRIEF FOR MINISTERS AND/OR PRESS OFFI&ZES
({INCLUDING THE PRIME MINISTER AND NO 10 PRESS OFFICE)

Q1 Why do we need a "blanket"?

Al When a category of records such as those relating to security and intelligence
needs to be withheld, the procedures for the handling of such records can be
efficiently and economically administered if the category is dealt with as an
entity rather than on an item by item basis.

Q2 What other records are dealt with in this way?
A2 Other examples include records relating to atomic energy, civil defence and

personal records of civil servants.

Q3 How does the blanket arrangement differ from extended closure for, say, 50
years or longer?

A3 Extended closure under section 5(1) of the Public Records Act enables records
passed to the PRO by departments to remain closed to the public for longer than
30 years. That procedure is used to deal with records of a sensitive nature
where it is possible to identify with some degree of confidence a point in the
future when that sensitivity will have disappeared. Records retained by
departments under the blanket are of such an exceptionally sensitive nature

that no judgment about when they will be releasable can be made now.

Q4 What sort of material is held under the "blanket” approval which has now been
announced?
A4 Records relating to security and intelligence matters.

Q5 What are the criteria for including material in the "blanket” authority?
A5 [see the list of "facts” attached]

Q6 Which departments hold records under the "blanket" and how much of th\d
material is there?
A6 Material of this sort is held in varying amounts by most major Governmp\\“ 7"
departments and it is not possible to quantify it with any degree of precm“‘ -




Q7 What procedures are to be adopted to keep the material under review?

A7 As the Lord Chancellor's Statement says, all material held by departments
under the "blanket" will be reviewed at least every ten years. If resources
permit, more frequent reviews will be carried to ensure that material is released
as soon as its sensitivity disappears.

Q8 How is this 10-year review carried out?

A8 The Departmental Record Officer in each department is responsible for looking
at the records and, after such consultation as is necessary with other
government departments and the security and intelligence agencies, for

recommending continued retention or release.

Q% Do Ministers take part in this review?

A9 No. By convention, Ministers do not see papers of previous Administrations.
However, the Lord Chancellor has emphasised that as part of the mechanism for
creating the blanket authority itself, Ministers must be satisfied that the
records for which they are responsible fall into categories which merit the

protection of retention and non-reiease.

Q10 Who monitors that officials' recommendations for release or otherwise are
correct? Does the Lord Chancellor see the records?

A10 This is the responsibility of Public Record Office staff, on whom the Lord
Chancellor relies for assurances that records should properly be withheld.

Q11 What is the position regarding Agency records?

All The Prime Minister has agreed that records of the Security and Intelligence
Agencies should continue to be withheld under the blanket. A further
opportunity to consider those records will occur when the current blanket
approval expires. All records created by the Agencies and passed to
Government departments will be considered for release against the agreed

criteria, which are kept under review.

Q12 How will changes in the international intelligence climate affect the blanket
approval?
Al2 Records will continue to be reviewed under the blanket arrangements, taking

due account, as appropriate, of any such changes.



Q13 Does the Lord Chancellor's Advisory Council on Public Records see any of the
records covered by the "blanket"?

Al3 The Advisory Council is not involved in endorsing any of the various
applications made by departments to retain records under section 3(4),
because of the particularly sensitive nature of the records involved.

Q14 Wh(; makes the final decision to retain or release records?

Al4 Under the terms of the Public Records Act, the Lord Chancellor, as Minister
responsible for public records, must give his approval to Departments’

applications for the retention of records.

Q15 Why do we need to keep so much information withheld these days?

A15 The Government's policy continues to be to make as much information
available as possible while preserving the confidentiality essental to the
effective working of government and, of course, the security of the State.
The framework that has now been put in place for the future (including more
frequent and specific Ministerial endorsement of the need to retain records,
records being dealt with in smaller tranches, and better and more regular
review procedures) will make departments look hard at this sort of material
and provide more encouragement and more "trigger points" for reconsideration

and release.



EMBARGOED UNTIL 3.30 FRIDAY 14 FEBRUARY

Qs What about the Farm Hall Tapes?

A: Af_the end of the Second World War, a group of German
nuclear scientists were interned in a farm house - Farm
Hall, near Cambridge. During their internment the

opportunity was taken to record their conversation. Whilst
the tapes no longer exist, the transcripts have survived.
Over the years there has been much academic interest in
these transcripts which have hitherto been closed to the
public; but following one of the regular re-reviews of such
material, arrangements have now been made for their
release. They have been assigned to class WO 208 piece no.
5019 and are now available for examination at the Public
Record Office at Kew.

[Text of a press statement to be made by the PRO on Friday 14
February. Further enquiries to the PRO Press Office.]
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REASONS FOR WITHHOLDING RECORDS RELATING TO SECURITY AND
INTELLIGENCE

1. Private and personal information is collected by the
security and intelligence Agencies by, through and about
individuals on a confidential basis. Its release would
infringe both that confidentiality and the privacy of
individuals concerned and their descendants.

2. The release of documents would be against the interests of
the Agencies' employees and contacts. It would destroy the
basis of confidentiality upon which the Agencies rely to
function and thus prejudice their current operational
ability.

3. Contacts with Agencies of other countries are undertaken on
a confidential basis; to release papers would destroy that
and might also affect relations with those countries.

4. Methods of intelligence collection and operational
procedures do not change in a major way, even over a number
of years. The release of past papers may give away or draw
attention to techniques still in use.
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D/DI55/108/15

2 December 1993

DI(ST)

UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA STUDY - PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO

Section 43 |

References:

A. D/DI55/108/15 dated 18 Oct 93.
B. D/Sec(AS)12/1 dated 16 Nov 93.

1. For some years we have had a tasking from MOD to advise on
Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP). However, due to pressure of
work we have never been able to devote any effort other than to
file reports. Over the years a large amount of data has been
accumulated but in all that time DI 55 has not been able to
establish a data base of reported events nor have we been able
to consider the "evidence" in any organised way. Some recent
events, and a cursory examination of the files, indicate that the
topic may be worthy of a short study.

2. I am aware, from intelligence sources, that S believes
that such phenomena exist and has a small team studying them. I
am also aware that an informal group exists in the
Al corrunity and it is possible that this reflects a
more formal assessment activity.

3. It is probable that the vast majority of the reports on file
have reasonable explanations, such as military aircraft,

-balloons, clouds, satellites and possibly stealth aircraft.

However, there appear to be a residual number of reports that can
not be so easily explained. If true, they may merit further

study.

4, Last year we bid for some funding to be allocated to this
area for an initial study. They were allocated but you stated
that before any work could commence we would need to receive a
statement of support from the customer. At Reference A FEotouk
wrote to Sec(AS)2 who have a UAP (UFO) responsibility within
MOD. At Reference B a reply was received confirming that they
were content with our proposal. I believe that this meets the
remit to obtain customer support.

5. Opening a new contract, and using competitive tendering,
would potentlally expose the study to too wide an audience. We
propose modifying an Beiles *contract The manager is a
* and well known to DI 55. When the contract was
last renewed we received a very competitive price and will
obviously keep costs to a minimum. I am anticipating a ma ear
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of effort at most at this time. Since a potential exists for
political embarrassment the

tudy and output will be gxadgd
SECRET UK EYES B. The costs of

the PC have been excluded, in
accordance with DI({R}s instruction.

respE—ve e
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6. 1 have attached a dxaft copy oif the proposed amendment to
the contract and request youy approval and authorization to

release the funding already provisioned for this year aﬁdAbld for
in LTC 9%4.

Section 40

Section 40 $.40
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1. . D/DIS%5/108/1% dated 18 Oct 93.
T2, D/sec{AsS)i2/1 dated 16 Nov 93,

3. Proposed Contract Amendment.
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D/DI55/108/15

10 August 1993 @
DGSTI UFO BRIEF (VAl)
INTRODUCTION

1. I am well aware that anyone who talks about UFOs is treated
with a certain degree of suspicion. I am briefing on the topic
because DI 55 have a UFO responsibility, not because I talk to
little green men every night! However, the topic is emotive and
reaction varies from complete disbelief and ridicule to the
Adamski/Von Daniken exposes about their trips to Venus with sex-
crazed female aliens. However, my cover was broken by the People
newspaper a few years ago when they published this story. (VA2)

2. I believe it essential that we start with open minds. For
example if I was to brief today on a new missile based only on
s I owould probably be believed, yet no-one around this table
has ever undertaken amalysis, no one would have seen the
missile and the report would be based on processing what to most

people is RPN

3. I also believe that it is also important to appreciate that
what is scientific "fact" today may not be true tomorrow.
Consider the following examples: (VA3)

a. It was only a few hundred years ago that "scientists"
believed that the earth was the centre of the universe.

b. Marconi was told by the scientific community that
radio waves would never cross the Atlantic.

c. It was generally agreed until early this century that
the atom could not be split.

d. The Astronomer Royal, only some 30 years ago, publicly
stated space travel was bunk.

e. Radium and X-rays were thought to be good for the
health. '

I could quote many more examples but my point is that we need to
keep open minds.

WHY

4. why then should anyone, apart from the weirdo fringe, and
DI 55, be interested in UFOs.

5. UFOs have historically been a DI 55 responsibility but we
have never carried out any investigations, we have just filed

UNE{TABSIFIED



The National Archives
Briefing
UFO briefing prepared by DI55 UFO desk officer in August 1993 pressing the need for a funded study of the potential defence implications of ‘UAPs’ (unidentified aerial phenomena).
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reports. Precious attempts to carry out initial studies have been
refused. Thus we have a remit that we have never satisfied. That
is we do not now if UFOs exist. If they do exist, we do not know
what they are, their purpose or if they pose a threat to the UK.

AIM

6. My aim in this brief will therefore be to describe some
incidents, draw some tentative conclusions and indicate a
possible way ahead.

INCIDENTS

7. (VA4) Firstly let me say we are on to part 42 of the UFO
incidents file. The current section was opened on 27 Apr this
year and has 33 enclosures already. We have not analyzed this
data, we file it and occasionally have to field a general
guestion.

8. Most people think that UFOs are a recent phenomena but they
are not. There are reasonably reliable reports of strange objects
in the skies dating back hundreds of years. The topic started to
gain public interest after the Second World War when sightings,
or reports, started to increase dramatically. I have picked 3
different types of event over the last ten years to describe.

9. Rendlesham Forest. (VA5) This VA shows a report from the
deputy base commander at Woodbridge describing an incident in
late 80. I would draw your attention to the fact that the
witnesses were all military and included policemen and a Lt Col.
oOother interesting facts are the proximity to a large base, the
blue lights and the apparent absence of any obvious propulsion
system. There have been subsequent more detailed reports from
personnel who claim that they were there.

10. Belgium. (VA6) Information on this event comes from a US TV
programme, Unsolved Mysteries. I have not sought authority to
discuss the matter with the Belgiums but if our proposed study
is approved I will. I believe this event really occurred, the
programme contained interviews with Belgium police and military
and HUD video support the story. The essential features are:

a. In late 89 about 20 police men and several hundred
other people sighted what appeared to be a large delta
shaped object over Brussels and other parts of Belgium. It
was low and slow, very large and had 3 bright lights at its
apexes. There was no noise.

b. In March 90 there was a recurrence of the events and
many people reported sighting the object. It was tracked by
radar and 2 F-16s scrambled to intercept it. When the F-16s
locked on the device accelerated far faster than the ac to
supersonic speeds and appeared to "play" with the aircraft.

UNGEASSIFEED
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This was repeated a number of times. The air force later
held a press conference and showed HUD and radar
recordings. Enhanced ground photography showed a clear
delta shape. (VIDEO)

Cosford Event. I have called this the Cosford event since
was the source of the first report. (VA7)

a. At 0115 on 31 Mar this year 2 RAF policemen reported
lights in the sky. RAF West Drayton and Air Traffic at
Birmingham airport confirmed that there was no traffic in
the Cosford area at that time.

b. Eleven other reports were received from independent
observers scattered over the country. The gist of thee

reports was: (Vﬂ%j
(1) Two separated bright lights moving in parallel.

(2) Some type of "vapour trail" or rear facing beams
of light.

(3) Speeds from stationary to M2.

(4) Erratic and straight flights.

(5) Seen at a number of locations.

(6) Observed from 2010 on 30 Mar to 0120 on 31 Mar.
(7) No radar returns.

(8) No sonic booms.

c. The Devon UFO Research Organisation who appear to have
a professional approach and follow up reported sightings
with interviews, have supplied other details to Sec(AS) and
we have copies. They are very similar to the previous
reports but contain additional detail from some of the
previous observers and some new reports. Two named
policemen from Ilfracombe reported that the lights were 500
about and had a structure between them and passed overhead
at about 2000 ft. Oother reports were similar. Many reported
that they used the expression vapour trails because they
found the effect difficult to describe. Some described the
"yvapour trails" as similar to rearward facing lights.

d. Observers. (VAAQ) Since we have a reasonable degree of
information on this event it is interesting to examine the
observers backgrounds. This VA summarises this and it can
be seen that most observations appear to have been made by
responsible people and they were corroborated.

U ErlrAcedF IED
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POSSIBILITIES

12. So what are all these people seeing in the sky. Firstly what
type of person sees UFOs. Well generally it is people out at
night, they tend to be farmers, policemen, doctors and lovers.
What could they be? Some possibilities are: (VAi0)

a. Mass Hallucinations. I have never come across this but
the Director mentioned it at a recent meeting. If it is
possible then I can not imagine what mechanism causes large
numbers of people to have identical hallucinations.

b. Hoax. There is no question that some people have
deliberately created hoaxes. However, these people have
usually been in a position to profit financially or wish to
gain publicity. I suggest that military or police personnel
are not in a position to profit and indeed may well be
considerably embarrassed by reporting such events. This are
some indications that the reported incidents are only the
tip of an iceberg and many people do not wish to risk
embarrassment and so do not report sightings.

c. or US Aircraft. It is possible that some of
the sightings are US aircraft, a favourite call is the
speculated iy . If this is so then
why is it flown over densely populated countries at low
level such as the UK and Belgium where many people can see
it. In addition, if you accept the events I have described
then must be a rather interesting craft. Its
Section 27

. However, I
believe that it is possible/probable that some sightings
may well have been of the F-117.

d. Atmospheric Effects. There are 2 possible sources to
my knowledge:

(1) Clouds. These probably account for some reports,
I have seen some very strange shaped clouds,
especially the lenticular variety.

(2) Ball Lightning. I have never seen this phenomena
but have read of its existence.

e. Non Terrestrial. The possibilities are:

(1) Sightings of Planets. This is possible and Venus
can be very bright but is does not move around the
sky.

(2) Meteors. Also possible.

UN{zb S ED
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(3) Extra-Terrestrial Iifeforms. Possible but no
direct evidence.

IMPLICATIONS (VA1ij)

13. National Security. The national security implications are
considerable. We have many reports of strange objects in the
skies and we have never investigated them. If the sightings are:

a. US. There is probably no threat to national security
although it would be most alarming if the craft were using
UK airspace without authority.

b. FENHsP¥l. If the sightings were of ¥¥eNa¥ vehicles
then is a threat to national security and we urgently need
to establish the nature of the craft and its capabilities.

c. Extra-Terrestrial. If the sightings are of devices not
of the earth then their purpose needs to be established as
a matter of priority. There has been no apparent hostile
intent and other possibilities are:

(1) Military reconnaissance.

(2) Scientific.

(3) Tourism.
14. Technology Transfer. If reports are taken at face value then
devices exist that do not use conventional reaction propulsion
systems, they have a very wide range of speeds and are stealthy.
I suggest that we could use this technology, if it exists.

WAY AHEAD (VAI2)

15. I believe that there are two immediate actions we should
take: '

a. Firstly we need to examine all the data we have
and determine if a further study is justified.

b. In parallel we should discuss with any collectors
under DIS or UK control any anomalous events. We may have
material that has been ignored as possible meteor trails
etc.

only after conducting such a basic study as I have outlined above
will consider I have met my remit on UFOs.

UNGEASSNED
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UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS - CENTRAL TELEVISION INTERVIEW

Reference: D/Sec(AS)/12/3 dated 14 Mav 1986

1. In my minute at Reference I promised to let you have
briefing notes for Minister's interview with Centrzl Television on
4 June at 3.30pm.

2. The programme has been inspired, 1 believe, by the recent
publication of a paperback editicn of "Sky Crash", the story of an
alleged 'UFQO' sighting by USAF personnel at RAF Woodbridge in 1G80.
Central TV will also conduct an interview with Ms Jenny Randles,
one of the co-authors of the book. Filming of Minister's interview
will last approximately 20 minutes, perhaps Z-3 minutes of which
will be shown on the programme.

3. Please find attached:

a. A short note on our general policyv on UFOs which forms
the basis of our customary respcnses to enquiries from
members of the public;

b. A detailed brief covering the specific questions
notified to us by Central TV,

and c. A specific brief on the "RAF Woodbridge/Bentwaters™®
incident which has attracted considerable attention from
ufologists and, to a lesser extent, the media 1in recent
vears.

g, I understand Minister will wish to run through the brief
just prior to the interview; perhaps vou would let me know of the
time and venue which would be suitable. I propose that Sec(AS) be

represented by [(TNTONZONE =nd [TYeieaRAoll "o have been responsible

for compiling the attached material.

Section 40

MB 8247 RYEleile 4

Encl.


The National Archives
Interview briefing
Background briefing prepared for a Defence Minister prior to an interview with Central TV on UFOs, 2 June 1986.


UFOs GENERAL

You mav find it useful if I explain that the sole interest
the MOD in reported sightings of UFOs is to establish whether the
have any bearing on the defence of the country. Unless there are
defence implications we do not attempt te identify sightings and
cannot therefocre infcrm cbservers of the probable identity of the

object seen - tc try to do so could be misleading.

We have to recognise that there are many strange things to
seen in the sxv, butft we believe there to be adegquate explanations
Thev may be satellite debris re-entering the earth's atmosphere,
lightning, unusual cloud formaticns, meteorclogical balloens,

aircraft lights, aircraft at unusual angles or many cther things.

of
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Clearly some reports remain unexplained but we have found no

evidence that these phenomena represent a threast to national
and therefcre cannot justifyv devoting Defence rescurces to their

investigation,

security

There is no organisaticn in the Ministry of Defence appointed

solely for the purpose of studying reports of such objects, and no

staff are emplcved on the subject full-time. The reports we receive

are referred to the staff in the Department whceo are responsible for

the air defence of the United Kingdom, and thev examine the repcrtis

as part of their normal duties, ‘

R



UFO INTERVIEW

Q1. Why will the MOD not release UFO information for scientific or

other investigation?

Atl, The Department is happy to release what information we have on
specific incidents, However we could not justify the effort involved

in searching for or collating information of a more general nature,.

Q2. What are MCOD criterie for establishing defence implications or

ctherwise in the case of UFO sightings?

A2. There can be no strict criteria laid down to determine whether
the defence of the nation has or will be impugned. This must remain

a judgement based cn military expertise in analysing the information

available and byv collating repcrts and, wherever possible, radar

traces.

Q3. What are the prccedures followed when a UFO sighting 1is

reported to the MOD?

Q4. Are anv of these sightings actually investigated or merely put

on file?

Q5. If further investigation is made, who makes 1it?

A3-5. All reports received by the MOD are channelled through our Air
Staff Secretariat. They are passed to the Air Staff who examine them
for Air Defence implications. In some cases where (on the face of

it) there could be a defence interest, enquiries are made of relevant



radar establishments etc in order to obtain more information. Having
satisfied ourselves that the sightings are of no Defence interest we
do not attempt any further investigations. I should say that the
majority of the reports receiveé here are 2 to 3 days, sometimes
weeks, old. Although some reports remain unexplained, we have found
no evidence that these phenomena represent a threat to national

security and therefore cannot justify devoting Defence resources to

their investigaticn,

Q6. Is there a British UFOC investigation unit based at RAF Rudloe

Manor in Wiltshire?

A€, The Flving Complaints Flight at Rudlce Manor are concerned
with receiving and investigating complaints concerning military
aircraft. In the course of their duties theyv occasioconally receive
UFO reports {as do many other units) but theyv have no specific role

with regard to this subject.

Q7. Is there such a unit based anywhere else in the UK?

AT. No

Q8. Has there ever been such a unit in the UK In the past?

Ag. Certainly not in the past thirty vears.

QY. Is there any international co-cperation between:the MOD and

other Governments on UFO intelligence?

Ag, Noo.
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