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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephon! (Direct Dialling)
(020) 7218 9000 (Switchboard)
Fax

MINISTER OF STATE FOR
DEFENCE PROCUREMENT

FROM: THE RT HON BARONESS SYMONS

D/MIN(DP)YECS 1197/01/M : ,?,Z March 2001

Thank you for your letters of 2 and 12 February about the written answers to the
Questions you placed relating to the events at Rendlesham Forest on the nights of 27-29
December 1980.

I note what you say in your first letter about the use of the word “alleged” in regard
to these events and would like to reassure you that there was most certainly no intention
to mislead you or any other reader over this issue.

You have suggested that there are only two possible explanations to the events
reported by Lieutenant Colonel Halt in his memorandum dated 13 January 1981. I-do not
agree that this is the case and it follows that | am unable to give you the simple yes or no
answers to your guestions which you are seeking. While there is no suggestion that
Lieutenant Colonel Halt, or any others serving at RAF Woodbridge at the time, were
either hallucinating or lying, neither can we explain exactly what these people did see.

These events happened over 20 years ago and from the surviving Departmental
records it is clear that when Lieutenant Colonel Halt's memorandum was received in my
Department it was passed to the military authorities with responsibility for air defence
matters. Their conclusion was that there was nothing of defence interest in the report.
Once this was established no further investigation was made. Nothing has emerged over
the intervening years which has given us reason to believe that the original assessment
made by the Ministry of Defence was incorrect.

Admiral of the Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB ﬂ Private Office
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I 'am sorry if you feel that this is a disappointing reply but | hope you understand
that, after all these years, | cannot be more helpful.

| have also taken note of your letter dated 12 February relating to the Armed
Forces Bill. | am sorry that | was unable to invite you in person to the meeting but, as |
was absent overseas on Departmental business, | authorised my Private Office to write
on my behalf in the interests of saving time. This is not uncommon practice within the
Department in these circumstances. | am sorry that you were unable to attend the
meeting.

€0

~..- Recvcled Pacer



MINISTRY OF DEFENCE R
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct Dialling)
(Fax)

(020) 7218 9000 (Switchboard)

PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR DEFENCE

¢j?.

D/US of S/LM 1340/01/Y Z ) March 2001

oo AL

Thank you for your letter of 26 February (reference:
131871/01) to Robin Cook enclosing one from your constituent,

“@f Swansea, who is enquiring about
United States experimental craft flying over the Bristol Channel.

Your letter has been passed to the Ministry of Defence and I am
replying as this matter falls within my area of responsibility.

Firstly, you may wish to assure that, under agreed
procedures, the US authorities are required to request clearance
from the Ministry of Defence if they want to conduct unusual

—— military air activity in UK airspace. I can confirm that no
approach has been made which could account for FESiSIM report .

With regard to_ comments about 'unidentified flying
objects' (UFOs), it may be helpful if I explain that the Ministry of
Defence examines any reports passed on from members of the public of
gsightings that they cannot themselves identify, solely to establish
whether what was seen might have some defence significance. My
Department's only concern is to establish whether there is any
evidence that the United Kingdom's airspace might have been
compromised by hostile or unauthorised air activity. Unless there
is evidence of a potential threat to the United Kingdom from an
external military source, and on this occasion there is no
corroborating evidence to suggest there was, we do not attempt to
identify the precise nature of each sighting reported to us. On
this occasion, although my officials have not tried to identify
positively what was seen, it has been suggested to them that the

L3

The Rt Hon Alan Williams MP

. Private Office




to letter, indicates that they could have been weather
balloons which are sometimes released by Universities or weather
centres around the country and !ymay wish to pursue her
enquiries with these organisations. v

descriition of the objects, given in the newspaper cutting attached

Finally, I must say that my Department has no expertise or
role in respect of the existence or otherwise of extraterrestrial
lifeforms, about which it remains open-minded. I should add,
however, that to date the MOD knows of no evidence to substantiate
the existence of these alleged phenomena.

A

DR LEWIS MOONIE MP




DAS4A1(SEC)

PARLIAMENTARY TYPIST3 on behalf of PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRIES

From:

To: DAS4A1(SEC)

Sent: 13 March 2001 15:33
Subject: Read: DRAFT REPLY TO PE

Your message

To: PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRIES
Subject: DRAFT REPLY TO PE
Sent: 13/03/01 15:22

was read on 13/03/01 15:33.
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/DAS(Sec)64/4
March 2001

PE Unit

3
(through DAS AD4 E

PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRY — US1340/2001- MR ALAN WILLIAMS MP

1. I enclose a draft reply for US of S to send to Alan Williams MP in response to his letter
of 26 February, enclosing a letter from his constituent El SO bout US experimental
craft in UK airspace and Unidentified Flying Objects (UFOs).

2. With regard to rst question, there are arrangements in place whereby the US
authorities are required to seek clearance from the MOD if they wish to conduct any kind of
unusual air activity in UK airspace. No such clearance has been sought on this occasion and
we therefore conclude that the objects seen byd others were not US experimental
craft.

3. ‘}as not contacted the MOD before about “UFOs’ and she will not therefore
be aware that the MOD’s only interest in reported ‘UFQ’ sightings is whether there is any
evidence of a breach of UK airspace by hostile or unauthorised air activity. Unless there is
such evidence, we do not attempt to identify exactly what was seen; we believe that rational
explanations could be found, but it is not within the MOD’s remit to provide an aerial
identification service. However, on this occasion, it has been suggested to us that the
description of the objects given in the newspaper article attached to _jetter, indicates
that they could have been weather balloons and this information has been included in our reply

as it may be helpful iﬂishes to pursue her enquiries.

DAS 4al(Sec

MB3g245

Drafted by: DAS 4al(Sec)
DAS AD4(Sec)

Authorised by:



US 1340/2001 March 2001

DRAFT REPLY TO MR ALAN WILLIAMS MP

Thank you for your letter of 26 February, reference 131871/01, enclosing a letter from
your constituentn)_ Swansea, who is enquiring
about United States experimental craft flying over the Bristol Channel. Your letter
has been passed to the Ministry of Defence and I am replying as this matter falls

within my area of responsibility.

Firstly, you may wish to assure‘that, under agreed procedures, the US
authorities are required to request clearance from the Ministry of Defence if they want
to conduct unusual military air activity in UK airspace and I can confirm that no

approach has been made which could account for-}eport.

With regard toﬂomments about ‘unidentified flying objects’ (UFOs), it
may be helpful if I explain that the Ministry of Defence examines any reports passed
on from members of the public of sightings that they cannot themselves identify
solely to establish whether what was seen might have some defence significance. My
Department’s only concern is to establish whether there is any evidence from what
has been seen that the United Kingdom’s airspace might have been compromised by
hostile or unauthorised air activity. Unless there is evidence of a potential threat to
the United Kingdom from an external military source, and on this occasion there is no
corroborating evidence to suggest there was, we do not attempt to identify the precise
nature of each sighting reported to us. On this occasion, although my officials have

not tried to identify positively what was seen, it has been suggested to them that the



description of the objects, given in the newspaper cutting attached to ‘E‘[ter,

indicates that they could have been weather balloons which are sometimes released by

Universities or weather centres around the country and m\ay wish to pursue

her enquiries with these organisations.
Finally, T must say that my Department has no expertise or role in respect of the
existence or otherwise of extraterrestrial lifeforms, about which it remains open-

minded. T should add, however, that to date the MOD knows of no evidence to

substantiate the existence of these alleged phenomena.

DR LEWIS MOONIE MP

Alan Williams MP
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USER NOTES

1. A MOD Form 262A (File Record Sheet) must be raised for each new Temporary Enclosure Jacket
(TEJ) created. The TEJ should also include a minute sheet.

2. When a TEJ is incorporated into the parent file it should be placed in the file in date order (according
to the date of the last action on the TEJ) and allocated an enclosure number.

3. The file minute sheet should be annotated to record the enclosure number of the TEJ along with
details of the number of enclosures contained within it. The TEJ record sheet (MOD Form 262A)
should be annotated to record the date on which the TEJ was incorporated into the parent file (JSP
441, paragraph 4.13 refers).
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m: PARLIAMENTARY TYPIST1 on behalf of PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRIES
o DAS4A1(8EC)
Sent: 28 February 2001 11:54
Subject: Read: PE DP1197/2001

Your message

To; PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRIES
Subject: PE DP1197/2001
Sent: 28/02/01 11:44

was read on 28/02/01 11:54.



LOOSE MINUTE

D/DAS(Sec)64/4
23 February 2001

PE Unit
(through DAS AD4(

PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRY- DP 1197/2001 — ADMIRAL OF THE FLEET
THE LORD HILL-NORTON GCB

1. Lord Hill-Norton has a long standing interest in ‘unidentified flying objects’ and has
tabled many PQs and PEs. In January 2001 he tabled ten PQs, nine of which concerned a
recently published book by Georgina Bruni on the subject of the alleged “‘UFO’ sighting in
Rendlesham Forest. He is not content with the answer given to PQ 0392L concerning alleged
events in Rendlesham Forest/ RAF Woodbridge between 27-29 December 1980.

2. In his letter of 2 F@ary, the Peer takes issue with the Minister’s use of the word
“alleged” when discussing these events. In view of Lord Hill-Norton’s stance on this matter, I
do not believe there is anything to be gained by challenging him and the draft reply (see para 5,
below) simply notes his point and seeks to assure him that it was not the Minister’s intention to
mislead the reader over this issue.

3. In his letter of 12 February, Lord Hill-Norton is essentially repeating the question that
he put to Lord Gilbert on 22 October 1997, namely, would we agree that either something
intruded into UK airspace and landed near RAF Woodbridge, or that those who say they
witnessed this event (including the Deputy Base Commander, Lieutenant Colonel Halt) were
either hallucinating, or lying.

4. We are not suggesting that Lieutenant Colonel Halt or any others are lying and it is

clear that they observed something which they were unable to explain at the time. However,
surviving Departmental records show that when Lt Col Halt’s memo arrived at the MOD it was
passed to the military authorities responsible for air defence matters and they concluded there
was nothing of defence concern. No further investigation was deemed necessary and no
evidence has come to light over the intervening years to suggest that this assessment was
incorrect.

5. Tenclose a draft reply for Min(DP) to send to Lord Hill-Norton in response to his letters
of 2 and 12 February.

DAS 4al(Sec

MB8245
DAS 4al(Sec)
DAS ADA4(Sec)

Drafted by:
Authorised by:



The National Archives
MOD  Rendelsham answers
Background briefing on MOD’s response to questions from Lord Hill-Norton on the Rendlesham forest incident


DP 1197/2001 February 2001

DRAFT REPLY TO ADMIRAL OF THE FLEET THE LORD HILL-NORTON GCB

Thank you for your letters of 2 and 12 February about the events at Rendlesham

Forest on the nights of 27-29 December 1980.

1 note what you say in your first letter about the use of the word “alleged” in regard to
these events and would like to reassure you that it was most certainly not my intention

to mislead the reader over this issue.

You have suggested that there are only two possible explanations to the events
reported by Lieutenant Colonel Halt in his memorandum dated 13 January 1981. 1 do
not agree that this is the case and it follows that I am unable to give you the simple
yes or no answers to your questions which you are seeking. While there is no
suggestion that Lieutenant Colonel Halt, or any others serving at RAF Woodbridge at
the time, were either hallucinating or lying, neither can we explain exactly what these

people did see.

These events happened over 20 years ago and from the surviving Departmental
records it is clear that when Lieutenant Colonel Halt's memorandum was received in
my Department it was passed to the military authorities with responsibility for air
defence matters. Their conclusion was that there was nothing of defence interest in

the report. Once this was established no further investigation was made. Nothing has



emerged over the intervening years which has given us reason to believe that the

original assessment made by the Ministry of Defence was incorrect.

I am sorry if you feel that this is a disappointing reply but I hope you understand that,

after all these years, I cannot be more helpful.

THE BARONESS SYMONS OF VERNHAM DEAN

Admiral of the Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB



#* TO BE GIVEN PRIORITY AT ALL TIMES **
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+% TO BE GIVEN PRIORITY AT ALL TIMES **

PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRY

FOR IMMEDIATE ACTION
IMPORTANT - YOU MUST READ THIS GUIDANCE

to: G 5_LL§€:C.) PE REF NUMBER:L)I” ({3 X 12001

Copy to:
MINISTER REPLYING: V) N\ (D ) DRAFT REQUIRED BY: S /3 12001
DATE: 2\ / L2001 FROM EESREEI P E Unit gy A& Scciion 40

FaX: SN

YOU WILL BE HELD ACCOUNTABLE FOR THE DRAFT ANSWER AND ADVICE,
WHICH MUST BE ACCURATE AND NOT MISLEADING IN ANY WAY.

ENSURE THE DEADLINE IS MET: FROM 2001/02 ONWARDS, THE DEPARTMENT IS
COMMITTED TO ANSWERING 90% OF ENQUIRIES WITHIN 15 WORKING DAYS;
OUR PERFORMANCE IN 2000 WAS SIGNIFICANTLY LOWER THAN THIS.

A NAMED OFFICIAL AT B2 (GRADE 7) LEVEL OR ABOVE MUST CLEAR ALL
DRAFTS. OTHER GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR MOD DIVISIONS SHOULD BE
CONSULTED AS NECESSARY.

IF YOU ARE AN AGENCY, THE MINISTER’S OFFICE HAS DIRECTED THAT THIS
ENQUIRY SHOULD RECEIVE A MINISTERIAL -~ NOT CHIEF EXECUTIVE — REPLY.

E-MAIL DRAFTS TO ‘PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRIES’,
NOT TO PE CLERKS OR PRIVATE OFFICES.

(Please ensure sensitivity of your email message is ‘Normal’.)

IF THIS CORRESPONDENCE SHOULD BE DEALT WITH BY ANOTHER BRANCH,
PLEASE PASS IT ON AND INFORM US IMMEDIATELY.

Number of pages sent by fax:§_‘_

% TQ BE GIVEN PRIORITY AT ALL TIMES **

Q)

PIVESTOR (¢ FEOMER

R e,

%

Revised 26 January 2001
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#% TO BE GIVEN PRIORITY AT ALL TIMES **

Ministers place great importance on the content, style and speed of replies. Letters shoidd be

polite, informal, to the point and in clear, simple language. Avoid acronyms and MOD jargon.
Always emphasise the positive aspects of Government policy. No background note is required
unless essential to explain the line taken in the draft reply.

DEADLINES: It is important that your draft is with us by the date shown at the top of
this notice, as Ministers must send a written reply within 15 WORKING DAYS OF
RECEIPT OF THIS ENQUIRY. The Department’s performance is reported each year to
Parliament. If you cannot meet the deadline, you should therefore provide an interim reply

‘that apologises for the delay, sets out the action being taken to answer the enquiry, and

advises when a substantive reply can be expected. You should aim to provide &
substantive draft reply within a further 8 working days.

Interim replies should be used infrequently, as every effort must be made to reply to
correspondence from MPs (and others) promptly.

Action at official level on the same case should be held until the Minister has sent a full reply. Please
discuss any questions about the substance of the drafts, or other policy aspects, direct with the
relevant Private Office.

LAYOUT: Draft replics should be double-spaced. Always include the full PE reference number at the top
left of the draft. Put the MP's full title at the bottom left of the first page. Only add the address if the letter
is from the Minister direct to a constituent.

OPENING AND CLOSING: All Ministers prefer to start: “Thank you Sor your letter of ...(MP’s
ref if given) on behalf of/enclosing one from your constituent, Mr ... of ... about ..."” ‘

If a Minister is replying on behalf of another, start: “Thank you for your letter of ... to Geoff
Hoon/Liz Symons/John Spellar/Lewis Moonie on behalf etc™

For Mr Spellar, add: “I am replying in view of my responsibility for ...’
For Baroness Symons, add: “J am responding because of my responsibility for this issue.” (or, in
the case of letters from fellow Peers: “I have been asked to respond.”)

For Dr Moonie, add: “I am replying as this matter falls within my area of responsibility.”
Choose an appropriate ending (except for Dr Moonie, who will add his own) - such as:

“I hope this is helpful "; "I hope this explains the position/situation”; I am sorry I cannot be

?

more helpful”; ot “I am sorry to send what I know will be a disappointing reply”.

L]

OPEN GOVERNMENT: Replies MUST be drafted in accordance with the Code of Practice on Access t0
Government Information. It is set out in DCI 223/99. If you are recommending 10 & Minister that some or
all information is withheld, the answer must specify the law or exemption in the Code under which itis
being withheld - eg “I am withholding the information requested under exemption 1 of Part I of the Code
of Practice on Access to Government Information.” It is NOT acceptable to rely on past practice.

INTERIM REPLIES: If it is obvious on receipt of a PE that you cannot reply in full, an
interim MUST be provided by the deadline stated. REMEMBER: an interim reply
covering the majority of the issues raised could help our performance statistics.

*%* TO BE GIVEN PRIORITY AT ALL TIMES **

Q)

ENVESTOR INFROPLE

Revised 26 January 2001

»% SHIAILL TTV LV ALTIORId NHAID H9 OL »x
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RECEIVED BY

Admiral of the Fleet The Lord HilfN¢HbH@8E ~TARY BRANCH
ON: 2o |20

R M (DE)
The Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean VoS
House of Lords
London SW1A OPW . Das disee)
12th February, 2001

ReeA TED CASE:
PQR Reference 03921

[ gave you notice in my letter dated 2nd February that I would be writing to you
separately about your failure to answer my Question HL 354.

I take the charitable view that your Private Secretary has simply not read the Question,
or has misunderstood it. The only other explanation is that you were trying
deliberately to mislead any reader of your Answer. [ should not like to think you
guilty of misleading the House, on purpose.

To avoid any possibility of any further misunderstanding, I will spell it all out as
follows:

1 asked whether HMG now agreed with my analysis of the basic facts of the
Bentwaters/Rendlesham incident, stated in a letter of mine to Lord Gilbert in 1997.
That analysis was, in essence,

“There are only two possible explanations of the actual facts available to you

a, Something physical of non-UK origin landed at the base, as stated by Colonel Halt
and many others. Or

b. Colonel Halt, the Deputy Commander and many of the men under his command at a
USAF Base in England were hallucinating, in what they reported.

In either case, surely this is of Defence Interest? or, if not, why not?”

The whole correspondence is now precisely available in Ms Bruni’s book to which 1
referred in the Question.

You will see that my Question is susceptible of only two answers: Yes or No. In the

latter instance my Question requires you to give reasons.
Continued:



MOD PARLY BRANCH Z1 FBD ZUUL 1138V F. udsuUs

You cannot possibly clam that your Written Answer has any relevance whatever to the
Question. If you are unable or unwilling to answer it now, I shall have to ask for the
protection of all the “Usual Channels™, and/or the Clerk of the Parliaments. In that
event I shall ensure that the media are aware of the whole story.

©7 Yours truly

HM/M/{;\\



MOD PARLY BRANCH FEMScction 40 21 FED 2UU1 11:8U  P.UD/UD

Admiral of the Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

_Fordingbridge Hants EECSIEGIN

The Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean

House of Lords
London SWiA

2nd February, 2001

Yo, Ly Sy

I have reccived a number of your written answers to Questions which ] had put down.

You refer in most of them to the “....... alleged incident (at Bentwaters, Rendlesham
Forest) .......". This is a simple mistake in English. There is no doubt, nor dispute,
that there was an incident there on the day(s) in question. You have at least two
written reports about it; in your files.

What you, and various of your predecessors doggedly claim is that the statements
(which you prefer to call allegations) by a great many eye-witnesses are un-true. This
flies in the teeth of what is now a considerabl volume of written, spoken and
photographic evidence. But that is not the point.

The point of this letter is to tell you that the use of the word “alleged” in the context of
your answers is either ignorant, or deliberately intended to mis.lead the reader.

Your answer dated 30th January does not answer my Question (HL 354), and I shall
write to you separately about that. I did not ask you the question you have answered,

as you will see if you care to read my Question again. 1 realise that you will have been
very busy recently, but you will have to answer the Question in the end.

- \7~w& %u-u,% )
| fw- ki
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS 8151 COMBAT SUPPORT GROUP (USAFE)
APQ NEW YORK (9758
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Unexplained Lights i —

RAF/CC

| 1. Eariy in the morning of 27 Dec 80 (approximately 0300L), two USAF

security police patrolmen saw unusual lights outside the back gate at .
RAF Woodbridge. Thinking an aircraft might have crashed or been forced *
down, they called for permission to go outside the gate to investigate. '~
The on-duty flight chief responded and allowed three patrelmen to pro-
cead on foot. The individuals reported seeing a strange glowing object

in the forest. The object was described as being metalic in appearance
and triangular in shape, approximately two to three meters across the

base and approximately two meters high. It jlluminated the entire forest
with a white light. The object itself had a pulsing red light on top and
a bank(s) of blue lights underneath. The object was hovering or on legs.
As the patrolmen approached the object, it maneuvered through the trees
and disappeared. At this time the animals on a nearby. farm went into a
frenzy. The object was briefly sighted approximately an hour later near
the back gate.

2. The next day, three depressions 1 1/2" deep and 7" in diameter were
found where. the object had been sighted on the ground. The following
night (29 Dec 80) the area was checked for radiation. Beta/gamma readings
of 0.1 milliroentgens were recorded with peak readings in the three de-
pressions and near the center of the triangle formed by the depressions.

A nearby tree had moderate (.05-.07) readings on the side of the tree
toward the depressions.

3. Later in the night a red sun-like light was seen through the trees.

It moved about and pulsed. At one point it appeared to throw off glowing
particles and then broke into five separate white objects and then dis-
appeared. Immediately thereafter, three star-like objects were noticec

in the sky, two objects to the north and one to the south, all of which
were about 10° off the horizon. The cobjects moved rapidly in sharp angular
movements and displayed red, green and blue lights. The objects to the
north appeared.to be ettiptical through an 8-12 power lens. They then
turned to full circles. The objects to the.north remained in the sky for
an hour or more. The object to the south was visible for two or three
hours and beamed down a stream of light from time to time. Numerous indivi-
duals, including the undérsigned, witnessed the aetivities in paragraphs

2 and 3. : : .

\RLES 1. 1} Lt Col, USAF
Deputy Base Commander

RN
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UNCLARETREErED

N
BACKGROUND NOTE DA j z@

1. Lord Hill-Norton, Chief of the Defence Staff from 1971 to 1973, has a long
standing interest in 'UFOs' and over a sixteen month period, up to December 1998,
tabled 26 PQs.

2. Lord Hill-Norton has tabled ten PQs relating to the subject of Unidentified Flying
Objects (UFOs'). Nine, are in respect of information contained in a book by
Georgina Bruni on the subject of an alleged Unidentified Flying Object ('UFO")
incident said to have occurred in 1980. One asks for the highest classification of
any MOD document on the subject of 'UFOs'. This linked background note is in
respect of four of the ten PQs, numbers 0348L, 0349L, 0350L and 0351L for answer
on 26 January, the remaining@are for answer on 30 January.

3. The title of the book is "You can't tell the people - the definitive account of the
Rendlesham Forest UFO mystery". It concerns a well known 'UFQ' incident, alleged
to have occurred in Rendlesham Forest, Suffolk over the Christmas period in 1980
in the vicinity of two RAF bases, made available at that time to US Visiting Forces,
RAF Bentwaters and RAF Woodbridge. The subject of the incident first came to
prominence in 1983 when a memorandum sent to MOD shortly after the event by
‘the then Deputy Base Commander, Lt Col Charles Halt USAF, was unearthed in the
US by researchers. The Halt memorandum describes the alleged incident in some
detail and is reprinted in the book where claims are also made that USAF personnel
met and communicated with "beings".

4. The book is a detailed account but one that includes contradictory evidence from
a range of alleged witnesses. It accuses both UK and US authorities of a "cover-up"
of the detail of the event. There is an unclassified MOD file on the subject. It was
opened almost two years after the event is alleged to have occurred and appears to
contain documents drawn from a number of other files. It cannot be regarded with
any degree of certainty as a record of all the papers ever held by MOD on the event.

5. PQs 0348L and 0350L ask-about-alleged-involvement in enquiries following the
incident of personnel from eitherthe Defence Evaluation and Research Agency
(DERA) Chemical and Biological Defence (CBD) laboratories at Porton‘Down, or
from the Special Branch. *

6. The book repeats the allegation of an unidentified witness that a team of four
scientists from the CBD laboratories at Porton Down visited the site of the alleged
incident shortly after the event is said to have taken place. Lord Hill-Norton has
asked whether personnel visited the Rendlesham Forest or in the area of Watton
(further to the north) in December 1980 or January 1981. -MOD has been informed
by DERA that a search-of records has been conducted and enquiries made of a very
few existing members of staff who were working at the CBD laboratories in 1980 but
that no information -has-come to light.

UNSTRSSIFIED


The National Archives
Rendelsham PQ responses
Briefing for Lord Gilbert on answers to a list of Lord Hill- Norton’s Parliamentary Questions relating to claims made in Georgina Bruni’s book on the Rendlesham incident
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7. A copy of a letter is reprinted that was sent to Ms Bruni from Police Headquarters
in Suffolk in answer to a number of questions, including the possibility that Special
Branch officers may have been aware of the event. In connection with this enquiry it
has not proved possible in the time available for the Home Office to locate any files
that might relate to the alleged incident. In addition many personnel serving in the
force in 1980 have since retired and are no longer available for consultation. The
reply repeats.information-contained in the letter from Suffolk Police Headquarters
and-confirms-that-Special Branch-would not-have -had-amrinterestin the event unless’
there - was evidence of a-potential threat to national security. -lt-is-believed that no-
such-threat was evident.

8. PQ-0349L asks if there were any uncorrelated targets tracked on radar in
November or December 1980. Uncorrelated targets may be defined as radar tracks
that have not been positively identified by normal means. No-records remain-dating
back-to1980: Some paper information is retained for a period of three years before
destruction; recordings of radar data are retained for only 30 days prior to re-use of
the recording medium.

9. Lord Hill-Norton's fourth question, PQ-0351L..asks for-the highest classification.
applied:to.any MOD. document.concerning'UFO%'. A search of material identified as
relating to 'UFQOs', necessarily limited by the time available, indicates that the vast
majority of the papers that exist on the subject, on open and closed files, are
unclassified. Directorate Air Staff (Secretariat)y has traced-a-small-number of «
documents classified SECRET: They relate to discussions concerning handling of
correspondence and administrative arrangements rather than 'UFQ' reports and
appear to hold a higher classification than might be expected from the nature of the
material they contain. The DIS has applied the classification of SECRET UK EYES
ONLY to a recent report on Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP). The overall
classification of the report was dictated by analysis material included on the UK Air
Defence Ground Environment. The document is otherwise UK RESTRICTED.

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you
provide. Departmental Instructions on answering PQs can be viewed on the CHOTS
public area and on DAWN.

DRAFTED BY : - TEL:
AUTHORISED BY : TEL:
GRADE/RANK : Bl

BRANCH ¢ DAS(Sec)

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

RESTRICTED

UNCLASSIFIED



BACKGROUND NOTE

1. This linked background note is in respect of six PQs that have been tabled by the
Lord Hill- Norton on the subject of Unidentified Flying Objects. Three are for answer
on Friday 26 January, the remaining three are for answer on Tuesday 30 January.
All relate to incidents alleged to have occurred in Rendlesham Forest around
Christmas 1980. A book, "You can't tell the people - the definitive account of the
Rendlesham Forest UFO mystery" written by Georgina Bruni, was published in
November 2000. Four other PQs tabled by Lord Hill-Norton, on the same subject,
are also for answer on 26 January (PQs 0348, 0349, 0350, 0351) and have been
submitted separately.

2. PQS 03551 and 0393L - The book.by Ms-Bruni alleges.a.co information
of the-alleged-events-and subsequent investigation by the US-authorities.- Lord Hill-
Norton asks about MOD awareness of any US investigation in 1980 and whether
any approach was made to US authorities, or by the US authorities to MOD,
concerning the publication of the book.

PQ 0355L - There are only a very few papers from the early 1980's on a
MOD file concerning the alleged events. Along with correspondence from
members of the public, they include the report from Lt Col Charles Halt USAF
to the RAF Liaison Officer at RAF Bentwaters and limited official comments
on that report. However, a press briefing prepared.in-1983-reveals that
evidence of investigation-by the US authorities was limited he.information
sontai i ol Halt's- memorandum:

PQ 0393L - In view of the fact that the book was critical of US authorities, and
that RAF Bentwaters/Woodbridge were at the time US bases, Headquarters
3" AirForce were informed by telephone of the publication of the book: The
aim of the call was to ensure that the HQ 3 AF public relations staff were
aware, so thatthey would not-be compromised-by any media contact. As the
answer indicates, there has been no other contact on the issue.

3. PQ 0358L - Asks whether there.is-any knowledge of involvement by the Ministry
of Defence Police, or personnel from the Suffolk Constabulary. Ms Bruni pursued
both lines of enquiry as US ex-Servicemen interviewed by her suggested that British
Police (she assumes from either the Ministry of Defence Police or the local Suffolk
Constabulary) might have visited the site of the alleged landing of a craft and kept
civilians away from the site. Replies from both the Head of the Ministry of Defence
Police (MDP) Secretariat and from Suffolk Police are reprinted in the book. No
reference to events.in Rendelsham-Forest has been found inincident files held by -
the-MDP. In addition several Senior Officers of the Force were contacted but they
had no recollection of MDP officers having investigated, or having been involved in,
the alleged events. The Home Office has been able to confirm that the letter from
the Suffolk Constabulary is genuine but has been unable, in the time available, to
locate the incident files or confirm the detail with the author of the letter who has
retired from the Force.



4. PQ 0359L - Asks for information on the nature and purpose of the underground
facilities at RAF Bentwaters. Ms Bruni was taken round the site and installations at
the former RAF Bentwaters, now owned by Bentwaters Investments Ltd, while
conducting research for her book. Her viewing of the buildings led her to suggest
there might be underground facilities and that nuclear weapons may have been
stored there in 1980, contrary to UK/US Treaty obligations. In 1997 Lord Hill-Norton
asked if nuclear weapons were stored at RAF Woodbridge and Bentwaters at the
time of the alleged events in Rendlesham Forest. The answer given was that it was
the policy of present and previous Governments neither to confirm nor deny the
presence of nuclear weapons at any site, either in the past or present; this policy
has not changed. The current reply repeats the advice of Defence Estates who
have confirmed that there are no underground facilities at the former RAF
Bentwaters.

5. PQ 0392L - Asks if HMG will.agree with-an.analysis of the basic facts of the
alleged incident in-Rendlesham Forest as set.out in a letter (written by Lord Hill-
Norton) toMinister DP.in 1997. A copy of that letter, and the reply from Lord
Gilbert's office (D/Min(DP)/JWG/MP/4290/97/M) is attached at Flag A.

8. The unclassified MOD file on the subject was opened almost two years after the
event is alleged to have occurred and appears to contain documents drawn from a
number of other files. It cannot be regarded with any degree of certainty as a
complete record of all the papers ever held by MOD on the alleged event. However,
the text of a press release issued by DS8 (now DAS(Sec)) in October 1983
indicates that Lt-Col-Halt's-memorandum-had beenpassed-to staff concerned with..
airdefence -matters and the conclusion was-that there-was nothing.of defence.
interest in the reported sightings. This conclusion has been repeated in reply to
numerous enquiries over the intervening years and features once again in the
answer to this question.

7. PQ 0394L - Asks if HMG will launch an investigation into the alleged incident and
the response to this incident by MOD and the USAF in the light of new information
contained in Ms Bruni's book. Fﬁe*%espﬂs&byxhﬁi'fﬁiG*’@l‘h‘eT”?é‘dti”'e’SfS"tﬁ'ﬁF@Geﬂ:z.
the-investigation-has been that no-additional information-tias come to light that might -
callithe original judgement-into-question-and that remains the position: The
memorandum sent by Lt Col Halt was received by MOD shortly after it was written.
Although a complete set of papers has not been traced, the 1983 press release
confirms that the memorandum was supplied to MOD staff concerned with air
defence matters and that MOD was satisfied that there was nothing of defence
interest in the alleged sightings. The press release goes on to confirm that there
was no guestion of any contact with "alien beings"”, which was one allegation made
when the interest of the press was aroused in 1983 and subsequently in Ms Bruni's
book.



DEFENCE INTEREST IN UFO REPORTS

The MOD’s only interest in reports of UFO sightings is whether there is anything
which may be of defence concern, such as unauthorised or hostile military aircraft in

UK airspace.

Unless there is corroborating evidence to suggest that UK airspace has been
compromised by unauthorised or hostile military activity, the MOD does not

investigate or seek to provide a precise explanation for each report received.
The MOD is not aware of any evidence which might substantiate the existence of
extraterrestrial craft or lifeforms and no threat has been discerned which has been

attributed to a UFO.

UFO SIGHTING REPORTS MADE TO MOD

Over the past 20 years the number of UFO sighting reports made to the MOD has
remained consistently between 200-400 per year, accept for 1981 when 600 reports
Were received and 1996 when 609 were received. Mr Pope, a former member of
Sec(AS) published his first book about UFO’s in 1996 and this may account for the

increased public interest at this time.

The geographical distribution of reports made shows that most reports are

received from those living in large built up areas, often near airports.
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DQO(LDTC\ 1] = Nacea,

Thank you for your further letter of 22 October about the
alleged events at Rendlesham Forest of the nights of 27-29
December 1980.

Officials here had previously drawn my attention to the memd
written by Colonel Halt. I am afraid, however, that there is
nothing further I can add. From surviving Departmental records we
remain satisfied that nothing of defence significance occurred on
the nights in question.
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Thank vou for vour letter of 16 October (it took five davs to
get herea!) about my Question and Colonel Halt's Memo. It was
good of you to take the trouble to replv.,

I do not want to go on and on, but because vou are new to this
particular matter 1 would like to put vou more fully in the
plcture. Your officials, and those (perhaps the same
individuals) of the previous Administration, have sought to
pretend that Col. Halt's report was only about "unesxplained
lights in the sky", but as [ said in my letter of 22 September
1t was about a good deal more than that.

So that there 1s no possibility of further misunderstanding
I attach a copy of the Memo in full, and I beg vou to read it

g

vaourselif, From thils vou will see that he reported that an
unidentified object breached UK Air Space and landed in close
proximity to the US/RAF Ailr Base. He gives considerable
detail about what happened at the time, and subsequently,
together with physical evidence of an intrusion.

My position both privately and publiclvy expressed over the

last dozen vears or more, 1s that there are only two
possibilities, either:

=N An  intrusion into our Air Space and a landing by
unidentified oraft took place at  Rendlesham, as
described.
or

b. The Deputy Commander of an operational, nuclear armed,
US Air torce Base in England, and a large number of his
enlisted men, were either hallucinating or lying.

Continued:



Either of these simply must be "of interest to the Ministry
of Defence", which has been repeatedly denied , in precisely
those terms. Thev, or words very like them, are used again
in your letter and I believe, in the light of the above, vou
would not feel inclined to sign vour name to them again.

I could give you a great deal more evidence in similar vein,
not only aboub this incident but about many others, but on
this occasion I will spare vou. I ocught, however, 1in all
fairness let vou know that the routine denials by the Ministey
~ usually the ubigquitous Ms Phillips - will very soon become
extremely damaging to its general credibility in this field.

' /M:W_;»
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1. Early in the morning of 27 Dec 80 (approximately 0300L), two USAF
security police patrolmen saw unusual lights outside the back gate at

.. RAF Woodbridge. Thinking an aircraft might have crashked or been forced
down, they called for permission to go outside the gate to investigate.
The on-duty flight chief responded and allowed three patrclmen to nig-
ceed on foot. The individuals reported seeing a strange glowing object
in the forest. The object was described as being metalic in appearance
and triangular in shape, approximately two to three meters across the
base and approximately two meters high. It jlluminated the entire forest
with a white light. The object itself had a pulsing red light on top and
a bank(s) of blue lights underneath. The object was hovering or on legs.
As the patrolmen approached the object, it maneuvered through the trees
and disappeared. At this time the animals on a nearby. farm went into a
frenzy. The object was briefly sighted approximately an hour later nzar
the back gate.

T

2. The next day, three depressions 1 1/2" deep and 7" in diameter were
found where the object had been sighted on the ground. The following
night (29 Dec 80) the area was checked for radiation. Beta/qgamma readings
of 0.1 milliroentgens were recorded with peak readings in the three de-
pressions and near the center of the triangle formed by the depressions.

A nearby tree had moderate (.05-.07) readings on the side of the tree
toward the depressions.

3. Later in the night a red sun-like light was seen through the trees.

It moved about and pulsed. At one point it appeared to throw off alowing
particles and then broke into five separate white objects and then dis-
appeared. Immediately thereafter, three star-like objects were noticed

in the sky, two objects to the north and one to the south, all of which
were about 10° off the horizon. The objects moved rapidly in sharp angular
movements and displayed red, green and blue lights. The objects to the
north appeared.to be ettiptical through an 8-12 power lens. They then
turned to full circles. The objects to the.north remained in the sky for
an hour or more. The object to the south was visible for two or three
hours and beamed down a stream of light from time to time. Numerous indivi-
duals, including the undérsigned, witnessed the aetivities in paragraphs

2 and 3. A )

HALT, Lt Col, USAF
Deputy Base Commander



Lord Hill-Norton - CDS from 1971 10 1973,

He has a long standing interest in 'UFOs'.
He was a member of the (long defunct) House of Lords All-Party 'UFO' Study Group.
He has written the Foreword for at least 2 books on the subject.

Correspondence between him and Lord Gilbert on the subject of Rendlesham Forest is reprinted

in Georgina Bruni's e book.

Between Sept 97 and Dec 98 he asked 26 PQs on the subject of UFOs, 6 relate to Rendlesham

Forest, and 4 PE, 3 on Rendlesham Forest. f’lﬂ»j G bes cdodie O t‘ﬁag ¢ e evmnge i S ai‘sxa*‘s
He has, asked, more than once that all UFO files held in MOD archives be released to the PRO

(in advance of the 30 year rule).

S

Rendlesham Forest

The alleged event occurred around Christmas 1980. Claims are that lights were seen in the sky
over a number (possibly three) nights. There are also claim that a craft landed and, by some,
that USAF personnel saw and communicated with alien beings.

The Halt memorandum was sent to MOD within weeks of the event.

Several of those ex-USAF personnel interviewed by Georgina Bruni have been and are active
on the 'UFQ' lecturing/speaking circuit in the US.

Review of reports on UAP (Unidentified Aerial Phenomena.

A DIS matter; they have been receiving copies of UAP sighting reports for some 30 years,
an analysis of reports was recently carried out.

Main conclusion: sightings provided nothing of value to the DIS in the assessment of
weapon systems,

Sightings can be explained as: mis-reporting of man-made vehicles, nataral but not
unusual phenomena and natural but relatively rare and not completely understood
phenomena.

No further work will be carried out on the subject by DI.

The classification of the report, SECRET, was dictated by the analysis material included on the
UK Air Defence Ground Environment, otherwise it is UK RESTRICTED

5
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The National Archives
UAP study findings
Biography of Lord Hill-Norton and summary of the conclusion reached by the DIS Study of Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP), completed in 2000


Internal review of staffing of UFO reports 1997

Agreement was reached with Air Defence (DAO) (and DI) staff that in future only those reports in
the following categories should be referred for further defence-related advice (this arrangement
persists):

* Credible Witness Reports: reports from service personnel, civil pilots, staff in air traffic
control centres/emergency service staff and reports with evidence (eg photos).

* Corroborated Sightings: where reports from more than one person on what appears to be the
same sighting are received.

= Timely sightings: reports of a phenomenon currently being observed.

Other aspects:

*  Since 1967, at the request of Parliament, files on the subject have been kept due to public
interest in the subject..

= A few have not survived but most remain and the vast majority are unclassified. Those
classified papers seen by current staff concern handling of correspondence and administrative

arrangements.



MR NICK POPE

Nick Pope worked as an EO in Sec(AS)2a from 1991 to 1994. In 1996 he published a
book entitled ‘Open Skies, Closed Minds’ based on his time in Sec(AS) and his views
on UFQOs. Following the publication of this book the number of letters and sighting
reports made to the MOD rose dramatically from 373 in 1995 to 609 in 1996.

Nick Pope has written three further books; ‘The Uninvited’- about alien abduction
(published 1997): ‘Operation Thurnder Child’- fictional book about an imagined
alien invasion of earth (published 1999) and ‘Operp==q Lightening Strike’- sequel to
Operation Thunder Child about aliens returning to (published 2000). In a recent
interview with a MOD reporter Nick Pope was asked if he is going to write another
non-fiction book. His reply was ‘T will return to the theme of UFOs and alien
abduction as non-fiction. People will be hearing more from me. I want to write
an update to my first book Open Skies, closed minds’. This article was never
published.

In addition to writing books Nick Pope has written articles on UFOs for various
magazines and newspapers and has his own internet website. Some magazines are still
quoting him as being ‘A Government UFO expert’. He has also been mentioned in
other authors books and recently wrote the foreword for a book entitled ‘You Can’t
Tell The People’ by Georgina Bruni in which he is openly critical of MOD. This
book concerned a famous UFO incident at Rendlesham Forest, Suffolk in December
1980 and is critical of both the MOD and the US authorities. He also appeared at a
charity event in Henry VIII wine cellar in Main Building on 14 November 2000 at
which Georgina Bruni was selling her book.



The National Archives
Nick Pope briefing
Briefing on Nick Pope’s activities
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‘Written Answers
Thursday ?5 th January 2001.

Chmook Hehcopter Mk II: Conversion
Tralmng

Lord Chalfont asked Her Majesty’s Government:

When the Chinook helicopter simulator training
facility and its related training programme were
upgraded to cater for the Mk. II version of the
helicopter; and when Flight Lieutenants Tapper and
Cook completed their upgraded training
programme. [HL324]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Defence (Baroness
Symons of Vernham Dean): The reconfiguration of the
Chinook simulator to Mk2 standard was completed in
the last quarter of 1993. The instructing training staff
of the Operational Conversion Flight had completed
conversion to the Mk2 version in August 1993.

Flt Lt Tapper and Flit Lt Cook completed their
conversion training programmes on 28 February 1994
and 17 March 1994 respectively.

European Security and Defence Policy:
Intelligence Management

Lord Shore of Stepney asked Her Majesty’s
Government:

What are the commitments which the United
Kingdom has entered into, under the European
Security and Defence Policy, for the gathering,
analysis and distribution of intelligence material for
European Union purposes. [H1.405]

Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean: At the
European Council at Nice, EU member states agreed
the terms of reference of the EU Military Staff, which
would perform “early warning, situation assessment
and strategic planning for Petersberg tasks”,

To carry out this task the staff will rely on
appropriate national and multinational intelligence
capabilities. The detailed arrangements for handling
intelligence material will be subject to stringent
safeguards and will take full account of existing
national and multinational agreements.

% Rendlesham Forest Incident "%‘é’

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Whether theyqare aware of any involvement by
Special Branch personnel in the investigation of the
1980 Rendles ‘ est mcxdent [HL303}

Baroness Symons m Dean: Special Branch
officers may have the incident but would
not have shown a ere was evidence of

11 LW0019-PAGHL.
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a potential threat to national security. No such interest
appears to have been shown.

% Lord Hill-Norton aked Her Majesty’s Government: ¥

Whether personnel from Porton Down visited
Rendlesham Forest or the area surrounding RAF
Walton in December 1980 or January 1981; and
whether they are aware of any tests carried out in
either of those two areas aimed at assessing any
nuclear, biological or chemical hazard. {HL301]

Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean: The staff at the
Defence Evaluation and Research Agency (DERA)
Chemical and Biological Defence (CBD) laboratories
at Porton Down have made a thorough search of their
archives and have found no record of any such visits,

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

Whether they are aware of any uncorrelated
targets tracked on radar in November or December
1980; and whether they will give details of any such
1nc1dents ' [HL302]

Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean: Records dating
from 1980 no longer exist. Paper records are retained
for a period of three years before being destroyed.
Recordings of radar data are retained for a period of
thirty days prior to re-use of the recording medium.

B'S Umdentxﬁed Flymg Objects <~

Lord Hlll—Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

What is the highest classification that has been
applied to any Ministry of Defence document
concerning Unidentified Flying Objects.  [HL304]

Baroness Symons of Vernham Deam: A limited
search through available files has identified a number
of documents graded Secret. The overall classification
of the documents was not dictated by details of specific
sightings of “UFQs”.

Arms Brokering and Trafficking: Licensing

Lord Hylton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

When they expect to implement licensing for arms
brokermg and trafficking, which they announced at
last year’s Labour Party Conference. {HL343]

The Minister for Science, Department of Trade and
Industry (Lord Sainsbury of Turville): The new
licensing controls on arms brokering and trafficking
announced last September will be introduced under
new powers on trafficking and brokering to be
contained in an Export Control Bill; The Queen’s
Speech announced that the Government will publish
this Bill in draft during this session of Parliament. Full
details of the new controls proposed on arms

4z 42



3 Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government: ¢
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WA 49 Written Answers

Section/Schedule of Act

Schedule 21 (Minor and
consequential amendments)

Timing of Comynencement

Paragraphs: 1 to 5; 6(1), (5), (6), 16 February

{T}{b) & (c), (8)

& (9): 8to 11, 12(2) & (13); and 1 July 2001

13to 15,

Paragraphs: 6(2) & (7)(d)and 16  On Royal Assent (i.e. on
to 18 30 November 2000)
Paragraphs: 12(2) & (3)

Schedule 22 (Repeals) As with corresponding

provisions
Two weeks after Royal

Assent (L.e. on 14 December
2000)

Part I of Schedule 23 (Transfer of
Registration of existing registered
parties).

Those provisions of the Act not listed in the table
will be brought into force by means of one or more
subsequent commencement orders at a date or dates to
be announced.

Rendlesham Forest/RAF Bentwaters Incident

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government: 3¢

Whether they will detail the underground
facilities at the former RAF Bentwaters installation;
and what is the purpose of these facilities. [HL320]

The Minister of State, Ministry of Defence (Baroness
Symons of Vernham Dean): There are no uaderground
facilities at the former RAF Bentwaters.

- Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government: 34

Whether they are aware of any involvement in the
1980 Rendlesham Forest incident by either Ministry
of Defence Policy or personnel from the Suffolk
Constabulary. [HL321)

Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean: The Minister of
Defence is not aware of any involvement by the
Ministry of Defence Police in the alleged incident. The
Ministry of Defence’s knowledge of involvement by
the Suffolk Police is limited to a letter dated 28 July
1999 from the Suffolk Constabulary to Georgina
Bruni that is contained in the recent book.

71y

Whether they are aware of any investigation of
the 1980 Rendlesham Forest incident carried out by
the United States Air force, the Air Force Office of
Special Investigations or any other United States
agency. (HL322]

Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean: The Ministry of
Defence’s knowledge of an investigation by the US
authorities into the alleged incident in Rendlesham
Forest in 1980 is limited to the information contained
in the memorandum sent by Lt Col Halt USAF,
Deputy Base Commander at RAF Woodbridge, to
the RAF Liaison Officer at RAF Bentwaters on
13 January 1981.
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># Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Qoyernment: B

Whether, in the light of the new information
contained in Georgina Bruni’s book You Can't Tell
the People, they will now launch an investigation
into the Rendlesham Forest incident and the
response to this incident by the United States Air
Force and the Ministry of Defence. [HL352)

Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean: No additional
information has come to light over the last 20 years to
call into question the original judgment by the
Ministry of Defence that nothing of defence
significance occurred in the location of Rendlesham
Forest in 1980. Accordingly there is no reason to hold
an investigation now.

3k Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government: 3K

Whether they have made any approach to, or
received any approach from, any United States
government or military agency concerning
Georgina Bruni’s book You Can'’t Tell the People;
and, if so, whether they will give details of any such
approach. [HL353]

Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean: As a matter of
courtesy, the Ministry of Defence informed
Headquarters 3rd Air Force at RAF Mildenhall about
the book. The US authorities have not subsequently
approached the Ministry of Defence on the issue.

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

Whether they now agree with the analysis of the
basic facts of the Rendlesham Forest/RAF
Bentwaters incident in the fourth paragraph of Lord
Hill-Norton’s letter to Lord Gilbert of 22 October
1997, reported on page 429 of Georgina Bruni’s
book You Can't Tell the People; or, if not, in what
respect they disagree, {HL354]

Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean: The Ministry of
Defence’s position regarding this alleged sighting
remains as it did at the time of Lord Gilbert’s reply to
the noble Lord’s letter of 22nd October 1997. From
surviving departmental records, we remain satisfied
that nothing of defence significance occurred on the
nights in question.

Nuclear Test Veterans

Lord Ashley of Stoke asked Her Majesty’s
Government:

Whether they will make available to British
nuclear test veterans the same screening facilities
that are being provided for other ex-servicemen.

[HL374]

Baroness Symens of Vernham Dean: Work co-
ordinated by the National Radiological Protection
Board (NRPB), together with other published studies,
indicates that even the most powerful radiobiological
techniques for estimating historic radiation exposure
in individuals are of doubtful use in the case of nuclear
test veterans.,
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BACKGROUND NOTE

1. Lord Hill-Norton, Chief of the Defence Staff from 1971 to 1973, has a long
standing interest in 'UFOs' and over a sixteen month period, up to December 1998,
tabled 26 PQs.

2. Lord Hill-Norton has tabled ten PQs relating to the subject of Unidentified Flying
Objects (UFQOs'). Nine, are in respect of information contained in a book by
Georgina Bruni on the subject of an alleged Unidentified Flying Object (UFO')
incident said to have occurred in 1980. One asks for the highest classification of .
any MOD document on the subject of 'UFOs'. This linked background note is in
respect of four of the ten PQs, numbers 0348L, 03491, 0350L and 0351L for answer
on 26 January, the remaining six are for answer on 30 January.

3. The title of the book is "You can't tell the people - the definitive account of the
Rendlesham Forest UFO mystery”. It concerns a well known 'UFQ' incident, alleged
to have occurred in Rendlesham Forest, Suffolk over the Christmas period in 1980
in the vicinity of two RAF bases, made available at that time to US Visiting Forces,
RAF Bentwaters and RAF Woodbridge. The subject of the incident first came to
prominence in 1983 when a memorandum sent to MOD shortly after the event by
the then Deputy Base Commander, Lt Col Charles Halt USAF, was unearthed in the
US by researchers. The Halt memorandum describes the alleged incident in some
detail and is reprinted in the book where claims are also made that USAF personnel
met and communicated with "beings".

4. The book is a detailed account but one that includes contradictory evidence from
a range of alleged witnesses. It accuses both UK and US authorities of a "cover-up"
of the detail of the event. There is an unclassified MOD file on the subject. It was
opened almost two years after the event is alleged to have occurred and appears to
contain documents drawn from a number of other files. It cannot be regarded with
any degree of certainty as a record of all the papers ever held by MOD on the event.

5. PQs 0348L and 0350L ask about alleged involvement in enquiries following the
incident of personnel from either the Defence Evaluation and Research Agency
(DERA) Chemical and Biological Defence (CBD) laboratories at Porton Down, or
from the Special Branch.

8. The book repeats the allegation of an unidentified witness that a team of four
scientists from the CBD laboratories at Porton Down visited the site of the alleged
incident shortly after the event is said to have taken place. Lord Hill-Norton has
asked whether personnel visited the Rendlesham Forest or in the area of Watton
(further to the north) in December 1980 or January 1981. MOD has been informed
by DERA that a search of records has been conducted and enquiries made of a very
few existing members of staff who were working at the CBD laboratories in 1980 but
that no information has come to light.

UNGressrRigTiED
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7. A copy of a letter is reprinted that was sent to Ms Bruni from Police Headquarters
in Suffolk in answer to a number of questions, including the possibility that Special
Branch officers may have been aware of the event. In connection with this enquiry it
has not proved possible in the time available for the Home Office to locate any files
that might relate to the alleged incident. In addition many personnel serving in the
force in 1980 have since retired and are no longer available for consultation. The
reply repeats information contained in the letter from Suffolk Police Headquarters
and confirms that Special Branch would not have had an interest in the event unless
there was evidence of a potential threat to national security. it is believed that no
such threat was evident.

8. PQ 0349L asks if there were any uncorrelated targets tracked on radar in
November or December 1980. Uncorrelated targets may be defined as radar tracks
that have not been positively identified by normal means. No records remain dating
back to 1980. Some paper information is retained for a period of three years before
destruction; recordings of radar data are retained for only 30 days prior to re-use of
the recording medium.

9. Lord Hill-Norton's fourth question, PQ 0351L asks for the highest classification
applied to any MOD document concerning 'UFOs'. A search of material identified as
relating to 'UFOs', necessarily limited by the time available, indicates that the vast
majority of the papers that exist on the subject, on open and closed files, are
unclassified. Directorate Air Staff (Secretariat) has traced a small number of
documents classified SECRET. They relate to discussions concerning handling of
correspondence and administrative arrangements rather than 'UFO' reports and
appear to hold a higher classification than might be expected from the nature of the
material they contain. The DIS has applied the classification of SECRET UK EYES
ONLY to a recent report on Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP). The overall
classification of the report was dictated by analysis material included on the UK Air
Defence Ground Environment. The document is otherwise UK RESTRICTED.

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you
provide. Departmental Instructions on answering PQs can be viewed on the CHOTS
public area and on DAWN.

DRAFTED BY : TEL:
AUTHORISED BY : TEL:

GRADE/RANK : Bl
BRANCH : DAS(Sec)

DECLARATION: [ have satisfied myself that the above answer and background note

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

UESTRISEBIED



40

BACKGROUND NOTE

1. This linked background note is in respect of six PQs that have been tabled by the
Lord Hill- Norton on the subject of Unidentified Flying Objects. Three are for answer
on Friday 26 January, the remaining three are for answer on Tuesday 30 January.
All relate to incidents alleged to have occurred in Rendlesham Forest around
Christmas 1980. A book, "You can't tell the people - the definitive account of the
Rendlesham Forest UFO mystery"” written by Georgina Bruni, was published in
November 2000. Four other PQs tabled by Lord Hill-Norton, on the same subject,
are also for answer on 26 January (PQs 0348, 0349, 0350, 0351) and have been
submitted separately.

2. PQS 03551 and 0393L - The book by Ms Bruni alleges a cover-up of information
of the alleged events and subsequent investigation by the US authorities. Lord Hill-
Norton asks about MOD awareness of any US investigation in 1980 and whether
any approach was made to US authorities, or by the US authorities to MOD,
concerning the publication of the book.

PQ 03551 - There are only a very few papers from the early 1980's on a
MOD file concerning the alleged events. Along with correspondence from
members of the public, they include the report from Lt Col Charles Halt USAF
to the RAF Liaison Officer at RAF Bentwaters and limited official comments
on that report. However, a press briefing prepared in 1983 reveals that
evidence of investigation by the US authorities was limited to the information
contained in Lt Col Halt's memorandum.

PQ 0393L - In view of the fact that the book was critical of US authorities, and
that RAF Bentwaters/Woodbridge were at the time US bases, Headquarters
3" Air Force were informed by telephone of the publication of the book. The
aim of the call was to ensure that the HQ 3 AF public relations staff were
aware, so that they would not be compromised by any media contact. As the
answer indicates, there has been no other contact on the issue.

3. PQ 0358L - Asks whether there is any knowledge of involvement by the Ministry
of Defence Police, or personnel from the Suffolk Constabulary. Ms Bruni pursued
both lines of enquiry as US ex-Servicemen interviewed by her suggested that British
Police (she assumes from either the Ministry of Defence Police or the local Suffolk
Constabulary) might have visited the site of the alleged landing of a craft and kept
civilians away from the site. Replies from both the Head of the Ministry of Defence
Police (MDP) Secretariat and from Suffolk Police are reprinted in the book. No
reference to events in Rendelsham Forest has been found in incident files held by
the MDP. In addition several Senior Officers of the Force were contacted but they
had no recollection of MDP officers having investigated, or having been involved in,
the alleged events. The Home Office has been able to confirm that the letter from
the Suffolk Constabulary is genuine but has been unable, in the time available, to
locate the incident files or confirm the detail with the author of the letter who has
retired from the Force.



4. PQ 0359L - Asks for information on the nature and purpose of the underground
facilities at RAF Bentwaters. Ms Bruni was taken round the site and installations at
the former RAF Bentwaters, now owned by Bentwaters Investments Ltd, while
conducting research for her book. Her viewing of the buildings led her to suggest
there might be underground facilities and that nuclear weapons may have been
stored there in 1980, contrary to UK/US Treaty obligations. In 1997 Lord Hill-Norton
asked if nuclear weapons were stored at RAF Woodbridge and Bentwaters at the
time of the alleged events in Rendlesham Forest. The answer given was that it was
the policy of present and previous Governments neither to confirm nor deny the
presence of nuclear weapons at any site, either in the past or present; this policy
has not changed. The current reply repeats the advice of Defence Estates who
have confirmed that there are no underground facilities at the former RAF
Bentwaters.

5. PQ 0392l - Asks if HMG will agree with an analysis of the basic facts of the
alleged incident in Rendlesham Forest as set out in a letter (written by Lord Hill-
Norton) to Minister DP in 1997. A copy of that letter, and the reply from Lord
Gilbert's office (D/MIn(DP)/JJWG/MP/4290/97/M) is attached at Flag A.

6. The unclassified MOD file on the subject was opened almost two years after the
event is alleged to have occurred and appears to contain documents drawn from a
number of other files. It cannot be regarded with any degree of certainty as a
complete record of all the papers ever held by MOD on the alleged event. However,
the text of a press release issued by DS8 (now DAS(Sec)) in October 1983
indicates that Lt Col Halt's memorandum had been passed to staff concerned with
air defence matters and the conclusion was that there was nothing of defence
interest in the reported sightings. This conclusion has been repeated in reply to
numerous enquiries over the intervening years and features once again in the
answer to this question.

7. PQ 0394l - Asks if HMG will launch an investigation into the alleged incident and
the response to this incident by MOD and the USAF in the light of new information
contained in Ms Bruni's book. The response by MOD to other requests to reopen
the investigation has been that no additional information has come to light that might
call the original judgement into question and that remains the position. The
memorandum sent by Lt Col Halt was received by MOD shortly after it was written.
Although a complete set of papers has not been traced, the 1983 press release
confirms that the memorandum was supplied to MOD staff concerned with air
defence matters and that MOD was satisfied that there was nothing of defence
interest in the alleged sightings. The press release goes on to confirm that there
was no question of any contact with "alien beings", which was one allegation made
when the interest of the press was aroused in 1983 and subsequently in Ms Bruni's
book.



REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you
provide. Departmental Instructions on answering PQs can be viewed on the CHOTS
public area and on DAWN.

DRAFTED BY

AUTHORISED BY

GRADE/RANK : Bl

BRANCH :  DAS Deputy Director

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



TEMPLATE TO BE USED FOR REPLY -~

Ministry of Defence

TUESDAY 30 JANUARY 2001

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB(X) (CB)

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty's Government whether, in the light of the new information
contained in Georgina Bruni's book You Can't Tell the People, they will now
launch an investigation into the Rendlesham Forest incident and the response to
this incident by the United States Air Force and the Ministry of Defence.
(HL352) |

Minister replying Baroness Symons

No additional information has come to light over the last twenty years to call into
question the original judgement by MOD, that nothing of defence significance
occurred in the location of Rendlesham Forest in 1980. Accordingly there is no
reason to hold an investigation now.

January 01 PQ Ref 0394L



BACKGROUND NOTE

See combined background note attached to PQO355L.

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you
provide. Departmental Instructions on answering PQs can be viewed on the CHOTS
public area and on DAWN.

DRAFTED BY

AUTHORISED BY :

GRADE/RANK : Bl

BRANCH :  DAS Deputy Director

DECLARATION: [ have satisfied myself that the above answer and background note
are in accordance with the Government's policy on answering PQs, Departmental
instructions (DCI GEN 150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).
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- The answer and background note must be authorised by a civil servant at Senior Civil
Service level or a military officer at one-star level or above who is responsible for ensuring
that the information and advice provided is accurate and reflects Departmental Instructions
on answering PQs DCI GEN 150/97.

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

- The attached checklist should be used by those drafting P(QQ answers and background
material, those contributing information and these responsible for anthorising the answer
and background nete as an aid to ensuring that departmental policy is adhered to.

- If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are answered seek advice from a

senior civil servant in or closely associated with your area.

Peer’s DETAIL: Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government whether, in the light of the new
information contained in Georgina Bruni's book You Can't Tell the People, they will.now. launch an
investigation-into-the Rendlesham Forest.incident and the response to this incident by the United States
Air Force and the Ministry of Defence. (HL352)
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'\«’L TEMPLATE TO BE USED FOR REPLY

Ministry of Defence

TUESDAY 30 JANUARY 2001

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB(X) (CB)

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty's Government whether they have made any approach to, or
received any approach from, any United States government or military agency
concerning Georgina Bruni's book You Can's Tell the People; and, if so, whether
they will give details of any such approach. (HL353)

Minister replying Baroness Symons

As a matter of courtesy the Ministry of Defence informed Headquarters 3rd Air
Force at RAF Mildenhall about the book. The US authorities have not
approached the Ministry of Defence on the issue.

January 01 PQ Ref 0393L


The National Archives
Response to Hill-Norton PQ
Response to Lord Hill-Norton’s Parliamentary Question on contact between UK and US authorities, notes that MoD contacted HQ 3rd Air Force by phone to inform them of the publication of Georgina Bruni’s book


BACKGROUND NOTE

See combined background note attached to PQ0355L.

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you
provide. Departmental Instructions on answering PQs can be viewed on the CHOTS
public area and on DAWN,

DRAFTED BY

AUTHORISED BY

GRADE/RANK : Bl

BRANCH :  DAS Deputy Director

DECLARATION: [ have satisfied myself that the above answer and background note
are in accordance with the Government's policy on answering PQs, Departmental
instructions (DCI GEN 150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).
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- The answer and background note must be authorised by a civil servant at Senior Civil
Service level or a military officer at one-star level or above who is responsible for ensuring
that the information and advice provided is accurate and reflects Departmental Instructions
on answering PQs DCI GEN 150/97,

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

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

- If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are answered seek advice from a

senior civil servant in or closely associated with your area.

Peer’s DETAIL: Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government whether-they-have-made any:
approach to, or-received any.approach-from, any United States government or military agency
concerning Georgina Bruni's book You Can's Tell the People; and, if so, whether they will give.details...
of any such approach. (HL353)




PQ0393 - Admiral of the Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB
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Question: L
W

To ask HMG whether they have made any dppxoach to, or recewe,é"any approach from, any United
States government of military agency concerning Georgina Br}.xm s book You Can't Tell the People;
and, if so, whether they will give details of any such approagi’l

A

Answer:
&

As a matter of courtesy Headquarters 3rd Air Force (USAFE) at RAF Mildenhall were informed by
MOD of the publication of the book in Noyémber 2000. There has been no approach to MOD on

the subject by the US authorities. v
féﬁf

s
For Background Note: f,ﬁ"j
As a matter of courtesy, an()/ﬁ; view of the fact that the book was critical of US authorities,
Headquarters 3rd Air Foree (USAFE) were informed informally in a telephone call of the
publication of the bookfby Directorate Air Staff in November 2000. There has been no approach

by US authorities tg/MOD
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Question: gjé‘iﬁ”:{m &

To ask HMG whether they have made any approach to, or received any approach
from, any United States government or military agency concerning Georgina Bruni’s
book You Can’t Tell the People; and, if so, whether they will give details of any such
approach.

Answer:

As a matter of courtesy Headquarters 3™ Air Force (HQ 3 AF) at RAF Mildenhall
were informed by MOD during November 2000 that the book was about to be
published. There has been no approach to MOD by the US authorities, and no other
contact on the issue.

For Background Note:

In view of the fact that the book was critical of US authorities, and that RAF
Bentwaters /Woodbridge were at the time US bases, Headquarters 3rd Air Force were
informed informally by telephone of the publication of the book. The aim of the call
was to ensure that the HQ 3 AF public relations staff were aware, so that they would
not be compromised by any media contact. As the answer indicates, there has been
no other contact on the issue and none is envisaged.
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USER NOTES

1. A MOD Form 262A (File Record Sheet) must be raised for each new Temporary Enclosure Jacket
(TEJ) created. The TEJ should also include a minute sheet.

2. When a TEJ is incorporated into the parent file it should be placed in the file in date order (according
to the date of the last action on the TEJ) and allocated an enclosure number.

3. The file minute sheet should be annotated to record the enclosure number of the TEJ along with
details of the number of enclosures contained within it. The TEJ record sheet (MOD Form 262A)
should be annotated to record the date on which the TEJ was incorporated into the parent file (JSP
441, paragraph 4.13 refers).
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TEMPLATE TO BE USED FOR REPLY e %

Ministry of Defence

TUESDAY 30 JANUARY 2001

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB(X) (CB)

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty's Government whether they now agree with the analysis of
the basic facts of the Rendlesham Forest/RAF Bentwaters incident in the fourth
paragraph of the Lord Hill-Norton's letter to the Lord Gilbert of 22nd October
1997, reported on page 429 of Georgina Bruni's book You Can't Tell the People;
or, if not, in what respect they disagree. (HL354)

Minister replying Baroness Symons

The Ministry of Defence's position regarding this alleged sighting remains as it
did at the time of the Rt Hon Dr the Lord Gilbert's reply to the Noble Lord's
letter of 22 October 1997. From surviving Departmental records, we remain
satisfied that nothing of defence significance occurred on the nights in question.

January 01 PQ Ref 0392L



BACKGROUND NOTE

See combined background note attached to PQO355L.

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you
provide. Departmental Instructions on answering PQs can be viewed on the CHOTS
public area and on DAWN.

DRAFTED BY

AUTHORISED BY

GRADE/RANK : Bl

BRANCH :  DAS Deputy Director

DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the above answer and background note
are in accordance with the Government's policy on answering PQs, Departmental
instructions (DCI GEN 150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).
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- The answer and background note must be authorised by a civil servant at Senior Civil
Service level or a military officer at one-star level or above who is responsible for ensuring
that the information and advice provided is accurate and reflects Departmental Instructions
on answering PQs DCI GEN 150/97.

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

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

- If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are answered seek advice from a

senior civil servant in or closely associated with your area.

Peer’s DETAIL: Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government whether they. now agree with. the
analysis-of the basic facts of the Rendlesham Forest/RAF Bentwaters incident in the fourth paragraph of
the Lord Hill-Norton's letter to the Lord Gilbert of 22nd October 1997, reported on page 429 of
Georgina Bruni's book You Can't Tell the People; or, if not,.in what respect they disagree. (HL354)
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D/Min(DP)/JWG/MP/4290/97 /M \4’November 1997

D}xL@i‘& el = Nagksa,

Thank you for your further letter of 22 October about the
alleged events at Rendlesham Forest of the nights of 27-29
December 1980.

Officials here had previously drawn my attention to the memd
written by Colonel Halt. I am afraid, however, that there is
nothing further I can add. From surviving Departmental records we
remain satisfied that nothing of defence significance dccurred on
the nights in question. '
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Admiral of Lhe Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

N TR LI C L
The Lord Gilbert o :
Minister of State e
Ministry of Defence W ey 1l ’
Whitehall N
London SWIA 2HE T

22 October, 1987

3@@@@,

Thank vou for vour letter of L6 October (it took MNve davs to
get herel) about my Question and Colonel Halt's Memo. It was
good of vou to take the trouble tao replv.,

1 du not want to go on dnd on, but because vou are new Lo this
parficular matter I would like to put vou more fully in the
piloture. rour officials, and those (perhaps the same
individuals) of the previous Administration, have sought to
pretend that Col. Halt's report was only about "unexplained
lights in the siv”, but as [ waid in my letter of 22 September
it was aboul & good deal more than that.

So that sinriaty of furthe: misunderstanding
I attac he Menooin full, and I bey vou to read it
Ll se s L, Fron 1s vou will see that he reported ithat an
mtdentified object breached UE Air Space and landed in cloge
p!H\Lllf\ to the US RAF Air Base. He gives considerable

detarl about what happened at the fime, and subsequent iy,
together with phyvsical evidence of an intrusion.

v position both privately and publicly expressed over t
bast  dozen vears or move, 1s thal there are only v
possibilitiss, either:

he
W

G An o intruasion  into our Air Space and a landing by
tinidentifled  oraft took  place  at  Rendleshan, as

describad,
Or

b. The Deputy Commander of an operational, nuclear armed,
CS Air Force Base in England, and a large number of hls

enlisted men, were either hallucinating or lying.

Continued:

M\ N
U



Zither of these simply must be "of interest to the Ministry
of Defence”, which has been repeatedly denied , in precisely
those terms. Thev, or words very like them, are used again
in your letter and 1 believe, in the light of the above, vou
would not feel inclined to sign vour name to them ayain.

I could give vou a great deal more evidence in similar veln,
not only about this incident but about many others, but on
this occasion I will spare vou. 1 ought, however, in all
fairrness let vou know that the routine denials by the Ministey
- usually the ubiquitous Ms Phillips - will very soon become
extremely damaging to its general credibility in this field.

‘7M Sunton
- At
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Copy of Memorandum by Lt. Col. Halt usAr
Sent to the Ministry of Defence on 13.1.81"

Subject: Unexplained Lights
To: RAF/CC

L. Early in the morning of 27 Dec 80 lapproximately 0300L),
two USAF security police patrolmen saw unusual lights outside
the back gate at RAF Woodbridge. Thinking an aircraft might
have crashed or been forced down, they called for permission
to go outside the gate to investigate, The on-duty flight
chief responded and allowed three patrolmen to proceed on
foot. The individuals reported seelng a strange glowing
object in the forest. The object was described as heing
metallic in appearance and triangular in shape, approximately
two to three meters across the base and approximately two
meters high. It illuminated the entire forest with a white
Light. The object itself had a pulsing red light on top and
a bank{(s) of blue lights underneath. The object was hovering
ar on legs., As the patrolmen approached the obiect, it
manauvered through the trees and disappeared. At this time
the animals on a nearbyv farm went into a frenzy. ' The object
was briefly sighted approximately an hour later near the back
gate.

2. Tne next day, three depressions i.5" deep and 7" in
diameter were found where the object had been sighted on the
ground. The following night (29 Dec 80) the area was checkead
for radiation. Beta/Gamma readings of 0.1 milliroentgens were
recorded with peak readings in the three depressions and near
the center of tha triangle formed by the depressions. A
nearby tree had moderate (.05 -.07) readings at the side of
the tree toward the depressions.

3. Later in the night a red sun-like light was seen through
the trees. It moved about and pulsed. At one point it
appeared to throw off glowing particles and then broke into
five separate white objects and then disappeared. Immediately
thervafter, Lhree star-like objects were noticed in the sky,
two objects to the north and one to the south, all of which
were about 10%° off the horizon. The objects moved rapidly in
sharp angular movements and displayed red, green and blue
lights. The objects Lo the north appeared to be elliptical
through an 8-12 power lens. They then turned to [ull circles.
The objects to the north remained in the sky for an hour or
nore.  The object to the south was visible for two or three
hours and beamed down a stream of light from time to time.
Aumerous individuals, including the undersigned, witnessed the
activities in paragraphs 2 and 3.
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whether they now agree with the analysis of the basic facts of the Rendlesham Forest/RAF
Bentwaters incident in the fourth paragraph of the Lord Hill-Norton's letter to the Lord Gilbert of 22
October 1997, reported on page 429 of GB's book

or, if not, in what respect they disagree
Answer:

A
He
FAR

e

An examination of the MOD recyﬂg that are available confirm that there was nothing of
#

/-
defence significance in the afleged sighting in 1980

Background Note:

The book claims to present new information on the subject of the alleged incident in 1980 and

Lord-Hill Norton appears to wish to re-open discussion of his letter of 22 October 1997 in the light
of allegations made in the text. A copy of that letter, and the reply from Lord Gilbert's office
(D/Min(DP)/TWG/MP/4290/97/M) is attached

There is an unclassified MOD file on the subject. It was opened almost two years after the event is
alleged to have occurred and appears to contain documents drawn from a number of other files. It
cannot be regarded with any degree of certainty as a record of all the papers ever held by MOD on

the alleged event. However, a DS8 (now DAS(Sec)) internal file note and subsequent press release
from October 1983 indicate that Lt Col Halt's memorandum had been passed to staff concerned
with air defence matters and the conclusion was that there was nothing of defence interest in the

. .
reported sightings. This conclusion has been repeated in reply to numerous enquiries over the
intervening years.
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428 YOU CAN'T TELL THE PEOPLE

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Minister of State
for Defence Procurement

From: THE RT HON DR THE LORD GILBERT

D/Min(DP)/IWG/MP/3842/97 /m /6 october 1997

‘D z 52 %L\q b A'Q”""L"““,

Thank you for your letter of 22 September concerning the
alleged events at Rendlesham Forest of December 1980.

From Departmental records available from that period we have
found no evidence to suggest that this Department contacted
Lieutenant Colonel Charles Halt following receipt of his memo of
January 1981 recording ‘Unexplained Lights” in the arsa in
December 1980. Some 16 years after the event wa can only
conclude, therefore, that it was not considered necessary to make
further enquiries in the light of the lack of any evidence to
suggest that the UK's Air Defence Region had been compromised by
unauthorized foreign military activity.

It was then, and is still,the case, that MOD does not
routinely contact witnesses whb submit reports of ‘unexplained*
aerial sightings. Follow~up action is only desmed necessary if
there is corroborating evidence to suggest an unauthorized
incursion of the UK Air Defence Region or other evidence of a
matter of defence concern.

I hope this clarifies the position.

(SN

Admiral of the Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB
dppsMb39/pe/38 4 2hillnofan/cs

Recycied Page

MOD lester from Lord Gilbert to Lord Hill-Norton
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ARPPENDIX 11t 429

Admiral of the Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

The Lord Gilbert
Minister of State
Ministry of Defance
whitehall

Loncdon SWLA ZHB

22 October, 1997

Thank vou for vour letter of 16 October (it took five davs to
get herel) about my Question and Colonel Halt's Memo. It was
good of vou to take the trouble to repiv.

I do net want to go on and on, but because you are new to this
particular metter I would like to put vou more fully in the
plcture. Your officials, and those (perhaps the same
individuais) of the previous Administration, have sought to
prefend that Col. Halt's report was only about "unexplained
lights in the sky", but as I said in my letter of 22 Septenmber
it was about a ygood deal more bLhan thab.

tiab theve 1s no possiblility of further misunderstanding
I attach a copy of the Memo in full, and I beg vou to read it
vourself. From this vou will see that he reported that an
unidentified object breached UK Air Space and landed in close
proximity to the US/RAF Ailr Base. He gives conslderable
detail aboul what happened at the time, and subsequently;
together with physical evidence of an intrusion.

@
peipy)
1
Y

My position both privately and publicly expressed over the
Last dozen vears or more, is that there are only two
possibilities, either:

. An  intruston inte our Alr Space and s landing by
unidentified craft took place abt Rendlesham, as
described.
or

b, The Deputy Commander of an operational, nuclear armed,
US Awr Force Base in England, and a large number of his
enlisted men, were either hallucinating or lying.

Continued:;

Letter to Lord Gilbert from Lovd Hill-Norton

Eanw
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Either of these simply must be "of interest to the Ministry
uf Defence”, which has been repeatedly denied , in precisely
thoze terms. They, or words very like them, are used again
in vour letter and I believe, in the light of the above, vou
would not feel inclined to siyn yvour name to them again.

I could give vou a great deal more evidence in similar vein,
oot oniy about this dncident but about many obhers, but on
this ovccasion I will spare you. I ought, however, in all
fairness et vou know that the routine denials by the Mintstry
- usually the ublguiltous Ms Phillips ~ will very soon become
extremely damaging to its general credibility in this field.

Page 2 of Lord Hill-Norton’s letter



LORDS WRITTEN PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED

DATE FOR RETURN K 12:00 ON 22 January 2001
- REFERENCE : PQ 0392L

PQ TYPE : LORDS WRITTEN
MINISTER REPLYING : -NOTFOUND-

LEAD BRANCH: . SEC ( AS) DAY (e e % comdrie wonFrens
COPY ADDRESSEE(S) : - :
Defence Estates
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MDP(SEC)

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

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

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

- If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are answered seek advice from a

senior civil servant in or closely associated with your area.

Peer’s DETAIL: Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty’s Government whether they now agree with the
analysis of the basic facts of the Rendlesham Forest/RAF Bentwaters incident in the fourth paragraph of
the Lord Hill-Norton's letter to the Lord Gilbert of 22nd October 1997, reported on page 429 of
Georgina Bruni's book You Can't Tell the People; or, if not, in what respect they disagree. (HL.354)
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Admiral of the Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

The Lord Gilbert
Minister of State
Ministry of Defence
Whitehall

London SW1a 2HB

Thank vou for vour letter of 1§ October (it took five days to
get here!) about my Question and Colonel Halt's Memo. It was
guod of vou to take the trouble to reply.

I do not want to go on and on, but because you are new to this
particular matter I would like to put you more fully in the
piroture, Your officials, and those {perhaps the same
indlviduals) of the previous Administrabion, have sought to
pretend that Col. Halt's report was only about "unexplained
lights in the sky”, but as I sald in my letter of 27 September
1t was about a good deal more Lhan thab.,

5o Lhat Lhere is ao possibility of Further misunder&tanding
I attach a copy of the Memo in full, and I beg you to read it
vourseif ., From this vou will see that he reported that an
unidentified object breached UK Air Space and landed in close
proximity to the US/RAF Air Base. He gives considerable
detail about what happened at the time, and subsequent {y;
together with phyvsical evidence of an intrusion,

My position both privately and publicly expressed over the
last dozen vyears or more, is  that there are only two
possibilities, either:

Q. An intrusion into our Air
unidentified  craft | rook
described.

3o and a3 landing by
at  Rendlesham, as

or
i The Deputy Commander of an operational, nuclear armead,

US Air Force Base in England, and a large number aof his

enlisted men, were either hallucinating or lying.

Continued:

Letter to Lord Gilbert from Lovd Hill-Norton
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 54

TEMPORARY ENCLOSURE JACKET

' © MOD Form 174D
" {Revised 5/99)

DIVISION / DIRECTORATE / BRANCH:

DAS (sec)

SUBJECT:
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Referred to Date Referred to Date

USER NOTES

1. AMOD Form 262A (File Record Sheet) must be raised for each new Temporary Enclosure Jacket
- {TEJ) created. The TEJ should also include a minute sheet.

2. When a TEJ is incorporated into the parent file it should be placed in the file in date order (according

to the date of the last action on the TEJ) and allocated an enclosure number.

3. The file minute sheet should be annotated to record the enclosure number of the TEJ along with
details of the number of enclosures contained within it. The TEJ record sheet (MOD Form 262A)
should be annotated to record the date on which the TEJ was incorporated into the parent file (JSP

441, paragraph 4.13 refers).
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TEMPLATE TO BE USED FOR REPLY

Ministry of Defence

FRIDAY 26 JANUARY 2001

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB(X) (CB)

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty's Government whether they will detail the underground
facilities at the former RAF Bentwaters installation; and what is the purpose of
these facilities. (HL320)

Minister replying Baroness Symons

There are no underground facilities at the former RAF Bentwaters.

January 01 PQ Ref 0359L



BACKGROUND NOTE

See combined background note attached to PQ0355L.

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you
provide. Departmental Instructions on answering PQs can be viewed on the CHOTS
public area and on DAWN.

DRAFTED BY :

AUTHORISED BY :

GRADE/RANK : Bl

BRANCH :  DAS Deputy Director

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



A LORDS WRITTEN PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED

vATE FOR RETURN 12:00 ON'22
PQ REFERENCE : PQ 0359L
PQ TYPE | : LORDS WRITTEN
MINISTER REPLYING : -NOTFOUND-

anuary 2001 | \

LEAD BRANCH: : DEFENCE ESTATES
COPY ADDRESSEE(S) :

DAS(SEC)

MDP Sec

D MOD Sy

CS HQ Strike Cmd

D NEWS

D AIR RP

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

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

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

- If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are answered seek advice from a

senior civil servant in or closely associated with your area.

Peer’s DETAIL: Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government whether they will detail the
underground facilities at the former RAF Bentwaters installationy and what is the purpose of these
facilities. (HL320)
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Section 40 | File Reference:  0350L
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Total number of pages including cover sheet: 3
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Ministry of Defence
Fri 26 January 2001

.

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB(X){(CB)

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty’s Government whether they will detail the
underground facilities at the former RAF Bentwaters installation; and
what is the purpose of these facilities. (HL320)

Minister Replying Baroness Symons
There are no underground facilities at the former RAF Bentwaters.

17 January 01 PQ Ref 03591

oraFTED & S e S

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

AUTHORISED BY: TEL:
GRADE/RANK: 8CS
BRANCH:

Defence Estates is an Agency of the MOD
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BACKGROUND NOTE

RAF Bentwaters was a USAF airfield and was sold to Bentwaters Investments
Ltd on 15 May 1997. There were no underground facilities.

Defence Estates is an Agency of the MOD
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8 YOu CAN'T TELL THE PEOPLE

who kindly escorted us to the plush visitors' room and offered us
piping-hot coffee, which went down very well on such a cold
winter’s day. Drane was equally accommodating, and when [
cheekily asked for a copy of the huge Bentwaters map that graced his
office wall, he willingly obliged. In all the excitement, 1 had for-
gotten it was sy birthiday and I could not have wished for a better
gift than 2 iUSAEﬂ_{ggp} of the eftire Bentwaters complex, which
listed and numbered every building above ground.
Vernon Drane had assigned one of his more mature security
guards to accompany us on the tour. Derek Barnes was due for
retirement soon, SO wWe were lucky to have his expertise. He was a
local who had been with Bentwaters security since the Americans
had departed, before that he used to service their domestic
appliances. Our first stop was the air-traffic control tower and
although not that high, it was one hell of a climb on a wet and windy
day. The view from the towej was quite amazing, one could see right
across the base, over towards the forest. The fictings, which had once
held the controls, were still mostly intact, and I could imagine being
seated there, watching the A-10s coming in to land. However, this
was not the tower I was looking for, that was in the weapons storage
area. It was from that particular standpoint that an airman was
instructed to keep an eye on low-flying UFOs. Just as I was taking
photographs of the panoramic view, an aggressive young security
ard came barging in. He thought we were intruders and had
charged in with the'aim of confronting us. I was now beginning to
feel guilty at dragging old Barnes up those slippery metal steps to the
rower, if the climb up was difficult in the gale-force wind and heavy
rain, the climb down was equally so. .
Our next stop was the base headquarters, where the wing
commander would have ruled with his commanding officers. It was
a large complex, surrounded by overgrown gardens, and at the
entrance was a canopy that had obviously protected the officers from
the elements as they stepped into their vehicles. I noticed most of the
rooms were carpeted, and as we climbed the staircase to the higher
echelons’ offices they became much grander. We entered a reception

g e o

s




INTRODUGTION 9

area through two huge glass doors: one etched with the emblem of
the USAF and the other with that of the 81st Tactical Fighter Wing,
the last squadron to occupy the base. The doors led to a spacious
reception area, and off to the right was the grandest - office of all, the
wing commander’s. As v\gth some of the other ’i%ﬁ‘oor 0fﬁé§'§) its
walls were a mass of wall-to-ceiling storage-cupboards, coricealed by
sliding doors with no handles. Jacquicline and I had fun trying to
figure out how to open them. This particular office had its own
private toilet, en-suite shower and small built-in wardrobe: Air Force
fuxury at its best, I thought. I could not resist a nose around and
found myself looking on to an enormous balcony that Barnes said
had been used for cocksail parties during the summer months. This
is where the wing commander would have entertained the local
Anglo/American Social Committee, commonly known as the
Mutual Admiration Society. This building was only constructed in
the mid-1980s and according to a former wing commander the old
place was embarrassingly decrepit and he had often found himself
apologizing to visitors.
Adjacent to the headquarters was the Command Post, which was
the nerve centre of the installation. This was another nuclear-
protected building. We had the spooks about the Woodbridge
“shelter, but this was far more sophisticated, and much larger, and I
: ae it. 1 thought Barnes was not so keen but
j - we waited for him to open the

combination locks we spotted more of the strange showers outside
 the main entrance to the builéin

After entering by the heavy doog, we had to once again use our
torches because there was no electricity inside the unused structures,
and of course there were no windows. The door led into a small
cubicle, which must have been where a security policeman once
stood guard. From there we entered another door that led to a
narrow corridor, and on the left-hand side there was 2 sign with the
words DECON 1. This consisted of a small cubicle with a shower

unit. We then passed through another heavy door and as we walked
down the narrow corridor we passed three more decontamination
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10 YOu CAN'T TELL THE PEQPLE

units, DECON 2, 3 and 4. We realized thatin the event of a nuclear
attack, personnel would have been required to take an outside
shower and go through the decontamination procedures before they
entered the main complex. All along the corridor were strange-
looking devices that we realized were oxygen vents. One room
consisted of enormous pipes which led through the walls to where
we did not know, but assumed these would have provided the
oxygen. To my right was a small room full of row upon row of
decaying telephone switchboards. Obviously, this had been their
communications outfit, and I considered whether it would have
functioned had there been an all-out nuclear attack. As we con-
tinued through the complex we passed other empty rooms and it felt
as if we were inside some kind of capsule. It was difficult in the
blackaess with only torches for light and T almost fell down some
steps as | tried to gain my bearings. At the far end of the building
was a room that featured two rows of fittings joined end to end;
chese had, no doubt, housed computers. Barnes accidentally

~ knocked over an empty can of coke and the noise suddenly brought

me back to reality. This was some place! Exiting through the other
side of the room, we came across another huge door and it occurred
to us that we had passed through several of these on the way in. As
with the Woodbridge post, we hoped that none of these would close
behind us. I slid back a door that seemed to take up the whole of one
wall, only to discover there was a sliding panel behind it made out
of some type of steel. When I slid back the panel it revealed another
of the same, and another, and another, and so on. After sliding all
the panels back a solid steel wall was revealed. Moving back into the
room I had previously exited, I found that the panels and sealed wall
led right along the edge of that room too. It was obviously a nuclear-;

“safe outside_ waLLahd it made me realize what litele ‘chance we
civilians would have stood had there been a nuclear attack. The
government information booklet, Protect and Survive, which advised
‘s citizens on how to protect themselves from such an attack,
seemed preposterous in comparison.

Suddenly we found ourselves in another passageway that led to
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a small room. At the end of the room was an unusual solid red door
that looked very important indeed. It had a small glass pane but was
covered in warning signs such as: ‘No photographs beyond this
point. This is a restricted area,” and ‘Warning. Controlled Area. It is
unlawful to enter thxs area without permission of the Installation
Commander.’ Next to the door was'some sort of old security system;
unfortunately the door was well and truly locked and Barnes
explained that there were no keys for it. I surmised this must have
been one of the sensitive areas that Vernon Drane had told me still
existed, apparently there were still a few of these on the installation.
The door was at the very end of i ich meant it could
not really lead anywhere gther than outside or do@ But when I
looked through the glass pane there was an area three-feet square
directly in front of the door which was blocked off by a wall, and the
exit which I could not see clearly was off to the left. However, there’
were no exits on that side of the wall because I checked when 1 left
the building, Besides, it could not have been an exit because_the
signs clearly mdxcatcd It was an entrance to somewhere. We had o
conclude that it was. rebably the entrance to an under round -
. _facility. Disappointed, and knowmg that the secret door would stay
in my memory forever, we turned back, looking for the way we came
in, but we seemed to have found another route. In the dark every-
thing looked so much more confusing. We passed several more
vaults and small rooms,iand a sign on one of the heavy doors read:
“There are no classified documents in this vault.’ Barnes pointed to
a round steel contraption that reminded me of a submarine door.
Was it an escape route? Did it lead to secret tunnels? Regrettably, I
was not about to explore further. We were becoming nauseous at
having to inhale the stale trapped air and desperately needed to get
some fresh air into our lungs. As we stepped outside I was over-
whelmed by a feeling of relief, and found myself thinking how
fortunate we were to be able to walk out of that confined space into
a world that was free from nuclear fallout.

Our next stop was the weapons storage area. We passed
numerous dull buildings on the way, with our tour guide Barnes
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The National Archives
DIS classification note
Note on “highest classification applied to UFO [documents] in MoD”, was Secret UK Eyes Only, applied to the DIS report on UAPs


03515 -~ Lord Hill Norten

Question:

To ask HMG what is the highest classification that has been applied to any Ministry of Defence
document concerning Unidentified Flying Objects.

Answer:

The highest classification is Secret.

Background Note: headed UK RESTRICTED

A [limited] search of material identified as relating to 'UFQs' indicates that the vast majority of the
papers that exist on the subject, on open and closed files, are unclassified. Directorate Air Staff
(Secretariat) has traced a small number of documents graded Secret. They relate to discussions
concerning handling of correspondence and administrative arrangements not "UFO' reports and
appear to hold a higher classification than might be expected from the nature of the material they
contain. The DIS has applied the classification of SECRET UK EYES ONLY to a recent report
generated on Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP). The report concluded a low priority study to
database reports of UAP sightings that have been received within that area over a period of some 30
years. The main conclusion of the report was that sightings provided nothing of value to the DIS
and a decision has been taken to cease work on the subject. The overall classification of the report
was dictated by analysis material included on the UK Air Defence Ground Environment. The

document is otherwise UK Restricted.
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, LORDS WRITTEN PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED

»..TE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON 18 January 2001
PQ REFERENCE : PQ 0351L
PQ TYPE : LORDS WRITTEN
MINISTER REPLYING : -NOTFOUND-
LEAD BRANCH: : SEC (AS)
COPY ADDRESSEE(S)
, MDP Sec
DISecy. /T=Fo-
D NEWS
D AIR RP

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

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

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

- If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are answered seek advice from a

senior civil servant in or closely associated with your area.

Peer’s DETAIL: Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

" QUESTION

rnment To ask Her Majesty's Government what is the highestc ation ;

To ask Her : Her | h cation
' ‘Ministry of Defence document concerning Unidentified Flying Objects, .




17 JAN @1 17:58 FROM DI SEC- Msccion 1)
" . 0L

UNRBSBEETED

POSSIBLE ANSWER TO PQ 03511

The DIS has applied the classification of SECRET UK EYES ONLY to a recent
report generated on Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP). The DIS has received
copies of UAP sightings for about 30 years. These were filed without analysis.
Recently, a low priority study was conducted to database the reports and carry out
an analysis. The main conclusion was that the sightings provided nothing of value
to the DIS in the assessment of weapon systems and that sightings can be
explained as mis-reporting of man-made vehicles, natural but not unusual
phenomena and natural but relatively rare and not completcly understood
phenomena. A decision has been made not to carry out any further work on the
subject. The overall classification of the report was dictated by the analysis
material included on the UK Air Defence Ground Environment otherwise it is UK
RESTRICTED.

UK BEIREFIHED

ok TOTAL PRGE. @2 wk
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DAS4A1(SEC)

From: Info(Exp)-Records1
Sent: 17 January 2001 09:37
To: DAS4A1(SEC)
Subject: RE: PQ 03511

How about something like this for the background note?

Identification of relevant records.

The Ministry of Defence has two main archives. One, the main archive located at Hayes that
currently has in excess of 65 linear miles of records. A great majority of these are Services
personnel records, but approximately, 10 linear miles are registered and unregistered files
created by MOD HQ branches an%}tstaﬂons. These date back to the mid-1970s and are held
awaiting review or for those already reviewed destruction. These records will carry a protective
marking no higher than SECRET. A second, a much smaller archive, is located in central London
holding approximately 3,000 linear feet of files with a protective marking at TOP SECRET level or
requiring SPECIAL HANDLING).

There is no thematic index of files stored in either archive, although an exercise to create a
database of archive holdings has been in place for a couple of years. But this is limited to
recording basic file information such as file reference and the title as designated by the branch
creating the record. The latter have proved to be particularly unhelpful on other exercises over
the years for example a Ministerial file titled "USA" carried exchanges of correspondence of an
ephemeral nature as well as significant details of "co-operation on special projects”.

To undertake any search of the archives staff must be in the possession of at least - the
abbreviate branch title and key words that might appear in the title. A physical search through
MOD Form 262Fs (stored, in the main separately from files and totalling more than 1 million)
ensures.

The identification of relevant files would then leads to the physical examination of the contents
to establish the protective marking of individual documents and their relevancy to the subject.
[

& P q

Similar exercises in the past PG P € Ba. TR bedetegd

o

&~

— 2 In 1998 Lord Hill Norton asked a number of PQs relating to departmental holding of files
relating to the subject of ufos. As a consequence of the above research was limited to the
identification only of Sec{AS) and predecessor files that carried the title "UFQOs".

More recently, a member of the public ask for information relating to files on the same subject

that also required a search of the archives. As with the previous occasion only a limited search
was undertaken,

[PQO351L (you might wish to consider ending on an upbeat!)

So far as this PQ is concerned, and in attempt to be helpful, a limited search through the holding
of files held by DAS(Sec) on this subject has been carried out. With the following result.......... ]

| hope that this is helpful

17/01/01


The National Archives
Note on MOD archives
Note on storage and content of MoD archives holding secret and top secret documents
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----- Original Message---~-
From: DAS4A1(SEC)
Sent: 16 January 2001 15:53
To: Info(Exp)-Records]
Subject: PQ 0351L

Further to our discussion earlier today about the classification of
documents concerning UFOs for one of the PQs we are
answering, I would be grateful if you could send me something in
writing that we can include in the background note. It may be
helpful to mention the trawl of files you did for BRI

query.
The question asked in the PQ is:

To ask Her Majesty's Government what is the highest
classification that has been applied to any Ministry of Defence
document concerning Unidentified Flying Objects.

As our deadline for the PQ is 1200 on Thursday 18 January, I
would appreciate a response as soon as possible.

Thank you

DAS4al(Sec)
MB8245

17/01/01



1 34A1(SEC)

From: STC-OPSSPT-ATC-AREA2/S0O2

Sent: 16 January 2001 16.07

To: DAS4A1(SEC)

Cc: DAO ADGE1,; STC-OPSSPT-ATC-AREA/SO1; STC-OPSSPT-ATC-Gp Capt
Subject: UFO RELATED PQs

Importance: High

DAO ADGE 1 requested that we provide input to you on the following 2 PQs:

a. "What is the highest classification that has been applied to any MOD document concerning UFOs?"
b. "Is HMG aware of any uncorrelated targets tracked on radar in Nov or Dec 1980; and whether they

(HMG) will give details of any such incidents?”

Bacowaty Choserrbochsns yo
We have examined the file records of the Area Radar Units (LATCC (Mll} and ScATCC (Mil)) and the Headquarters
STC Operations Support Air Traffic Control (formerly HQ MATO) for mstanoes of UFO reports. We do'not-hold-any=
files that contain data relating to UROs at either the HQ or the Area. In any case the maximum
classification of files held is SECRET therefore if there had been any input in the past this would have been the
likely maximum classification. Wh at reporis-of UFOS recewed by AIS (Mi!) are reporied to your
ofﬁc‘

(er e eveatlion
In so far as the question of an awareness of any "uncorrelated targets tracked on radar in Nov or Dec 1980" our
records do not extend that far back. Unusual incidents would be noted in the Air Traffic Control Watch Logs at
LATCC (Mil) or SCATCC (Mil); The ATC Watch Logs are retained for a period of 3 years and are then subsequently
destroyed. Recordings of radar data are retained for a period of 30 days prior to the re-use of the recording medium.

e
& S

Signed on CHOLS

San Ldr




L 34A1(SEC)

From: - 2GP-ISTARZ-2A-S02 « %ot

Sent: 17 January 2001 13:23

To: DAS4A1(SEC)

Cc: DAO ADGE1; STC-CMDSEC-SEC-PARL
Subject: RE: UFO Related PQs

importance: Low

Not a very comprehensive reply | am afraid, but it is as follows:

(Keceechs mﬁﬂ%{ ceikron
a. Gur highest classiication for UFO documents is RESTRICTED.
b. We have no records dating back to Nov Dec 1880. Therefore it is impossible to give any information

regarding the second question.

Please let me know if we can be of further assistance.

Sqn Ldr
S0O2 ASACS Opst

————— Criginal Message-----

From: DAQO ADGE1

Sent: 16 January 2001 10:38

To: 2GP-ISTAR2-501; 2GP-ISTARZ-2A-802; STC-OPSSPT-ATC-AREA2/S02
Ce: DAS4A1(SEC)

Subject: UFQ Related PQs

Importance: High

Sorry for this fast ball but Lord Hill-Norton has submitted 4 PQs relating to a UFO report about lights in
Mendlesham Forest circa 198011 We (I) have been asked to provide inputs to DAS4A1 (SEC) on 2 of the PQs:

The first question is ' What is the highest classification that has been applied to any MOD document
concerning UFOs'

The second question is 'Is HMG aware of any uncorrelated targets tracked on radar in Nov or Dec 1980; and
whether they (HMG) will give details of any such incidents'

I doubt we have any records remaining for this period, but we must go through the motions. Grateful therefore if
you could check down the organisation o see if there are any files or logbooks that go back to 1980 and whether
any record exists of such activity. On the AD side could you also check with STCOC (old DCON records) as well
as the CRCs.

By way of interpretation, | would define 'uncorrelated targets' as 'radar tracks that have not been positively
identified by normal means'.

Answers have to be with DAS4A1(SEC) by cease work Wed 17 Jan 01. As | shall be out of office on that day,
grateful if you would forward your inputs (including any pertinent background info and an indication of what, if
anything, we would be happy to release to the public dpmain by way of a stated answer) on CHOtS direct to
i(BASz&M (SEC)), info me. TVM



| 34A1(SEC)

From: D flo DAO ADGE!
Sent: . 16 January 2001 10:38
=

To: 2GP-ISTAR2-501; 2GP-{STAR2-2A-S02; STC-OPSSPT-ATC-AREA2/S02
Cc: DAS4A1(SEC)

Subject: UFO Related PQs

Importance: High

Sorry for this fast ball but Lord Hill-Norton has submitted 4 PQs relating to a UFQ repOﬂ about lights in Mendlesham
Forest circa 1980!! We (1) have been asked to provide inputs to DAS4A1 (SEC) on 2 of the PQs:

The first question is ' What is the highest classification that has been applied to any MOD document
concerning UFOs'

The second question is 'Is HMG aware of any uncorrelated targets tracked on radar in Nov or Dec 1980; and
whether they (HMG) will give details of any such incidents'

I doubt we have any records remaining for this period, but we must go through the motions. Grateful therefore if you
could check down the organisation to see if there are any files or logbooks that go back to 1980 and whether any
record exists of such activity. On the AD side could you also check with STCOC (old DCON records) as well as the
CRCs.

By way of interpretation, | would define 'uncorrelated targets' as 'radar fracks that have not been positively identified
by normal means'.

Answers have to be with DAS4A1(SEC) by cease work Wed 17 Jan 01. As | shall be out of office on that day,

grateful if you would forward your inputs (including any pertinent background info and an indication of what, if

anything, we would be happy to release to the public domain by way of a stated answer) on CHOtS direct to
_@aw (SEC)), info me. TVM

DAO ADGE1



O\]Cg’vc'.o..\ @fc": - WaAtten Ar\sws
=N Moy Colomns 19-20.

Unidentified Objects, (Rendlesham Forest)

Mr. Redmond: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what is the current security classification on the
documents his Department holds on the unidentified
objects seen by members of the United States Armed
Forces in Rendlesham forest, Suffolk in 1980; and if he
will make a statement. {27644]

-

- Mr. Soames: The papers Held by my Departrnérit'
* relating to the alleged evenis at Rendlesham forest, -
" Suffolk in 1980 are unclassified. o
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o ¢ ! dentified Objects (Rendlesham Forest)
# Mr. Redmond: To ask the Secretary of State for
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Defence, pursuant to his answer of 7 May, Official Report,
columns 19-20, if he will list the titles of the papers held
by his Department in respect of unidentified objects seen
in Rendlesham forest, Suffolk; and if he will make 2
statement. {31490}

Mr. Soames: Apart from a report of the events written
at the time by the United States Air Force deputy base
commander at RAF Woodbridge, which has been in the
public domain for a number of years, the documents held
, by my Department are internal staffing papers and
%correspondence from members of the public relating to

the alleged events.
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Bourlon Barracks, Catterick

——
B i G

Mr. Home Robertson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Defence what was the cost of the structure and fixed
equipment of building 36 at Bourlon barracks, Catterick,
for the Royal Electrical and Mechanical Engineers light
aid detachment; and if the final payment for that building
has been made by his Department. {31612}

Mr. Soames: The total cost of the structure and fixed
equipment of building 36, Bourlon barracks, REME lad,
was £524,179. The final payment for this building—that
is, the release of retention—has not been made.

Mr. Home Robertson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Defence what will be the cost of modifications to the
crane, doors and exhaust ventilation system in the LAD
building (No. 36) at Bourlon barracks, Catterick, to
facilitate maintenance work on Warrior armoured
personnel carriers. [31614]

‘Mr. Soames: The estimated cost for the modification
of the crane from a single to a two-speed motor is £5,500.
There are no plans to modify any of the doors in building
36. The exhaust extraction system was modified in
January 1996 at an approximate cost of £2,500.

Sea Training

Sir Dudley Smith: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence which operational sea training facilities the
United Kingdom will make available to the Western
- European Union, following the Birmingham declaration
of 7 May. [31746]

Mr. Soames: We will make available, for national or
collective participation by WEU nations, the Royal
Navy’s operational sea training facility at Plymouth, and
the joint maritime courses. which are run off the coast
of Scotland.

Western European Union

Sir Dudley Smith: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what plans he has to develop further the Western
European Union’s intelligence section. [31750]

Mr. Soames: The intelligence section agreed by
Ministers in 1995 is not operational. Any further
development of its capabilities would be undertaken by
WEU in the light of experience.
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- European Union mobility stud:

Written '/ |

Sir Dudley Smith: To ask’ ‘
Defence what progress has b

llowing the Western
European Union Ministeriali¥Council meeting in
Birmingham and the meeting of Western European Union
Chiefs of Defence Staff in London.. - {31752}

Mr. Soames: Following endorsement of the strategic
mobility concept by Chiefs of Defence Staff and by
Ministers, a special WEU working group has begun
examining the most effective means by which the concept
might be implemented. 3 :

Sir Dudley Smith: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what estimate he has ‘madé;,. as to when the

o/ Western European Union will be in a position to conduct

a full-scale Petersherg-type operation. ’ [31747]

Mr. Soames: Our target is for WEU to be capable of
conducting a small-scale crisis management mission by
the end of 1996. Achievement of this goal depends on
WEU making further progress on . the operational
improvements we have initiated during our presidency.

Sir Dudley Smith: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence which countries have not to, date offered to
provide intelligence data to the Western European
Union's intelligence section. (31751}

Mr. Soames: This is a matter, for the nations
concerned. .

Sir Dudley Smith: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what measures will be taken fo increase the
involvement of the associate partner members in Western
European Union’s work on operational development with
particular reference to Africa peacekeeping, exercise
policy and humanitarian task force operations.  [31749]

Mr. Soames: WEU associate partners have already
taken part in discussions on the specific issues referred to
by the hon. Member. They have also been invited to
provide information on the forces that they might make
available for WEU operations. We look forward to their
further involvement in discussions on other operational
matters. '

Sir Dudley Smith: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence if he will encourage the Western European Union
to add a public relations element to its current crisis
exercises, Crisex 96. 131753]

Mr. Soames: WEU intends to use this exercise to
promote its operational role to the media, and plans a
press visit to the exercise. WEU will also be testing
internally new procedures for operational public
information policy, developed as a UK initiative.

Sea Harrier Aircraft

Mr. Home Robertson: To ask the Secretary of State
for Defence how many Sea Harrier aircraft have been lost
in the last year; how many new aircraft from the attrition
batch whose procurement was announced in January 1994
have now been deployed in squadron Service as
replacements; and what navigation system Wwas$ fitted to
those replacement aircraft when they were delivered by
British Aerospace.  [31758)

RN
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TEMPORARY ENCLOSURE JACKET |
DIVISION / DIRECTORATE / BRANCH:

DAS (5ec)

SUBJECT: _
Fe 0258 L
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Referred to Date Referred to Date

USER NOTES

1. A MOD Form 262A (File Record Sheet) must be raised for each new Temporary Enclosure Jacket
(TEJ) created. The TEJ should aiso include a minute sheet.

2. When a TEJ is incorporated into the parent file it should be placed in the file in date order (according
to the date of the last action on the TEJ) and allocated an enclosure number.

3. The file minute sheet should be annotated to record the enclosure number of the TEJ along with
details of the number of enclosures contained within it. The TEJ record sheet (MOD Form 262A)
should be annotated to record the date on which the TEJ was incorporated into the parent file (JSP
441, paragraph 4.13 refers).

RESTRICTED/UNCLASSIFIED
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"EMPLATE TO BE USED FOR REPLY

Ministry of Defence

FRIDAY 26 JANUARY 2001

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB(X) (CB)

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty's Government whether they are aware of any involvement in
the 1980 Rendlesham Forest incident by either Ministry of Defence Police or
personnel from the Suffolk Constabulary. (HL321)

Minister replying Baroness Symons

The Ministry of Defence is not aware of any involvement by the Ministry of
Defence Police in the alleged incident. The Ministry of Defence's knowledge of
involvement by the Suffolk Police is limited to a letter dated 28 July 1999 from
the Suffolk Constabulary to Georgina Bruni that is contained in the recent book.

January 01 PQ Ref 0358L



BACKGROUND NOTE

See combined background note attached to PQO355L.

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you
provide. Departmental Instructions on answering PQs can be viewed on the CHOTS
public area and on DAWN.

DRAFTED BY

AUTHORISED BY :

GRADE/RANK : Bl

BRANCH :  DAS Deputy Director

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



LURDS WRIITTEN PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION RE QUIRED

D.{  FOR RETURN . 12:00 ON 22 January 2001 é \/-ec\_G’
PQ REFERENCE : PQ 0358L . :

PQ TYPE : LORDS WRITTEN

MINISTER REPLYING : -NOTFOUND-

LEAD BRANCH: : SEC (AS)

COPY ADDRESSEE(S) : O 13 wmraied
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- The answer and background note must be authorised by a civil servant at Senior Civil
Service level or a military officer at one-star level or above who is responsible for ensuring

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

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

- If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are answered seek advice from a

senior civil servant in or closely associated with your area.

Peer’s DETAIL: Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Govemment whether they are aware of any
involvement in the 1980 Rendlesham Forest incident by either Ministry of Defence Police or personnel
from the Suffolk Constabulary. (HL321) v

i o, e
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Home Office (fu.agslej&, 03Y0. ) Sexl

Actlon Agalnst Crime and Disorder Unit /o Ho -@ Lol
§0 Queen Anne's Gate, London SW1H 9AT

Switchboard Facsimile SESTEREI Oiret une[EESEIEEINN

FAX ot

_DAS 4a (Sec) - Ministry of Defence
From; Section 40|

Date: 18 January 2001

Time: 11.20am
Faxnamr pecion 0
Number of pages: 4

(including this one)

If any part of this fax Is unclear please telephone_

PQs ON RENDLESHAM FOREST INCIDENT IN 1980

I have enclosed a response from Suffolk Constabulary concerning PQ's on the Rendlesham
Farest incident in 1980. As you will see, they have enclosed 2 letter from Inspectar

E@v{s Bruni on the incident which concerns Suffolk police involvement at the
Ime.

220%% o s appears to be their only interest but I note that the contents of this letter was
) already included in the chapter of Ms Bruni's book which was enclosed. 1 think that the

< y P iy
>atfolle auswer to this question will have to be that Suffolk Police did investgate incident (as per <~ re

S

Pelice ST 1< tt) at the time but that it has beea impossible to Tocate the incident files for

a more detailed response. Also most of the officers sexving ar the time have since redred
¥ T : mcludmgﬂ
ES Pau;u‘. I suggest that the answer to the Special Branch gestion is that they may have been aware at
Rierwct the tme of the incident but would not have got involved due to there being no threat to

e e e
Cenleb ok
ﬁ/ﬁv &amw

i (.0

Public Order Section

BUILDING A SAFE, JUST AND TOLERANT SOCIETY
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18-JAN-2801 11:37 FROM EXECUTIVE SERVICES 10 Section 40 [N

'SUFFOLK CONS'i . Y

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

FORCE HEADQUARTERS
MARTLESHAM HEATH
{PSWICH IP5 3QS

e SRR - SRR - - S

DATE : 18 January 2001

TO : Home Office Action Against Crime
. and Disarder Unit

FAX NO. | I <<cion 20|
FOR ATTENTION OF : _uhlic Order Section
ORIGINATOR : - Executive Services Manager

PAGES TO FOULOW : 2

TEXT

As discussed please find a copy of a letter sent to Georgina Bruni in July 1999 which may be of
use. As also discussed due to the period elapsed since the ‘incident’ it has not been possidle 10
locate any files {due to them being stored in 8 different location). Furthermore the situation is
exacerbated by the fact that most polics officers sarving at that time have since retired
lincluding the author of the attached letter!l. :

) rust thig will aufhice.

Executive Services Manager

Confidensality Notics - this message is intonged only Far the addresass and may contain infosmaton that is aonfidentist
ar privileged. Unauthoriged uva iz atricdy prohibited and may bs unlawful. If you ars not the addfsesge. you should  _gpem
not read, copy, distivas or otharwise use thiz mesvage, cxcept o1 the purpose of dativery to tho addressce. Please

telephone the sbove mumber if this fax is incampiate, ilegible, or if yau have received itin arrar.

bz
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.. 13-]AN-2081 11:38 FROM EXECUTIVE SERVICES 10 Section 40 [ ?
Y
FORCE HEADQUARTERS, MARTLESHAM HEATH. IPSWICH IP5 7QS
Tel: !pswich¥ Telex: -m 0
All official correspondence should be addressed to the Chiet Constable
QrPM
Chief Constable
Your Ref:
Qur Ref: 28 July 1999
Daar Ms Bruni,

INCIDENT IN RENDLESHAM FOREST - DECEMBER 1930

1 rafer to your letter of 22 July 1889 in ralationto a series of unusual Bvents which sliegedly occurred outside
the perimeter of RAF Woodbridge, Suffolk, during the last week of December 1980.

A great deal of interest has understandebly been generaied in respect of this story, not least because of the
appsrent number and standing of witnesses. However, over the intervening years, various reports of the
incident(s} seem to have takenona life of their own 1o the extant that the "sighting’ details and corroborative
svidence have been substantially embellished. This contrasts sharply with the views of the local police who
attended at the time snd did not perceive this occurrénce as being anything unusual considering the fgstive
significance of tha date and axpected high spirits. :

Such a perception lends support to the lack of police documentary evidence and one needs to understand the
minirmalistic nature of rural policing in order to appreciate the answers which | will attempt to give to your
guestions.

{1

{3

- {4)

Both“ave retired from the force but, being 8 long standing friend of the
tormer, | have spoken to him recently and at great length in response to other similar journalistic
enquiries. He does not recall making eny official report and there is no evidence that one was made.

as confirmed that he andere in the Law Enforcement Office at RAF
Bertwaters when they were diverted 1c a ‘higher priority’ task at Otley postoffice. As rural night-duty
officers they wauld have sole responsibility for poficing 2 huge territoria! area {approx 400 square
miles! and would certainly havs treated a post office burglary as more important than a recurrence
of @n earlier incident which was seen as somawhat frivolous.

_(also now retired] visit to the alleged !and@te would not have generated more

than a standard incident [0g unless he wes convinced that something worth reporting had gecurred.
ad discussed the matter with him and it appearsd thet sl three officers were equally

unimpressed with the nights events.

Civilian police officers were not empioyed in guarding the area surrounding the alleged landing site(s!
or to deter dccess as there was no evidence to indicate that anything of immediate concern to the

palice had occurred.

LOPUAUES e renn

Georgina Brunt

a3


The National Archives
Police letter re. Rendelsham
Copy of letter from Suffolk Police Inspector addressed to Georgina Bruni, July 1999, deals with Suffolk Constabulary involvement in the Rendlesham incident


"

» 187812081 12:30

e

NC. 4
o TNom 11:3  FROM EXECUTIVE SERUICES 10 Section 40, JRSPURNS

{5) There is no documentary evidence that police officers were involved in similar incidants an 27-31
Docernber that yeer and drhot racell any further requests for police sttendance.

{6 Special Branch officers should heve been aware of the incidant(s) through having sight of the
Incident Logls) but would not have shown an interest unless there was evidencs of a potential
threat to netional security. No such threat was evident.

{ have tried 1o be 8s objective as possible with the answers provided and, lixe yourself, would

undoubtedily be pleased to see & local incident such as this substantiated as sn authentic ‘UFQ’
experience s similar views to myself end retumed ta the forest site in daylight in case he had
missed some evidance in the darkness. There was nothing to be seen snd he remains unconvinced that
the oceurrence was genuine. The immediate area wag swept by powerful light heams from a landing
beacon at RAF Bentwaters and the Orfordness lighthouse. I know from psrsonal experience that at night,
in cortain waather and cloud conditions, these beams were very pronounced and certainly caused strange
visusal effects.

If you have any other guary in this subject | will be pleased 1o discuss the tssues further, My
direct dial telephone number is

Yours sincerely,

inspactor - Uperations {Planning)

TOTAL P.E83

a4



DAS4A1(SEC)

From: DAS3B1(8EC)

Ser*- 18 January 2001 08:22
To DAS4A1(SEC)
Subject: FW: PQ 0358:UFOs.

Good morning.

Forwarded as requested by helps.

-----Ortiginal Message-—

From: Sec(MDP)Co-ord
Sent: 17 January 2001 13:17
To: DAS3B1(SEC)
Subject: PQ 0358:UFOs.

N,

W]

FQ0358.doc
Good afternoon ’ilm

Would you mind passing this on the the UFO desk!

Regards



LOOSE MINUTE
D/MDP/36/2/8 ( /01)

16 January 2001

DAS(Sec)
Copy to:

Ch Supt (Ops)
CID (CS)

LORDS PQ 0358,

1. Thank you for sight of the above.

2. I would suggest you reply along the following lines;

ANSWER:

f‘There is'no record of the Ministry of Defence Police having investigated or being
involved in the 1980 Rendelsham Forest incident. Issues relating to the Suffolk

Constabulary are a matter for the Chief Constable of that Force™.

BACKGROUND NOTE:

“We have been unable to find any reference to the Rendelsham Forest incident in files
held by MDP. Several Senior Officers of the Force have been contacted to see if they
had any recollections not recorded on file. The consensus seems to be that RAF
Woodbridge did not have a dedicated MDP presence on site but rather was the subject
of infrequent visits by MDP officers stationed at other establishments in the area.
There are no recollections of MDP officers having investigated or been involved in
the incident.

We cannot comment on whether Suffolk Constabulary personnel were 1nv01ved in the
incident. Such issues are matters for the Chief Constable :
of Suffolk”.

[signed]

Hd of MDP Sec



LOOSE MINUTE
D/MDP/36/2/8 ( /01) g

16 January 2001

DAS(Sec)
Copy to:

Ch Supt (Ops)
CID (CS)

LORDS PO 0358.

1. Thank you for sight of the above.

2. I would suggest you reply along the following lines:

“There 1s no record of the Ministry of Defence Police having investigated or being
involved in the 1980 Rendelsham Forest incident. Issues relating to the Suffolk

Constabulary are a matter for the Chief Constable of that Force”.

BACKGROUND NOTE:

“We have been unable to find any reference to the Rendelsham Forest incident in files
held by MDP. Several Senior Officers of the Force have been contacted to see if they
had any recollections not recorded on file. The consensus seems to be that RAF
Woodbridge did not have a dedicated MDP presence on site but rather was the subject
of infrequent visits by MDP officers stationed at other establishments in the area.
There are no recollections of MDP officers having investigated or been involved in
the incident.

We cannot comment on whether Suffolk Constabulary personnel were involved in the
incident. Such issues are matters for the Chief Constable
of Suffolk”.

[signed]

Hd of MDP Sec



DAS 4A (Secretariat)
- Room 8245 '

- Main Building
Tel:
- Fax:

Fax

To: MOP Seo From: EEEIIEEIN
Fax: _ Dater  January 17, 2001

Phone: Pages: 6

Re: CcC:

M Urgent 0 For Review [l Please Comment [l Piease Reply {1 Please Recycle

Comments:

We have received PQ 0358L, one of a series of PQs which relate to an incident said to have taken
place in 1980 on which we have the lead interest and are providing a consolidated response. This
particular PQ asks about alleged involvement by MDP in the incident.

| would be grateful if you could provide us with an answer and appropriate matenial for the background
note by COP 18 January.

| attach, along with the PQ,a short note on the incident in Rendiesham Forest in 1980 and a photocopy
of extracts which mention MDP from a book that was published in November 2000.

With thanks



et AL LY FAKLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED

DA™~ FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON 22 January 2001 i
PQ  _FERENCE . PQ 0358L \/Qﬁ'\-o

PQ TYPE . LORDS WRITTEN
MINISTER REPLYING :  -NOTFOUND-

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

MDP Sec

D NEWS

CAS

ACAS

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

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

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

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

Peer’s DETAIL: Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty’s Government whether they are aware of any
involvement in the 1980 Rendlesham Forest incident by either Ministry of Defence Police or personnel
from the Suffolk Constabulary. (HL321)




BACKGROUND NOTE - PO TABLED BY LORD HILL-NORTON JAN 01

1. ... Lord Hill-Norton has tabled XXX PQs on the subject of material contained in a book by
Georgina Bruni published in November 2000 and MOD handling of material relating to "UFOs".
Miss Bruni's book, "You can't tell the people" concerns a well known 'UFQ' incident alleged to
have occurred in Rendlesham Forest in Suffolk over the Christmas period in 1980 in the vicinity of

two RAF bases at that time on lease to the USAF, RAF Bentwaters and RAF Woodbridge.

2. The subject of the incident said to have taken place in Rendlesham Forest came to prominence in
1983 when a memorandum sent to MOD shortly after the event by the then Deputy Base
Commander, Lt Col Charles Halt USAF, was unearthed in the US by researchers. The Halt
memorandum describes the alleged incident in some detail and is reprinted in the book where
claims are also made that USAF personnel met and communicated with "beings". The book
accuses the UK establishment of a "cover-up” to hide the detail of the alleged event in Rendlesham
Forest. Text of correspondence on the subject between a retired Chief of Defence Staff, Lord Hill-

Norton, and a previous MOD Minister is reprinted in the book.

3. MOD's interest in 'UFQ's' is limited to whether alleged sightings might have any defence
significance; namely, if they provide evidence that the United Kingdom's airspace may have been
compromised by hostile or unauthorised air activity. Unless there is corroborating evidence to
suggest that the UK's airspace may have been compromised, MOD does not investigate or seek to
provide a precise explanation for each of the 'UFQ' letters and reported sightings received each
year. MOD believes that rational explanations, such as aircraft lights or natural phenomena, could
be found for most of the sightings. However, it is not the function of MOD to provide this kind of

aerial identification service and resources are not diverted for this purpose.
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MOREIBASE PERSONNEL SPEAK QUT 249

I must be careful what I say because | was with the MOD, but I
can tell you that Colonel Spring was very much invol;/ed [
remember he suddenly disappeared from his office at short not;ce
to meet the police. I think they were from Hull, but can’t be sure
about that. I think they had a similar incident up there and that
was the reason for their visit — to compare notes. Colonel Sprin

went to the station to meet them. 8

Betty pointed our that the visitors were British civilian police
and even the chief of police for Hull, or wherever they were from
was among the group. She insists there were no MOD policc:
stationed at the bases, and she does not recall seeing any visit the base
during that time. When I pushed her further, she replied, ‘They sent
people away and gave them new identities. Some were sent to RAF
Lakenheath, others further afield.” T was surprised to hear that
Sergeant Nevilles was sent back to the United States the day after
the incident. I had not mentioned Nevilles’ name to Betty, but she
asked me if T had heard of him. Nevilles was the serge;mt who
accompanied Lieutenant Colonel Halt into the forest on the night
he was involved. Betty told me that he had not only been sent away,
but his name had also been changed. Apparently, his wife left soor‘;
afterwards. All attempts to contact Nevilles or his former boss
Captain Coplin, have been fruitless. }
| Berty did not explain how Licutenant Colonel Spring was
m_volved but confirmed he was the Chief of Operations. Bgcause
Lieutenant Colonel Spring was in charge of base operations he
VTJould no doubt have been informed of the incident and would most
likely have played an important role in what happened after the
events. Betty offered her own opinions about the incident, which I
fOuﬁnd very interesting, especially the part abour electricity —,~ was she
trying to tell me something?

ftwas all very hush-hush at the time. T do believe it happened. The
universe is massive and there must be others more advanced than
weare. We don’t know enough about electricity. I think they can
transtorm chemselves by using electricity. A tremendous amount

A i; o coat ‘ﬁ%’q
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SPECIAL ABGENT FERSINGER AND THE AFOS! 265

genuine AFOSI Statement of Witness form but there should be a
page with AFOST’s details [1168]. I don’t know what Halt was
doing taking these staternents or who typed them. I notice it’s
dated 2 January. There doesn’t seem much point in taking
statements 2 week after the events were said to have happened. [
can’t see the point. You need to take them when they are fresh in
the memory.

He asked me what the base commander was doing whilst all this
was going on. I told him that during one of the events he was
supposed to be at an awards dinner party on the Woodbridge base,
and this is why his deputy commander was instructed to investigate.
Persinger thought it was highly questionable thar the base
commander would continue to hand out awards when there was
supposed to be a crisis on. I asked him if he would oblige me by
giving a rundown on what procedures would be taken if such an
incident had occurred (my comments in parentheses). According to
Persinger, if there was a report of a ‘hostile invasion or a craft that
had come down’, the base commander (Colonel Ted Conrad) would
have dropped everything and put his police and fire departments on
alert. The wing commander (then Colonel Gordon Williams) would
have been notified immediately. The commander in charge of the
Bentwaters AFOSI (Chuck Matthews) would have been informed
and special agents (possibly John Wolfe and Steve Smith) would
have been put on alert notification and would probably have gone
out to investigate. The major in charge of security police (Malcolm
Zickler) would have alerted his men and called in those on stand-by.
He would then have had the patrols surround the craft and guard the
surrounding area. ARRS would normally have been called if there
was an aircraft down, bur due to the close proximity of the base they
would not have been involved. The British authorities, such as the
Ministry of Defence Police and Special Branch, would have been
informed, and of course the CIA.

So did the AFOSI investigate, I wanted to know? According to
Diana Persinger, a few years after her husband’s retirement they
received a visit from Special Agent Steve Smith. He was a fairly new




306 YOUW CAN'T TELL THE PECOPLE

was surrounded by hundreds of women and children who began
living in disgustingly filthy conditions at a makeshift peace camp
situated outside the perimeter fence. Top bodyguard and covert
operator Jacquieline Davis spent several weeks under-cover ag
Greenham Common. She recalls being disturbed in the middle of
the night by a Ministry of Defence police officer urinating on her
face. It seems this was one way they relieved their boredom, another
was to smear faeces on the tent poles. There has been much specula-
tion that Greenham Common was none other than a front for
Bentwaters, where the real missiles were stored. One wonders just
how different the Rendlesham Forest case might have turned our
had the forest surrounding the Suffolk bases been overrun by the
Greenham Common protesters.

Lord Lewin, Admiral of the Fleet and the Chief of Defence Staff
in 1980, was a great supporter of the United States Air Force in
Europe. In fact, Lord Lewin visited RAF Bentwaters on several
occasions and eventually retired to live near Woodbridge, where he
died a couple of years ago. Apparently Lewin was also a supporter of
nuclear weapons and argued the need for Britain’s cooperation with
NATO on this very subject.

Although no high-ranking American officer will openly admit
that nuclear weapons were deployed at Bentwaters, there is a clue
perhaps: it seems that RAF Bentwaters carried out exercises that
still remain classified. On 30 June 1998 Member of Parliament
Matthew Taylor posed a question to the House of Commons
regarding the USAF and an exercise carried out in the United
Kingdom:

MR MATTHEW TAYLOR: To ask the Secretary of State for Defence
what was the scenario of the exercise, Proper Watch, in 1989; on
what dates and where it took place; if the United States
Department of Defense took part; and if he will place a copy of
the results of the exercise in the Library.’

* Written Answers 130,
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—%.PQ0358 - is to be answered by us on 22 January. The chapter I mention above is entitled "The Police
file" and contains references to Suffolk Constabulary. Iwould be grateful if you would arrange for an
appropriate individual in the Home Office to provide us with an answer to the element of the question
on the Suffotk Constabulary and appropriate material for the background note by COP 19 January.
Perhaps you would be good enough to let me have a contact numbers for the second PQ if it is to be
passed to another Home Office division. :

With thanks.



From:
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Secretariat (Air Staff)

Room 8243, Main Building, Whitehall
LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial_
(Switchboardi 020 7218 9ii00
(Fax)

CHOTS - DAS4A(SEC)

FAX MESSAGE

R - e e

SUBJECT: PQ 0350L/PQ 0358L
DATE: 17 January 0]

NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING THIS COVER:

We spoke on the telephone.

[attach copies of the above PQs which I understand from MOD Parliamentary Branch are to be
answered by MOD on behalf of HMG as they relate to an incident said to have taken place in 1980 in

which MOD has the lead interest. Both make reference to Home Office issues and I was gi\'en

diinber as a contact in the Department.

PQO350 - is to be answered by us by 1200 on 18 January. I'would be grateful if you would supply us
with an answer to the question and paragraphs to insert in the background note by 0900, 18 January. 1
attach a short note on the alleged incident in Rendlesham Forest in 1980 and a photocopy of a chapter
in the book on the incident that was published in November 2000. The Chapter contains references to
Special Branch. - :



BACKGROUND NOTE - PQ TABLED BY LORD HILL-NORTON JAN 01

L. ... Lord Hill-Norton has tabled XXX PQs on the subject of material contained in a book by
Georgina Bruni published in November 2000 and MOD handling of material relating to 'UFOs",
Miss Bruni's book, "You can't tell the people” concerns a well known 'UFQ' incident alleged to
have occurred in Rendlesham Forest in Suffolk over the Christmas period in 1980 in the vicinity of
two RAF bases at that time on lease to the USAF, RAF Bentwaters and RAF Woodbridge.

2. The subject of the incident said to have taken place in Rendlesham Forest came to prominence in
1983 when a memorandum sent to MOD shortly after the event by the then Deputy Base
Commander, Lt Col Charles Halt USAF, was unearthed in the US by researchers. The Halt
memorandum describes the alleged incident in some detail and is reprinted in the book where
claims are also made that USAF personnel met and communicated with "beings". The book
accuses the UK establishment of a "cover-up” to hide the detail of the alleged event in Rendlesham
Forest. Text of correspondence on the subject between a retired Chief of Defence Staff, Lord Hill-

Norton, and a previous MOD Minister is reprinted in the book.

3. MOD's interest in 'UFQO's' is limited to whether alleged sightings might have any defence
significance; namely, if they provide evidence that the United Kingdon's airspace may have been
compromised by hostile or unauthorised air activity. Unless there is corroborating evidence to
suggest that the UK's airspace may have been compromised, MOD does not investigate or seek to
provide a precise explanation for each of the 'UFO" letters and reported sightings received each
year. MOD believes that rational explanations, such as aircraft lights or natural phenomena, could
be found for most of the sightings. However, it is not the function of MOD to provide this kind of

aerial identification service and resources are not diverted for this purpose.
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE -

TEMPORARY ENCLOSURE JACKET - L
DIVISION / DIRECTORATE / BRANCH:

pas (sec)

SUB T
LofD RiLL~ NoRToN
RePlY BY BAassesS SYMONS
Referred to Date Referred fo Date

USER NOTES

1. A MOD Form 262A (File Record Sheet) must be raised for each new Temporary Enclosure Jacket
(TEJ) created. The TEJ should also include a minute sheet.

2. When a TEJ is incorporated into the parent file it should be placed in the file in date order {(according
1o the date of the last action on the TEJ) and allocated an enclosure number.

3. The file minute sheet should be annotated to record the enclosure number of the TEJ along with
details of the number of enclosures contained within it. The TEJ record sheet (MOD Form 262A)
should be annotated to record the date on which the TEJ was incorporated into the parent file (JSP
441, paragraph 4.13 refers).

RESTRICTED/UNCLASSIFIED



TEMPLATE TO BE USED FOR REPLY : f 2

Ministry of Defence

FRIDAY 26 JANUARY 2001

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB(X) (CB)

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty's Government whether they are aware of any investigation of
the 1980 Rendlesham Forest incident carried out by the United States Air Force,
the Air Force Office of Special Investigations or any other United States agency.
(HL322)

Minister replying Baroness Symons

The Ministry of Defence's knowledge of an investigation by the US authorities
into the alleged incident in Rendlesham Forest in 1980 is limited to the
information contained in the memorandum sent by Lt Col Halt USAF, Deputy
Base Commander at RAF Woodbridge, to the RAF Liaison Officer at RAF
Bentwaters on 13 January 1981.

January 01 PQ Ref 0355L
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LORDS WRITTEN PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED

]

Lo
DATE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON

PQ REFERENCE : PQ0355L SR

PQ TYPE : LORDS WRITTEN - \

MINISTER REPLYING : -NOTFOUND-

LEAD BRANCH: :osecay TR
COPY ADDRESSEE(S) : MDA 2.0
MDP Sec e
D NEWS

CAS

ACAS

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

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

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

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

Peer’s BETAIL: Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

UESTION

/s

o ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government whether.they.are aware of any”
investigation of the 1980 Rendlesham Forest incident carried out by the United States:Air Force, the
Air Force Office of Special Investigations or any other United States agency. (HL322)
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Question: To ask HMG whether they are aware of any investigation of the 1980 Rendlesham
Forest incident carried out by the United States Air Force, the Air Force Office of Special

Investigations or any other United States agency.

Answer: "The only evidence of investigation by the US authorities into the alleged incident in
Rendlesham Forest in 1980 of which MOD is aware is contained in the memorandum sent by
Lt Col Halt USAF, Deputy Base Commander at RAF Woodbridge, to the RAF Liaison
Officer at RAF Bentwaters on 13 January 1981."

(Insert for PQ 0355L - Background material)

The MOD file on the alleged incident in Rendlesham Forest in 1980 (D/Sec(AS)/12/2/1) claims
to have been opened as a registered file on 25 October 1982. However, as Sec(AS) did not
exist until towards the end of 1984, or early in 1985 it is impossible to be certain when the file
was actually created. An examination of the file that took place in 1998 confirmed that many
of the papers it contained had been removed from their original location. The file cannot,
therefore, be regarded with any degree of certainty as a full record of all papers available to
MOD on the event that ever existed. A mention in a file note written in October 1983 to an
unclassified USAF report is likely to be a reference to the " Halt memorandum’ (Annex).

The handwritten note also records that the US authorities did not carry out investigations

(conducting interviews of personnel) but left MOD to carry out any inquiries it felt necessary.

When the Ministry of Defence was informed of the events which are alleged to have occurred
at Rendlesham Forest in December 1980, all available substantiated evidence was looked at in
the usual manner by those within the MOD/RAF with responsibility for air defence matters.
The judgement was that there was no indication that a breach of the United Kingdom's air
defences had occurred on the nights in question. As there was no evidence to substantiate an

event of defence concern no further investigation into the matter was necessary.



REPLY (O
ATTN OF;

SUSJECT:

10:

'y

DEPARTMENT OF THE AlR FORCE
HELLQUARIERS §351 COLIBAT SUBFURT GLOUP (USAFE)
APO HEW VORKL 0775¢

Ch 13 Jun 8]

Unexplained Lights

RAF/CC

1. Early in the morning of 27 Dec 80 (aﬂproximate]y 0300L), two tshy
security police patrolimen saw unusual lights outside the back gate
RAF Hoodbridge. Thinking an aircraft might have crashed or b
down, they called for permission Lo go outside the gate to inveyt
The on-duty flight chief responded and allowed threo patrolmen +a
ceed on foot 3

[632

n foet.  The individuals reported seaing a strange glowing obj
in the forest. The object was described as being metalic in apnearsy
and triangular in shape, approximately two to three meters across b
base and approximately two meters high. Tt i1tuminated the entire forest
with a white 1ight. The object itself had a pulsing red light on top wnd
a bhank(s) of Liue Tights underneath. The object was hovering or on legs,
As the patrolmen approached the object, it maneuvered through tha tyess
end disappzared. At thig time the animals on a nearby farm went inis a
frenzy. The object was briefly sighted approximately an hour laler near
the back gate.

2. The next day, three depressions 1 1/2¢ deep and 7" in diametzy were
found wlhere the object had been sighted on the ground. The following

night (29 Dec 80) the ares was checked for radiation. Beta/gamna readings
of 0.1 millivrcentgens were recorded with peak readings in the “hree de-
pressions and near the center of the triangle formed by the depressions.

A nearby tree had moderate (.05-.07) readings on the side of the tree
toward the depressions.

3. Later in the night a red sun-like Tight was seen through the trees.

It moved about and pulsed. At one point it appeared to throw off glowing
particles and then broke into five separate white objects and then dis-
appeared.  Immediately thereafter, three star-like objects were noticed

in the sky, two objects to the north snd one to the south, all of which
were about 10° off the horizon. The objects woved rapidly in sharp anaylar
rovements and displayed red, green and blue lights. The objects to the
north appeared to be elliptical through an 8-12 power lens. They then
turned to full circies. The objects to the north remained in the sky for
an hour or more. The object to the south was visible for two or three
hours and beamed down a stream of tight from time to time. Numerous indivi-
duals, including the undersigned, witnessed the activities in paragraphs

2 and 3. .

[/.

CHERLES ©I. BALT, Lt Col, USAF

G S
Deputy Base Commander
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USER NOTES

1. A MOD Form 262A (File Record Sheet) must be raised for each new Temporary Enclosure Jacket
(TEJ) created. The TEJ should also include a minute sheet.

2. When a TEJ is incorporated into the parent file it should be placed in the file in date order {according
to the date of the last action on the TEJ) and allocated an enclosure number,

3. The file minute sheet should be annotated {o record the enclosure number of the TEJ along with
details of the number of enclosures contained within it. The TEJ record sheet (MOD Form 262A)
should be annotated to record the date on which the TEJ was incorporated into the parent file (JSP
441, paragraph 4.13 refers).

RESTRICTED/UNCLASSIFIED
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Ministry of Defence

FRIDAY 26 JANUARY 2001

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB(X) (CB)

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty's Government whether they are aware of any involvement by
Special Branch personnel i the investigation of the 1980 Rendlesham Forest
incident. (HL303)

Minister replying Baroness Symons

Special Branch officers may have been aware of the incident but would not have
shown an interest unless there was evidence of a potential threat to national
security. No such interest appears to have been shown.

18 January 01 PQ Ref 0350L



BACKGROUND NOTE

Linked to PQ 0348.

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuracy and timeliness of the advice you
provide. Departmental Instructions on answering PQs can be viewed on the CHOTS
public area and on DAWN.

DRAFTED BY : - TEL:
AUTHORISED BY : TEL:
GRADE/RANK  : Bl

BRANCH : DAS(Sec)

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

PQ TYPE

MINISTER REPLYING

LEAD BRANCH:

COPY ADDRESSEE(S)

MDP Sec

D (F&S)AIR 1

Defence Evaluation& Research
Head of Sec HSF

GVIU

D SEF POL

D NEWS

HD of MDP QQR

e s

12:00 ON 18 iiary 2004
PQ 0350L ¢

LORDS WRITTEN. S’
-NOTFOUND-

SEC (AS)

- The answer and background note must be authorised by a civil servant at Senior Civil

Service level or a military officer at one-star level or above who is responsible for ensuring
that the information and advice provided is accurate and reflects Departmental Instructions
on answering PQs DCI GEN 150/97.

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

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

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

Peer’s DETAIL: Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government whether they are aware of any
involvement by Special Branch personnel in the investigation of the 1980 Rendlesham Forest incident.

(HL303)
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12:38 NO. 433 o1

Home Office

Actlon Against Crime and Disorder Unit

50 Queen Anne's Gate, London SWAH SAT
Switchboard Facsimile{SEERETIN Direct LincSuCI

FAX i

_ DAS 4a (Sec) - Ministry of Defence
From; Section 40|

Date: 18 January 2001
Time: 11.20am

Fax number: _
Number of pages: 4

{including this one)

If any part of this fax Is unclear please telephone: EECUSIIIN

PQs ON RENDL’ESHAM FOREST INCIDENT IN 1980

I have enclosed s response from Suffolk Constabulaty concerning PQ's on the Rendlesham
Forestincident in 1980. As you will see, they have enclosed a letter from Inspector
4 Ms Bruni on the incident which concerns Suffolk police involvement at the

time. This appears to be their only interest but I note that the contents of this letter was

already included in the chapter of Ms Bruni's book which was enclosed. I think that the
aaswer to this question will have to be that ¢ did investgate incident (as per WO dis AV
letter) at the time but that it has been 1mposs1ble to locate the incident files for = pawgiedy, ol
3 more detailed response. Also most of the ofﬁce:s serving at the time have since retired & gacyuéeof
Secton 40] ooy

%%wwmm A
I suggest that the answer to the gestion is that they may have been aware at s s lesed,
the tme of the incident but would not bave got involved due to there being no threat to

e e A (ot %@@w S HAle
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Public Order Section ii 5
BUILDING A SAFE, JUST AND TOLERANT SOCIETY
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18-01-2081 12:32
v 18-JAN-2981 11:37 FROM EXECUTIVE SERVICES T0

'SUFFOLK CONS'i .

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

FORCE HEADQUARTERS
MARTLESHAM HEATH
{PSWICH iP5 3QS

v I -~ SRS <. SR

DATE : 18 January 2001

T0 : Horns Office Action Againgt Crimse
. and Digorder Unit

FOR ATTEMTION OF : _Pnblic Order Section

ORIGINATOR : _Executive Services Manager

PAGES TO FOLLOW : 2

TEXT

As discussed please find a copy of 3 letter sent to Georgina 8runi in July 1295 which may be of
use. As also discussed due to the period elapsed since the ‘incident’ it has not been passible to
iocate any files (due to them being stored in 8 different location). Furthermore the situation is
exacerbated by the fact that most police officers serving at that time have since retired
{including the author of the attached letter!).

| trust this will suffice.

Executive Services Manager

Confidentiality Notes - this message is intended only for the addresase and may contain information thar is confidentis!
ar privileged. Unauthensed usa ig sticty prohiited and may be unfawful, if you 4re not the add(sesge. you snould g
not rewd. copy, diativgs af othsrwise use thiz message, except for the purpose of delivery 1o the addressee. Please _,.3
telephong the above number if this fax is incomplate, Heqible, oril you have received it in arrar. \
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. 18-JAN-2081 11:38 FROM EXECUTIVE SERVICES ™ _ P.02

FORCE HEADQUARTERS, MARTLESHAM HEATH. IPSWICH IP5 7QS

Tel: !pswich¥ Telex:— | Fo%: M
All afficial correspondence should be addressed to the Lhiet Con able

B -ccionso Bl

Chief Constable

Your Ref:

Our Ref: 28 July 1899

Doar Ms Bruni,

[NCIOENT IN RENDLESHAM FOREST - DECEMBER 1880

| rafsr to your letter of 22 July 1889 inrelationto & series of unusual svents which aliegedly occurred outside
the perimeter ot RAF Woodbridge, Suffolk, during the last week of December 1980.

A great deal of interest has understandably been generaied in respect of this story, rot lenst because of the
apparent number and swanding of witnesses. However, over the intervening years, various reports of the
incident(s} seem to have taken on alifs of their own 1o the extent that the "sighting” details and corrobarative
svidence have been substantially embeflished. This contrasts sharply with the views of the local police who
attended at the tme snd did not perceive Yhis occurrence as being anything unusual considering the festive
significance of the date and expected high gpirits.

Sueh a perception lends support to the lack of police documentary evidence and one needs to understand the
minimalistic aature of rural policing in order to appreciate the snswers which | will attempt to give to your
guestions.

(1

{2)

{3

{4}

Both# ve ratired from the Torce but, being a long standing friend of the
farmer, | have spoken to him recently and at great length in response 10 pther similar journalistic

enguiries. He does not recall making any official report and there is no evidence that one was made.

(has confirmed that he and me(e in the Law Enforcement Office at RAF
Bentwaters when they were diverted 10 a 'higher priority’ task at Otley post office. As rural night-duty
officers they would have sole responsibility for policing a huge territoria! area (approx 400 square
miles) and would certainly have trested a post office burglary as more important than a recurrence
of an earlier incident which was seen 83 somewhat frivolous.

?(aim now retired) visit to the alleged landing site would not heve generated more
than a standerd incident lag uniess he weas convinced that something worth reporting had accurred.
q discussed the matter with him and it appeared thet al! three officers were equally
unimpressed with the nights svents. ’

Civilian police officers were not empioyed in guarding the area surrounding the alieged landing site(s)
or to detei gccess as there was ng evidence to indicate that anything of immediate concern 10 the
police had occurred.

CONUNGES coaeieinen

Georging Brunl

[¥ g =}
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' 1B TAN-208L 11:38 FROM EXECUTIVE SERVICES 10 Section 40 IR

{5) There is no documentanggyidence that police officers were involved in simitar incidents an 27-31
December that yesr and ot racall any further requests for police strendance.
fw g . ’
{6 Special Branch officers should have been aware of th inc‘:dam(s;ghrougn having sight of the
Incident Log(s)}mt would not have shown an interest unless there was avidence of a2 potential
threat to netional security. No such threat was evident.

{ have tried 10 be as objective o5 possible with the answers provided and, like yourself, would

undoubted lgased 10 see & local incident such as this substantiated as sn authentic 'UFO’
expeﬁence%s similar views to myself and retumned to the torest site in daylight in case he had
missed some evidence in the darkness. Thers was nothing to be seen and he remains unconvinced that
the occurrence was genuine. The immediate area wags swept by powaerful fight beams from 2 tanding
beacon at RAF Bentwatsers and the Orfordness lighthouse. | know trom parsonsl experience that at night,
jn certein weather and cloud conditions, these beams were very pronounced end certainly caused strange
visusl effects.

if you have any other query in respact of this subject | will be pleased 1o discuss the issues further. My
direct dial telephone number is

Yours sincerely,

inspactor - Operations (Planning]

TOTAL P.E3

e



F rom:_ DAS 4a(Sec)

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Secretariat (Air Staff)
Room 8243, Main Building, Whitehall
LONDON SWI1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct diai_

(Switchboard) 020 7218 9000
(Fax
CHOTS - EC)

FAX MESSAGE

o o o o

SUBJECT: PQ 0350L/PQ 0358L
DATE: 17 January 01

NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING THIS COVER:

We spoke on the telephonc.

I attach copies of the above PQs which I understand from MOD Parliamentary Branch are to be

answered by MOD on behalf of HMG as they relate to an incident said to have taken place in 1980 in

which MOD has the lead interest. Both make reference to Home Office issues and I was gi\'ex
er as a contact i the Department.

PQO350 - is to be answered by us by 1200 on 18 January. I would be grateful if you would supply us
with an answer to the question and paragraphs to insert in the background note by 0900, 18 January. I
attach a short note on the alleged incident in Rendlesham Forest in 1980 and a photocopy of a clapter
in the book on the incident that was published in November 2000, The Chapter contains references to
Special Branch.



PQO358 - is to be answered by us on 22 January. The chapter I mention above is entitled "The Police
file” and contains references to Suffolk Constabulary. 1would be grateful if you would arrange for an
appropriate individual in the Home Office to provide us with an answer to the element of the question
on the Suffolk Constabulary and appropriate material for the background note by COP 19 January.
Perhaps you would be good enough to let me have a contact numbers for the second PQ if it is to be
passed to another Home Office division.

With thanks.



BACKGROUND NOTE - PQ TABLED BY LORD HILL-NORTON JAN 01

1. ... Lord Hill-Norton has tabled XXX PQs on the subject of material contained in a book by
Georgina Bruni published in November 2000 and MOD handling of material relating to '"UFOs'.
Miss Bruni's book, "You can't tell the people” concerns a well known "UFQ' incident alleged to
have occurred in Rendlesham Forest in Suffolk over the Christmas period in 1980 in the vicinity of

two RAF bases at that time on lease to the USAF, RAF Bentwaters and RAF Woodbridge.

2. The subject of the incident said to have taken place in Rendlesham Forest came to prominence in
1983 when a memorandum sent to MOD shortly after the event by the then Deputy Base
Commander, Lt Col Charles Halt USAF, was unearthed in the US by researchers. The Halt
memorandum describes the alleged incident in some detail and is reprinted in the book where
claims are also made that USAF personnel met and communicated with "beings". The book
accuses the UK establishment of a "cover-up" to hide the detail of the alleged event in Rendlesham
Forest. Text of correspondence on the subject between a retired Chief of Defence Staff, Lord Hill-

Norton, and a previous MOD Minister is reprinted in the book.

3. MOD's interest in 'UFO's' is limited to whether alleged sightings might have any defence
significance; namely, if they provide evidence that the United Kingdom's airspace may have been
compromised by hostile or unauthorised air activity. Unless there is corroborating evidence to
suggest that the UK's airspace may have been compromised, MOD does not investigate or seek to
provide a precise explanation for each of the "UFO' letters and reported sightings received each
year. MOD believes that rational explanations, such as aircraft lights or natural phenomena, could
be found for most of the sightings. However, it is not the function of MOD to provide this kind of

aerial identification service and resources are not diverted for this purpose.



From ESHERE DAS 4a(Sec)
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Secretariat (Air Staff)

Room 8243, Main Building, Whitehall

LONDON SWIA2HB

Telephone (Direct dial)
(Switchboard) 020 7218 9000
(Fax)

CHOTS - DAS4A(SEC)

FAX MESSAGE

SUBJECT: PQ 0350L/PQ 0358L
DATE: 17 January 01

NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING THIS COVER: ~ é

We spoke on the telephone.

T attach copies of the above PQs which I understand from MOD Parliamentary Branch are to be

answered by MOD on behalf of HMG as they relate to an incident said to have taken place in 1980 in
which MOD has the lead interest. Both make reference to Home Office issues and I was given
ber as a contact in the Departiment,

PQO350 - is fo be answered by us by 1200 on 18 January. 1 would be grateful if you would supply us
with an answer to the question and paragraphs to insert in the background note by 0900, 18 January. [
attach a short note on the alleged incident in Rendlesham Forest in 1980 and a photocopy of a chapter
in the book on the incident that was published in November 2000. The Chapter contains references to

Special Branch.



PQO358 - is to be answered by us on 22 January. The chapter [ mention above is entitled "The Police -

file” and contains references to Suffotk Constabulary. I would be grateful if you would arrange for an- B

appropriate individual in the Home Office to provide us with an answer to the element of the question
on the Suffolk Constabulary and appropriate material for the background note by COP 19 January.
Perhaps you would be good enought 1o let me have a contact numbers for the second PQ if it is to be
passed to another Home Office division.

With thanks.
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LORDS WRITTEN PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED oo
DATE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON 18 January 2001 :
PQ REFERENCE : PQ 0350L o \
PQ TYPE LORDS WRITTEN.
MINISTER REPLYING -NOTFOUND-
LEAD BRANCH: SEC (AS)
COPY ADDRESSEE(S)
MDP Sec

D (F&S)AIR 1

Defence Evaluation& Research
Head of Sec HSF

GVIU

D SEF POL

D NEWS

HD of MDP QQR

- The answer and background note must be authorised by a civil servant at Senior Civil
Service level or a military officer at one-star level or above who is responsible for ensuring

that the information and advice provided is accurate and reflects Departmental Instructions
on answering PQs DCI GEN 150/97.

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

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

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

Peer’s DETAIL: Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government whether they are aware of any
involvement by Special Branch personnel in the investigation of the 1980 Rendlesham Forest incident.

(HL303)



LORDS WRITTEN PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED

A p———

l

DATE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON 22 January 2001
PQ REFERENCE : PQ 0358L

Lea
PQ TYPE . LORDS WRITTEN J,(r%
MINISTER REPLYING . -NOTFOUND-
LEAD BRANCH: . SEC(AS)
COPY ADDRESSEE(S) :
MDP Sec
D NEWS

CAS
ACAS

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

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

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

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

Peer’s DETAIL: Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government whether _they are aware of any
involvement in the 1980 Rendlesham Forest incident by either Ministry of Defence Police or personnel
from the Suffolk Constabulary. (HL321)

t
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THE POLICE FILE

Wherever I turned there were hints that the Suffolk Constabulary
were not only involved in the Rendlesham Forest incident but also
its cover-up. Researchers and journalists complained at having come
up against a wall of silence when trying to question the Woodbridge
police, and it was not until years later that one of the police officers
spoke publicly, if only to dismiss the ‘lights’ as being nothing more
than the beam from the nearby lighthouse. I was warned that trying
to get anywhere with the Woodbridge police might be very difficult.
Even veteran defence journalist Chuck de Caro failed to interview
the officer who claimed the ground indentations at the landing site
were mere animal scratchings. The Suffolk Constabulary wrote to
science writer Ian Ridpath suggesting that nothing could be gained
by trying to contact the officers concerned. Bur undeterred, I was
going to give it my best shot.

According to local police records, the first reported sighting was
received at precisely 04.11 hrs on the morning of 26 December. This
was almost five hours after the initial sighting had been reported and
the men had long since returned to the base. The call was made to
the head office of the Suffolk Constabulary at Martlesham Heath. A
staff member from RAF Bentwaters told the officer on duty that
there were ‘lights in the woods over near Woodbridge’, and asked if
there were any reports of a downed aircraft. Martlesham Heath
checked with Air Traffic Control at West Drayton and was told there
was no knowledge of any aircraft in the area to coincide with the
current sightings. However, the officer was briefed on earlier sight-
ings that had already caused quite a stir in media circles. Martlesham
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then called the Woodbridge police station, which in turn alerted
their night patrol.

On 6 July 1997, almost seventeen years after the call was made
to Martlesham Heath Constabulary, a2 man calling himself Chris
Armold contacted the UK UFO Network, run by ufologists Raine
and Crow, and claimed that he was the airman who had called the
civilian police. Andy Tugby, a.k.a. Crow, explained that Armold
had shown up out of the blue claiming they had all been ‘well and
truly snookered by Halt and his buddies’. I managed to trace
Armold, who had obviously read about the case, but when I posed
questions to him he was unusually evasive, considering he had
made such wild claims to Raine and Crow. I contacted Colonel
Halt, who, as the deputy base commander at the time of the
incident, might have remembered him. Halt confirmed Armold
had been a member of Law Enforcement at RAF Woodbridge but
was not involved in the actual incident. From reading Armolds
statement it is obvious he has a dislike for some of the witnesses,
namely Halt and Burroughs. Armold actually puts himself in the
picture by claiming to have been involved in the ‘non-event, but
his testimony appears to me to be a mix and match of various stories
passed down over the years, and not even the sceptics seem prepared
to accept it. | certainly cannot take Armold’s critique seriously
because, apart from his comments on the witnesses, there are several
discrepancies. which are important enough to question his own
alleged involvement. '

In the early hours of 26 December PC Dave King and PC
Martin Brophy were in their police vehicle heading towards RAF
Bentwaters. This was part of their regular nightly visit to the USAF
Law Enforcement desk. Being Christmas night it was relatively
quiet and they were not expecting much activity, if any, before
they went off duty later that morning. So they were surprised when
a call came through on their radio instructing them to proceed to
RAF Woodbridge to investigate some unexplained lights over
Rendlesham Forest. It would take the officers another twenty
minutes or so to arrive at the Woodbridge east gate, and it would
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be coming up to 05.00 hrs before they started trekking through
the forest. Dave King recounted what took place during that
morning:

It was the early morning of the 26 December. It was a quiet, mild
night and there was nothing going on in the area. I don’t know if
you are aware of this bur, for the police, Christmas Day is the
quietest night of the year . . . My partner and [ were out on patrol
when we received a call to proceed to Woodbridge, the east gate,
to check out a report of something going on in the forest. We were
actually on our way to visit the Bentwaters Law Enforcement desk
when the call came through. When we arrived at the Bentwaters
base we were escorted through the back gate to the east-gate sentry
post and were then taken to the forest by some security police-
men. We had to follow their vehicle. They took us rowards the
spot where they said the other SPs had gone and we were told they
were still out there. We had to park the car and walk on foot. The
Americans didn’t come with us. We walked abour half a mile into
the forest toward the direction we were pointed in, but we didn’t
see any lights out there except the lighthouse and there were no
Americans out there, not a soul. We walked for some chirty
minutes. If you look on the forest area as being a square foot then
we must have covered only a square inch of it . . . We didn’t report
to the base because when we got back to our car there was no one
there so we just left and went home.

['asked King if he had passed any houses or buildings in the
forest but he could only remember seeing some cottages beside the
Woodbridge flightline. These were most probably Foley Cottages.
King explained that this was not his usual patch and although he
knew Woodbridge very well, he did not tend to go into the forest.
wondered if he had gone straight ahead, towards the farmer’s field
near Capel Green, which would have been separated from the forest
by wire fencing. But he did not recall seeing any field or fencing.

King and Brophy reported they had nor seen anything unusual
in the forest and concluded that the Americans had confused the
lights with the Orfordness lighthouse. I told King that several
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witnesses had testified to seeing lights other than the lighthouse,
including a craft of some kind. I also pointed out that the first
sighting was probably around 23.30 hrs, and wondered if it were
possible that something was there before he arrived and had long
since gone. ‘It’s possible. We were called out late and that’s five hours
after that. I can only report what I saw when I was there,” said King,

When I asked him what the Americans were doing out in the
forest in the first place, he agreed that in normal circumstances they
would never have investigated off their patch without consulting the
police. ‘Not one inch,” he told me. When I mentioned that the
Americans had later put up roadblocks near the alleged landing site,
he was not aware of it, but pointed out that this would have been a
private road belonging to the Forestry Commission, and the police
would not have been notified had that been the case.

At 10.30 hrs that same morning, RAF Bentwaters called the
Suffolk Constabulary headquarters for a second time. They wanted
to report that they had found a site where a craft of some sort could
have landed. Tan Ridpath, who took an interest in the case in 1983,
wrote to the chief constable at Martlesham Heath in November of
that year, requesting information on the Suffolk Constabulary’s
alleged involvement. He received a reply stating that an officer had
attended and the area involved did bear three marks of an inde-
terminate pattern, but the marks were of no depth and the attending
officer thought an animal could have made them.

King recalls seeing the message in the police log:

When [ went on duty the next day I saw another message in the
log that had come from RAF Bentwaters at around 10 a.m. on 26
December. It said they thought they had found the place were the
UFO had landed. Another police officer went out to the site that
morning but he found nothing.

On the second night of the sightings (26/27), PC Dave King and
PC Martin Brophy were in the Law Enforcement Office at
Bentwaters when the report came in. Dave King recalls the incident:
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[e was a trosty night. | was doing my routine check with the Law
Enforcement desk on RAF Bentwaters. We did that every night.
We checked in with them and exchanged information. While [
was there another report came in on the radio, a pocket radio,
saying thar there were lights in the forest at the exact same spot as
the previous night. This would now be the early hours of the 27¢h.
I was just about to go and have a look, thinking I might see
something this time, when I got an emergency call to attend to a
post office break-in about ten miles away at Otley.

I asked King if there was a report filed in the police log for this
sighting.

No, we didn’t bother with it; we just thought they were bored
watching their planes, and besides we had an emergency on. If
that happened today the police wouldn’t have time ro mess
around with it. It was a quiet time due to Christmas so there
wasn't much going on. There were rumours that the Americans
had set up searchlights on that second night waiting for it to
return, but [ don’t believe it.

The fact that PC King did nor take the incident seriously enough
to at least make a report, resulting in it not being recorded in the
police log, is somewhar disturbing. I pointed this out to him, but he
considered the post office break-in 1o be an emergency and the
sighting of lights in Rendlesham Forest to be of little consequence.
In fact, I was curious to know more about the post office break-in,
and why King had been called to an incident ten miles away.
thought, surely there must have been a police station at Otley, where
the break-in had occurred, or at least closer to the incident than he
was. King agreed this was a distance away, although it was not
entirely unusual that Woodbridge police would be called to investi-
gate further afield. Nevertheless, he has confirmed that patrols were
off base for a second night, and even though there is no evidence to

suggest that a landing of any kind took place that night, we know

there were unidentified lights in the sky over Woodbridge.
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King and Brophy finished their night shifts on the morning of
27 December, when they went on break for a few days. If, as has been,
suggested, the Woodbridge police were involved in the second
major encounter, it has been a well-kept secret. Through the help of
Malcolm Zickler, who was in charge of the police forces at the bases,
I was able to contact retired Police Superintendent George Plume,
who was the officer in charge of the Woodbridge police station
during that period. Plume said he was surprised to hear from me
because no one had contacted him about the case in eighteen years. |
soon realized, however, that he was not on duty at any time during
the events because he only worked the day shift from 08.00-18.00
hrs. Of course, he was aware that something unusual had occurred,
but reminded me that it was a long time ago, and in order 1o assist
me he would need the names of the officers concerned.

If George Plume needed names I had to find them. On one of
my trips to Woodbridge I decided to pay a visit to the local police
station. Being brought up in the country I knew they were always
willing to help visitors and were known to be generous with advice.
Woodbridge station looked like any other small country police
station: you walk into the small reception, ring the bell and out pops
the friendly bobby. The officer was indeed very friendly, and when I
began asking him about the Rendlesham Forest incident and wanted
to know the names of the police officers involved, he seemed familiar
with the case and gave me the names of Dave King and Martin
Brophy. Having explained that I had already interviewed King and
was aware of Brophy, I asked for the names of the other officers
involved. Surprisingly, he offered the name of Brian Creswell, and I
was told that he had recently retired from the force and was still
living locally. The officer could not remember the names of any
other policemen who might have been involved, so T asked him if he
would enquire of his colleagues. He disappeared into the back office
and after what seemed like a very long time, returned with a look of
shock on his face. He was positively white! Something had happened
in the back office and, whatever it was, it had caused him to clam up.
The friendly police officer had suddenly become very aggressive.
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"There 1s no use you trying to contact him because he won't discuss
it,’ he stated. “Contact who? Brian Creswell>’ I asked. ‘He doesn’t
want to talk about it, so there is no point you trying to get in touch
with him,” he continued. I could see he was very agitated and was
probably angry because he had already revealed too much. I decided
to change the subject slightly and ask if it were possible to view the
incident log for that particular period, to which he replied, ‘Are you
recording this?” I thought this was an odd sort of question. Indeed,
why would he be concerned about me recording the conversation?
Realizing I was not getting anywhere, I asked if he would summon
one of the other officers to talk to me, but he flatly refused, which I
found even more odd. After all, it was a quiet police station and I
was requesting assistance,

I'was not surprised to learn that the log books were no longer
available, but according to George Plume, the police force had
changed over to computers in 1975 and therefore records of that
period should still be stored somewhere. [ explained this to the
police officer, only to be told that I would need to contact the head
office at Martlesham Heath. [ had a better idea. Armed with 2 name,
I contacted Plume. He remembered Brian Creswell and told me he
was living in Ipswich. Creswell had retired three years earlier, after
thirty-three years’ honourable service with Her Majesty’s police
force. Apparently, his colleagues were known to call him ‘Monster’,
probably because he is over six feet tall. Plume suggested I try calling
him but I explained that his number was unlisted. He seermed to
think it was unusual for a rural police officer, retired or otherwise, to
be listed as ex-directory. However, Plume was able to update me on
Martin Brophy. PC Brophy had retired a couple of years after the
incident and being very ambitious had moved to a civilian job,
possibly with a technology company, and was last known to be living
near RAF Mildenhall.

George Plume had been a grear find, and as a former senior
police officer he was able to offer valuable tips that helped with
my investigation. But he reminded me of the USAF commanders
Lhad spoken to. They were all very willing to assist in my enquiries,
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provided I did not ask too many questions about the incident itself,
This was very difficult considering that was my main reason fo,

delving too deep and gave me a friendly warning to be carefy].
There had been several of these friendly warnings, mostly frop,
USAF commanders, but his Wwas especially interesting, inasmuch a5
it came from a man who had been in charge of the Woodbridge
police when all this was going on. As with the others, his warning
Was in no way threatening: on the contrary it was very well mean;.
It was nice to know that so many people were concerned aboys
my welfare, but it only made me realize that something unusuya]
must have occurred, and maybe I really was getting too close for
comfort.

I decided to contact Dave King again. I wanted to find out what
he knew about Brian Creswell’s involvement. Thinking thar
Cresswell might have been one of the officers called our during the
second landing, I was surprised to learn that he was the police officer
who had visited the landing site and examined the ground indenra-
tions the day after the injtia incident. ‘He won’t talk to you, he
refuses to talk to anyone about it,” said King. Where had heard that
before? I asked King why Cresswell was being so secretive. I con-
sidered that if he had finished his day shift on the 26th, there was a
possibility he might have been one of the officers called our during
night duty between 27 and 29 December. King thought it was also
possible. It just seemed strange that he would be so evasive if all he
did was examine a few rabbj scratchings.

It would take me severa] months to locate Brian Creswell, and 1
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I know whe you are. I 'know yoy haye been trying to find me. |
know you want to talk to me and J don’t wanr to ralk to you. [
have nothing to $2Y t0 you, but I do want tq know who gave you
my number because | apm ex-directory.

When I told him his uncle had given me the number, he woyld
not believe me, and I thought it wag just as well he was not aware
that I had his work number too, which incidentally was given to me
by another retired police officer of the Same surname. At this stage |

useless trying o ask any questions becayse these were overpowered
by his yelling, Realizing | only had 2 few seconds with this man, |
threw in my ace and told him [ had 5 pPhotograph of 5 police officer
examining the alleged landing site and 1 had reason 1o beljeve it was
him. He wanted to knoyy where [ had got the photograph, by then
he answered his own question by Suggesting it must have come from
the Americans. | explained thay | only wanted to talk to him abouyr
his visit to the forest and his conclysiop that the ground indenta-
tions he had examined were nothing more thag animal scratchings.

apologized for the Inconvenience and bid him farewell. A few
minutes later he reryrned my call. There ws something he wanted
me to know. He had retired from the police force after thirty-three
years and, contrary to fumours, had pot become an alcoholic byt
was almost teerotal. | realized he was referring to loca rumours and

assured him I was not taterested in them and they should not

According to witness Jim Penniston, the police officer who
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investigated the landing site was adamant that he was not going to
report anything other than that they were animal scratchings, When
Penniston described the UFO to him, the officer refused to write
it in his report. From what he told me, Penniston was clearly
bothered by what he thouight was the police officer’s apparent lack of
interest in the evidence; I have often wondered what would have
happened if a full police report had been written based on
Penniston’s first-hand encounter with a UFO., I wished there had
been an opportunity to discuss this with Cresswell.

Malcolm Zickler assured me there was a British police presence
on Bentwaters. He called it a ‘subdivisior, and he is in no doubt that
these officers were fully aware of the incident. It turned out that
George Plume was stationed at Benrwaters for several years after his
retirement, but was not oo happy when I discovered this, which 1
believe he thought was none of my business. Zickler explained that
there were always one or two British police officers on the base, and
after-hours they would be called if there were any civilian visitors.
Sometimes there were those who drank too much and they
apparently had gitl problems. Zickler recounted, ‘Some of the girls
were there to look for husbands, and there were those who were
looking for something else — the Colchester lot. So we had to call
them if there were problems.’

I'met Nick Ryan at a social function ] attended at the Bulgarian
Ambassador’s home in London. Nick was with the elite Air Rescue
and Recovery Squadron, based at RAF Woodbridge from 1982 to
1984. T spent the evening drilling him on the Rendlesham Forest
incident, the bases and especially the ARRS. He confirmed that at
least one British police liaison officer was stationed at Bentwaters
during office hours. I asked him if they would have been involved in
the incident.

The British civilian police would not have been notified about this
incident until it was over. Under no circumstances would we have
involved the civilian police. We would call them afterwards to
find out if they had any Ieports, it was a way of finding out if any
civilians were involved. But we would not ask for assistance on
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something like this. The MOD Police are responsible for the areas
surrounding any USAF bases in Bricain. If need be, they would be
required to guard the area around the perimeters.

However, Major Edward Drury told me outright that the British
civil police were involved in the second incident but could not
supply me with names. He even remarked that it was a local police
officer he was friendly with who had told him there was a D-Notice
slammed on the incident. (A D-Notice is a government instruction
given to the press requesting them not to publish because it involves
national security.)

Woodbridge resident Gerry Harris had a story to tell about the
civilian police. Soon after his own sighting he became curious, and
following his conversation with some of the foresters he decided the
best way to find out was to visit the area for himself. On 29
December he was passing the east-gate entrance to the Woodbridge
; base when he noticed a British policeman and an American security

policeman guarding the entrance to a forest logging path. After

_ parking his van, he approached the police officer to tell him of his

i intention to visit the forest to see what was going on. As incredible

as it may seem, Harris claims the American refused to allow him

access. He argued that it was a public footpath and he had a right to

enter but was told, in no uncertain words, ‘Go away.” Not easily

discouraged, he moved forward only to see the American cock his

M-16 rifle and to hear the British policeman warn him, “You better

do as he says.” One burning question has to be, who was the British

police officer? If Harris’s recollection of events is correct it poses

some even more important questions: (a) why was a USAF security

policeman guarding British territory? (b) Why was the USAF

’ security policeman armed on British territory? (c) Why was a

USAF security policeman allowed to threaten a British citizen on
British territory?

It has been a difficult task trying to find the names of the
policemen who would have been on night duty during the rest of
Christmas week. Over the years the Suffolk Constabulary appear to

H
!“————7
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have gone to great lengths to protect the identity of these officers. As
a result, local rumours were invented and these are what appear to
have upset Brian Creswell. The gist of the tales is that one of the
officers was supposed to have been so disturbed by the incident that
he ended up in a mental institution. The other was said to have
suffered severe shock and become an alcoholic. T had already
checked out these stories and knew they were nothing but nonsense.
Whilst I admit that I have not been able to trace either of these men,
none of the local policemen I have spoken to appears to know
anything about these claims. I realize the police have been very cagey
abour this case, and it is possible that two local policemen were
involved, but I am sure word of them having left the force in such
‘strange circumstances would be known locally. George Plume
thought the stories were very amusing, but insisted that there was
not a grain of truth to them. ‘I would have known if that had
happened. None of the men left the force for those reasons,” he
exclaimed. I could not help wondering if it was Plume who had
forewarned Brian Creswell about these stories and my interest in
trying to contact him. Either that or someone was listening in on my
phone line.

Dave King does not believe there was any cover-up by the

- Suffolk Police. He told me:

I didn’t know this was a story until I first heard abour that book
Skycrash a few years later. The reason those researchers never heard
from us was because they got the date wrong. They came to the
police station saying it was the 27th, but there wasn’t a log of it
for that day. There was no cover-up from us.

It is very interesting that no further incidents were reported in
the Woodbridge police log, especially considering the police visited
the bases every night. One would assume that whoever was on duty
during the second major incident must have known what was going
on. Did they think the same as King, that it was nothing of any
importance or are they staying silent for other reasons?
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Adrian Bustinza recalls the British police being involved in the
second incident. He explained to me what he witnessed:

The British police weren’t there at the beginning, I was on my way

back to the forest, after filling the light-all in Woodbridge, and 1

saw two British policemen blocking the road into the forest. Their

vehicle was parked on the road and they were there to make sure
" no civilians went in.

When I asked him if he had seen any British police officers near
the landing site, he was certain they never went near the UFO or
into the forest at any time. Apparently, they stayed on the perimeter
of the forest, near the road.

Adrian Bustinza’s memory of the British police being responsible
for keeping civilians out of the way corresponds with the testimony
of Gerry Harris, who claims they were blocking the same entrance
on 29 December. It stands to reason that the local police would
know if there was such an incident taking place. After all, this was a
much bigger event than the initial encounter, where only a handful
of US personnel were involved. On this particular night, or early
morning, we are told that convoys of vehicles were moving through
the Suffolk roads heading for Rendlesham Forest. What were the
Woodbridge police doing during all of this? With such a large
operation going on they must have known about it. So why are they
denying it? Could it be that they were under strict orders to stay
quiet because the incident was a threat to national security? Or
maybe they were told it was a top-secret exercise. According to a
police spokesman, there would have been a skeleton staff on duty
during the Christmas period, as it was such a quiet time. Could it be
that the local police were simply uninformed, or are there police
officers out there who know something of the matter but are unable
to discuss it because they have signed the Official Secrets Act?

If the Woodbridge police were involved, one wonders what they
told the press. Journalists are known to call the local police station
every day to pick up the latest news stories. In rural areas they will
hear everything from Mrs Jones’s cat stuck up a tree to a burglary in
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the High Street. If there is a serious accident or crime, very often,
one of the police officers will tip off a journalist whom he is familia;
with. So what happened with this particular incident? Why was i,
not on the front pages of the East Anglian newspapers or
mentioned in the national press? Searching through decades of
press reports referring to the Suffolk installations, I discovered that
several USAF planes had crashed in the area. Surely if the
Rendlesham Forest incident involved a plane crash it would have
been reported in the local press along with the other reports. Byt
there was no mention of an accident occurring in Woodbridge
during that month.

A few months after I spoke to Dave King, the retired police
officer visited Rendlesham Forest and retraced his steps of 26
December. He explained that it was nothing like it had been in
1980, when the trees were up to eighty feet tall. Since then, of
course, the severe storm of 1987 that hit the British Isles had
destroyed a large part of the forest. I was pleased to hear that King
had made this trip, and even more so when he told me that he was
not so sure it was the lighthouse the witnesses had been referring to
after all. This was partly due to the call he had received from
Marjorie Wright, a local woman who told him about her father’s
sighting, explaining that it could not have been a lighthouse. The
fact that King had a change of mind was a real breakthrough,
because his original lighthouse theory had been damaging to the
authenticity of this case. It came as a surprise then that, following
my interviews with King, the Suffolk Constabulary had conracted
him and were now claiming he was still unconvinced that the
‘occurrence’ was genuine.

I'had decided to write to the chief constable of the Suffolk Police
because I wanted to know what their involvement was, if any, and
whether Special Branch was aware of the situation. Because it was so
long since the incident had occurred, I thought it was necessary to
offer as much information as possible. I wanted to make sure they
knew my information was not based on rumour.

[ received a prompt reply from Inspector Mike Topliss and was

-
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very impressed that he had taken the time and trouble to reply in
such detail.

28 July 1999
Dear Ms Bruni
INCIDENT IN RENDLESHAM FOREST — DECEMBER 1980

Irefer to your letter of 22 July 1999 in relation to g series of
unusual events which allegedly occurred outside the berimeter
of RAF Woodbridge, Suffolk, during the Jast week of December

recently and at great length in Iesponse to similar journalistic
enquiries. He does not recall making any official report and
there is no evidence that one was made,

(2) Dave King has confirmed that he and PC Brophy were in the
Law Enforcement Office at RAF Bentwaters when they were
diverted to a ‘higher priority’ tagk at Otley post office. As rural
night-duty officers they would have sole fesponsibility for
policing a huge territorial ares (approx. 400 square miles) and
would certainly have treated a post-office burglary as more
important than a fecurrence of an earlier incident which was
Seen as somewhat frivolous.
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(3) PC Brian Creswell's (also now retired) visit to the alleged
landing site would not have generated more than a standard
incident log unless he was convinced that something worth
reporting had occurred. PC King had discussed the matter with
him and it appeared that all three officers were equally
unimpressed with the night's events.

(4) Civilian police officers were not employed in guarding the
area surrounding the alleged landing site(s) or to deter access,
as there was no evidence to indicate that anything of
immediate concern to the police had occurred.

(5) Thereis no documentary evidence that police officers were
involved in similar incidents on 27-31 December that year and
PC King could not recall any further requests for police
attendance. .

(6) Special Branch officers should have been aware of the
incident(s) through having sight of the incident log(s) but would
not have shown an interest unless there was evidence of a
potential threat to national security. No such threat was
evident.

T'have tried to be as objective as possible with the answers
provided and, like yourself, would undoubtedly be pleased to
see a local incident such as this substantiated as an authentic
‘UFO’ experience. PC King holds similar views to myself and
returned to the forest site in daylight in case he had missed
some evidence in the darkness. There was nothing to be seen
and he remains unconvinced that the occurrence was genuine.
The immediate area was swept by powerful Hght beams from a
landing beacon at RAF Bentwaters and the Orfordness
lighthouse. I know from personal experience that at night, in
certain weather and cloud conditions, these beams were very
pronounced and certainly caused strange visual effects.

If you have any other query in respect of this subject I will be
pleased to discuss the issue further. My direct dial telephone
number is —.

Yours sincerely

[signed]

Mike Topliss

Inspector — Operations (Planning)



Apart from Dave King’s verbal recollection of the 26 December
incident, the Suffolk Police claim they were not involved in any
further events. As there appears to be no official documentation at
Martlesham Heath, Inspector Topliss had interviewed Dave King in
order to find answers to my questions. However, King was on his
break during the rest of that week and having interviewed him
myself I know he has no personal knowledge of what occurred after
he went off duty.

I cannot blame Inspector Topliss for thinking there was nothing
to the case, especially if there is no documented evidence available in
the Martlesham police records for him to refer to. Unless the police
officers who were allegedly involved in the incident or its aftermath
come forward, then it is unlikely we will progress further in this
enquiry. Topliss agrees with Dave King that the Suffolk Constabulary
were in no way involved in a cover-up. However, he suggested the
officers could be reluctant to discuss the case in general because they
are afraid it might be classed as secret, or because they were
discouraged to talk to the press. '

Also, on 22 July 1999, I wrote to the secretariat of the Ministry
of Defence Police. I wanted to know if they were involved in the
incident. On 17 August I was surprised to receive a reply from the
chief of the department, Paul A. Crowther, whose title is Agency
Secretary and Director of Finance and Administration.
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D/DMP/36/2/7 (262/99)

17th August 1999
Dear Ms Bruni

Thank you for your letter dated 22nd July 1999, requesting
information about an incident in Rendlesham Forest in 1980.
With regard to your request, we have been unable to find any
reference to the incident in files held by our Operations and CID
departments. However, it is worth noting that files of this age
are not normally held centrally - they are either destroyed or
archived. Several of the more senior officers of the Force have
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however been contacted with regard to the presence of an MDP
detachment at Woodbridge in 1980, It would appear that RAF
Woodbridge did not sustain its own detachment; rather it was
the subject of infrequent visits by MDP officers stationed
elsewhere in Suffolk. There is no recollection of the reporting of
such an incident.

The Ministry of Defence Police Agency, like all Government
Deparuments and Agencies, is bound by the Code of Practice on
Access to Government Information, This means that we are
committed to providing you with the information you require,
as long as it is not exempt under the Code. If you wish to make
a complaint that your request for information has not been
properly dealt with, you should appeal to: Ministry of Defence,
OMD14, Room 617, Northumberland House, Northumberland
Avenue, London WC2N 5BpP.

Yours sincerely

[signed]
P. A. Crowther

I am grateful to Paul Crowther for taking the trouble to
investigate and respond to my questions. Nevertheless, the fact tha,
according to the more senior officers, there was no recollection of
such an event does not surprise me. This case is too big, and nobody
from the Ministry of Defence, retired of otherwise, is willing to
openly discuss it. If any police were involved it might have been the
MOD Police. According to local resident Gary Collins, the Ministry
of Defence owned the road thar separated RAF Woodbridge from
the landing sites. This would certainly account for why the
Americans were allowed to block the road and guard the perimeter
of the forest, because when they leased the bases from the Ministry
of Defence, they probably had rights to the road as well. Apart from
a different badge, the MOD Police uniform is very similar to the
regular force uniform and their vehicles have ‘Police’ on the side, so
witnesses may have confused them with the Suffolk Constabulary.

I read the MOD Police reply 10 a Ministry of Defence source
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whom I have known for many years, and he was surprised to hear
that I had received a response from the top man of the department.
‘It must be very sensitive to have been considered by the most senior
person. You must have worried them, Maybe this case warrants 2
public enquiry,” he said. Maybe it does.

If Special Branch were involved in the investigation, they
certainly cannot admit to it because, by doing so, it would indicate
that there had been a threat to national security. As Inspector Topliss
points out, Special Branch officers should have been aware if
anything had occurred through having sight of the incident log.
However, we know that the Woodbridge police log did not record
any further incidents; therefore we must consider whether they
blundered in this case. The Suffolk Constabulary either took the
incident setiously enough to inform Special Branch or, as Topliss
suggests, it was dismissed as ‘frivolous’. But let us not forget that
Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher had just warned Russia to keep
out of the Polish crisis, the IRA were threatening to bomb Britain,
and unidentified flying objects were playing havoc on the perimeter
of a USAF NATO base with Bentwarers armed to jts teeth in nuclear
weapons. Under the circumstances, are we really expected to believe
that Special Branch would not have a reason 1o investigate? We can
forgive the Woodbridge police for thinking that a post-office break-
in was far more important than a UFQ report near a military base,
but surely someone would have been responsible for investigating
the incident? Apart from the Ministry of Defence, who claimed to
have only checked the radar reports, no government or military
department either side of the Atlantic is taking any responsibility for
tt. The fact that ‘unidentifieds’ were hovering over RAF Woodbridge
for several hours on ar least three consecutive nights, even landing in
the nearby forest, is, in my opinion, a definite threat to national
security. This is especially so when one considers that RAF
Bentwaters deployed nuclear weapons.

According to a fact sheet on the Metropolitan Police, Special
Branch was formed as “The Special Irish Branch’ in 1883 to combat
the threat from the Fenian movement, whose aim was independence
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in Ireland, and who had been responsible for a series of explosions in
London. The Special Irish Branch later became known as the
‘Special Branch’, and extended work into royalty protection with
Queen Vicrorias Jubilee. While Special Branch is a division of the
police force, in practice it coordinates closely with MIS5, and has
continued to develop its role as a conduit of information and
intelligence for the Metropolitan Police and Security Service.

I wondered if MIS might have had an interest in the Rendlesham
Forest incident. I was in for a surprise, inasmuch as MI5 had a
presence at Martlesham Heath for a number of years. Martlesham
Heath, just a few miles from Woodbridge, was the headquarters of
the Suffolk Constabulary, the headquarters of the Suffolk Special
Branch and certain MI5 operations. According to former MI5 agent
Peter Wright, the agency had a major post office laboratory based
there. In his infamous book, Spycatcher, Wright describes how the
MI5 infiltrated public mail. The headquarters of this special out-
post, known as the ‘Post Office Special Investigations Unit’, was
based near St Paul’s in London, where MI5 had a suite of rooms on
the first floor run by MI5 agent and ex-military officer Major
Denham. This unit specialized in mail tampering and telephone
tapping. Apparently, each major sorting office and exchange in
the country had, and probably still has, a ‘Special Investigations
Unit Room’. The headquarters were later moved to Martlesham
Heath where a special post office laboratory was set up. Although
St Paul’s was still in use, if a letter which had been opened needed
special attention, it was dispatched by motorcycle courier up to the
Suffolk office. It scems there was quite a set-up at Mardesham
Heath.

It is worth mentioning that, according to the Bentwaters Staff
Judge Advocate, Lieutenant Colonel Arnold L. Persky, the British
authorities, including the local police, would have been conracted
and expected to accompany the USAF patrols to the scene of the
incident. Although Persky was aware that there had been an
incident he assured me that if it had concerned an American air
crash on British territory someone from his office would have been
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summoned to investigate, in case the USAF were charged with
damages to any property. Persky was sure that the British
authorities were alerted and that they went to the forest sometime
during the incident. He also thinks that British police were on the
scene.
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AUTHORISED BY : TEL:

GRADE/RANK  : BI
BRANCH . DAS(Sec)

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




- LORDS WRITTEN PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED

DATE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON 18 January 2001

PQ REFERENCE : PQ 0349L

PQ TYPE ' : LORDS WRITTEN i {3
MINISTER REPLYING : -NOTFOUND- .
LEAD BRANCH: : SEC (AS)

COPY ADDRESSEE(S) :

DI(Sec)

Defence Evaluation& Research

GVIU

D SEF POL

D NEWS

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

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

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

- If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are answéred seek advice frem a

senior civil servant in or closely associated with your area.

Peer’s DETAIL: Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government whether they are aware cf any
uncorrelated targets tracked on radar in November or December 1980; and whether they will give
details of any such incidents. (HL302) { q% o

: > 0




CREPLY TO |

ATIN OF:

SUBJECT:

e
e

T0:

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARIERS 8157 COMSAT SUPPURT CACUD (USAEE
APO NEW YORN 0775

Ch ' C ‘ ' 13 Jan 81

Unexplained Lights

-—r

RAF/CC ’

| 1. Eariy in the morning of 27 Dec 80 (approximately 0300L), two USAF

security police patrolwen saw unusual Tights outside the back gate at
RAF HWoodbridge. Thinking an aircraft might have crashed or been forceq
down, they called for permission to go outside the gate to investigata,
The on-duty flight chief responded and allowed three patrolmen to peg
cead on foot. The individuals reported seeing & strange glowing obje
in the forest. The object was described as being metalic in appearan
and triangular in shape, approximately two to three moters across the
base and approximately two meters high. It {1luminated the entire forest
with a white light. The object itself had a pulsing red light on top znd
a bank(s) of blue lights underneath. The object was hovering or on Tegs.
As the patrolmen approached the object, it maneuvered throush the tress
and disappeared. At this time the animals on a nearby farm went into a
frenzy. The object was briefly sighted approximately an hour later ez
the back gate.

ct
ce

r

2. The next cay, three depressions 1 1/2" deep and 7" in diametsr wepe
found vhere the object had been sighted on the ground. The following

night (29 Dec 80) the area was checked for radiation. Beta/gamma readings
of 0.1 millircentgens were recorded with peak readings in the threeo de-
pressions and near the center of the triangle formed by the depressions.

A nearby tree had moderate (.05-.07) readings on the side of the tree
toward the depressions.

3. Later in the night a red sun-like Tight was seen through the trees.

It moved about and pulsed. At one point it appeared to throw off alowing
particles and then broke into five sebarate white objects and then dis-
appeared. Immediately thereafter, three star-like objects were . noticed

in the sky, two objects to the north and one to the south, all of which
were about 10° off the horizon. The objects moved rapidly in sharp engular
movements and displayed red, green and blue Jdights. The objects to the
north appeared to be elliptical through an-8-12 power lens. They then
turned to full circles. The objects to the north remained in the sky for
an hour or more. The object to the south was visible for two or three
hours and beamed down a stream of light from time to tine. Numerous indivi-
duals, including the undersigned, witnessed the activities in paragraphs

2 and 3 -

A

IRLES T, MALT, Lt Col, USAF
Deputy Base Commander



DAS4A1(SEC)

From: 2GP-ISTAR2-2A-802

Sent: 17 January 2001 13:23 o 2
To: DAS4A1(SEC) :

ce: DAO ADGE1; STC-CMDSEC-SEC-PARL

Subject: RE: UFO Related PQs

importance: Low

Not a very comprehenSive reply | am afraid, but it is as follows:

a. Our highest classification for UFO documents is RESTRICTED.
Utmccnmalotech “Tene &3“‘ .
b. We have no records dating back to Nov Dec 1880, Therefore it is impossible 1o give any information

regarding the second question.

Please let me know if we can be of further assistance.

j et
iyt lhese s Ao P Cord$
dating base b (186«
J
----- Original Message--—
From: DAO ADGE1
Sent: 16 January 2001 10:38
To: 2GP-ISTAR2-S01; 2GP-ISTAR2-2A-802; STC-OPSSPT-ATC-AREA2/S02
Ce: DASAAT{SEC)
Subject: UFO Related PQs

importance: High

Sorry for this fast ball but Lord Hill-Norion has submitted 4 PQs relating to a UFO report about lights in
Mendlesham Forest circa 1980!! We (1) have been asked to provide inputs to DAS4A1 (SEC) on 2 of the PQs:

The first question is ' What is the highest classification that has been applied to any MOD document
concerning UFQOs'

The second question is 'ls HMG aware of any uncorrelated targets tracked on radar in Nov or Dec 1980; and
whether they (HMG) will give details of any such incidents'

| doubt we have any records remaining for this period, but we-nUst'e g“ﬁ‘ﬁwaugh the motions. Grateful therefore if
you could check down the organisation to see if there areg any files or logbooks““‘ihat go back to 1980 and whether
any record exists of such activity. On the AD side could you‘*a‘!scrthe@k’wrﬂf*@TCOC {old DCON records) as well
as the CRCs.

By way of interpretation, | would define 'uncorrelated targets' as 'radar tracks that have not been positively
identified by normal means'.

Answers have to be with DAS4A1(SEC) by cease work Wed 17 Jan 01. As | shall be out of office on that day,
grateful if you would forward your inputs (including any pertinent background info and-an indication of what, if
anything, we would be happy to release to the public dpmain by way of & stated answer) on CHOLS direct to
*{DAS!&M (SEC)), info me. TVM



DAS4A1(SEC) )

From: STC-OPSSPT-ATC-AREA2/SO2

Sent: 16 January 2001 16:07

To: DAS4A1(SEC)

Cc: DAO ADGE1; STC-OPSSPT-ATC-AREA/SO1; STC-OPSSPT-ATC-Gp Capt
Subject: UFO RELATED PQs

Importance: High

DAO ADGE 1 requested that we provide input to you on the foliowing 2 PQs:

a. "What is the highest classification that has been applied to any MOD document concerning UFQs?"
b. "Is HMG aware of any uncorrelated targets tracked on radar in Nov or Dec 1980; and whether they

(HMG) will give details of any such incidents?"
Recovelt Closeidiioton =

We have examined the file records of the Area Radar Units (LATCC (MIf) and ScATCC (Mil)) and the Headquarters
STC Operations Support Air Traffic Control {formerly HQ MATO) for instances of UFQ reports. We do not hold any
files that contain data relating to UFOs at either the HQ or the Area Radar units. In any case the maximum
classification of files held is SECRET, therefore if there had been any input in the past this would have been the
likely maximum classification. What we can say is that reports of UFOs received by AIS (Mil), are reported to your
office on an unclassified FAX using an insecure telephone line.

(e meleo bect tee MSQ('S ¢ -

In so far as the question of an awareness of any "uncorrelated targets tracked on radar in Nov or Dec 1980" our
records do not extend that far back. Unusual incidents would be noted in the Air Traffic Control Watch Logs at
LATCC (Mil) or SCATCC (Mil); The ATC Watch Logs are retained for a period of 3 years and are then subsequently

destroyed.- Recordings of radar data are retained for a period of 30 days prior to the re-use of the recording medium..

Signed on CHOtS

Sqgn Ldr

502 ATC iAreai 2
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DAS4A1(SEC)

From: DAO ADGE1 ) I /

Sent: 16 January 2001 10/38 ~ / -

To: : 2GP—5§T/?R2-SO1 F2GP-ISTA) -2A7802;; STC-OPSSPT-ATC-AREA2/SO2
Cc: DAS4A1(SEC) S

Subject: UFO Related PQs

importance: High

Sorry for this fast ball but Lord Hill-Norton has submitted 4 PQs relating to a UFO report about lights in Mendlesham
Forest circa 198011 We (1) have been asked to provide inputs to DAS4A1 (SEC) on 2 of the PQs:

The first question is ' What is the highest classification that has been applied to any MOD document
concerning UFOs'

The sedond question is ‘Is HMG aware of any uncorrelated targets tracked on radar in Nov or Dec 1980; and
whether they (HMG) will give details of any such incidents’

| doubt we have any records remaining for this period, but we must go through the motions. Grateful therefore if you
could check down the organisation to see if there are any files or logbooks that go back to 1980 and whether any
record exists of such activity. On the AD side could you also check with STCOC (old DCON records) as well as the
CRCs.

By way of interpretation, | would define 'uncorrelated targets' as 'radar tracks that have not been positively identified
by normal means'.

Answers have to be with DAS4A1(SEC) by cease work Wed 17 Jan 01. As | shall be out of office on that day,
grateful if you would forward your inputs (including any pertinent background info and an indication of what, if

anithins% we would be happy to release to the public domain by way of a stated answer) on CHOtS direct to_m

4A1 (SEC)), info me. TVM

DAO ADGE1



o Written Answers 11 NOVEMBER 1996 Written Answers 26
All persons ILO Degree or other A’ level and equivalent Trade GCSE or Other No
unemployed of higher education (excluding trade  apprenticeship equivalent Qualification
working age - apprenticeships)
(thousands) of
which (percentage)
with highest
qualification’
United Kingdom 2,344 11.6 12.3 106 8.1 20.0 274
Great Britain 2274 11.7 123 104 18.2 204 270
England 1,942 118 12.2 9.7 18.1 208 214
South East 742 14.1 2.8 8.7 16.7 221 255
Greater London 379 15.6 112 7.1 15.8 237 26.5
Rest of South East 362 126 144 10.5 1.7 20.3 245
East Anglia 72 — o — 2L1 236 230
South West 169 127 14.9 10.1 221 184 220
West Midiands 219 8.0 12.1 6.6 16.9 19.5 359
East Midlands 152 9.9 134 - 115 18.5 187 280
Yorkshire and 189 1.0 1.9 8.2 18.3 20.2 304
Humberside
North west 248 119 94 10.7 19.9 200 28.2
North 151 7.1 113 16.5 16.8 22.1 263
Wales . 14 9.3 9.7 10.8 19.2 202 308
Scotland y 218 12.0 14.6 16.0 9.1 16.6 216
Northern Ireland 69 o P 19.4 4.1 e 41.0
Notes: i

'Working age is men aged 16-64 and women aged 16-59. Includes those who did not answer, but percentages are based on totals

excluding them.
*Sample size too small for reliable estimate.
Source:

Labour Force Survey (winter 1995--96), Office for National Statistics.

Highly Indebted Poor Countries Initiative

Mr. Bill Michie: To ask the Chancellor of the
Exchequer what assessment he has made of the recently
agreed highly indebted poor countries initiative; and if he
will make a statement. {1329}

Mrs. Angela Knight: I refer to the answer I gave to
the hon. Member for Newham, North-East (Mr. Timms)
on 14 October, Official Report, columns 705-706.

DEFENCE

Nuclear Weapons

Mr. Llew Smith: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence what assessment he has made of the report of
the Canberra Commission on the elimination of nuclear
weapons. {2931}

Mr. Soames: We have noted the conclusions of the
Canberra Commission. We remain committed to the
pursuit of negotiations in good faith on effective measures
relating to nuclear disarmarment, as set out in article VI of
the nuclear non-proliferation treaty. But nuclear
disarmament  cannot  realistically be  pursued
independently of the broader security countext. We and
NATO continue to judge that nuclear deterrence plays an
essential role in maintaining peace and stability in Europe.

Unidentified Flying Objects

Mr. Redmond: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence if he will make a statement on the circumstances
of the two occasions referred to in his answer of 24 July,
Official Report, column 424, when RAF aircraft were
scrambled or diverted from task to investigate
uncorrelated radar targets; if the objects were identified;

13 CWI-PAGINS

if it was judged that breaches of United Kingdom airspace
- had occurred; and if he will list all similar incidents which
¢ have occurred since 1979.

[2932]

Mr. Soames: The targets were identified as Russian

. maritime patrol aircraft and were in the northern portion
: of the UK air defence region. They did not penetrate UK
. airspace. Information covering the period from 1979 is
- not held in a readily available form and could be provided
- only at disproportionate cost and effort.

Mr. Redmond: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence when United Kingdom military personnel were
briefed about the scrambling of Belgian F-16 aircraft on
30 and 31 March 1990; when the unidemtified flying
object concerned was detected on United Kingdom radar
systems; and if RAF aircraft were scrambled. {3185}

Mr. Soames: The Belgian authorities did not notify
adjacent countries because no threat was perceived. There
is no evidence of radar contacts within the UK air
defence system.

Radiation

Mr. Redmond: To ask the Secretary of State for
Defence if the radiation readings, reported to his
Department by Lieutenant Colonel Charles Halt on
13 January 1981, were judged to have posed any threat
to Lieutenant Colonel Halt and his team; who assessed
the readings; how the radiation compared with
background radiation in the area; and if he will make
a statement. {2934]

Mr. Soames: There is no record of any official
assessment of the radiation readings reported by
Lieutenant Colone! Halt.
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE )

)
TEMPORARY ENCLOSURE JACKET T e
DIVISION / DIRECTORATE / BRANCH:

oas(fec)

SUBJECT: F@; o3 L
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Referred o Date Referred to Date

USER NOTES

1. A MOD Form 262A (File Record Sheet) must be raised for each new Temporary Enclosure Jacket
(TEJ) created. The TEJ should also include a minute sheet.

2. When a TEJ is incorporated into the parent file it should be placed in the file in date order (according
to the date of the last action on the TEJ) and allocated an enclosure number.

3. The file minute sheet should be annotated to record the enclosure number of the TEJ along with

details of the number of enclosures contained within it. The TEJ record sheet (MOD Form 2624)

. should be annotated to record the date on which the TEJ was incorporated into the parent file (JSP
441, paragraph 4.13 refers).

RESTRICTED/UNGLASSIFIED



TEMPLATE TO BE USED FOR REPLY the ’ﬁ(
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Ministry of Defence

FRIDAY 26 JANUARY 2001

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB(X) (CB)

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty's Government whether personnel from Porton Down visited
Rendlesham Forest or the area surrounding RAF Walton in December 1980 or
January 1981; and whether they are aware of any tests carried out in erther of
those two areas aimed at assessing any nuclear, biological or chemical hazard.
(HL301)

Minister replying Baroness Symons

The staff at the Defence Evaluation and Research Agency (DERA) Chemical and Biological
Defence (CBD) laboratories at Porton Down have made a thorough search of their archives
and have found no record of any such visits.

18 January 01 PQ Ref 0348L



LORDS WRITTEN PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED -

DATE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON 18 January 2001 = /;
PQ REFERENCE : PQ 0348L ,
PQ TYPE : LORDS WRITTEN

MINISTER REPLYING : -NOTFOUND-

LEAD BRANCH: : DERX““;
COPY ADDRESSEE(S) : R

DAS(SEC)

DI(Sec)

GVIU

D SEF POL

D NEWS

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

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

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

- If you or others concerned are uncertain about how PQs are answered seek advice from a

senior civil servant in or closely associated with your area.

Peer’s BETAIL: Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government whether personnel from Porton
Down visited Rendlesham Forest or the area surrounding RAF Walton in December 1980 or January
1981; and whether they are aware of any/carried out in either of those two areas aimed at assessing any
nuclear, biological or chemical hazard. (HL301)
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Dacuments protected above restricted may not be Directorate of Corpoqate ‘
sent, Restricted documents without a caveat may Affairs,
be sent to UK mainland addresses only. Cody Building, vely Road,

Farnborough, GU14 0LX
To (recipient's name). _

Department or company: B =S

From (sender's name): h Authorised signature:

Recipient's fax number: — Number of pages including this sheet: ! _D_—{— \
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NOTICE: This communication may contain information which is commercial-in-confidence and/or legally privileged
and is intended only for the addressee named above. If you are not the named addressee, the communication has
been sent to you in error. Any copying, distribution or other use of the information is strictly prohibited. We should
be grateful if you would contact us immediately so that we can arrange for its return.

If this fax is incomplate, please telephons this number immediately: _
DERA is an Agency of the Ministry of Defence
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Ministry of Defence

Fri 26 January 2001

Admiral of the Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB(X) CB

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty’s Government whether personnel from Porton Down visited
Rendlesham Forest or the area surrounding RAF Walton in December 1980 or
January 1981; and whether they are aware of any carried out in either of those two
areas aimed at assessing any nuclear, biological or chemical hazard. (HL301)

Minister replying Baroness Symons

The staff at the Defence Evaluation and Research Agency (DERA) Chemical and
Biological Defence (CBD) laboratories at Porton Down have made a thorough search
of their archives but have been unable to find any records of such visits taking place.

January 01 PQ Ref 0348L
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Background to PQ Ref No: 0348L

This is one of several PQs raised by Lord Hill-Norton, the answers to which, including
this one, are being coordinated by the Directorate of Air Staff. The questions are
believed to have been prompted by a recently published book on the Rendlesham
Forest incident about an alleged UFO sighting,

Staff at DERA Porton Down have searched records for details of this incident and
also made enquiries with some of the very few existing members of staff who were
working at Porton Down at that time. No information about this incident has been

found.

Drafted by: Directorate of Corporate Affairs, DERA, Farnborough
Tel "o ST

Approved by: Director Corparate Affairs, DERA, Farnborough
Tel Fax SESISY 40

TOTAL P.B3



From: SRS

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Directorate of Air Staff 4al (Secretariat)
Room 8245, Main Building, Whitehall
LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial_

(Switchboard) 020 7218 9000
(Fax

FAX MESSAGE
SUBJECT: PQ 0348L
DATE: 16 January 2001 NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING THIS COVER: 7

Sorry about the delay but Lord Hill Norton has now tabled a further two PQs on this

subject that diverted our attention slightly.

Please find attached a background note, a copy of the acknowledgements from a
recently published book on the Rendlesham Forest incident (thanking Lord Hill-
Norton) and extracts from the book which mention possible involvement of Porton

Down personnel.

I hope this helps. Please let me know if there is anything else we can help with.



BACKGROUND NOTE

1. ... Lord Hill-Norton has tabled five other PQs on the subject of material contained in a book by
Georgina Bruni published in November 2000 and MOD handling of material relating to 'UFOs'".
Three are being answered by MOD, one by the Home Office and one is to be answered by (DERA).
Miss Bruni's book, "You can't tell the people” concerns a well known 'UFQ' incident alleged to
have occurred in Rendlesham Forest in Suffolk over the Christmas period in 1980 in the vicinity of

two RAF bases at that time on lease to the USAF, RAF Bentwaters and RAF Woodbridge.

2. The subject of the incident said to have taken place in Rendlesham Forest came to prominence in
1983 when a memorandum sent to MOD shortly after the event by the then Deputy Base
Commander, Lt Col Charles Halt USAF, was unearthed in the US by researchers. The Halt
memorandum describes the alleged incident in some detail and is reprinted in the book where
claims are also made that USAF personnel met and communicated with "beings". The book
accuses the UK establishment of a "cover-up" to hide the detaillof the alleged event in Rendlesham
Forest. Text of correspondence on the subject between a retired Chief of Defence Staff, Lord Hill-

Norton, and a previous MOD Minister is reprinted in the book.

3. MOD's interest in 'UFQ's' is limited to whether alleged sightings might have any defence
significance; namely, if they provide evidence that the United Kingdom's airspace may have been
compromised by hostile or unauthorised air activity. Unless there is corroborating evidence to
suggest that the UK's airspace may have been compromised, MOD does not investigate or Seek to
provide a precise explanation for each of the 'UFO' letters and reported sightings received each
year. MOD believes that rational explanations, such as aircraft lights or natural phenomena, could
be found for most of the sightings. However, it is not the function of MOD to provide this kind of

aerial identification service and resources are not diverted for this purpose.
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forget what they had seen because it was only poachers and it was
now a matter for the local police. Neither of the witnesses believed
the poacher story and, as Thompson recalls, their notebooks cover-
ing that particular night were immediately confiscated. He also
claims that the duty log in Operations and the occurrence log went
missing. According to Thompson, the loss of one of these logs would
result in a major investigation and in the case of RAF police would
never happen,

According to Thompson, for several days after the incident
Americans visited the forest around the perimeter of the Watton
base. Just after the New Year Thompson was at the local public
house, and whilst in the company of a couple of civilian police from
the area he remembers joking with them about the locals hlling their
freezers with poached sheep and venison. It appears that the local
police were unaware of any poaching activity during the night in
question, though it was known that poachers did operate in the area
all year round. They were also surprised to hear about the unusual
lights and had not been told that Americans were messing around in
the forest. Were these the same American scientists who were
reported to have been investigating Rendlesham Forest?

Thompson had more to add, explaining that immediately after
the Watcon incident a team of four British government scientists,
supposedly from the Ministry of Defence Research Centre, Porton
Down, were driven to the forest by another of his colleagues, also an
RAF policeman. Once in the forest, the scientists changed into
strange-looking space-type suits with tubes running into air com-
pressors which seemed to be connected 1o their backs. The police
officer was left waiting for them while they wandered off through the
trees. On their return they changed back into their clothes, packed
their suits and climbed into the vehicle in complete silence. In fact, the
only word they spoke during the whole time they were in the police
officer’s company was a simple ‘goodbye’ as they speedily departed.
One cannot dismiss the possibility that there may be a connection
between the Rendlesham Forest incident and RAF Watton. There are
obvious similarities between the two: they occurred on the same dares;
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Porton Down Research Centre, situated in Wiltshire, is one of
the United Kingdom’s most secretive and sensitive sites. Known as
the Chemical and Biological Defence Establishment, it was founded
in 1916 to combat German gas attacks. If this centre was involved
in an investigation, then there is no doubt that the incidents which
occurred during Christmas week 1980 were of great concern to both
the US and UK defence departments. 1 also believe that should their
results have proved positive then Highpoint Prison, and possibly
others like it, would have been used to isolate those suffering with
whatever virus or contamination the visitors might have brought
with them. This would also indicate that, contrary to their denial,
the Ministry of Defence and the CIA not only carried out an
investigation but made preparations.

I spoke to a scientist who is familiar with Porton Down Research
Centre. She explained that in the event of an unknown threat, all
precautions would be taken. When dealing with the unknown, such
as objects landing from space, you would aim for the highest level of
isolation in case they brought an infectious agent. When I described
the men in white suits with tubes attached to their backs, she
explained that this attire would most probably have been used as a
protection against dealing with an unknown microbiological threat.
[ had to conclude that if there was a risk of an unknown threat, it
would be much easier to evacuate the local community in such a
crisis, but the government would want to have the prisoners made
more secure in case they later had to deal with a national disaster.
The more I looked into the Rendlesham Forest incident as being a
possible biological threat, the more I began to believe that this was
indeed something that our defence departments were very much
concerned about.

Lord Hill-Norton should be congratulated for his diligent efforts
in trying to find answers to the Rendlesham Forest incident. In 1997
he wrote to Lord Gilbert at the House of Lords but was furious when
Gilbert failed to respond positively to his questions. Hill-Norton
replied to Gilbert’s letter on 22 September 1997:




X YOU CAN'T TELL THE REOPLE

Donahue USAF (ret.), Major Edward Drury USAF (ret.), Timothy
Egercic USAF (ret.), Betty Garfield, Colonel Charles I. Halt USAF
(ret.), Gerry Harris, James Hudnall USAF (ret.), Anthony Johnson
USAPF (ret.), Nigel Kerr RAF (ret.), Dave King, William Kirk USAF
(ret.), Steven La Plume USAF (ret.), Squadron Leader Donald
Moreland RAF (ret.), Richard Nunn, Diana Persinger, Maisie Pettit,
James W. Penniston USAF (ret.), Lori Rehfeldt USAF (ret.), Steve
Roberts USAF (ret.), Lieutenant Colonel Park Simms USAF (ret.),
William Sone USAF (rer.), Harry Thompson RAF (ret.), Jerry
Valdes-Sanchez USAF (ret.), Lindy ‘Cookie’ Vaughn USAF (ret.),
Larry Warren USAF (ret.), Roy Webb, Lieutenant Colonel Malcolm
Zickler USAF (ret.) and to all those who wish to remain anonymous.

Special thanks to Baroness Margaret Thatcher. To Michael

W%J’ortillo for taking my questions. To Admiral of the Fleet, The Lord

Hill-Norton GCB for allowing me to use his exchange of
correspondence with Lord Gilbert. To historian Gordon Kinsey for
his knowledgeable help with understanding the history of
Orfordness and Bawdsey. To Brenda Butler for showing me the
landing sites, allowing me to interview her and for sharing her
important files. To Dot Street for her humour, valuable assistance
and for allowing me access to her files. To Ray Boeche, Antonio
Huneeus, Mark Birdsall and Nicholas Redfern for opening their old
files on the case for me to study. Many thanks also to the following
people who have given much of their time and assistance, thus
making a valuable contribution to my research. David Bonner BSc¢
CCQSW DHP (NC) MNRHP for his expert help on hypno-
therapy. Chuck de Caro for his humour and contributions, and
Barry Greenwood for his valuable assistance. Budd Hopkins for
taking my questions and Bill Kemball for helping with local
information. Captain Mike Martin USAF (ret.) for his contacts,
Chris Pennington for sharing his knowledge of the early years. Dave
Piggot for his scientific evaluations and George Plume for his
professional advice. To Peter Robbins for his friendship, patience
and understanding, and for his precious contributions. Many
thanks to Max Shortley, Ronnie Spaine, Mike Topliss, Vincent

Thurkettle, Georg
stories.

I would also
assistance and pa
Barringer, Keith 1
Boast, James Bu
Lieutenant Colone
Crowther, Jacquiel
(ret.), Jackie Erria
Girard, Walter E
Lieutenant Colone
Ian Ridpath, Nid]
Andrew Sheepsha
Gaynor South, Le

And last but b
Ron Burrell US,
Cunningham, Bri
Drury SRN, Timo
FRCPath, Ron H:
Gerhard Knecht,
John Naylor, Da

Taylor, Bernard 1
Jenny Randles, S
Airpark, CAUS,
Ministry of Defen
Defence Library,

Record Ofhee, L
Penelope Boucho
Bell and Lord An:
USAF (ret.), CU
Air Force. To ever
and of course not




RESTRICTED/UNCLASSIFIED

RESTRICTED/UNCLASSIFIED



MINISTRY OF DEFENCE i -, - .
MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Telephone (0 ct Dialling) -
(@ {Fax) -
(020) 7218 9000 (Switchboard) ,
PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE : \ ‘
FOR DEFENCE
D/US of S/LM 3359/00/Y ) a September 2000

oo M,

Thank you for your letter of 19 August on behalf of your
constituent, Mr Eric Morris of Northwich, Cheshire, about an
alleged sighting of an 'unidentified flying object' over Hartford
on 9 July. I am replying as this matter falls within my area of
responsibility.

It might be helpful if I explained that my Department examines
any reports of ‘unidentified flying objects' it receives solely to
establish whether what was seen might have some defence
significance, namely whether there is any evidence that United
Kingdom airspace might have been compromised by hostile or
unauthorised air activity. Unless there is evidence of a potential
threat to the United Kingdom from such an external source, and to
date no 'UFO' report provided to us has revealed such evidence, no
attempt is made to identify the precise nature of each alleged

. sighting reported. We believe that rational explanations such as
aircraft lights or natural phenomena could be found for them if
resources were diverted for this purpose, but it is not the
function of my Department to provide this kind of aerial
identification service. It would be an inappropriate use of
defence resources if we were to do so.

. Mr Morris contacted my Department by telephone on 10 July to
say that he had witnessed a 'UFO'. A letter providing more details
was received on 17 July. Enquiries were set in hand to investigate
what had been reported. My officials acknowledged Mr Morris's
letter on 31 July and advised that a full response might be
delayed. Mr Morrig telephoned my officials on 3 August and was
advised that an investigation was in progress and that the outcome
would be reported to him as soon as enquiries were complete.

Martin Bell Esg MP

Privats O

Zaliae]
U & A

T

Priaass

i
S

INVESTOR IN



The investigation found no evidence in what Mr Morris reported
of any defence significance. A full reply was sent to him on
23 August and has crossed in the post with your letter. I enclose
copies of the correspondence for your information.

A

DR LEWIS MOONIE MP
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From: PARLIAMENTARY TYPIST3 on behalf of PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRIES )
To: SEC(AS)2 L
Sent: 30 August 2000 08:39

Subiject: Read: Reverse PE

Your message

To: PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRIES
Subject: Reverse PE
Sent: 29/08/00 16:50

was read on 30/08/00 08:39.



~SC(AS)2
To: PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRIES 2 g
Subiject: Reverse PE -

| attach a draft reply to a letter we have received direct from Martin Bell MP. Copies of the Martin Bell letter and the
corespondence mentioned in the draft reply will be walked down in the morning (Wednesday).
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Loose Minute
D/Sec(AS)64/4
25 August 2000

Parliamentary Enquiries

REVERSE PE - MARTIN BELL MP

1. Martin Bell MP has written direct on behalf of a constituent, Mr Mortis, about a
substantive response to a letter about an alleged UFO sighting.

2. Mr Morris left a message on the Sec(AS)2 ‘UFQ’ answerphone on the evening of
Monday 10 July to say that he had witnessed a ‘UFO’ the previous evening. A letter
providing more details (copy attached) was received by RAF Valley and Sec(AS)2 on
17 July. Mr Morris claimed that he and a colleague had videoed a “ufo” and obtained

<grecording of a pilotin a ‘chasing™aireraft:- RAF - Valley acknowledged their copy of = = =

the letter on 18 July and advised that it had been passed to Sec(AS)2; we advised Mr
Morris on 31 July that it was unlikely that we would be able to provide a substantive
response within the 20-day Charter timescale because staff absences at the time meant
that we were not able to deal with all correspondence as quickly as we would
normally do so.

3. The MOD Press Office was contacted by BBC Radio 1 and the local media (the
Knutsford Gazette) about the alleged incident the day after the letter was received.
They advised that within the limits of MOD’s interest in these matters, enquiries
would be made about what had been reported. Mr Morris was interviewed on Radio 1
about the incident the same day (18 July). He telephoned Sec(AS)2 on 3 August to
ask how the enquiries were progressing and was advised that they were not, at that
stage, complete.

4. A detailed investigation into the facts reported by Mr Morris was carried out by
MOD Air Defence Staffs and included checks with Military Air Traffic Staffs. No
evidence was found to substantiate a threat to the UK Air Defence Region or that the
‘craft’ witnessed had military origins.

5. A full reply was sent to Mr Morris on 23 August and crossed with Mr Bell’s letter
in the post.

DAS AD4(Sec
MB 824

CHOTSs Address SEC(AS)2




D/USofS/

Thank you for your letter of 19 August on behalf of you constituent, Mr Eric Morris
of Northwich, Cheshire, about an alleged sighting of an ‘unidentified flying object’

over Hartford on 9 July. I am replying as the Minister responsible for these matters.

It might be helpful if I explained that my Department examines any reports of
‘unidentified flying objects’ it receives solely to establish whether what was seen

might have some defence significance, namely whether there is any evidence that

<-United Kingdom airspace might have been compromised by kostile orunauthorised <~

air activity. Unless there is evidence of a potential threat to the United Kingdom from
such an external source, and to date no ‘UFO’ report provided to us has revealed such
evidence, no attempt is made to identify the precise nature of each alleged sighting
reported. We believe that rational explanations such as aircraft lights or natural

" phenomena could be found for them if resources were diverted for this purpose, but it
is not the function of my Department to provide this kind of aerial identification

service. It would be an inappropriate use of defence resources if we were to do so.

Mr Morris contacted my Department by telephone on 10 July to say that he had
witnessed a ‘UFO’. A letter providing more details was recei?ed on 17 July.
Enquiries were set in hand to investigate what had been reported. My officials
acknowledged Mr Morris’s letter on 31 July and advised that a full response might be
delayed. Mr Morris telephoned my officials on 3 August and was advised that an
investigation was in progress and that the outcome would be reported to him as soon

as enquiries were complete.
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The investigation found no evidence in what Mr Morris reported of any defence
significance. A full reply was sent to him on 23 August and has crossed in the post

with your letter. I enclose copies of the correspondence for your information.

DR LEWIS MOONIE

Martin Bell Esq MP
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ENSURE THE DEADLINE IS MET: FROM 2001/02 ONWARDS, THE DEPARTMENT IS
COMMITTED TO ANSWERING 90% OF ENQUIRIES WITHIN 15 WORKING DAYS;
OUR PERFORMANCE IN 2000 WAS SIGNIFICANTLY LOWER THAN THIS.

ANAMED OVFF ICIAL AT B2 (GRADE 7) LEVEL OR ABOVE MUST CLEAR ALL
DRAFTS. OTHER GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR MOD DIVISIONS SHOULD BE
CONSULTED AS NECESSARY.

IF YOU ARE AN AGENCY, THE MINISTER’S OFFICE HAS DIRECTED THAT THIS
ENQUIRY SHOULD RECEIVE A MINISTERIAL - NOT CHIEF EXECUTIVE - REPLY.
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NOT TO PE CLERKS OR PRIVATE OFFICES.
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e Ministers place great importance on the conteny, style and speed of replies. Letters should be
polite, informal, fo the point and in clear; simple language. Avoid acronyins and MOD jargon..
Always emphasise the positive aspects of Government policy. No background note is required

unless essential to explain the line taken in the draft reply.

« DEADLINES: It is important that your draft is with us by the date shown at the top of
this notice, as Ministers must send a written reply within 15 WORKING DAYS OF
RECEIPT OF THIS ENQUIRY. The Department’s performance is reported each year {0
Parliament. If you cannot meet the deadline, you should therefore provide an interim reply
that apologises for the delay, sets out the action being taken to answer the enquiry, and
advises when a substantive reply can be expected. You should aim tg'provide a
substantive draft reply withina further 8 working days. . ‘

Interim replies should be used infrequently, as every effort must be made toreply 10
correspondence from MPs (and others) promptly.

Action at official level on the same case should be held until the Minister has sent a full reply. Please
discuss any questions about the substance of the drafts, or other policy aspects, direct with the
relevant Private Office. ’

LAYOUT: Draft replies should be double-spaced. Always include the full PE reference number at the top
left of the draft. Put the MP's full title at the bottom left of the first page. Only 2dd the address if the letter

is from the Minister directto a constituent.

OPENING AND CLOSING: All Ministers prefer to start: “Thank you for your letter of (MP's
refif given) on behalf offenclosing one from your constinient, Mr ... of .. about ...”

1f a Minister is replying on behalf of another, start: “Tharik you for your letter of ... to Geoff
Hoon/Liz Symons/John Spellar/Lewis Moonie on behalfetc”

For Mr Spellar, add: “Jam replying in view of my responsibility for ..
For Baroness Symons, add: “I am responding because of my responsibility for this issue.” (or, in
the case of letters from fellow Peers: “I have been asked to respond.”)

For Dr Moonie, add: “Jam replying as this matter Jalls within my area of responsibility. .
Choose an appropriate ending (except for Dr Moonie, who will 2dd his own) - such as:

“J hope this is helpfid "} “I hope this explains the position/situation™; "I am sorry I cannot be
move helpful ' or I am sorry 1o send what I know will be a disappointing reply”

"
-

OPEN GOVERNMENT: Replies MUST be drafted in accordance with the Code of Practice on Access 1o
Governmen: Information. It is set out in DCI 223/99. 1f you are recommending to a Minister that some ot
21l information is withhald, the answer must specify the Jaw or exemption in the Code under which it is
being withhzld - eg « am withholding the information requested under exemption 1 of Part1l of the Code
of Practice or Access 10 Government Information.” Itis NOT acceptable to rely on past practice.
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[NTERIM REPLIES: Ifitis obvious on receipt of a PE that you cannot reply'in full, an
interim MUST be provided by the deadline stated. REMEMBER: an interim reply
covering the mmajority of the issues raised could help our performance statistics.
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Loose Minute

D/Sec(AS)64/4
21 August 2000
PE UNIT

PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRY - US 3156/00- DAVID CHIDGEY MP

1. written direct to the Department about UFOs on two previous
occasions, in February and August 1996.

2. In February 1996 med about a newspaper report that MOD was to
release UFO sighting reports from the late 1950s and asked for an opinion about an
alleged sighting he had witnessed in the early 1960s. He was advised of the
Department’s limited interest in the subject and that anything reported at that time
would be held on files already open for viewing at the Public Record Office.

3. Inhis letter in August 1996,-Eentioned meeting Nick Pope, a former
member of Sec(AS), who had just published his first book on UFQs, ‘ Open Skies,
Closed Minds’ and that he was in correspondence with him, o0 recounted
further sightings he had witnessed and asked when Ministers and the Department
would admit that extraterrestrial craft had penetrated the UK Air Defence Region.
Our reply reiterated the Department’s limited interest and advised that the views
expressed in Mr Pope’s book were entirely his own and did not reflect those of MOD.

AD/Sec(AS)2
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D/USofS/LM/3156/00 August 2000
Thank you for your letter of 31 July (Reference: 42/ExS/9/5/30-ho) enclosing one
alleged sighting on 19 May of an ‘unidentified flying object’ over Southampton

Water.

-@fﬂl be aware from previous correspondence with my Department that the
Ministry of Defence examines any reports passed on from members of the public of
sightings that they cannot themselves identify only to establish whether what has been
witnessed might have some defence significance. My Department’s only concern is
to establish whether there is any evidence in what has been seen that the United
Kingdom’s airspace might have been compromised by hostile or unauthorised air
activity. Ishould add that the integrity of the UK’s airspace in peacetime is
maintained through continuous policing of the UK Air Defence region by the Royal
Air Force and MOD remains vigilant for any potential threat. However, unless there
is evidence of a potential threat, and to date no ‘unidentified flying object’ reported to
us has revealed such evidence, no attempt is made to identify the precise nature of
each sighting. We believe that rational explanations, such as aircraft lights or natural
phenomena, could be found for them if resources were diverted for this purpose but it
is not a function of the MOD to provide this kind of aerial identification service. Tt

would be an inappropriate use of defence resources if we were to do so.

I should wish to assure t my Department received no other reports of

‘unidentified flying objects’ for 19 May and my officials are satisfied that there is no



corroborating evidence to suggest that UK airspace was breached by unauthorised

activity on that date.

Finally, I must say that my Department has no expertise or role in respect of the

existence or otherwise of extraterrestrial lifeforms, about which it remains open-

minded but I should add that to date the MOD knows of no evidence to substantiate

the existence of these alleged phenomena.

DR LEWIS MOONIE MP

David Chidgey Esq MP
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LOOSE MINUTE
D/Sec(AS)64/4

August 2000

PE UNIT

(through Sec(AS)2

PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRY - US 3156/00- DAVID CHIDGEY MP

L. corresponded with the Department about UFO on two occasions,
once in February 1996 and again in August 1996.

2. In his letter of 2 February 1996 quired about a newspaper report that
mentioned the MOD were to release reports of “UFQ’s’ and their attempted
interception by Air Defence aircraft, from the late 1950’s. He then went on to
recall a “‘UFO’ sighting he had had in the early 1960’s and asked for our opinion
as to what he saw. A response was sent detailing our limited interest in the
subject and advising him of the references of files that were open for viewing at
the Public Record Office that covered the period in question.

(3]

then wrote to the Department on 2 August 1996 following his meeting
with Mr Nick Pope a former member of Sec(AS) who had then just published his
first book on this subject of “‘UFO’s, ‘Open Skies, Closed Minds’.gent
on to recount further sightings he had allegedly seen and ask when the Department
and Ministers were going to ‘come clean’. Our reply reiterated the Department’s
limited interest and said the Mr Pope’s views were entirely his own and did not
reflect the views of the MOD.

Sec(AS)2al
MB8245
CHOTS:SEC(AS)2A1



US 3156/00 August 2000

DRAFT REPLY TO DAVID CHIDGEY MP

Thank you for your letter of 31 July on behalf of your constituent
N o :ccring his alleged sighting of
an ‘unidentified flying object’ over Southampton Water on 19 May 2000. This

Department is the focal point within the MOD for correspondence of this nature.

As 1.1 be aware from previous correspondence with this Department, the
Ministry of Defence examines any reports of ‘unidentified flying objects' it receives
solely to establish whether what was seen might have some defence significance;
namely, whether there is any evidence that the United Kingdom's airspace might have

been compromised by hostile or unauthorised foreign military activity.

Unless there is evidence of a potential threat to the United Kingdom from an external
military source, and to date no "UFO' report has revealed such evidence, we do not
attempt to identify the precise nature of each sighting reported to us. We believe that
rational explanations, such as aircraft lights or natural phenomena, could be found for
them if resources were diverted for this purpose, but it is not the function of the MOD
to provide this kind of aerial identification service. It would be an inappropriate use of

defence resources if we were to do so.

With regard to waﬁicular observation, I have looked back through our
sighting report files and can confirm that we received no other reports of “‘UFQ’

sightings for 19 May from anywhere in the UK. We are satisfied that there is no



corroborating evidence to suggest that the United Kingdom’s airspace was breached

by unauthorised military aircraft.

You may wish to assure -@at the integrity of the UK's airspace in peacetime
is maintained through continuous surveillance of the UK Air Defence Region by the
Royal Air Force. This is achieved by using a combination of civil and military radar
installations, which provide a continuous real-time “picture” of the UK airspace. Any
threat to the UK Air Defence Region would be handled in the light of the particular
circumstances at the time (it might if deemed appropriate, involve the scrambling or
diversion of air defence aircraft). From that perspective, reports provided to us of
‘UFQ’ sightings are examined, but consultation with air defence staff and others as
necessary is considered only where there is sufficient evidence to suggest a breach of
UK air space. Only a handful of reports have been received in recent years that

warranted further investigation and none revealed any evidence of a threat.
The MOD does not have any expertise or role in respect of 'UFQ/flying saucer’
matters or to the question of the existence or otherwise of extraterrestrial lifeforms,

about which it remains totally open-minded. I should add that to date the MOD knows

of no evidence which substantiates the existence of these alleged phenomena.

David Chidgey MP

Dr Lewis Moonie MP
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PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRY - FOR IMMEDIATE ACTION /ey

IMPORTANT - YOU MUST READ THIS GUIDANCE

100 Sec Can) o
MINISTER REPLYING: SO

PE REF NUMBERUD D1 5512000

DRAFT REQUIRED BY: <2 {7 ¥ /2000

pate: V& Fiao00 From: EETEEI F& unit =S e ction 40 NG S cction 40 |

YOU WILL BE HELD TO ACCOUNT FOR THE DRAFT ANSWER AND ADVid WHICH MUST
BE ACCURATE AND NOT MISLEADING IN ANY WAY. E

ENSURE THE DEADLINE IS MET - IF YOU CANNOT, IT MAY BE NECESSAR <3O PR
INTERIM REPLY. IF IN DOUBT, SEEK ADVICﬁf
ALL DRAFTS MUST BE CLEARED BY A NAMED OFFICIAL AT GRADE 7 ﬁV&L O

PLEASE E-MAIL DRAFTS TO ‘PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRIES:
NOT TO PE CLERKS OR PRIVATE OFFICES

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

DEADLINES Ministers must send a written
reply within 15 WORKING DAYS OF THIS
ENQUIRY as the Department’s performance is
reported each year to Parliament. Itis
therefore very important that your draft is with
us by the date quoted at the top of this notice.
If, exceptionally, you cannot meet the
deadline, an interim reply should be provided
giving as much information as possible. You
should also inform me immediately.

IF THIS PE IS NOT FOR YOUR
BRANCH, YOU MUST LET ME
"KNOW AT ONCE.

Action at official level on the same case
should be held until the Minister has sent a
full reply. Please discuss any guestions about
the substance of the drafts or other policy
aspects direct with the relevant Private Office.

LAYOUT Draft replies should be double-spaced,
Always include the full PE reference number at
the top left of the draft. Put the MP’s full title at
the bottom left of the first page. Only add the
address if the letter is from the Minister direct o a
constituent.

OPENING AND CLOSING Al Ministers prefer to start:
“Thank you for your letter of ... (MP’s ref if given) on
behalf of/enclosing one from your constituent, Mr ... of
about ...”

If a Minister is replying on behalf of another Minister start
“Thank you for your letter of ... io Geoffrey Hoon/
Elizabeth Symons/John Spellar/Lewis Moonie on behalf
etc”

For Mr Spellar add “I am replying in view of my
responsibility for ...”

(EXCEPT FOR DR. MOONIE’'S DRAFTS) choose an
appropriate ending, such as:

* hope this is helpful”

“| hope this explains the position/situation”

‘I am sorry | cannot be more helpful”

I am sorry to send what | know will be a disappointing

reply”

OPEN GOVERNMENT Replies MUST be drafted in
accordance with the Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information. It is set out in DCI 223/99. If
you are recommending to a Minister that some or all
information is withheld, the answer must specify the law
or exemption in the Code under which it is being withheld
- eg “I am withholding the information requested under
exemption 1 of Part Il of the Code of Practice on Access
to Government Information.” it is NOT acceptable to rely
on past practice. '

INTERIM REPLIES If it is obvious on
receipt of a PE that you cannot reply
in full, an interim MUST be provided.
REMEMBER: An interim reply
covering the majority of the issues




David Chidgey, C.Eng., FICE M.P. (Eastleigh)
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Unidentified Sightings over Southampton Water

31st July 2000

My constituent [l SHeaRinas raised the above matter with me which is of some
concern to him.

I enclose copies of his letters together with a copy of the newspaper article referred to,
and I would be grateful for any information you may be able to supply in relation to
these sightings.

Many thanks.

C

N

Ref: 42/ExS/9/5/3-ho

Constituency Office: 113 Leigh Road, Eastleigh, Hampshire SO50 9DS
Tel: 023 8062 0007 Fax: 023 8061 8245



Thursday 8th June 2000

Hants.

s

Dear David;

Further to that very long standing question of mine ref; the
Bilderberg Group and the financing of attendance by a former
(?) Defence representative and companion, which, as you will
recall, points to a blatant lie by said minister as proved
by the copy of Hansard I drew your attention to, do I get
the impression that, dating from the passing the buck" ever
since October 1999, is still ongoing, meybe in the hope that
the matter will die away by neglect?

Perhaps it is now the time to draw your attention to an even
more dramatic..and I use the description in the full
awareness of it s ramifications having dealt in, and
experienced, the subject, for over sixty years, although the
earlier such was not recognised at that period as what it is
has since been re-—-evaluated.

In order not to complicate matters, I am enclosing a copy of
a letter to a Southern Daily Echo reporter who may, or may
not, take it up, as he did so splendidly with a similar
incident in the issue of the 26th April...copy enclosed in
case you missed it..hardly likely I hope as it involves your
constituent!

I do not know what you will be inclined to do with it! I am
in full, I hope, possession of my inbuilt faculties. I am
just one of thousands, and according to surveys, millions,
who have had "the experience” as we wryly describe it!

You might try the MOD in Whitehall or even our current
Minister of Defence although one gets a standard reply from
both more often than not of "no defence significance™..a
misnomer if nothing else.

However, I would be fairly satisfied..if not entirely!..if
you could arrive at a suitable explanation of this episode
over Southampton Water,,surely NOT an area, with all it"s
civilian and military installations on each shore, that
“anyvone can do anything® over it, as one responsible
authority told me..see article. While other authorities,
listed, deny ANYTHING took place as described AND FILMED!

I have left nothing ocut. ¥You will have to take on bosrd the
more “paranormal’ incidents as you wish. I have been writing
a book on such things, based, mostly, on personal
experiences, for some 15 years or so, a manuscript of some



80.000 words aithough requiring, again, an iﬁcreasingly:
lengthy “"epilogue’” which is ongoing!

The recent “blanket” of silence which has descerided upon
those NASA films taken from and around the Space
Shuttle..copies of which many of us have seen..includ