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Admiral of the Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton GCB

Personal
The Lord Bach
Ministry of Defence

o Old War Office Building

Whitehall
London SWI1A 2EU

-
29" October 2001

Yoo dok Dot

Thank you for your letter of 16 October and for sending me the copies of
the two sheets you are now ready to release.

I understand, and accept, your reasons for withholding the remainder.

As you say, we are not yet likely to agree about what happened at the
landing at RAF Bentwaters, the" way it was handled both then and
subsequently by the MOD, and whether or not this physical invasion of
our British Air Space was - or should have been at the time - of Defence
significance. |

I suspect that you and your officials must soon realise that your stated
position is now untenable in the light of what I have so far managed to dig
out of you.
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Written Answers [16 OCTOBER 20011 Written Answers WA 84
Foot and Mouth: Assistance to the Sonic Boom Report, North East of England

Countryside _ '

y Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government: g S—
Russell asked Her Majesty’s Government: What is their response to the incident on 21 [
. , . 1 when a sonic boom was reported in

hat allocations have been made from the Social February 200 ' p
d Contingency Reserve to meet costs arising the north east of England. [HL733)

» the epidemic of foot and mouth disease. Lord Bach: Following a report of an incident on 21
’ (HL773] | February 2001 froma member of the public, the RAF
) Police undertook an investigation. In the course of
i‘McIntosh of Haringey: The Treasury does DOl | teir inquiries the British Geographical Society was
un- a Social Fund Contingency Reserve. |- contacted and confirmed that its equipment gave no
ver, in addition to aid in excess of £1 billion paid indication of either a sonic event or an earthquake
mersaffected _by the outbreak so far, the occurring in the north east of England on that date.
nment have putin place several measures to help | The RAF Police were unable to verify the cause of this
untryside recover from foot and mouth disease | Lo ported event
ing deferral of tax, VAT and national insurance ’
butions, which has helped over 20,000
.sses: establishment of a £50 million Business
rery Fund; establishment of a rate relief scheme
ing affected areas; and establishment of a
1ed funding scheme for charitable donations.

Rendlesham Forest Incident

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:
Whether the United States Air Force investigated

= Government have also made additional lending e

- ; : and photographed a site in Rendlesham Forest
‘bele through the Small Firms Loan Guarantee where it was alleged that an unidentified flying
ne. object had landed in December 1980; whether the

photographs depicted an indentation where the
object might have Janded; and whether they have a

Snaefell Mountain: Suspected Light copy of the report and photogr aphs arising from the
Aircraft Crash investigation; and {HL743]
Whether, following an allegation contained in a
,rd Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government: memorandum dated 13 Januvary 1981 by Licutenant
. ; . Colonel Halt of the United States Air Forces that a

ton 14 . A X .
X};: lSZt(ﬁ)ellr ;e;psﬁisgetnotitg;? ngﬁ?eté(tmsttl;gclgnthe glowing metallic tngngular object had lgnded in
,mmﬁnications ‘mast at the summit of Snaefell Rendlesham Forest 10 December 1980, Lieutenant
 mtain on the Isle of Man [HLT31] ’ Colonel Halt was questioned about the incident; if
’ , not, why not; and whether military radar indicated
that a structured craft was involved. [HL744)

ae  Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State,
istry of Defence (Lord Bach): In the early hours of Lord Bach: The only USAF material held by
anuary, and in daylight on 15 January 2001, 2 | pinistry of Defence is that written by Lieutenant
tary search and rescue helicopter from RAF Valley | gionel Halt on 13 January 1981 consequent upon his
ducted a comprehensive search of the area around | veiigation of the incident in Rendlesham Forest.
efell Mountain following a report of a suspected | Tpe MoD has mo evidence of any other official
{ aircraft crash. However, nothing was found as @ | 1 vestigation or documentation.

it of the search. ; indicati
it of the sear There is no indication, from the papers held on file

that MoD raised any further questions  with

Lieutenant Colonel Halt following receipt of his

memorandum in 1981 and I am unaware of the reason

Northern Ireland: UFO Crash Report o26M for this. MoD records from the same period document
/ no evidence of unusual radar returns.

_ord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

What search operation took place following
eports of the crash of an unidentified object in
Northern Ireland on 13 February 2001. [HL732)

Bow Street Police Station Site

Viscount Simon asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Lord Bach: Following reports of smoke being seen On what date planning permission was granted to
Benaughlin Mountain, near Kinawley on the develop the site of the former Bow Street Police

ernoon of 13 February 2001, police and troops Station. [HLS534]

aducted a search of the area, assisted by a helicopter,

 nothing was found. A further search was carried The Minister of State for Transport, Local

t the following morning but nothing was found to Government and the Regions (Lord Falconer of

dicate either a downed aircraft or a fire and the Thoroton): I understand that a planning application to
redevelop the former Bow Street Police Station was

cident was closed.
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WA 77 Written Answers
request to resign, made by the former First M_inister
of Northern Ireland, David Trimble, in Parliament
on 19 July; and whether and when he will be joined
by the other Commissioners. [HL666]

Lord Falconer of Thoroton: This is a matter for the
Northern Ireland Human Rights Commission. The
Chief Commissioner has been asked to write to the
noble Lord. A copy of his letter will be placed in the
Library.

Northern Ireland: Human Rights Abuses

Lord Laird asked Her Majesty’s Government:
What steps the Northern Ireland Human Rights
Commission has taken since 1 March 1999 to
highlight human rights abuses parrled out by
republican and Joyalist paramilitaries. [HL724)

Chief Commissioner has been asked to write to
the noble Lord. A copy of his letter will be placed 1n
the Library.

Omagh Bombing: Victims’ Relatives

Lord Laird asked Her Majesty’s Government.
What the Northern Ireland Human Rights
Commission has done since 1 March 1999 to help
the relatives of the victims of the Omagh bomb on
15 August 1998. {HL725]

Lord Falconer of Thoroton: This is a matter for the
Northern Ireland Human Rights Commission. The
Chief Commissioner has been asked to write 10
the noble Lord. A copy of his letter will be placed in
the Library.

Northern Ireland: UFO Crash

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:
What search operation took place following

reports of the crash of an unidentified object in |

Northern Ireland on 13 February 2001. [HL732]

Lord Falconer of Thoroton: 1refer my noble friend to
a letter from the Army Headquarters Northern Ireland
to UFO and Paranormal Research Ireland, a copy of
which has been placed in the Library of the House of

Lords. .
N offs
Northern Ireland: Prisoner Sentence Plans

Lord Hylton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

How many hours per week of (a) education and
training and {(b) work were carried out by prisoners
in Northern Ireland in the most recent years; by how
much this will be increased in 2001-02; whether the
percentage of sentence plans is being improved; and,
if so, by how much and over what period. {HL778]

Lord Falconer of Thoroton: The prisoner population
in Northerd Ireland received an average of 906 hours

151 WO026-PAGHS
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Written Answers WA 78
education and 2,668 hours work (vocational training
and industry workshops) per week in the 2000-01
financial year. .

For the year ended March 2001 an average of
65.4 per cent of the eligible prisoner population were
following a sentence plan. Up to the end of September
2001 an average of 77.6 per cent of the eligible prisoner
population were following a sentence plan.

Public Sector Ombudsmen Review

Lord Lester of Herne Hill asked Her Majesty’s
Government:

Further to the Written Answer by Lord
MacDonald of Tradeston on 11 Tuly (WA 82),
whether they expect to be able to set out their
conclusions in relation to the consultation exercise
before the end of this year; and, if not, why not.

[HL696]

The Minister for the Cabinet Office and Chancellor of
the Duchy of Lancaster (Lord Macdonald of Tradeston):
In July this year, the Government made a statement on
the consultation exercise on the review. of the Public
Sector Ombudsmen in England. In this statement the
Government reaffirmed their commitment to the
renaissance of public services, Improving access and
delivery and driving up standards. The effective
handling of complaints is an important element of this
programme of renewal. But there will be times where,
having pursued a complaint about a particular public
service, a complainant remains dissatisfied. Such cases
need to be considered independently and that role 15
fulfilled by, among others, the public sector
ombudsmen in England that were the subject of this
review. These ombudsmen comprise the Parliamentary
Commissioner for Administration, the Health Service
Commissioner and the Commission for Local
Administration (which comprises the three Local
Government Ombudsmen and the Parliamentary
Commissioner for Administration ex officio).

In 1999, following representations from the
ombudsmen, the Government announced a review to
determine whether the present arrangements are inthe
best interest of complainants and others, against the
background of moves towards more integrated public
services and an increasing focus on the needs of the
consumers of such services. The review team consulted
widely and their report was published in April 2000. A
consultation paper seeking views on the review’s main
recommendations and its other conclusions was
published in June 2000. In all we received 174
responses to the consultation paper and copies have
been placed in the Library of the House together with
a statement of the Government’s conclusions.

Briefly, these are that, in light of the responses
received to the consultation paper, the Government
are satisfied that there is broad support for the review’s
main recommendations. ‘

We therefore intend to replace the existing
arrangements by a unified and flexible ombudsman
body for central and local government and the
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Der Lod Hik = Newbn |

Thank you for your letters of 20 and 22 September in which you have raised
further questions concerning events in Rendlesham Forest in 1980,

You challenge our judgement that there was no evidence to substantiate an
event of defence concern at Rendlesham Forest. However, the information
recorded in papers generated early in 1981 supports our conclusion. With regard to
your point about radiation readings, while Departmental minutes indicate that some
basic enquiries were made and speculative opinion offered, no full assessment was
made of the readings. An offer to make further enquiries is recorded in the papers
but there is no indication that this was taken up.

With her letter of 16 May 2001, Liz Symons enclosed a number of papers on
the events in Rendlesham Forest. Those papers were ones that had recently been
supplied to a member of the public on request under the Code of Practice on Access
to Government Information but did not include five documents that had been
withheld under Code exemptions. That person has recently appealed against the
decision and two of the papers are being released to that individual; copies for you
are now attached to this letter. The three remaining papers comprise an exchange
of letters between an MP and a Minister, a minute between an official and a
Minister's office, with a suggested Parliamentary Question response and
background note, and a duplicate copy of the front page of the official's minute |
have just mentioned. These papers will continue to be withheld under Exemption 2
of the Code of Practice, “whose disclosure would harm the frankness and candour
of internal discussion”. You will | am sure appreciate that, notwithstanding the
unclassified nature of the documents, advice to Ministers is generally not made
widely available even within the. Department to officials and members of the
Services unless they have a need to know the exact nature of the exchange. | wish

to maintain this convention in this instance.

| regret that | am unable to answer your questions concerning General
Gabriel. There is no evidence of further analysis by the ﬂ%ﬁ?ﬂ’fﬁ*@hﬁg@@?ﬂ?@d by

Private Office
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Finally, | have read the article from the Ipswich Evening Star but do not
consider it to add new information to our correspondence.

I hope this explains our position but | recognise that we shall continue to hold

different opinions on this issue.
N
O~ \,r CACens 'ﬁ)
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by of Shulbrede asked Her Majesty’s

will consider paying retrospectively
ing allowancepto the persox;nel on
il R reeca who failed to receive tl}e
zxd®hal welfarc package that was introduced in
Apfl of this year. (HL787]

Lord Bach: No. Local overseas allowance is a
Payment ¢ compensate individuals for the necessary

2Y-to-day costs of serving overseas. It is not part of
the Military salary nor is it a reward for serving
OVerseas. Tt offers at best an inefficient method of
providing g, welfare and is not consic_iered
app mpriatF for service personnel already in receipt of
the operationa] welfare package (OWP).

We undertook a “from first principles” review of
operational welfare in 1999 to seek a solution to a
legacy of ad hoc ang inequitable welfare provision in
different theatres, The review determined that the
most  appropriate method of providing welfare
support to service personne] deployed on operations

was through the delivery of a comprehensive OWP.
This was introduced in April 2001.

For Exercise Saif Sareea II the OWP includes: the
installation of 676 telephones and a personal
allowance of 20 minutes of publicly funded telephone
calls per week; . free forces aerogrammes
concessionary parcel rates; access to the Internet and
e-mail; newspapers and book packs; BFBS TV and
radio; televisions, video recorders and video tapes;
Expeditionary Forces Institute shops; publicly funded
laundry and a combined services entertainment show.

Although there have been occasional difficulties in
delivering all elements of the OWP on time in some of
the remote locations and in the harsh environment of
Oman, service personnel on Exercise Saif Sareea 11
have generally received the OWP in full and work will
continue to refine provision of the OWP.

o

Radar Data: Retention

Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Further to the Written Answer by Baroness
Symons of Vernham Dean on 25 J anuary (W4 22)
which stated that radar data are only retained for 30
days and paper records for three years, why RAF
Watton was able to confirm in writing to a member
of the public in 1989 that it had a record of an
unidentified flying object report over RAF
Bentwaters, timed at 3.25 am on 28 December 1980.

{H1.730]

Lord Bach: As a general rule recorded radar data is
retained for 30 days before being reused and air traffic
control watch logs are destroyed after three years. Our
searches have not revealed examples of any archived
letters between RAF Watton and members of the
public on the subject in question dating from 1989. I

65 LWOB32-PAGHS
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am, therefore, unable to comment on the

correspondence to which the noble and gallant Lord

refers.

Bl

39/

Race Relations Act 1976: Section 71 Ordersv

Lord Graham of Edmonton asked Her Majesty’s
Government:

When they will bring forward secondary
legislation under Section 71 of the Race Relations
Act 1976. [HL937]

The Minister of State, Home Office (Lord Rooker):
We have today laid two orders under Section 71 of the
Race Relations Act 1976 (as amended by the Race
Relations (Amendment) Act 2000).

The orders bring into effect the proposals set out in
the consultation document on implementation of the
Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000 which was
published on 22 February this year.

The first order brings some 300 additional bodies {or
groups of bodies) within the scope of the general duty
to promote race equality. The second imposes specific
duties on the policy and service delivery functions of
key public bodies to which the general duty applies, to
ensure their better performance of the general duty.
Separate duties are placed on schools and other
educational bodies. It also places duties on the
employment functions of bodies to which the general
duty applies. The orders will come into force on 3
December 2001.

Passenger Aircraft: Evasive Action

Lord Janner of Braunstone asked Her Majesty’s
Government:

Whether pilots of British passenger aircraft have
the same freedom of evasive action as their United

States counterparts if they have to deal with hijack
situations, [HL794)

> The Minister of State for Transport, Local
Government and the Regions (Lord Falconer of
Thoroton): We are not aware of any such freedom for
US pilots. Extremne manoeuvres by aircraft could pose

a significant risk to the safety of an aircraft and its
passengers.

Railtrack: Thameslink 2000 Costs

Lord Berkeley asked Her Majesty’s Government:

Following the administration order served on
Railtrack on 7 October, how they intend to recover
the £800 million already paid to Railtrack out of
public funds for the construction of Thameslink
2000 and on which no works have yet started.

[HL795]

Lord Falconer of Thoroten: It is not correct that £800
million of public funds has been spent on this project;
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The Lord Morris of Manchester—To ask Her Majesty’s Government what steps were taken to

ensure that State Registered chiropodists were properly regresented at the meeting of State |
Registered and non-State Registered chiropodists hosted by the Department of Health on

3rd September; and whether at that meeting the issue of minimum standards was discussed.
EHL72D)

The Lord Windlesham—To ask Her Majesty’s Government what are the terms of reference,
functons and membership of the Minsterial Committee set up by the Prime Minister
shortly afier the general election in June to oversee the modemisation of the criminal
justice system and to improve its performance. , #HLT22)

The Lord Laird—Tao ask Her Majesty’s Government how many people, from 1968 to date, were
killed in the “troubles” associated with Northern Ireland, distinguishing civilian,
paramilitary and security force victims. HLT23)

The Lord Laird—To ask Her Majesty’s Government what actions the Northern freland Human
Rights Commission has taken since lst March 1999 to highlight human rights abuses
carried out by republican and loyalist paramilitaries. (HL724)

The Lord Laird—To ask Her Majesty’s Government what the Northern Ireland Human Rights
Commission has done since 1st March 1999 to help the relatives of the victims of the |
Omagh bomb of 15th August 1998. {(HL725)

The Baroness Thomas of Walliswood—To ask Her Majesty’s Government whether they have
undertaken any research into the reasons for the small number of women elected to the House
of Commons during the last 25 years; and, if so, what conclusions they have drawn. (HL726)

HIL 14th September
QUESTIONS FOR WRITTEN ANSWER—continued

The Baroness Thomas of Walliswood—-To ask Her Majesty’s Government whether they have
identified good practice within political parties in ‘other Member States of the European
Union which have resulted in a significant increase in the number of women elected to their
national parlisments; and, if so, whether such practice could be applied in the United
Kingdom. (HL727)

Baroness Thomas of Walliswood—To ask Her Majesty’s Government what conclusions
¢an be drawn from the number of women elected to the Welsh Assembly, the Scottish
Parliament and the European Parliament; and how these conclusions might be applied to
elections to the House of Commons. (HL728)

The Baroness Thomas of Walliswood—To ask Her Majesty’s Government what legislative
changes they propose, to ensure that the proportion of women elected to the House of
Commons reflects the proportion of women in the population; and what targets would be
appropriate to measure progress. (HLT29)

The Lord Hill-Nerton—To ask Her Majesty’s Government, further to the Written Answer by the.\
Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean on 25th January (WA 22) which stated that radar data
are only retained for 30 days and faper records for three years, why RAF Watton was able to
confirm in writing to 2 member of the public in 1989 that they had a record of an Unidentified
Flying Object report over RAF Bentwaters, timed at 3.25 am on 28th December 1980. (HL730)

The Lord Hill-Norton—To ask Her Majesty’s Government what
allegation that on 14th January 2001 an Unidentified Object
mast at the summit of Snaefell Mountain on the Isle of Marn, (HL731)

The Lord Hill-Norton—To ask Her Majesty’s Government what search operation took place
following reports of the crash of an Unidentified Object in Northern Ireland on 13th

February 2001. {HL732)

The Lord Hill-Norton—To ask Her Majesty's Government what is their response to the incident
on 21st February 2001 when a sonic boom was reported in the north east of England. (41733

is their response to the
struck the cornmunications

The Lord Hill-Norton—To ask Her Majesty’s Government, further 1o the Written Answer by the
Lord Bassam of Brighton on 26th April (WA 240), whether the examination oiy the
overnor's journal at Blundeston Prison revealed any details of an alert during 25th 10 30th
ecember 1980; and whether in this period there was any mention of RAF Bentwaters,

RAF Woodbridge or Rendlesham Forest. (HL734)

The Lord Hill-Norton—To ask Her Majesty’s Government what is their response to the absence
" of the governor’s journals covering the ﬁenod 25th to 30th December 1980 in respect of
Hollesley and Highpoint Prisons: and whether, in the absence of these records, they will

consult the then governors about any alert or warning to evacuate during that period. (HL735)
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QUESTIONS FOR WRITTEN ANSWER—confimued

rd Lester of Herne Hill—To ask Her Majesty’s Government whether they accept the
The g&ural;:y of the information published in the Sunday Times on 22nd July _s{owing how
European continental health services compare with those in Great Britain; and, in
articular, that the average waiting time for cataract removal, heart by-pass, hernia and

ee teplacement operations is longer in Britain than in France, Germany or the
Netherlands; that health spending as a percentage of Gross Domestic Product is smaller;
and that the oumber of hospital beds per 1,000 of population is smaller; and, if not, whether

1 311 publish what they consider to be accurate information on these matters.  (HL742)

The Lord Hill-Norton—To ask Her Majesty’s Government whether the United STHIEs Alr Force
investigated and photographed a site in Rendlesham Forest where {l was alleged that an
Unidentified Flying Object had landed in December 1980; whether the photographs
depicted an indentation where the object might have landed; and whether they have & copy
ofp the report and photographs arising from the investigation. (HL743)

The Lord Hill-Norton—To ask Her Majesty's Government whether, following an allegation
b contained in a memorandum dated 13th January 1981 by Lieutenant Colonel Halt of the
United States Air Force that a glowing metallic triangular object had landed in Rendlesham
Forest in December 1980, Lieutenant Colonel Halt was-questioned about the incident; if
not, why not; and whether military radar indicated that & structured craft was invelved.

The Lord Campbell of Croy—To ask Her Majest &pt when they will publish a
Green Paper on reform of the planning system in England and Wales. (HL745)

The Lord Campbell of Croy—To ask Her Majesty’s Government what action they are taking
following the recommendation in the report of the inquiry into BSE that there should be
MOre openness in governtment. (HL746)

The Lord Campbell of Croy—To ask Her Majesty’s Government whether free personal care
should be available throughowut Great Britain for those elderly people who need such care.
(HL74T)

The Lord Cempbell of Croy—To ask Her Majesty’s Government whether the system of
stakeholder pensions is coming into operation in the way in which the Government had
intended it should. (HL748)

The Lord Judd—To ask Her Majesty’s Government what Erogress the% have made in their
review of the voucher scheme for asylum seekers; and what changes they propose to make.
(EL749)

The Lord Judd—To ask Her Majesty’s Government when the security implications of
proceeding with the Mox development at Sellafield were last considered; and what was the
outcome of that consideration. (HL750)

The Baroness Miller of Hendon—To ask Her Majesty’s Government why a limited partnershiP
whose registered office is in England must declare that it is in “England and Wales”,
whereas limited partnerships whose registered office is in Wales or Scotland merely have w
declare that they are in Wales or Scotland respectively. (HL5Y)

The Lord Patten—To ask Her Majesty’s Government whether they will encourage the
introduction of an international standard in passenger aircraft requiring pilots and other
aircrew to be totally isolated from passenger cabins by secure bulkheads and lockable
bullet-proof doors. (HL752)

The Lord Patten—To ask Her Majesty’s Government whether they will list the names of all
those that they have appomted since May 1997 to ad hoc posts or positions bearing the
names of “Advocate”, “Advisor”, “Champion”, “Envoy”, “Tsar” and similar titles; whether
or not in each case they are paid, and, if they are, stating the amounts paid; and to whom
they are accountable. (HL753)

The Lord Patten—To ask Her Myep‘esty’s Govemment by what date they expect that the railway
line between Salisbury and Yeowil will be of twin tracks throughout iﬁ:ngth. (HL754)

The Lord Patten—To ask Her Majesty’s Government on how many days since 1st Januery the
lice force areas around (a) Somerton and (b) Wincanton, Somerset, have been without
dedicated police officer cover in the hours between 3.00 am and 6.00 am. (FIL755)

The Lord Northboume—To ask Her Majesty’s Government what is the statutory or other basis
for the statement in paragraph 3.38 of their White Paper Schools Achieving Success that
“Parents are responsible for establishing good behaviour at home, for getting their children
to schoo! and for supporting schools and teachers in setting standards i%r good behaviour at
school®; and whether they are confident that all parents, including non-residential fathers,
are aware of and accept these responsibilities. (HL756)
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TEMPLATE TO BE USED FOR REPLY

Ministry of Defence

FRIDAY 28 SEPTEMBER 2001

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton CB KCB(-NOTFOUND-) (CB)

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty's Government what is their response to the incident on 21st
February 2001 when a sonic boom was reported in the north east of England.
(HL733)

Minister replying Lord Bach

Following a report of an incident on 21 February 2001 from a member of the
public, the RAF Police undertook an investigation. In the course of their
enquiries the British Geographical Society were contacted and confirmed that
their equipment gave no indication of either a sonic event or an earthquake
occurring in the north east of England on that-date. The RAF Police were unable
to verify the cause of this reported event.

110ctober 01 PQRef 0537M



BACKGROUND NOTE

Lord Hill-Norton, Chief of the Defence Staff from 1971 to 1973, has a long
standing interest in “UFOs’.

Lord Hill-Norton has not in the recent past displayed an interest in sonic events;
it is likely that his question is aimed at discovering whether the reported event
was ever positively identified, or remains unexplamed.

Reports are received on an occasional basis from members of the public who
believe they may have heard a sonic event. Complaints of this nature are subject
to investigation by the Defence Flying Complaints Investigation Team who will
write a short report on the alleged incident. If a member of the public believes
they have suffered damage as a result of the event they will be referred to the
Ministry of Defence Claims Branch. That Branch is empowered to award
compensation in cases where a connection can be established between the
overflight of a military aircraft and injury, loss or damage.

In February this year three members of the public reported a suspected sonic
event in the north east of England. A number of newspapers also mentioned the
report of a loud bang heard around Scarborough in North Yorkshire. Enquiries
made by the Defence Flying Complaints Investigation Team concluded that a
sonic event could not be substantiated. In the course of their investigation the
Team had contacted the British Geographical Society who stated that their own
equipment had not indicated evidence of either an earthquake or a sonic event
occurring in the area. ‘«

REMEMBER you are accountable for the accuraéy 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

[ m{af :
DECLARATION: I have satisfied myself that the ackground note
are in accordance with the Government's policy on an

instructions (DCI GEN 150/97), and the Open Gover EN 54/98).
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BY WENDY VUKOSA |

TREMORS which rattled windows and
shook buildings along & 25-mile stretch

have been caused by a sonic boom.
A ‘bang, a boom and & rumble’

R
; 1]
DAr 1A !@9: PN
— were reported by people living between
Scarborough in North Yorkshire and
Whitby in East Yorkshire. .

Retired police officer John Melville,
- 51, said: *1 am out in the country having
a nice retired life and then today our life
was interrupted with the almightiest of
shakes under our fect.’

Scarborough District Council said
many people believed there had been an
carthquake. -
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But Glenn Ford, a seismologist with
the British Geological Survey, said all
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shock waves. These accur when
an object, usually a plane, travels
faster than the speed of sound.
As an alreraft moves, It pushes
alr molecules out of its way to
create waves of compressed and
uncompressed air. These waves
move away from the plane in all
directions. They can travel for
hundreds of miles unléss Impeded
by buildings. Factors which
Influence the Intensity of a sonic
boom incinde sn afrcraft’s shape
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0537M Alill-Norton

T ask HMG what is their response to the incident on 21 Feb 2001 when a sonic boom was reported
n the north east of England.

Background

Lord Hill-Norton has not in the recent past displayed an interest in sonic events,; it is likely that his
question is aimed at discovering whether the reported event was ever positively identified, or
remains unexplained.

Reports are received on an occasional basis from members of the public who believe they may have
heard a sonic event. Complaints of this nature are subject to investigation by the Defence Flying
Complaints Investigation Team who will write a short report on the alleged incident. If a member
of the public believes they have suffered damage as a result of the event they will be referred to the
Ministry of Defence Claims Branch. That Branch is empowered to award compensation in cases
where a connection can be established between the overflight of a military aircraft and injury, loss
or damage.

In February this year three members of the public reported a suspected sonic event in the north east
of England. A number of newspapers also mentioned the report of a loud bang heard around
Scarborough in North Yorkshire. Enquiries made by the Defence Flying Complaints Investigation
Team concluded that a sonic event could not be substantiated. In the course of their investigation
the Team had contacted the British Geographical Society who stated that their own equipment had
not indicated evidence of either an earthquake or a sonic event occurring in the area.

Draft Answer

Following a report of an incident on 21 February 2001 fr_om a member of the public, the RAF
Police undertook an investigation. In the course of their enquiries the British Geographical Society
was contacted and confirmed that their equipment gave no indication of either a sonic event or an
earthquake occurring in the ﬁonh east of England on that date. The RAF Police were unable to

verify the cause of this reported event.



0537M_ - Lord Hill-Norton

To ask HMG what is their response to the incident on 21 Feb 2001 when a sonic boom was reported
in the north east of England.

Background

Lord Hill-Norton has not in the recent past displayed an interest in sonic events; it is likely that his
question is aimed at discovering whether the reported event was ever positively identified, or
remains unexplained.

Reports are received on an occasional basis from members of the public who believe they may have
heard a sonic event. Complaints of this nature are subject to investigation by the Defence Flying
Complaints Investigation Team who will write a short report on the alleged incident. If a member
of the public believes they have suffered damage as a result of the event they will be referred to the
Ministry of Defence Claims Branch. That Branch is empowered to award compensation in cases
where a connection can be established between the overflight of a military aircraft and injury, loss

or damage.

In February this year three members of the public reported a suspected sonic event in the north east
of England. A number of newspapers also mentioned the report of a loud bang heard around
Scarborough in North Yorkshire. Enquiries made by the Defence Flying Complaints Investigation
Team concluded that a sonic event could not be substantiated. In the course of their investigation
the Team had contacted the British Geographical Society who stated that their own equipment had
not indicated evidence of either an earthquake or a sonic event occurring in the area.

Draft Answer

Following a report of an incident on 21 February 2001 from a member of the publjc, an . .U::f%_
o IS courde s el b e [
investigation was undertaken by the RAF Police. The investigation ‘concluded that suggestions that “®sbew

a military aircraft generated a sonic event could not be substantiated. Mo




0537M - Lord Hill-Norton

To ask HMG what is their response to the incident on 21 Feb 2001 when a sonic boom was reported
in the north east of England.

Background : W uce

Reports are received on an occasional basis from members of the public who beligve they may have
heard a sonic event. Complaints of this nature are subject to investigation by the'Defence Flying
Complaints Investigation Team who will write a short report on the alleged incident. If a member
of the public believes they have suffered damage as a result of the event they will be referred to the
Ministry of Defence Claims Branch. That Branch is empowered to award compensation in cases
where a connection can be established between the overflight of a military aircraft and i mjury, loss
or damage. ; _ . . L v

In February this year three members of the public reported a suspected sonic event in the north east
of England. A number of newspapers also mentioned the report of a loud bang heard around
Scarborough in North Yorkshire. Enquiries made by the Defence Flying Complaints Investigation
Team concluded that a sonic event could not be substantiated. In the course of their investigation
the Team had contacted the British Geographical Society who stated that their own equipment had
not indicated evidence of either an earthquake or a sonic event occurring in the area.
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LORDS WRITTEN PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED g

1

DATE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON 11 October 2001
PQ REFERENCE : PQ 0537M

PQ TYPE : LORDS WRITTEN
MINISTER REPLYING : -NOTFOQUND-
LEAD BRANCH: : SEC (AS)

COPY ADDRESSEE(S) :

MDP Sec

DI1(Sec)

Defence Estates

CS HQ Strike Cmd

D AIRRP

- 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(Q) 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 CB KCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government what is their response to the
incident on 21st February 2001 when a sonic boom was reported in the north east of England.
(HL733)
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Headquarters Royal Air Force
Provost and Security Services
Royal Air Force Henlow
Bedfordshire SG16 6DN

Tel: (01462) 851515 Ext DETS:

Fax E

Reference: PSS/261/1.086/01/SIS

See Distribution Date: 7 Aprol

ALLEGED BREACH (SONIC EVENT
SCARBOROUGH,

STAXTON, NORTH YORKSHIRE.

Reference:

Al D/DAS(Sec)56/1 dated 21 Feb 01.

L. Reference A refers to a complaint by SEeIaRnd EISTOREAS «ho alleged that on 21

Feb 01 between 1100Z - 1130Z, a military ac caused a sonic event in the area of their respective
properties. SISO {urther alleged that the incident had caused damage to her property.
DFCIT were tasked to carry out a Full Field investigation into the alleged incident.

2. The British Geographical Society were contacted and confirmed that they had received
enquiries regarding a possible earthquake occurring in the area. They stated that their equipment had
not indicated evidence of either an earthquake or a sonic event occurring in the area.

3. The investigation has failed to identify a military ac that may have been responsible for
generating these complaints. Although a number of ac were operating in the area, no crews report

exceeding Mach 1 and Radar Replays have failed to identify any ac operating at supersonic speed.

4, It is concluded that the allegations that a military ac generated a sonic event cannot be

substantiated. This case is now closed.
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LOOSE MINUTE
D/DAS(Sec)56/1 g Date: Q| —2 —0O|

21 February 2001
DFICT (By Fax)

Copy to:

DASDD*

C&L(F&S)Claims 3a * - * By CHO:S
D(News)Pol 2* : ‘

DCC(RAF)*

DAS3b(Sec)

DAS4(Sec) *

ALLEGED SONIC EVENT - WEDNESDAY 21 FEBRUARY 2001

L. I am writing to confirm that I have received a report of an alleged sonic boom
occurring over the Scarborough area at 1130hrs local this morning.  Apart from
receiving a great deal of interest from the media (and other interested parties), we also
received a call from a witness, as follows:

Scarborough

2. You may wish to note that although ElEelelg ¢alled in as "a member of the
public” he is also a journalist working for the Scarborough Evening News.

3. I should be grateful if a full field investigation can be undertaken. In the
meantime, I will let the witness know that an investigation is underway and that a

member of your team may be in touch shortly.

4. Please let me know if you need any further details.

DAS 3a(Sec)

v 724




From:_ Directorate of Air Staff 3a(Secretariat)
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Room 7249, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial)
{Switchboard) 0

Your Reference

Our Reference

Scarborough D/DAS(Sec)56/1
Date
22 February 2001

oo

['am writing to confirm our telephone conversation about an alleged sonic event over the
Scarborough area yesterday morning.

I'am very sorry that you were disturbed by possible military activity. As I explained to you the
Royal Air Force Police will be conducting an investigation into this incident and they will
establish whether a sonic event did take place and, if so, whether it was caused by a military
aircraft.  As I also mentioned, during the course of their enquiries, it is possible that they will
contact you to arrange a convenient time to take a formal statement.

Once the investigation is complete, I will write to you to let you know the outcome.

Yours sincerely




From:_ Directorate of Air Staff 3a(Secretariat)

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Room 7249, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB
Telephone {Direct dial)

- (Switchboard) 218
{Fax)

Your Reference

Qur Reference
taxton D/DAS(Sec)56/1

Nr Scarborough Date

b

[ am writing to confirm our telephone conversation about an alleged sonic event over the
Scarborough area on 21 February.

[ am very sorry that you were disturbed by possible military activity. As I explained to you the
Royal Air Force Police will be conducting an investigation into this incident and they will
establish whether a sonic event did take place and, if so, whether it was caused by a military
aircraft. During the course of their enquiries, it is possible that they will contact you to arrange a
convenient time to take a formal statement.

Once the investigation is complete, I will write to let you know the outcome. In the meantime, if

you have any questions or concerns relating to this incident, please give me a call on the above
number.

Yours sincerely



Gl (F5)0Uams O, J ‘

From ST Dir e ctorate of Air Staff 3a(Secretariat)
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Room 7249, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

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

Your Reference

Qur Reference
. D/DAS(Sec)/56/1
North Yorkshire Date

23 March 2001

I understand you recently spoke to one of my colleagues about the alleged sonic event over the
Scarborough area on 21 February. As I am the Desk Officer at the Ministry of Defence
responsible for dealing with such incidents, your enquiry has been passed to me.

I 'am very sorry that you were disturbed by possible military activity. As you may have read in
the local press, the Royal Air Force Police will be conducting an investigation into this incident
and they will establish whether a sonic event did take place and, if so, whether it was caused bya
military aircraft. Part of their enquiries will involve interviewing witnesses, who contacted the
Ministry of Defence direct, and I believe this has already taken place. However, I have passed on
your details to the RAF Police who may contact you to take a formal statement.

I also understand that you may have incurred some damage to your property. We are anxious that
no one should suffer loss or material damage as a result of Service flying, and the Ministry of
Defence Claims Branch is empowered to pay compensation in cases where a connection can be
established between the overflight of a military aircraft and injury, loss or damage. They can be
contacted at the following address:

C&L(F&S) Claims 3
Room 804
Northumberland House
Northumberland Avenue
London

Once the investigation is complete, [ will write to you to let you know the outcome. In the
meantime, if you have any questions or concerns relating to this incident, please give me a call on
the above number.

Yours sincerely

o
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From_ Directorate of Air Staff 3a
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Room 7249, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

Telephone  (Direct dial) _

{Swilchboard)} (020) 7218 S000

Your Reference

Qur Reference

Scarborough DIDAS/S6/1
. Date
14 May 2001

Further to my letter of 22 February, I am writing to let you know the outcome of the Royal Air
Force Police investigation into the alleged sonic event over Scarborough on 21 February.

After a thorough investigation into this incident, the RAF Police concluded that military aircraft
were not responsible for generating the noise you heard.  Although a number of aircraft were
operating in the area, radar evidence has shown that at no time did they operate at supersonic
speeds. '

As part of their enquiries, the RAF Police also consulted the British Geological Survey in
Edinburgh, who monitor atmospheric and seismic activity within the United Kingdom. Their

equipment also recorded no evidence of either an earthquake or a sonic event occurring in the
area.

[ am sorry I cannot be more helpful, but nonetheless, I would like to thank you for assisting the
Royal Air Force Police with their enquiries.

Yours sincerely

()

INVESTOR IN PROPLE /



From:_Directorate of Air Staff 3a

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Room 7249, Main Building, Whitehall, London, SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct dial)
© {Switchboard) 18 9000

{Fax)

Your Reference

Our Reference

Whitby D/DAS/56/1

North Yorkshire Date
14 May 2001

Further to my letter of 23 March, I am writing to let you know the outcome of the Royal Air Force
Police investigation into the alleged sonic event over Scarborough on 21 February.

After a thorough investigation into this incident, the RAF Police concluded that military aircraft
were not responsible for generating the noise you heard. Although a number of aircraft were
operating in the area, radar evidence has shown that at no time did they operate at supersonic
speeds.

As part of their enquiries, the RAF Police also consulted the British Geological Survey in
Edinburgh, who monitor atmospheric and seismic activity within the United Kingdom. Their
equipment also recorded no evidence of either an earthquake or a sonic event occurring in the
area.

I hope this explains the position

Yours sincerely

()

INVESTOR IN PROPLE
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TREMORS which rattled windows and
shook buildings along a 25-mile stretch

have been caused by a sonic boom.

A ‘bang, a boom and a rumble’
were reported by people living between
Scarborough in North Yorkshire and
Whitby in East Yorkshire.

Retired police officer John Melville,
~ 31, said: ‘Tam out in the country having
a nice retired life and then today our life
was interrupted with the almightiest of
shakes under our feet.’

Scarborough District Council said
many people believed there had been an
earthquake. :

But Glenn Ford, a seismologist with
the British Geological Survey, said all
the evidence pointed to a sonic boom.
‘There are various sources of sonic
booms. Nife times out of ten it’s an air-
craft which causes it but it may also
be a méteorite.” Mr Ford added that he

BY WENDY VUKOSA

of coastline yesterday were believed to _

an object, usually a plane, travels
faster than the speed of sound.
As an aircraft moves, it pushes -
air molecules out of its way to
create waves of compressed and
uncompressed air, These waves
move away from the plane in all
directions. They can travel for
hundreds of miles unless impeded
by buildings. Factors which
influence the intensity of a sonic
boom include an aircraft’s shape
as well as air pressure,

was trying to find out from the military
if they were behind the incident.

The last recorded boom to hit the main-
land was in 1997, when 16 F3 Tomados

were operating off the coast near
Hartlepool.
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Mystery sonic boom rattles coast

AsoRi¢! boom caused tremors that shook buildings along
a 25-mile stretch of coast from Scarborough to Whitby in
North Yorkshire yesterday, earthquake experts said. The
sonic boom was probably caused by aireraft but could:.
have been a meteorite, seismologists said. T
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1. A Temporary Jacket will o'nly be used when the Registered File is not available.

2. The contents of a Tempdrary Jacket must be incorporated in the Registered File at the earliest
opportunity, and this incorporation recorded on a transit slip or file record sheet.

3. The movements of Temporary Jackets are recorded by the Registry. Transitis to be recorded on transit
slips as for Registered Files.

DOWNGRADING
(to be completed when the jacket is incorporated in the Registered File)

This jacket may be downgraded to:—~ RESTRICTED. (] 2 TSROSO eeeveeeeern
UNCLASSIFIED ~ {insert date)

Appointment
Date....crern and BranCh. ... ressses s .

RESTRICTED/UNCLASSIFIED



DAS4A1(SEC)

From: QUESTIONS CLERK2 on behalf of PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS
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TEMPLATE TO BE USED FOR REPLY

Ministry of Defence

FRIDAY 28 SEPTEMBER 2001

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton CB KCB

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty's Government what search operation took place following
reports of the crash of an Unidentified Object in Northern Ireland on 13th
February 2001. (HL 732)

Minister replying Lord Bach

Following reports of smoke being seen on Benaughlin Mountain, near Kinawley
on the afternoon of 13™ February 2001, Police and troops conducted a search of
the area, assisted by a helicopter, but nothing was found. A further search was
carried out the following morning but nothing was found to indicate either a
downed aircraft or a fire and the incident was closed.

October 01 PQ Ref 0536M



BACKGROUND NOTE

Lord Hill-Norton, Chief of the Defence Staff from 1971 to 1973, has a long
standing interest in ‘UFOs’.

On this occasion Lord Hill-Norton is enquiring about what search operation
following reports of a crash in Northern Ireland on 13™ February 2001.

HQNI confirmed that Police in Co Fermanagh received reports of smoke being
seen on Benaughlin Mountain, near Kinawley on the afternoon of 13 February.

A number of military units, including RAF Aldergrove were mformed. No
military aircraft had been involved in an incident, so civil authorities in both
Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland were contacted. These confirmed
that no flight plans had been filed for civil light aircraft or helicopters to fly in the
general area. However, a small number of light aircraft conduct short flights
without the need to file flight plans and as such it was thought that perhaps such
an aircraft had been involved in an accident on the high ground at Benaughlin
Mountain. A number of Police and troops conducted a search of the area,
assisted by a helicopter but nothing was found. The weather was particularly
poor, with low cloud and mist and was deteriorating, so the search was continued
the following morning. Once again, nothing was found to indicate either a
downed aircraft or any form of fire and the incident was closed. There have been
no subsequent reports of a missing aircraft.

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  : EESCIR
AUTHORISED BY : FESr

GRADE/RANK : Bl
BRANCH :  DAS Deputy Director
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DECLARATION: [ have satisfied myself that the
are in accordance with the Government's policy on
instructions (DCI GEN 150/97), and the Open Gove
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Ministry of Defence

FRIDAY 28 SEPTEMBER 2001

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hil]:zhlorton CB KCB

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty's Government what search operation took place following
reports of the crash of an Unidentified Object in Northern Ireland on 13th
February 2001. (HL 732)

Minister replying Lord Bach

ol

Peliee-in-Co.Farmanagh-reeetved reports of smoke being seen on Benaughlin
Mountain, near Kinawley on the afternoon of 13" February 2001,iané~aﬂumber
of-military-units-in-the-area-were-informed—No-military-atrcraft-had-been
involved-in-an-incident-and civil flying agencies-were-contacted-in-beth-Nerthern
Treland-and-the-Republie-of-Ireland~These-enquirtes-revealed-that-no-flight-plans
had-been-submitted-for-a.light aircraft or-helicopter-to fly.in the general-area—A
small-sumber.of light-aircraft-conduet-short-flightswitheut-the-requirement-to—
submit-flight-plans-and-it-was-thought-that-perhaps-such-an-aireraft-had-been
invelved-in-an-accident-on-the-high-ground-at-Benaughlin-Mountiat--Henumbes
~ef-Police and troops conducted a search of the area, assisted by a helicopter, but
nothing was found. Pue-to-deteriorating-weather-conditions A further search was
carried out the following morningb«#Nothing was found to indicate either a
downed aircraft or a fire and the incident was closed. There-have-been-ne~
subsequentreperts-of.a.-missing-aircrathm—

October 01 PQRef 0536M


The National Archives
PQ Northern Ireland crash
MoD response to Lord Hill-Norton PQ on the Northern Ireland incident.


BACKGROUND NOTE

Lord Hill-Norton, Chief of the Defence Staff from 1971 to 1973, has a long
standing interest in “UFOs’.

On this occasion Lord Hill-Norton is enquiring about what search operation
following reports of a crash in Northern Ireland on 13" February 2001.

HQNI confirmed that Police in Co Fermanagh received reports of smoke being
seen on Benaughlin Mountain, near Kinawley on the afternoon of 13 February.

A number of military units, including RAF Aldergrove were informed. No
military aircraft had been involved in an incident, so civil authorities in both
Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland were contacted. These confirmed
that no flight plans had been filed for civil light aircraft or helicopters to fly in the
general area. A# 3 small Ql;umbe'r_gf_ light aircraft conduct short flights without the
need to file flight plans ﬁnmer of Police and troops conducted a search of the
area, assisted by a helicopter. Nothing was found. The weather was particularly
poor, with low cloud and mist and was deteriorating, so the search was continued
the following morning. Once again, nothing was found to indicate either a
downed aircraft or any form of fire and the incident was closed. There have been
no subsequent reports of a missing aircraft.

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 : Btk gaoSocion 40 |
AUTHORISED BY : [ TEL: S

GRADE/RANK : Bl
BRANCH :  DAS Deputy Director

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).
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Policy Branch
Headquarters Northern Ireland

British Forces Post Office 825

Reference: Policy/20/11

Date: 25 Jun 2001

Ireland

REPORT OF ‘AIR CRASH’ KINAWLEY —13 FEB 0]

1. Thank you for your letter of 22 May 2001 in which vou request information
which may shed light on the unexplained report of an possible ‘air crash’ on
Benaughlin Mountain, near Kinawley on 13 February 2001.

2. This incident, if it indeed was one, remains as much a mystery to us as it does
to any one else. Reports of smoke were passed to the Police in Co Fermanagh in the
aftenoon of 13 February 2001. This information was then forwarded to a number of
military units in the area and to RAF Aldergrove. It was very quickly confirmed that
no military aircraft had been involved in an incident. Following this, civil flying
agencies were contacted in both Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland in an
attempt to ascertain whether any flight plans had been submitted for a light aircraft or
helicopter whose path would have taken them in the general area of Enniskillen. This

also proved to be negative.

3. A small number of light aircraft conduct short flights without the requirement
to submit flight plans andés such it was thought that perhaps such an aircraft had
been involved in an accident on the high ground at Benaughlin Mountaif@and
consequently no air traffic services or airfield would have t-een aware of the flight.
The weather was particularly poor, with low cloud and mis:, which would have made
flight conditions difficult. A number of Police and troops conducted a search of the
area where smoke was reported, assisted by a helicopter. Nothing was found, but due
to the deteriorating conditions it was not until the following morming that a further
search was carried out. Once again, absolutely nothing was found to indicate either a
downed aircraft of any form of fire and the ‘incident’ was closed. There have clearly
been no subsequent reports of a missing aircraft, There is tte possibility that the


The National Archives
Kinawley air crash
Army Police HQ letter summarising “report of air crash” near Kinawley, Ireland, on 13 February 2001.


persons who reported seeing signs of smoke were in fact observing mist and
condensation coming from the vegetation, 2 common phenomena in woods and
moorland areas in damp and drizzly weather conditions.

4 The incident at Tempo was totally unconnected. Pclice and troops were
involved in a clearance operation on 14 February 2001 of « suspect package, which
had been found by a farmer in his field.

5. I am sorry that I cannot be more helpful.

POLICY BRANCH
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ULF.0. AND PARANORMAL RESEARCH TRELAND  ~ &gy

,

(INDEPENDENT AND OBJECTI VI RESEARCH)
E-mail
Tuesday, May 22, 2001.

Press / Public Information Office, Army HQ,
Thiepval Barracks, Lisburn, Northern irefand.

Dear Sir / Madam,
{’m writing to vou in the hope that you may be of assisiance 1o mie. AS YGil CaD

see from the heading, the aim-of-UPRI is-to ook imtu reports and ciaims o7 50

called "UFQ' incidents, in as unbiased and down-to-earth a manner as possivle.
Broadly speaking, our cutlook cn these incidents is Zhat they bave, In all
probability, quite mundane explanations.....certainiy, we meither blindlv helieve
nor promote the textraterrestrial’ hypothesis for any UFOs.

Also, we understand your Ministry of Defence's standpoint on their view that
thev cannot spend time {or taxpayers' moneyl) trying to identify each and every
reported UFQ, unless a perceived possihle threat to the ©K's Air Delence Region
exists.

Nonetheless, iiere is one guite recent incident which hias come fo our aticmiion,
gpon which you may be able o shed some iight. On the evening of Tuesday,
February 13th last, members of the public contacted the cmergency scrvices to
seport that smoke and fiames were seen on Benaugklic Moeuntain, near Kinawley
in Co. Fermanagh. A tborough searcin by poiice and troops was carried oul. ul
nothing was found. That night, and early the next day, the story was carried on
RTY radio, and details appeared in newspzpers in both the Republic and
Norihera Ireland.

The only air crash we could trace for that time {rame was that of a privateiy-

owned Jet Provest, which crash-landed in the mudfiats zear the mouth of the
River Fovle. T.uckily, no ose was hurt, and an DAL Chizook later lifted the
stricken crafit clear.

Could vou please let us know what the counclusion was, as far as the Kinawiey
incident is concerned? Was it deemed to ke a meleorite impact? Gn Wednesday,
Tebruary 14th, less than 24 hours ajier iie reported ‘aircrash', the mecia
reported that troops sealed off an area of iand near Tempo, {o invesiigate a
suspicious object. For obvious securiiy reasons, we are not asking for snecific
dotails i relation to which unit(s) were involved - bu! vould vou lot us kuow if
this operation relaied in any way 16 the previous nighi's evenis?

‘Thank vou very much fer your tiwe, and here's hoping that you can help sobve
what has become something of a mysiery!

Yours faithiully,

T f
4

sk TOTAL PARGE.G4 ok
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LORDS WRITTEN PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED

i

DATE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON 11 October 2001
PQ REFERENCE : PQ 0536M

PQ TYPE : LORDS WRITTEN
MINISTER REPLYING : -NOTFOUND-
LEAD BRANCH: : SEC (AS)

COPY ADDRESSEE(S) :

MDP Sec

DI(Sec)

Defence Estates

CS HQ Strike Cmd

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 CB KCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government what search operation took place
following reports of the crash of an Unidentified Object in Northern Ireland on 13th February 2001.
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Subject: Read: PQs from Lord Hill-Norton

Your message

To: PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS
Subject: PQs from Lord Hill-Norton

Sent: 11/10/01 12:10

was read on 11/10/01 12:14.



TEMPLATE TO BE USED FOR REPLY

Ministry of Defence

S

FRIDAY 28 SEPTEMBER 2001

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton CB KCB(-NOTFOUND-) (CB)

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty's Government what is their response to the allegation that on
14th January 2001 an Unidentified Object struck the communications mast at the
summit of Snaefell Mountain on the Isle of Man. (HL731)

Minister replying Lord Bach.

In the early hours of 14 January, and in daylight on 15 January 2001, a military
Search and Rescue helicopter from RAF Valley conducted a comprehensive
search of the area around Snaefell Mountain following a report of a suspected
light aircraft crash. However, nothing was found as a result of the search.

11 October 01 PQ Ref 0535M


The National Archives
Isle of Man UFO
MoD response to Lord Hill-Norton’s PQ on a ‘UFO’ incident that took place on the Isle of Man, 14 January 2001.


BACKGROUND NOTE

Lord Hill-Norton, Chief of the Defence Staff from 1971 to 1973, has a long
standing interest in “UFOs’.

It is likely that Lord Hill-Norton has asked this question because of his interest in
“UFOs’. The Peer has characterised the reported event as involving an
Unidentified Object rather than, for example, a micro-light aircraft.

In the early hours of 14 January, and during daylight on the following day, a
Search and Rescue helicopter from RAF Valley was tasked with conducting a
search for a suspected crashed micro-light aircraft on the Isle of Man. A
comprehensive search of the area around Snaefell Mountain was undertaken but
no evidence of any light aircraft was discovered. |

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

( { &01 X
| background note

ppartmental
GEN 54/98).

DECLARATION: 1 have satisfied myself that ]
are in accordance with the Government's policy o
instructions (DCI GEN 150/97), and the Open Govel



0535M — Lord Hill-Norton

o ask HMG what is their response to the allegation that on 14 Jan 01 an Unidentified Object struck
he communications mast at the summit of Snaefell Mountain on the Isle6f Man.
e

o

-
e

It is likely that Lord Hﬂl-Norton has asked this questlon because of his long-term interest in the
subject of Unidentified Flying Objects. The Péer has characterised the reported event as involving
an Unidentified Object rather than, for example a micro-light aircraft.

Background

At 1.30pm on 14 January, and dunﬁg dayhght on the following day, a Search and Rescue hehcopter
from RAF Valley was tasked with conducting a search for a suspected crashed micro-light aircraft
on the Isle of Man. A comprehenswe search of the area around Snaefell Mountain was undertaken
but no evidence of any /gﬁt aircraft was discovered.

/

-
i
v

Draft Answer ./

In the ear}y"'ﬁburs of 14 January and again on 15 January 2001, a military Search and Rescue
helicopter from RAF Valley conducted a comprehensive search of the area around Snaefell
Mouritain following a report ofa suspected light aircraft crash. However, nothing was found as a
result of the search. :

£



0535M — Lord Hill-Norton

To ask HMG what is their response to the allegation that on 14 Jan 01 an Unidentified Object struck
the communications mast at the summit of Snaefell Mountain on the Isle of Man.

Background

It is likely that Lord Hill-Norton has asked this question because of his long-term interest in the
subject of Unidentified Flying Objects. The Peer has characterised the reported event as involving
an Unidentified Object rather than, for example, a micro-light aircraft.

At 1.30pm on 14 January a Search and Rescue helicopter from RAF Valley was tasked with
conducting a search for a suspected crashed micro-light aircraft on the Isle of Man. A
comprehensive search of the area around Snaefell Mountain was undertaken but no evidence of any
light aircraft was discovered.

Draft Answer

On 14 January 2001, a military Search and Rescue helicopter from RAF Vall::l conduct&_iv a
comprehensive search of the area around Snaefell Mountam‘m s.m micro-
light aircraft,, Nothing was found as a result of the search.

P e, Hosirer |
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PQ TYPE : LORDS WRITTEN
MINISTER REPLYING : -NOTFOUND-

LEAD BRANCH: : SEC (AS)
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DI(Sec)
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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.

Peexj’s DETAIL: Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton CB KCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government what is their response to the
allegation that on 14th January 2001 an Unidentified Object struck the communications mast at the

summit of Snaefell Mountain on the Isle of Man. (HL731) _
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TEMPLATE TO BE USED FOR REPLY

Ministry of Defence

FRIDAY 28 SEPTEMBER 2001

" Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton CB KCB(-NOTFOUND-) (CB)

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty's Government, further to the Written Answer by the
Baroness Symons of Verham Dean on 25th January (WA 22) which stated that
radar data are only retained for 30 days and paper records for three years, why
RAF Watton was able to confirm in writing to a member of the public in 1989
that they had a record of an Unidentified Flying Object report over RAF
Bentwaters, timed at 3.25 am on 28th December 1980. (HL730)

Minister replying Lord Bach

As a general rule recorded radar data is retained for 30 days before being reused
and Air Traffic Control Watch Logs are destroyed after three years. Our
searches have not revealed examples of any archived letters between RAF
Watton and members of the public on the subject in question dating from 1989. 1
am, therefore, unable to comment on the correspondence to which the Noble
Lord refers. '

11 October 01 PQRef 0534M



BACKGROUND NOTE

(attached to PQ 0532)

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 s
DECLARATION: 1 have satisfied myself that the d background note
are in accordance with the Government's policy on 2 S cpartmental

instructions (DCI GEN 150/97), and the Open Government Code (DCI GEN 54/98).



0534M

To ask HMG further to WA 22 (25 January) which stated-that radar data are only retained
for 30 days and paper records for three years, why RA atton was able to confirm in
writing to a member of the public in 1989 that they hdd a record of an Unidentified Flying
Object report over RAF Bentwaters, timed at 3.25/4m on 28 December 1980.

Draft Answer

As a general rule recorded radar data retained for 30 days before being reused and Air Traffic

Control Watch Logs are destroyed After three years. Our searches have not revealed examples of

any archived letters between Watton and members of the public on the subject in question

dating from 1989. I am, therefore, unable to comment on the corfés_pondence to which the Noble

Lord refers.



0534M

To ask HMG further to WA 22 (25 January) which stated that radar data are only retained
for 30 days and paper records for three years, why RAF Watton was able to confirm in
writing to a member of the public in 1989 that they had a record of an Unidentified Flying
Object report over RAF Bentwaters, timed at 3.25 am on 28 December 1980.

Draft Answer

As a general rule recorded radar data is retained for 30 days before being reused and Air Traffic

Control Watch Logs are destroyed after three year e to.comment on the

correspondence referred, to-n=thegaestion,

letters between RAF Watton and members of the publicuq_n the subject in question dating from

19897 L e~ 4\.._3.4 :

searches have not revealed examples of any archived



0534M

To ask HMG further to WA 22 (25 January) which stated that radar data are only retained
for 30 days and paper records for three years, why RAF Watton was able to confirm in
writing to a member of the public in 1989 that they had a record of an Unidentified Flying
Object report over RAF Bentwaters, timed at 3.25 am on 28 December 1980.

‘ZW . Recetloa * , &
e DE‘S:L* Ecatos Qo eles 3\*0' {'
Background e Cload o 9.
: Ao V. An saccesd

RAF Watton, a military Air Traffic Control Unit and part of the eastern radar, closed in s

Lord Hill-Norton’s question in January 2001 (WA 22 of 25 January) addressed the subject of radar Ops.
records generally. He now makes reference to cenequndenge betxyee_n RAF Watton and a member Ret ma.
of the public in 1989. It is possible that he is referring to correspdndénce said to have taken place ga}z.
between Nicholas Redfern and RAF Watton that is printed in Mr Redfern’s book “A Covert Agenda T
— The British Government’s UFO Top Secrets Exposed”, publiét;éd in 1997. The authenticity of the

letter from RAF Watton has not been verified.

The answer to the peer’s question in January is correct. Althdugh it is always possible that an

individual record may be kept, as a general rule recorded radar data is retained for 30 days before

being reused and Air Traffic Control Watch Logs are désfroyed after three years. In an attempt to

trace the papers to which the peer may refer, further enquires have been made but have failed to
trace archived files of correspondence between RAF Watton and members of the public on the
subject in question dating from 1989." Files from that pér‘iod‘ now lodged with the Defence Records

Archives relate largely to estate matters.

Draft Answer

AS QM ke ... ..

I am unable to comment on the correspondence referred to in the question@ es-have-been—
o RAY Qeathes kmmkww‘%&gm . . e '
ﬂ{ﬁw&* idenﬁfm&«ﬁmm-l@%&oqf%ubjtct—mﬂues ion-containing letterskbetween RAF Watton and

/ X .
members of the publicw : &m«-\ 1489,
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LORDS WRITTEN PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED
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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 thoese 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 CB KCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government, further to the Written Answer
by the Baroness Symons of Verham Dean on 25th January (WA 22) which stated that radar data are
only retained for 30 days and paper records for three years, why RAF Watton was able to confirm in
writing to a member of the public in 1989 that they had a record of an Unidentified Flying Object
report over RAF Bentwaters, timed at 3.25 am on 28th December 1980. (HL730)



DAS4A(SEC)

From: STC-OPSSPT-ATC-AREA2/S02
Sent: 10 October 2001 10:13

To: DAS4A(SEC)

Subject: RE: 0534M - Lord Hill-Norton
Importance: High

We are content that your proposed answer covers the situation. We can confirm that there are no records/watch logs
held within the ATC depariment at HQ STC . Furthermore, you might wish to know that ATC Watch Logs are
retained at individual units for 3 years prior to destruction and are not archived. As you know radar recordings are
retained for a period of 30 days before being re-used. Records are only retained beyond these time periods if they
are required for ATC incident investigation and/or Boards of gnquiw.

We understand that the ASACS staff report sightings of UFQs to MOD. We suggest that, as a first POC, you might

wish to contact Wg Cdr (DAO ADGE 1 Ext SISl to ascertain whether or not he holdsany—~ ~

records of UFO sightings etc.

We trust that you find this to be of some assistance.

Regards

gqn !%r
S0O2 ATC (Area) 2
HQ STC

-—--Original Message-—-

From: DAS4A(SEC)

Sent: 09 October 2001 17:28 .
To: STC-OPSSPT-ATC-AREA2/S02
Subject: 0534M - Lord Hill-Norton

importance: High
<< File: 0534MHill-Norton01.doc >>

You originally supplied us with information on 16 Jan 01 16:07. Lord H-N is now returning to the charge. |
believe the attached will probably suffice in answering his question but | would like to be certain that there is no
type of radar log book that is frequently kept beyond the 3 year period.

Your adivce would be appeciated._ .



DAS4A(SEC)

From: DAS4A(SEC)

Sent: 09 October 2001 17:26

To: STC-OPSSPT-ATC-AREAZ2/SO2
Subject: 0534M - Lord Hill-Norton
Importance: - High

w ]

0534MHill-Norton01 .do
[

You originally supplied us with information on 16 Jan 01 16:07. Lord H-N is now returning to the charge. | believe
the attached will probably suffice in answering his question but I would like to be certain that there is no type of radar
jog book that is frequently kept beyond the 3 year period.

Your adivce would be appeciated. _
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148 A Cover? Agenda

just a small part of a very large jigsaw. Shortly before the UFO was seen
at close quarters in Rendlesham Forest, its movements were tracked in
the East Anglian skies by staff at RAF Watton, Norfolk.!S Not without
some personal risk, one member of staff at Watton entrusted East Anglian

author, Paul Begg, with the details.
Begg's informant had not been on duty on the night of the encounter
T— but a colleague had, and it was this person’s account that finally reached
Begg. According to the source, an unidentified target had been picked
up by the radar operators at the base and was tracked heading towards
Suffolk, specifically a region to the east of Ipswich. The target was duly
reported to other facilities, both civilian and military, and was checked
against all known air movements. No identification was forthcoming; the

target was uncotrelated.

So far as is known, the base took no further parr in the encounter
(although it was generally known that other bases had tracked the UFO’s
movements), yet within days representatives from the US Air Force arrived
at the base and removed all of the relevant radar tapes.’6’

Those radar tapes have not resurfaced, at least not outside official
channels. However, Squadron Leader E.E. Webster of RAF Watton has
admitted to me that the base was implicated in the later encounter of
December 28: “Our log book for the period does indeed say that a UFO
was reported to us by RAF Bentwaters at 0325 GMT on 28 December
1980 but that is all the information we have.’1”

Having beén informed of this, I was determined to resolve the issue, and

R

was later given the actual details of Watton’s log entry written at the time,
which reads as follows: ‘Bentwaters Command Post contacted Eastern

B T

Radar and requested information of aircraft in the area — UA37 traffic
southbound — UFO sightings at Bentwaters. They are taking reporting
action.’!® To clarify, ‘UA37’ refers to “‘Upper Air Route, Upper Amber
37" which runs approximately north-south some forty miles east of
Bentwaters and is used by civilian airliners.!?

r An intriguing account, which may well be related to the Rendlesharmn affair,
comes from Graham Birdsall, one of Britain’s leading UFO researchers and
editor of UFO Magazine. Birdsall’s source of information is George Wild,
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Ibid.
People, December 4, 1994.

Flying Saucer Review, Vol. 27, No. 6, 1982.

Letter to the author from Squadron Leader E.E. Webster, RAF Warton,
October 25, 1988.

Letter to the author from Squadron Leader E.E. Webster, RAF Watton,
January 16, 1989.

Ibid.

UFQ Magazine, January/February 1995.

UFO Magazine, Vol. 11, No. 3, 1992.

Letters to the author from Suffolk Constabulary, 25 and 27 October
1988.

East Anglian Daily Times, December 7, 1984.

Jenny Randles, UFO Retrievals (Blandford Press, London, 1995), pp-

133-134.

News of the Warld, October 2, 1983.

AJ.S. Rayl, ‘Inside the Military Underground’, OMNI magazine, April
1994. ‘

UFO Magazine, March/April 1996.

Jenny Randles, From out of the Blue (Global Communications [Box 753,
New Brunswick, NJ, 08903, USA], 1991), pp. 55-56.

Jenny Randles, op. cit., p. 56.

Interview with Nick Pope, Secretariat {Air Staff) 2a, Ministry of Defence,
March 29, 1994.

Tbid.

Letter to the author from Jenny Randles, {undated) 1993,

News of the World, October 2, 1983.

Ralph Noyes, ‘UFO lands in Suffolk ~ and that's Official’, The UFO
Report 1990, edited by Timothy Good (Sidgwick and Jackson Ltd, London,
1989), p- 54.

CHAPTER 12 - THE 1980s AND BEYOND

Interview with the author, January 12, 1993.

Statistical information made available to the author by the Ministry of
Defence on September 24, 1992.

Sun, March 25, 1982.

Flying Saucer Review, Vol. 28, No. 2, 1982,

News of the World, October 23, 1983.

Civil Aviation Authority records made available to the author in 1995.
‘Britain’s Civil Aviation Authority’, Public Relations Department of the CAA,
December 1986, p. 13.



Froa Squadron Iocader E B Webstor RAP

ROYAL AIR FORCE ¥
Eastern Radar Watton Thetford Norfolk :

Talsphone Watton BR1851 Txt 223 x

e ) Reifgam :qu ;vph/ to The Officer Commanding i
20 Peradise Igne ourence

5} z%gﬁ Qut relerence ERD/ 205, / 1 / Org

Veost !Hdlands

1 53 ATH Date

Voo i ladlfern

Taznk you for your letier roquesting further information sbout the UFC report
on 28 December 1930,

l 6 Jarmary 1989

e

I am afraid thot vo are not able to provide you with coples of our log books,
Zowaver, I can offer you a verbatim statement of the only entiry regording the
subject incident in the log for that period, The entry is dimed 2t 0325 on
28 Decenber 1980 and stotes:

"lentuators Comnand Post comtacted Fostern Rodar and roquested infornmation
of alrcraft in tho area -~ UAY] traffic southbound FI3T0 - WFO sightings
at Bentwaters, They are teling reporting action "

"UIA3T" means the Upper Air Route Ubper Amber 37 which rune approximately
ltorth/South sono 40 miles eoast of Dontwalers and is used by civilian airliners,
PL3T0 weans 37,000 feet in altitudae,

As T snid in my provious letter, = all tape recordings from tho period - both
sound and radar ~ have boen routinely disposed of. You now have as much
} information 2s wo have.

pr Ol Gt

® RAF Warton, Norfolk admits that records relating to the Woodbridge landing
are on file.




DAS4A(SEC)

To: info Exp Records 1

Subject: Lord Hill-Norton - PQ 0534 - RAF WATTON

Importance: Low

Spoke to ; Oct) - he will run a check of the archives to see if there are any files from RAF WATTON

circa 1989 containing correspondence with members of the public.

Suggested line for background note:

“Non Headquarter areas have responsibility for their own first review of files. It is not expected that their records will
be routinely passed to the main MOD archives for preservation.”

PRI . 4w

Apget-
D ac wa“:l—o/‘(!}ladw:g — O S o M\l‘:cw\/) A T e Cochl Uuv ab the

(\'CM.Q - Lo EC*S[*Q,M’\ Qudcw'

Womtton  _ ey ﬁ‘muﬁf.y_

Lo e &aa{aﬁ( G0 ) s



"4 21 Written Answers [25 JANUARY 2001] Written Answers W4 22 4*2

Wri tten An Swers a potential threat to national security. No such interest

appears to have been shown.

Thursday, 25th January 2001. 2% Lord Hill-Norton aked Her Majesty’s Government: K

, Whether personnel from Porton Down visited
Chinook Helicopter Mk II: Conversion Rendlesham Forest or the area surrounding RAF

. e Walton in December 1980 or January 1981; ang
Training whether they are aware of any tests carried out in
Lord Chalfont asked Her Majesty’s Government: either of those two areas aimed at assessing any

: . o nuclear, biological or chemical hazard. [HL301}
When the Chinook helicopter simulator training
facility and its related training programme were Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean: The staff at the

upgraded to cater for the Mk. II version of the Defence Evaluation and Research Agency (DERA)
helicopter; and when thl}t Lieutenants Tappef and Chemical and Biological Defence (CBD) laboratories
Cook  completed their upgraded training

HL324 at Porton Down have made a thorough search of their
programme. (HL324] archives and have found no record of any such visits,

The Minister of State Ministry of Defence (Baroness . S .
Symons of Vernham De;n): The reconfiguration of the [~ Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government: -

Chinook simulator to Mk?2 standard was completed in Whether ‘they are aware of any uncorrelated
the last quarter of 1993, The instructing training staff targets tracked on radar in November or December
of the Operational Conversion Flight had completed 1980; and whether they will give details of any such
conversion to the Mk?2 version in August 1993, incidents. [HL302)
Flt Lt Tapper and Fit Lt Cook completed their ]
conversion training programmes on 28 February 1994 Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean: Records da_tmg
and 17 March 1994 respectively. 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.
European Security and Defence Policy: P g

Intelligence Management

Lord Shore of Stepney asked Her Majesty’s ¢ Unidentified Flying Objects—-}(
Government:

What are the commitments which the United Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government:
Kingdom has entered into, under the European What is the highest classification that has been
Security and Defence Policy, for the gathering, applied to any Ministry of Defence document
analysis and distribution of intelligence material for concerning Unidentified Flying Objects. [HL304]
European Union purposes. {HL405]

Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean: 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”.

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 Arms Brokering and Trafficking: Licensing
intelligence materia} will be subject to stringent ‘ ,
safeguards and wil] take full account of existing Lord Hylton asked Her Majesty's Government:

national and multinational agreements. When they expect to implement licensin g forarms

brokering and trafficking, which they announced at

| : last year’s Labour Party Conference. {HL343]
% Rendlesham Forest Incident "}év

The Minister for Science, Department of Trade and
Lord Hill-Norton asked Her Majesty’s Government: | Industry (Lord Sainsbury of Turville): The new

Whether they are aware of any involvement by | licensing controls on arms br_okerin_g and trafficking
Special Branch personnel in the investigation of the | announced last September will be intr oduced under
1980 Rendlesham Forest incident. [HL303) | new powers on trafficking and brokering to be
‘ contained in an Export Control Bill; The Queen’s

Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean: Special Branch Speech announced that the Government will publish
officers may have been aware of the incident byt would | this Billin draft during this session of Parliament. Full
not have shown aninterest unless there wag evidenceof | details of the new controls proposed on arms

1 LW019-PAGY]
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TEMPORARY ENCLOSURE JACKET
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SUBJECT:
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NOTES

1. A Temporary Jacket will ovn%y be used when the Registered File is not available.

2. The contents of a Temporary Jacket must be incorporated in the Registered File at the earliest
opportunity, and this incorporation recorded on a transit slip or file record sheet.

3. The movements of Temporary Jackets are recorded by the Registry. Transit is to be recorded on transit
slips as for Registered Files. :
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. S4A1(SEC)

From: QUESTIONS CLERK2 on behalf of PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS
To: DAS4A1(SEC)

Sent: 11 October 2001 12:14

Subject: Read: PQs from Lord Hill-Norton

Your message

To: PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS
Subject: PQs from Lord Hill-Norton
Sent: 11/10/01 12:10

was read on 11/10/01 12:14,



TEMPLATE TO BE USED FOR REPLY

Ministry of Defence

THURSDAY 18 OCTOBER 2001

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton CB KCB(-NOTFOUND-) (CB)

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty's Government whether, following an allegation contained in
a memorandum dated 13th January 1981 by Lieutenant Colonel Halt of the
United States Air Forces that a glowing metallic triangular object had landed in
Rendlesham Forest in December 1980, Lieutenant Colonel Halt was questioned
about the incident; if not, why not; and whether military radar indicated that a
structured craft was involved. (HL744)

Minister replying Lord Bach

I would refer the Noble Lord to my answer to his question 0532. There is no
indication, from the papers held on file, that MOD raised any further questions
with Lt Col Halt following receipt of his memorandum in 1981 and I am unaware -
of the reason for this. MOD records from the same penod document no evidence
of unusual radar returns. :

11 October 01 PQRef 0533M



BACKGROUND NOTE

(attached to PQ 0532)

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 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).



o

0533M - Lord Hill-Norton ,ﬁ*

To ask HMG whether, following an allegation contain;%glff{ a memorandum dated 13 January
1981 by LT Col Halt of the USAF that a glowing metallic triangular object had landed in
Rendlesham Forest in December 1980, Lt Col Halt*was questioned about the incident; if not,
why not; and whether military radar indicated that a structured craft was involved.

Draft Answer

I would refer the Noble Lord to my4nswer to his question 0532. There is no indication, from the

papers held on file, that MOD 1 fsed any further questions with Lt Col Halt following receipt of his

memorandum in 1981 and I ah unaware of the reason for this. MOD records from the same period

document no evidence of yhusual radar returns.



0533M - Lord Hill-Norton

To ask HMG whether, following an allegation contained in 2 memorandum dated 13 January
1981 by LT Col Halt of the USAF that a glowing metallic triangular object had landed in
Rendlesham Forest in December 1980, Lt Col Halt was questioned about the incident; if not,
why not; and whether military radar indicated that a structured craft was involved.

Draft Answer o

I would refer(the Lord Hill-Norton to my answer to his question 0532. There is no indication, from

the papers held on file, that MOD raised any further questions with Lt Col Halt followmg receipt of
da—be TPty er
Sezldate aste the reasons for this, MOD records from the

his memorandum in 1981,) gf-vmn'f

same period document no evidence of unusual radar returns.



0533M - Lord Hill-Norton

To ask HMG whether, following an allegation contained in a memorandum dated 13 January
1981 byHalt of the USAF that a glowing metallic triangular object had landed in

S( Rendlesham Forest in December 1980, Lt Col ’Eﬁ} as questioned about the incident; if not,
why not; and whether military radar indicated that a structured craft was involved.

Background

\/ Lord Hill-Norton appears to be asking, indirectly, if there is any record of MOD having questioned
Lieutenant Colonel Halt. There is no indication from the papers available on file, and supplied to
Lord Hill-Norton, that MOD raised any question with the Lieutenant Colonel following receipt of
his memorandum in 1981. F ollowmg the answer of hlS questlon in January (WA 22 of 25 January),
the supplying of papers to him in May 2001 and subsequenﬂy in October (DP 4206 and 4281), the

peer will also be aware that MOD holds no evidence'of unusual radar returns.

Draft Answer

W

I would refer the Lord Hill-Norton to th¢ answer to his question 0532. There is no indication, from
the papers held on file, tha} MOD raised any further questions with Lt Col Halt following receipt of

his memorandum in 198 1‘ OD records from T%lzdobument no evidence of unusual radar

ool

returns.




LORDS WRITTEN PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED

DATE FOR RETURN
PQ REFERENCE

PQ TYPE

MINISTER REPLYING

LEAD BRANCH:
COPY ADDRESSEE(S)
MDP Sec

DI(Sec)

Defence Estates

CS HQ Strike Cmd

D AIR RP

. se

12:00 ON 11 October 2001
PQ 0533M

LORDS WRITTEN
-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 CB KCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government whether, following an allegation
contained in a memorandum dated 13th January 1981 by Lieutenant Colonel Halt of the United States .
Air Forces that a glowing metallic triangular object had landed in Rendlesham Forest in December
1980, Lieutenant Colonel Halt was questioned about the incident; if not, why not; and whether military
radar indicated that a structured craft was involved. (HL744)
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3. The movements of Tefnporary Jackets are recorded by the Registry. Transit is to be recorded on transit
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_AS4A1(SEC)

From: QUESTIONS CLERK2 on behalf of PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS
To: DAS4A1(SEC)

Sent: 11 October 2001 12:14

Subject: Read: PQs from Lord Hill-Norton

Your message

To: PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS
Subject: PQs from Lord Hill-Norton
Sent: 11/10/01 12:10

was read on 11/10/01 12:14.



TEMPLATE TO BE USED FOR REPLY

Ministry of Defence

THURSDAY 18 OCTOBER 2001

Admiral of The Fleet The Lord Hill-Norton CB KCB(-NOTFOUND-) (CB)

LORDS WRITTEN

To ask Her Majesty's Government whether the United States Air Force
investigated and photographed a site in Rendlesham Forest where it was alleged
that an Unidentified Flying Object had landed in December 1980; whether the
photographs depicted an indentation where the object might have landed; and
whether they have a copy of the report and photographs arising from the
investigation. (HL743)

Minister replying Lord Bach

The only USAF material held by MOD is that written by Lieutenant Colonel Holt
on 13 January 1981 consequent upon his investigation of the incident in
Rendlesham Forest. The MOD has no ewdence of any other official
investigation or documentation.

11 October 01 PQ Ref 0532M



BACKGROUND NOTE

Lord Hill-Norton, Chief of the Defence Staff from 1971 to 1973, has a long
standing interest in ‘UFOs’.

During 2001 the Peer has tabled eleven PQs and written six items of Ministerial
Correspondence for answer by MOD Ministers on the subject of a well known
“UFQO’ sighting in Rendlesham Forest, Suffolk in December 1980. His most
recent letters on the subject are dated 20 and 22 September (DP 4206 and 4281).
He has now tabled for answer by MOD three further questions relating to events
in Rendlesham Forest in 1980; two other questions, relating to prison records for
the period, are for answer by the Home Office.

PQ 0532 -

A note held on file and a defensive press line, produced in 1983, record that,
once the initial report from Lieutenant Colonel Halt had been sent to MOD, the
US authorities carried out no further investigation. There is no mention, in the
documentation held by MOD, of any official photographs having been taken.
Lord Hill-Norton has, of course, recently supplied photographs and a CD to the
Minister. The status of this material is not known.

PQ 0533 -

Lord Hill-Norton appears to be asking, indirectly, if there is any record of MOD
having questioned Lieutenant Colonel Halt. There is no indication from the
papers available on file, and supplied to Lord Hill-Norton, that MOD raised any
question with the Lieutenant Colonel following receipt of his memorandum in
1981. Following the answer of his question in January (WA 22 of 25 January),
the supplying of papers to him in May 2001 and subsequently in October (DP
4206 and 4281), the Peer will also be aware that MOD holds no evidence of
unusual radar returns. B

PQ 0534 -

A question tabled by Lord Hill-Norton in January 2001 (WA 22 of 25 January)
addressed the subject of radar records generally. - He now makes reference to
correspondence between RAF Watton and a member of the public in 1989. It is
possible that he is referring to correspondence said to have taken place between
Nicholas Redfern and RAF Watton that is printed in Mr Redfern’s book “A
Covert Agenda — The British Government’s UFO Top Secrets Exposed”,



published in 1997. The authenticity of the letter from RAF Watton has not been
verified. ‘

The answer to the Peer’s question in January is correct. Although it is always
possible that an individual record may be kept, as a general rule recorded radar
data is retained for 30 days before being reused and Air Traffic Control Watch
Logs are destroyed after three years. In an attempt to trace the papers to which
the Peer may refer, further enquires have been made but have failed to trace
archived files of correspondence between RAF Watton and members of the
public on the subject in question dating from 1989. Files from that period now
lodged with the Defence Records Archives relate largely to estate matters.

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

{( / ) { ol
DECLARATION: [ have satisfied myself that 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).



Da3M — Lord Hill-Norton

To ask HMG whether the USAF investigated and photographed a site in Rendlesham Forest
where it was alleged that an Unidentified Flying Object had landed in December 1980;
whether the photographs depicted an indentation where the object might have landed; and
whether they have a copy of the report and photographs arising from the investigation.

Draft Answer

The only USAF material held by MOD is that written by Lieutenant Colonel Holt on 13 January
1981 consequent upon his investigation of the incident in Rendlesham Forest. The MOD has no

evidence of any other official investigation or documentation.



0532M - Lord Hill-Norton
To ask HMG whether the USAF ihvestigated and photographed a site if Rendlesham Forest

where it was alleged that an Unidentified Flying Object had landed in December 1980;
whether the photographs depicted an indentation where the object might have landed; and
whether they have a copy of the report and photographs arising from the investigation.

Draft Answer

T Le MO viaF o ) .
M depastment is not aware of any sush official investigation. The memorandum from Lieutenant

Colonel Halt, dated 13 January 1981, reporting events in Rendlesham Forest in December 1980, is
the only-e&fietal~document supplied by the United States Air Force to MOD.




D/DAS/64/4
3 October 2001

Ministerial Correspondence Unit

through DAS AD (LA)

MINISTERIAL CORRESPONDENCE — DP 4206 AND DP 4281 — THE LORD HILL-
NORTON

1. This year Lord Hill-Norton has tabled eleven PQs and written five items of Ministerial
Correspondence for answer by MOD Ministers on the subject of a well known ‘UFO’ sighting
in Rendlesham Forest, Suffolk in December 1980. In an answer dated 16 May to two of his

letters, Minister (DP)’s predecessor sent the peer a number of papers on the Rendlesham Forest

incident.

2. Lord Hill-Norton’s two latest letters on the subject (of 20 and 22 September and signed on his
behalf by his Secretar)}), challenges the view that there was no evidence to substantiate an event

of defence concern and includes a copy of a short press article he cites as being relevant.

3. The Department’s interest in reports of ‘unexplained’ aerial sightings is to establish whether
there is anything that might be of defence significance, such as hostile air activity in UK
airspace. (An event that has “no defence significance” is one that is regarded as presenting no
direct military threat against sovereign territory.) As part of the MOD assessment of reports,
contact is made as necessary with appropriate Departmental experts. To our knowledge in
1981, any report from a Service source received in MOD would have been passed as a matter of
course to air defence experts, to assess whether there was anything that might be of defence
concern. Until 2000 this would have included the Directoraté of Intelligence Scientific and
Technical (DIST). Towards the end of 2000 DIST decided that these reports were of no

intelligence interest and should o longer be sent to them.

4. The peer queries the answer to a PQ tabled by him in 1997 on the subject of radiation readings
(Flag A), however, the internal minute written at the time (Flag B) shows that no assessment

was made of the normal levels of background radiation in Rendlesham Forest.



-

. Lord Hill-Norton asks if he might he provided with the documents that have been withheld from

members of the public who have requested the papers we hold on the event under the Code of
Practice on Access to Government Information. Five documents were withheld of which two
have recently been cleared for issue; those are now attached to the draft reply. The remaining
three comprise advice to Ministers and an exchange of letters between a MP and a Minister. A
decision has been taken to maintain the exemption on these documents as disclosure would
“harm the frankness and candour of internal discussion” (Exemption 2 to the Code of Practice ).
Enquiries made with appropriate areas indicate no requirement to make an exception in the case

of Lord Hill-Norton due to his status.

. In his penultimate paragraph, Lord Hill-Norton suggests that Minister seek a briefing from

Defence Intelligence staff. This is not considered necessary, the incident is not a matter of
current intelligence interest and, as explained above, DIST no longer receives reports of

unexplained aerial sightings.

Some twenty years after the alleged occurrence it is not possible to answer all of Lord Hill-
Norton's questions without resorting to speculation. The content of the papers now marshalled
together support the conclusion that the event did not present a military threat. The article from
the Ipswich Evening Star, to which the letter of 22 Septémbef refers, contains no new
information but puts its own interpretation on the content of the Departmental papers, describing

the unclassified pages as “secret files”.

. Lord Hill-Norton may not be happy with the answer to his letters but it really is all we can say.

Signed

DAS (LA) Ops + Pol

Drafted by: DAS (LA) Ops + Pol
Authorised by: DAS AD (LA)



DP 4206 & 4281

October 2001

Thank you for the letters of 20 and 22 September in which you have raised further questions

concerning an event in Rendlesham Forest in 1980.

You challenge the conclusion that there was no evidence to substantiate an event of defence
concern. Reports of unexplained aerial sightings have been and are currently copied, if deemed
appropriate, to those within the Ministry of Defence (MOD) with an interest in air defence matters.
The papers on Rendlesham Forest indicate that the memorandum sent by Lt Col Halt to the RAF
Liaison Officer at RAF Bentwaters was one of those papers about which further enquiries were
made and that MOD concluded there was nothing of defence interest in the event.

You refer to WA 169, answered on 14 October 1997; Departmental minutes produced in the months
following the receipt of Lt Col Halt’s memorandum indicate that while some basic enquiries were
made and speculative opinion offered, no full assessment was made of the radiation readings. An

offer to undertake enquiries is recorded in the papers but there is no indication that this was taken

up.

I am unable to answer your questions concerning General Gabriel; there is no evidence of further

analysis by the USAF in the papers held by MOD.

In her letter of 16 May 2001, my pre;d;ecessor mentioned that she was attaching a number of papers
on the event in Rendlesham Forest. These papers were the ones that had recently been supplied to a
member of the public on request under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information.
Five papers had been withheld from that individual, under Code exemptions. That person has
recently appealed against the decision and two of the papers are Being released to that individual;
copies of those papers are now attached to this letter. The three remaining papers comprise an
exchange of letters between an MP and a Minister, a\‘mivhute between an official and a Minister’s
office, with a suggested Parliamentary Question responsé‘and’background note, and a duplicate
copy of the front page of the official’s minute I have just mentioned, These papers are to continue

to be withheld under Exemption 2 of the Code of Practice, “whose disclosure would harm the



.»rt

frankness and candour of internal discussion”. You wili I am sure appreciate that, notwithstanding
the unclassified nature of the papers, advice to Ministers 18 genefally not made widely available
even within the Department to officials and members of the Services unless they have a need to
know the exact nature of the exchange I should hke to continue to mamtam thls conventmn in this

instance and, therefore, have not instructed that the papers be attached to this letter.

In conclusion, 1 would like to thank you for sending me a copy of the article in the Ipswich Evening

Star.

THE LORD BACH -
Admiral of the Fleet the Lord Hill-Norton GCB



vV 0532M - Lord Hill-Norton

To ask HMG whether the USAF investigated and photographed a site in Rendlesham Forest
where it was alleged that an Unidentified Flying Object had landed in December 1980;
whether the photographs depicted an indentation where the object might have landed; and
whether they have a copy of the report and photographs arising from the investigation.

Background
/ A note held on file and a defensive press line, produced in 1983, record that, once the initial report

from Lieutenant Colonel Halt had been sent to MOD, the US authorities carried out no further

investigation. There is no mention, in the documentation held by MOD, of any official photographs

having been taken. Lord Hill-Norton has, of course, recently supplied photographs and a CD to the

Minister. The status of this material is not known. o i

L ». l R
raft Answer 4 .ﬁ‘ :

dopafirax ¥ ol aalat By o udh | Witahgahom |

The memorandum from Lieutenant Colonel Halt dated 13 January 1981, reportmg events in

Rendlesham Forest in December 1980, is the only official document

States Air Force to MOD



LORDS WRITTEN PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION - URGENT ACTION REQUIRED

DATE FOR RETURN : 12:00 ON 11 October 2001
PQ REFERENCE : PQ 0532M

PQ TYPE : LORDS WRITTEN
MINISTER REPLYING : -NOTFOUND-
LEAD BRANCH: : SEC (AS)

COPY ADDRESSEE(S) :

MDP Sec

DI(Sec)

Defence Estates

CS HQ Strike Cmd

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 these 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 CB KCB

QUESTION

To ask Her Majesty’s Government To ask Her Majesty's Government whether the United States Air
Force investigated and photographed a site in Rendlesham Forest where it was alleged that an
Unidentified Flying Object had landed in December 1980; whether the photographs depicted an
indentation where the object might have landed; and whether they have a copy of the report and
photographs arising from the investigation. (HL743)
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE ,,
OLD WAR OFFICE BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SWTA 2eU
Telephone _(D:rect Dialling) -
020 7218 9000 (Switchboard)
MINISTER OF S ' :
THE ARMED FOL%EESFOR ’ fo 2 é
~ D/MIN(AFYAIA185/01N | O October 2001 -

Turning to your letter of 4 September, | can only reiterate the points
made in my letter of 14 August. The Ministry of Defence has assessed that

SRRl <port does not substantiate an event of defence concern.
However, my offer to have MOD officials view the video recordings remains

extant.

The Rt Hon Adam Ingram JP MP

Admiral of the Fleet The Lord Hill- Norton GCB

House of Lords - '
London 102No. .. DAS :,
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D/DAS/64/4

4 Qctober 2001

Ministerial Correspondence Unit

through DAS AD (L

MINISTERIAL CORRESPONDENCE - DP 4206 AND DP 4281 — THE LLORD HILI-

NORTON

1.

N

This year Lord Hill-Norton has tabled eleven PQs and written five items of Ministerial
Correspondence for answer by MOD Ministers on the subject of well known ‘UFO’ sightings i in
Rendlesham Forest, Suffolk in December 1980. In an answer dated 16 May to two of his letters,
Minister (DP)’s predecessor sent the peer a number of papers on the Rendlesham Forest
incident.

Lord Hill-Norton’s two latest letters on the subject (of 20 and 22 September and signed on his
behalf by his Secretary) ask the Minister to look into the initial investigation early in 1981 and
challenge the judgement that there was no evidence to substantiate an event of defence concern.
The letter of 22 September encloses a copy of a short press article he cites as being relevant.
Some twenty years after the alleged events it is not possible to answer all of Lord Hill-Norton's
questions without resorting to speculation. The Department’s interest in reports of
‘unexplained’ aerial sightings is to establish whether there is anything that might be of defence
significance, such as hostile air activity in UK airspace. An event that has “no defence
significance” is one that is regarded as presenting no direct military threat against sovereign
territory. In 1981, all available substantiated evidence was looked at the in the usual manner by
those within MOD with a responsibility for air defence matters and the judgement made that
there was no indication that a breach of the United Kingdom’s air defences had occurred.

In his letter of 20 September, Lord Hill-Norton referred to a Departmental minute from
February 1981 which was among the papers sent to him by the Minister’s predecessor. He
notes the comment that the peak radiation reading recorded at the time appeared “significantly
higher” than the average background reading. He asks for an explanation of the apparent
dlscrepancy between this comment and the reply given by Lord Gilbert, to a PQ tabled by the
peer in 1997 (Flag A), that there was no record of an official assessment of the radiation
readings reported. Both the minute from 1981, and a later file note written by a member of the
Secretariat staff (also included in the papers re]eased to the peer), indicate that while some basic
enquiries were undertaken and speculative opinion offered, no full assessment was made of the
radiation readings. Lord Gilbert’s reply was correct. -

Lord Hill-Norton asks if he might he provided with the documents that have been withheld from
members of the public who have requested the papers we hold on the events under the Code of
Practice on Access to Government Information. Five documents were withheld of which two
have recently been cleared for issue; those are now attached to the draft reply. The remaining
three comprise advice to Ministers and an exchange of letters between a MP and a Minister. A
decision has been taken to maintain the exemption on these documents as disclosure would


The National Archives
Rendlesham Forest
File note dismisses claims that significance should be attached to claims that radiation levels at Rendlesham were higher than expected. 


“harm the frankness and candour of internal discussion” (Exemption 2 to the Code of Practice).
Enquiries made with DS Sec and CNS’ office indicate no requirement to make an exception in
the case of Lord Hill-Norton due to his status.

6. In his penultimate paragraph, Lord Hill-Norton suggests thatMinister seek a briefing from
Defence Intelligence staff. This is not considered necessary as incident is not a matter of

current intelligence interest.

7. The article from the Ipswich Evening Star, to which the letter of 22 September refers, contains
no new information but puts its own interpretation on the content of the Departmental papers,
describing the largely unclassified pages as “secret files”. The only two classified papers,
graded ‘Restricted’, are now being released under the Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information and are being sent to Lord Hill-Norton with this Jatest reply.

8. A draft reply is attached. Lord Hill-Norton may be giisappoihted with the answer to his letters‘
but this really is all there is to say.

Signed

DAS (LA) Ops + Pol
MT 6/71

Drafted by: DAS (LA) Ops + Pol
Authorised by DAS AD (LA)



DP 4206 & 4281
October 2001

Thank you for the letters of 20 and 22 September in which you have raised further questions

concerning events in Rendlesham Forest in 1980.

You challenge the judgement that there was no evidence to substantiate an event of defence
concern; the information recorded in papers generated early in 1981 does, however, support that
conclusion. With regard to your point about radiation readings, while Departmental minutes
indicate that some basic enquiries were made and speculative opinion offered, no full assessment
was made of the readings. An offer to undertake further enquiries is recorded in the papers but

there is no indication that this was taken up.

I regret that I am unable to answer your questions concerning General Gabriel; there is no evidence

of further analysis by the USAF in the pzipers held by MOD.

In her letter of 16 May 2001, my predecessor mentioned that she was attaching a number of papers
on the events in Rendlesham Forest. The papers were ones that had recently been supplied to a
member of the public on request under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information
and five documents had been withheld, under Code exemptions. That person has recently appealed
against the decision and two of the papers are being released to that individual; copies are now
attached to this letter. The three remaining papers comprise an exchange of letters between an MP
and a Minister, a minute between an official and a Minister’s office, with a suggested Parliamentary
Question response and background note, and a duplicate éopy of the front page of the official’s
minute I have just mentioned. These papers will continue to be withheld under Exemption 2 of the
Code of Practice, “whose disclosure would harm the frankness and candour of internal discussion”.
You will I am sure appreciate that, notwithstanding the unclassified nature of the documents, advice
to Ministers is generally not made Widely available even within the Department to officials and
members of the Services unless they have a need to know the exéct nature of the exchange. 1
should like to continue to maintain this convention in this instance and, therefore, have not

instructed that the papers be attached to this letter.



In conclusion, T would like to thank you for sending me a copy of the article in the Ipswich Evening

Star.

- THELORD BACH
Admiral of the Fleet the Lord Hill-Norton GCB
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DAS4A(SEC)

From: System Administrator

To: PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRIES

Sent: 04 October 2001 18:33

Subject: Delivered: DP4206 (FORMERLY AF4208) and DP4281 - the Lord Hill-Norton

Your message

To: PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRIES

Ce: DAS4A1A{SEC) '

Subject: DP4206 (FORMERLY AF4206) and DP4281 - the Lord Hill-Norton
Sent: 04/10/01 18:33

was delivered to the following recipient(s):

PARLIAMENTARY ENQUIRIES on 04/10/01 18:33
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WA 169 4 WA 170

Written Answers

[14 OCTOBER 1997] Written Answers .

Lord Gilbert: 1 am advised that the asbestos 96 '

identified at the Camberley site presents no threat to aC

health if left undisturbed. Its removal would be requiredw

X Lieutenant Colonel Charles Halt:
Memorandum

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

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

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

How the radiation readings reported to the Ministry
of Defence by Lieutenant Colonel Charles Halt in his
memorandum dated 13 January 1981 compare to the
normal levels of background radiation in
Rendelsham Forest. :

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

There is no record of any official assessment of the
radiation readings reported by Lieutenant Colone!l Halt.
From a Defence perspective some 16} years after the

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

Joint Services Command and Staff College

Lord Kennet asked Her Majesty’s Government:

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

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

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

Whether the anticipated overall cost to the taxpayer
of the PFI scheme currently being considered for the
new site of the JSCSC will be declared to
Parliament; and

Further to the Written Answers by Lord Gilbert on
21 July (WA 147-148) on the future of the Joint
Services Command and Staff College (JSCSQO),
whether apart from the provision of married
accommodation, the Greenwich site would be at least
£200 million cheaper than accommodation at the
proposed greenfield site at Shrivenham; and whether
the cost of the Shrivenham site is expected to be
around £500 million.

NRLWAAPAGL

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

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

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

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

The last time that Greenwich costs were subjected to
formal assessment was around the end of 1994. The
results of this assessment were published in the
Consultative Document of January 1995. These showed
the Greenwich option, leaving aside the cost of
providing the necessary married accommodation, to be
more than 25 per cent. more expensive than the
Camberley option. There is no evidence to suggest that,
if the costs of the Greenwich option were revisited, they
would prove anything other than significantly more
expensive than both the Camberley option and the
Preferred Shrivenham Bid submitted in the course of the
PFI competition.

—
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DAS4A(SEC)
From: infoExp-Access2
Sent: 01 October 2001 17:15
To: DAS4A(SEC)
Subject: Code

Importance: High

As we discussed on the phone, the decision has been made to maintain the exemption on the three remaining
documents as disclosure would "harm the frankness and candour of internal discussion” (exemption 2). This is extant
for the public at large, including Lord Hill-Norton. "Need to know" is not an issue as whatever the practice may have
been in the past, cases are judged on their individual merits, regardiess of the motives of the requester.

Regards,

InfoExp-Access2
St Giles 819

Tel:
Fax




DAS4A(SEC)

From: DI ISEC SEC7

Sent: 01 October 2001 15:59
To: DAS4A(SEC)
Subject: Lord Hill-Norton letter

| apologise for failing to address the issue of a DIS member briefing Ministers on the Rendlesham Forest incident.
We suggest the following line to take:

As the incident took place over twenty years ago, it is not of current intelligence interest and we therefore see no
necessity to brief the Minister.



LOOSE MINUTE
D/D1 SEC/10/8/3
1 October 2001

=

LETTER FROM LORD HILI-NORTON TO LORD BACH

1. Inresponse to your query about a letter sent by Lord Hill-Norton to Minister DP
about papers the DIS might hold on an alleged ‘UFO’ incident in late 1980 in
Rendlesham forest, we have searched all the relevant files and no further information
has been found. ¢

3. If you have any queries between now and Thursday, please contact
_éh After Thursday, I will be back in office and you can contact

me on the extension below.

2. Many thanks.

DIISEC 7
WH306


The National Archives
Rendlesham Forest
Note reveals a search by Defence Intelligence staff has found no further information on the Rendlesham incident in intelligence archives.


DAS4A(SEC)

From: DI ISEC SEC7

Sent: 01 October 2001 15:44
To: DAS4A(SEC)
Subject: Lord Hill-Norton letter
PSALM

Thanks,

DISEC7

]

tord hill nortanresp.doc



DAS4A(SEC)

From: DAS4A(SEC)

Sent: 27 September 2001 12:10

To: Info(Exp)-Access?; InfoExp-Access2
Subject: CODE OF ACCESS

Importance: High

Mpreciate some fairly speedy advice on a question related to the Code.

The matter concemns our Rendlesham Forest material currently held b lowing his consideration of a request
from a [YSNOMIZIOII for a wiaver of the exemption on material (5 documents) in that file.

Lord-Hill Norton (ex CDS) is a frequent correspondent on the subject of UFOs. He is one of the people who have
received the Rendlesham correspondence - minus the 5 documents - via Minister DP. You have indicated that two
may be released, three, comprising advice to Ministers, will continue to be whithheld.

Lord H-N has indicated that, as he remains on the Active List, he hopes we shall be able to release all the papers to
him.

| made prelimenary enquiries with DS Sec and CNS' office. DS Sec was consulted and advised that we should look
at the question in the light of whether Lord HN needed to know this information. DS Sec personally thought it
unlikely that there was a need to know in this instance.

i was referred to CNS' office also in view of CNS' tradition of briefing retired 2* and above. | was advised that CNS
had not continued the briefing tradition of his predecessors.

Do you, with your lead interest in the Code, have any additional advice or instruction? | would be grateful for your
response by COP 1 October, to allow us 1o meet the deadline on this Ministerial correspondence.
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~ Directorate Air Staff
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To: RS- v! 1SEC SEC4

Copy to:
Date: 26 September 01
Subject: MINISTERIAL CORRESPONDENCE - THE LORD HILL-NORTON

I attach a copy of a letter sent by Lord Hill-Norton to Minister DP. It relates to papers
on an alleged ‘UFQ’ incident from late 1980 in Rendlesham forest in the vicinity of
RAF Woodbridge/RAF Bentwaters. The incident was the subject of a book by Ms
Georgina Bruni published shortly before Christmas 2000.

Lord Hill-Norton, an ex-CDS with a long-standing interest in the subject of ‘UFOs’,
is asking a range of questions on the papers held by this Directorate. One question
concerns unclassified correspondence from AD DI152 and DISS (copies of the two
papers are attached) supplied to Lord Hill-Norton under the Code of Practice on
Access to Government Information. The papers we still hold on ‘Rendlesham Forest’
indicate no further correspondence on the subject [of background radioactivity] but
we would appreciate confirmation from yourselves that the letters of 23 February and
2 March are the last you hold on the incident in 1981. (I raise this question as the
“file’ we hold is a compilation of papers possibly drawn together in 1983 and we
cannot be certain that we hold all relevant correspondence.)



In the penultimate paragraph of his letter Lord Hill-Norton suggests that a member of
the DI staff might brief Minister DP on ‘Rendlesham Forest” specifically and, more
generally, on ‘UFOs’. PS to Minister DP has confirmed that they are content to take
advice on this matter; perhaps you would let me know whether or not you would
consider a briefing by DI necessary or appropriate. As you will know, the line taken
by this Directorate, in the light of the correspondence we answer and any advice we
have received from air defence staff, has been over many years that:

“MOD’s only interest in reports of ‘unexplained’ aerial sightings is to establish
whether there is anything which might be of defence concern.”

“ MOD does not have any expertise or role in respect of “‘UFO’ matters or to the
question of the existence or otherwise of extraterrestrial life forms, about which it

remains totally open-minded. To date, MOD knows of no evidence that substantiates
the existence of these alleged phenomena.”

I would be grateful if I could have your response by 1 October.
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Copy to: ‘

Date: 26 September 01 ‘

Subject: MINISTERIAL CORRESPONDENCE - THE LORD HILL-NORTON

I attach a copy of a letter sent by Lord Hill-Norton to Minister DP. It relates to papers
on an alleged “UFO’ incident from late 1980 in Rendlesham forest in the vicinity of
RAF Woodbridge/R AF Bentwaters. The incident was the subject of a book by Ms
Georgina Bruni published shortly before Christmas 2000.

Lord Hill-Norton, an ex-CDS with a long-standing interest in the subject of ‘UFQs’,
is asking a range of questions on the papers held by this Directorate. One question
concerns unclassified correspondence from AD DI152 and DI55 (copies of the two
papers are attached) supplied to Lord Hill-Norton under the Code of Practice on
Access to Government Information. The papers we still hold on ‘Rendlesham Forest’
indicate no further correspondence on the subject [of background radioactivity] but
we would appreciate confirmation from yourselves that the letters of 23 February and
2 March are the last you hold on the incident in 1981. (I raise this question as the
“file’ we hold is a compilation of papers possibly drawn together in 1983 and we
cannot be certain that we hold all relevant correspondence.)
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MINISTERIAL CORRESPONDENCE

FOR IMMEDIATE ACTION
IMPORTANT - YOU MUST READ THIS GUIDANCE

D
TO: Das A SeC MC REF NUMBE;% H06 12001
Copy to: W}‘W‘j |
MINISTER REPLYING: Mmf(ﬁr)?m DRAFT REQUIRED BY: = /(X 12001

DATE: &4{ A /2001 FROM: Ministerial Correspondence Unit

Room 222WH YN Scction 40 | FAX: EESR

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: THE DEPARTMENT IS COMMITTED TO ANSWERING 90%
OF IT’S MINISTERIAL CORRESPONDENCE WITHIN 15 WORKING DAYS; OUR
PERFORMANCE IN FY 2000/01 - WHILE MUCH IMPROVED - WAS SIGNIFICANTLY LOWER
THAN THIS.

A NAMED OFFICIAL AT PAY BAND B2 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 LETTER
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®.)

** TO BE GIVEN PRIORITY AT ALL TIMES **
+x SHILL "TTV LV ALTHONYd NFALD HE OL »»

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

Number of pages sent by faxé

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

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

DEADLINES: It is important that your draft is with us by the date shown at the top of this notice, as
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
letter, and advises when a substantive reply can be expected. You should aim to provide a substantive
draft reply within a further 8 working days. Interim replies should be used infrequently, as every effort
must be made to reply to Minjsterial Correspondence 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.

LAYQUT: Drafi replies should be double-spaced. Always include the full reference mumber 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.

MINISTER RESPONDING: SofS will usually reply to Cabinet colleagues, Privy Councillors (the Rt
Hon) and Opposition Defence spokesmen, unless they have written direct to a junior Minister.
Correspondence from other MPs, MEPs and Peers will generally be handled by a junior Minister with
relevant policy responsibility.

OPENING AND CLOSING: All Ministers prefer to start: “Thank you for your letter of ...(MP’s ref if
given) on behalf offenclosing one from your constituent, Mr ... of ... about ...~

If a Minister is replying on behalf of another, start: “Thank you for your letter of ... ta Geoff Hoon/Adam
Ingram/Willy Bach/Lewis Moonie on behalf etc”™

For Mr Ingram, add: “I am replying in view of my responsibility for ...”

For Lord Bach, add: “J am responding because of my responsibility for this issue.” (or, in the case of
letters from fellow Peers: "I have been asked 1o respond. ™)

For Dr Moonie, add: “7 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 helpfil”; “1 hope this explains the position/situation”; I am sorry I cannot be more
helpful”; or “I am sorry to send what I know will be a disappointing reply”.

OPEN GOVERNMENT: Replies MUST be drafted in accordance with the Code of Practice on Access to
Government Information. Jt 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 T am withholding the information requested under exemption 1 of Part II of the Code
of Practice on Access 1o Government Information.” It is NOT acceptable to rely on past practice. Further
information is available from DG Info on

INTERIM REPLIES: If it is obvious on receipt of a piece of Ministerial Correspondence 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 **
(

DNVESTOR IN PROFLE.

Revised 12 June 2001
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In the past, MOD (unlike some other Government
departments) has counted only substantive replies
to Ministerial Correspondence in its performance
statistics. To more accurately reflect the efforts that
are being made to respond on time to enquiries,
Parliamentary Branch will now consider the inclusion
of ‘substantive interims’ — that is, replies (provided
within the deadline) that answer the majority of the
questions put to the Minister, or go as far as they
possibly can at that particular point in time. Any such
draft should make clear that the Department would
need longer than 15 working days to answer the
questions that remain outstanding, but that the
Minister would follow up on those points as soon as
he was able. A sensible and realistic bring forward
date would also be required to enable Parliamentary

Branch to monitor such cases.

This initiative should be useful where the points
being raised include a redress or grievance case, or
a policy review. It should also contribute to the
Department’s effort to meet the challenging .
performance target of answering 90% of all
Ministerial Correspondence within 15 working days

in the current financial year.
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Ministry of Defence ' v e
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Whitehall — '
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20 September, 2001
Dear Lord Bach,

Thank you for your letter dated 9™ September. I am glad that you have made the time
to listen yourself to the CD made by Halt. I felt sure that you would find it as
convincing as [ and several others who have heard did. I do not share your view that
after more than 20 years it is no longer worthwhile to re-open the matter, and what
follows may, I hope persuade you to change your views.

You will be aware of my long-standing interest in the Rendlesham Forest incident, on
which | have corresponded with your predecessors Lord Gilbert and Lady Symons.

MOD civil servants have consistently tried to down play these events, using phrases
such as “unexplained lights”, when they know very well that the original United States
Air Force report referred to a “strange glowing object” which was described as being
“metallic in appearance and triangular in shape™.

Lady Symous kindly sent me copies of various MOD documents on this incident, and
I 'would ask that you read the 1981 papers concerning the initial investigation. I think
you will find them very revealing. They illustrate that despite your Department’s
public position that the incident was adjudged to be of “no defence significance”, your
own Air Defence and Defence Intelligence Staff divisions took a very different view.

In commenting on the radiation readings taken at the landing site, D152 said that the
peak reading “seems significantly higher than the average background”. Yet in
previous PQs (e.g. WA 169 of 14 October 1997) the MOD have denied that any
official assessment of the radiation readings was carried out. Please explain this
discrepancy.

The MOD documents also reveal that tape recordings of the incident were handed to
- General Gabriel, who “happened to be visiting the station”, At the time, General
Gabriel was Commander in Chief of the United States Air Forces in Europe. So what
was the purpose of his visit; who handed him the tape recordings; what further
analysis took place and was this data shared with UK authorities?
Continued:



24 SEP 2BB1 8:48 AM FR PARLIAMENTARY BRQNCH_TO DASCSEC) P.@S

When Lady Symons sent me the documents, she omitted to mention that several had
been withheld. I understand that some members of the public have applied for them
under the terms of the Code of Practice for Access to Government Information, and
were told that five were being withheld under Exemptions 1 & 2. I hope that as I am
still on the Active List and thus still bound by my clearance at any level up to Top
Secret and beyond, and that as I am a former Chief of the Defence Staff and Chairman
of the NATO Military Committee, you will feel able to send me these missing
documents.

According to two USAF witnesses, Colonel Charles I Halt and former Staff Sergeant
Jim Penniston; after the incident, the American witnesses were debriefed by what they
say was a “British Agent”. I appreciate that in drawing up a response to this letter
your Private Office Staff will seek advice and a draft from DAS. I would request,
however, that you ask the appropriate DIS specialists to brief you privately on this
matter and on the UFO phenomenon more generally. I would also ask that you take a
personal look at the 1981 papers before replying to me.

Your letter has been sent to me at my holding address so I have to ask my secretary,
after she has typed this to sign it on my behalf, in order to save time.

Yours sincerely,

Secretary to Lord Hill-Norton

% TOTAL PRGE.BS *xx*
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MINISTERIAL CORRESPONDENCE

FOR IMMEDIATE ACTION
IMPORTANT - YOU MUST READ THIS GUIDANCE

TO: t{‘\s 34( $€C

MC REF NUMBER: Y L8 12001

Copy to: . -
MINISTER REPLYING: ‘\Q/\N(/Q P DRAFT REQUIRED BY: ? / LQOOI

DATE: L Q/zom FROM B  1inisterial Correspondence Unit
Room 222WH gyaliSeciion 40 | IS S Ciion 40

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: THE DEPARTMENT IS COMMITTED TO ANSWERING 90%
OF I'T°S MINISTERIAL CORRESPONDENCE WITHIN 15 WORKING DAYS; OUR
PERFORMANCE IN FY 2000/01 - WHILE MUCH IMPROVED - WAS SIGNIFICANTLY LOWER
THAN THIS.

A NAMED OFFICIAL AT PAY BAND B2 LEVEL OR ABOVE MUST CLEAR ALL DRAFTS.

et ity

OTHER GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR MOD DIVISIONS SHOULD BE CONSULTED AS
NECESSARY.

IF YOU ARE AN AGENCY, THE MINISTER’S OFFICE HAS DIRECTED THAT THIS LETTER
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: é
**TO BE GIVEN PRIORITY AT ALL TIMES **
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** TO BE GIVEN PRIORITY AT ALL TIMES **

+* TO BE GIVEN PRIORITY AT ALL TIMES **

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

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. 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
letter, and advises when a substantive reply can be expected. You should aim to provide a substantive

draft reply within a further 8 working days. Interim replies should be used infrequently, as every effort
rmust be made to reply to Ministerial Correspondence 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 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.

MINISTER RESPONDING: SofS will usually reply to Cabinet colleagues, Privy Councillors (the Rt
Hon) and Opposition Defence spokesmen, unless they have written direct to a junior Minister.
Correspondence from other MPs, MEPs and Peers will generally be handled by a junior Minister with
relevant policy responsibility.

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

If 2 Minister is replying on behalf of another, start: “Thank you for your letter of ... to Geoff Hoon/Adam
Ingram/Willy Bach/Lewis Moonie on behalf etc”

For Mr Ingram, add: “7 am replying in view of my responsibility for ...”

For Lord Bach, 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: “J 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”; "1 am sorry I cannot be more
helpful”; or “I am sorry to send what I 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 “1 am withholding the information requested under exemption 1 of Part I of the Cade
of Practice on Access to Government Information.” It is NOT acceptable to rely on past practice. Further
information is available from DG Info on

INTERIM REPLIES: If it is obvious on receipt of a piece of Ministerial Correspondence 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.

** TQ BE GIVEN PRIORITY AT ALL TIMES **
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In the past, MOD (unlike some other Government
departments) has counted only substantive replies
to Ministerial Correspondence in its performance
statistics. To more accurately reflect the efforts that
are being made to respond on time to enquiries,
Parliamentary Branch will now consider the inclusion
of ‘substantive interims’ — that is, replies (provided
within the deadline) that answer the majority of the
questions put to the Minister, or go as far as they
possibly can at that particular point in time. Any such
draft should make clear that the Department would
need longer than 15 working days to answer the
questions that remain outstanding, but that the
Minister would follow up on those points as soon as
he was able. A sensible and realistic bring forward
date would also be required to enable Parliamentary
Branch to monitor such cases.

This initiative should be useful where the points
being raised include a redress or grievance case, or
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