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FILE NOTE

Although the cover of this file states that it was opened on 25 October 1982, it is clear
that this was not the case. Sec(AS) was not in being at this time only being formed
around early 1985 and therefore no file with a reference number starting with D/Sec
(AS) could have been in existence in 1982. Although no record of when it was opened
can be found, it is probable that it was created during the period 1991-94.

The file itself is clearly a compilation file comprised primarily of documents that were
removed from their original file and placed on this file. This would account for the non
sequential enclosure numbers which may confuse readers. Enclosure 29 on page 14
lists which files many of the enclosures are believed to have originally come from.

DAS-FOI
9 April 2008


The National Archives
UFO file release August 2009
This file covered the Rendlesham Forest sightings of December 1980. This page provides a note on the history of the file.
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M1

A copy of this file was requested under the Code of Practice on Access to

Government Information ithe Codei in Mai 2001 bi_

A copy was sent on 11 May 2001. Five documents were withheld under
Exemptions of the Code. Two under Exemption 1 (Defence, Security and
International Relations) and three under Exemption 2 (Internal opinion advice,
recommendation, consultation and deliberation). Some details were obscured in
accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998.

appealed to the Department (DG Information (Exploitation)) against
the decision to withhold these documents and the two withheld under Exemption
1 were released in September 2001. DG Info(Exp) upheld the Directorate of Air
Staff (DAS) decision to withhold the remaining three documents under
Exemption 2 and Sl el was advised of his right to approach the
Parliamentary Ombudsman if he was not satisfied with this decision. Further
details can be found on D/DAS(Sec)/64/3/11 Part B.

The file was also sent to other individuals who had learnt of its release and made
requests for copies. One such individual,

was sent the file on 9 November 2001. He also appealed
against the decision to withhold the three documents under Exemption 2 of the
Code and when his appeal was unsuccessful, decided to take the case to the
Ombudsman.

On 17 July 2002 the Ombudsman wrote to the Permanent Secretary with his
decision. The three documents that had been withheld were correspondence
between an MP and a Minister, two draft replies to ministerial correspondence
and associated background notes. The Ombudsman commended the MOD on
the release of the majority of this file (some 174 pages) and recognised the
strength of argument that advice and recommendations contained in submissions
to Ministers depended on candour for their effectiveness. He also agreed that
these documents do fall under the scope of Exemption 2. However, in the
particular circumstances of this case he recommended that the documents should
nonetheless be released and the MOD accepted this decision. The remaining
documents from this file were released to Sl eIl on 24 July 2002. Further
details of the Ombudsman case can be found on D/Sec(AS)/64/3/10 Part A.

The Department also agreed to release the documents to all those other
individuals from whom they had previously been withheld and letters were sent
to 18 others on 25 July 2002. All enquirers after this date will receive a copy of
the whole file.

DAS-LA-Ops+Poll

1 August 2002
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UFO file release August 2009
Background on the previous release of this file under Code of Practice in May 2001 and details of Ombudsman judgement that followed.


(,ar% ol ot VIS JIO]OY — fouk A o Yo el AO00I .

RAF LIAISON OFFICE
Royal Air Force Bentwaters Woodbridge Suffolk IP122RQ

Telephone WOOdbridge_

Your reference

MOD (Ps8a) Our reference BENT/019/76
AIR

Pate /¢ January 1981

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS (UF@'s)

T attach a copy of a2 repcrt I have received from
the Deputy Base Commander at RAF Bentwaters con-
cerning some mysterious sightings in the Rendle-
sham forest near RAF Woodbridge. The report is

forwarded for your inj ation and action as con-
sidered necessary.

D H MORELAND
Scquadron Leader
RAF Commander

Copy to:

SRAFLO, RAF Mildenhall

A G (gj%; e

(- bon g lbee k., Tbeg (4’%’\;_)5)- N N ¢
3 : Bish
PSIACS (Cromens )
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Covering note to MoD from Sqn Ldr Don Moreland of RAF Woodbridge, reporting mysterious sightings in Rendlesham forest.


REPLY TO
ATTIN OF:

SUBJECT:

T0:

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS 81ST COMBAT SUPPORT GROUP (USAFE)
APO NEW YORK 09755

CD 13 Jan 81

Unexplained Lights

RAF/CC

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

RAF Woodbridge. Thinking an aircraft might have crashed or been forced
down, they called for permission to go outside the gate to investigate.
The on-duty flight chief responded and allowed three patreolmen +o Dro-
ceed on foot. The individuals reported seeing a strange glowing object
in the forest. The object was described as being metalic in appearance
and triangular in shape, approximately two to three meters across the
base and approximately two meters high. It jlluminated the entire forest
with a white 1ight. The object itself had a pulsing red light on top and
a bank(s) of blue lights underneath. The object was hovering or on legs.
As the patrolmen approached the object, it maneuvered through the trees
and disappeared. At this time the animals on a nearby farm went into a
frenzy. The object was briefly sighted approximately an hour later near
the back gate.

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

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

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

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

in the sky, two objects to the north and one to the south, all of which
were about 100 off the horizon. The objects moved rapidly in sharp angular
movements and displayed red, green and blue lights. The objects to the
north appeared to be elliptical through an 8-12 power lens. They then
turned to full circles. The objects to the north remained in the sky for
an hour or more. The object to the south was visible for two or three
hours and beamed down a stream of light from time to time. Numerous indivi-
duals, including the undersigned, witnessed the activities in paragraphs

2 and 3.

B 7
CHARLES I. HALT, Lt Col, USAF
Deputy Base Commander
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Lt Colt Halt's famous memo to MoD, 13 January 1981, describing UFO sightings at RAF Woodbridge in December 1980.
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1. During the preparation for the Lords Deba:
18 Jan 1979, DI 55RO :Cc contribu
Draf ”’OQ1qr Add "ess and Backzround note. 6 vhe uulL of »evoria
of unusual sighting have been of a routine nat Leo Hovever T

have been asked by DS8 1if any other dept would have an interesth

in the attached correspondence from the USLF Deputy Dase Commander

at Bentwaters.
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2. Ve would particularly like to APOX
1vity are unusual or whether th
range ©oO be expeCUea.

Encl: Dept of the Air Force letter 1% Jan 81



v OOBE MINUTE

UNEAPLATNED LIGHTS

Reference: A. D/D88/72/4/2 dated 20 Jan 81.

1. 4t Reference you forwarded a report from RAT Bentwaters for
nformetion and asked if anyone else might have an interest in the
from the aettachcd 11, I forwerded a copy

onte”t. You will see Ixorv

to DIS5 and PS/ACS(G) (RAE I have had no response

2. S0C/CRC Neatisheed regret that the radar camera recoxder vas
'itcned of f at 15277 on 29 Dec 80 and an examination of the cxecutl:
logs revealed no entry in respect of unusual redar returns or cther

pnusual occurrences.

3. T have spoken with Sqgn Idr lMorelend at Bentwabters and he considex
%he Depubty Base Commander a sound source. I asked 1f the jrcident
had been reported on the USAF net an advised that tape
recorders of the evidence had been h Gq Gsbriel who hapoencd
to be vigiting the station. Perhap ¢ reagonsble to sgk

-

if we could heve tape recordings as

; é Teb 81
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DIS5a Atin

1. Like DIS5, DIE2 do not know of any serious explanation for the phenoumeasn
descrilicd et reference. N

2. Backsround rodioactivily varies considerekly due to o munmber of

The value of 0.4 “illiroentocns Ur), I assuze that this iz per nhouxr,
significontly high ; of ¢ 23,

910)
expect the variation in this o be much rore thon o facto“ of tvwo, although it

might be greater for specific rcasons.

Fe If you wish to pursue this further I covld mclke cneu uiri

c3 a8 o n;turul
~background levels in the area, The way the US report is uritten, hovever,

svggests that 0.1 wr wes greater than they expectad.

23 February 1931

P
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(i) Key enclosures which support the recommendation are:

(i) Atthe end of the specified retention period the file is to be:

v

Destroyed ‘ D W

Considered by CS(RM) for
permanent preservation D

¢.  Of no further administrative value but worthy of consideration by CS(RM) for permanent preservation.

O<

PART 3. BRANCH REVIEW(NG OFFICER E PART 4 DESTRUCTION CERTIFICATE
Signature: It is certified that the specified file hgs been destroyed.
) Signature:
Name:
(Block Capitals) Name: )
Grade/Rank: Date: (Block Capitals)
(Not below HEO/equivalent) ’ Grade/Rank: V’ : Date:

Witnessed by (T OP SECRET* and SECRET only)

Signature:
Name:

(Block Capitals)
Grade/Rank: Date:

*(FOR CS(RM) USE ONLY)
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LOOSE MINUTE

D/Sec(AS)/12/2/1

16 April 1998

MISSING ENCLOSURES PLACED ON FILE D/SEC(AS)/12/2/1 PT A

1. A close examination of the enclosures on this file

and closed files recalled from MOD archives has confirmed that
many enclosures have been removed from their original location.
The full details of the enclosures placed on D/Sec(AS)/12/2/1 are
as follows:

Enc no Removed from:

E132 - D/DS8/10/209 part D

E2 - D/DS8/10/209 part E

E121 - D?DSB/lO?ZOQ part E

E122 - D/DS8/10/209 part E

E159 - D/D58§10/209 part E (0/203— Uels - D-C
E180 - D/DS8/10/209 part E

El/1 - D/DS8/10/209 part F Cedtuol ¢Zu'

E2 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E6 - D/DS8/10/209 part F 40

E63 - D/DS8/10/209 part F 23 .ot
E64 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E65 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E66 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E67/1 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E67/2 - D/DS8/10/209 part F Seoen _ Yons,
E68/1 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E73 - D/DS8/10/209 part F I>[’

E75 - D/DS8/10/209 part F efe.

E81 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E82 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E83 - D/DS8/10/209 part F |
E84 - D/DS8/10/209 part F VéL o4 v
E85 - D/DS8/10/209 part F CE N“S'%&V‘Hafj
E86 - D/DS8/10/209 part F o

E87 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E88 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E89 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E90 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E91 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E95 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E96 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E97 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E98 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E100/1 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E100/2 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E101/2 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E104 - D/DS8/10/209 part F

E113 - D/DS8/10/209 part F



E6 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E7 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E8 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E9 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E10 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E12 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E13 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
El4 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E1l5 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E16 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E24 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E25 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E47. - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E48 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E79 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E80 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E87 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E88 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E89 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E90 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E91 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E92 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E94 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E96 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E97 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E98 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E99 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E104 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E105 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E108 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E109 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E114 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E115 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E125 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E126 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E127 - D/DS8/10/209 part G
E128 - D/DS8/10/209 part G

2. Enclosures 2, 3, 9, 25 and 26 appear to have been removed
from D/DS8/10/209 part H but that file has been destroyed and I am
unable to positively confirm this.

3. This file (D/Sec(AS)/12/2/1 part A) claims to have been
opened as a registered file on 25 October 1982. This is not
possible because Sec(AS) was not in being at that time. Sec(AS)
was previously DS8 until late '84/early '85. It is not possible to
ascertain exactly when this file was created.

SECiASiZ
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T REPLY TO.
" CATIN OF: -~

SUBJECT:

T10:

B 3 Jél 8]

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS 8151 COMBSAT SUPPORT GROUP (USAFE)
APO MEW YORK 09755

Unexplained Lights , e

RAF/CC

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

security police patrolmen saw unusual lights outside the back gate at .
RAF Woodbridge. Thinking an aircraft might have: crasked or been- forced -
down, they called for permission to go outside the gate to investigate. "~
The on-duty flight chief responded and allowed three patrelmen to pro-
ceed on foot. The individuals reported seeing a strange glow1ng obgebL

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

base and approximately two meters high. It jlluminated the entire forest
with a white 1ight. The object itself had a pulsing red light on top and
a bank(s) of blue lights underneath. The object was hovering or on legs.
As the patrolmen approached the object, it maneuvered through the trees
and disappeared. At this time the animals on a nearby farm went into a
frenzy. -The object was briefly sighted approximately an hour later nezar
the back gate.

2. The next day, three depressions 1 1/2" deep and 7" in diameter were

. found where the object had been sighted on the ground. The following

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

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

toward the depressions.

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

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

in the sky, two objects to the north and one to the south, all of which
were about 100 off the horizon. The objects moved rapidly in sharp angular
movements and displayed red, green and blue lights. The objects to the
north appeared.to be eltiptical through an 8-12 power lens. They then
turned to full circies. The objects to the.north rémained in the sky for
an hour or more. The object to the south was visible for two or three
hours and beamed down a stream of light from time.to time. Numerous indivi-
duals, including the undérsigned, witnessed the aetivities in paragraphs

\!T L.t Col, USAF
Deputy Base Commander

~n
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" LCOSE MINUTE
D/Sec(AS)12/2/71
25 Jan 94

CENTRAL TV UFO DOCUMENTARY - REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ON RENDLESHAM FOREST

1. We spoke yesterday about Central TV’s request for information on the UFO
sighting in Rendlesham Forest in December 1980.

2. I have been through our file on this incident, and have drawn together
an unclassified note based on previous MOD statements. This can be drawn upon
in ansvwering questions, or passed to Central TV in toto. I have also attached a
copy of Lt Col Halt’s report, which can be passed to Central TV.

3. As I mentioned yesterday, _ is still in the Department, and

works for the Housing Trust Team. I do not know what the rules are with regard
tc interviews with present or former officials, or whether it would be
vorthwhile having a word with her. I have not contacted her, but if you wish to

dc so, she is on _0

4., Please let me knov if you need anything else; as I mentioned, my
urderstanding is that this documentary is to be much more serious than some of
the more sensationalist programmes that have been produced in the past. I
be:lieve that it will be in our interests to be as helpful as we can, and to try
and reflect the good relationship that we now have with many of the more serious
UFO groups and researchers. There are still a few within the field who believe
that the MOD is involved in a cover- up, and I think the more helpful and open we
are, the less likely it is that this view will get an airing.

Sec(AS)2a
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UFO file release August 2009
MoD briefing prepared for Central TV documentary on Rendlesham.


UFO SIGHTING AT RENDLESHAM FOREST

We are aware that on 27 and 29 December 1980 a number of personnel from RAF

Woodbridge saw strange lights in the vicinity of the base, in Rendlesham Forest.

Lt Col Charles Halt USAF, the Deputy Base Commander, submitted a report on these
events, which was passed to the Ministry of Defence. As is the case with a11>
UFO reports submitted to the MOD, Lt Col Halt’s report was examined carefully by
those staff responsible for the air defence of the United Kingdom. No evidence
was found of any threat to the defence of the United Kingdom, and no further
investigations were carried out. No further information has come to light which
alters our vievw that the sightings of these lights was of no defence

significance.

Ne unidentified object was seen on radar during the period in question, and
there vas no evidence of anything having intruded into UK airspace, and landed

near RAF Woodbridge.

We are avare that there are a number of theories circulating about these UFO
sightings. One theory was that what was seen was the beam of the Orford Ness
lighthouse, with distortions being caused by the beam having been seen from

through the trees. There were also suggestions that fireball activity might

explain some of the lights.

In the absence of any hard evidence, the MOD remains open-minded about these

sightings.
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SUBJECT:

T0:

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS 81ST COMBAT SUPPORT GRCUP (USAFE)
APO NEW YORK 09755

- e e ey e e

Unexplained Lights SR , —

RAF/CC

- 1. Eariy in the morning of 27 Dec 80 (approxima@e]y 0300L), two USAF

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

in the forest. The object was described as being metalic in appearance
and triangular in shape, approximately two to three meters across the
base and approximately two meters high. It jlluminated the entire forest
with a white light. The object itself had a pulsing red light on top and
a bank(s) of blue 1ights underneath. The object was hovering or on legs.
As the patrolmen approached the object, it maneuvered through the trees
and disappeared. At this time the animals on a nearby farm went into a
frenzy. The object was briefly sighted approximately an hour later near
the back gate.

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

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

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

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

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

2 and 3. - :

CHARLES 1. HALT, Lt Col, USAF
Deputy Base Commander
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RAF LIAISON OFFICE
Royal Air Force Bentwaters Woodbridge Suffolk IP12 2RQ

Telephone Bentwaters_

Secretariat (Air Staff)2a

Room CYSeTeE 0

Ministry of Defence BENT/1/2/AIR
Main Building

Whitehall

LONDON  SW1A 2HB 27 July 1992

UFO SIGHTING - DECEMBER 1980

Reference:

A. D/Sec(AS)12/2/1 dated 2 July 1992.

1. T refer to your letter at Reference A concerning the reported sighting of
a UF0 on 27 December 1980. I have no records on this subject and the file to
which you refer has long since been destroyed.

2. However, I have spoken with our resident Historian from the 8lst Tactical
Fighter Wing who has unearthed an article which I have photocopied for your
information. It all makes interesting reading.

Yours sincerely

Squadron Leader
RAF Commander

EZ6



Woodbridge RAF/USAF Air Base 327

WOODBRIDGE RAF/USAF AIR BASE

in December 1980 it is at'zged that a grounded LSO was scenr iu ihe
Rendlesham Forest area outside the back gates of RAF/USAF Wood-
bridge in Suffolk, England.

There are various, and conflicting, reports about what occurred on the
night. According to the official report made by the Deputy Base Com-
mander, Lieutenant-Colonel Charles Halt, two security police witnessed
lights outside the back gate and called for permission to investigate on the
grounds that an aircraft might have crashed. Three patrolmen were sent
and they reported seeing a glowing object in the forest, described as
triangular in shape, about 9 feet wice and 6 feet high, and emanating a
powerful white light. Other reports detail blue and red lights at various
points on the object. It was either hovering or standing on short legs and as
the patrol approached, it manoeuvred away slowly through the trees on to
a nearby farm (causing some disturbance in the animals there) before
disappearing into the sky very quickly. However, the object was briefly
sighted again about an hour later.

Investigation the following day found three ground traces indicating
pessible landing leg depressions.

However, there are other stories of events that night including one
that the overall Commander of the base, Wing Commander Gordon
Williams, was present at the investigation and also communicated with
aliens that had been seen apparently carrying out repairs to the craft.

It is alleged that many films and photographs were taken but that these
were all confiscated by senior officers and have not been released.

Investigators examining these claims have obtained interviews with two
of the patrol who investigated the UFO, airman John Burroughs and a
second airman who remains anonymous and is given the pseudonym of
James Archer. Basically their stories agree with-the Deputy Command-
er'’s statement. Archer denies seeing aliens but saw shapes inside the
object, to which he had approached within three feet, and commented, ‘I
don’t know what they were but the shapes did not look human. Maybe
they were like robots.’

One of the security police at Woodbridge, Sergeant Adrian Bustinza,
. came forward after the publication of a book, Skycrash by Jenny Randles,

- Brenda Butler and Dot Street (see References and Background Material),
* and told his detailed version of events in the forest that night. Again, for
~ the most part, his account basically agrees with that of Lieutenant-Colonel
Halt. He describes the object as being seen through a yellow mist like
~ ‘nothing I have ever seen before’, and comments that it was a tremendous
size compared to the clearing it was in and that he was surprised it was able
to fit into the area. One major discrepancy arises in his description, how-
ever; he describes it as saucer-shaped rather than triangular-shaped, which
would seem to be a very major disagreement considering both reports
come from eye witnesses.

There is allegedly a tape recording made by Lieutenant-Colonel Halt
and his men while in the forest investigating the event and part of this has

i
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328 Woodruff, R. S.

been released by a former base commander at Woodbridge, Coloni
Morgan. On the tape various voices including Lieutenant-Colonel
describe what they are supposed to be seeing as they pursue
through the woods. b
When challenged by a former Chief of the Defence Staff, Adm
the-Fleet Lord Hill-Norton, the Secretary of State for Defence, .
Heseltine, through Lord Trefgarne, released the statement th
events to which you refer were of no defence significance’. :
As Lord Hill-Norton put it, there would seem to be some defen
significance either in an unknown object’s entering and possibly 1
in British territory or, alternatively, a deputy base commander of an_
USAF base filing a ludicrous and make-believe report. Lieutenant-Co
(now Colonel) Halt has confirmed subsequently that this memorandt
legitimate. He also went on to say, “There are a lot of things that are n
my memo.’ :

WOODRUFF, R. S. »
In many people’s eyes the quality of the witness to a UFO eve
important as the event itself. On that basis one sighting of three red li
UFOs buzzing low over cars near Bethel in Vermont, USA sheuld
highly. Witnesses in other cars watched a police car ahead being buz:
The police car contained a high State police official and the £
pathologist, Dr R. S. Woodruff.

Calculation by the police indicated that the speed of the UFOs was !
2,000 miles per hour.

Despite the fact that the UFOs had come down precisely together in 1
of formation, slowed down and flown parallel to the ground, the Air Fo
explained that they were only meteors. :

WRIGHT PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE ;o
Wright Patterson Air Force Base in America is a name that frequentyy
occurs in the pages of this encyclopedia and in the annals of UFO re

It is alleged that this base is the storehouse and examination facili
retrieved crash flying saucers and also for alien bodies.

Other stories have it that Wright Patterson contains a ‘quick rea
force’ desisned to retrieve downed saucers, a sort of SAS or SWAT te:
deal witn aliens. o

There is even an allegation that Senator Barry Goldwater attermp!
gain entry to the base to examine UFO evidence but was refused
then commanding officer, General Curtis LeMay.

WYKOFF, LIEUTENANT ROBERT C. ; -

On 10 August 1950 Navy physicist Lieutenant Robert Wykﬁff_
Navy. binoculars, watched 2 large disc-shaped UFO manoeuvring
Fdwards Air Force Base, the scene of many such sightings.
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g  From: - Secretariat(Air Staff)2a, Room-40
)

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB

Telephone (DirectDialling)
(Switchboard)
(Fax)

RAF Commander

RAF Bentwaters Our reference ‘
Voodbridge ‘D/Sec(AS)12/2/1
Suffolk Date
IP12 2RQ 2 July 1992
lzﬁaw' 39?\ LﬁéV
/
1. I am writing concerning the background to the UFO sighting near RAF

Woodbridge on 27 December 1980, and the report that was subsequently made by the
USAF Deputy Base Commander, Lt Col Halt.

2. I have attached a copy of a letter from one of your predecessors,
together with a copy of Lt Col Halt’s report, and I have two requests:

a.  If you have files going back this far, could I have a copy of the
original covering letter, BENT/19/76/Air dated 15 January 1981. I believe our
copy was archived some time ago.

b. I would be grateful if you would confirm that Lt Col Halt’s report is a
genuine USAF report; this may sound a strange request, but over the years there
have been a very clever series of hoax documents produced on the subject of
UFOs. These often relate to official government/military knowledge of UFOs, and
often appear to be on official notepaper - presumably using genuine official
letters sent to members of the public, with the hoax text placed over the
genuine text, and then photocopied again. In the absence of all the background
papers, I am unsure as to the exact circumstances under which this report first
surfaced. I do not know what standard practice would be, but would such a
report not have been submitted on paper with a Bentwaters/Woodbridge address?

3. This may all seem like ancient history, but this alleged incident has
become the best known UFO story in the UK, being mentioned in dozens of books on
the subject (including one entire book relating the story of how USAF personnel
repaired a crashed flying saucer and communicated with its alien occupants!).

We still receive a steady stream of telephone enquiries and letters on the
subject even to this day.

Y&vm §:‘N£/fd
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RAF LIAISON OFFICE
Royal Air Force Bentwaters Woodbridge Suffolk 1P12 2RQ

Telephone Woodbridge

o YouFreference

MOD(DS8a)
Our reference
BENT/19/76/Air
Date

2{ 0ctober 1982

e
N

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS (UFO0's)

Reference:
A. BENT/19/T76/Air dated 15 January 1981.

1. Under cover of reference A I forwarded you a copy of the Deputy
Base Commander's report concerning some unexplained lights and
sightings on 27/29 December 1980. Some time after the incident T
was approached by two women who claimed to be UFO investigators,

but I refused to confirm or deny their cleaims. A week ago I was
telephoned from New York by a from Omnie Magsazine.
He asked me questions about an article in & British UFO Magazine.
He claimed he was a serious UFO investigator and wanted to write an
objective article about the incident. I told him that whoever wrote

the article he described to me must have had a vivid imagination.

2. I have now managed to obtain a copy of the article and enclose a
copy for your information. The magazine is called "The Unexplained"
published weekly by:

ORBIS Publishing Ltd

The article was in Volume 9 Issue No 106.

would be grateful for

3. I now anticipape»a flood of enquiries .
some guidance on MOD Policy concerning UFO

D H MORELAND
Sgn Ldr
RAF Cdr
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-Cb oo T e o T ' 13 Jan 81

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS 81ST COMBAT SUPPORT GRCUP (USAFE)
APO NEW YORK 0975%

Unexplained Lights

e

RAF/CC

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

security police patrolmen saw unusual lights outside the back gate at
RAF Woodbridge. Thinking an aircraft might have crashed or been forced
down, they called for permission to go outside the gate to investigate.
The on-duty flight chief responded and allowed three patrolmen +o Dro-
ceed on foot. The individuals reported seeing a strange glowing object
in the forest. The object was described as being metalic in appearance
and triangular in shape, approximately two to three meters across the
base and approximately two meters high. It illuminated the entire forest
with a white 1ight. The object itself had a pulsing red light on top and
a bank(s) of blue Tights underneath. The object was hovering or on legs.
As the patrolmen approached the object, it maneuvered through the trees
and disappeared. At this time the animals on a nearby farm went into a
frenzy. The object was briefly sighted approximately an hour later nzar
the back gate.

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

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

toward the depressions.

3. Later in the night a red sun-like 1light was seen through the trees.

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

in the sky, two objects to the north and one to the south, all of which
were about 100 off the horizon. The objects moved rapidly in sharp angular
movements and displayed red, green and blue lights. The objects to the
north appeared to be e]liptical through an-8-12 power lens. They then
turned to full circles. The objects to the north remained in the sky for
an hour or more. The object to the south was visible for two or three
hours and beamed down a stream of light from time to time. Numerous indivi-
duals, including the undersigned, witnessed the activities in paragraphs

. HALT, Lt Col, USAF
Deputy Base Commander



From: _ Secretariat (Air Staff)2a, Room-O @

D/Sec(AS)12/2/1

5 August 1987

- B

Thank you for your letter dated 31 June which requested
information on the Rendlesham Forest "incident". As we mentioned to
you in our letter dated 16 May 1986 the only information that we have
on this alleged UFO sighting is the report by the Deputy Base
Commander of RAF Woodbridge, Lieutenant Colonel Charles Halt, USAF.
In case you haven't seen it before I attach a copy of the report
which may be of interest to you. You may recall that the sole
interest of the Ministry of Defence in reported sightings of UFOs is
to establish whether they have sny bearing on the defence of the
country. We are satisfied that the events described in Lieutenant
Colonel Halt's report are of no defence significance.

I hope that this proves useful.

“«
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I have enclosed a photo, for which { think will

danmuse vou.

I would be very grateful iF vou could =end me anv information

that vou may have on the rendelsham fForest case in "Dec 19807,

If vou cont have any information in the ministery could vou
0

tell me where to obtain some information_ oo thiS Caseemmmms
. gy,
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE |
Sec.(AS)2
YCURS SINCERELY. -3 JUL1987
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Edgar Hatvany

* Ministry of Defence here—No, Madam, it was just a Russian rocket breaking up on re-entry.”

The cartoon by JAK is reproduced by kind permission of the London "EVENING STANDARD" (22/NOV/68)
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From: _ Secretariat (Air Staff)2a, Room-40 @

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB

Talephona- (Direct Dialling)

{Switchboard)

Your reference

Our reference 1)/ se e (AS)12/2/10

Pate 24 August 1985

Peor R

Thank you for your letter of 9 July 1985. The Ministry of
Defence's interest in Unidentified Flying Objects (UFO's) was
explained to you by my predecessor,_ in his letters of
19 June and 18 July 1984,

The only information we have on the alleged "UFO sighting" at
Rendlesham Forest in December 1980 is the report by Colonel Charles
Halt, of the United States Air Force, We‘a;g\§atisfied that the
events described are of no defence significanceé;—We can find nothing
in our records to suggest that alleged eye-witnesses>were interviewed
by the MOD, this is consistent with our normal practice when dealing

with UFO reports.
%m Seen s W?



o+ Solicitor

OUR REF:
YOUR REF:

HH/MJC
D/Ds8/10/209

Ministry of Defence,

Main Building, RemERSHERRV0
Whitehall,

London.

SW1A 2HB

9th July 1985

For the attention of_ .
vear NI

re: UFO Sighting at Rendlesham Forest

I would be grateful if you could kindly indicate to me if your Department
interviewed any of the alleged eye witnesses to the above incident and if
s0, whom and the dates of such interviews.

Kind regardse.

Yours sincerely,
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Sec(AS)2a, Room 40
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE . -
Main Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB

Telephon (Direct Dialling)
(Switchboard)

Your reference

Our reference

New York 11572 Dato
USA Z July 1985

D/Sec(AS)12/2/1v//

Your letter of 3 March 1985, addressed to the Office of Publiec
Information, has been passed to me for reply. I am sorry that you
received no reply to your earlier letter, however I can find no trace
of it in our records. You may find it useful if I. explain that the
sole interest of the United Kingdom Ministry of Defence in reported
sightings of Unidentified Flying Objects (UFOs) is to establish
whether they have any bearing on the defence of the country.

There is no organisation in the Ministry of Defence appointed
solely for the purpose of studying reports of such objects, and no
staff are employed on the subject full time. The reports we receive
are referred to the staff in the Department who are responsible for
the air defence of the United Kingdom, and they examine the reports
as part of their normal duties.

Since our interest in UFOs is limited to possible defence
implications we have not carried out a study into the scientific
significance of these phenomena. Unless there are defence
implications we do not attempt to identify sightings and we cannot
inform observers of the probable identity of the object seen. The
Department could not justify the expenditure of public funds on
investigations which go beyond the pure defence interests.

We have to recognise that there are many strange things to be
seen in the sky, but we believe there are adequate explanations for
them. They may be satellite debris re-entering the earth atmosphere,
ball lightning, unusual cloud formations, meteorological balloons,
aircraft lights, aircraft at unusual angles or many other things.

The only information we have on the alleged "UFO sighting" at
Rendlesham Forest in December 1980 is the report by Colonel Charles
“Halt, of the United States Air Force. We are satisfied that the
'events deseribed are of no defence significance.

Yours sincerely
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Sec(AS)2a, Room 0
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE - _
Main Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB

Telephone (Direct Dialling)
{Switchboard)

Your reference

Our roference 1y /9ec (AS)12/2/1 S

Date

Z July 1985

Thank you for your letter of 15 April. You may find it useful
if I explain that the sole interest of the United Kingdom Ministry of
Defence in reported sightings of Unidentified Flying Objects (UFOs)
is to establish whether they have any bearing on the defence of the
country.

There is no organisation in the Ministry of Defence appointed
solely for the purpose of studying reports of such objects, and no
staff are employed on the subject full time. The reports we receive
are referred to the staff in the Department who are responsible for
the air defence of the United Kingdom, and they examine the reports
as part of their normal duties.

Since our interest in UFOs is limited to possible defence
implications we have not carried out a study into the scientific
significance of these phenomena. Unless there are defence
implications we do not attempt to identify sightings and we cannot
inform observers of the probable identity of the object seen. The
Department could not justify the expenditure of public funds on
investigations which go beyond the pure defence interests.

We have to recognise that there are many strange things to be
seen in the sky, but we believe there are adequate explanations for
them. They may be satellite debris re-entering the earth atmosphere,
ball lightning, unusual cloud formations, meteorological balloons,
aircraft lights, aircraft at unusual angles or many other things.

The only information we have on the alleged "UFO sighting" at
Rendlesham Forest in December 1980 is the report by Colonel Charles
Halt, of the United States Air Force. We are satisfied that the
events described are of no defence significance. I enclose a copy of
Colonel Halt's report which may be of interest.

Yours sincerely




s | : DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
\ HEADQUARILRS 8157 CONMBAT SUPPORT CROUP (USAFC)
I y APO NLW YORL D775

o . - \\g\r‘—-f‘ff/’
:x,nlcynic.’ co : 13 Jan 8} E\res
svssccr:  Unexplained Lights

10: RAF/CC

1. Early in the morning of 27 Dec 80 (approximately 0300L), two USAF
security -police patrolmen saw unusual lights outside the back gate at

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2 and 3,

: al b

. / 'y . . ) )
CHARLES I. HALT, Lt Col, USAF
Deputy Base Commander




Dear Sir,

in the late 1970's my dauchier saw
vhat eould only be described as an unidentified
flying object over Accrington in Lancashire.

" Since then I have met several people

who have had a sgimilar experience, and I have

recently read a library book YSKYCR
Over the past few years my interest in

this phenonina hasg increased, therefore I

wopder if you could let me have any further

information or copies of documents relating to

the incident in Rendlesgham TForest in

December 15807

Your co~operation would be much

Sincerely yours,
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARILRS 8151 COMBAL SUPPURE CROUP (USASL)
APO NLW YORK 04753

ch ‘ 13 Jan 8

Unexplained Lights

RAF/CC

1. Early in the morning of 27 Dec 80 (approximately 0300L), two USAF
security police patrolmen sauw unusual lights outside the back gate at

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

2. The next day, three depressions ] 1/2" deep and 7" in diameter were
found where the object had been sighted on the ground. The following
night (29 Dec 80) the area was checked for radiation. Beta/gamma readings
of 0.1 milliroentgens were recordec with peak readings in the three de-
pressions and riear the center of the triangle formed by the depressions.
A nearby tree had moderate (.05-.07) readings on the side of the tree
toward the depressions. ”

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

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

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

2 and %.

s 7 >
. // . . . ‘
CIMRLES 1. fALT, Lt Col, USAF
Deputy Base Commander ;




I attach copies of two recent Parliamentary Questions on the
Ministry of Defence's interest in UFO reports, which you may be
interested in.

Yours sincerely




S

anss IS a

13 March 1984

Cols 1%2 & 133

/“‘“’ . Unidentified Flying Objects

/ Sir Patrick Wall asked the Secretary of State for

Dcfeucc (1) how many alleged landings by unidentified
flying objects have been made in 1980, 1981, 1982 and
1983, respectively; and how many have been investioated
by his Department’s personnel; - -

(2) how many unexplained sightings there have been in
1980, 1981, 1982 and 1983, respectively; and which of
these had been traced by radar and with what result.

Mr. Lee [pursuant to his reply; 9 March 1984, c. 728]:
For the years in question, the Ministry of Defence received
the following numbers of reports of sightings of flying
objects which the observer could not identify: 350, 600,
250, and 390. Reports of alleged landings are not
separately identified. The Department was satisfied that
none of these reports was of any defence significance and,
in such cases, does not maintain records of the extent of

its investigations. :

T
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. HANSARD EhLRLCY
2, CCTOBER 1935
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RAEF Woudbridyue (Allvgod liscident)

Siv atricl: Wall asked the Sceretary of State for
Peferee (1) 0 e has seen e United States Air Vorce
mame duted 13 Janumy 1951 conceriting unexplained
lights near RAYE Woodbridye; .

(2) whether, inoview of the Bt thiat the United State’s
“AIrFocee memo of 13 January 1951 o the incident a RAL
Woadbridge has been released wnder the Freedon of
Infomudion  Act, he will now release reports. aml

documents concerning similar vneaplained incidents in the -

United Kingdom;
(3) how many unexplained sightings oryudar intercepts
have taken place since 1980,

LM Standey: 1 lave seen ihe memoranduin of 13
January 1981 to which my hon. Fricnd refers. Siace 1980
the Departraent has received 1,400 repoils of sightings of
flying obicets which the observers have been unable to
identify. There were no corresponding unexplained ridar
contacts. Subject 10 normal security construinis, 1 oain
ready 1o give informaiion abowt any such reported
sightings that are found 1o be a nudter of concern from a

- Gefence standpoint, bot there liave been none to date.
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OF DEFENCE °°!11%c0
3 Whitehall London SW1A 2HB
JAT) (0irect Diaiting)
(Switchboard)
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Yomms ;

Our reference

5  [Sec (A m.]z/u,/i
- Date
2% June 1985

Thank you for your letter of 25 March 1985. You may find it
useful if I explain that the sole interest of the United Kingdom
Ministry of Defence in reported sightings of Unidentified Flying
Objects (UFOs) is to establish whether they have any bearing on the
defence of the country. :

There is no organisation in the Ministry of Defence appointed
solely for the purpose of studying reports of such objects, and no
staff are employed on the subject full time. The reports we receive
are referred to the staff in the Department who are responsible for
the air defence of the United Kingdom, and they examine the reports
~as part of their normal duties.

Since our interest in UFOs is limited te possible defence
implications we have not carried out a study into the scientific
significance of these phenomena. Unless there are defence
implications we-do not attempt to identify sightings and we cannot
inform observers of the probable identity of the object seen. The
Department could not justify the expenditure of public funds on
investigations which go beyond the pure defence interests.

We have to recognise that there are many strange things to be
seen in the sky, but we believe there are adequate explanations for
them. They may be satellite debris re-entering the earth atmosphere,
ball lightning, unusual cloud formations, meteorological balloons,
aircraft lights, aircraft at unusual angles or many other things.

The only information we have on the alleged "UFO sighting" at
Rendlesham Forest in December 1980 is the report by Colonel Charles
Halt, of the United States Air Force. We are satisfied that the
events described are of no defence significance. I can assure you
that there is no question of attempting to cover up any incident or
mishap, nor are we attempting in any way to obscure the truth. I

- enclose a copy of Colonel Halt's report which may be of interest.



* % NOTE

‘¢ -ase inform if your dept does have

& procedure that can be arranged that

. would assure that any large volume of

. doeuments could be sent via Air Mail

if yes the cost of mailing first class
Air Mail I would like to arrange to
recieve all deocuments that your dept can
release to me this method if you can
estimate the cest of this procedure then
please reply have provided a return reply
onvelope with Air Mail stamps on it for
courtesy reply will mail the amount to pay
for mailing via Air Mail of package first
elags if volume of documents is large or =
small either amount I will be happy to
forword the amount as instructed by the
dept you work in thank you very much
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MINESTRY OF DEFENSE

MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL

LONDON ENGLAND SW1A-2HB

DEFENSE SECRETARIAT 8 Mareh 25th 1985

Dear Sirs

I am presently involved in d01ng some background research into a book tilled Sky Crash
A Cosmlc Conspiracy by Dot Street Brenda Butler and jenny Randles/ I would like to veri=
fy some basic facts discussed in this book as they were wrltelng about the MOD DS8 and
its capacity or involvement into the Rendlesham Forrest (UFQO Unknown Lights) of Decem~
ber 27th and the 30th 198q;the copy of the report that they obtained from from the MOD
DS8 as it concerns your dépt and I am asking of that particular report if a copy of th=
is report is available to the general public if requested /I am aware that the report
was sént by Squadron Leader Donald Moreland on January 14th 1981 to the MOD DS8 a copy
of this report will be enclosed with this letter plus additiomal version of that report
that should probably be regarded as not very accurate on details or facts surrounding
this case in particular also I understand that RAF Watten had pickeéd up on their radar
and tracked this UFO to about =~ fiftey miles south and to the east of Ipswich and i?
the geneéral vicinety of the Bendlesham Forrest after which they lost radar contactf%his
occured on the night of December 27th 1980 aﬁd the radar recordings were examineé by
USAF ‘intelligence officers concerning this uncorrelated target;%uch recordings are
kept a few days before being reused this is a precaution against the unforseen such as
a-air eérash of an airplanegfI believe a rumor circulating around the radar base was the
at it 'was possible that a object that they had tracked had crash landed into the forre
st ‘neatr Ipswitch .This had béen a mettalic UF0 ,a structured device of unknown otigiqf
Men who had gone out to confront the UFO from a nearby base had found the engine*and'
lights of their jeep failing as they got closer,They then had to continue on foot.The
object was on the ground for several hours before repairs could be undertaken by the
aliens who crewed it.During this period h1gh ranking officers from the base went into
the forreést and the base commander himself/ we assume Colonel Gordon W1111ans ‘had conve=
rsed with the occupants;It is no known what the radar men made of this tale , but it
wab apparently told by a radar man to the authors.But the fact that they‘ttaéked a tar=

get which aroused conciderable interest in the USAF was certainly intriguing.

/,Z/z//
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;ébout your deptygggggfié a basic one page file for each UFO report that you would reci-
eve,now about regulations that direct persons to send UFO reports to your dept_and can
I obtain a copy of these documents that exist that dictate guidlines a sort of official
document that informs police and military about why these reports are important to
the MOD DS8 and why this particular dept has ben chosen for this assignment of evaluat
ing of the UFO sighting reports that are sent through official channels
and is there any joint cooperation between your government and other NATO allies with
regards to this UF0O phenomena and channeling of important data on specific UFO sighting
cases that warrant other NATO Allies being informed about progress in investigating a
particular case like the Rendlesam Forrest incidents that were highly documented and by
official channels and by higher ranking personnal were involved which is indeed wvery
unusua}//ébes your office éver conduct any field investigations on UF0 sighting reports
looking into background of a particular sighting that has physical traces with photogr-
aphic evidence of a UFO and photos of the landiﬁg sight showing actual physical traces
left behind by the UFO and does your dept have a manual for refferance of different
catagorys of these UFOs like the MUFON field investigators manual which is a guide:
explaining some of the differances between IFOs Identified Flying Objects Unid=-

entified Flying Objects and basis rules to help determine catagory of the UFO sighti?gf

what is your department step by step procedures for imvestigating these UF0O sighting
reportQXJﬁhere not secret I am very interested in obtaining some more detailed informat
jon on how a military base might be instructed in investigating a UF0 sighting within
their own military base property or do they just send in a brief sighting report how
much details woﬁld be important to sufficiently investigate the UFO sighting to determ’
ine the defense implications' of that particular report and has the MI5 or MI9 intelli=
gence services ever been utilized to obtain more additional UFO reports this I underst
and is a possibility for additionnal UFO reports do you know of the British government
and weither its intelligence aparatus is doing any monitoring of the UF0 phenomena for
possible intelligence information of some benifit to British military security am aware
that our National Security Agency and the Central Intelligence Agency are doing some
secret monitoring of the UFO phenomena for national security reasons which are concide=-
red valid enough I wish to thank you for your kind and gracious assistance

that you will provide in your reply SINCERLY

-

o
~
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
'AIR FORCE OFFICE OF SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS
CHIEF OF INFORMATION RELEASE
WASHINGTON D.C. 20330-5025 MARCH 8th 1985

I am presently involved in some background research investigateing on a bock titled Clear
Intent by Barry Greenwood and Larry Fawcett on page 224 of their book a report is discuss-
ed which originated from Kirckland AFB N.M, dated 2-9 Sept 80 0SI complaint form for offic-
ial use only 8 Aug 3 80 alledged sightings of Unidentified Aerial Lights in restricted tes-
t range the file # is 8017D93-0/29 I wish to ask if you can release the complete file unde=-
r the Freedome of Information Act 5 USC552 and can I please recieve a copy of this file

the following incidents are on file at the British Minestry Of Defense their address is Ma-
in Building Whitehall London SW1A-2HB the present head of the UFO report recieving dept DS8
is — however not knowing how their government would respond to an inquiry
from a citizen of a foreign country about documents that the British Government might rega=
rd as sensitive enough as far as being of a high security nature a reply possibly would not
be given here concerning a official report probably regarded as confidentiazl meaning not for
distribution to persons with out a security clearance I should point out that the report is
on page 218 of the book Clear Intent and on(page 22 and 23 of the book Sky Crash A Cosmic
Conspiracy by Brenda Butler Dot Street and Jenny Randles) the report has ben photoduplica=
ted in its entirety in both books what I am interested in verifying here is the existence of
the report and possibly additional documents in the form of an open file this is the filed
report written as follows DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE HEADQUARTERS 81st Combat Support Group
RAF Bentwaters filed by Deputy Base Commander Lt, Col,USAF CHARLES I HALT dated January 13th
1981 subject Unexplained Lights 1, Early in the mourning of 27 Dec 80 (approximately 0300)
two USAF security police patreoleman saw unusual lights outside the back gate at RAF Woodbrid=-
ge. Thinking an aircraft might have crashed or been forced down, they called for permission
to go outside the gate to investigate. The on duty flight chief responded and allowed three
patrolmen to proceed on foot. The individuals reported seeing a strange bright object in the
forrest. The object was described as being metalic in appearance and triangular in shape ap-
proximately two to three meters across the base and approximately two meters highe It illume
inated the entire forrest with a white light. The object itself had a pulsing red light on
top and a bank(s) of blue lights underneath, The object was hovering or on legse As the pa-
trolmen approached the object it maneuvered through the trees and disapeared, At this time
the animals on a nearby farm went into a frenzy. The object was briefly sighted an hour lat=-
ter near the back gate. 2, The next day, three depressions one and a half inches deep and
seven inches in diameter were found where the object had been sighted been sighted on th g-
round, The following night (29 Dec 80) the area was checked for radiation. Beta/gamma readi=
ngs of 0.1 milliroentgens were recorded with peak readings in the three depressions and n-
ear the center of the triangle formed by the depressions., A nearby tree had moderate (,05-.0
7) readings on the side of the tree tword the depression.3e Later in the night a red sun
like light was seen through the trees. It moved about and pulsed. At one point it appeared
to throw off glowing particles and then broke into five seperate white objects and then di=-
sapeared, Immediately thereafter,three star like objects were noticed in the sky, two obje=
cts to the north and one to the south, all of which were about ten degrees off the horizon.
The objects moved rapidly in sharp angular movements and displayed red, green and blue lig-
hts. The objects to the north appeared to be ecliptical through an 8 by 12 power lense,They
then turned to full circlese The object to the south was visable for two or three hours and
beamed a stream of light from time to time. Numerous individuals including the undersigned,
witnessed the activities in paragraphs 2 and 3 A

Signed CHARLES I HALT,Lt,Col, USAF Deputy Base Commander




the following personall were assigned at the joint RAF base of Bentwaters/Woodbridge duri-

ng the Rendlesham forrest incidents of Dec 27th and 30th 1980

Lt, Col,Charles I Halt now Colonel Colonel Jack Cochran left in 1984 around spring

Colonel now Brig,Gen, Ted Conrad left in left in 1981

Colonel Sam Morgan left in 1981

Colonel now Brigadier General Gorden Williams left in Jan Bl

Ma jor Malcolm Zickler left in jan 81

Captain Kathleen Mc€ollom left in Jan 84

Colonel Soya left in jan 81

Sergeant Adrian Bustinza Jan 81

Airman lst Class John Burrougs left in Jan 81

Airman 1lst Class Steve Wilkins left possibly in Jan 81

Airman 1lst Class Art Wallace Left in Jan 81 not his real name and he is no longer in the

USAF now a civillian also on record by authors of Sky Crash A Cosmic Coverup

Airman !st Class James Archer left in Jan 81 witnessed UFO on Dec 27th 80 not his real

name is on record of the authors of the book Sky Crask A Cosmic Conspiiracy by Brenda But-
ler Dot Street and Jenny Randles .

Airman lst Class Steve Roberts Security police patroleman witnessed the first si=-
ghting of Dec 27th 80 not his real name is known by the authors of Sky Crash A Cosmic Cov-
erup

Squadron Leader Donald Moreland British RAF base Commander during the UFO events

Brigadier General Richard M Pascoe z5th Air Division left im spring of 84

the following reports of the Rendlesham forrest incidents was was recieved from a person

who was stationed at Bentwaters RAFB during the second UFO event of 30 Dec 80 this person

has asked the authors of Clear Intent not to use his real name so for the record he will be

refered to as Art Wallace this is his view of the events typed exactly as printed on pages
(214,215,216,217) of the Book Clear Intent Art Wallace was attched to the Bentwaters Air F=

orce Base as a Security Policeman. He had ben assigned to the base for only a short period
of time when at 1:00 A.M. on the night either on or near to 30 Dec 80 Airman Wallace was on

duty at the Bentwaters flight line,a jeep pulled up.,Two mem a sergeant and a lieutenant,told

Wallace to get in because they were going over to the motor pool.On the way overoAirman Walla
ce and the sergeant were told to get gas powered "light-alls"(trailer mounted lights used to
illuminate large areas).The lights were attched to the jeep,and the Bentwaters main gate wher
e they met other vehicles.The convoy moved out tword the Rendlesham forrest a few miles away.

Airman Wallace heard radio chatter mentioning names of people he knew plus OSI most likely a

- referance to the Air Force Office of InvestigationssAirman Wallace saw security police as we=
11 as members of the British Military stationed all along the waye.They pulled onto a dirt roca

d and drove about a mile into the Rendlesham Forrest,stopping at Airman Wallace referred to a
s a staging point.The men were ordered to check their weapons in since they would not be
taking them along Airman Wallace went into the woods with four other men led by a captain who
had met them at the Bentwaters motor pool.As they approached a clearing in the woods,they not
iced a2 brightness in the distance and the sound of helicopters overheadoWallace noticed an

airman crying at thhe edge of the clearing with a medic attending him.This puzzled Airman

Wallace as he couldnt imahine what might have been going on.The first thing the men noticed

when they had a clear view view was the large movie cameras had been placed surrounding a

field in the clearing.Many plainclothes personel were milling about watching something .

The something was an object taking the appearance of a transparent aspirin tablet ,hovering

about one foot off the groundsAirman Wallace estimated that the object was fiftey feet in dia

meter and had a bright,pulsating,yellow mist inside it.It did not move from its position.



Airman Wallace and some of the men approached the object to within ten feet,Two cown in the f
ield d come over to the object according to Airman Wallace,appeared to be just staring at t
he object,oblivious to the security men in the area.A radio call was heard over a field radio
uniteA helicopter pilot said,here it comes.In the distance a red light appeared first behind
a pine tree,then in fron of iteThe light quickly sped over to the asririn shaned object and
hovered at a position about twenty feet above it.After maintaining this position for a minute
sthe red light broke up.No explosion occured in the conventional sense,The light merly broke
up into a shower of particlese.Suddenly,in the place of the red light and and the aspirin shap
ed object another vehicle appeared.Airman Wallace said it was a domed disc,bright white in ¢
olor,with an intricately detailed surface much like the models used in movies like"star wars"
and"close encounterst It had two appendages on the lower flang of the disc which seem to be
the beginning of delta wingsbut not quite.Shadows were cast on the surface of the disc by som
e of the raised relief detail,Airman Wallace and the men with him walked around the object an
d noticed some interesting effects,Their own shadows were cast onto the object,probably by
the bright "light alls" in the field.Not only did their shadows bend upwards at the head but
but as they walked and stoped,the shadows would appear to advance one pace more then stop.Stu
nned and disbelieving of this effect,Airman Wallace and the others walked and stoped several
times,each time noyicing the effect repeat itself,Additionally,the third time that they tried
this a light came over the head of a shadow and moved from one head to another
Under hypnosis Wallace found his memory extending beyond tno point where c¢ne 'TV video light*
danced on the side of the UFO.He now saw aliens Wallace describes them clearly,There were
three and their height was about three or three and a half feet.Their heads were large and out
of proportion tb their bodies.Their eyes were like inverted cats eyes, and the ear,nose and
mouth were all just slits.Iwo wore all over silver suitstlike an overall'=the other ,who seemed
to be the leader,wore a similar suit but blakish.He also had what looked like a long stick by
his side.It was apparently clinging to the suit,but their did not appear to be any belt or
fasteningo.The three aliens floated from the underside of the craft and onto the ground.Still
in a floating motion the one in black moved twords gordon williams,who Wallace insist was
close to the craft.He heard no words exchanged,but saw what might have been sign languages.
Whilist this was happening there seemed to be a disturbance over the far side of the crafte
It was out of view and so Wallace could not see what was occurring,but he could tell from
the reaction of the men that something.And the aliens appeared to react too.Their eyes were
normally very small but at this point they responded by enlarging them They swelled up into
big circles and then returned to normal.After a few moments the contact with Williams proce
eded,Wallace was aware that the aliens had damaged their craft and that assistance was being
offered in its repair But he was simply mesmerized watching the conversation.Then one of the
other two aliens began to float over in the direction of the group of men of which Wallace
was one,Oh my god he's coming over to us Wallace recalls shoutinge.And then even the hypnosis
could produce nothing beyond blackness,untill the reawakening in the barracks
The debriefing occured that day following the night UFO encounter Wallace was picked up on
base by a black car with dark glass.,He could not see where he was going,he felt as if he were
drugged because they made him get in and he did not want to.He felt very strange.The two men
wore dark suits and looked orientale.Neither spoke when he demanded to know where they were
taking himeBut he felt a voice in his head say,’'Dont be affraid. 'After getting out of the car
at an unknown location in the dark,Wallace was led down several flights of steel stairs.He was
now im a large room which housed the UFO,identical to the one he had seen in the forrest the
day before.,But he was hastily led away from here into another room where several other men he
recognized from the encounterwere present.Everywhere aroud him was spotless and clean,like a
hospital.An officer then spoke verbally and told him not to worry as all would be explained,
But he then feels he lost consciousness again as his next memory is of waking up and being
given breakfasteAfter the food he was takem to a room where there were rows of chairs and a
small platform with a big screen on it.Seven men including himself,were sat there.All had been
out in the forrest that night.An officer,whom Wallace did not recognise,then onto the platform
and explained that they were about to see some film and be informed as to why they were there



The fi. was a collection of movie clips apparently taken from aircraft.They showed UFOs in
pursuit of military planes and spanned many years,beginning with Second Worid War footage.

One scene was of a craft in a huge hangar somewhere.,After the show the lights came on and
nothing was saideWallace felt very calm and relaxed and again as if he were drugged.But through
a glow shining at the back of the screen he saw a small figure.It was only in sillouette,masked
by the material,but it was evidently an alienl!The alien proceeded to explain who it was,where it
came from and why it was on eartheThis it did straight into Art Wallace's mind no words were
spokene,Wallace could not recall the name or origin of the alien,ever under hypnosis,But he

could remember the reason supposedly offered for its visit.The aliens were here to educate
mankind.But only certain people had been selected to recieve this knowledge.The seven men in the
room were some who had ben chosen,Qthers had been chosen before and there were a number of
aliens doing similar things elsewhere,They had been on earth for a very long time,watching over
and guiding the human race.Great changes were due soon.Some had happened already.Others were yet
to come and Wallace and the others intended for intended for the purpose,would have a big part
to play in these.More information would be given when these changescame closer,But they should
have no no fear,because the aliens were going to watch over their their proteges

now this version has a high degree of strangeness in the explanation of why the aliens had
alledgedly made contact with Wallace I believe this view shiuld be taken with a grain of salt
or several grains of salt I believe it highly possible for some contact in the futre between
humans and some alien intelligent life forms but the way that might occure is another area for
discussion the Wallace version is not aceceptable in my view of reality I dont think such a
meeting could possibly take place under those circumstances perhaps in some distant time we may
meet alien intelligent life forms but we need more time to develope our world space exploration
programs perhaps more world cooperation in space will lead to more advances in space exploration
but until then we can be satasfied for the present that there are possible intelligent life form
s out there we only have to get there and I believe with our shuttle program we are in the right
direction this space program gets several countries involved in vareous projects that benefits
everyone involved this is a very good step in achieving long term space research goals that will
eventually lead to some possible futre contact with alien life forms either below or at

our level or much higher in intelligence than the human occupants of the water planet earth as
far as the UFO phenomena is concerned there many interesting theories as to why alien life
forms as some of the close encounter cases that are well researched seem to point to some inte
rest in our planetary biology and the varied life forms that inhabit our planet including but
not exclusively humans I think that if a scientist does research on a lower form of inteligent
1ife his standard rule might be not to alter the conditions of that given species in the proc
ess of doing his biological research so that true scientific studies can be conducted on that
particular biological life férm this does not seem to be the case in the UFO contact cases the
aliens are only partly succesfull in their endeaver to alledgedly conduct their human study

the more documented case historys indicate the persons alledgedly abducted are able to remember
their abduction with the assistance of specialized hypnosis regression thus their presence has
become known to persons in addition to the alledged person abducted by the aliens this con
flicts with our own ideas of and experience of what happens when superior intelligence contacts
lower forms of life the results are usually very unfortunate the lower form of life usually
looses his identity his culture something like when the preditor prey scenario when the preditor
is virtually eliminated with his natural enemy gone his balance of population overproduces the
unplanned introduction of pest control methods can lead to a unbalance in nature so the natural
means that exist do work as with humans if we made an uncontrolled contact with a vastly super
ior intelligent life forn many thousands of years in advance of our selves the consequences
might destroy our civilization and culture and result in the destroying of any human nationality
that we have today so planned contact with humans is possible but limited contact at best is

the best approach at the present
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE %

MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB

Teleph-(Direct Dialling)
hboard)

PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR THE ARMED FORCES

D/US of S(AF)DGT/62tD (4 June 1985

DW P“‘/C:‘//

You wrote to Michael Heseltine on 1 May 1985 about the sighting
of an unidentified flying object near RAF Woodbridge in December
1980. Michael has asked me to reply as UFO questions fall within
my responsibilities.

I do understand your concern and I am grateful to you for having
taken the trouble to write. I do not believe, however, that

there are any grounds for changing our view, formed at the time,
that the events to which you refer were of no defence significance.

You may recall the House of Lords debate on UFOs in 1979 (Hansard,
.. 19 January 1979). I attach an extract of what I sald on that
occasion. Whilst I respect the views of those who differ from me

on this matter I am bound to say that nothing I have seen since
then has led me to change the views I myself expressed.

o

Lord Trefgarne

Admiral of the Fleet the Rt Hon Lord Hill-Norton GCB



The National Archives
UFO file release August 2009
Lord Trefgarne's letter to Lord Hill-Norton, stating the events were "of no defence significance".
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APS/US of S(AF)

through Sec(AS)2 _

1. US of S(AF) will recall recent correspondence on this matter
with Lord Hill-Norton and Rt Hon Merlyn Rees MP. 1In both cases he
took the line that we have nothing to add to what had already been
said on the Woodbridge incident. Indeed, this was the line taken in
previous correspondence with David Alton (See M3). The enclosed
draft reply to Mr Alton once more follows this approach.

?

2. Mr Alton specifically requested a copy of the MOD official
reply to Mr Noyes' last letter. This is enclosed, together with an
earlier letter to which it refers. There is no objection to passing
this correspondence to Mr Alton.

3. You may wish to note that Mr Alton has apparently passed on

both letters sent by Lord Trefgarne on 19 March 85, even though one
of these was intended to be for his information only.

1Z June 1985

Sec(AS)2a
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D/US of S(AF)/DGT 5173 ' June 1985 »

Thank you for your letter of 16 May to Michael Heseltine
enclosing one from Mr R Noyes. You asked to see 3 copy of the
Department's reply to Mr Noyes' letter of 25 February 1985 and this

is enclosed, together with earlier correspondence to which it refers,

As I pointed out in my letter of 19 March, the MOD concerns
itself only with the defenpe implications of reported UFO sightings.
In this context, the report'submitted by Col Halt in January 1981 was
examined by those in the Department responsible for such matters and,

as I have made clear in the past, it was considered to have no

defence signifipance.‘ We have since seen nothing to alter this view

and there is nothing I can usefully add to the comments made in

Sec(AS)'s letter or Mr Noyes.

Lord Trefgarne

David Alton Esq MP
Job No 2-24



T R R S N N

HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SWIA OAA

16th May 1985

L]

e h:amu,

[ enclose a letter I have received from Mr_R Noyes following on
from enquiries I first raised with your Department in March.

I read Mr Noves letter with great interest and it seems to me that
the points he raises ‘are quite reasonable and merit a reply.

[ should be most grateful if vou could let me have your comments
and if vou could let me see’a copy of the reply to Mr Noyes' own
letter to vour Department dated 25th February 1985.

Yours sincerely,

awid Titten.

David Alton, MP.

The Rt. Hon. Michael Heseltine, MP.
Secretary of State

Ministry of Defence

Main Building

Whitehall ,

London SW1 2HB



14th May, 1985

David Alton, Esq., MP, ‘ '
House of Commons, i
Westminster,

London SW1 .

Dear Mr. Alton,

_ has kept me informed about her corres-

pondence with you on the unusual incidents which were reported to the Ministry
of Defence by USAF authorities at RAF Woodbridge in January 1981. I have also
seen Lord Trefgarne's letters to you of 19th March.

_ decided to write further to you about this puzzling

and disquieting case, and she referred to me her enclosed letter of 31st March,
which is addressed to you, in the hope that I might be able to add useful comm-
ents. Much to my regret I have had to spend much time out of London on other
business din recent weeks and it is only now that I am able, very belatedly, to
send on letter to you.

My own background, .in brief, is that I served in the Ministry of
Defence from 1949 to 1977, leaving in the grade of Under Secretary of State.
From 1969 to late in 1972 I headed a Division in the central staffs of the MOD
which had responsibilities for supporting RAF operations. This brought me into
touch with a proportion of the many reports which the Department receives about
unidentified traces in British airspace.

I believe that_ is right to remain very dissatisfied

with the official line which the MOD has adopted on the Rendlesham Forest incid-
ents of December. 1980. I have myself said so on a number of public occasions,
and I have pursued the matter in correspondence with the MOD - wholly without
success.

At the risk of burdening you with an excessive amount of paper, I
attach the most recent of my letters to the Ministry of Defence. You will see
that this is dated 25th February 1985. I have so far received no answer, despite
reminders. On a previous occasion it took the Department three and a half months
to send me a wholly perfunctory reply.

_ claims much collateral evidence for her own views; on

this I am not competent to comment. My own position is, quite simply, that an
extraordinary report was made to the Ministry of Defence by the Deputy Base
Commander at RAF Woodbridge early in 1981; that the very existence of this report
was denied by the MOD until persistent: researchers in the US secured its release
under the American Freedom of Information Act in 1983; and that the MOD's resp-
onses to questions since that time have been thoroughly unsatisfactory.

I cannot accept Lord Trefgarne's view that there is no Defence
interest in this case. Unless Lt.Col. Halt was out of his mind, there is clear
evidence in his report that British airspace and territory were intruded upon
by an unidentified vehicle on two occasions in late December 1980 and that no
authority was able to prevent this. If, on the other hand, Halt's report cannot
be believed, there is equally clear evidence of a serious misjudgement of events
by USAF personnel at an important base in British territory. Either way, the



case can hardly be without Defence significance.

The dates in question are now rather remote, but I doubt that
thls should be taken to excuse the very perfunctory manner in which Lord
Trefgarne has dealt with your letter. I hope that you may feel able to
pursue the matter further, either in correspondence or in a PQ. The essence
of the questions to be pressed seems to me to lie in my preceding paragraph.
Seen in these terms,_ article in the GUARDIAN (which Lord
Trefgarne rather surprisingly falls back upon) is wholly irrelevant. If the
USAF really are capable of hallucinations induced by a lighthouse which must

surely be very familiar to them, then I shudder for that powerful flnger
which lies upon so many triggers. :

i

My own letter to the MOD (enclosed) raises other more detailed
questions. But I do not suggest that you should necessarily concern yourself
with them, anyway at this stage. It would be nice if the MOD would answer
letters, of course ! But the essence of the Defence interest which I suggest
a responsible Member of Parliament might reasonably raise lies in the argument
I have tried to present above.

If I can be of any assistance in discussion with you, I am at
your disposal.

Yours sincerely,

‘ dml« N&%

(Ralph Noyes)



31 Méf¢h¥

Dear Mr. Alton,

Thank you for your enclosures (undated) which reached me on 30th inst.

May I comment on the reply of Lord Trefgarne to yourself.

His letter is virtually a word-for-word repeat of the standard MoD line (it must save
money to keep churning them out of the word processor}) However, he does add a cpuple
of points not previously noted. These are the specific references to not &overing up
"any incident or mishap" and not "in any way to obscure the truth". That said, and it
presumably being true, I would have thought that it was of interest to know from +the
" MoD why they only have the memo from Col Halt (and note he is refered to in Trefgarne
letter as Colonel Halt, his rank row, although on the memo he is Lt.Col.).

Bear in mind that this incident (whatever it was) occurred on BRITISH soil (323 base
land) and just outside the perimeter fence of an RAF owned base. Consequently British
citizens have a right to expect to haye been kept informed of matters, especially as
then British commander (Squadron Leader Donald Moreland) was specifically on base for
that purposz.

.

YET - according to the MoD stance — we are lead 4o believe the following data was aﬁ
no time made available...VIZ

(i) The tape recording made by Halt, the base security chief ‘and several other senior
officers.,which describes in detail the taking of soil samples,tree samples,photograph
radiation readings,infra-red readings etc AT THE SITE ON BRITISH SOIL. Subsequently
(as the tape records) a M“UFO" reappeared. This tape is in our hands and Moreland
personally told me in January 1984 (several months before we got it from the US
commander in America) that he was aware of itvs existence.

How come the MoD have no copy? How come the activities recorded on it took place on
British spil without MoD knowledge? How come Moreland never advised the MoD of this
vital evidence?

(ii) The photographs and samples recorded on the tape (which is officially accepted a.
genuine by the US) are,again,crucial evidence.Under a recent Freedom of Information
(US) request they have been admitted and are likely to be made available in theUSA
very shortky. Again, I think we are entitled to ask why the 1MoD appear not only to be
unaware of these but have no copies or copies of the analysis resul®s which must
accompany them. Again Moreland was aware that these samples and photographs were take:

»

IF, as the MoB contend, the events do not bear any relationship to a secret test or ’
experiment (and if they do they have lied both to you,as an MP, and to me) then that
is an admission that they involve an Unidentified Object (which is all I contend the
UFO to be) ., Indeed in the letter to me of 13 April 1983 DS 8 do say that the lights
are unidentified and have "no explanationM.

It seems to me that there are questions here concerning the inter-relation between .
the US Air Force on British soil and our country IF, as contended, several senlor,_
officers from a USAF base can be involved in protracted work outside the base and o ;
British land without suzh facts being hnown by the MoD or the resulys of thedr work i
being made available.

It is an 1nterest1ng question as to who legally owns the samples of allegedly



Plnally,you will note that the official response makes no reference to the llghthou81
normal background radiation theories propounded by _ in the Guardian' (on %!
strength of almost no evidence). Yet the Trefgarne letter to you does try to convince
you this is the answer,

Neither the lMoD noe the USAF will accept the lighthouse theory officially because the
are as well aware as I am that it is easily refutable by the facts.

actually stated on television (in & debate with myself) (5 March 1985) that he
regarded his investigation as more objective.His investigation, as he admitted, has
consisted of interviewing not a single one of the 17 eye—witnesses from the USAF now
traced as being present during the events.Instead it consisted of speaking to one
forestry worker who found some holes in the ground one month after the sightings and
has presumed they might have been connected! I have spoken to that worker also, on
the site itself, and he is less than conoinced of his theory himself.

None of this takes into account the various BRITISH CIVILIAN eye-witnesses who saw
the events,some in positions where it is literally impossible to see the lighthouse,
others looking in the Oppoéite direction from it, and one whp had the decidely
curious experience of the "lighthouse'" flying right over the jop of his house!l

I am trying to force no explanatioh onto anybody. But frankly the lighthouse idea
is utterly ridiculous and the oD must know that.

Besides which — what does it do to the USAF/RAF/MoD inter-relationship if all these
senior officers (base commander, deputy commander,chief security officer, on-duty
night command officer and control tower chief amongst them!) do not know what a
lighthouse looks like wh ch has stoof five miles from one of our bases for decades
and still stands today?

It seems to me this proffers defence implications should these men (or men like them
ever be put into a situation where they have to defend this land!l

In connection with which comes the question of the radiation. -Qnsﬁsts this
was ordinary background stuff.The forest was not irradiated, The "peak'" izeadings in
the alleged ground traces (samples taken) are quoted as seven-tenths on the point
fiye scale.And I am reliably informed these are significant.

But again - assuming they are not - are we to take it that none of these senior
USAF officers have received any training on radiation monitoting? If so - are YOU
satisfied to leave them in charge of cruise missiles and nucke2r weapons on our

shores?

I know that I am not happy, and I am convlnced that such factors pose even more
serious defence implications than if a genuine bona-fide UFO was inyolved. The MoD ,
. have steadfastly refmsed to make any comment on these matters. Perhaps you,Hr Alton,?
“can get them to do so? S
I pass this letter to Ralph Noyes for forwarding to you,with a letter I trust he wil
write you. Ralph,as former head of the DS 8 section handling UFO enquiries, knows th
situation better than I . _, supports our call for more information on this affalr,
and will I hope open your eyes to the truth about what is being obscured here. -

Please do not be put off. There are important civil liberties issues at stake.



PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE

. MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Teleph .. (Direct Dialling)
tchboard)

FOR THE ARMED FORCES

D/US of S(AF)DGT 4884 ! ‘ )\ June 1985

;:E:LCL‘L,\_ T\\-~. ﬂz;;cyﬂ,
Thank you for your letter of 14 May which enclosed a further

I am afraid I have little to add to what I said in my letter of

20 February 1985 in reply to your original enquiry on this matter.

We remain satisfied that the events reported by Colonel Halt on
13 January 1981 are of no defence significance. The report was,
like all other UFO reports, examined at the time by those in the
Department responsible for the air defence of the UK and we have
since seen nothing to alter our views.

Turning to_ request for copies of all UFO reports we
have received since 1980, I am afraid that the Department could
not justify the effort involved in acceding to this request.
However,h will already know that we are prepared to
release reports of specific incidents to interested parties and,
if he has any particular reports in mind, EESSNCO can obtain
copies of these from Sec(AS)2 in my Department, whose address 1is
room MOnistry of Defence, Main Building, Whitehall SWI1A 2HB.

b

Lord Trefgarne

Rt Hon Merlyn Rees MP

MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB
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Please reply to the Officer Commandin
Your reference

140D (0ps(GE) 2b(RAF)) Ourreference  NEAT,42/1/ATR

Date 3 Feb 81
UNEXPLAINED LIGHTS
Reference: E?;7
_
A, D/DD Ops (GE)/10/8 Dated 26 Jan 81. .
1.

At Reference A you asked us to provide a statement of radar observations,

or lack of them, regarding a reported sighting of airborne phenoma on the
evening of 29 Dec 80,

2. I regret that, in accordance with local procedures, our radar camera

recorder was switched off on cessation of nomal flying activities at 15274
on 29 Dec 80. An examination of executive logs revealed no entry in respect
of unusual radar returns or other unusual occurrences.
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(% )o2/3/Air Instern Radap. (7‘ "o

RAF Watton “29

MOD(Air)

Ops (GE) 2b (RAF) | - Zrew 81

UNEXPLAINED LIGHTS — RAF BENTWATERS

Ref ’ /4)5
- References: , ©

Section 40 ~
A. Telecon San Ldr -/San 23 Feb 81.
B. D/DD Ops (GE)/10/8 dated 26 Jan 81.

1. At Reference A we confirmed that the film of the
reported sighting in Reference B was at fault. We have
now developed the film on the days prior to and after
the reported ph@nomena — regrettably both films were
also faulty.

2. On the night of the reported sighting our controller
on duty was requested to view the radar; nothing was
observed. The facts are recorded in our log book of that
night

O LS



UNCEEZSE|ED
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7274 | i E;) Q:D

RAP NWeatishead
Fastern Radar

RAF Watton n/ob Ops(GE)/10/8

:225 January 1981

UNEXPLATNED LIGHTS

1. The Deputy Base Commander of RAF Beniwaters
has reported sightings of airborne phenomena on the
evening of 29 Dec PO in the Reudlesham forest area
near Woodbridge. We would appreciate 2 statement
of radar observations, or lack of themy in the area
and at the time concerned.

L Squadron Leader
Ops(GE)2u{ RAF)

UNEFRSSIFIED
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB

Telephon (Direct Dialling)
(Switchboard)
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Mr R Noyes Your reference
Our referenqe
deec gy
Dat /5 May 1985

Dear Mr Noyes

Thank you for your letter of 25 February 1985, addressed to
who, as I believe you now know, has left this division
(now Sec(AS)). I am sorry that I have not been able to reply before
now. Thank you also for sight of the extracts from your proposed

book.
In his letter of 20 March 198“,_ explained the

MOD's position regarding Colonel Halt's reports on events near RAF
Woodbridge in 1980, and I have little to add to the views Brian

expressed. I know from your letter that you are well aware of the
limited extent of the MOD's interest in the subject. Nonetheless,
there are, perhaps, one or two points which I should make. Firstly,

whilst I cannot, of course, comment on the proportion of UFO
sightings which are not reported, I can assure you that those which
are reported to local police forces and to the Civil Aviation
Authority should all be passed on to this division of the MOD. We
treat all these reports seriously in case they show anything of
defence interest. However, we have never found any reason to believe
that, in the defence context, such reports warrant more detailed
research. Equally, since our interest extends only as far as defence
of the UK, there has never been any formal liaison with other
Governments.

Turning to your specific questions about the Woodbridge
incident, I can assure you that no unidentified object was seen on
any radar recordings during the period in question, and that the MOD
has no knowledge of the tape-recording or cine film you mention. As
we have said in the past, the report sent by Colonel Halt was
examine&d by those in the Department responsible for the air defence
of the UK and since then there has been nothing to alter the view
that there was no defence significance to the incident.

Yours sincerely




November 12.198%4

dinistry Of Defence
Wnitehall London SWIA 2HB

I am an american investigator of the u.f.o. phenomena.
The involvement of my wife and myself with the phenomena
is well documented in two books published in the U.3. The
books are (The Andreasson Affair) and (The Andreasson-
Affair Phase Two) published by Prentice Hall Publishéng of
New Jersey. Because of our experiance with the u.f.o. craft
and occupants we seek the truth with regard to the whole

phenomena in it's entirety.

It is for this reason I write you. I am aware of the
report our Air Force 03I completed and sent to your agencey
concerning the landing of a "craft of unknown origin crewed
by several entities near RAF Bentwaters on the night of
December 29/30 1980". I would appreciate any information
you could send me regarding this incident, especially what
is refered to as Flag A and on original reports Flags B-C
which states the landing is not considered a defence lssue
in view of the overt peaceful nature of the contact, The
report further states this is part of a series of landings
to SAC bases in the U.S.A. and Europe. Any help you can pro-
vide concerning this situation would be greatly appreciated.




P 'fi-om: ! Defence Secretariat 8 Room
%%  MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB

Direct Dialling)
Switchboard)

RabolT oF SibuTING —

K&NMSMM folusT
Db a3
Your reference

Our reference

D/DS 8/10/209 <"
Date

25 November 1984

USA

Do

I have seen the alleged report of a 'UF0' landing near RAF Bentwaters which you
referred to in your letter, but I am afraid that it is a forgery. Although
apparently written on official Ministry of Defence paper (I have only seen a photo-
copy), it is most certainly not an official document and its contents bear no
relation to our policy towards reported sightings of ‘'Unidentified Flying Objecta'.
Obviously I have no idea where it came from or why it was written and can only
conclude that it was intended by someone as a joke.

In fact, our interest in reported sightings of 'UF0Os' is very limited,

We are concerned solely with whether these reports reveal anything of defence
interest, such as intruding aircraft and if we are satisfied that they do not

we take our investigations no further. There is no organisation in the MOD
appointed solely for the purpose of studying UFO reports and no staff are employed
on the subject full time. The reports we receive are referred to the staff respons-
ible for the ailr defence of the United Kingdom, who examine them as part of their
normal duties,

We did receive a report by Col Charles Halt of the USAF, of some lights seen outside
RAF Bentwaters in December 1980, I attach a copy, although you may well have already
seen it. “Phe Department satisfied itself at the time that the lights were of

no defence significance and took matters no further. We did not attempt to
identify what might have been seen, but I can assure you that there 1s no evidence
whatsoever that anything intruded into British airspace or landed outside RAF
Bentwaters.

I hope you find this helpful.

MDD SM{
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Main Building Whitehall London SWiA 2HB

Telephons {Dirsct Dialling)
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Your reference

Our reference

D/DS8/10/209—"

Dute

!%;September 1984
|

Fid
Thank you for your letter of 18 July.

I should first of all point out that the sole interest of the Ministry of Defence
in reported sightings of Unidentified Flying Objects (UFOs) is to establish whether
they have any bearing on the defence of the country.. ’

There is no organization in the Ministry of Defence appointed solely for the purpcse
of studying UFOs, and no staff are employed on the subject full time. The reports
vwe receive are referred to the staff in the Department who are responsible for the
air defence of the United Kingdom, and they examine the reports as part of their
normal duties.

Since our interest in UFOs is limited to possible defence implications we have not
carried out a study into the scientific significance of these phenomena. Unless
there are defence implications we do not attempt to identify sightings and we

cannot inform observers of the probable identity of the object seen. The Department
could not justify the expenditure of public funds on investigations which ge beyond
the pure defence interesis.

The only information we have on the slleged "“UFD sighting” at Rendlesham Forest
in December 1980 is the report by Colonel Charles Halt, of the United States Air
Force, of lights seen outside RAF Woodbridge. A copy of this is enclosed. Ve
are satisfied that the events described are of no defence significance.

I am also enclosing with this copies of 2 recent Parliamentary Questions, which you
may be interested in.

| (v S\l
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 Dear Sir,

'L am sending this letter with ref to my interest in the
events surrounding the Rendlesham Forest UFQ imcident im
iSuffelk Dec/80. I am studying this case, as it is of some
:significance. And I would be eblidged if you could send

‘me some gdditional information regards this incident. ?
' As I was informed by a certain person that some files
'on the Rendlesham case had been despatched to investigat-

| ors involved etc , via freedom of informstion act,

éHQping you are sble to. reply.

Yours Sincerely,



From: Sguadron Leaderxr RAF

ol
RAF LIAISON OFFICE O/Z
Royal Air Force Bentwaters Woodbrldge Suffoltk 1P12 2RQ

Telephone Woodbndge_ &5 /{Zj@/\

Ministry of Defence
Main Building
Whitehall I
LONDON \;‘
SW1A 2HB ;

Further to my telecon of vesterday I enclose

a copy of the reguest from 'Cable News Network'
on information concerning our "UFO" incident of
1980.

At the moment I have no involvement but I would
not be surprised to find the British interest
revived.
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TUGIT QUERY FRQH CHM Y0 RE UF0 SIGHTIHGIS)

[ REFEBENCE TYELECON BETWEEM RMad HCCOLLTISTER., HQ USRFE/ZPAM, AND CaAPT
PEZIREXL. SITFU/PR, 20 AUG A9, SaBE sSURS .

& ORAF/PARN HAS RECEIYED A MRITTEY REQUEST FROM CHUCK DE CARO OF
CwBLE NEME NETMOURK FOR IHFORNGTIOH ABOUT AN ALLEGED UFO SIGHTING AT
FufF DERTUATERS OH. 27 DEC 1980. THE CHH BREPORTER HAS & COPY OF A
LETTER DATED 13- £LAH 81 FROR THE THEN-DEPUTY BASE COMMANDER AT RAF
BEHYNATERS WHICH REPORTE ON THE IHCIOERY. TYTHE 13 JAN A1 LETTER uUas
GEDRESGED T9 ZaF/CC. OQIAF/PAN HAS ASKED US TO HELFP THEK RESPOND TO
CuME 20 QUESTIGHE FPOASED BY CHH. WE HEED YOUR ASEISTANCE INH FLESHING
0T THE REEPONSES. HOULD APPRECIATE ALYFU/7PA., THROUGH 3IaF/Pa,
FEGYIDE US THE BESY RESPONSES POGIEIBLE T¢ THE FOLLOBIHG GUESTIONS.
WE LDOULD APPRECIATE TYHE ARHSMERES BY 23 aUG B4, GR SOONER IF POSSIBLE.
THE RUESTIGHSE ARED

PrliE 2 RHFOARALIOAT URCLAS
B-13 EXALTLY HOW HANY UNEXPLRTRED LIGHTS/SIGHYINGS OCCURRED?
B-2: OGVER THE COUPEE oF HOW HAHNY DAYS DID IMCIDENTS QCCUR?
8~3r OID USAF SECURITY POLICE CORDON CFF THE RREAR SPECIFIEC IM

LT COL HALT'S REPORT?

Q-4: WUHAT UHITS UERE INVOLVED IN THE SIGHTINGS? WERE AAVS
UNEITS TRERE?

@-3: WAS THERE A HELPING HAND, COVERED WAGOH, FADED GIANT OR
EFOKEN ARROM RUPORTED 9R REPOURY GEMERATED BY THE IMCIDENTY?

B~6t DIU GEN. GORDOM VILLIAMS WITHESS THE INCIDENT? IF 80, WHY
L0 HALT WKIYE A REPORT?

@-73 WILL CEHERAL VILLIAMS WRITE AN OFFICIAL STATEMENT ABOUT
KIS IHYOLVERCMY WITH THE IKCIDERT FOR CHN?

G-8: HOK KANY UBAF PERSONNEL WITHESSED THE SIGHTINGS?

0-9) DiP SECURITY POLICE NAJOR ZEIGLER HITHESS THE IHCIDENT?

G-10: DID SGY. JOHN BURROUGHS MITHESS THE INCIDEHT?

@-11; MAS THERE A LIEUTEHANT ENGLAND IN THE SECURITY POLICE
bl &1 kA BENTNATERS &7 THE TIWE WRD DID HE WITHESS THE INCIDEMY?

18+ MHAT ARE THE CUBRRENT uUnirs aMD OUTY STATIONS OF GENERAL
Wit fnmd, RRLOHMEL MALY ., BCT BURPOUSHME, gad ZIEGLER ANO LY BHOLAHDY

©~13) WERE THERE USAF DIBRETER PREPAREDNESS., EOD OR NUCLEAR

F«GE 2 RHFQARALUAT UMHLLAS
BLAFPOHS MANALENEHY TEARS CISPATLCHED TO THE SIGHT OF THE INCIDENY?
AFEEZ THERE COFIES oF THEIR REPORTS IN USAF FILES? IF 80, WHICH UNITS
MavE THE FILES?

8-141y NHAT UBIT OR WHAY PERSOHRHEL TOO¥ THE RADIVGACTIVITY
READTINGE REFERRED TO IH LY CoL HALT S REPORT? MHAT UHIT OR PERSONMEL



EETQBLI&HEQ THE GEOMETRY OF THE IMDEHTATIONS ON THE EEOUHD’ WHERE

CERPETTHEIR OFFICIAL NEASUREMENTS AMD REPORTS?

Y

.

o oo
s

. G-13% WERE THERE ANY HOH-HATO PERSONHEL IMTERVIEVED OR SEEﬂ ﬁT
HE SITE OF THE IWCIDENT? COULD THESE PERSOHNEL HAVE BEEK ﬁSSOQIQYED
H&YH THE UNEXPLAIWED LIGHTS?
P 8~1k! HERE 0S1 PERSONNEL DISPATCHED TO THE IMCIDENT SITE? pIip
LT INTERVIEW LT CoOL HALT, SGY LARRY WARREH, AIRMAN STEVEN LA PLUNE,
GEBERAL WILLIAKS., MAJOR ZEIGLER, LIEUTEMANY ENGLAND OR SOT BURROUGHS?
- @-1Tr WILL THE USAF PROVIDE 6 LIST oF USAF PERSOMBEL sua‘
WITHEGBED THE INCIDENT?Y
B-145 WHAT ARE THE REASONS THAT MILLIAWMS, HALT AND BORROUGHS
GAYE FOR MOT GRANTIHG OFFICIAL IHVTERVIEWS?
@-19: ARE THERE PHOTOGRAPHS, TAPE RECORDIHGS, VIDEOY&PES:
PEAWINGS OR DESCRIPTIONS OF AMY KIHD IN USAF FILES? IF HOT., TO WHAT
RGENCY OR AGENCIES HAVE THE FILES BEEW TRAHSFERRED? e

i

FHGE ¢ RHFAAAWGEOAT UNCLAS i
@-20! WERE PERSOMNEL FROM CIA, DIA, HSA. USAF IKTEL, OR MSC

BOTIFIED ABOUT LY ColL HOLT'S SIGHTINGS? MHY? DID THE SECAF VISIT

Pnf BENTUATERS IMNEDIATELY AFTER THE EHCIDEMT? WHY? DID ANY SECAF

STAFF ACCONPANY THE SECAF? WHO WERE THEY? :

z YOUR RESISTANHCE IN THIS PROJECT IS AFPRECIAYED.

BT
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Telephong (Direct Dialling)
“(Switchboard)

Your reference

Our reference

n/Ds8/10/20

Date

ffj;" July 1984

%ﬁﬁé-

Thank you for your letter of 28 June. I am afraid that there really is very litile
more I can say in answer to the iwo main questions you ask.

He received Colonel Halt'!'s report regarding the lights seen in Renllesham Forest,
near RAF Woodbridge, and the opertaional staff have satisfied themselves that there
was nothing in the report which gave rise to any concern from a defence point of vieu
In these circumstances, and I epologise if this was not quite clear in my earlier
letter, we make no attempt whatscever to establish what was seen. 1 can therefore
mzke no official comment on what was seen, or try to guess whal it might have been,
but, as I said, there is absclutely no evidence that anything had either intruded
inte UK airspace or landed near RAY Woodbridge.

As to your second guestion, no Government Department or official body, epart from
the Hinistry of Defence, has any interest in these reports, and the interest of the
Ministry of Defence is very sitrictly limited, in the way I described.
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{ug= W‘J\"sz] /



GIRT

[ Solicitor

OUR REF: HH/SL
YOUR REF:  D/DS8/10/209
28th June, 1984

o DR ST e

Ministry of Defence,
Defence Secretariat 8,
Room |

Main Building,
Whitehall,

LONDON SW1A 2HB

i
#

I thank you for your letter of the 19th instant with its enclosures.

If I might refer to the last paragraph of your szid letter and refer
you to Colonal Halt's report, of which I have a copy, you will obviocusly
observe that of the three numbered parasraphs thereof, paragraphS§numbered 1
and 2 relate to "a strange glowing object...ees metallic in appearance and
triangular in shape sapproximately two to three metres across the base and
approximately two metres highe.e....hovering or on legs" - since you say
that you have satisifed yourself that nothing in Colonel Halt's report was
of significance from a d&fence point of view I assume that you are aware of and

?

can explain to me what this object wass

You then go on to say that there is no evidence of anything having
“intruded" into British air space and "landing' near R.A.F. Woodbridge and
therefore am I to take this to mean that the vehicle referred to imparagraph
numbered 1 of Colonel Halt's report has been identified by you and that you
are satisifed that it was not an "intruder! i.e. it had the consent of
HeMs Government, directly or indirectly, to be there?

I am sure you will take my point that there is a great deal more
referred to in Colonel Halt's revort than mere "lights" since the report
clearly describes a substantive Craft which obviously left marks bearing
witness to its presence (see paragraph No. 2 of Colonal Halt's letter).

If I may be permitted to continue, I would like now to refer to
the second paragraph of your letter to me wherein you state that your Ministry
is solely concerned with matters of a "defence' interest, which I accept,
snd perhaps you would kindly confirm, as I understand to be the case, that
whilst your Ministry's interest is solely in connection with anything that
might be held to be a threat to our national security, there is another” w1ng
of Government or State, or a"wing" controlled by the Government, which does
have an interest in those objects that fly about, which have no defence
implications (i.e. are not a threat to national security) and which are not
what the man in the strest would regard as conventional aircraft, meteorite,
satelite, ball lightening, comet or any atmospheric phenomina.

At this stage I hope you will not be offended of my enquiring
as to whether you,ﬂreplied to my letter from your own knowledge
and file or whether thg reply to me was passed from others to your goodsself,
iece is the reply yours or are you acting as a wo’betwpen°




%

OUR REF:
YOUR REF:

Solicitor

I feel that I do owe you some explanation as to how and why T am
involved in the subgect of unidentified flying objects and I would mention
that, if you can spare me another few more minutes, my interest in this
subject commenced some six years ago, when, as a total cynique, I investigated
a sighting in Wales for the purpose of giving a talk to a discussion group,
of which I was then and still am a member, on the subject of U.F.O.'s,

I started out to prepare this talk "tongue in cheek! and, indeed
my visit to Wales (actually Anglesey) was made in the same frame of mind
but I have to say that I returned with a somewhat different point of view.

Since that time I have been involved, along with colleagues whose
acquaintance I was to make, in the research of a small but significant number
of sightings and I find that, although I have never seen anything myself,
the more that I delve into this subject the more convinced I become that
there is a craft of unknown origin, or at least of an origin unknown to
the great mass of mankind, which flies about this planet motivated by a
purpose at which I can only guess.

The questionsthat one has to ask oneself are to what extent does
Government know more than the man in the street and conceal from him such
knowledge and is one under a public duty to enlighten the man in the street
not only as to the possibility of such concealed informstion but also
as to its content?

The dilemma that one faces is whether or not it is in the
interests of the man in the street to be aware of what is going on or
whether it is in his interests not to know and clearly, the amswer to this
must depend on the reasons for concealment i.e. whether the same is in
the public good and,as suchpan exception from the normal rule that the
public is entitled to know what is going on or whether concealment from
the public is mek[in their interests since it is designed solely to protect,
perhaps, limited sectional interests e.g. that of the oil industry against
the introduction of a new plentiful and cheap means of fuele

. gy

I subscribe to the”middl@ of the road view that the public are entitled
to know something of that which is going on but as yet cannot make a decision
as to whether they are entitled to full disclosure since I have to concede
that there may be wiser heads than mine who have genuine bone fide reasons for
concealment, of which I may not be aware, but which are clearly in the public
interest.

Much of what I have said may well be meaningless to you and I
suspect it will be if you are merely replying to me from information which
is passed on to you from elsewhere,and from a source to which you yourself
do not have access.

However, I feel as a matter of courtesy that I owe you some explanation
of my involvement in the topic of UeF.O:'s which I suspect is a relative te:@y
since what may be totally unidentifiable to one person may be partially
identifiable or recognisable to another.

Finally, having outlined in short general terms my philosophy and
thinking on the subjecg«I would be grateful to receive your spe01flc reply
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to the points I have raised relating to Colonel Halt's report and that
Department of State which does concern itself with those craft when the
same are considered not to be a Defence issue.

Thanking you in anticipation.
Kind regards.

Tours sincerely,
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Thank you for your letter of 4 July. I am sorry that
you appear 1o have found my last letter,of 22 June,
disappointing., However, I have nothing to add to my
explanation of the Ministry of Defence's interest in so
called UFO reports and I suggest that there is little
point in continuing this correspondence.
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I am sorry that I forgot to. enclose the copy of Col Halts report with my previous
letter. 1 am therefore including it with this. As to the remainder of your
letter, we received no report of an "unidentified flying object" near Cwabran on
14 September 1982, and as I have said before we do not have the resources to
search through our files for any reports we may have received from the Wigan area,
for a particular year. The reports we receive have so far proved to be of no
interest from a defence point of view, so this wowllin any event fall well outside
our defence responsibilities.
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Thank you for your letter of & June; I am sorry that ve did not reply when you
first whrote in March.

The letter you enclosed with yours is very interesting, but I have to say that
it is a forgery. Although apparently vwritten on Ministry of Defence headed
paper it is most certainly not an official doecument and, as I shall explain, .
its contents bear no relation to our policy towards reported sightings of
"Unidentified Flying Objects". Obviously I have no idea where it came from
or vhy it was written, and I can only conclude that it is intended as a joke.

In fact, the Ministry of Defence's interest in reported sightings of UFOz is
“very limited. We are concerned solely with whether these reports reveal
anything of defence interest, such as intruding aircraft, and if we are
satisfied that there are none we take our investigations no further. There
is no erganization in the MOD appointed solely for the purpose of ‘studying
UFO reports, and no staff are employed on the subject full time. The reports
we receive are referred to the staff responsible for the air defence of the
United Kingdom, who examine them as pa:ﬁ\?f their normal duties.

We did receive a report from Col Chaxles ﬁ%lt of the USAF of lights which
had been seen ocutside RAF VWoodbridge . This was confirmed by John Stanley,
Hinister of State for the Armed Forces in answer to a written Parliamentary
Question from Sir Patrick Wall MP on 24 Cctober last year. A copy of this
is attached for your information. The Department satisfied itself at the
. time that nothing in the report was of significance from a defence point of
views What the explanation for the lights is I do not know. However, I can
 assure you that there is absolutely no evidence of anything having intruded
into British airspace and 'landing' near RAF Woodbridge.

\ o
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The National Archives
UFO file release August 2009
MoD letter informing UFOlogist that a letter giving details of a UFO landing and alien creatures at RAF Woodbridge is "a forgery".
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bth June, 198k

Head of D.S5.8.,
Ministry of Lefence,
Main Building, - _
Whitehall, A !
London SWl. - |

re: U.F.0. Sichtin R

endlesham Forest of December 1980.

in
‘f
I enclose a copy of a letter which was sent to me in January of this year,
. together with a copy of the front of the envelope containing the same, and
would be grateful to receive your observations thereon.

Thanking you in anticipation. i

Kind regards,

Yoy incerely,
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= MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building, Whitehall, London swi1A 2uB
Telephone (Direct Dialling) _
e (swichbon) SR

THE MAJORITY OF REDACTIONS ON THIS PAGE ARE ON THE ORIGINALDOCUMENT
Dear h,
As you know, OSI has completed a report on the landing of

a craft of unknown origin crewed by several entities near RAF Bentwaters on
the night of December 29/30 1980,

-

Interestingly, OSI reports that the entities were
approximately 13 metres tall, wore what appeared to be nylon-coated pressure

suits, but no helmets. Conditions on the night were misty, giving the
appearance that the entities were hovering‘above ground level.

Tape recordings were made on which the entities are heard
to speeak in aﬁ electronically synthesizid version'of English, with a strong
American accent. Similar transmissions intercepted irregularly by NSA since
1975.(See attached - Flag &)

According to OSI, entities had claw-like hands with three
digits and an opposable thumb, .

Despite original reports (Flags B - G), OSI said the craft
was not damaged but landed deliberately as part of a series of visits to
SAC bases in USA and Europe. Reports that craft was repaired by US
servicemen or was taken on to the base are not confirmed by OSI.

Landing is not considered a defence issue in view of the
overt peaceful nature of the contact, but in{restigations by DS8 are to be
continued on ~ authority. Precautionary plan for counter-—

information at & loccl level involving ENIEnmyy and » BeEEDs @
§EEER, is strongly recommended.

Sincerely



The National Archives
UFO file release August 2009
Copy of forged letter (see also p82)
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As T have explained previously, the MOD's only interest in so called '"UFO
sightings" is to establish whether they reveal anything of defence interest.
Once we are satisfied that they do not, we do not consider them further., In
the case of the lights seen outside RAF VWoodbridge, we were satisfied that
there were no defence implications., If you followed the press articles on
the Woodbridge incident you will have seen the results of a good deal of
investigative journalism vhich turned up quite rational and down to earth
explanations for vhat was seen. As I recall one favourite explanation was
the light from the Orfordness lighthouse, What the truth is I do not know;

~ as explained, we do not attempt to investigate reports to a point at which

. a positive explanation can be made. I can assure you, though, that there is

" no guestion of anything having intruded into British airspace and ''landed"
near RAF Yoodbridge. '

I am afraid that I camnot help you with the information you requested
concerning the 8§ alleged sightings in 1978, Whilst we are prepared to
release individual reports if they are readily available and easily to hand
we do not have the staff or resources to mount extensive searches through
our records and it was never our intention to provide a research service
for members of the public.

\/ MU D \AQAe\:\ )
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Subject; Unidentified Flying Objects Efii}
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Thank you for your letter dated 11/5/1984 in relation to my question regnrd1ngl -
an official 1nvest1gnt10n by the MOD in response tn the high level of purpnrted
sightings of UFOs in the Yorks/Lancs area, - £;137£; p fr

o -

Turning to a much more recent letter aquired by this organisation from the MOD.
I would appreciate your own thoughts regarding a letter forwarded to your dept,
from Col. Charles Holt, Deputy Base Commander at RAF Woodbridge. He obviously is
¢convinced ‘an unknown flying object was in the ?iclnity of the base, do you not

feel that 'the implica statement warrant an official enqn1ry?
I have a letter from W Captain, USAF, Chief, Public Affairs
Division, that. states, '"we have no official interest in what may have happened,
especially since the lights were seen off base'. (17.10. 83), Your letter forwarded .

to one of our researchers clearly proves some 1nvestlgnt1nn was carrled out by
- USAF pernnnnel, iee. paragraph Z2e:-

"The next day, three depressions 1 1/2" deep and 7" in diameter were found
were the object had been sighted on the ground. The following night (29.12.
80) the area was checked for radiation. Beta/gamma readings of 0.1 mllllro-
entgens were recorded with peak readings in theé three depressions and near.
the éentre of the triangle formed by the depressions.A'nearby tree had

" moderate (,05«07) readings on the side of the tree towards the depressions'l.

. I feel this is more than specunlative talk, the document is ample, evidence that
unknown craft were operating in British Airspace. Therefore one can only reach
the' dlsturbzng conclusion that the British and American Governments are aware of
the nature and logic which revolves around this phenomenon, ~

A& a member of the British public I feel the subject: of UFOs should be investigate
totally. 4000 CIA and American Secret establishment documents prove without a
shadow of 'a doubt, an official interest, I think the well used phrase by the MOD

T Publishters ot



rat we are only interested in Defence implications'does not ring true. Something
unknown to the base commander at Woodbridge obviously broke British Airspace,
one must be perplexed at the attitude the authorities have publicly shown,.

I would be interested to learn of your stance, if we aquired video footage of
unknown and structured craft which c¢learly shows the subject image on the ground,
and in this case - an UF02 It is most frustrating when we aquire actual photographs
of UFOs which have been analysed by the Worlds foremost authority on computer
analysis, and been classified genuine, that the British Government are taking no

actione.

T would now like to turn to a number of sightings which occured between the dates
of 28th May - 18th August, 1978, near the Menwith Hill (USA) listening base., We
jnvestigated no fewer than 8 reported sightings by the villagers of Darley, who I
must add were very frightened. The reports were investigated by this organisation
who were in constant contact with a Public Relations Officer at the base.
T am sure Menwith Hill forwarded a number of these sightings to MOD., The exact
dates and times are as follows:

28.5.1978. 7.30pm. Multiple witnesses.

29,5,1978. 9.15pm. 1 man,

16601978 11.12pm. 1 man 1 female.
3,6,1978. 11.05pm. 1 man.

28.7.1978. 10,30pm. 5 men 5 female.
5.8,1978. 10.40pm, Multiple witnesses.
9.8.1978, 10.,20pm., 3 girls (teenage).
18,8.1978, 12.30pm, 5 men 5 female,

T would appreciate any data you may have regarding the above dates, and for your
comments regarding the contents of the Woodbridge letter. Thank you for your

valuable time,

Yours Faithfully, i
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You wrote again on 16 May with further questions on the Ministry of Defence's policy
towards the reports we receive of flying objects which the observer could not
identify. I shall take your questions in turn.

First you asked about the number of reports we have received. For each of the years
since 1978 we received the following number: 1978 - 750, 1979 - 550, 1880 -~ 3580,

1981 - 600, 1982 - 250, 1983 - 390.

As to your second question, our policy is that we will consider releasing the details
of particular, specified reports, on request, if the information is easily identifiable
and readily to hand. We do not have the resources, though, to go through our files

for all reports from Wigan since 1880,

Your third question concerned the lights seen in E%&ﬂéaiﬁﬁunForest in December 1980,
as reported by Colonel Halt of the Unites States Air Force. As you may have gathered
from Mr Stanley's answer in Hansard of 24 October 1983, we received this report and
satisfied ourselves that it contained nothing of defence interest. 1In case you have
not seen it, I enclose a copy of Colonel Halt's report.

Finally, I explained in my previous letter that so long as there is nothing in the
report to cause concern from a defence point of view {and there never has been) we
make no attempt to identify what was seen.

\/ - o
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You wrote to me again on 19 May with further questions
about our policy towards reports of 'Unidentified
Flying Objects'.

We receive gdr reports from a variety of sources, but
principally from the police, RAF Stations and civil
airfields, These bodies send on to us any reports they
receive from members of the public of flying objects

which the observer could not identify, so that operational
staff here can check for possible defence implicaticons.
However, as Mr Stanley explained in his Parliamentary
answer of 24 October last year, no report we have rsceived
has ever been of concern fromihis point of view. That
includes Colonel Holt's report of lights in Rendlesham
Forest.
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Deed

Thank you for your two letters, of 7 and 8 May.

In your letters you asked whether we had any information concerning three

reported sightings of flying objects which the ohserver could not identify. The

only one of these for which I could find a report was the one on 27 December 1380,

at RAF Woodbridge. I am therefore attaching a copy of a report by Colonel Charles Halt
of the United States Air Force, which is the only inform&tion we have on this.

You may also be interested in the two attached Parliamentary Questions.
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"London SW14 2HB.
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Defence Secretariat 8, Overseas Liaison Officer

Roon (SN 40

Ministry of Defence,
Main Building,
Whitehall,

DATE: 84584

Dear Sir/ﬁadam,

Gould you please forward any information that you have on the following
reports of Unidentified Flying Objectss

Date and time of sightingsFriday the 11th of July 1980,3.30 am,.

Descr”ptlon of objectsA large flattened oval shaped object, Colour yellow
then blue/white then changed back to yellow.

Position of observers.Soylan& Moor between Littleborough and Todmorden
North Yorkshire,Bngland,.

How Observed:leked eye only.

Direction object first seentNorth.
[¥]

do o n .
caxr vigi

1 SR -~ ¢ Folice Constable

clear with ble,

2]

Weather conditionsstCold and

Wames of observers:Police Cons

Second reports
DatesDecember the 27th 1980 at Jam.
Description of objecti:Metallic tri

basge and 2 ne

a row of blue

some sort of"
Pogsition of observers:Tangham wood,near USAF base at RAF Woodbridge,Suf

Englande
How observediliaked eye and 8-~12 pouwel lensel
Direction object seen:lNorth.

P.T.0s

PRINTED I ENOLAND.

foll
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UssH/D

 rron: RSN o-ccnc secretariat o e @

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE Rroom
Main Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB

Telephons {Direct Dialling)
{Switchboard)

Your reference

Qur reference éjeﬁ)
D/D88/10/209"

Date

;kZ»May 1984

Deed

I am afraid that previous references to us having released sixteen reports of
‘flying objects which the observer could not identify from the South Wales area
appear to have been mistaken. In fact we released only fifteen such reports.

I enclose, though, the one report I think you are missing to complete the "set".

You also asked about Lt Col Halt's report on the lights which were seen near RAF
Woodbridge on 27 December 1980. Mr Stanleys answer in Hansard of 24 October 1983,
of which you have a copy, made it clear that we received a copy of this report and
satisfied ourselves that it contained nothing of defence interest. I have nothing
to add to that.
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Un&Xpanned’iightS

RAF/cC ‘ . .
I. Early in the morning of 27 Pec ga (qpproximately 0300L), two USAF

~securfly police pPatrolmen Saw unusyal lights outside the back gate at -

RAF Noudbridye. Thinking gy aircraft miyht have crashed or been forced
down,- they called fur Permission to go outside the gate to investigateg,
The on-duty flight chief vesponded and allowed three natrolmen to Pri-
ceed un footl., Tl individuals reperted seefng « Strange glowing cbjece
in the forost. The object was described as being wetalic in appearunce
and triangular in shape, approximately two to three meters across the
base ang approximately two meters MYgh. Tt {1luminated the entire forest
with-a white light. The object itself had a Pulsing red light on tap and
8 bank(s) of blye lights underncath. Te object was hovering or on Tegs,
As the patroluen approached the object, it Mancuvered through the tirees
dnd disappeared. At this time the animals un a nearby farm went into a
frenzy. The object wes briefly sighted approximately an hour later near
the back gate. - '

a,

2. The next day, three depressions F1/ZY deep and 7" in dismeter were
found where the object had lLeen Sighted on the ground. The following
night (29 Dec 80) the areca was cheched tor radiation. Beta/gamma readings
of 0.1 nﬁlliroentgens Were recorded with peak readings in the three de-
Pressions and near the Center of the triangle formed Ly the depressions.,

A nearby tree had moderate (.06—.07) readings vn the Side of the tree
Ltoward the depresSions . Sy

: -;‘_ s

3. Later in the Night a ved Sun-1like light was N thruvugh the Lyees.

It moved aboutl ang pulsed. At ovne point it appreared to throw of f alowing
particles ang then broke into Five seParate white objects and then dis-
apprared. lmmediately therearter, three star-11ke objects were noticed

in the sky, (wo objects to the nurth and one to Hhe€south, all of which
were aboul 0% gff the horizon. The objects moved rapidly in sharp ongular
movements and displayed red, green and blue lights 'he objects to the
north appeared to e elliptical through an 8-)2 power leng . They then
turned tu full circles The objects to the north remained in the sky For
an hour or more. [jhe object to the south was visible for two or Lhree
hours and beamed down a Stream of Tight from time to time. Numerous indivs
duals, including the undersigned, Witnessed the activities in paragraphs

2 and 3. :

ALT, Lt Col, USAE
Deputy Base Commander



¥ay 19th., 1984

Yeur ref: D/DS8/10/209.

Defence Secretariat 8,. Room
Winistry ef Defence,

Main Building,

Whitehall,

EONDON, SW1A Z2HB.

Dear Sir/Madam,

Thank yeu fer your letter of the 10th instant, which was very
infermative.
: With reference to the 'Hansard® extract for 13th. March last,
.colleagues and T were wondering whether yeu could kindly provide OSEAP
‘With a breakdewn of the seureces for the UFO reperts your Department
received frem 1981 to 1983. It seems quite remarkable that you have received
so many, whilst OSEAP, and others, have received none.

In fact, OSEAP has received no reports for approximately 18 months!
Hence eur interest in some old, interesting cases.

Se, Iif at all possible, we would like te knew from what channels the
¥OD gets its reports in such great nubers.

Coming to Rendlesham, would you confirm that an unidentified aerial
craft hovering very near te a Tactical Combat Base must surely have defence
implications? The facts, as reperted by Col. Halt would seem to give some
cause for concern. One does not feel reassured by the natureof the
Secretary of States for Deflence's reply in Handsard for Z24th. October last.

Once again, thank you for your cooperation in these matter.

for OSEAP,
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Fram:._ Defence Secretariat 8, Room File . @

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB

Telephone {Direct Dialling)
{Switchboard)

Your reference

Our reference
D/DSS/TO/209’

Date . ~q

IC May 1984

Thank you for your recent letters on the subject of reported UFO sightings.
I am sorry to have been some time replying.

To take your general question first, it has now been decided not to publish
thereparts of alleged UFO sightings we receive. As you may know, we get
several hundred of these each year and to prepare them for publication would
be a comsiderable editorial task, for which we have neither the staff nor
resources. This would also fall well outside our defence responsibilities.
However, for some time we have been prepared to release the details of
particular reports to serious enquirers provided the information was easily
identifiable and readily to hand. That continues to be our policy.

As to your questions about specific 'incidénts!,.l am afraid that neither the

‘first, third nor fourth of those you mentioned was reported to the Ministry

of Defence, so I am unable to help with those. The only information we have
on the lights seen in Renaelesham Forest is the report by Colonel Halt of

the United States Air Force. You will probably already have seen this, but
in case you have not I enclose a copy.

You may also be interested in the enclosed Parliamentary Questions on the
Ministezy of Defence's interest in alleged UFO sightings.,
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5 % 30th. April, 1984
| gyt |
Defence Secretariat Divisign 8, ... -~ 7
¥inistry of Defence, ¢ RILE
Whitehall, ' i

LONDOF , SW1A ZHB.

Dear Sir/Madam,

re: release of information on UWPFO Reports.

Regardimg the above matter, until early this year I had received
courteous replies to my enquiries, from your Department.

However, my colleagues and myself are somewhat perturbed that you
have apparently ceased to respomd to any letters from this quarter. Indeed,
this year I have written on behalf of OSEAP on three ocecasions: 22nd. Jan wary,
13th. Harch and 23rd. March,

Following reports in the press, however accurate, we were led to
believe that you were supplying information where possible in response to
enquiries from serious bodies. OSEAP is one such organisation and feels
that the least you could do is to write and confirm yourDepartment's
position on the matter being discussed. Surely it would be just a matter of
good manners, even though you will have more impertant matters to attend to.

Yours faithfully,




1 o0y
22vd. ¥arch, 1984
~
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Defence Secretarist Divigion S,E [ T Y 3
. , . ;
¥inistry of Defence, ‘ i
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Deayr SirMadanm,

re: releagse of infermatien on UFC raporis.

Following my letter to yveur department »f the 13th. inst., I would
like your comments on a front paze article that appeared in 'THE ADVERTISER
for ¥arch 16th, It concerns the releace of 16 reports to BUFGRA and contains
the following: "So it Iz interesting uew Lo sse tust a Sovernment depariuent
is now willing 'toeapgider vroviding reworts on specific incidents to serious
inguiries', writes .

On behalfl of my colleagues T would ask your eriteria for seriocus inquiries
and their asceepiance.

If the newspaper report is correct then I take this opportunity te z sk
your depariment on the fellowing casesi-

1. Llanerchymedd, Amglesey 1st. Sept., 19
invelved in the main investig o
and subsequently preduced 3 sp

2. Rendlehisam Forest. (Highly publicised in the press
but seemingly lacking subst ance., Although not
initially dinvolved, O FAT bas hecome interested
in the sase affter paying this ares a visit last
vear).

N

« Llandr Tlywid 2%d. an., 157k, (OSEAP followed
Iaz i :

illo
‘his 5né'19ﬂt up t y@ “%1ch nvvl red
31"'& fremo ors, !

L. South Stacks, Holyhead, Anglesey: 4th. Feb. 1574. (Due to
nesrness, in time; Lo the previeous incident OSEAT has
becone interested in the - ng~up on the shore of a

e object. Ad Aberporth Range
shment theirs ind the Navy's

ey research  base at Portasmouth was sen
The ohjset was O long, with a wingspan of
s black aluvminium body and *he remnantsz of an’

m}<

<
¢

2

trust that you wiil kindly supply any inforaW§lﬂn vou are abls on the
neidents. I hardly need that a serious investigative

your department 1f
; ed: APEN, or a
reyr a€ nﬁatlve of the same.

sy connaections with

des in Redear




22nde. January, 1934

Defence Secretariat Divisiopes

Ministry of Defence, Mindt T OF OEFENCE
Main Building, w 5 & i
Yhitehall, | w8
LONDON, SW1A 2HB. 3 JAN1984

et iy

! FILE ,

Dear Sir/Madam,

Re; release of information relating to UFQ reports.

Just a line to say my colleagues and I are still interested in your
Department's position on the above matter.

Therefore, may we again ask you what is‘being done with the information,
if anything?

Yours truly,

for D3EAP.



Your ref:- D/DSE/10/209.

13th. March, 1984

R e T EE

¥ain Building, : L S
Wnitehall,

LONDON, SWiA ZHB.

Dear Sir/Madam,

Purther to my letier of 22nd. January last and the report in the

position in relation fto the release of information relating to UFO reporis.
I would again stress the need for caution in releasing this type of

materizX. Not only because of 'national security' considerations, but also

of the %yp§ aof person who might have access to it. You will be aware that

*distortion of the facts! is endemic within so-called UFQ research cireles.

Hoping that this communication is received favourably, I am

Yours faithfully,

for OSEAP,



Secretariat 8;

Room
i London SW1A 2HB
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Your raforsnce

Our reforence 4 7
D/D58/10,/209”
Date

AL April 198k

e

Thank you for your letter of 9 March 1984, Your suggestion that the Ministry of
Defence has documents relating to the alleged UFQ gighting at RAF VWoodbridge in
Decenber 1980, other than Colonel Halt's report, is quite mistaken.

Perhaps I ought to explain that the sole interest of the Ministry of Defence in
reported sightings of Unidestified Flying Objects (UFOs) is to establish whether
they have any bearing on the defence of the country.

There is no organisation in the Ministry of Defence appointed solely for the purpose
of gtudying UFOs, and no sitaff are employed on the subject full time. The reports
ve receive are referred to the staff in tne Department who are responsible for the
air defence of the United Kingdom, and they examine the reports as part of " their
normal duties,

Since our interest in UFOs is limited to possible defence implications we have not
carried out a study into the scientific significance of these phenomena. Unless
there are defence implicatisas we do nol attemnt to identify sightings and we

cannot inform observers of the probable identity of the object seen. The Department
could not justify the expenditure of public funds on investigations which go beyond
the pure defence interests.

We have to recognise that there are many strange things to be seen in the sky, but

we believe there are adequaie explanations for them. They may be satellite debris
re-entering the earth atmosghere, ball lighitning, unusual cloud formations,
meteorological balloons, aireraft lights, aircraft at unusual angles or many other
things. There is certainly no evidence that alien spacecraft have landed on- the
planet. Although we have nst carried out our own studies, we are aware of independent
studies into the UFOs, notably by the University of Colorado published in 1969. This
concluded that 90% of all UFUs reported could be plausibly related to ordinary
phenomena.

I attach copies of 2 recent Parliamentary Questions on the Ministry of Defence's
interest in UFO reports. I am returning your stamped addressed envelopeX

[ S iy,

ENCS:



British UFO Research Association o , :

U.F.0. Investigator for Suffolk

Defence Secretariat Division 8.

KINISTRY OF DEFENCE

¥ain Building Whitehall TR
London ‘
SWIA 2HB. 9th March I984,.077
Yo
Fo
REs~ WOODBRIDCE INCIDENT DEC '80'. o
5

Dear Sir/Madam,

I have been informed that a certain anmount of
UF0 Documents are being released.
As T am a credited UFQO Investigator for BUFORA, 'BRITISH UFQ
RESEARCH ASSOCIATIMN'. :
I would be grateful if you could assist me with nmy enguiries.
For the past 3years IThave been one of the main investigators
on the Woodbhridge incident in Decembe
We the investigators, the other being%, now
know that Photographs,Tape recording and signed witnesses
statements Do exist, Our source of information being reliable.
We have been informed that ithe Ministry of Defence has Docu= '
mentatoin on the said mention case.
We received Col Charles I Holt's report via the Freedom of
Informations Act, in the United States.
Phis report was filrst sent to the MoD, by Sgn Leader Donald
Horeland. theloD eventually sent a cony to the US Ailr Fowce
in the uUnited States. We have been informed that Col Halts
report is but only =« éiei accotnt or woe dncident and a full
report has been made .
e would be gratefull if you wonld provide us with the latfr
also obther Docunumentation on the Woodbridge incident.
I have enclosed Jjust one of many Documents we have received.
The enclosed being from the Air Force Headquaters HIlith
Combat Buvport Group (U.S.A,F.E.).

We look Forward to your Acknowledgenment of this Letter.

YOURS SINCERELY

N



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS 513TH COMBAT SUPPORT GROUP {USAFE}
APQ NEW YORK 09127

Ardmore, Pennsylvania 19003 - . - 14 June 1983

I am . pleased to be able to respond to your request for information dated
7 May 1983. As you may now know, the 513th Combat Support Group provides

_document management services for Headquarters, Third Air Force. After extensive

effort, we are able to successfully answer your four separately directed requests
for information concerning uhexplained lights on 27 December 1980.

It ﬁiéht interest you to know that the US Air Force had no longer retained

@ copy-of the 13 January 1981 letter written by Lt Col Charles I. Halt. The

Air Force:file copy had been properly disposed of in accordance with Air Force
Regulations. . Fortunately, through diligent inquiry and the gracious consent qf

Her Majesty's government; the .British Ministry of Defence and the Royal Air
Force; the US Air Force was provided -a copy for you. We trust this adequately
exp1a1ns the initial inability to prov1de a favorable response.

As. you also asked, we have attached such documentation as we had concerning

=" the processing: of your several FOIA requests as of rece1pt of your-? May 1983
--é:request - l

{ncerely,

PETER W. BENT, Colonel, USAF

Commander

o
D) peone? P
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Your reforence

Qur reference 2 9
D/DS8/10/2097
Date

;%%nApril 1984

Thank you for your letter of 31 January. I am sorry to have taken so long
before replying.

I should first of all point out that the sole interest of the Ministry of Defence
in reported sightings of UFOs is. to establish whether they have any bearing on the
defence of the country.

There is no organization in the Ministry of Defence appointed solely for the purpose
of studying UFOs, and no staff are employed on the subject full time. The reports
we receive are referred to the staff in the Department who are responsible for the
air defence of the United Kingdom, and they examine the reports as part of their
normal dutles.

Since our interest in UFOs is limited to possible defence implications we have not
carried out a study into the scientific significance of these phenomena. Unless
there are defence implications we do not abttempt to identify sightings and we

cannot inform observers of the probable identify of the object seen. The Department
could not justify the expenditure of public funds in investigations which go beyond
the pure defence interests.

We havée to recognize that there are many strange things to be seen in the sky, but
we believe there are adequate explanations for them. They may be satellite debris

" re~enterihg the earth atmosphere, ball lightning, unusual cloud formations, ’
meteorological ballons, aircraft lights, aircraft at unusual angles or many other
things. There is certainly no evidence that alien spacecraft have landed on the
planet. Although we have not carried out our own studies, we are aware of
independent studies into the UFOs, notably by the University of Colorado published
in 1969. This concluded that 90% of all UFOs reported could be plausibly related to
ordinary phenomena.

I attach copies of two recent Parliamentary Questions on the Ministry of Defence's
interest in UFO reports.
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Thank you for your letter of 12 March. Since _, my predecessor here,
Jast wrote to you it has been decided noit to publish the reports of alleged UFO
sightings we receive. As you may know, we receive hundreds of these reports each
year and to prepare them for publication would involve a great deal of editorial
~work, for which we have neither the money nor the staff. This would, in any case,
fall outside our defence responsibilities. It is also not possible for you to be
allowed privileged access to these reports. Although they contain no classified °
papers they are, like all Ministry of Defence files, subject to the Public¢c Records
Act. Under this Act official files are, in general, to remain closed for 30 years
after the last action has been taken on them,

You may be interested in the two attached Parliamentary Questions on the MUD's
interest in reports of alleged UFO sightings.

\(o\m:u Sa%CU@Q?«f
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Dear $§r§j

We have correspomded on many occasions in the past regarding your low-key
investigation into UFO sightings.l am fully conversant with your policy and
appreciate the difficulties under which you labour.

You will realise,if you check back through my records,that I have no grand
illusions about UFOs.I do not belkeve you are covering up evidence of an alien
invasion.Essentially,I believe that 90% (plus) of sightings are readily explicable
As for the rest,the solutions lie in terms of novel atmospheric and psychological
phenomena.Some of these phenomena have decided scientific value,and since they
represent the harnessing of radiating energy have {both in my view and that of

a number of scientists who work with me) potential to offer economic advantages
to those who study them.

For this reason I have been urging the department since 1978 to release the files
you hold to the scientific community,since the problem (as you freely afimit)
is one much more of a scientific nature than of a defence concern.

In October 1982 you wrote to me advising that a decision had been takem to
release data and you were currently contemplating the best way by which this
might be achieved. I kept this to myself at the time,since I did not wish to
prejudice your decision with receipt of numerpus claims.However,you gave me a
statement 1o make public some months later and several sample reports from South
Hales.These were ib lieu of the case I specifically requested.

Recently,l was approached by the Sunday Observor,who planned to do an article

on the MOD and UFOs. I gave them full cooperation, to the maximum of my ability,
since I felt this was the right kind of inflmential source to discuss the matter
publicly. I had no control over Martin Bailey's conclusions (which I think were
reasonably fair),but it is difficult to do this when I have incomplete data.Had
I been in possession of more documents I could have possibly helped the paper
give an even more fair appraisal.

In February 1983 myself and_ published an agticle "The Neglected
Sciencd of UFOs" in New Scientist.Youmay peruse this,since it adeguately reflects

my position on the matter.I think this demonstrates that I am not making out-
landish claims, and that cooperation between us could be to mutual advantage.
You must realise the problems caused when unscrupulous sources wrongly promoted
the essence of the Woodbridge Air Base (December 1980) sighting.in the News of
the World last year.This generated public relations headaches I am sure.And
the real truth was in mo sense given.After a lot of work on the case I know
that a UFO and aliiens were not resionsible for the events of that night.

Pollowing our New Scientist artic and I were approached by a scientific
publishers (Blackwell) and commissioned to write a book that reflects the
history of science and its dealidngs with the UFQO phenomenon.A section of this
deals with official government policy towards UFO science (in the USA and here).
In this way a few thousand words on the British MOD policy have been included.
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I have brought this to your attention before, in a lettier that did not receive
a reply. We feel that this book will be influential,reaching as it does the
scientific community (ie it will not be a mass market paperback). It would be an
ideal opportunity to help one another.That is,you offering data to us, and we
offering a good public relajions job for you. This we would be delighted 4o do.

Whilst the book is largely complete we can delay a little while,if there is
promise of significant new data.

When I first discussed the document releade with your departmentsalmost 18 months
ago,l requested privileged access to the files.I suggested that I would be happy
to sign the official secrets act,or any other waiver you may require to protect
the identity of the people who have wtitten to yous, which you explained to me as
the main problem in clearing the data for release. Surely such a commitiment on
my part would be sufficient?

I supported my application with reference to _who acts as my opposite
number in Australia (we are coordinators of national investigations).Prior to the
granting of the Freedom of Information Act in Australia he was offered access (om
terms similar to those I suggest) to all the cleared documents.He was then
encouraged to report on this as widely as possible in the UPO media. This he did,
very fairly I might add.His reports (which I have if you wish to see them) have
had a number of significant advantages,

(1) They have effectively demolished the *cover-up' myth,by showing in detail
the full truth of the file content.

(2) They have eased the burden of enquiries that the government would have received
by presenting this material ;through Bill, to0 the people who regmired it.’

(3) They allowed a person with the UFO background knowledge (that your team do not
have) to act in a public relations capacity for the government.In other words
all enquiries are deflected to himyand he is in a position to respond to them.

This is an effective system that has worked welle Of course,I realise it was
precipitated by the imminence of Freedom of Information there.No doubt the
Australian government wished to avoid what took place in the USA,where law suit
after law suit (using the F.0.I.act) has beeh tabded in order to obtain perceived
documentse o .. A~

Section 40

I asked-/to endorse my claim for similar treatment, which he did,

One problem you raised was that there are many UFO groups here,and that sponsorship
of me might leave you open to requests from the others.But surely you are able to
make a valge judgement and appreciate that most groups lack knowledge,experience,
and a credible public relations position. I have been a full-time worker in this
field for six years and have established a public relations position.I alsoc have
hopefully demonstrated that I am capable %f expressing the situation objectively,
without wild suppositions or illogical assumptions.

I am in the position to report to the UFO community,as_ didesIn this
way I could help you. What is more,via the book i ard I could truly provide
a heneficial service to both science and yourselves. Section 40

You did say that if a substartial delay,further to the one already in effect in
late 1982,were to take place,then you would seriously consider this proposal.
As it would now appear that you have comcluded (I think reasonéh}y) that there is
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just too much information to release it al}l, then this might make the suggestion
even more advantageous,

Can I please ask you to contemplate such a move, It is in my interests to
present the realities of the UFO problem to the scientific communityj,and to try
to educate the UFO enthusiasts (based upon the facts). It is in your interests
t0 ease the public relations burdenywhilst being as open as possible. It will
not be easy to demonstrate that you are not witholding vital information. To

do so effectively we must start now. There may not be a Freedom of Information
Act here at the present, but as you must know it is feasible. If it comes,it
would be well to have prepared, just as they did in Australia. In which case I
beldeve that my prpposition must have merit.

Yours sincerely,




LOOSE MINITE
D/Ds8/10/209
Woapr 8k

AD_MOD Sy 1

CORRESPONDERCE FROM-
1. I attach a letter zad attachments we recently received from a _

for your information and whatever action you think necessary.

2. As you will see, -has sent us a copy of a letter which purports

to be a report of landing of a UFO crewed by several "entities® near RAF
Bentwaters in 1980. This letter is clearly a forgery. Although it is written

on MOD headed paper it is most certainly not on official decuwmesk.] do not want to
be too alarmist about whaﬁ could be simply a harmless joke, but this could prove
rather embarrassing if it ever found its way to a newspaper. The News of the World
ran a very sensational s"“ory in October last year, allegmzj that a UFO had landed
near RAF Bentwaters. Th&f based this on a report by a USAF Colonel, of some
unexplained lights near the base, which they had managed to get hold of, They
would no doubt seize on this letter as further “proof" that something had happened.
There could also be Pariiamentary interest., Sir Patrick Wall MP has recently
asked 2 questions on the ¥OD's interest in UFO reports and might ask questions
about this. In the worst case, then, this letter could cause & good deal of
unnecessary and unwelcong bother,

3. _addresseﬁ the letter to _ my predecessor in this
post, because he had spoken to her shortly after the News of the World story
appeared: my phone number has become fairly well known amongst UF0O spottérs. The
reference to DS8 in the text of the letter is also easily explained; anyone who
has received & letter explaining our policy on UFO reports would know that D38
are the responsible division, although we do not, contrary to what the letter
suggests, carry out investigations.

b, By way of background, I attach a note explaining the limited extent of our
interest in UFO reports end the 2 recent PQS. I should, of course, be happy to
spzak to you about this,

Di8


The National Archives
UFO file release August 2009
UFO desk note to MoD Security reporting the forged document (also see p82-84)
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RECORDED DELIVERY

30th March, 1984

Ministry of Defence,
Main Building,
Whitehall,

LONDON SW1A 2HB

vea ST

re: UFQ Matters and Rendlesham Forest Sighting.

I enclose a copy of a letter which I received in January, together with
a copy of the front of the envelope which contained the same, and would be gratefu
to receive your comments thereon.

Thanking you in anticipation.

Yours faitpfully,
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> MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building, Whitehall, London swi1A 2B

Telephone (Direct Dialling)
T .
e (Switchboard)
THE MAJORITY OF REDACTIONS ON THIS PAGE ARE ON THE ORIGINALDOCUMENT

DEERE

As you know, OSI has completed a report on the landing of
a craft of unknown origin crewed by several entities near RAF Bentwaters on
the night of December 29/30 1980.

Interestingly, OSI reports that the entities were

approximately 13 metres tall, wore what appeared to be nylon-coated pressure

suits, but no helmets. Conditions on the night were misty, giving the
appearance that the entities were hovering‘above ground level.

Tape recordings were made on which the entities are heard
to speak in afl electronically syntheaizéd version of English, with a strong
American. accent. Similar transmissione intercepted irregularly by NSA since
1975.(See atiached - Flag 4)

According to OS5I, entities had claw-like hands with three
digits and an opposable thumb. _ -

Despite original reports (Flags B - G), 0SI said the craft
was not damaged but landed deliberately as part of a series of visits to
SAC bases in USA and Europe. Reports that craft was repaired by US
servicemen or was taken on to the base are not confirmed by OSI.

Landing is not considered a defence issue in view of the
overt peaceful mature of the contact, but investigations by DS8 are to be
continued on~ authority. Precautionary plan for counter-

information at & loc:l level involving GRSy :nd : GonaaEms e
@, is strongly recommended.

Sincerely







The sole interest of the Ministry of Defence in reported sightings of
Unidentified Flying Objects (UF0s) is to establish whether they have

azny bearing on the defence of the country.

There is no organization in the Ministry of Defence appcinted sclely for
the purpose of studying UFOs, and no staff are employed on the subject full

’ time. The reports we receive, which we are grateful for, are referred to

the staff in the Department who are responsible for the air defence of the

United Kingdom, and they examine the reports as part of their normal duties.

VSince-pur interest in UFOs is limited to possible defence imélications we have
not carried out a Study into the scientific significance of these phenomena.
Unless there are defence implications we do nqt attempt to identify sightings
and we cannot inform observers of the probable identity of thé object seen.
The Department could not justify the expenditure of public funds on

investigations which go beyond the pure defence interests.

We have to recognizé that‘there ére many strange things to be seen in the sky,
but we believe there are adequate explanations for them. They may be satellite
debris re-entering the»eérﬁh atmosphere, ball lightning, unusual cloud '
formations, meteorological balloons, aircraft lights, aircraft at unusual anglés
or many other things. There is certainly no evidence that alien spacecraft have
lznded on the planet."Although we have not carried oﬁt our own studies, we are
aware of independent studies into the UFOs, notably by the University of Colorado
published in 1969. This concluded that 90% of a1l UFOs reporfed could be

plzusibly related to ordinary phenomena.



1% March 1984

Cols 1%2 & 125

N _ Unidentified Flying Objects
Sir Patrick Wall asked the Secretary of State for
, Defence _(1) how many alleged landings by unidentified
flying ob}scts. have been made in 1980, 1981, 1982 and
1983‘, respectively; and how many have been investigated
by his Department’s personnel;
(2) how many unexplained sightings there have been in
1980, 1981, 1982 and 1983, respec?ively; and which of
these had been traced by radar and with what result.

Mr. Lee [pursuant to his reply, 9 March 1984, c. 728]:
For the years in question, the Ministry of Defence received
the following numbers of reports of sightings of flying
objects which the observer could not identify: 350, 600,
250, and 390. Reports of alleged landings are not
separately identified. The Department was satisfied that
none of these reports was of any defence significance and,
in such cases, does not maintain records of the extent of

its investigations.
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RAF Woudbyidee (Alleped ducident)

Siv Patrick Wall &
Pefenee (1) 0 B has seen the United Sttes Air Foree
meme dated 13 Janeay 1981 concerning uneaplaiued
lizhis near RAF Woodbridue; .

(2} whethier, inview of the 221 tha the United State’s
CAlr Foree memo of 13 January 1931 on the incident at RAE

Voodbridae has been released under the Freedom of
Infornudion Act, be will noew release reports and
docunenls conceming similar vicaplained incidents in the
United Kingdom;

) how many unexpluined sightings or rudar intercepis
have tikien place sinee 1980.

Mr. Staeley: 1 lave seen ihe memommdum of 13
Januury 1981 10 which my hou. Friend refers. Siace 1980
the Department Las seceived 1,400 veports of sightings of
fiying objects wlich the observers Lave been unable to
Kemily. There vere no cor ceponding vnexpliined radar
contects. Subjoct 10 normal securily constrainis, 1 an
ready fo give imformaiion whout any such reported
sightings that are foond 10 be & mudier of concern from a

- Gzivnce standpoint, but there have been none to date.

sked thie Sceretary of State for
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RAF LIAISON OFFICE ~

Royal Air Force Bentwaters Woogb?l&lge Suffolkr 1P122RQ

Telephone Woodbridge _ @ (:

Defence Secretariat Div 8a Your reference
Ministry of Defence

Main Building Our reference
Whitehall BENT/6/AIR
LONDON Date

SW1A 2HB 36) March 1984
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Further to vour letter D/DS8/10/209 dated

17 November 1983, enclosed is the pre-
advertising for a book on the "Rendlesham
UFO". Most of the advertising is erroneous
but it will no doubt stir up another hornet's
nest!

Squadron Leaderx
RAF Commander

Copy to: HQ 3AF/SRAFLO
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This book will explain the meaning of that
significant statement,

Furthermore, the authors have been given dramatic
information and documentation by the British
Defence Ministry, who for the first time have come
clean about their involvement in the UFO subject.

This could be the book which finally ends the cover
up.

In view of the sensational, but absolutely verifiable
and documented, evidence presented, there can be no
way Sky Crash can fail to attract excitement,
controversy and huge sales.

The British edition will be published in the
summer of 1984, and the ripples following publication
will spread across the world.

ORDER FORM

Send no money now, but return
this today to:

Neville Spearman Limited,
The Priory Gate,
Friars Street,
Sudbury, Suffolk.

We will advise and bill you when copies of
Sky Crash are available.

I would like to receive my copy/ies of
Sky Crash. Please advise me immediately when I will
send you my remittance.

.................................................................
..............................................................

......................................................................................

The World's First
officially confirmed
Close Encounter

A

Cosmic
Cover-Up

Brenda Butler, Dot Street & Jenny Randle:.
(Author of Alien Contact, etc,)

@




‘Are UFOs physical craft flown by beings of
superior intelligence? Do the governments of the
world know this fact, absolutely and certainly? Have
their representatives met with and talked with these
aliens elsewhere? And is this incredible truth slowly,
but finally, about to be told?

These are strong words, and they are meant to be.
For this book promises to be perhaps the most
important ever written about the UFQ phenomenon,

But the implications of this TRUE account go far
beyond our personal belicfs or disbelicfs. This inves-
tigation poses questions of the greatest importance to
the future of the world. :

The case begins with an unidentificd blip on a
radar screen at a joint civil and military air base near
Rendlesham Forest in Suffolk in the last few days of
1980. This recording is taken by US Air Force
Intelligence Officers who tell (in confidence) a
fantastic story. From this comes trickles of indepen-
dent confirmatory information out of a strategic base
which lies in the fore of Europe’s defence. Gradually
this trickle grows to a torrent, and the various
accounts come together. It is clear that an event,
unsurpassed in the history of the UFQO phenomenon,
has occured on British soil under the eyes of
numerous military personnel from the US Air Force,
including some of very high rank.

As the investigation continued to bring new
witnesses and information to light, a point was
reached where the number »f individuals (both
civilian and military) described two major close
encounters within three days. The evidence was
overwhelming. This has become one of the best
documented UFO incidents of all time. And it
involves two protracted encounters with an incredible
and undeniably physical, craft which had come down
into the woods .... not, it would seem, for the first
-time!

Its pllots, however, were not of this world. They
were aliens.

One, at least, of the military encounters offers
irrefutable evidence of a landing lasting three hours,
during which the entities held a long conversation
with a high-ranking officer. Their craft had been
damaged and was placed under military guard while
the aliens made hasty repairs enabling them to take

’

oft again. In their wake they left strong picces of
evidence, including symmetrical trace marks,
radiation, damage to surrounding trees, and several
pieces of visual and auditory documentation which
were immediately placed under strict secrecy. The
traces themselves were subsequently destroyed by
the authoritics in a calculated manner.

All of these events took place within half a mile of
the perimeter fence of a front-line NATO air base.
This joint US Air Force and RAF operation is alway s
on alert and is staffed by anti-tank bombers, It is
shiclded by one of the tightest radar networks in the
world.

Of course, this story alone would be of the highest
significance. But it represents Jjust one major facet of
this historic book. For the events have received officil
confirmation from the governments of both Britain
and the USA. Documentation to prove this will be
shown. The extent of this confirmation suprised even
the investigative tcam. For the first time ever, a
terrifying UFO close encounter is officially
confirmed by the Ministry of Defence and the
Pentagon.

Having established beyond all reasonable doubt the
reality of the events, the book moves on to examing
its implications. Various alarming scenarios will be
presented and these will span across witcheraft, drugs.
space warfare and a near nuclear holocaust' But it
would seem that the facts make the real truth
abundantly clear. And that truth may be more horriiic
than any of these alternatives.

All documentation and discussion will be
supported by a full analysis of official papers on
UFOs which have been forced out of the US Govern.
ment by recent legal action. The hundreds of reports,
transcripts and rescarch memoranda have been reap-
praised in the light of the incidents at Rendlesham
Forest. And suddenly they make sense,

The continued and long-standing involvement of
the CIA, the FBI and many other security agencices
makes it certain that, as one of these agency
documents actually says: ‘The problem transends the
level of individual departmental responsibilities
and is of such importance as to merit cognisance
and action by the National Security Council.'
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Air Commodore_ MVO RAF
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et o D

REQUEST FOR UFO INFORMATION

i. Thank you for your letter of 2 March. I do apologise for not having replied to
your earlier letter which enclosed a request from the editor of the CEWAP Journal
for information on last October's "News of the World" report about alleged unidenti-
fied sightings outside RAF Woodbridge. S

2. The report mentioned in the newspaper article was, indeed, sent to MOD but I
am afraid that much of the story printed by the "News of the World" was, to say the
least, exaggerated. There was no question of any contact with Yalien beings", no
unexplained radar contacts and no evidence that anything had landed in the forest.

3. It may help if I explain the very limited interest which MOD has in so-called

UFO reports. Our sole concern is to establish whether they reveal anything of defence
interest (in¥rudiag aircraft, for example) and we do not pursue our investigations
beyond the stage at which we are satisfied that there are no defence implications. As
far as the Woodbridge incident is concerned, the Department satisfied itself at the
time that there was no reason to consider that the alleged sightings had any defence
significance.

4, MOD has never denied that sirange things may be seen in the sky, but we believe
that there are perfectly normal explanations for theseysuch as falling satellite
debris, unusual cloud formations or aircraft lights., I followed articles
printed elsewhere in the British press after last Autumn's report in the "News of the
World" he will have seen a number of attempts to explain the alleged sightings in more
down to earth terms. As I recall, one favourite possibility was that the light seen
came from the Orfordness lighthouse. ' -

5. I am sorry that I cannot be more helpful. I am afraid that there are no official
photographs of RAF Bentwaters and RAF Woodbridge of the type sought by
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
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(Switchboard) _
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I do apologise for not replying earlier to your corres-
pondence about the alleged unexplained sightings at RAF Woodbridge
in 1980. As may have explained when you spoke
to him, we have had =taff changes in the relevant section of DS 8
and have been under a lot of pressure generally. However, that
does not excuse the delay for which I hope you will accept my
sincere regrets.

I am afraid, however, that there is very little information
I can give you 1in answer to your questions about RAF Woodbridge.
I am not sure whether DS 8 had responsibility for the MOD
interest in UFO matters in your day but, if it did, you will
remenber how very limited MOD's interest is in such reports.
Qur sole ccncern is to establish whether they reveal anything of
defence interest (intruding aireraft, for example) and we do not
pursue our investigations beyond the stage at which we are satis-~
fied that there are no direct defence implications.

As far as the Woodbridge incident is concerned, John
Stanley, Minister for the Armu Forees confirmed in ansver to
a written Parliamentary Question from Sir Patrick Wall MpP
on 24 October last year, that MOD had, indeed, received the
USAF report to which vou refer. The Dnudrtmﬁnc gatiasfied
itself at the time that there was no reason to consider that the
allegedwsightings had any defence significance. '
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formations or aircraft lights. Ifyeu-foltowed—the—press-
~articles on-fheWoodbridge—incident-tast—iubump—you-will have

~—~geen’the results of a good deal of investigative journalism
which turned up rational and down-to-earth explanations for
what was seen. As - I.recall, the light from the Orfordness
Aighthouse-was-onpe- favourlte p0331bllat¥. What the true
explanation is, I do not know; as I said earlier, MOD does
not attempt to investigate reports to the point at which a
positive identification can be made. I can assure you,
however, that there is no evidence of anything having intruded-
into British airspace and 'landing‘ near RAF Woodbridge
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17th January, 1984

Head of DS8,
Ministry of Defence,
Main Building,
Whitehall 35wl

I wrote to you on 7th November last year about an

incident alleged to have occurred at RAF Woodbridge in December 1980. I
sent you a reminder on 2nd December. I have not received a reply or an
acknowledgement to either of these letters although nearly two and a half
months have elapsed since I first wrote.

I trust it has not become the policy of the Ministry
of Defence to reply only to questions pressed by an MP.

The matters raised in my letters seem to me of public
importance. I am not alone in thinking so. I hope I shall now shortly

receive your comments.

In case my previous letters have been subject to some
mishap in the post I am sending this to you by recorded delivery.

SN

(R.N. Noyes)

d<



Defence Secretariat Division 8a

FMINISTRY OF DEFERCE
Main Building Whitehall London SWiA 2MB

Telgphon {Dirsct Gislling)
{Switchboard)

Your feforsncs

Our reforence ) ‘2(7
D/DS8/10/209"
Dats

7 December 1983

Thark you for your letter of 14 November.

I have made further enquiries about the date of the alleged sightings at

RAF Woodbridge in 1880 but as the incident is now almost three years old we can
only rely on the dates given in Lt Col Halt's letter dated 13 January 1981. We
have no knowledge of any local constabulary involvement.

"I can confirm no investigations were carried out by the Ministry of Defence until
Lt Col Halt's report was received and there is no truth in the story that radar
records have been confiscated. In fact, no unidentified cbject was seen on radar
during the period in question. |

As regards the star-like objects referred to in Lt Col Hali's report, I have
already explained that once the Ministry of Defence was satisfied that there was
nothing of defence interest in the sightings no further investigations were
conducted.

I hope this will help to clarify the points you raised.




2nd December, 1983

Head of DS8,
Ministry of Defence,
Main Building,
Whitehall, SW1

I wonder whether you can yet let me have a replydg
idge

to my letter to you of 7th November about an alleged incident at RAF Woo
in December 1980 ?

-
£
., 2
2

Since I wrote to you I have been shown a copy of a
letter issued by the US Department of the Air Force in June this year. I
attach a photocopy. This indicates that the Ministry of Defence have for some
time been aware of the report made by Lt.Col. Halt, of which I sent you a copy
with my previous letter. '

If I may again say so, Lt.Col. Halt's report really
does seem to require some comment by the Ministry of Defence, considering
the Defence importance of RAF Woodbridge and its USAF element.

R il
il ’\‘QU%

{R.N. Noyes)

Attachment: Photocopy of US Dept. of the Air Force letter of 14 June 1983



. DEPARTMENT CF THE AIR FORCE
-, HEADQUARTERS 513TH COMBAT SUPPORT GROUP (USAFE)
h : APO NEW YORK 09127 -

ore, Pennsyivania 19003 14 Jﬁne 1983
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L & pleased tu De abie Lu respond 0 your request tor information daced
7 May 1983. As you may now know, the 513th Combat Support Group provides
document management services for Headquarters, Third Air Force. After extenci: -
effort, we are able to successfully answer your four separately directed request
for information concerning unexplained lights on 27 December 1980.

It might interest you to know that the US Air Force had no longer retained
a copy of the 13 January 1981 letter written by Lt Col Charles I. Halt. The
Air Force file copy had been properly disposed of in accordance with Air Force
Regulations. Fortunately, through diligent inquiry and the gracious consent of
Her Majesty's government, the British Ministry of Cafence and the Royal Air
Force. the US Air Force was nrevided a copy for you. We trust this adequately
explains the initial inability to provide a favorable response.

As you also asked, we have attached such documentation as.we had concerning

the processing of your several FOIA requests as of receipt of your 7 May 1983
request.
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The document referred®to is not attached. A copy was enclosed with

Mr. Noyes's letter to_ d/d 7 November 1983]
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Ministry of Defence
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Whitehall BENT/19/76/Air
London \ Date
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The enclosed letter was sent to the Base
Commander here, and I forward it for any
action you consider necessary.

They didn't teach me about the Sub-Dwarfs
Solar System when I studied Astro Navigation
at Navigation Schooll

D H MORELAND
Sgn Ldr
RAF Cdr

Encl.
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Dear Sir » 15 Nov, 83 Q?wwm‘“ﬁ\
a. . ' ’ ' . . \
. lC:D/ i
. % ne you will forgive a lelter from a conrplete stranger but
r;r' (&) [

88 To you a very serious natter,

‘ Around yvour Base and geveral more in Suffolk and Horfolk
you have seven different peovles from outer space planets walching
every move that is made by your forces, These seven neoples fron
these planets are very kind and advanced cultures and would and
would 1like to meet vyou all from each Airforce base to sneak to
you about many dangers that face our whole planet., I knew three
of these creastures, or peovles very well, Two of then come fronm
the main Sequence - Sub-Dwarfs Zolar gystem, a neighbouring Solar
System in the wvicinity of our own Sun, One of these peoples are
named the Krxyzes from the second planet out from the Star Kruger 60B
and the next is the Cock-Et--Tarros the third planet out from
the star Barnards and one is from our own golar System Pluto;
The Plutonions I know well,

Now within the next 3 monthse perhaps possibly before that
they will give "you g k¥ind of a demonstration to prove to you all
that they are serious with regard to meeting some of your High
Ranking O0fficers, The way they will prove to us is by sveaking
through your sophisieated Radio gystems and at times abducting High
Ranking Men from your Bages, and they will be doing the same
in other countries including Russia,

8ir, I beg of vou not to make fun of thig letter as

it is the truth asg Heaven is my Judge and this matter T ecan
help you with,

o2/

THE BASE COMMANDER

U.8. AIR FORCE
R, A.F, WOODBRIDGE
SUFPOLK




THE BASE COMMANDER

U.S. AIR FORCE

R.A.F, WOODBRIDGE
SUFTOLK
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{\ "m Squadron Leader D H Moreland RAF
1

RAF LIAISON OFFICE |
Royal Air Force Bentwaters Woodbridge Suffolk 1P12 2RQ

Telephone Woodbridge-

Your reference

Defence Secretariat Division 8a

Our reference
Ministry of Defence BENT/19/T76/Air
Main Building Date
Whitehall C -
London SW1A 2HB AyNovember 1983
metet ST L g nE
g 3 i

e

Thankyou fTor your letter and enclosure concerning the unexplained
lights seen at Woodbridge during December 1980. The incident is now
glmost 3 years old and no one here remembers it clearly. All we
have is Lt Col Halts' letter dated 13 January 1981.

A study of this letter shows that the first sighting was at 0300 hrs

on 27 Dec 80 and that the second sighting was on the night of
29 Dec 80.

I have no knowledge of any local constabulary involvement.

o e




Defence Secretariat bivision Ha
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB

e Telephone Direct Dialling)
Switchboard)

Sgqn Ldr D H doreland RAF | Your reference

RAPF Liaison 0ffice
7 Bentwaters

Suffolk IP12 2R} ate:
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Our reference

o ¢77

17 November 1983

Deamr ﬁ:(:{kz\c:»»(,ﬁ;\ (oo lgaeder : !

I attach a copy of a letter received from
a member of the public following publication of
the News of the World reports on the Woodbridge .
"UFO" sightings.

_ has written twice before on this

subject and now alleges that the date given in

Lt, Col. Lalt's report of the initial} ,sighting as
being on 27 December 1980 is 1na,ccurate. I would be
grateful for your comments on this. *

I would also be gratéful if you could discover-
whether the second sighting mentioned in the report
took place on the same night or a subsequeng nlght
and if’ so, the date of the second sighting.

YBours wu~cese "

@b e T S MRS




Your ref ®/Ds8/10/209

MoD P el
Maan Building—""
Whitehall §
SWla 2HB  §

uwéxféiﬁgw“% 1983 November 14

Vol
"'\t:>“"("ﬁjs

Dear

In response to yours of Now 10, I have confirmed with
Suffolk Constabulary that they were called to the scene
of the Woodbridge UFO at 4.11 am on December 26, 1980.
They said that all they could see was the lighthouse.
They were called out again at 10.30 am on Dec 26 +o
examine the reported landing marks. There seems litile
doubt that the date of Dec 27 given in Col Hali's letter
(of which I have a capy) is wrong. This also casts doubt
on the second date he gives for the later events. If
your investigators were looking into events on Dec 29
and 30, as I understand was the case, they were almosti
certainly concentrating on the wrong day(s). Perhaps
the whole case needs re-investigation. '

I had hoped not to irouble you again on this subject,
but there are a couple of points that perhaps you could

clarify for me. Firstly, it is being said that am in-

vestigation including ceonfiscation of radar records
began before the Halt memo was even written. Do you
know this to be true? Secondly, I should be interested
to know what your own investigators thought was 'l:hec}:i
probable caunse of the "star-like objects¥ that Col alt
reported in the final para of his letter. '

Yours sincerely,
{




Defence Secretariat Division 8a File i
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. 2% .
MITFISTRY GF DEFENCE )

fMain Building Whitehall Londen SW1A 2HB

Teleghone (Direct Dialling)
. (Switchboard)

Your refevence

Our reference ‘34’ >
D/DS8/10/2097

Date

\0 November 1983

veor

Thenk you for your letter of 26 October and your notes on the
Woodbridge UF0O case,

My only comment on your explanation of the incident is the date on which
the sighting took place. I can only confirm that the date given on the
report sent to us by It Col Halt was 27 December as stated in the News ol
the World article. There is, however, little substance in much of that
article; there is no confirmation that a UF0 landed, there was no
question of contact with Yalien beings% and no unldentlfled object was
seen on radar,

The report was handled in the WMinistry of Defence in accoxdance with
normal procedures ie it was passed to staff concerned with zir defence
matters who examine such reporits to satisfy themselves that there are no
defence implications. In this instance MOD was satisfied that there was
nothing of defence interest in the alleged sightings.

As regards the question of releasing files, I explained in my letter of
19 October that Ministry of Defence files are subject to the Provisions
of the Public Record Acts and are not therefore released to the public
until 30 years have elapsed after the last action taken on them. I am m
aware of any precedent set in the past with regard to the release of UFO
files in this couwntry. I am sorry, therefore, that we cannot accede {0
youxr request. ‘

'jcau.f's SCLs”
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7th Novembgrgf%ﬁ%B

A

tion 40

Head of DS8,
Ministry of Defence,
Main Building,
Whitehall, SW1

You'll find if you check your records that I occupied that
'hot seat' of yours in DS8 from 1969 to 1972 (subsequently retiring as AUS(L) in
1977). So I'm not writing to you in any frivolous expectation that you'll have
much time to spare for what may well strike you as a relatively unimportant en-
quiry ~ I well remember the rate at which more urgent stuff crosses that desk of
yours ! But if you can help, I'd be grateful.

I'm currently in touch with Lord Hill-Norton (former CDS)
and Patrick Wall MP about that odd report of some alleged 'UFO' nonsense at
RAF Woodbridge and thereabouts in late December 1980. You may have seen the
{characteristically} sensational cover which THE MNEWS OF THE WORLD gave to this
elderly event in their issues of 2nd and 9th October this year. (And for all I
know, you were the luckless chap who drafted the written Answer which was given
to Patrick Wall on 24th October - if it wasn't DS4 ?77).

I merely come into the picture because I'm currently writing
a book (pretty cool and sceptical) about the UFO 'thing': it's certainly a phen-
omenon, at least to the extent that the public continue to work themselves up about
it from time to time; my own treatment of it is that it's a pretty example of
modern myth in the making (among some other current myths); and I think I've
hooked a publisher for this modest essay.

But Peter Hill-Norton has rather set me back on my haunches
by taking the Woodbridge 'event' with a degree of seriousness, and I've since
seen the full text of the report made by Lt.Col. Halt, Deputy USAF Base Commander,
on 13 January 1981. This was released in America earlier this year under the
Freedom of Information Act by the Department of the Airforce. The releasing letter
astounded me (and Peter Hill-Norton et al.) by saying: "The Air Force file copy
had been ... disposed of... Fortunately, through ... the gracious consent of ...
the British Ministry of Defence ... the US Air Force was provided with a copy ..."

I wonder if you'd be kind enough (within security limits) to
let me know what you can in answer to the following questions.

a. Did the MOD indeed get a copy of Lt.Col. Halt's report of
13 January 1981 ?

b. If so, did it correspond with the attached photocopy which has been
released in the US ? (Sorry for atrocious copy !).

C. The report implies either that Halt (et al.) was the subject of
hallucinations or that something not explained in the report intruded



b K
into British airspace and 'landed' in British territory on
27 and 29 December 1980. Which of these alternatives does the
MOD embrace ?
d. Neither alternative is particularly comforting. None of us would

wish our respected colleagues in the USAF (with control of vital
weapons) to be deceived by illusory phenomena; equally, none of
us would welcome evidence that British airspsce and territory can
be intruded upon with impunity. Whichever of the two views the
MOD adheres to, what steps have been taken since Lt.Col. Halt's
report was received ? ‘

My apologies again for troubling you with these questions. My immediate
interest is the one I've mentioned: I'm writing a book. Butfit seems to me that
broader questions are involved. Somebody or other may well decide to press them
further in the public arena. I hope (and, as a former Head of DS8, I believe !)
that @4t reasonable answers can be given.

o
TN

(R.N. Noyes)

Enclosure: Photocopy of report dated 13 January 1981
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1. Early in the worning of 27 Dec 40 (approximitely 0300L), two USAF
security palice patrolmen saw unusual Tights outuide the back gate ot
RAF Woodbridge. Thinking an aircrafte might heve crashed or been forced
down, they called for permission to go ouiside tue gate to fnvestiqate,
The am-duty Flichr ehiaf rocpungod and sliywed thvee 2atreine: 28 yru-
ceed un tuol., The individuals rejorted aaefng a strange glowing oljeace
in the forest. The ubjuct was described as being uetalic in appearance
and griangular in shape, approximately two ta three meters aeross the
base and approximately twa meters high. It {lluuinated the entire farciy
with & white light. The object itself had a Pulsing red light on tou and
@ bBank(s) of blue lights underncath. the object was hovering or on Tugs.
As the patroluen approached the object, it meneuvercd through the trees
and diseppeared. At this time the animals oun a nearby farm went into &
frenzy. The object was briefly sighted approximately an hour later near
the back gate. =

2. The next day, three depressions 1 1/2" deep and 7* in disneter were
found where the ubject had been sighted on the yground. The following
night (29 Dec 80) the area was checked tor radiation. B&ta/Quﬁma.ruadiygt
of G.7 wiiiiroentgens were recorded with peask ro dings in the three de-
pressions and near the center of the triangle fgrmee¢ by the Cepressions.,

A nearby tree had muderate (.05-.07) readings vn the side of the tree
Loward the depressions.

3. Later fn the night a red sun-like light was .een through the trees,
It moved about ang pulsed. At one pPoint it appeared to throw of £ glinwio:
rarticlies and then brute intu tive separate white oubjects ard thes gy
adpfeared.  lLmwdiately thereatter, three star-like biects were noevives
‘nothe sky, 1w objects tu the nurth and one t¢ v <guth, all of wiici
ward aboul WY GIF the Boricun.  The ob3ccts move ., woadly o shary woogleg
movcinents and displayed red, green and blue lights The objects to ¢he.
norih appeared to Le elliptical through an 8-12 puw:r 'ong. .They then
turned tu full cicles. The objects to the north veraned in the SKY ‘or
an hour or mare Ty cbiccl o tie souli was visibie for twe or threo
hours and beamed down a stream of light from time to time. Numerous indiyie
guals.3including the undersigned, witnessed the activities in paragraphs
and 3. :

/ @, " ‘/ .
VL '
CHARLES 1. BALT, Lt Cold, USAF

ODeputly Base Commander / .

Dotunisl 45
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE WHITEHALL LONDON SWI1A 2HB
TELEPHONE
DIRECT DIALLIN

D/S of 5/210/83 '> November 1983

Internals:

~=Hedd of DS8

D of Ops(a Def) (RAF)

Voo
%UL’\/\ ‘}(\/\/%

Thank vou for your letter of 19th October enclosing the

one attached from your constituent,_

I can assure you that there is not a grain of truth in the
allegation that there has been a "cover up” about alleged UFO
sightings.

As you will recall from your time as Minister for the Royal Air
Force, reports of alleged sightings are examined by operations staff
to see whether there is any interest from a defence point of view.
No such interest was found in the case of the incident reported in
the "News of the World" of 2nd October,_or in any of the other
sightings reported in the UK. 1In the "News of the World" incident
there was in fact no guestion of any contact with "alien beingé",

nor was any unidentified object seen on radar.

My Department's interest remains solely in the implications
for the air defence of the UK, as you may have»seen in John Stanley's

answer in the House on 24th October (copy attached) to a gquestion

about the "News of the World" report.
")f? S-—/

N

Michael Heseltine

The Rt Hon Merlyn Rees MP


The National Archives
UFO file release August 2009
Letter from Defence Minister Michael Heseltine to Merlyn Rees, stating "there is not a grain of truth in the allegation that there has been a "cover-up" about alleged UFO sightings.


«  ¥UFDS RESEARCH DIVISION

nr lkerlyn Rees L.P.
c/o louse of Commons,
vestminster,

London.

16/10/83.

Vear sir,

A5 an 1nvest1g¢tor for the Yorkshire UFQO Society I have been
igating the UFC phenomenon for the past tvo years in and around
ley-Horley area. :

i

I heve recently

read with great interest the articles which
eappeered in the lLews of the VWorld on October 2nd and Octeber Sih
regarding a UFO which landed in Suffolk and was "covered up"” by the

ministry of defence.

These two articles only confirm what has been widely believed
for some time, and thet is thet the 1.0.D &re involved in 2 tremendous
"cover up" on 211 UFO phenomenon in the British Isles.

It is on this matter of & "cover up" that I urge you to raise
the question of why the L.C.D are "covering up" information pertaining
to UF0s, in the House of Commons at the first opportunity on any behalf.

As 2 public organisation the Yorkshire UFf0 Society believes
&zt the general public heve the rigrnt to kmnow the truih about UFUs,
néd I feel it is sbout time ithe ...0.0 cazme clezn ' an¢ stoppred this
illy cnarade when seying they have no official interesi in Urls,but
v gtill continue to hide tze truith From the public.

.

Urnly wier more volces zre cirec¢ &geinsi the ~.0.1 cover wn, then
i r t

hey have been

arc only then vwill they relezse 11 the
suppressing for years.

iopefully you will be e%le to help me with my reouest for ihe
relecze of imformetion end I hops 1o . hear from you soon.

1

ours Ssincerely

DATA HRESE&RCH,
“he Yorkshire UFQ Societvy.
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du. CUL0l

AF Weodhridge (Allesed flncident)

o

Siv Patrick Wall asked the Secyetary of State for
Defence (1) if he has seen the United States Air Foree
meme dated 13 Januay J981 concers ng u,.v\yi ned
lights ncar RAF Wood L,")dOC' ]

(2) whether, in view of the facr that the United State’s
Air Foree memo of 13 January 193] ontheinciden: at RAF
Woodbridge has been released under the Freedom of
Infermation  Act, he will now release reports and
documents concerming similar une xplained incidents in the
United Kingdom;

(3) how many un -x; Jained sightings or radar intercepis
have taken place e 1980.

Mr. Sx‘an}éy: I have seen the memorandum of 13

Janvary 1981 to which my hon. Friend refers. Siace 1980
the Departinent has received ] ,400 reports of sichtings of
flying objects which the observers have been unable 1o
uienmJ There were no corresponding unexplained radar
contacts. Sub\,ecr to normal s ccvufy constraints, ] am
ready to give information about any such reported
sightings that are found to be a matter of concern from a
lefence standpoint, but there have be een none 1o date.
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Thank you for your letter of October 19. In reponse I
enclose a paper summarizing my own investigations into
the Woodbridge UFO case. You will see that I have
painted a rather different picture from that in the
News of the World, If anyone has any comments on +this
paper, I should be pleased to hear them.

I appreciate that it is not normal practice to release
MoD files, but I understand that the precedent has been
set with regard to one or two files of UFO cases. 1In
view of the continuing public interest in the Woodbridge
case, plus the need to prevent amn awful lot of wasted
time if there really is a sfftraightforward solution,

I would hope that an excepiion can be made. I for one
would accept a censored account of the conclusionse

If your office does rYeconsider lifting the veil off
secrecy over this case, I do hope you will let me know
immediately.

Yours sincerely,




o

1983 October 18

AN EXPLANATION OF THE WOODBRIDGE UFO - A SUMNARY

On October 2, 1983, the News of the World reported the
alleged landing of a UFO outside RAF Woodbridge in Buffolk
at Christmas 1980. Prime documentary evidence of the event
consists of a letter from the deputy base commander,
Charles I. Halt, which was published by the News of the
Horld. The News of the World also interviewed an eye
witness, a former security guard given the pseudonym of
Art Wallace.

In outline, the story is that two patrolmen reported seeing
unusual lights in the sky at 3 a.m. Subsequently they
reported seeing a strange object among the trees of a
nearby forest that pulsed and "illuminated the forest with
a white light". Next day, three depressions in the ground
were found. Later that night, the colonel himself was
witness to a "sun-like light seen through the trees' and
three star-like objects in the sky.

The facts of the matter are +these:

l. The date of December 27 given in the NoW is evidently
wrong. Police records reveal that they were called to the
scene at 4.1l a.m. on December 26. They have no record of
any further calls on December 27 or thereafter.

2. Records of the British Astronomical Association's meteor
section show that at 2.50 a.m. on the morning of December 26,
1980, a brilliant fireball (a piece of natural debris from
space) burned up in the atmosphere over southern England.
Witnesses reported it as being comparable in brightness to
the Hoon, which was then three-quarters full. Anyone seeing
this spectacular eveni could easily conclude that an object
was crashing to the ground.

3. Shortly after publication of the NoW story, local
forester Vincent Thurkettle realized that a line drawn

from the back gate of RAF Woodbridge through the alleged
UFO landing site points directly towards the lighthouse
Orford Ness., On the night of October 6-7 1983

visited the site with and confirmed that the
pulsating lighthouse beam does indeed appear to hover among
the trees near ground level and lights up the forest with

a white light. Although the lighthouse is 5 miles away,

it is so brilliant that it appears much closer. An observer
moving through the forest could easily conclude that the
pulsating lighthouse was also moving., If a UFO had been
present as well as the lighthouse, the witnesses should
have seen not one but two pulsating lights in theiz

line of sight.

continued ~


The National Archives
UFO file release August 2009
A suggested explanation for the sightings, involving the Orfordness lighthouse, a fireball and bright stars.


The flashes from the lighthouse were videotaped by a BBC
camera crew for an item transmitted on Breakfast Ti

In an interview in The Times on October 3,
noted that the site was covered with T5-ft-high pine trees

10 £t apart at the time of the alleged landing. He attributed
the indentations in the ground to rabbits.

4. When local police arrived at the scene on the night of
the alleged landing they found nothing untoward. According
to the police account, the only lights they could see were
those of the Orford lighthouse. Next day they examined

the indentations in the forest and’ concluded that they were
probably made by an animal. Air Traffic Control received
Teports of "aerial phenomena over southern England that
night., By coincidence, in addition to the 3 a.m. fireball,
the Russian Cosmos T49 rocket had re-entered the atmosphere
over southern England at 21.07 on the night of December 25,
and was widely seen.

5« Although it is not clear from the NoW account, it seems
that the last paragraph of Col. Halt's letter refers to
events on the following night. He says: "A red sun-like
light was seen through the trees. It moved about and
pulsed." Fither this is the lighthouse again, or we are
asked to believe that a second UFO landing occurred on the
same site. Col., Halt's "star-like objects...1l0 degrees off
the horizon" were probably just that - stars. The reported
"angular movements"™ are attributable to movements in the
observer's eye (the autokinetic effect, familiar when
watching a stationary star) and the‘%green and blue lights"® N%Q
are an effect caused by simple twinkling when a star is

low in the sky. The object to the south that remained
visible for 2 to 3 hours and which '"beamed down a stream of
light from time to time" is almost certainly Sirius, the
brightest star in +he sky.

Conclusion: Observers who interpreted the 2,50 a.m. fireball
as a craft descending into the forest outside RAF Woodbridge
might subsequently regard the unexpected appearance of the
lighthouse as the same object that had landed. Once they
were convinced that something strange was happening, the
witnesses could then easily misinterpret other natural
phenomena as UFOs, Such behaviour is common in UPO cases.

In short, the details of this case for which a reliable
account exists are subject to straightforward, rational
explanation,

NB: These notes are for private circulation only and are mot
for publication or quotation without the exXpress permission

of the author.
-1983 October 18




HANSARD BXTRACT
2l OCTOBER 1985

Gol. &2

. RAE. Wﬁuri bridge (Alieg :cgélhcifiem)

Sir Patuc}r Wall asked the Secretary of State for
Defence (1) if he has seen the United States Air Force
mene dated 13 January 1981 conceraing unexplained
lights near RAF Woudmdge;

{2) whether, in view of the fact that the United State’s
Air Fores memo of 13 January 1981 onthe incident at RAF
Woodbridge has becn released upder the Freedon of
Information  Act, he will now releage reports and
daﬁunmms concerning similar ung&pﬁained incidents in the
Uhited Kifigdom;

(3) how many unexplained sightings or radar intercepts

have taken place since ]980.':;:*

Mr. Stanley: I have seen the memorandam of 13

jam.a: 'y 1981 to which my hon. Friend refers. Since 1980

the Department has received 1,400 reports of sightingds of
flying objects which the observers have been unable to
identi{y. There were no corresponding unexplained radar
coptacts. -Subject to normal security constraints, 1 am
réady to give information about any such reported
sightings that are found to be a matter of concern from a
deferice standpoint, but there have been none to date.

w,,,
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This non—oralkguestlon has been allocated to
Minister(AF) for answer.

2. Would you please supply a draft reply and background note,
together with any relevant Hansard extracts and Press cuttings,
to-reach this office at the time shown on the front cover.

3. Please submit a copy of the draft answer to PS/USofS(AF)
when returning this, allowing sufficient time for USofS(aAF)
to comment.

Office of Minister(AF)
Room Main Building
Extension
ﬁ(fLO‘

¥3
M2

APS/Minister(AF) (thro' DUS(Air))

Copy to:

1-APS/US of S(AF)

Ops(GE)2(RAF)

1. I have placed opposite a draft reply to PQ 76070.

2. The same background note has been prOV1ded for PQ 7608C
and PQ 7609C.

21 October 1983

Head of DS.8




' FOR NON ORAL ANSWER

PQ _7067C

SIR PATRICK WALL (CONSERVATIVE) (BEVERLEY)

Sir Patrick Wall - To ask the Secretary of State for

Defence, if he has seen the United
States Air Force memo dated 13’
January 1981 concerning unexplained
lights near RAF Woodbridge.

3
sl

SUGGESTED ANSWER (Mr Stanley)

Yes.



Background Note

These three questiors follow from the Newskof‘the World
article of 2 October 1983 (Annex A) describing an alleged UFO
sighting by USAF personnel at RAF Woodbridge in Suffolk on
27 December 1980. |

The report of 13 January 1981 (Annex B) examined by the
Air Staff and DS 8. It was concluded that there was nothing

of defence interest in the alleged sighting.

There was, of course, no question of any contact with
"alien beings" nor was any unidentified object seen on any

radar recordings, as alleged in the News of the World.

A BBC investigation into the incident following publication

T
EN

of the News or the World Article concluded that a possible
explanation for the lights seen by the USAF personnel was the
pulsating light of the Orfordness lighthouse some 6 - 7 miles

away.

The sole interest of the MOD in ﬁ%o reports is to establish
whether they reveal anything of defence interest (eg intruding
aircraft). MOD investigations are not pursued beyond the point
at which we are satisfied that a report has no defence
implications. No attempts are made to identiﬁyaﬁ.catalogue

the likely explanation for individual reports.

Last year, Lord Long, during a debate initiated by
the Earl Clancarty, said that he would look into the possibility

of publishing such reports as are received by the Ministry of

/o-o



Defence. US of S(AF) has nodeecided to release dompilatidns

of reports. They will be published on a quarterly basis and
will bevavailabltho’mémbers of‘the public, at a small’charge

to cover costs. US of S(AF) had planned.to‘ﬁake an annduncement
shortly in the House of Lords through an arranged PQ. Pending
arrangements for én announcement in the Lords, US of S(AF)

has agreed that we should indicate the decision in the Commons.
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susocer;  Unexplained Lights

o, RAF/CC

1. Early in the morning of 27 Dec 80 (approximetely 0300L), two USAF
security police patrolmen saw unusual lights outside the back gate at
RAF Woodbridge. Thinking an aircraft might have crashed or been forced e
down, they called for permission to go outside the gate to investigate. 7
The on-duty flight chief responded and allowed three patrelmen to pro-
ceed on foet. The individuals reported seeing a stranoe glowing OU]CCL
in the forest. The object was described as being metalic in appearance
and triangular in shape, approximately two to three meters across the
base and approximately two meters high. It jlluminated the entire fore
with a white 1ight. The object itself had a pulsing red light on top an
a bank(s) of blue lights underneath. The object was hovering or on le 2GS,
As the patrolmen approached the object, it maneuvered through the tr“\ﬂ
and disappeared. At this time the animals on a nearby farm weni into
frenzy. The object was briefly sighted approximately an hour later nzar
the back gate. |

st
1d

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

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

3. Later in the night a red sun-like 1ight was seen through the trees

It moved about and pulsed. At one point it appeared to throw off alowing
particles and then broke into five separate white objects and then dis-
appeared. Immediately thereafter, three star-1ike objects were noticed

in the sky, two objects to the north and one to the south, all of which
were about 10° off the horizon. The objects moved rapidly in sharp angular
movements and displayed red, green and blue 1ights. The objects to the
north appeared to be elliptical through an 8-12 power lens. They then
turned to full circles. The cbjects to the north remained in the sky for
an hour or more. The object to the south was visible for two or ihree
hours and beamed down a stream of 1ight from time to time. Numerous indivi-
duals, 1nc]udinq the undersigned, witnessed the activities in paragraphs

d dnd ‘

CHK?LES 1 hn Lt Col, USAF
Deputy Base Commdyduz
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- b Lord Beswick: My Lords, the Question asks about
2,250 sightings. The noble Viscount says that there are

UKFO Sightixag' Reports: Security

The Earl of Cork and Orrery: My Lords, 1 beg leave
to ask the Question which stands in my name on the
Order Paper.

The Question was as follows:

To ask Her Majesty’s Government how many of
the 2,250 sightings of UFOs reported to the Ministry
of Decfence in the years 1978-81 were, and still are,
classified for reasons of security.,

Viscount Long: None, my Lords.

The Earl of Cork and Orrery: My Lords, I thank my
noble kinsman for that Answer. May I ask him two
questions?  First, what did he mean when he said in
his Answer on, I think, 4th March that reports of
sightings that were considered to be of interest to
defence were in fact classified?  Secondly, what pro-
ccdures may be open to individuals or organisations
who would like to see the reporis?

Viscount Long: My Lords, with regard to the latter |

part of my noble {riend’s supplernentary question, there
is no reason why he should not corne and see the reports.
Not many of them come in because not many people
actually report sightings. There is no cover up in that
respect. As for the first part of my noble friend’s
supplementary question, I stick to what I said earlier.

The Earl of Kimberley: My Lords, can my noble
fricnd say why, when I previously asked a supple-
mentary question, he said that the figures had got lost
on the way to the Ministry, whereas today he says that
they are there and available f for anyone to see? -Can

he therefore place them in the Library for all of us
to see?

Viscount Long: My Lords, I will look into that and
find out whether it is possible for your Lordships to
see them. 1 should like all of your Lordships to see
them in the Library, if possible.

Lord Strabolgi: My Lords, may 1 ask the Govern-
ment whether they think that any of these UFOs are
manned spacecrafll coming from a planet outside the
solar system, as is believed by the ** ufclogists 77

Viscount Long: My Lords, the noble Lord can
believe that; anything is possible,

Lord Shinwell: My Lords, do T understand that the
nable Viscount the Minister in his reply to the original
Juestion does not deny that UFOs exist?  Is it possible
1 use the word *“ possible ™ very carefully, but

te

that &l

deliberately- 1 the information is well-known
te the Ministry of Defence, but that for diplomatic
other feasons i is not preparcd to make an

oo et 7
cement !

and
announ

Viscount Long: Mo, my Lords, it is not prepared to
make an announcoment because it has not got the facis
announcement with zuthority behind it

to make an

G

very few sightings reported to the Ministry of Defence.
Does that mean to say that the figurc in the Question is
incorrect?

Viscount Long: No, my Lords, it was on the original
assumption thal there are probably many sightings
that are not reported to the Ministry of Defence, That
is what 1 was really referring to. Therefore, af this
stage what we have said is that we have got.

Lord Beswick: My Lords, T should like to.clear up
that point. The Question refers to 2,250 sightings

“reported ” to the Ministry of Defence.  The Question
I was asked was, ““ Is that figure correct, or not? "

Viscount Long: That is correct, my Lords, up to this
moment.

Lord Wade: My Lords, may 1 ask which Ministry is
responsible for UFQs?

Viscount Long: None, my Lords. Reports come into
the Ministry of Defence, and anyone can take them
from there.

Viscount St. Davids: My Lords, has anybody yet
found an empty beer can marked, *Made in
Centaurus ”, or any similar object? Until they have,
will the Ministry deal with these matters with very
considerable scepticism, please?

Viscount Long: My Lords, I am noi the Minister for
conscrvation, if it is a question of beer cans.

Lord Merris: My Lords, if something is said to be
unidentified, how carn it possibly be said to exist?

Viscount Long: A very good question, my Lords,

Lord Leatherland: My Lords, can the Minister iell us
whether any of the unidentified flying objects are
Ministers who are fieeing from the Cabinet just now ?

Viscount Long: No, my Lords.

The Earl of Clancarty: My Lords, may 1 ask the noble
Viscount whether he is aware of 2 Ministry of Defence
document concerning UFQOs, whichwas published in the
July 1978 jssue of a journal called Viewpoint Aquarius?
Furthermore, he is aware that under the heading of
“Contacts” there were listed 18 names, and alongside
each name there was given the town which was the
location of the supposed occurrence?  There were also
given classifications and a date and time relating to each
name, Is the noble Viscount aware that there was a

tremendous distribution of the

word * contacts ™ means close cncounters 7
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British Citizens:

w  House of Lords

'f hursday, 4th March, 1982.

The House met at three of the clock (Prayers having
been read earlier at the Judicial Sitting by the Lord
Bishop of Derby): The LorbD CHANCELLOR oi the
Woolsack.

British Cit
Lord Hatch of Lushy: My Lords, 1 beg leave to ask

the first Question which stands in my name on the
Order Paper.

izens: Overseas Supplements

The Question was as follows:

To ask Her Majesty’s Government how many
British citizens received British Expatriates Supple-
mentation Scheme or Cverseas Service Aid Scheme
supplements in 1979 and in 1981 and what further
changes are planned.

The Parliaventary Under-Secretary of State, Foreign
and Commonwealth Cffice (Lord Trefvarne): My
Lords, the average number of British citizens recciving
British Expatrmtm Supplementation Scheme or Over-
scas Service Aid Scheme supplements in 1979 was
4,083. "In 1981, the comparable figure was 2,975,
The numbers have faiicn steadily since 1970 and
reductions are expected to continue at about 10 per
cent. per annum over the next few years. No changes
in tmmo of service are planned at the moment.

Lord Hatch of Lushy: My Lords, may T ask the noble
Lord the Rinister whether he has read the Answer
given by his colleague {o a similar Question which 1
put in December? Thc Answer, which T paraphrase,

was that the numbers had fallen because local indi-
geneus peeple had now become sufficiently trained to
take those positions.
since at these figures, would he agree that this is not
an rdcqump answer and that this is a deliberate policy
by the Government to reduce the number of British
citizens who are given supplements to work overseas?
Would the noble Lord further agree that this is causing
very great difliculty to universitiss, to technical colleges
and 1o a whole range of national activitics in the
Commonwealth?

Terd '}";c"{r:*r:c' No, T do not agree with that, my
Lords. T have indeed studicd the Answer which my
noble friend Lord Skelmersdale gave to the noble
Lord, Lord }Jlatch of Lusby, at the end of last year.
The reasons which my noble fricnd then gave remain
correct.
figures which
I correetly,

ntoin two

Lord Huteh of Yushy: But surely the
have bmn given this allernoon, if T hear
have reduced the number by about 25 per
years. Does this not entail a greal xcuuciion in
British influence all over the Commonweaith?  And
is the noble Lord aware that particularly in universitios
e causing vory great ;‘m'ir‘y and difficuity over the
recreitinent of the requisiic trained stafi™?

HEL 15 M2
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IT the noble Lord has looked:

Overseas Supplemienis 1370

Loxd Trefgarne: My Lords, the numbers have indecd
declined, as I described in the original Answer and as
was referred to at the time of the carlier Question at
the end of last year. But one has to remember that
these schemes are operated in the closest consultation
with the various Governments concerned, and they
sometimes choose to use the aid funds for other
purposes.

Unidentified Flying Objects: Sightings

34 pam.

The Earl of Clancarty: My Lords, T beg leave to
ask the Question which stands in my name on the
Order Paper.

The Question was as follows:

To ask Her Majesty’s Government how many
reports have been reccived by the Ministry of

Jefence on unidentificd flying objects (UFOs) in

cach of thie last four years, and what action has been
('11\011 m each case.

Viscount Long: My Lords, in 1978 there were 730
sightings; in 1979 1hcxe \\uc 550 sightings; in 1980,
350 sightings; and in 1, 600 sightings. All UIFO
reports are passed to opcrations staff who cxamine

them solcly for possible defence fmplications.

The Tarl of Clancerty: My Lords, while ”)uuk\ll]"
the noble Viscount for that Answer, may ] asic him
whether or ot it is a fact that over 2,000 avthenticated
UFQO reports were published last year in the naticnal
press? If so, were they accepted or passed on to the
Ministry of Defence?  And what happened to them?

Viscount Long: My Lords, they did not all get to
the Ministry of Defence, T hd‘,\" just informed your
Lordships of the numbers sighied. If the noble Larl
is suspicious that the Ministry of Delence is covering
up in any way, I can assurc him that there is no teason
why we should cover up the figures which he has
mentioned if they are true. The sole interest of the
Ministry of Defence in UFO reports is to establish
whether they reveal anything of defence interest—{or
example, a Russian airerafl or an unidentified aireraft
—which might have breached our sccurity systems.
That is the xo!e reason why we are interested in the
reports.

Lord Wynue-Jones: My Lords, docs the Answer
eiven mean that since there has been a Conservative
Government the UFQOs have done a U-turn and

departed ?

according fo my reading, my

Viseount Long: Not
Lords.

cf Hinherleys M\’ Lords, as my noble
i 600 UFOs Lad been ofliciallv reported
ivad by the \hmf try of I)m nee in 1081,

hiin Towe many of those sightd i oremai
unidentificd and were not subject to svw“!« v, 01

Russinn acroplanes. or anvihine fike that’
o poe
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Tord Straboiai: My Lords, may I ask the noble
Viscount \x,hcf\h the present Government adhere to
the view of the previous Government which I put
forward when I replicd to the debate three years ago
in your Lordships® IHouse, that most of these so-called
sightings can be accounted for as natural phenomena?

Viscount Long: Yes, my Lords, they can be. Many
of them are accounted for in om, way or anothu
but nobody has got a really constructive answe v for
all of them.

Lord Hill-Norton: My Lords, may T ask the noble
Viscount whether or not it is truc that all the sighting
reports received by the Ministry of Defence bcfox
1962 were destroyed because they were deemed
be of no interest”?  And if it is true, who was it
who decided that they were of no interest?

Viscount Long: My Lords, my rcply to the noble
and gallant Lord—1 was wondering whether he was
going to say that the Royal Navy had many times seen
the Loch Ness monster—is that since 1967 all UFO
reports have been preserved.. Before that time, they
were gencrally destroyed after five years.

Lord Paget of Northampten: My Lords, can the noble
Viscount tell us vhct!zcr out of these thousands of
sightings which he has meationed, there has been a
single onc which suggested any menace to our defences ?
In the civcumstances, is not an awful lot of mnc being

wasted on this nonsense?

Viscount Long: My Lords, I think Her Majesty’s
Government arc waiting for an invitation from them
to discuss these problems.

Mz, Anatoly Sheharansky: R

39 p.m.

Lord Renton: My Lords, T beg leave to ask the
Question which stands in my name on the Order
Paper.

The Question was as follows:

To ask Her Majesty’s Government whether they
are aware that Anatoly Sheharansky has for the past
15 months !“v".n undernourished, tortured and
frequently placed in punishment cells, and in October
1981 had his prison sentence increased by 3 )ezm.
for his refusal to plead guilty to a charge of which
he has always maintained his innocence; and whc‘thc;
they will request the Sovict Government to state
whether they intend to keep him in those uncivilised
conditions unti! he relents or dies.

Lord Trefgarne: My Lords, Her Majesty's Govern-
ment remain ﬂza\d) concerned about the plizht of
Anatoly q’_\Cher.ﬂgl\y and are disturbed by (ccant
reports of his ill-treatment.  We have l"l‘:SP() this case
with the Soviet authoritics on many occas

. - 1
ains, both
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in direct bilateral contact and at the Madrid revicw
meeting: We shall continue to take a close mtu(‘st
in Mr. Sheharansky's case, and to maLcupusmtat:ons
as suitable opportunities arise.

Lmd Reaten: My Lords, may I thank my noble
friend not only for .that f\nww but for the action
which he and. the Forcign Office have been and are
taking with regard to Shcharansky’s plight? May [
ask my noble friend whether or not the Soviet Govern-
rm,nt s Tailure, as shown by the treatment of Sheharan-

sky and othens to honour their Helsinki undertakings
diminishes their credibility in rclation to all othu
matters in which they say they arc secking agreement
and on which they would like to be behcvud?

Lord Trefgagne: 1€ I may say so, my Lords, my
noble friend has put his finger on tlm nub of the pro-
blem.  How can we believe what they say in negotia-
tions such as the IMF ncgotmﬂom the MDIFR
negotiations as they are called in Vienna, or in any
other forum for that matter, when they do not do
what they said they would do at Helsinki in 19769

Lord Shinwell: My Lords, in view of the rumours,
which arc probably well founded, that Mr. Brezhney
is about to retire, could a message from your Lord-

}npx House be sent to him ﬂ‘l()L_bh the Soviet Embassy
wishing him for the remainder of his life—and we hO};
he has many vears left yet—pgace and corfcntmcn
and asking wmtnf‘r, as a gracicus act upon his retir
ment, he will ensure that Mr. ‘Shchammk/ is txcatc(l as
a civilised person?

Lord Trefgarne: My Lords, T would certainly be witl-
ing to send another message to the Sovict Union about
Mr. Sheharansky if I thought it would have any effect.
As to the future of Mr. Brezhney, T believe that that is
a matter for them to decide for t!u,msclws.

Viscount Mountgarret: My Lords, would it not help
if the westcen nations cc’x;ud providing wheat io thc
Soviet Union, at a time when they are finding them-
selves short, until they cease to carry out such inhuman
activities against individuals and sovercign States?

Lord Trefgarne: My Lords, the failure of the Soviet
agricultural industry is now plain for all to sce, but 1
am not surc that the interests of the West are scrved

. by starving them out.

Lord Elwyn-Jones: My Lords, in view of the fact
that the treatment of Shcharansky scems to be a
serious violation of human rights, has the matter
ezn raised before the sub-commission on human
rights at the United Nations?

Lord Trefaarne: My Lords, I am not cerlain that
the matter has been raised im‘ox\, that particalar body
but certainly it has been raised before all the othars 1
mentioned.  There could be a good opportunity for

doing as the noble and learned Lord suggosts.

S

Lerd Awbdr\. My Lords, is the Minister aware that
Mr. Shcharansky is a very distivouished com
scientist?  Will he thercfore consider a reduction
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This non-oralsguestion has been allocated to
Minister(AF) for answer.

2. Would you please supply a draft reply and background note,
together with any relevant Hansard extracts and Press cuttings,
to-reach this office at the time shown on the front cover.

3. Please submit a copy of the draft answer'to PS/USOES (AF)
when returning this, allowing sufficient time for USofS(AF)
to comment.
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1. T have placed opposite a draftvreply to PQ 7608C.

2. The same background note has been prov1ded for PQ 7607C
and PQ 7609C.

21 October 1983

Head of DS 8




PQ_7608C

SIR PATRICK WALL (CONSERVATIVE) (BEVERLEY)

Sir Patrick Wall - To ask the Secretary of State for

Defende whether, in view of the
fact that the United States' Air

" Force memo of 13 January 1981 on
the incident at RAF Woodbridge
has been released under the Freedom
of Information Act, he will now
release reports and documents
concerning similar unexplained

incidents in the United Kingdom.

. SUGGESTED ANSWER (Mr Stanley)

This has been considered. It is the intention to publish'reports.



Backgroﬁnd Note .  ‘

These three Question;follow from the News of:the World
article of 2 October 1983 (Annex A) describing an alleged UFO
sighting by USAF personnel at RAF Woodbridge in Suffolk on
27 December 1980.

The report of 13 January 1981 (Annex B) examined by the"
Air Staff and DS 8. It was concluded that there was nothing

of defence interest in the alleged sighting.

There was, of course, no question of any contact with
"alien beings" nor was any unidentified object seen on any

radar recordings, as alleged in the NeWs of the WOrldQ_

\ A BBC investigation into the incident following publication
Téf the News or the World Article concluded that'a'possible
expianation for the lights seen by the USAF persbhnel was the
pulsating light of the Orfordness 1ighthouse some 6 - 7 miles

away.

The sole interest of the MOD in 6f0 reports is to establish
whether fhey reveal anything of defence interest (eg intruding
aircraft). MOD investigations are not pursued beyond the point
at which we are satisfied that a report has no defence
implications. No attempts are made to identify ad catalogue

the likely explanation for individual reports.

Last year, Lord Long, during a debate initiated by
the Earl Clancarty, said that he would look into the possibility
of publishing such reports as are received by the Ministry of

/eee
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Defence. US of S(AF) has now decided to release compilations

of reports. They will bé<published on a quarterly basis and

will be’available to'membe:s of the public, at a small charge
to:cover costé; Us of’$(AF) had'planned to make an announcement
shortly in the House of Lords through an arranged PQ. Pending
arrangements for an announcement in the Lords, US of S(AF)

has agreed that we should indicate the decision in the Commons.



Defence Secretariat Division 8
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main BU:!d:ng Whitshall London SWI1AZHE

Telephon {Dirsct Dialling)
{Switchboand})

Your refsrence

Cur refsrence
D/DSE/10/209
Date

Iq October 1983

Deor

Thank yoeu for your letter of 9 Cctober concerning the
alleged UFO landing near RAF Woodbridge.

03a1n that it is not the policy of the

I Defence to relesse its fLWea to members of
All MOD files are subject to the provisicns

of the Public Records Act which lay down that in

general official files are to remain closed until 30

years have elapsed afier the last action taken on them,

It would not, therefore, be possible to accede to your

reguest.

T

I can, however, coafirm that no unidentified object was
seen on any radar r@ﬂchlngs during the period in
guestion and that the News of the World article was
inaccurate on this poﬁ‘u.

A}
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Defence Secretariat Division Sa
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
[iain Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB

Telephon {Direct Dialling)
{Switchboard)

Your reference

Qur reforence

D/BS8/10/20¢2
Date

«{ October 1983

Your letter of 2 October has been passed to me for reply.

I can confirm that the Ministry of Defence did receive a report from base
personnel of a UFO sighting near RAF Woodbridge on 27 December 1980.

(This was the report published by the Hews of the World on 2 October 1983).
The report was dealt with in accordance with normal procedures‘ie it was
passed to staff concerned with air defence matters who examine such reports
to satisfy themselves that there are no defence implications., In this
instance MOD was satisfied that there was nothing of defence interest in the
alleged sightings. There was no question of any contact with "alien beings"
nor was there any confirmation that an object had landed in the forest.

You may be interested to know that the BBC recently carried out its own
investigations into the incident and concluded that the UFO was nothing more
sinister than the pulsating light of the Orfordnebs Lighthouse some € or 7
miles away through the trees.

\\jf)\.,:,jffb TR COTE




Y. Q; D&FE{‘«

Dn_\?c 8
12 0CT 1983 .

RAF Press Yffice
Ministry of Defence
Whitehall

1983 Octoer 9

e

Dear Sirs,

As you may have seen on BBC TV's Breakfast Time programme
on Friday Gctober 7, I visited the site of the alleged
UF0 landing outside Woodbridge Air Porce station in
Suffolk and Tound that athe pulsating bright light seen
among the trees was ap%;ently nothing more alien than
the lighthouse at Yrford Ness, which does indeed illumi-
nate the forest near Woodbridge with a white light,

as the letter from USAF Lt Col Charles Halt describes.

In view of the immense public interest in this case

following the News of the World article (and, I believe,
further coverage this week), and mindful of the fact

that it would be important +to establish the lighthouse
theory if it is true, I wonder if you would now consider
Yeleasing the Mol investigation file on this case, as I
understand that you have done with other cases before
now? 1 would certainly be prepared to pay any reasonable
administration charge that this might entail.

I should also welcome comments on the apparent radar

sighting of a UFO at about the time of the Woodbridge
incident.

Yours sincerely,
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TO0SE MINUTE
g
D/D88/10,/209 - 7
{5 Oct 83
DEO{RAF) o

NEWS OF THE WORLD ARTICLE: UFO SIGHTIRG AT
RAF WOODBRIDGE

1. Following the coverage given by the News of the
World on 2 October 1983 to the alleged UFO Sighting
at RAF Woodbridge on 27 December 1980 and the follow-
up promised for 9 October we have drawn up a
defensive press line and short Q & A brief for use by
yourselves.

2. If you receive further enquiries from the press
which you are unsble to answer from the briefing
provided plemse do not hesitate to contact me. The
report in the Hews of the World that MOD and USAF both
referred callers to the other will have done nothing
but eornfirm susplciolls widely held in UFO circles that
we are engaged in a cover-up!




&

L
! ;*: UFO INCIDENT AT RAF WOODBRIDGE 27 DECEMBER 1080

Defensive Press Line

I can confirm that the Ministry of Defence did receive a report from base
personnél of a UFO sighting near RAF Woodbridge on 27 December 1980. (This
was the réport published by the News.of the World cn 2 October 1933). The
report was dealt with in accordance with normal procedures ie. it was passed
to staff concerned with‘gé; defence matters who examine such reporté to
satisfy themselves that there are no defence implications. In this instance
MOD was sotiefied that there was nothing of defence interest in the alleged

sightirgs. There was no guestion of any contact with "alien beings".

Q1. Did the US authorities investigate the incident?

L1. HNo. Once the report had been sent to the Ministry of Defence the US
authorities carried cut no further investigations. éfnvestigatians of
UFO reports in the UK are carried out by the Ministry of Defence; the
USAF has no iesponsibility in such mattersg.

Q2. Was Col Halt told te keep quiet?

A2. HNo. Lt Col Halt has not been told to keep quiet about the incident nor

has he been informed that his career could be in jeopardy.
Q3. VWas the cbject tracked on radar?

A3. No. Ho unidentified cbject was seen on any radar recordings during the

period ian guesiion.


The National Archives
UFO file release August 2009
Press Line drawn up to answer questions on a News of the World story 
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Earth!v beings: Mr Yincent Thurkettle and his dog at the fores; site of the Christmas

UFO “landing”.

Dewﬁio_eaﬂh approach to a UFO -

The missi«m *'was to seek a
close encounter, preferably of
the third kind, but smy kind
would do.

The place was a vast clearing
deep in the 10,000 acres of
Aldewood Fore st,  Suffolk,
where, accerding to yesterday’s
News of the ﬂorld an alien
spacecraft landed at Chmstmas,
1930, flew among the trees, lelt

imprints on fthe ground, and

vauished enly when the United
States Alr ¥orce from Wood-
bridge base, balf a mile away,
came out to mvestigate;

meesstsm, according teo
the paper, have since greatly
elaborated on the event, speak-
ing of beings in & 1lvery suits
w}m practised lﬂvﬁatmn.

From Alan Hamilton, Woocbndge:

" The First being encountered
yesterday was clad in cordusy
" trousers and black wellingtons.
He came, he said, not frm outer
space, but the Forestry Com-
mission. ¥is name was not the
Mekon, but Vincent Thur-
ketile.

The second being closcly
resembled a collie dog, and was
too busy chasing sticks to
levitaie,

“This is the site”, said the
first being, gesturing around a
rough acreage of stumps and
teigs, “When the UFO is
supposed f{¢ have janded the
whole area was covered by
Corsican pines 75ft tall and
only 10ft apart, It would have

taken a fair feat of navigation
_ to get among that lot.”

He pouinted to indentations in
the ground that might have
been made by the feet of a far-
travelled craft. “Rabbits”, he
said. “They dig for rvots.”

But, surely, the searchers
reported burn marks on the
surrounding trees and radiation
in the ground?

“The burus were the marks
we puf on the trees for felling.
And as for radiation, a crait
from outer space is going to use
a far more sophisticated form
of propulsicn.”

A third being, who szid he
was David Boast, and =z
gamekeeper, was guoted in the

News of the Werld as saying .

o

Hepoﬁed

Woodbridge e
: sighlings

£
&;

i

how caftle panicked near his
house on the night in question,
“There are no cattle anywhere
near here”, he told me. “Thxs is
a forest,”

Neither the first nor the
third being could recall any-
thing untoward on the night in
question, except that it was
Christmas.

Tory move
on holiday
vote law

By Cur Political Reporter

The Government is prﬁcted
to anpounce next weck that it
will legislate to give ho xday~
makers postal votes at the next
general election.

Minisiors and MPs  were
slru:,k during the general elec-

i b;y <h“ “,‘

mmﬁm
ALINS raa

MPs believe
that Mrs Marparet Thaicher
may scon be stung info
rcstating her determination to

lead the party for a third term of
OLICL

This follows several reports
suggesting that some MPs are
prvd'Nv expressing the view
that she may stand down, an
Ophlx\}}l voiced for the fivst time

Conservative

sublicly an Saturday by a
cacing vackbencher, My Julian
( tli"‘tlxt%’

Mr Critehley, a “wet” and
i [y S Y B S S a2

third ter
v berestated

Margaret, those that loathe her
and me.”

Asked if he was thinking in
terms of & successor Mr
Criwchley replied: “Increasingly
s0”. He went on: “I think she
will net run for a third full term
in 1987-88.”

Qw:.stioncd later

(9N

e specu-

isded on possible  sucvessors,
sayiag: U the leadership wece
oo e at this polat in nu e it
wesiid be Sir ()u‘n ¥

who would be G
suceessor bul §F i

Hardliners
in SNP
keep power

The levers of power in the
Scottish National Party remain
firmly in the hands of the
hardline “independence, noth-
ing less” faction. Elections held
at the end of the paity's
fortyninth  annual confereuce,
o the istand resort of Rolhesay’
the  weekend,  pooduaced
almost a clean Sweep of  the
fprosant party offices for the
iditionalisis.
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7, ON SUNDAY

By GRAEME GOURLAY - >

RUSSIA is’ using British
university radio stations.in.

a major propaga.nda cam»
paign.

For the past two years State-'
run Radio Moscow. has beerr

sending tapes of news and arts
programmes to most of the 19
campus radio stations run by
students.

Many of these. stations, which are

licensed by the Home Office have:

broadcast the propaganda tapes
unedited, But others have refused to
use- the heavy-handed and biased
reports.

: Last week, while: Mrs Thatcher was
* calling on the West to ‘fight a battle of

: RUSS!A TR
‘ideas’ against Cormmmunism. two-thirds

of: the campus radio stations wers
getting free tapes from Moscow.

~ Among those sent to Notﬂngham.
- University. were Soviat.
Soviet~ Press Review and foe m che'

Vxewnomt.

USSR.

Programme contmller Jeff Owen said
vesterday: ‘We get about five tapes a
week., We occasionally use them
mainly the arts and cultural pro-
grammes. OCf course, some is just
boring propaganda but other bits are
quite interesting.’

Stirling University’s manager Doug

- Morris said the tapes were 'pretty

atrocious' but they were used now. and
then.
But at Kent Umversxty, a student

spokesman said: ‘We were asked by~

" Radio Moscow- if we wanted the tapes
and turned them down straight away.

A typical. example is this extrack
from Soviet Press Review: 'After the
deliberate provocation with the South
Korean plane it must seem that the
Reagsn administration has beaten all
records of hypocrisy and distortion of
facts, VYevgenity Ruschov says in
Pravda.'

Moscow is pouring millions of rou-
bles into its battle with Western
broadeasting, spending more in four-
days jamrning the BBC World Service
transmissions to the Soviet Union than
the BBC R.ussxa.n servxces annual
budget.

@ Anti-Western propaganda could be
beamed on future satellite TV to
Briush homes because of 3 loophole in.
{nternational law on copyright.

SUNDAY PEQPLE
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CLAIMS that a UFQ landed in
an East Anglian pine fores?
were dismissed as " pie in the
sky,” last night.

Tha mysterious craft Is satd o
have landsd near an Amaerican
Airforce bhass a3t  Woodbridga,
Sufiolk, two years ago.

It Ht up the whole of nearby

<. Bangham Woods with a dazzling
whits light.

8ut whan two American airmen
on guarg duty went to inyastigase,

Tt ey

NOT LAND IN SUrFOLK

ig. and that's official

tha “hovering aobfect” suddeniy
sped away and vanished,

Later, there was talk of siivery
heams emerging from a 30ft wide
flying saucer, hurn marks on trees
and strangs lines In tha ground.

The strange affair is recountsd
in & new book wrilten by a mem-«
ber of the British UFQ Society..

But Forestry Commission offcsr

Yince Thurksettie, who lives near
the woaods, said: ~ | carried out my
own investigation and | am satise

-

S
o)

-y

flad the so-ca!!ud evidencs ¥asg

blownt up out of all proportion,
“The bhurns ware made by 2

forestar to mark out trzes for fats

ling and depressions In ths
ground looked like rabbit scrap-
ings.

. hava lived and worked In the
forest for five years and {'vs naver
seen ani spaceman. It's mors pie
[t the sky than flying saucers.’*

A police spokesman saldt
# Amazrican flyers ofien drap para-
chuts flares which pﬂap(a mistake
for UFQs"”

Wy Gy ——— Ari— A =i

!
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SUNDAY EXPRESS

A SENIOR Armerican Alr
Force officer reported
sighting a UFQ landing in
Suffols during Christmas
1980, the Ministry of

nignt.

Lieut-Colone! Charles 'L
Halt, deputly commeander of
the USAPF d1st "Lactical Wing
at RAF Woodbridge, told of
seeing a “red, sun-iike light”
near the air base in the early
hourg of December 27.

A Defence Ministry spokes-

- man said: “There was a
*sighting’ by an officer in
the USAP. He was off-duty
and off the base. He made a
report and submitted it via
the RAF commeander at

Defence _ connrmed  1ast

NEWS OF THE WORLD

We must,,

I saw UFO land /
—American officer’

Woodbridge to the Ministry
of Defence.”

Sir John Nott, who became
Minister of Defence within s
fortmight of the reported
sighting, said last nighr: *1
know agothing azpout it. Cere
tainly I never saw any repcrs
apout a UFO landing, I don'
telieve in UFO’s, anyway.”

Another former Minister. o4
Defence, Sir Ilan Gumous,
said:
is absolute rubbish.” e

-~

“1 should think this-

be told

SOMETHING strange ﬁaopened
out there Ih the forest on that
winiry night in December, 1980.

Cur fully documenied Page i

report of a UFQ landing in
Suffoik cannot be shrugged
away. :

At every turn our investigators
met an official wall of silencew—
yet nobody dispuied the basic
facts. :

Someone in  authority, par-
ticularly in  the Ministiry of
Refence, has the answer.

It is time we were toid.

Iz

-

oo .w’mu a . ’%X e
MEDIASCAN o

INFORMATION RETFIEVAL SERVICT |

A FLYING saucer landed
on & wp secret American
air base in an Englizh
{orest, says an amaziug
report just released by US
alr force chiefs,

They gay the UFO
“ringed with portholes and.
* blue flashing lghts” came
down on the main runway
of USAF Wooabridge,
.Suﬂolx.

.t It zoomed over Tangham
-'Forest three nights in suc-,
.cession, and landed “at
least once”, .
| The hugh metalllc crafs
‘was spotted by guards who
found deep impresstons on -
the ground. Unexplained:®
radiadon was also reported - !
nearby. .

The Incredible docu-:
ments, drawn up by USAF?
Colonel Charles Holt, zays’
the sightings were-reported -
to the Pentagun three years
2g0.. .
They have -come to Hght
now after the release of
classified documents, '
, . Forestty wotkers yester-.
day told of “strange, uncon-
firmned reports” of 2 UFO 'n
the grea. |

é Sunday WMirror Reporter
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS THIRD AIR FORCE (USAFE)
RAF MILDENHALL, SUFFOLK 1P28 8NF

34/10/1 /0rg i1denhall RN

MOD(DS8a.)

%a&;ii{oleEZZiLilLding P RN TRY OF ﬁ:f‘ﬂw
London S Lot i, &3

SW1A 2HB 1S Apr 83 ; 18 APR 1983 B
UNIDENTIFIED FLYING'OBJEC? % fﬁ;%:T‘E;T;;;;;%TW
Reference: i

A. D/DS8/10/209 dated 11 April 1983.

1. Thank you for your letter at Reference and the Enclosure from-

2. The radar at Upper Heyford did not track an unidentified flying object
on 15 March 1983 as alleged. As reported to me the events were as follows:

Just after dusk’a local reporter for the Reading Evening

Post telephoned the tower at Upper Heyford and asked if they

could see "lights" at the oppobite side of the airfield. The
controllers assistant, after checking,told the reporter that the
duty crew could indeed see the "lights" and that they did not know
what they were-but they could have been some airfield lights,
traffic within the airfield or traffic outside the airfield. The
telephone conversation then terminated.

3. The US authorities at Upper Heyford reiterate that at no time did they
track on the airfield radar any unidentified target. It is my belief that the
reporter in question did not ask the right questions in the first place and has
completely misinterpreted the answer he received.

y Wg Cdr
" SRAFLO




RAF LIAISON OFFICE :
Royal Air Force Bentwaters Woodbridge Suffolk I

Telephone Woodbridge _

Your reference

MOD(DS8¢)
Our reference
Date
9 May 1983
¥

The UFO sighting in the RBendlesham Forest
continues to excite attention. For your
information I enclose copies of the latest
newgpaper articles on the subject.

o




CLAIMS that an extra-
terrestrial trio with a faulty
flying saucer have visited
Suffolk are being probed
by UFO investigators.

Officialdom, they claim,
has drawn a shroud of secrecy
around the alleged incident .

. apart from a Defence
Ministry letter which has
given the probe fresh
headway.

WITNESS
Dot

1nvestigators Street

and Brenda Butler are trying
to unravel what has become
known in UFO enthusiasts’
circles as the Rendlesham
Forest Mystery.

They say their inquiries
included a graphic

have

serviceman. The name “of
their key witness however is a
closely guarded secret . . .
they
anonymity when he. .re-
counted his  unearthly
claims. i R

His amazing allegation is
that three ‘‘entities‘® were
seen with their spacecraft
which had landed about two
miles from Woodbridge
Airbase in a remote part of
Rendlesham Forest.

He claims they were about
three feet tall, dressed “in
silver suites and were ‘‘levi-
tating’’ in shafts of light.

description of the alleged
night-time incident given to -

1 ¢ “States,: claimed that an un-
them by an eye-witness U.S.

The key witness, who has

since. returned to the United

armed party of base person-
nel watched the visitors carry
out repairs to their craft

- which later took off.
guaranteed ~  him .

Dot ‘and Brenda told the

Woodbridge Reporter that-

their 24 year probe was being
hampered by a top level
hush-hush policy.

‘““We have contacted the
USAF and the Ministry of
Defence time and time again
but they just will not tell us
anything,” said -Dot, who is

area investigator for the
‘British UFO Research
“Association. -

““They will not deny that
anything happened that
night, but on the other hand

Bronda Buler defian

Forest.

4 130t Street on the site of the alleged landing of the space ship in Rendlesham

that will not say much at all
about it,”’ she said. .

“If it was something to do
with an. aircraft or anything
like that why don’t they tell
us as much and we would
leaveit alone .. .alllamisa
UFO investigator.”” .

LIGHTS
Last month -however the
investigation made some

headway. The Ministry of
Defence conceded in a letter
that ‘‘unusual lights”” were

-seen near the base at the time

of the alleged incident —
late December 1980.

The letter said, ‘‘I can con-
firm that USAF personnel
did see unusual lights outside

the boundary fence in the.

early morning of December
27, 1980, but no explanation
for the occurence was ever
forthcoming.”

There was ‘‘no question’
of there being a cover-up for a
crashed zircraft or the testing
of “‘secret devices’’ — which
was suggested by Dot and
Brenda.

The letter concluded,
‘““Nor weas there any contact
with ‘alien beings’.”’

LETTER

Until the letter was
received the Ministry had
simply replied <to inquiries
with a blunt ‘“We cannot
help you in your quest’’
reply, said Dot and Brenda.

A [efence
spokesman told the Wood-
bridge Reporter that reports
of unexplained lights in the

area at _the time were
investigatad.
“We are certainly in-

terested in sightings of any-
thing unusual in so far as any
are

security  implications

Ministry -

concerned. When . we ' have

satisfied ourselves threugh
our sources and our own in-
vestigations that there was no
security implications we are
no longer interested. |
““In this particular case we

were satisfied that that was -

the case.” e
A USAF spokesman said,

~‘Everytime I hear about this

it becomes more elaborated.
All we know is that some
people on duty that night saw
some lights in the sky which 1
understand were seen in other
parts of the country too.

“We know of nothing else
but people always think we
are hiding something when we
say that, but we are not.”’

Whatever the answer Dot
and Brenda plan to continue

their probe and are preparing-

a book about it which they
hope will be published next
year. The appealed for
information on the alleged
incident and guaranteed that
all calls would be treated in
confidence.

Dot can be contacted on
Lowestoft 84606 and Brenda
can be contacted on Leiston
"830757.

U

A copy of the eye witness’s drawing of the
he claimed to have seen in Rendlesham Fores
estimated width was 30 feet.

Slow start
by voters

Voting in the Wood-
bridge area got off to a slow
start in yesterday’s local
government elections, and
the area’s tradition of a jow
turn-out at such pells
looked set to be upheld.

All the results will be
published in next week’s
issue of the Woodbridge

Reporter.

(PR
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CLAIMS that an ex-
tra-terrestrial trio with
a faulty flying saucer
have visited Suffolk are
being probed by UFO
investigators.
-Officialdom they claim, has
drawn a shroud of secrecy
around the alleged incident
near the RAF base at Wood-
bridge . . ie:tut nlt:; a ])efeltllc‘:
Mimstry letter ven
probe fresh peadway.gl

has become known in UFO
enthusiasts’ circles as the

Rendlesham Forest Mystery.
They say their inquiries have
included a graphic description
of the alleged night-time inci-
dent given to them by an eye-
witness U.S. serviceman. The
name of their key witness how-
ever is a closely guarded secret
. they guaranteed him

“;lm.mymity when he recounted

his unearthly claims.
His amazing allegation is
that three ‘““entities’ were seen

The has conceded with their spacecraft which
that “‘unusual lights” were had landed about two. miles
Story by JOHN GRANT
seen near the base at the time from the Woodbridge airbase
— late December 1980. in a remote part of Rendlesham

The letter said, “I can con-  Forest.
firm that USAF personnel did  He claims they were about
see unusual lights outside the three feet tall, dressed in silver
houndary fence in the early suits and were “levitating” in
morning of December 27, shafts of brilliant light.

1980, but no explanation for
the occuremce Wwas ever
orthcoming.”

Mpystery

There was “no question” of
there being a cover-up for a
rrashed aircraft or the testing
of “secret devices™.

The letter concluded, “Nor
was there anmy contact with
‘afien beings’ .

But Suffolk investigators
Dot Street and Brenda Butler
e still trying te unravel what

The key witness, who has
sence returned to the U.S.
claimed that an unarmed party
of base personnel watched the
visitors carry out repairs to
their craft which later took off.

Dot and Brenda told the
Star that their 24 year probe
was being hampered by a top
level hush-hush policy.

“We have contacted the
USAF and the Ministry of
Defence time and time again
but they just will not tell us any-
thing,” said Dot, who is area

Duo stili o
of myst
landin

investigator ‘for the British
UFO Research Association.
anything happened that night
anythi p t night,
but on tie other hand they will
not say much at all about it,”
she said.

““If it was something to do
with an aircraft or anything
like that why don’t they tell us
as much and we would leave it
alone . . . all T am is an UFO
investigator.”

Until the letter was received
the Ministry had simply
replied to inquiries with a blunt
“we cannot help you in your

uest” reply, said Dot and
renda.

A Defence  Ministry
spokesman told the Star that
reports of unexplained lights in
the area at the time were
investigated.

“We are certainly in-

terested in sightings of any-
thing unusual in so far as any
security inwlications are
concerned. hen we have
satisfied ourselves through our
sources and our own investiga-
tions that there was no security
implications we are no longer
interested. !

“In this particular case we
were satisfied that that was the
case.” 3

A USAF spokesman said,
“Everytime I hear about this it
becomes more elaborated. All
we know is that some people on
duty that night saw some lights

“'in the sky which T understand

were seen in other parts of the
country too.
“We know of nothing else

. but people always think we are

hiding something when we say
that, but we are not.”

Whatever the answer Dot
and Brenda plan to continuc
their probe and are preparing 2
book about it which they hope
will be published next year.
They appealed for informatior
on the alleged: incident and
guaranteed that all calls wouls
be treated in confidence. Do
can be contacted on Lowestoi:

and Brenda can be
contacted on Leiston 830757.

Bandt & o3 o

@ The witness’s drawing of the craft he
claimed to have seen in Rendlesham Forest. Its
) . estimated width was 30 feet.
@ Brenda Butler, left, and Dot Street on the site
of the alleged landing of the spaceship in Rend-
lesham Forest.
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RMINIETERY OF DEFERLE Defence Secretarizt Division 8a
Main Building Whitehell London SWiA 2HB
Telaphone {Direct Dialling)
(Switchboard)
Your reference
Wg Cdrx
SRAFID Our reference ‘wo\
RAF Mildenhall D/Ds8/10/209
Suffollk Date
28 Bur : \A Hay 1983
TRCIDENT AT RAF NCGJBRID”EV« DECENMBER 7983
1. Fellowing our telephone conversation about the incident at RAY Woodbridge
or. 27 Decewber 1980 I wrote to Miss Randles and I attach a copy of my letter.

2. You wil e has now writien again geeking further information

asbout the incident and in particular has recuested a copy of the report held on
our files. The only regort we have is that prepared by Lt Col Halt the

Deputy Base Coumeander ol RAF Woodbridge and T am ’cue,remre writing to ask you to
-seek the views of the VSAF to disclosure ofthat report or a sanitised version of
ite If the USAF would only be prepared to allow release of a sanitised version

it would be helpful to know which parts they would wish me to delete. In addition,
I would be gratelul %o know whether the USAF would be willing for me to say that
theyw did investigete the incident.

% -~ 4 Ay =
11 mes thzat sh
o3 i

g

Thanlc you for your azsistonce with the recent UFO correspondence.

N
s
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MOD(DS8)

Main Building

Whitehall

London

SW1A 2HB |$ May 83

INCIDENT AT RAF WOODBRIDGE - DECEMBER 1980

References:

A. D/DS8/10/208 dated 13 May 1983.
B. Telecon 17 May 1983.

1. Thank you for your letter at Reference A and Enclosures. 1 said

in the telephome conversation at Reference B that it will be some little
time before we can get a decision on the release of the report by Lt Col
Holt. 1In fact, the. decision to allow the release might have to come from
Secretary of State for Defence's office particularly if any security or
intelligence implications are read into the reported sighting.

2. I will let you know of developments as they occur.

SRAFLO




Defence Secretariat Division 8

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
Main Building Whitehall London SW1A 2HB

Te'ephone-}

(Direct Dialling)
{Switchboard)

Your reference

Qur reference 7
D/DS8/10/209 /%7€
Date

{ZApril 1983

:966’5’ _ w

Thank you for your recent correspondence on the subject of UFOs.

As ‘regards your offer to summarise the reports held by this Department there
really is very little to summarise. [ ottach o copy of a blonk report form
showing the type of informotion we require together with a couple of exomples
of completed reports (with the nome and oddress of the informaont deleted for
reasons of confidentiality). 1 om sure you will agree that, although we hcld
o large number of reports, each one is indeed very brief.

Turning now to your interest in the sighting at RAF Woodbridge in December 1980,
I can confirm that USAF personnel did see unusuol lights outside the boundary
fence early in the morning of 27 December 1980 but no explanation for the
occurrenge wos ever forthcoming. There is however, no question of the account
being a cover-up for a crashed aircroft or testing of secret devices os you
suggest, nor was there ony contact with “olien beings”.

I understand that an article on the Woodbridge sighting has been published
in the magozine "OMNI” (Vol 5 No.é) in which you may be interested.

3<:>u-':f?> Do n s LAag
.



The National Archives
UFO file release August 2009
MoD letter explains USAF personnel "did see unusual lights.." but that "..no explanation for the occurrence was ever forthcoming". 
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LOOSE MNINUTE

D/Ds8/10/209 ,{\/‘6

Opa(GR) (RAP)

UFQ SIGHTING - RAP WOODBRIDGE DECEMBER 1980

1o You may recall that in December 1980 two USAF securiily patrolmen saw wmusual
lights at the bhack gate of RAF doodbridge and on investigation found a brightly
o =3 & 5

1it triapguler object either hovering or on legs.

2. You began investigations into the incident and suggested asking the USAF
o e ! U -~ -~

for tape recordings (your D/DD Ops{GE)/10/8 of 16 Feb 81 refers) but
unfortunately our fileg do not appear to show the oultcome of your investigations,

Je I attach a copy of a lettsr received from one of our more reguler UFO
correspondents in which she seeks advice as to the Minisztry's position on this
incident. I am inclined to say that we are aware of the incident; that we made
investigaltions but that we could find no explanation for the lights, Is this a
true reflection of the facts or did we, in fact, come up with anything more
substantive?

4o Awy help you could give in replying to letter would be much
& , & piying
appreciated,

=
S
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Further to your letter to me of 20 Jamuary 1983 (your ref: D/DS8/10/209); +the
subject UFOs. I {rust you have received my subsequent letter to this (addressed
te m wherin I suggested that you might comsider lodging the files
you hold wi a recognised scientific establishment.Here they could be accessable
(om arrangement) to serious regearchers, and their use could be adequately
controlled, I really think this makes sense because the volume of data you must

hold would make it very difficult to release other than summaries im printed form
and often access to the full materials might be essemtial for sciemtific gtudy,

A number of possible sources for locating these files, eg a university, come to niad
Indeed there have been a mumber of imterested respomses to the article on UFOs by
myself and SR (Yevw Scientist,10 Feb 1983) to which I refer you for
illustration of my,hopefully,serious amd none-sensationilst position on this topic

I am well aware that to you UFO data is barely of interwst anmd, as it does mot seam
to directly impinge on defence implications, of relatively low priority.However,
I hope you also see that whilst 90% of these reports are unguestionably explicable
there are reporits that seem to offer probative data to scientists.Work that yow,
of course, have neither Fhe facilities nor the resources to hamdle, It should be
your concern that you hold this data, faithfully reported by individuals who would
like something done., And I am delighbed at your decision to make the material
accessable for research, ’ ‘ ,

Presumably it will be in your interests to cultivate 2 mood whereby UFO reporis am
not made %o you, but to a scientific establishment (another advantage of lodging B
files there),You could maturally rely upon the UFO community to tramsmit reports

to you which might suggest defence implications,That is, if you are fair by seriowm
investigators serious investigators will maturally be fair by you. And we too, of
course, have the interesis of Britain at heart and would not wish you to be unawam
of any cases that might involve defencé implications.Even though, as you have poimed
out to me previously, none of your studies so far have produced such implications,

You have promissed to gdvise me when yvou have taken a decision to release data,
which is why I was somewhat surprised to learn that you have supplied %o some -
colleagues of mine in Bristol data om cases in South Wales.l would, therefore,

very much like an update onm the current position please.For the last few years whils’
writing to you I have stressed that I want to help put across your true position ®
the public (with which I have some infljence as a full-time writer of UFO Dbooks auwl
articles). But for this pvrpose I do need your help in return, of course, I see from
the current issue of FLYING SAUCER REVIEW, for example, that much is said about yox
alleged cover—up and it is towards correcting this view with the facts (if you wil
openly give them) that I am concerned. Hemce my previoiis reguests to be granted
access to the data prior to release so that I might present a fair review in the
UFO literature and defuse such commentary.

Finally, on the question of defence implications, I would wish to advise you of
an accretion of daba concerning am incident which appears to have taken plave at
the US Air Force base at Woodbridge, Suffolk,in December 1980.I%t iz of some comcern
to me that you have not been able to offer any statement on this event, becanse
on face value the evidence does suggest that somebody is hiding something.

How éFgave published some of the material supplied to me (and gathered myself) in
the literature, primarily because in lieu of sny other reason I believe the
information should be told.But understend my position here, I have no wish to do
anything injuriois to British defence amd if I was offered amy reason (however
roundabout) which suggested the case should simply be dropped then I would do so.
For example, it is possible that the UFO story is covering either an accident or



& est of some secret device (either by British or American sources).Therefore, to
' geontinually stress this in a UFO context (which is how it has been reported) smd
y et inevitably have to mention swch none-UF0 explanatons as these possibilities
n-ight be against this nations interssts, Yet what else can I do, simce I have no
stach reason Po argue im this way and feel myself duty bound to discuss the matter
iz case it genuinely has gome um-noticed and yet may be of potential importance?

Vetby briefly, on this case, we have first-class hard evidemce (which we could of
covurse give to the national press but have had no desire to so do) that something
occurred (during the last three days of the momth, possibly December 29, 1980),
Tiais includes evidence of radar tracking of the umexplained objecty its 'landing!
iza Rendlesham Forest and a number of independant testimonies that relate to a
quite fantagtic account of what suppesedly happened after that, Tt is impossible
for me 2nd the couple of other people im possession of thege full facts not +o
accept that a genuine event did occur and maturally we are more than 2 little
comncerned that (a) it has not been admitted to and (b) you profess to kmow nothing

Aes i said, the evidence is strong (almost,I might say, categorically probative)
and could (if we chose to discuss the full facts inthe right way outside the
1imited circukation we have done so far) lead %o quite an outecry about cover-ups,
Pexsonally, I believe you must have veby good reasom for doing what you are doing
about this incident, and that may have nothing to do with UFOs per se. However,
please see my position and recognise my dilemma. I want to do the right thing.

I =m not expecting a repvly saying anything specific about thés event, but you may
be able to offer advice about the problem I face. Ilmve this data that seems
probg;bive. You do not seem to want it and claim to know rothing about it. I cannot
just sit on it because &t appaars to be too importamt., Yet if I make a big issue
out of it natiomal security may suffer, ‘ .

VI would add that the s’tory'behind these events indicates that there was cantkac'b,
between military sources and an other intelligence (which ig not alien spaeeships

Yy the nuts and bolts semse) but which is an indigemous intelligemce to plamet |

earth which in faet is way beyond us in ferms of most capacities and therefore
~ represent the real rulers of our world. T RO : ~ "

This account does merge with data offered by other sources to me (in confidence)

including govermment officials in this country amd abfoad. I have never published

it and have actually played dowm the possibility im my books. I am not saying ;

I pelieve it, But I am saying that I have heard it from so memy dources that I do -
< have to listen, And it does. make a great deal of semse out of many things:

The UFC subject is comple.x and to represent it fa,irly Very difgicult. I so very
much do want © do the right thing.But I am beginning to doubt if I am doing

“4he right thing. Can you offer amy advice?

Yours sinmcerely,
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UFO SIGHTING -- RAP WOODBRIDCE DECEMBER 1980

I attach a copy of a letter received from one of our more regular UFD correspoendents
regarding an incident at RAF Woodbridge in December 1980. 1 also attach a copy of
the USAF report prepared aiter the incident.

I would be grateful if you could asceriain how Tar the USAF investigeted the Rits
and what were the outcome of these investigations. 1 would also be grateful

i
could find ouwt what has becn the USAF'*s public line on the incident and whethe:x L}fm
ha.vee denied knowledge of it as suggested by

Any help you can provide in replying “'c-o_ letter would be much apprecisted,

[ SR s
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Further to your letter to me of 20 January 1983 (your ref: D/ 9/10/ 09) 3 the
subiect UFOs. I trust yvou h?v& Trece fe& nmy subseguent letter to this (2ddres
'w_) herin I s ed that you might consider lodging 1
you hold with a “eaogrlﬁeé fic establishment.Here they could be
(6m srrengement) to serious resesrchers, and their use could be deguat

“ «

2% a
controlled, I really think this mskes sense because the volume of
hold wouléd make it very difficult to release other thon summaries
and often access to the full materials might be essential for scie

r-these files; eg a waiversity, co
Iﬁdeed ﬁhere have been 2, “hmhcr of Ln%e;e?ﬁed responses to the article on
nysel? and SOOI (icv Scientist,10 Feb 1983) to which I :
illustration of my,hopefully,serious and none-sensabtionilst posi%icn on Tl

I am well aware that to you UFD date is barely of. interest and, as
to directly impinge on defence 1m 1mbatioms, of relatively low pri
I hope you =zlsc see that whilst O these reports are unquestio:

o,

there are revoris that seem to offer probative data to scientists.V

of course, have neither Fhe facilities nor the rescurces %0 handle. It ghou
your concern that you hold this data, faithfully reported by individusls wi
1ike something done. And I am delighbed at your decision to me=ke the material

sccessable for research.

Presumably it will be in your interests ¥o culiivate a mood whereby UFO
ot made to you, but to a scientific est tablishment (another adwvantage of

files there),You could natu r&llj’falj upon the UFO camﬁ“ﬂi by to transmi
to you which might sugpest defence 1ﬁﬁ110¢u10nu‘Tnas ig, if you are It

.

investigators sericus inves lgazov will naturally be fair by you. And
course, have the interests of Britain at heart and would not wish you %o be

of any cases that might involve defencé implications.Bven though, as you have po
ovt to me previously, none of your studies so far have produced such 1mpl icaticons,

You have promissed to advise me when you have taken g decision to release date,
which is why I was somewhat sarprised to learn that you have supplied to some
colleagues of mine in Brisiol data on cases in South Wales.l would,
very much like an update on the current position plesse.For the last
writing to you I have stressed that I want % help put acrosg your
the public (with which I have gome inflyen as a full-time writer
articles). But for this puvrpose T do neeG y our help in return, of coun
the curront issue of FLYING SAUCER REVIEd, for ex:%vle, that much is
alleged cover-up and it is %OVTTwQ oorrcc%¢xg this view with the fac
openly gzve *%em) that T am concerned. Hence ny previois requests 1 be
accesg to the data prior to release sgo thal I might present a fair revi@;
UF0 1literature and defuse such commentary.

Q

Finally, on the cuestion of defence implications, I would wish to adv

an acorelfion of data concerning anm incident which appears to have tﬁw
the US Air TPorce base

3

Hoodbridg @98u1'0l’ in December 1980.It is of

at
to me that you have not been able to offer any statement on This event
ence does suggest that- somebody is hiding somethir

on face value the evid
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Vety brlef1v3 on this case, we have firsi-class hard evidence (which we couvld of
course give o the national press but n@ve had no desire to so do) that somethi
ocourred (during the last three days of the monthy possibly December 29
This includes evidence of radar itracking of the unexplained object, its
in Bendlesgham Forest aaf a number of independant testimonies that relate
quite fantastic account of what supposedly ha oceped after that, It is imp
for me =nd the counle of other people in possession of these full facts
accept that a genuine event did occur and naturally we are more than a 1i
concerned that (a) it has not been admitted to and (b) you profess to know n
ghout it.

bs L ga idy the bVﬁﬁGﬁCé is strong (almost,I mig n% say, categorically prol
and could (if we chose to discuss the full facts in the right way outside
limited circulastion we have done so far) lead to Qulue an ovwtcry aboult cove
Pers ona!Lv, I believe you must have veby good reason for doing what you ar

about this incident, and that may have nothing to do with UFOs per ge, H
please see my position and recognise my dilemma. I want to do the right -

I am'not expecting a revnly saying anybthing specific about thés event, but you nay
be able to offer advice about the problem I face. I lave this data
probative, You do not seem to want it and claim to know nothing ab
just sit on it becsuse &t appears to be too important. Yet if I m

ot of it nationsl SGCuTloJ may suifer.

I would add that the story behind these events indicates Thalt there was contact
between military sources and an other intelligence (whlch ig not a2lien spoeeships
in the nuts and bolts sense) bubl which is an indigenous ir %cl;lguﬂce to planet '
earth which in fact is way beyond us in ferms of most capacities and tTherefore
represent the resl rulers of our world,

This account does merge with dzbtas offered by other gources to me (in confs
including government officlals in this country and abfoad. I have never pt
it snd have actually played down the possibility in my books. I am not sas
I believe it., But I =m saying that I have heard it from go many dources tlw

have to ligten. And it does make a grest deal of gense out of many thingse

The UFO subject is complex and to represent it fairly very difficult. I so very
much do went © do the right thing.But I am beginning to doubt if I am doing
the right thing. Can you offer any advice?

Yours sincerely,




REPLY TO
ATTN OF:

SUBJECT:

T0:

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS 81ST COMBAT SUPPORT GROUP (USAFE)
APO NEW YORK 09755

CDh 13 Jan 81

Unexplained Lights

RAF/CC

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

security police patvolmen saw unusual lights outside the back gate at

RAF Woodbridge. Thinking an aircraft might have crashed or been forced
down, they called for permission to go outside the gate to investigate.
The on-duty flight chief responded and allowed three patrclmen +o Dyg -
cead on foot. The individuals reported seeing a strange glowing object
in the forest. The object was described as being metalic in appearance
and triangular in shape, approximately two to three meters across the
base and approximately two meters high. It jlluminated the entire forest
with a white Tight. The object itself had a pulsing red light on top and
a bank(s) of blue 1ights underneath. The object was hovering or on legs.
As the patrolmen approached the object, it maneuvered through the trees
and disappeared. At this time the animals on a nearby farm went into a
frenzy. The object was briefly sighted approximately an hour later near
the back gate.

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

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

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

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

in the sky, two objects to the north and one to the south, all of which
were about 10° off the horizon. The objects moved rapidly in sharp angular
movements and displayed red, green and blue lights. The objects to the
north appeared to be elliptical through an 8-12 power lens. They then
turned to full circlies. The objects to the north remained in the sky for
an hour or more. The object to the south was visible for two or three
hours and beamed down a stream of 1ight from time to time. Numerous indivi-
duals, including the undersigned, witnessed the activities in paragraphs

2 and 3.

"RLES I. HALT, Lt Col, USAF
Deputy Base Commander

B g
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1. Thank you for your leuuer (Bent/19/76/hir) of 25 October and
the athtached article Ffrom !The Unexplained?® (tne author is in fact

one of my regular corres nonﬂgﬂus}
2¢ MOD's line on UF0O's is as followss-
a, QCur sole interest in the UFO gightings reported to s is

to check whether they have any relsvance to the air deience of
the UK, ' S '

b. Reporis are reTerred to stalf concernsd witvth the air defence
of the UK whe zxamine them as part of their normal dubies. Ones
they are satisfied that the sighting has no defencs implicutions
they do not attenpt to make =z popitive identification of the ob

c. While we recognise that there are many strange things {o va

seen in fthe s“b, we believe that there are ﬂerLenuLv surel
explanations for them - satellite debrig, aircrafy 11QN,85 etc, -
and that there is no need %o advanue the hyvpothesis of alien sware

craft to account for theu,

Concerning fthe

nge e Bentwaters UrFf0 in particular, T suggesy thdt rou
q@ouu the following linres

-“

bt
=

2. I understand that IOD did receive a revorl from base versonasli
of a UFC sighting near RAF Bentwaters on 27 December 1980, The
report was dealt with in sccordance with the normal procedures
(see 2b abova); it was not considered to 1n01 ate anything of
defence interest,

b, There was no guesticn of any coni ot with Yalien beinzs?t,
1, As Tor the zllegatiors in the article that the UFC story was
simply a cover-up for a crash of zn airceaflt carrying a nuclear device,
you may like Ho remind sny questioners of the Written Answer 3!
re2rd 28 Jenusyy 1981 from IIr Pattie, then Under QﬁCf@*ﬂ?%
State for the RAT: ¥YNo gcecidents have occurred 1nvolving ,..
dsnage o nucleay weapons contzining fiscsile seriel on u;iﬁ?ﬁ 8




territory.,” If’they mention the ﬁaki1?~wi? 1’*'dgrﬁy o,
article ( rags in for 2000 meneuily, N g Parl]
Statement (P :hicb rOR “ﬁL}i ‘rww, ﬁﬂmeiy ﬁritten Answ
Mz Pym, then Secratavy ol State for T CML\5 o 9 Hovemben
Meese uhe United witates authorities have alraaﬁv stated
nuclear matoriale were Luvolved elither vwothin Lie crasbud circeirslt
or rnoeny puiliings aviceved by ths oo ; T oywould not
expectiUlfologists’ To pursue el es any further;

el

if they do I suggest you refex
clear that the auvthor did not lo
Lakenheath is "a few miles norin®

mbdﬂiy, it is
,e supposes that

De I hope this is helpful to you and that Benitwaters does rog
become Rast Angliats answer to Warminster.

Yours sincerely,




RAF LIAISON OFFICE
Royal Air Force Bentwaters Woodbridge Suffolk P12 2RQ

Telephone Woodbridge

Your reference

MOD(DS8a)
Our reference
BENT/19/T76/Air
Date

{October 1982

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS (UFO's)

Reference: )
A. BENT/19/76/Air dated 15 January 1981.

1. Under cover of reference A I forwarded you a copy of the Deputy
Base Commander's report concerning some unexplained lights and
sightings on 27/29 December 1980. Some time after the incident I
was approached by two women who claimed to be UFO investigators,
but I refused to confirm or deny their claims. A week ago I was
telephoned from New York by a? from Omnie Magazine.
He asked me questions about an article in a British UFO Magazine.

He claimed he was a serious UFO investigator and wanted to write an
objective article about the incident. I told him that whoever wrote
the article he described to me must have had a vivid imagination.

2. I have now ménaged to obtain a copy of the article and enclose a
copy for your information. The magazine is called "The Unexplained"
published weekly by: '

Publishing ILtd

The article was in Volume 9 Issue No 106.

would be grateful for

3. I now anticipate a flood of enquiries &
some guidance on MOD Policy concerning UFD

D H MORELAND
Sgn Ldr
RAF Cdr
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. _high-ranking us Air Force officers talk to the crew of a
UFO that crashed in East Anglia? Or was the story a
smokescreen for a potentially deadly military accident?
JENNY RANDLES reports on the rumours and the evidence

e e

THE STUDY OF ALLEGED CRASHES of alien
craft does not enjoy a degree of respectability
proportional to its importance. Many ufo-
logists decry those who try to unravel the
truth behind such mysteries, for there are
major problems with all these stories. The
crashes always seem to occur in remote
desert regions. In nearly all of them many
years elapse before they are investigated.
And there are very few witnesses, all of
whom demand strict confidentiality, ‘for fear
of reprisals’. They insist that the security lid
on these events is so tight that if it were made
public that they had spoken out they would
live in fear of the consequences.

These criticisms are true even of the cases
studied by Leonard Stringfield, the pioneer
in this field. He has collected information on
a whole series of American retrievals (as they
are known in ufologists’ jargon), and one, at
least — the Kingman, Arizona, case of May
1953 — has an appreciable degree of support.
His very important research was published
in the United States and appeared in a three-
part series in the respected British journal
Flying Saucer Review. The Roswell case (see
page 2034) is one of Stringfield’s — and

The expanse of Rendlesham
Forest, in Suffolk, set in flat,
lonely countryside. Local
people saw lights
descending into the forest
and Forestry Commission
workers found scorched
trees. The reports coincided
with sensational stories
emanating from a local air
base, telling of a UFO landing

actually one of the most poorly supported.
But where, we might wonder, are the
recent crashes? Or the ones not in a desert

“area? Or the witnesses who will speak out?

Well, some of these conditions may have
been fulfilled by the remarkable incident at
Rendlesham Forest, Suffolk, in East Anglia
in December 1980.

Rendlesham Forest is a pretty woodland
area about 12 miles (19 kilometres) east and
north of Ipswich. Itis surrounded by some of
the most sparsely populated land in south-
eastern England, fenland on which there are
scattered farms. The only community of any
real size is the village of Woodbridge to the
west. North of the woods lie the us Air Force
bases at Woodbridge and Bentwaters. These
are important elements of the NATO defence
system and would be of great strategic signi-
ficance in the event of any future European
war.

Between 27 and 30 December 1980 a
number of reports of lights in the sky were
made from this general area, especially
around the coastal town of Leiston. A nuc-
lear power station is nearby and some very
interesting close encounters have been re-
corded in this vicinity. Brenda Butler and
Dot Street, local investigators for the British
UFO Research Association (BUFORA), follow-
ed up the sightings of the lights.- They
included one from a witness who said he
observed a brilliant white light that hovered

impact-and after
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UFO cover up

above Rendlesham Forest for 20 minutes or
more. Being used to the activity around the
air bases he assumed he was seeing one of
their aircraft, though he was puzzled as to
why it remained over the woods for so long.

Early in January 1981 one of Brenda
Butler’s trusted contacts at the Woodbridge
base passed an astonishing piece of inform-
ation to her. He said that a urFo had come
down in the forest, about 2 miles (3 kilomet-
res) from the base. It seems that this was
probably on 30 December. The contact, a
high-ranking officer, visited the scene along
with the base commander and security per-
sonnel. They carried no weapons — these

! were expressly forbidden. The commander

talked for some time with small ‘aliens’, 3 feet

" (1 metre) tall and wearing silver suits, who

were suspended in ‘shafts of light’ beside the
landed craft.

Classified conversations

Brenda Butler’s contact refused to tell her
specific details of the shape of the object,
which was apparently damaged and being
repaired. He also refused to comment on the
subject matter of the detailed conversations
that took place. Eventually, he claimed, the
UFO departed — unsteadily at first — and strict
security was imposed on all personnel who

/ knew of the affair. Photographs that had been

taken by some officers, without permission,
were immediately confiscated. The officer
mentioned, provocatively, that this was not
the first time that a UFO had landed near — or
perhaps even on — the base.

This officer was willing to talk to Butler
only because of their past dealings and on the
strict understanding that his confidentiality
should be preserved. She was also required,
at first, not to make use of the information he

Above: the ufologists who
studied the wave of
independent UFO reports
centred on the Rendlesham
Forest area: Dot Street (left)
and Brenda Butler at the
spot where they estimate
that a brightly lit object,
reported by a local farmer,
must have descended. The
Rendlesham case is more
promising for research than
the classic ‘retrieval’ cases
compiled by the leading
American ufologist Leonard
Stringfield (above right), for
the reports were nearly
contemporary with the
incidents described

had imparted about this incident.

Brenda Butler agreed to the-officer’s re-
quest. She kept the story to hesself through-
out January, not even relating-it.to her close
colleague Dot Street. Even when she did tel
her the story — about four weeks later, wher
rumours of the incident had begun to cir-
culate from other sources — she continued tc
observe the officer’s confidentiality. Con-
sequently we are heavily reliant on her word
However, in discussions with the author she
seemed both sincere and reliable.

A year later another investigator suc
ceeded in confirming the existence of Brend:
Butler’s contact. Harry Harris, a lawyer anc
an investigator with the Manchester. UF(
Research Association, spoke to the officer
who confirmed the basic details as Brend:
had reported them. However, he avoided al
subsequent attempts by Harris to commu-
nicate with him.

The rumour emerged during Februar:
1981, through several channels. All wer¢
independent of each other, of Brenda Butler
and of the media. Indeed, considering the
number of people in the area who seem tc
have heard about the events, this lack o



PIEN

tention fr~m the local press, radio and
levision ¢ ; a little enigmatic. It is the
rt of story wiat they usually jump at. Butler
1d Street suggest that there are indications
.t this lack of interest was due to influence
| high places.

The author Paul Begg heard one of the
imours from an acquaintance in his local
ub, near Rendlesham. This man said he
orked as a radar operator in a civilian
stablishment in the neighbouring county of
lorfolk. A friend had been on duty on 30
yecember and had tracked an unknown
irget heading south (which was towards the
rendlesham Forest area). The radar return
id not correspond to that of any known
ircraft.

A couple of days later, there were surprise
isitors to the radar centre. US Air Force
fficers arrived and took away the tapes of the
adar tracking from the relevant night. They
dvised the civilian operators, in confidence,
hat the object they had tracked had landed
\ear or.on the Woodbridge airfield —and that
\liens had emerged. Personnel from the base
1ad approached inajeep, the engine of which
1ad failed as it came close to the craft. The air
‘orce personnel had then conversed with the
iliens.

Paul Begg reported the story to the
wthor, and she asked Peter Warrington, a
specialist investigator of radar cases, to
‘ollow up the case. He talked to the radar
sperators and got the same details from
‘hem. All of this occurred before any of the
oarticipants knew of the information that
Brenda Butler and Dot Street possessed.

The editor of BUFORA’s Fournai, Norman
Oliver, also received an account of an in-
cident at the Woodbridge base. It essentially

said that something ‘big’ had taken place
there and, although lacking detail, was ge-
nerally consistent with the information re-
ceived by others. The story came from the
United States, from a serviceman who had
returned there after being stationed in
England and therefore may have felt more
free to talk. -

Finally there was local gossip that ‘some-
thing queer’ had gone on at the air base.
These stories involved an ‘air crash’ in the
forest and did not seem to refer to a UFO. The
belief that there had been a crash was
strengthened by the report of a farmer who
lived beside the wood and had seena brightly
lit object descend into the forest. He tele-
phoned the base and suggested that one of
their aircraft had come down. He was not

1 2 miles

1 2 kilometres

UFO cover up

An A-10 ground attack
aircraft of the us Air Force.
According to an informant
from the USAF base at
Woodbridge, aircraft of this -
type were sent over the area
of the alleged UFO encounter
the day after it happened,
supposedly to monitor
radioactivity. The aircraft is
designed to fly safely at very
low speeds and low
altitudes, making it valuable
for ground surveys

Left: the area of Suffolk that
includes Rendlesham Forest
and the nearest large town,
Ipswich. The country around -~
the forest is some of the
loneliest in Britain. Two
versions of the UFO
encounter story are current:
according to one, the object
landed in the forest, roughly
in the area marked by the red
star; according to the other,
it landed on the Woodbridge
air base itself
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told otherwise when officers from the base
came to interview him later. Local gossip
subsequently had it that the base was keeping
quiet about the affair.

Brenda Butler alsodiscovered that in early
January forestry workers found that some
tree tops in the forest — in the area where the
light was seen to descend — were scorched.
They reported this to the air base and were
politely informed that they should not talk
about it.

In February the two women investigators
arranged an appointment with the Wood-
bridge base commander. He declined, how-
ever, to answer any questions about the
alleged crash, though he did ask them a
number of questions about their UFO re-
search. Finally he informed them that UFo
data were referred to the Ministry of De-
fence, and that they should contact them.
The Ministry replied to Butler’s subsequent
letter that they knew nothing of such an
incident — and suggested that she should get
in touch with the base commander.

Terror ride
Butler and Street drove directly to the forest
from their meeting with the commander.
When they were approaching the area where
they believed the light had been seen to come
down, they had a curious experience. The car
began to vibrate and then accelerated to
between 60 and 70 miles per hour (96 and 113
km/h), while completely out of the control of
the driver, Brenda Butler. After about half a
mile (800 metres) the car stopped. Both
women were frightened by the occurrence.
On their return journey the car also vibrated
at one point and skidded.

These incidents strongly impressed the
investigators. However, it must be said that
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the car was old and rickety, and was being
driven on a rough forest road. Their inter-
pretations of the events may owe something
to an excited imagination.

On this visit and later ones, Butler and
Street found local inhabitants who claimed
that there had been much military activity in
the forest during January. There were also
stories of house lights and television sets
flickering on and off.

Furthermore, several personnel from the
base admitted that they knew about the
supposed landing. However, it is not at all
clear to what extent they were reporting what
they had heard rather than what they had
experienced at first hand. It seems likely that
rumours were now sweeping the community
on the base, gathering new elements as they
did so. Certainly a number of new assertions
were brought into the account at this stage:
for example, that radioactivity remained in
the forest, that local cattle had ‘played up’l
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THE MEANAG OF THE OFFICIAL BECRETS ACTS 3\
UNALTHORSSED PERSONS ENTERING THE )
AREA MAY 8 ARRESTED AND PROSECUTED

Like all us Air Force bases in
Britain, Woodbridge (top) is
a top security area. The signs
that warn off intruders
(above) are backed up by
guard dogs, sentries and
high-security fences. If
something out of the
ordinary interrupted the
normal functioning of the
base in December 1980, it
would be virtually impaossible
for an outsider to find out
anything about it. But an
insider had plenty to tell
Brenda Butler about an
alleged conversation
between top air force officers
and tiny silver-suited aliens

and that the UFO stood on three legs, spaced ¢
30 feet (9 metres) apart. A?E)Hﬁ%é to one
rumour, the UFO did not take off. It was
‘retrieved’, possibly to be shipped to the
United States.

The Forestry Commission was also con-
tacted. At first some workers there admitted
to having knowledge of part of the story.
Then they denied any knowledge of it what-
soever. It was later discovered by Brenda
Butler that in the period between these
conflicting statements the part of the forest
where the event supposedly occurred was
burnt down by the Forestry Commission!

The farmer who made the original report
to the base was traced by the investigators.
He refused to talk and seemed, to them, to be
frightened. But another farmer and his wife
told of being visited a couple of days after the
‘crash’ by two ‘officials’ —men in black, in the
classic tradition! (See page 510.)

The situation was complicated, according
to Brenda Butler, by her visit with Dot Street



Above: Us Aix Force F-111
fighter-bombers are based in
Britain, and eertain variants
have the ability to carry
nuclear weapons. Couid the
UFO rumours associated with
Rendlesham Forest be a
‘disinformation’ exercise —
designed to disguise some
accident involving an aircraft
with a nuclear bomb load
from a nearby airfield?

Open areas are dotted
throughout Rendlesham
Forest. If uFo landings really
do occur, such spots, located
in a thinly populated area,
would be ideal sites

to see the base commander. Afterwards, she
was told, he called an internal enquiry, and
one man who was suspected of leaking in-
formation was sent back to the United States
before he had been scheduled to go.

It is very difficult to evaluate this complex
and infuriating affair. Aside from Harry
Harris and Dot Street, no one except Brenda
Butler has talked to the personnel from the
base who have released this information. All
other investigators have come up against a
wall of denials.

However, we do have the independently
recorded testimony of the civilian radar
operator and the serviceman who had re-
turned to the Usa. And there do appear to be
a striking number of local rumours about an
air crash and also about several odd ex-
periences that occurred around the same
time in the vicinity of the forest. And if the
relevant part of the forest really was burned
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when it is said to have been, this would seem
to tie in too closely with the change in
attitude of the Forestry Commission to be
coincidental. All of this would indicate some
strange happening, regardless of how we

view the evidence given by understandably

anonymous sources to Brenda Butler.

There seem to be two possibilities that
could explain what happened. Either a
conventional aircraft was forced to land in
Rendlesham Forest — or an unconventional
one did so.

It is interesting to recall that Bentwaters
was one of the bases involved, with Laken-
heath (a few miles north), in a classic radar-
visual encounter in August 1956 (see page
198). Within days of that famous case, so it
has been alleged, a nuclear cataclysm was
only narrowly averted when a crash and
subsequent fire at the ILakenheath base
almost caused live nuclear weapons to
detonate.

If such a disaster was threatened, it was
efficiently concealed from the public for over
20 years. And this makes it conceivable that in
December 1980 an American aircraft did
crash into Rendlesham Forest and the fact
was covered up — possibly because the air-
craft was carrying a nuclear device. In which
case the UFO landing story might have been
used deliberately as a convenient distraction
from the disturbing truth.

This leaves a couple of questions un-
answered, however. Could an aircraft crash
really be hidden? The area is sparsely in-
habited, to be sure, so it is not surprising that
the impact was not witnessed. But to remove
all the remnants of the crash would be a long
and difficult operation. More significantly,
perhaps, it was the aircraft crash rumour that
was circulated among local people by hints
dropped by various members of the air base
personnel. Could it be that tAis was a cover-
up story —intended to conceal a UFO landing?
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