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A Climate of Secrecy 
      

Paper 1: The Ministry for the Environment

 

Executive Summary 
 

1. Ministry for the Environment officials have repeatedly 

claimed that there is ‘no evidence’ of atmospheric 

chemical aerosol spraying operations in New Zealand, 

but there is also no evidence that the Ministry for the 

Environment has taken any meaningful steps to 

investigate reports it has received from the public. 

 

2. Ministry officials acknowledge regular correspondence 

and information requests about ‘aerosol forcing’ from 

the public, and actively monitor public and media 

attention on this subject.  

 

3. Members of the public have submitted thousands of 

reports of ‘aerosol forcing’ from aircraft to a number of 

social media or blogger websites and Ministry officials 

are aware of ‘some groups’ and refer to them in 

internal documents. 

 

4. It is apparent that Ministry officials closely monitor 

information concerning aerosol forcing operations, and 

carefully vet all outgoing correspondence. 

 

5. It is the opinion of this author that assertions made to 

the public about enquiries or reports of ‘aerosol 

forcing’ by Ministry officials are unreliable and 

deliberately misleading. 

 

6. The author makes six recommendations to the 

Ministry for the Environment; the ‘5 April Five’ 

(submitted 5 April 2016, listed on page 18 of this 

report), and a further recommendation to the Minister 

for the Environment (submitted 15 April 2016). 

 

A Covert 

Operation of 

Chemical 

Aerosol 

Spraying 
   

Since the early 2000’s 

there have been 

repeated reported 

sightings by the New 

Zealand public of high 

altitude aerosol 

spraying from aircraft.  

The programme 

reportedly intensified 

in 2009 and since 2010 

there have been 

thousands of reported 

sightings. Evidence 

consists of 

photographs, videos, 

eye-witness accounts, 

and analysis of 

possible aerosol 

chemical residue 

concentrations in 

rainwater.  

Most of these reports 

are posted to social 

media sites, with a 

significant number of 

enquiries or reports 

having been sent to 

the Ministry for the 

Environment. 
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Preface to the report 

On 11 March 2016 I received a phone call and later an e-mail from a staff member of the 

Ministry for the Environment requesting me to destroy a document that had been 

‘mistakenly’ sent to me in response to  an information request I’d submitted in February. 

The document, an internal memo of the Climate Directorate, contained details about my 

information request, as well as details about my prior information request, speculation 

about whether I would be ‘satisfied’ with the response, and other details about public or 

media attention to the subject of my request. 

At the time I was conducting an analysis of correspondence to and from the Ministry for 

the Environment concerning enquiries and reports of high altitude aerosol spraying 

from aircraft over New Zealand since 2010. I’d first heard about ‘aerosol spraying’ 

(sometimes referred to as ‘aerosol forcing’) in 2011, but did not actively think much 

about it until February 2013 while working as a counsellor. A client raised her concerns 

about her 32 year old son who was becoming increasingly distressed about aerosol 

spraying he was witnessing.  She reported that he was frightened about “chemtrails”, 

and that he believed there was a secret plot to poison the population by spraying 

chemicals from aircraft into the atmosphere.  

Concerned about the effects on my client’s son’s health, I decided to make some 

enquiries, and discovered many other people in New Zealand were reporting aerosol 

trails to various social media sites.  

In May 2013 I contacted a senior atmospheric scientist at NIWA, but the initial e-mail 

reply I received was brief and dismissive, and hardly reassuring: 

“Thanks for your message. I am afraid that I am not aware of any chem-trail type 

activity here or elsewhere”   

With so many eye-witness accounts, photos, videos of aircraft emitting aerosol trails, 

and even laboratory analysis of chemical contamination of rainwater being posted on-

line, how could an atmospheric scientist even miss this? Realising that something was 

seriously wrong with this situation, that public officials were denying any knowledge of 

any aerosol forcing operations, I decided to do some further investigations and in 

September 2015 began submitting Official Information Act (OIA) requests to various 

government agencies and to the Ministry for the Environment. 

I discovered that the majority of correspondence from the public on this subject has 

been directed to the Ministry for the Environment. However other government 

ministries/agencies have received correspondence on this subject as well; the EPA, the 

Ministry of Health; NIWA (as principle NZ atmospheric research institute); and possibly 

other ministries or SOE’s connected to aviation, defence, the environment and public 

health. While the focus of this report is on the Ministry for the Environment, it does not 

infer that these other ministries/agencies have any less responsibility (or culpability). 

Malcolm Scott 

28 May 2016 
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Section One 

The Ministry for the Environment and reports of high altitude aerosol spraying operations 

 

Introduction 

Since the early 2000’s there have been numerous reports by members of the New 

Zealand public about aircraft at high altitudes2 spraying aerosols into the atmosphere. 

Most of these reports have been posted to various social media groups, some have been 

sent to local newspapers which have published short articles, some to local councils, and 

some to the Ministry for the Environment (MfE). Since at least 2010, the response from 

the MfE has been a consistent denial that there is any evidence of high altitude aerosol 

spraying operations taking place in New Zealand. 

The focus of this report concerns a selection of correspondence to and from the MfE on 

this subject. The purpose of this is to provide the reader with a condensed narrative3 of 

communication on this subject since 2010, with particular emphasis on correspondence 

with this author since November 2015. The reader should draw their own conclusions 

about the accuracy or reliability of reported sightings, and the response of the MfE to 

these and the numerous concerns raised by the public. To assist the reader, the author 

poses questions and summaries of key material throughout the report.  

Since taking office as Minister for the Environment in 2008, Dr Nick Smith has stated on 

public record that he is of the ‘opinion’ that “there is no orchestrated Government 

campaign to spray chemicals into the atmosphere”. And yet since taking office reports 

from the public have continued to be posted to social media, local newspapers, and to Dr 

Smith’s office. 

Is there an orchestrated government campaign of aerosol spraying?  

Or, is the government complicit with an aerosol spraying operation of a second party? 

The distinction between these points is irrelevant; if an aerosol spraying operation is 

taking place and government officials know about it, then the government is 

responsible. Given the scale of the operation, and the volume of reports or enquiries by 

the public it is implausible to imagine that the government could be genuinely ‘unaware’ 

that this is taking place. However, this is exactly what MfE officials have been claiming 

since at least 2010. 

“I remaining firmly of the opinion that there is no orchestrated campaign to spray 

chemicals into the atmosphere to engineer our weather.” 

Dr Nick Smith (2011) 

                                                           
2 The term ‘high altitude’ is used to differentiate from ‘low altitude’ spraying such as agricultural aerial top-dressing or any 
other kind of ‘close to the ground’ use of chemical sprays or aerosols. 
3 This report covers only a selection of correspondence on this subject to/from the MfE; readers wanting full coverage 
should submit an official information request to the MfE.  
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Reports by the public, and requests for information directed to the MfE are attempts by 

the public to hold the government responsible and accountable, a responsibility that Dr 

Smith and various MfE officials do not accept. 

 

 
Nelson, December 2010. 

 
Nelson, 7 April 2016. 

 

The 2013 Climate Geoengineering Governance working paper – The Oxford Principles4 

outlines five principles for the governance of geoengineering: 

1. Geoengineering to be regulated as a public good. 

2. Public participation in geoengineering decision making. 

3. Disclosure of geoengineering research and open publication of results. 

4. Independent assessment of impacts. 

5. Governance before deployment. 

MfE officials should be conversant with the Oxford Principles, the MfE was informed about 

this by Kevin Heays in 2010 (covered later in this report), but in 2016 still does not have any 

policy covering the application of aerosol geoengineering in New Zealand.  

According to Rayner et al5, leading scientists have begun to talk publically about the 

potential for geoengineering to be a “Plan B” an alternative or back-up to emission reduction 

targets for reducing greenhouse gases (GHGs), since “the world is nowhere meeting 

mitigation targets”. But according to researcher William Thomas aerosol geoengineering has 

been in full-scale operation in the US, Canada, the UK (and parts of the EU) since around 

19986. 

According to Thomas and other researchers7 these operations are not limited experimental 

research projects, they are full scale covert geoengineering operations at a national and 

international level. 

Are these operations underway in New Zealand?  

                                                           
4 The Oxford Principles – Rayner, S., Heyward, C., Kruger, T., Redgwell, C., Pidgeon, N., Savulescu, J. (2013). The Oxford 
Principles. Climatic Change doi:10.1007/s10584-012-0675-2. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Thomas, W. 2004. Chemtrails Confirmed. Carson City NV: Bridger House Publications. ISBN 1-8931-57-10-5.  
7 See bibliography. 



A Climate of Secrecy – Briefing Paper 1 
 

3 
 

Reports, requests, and denials  

An Official Information Act (OIA) request submitted to the MfE in December 2010, (Ref. OIA 

191), to the Hon. Dr Nick Smith, The Minister for the Environment, asking about 

correspondence to the minister concerning aerosol geoengineering was replied to by him on 

3 February 2011: 

“The Ministry for the Environment’s records show that I have received approximately 15 

emails and seven letters relating to stratospheric aerosol geo-engineering or chemtrails since I 

became Minister in November 2008…” 

According to Dr Smith, he received just 15 emails and seven letters over the two year period 

from November 2008 to December 2010. 

One of the letters Dr Smith refers to was from Kaikoura District Council Mayor, Kevin Heays, 

who wrote to Dr Smith on the 19th of April 2010. Mayor Heays informed Dr Smith that he 

had been receiving enquiries and reports from Kaikoura residents about chemtrails and that 

he himself had personally observed these also. Mayor Heays had recently returned from a 

visit to California where he had observed intensive aerosol spraying, so he was in a unique 

position to be able to compare this activity with what he was seeing in Kaikoura.  

According to Mayor Heays: “the increasing incidences of similar deliberate patterning of our 

Kaikoura skies have been noticed, catalogued and photographed by a section of our 

community concerned with the reasoning for such activity.” 

 Mayor Heays wanted answers: 

  For what reasons are these “chem-trails” being formed? 

 What are the “chem-trails” made up of? 

 Who is responsible for the programme?  And …… 

 From where is the financing coming, to pay for what must be an extremely expensive 

exercise?  

The reply he received came from Todd Krieble, MfE Director Information8 was a follows: 

“I note that there has been significant debate on the internet and in other media about ‘chem-

trails’, variously attributing them to geo-engineering, cloud seeding and spraying. However, I 

am not aware of any evidence to support these ideas. The ‘chem-trails’ that you describe are 

the result of normal air traffic. They are, in fact, trails of water droplets formed behind aircraft 

– more commonly called ‘vapour trails’.” 

 

 

 

                                                           
8 Reply: T Krieble, 27 May 2010: ENV4443 
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Points to note from this correspondence: 

1. There was no mention by Mr Krieble of any investigation by the MfE, and no mention of 

what information he had referred to or assessed to substantiate his assertions that these 

were common ‘vapour trails’. 

2. Mr Krieble was ‘not aware of any evidence’ of chemtrails, hardly a credible basis on 

which to make the assertion that what Mayor Heays refers to are vapour trails. 

 

Understandably, Mayor Heays was not satisfied with Mr Krieble’s explanation, so Mayor 

Heays replied to Mr Krieble on the 2nd of July 2010:  

“I am in receipt of your letter of the 27 May which was your response to my enquiries to the 
Minister regarding ChemTrails in our sky. 
 
Your “unawareness” of any evidence to support any such thing as you stated in paragraph 2 
concerns me immensely. Evidence is indeed all over the world and on some major 
governmental agendas as we speak-including The British Parliament and the US Congress. 
 
I respectfully suggest that if our government and their directors are indeed “unaware,” then a 
rapid and intensive course be attended to become “aware”. 
 
Your reasoning that my sightings and those of many others throughout our skies are…. “the 
result of normal air traffic” is, to be blunt, bollocks. 
 
The directions these tails I refer to are not on the flight paths of domestic or international 
airlines nor do we “top dress” over the Pacific Ocean. 
 
Your explanation is an insult to both my intelligence and my position in this community – I ask 
that you suggest to the Minister to re-read my initial letter and to answer it himself with a 
response that it deserves. That is, one that shows some research and “awareness” of this issue 
that is becoming a global phenomena and concern.” 
 

Was Mayor Heays is right to be immensely concerned?  

 

Was Mr Krieble’s ‘unawareness’ simply a result of a communication failure within the MfE, 

or was Mr Krieble not competent to be making this assertion in the first place? Further, Mr 

Krieble’s ‘unawareness’ of any evidence has no basis whatsoever for him to assert that the 

reported sightings of aerosol trails by the public are common vapour trials. Without a 

thorough and informed investigation, how would he know? 

 

Is this simply evidence of incompetence, or is it indicative of complicity by MfE officials to 

intentionally withhold information about reported aerosol spraying operations from the public?  

 

Mayor Heays referred Mr Krieble to the 2010 UK House of Commons Science and 

Technology Committee report on The Regulation of Geoengineering9 (which includes a 

reference to the Oxford Principles – item 66. p. 29). It seems that Mayor Heays, a local 

council official, was well informed and clearly very motivated about the need for the 

                                                           
9 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/221/221.pdf 
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regulation of geoengineering, more so it would seem than New Zealand’s own Ministry for 

the Environment. 

More from Dr Smith; in his letter of 3 February 2011 Dr Smith further stated: 

“My officials have advised me that there is no evidence to suggest that the phenomena being 

observed are anything other than vapour trails left by aircraft or clouds formed by a natural 

process known as cloud streeting. I remaining firmly of the opinion that there is no 

orchestrated campaign to spray chemicals into the atmosphere to engineer our weather”10. 

Perhaps Dr Smith would have been better informed if he was receiving advice from Mayor Heays. 

 

The explanation of vapour trails and cloud streeting is, at best, unreliable. It is unlikely that 

the reports of “phenomena being observed” he refers to were properly examined or reliably 

investigated. (See details later in this report). There is certainly no indication of this from Mr 

Krieble’s correspondence. Dr Smith made similar assertions to other enquirers on 10 March 

201111, 14 April 201112, and 5 December 201113.  

In 2011 there had been hundreds of reported sightings, photos, videos posted on New 

Zealand social media sites, and reports from laboratories rainwater analysis. It seems that a 

section of the New Zealand public was well ‘aware’ of high-altitude aerosol spraying, but 

‘mysteriously’ the MfE was not? It is plausible that Dr Smith may have been misinformed by 

his officials, but whether this was done intentionally or not, or with his knowledge or not, is 

at this point a matter of speculation. In any case, he had been informed by the public. 

In his reply of 3 February 2011, Dr Smith expresses his ‘opinion’ about atmospheric aerosol 

spraying, and refers to advice received by his officials, but makes no direct assertion as 

Minister about whether aerosol spraying is taking place or not.  

This tactic, if in fact it was deliberately intended by the Minister, is known as plausible 

deniability14:  

Ministry officials that hold no information about aerosol forcing operations can legitimately deny 

any knowledge. 

 

According to one MfE official, the MfE receives about one request from the pubic concerning 

aerosol geoengineering (also referred to as chemtrails), each month15. It is reasonable to 

assume that Ministry staff handling these OIA requests do not ‘directly’ hold any 

information concerning aerosol forcing operations, and therefore reply accordingly. 

                                                           
10 Reply 3 Feb 2011: OIA request OIA191 submitted 31 December 2010. 
11 Reply 10 March 2011: B. Quayle, e-mail of 4 February 2011: ENV6401. 
12 Reply 14 April 2011: J. Jefferson, e-mail of 11 March 2011: ENV6749 
13 Reply 5 Dec 2011: N.Small, e-mails of 8, 15, 26, 30 October 2011: ENV7876, 7936, 8004. 
14 plausible deniability n. Polit. (the possibility of) denying a fact (esp. a discreditable action) without arousing suspicion; 
the method of achieving this [Ref. Oxford Essential Dictionary of the U.S. Military]. 
15 E-mail: Manager Climate Change Analysis 20 November 2015. 
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In November 2015 an OIA request was submitted to Vicky Robertson, Ministry for the 

Environment CEO and Secretary for the Environment, about reports of aerosol forcing 

operations in New Zealand. The reply came from the Acting Director for Climate Change16: 

“The Ministry for the Environment holds no documents or instructions relating to your request, 

as we are not aware of active research in NZ into aerosol SRM, or any aerosol forcing 

operations. I have therefore declined your request under section 18(e) of the OIA, as the 

document does not exist.” 

Roger Lincoln, Acting Director Climate Change, 11 November 2015. 

 

 
Blenheim, 6 November 2015. 

 
Banks Peninsula, 10 Nov 2015. 

 
Greymouth, 30Nov 

 

Given the consistent message of ‘unawareness’ by MfE officials it is reasonable to assume 

that information concerning aerosol SRM17 or other reported aerosol forcing operations in 

New Zealand is closely controlled by security classification. Even if the Director Climate 

Change did hold these documents he could not release them. The use of section 18(e) infers 

that he does not hold these documents, which may be accurate. However ‘awareness’ on the 

other hand, is a subjective term and open to interpretation. 

How could MfE officials not be aware for any aerosol forcing operations whatsoever? It’s 

actually not like this is all that hard to miss? The evidence being reported is literally ‘painted 

across the sky for all to see’ and has been for at least the last 10 years in Aotearoa. 

So either the MFE is genuinely being kept in the dark about this, or they are being instructed 

to keep themselves in the dark, in other words:  

 

Do not investigate; do not acknowledge = plausible deniability.  

                                                           
16 Reply: OIA request 15-D-0811 submitted to the MfE 2 November 2015. 
17 SRM: Solar Radiation Management (see bibliography). SRM is only one of a range of applications for aerosols in the 
atmosphere which can be used for scientific, commercial, or military purposes. Without a thorough and objective 
investigation it is difficult to determine exactly the true purpose of aerosol forcing operations in New Zealand.  
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Following receipt of the MfE’s reply to this OIA request on 11 November 2015, a second OIA 

request was submitted by this author on 18 November 2015 to the office of the Director 

Climate Change: 

Please provide details of the following: 

1. A summary (or record/log) of instances/sightings of aerosol forcing reported by the public 

to MFE. (Note: the public sometimes refer to these as 'chemtrails'). 

2.    Procedures in place to investigate and substantiate or verify reports of aerosol operations 

in NZ airspace. 

3.       A summary of the relevant NZ environmental legislation that would apply to aerosol 

operators (if/when such operators are identified). 

4.       Preparations being undertaken by your office/MFE for the monitoring and regulation of 

aerosol operators. 

5.       Policy consultation and development underway to cover points 2., 3. & 4. 

Given the level of international attention to climate change, and the growing volume of 

academic and applied research into aerosol SRM technologies, I am sure you would agree it 

would be negligent of the MFE to be unprepared for the application of these technologies in NZ. 

I hope you can reassure me that this is not the case. 

Typically OIA requests can take several weeks to be processed, and the Act allows for a 

period of up to 20 working days. The first request of 2 November 2015, was replied to on 11 

November (seven working days). This time I received a phone call on the morning my 

request was submitted. I was contacted by the Manager for Climate Change Analysis, and the 

next day (19 November) we had a telephone conversation.  In short, what I was told was 

that the MFE does not have any information concerning the points of my request; the 

following e-mail was received on 20 November 2015: 

“Thanks for the discussion on your OIA request below dated 18/11.  To summarise our 

discussion on your OIA I asked for further information on the SRM reports and sightings. You 

noted Minister Smith had responded to a previous OIA noting 15 emails and 7 letters had been 

received in the subject. I noted these were likely public requests for information as opposed to 

reports per se. I also noted that we get approximately 1 request per month from citizens 

concerned SRM operations are occurring in New Zealand.  

I also confirmed that the Ministry has not investigated reports of SRM aerosol operations in 

New Zealand. I talked about the regulation of pesticide, fertilizer and topdressing application 

but this is not SRM related. The Ministry for Primary Industries would be best placed to 

investigate further on that line of legislation.  

As discussed I don’t think we have information on any of you questions below. I appreciate your 

agreement to suspend this OIA request and further discuss the issue with our scientist [name 

withheld] will call you next week and from that you may choose to revise your OIA request.” 

Manager Climate Change Analysis 
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Points to note from this correspondence: 

1. MfE receives approximately one request per month concerning SRM operations; 

2. MfE has not investigated reports of SRM aerosol operations; 

3. MfE has no preparations for monitoring or regulation of aerosol forcing in NZ; 

4. MfE has no policy, and has not prepared any policy, covering aerosol forcing in NZ. 

 

The MfE “has not investigated reports of SRM aerosol operations”. Discounting the detail about 

SRM, (because unless a report is investigated it is not possible to determine if it is SRM or for 

another purpose), if this is correct then clearly the assertions made by Dr Smith and Mr Krieble 

are misleading. Further, it is reasonable to conclude that at least as far as reports of aerosol 

forcing operations go MfE officials may be negligent to their responsibilities to act in accordance 

with public good, and responsible stewardship of the environment. 

The fact that MfE receive “approximately 1 request per month” concerning aerosol forcing is a 

noteworthy concern, and it certainly indicates a significant level of public awareness about this.  

There is a growing body of evidence of aerosol forcing operations in NZ being gathered by the 

public; photos, videos, rainwater and ground-borne laboratory analysis, eye-witness reports. In 

order to be of assistance to the MfE, I offered to arrange for some of these reports to be 

forwarded to the Manager Climate Change Analysis18. I also agreed to defer my OIA request until 

early 2016, to allow time for MfE staff to consult or make enquiries. 

On 14 December this was received from the Manager Climate Change Analysis: 

“Since our discussion on your OIA requesting chemtrail photographs I have had several emails 

from concerned citizens addressed directly to Manager Climate Change Analysis sending ‘evidence’ 

to be investigated – the images are generally of clouds, some with some vapour trails. I’m 

presuming this has come in response to our discussion.  

Please call to discuss further. These images (some 5MB) are filling my inbox and adding workload 

at the cost of progressing some critical research. Do you have an email address you would like the 

images forwarded to as part of your OIA?” 

My reply was that I would like to see what people had been sending to the MfE. 

On 5 January 2016 this was received from the Manager Climate Change Analysis: 

“I’ve checked with our Ministerials team, and given the images have been sent in from the public 

they require an OIA request to release. However, another enquiry has just pointed us to a chemtrail 

blog featuring some of the cloud images we’ve been sent 

https://chemtrailsnorthnz.wordpress.com/. 

Following up on these is not a priority for the Ministry.” 

                                                           
18 Facebook post, later posted to: https://chemtrailsnorthnz.wordpress.com/2015/12/07/please-send-photos-of-aerosols-
to-the-ministry-for-the-environment/ 
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“Following up on these is not a priority for the Ministry.” 

There are at least two possible conclusions that can be made about this:  

1. Either, the Ministry for the Environment is simply negligent and failing to follow due 

process for competent environmental stewardship. 

OR 

2. The Ministry for the Environment is in fact complicit with a covert aerosol forcing 

operation to geo-engineer the atmosphere and is deliberately withholding information 

from the public.  

 

Is it negligence or conspiracy? 

 

February hot spell a record-breaker for Canterbury 

The 2 March 2016 edition of The Press reported that: Christchurch's February hot spell 

could be a record-breaker19. According to The Press: 

“February 2016 may go down in history as the warmest February Christchurch has 

experienced in 153 years.” 

February 2016 could also have been a Canterbury record breaker for alleged chemical 

aerosol spraying over the city and surrounding areas. Aerosol trails were observed and 

reported by the public on numerous days over the month of February with the days 9-12 

February particularly intensive spraying days. 

 

 

1 Feb. 2016, 5.10pm Ilam. 

 

11 Feb. 2016, Riccarton. 

 

11 Feb. 2016, Papanui, mid-afternoon. 

 

                                                           
19 By The Press reporter LOIS CAIRNS: http://www.stuff.co.nz/the-press/news/77405216/Christchurchs-February-hot-spell-
could-be-a-record-breaker 



A Climate of Secrecy – Briefing Paper 1 
 

10 
 

Aerosol Record-Breaker 

For the period Tuesday 9 to Thursday 11 February aerosol trails were reported20 for 40 

hours continuously from 8.20pm Tuesday evening; 7am Wednesday and throughout the 

day, 5pm & 8pm that evening, and again 7am and 12.30pm on Thursday, making this an 

alleged ‘record-breaking’ heavy spray period. Aerosol trails were photographed and 

reported over Christchurch, Banks Peninsula, Rangiora, and North Canterbury.  

Aerosol trails - Banks Peninsula 9-10 February 2016: 

 

9 February, 8.20pm. 

 

10 February, 12.25pm. 

 

10 February, 8.10pm. 

 

Canterbury was not the only region reported to be hit hard by aerosol spraying that week, 

with reports posted to social media sites from the Nelson region of heavy spraying as well. 

 

Fox Hill, Nelson Region, 11 February 2016. 

 

Linkwater, Nelson Region, 11 February 2016. 

 

Another OIA to the MfE 

While Canterbury was reportedly blistering in its hottest February for 153 years, and one of 

its purportedly heaviest aerosol spraying period, on 8 February this author submitted 

another OIA request to the MfE: 

Please provide details of the following: 

                                                           
20 Reports by the public on Facebook, and posted to other social media sites. 
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1. A summary (or record/log) of instances/sightings of aerosol forcing (chemtrails) reported 

by the public to MFE. 

2.    Written procedures for investigation to substantiate or verify reports of aerosol operations 

in NZ airspace. 

3.    Preparations being undertaken by your office/MFE (and/or advice to other ministries) for 

the monitoring and regulation of aerosol operators. 

4.    Policy consultation and development underway to cover points 1.,2.&3. 

5.    Written advice provided to (or being prepared for) briefing HON Paula Bennett about 

public concerns/reports of aerosol forcing (chemtrails) since her appointment to Minister for 

Climate Change Issues in December 2015. 

The reply dated 29 February21 actually arrived by e-mail on 10 March, and included a table 

listing “instances/sightings” in answer to question 1 (see appendix).   And in reply to the 

other questions: 

“For questions 2 to 5, the Ministry for the Environment holds no documents or instructions 

relating to your request. I have therefore declined these requests under section 18(e) of the 

OIA, as the document does not exist. The information provided in the instances/sightings 

reported to the Ministry has not provided evidence of anything other than vapour trails left by 

aircraft or clouds formed by natural processes so no further investigation has been 

warranted.” 

 Roger Lincoln, Director Climate Change. 

No written procedures 

The MfE has no documented procedures for investigating reports of sightings of aerosol 

forcing operations, so how do MfE officials know if a photo of an aerosol trail is from an 

aircraft chemical spraying device, or a simple aircraft contrail?  

In order to substantiate a report there would be at least several steps as a bare minimum: 

1. Contact the person making the report – interview them; is this the first time you have 

seen this? How often do you observe these? What other evidence do you have? 

2. Search reported location for aircraft flight routes; times/dates; check with Airways NZ 

to identify possible aircraft and its altitude22 in that location at that time. 

3. Contact other agencies that may have information about this report: The CAA; The NZ 

Defence force (in case of any military operations at that time/location); NIWA who 

operate aircraft that may have been conducting atmospheric tests/experimentation. 

4. Produce a report outlining the steps taken, and a summary of the results/outcome. 

5. Communicate this to the member of the public submitting the report. 

But it appears that the MfE does not follow even these very basic investigative steps. 

                                                           
21 OIA reply letter 16-D-00142 
22 Altitude can be a critical factor in determining the purpose of the aerosol, or whether in fact an ordinary contrail (vapour 
trail) would even appear depending on temperature, humidity, and other factors.  
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According to the MfE from 1 to 11 December 2015 five reports of aerosol spraying 

operations were received by staff of the Climate Change Directorate. 

One of these reports was submitted to the Manager Climate Change Analysis on 1 December 

by a North Canterbury resident: 

“I have been observing deliberate interference with our atmosphere in the form of aerosol 

spraying by aircraft across our skies for almost seven years. 

I can assure you that what I am seeing is not condensation trails or fuel dumps. 

I am very concerned about what this is doing to our weather, and to the health of our 

environment and all living things.... 

Who is responsible for allowing these operations to continue without the permission of the 

public? 

Please find attached some of my photos of these aerosol trails and other anomalies…” 

(Four photos were attached). 

The reply from MfE, posted to Facebook on 2 December (just one day later): 

“Thank you for your email of 1 December 2015 regarding chemtrails which was passed to the 

appropriate officials within the Ministry for the Environment who have provided the following 

response. 

Ministry officials have reviewed information on the phenomena sometimes ascribed to the 

spraying of chemicals from aircraft ( commonly called chemtrailing ) and advise that there is 

no evidence to suggest that the phenomena observed are anything other than vapour trails left 

by aircraft, or clouds formed by a natural process known as cloud streeting. 

The formation of trails by aircraft depends on many factors but is very sensitive to the 

moisture and stability of the atmosphere at the heights that the aircraft are travelling. Small 

changes in these parameters can strongly affect whether trails occur and how long they 

persist. Their occurrence from day to day is dependent on the weather and explains why we see 

so many different kinds of clouds and trails across our skies. 

We appreciate your concern and would like to reassure you that there is no reason to believe 

widespread spraying of chemicals from aircraft is occurring. 

Regards, 

Info at MfE”. 

Apparently, the assessment of this report took place in just one day without any contact with 

the reportee to substantiate any details, or request any further information. Clearly this could 

not have been a thorough assessment of evidence, or any kind of an ‘investigation’. 
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No reason to believe 

Who is ‘Info at MfE’? Well, whoever this is, they are making an assurance to the public, on 

the basis of “reviewed information” in one day, with no investigative contact with the 

person making the report, or any substantive feedback. It is likely that the assessment of 

this report consisted of: 

1. A MfE employee23 sitting at a computer. 

2. MfE employee looks at photos sent by concerned member of the public. 

3. MfE employee writes an e-mail, quoting former advice: “there is no evidence to 

suggest that the phenomena observed…” (quick copy-n-paste)24. 

4. MfE employee sends e-mail and signs it ‘Info at MfE’. 

There is in fact ‘no evidence to suggest’ that any meaningful investigation took place at all. 

Is there any reason to believe that the public should have any confidence in the 

competency of the Ministry for the Environment if in fact this is how they conducted 

the assessment of this report? 

 

Your points are noted 

Any notion of an ‘investigation’ by MfE were completely dispelled, as a member of the public 

from Northland found after submitting on 11 December 2015 significant evidence including 

still-photos of aerosol trails, aircraft identification, and video footage of aircraft emitting 

aerosol trails from the wings (not from the engines). The reply from ‘Info at MfE’ dated 13 

January 2016: 

Thank you for your email.  

Your points are noted.  

regards,  

Info at MfE (on behalf of the Climate Change Analysis Manager) 

 

With five reports of alleged aerosol spraying operations from the public received in 

December 2015, plus an information request every month or so, one would think that the 

Director Climate Change might consider this a matter to be of significant importance to brief 

the Hon. Paula Bennett, incoming Minister for Climate Change appointed December 2015. 

However, according to Roger Lincoln this was not the case, or at least not in writing. 

Again, is it negligence or conspiracy? 

 

                                                           
23 Note: ‘MfE employee’ could be anyone at MfE as ‘Info at MfE’ appears to be nameless and genderless. 
24 A very popular quote, Dr Nick Smith: 3 February 2011; 10 March 2011; 14 April 2011; 5 December 2011. 
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Information released25 to this author under the OIA indicates that from January 2013 to 

December 2015 the MfE received 14 separate reports from the public covering an excess26 

of 21 “instances/sightings” of aerosol forcing operations. During this period the estimated 

number of reports of “instances/sightings” posted to social media groups in New Zealand 

could have very likely exceeded one thousand27. 

 

Please destroy this document 

Following receipt of the OIA 16-D-00142, advice from the MfE, on 11 March this author 

received a phone call from a member of the Climate Directorate staff informing me that MfE 

had mistakenly sent a six-page internal memorandum28 which I was not meant to receive. 

The MfE official asked me to destroy the document. As I was leaving for a meeting at the 

time, I asked the MfE official to send me an e-mail and that I would attend to his request 

later. The e-mail arrived later that afternoon: 

“Can you please confirm by return that you have destroyed the 6 page internal memorandum 

that was inadvertently released to you under the Official information (OIA). A mistake at our 

end and I apologise for that.” 

This was a surprising turn of events, as I had assumed that the document was a part of the 

material released to me under the OIA, and had not given it any close attention. However, on 

examining the document in more detail, I understood why MfE did not want me to have it. 

The document covered 13 points, plus material released to me relating to my OIA request, 

and a couple of pages covering sign-off by MfE staff. 

Points 1, 2, 3, 7, 11 contained my name and information relating to myself and my current 

and previous OIA requests. Other information contained in this document: 

4. The Ministry and our Ministers receive regular correspondence and information requests of 

this nature, regarding purported atmospheric spraying either of chemicals or for climate 

geoengineering. Correspondents often make multiple requests, but all enquiries have proved to 

be low risk, attracting little if any public or media attention. 

12. We are aware that there are some groups in New Zealand who believe that atmospheric 

sraying or ‘aerosol forcing’ operations are occurring. They may consider this response to be a 

suppression of information, or may misinterpret text to justify their beliefs. However, these 

groups are small and have limited public profile. 

Key messages for the OIA response letter 

13. New Zealand is not involved in any programme of geoengineering or atmospheric aerosol 

solar radiation management. We have no reason to believe that any such programme exists 

anywhere in the world. 

                                                           
25 OIA Letter 29 Feburary 2016 (16-D-00142); OIA Letter from Nick Smith 11 April 2016 (16-O-00321). 
26 Some reports indicate additional sightings with no specified date. 
27 Estimate based on posts to social media groups, several posts per week, some covering multiple sightings.  
28 MfE OIA Internal Memo 16-D-00142. The request for destruction was retracted 15 April 2016 [see Appendix 3]. 
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There is no evidence? 

Since 2010, Dr Smith and various other MfE officials have consistently claimed that there is 

no evidence of aerosol forcing operations. If this is so then why would the MfE associate any 

level of risk with releasing information to the public under the OIA? 

No aerosol forcing operations = No Risk; yet MfE officials actively assess the level of risk for 

releasing this information, and monitor public or media attention to this subject. 

The MfE is ‘aware’ of groups concerned about aerosol forcing, and speculates about how 

these groups might respond to information released by the MfE. 

Key messages for the OIA response letter; this is the first conclusive statement this author 

has viewed by MfE that makes an assurance that: 

New Zealand is not involved in any programme of geoengineering or atmospheric 

aerosol solar radiation management.29 

So why has this assurance not come from the Minister in his previous correspondence, or 

from other MfE officials in their correspondence? 

Dr Smith: My officials have advised me that there is no evidence… 

Dr Smith: I remaining firmly of the opinion that there is no orchestrated campaign to spray 

chemicals into the atmosphere. 

Todd Krieble: …geo-engineering, cloud seeding and spraying. However, I am not aware of any 

evidence to support these ideas. 

Roger Lincoln: …we are not aware of active research in NZ into aerosol SRM, or any aerosol 

forcing operations. (11 November 2015). 

Info at MfE: …would like to reassure you that there is no reason to believe widespread 

spraying of chemicals from aircraft is occurring. 

 

A new official message 

Roger Lincoln: New Zealand is not involved in any programme of geoengineering or 

atmospheric aerosol solar radiation management. (29 February 2016). 

The message has changed from “we are not aware” to a new message of “New Zealand is not 

involved”, so how can the Director Climate Change be so certain about this when it appears 

from his correspondence this was not the case back in November 2015?   

How can the MfE credibly make this assurance given that since 2010, officials have been 

‘unaware’ and that there has been ‘no evidence’ of aerosol forcing; it has no written 

procedures for investigation; and, “has not investigated reports of aerosol SRM operations”? 

                                                           
29 Also noted in 29 February OIA letter 16-D-00142 



A Climate of Secrecy – Briefing Paper 1 
 

16 
 

Without any substantive investigation how would MfE officials know if there is an operation 

in New Zealand or not, or whether it is for SRM or some other purpose?   

Unless the Director Climate Change had assessed some new substantive information that 

confirms there is no aerosol SRM or geoengineering underway in New Zealand. If so, then 

why not disclose it? And why allow a request for destruction of the OIA document? 

Again, is it negligence? Or could it be conspiracy? 

 

Please Release OIA Memo 16-D-00142 

In a letter30 to Vicky Robinson, MfE Chief Executive & Secretary for the Environment, about 

OIA Memo 16-D-00142 this author requested release of the document and reminded the 

MfE of its statutory responsibilities: 

I have considered two main features of the document: 

1. Security level: ‘In Confidence’ a low level classification which poses no risk or threat to 

national security. 

2. The document contents: Entirely related to my research enquires with significant reference 

to information about myself. 

On the basis of these points I would be entitled to release of this document under the 

Privacy Act, so I therefore request you confirm the release of this document to me.  

Ministry for the Environment officials and staff have a responsibility to act in the public good, 

to uphold existing environmental legislation, and to work with other governmental authorities 

to ensure the legislation is enforced.  Failure to do so may result in liability to civil litigation31, 

or under certain circumstances individuals liable to criminal prosecution if their actions, or 

failure to act, causes harm to the environment or the health or safety of the public.  

I think the time is overdue for MfE to step up to these responsibilities in relation to the aerosol 

forcing operations underway in New Zealand, and show the environmental stewardship and 

leadership the public expects. 

 

Aerosols over Aotearoa 

Having assessed a multitude of reports submitted by the public on social media and various 

internet sites; correspondence with eye-witness respondents; and information provided in 

confidence from anonymous sources, it is the opinion of this author that there is in fact a 

covert aerosol spraying operation underway at full scale since late 2009.  This 

information was conveyed to Vicky Robertson in the letter of 5 April 2016. 

                                                           
30 Letter 5 April 2016, RE: Request for destruction of document – OIA Memo 16-D-00142 (see appendix for full text). 
31 There are class action lawsuits in process in Canada (cited: Wigington. D.) and the USA (cited: Murphy, M.J.) against 
government agencies complicit with covert aerosol geoengineering operations. 
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Selected photographic evidence: Aerosols over Aotearoa 

The record of photographic evidence of aerosol forcing operations in New Zealand since 

2009 is extensive and ranges to thousands of photographs, and possibly hundreds of 

minutes of video footage. For descriptive purposes here is a very small selection of 

images from around New Zealand that have been posted by the public to social media 

sites (or sent to this author) since 2013. 

 

Motueka 8 May 2013 
 

 
 

Wanaka 20 May 2013 
 

 
 

Ohakune 8 June 2014 
 

 

Blenheim 25 September 2014 
 

 
 

Wanganui 26 September 2014 
 

 

Greymouth 4 December 2015 
 

 
 

Christchurch 21 Dec 2015 
 

 

New Plymouth 21 March 2016 
 

 

Auckland 3 May 2016 
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The ‘5 April Five’ Recommendations 

This author made the following recommendations forwarded to Vicky Robertson on 5 April 2016: 

 

1. The MfE should distance itself from the current aerosol forcing operations by voluntarily 

disclosing all information it holds to the public, and launching a Ministerial Inquiry to identify 

whether the operation complies with existing environmental legislation. 

 

2. All enquiries/reports received from the public since 2010 be re-opened and thoroughly 

investigated (as they should have been when originally received). 

 

3. An immediate moratorium should be imposed on the current aerosol forcing operations while 

the Inquiry is commenced.  

 

4. The MfE should share all information it holds and obtains with the EPA and the Ministry of 

Health, so the MoH can assess the risks to public health. 

 

5. The MfE should take the lead to ensure a robust legislative and regulatory framework is 

established for the governance of any further proposed geoengineering activities in New 

Zealand, with appropriate public consultation32. This should have happened prior to the 

current operation commencing, it is now seven years overdue.   

 

The Minister Reiterates 

In his letter of 11 April 2016 Dr Smith reiterated Roger Lincoln’s advice that: New Zealand is 

not involved in any programme of geoengineering or atmospheric aerosol solar radiation 

management. 

Clearly the facts are that without any thorough investigation of the reports received from 

the public this statement is patently unsubstantiated and deliberately misleading. My sixth 

recommendation was to the Minister himself: 

Until you can substantiate this statement by conducting a thorough investigation into the 

reports received since 2010, and making the outcome of these investigations available to the 

public, I recommend that you retract this statement immediately.33 

                                                           
32 The Oxford Principles – Rayner, S., Heyward, C., Kruger, T., Redgwell, C., Pidgeon, N., Savulescu, J. (2013). The Oxford 
Principles. Climatic Change doi:10.1007/s10584-012-0675-2. 
33 Letter to Nick Smith from the author, 15 April 2016 (see appendix for full text). 
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These recommendations were made for MfE and the relevant Minister(s)34 consideration, to 

provide an expedient political solution to the current situation, and enable the MfE and the 

Minister(s) to retain some degree of public confidence and credibility.  

 

A new strategy for ‘Info at MfE’ 

Following correspondence from this author during the month of April 2016 it appears that 

MfE officials decided to adopt a ‘new strategy’ for handling enquiries/reports from the 

public concerning aerosol forcing operations. During the first week of May 2016 a number 

of correspondents received to the following reply: 

Dear [name withheld] 

Thank you for your email.  

Our approach aligns to the findings of the New Zealand Civil Aviation Authority (CAA). The 

CAA publishes information about aircraft trails here: 

https://www.caa.govt.nz/passengers/aircraft_trails.html  

Kind regards 

Info at MfE 

The CAA webpage35 contains a photo of an alleged ‘aircraft trail’ dated 16 April 2016. This 

clearly indicates that the content of this webpage was up-dated sometime after 16 April, 

with new material added to the web-page. It is plausible to consider that the addition of new 

material to this webpage was prompted by discussions that may have taken place between 

MfE officials and CAA staff during the month of April. The ‘strategy’, to enable ‘Info at MfE’ to 

reply to the public without MfE taking any responsibility for assertions about the existence 

or otherwise of aerosol trails. 

This ‘strategy’ appears to be an attempt by MfE to ‘side-step’ responsibility to investigate 

concerns raised by the public, and sending a link to a CAA website is not an investigation. 

 

Negligence or conspiracy? 

Whether the handling by MfE of public enquiries/reports of aerosol spraying since 2010 is 

pure negligence or repeated incompetence by a succession of MfE officials, or is in fact 

indicative of an intentional conspiracy to mislead and misinform the public, only MfE 

officials can confirm at this point. 

On this point, readers should draw their own conclusions. 

                                                           
34 Minister(s) refers to Nick Smith (Minister for the Environment), Paula Bennett (Minister for Climate Change 
Issues), and could apply to other ministers that may be complicit with this issue. 
35 Titled ‘Aircraft Trails’ https://www.caa.govt.nz/passengers/aircraft_trails.html 
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  Author’s Epilogue  

While completing some final editing to this report on Sunday 8 May 2016, the New 

Zealand official ‘Mother’s Day’, a number of reports and photos of aerosol trails 

(chemtrails) sighted around the country were posted to social media sites. 

Central South Island resident: “Happy mothers Chem trail morning…” 

A Banks Peninsula resident: “This is not a very nice mother’s day gift from NIWA …” 

Postings included comments and images from the Central South Island, Oamaru, 

Christchurch, Wanganui, Tauranga, and Auckland. 

A Banks Peninsula resident posted multiple sightings, with aerosol trails reported from 

10.20am, 10.40am, 12noon, 1.40pm, and another around 3pm. These sightings 

corresponded with posts to Facebook from Christchurch residents indicating that the 

aerosol trails over Banks Peninsula extended all the way to Christchurch, a direct 

distance of around 20km or more. 

1. View East 10.40am prior to spraying; 2. 11.10am spray drift & trail; 3. 11.35am. 

   
 

A ‘double trail’ view North 12noon; 12.15pm; resulting in a hazy cloud cover 12.45pm. 

   
 

This series of photos over Banks Peninsula clearly indicate aerosol ‘spreading’ over a 

period of several hours, leaving a hazy ‘chem-cloud’ cover that persisted for the rest of 

the day. These are the kinds of reports the public have been sending to the Ministry for 

the Environment since 2010, and which ministry officials have repeatedly ignored, or 

discredited, without any attempt to undertake an objective investigation. 

The question remains: Systemic negligence, or intentional conspiracy to misinform? 

********************************************* 
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Appendix 

1. Copy of Letter to Vicky Robertson (5 April 2016), full text. 

2. Copy of Letter to Nick Smith (15 April 2016), full text. 

3. Official correspondence from the Ministry for the Environment contained in a separate 

document: Climate of Secrecy, Briefing Paper 1, Appendix 3. 

 

 

 

1. Letter to Vicky Robertson: 

(Footnotes at conclusion of letter). 

5 April 2016 

Vicky Robertson 

Chief Executive & Secretary for the Environment 

Ministry for the Environment 

cc. Staff of the Directorate for Climate Change; Minister for the Environment; Minister for Climate 

Change Issues.   

RE:  Request for destruction of document – OIA Memo 16-D-00142  

Dear Vicky 

Further to a request I received on 11 March from a staff member of the Ministry for the Environment 

(MfE), asking me to destroy a document I had been sent in reply to an OIA request submitted to the 

MfE. The document concerns my enquiries about reports of chemical aerosol spraying from aircraft at 

high altitude over New Zealand for the purpose of geoengineering (often referred to as ‘aerosol 

forcing’ or ‘chemtrials’). 

I have taken the request seriously and consulted with members of senior management at the 

University of Canterbury, and with other interested parties external to the University. I have 

considered two main features of the document: 

1. Security level: ‘In Confidence’ a low level classification which poses no risk or threat to 

national security. 

2. The document contents: Entirely related to my research enquires with significant reference to 

information about myself. 

On the basis of these points I would be entitled to release of this document under the Privacy Act, so I 

therefore request you confirm the release of this document to me.  
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Analysis of content 

The document raises a number of concerns, so I’ll take this opportunity to raise these with you. There 

is repeated reference to risk assessment of release of information, and it is clear from the contents that 

MfE staff are actively monitoring public and media attention to reports of aerosol forcing operations. 

This seems unusual given that MfE officials have repeatedly denied any ‘awareness’ of aerosol 

forcing operations, and repeatedly claimed there is ‘no evidence’ of aerosol forcing operations in New 

Zealand. The document also specifically refers to ‘some groups’ who believe aerosol forcing 

operations are occurring. 

The document states: New Zealand is not involved in any programme of geoengineering or 

atmospheric aerosol solar radiation management. 

My informed opinion is that this statement is both incorrect and deliberately misleading. The MfE 

cannot credibly make this assurance given that since 2010 it has received numerous enquiries/reports 

about aerosol forcing/chemtrails, but has no written procedures for investigation; and, “has not 

investigated reports of aerosol SRM operations”. Without any investigation how would MfE officials 

know if there is an operation in New Zealand or not?   

It is my view that certain MfE officials are in fact conversant with the aerosol forcing operations 

underway in New Zealand. It is likely selected MfE officials have been briefed about the operation, its 

security classifications, and its purpose in general terms. However, there are some things about these 

operations MfE staff will not have been informed about:   

1. Toxic effects of aerosol chemicals; some of this analysis has been recently published.* 

2. A classified WHO report^  that estimates global mortality from aerosol geoengineering 

induced respiratory illness of up to two billion over six decades with the elderly and the very young 

being most vulnerable. Respiratory disease mortality rates have been rising in the US for the last three 

decades, which coincides with US aerosol forcing operations commencing in the 1990’s and 

escalating to full scale around 1998. It is reasonable to anticipate that the year-on-year rate of 

mortality will increase as the level of toxicity in the air (and water, soils, and food chain) becomes 

increasingly concentrated. Clearly the public health implications are horrendous. 

3. Biological agents in aerosol chemicals specifically targeted at human populations. Many 

people would find this difficult to accept, but there is extensive evidence of this in the US aerosol 

geoengineering programmes ^^. With the EPA claiming ‘no evidence’** of aerosol forcing in NZ 

there is no publicly visible regulatory oversight to ensure NZ aerosol supplies do not contain 

hazardous biological substances.  

Aerosol Operation Security 

Since commencing my enquiries on this subject I have reason to believe information about myself and 

my research has been forwarded to the NZ Security Intelligence Service (SIS). This is a serious 

breach of my privacy and I hope you will be of assistance by making internal enquiries at MfE to 

provide an accurate response to my information request about this.  

Psychological Distress 

Members of the public reporting aerosol spraying are experiencing psychological distress when their 

reports or enquires are repeatedly denied or discredited by public authorities such as MfE. In one case 
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a 32 year old male with a history of psychiatric treatment witnessing chemtrail activity was sectioned 

under the Mental Health Act. His mother reported that he was frightened about chemtrails, and that he 

believed there was a secret plot to poison the population by spraying chemicals from aircraft into the 

atmosphere . In this instance this distressed man was at least partially correct: That there was in fact 

an operation of aerosol forcing underway at that time, and that no public notification was given.  

I am concerned for the staff of the Directorate for Climate Change who have been very courteous and 

helpful with my information requests. They are repeatedly required to reply to reports or information 

requests, adding significant workload and distracting them from other priorities; from an e-mail I 

received in December 2015: 

Since our discussion on your OIA requesting chemtrail photographs I have had several emails from 

concerned citizens… These images (some 5MB) are filling my inbox and adding workload at the cost 

of progressing some critical research. 

These staff are carrying the load for MfE in maintaining the ‘perception’ to the public that the MfE is 

‘unaware’ of aerosol forcing operations. I would be concerned about the on-going stress this would 

have on any person required to function under these conditions.  

Conclusions and recommendations 

For the record, so that MfE staff are no longer ‘unaware’, I can inform you that the aerosol forcing 

operation underway in NZ is a military coordinated programme at full scale since late 2009. The 

aircraft used are military, or converted commercial aircraft leased or on loan to the military. On 

occasion certain civil aircraft are used on regular routes when this is convenient, and the operation 

works in tandem with operations in other countries to share aircraft and aerosol chemical supply 

chains. This information can be verified, you just need to talk to the right people some of whom I 

think would be known to you. 

Ministry for the Environment officials and staff have a responsibility to act in the public good, to 

uphold existing environmental legislation, and to work with other governmental authorities to ensure 

the legislation is enforced.  Failure to do so may result in liability to civil litigation***, or under 

certain circumstances individuals liable to criminal prosecution if their actions, or failure to act, 

causes harm to the environment or the health or safety of the public.  

I think the time is overdue for MfE to step up to these responsibilities in relation to the aerosol forcing 

operations underway in New Zealand, and show the environmental stewardship and leadership the 

public expects. 

These are my recommendations to the Ministry for the Environment: 

1. The MfE should distance itself from the current aerosol forcing operations by voluntarily 

disclosing all information it holds to the public, and launching a Ministerial Inquiry to identify 

whether the operation complies with existing environmental legislation. 

2. All enquiries/reports received from the public since 2010 be re-opened and thoroughly 

investigated (as they should have been when originally received). 

3. An immediate moratorium should be imposed on the current aerosol forcing operations while 

the Inquiry is commenced.  
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4. The MfE should share all information it holds and obtains with the EPA and the Ministry of 

Health, so the MoH can assess the risks to public health. 

5. The MfE should take the lead to ensure a robust legislative and regulatory framework is 

established for the governance of any further proposed geoengineering activities in New Zealand, 

with appropriate public consultation . This should have happened prior to the current operation 

commencing, it is now seven years overdue.   

These recommendations are for you and the relevant Minister(s) consideration, they provide an 

expedient political solution to the current situation, and would enable the MfE and the Minister(s) to 

retain some degree of public confidence and credibility.  

Finally, I would again like to covey my thanks to the staff of the Directorate for Climate Change for 

their on-going assistance with my research.  

Thank you for your attention to this extremely important public issue, and I await your confirmation 

of release of OIA Memo 16-D-00142 to me. 

Kind regards, 

Malcolm Scott 

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

Disclosure statement: This correspondence is in accordance with the University of Canterbury policy 

and principles on Academic Freedom. The views and opinions expressed are my own and may not be 

representative of the University of Canterbury.   

Footnotes: 

*Herndon, J.M. (2015).  ^Wigington, D. (2015). ^^ Thomas,W. (2004);  Freeland, E. (2014).  

**Environmental Protection Authority February/March 2016: OIA replies ENQ-29400-W3K2K9. 

*** There are class action lawsuits in process in Canada (cited: Wigington. D.) and the USA (cited: 

Murphy, M.J.) against government agencies complicit with covert aerosol geoengineering operations. 
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2. Letter to Nick Smith: 

(Footnotes removed where already referred to in this report). 

15 April 2016 

Dr Nick Smith 

Minister for the Environment 

cc. Vicky Robertson; Roger Lincoln; selected staff of the University of Canterbury; other 

interested parties. 

RE:  High Altitude Aerosol Spraying Operations in Aotearoa  

Dear Nick, 

Thank you for your letter to me of 11 April providing a list of instances/sightings of aerosol 

spraying operations reported to the Ministry for the Environment (MfE) since January 2013. 

This list, plus a further report provided to me by Roger Lincoln, is extremely helpful for my 

research but represents only a tiny fraction of the sightings and reports being made by the 

public. The majority of these reports are posted to social media sites and it is evident that 

‘aerosol forcing’ operations are occurring over different parts of NZ on an almost daily basis. 

In my letter to Vicky Robinson (5 April 2016) I informed her that this is a military 

coordinated operation at full scale since late 2009, I think you will be aware of these details. 

MfE correspondence since 2010 

Part of my research is the analysis of Ministry correspondence on this subject, since 2010 

yourself and various MfE officials have repeatedly denied any ‘awareness’ of aerosol forcing 

operations, and claimed there is ‘no evidence’ of aerosol forcing operations in New Zealand. 

That has been a convenient response for MfE, given that there is no evidence that MfE 

officials have properly investigated any of the reports they have received. This was 

substantiated to me, that MfE “has not investigated reports of aerosol SRM operations”. 

In December 2015 the Climate Directorate received five reports from the public about aerosol 

forcing, one report included photos of aerosol trails, video footage, and details of aircraft 

identification. Advice about these reports that I received from MfE in January was that: 

“Following up on these is not a priority for the Ministry.” 

Dr Smith, it is evident that since 2010 some of your Ministry officials have been negligent to 

their duty to the public by either disregarding the reports they have received, or by providing 

false assurances to the public in instances where no thorough investigation took place.    
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False Assurance 

Dr Smith, this is an extremely serious matter. Advice I received from Roger Lincoln is that 

the MfE has ‘no written procedures’ for investigating reports about aerosol forcing operations 

received from the public. Perhaps that is why no meaningful investigation has taken place? 

Seriously, after six years of enquires and reports to the MfE by the public and no one has 

thought about documenting a proper investigative procedure? 

This is entrenched systemic negligence, or simple incompetence from a succession of MfE 

officials replying to the public’s reports of ‘instances/sightings’ of aerosol forcing 

operations? Perhaps it is the Ministry for the Environment that should be investigated.  

Advice I have received, and reiterated by you that: New Zealand is not involved in any 

programme of geoengineering or atmospheric aerosol solar radiation management, is patently 

unsubstantiated and deliberately misleading.  

Until you can substantiate this statement by conducting a thorough investigation into the 

reports received since 2010, and making the outcome of these investigations available to the 

public, I recommend that you retract this statement immediately. 

In my letter to Vicky Robertson I offered five other recommendations to the MfE, I would 

encourage you to give those recommendations careful consideration as well.   

Investigate Aerosol Forcing Operations 

Well, if it actually takes a member of the public to inform the MfE about how to conduct an 

investigation, then here is what I suggest to get started: 

1. Contact the reportee – interview them; is this the first time you have seen this? 

How often do you observe these? What other evidence do you have? 

2. Search reported location for aircraft flight routes; times/dates; check with Airways 

NZ to identify possible aircraft in that location at that time. 

3. Contact other agencies that may have information about the report: NZ Defence 

Force (although I doubt they will disclose anything)^; NIWA who operate aircraft 

that may have been conducting atmospheric tests/experimentation. 

4. Produce a report outlining the steps taken, and a summary of the results/outcome. 

5. Communicate this to the reportee, and make the report publically available. 

These are very basic investigative steps that any competent staff could follow. 

I also note from Roger Lincoln’s correspondence there are ‘no preparations’ being 

undertaken for the monitoring and regulation of high altitude aerosol operators. Would you 

like me to advise the MfE on how this can be undertaken also? 

In my letter to Vicky Robertson I made the following observation: 

Ministry for the Environment officials and staff have a responsibility to act in the public 

good, to uphold existing environmental legislation, and to work with other governmental 
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authorities to ensure the legislation is enforced.  Failure to do so may result in liability to 

civil litigation, or under certain circumstances individuals liable to criminal prosecution if 

their actions, or failure to act, causes harm to the environment or the health or safety of the 

public.  

 

Please consider carefully ‘failure to act’. I think you know that eventually some details about 

the aerosol forcing operations underway over Aotearoa will have to be released, and when 

that happens questions directed to MfE officials will be about failure to act. 

 

In order to retain any degree of public confidence and credibility I think you as Minister, and 

MfE officials, should take every step to demonstrate to the public that you are taking their 

concerns seriously, so there would be no justification for any such allegation (which is 

currently not the case). 

Thank you for your attention to this extremely important public issue, and I await your 

response to my recommendations. 

Kind regards, 

Malcolm Scott 

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

Disclosure statement: This correspondence is in accordance with the University of Canterbury policy and 

principles on Academic Freedom. The views and opinions expressed are my own and may not be representative 

of the University of Canterbury.   

^Military aircraft are known to not always have transponder operating making them difficult to 

identify (they seem to like it this way), but it is possible to track their route via other 

information that can be investigated. 

 

 

Bibliography (with author’s annotations)  

Freeland, E. (2014). Chemtrials, HAARP, and the Full Spectrum Dominance of Planet Earth. Port 

Townsend WA. Feral House. ISBN 978-9362-3994-8. 

A review of commercial and military technologies since the 1980’s for the ionisation and 

artificial manipulation of the atmosphere. These technologies are enhanced by the 

application of chemical aerosols from aircraft into the atmosphere. The 

“nanoparticulates of conductive metals and polymers, sensors, microprocessors, and 

biological pathogens loaded into the chemtrails serve multiple agendas.” According to 

Elana Freeland as early as 1999 “approximately 160 websites were already devoted to 

unlocking the chemtrail phenomenon.”  
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Geoengineering the Climate: Science, Governance and Uncertainty. The Royal Society, London, 

September 2009. ISBN: 978-0-85403-773-5 

Geoengineering is defined as: “the deliberate large-scale manipulation of the planetary 

environment to counteract anthropogenic climate change.” 

The first part of this definition is accurate “manipulation of the planetary environment”, 

and clearly the volume of reports/sightings from the New Zealand public since 2010 

indicate a large-scale operation underway (i.e. geoengineering). However, the second 

part of this definition “to counteract anthropogenic climate change” is far from accurate 

and may in fact be a deliberate attempt to misinform the public.  

The spraying of aerosols into the atmosphere may have applications for SRM (Solar 

Radiation Management), but there is also evidence that aerosols in the atmosphere can 

act as a ‘thermal blanket’ trapping heat and thus negating any ‘reflective’ value of 

spraying these particles into the upper-atmosphere. On this basis aerosols in the 

atmosphere could in fact be ‘heating’ the atmosphere, and thus exacerbating the effects 

of climate change (largely substantiated by Elana Freeland’s research into HAARP).  

Harold Saive claims chemtrails are in fact a part of an “exotic weapon” system and not 

aerosol residue of geoengineering activities to reduce global warming. Saive makes a 

vital distinction between SRM or SAG (Stratospheric Aerosol Geoengineering), and 

chemtrails: SAG or SRM modelling and technologies consists of spraying aerosols into 

the Stratosphere; i.e. above 60,000 ft. 

Chemtrails are consistently being observed, photographed and reported at altitudes well 

below 60,000 ft; i.e. the Troposphere. 

Clifford E. Carnicom (Carnicom Institute), makes similar assertions about the altitudinal 

factors of aerosol spraying (having conducted multiple in-depth analysis on this 

subject), that the aerosol trails commonly observed and reported by the public are not 

for the purposes of SRM/SAG. 

 

Herndon, J. Marvin (2015). Evidence of coal-fly-ash toxic chemical geoengineering in the 

troposphere: consequences for public health. International Journal of Environmental Research 

and Public Health, 12, 9375-9390. [Retracted; IJERPH, 2015, 9, 10941-10942]. 

In the USA Dr J. Marvin Herndon, an industrial chemist and researcher, analysed the 

chemical composition of rainwater and dust collected in San Diego following heavy 

aerosol forcing operations and compared this to corresponding element ratios in 

laboratory prepared samples. Herndon found correlating levels of Boron, Magnesium, 

Aluminium, Sulfur, Calcium, Iron, Strontium and Barium, and concluded that the 

principle aerosol component consisted of coal-fly-ash, a toxic bi-product from the 

combustion of coal. 

“As aluminium, barium and strontium are prominent water-extracts of coal fly ash, their 

presence in post-aerosol rainwater might be taken as a 3-element fingerprint of 

aerosolised coal fly ash, albeit with much less certainty than the 8-element fingerprint 
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[Herndon’s analysis]. Based on the 3-element fingerprint, with its limited certainty, the 

year 2002 is the earliest data found to date showing simultaneous measurement of these 

three elements in post aerosol rainwater.” 

 

 

Rain water samples 
collected in Timaru on 
two occasions36: 
28 April 2014 
8 May 2014 
 
Note: Marked increase 
in chemical 
concentrations in the 
later sample:  Aerosol 
forcing taking place over 
the South Island during 
the first week of May is 
a plausible explanation 
for increases in these 
chemical concentrations 
in rainwater. 

 

“Mining and milling rock to produce artificial volcanic ash in sufficient quantities… would 

be outrageously expensive… however [there is] a readily available, almost unlimited 

amount of an extremely low-cost waste product with proper grain size for aerosol 

dispersing...”  

Herndon has traced elevated levels of aluminium, barium and strontium in rainwater 

since 2002 in the USA which corresponds with reports of the U.S. aerosol forcing 

operations escalating into high gear around 1998 (Thomas, W). The 3-element 

fingerprint corresponds with rainwater samples analysed by NZ laboratories since 

2013, which corresponds with the timing of NZ aerosol forcing operations escalating to 

full-scale in late 2009.  

 

Herndon, J. Marvin (2015). Aluminium poisoning of humanity and Earth’s biota by clandestine 

geoengineering activity: implications for India. Current Science, 108, 12, 2173-2177. 

Herndon refers to a recently published report of extreme levels of chemically mobile 

aluminium observed in water from the Gomati River, a tributary of the Ganga River in 

the Ganga Alluvial Plan (Nth India). He proposes that one possible source of this from 

geoengineering aerosol deposits in rainwater that peaks during the monsoon period.   

 

 

                                                           
36 Submitted by a Timaru (South Canterbury) resident who prefers to remain anonymous.  
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Solar Radiation Management (SRM) summary of atmospheric projects; retrieved October 2015 

from https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Solar_radiation_management 

The ‘concept’ of reducing incoming solar radiation from space by placing reflective 

devices into the stratosphere, with various theoretical proposals to use orbiting mirrors, 

reflective disks, or particulate dispersed by balloon, rocket, cannon, or aircraft.  

Author’s comment: Aerosol SRM in ‘practical terms’ refers to chemical aerosol 

particulate sprayed from aircraft, since aircraft are currently the transportation and 

delivery system most readily available. Virtually all of the peer reviewed scientific 

literature on this subject (with the exception of J. M. Hendon’s 2015 papers) discuss 

aerosol SRM as a concept or proposal for ‘possible future deployment’.  

It seems that the mainstream scientific community is experiencing some form of 

collective myopia that makes them ‘blind’ to the aerosol forcing operations taking place 

above their heads on an almost daily basis. 

One of the reasons for this could be because the aerosol forcing operations already 

underway are not for SRM purposes, but are in fact being conducted for a range of 

military purposes such as enhanced over-the-horizon radar surveillance, ground 

penetrating surveillance, and advanced atmospheric exotic weapons systems. Elana 

Freeland has researched these technologies in detail, readers and researchers should 

refer to her 2014 publication for a full appraisal of this subject.     

It should be noted that when MfE officials make an assertion such as “New Zealand is not 

involved in any programme of geoengineering or atmospheric aerosol solar radiation 

management” the only way they can legitimately or accurately assert ‘no SRM’ is if they 

are privy to the actual purpose of aerosol spraying that substantiates it is not SRM. No 

such substantive information has been provided. 

 

Thomas, W. 2004. Chemtrails Confirmed. Carson City NV: Bridger House Publications. ISBN 1-

8931-57-10-5.  

A seminal publication covering extensive reports of aerosol operations across the USA 

and Canada from the mid 1980’s. Reports of aerosol sightings, aerosol deposits and 

chemical analysis, use of biological agents, and reports of health affects experienced by 

exposed populations since 1998 when the operation ramped up to full-scale. Analysis of 

USAF tanker logistics, defence dept. funding, senate reports and legislation. 

Thomas links the 1999 deadly epidemic of Influenza-Like Illness37 (ILI) to immune 

system suppression contributed to by chemtrail toxicity. In December 2003, Len 

Horowitz38 responded to an interviewer, noting that the 1998-99 epidemic was back, 

with people “hacking and coughing with this bizarre illness that does not seem to follow 

any logical viral or bacterial onset and transition period”. Bacterial and viral infections 

cause fever. This doesn’t, Horowitz noted.  Lasting weeks, even months, even those not 

                                                           
37 Thomas (p. 30-31): 21 January 1999, The Lancet reported that meningitis cases in Britain reached a 50-year high. 
38 Thomas (p. 120): Dr Leonard Horowitz, a Harvard trained immunologist and researcher. 
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severely stricken suffer fatigue and general malaise. Labelling the 2004 pandemic a 

“pathogenic mycoplasma”.  Immune suppression caused by chemtrail exposure “would 

then allow people to become susceptible to opportunistic infections, such as this 

mycoplasma and other opportunistic infections”.  

 

 
 

 
Converted commerical airliner for chemical 
aerosol spraying operations* 

 

*Thomas cites the December, 2002 US Defence Appropriations bill required the tanker-

challenged Air Force to lease and convert 100 Boeing 767 airliners… according to USAF 

insiders “these planes will not be used for air-to-air jet refuelling”. 

 

Wigington, D. (2015). Interview with Deep Shield. Retrieved 8 November 2015 from 

http://www.geoengineeringwatch.org/why-are-they-spraying-answers-from-an-insider/ 

Dane Wigington (Geoengineering Watch) interviews a scientist working for an 

undisclosed agency that is part of a global aerosol geoengineering operation called 

Project Shield. The scientist’s identity was kept anonymous. 

Reference to a classified WHO report, this has been verified by other sources who prefer 

to remain anonymous. 

 

 

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


