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NO SCIENTIFICALLY ADEQUATE invedtigaion of the UFO problem has been carried out during the entire 22 years
that have now passed since the firs extensve wave of sightings of unidentified aerid objects in the summer ¢ 1947.
Despite continued public interest, and despite frequent expressons of public concern, only quite superficid
examinations of the doeadily growing body of unexplaned UFO reports from credible witnesses have been
conducted in this country or abroad. The latter point is highly relevant, since dl evidence now points to the fact that
UFO sightings exhibit smilar characteristics throughout the world.

Charging inadequacy of dl past UFO invedtigations, | spesk not only from a background of close study of the
past invedigetions but dso from a background of three years of rather detailed persond research, involving
interviews with over five hundred witnesses in sdected UFO cases, chiefly in the U.S. In my opinion, the UFO
problem, far from being the nonsense problem tha it has often been labeled by many scientists, conditutes a
problem of extraordinary scientific interest.

The grave difficulty with essentialy al past UFO sudies has been that they were dther devoid of any substantia
sdientific content, or ese have logt their way amidst the relatively large noisecontent that tends to obscure the redl
sgnd in the UFO reports. The presence of a percentudly large number of reports of misidentified naturd or
technologica phenomena (planets, meteors, and aircraft, above dl) is not surprising, given dl the circumstances
surrounding the UFO problem. Yet such understandable and usudly eesly recognized ingtances of misidentification
have dl too often been sdzed upon as a sufficient explanation for al UFO reports, while the resdue of far more
sgnificant reports (numbering now of order one thousand) are ignored. | believe science is in default for having
faled to mount any truly adequate studies of this problem, a problem that has aroused such strong and widespread
public concern during the past two decades. Unfortunately, the present climate of thinking, above al since release of
the latest of a long series of inadequate studies, namely, that conducted under the direction of Dr. E. U. Condon a
the Univerdty of Colorado, will make it very difficult to secure any new and more thorough investigations, yet my
own examingion of the problem forces me to cal for just such new sudies. | am enough of a redist to sense that,
unless the present AAAS UFO Symposium succeeds in making the scientific community aware of the seriousness of
the UFO problem, littleimmediate response to any call for new investigation is likely to appear.

In fact, the over-all public and scientific response to the UFO phenomena is itsdf a mater of subgtantia
sdientific interest, above dl in its socid-psychologica aspects. Prior to my own invedtigations, | would never have
imagined the wide spread reluctance to report an unusua and seemingly inexplicable event, yet thet reluctance, and
the attendant reluctance of scientists to exhibit serious interest in the phenomena in question, are quite generd. One
regrettable result is the fact that the most credible of UFO witnesses are often those most reluctant to come forward
with a report of the event they have witnessed. A second regrettable result is that only a very smdl number of
scientists have taken the time and trouble to search out the edly puzzling reports that tend to be diluted out by the
much lager number of trivid and non-significant UFO reports. The net result is that there Hill exists no generad
scientific recognition of the scope and nature of the UFO problem.

Within the federd government, officid respongbility for UFO invedtigations has rested with the Air Force snce
early 1948. Unidentified aerial objects quite naturaly fal within the area of Air Force concern, so this assgnment of
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responsibility was basicdly reasonable. However, once it became clear (early 1949) tha UFO reports did not seem
to involve advanced arcraft of some hodile foreign power, Air Force interest subsded to redively low levels,
marked, however, by occasond temporary resurgence of interest following large waves of UFO reports, such as tha
of 1952, or 1957, or 1965.

A most unfortunate pattern of press reporting developed by about 1953, in which the Air Force would assert that
they had found no evidence of anything “defying explanation in terms of present-day science and technology” in
their growing files of UFO reports. These statements to the public would have done little harm had they not been
coupled systemdticaly to press statements asserting that “the best scientific faclities avalable to the U.S. Air
Force’ had been and were being brought to bear on the UFO question. The assurances that substantia scientific
competence was involved in Air Force UFO invedtigations have, | submit, had serioudy deeterious scientific
effects. Scientits who might otherwise have done enough checking to see that a substantid scientific puzzle lay in
the UFO area were mided by these assurances into thinking that capable scientists had dreedy done adequate study
and found nothing. My own extensve checks have reveded 0 dight a totd amount of scientific competence in two
decades of Air Force-supported invedtigations that | can only regard the repeated asseverations of solid scientific
study of the UFO problem as the single most serious obstacle that the Air Force has put in the way of progress
towards e ucidation of the matter.

| do not believe, let me dress, that this has been part of some top-secret cover-up of extensve investigations by
Air Force or security agencies;, | have found no substantia basis for accepting that theory of why the Air Force has
0 long faled to respond appropriately to the many dgnificant and scientificdly intriguing UFO reports coming
from within its own ranks. Briefly, | see grand foul-up but not grand cover-up. Although numerous instances could
be cited wherein Air Force spokesmen failed to release anything like complete details of UFO reports, and athough
this has had the regrettable consequence of denying scientigs a large even a dim notion of the dmost incredible
nature of some of the more impressve Air Forcerelated UFO reports, | still & that the most grievous fault of 22
years of Air Force handling of the UFO problem has consisted of their repeated public assartions that they had
subgtantia scientific competence on the job.

Cloe examindion of the levd of invedigaion and the levd of sdentific andyss involved in Project Sign
(1948-9), Prgect Grudge (1949-52), and Project Bluebook (1953 to dae), reveds that these were, viewed
sdientificaly, dmost meaningless investigations. Even during occasond periods (eg., 1952) characterized by fairly
active invedtigation of UFO cases, there was ill such dight scientific expertise involved that there was never any
red chance that the puzzling phenomena encountered in the most sgnificant UFO cases would be eucidated.
Furthermore, the panels, consultants, contractual dudies, etc, that the Air Force has had working on the UFO
problem over the past 22 years have, with essentidly no exception, brought dmost negligible scientific scrutiny into
the picture. Illugtrative examples will be given.

The Condon Report, released in January, 1968, after about two years of Air Force-supported study is, in my
opinion, quite inadequate. The sheer bulk of the Report, and the incluson of much that can only be viewed as
“scientific padding,” cannot concedl from anyone who sudies it closdy the sdient point that it represents an
examinaion of only a tiny fraction of the most puzzling UFO reports of the past two decades, and that its leve of
scientific argumentation is wholly unsatisfactory. Furthermore, of the roughly 90 cases that it specificaly confronts,
over 30 are conceded to be unexplained. With s0 large a fraction of unexplained cases (out of a sample that is by no
means limited only to the truly puzzling cases, but includes an objectionably large number of obvioudy trivid
caxs), it is far from cler how Dr. Condon fdt judtified in concluding that the study indicated “that further extensive
study of UFOs probably cannot be justified in the expectation that science will be advanced thereby.”

| shdl cite a number of specific examples of cases from the Condon Report which | regad as entirdy
inadequately investigated and reported. One a Kirtland AFB, November 4, 1957, involved observations of a
wingless egg-shaped object that was observed hovering about a minute over the field prior to departure a a cimb
rate which was described to me as fagter than that of any known jets, then or now. The principa witnesses in this
cae were precisdy the type of witnesses whose accounts warrant closest attention, since they were CAA tower
observers who watched the UFO from the CAA tower with binoculars. Yet, when | located these two men in the
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course of my own check of cases from the Condon Report, | found that neither of them had even been contacted by
members of the Universty of Colorado project! Both men were fully satisfied that they had been viewing a device
with performance characteristics well beyond anything in present or foreseesble aeronautica technology. The two
men gave me desriptions that were mutualy consstent and that fit closdy the testimony given on Nov. 6, 1957,
when they were interrogated by an Air Force investigator. The Condon Report atempts to explain this case as a
light-aircraft that logt its way, came into the fiedd area, and then left. This kind of explanaion runs through the whole
Condon Report, yet is wholly incapable of explaining the details of dghtings such as tha of the Kirtland AFB
incident. Other illugtrative instances in which the investigations summarized in the Condon Report exhibit glaring
deficiencies will be cited. | suggest tha there are enough dgnificant unexplaingble UFO reports just within the
Condon Report itsdlf to document the need for agreatly increased leve of scientific study of UFOs.

That a pand of the Nationd Academy of Sciences could endorse this study is to me disturbing. | find no
evidence that the Academy pand did any independent checking of its own; and none of that 11-man pand had any
sgnificant prior invedtigative experience in this area, to my knowledge. | beieve that this sort of Academy
endorsement must be criticized; it hurts science in the long run, and | fear that this particular instance will ultimately
prove an embarrassment to the National Academy of Sciences.

The Condon Report and its Academy endorsement have exerted a highly negdaive influence on darification of
the long-standing UFO problem; so much, in fact, that it seems dmost pointless to now cal for new and more
extendgve UFO invedtigations. Yet the latter are precisdly wha are needed to bring out into full light of scientific
inquiry a phenomenon that could well congtitute one of the greatest scientific problems of our times.

Some examples of UFO cases conceded to be unexplaindble in the Condon Report and containing features of
paticulaly srong scientific interest: Utica, N.Y., 6/23/55; Lakenheath, England, 8/13/56; Jackson, Ala, 11/14/56;
Norfolk, Va, 830/57; RB-47 case, 9/19/57; Beverly Mass, 4/22/66; Donnybrook, N.D., 8/19/66; Haynesville, La,
12/30/66; Joplin, Mo., 1/13/67; Colorado Springs, Colo., 5/13/67.

Some examples of UFO cases conddered explained in the Condon Report for which | would take strong
exception to the argumentation presented and would regard as both unexplained and of strong scientific interest:
Flaggaff, Ariz,, 5/20/50; Washington, D. C., 7/19/52; Bdlefontaine, O., 8/1/52; Haneda AFB, Jgpan, 8/5/52; Gulf of
Mexico, 12/6/52; Odessa, Wash.,, 12/10/52; Continentd Divide, N.M., 1/26/53; Seven Ides Quebec, 6/29/54;
Niagara Fdls N.Y., 7/25/57; Kirtland AFB, N.M., 11/4/57; Gulf of Mexico, 115/57; Peru, 12/30/66; Holloman
AFB, 3/2/67; Kinchdoe AFB, 9/11/67; Vandenberg AFB, 10/6/67; Milledgeville, Ga., 10/20/67.

[llustrative Cases

The following treats in detall the four principd UFO cases referred to in my Symposum tak. They are presented
as specific illugtrations of what | regard as serious shortcomings of caseinvestigations in the Condon Report and in
the 1947-69 Air Force UFO program. The four cases used asillustrations are the following:

1. RB-47 case, Gulf Coast area, Sept. 19, 1957
2. Lakenheath RAF Station, England, August 13-14, 1956
3. Haneda AFB, Jgpan, August 5-6, 1952
4. Kirtland AFB, New Mexico, Nov. 4, 1957
My principd conclusons are that scientific inadequacies in past years of UFO investigations by Air Force
Project Bluebook have not been remedied through publication of the Condon Report, and tha there remain
scientificaly very important unsolved problems with respect to UFOs. The investigative and evdudive deficiencies

illugrated in the four cases examined in detall are pardlded by equdly serious shortcomings in many other cases in
the sample of about 90 UFO cases treated in the Condon Report. Endorsement of the conclusons of the Condon
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Report by the Nationa Academy of Sciences gppears to have been based on entirdy supeficid examination of the
Report and the cases treated therein. Further study, conducted on amuch more sound scientific level are needed.

Case 1. USAF RB-47, Gulf Coast area, September 19-20, 1957

Brief summary: An Air Force RB-47, equipped with ECM (Electronic Countermeasures) gear, manned by sx
officers, was followed over a totd digance in excess of 600 miles and for a time period of more than an hour, as it
flew from near Gulfport, Miss, through Louisana and Texas, and into southern Oklahoma The unidentified object
was, a various times, seen visualy by the cockpit crew (as an intense white or red light), followed by ground-radar,
and detected on ECM monitoring gear aboard the RB-47. Simultaneous appearances and disgppearances on dl three
of those physicaly distinct “channds’ mark this UFO case as especidly intriguing from a scientific viewpoint. The
incident is described as Case 5 in the Condon Report and is conceded to be unexplained. The full detals, however,
are not presented in that Report.

Summary of the Case

The caxe is long and involved and filled with wel-attested phenomena that defy easy explanation in terms of
present-day science and technology. The RB-47 was flying out of Forbes AFB, Topeka on a composite mission
induding gunnery exercises over the Texas-Gulf area, navigdion exercises over the open Gulf, and ECM exercises
in the return trip across the southrcentra U.S. This wes an RB-47 carying a sxman crew, of whom three were
eectronic warfare officers manning ECM  (Electronic counter-meesures) gear in the &ft portion of the arcraft. One
of the extremely interesting aspects of this case is tha eectromagnetic signds of didtinctly radar-like character
appeared definitdly to be emitted by the UFO, yet it exhibited performance characteristics that seem to rule out
categoricdly its having been any conventiona or secret arcraft.
| have discussed the incident with al six officers of the crew:

LewisD. Chasg, pilot, Spokane, Wash.

James H. McCoid, copilot, Offutt AFB
Thomas H. Hanley, navigetor, Vandenberg AFB
John J. Provenzano, No. 1 monitor, Wichita
Frank B. McClure, No. 2 monitor, Offutt AFB
Walter A. Tuchscherer, No. 3 monitor, Topeka

Chase was a Mgor a the time | falled to ask for information on 1957 ranks of the others. McClure and Hanley
are currently Mgors, 0 might have been Cgptains or Lieutenants in 1957. All were experienced men a the time
Condon Project investigators only talked with Chase, McCoid, and McClure, | ascertained. In my checking it proved
necessary to telephone severad of them more than once to pin down key points nevertheless the totd case is 0
complex that | would assume that there are gill sdient points not clarified either by the Colorado investigators or by
mysdf. Unfortunately, there appears to be no way a present to locate the personnd involved in ground-radar
observations that are a very important part of thewhole case. | shal discussthat point below.

This flight @curred in September 1957, just prior to the crew's reassgnment to a European base. On questioning
by Colorado investigators, flight logs were consulted, and based on the recallection that this flight was within a short
time of depature from Forces to Germany, (plus the requirement that the date match a flight of the known type and
geography) the 9/19/57 date seems to have emerged. The uncertainty as to whether it was early on the 19th or early
on the 20th, cited above is a point of confusion | had not noted until preparing the present notes. Hence | am unable
to add any darification, a the moment; in this matter of the date confusion found in Thayer's discusson of the case
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(1, pp. 136-138). | shdl try to check that in the near future. For the present, it does not vitiate case-discussion in any
dgnificant way.

The incident is most inadequately described in the Condon Report. The reader is left with the general notion that
the important parts occurred near Ft. Worth, an impresson strengthened by the fact that both Crow and Thayer
discuss meteorologica data only for that area. One is dso left with no cdear impresson of the duration, which was
actudly over an hour. The incident involved an unknown arborne object that stayed with the RB-47 for over 600
miles. In case dfter case in the Condon Report, close checking reveds that quite sgnificant features of the cases
have been glossed over, or omitted, or in some ingtances serioudy misrepresented. | submit that to fail to inform the
reeder that this paticular case spans a totd distance-range of some 600 miles and lasted well over an hour is an
omission difficult to justify.

From my nine separate interviews with the sx crew members, | assembled a picture of the events that makes it
even more puzzling than it seems on reading the Condon Report— and even the latter account is puzzling enough.

Just as the arcraft crossed the Missssippi coast near Gulfport, McClure, manning the #2 monitor, detected a
sgnd near their 5 o'clock postion (aft of the staboard beam). It looked to him like a legitimate ground-radar signd,
but corresponded to a postion out in the Gulf. This is the actud beginning of the complete incident; but before
proceeding with details it is necessary to make quite cdlear what kind of equipment we shdl be taking about as we
follow McClure s successive observations.

Under conditions of war, bombing aircraft entering hogtile territory can be assgted in their penetrations if any of
a vaiety of dectronic countermeasures (ECM techniques as they are collectively termed) are brought into action
agang ground-based enemy radar units. The initid step in dl ECM operations is, necessaily, that of detecting the
enemy radar and quantitatively identifying a number of relevant festures of the radar system (carier frequency,
pulse repetition frequency, scan rate, pulse width) and, aove dl, its bearing reative to the arcraft heading. The
later task is particularly ample in principle, caling only for direction-finding antennas, which pick up the enemy
signd and display on a monitor scope indde the reconnaissance aircraft a blip or lobe that paints in the reative
bearing from which the signd is coming.

The ECM gear used in RB-47's in 1957 is not now classfied; the #2 monitor that McClure was on, he and the
others pointed out, involved an ALA-6 direction-finder with back-to-back antennas in a housng on the undersurface
of the RB-47 near the rear, spun a either 150 or 300 rpm as it scanned in azimuth. Insde the aircraft, its sgnas
were processed in an APR-9 radar recaeiver and an ALA-5 pulse andyzer. All later references to the #2 monitor
imply that sysem. The #1 monitor employed an APD-4 direction finding sysem, with a pair of antennas
permanently mounted on ether wing tip. Provenzano was on the #1 monitor. Tuchscherer was on the #3 monitor,
whose specifications | did not ascertain because | could find no indication that it was involved in the observations.

Returning now to the initia features of the UFO episode, McClure at first hought he had 180-degree ambiguity
in his scope, i.e, that the sgnd whose lobe painted at his 5 o'clock position was actudly coming in from the 11
oclock podtion perhgps from some ground radar in Louidana This suspicion, he told me, was temporarily
srengthened as he became aware that the lobe was moving upscope. (It is important here and in features of the case
cited bdow to understand how a fixed ground-radar paints on the ECM monitor scope as the reconnaissance aircraft
flies toward its generd direction: Suppose the ground radar is, & some ingant, located a the 1 o'clock pogtion
relative to the moving arcraft, i.e, dightly off the starboard bow. As the aircreft flies dong, the rdative bearing
geadily changes, so tha the fixed ground unit is “seen” successively a the 2 o'clock, the 3 o'dock, and the 4
o'clock postions, etc. The lobe paints on the monitor scope a these successive relative azimuths, the 12 o'clock
position being a the top of the scope, 3 o'clock a the right, etc. Thus any legitimate sgnd from a fixed ground
radar must move downscope, excluding the specid cases in which the radar is dead ahead or dead astern. Note
caefully that we ded here only with direction finding gear. Range is unknown; we are not here spesking of arborne
radar s, jus a radar-frequency direction-finder. In practice, range is obtained by triangulation computations based
on successive fixes and known aircraft gpeed.)
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As the lobe continued moving upscope, McClure sad the srength of the incoming sgnd and its pulse
charecteridtics dl tended to confirm that this was some ground unit being painted with 180-degree ambiguity for
some unknown eectronic reason. It was a 2800 megacycles, acommon frequency for Sband search radars.

However, dta the lobe swung dead aheed, his earlier hypothesis had to be abandoned for it continued swinging
over to the 11 o'clock position and continued downscope on the port side. Clearly, no 180-degree ambiguity was
capable of accounting for this. Curioudy, however, this was so anomaous that McClure did not take it very
serioudy and did not at that juncture mention it to the cockpit crew nor to his colleagues on the other two monitors.
This upscope-downscope “orbit” of the unknown was seen only on the ALA-6, as far as | could establish. Had
nothing else occurred, this firg and very significant portion of the whole episode would dmost certainly have been
forgotten by McClure.

The dgnd faded as the RB-47 headed northward to the scheduled turning point over &ckson, Miss. The misson
cdled for smulated detection and ECM operations againgt Air Force ground radar units dl dong this pat of the
flight plan, but other developments intervened. Shortly after making their turn westward over Jackson, Miss, Chase
noted what he thought at firg were the landing lights of some other jet coming in from near his 11 o'clock position,
a roughly the RB-47's dtitude. But no running lights were discernible and it was a single very bright white light,
dosng fast. He had just derted the rest of the crew to be ready for sudden evasive maneuvers, when he and McCoid
saw the light dmog ingtantaneoudy change directions and rush across from left to right & an angular velocity thet
Chae told me hed never seen mached in his flight experience The light went from their 11 o'clock to the
2 o' clock position with great rapidity, and then blinked out.
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Immediatdly after that, Chase and McCoid began taking about it on the interphone and McClure, recdling the
unusud 2800 megecycle dgnd that he had seen over Gulfport now mentioned that peculiar incident for the fird
time to Chase and McCoid. It occurred to him at that point to set his #2 monitor to scan at 2800 mcs. On the first
scan, McClure told me, he got a srong 2800 mcs signd from their 2 o'clock pogtion, the bearing on which the
luminous unknown object had blinked out moments earlier.

Provenzano told me that right after that they had checked out the #2 monitor on vaid ground radar stations to be
aure it was not malfunctioning and it gppeared to be in perfect order. He then checked on his #1 monitor and dso got
a dgnd from the same bearing. There remained, of course, the posshility that just by chance, this sgnd was from a
red radar down on the ground and off in that direction. But as the minutes went by, and the arcraft continued
westward a about 500 kts. the relaive bearing of the 2800 mcs source did not move downscope on the #2 monitor,
but kept up with them.

This quickly led to a Stuation in which the entire 6-man crew focused al atention on the matter; the incident is
dill vivid in the minds of al the men, though their recollection for verious detals varies with the particular activities
they were engaged in. Chase varied speed, to see if the relative bearing would change but nothing dtered. After over
a hundred miles of this, with the 2800 mcs source keeping pace with the arcraft, they were getting into the radar-
coverage aea of the Carswel AFB GCl (Ground Controlled Intercept) unit and Chase radioed that unit to ask if they
showed any other air traffic near the RB-47. Carswell GCl immediately came back with the information thet there
was goparently another aircraft about 10 miles from them a their 2 o'cdock postion. (The RB-47 was
unambiguoudy identifiable by its IFF signd; the “other aircraft” was seen by “skin paint” Only, i.e, by direct radar
reflection rather than viaan | FF transponder, Col. Chase explained.)

This informetion, each of the men emphasized to me in one way or ancther, made them a bit uneasy for the firgt
time. 1 asked McClure a quedtion that the Colorado investigators ether failed to ask or did not summarize in their
report. Was the sgnd in al respects comparable to that of a typicd ground radar? McClure told me that this was
what baffled him the mogt, then and now. All the radar signaure characterigtics, as read out on his ALA-5 pulse
andyser, were completdly normad — it had a pulse repdtition frequency and pulse width like a CPS6B and even
smulated a scan rae But its intensity, McClure pointed out, was so strong that “it would have to had an antenna
bigger than a bomber to put out that much signd.” And now, the implications of the events over Gulfport took on
new meaning. The upscope-downscope sweep of his #2 monitor lobe implied that this source, presuming it to be the
same one now aso being seen on ground radar & Carswdl GCl, had flown a circle around the RB-47 a 30-35,000
ft dtitude while the aircraft was doing about 500 kts.

Shortly after Carswell GCl began following the two targets RB-47 and unknown, gill another dgnificant action
unfolded. McClure suddenly noted the lobe on the #2 monitor was beginning to go upscope, and admost
simultaneoudy, Chase told me, GCl cdled out that the second arborne target was starting to move forward. Keep in
mind that no visud target was obsarvable here after blinking out & the 12 o'clock postion, following its lightning
like traverse across the nose of the arcraft, no light had been visble. The unknown now proceeded to move seedily
around to the 12 o'cdlock postion, followed dl the while on the #2 monitor and on the GCI scope down a Carswell
near Ft. Worth.

As soon as the unknown reached the 12 o'clock podtion, Chase and McCoid suddenly saw a bright red glow
“bigger than a house” Chase sad, and lying dead ahead, precisdy the bearing shown on the passve radar direction-
finder that McClure was on and precisaly the bearing now indicated on the GCl scope. Three independent sensing
systems were a this juncture giving seemingly condgent-indications. two pairs of human eyes, a ground radar, and
adirection-finding radar receiver in the arcreft.

One of the important points not settled by the Colorado investigations concerned the question of whether the
unknown was ever painted on any radar set on the RB-47 itsdf. Some of the men thought the navigator had seen it
on his s, others were unsure. | eventudly located Mg. Hanley a Vandenberg and he informed me that dl through
the incident, which he remembered very well, he tried, unsuccessfully to pick up the unknown on his navigaiona
radar (K-system). | shal not recount dl of the details of his efforts and his comments, but only mention the end
result of my two teephone interviews with him. The important question was what sort of effective range that sat
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had. Hanley gave the pertinent information that it could just pick up a large tanker of the KC-97 type at about 4
miles range, when used in the “dtitude-hold” mode, with antenna tipped up to maximum eevation. But both a the
dart of its involvement and during the object’'s swing into the 12 o'clock podtion, GClI showed it remaining close to
10 miles in range from the RB-47. Thus Hanley's inability to detect it on his K-system navigationd radar in dtitude
hold only implies tha whatever was out there had a radar cross-section that was less than about 16 times that of a
KC-97 (roughly twice 4 miles, inverse 4th-power law), The unknown gave a GCl return that suggested a cross
section comparable to an ordinary arcraft, Chase told me, which is conggtent with Hanley’s non-detection of the
object. The Condon Report gives the impression the navigetor did detect it, but thisis not correct.

I have in my files many pages of typed notes on my interviews, and cannot fill in dl of the intriguing details
here. Suffice it to say that Chase then went to maximum alowable power, hoping to close with the unknown, but it
just stayed ahead a about 10 miles as GCl kept tdling them; it stayed as a bright red light dead aheed, and it kept
painting as a bright lobe on the top of McClure's ALA-6 scope. By this time they were well into Texas il at about
35,000 ft and doing upwards of 500 knots, when Chase saw it begin to veer to the right and head between Ddlas and
Ft. Worth. Getting FAA dearance to dter his own flight plan and to make sure other jet traffic was out of his way,
he followed its tun, and then redized he was beginning to close on it for the firg time. Almost immediately GCI
told him the unknown had stopped moving on the ground-radarscope. Chase and McCoid watched as they came
amogt up to it. Chase's recollections on this segment of the events were didtinctly clearer than McCoid's. McCoid
was, of course, gtting aft of Chase and had the poorer view; dso he sad he was doing fud-reserve cdculetions in
view of the excess fud-use in ther efforts to shake the unknown, and had to look up from the lighted cockpit to try
to look out intermittently, while Chase in the forward seat was able to keegp it in sight more nearly continuoudy.
Chese told me that hed esimate that it was just ahead of the RB-47 and definitdly below them when it
instantaneoudy blinked out, At that same moment McClure announced on the interphone that he'd logt the 2800 mcs
sgnd, and GCl sad it had disgppeared from their scope. Such Smultaneous loss of signd on what we can term
three separate channels is most provocative, most puzzling.

Putting the aircraft into a left turn (which Chase noted consumes about 15-20 miles at top speed), they kept
looking back to try to see the light again. And, about hafway through the turn (by then the aircraft had reached the
vicinity of Minerd Wells Texas, Chase sad), the men in the cockpit suddenly saw the bright red light flash on
agan, back dong ther previous flight path but diginctly lower, and smultaneoudy GCl got a target agan and
McClure started picking up a 2800 mcs signd at that bearing: (As | heard one after another of these men describe dl
this, | kept trying to imagine how it was mssble that Condon could listen, a the October, 1967, plasma conference
at the UFO Project, as Col. Chase recounted dl this and shrug his shoulders and walk out.)

Securing pemisson from Caswdl GClI to undertake the decidedly non-gtandard maneuver of diving on the
unknown, Chase put the RB-47 nose down and had reached about 20,000 ft, he recdls when dl of a sudden the
light blinked out, GCI lost it on their scope, and McClure reported loss of signd on the #2 monitor: Three-channd
consistency once more.

Low on fud, Chase dimbed back up to 25000 and headed north for Oklahoma He barely had it on homeward
course when McClure got a blip dead astern and Carswell radioed that they had a target once more trailing the RB-
47 a about 10 miles Rear visibility from the tophblisters of the RB-4 now precluded easy visud check, particularly if
the unknown was then a lower dtitude (Chase edimated that it might have been near 15,000 ft when he log it in the
dive). It followed them to southern Oklahomaand then disappeared.

Discussion

This incident is an especidly good example of a UFO case in which obsarver credibility and rdiability do not
come into serious question, a case in which more than one (here three) channd of information figures in the overdl
observations, and a case in which the reported phenomena gppear to defy explanation in terms of either natura or
technologica phenomena

In the Condon Report, the important initial incident in which the unknown 2800 MC source appeared to orbit the
RB-47 near Gulfport is omitted. In the Condon Report, the reader is given no hint that the object was with the
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arcraft for over 600 miles and for over an hour. No clear sequence of these events is spdled out, nor is the reader
made aware of dl of the “three-channd” smultaneous appearances or disgppearances that were so emphaticaly
sressed to me by both Chase and McClure in my interviews with them. But even despite those degrees of
incompleteness, any reader of the account of this case in the Condon Repat must wonder that an incident of this sort
could be left as unexplaned and yet ultimately treated, dong with the other unexplained cases in that Report, as
cdling for no further scientific attention.

Actualy, various hypotheses (radar anomdies, mirage effects) are weighed in one pat of the Condon Report
where this case § discussed separately (pp. 136-138). But the suggestion made there that perhaps an inverson near
2 km dtitude was responsble for the returns a the Carswell GClI unit is wholly untengble. In an Appendix, a very
lengthy but non-reevant discusson of ground return from anomalous propagation appears, in fact, it is so unrdated
to the actua circumdances of this case as to warrant no comment here. Chase's account emphasized that the GCl
radar(s) had his arcraft and the unknown object on-scope for a totd flight-distance of the order of severd hundred
miles, induding a ner oveflight of the ground radar. With such wide variations in angles of incidence of the
grounckradar beem on any inverson or duct, however intense, the posshility of anomaous propagation effects
yidding a consigent patern of spurious echo matching the reported movements and the appearances and
dissppearances of the target is infinitesmad. And the more s0 in view of the Smultaneous appearances and
disgppearances on the ECM gear and via visble emissons from the unknown. To suggedt, as is tentetively done on
p. 138 that the “red glow” might have been a “mirage of Oklahoma City,” when the pilot's description of the
luminous source involves a wide range of viewing angles, including two instances when he was viewing it & quite
large depresson angles, is wholly unreasonable. Unfortunately, that kind of casud ad hoc hypothesizing with amost
no atention to relevant physicd condderaions runs dl through the casediscussons in the trestment of radar and
optica cases in the Condon Report, frequently (though not in this ingance) being made the bass of “explanations’
that are merely absurd. On p. 265 of the Report, the question of whether this incident might be explained in terms of
any “plasmaeffect” isconsidered but rejected. In the end, this case is conceded to be unexplained.

No evidence that a report on this event reached Project Bluebook was found by the Colorado investigators. That
may seem had to beieve for those who are under the impresson that the Air Force has been diligently and
exhaudtivdy investigating UFO reports over the past 22 years. But to those who have examined more closdy the
actud levels of invedtigation, lack of a report on this incident is not so surprising. Other comparable instances could
be cited, and dill more where the military arcrews dected to spare themsdves the bother of interrogation, by not
even reporting events ebout as puzzling as those found in this RB-47 incident.

But what is of grestest present interest is the point that here we have a well-reported, multi-channd, multiple-
witness UFO report, coming in fact from within the Air Force itsdf, investigated by the Condon Report team,
conceded to be unexplained, and yet it is in find andyss ignored by Dr. Condon. In no section of the report
specificaly written by the principal investigator does he even dlude to this intriguing case. My question is how such
events can be written off as demanding no further scientific sudy. To me, such cases seem to cry out for the most
intensve scientific study — and the more s0 because they are actudly so much more numerous than the scientific
community yet redizes. There is a stientific mystery here that is being ignored and shoved under the rug; the
srongest and most unjustified shove has come from the Condon Repat. “unjudtified” because that report itsalf
contains so many scientificaly puzzling unexplained cases (approximately 30 out of 90 cases conddered) that it is
extremdy difficult to understand how its principd investigator could have condrued the contents of the report as
supporting aview that UFO studies should be terminated.

Case 2. Lakenheath and Bentwaters RAF/USAF units; England, August 13-14, 1956

Brief summary: Obsarvaions of unidentified objects by USAF and RAF personnel, extending over 5 hours, and
involving ground-radar, arborneradar, ground visud and arbornevisud dghtings of high-speed unconventionaly
maneuvering objects in the vicinity of two RAF dations a night. It is Case 2 in the Condon Report and is there
conceded to be unexplained.
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Introduction
This casewill illustrate, in significant ways, the following points:

a It illustrates the fact that many scientificdly intriguing UFO reports have lain in USAF/Bluebook files
for years without knowledge thereof by the scientific community.

b) It represents a large subset of UFO cases in which dl of the obsarvaions semmed from military
sources and which, had there been serious and competent scientific interest operating in Project
Bluebook, could have been very thoroughly investigated while the information was fresh. It dso
illugtrates the point that the actud levels of invedtigation were enttirdy inadequate in even as
unexplainable and involved cases asthisone.

¢ It illustrates the uncomfortebly incomplete and internally inconsstent festures that one encounters in
amost every report of its kind in the USAF/Bluebook files a Wright-Patterson AFB, features attesting
to the dearth of scientific competencein the Air Force UFQ investigations over the past 20 years.

d) It illustrates, when the origina files are carefully studied and compared with the discussion thereof in
the Condon Report, shortcomingsin presentation and critique given many casesin the Condon Report.

e Findly, | bdieve it illudrates an example of those cases conceded to be unexplainable by the Condon
Report that argue need for much more extensve and more thorough scientific nvestigation of the UFO
problem, a need negated in the Condon Report and in the Academy endorsement thereof.

My discusson of this case will be based upon the 30-page Bluebook casefile, plus certain other information
presented on it in the Condon Report. This “Lakenheath cass” was not known outsde of USAF circles prior to
publication of the Condon Report. None of the names of military personne involved are given in the Condon
Report. (Witness names, dates, and locdes are deleted from al of the main group of cases in tha Report, serioudy
impeding independent scientific check of case maerids) | secured copies of the casefile from Bluebook, but al
names of military personnd involved in the incident were cut out of the Xerox copies prior to releasing the maerid
to me. Hence | have been unable to interview persondly the key witnesses. However, there is no indication that
anyone on the Colorado project did any persond interviews, either; so it would gppear | have had access to the same
basic data used in the Condon Report’ streatment of this extremely interesting case.

For no judtified reason, the Condon Report not only deetes witness names, but dso names of locdities of the
UFO incidents in its main sample of 59 cases. In this Lakenhesth case, deetion of locdity names crestes much
confuson for the reeder, since three diginct RAF dations figure in, the incident and since the discharged non-
commissioned officer from whom they received firg word of this UFO episode confused the names of two of those
dations in his own account that appears in the Condon Report. That, plus other reportorial deficiencies in the
presentation of the Lakenheath case in the Condon Report, will dmog certainly have conceded its red sgnificance
from most readers of the Report.

Unfortunately, the basc Bluebook file is itsdf about as confusing as most Bluebook files on UFO cases. | shdl
attempt to mitigate as many of those difficulties as | can in the following, by putting the account into better over-dl
order than one finds in the Condon Report treatment.

General Circumstances

The entire episode extended from about 2130Z, August 13, to 0330Z, August 14, 1956; thus this is a nighttime
cax. The events occurred in eest-centrd England, chiefly in Suffolk. The initid reports centered around Bentwaters
RAF Station, located about sx miles east of Ipswich, near the coast, while much of the subsequent action centers
aound Lakenhesth RAF Stetion, located some 20 miles northeast of Cambridge Sculthorpe RAF Station dso
figures in the account, but only to a minor extent; it is near Fakenham, in the vicinity of The Wash. GCA (Ground
Controlled Approach) redars at two of those three gtations were involved in the ground-radar sightings, as was an
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RTCC (Radar Traffic Control Center) radar unit a& Lakenheath. The USAF non-com who wrote to the Colorado
Project @bout this incident was a Waich Supervisor on duty a the Lakenhesth RTCC unit that night. His detaled
account is reproduced in the Condon Report (pp. 248-251). The Report comments on “the remarkable accuracy of
the account of the witness as given in (his reproduced letter), which was apparently written from memory 12 years
after the incident.” | would concur, but would note that, had the Colorado Project only investigated more such
sriking cases of past years, it would have found many other witnesses in UFO cases whose vivid recollections often
match surprisng well checkable contemporary accounts. My experience thereon has been that, in multiple-witness
cas where one can evduate condgency of recollections, the more unusud and inexplicable the origind UFO
episode, the more it impressed upon the severd witnesses memories a meaningful and  dill-useful pattern  of
relevant recollections. Doubtless, another important factor operates. the UFO incidents that are the most striking and
most puzzling probably have been discussed by the key witnesses enough times that their recollections have been
thereby reinforced in aussful way.

The only map given in the Condon Report § based on a sketch-map made by the non-com who derted them to
the case. It is mideading, for Sculthorpe is shown 50 miles east of Lakenheath, whereas it actudly lies 30 miles
north-northeast. The map does not show Bentwaters at dl; it is actualy some 40 miles east-southeast of Lakenhegth.
Even as badc items as those locations do not appear to have been ascertained by those who prepared the discussion
of this casein the Condon Report, which is most unfortunate, yet not atypicd.

That this incident was subsequently discussed by many Lakenheath personne was indicated to me by a chance
event. In the course of my investigations of another radar UFO case from the Condon Report, that of 9/11/67 at
Kinchdoe AFB, | found that the radar operator involved therein had previoudy been dationed with the USAF
detachment a Lakenhesth and knew of the events a second-hand because they were 4ill being discussed there by
radar personnel when he arrived many months later.

Initial Events at Bentwaters, 2130Z to 2200Z

One of the many unsatisfactory aspects of the Condon Report is its frequent failure to put before the reader a
complete account of the UFO cases it purports to analyze scientificaly. In the present instance, the Report omits al
details of three quite dSgnificant radar-sightings made by Bentwaters GCA personnd prior to ther derting the
Lakenheeth GCA and RTCC groups a 2255 LST. This omission is certainly not because of correspondingly dight
mention in the origind Bluebook cesefile rather, the Bentwaers sightings actuadly receive more Bluebook
attention than the subsequent Lakenheath events. Hence, | do not see how such omissions in the Condon Report can
be judtified.

A. First radar sighting, 2130Z Bentwaters GCA operator, A/2c (I shal use a blank to indicate the names
razor-bladed out of my copies of the casefile prior to rdease of the file items to me), reported picking up a target
25-30 miles ESE, which moved a very high speed on congant 295 deg. heading across his scope until he logt it
15-20 miles to the NW of Bentwaters. In the Bluebook file, A/2c _ is reported as describing it as a strong redar
echo, comparable to that of a typica arcraft, until it weskened near the end of its path across his scope. He is quoted
as edimating a speed of the order of 4000 mph, but two other cited quantities suggest even higher speeds. A transt
time of 30 seconds is given, and if one combines that with the reported range of distance traversed, 40-50 miles a
speed of about 50006000 mph results. Findly, A/2c _ <ated that it covered about 5-6 miles per sweep of the
AN/MPN-IIA GCA radar he was usng. The sweep-period for that set is given as 2 seconds (30 rpm), so this yields
an even higher speed- edimate of about 9000 mph. (Internal discrepancies of this sort are quite typica of Bluebook
casefiles, | regret to say. My study of many such files during the past three years leaves me no conclusion but that
Bluebook work has never represented high-cdiber scientific work, but rather has operated as a perfunctory
bookkeeping and filing operation during most of its life. Of the three speed figures just mentioned, the latter derives
from the type of observation most likely to be reasonably accurate, in my opinion. The disolacement of a series of
successive radar blips on a surveillance radar such as the MPN-11A, can be edtimated to perhaps a mile or so with
little difficulty, when the operator has as large a number of successve blips to work with as is here involved.
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Neverthdess, it is necessary to regard the speed as quite uncertain here, though presumably in the range of severa
thousand miles pr hour and hence not associable with any conventiona aircraft, nor with ill higher-speed meteors
ether.)

B. Second radar sighting, 2130-2155Z. A few minutes after the preceding event, T/Sgt __ picked up on the same
MPN-11A a group of 12-15 objects about 8 miles SW of Bentwaters. In the report to Bluebook, he pointed out that
“these objects gppeared as norma targets on the GCA scope and that norma checks made to determine possible
malfunctions of the GCA radar faled to indicate anything was technicdly wrong.” The dozen or so objects were
moving together towards the NE a varying speeds, ranging between 80 and 125 mph, and “the 12 to 15 unidentified
objects were preceded by 3 objects which were in a triangular formation with an estimated 1000 feet separating eech
object in this formation.” The dozen objects to the rear “were scatered behind the lead formation of 3 a irregular
intervals with the whole group simultaneoudly covering a6 to 7 milearea,” the officid report notes.

Condgent radar returns came from this group during ther 25-minute movement from the point a which they
were fird picked up, 8 mi. SW, to a point aout 40 mi. NE of Bentwaters, their echoes decreasing in intensity as
they moved off to the NE. When the group reached a point some 40 mi. NE, they al appeared to converge to form a
single radar echo whose intensty is described as severd times larger than a B-36 return under comparable
conditions. Then mation ceased, while this sngle strong echo remained dationary for 10-15 minutes. Then it
resumed motion to the NE for 56 miles, stopped again for 3-5 minutes, and findly moved northward and off the
SCOope.

C. Third radar sighting, 2200Z Five minutes ater the foregoing formation moved off-scope, T/Sgt _— detected
an unidentified target about 30 mi. E of the Bentwaters GCA dation, and tracked it in rapid westward motion to a
point about 25 mi. W of the dation, where the object “suddenly dissppeared off the radar screen by rapidly moving
out of the GCS radation pattern,” according to his interpretation of the event. Here, again, we get discordant speed
information, for T/Sgt _ gave the speed only as being “in excess of 4000 mph,” whereas the time-duration of
the tracking, given as 16 sec, implies a speed of 12,000 mph, for the roughly 55 mi. track-length reported. Nothing
in the Bluebook files indicates that this discrepancy was investigated further or even noticed, so one can say only
that the apparent speed lay far above that of conventiona aircraft.

D. Other observations at Bentwaters. A control tower sergeant, aware of the concurrent radar tracking, noted a light
“the size of a pin-head a am’s length” a about 10 deg. eevation to the SSE. It remained there for about one hour,
intermittently appearing and disgppearing. Since Mars was in tha pat of the ky a that time, a reasonable
interpretation is that the observer was looking at that planet.

A T-33 of the 512th Fighter Interceptor Squadron, returning to Bentwaters from a routine flight at about 2130Z,
was vectored to the NE to search for the group of objects being tracked in that sector. Their search, unaided by
arborne radar, led to no arborne sghting of any arcraft or other objects in that area, and after about 45 minutes
they terminated search, having seen only a bright star in the eest and a coastd beacon as anything worth noting. The
Bluebook casefile contains 1956 USAF discussons of the case that make a big point of the inconclusiveness of the
tower operator's sighting and the negative results of the T-33 search, but say nothing about the much more puzzling
radar-tracking incidents than to sress that they were of “divergent” directions, intimating that this somehow put
them in the category of anomaous propagation, which scarcdly follows. Indeed, none of the three cited radar
dghtings exhibits any features typicad of AP echoes. The winds over the Bentwaters area are given in the file. They
jump from the surfece level (winds from 230 deg. & 5-10 kts) to the 6000 ft level (260 deg., 30 kts), and then hold
a a seady 260 deg. up to 50,000 ft, with speeds rising to a maximum of 90 kts near 30,000 ft. Even if one sought to
invoke the highly dubious Borden-Vickers hypothesis (moving waves on an inverson surface), not even the dowest
of the tracked echoes (80-125 mph) could be accounted for, nor is it even clear tha the direction would be
explanable. Furthermore, the strength of the individud echoes (dated as comparable to normd arcraft returns), the
merging of the 15 or s0 into a single echo, the two intervals of dationarity, and find motion off-scope at a direction
about 45 deg. from the initid motion, are al wholly unexplaingble in terms of AP in these 2130-2155Z incidents.
The extremdy high-gpeed westward motion of single targets is even further from any known radar-anomay
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associated with disturbed propagation conditions. Blips that move across scopes from one sector to the opposte, in
deady heading at Seady apparent speed, correspond neither to AP nor to interna eectronic disturbances. Nor could
interference phenomena fit such observed echo behavior. Thus, this 30-minute period, 2130-2200Z, embraced three
diginct events for which no satisfactory explanation exists. That these three events are omitted from the discussons
in the Condon Report is unfortunate, for they serve to underscore the scientific significance of subsequent events a
both Bentwaters and Lakenhesth stations.

Comments on Reporting of Events After 225527, 8/13/56

The events summarized above were communicated to Bluebook by Ceapt. Edward L. Holt of the 81st Fighter-
Bomber Wing dationed a Bentwaters, as Report No. IR-1-56, dated 31 August, 1956. All events occurring
subsequent to 2200Z, on the other hand, were communicated to Project Bluebook via an ealier, lengthy teetype
trangmisson from the Lakenheath USAF unit, sent out in the standard format of the report-form specified by
regulation AFR200-2. Two teletype transmissions, daed 8/17/56 and 8/21/56, identicd in basic content, were sent
from Lakenhesth to Bluebook. The Condon Report presents the content of that teletype report on pp. 252-254, in
full, except for deletion of dl names and locdities and omisson of one important item to be noted later here.
However, most readers will be entirdy lost because what is presented actualy conditutes a st of answers to
questions that are not stated! The Condon Report does not offer the reader the hint that the verson of AFR200-2
gppearing in the Report’'s Appendix, pp. 819-826 (there identified by its current designation, AFR80-17) would
provide the resder with the dandardized questions needed to trandate much of the otherwise extremdy confusing
aray of answers on pp. 252-254. For that reason, plus others, many readers will amost certainly be greatly (and
entirely unnecessarily) confused on reading thisimportant part of the Lakenheath report in the Condon Report.

That confusion, unfortunately, does not wholly disappear upon laborioudy matching questions with answers, for
it has long been one of the sdient deficiencies of the USAF program of UFO report collection that the format of
AFR200-2 (or its sequel AFR80-17) is usudly only barely adequate and (especidly for complex episodes such as
that involved here) often entirdy incapable of affording the reporting office enough scope to st out clealy and in
proper chronologica order dl of the events that may be of potentid scientific sgnificance. Anyone who has sudied
meny Bluebook reports in the AFR200-2 format, dating back to 1953, will be uncomfortably aware of this gross
difficulty. Failure to carry out even modest follow-up investigations and incorporate findings thereof into Bluebook
casefiles leaves mogt intriguing Bluebook UFO cases full of unstisfactorily answered questions. But those
deficiencies do not, in my opinion, prevent the careful reader from discerning that very large numbers of those UFO
caes cary highly dgnificant scientific  implications, implications of an  intriguing problem going largdy
unexamined in past years.

Initial Alerting of Lakenheath GCA and RTCC

The officid files give no indication of any further UFO radar sightings by Bentwaters GCA from 2200 until
22557, But, a the latter time, another fast-moving target was picked up 30 mi. E of Bentwaters, heading dmost due
wedt a a speed given as “2000-4000 mph”. It passed dmost directly over Bentwaters, disappearing from ther GCA
scope for the usud beam-angle ressons when within 2-3 miles (the Condon Report intimates that this close in
dissppearance is diagnogtic of AP, which seems to be some sort of tacit over-acceptance of the 1952 Borden-Vickers
hypothesis), and then moving on until it disgppeared from the scope 30 mi. W of Bentwaters.

Very dgnificantly, this radar-tracking of the passage of the unidentified target was matched by concurrent visua
observations, by personned on the ground looking up and dso from an overhead arcraft looking down. Both visud
reports involved only a light, a light described as blurred out by its high speed; but since the aircraft (identified as a
C-47 by the Lakenheath non-com whose letter cdled this case to the atention of the Colorado Project) was flying
only a 4000 ft, the dtitude of the unknown object is bracketed within rather narrow bounds. (No mention of any
sonic boom gppears, but the total number of seemingly quite credible reports of UFOs moving a speeds far above
sonic values and yet not emitting booms is 0 large that one must count this as just one more ingance of many
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currently inexplicable phenomena associated with the UFO problem.) The reported speed is not fast enough for a
meteor, nor does the low-dtitude flat tralectory and absence of a concussve shock wave match any meteoric
hypothess. That there was visud confirmation from observetion points both above and below this fast-moving
radar-tracked object mugt be viewed as adding ill further credence to, and scientific interest in, the prior three
Bentwaters radar sightings of the previous hour.

Apparently immediately after the 22557 events, Bentwaters GCA deted GCA Lakenheath, which lay off to its
WNW. The answers to Questions 2(A) and 2(B) of the AFR200-2 format (on p. 253 of the Condon Report) seem to
imply that Lakenheath ground observers were derted in time to see a luminous object come in, a an edtimaed
dtitude of 2000-2500 ft, and on a heading towards SW. The lower esimated dtitude and the dtered heading do not
match the Bentwaters sighting, and the ambiguity so inherent in the AFR200-2 forma smply cannot be diminated
here, so the precise timing is not certain. All that seems certain here is that, a or subsequent to the Bentwaters dert-
message, Lakenhesth ground observers saw a luminous object come in out of the NE at low dtitude, then stop, and
take up an easterly heading and resume motion eastward out of sight.

The precise time-sequence of the subsequent observations is not clearly deducible from the Lakenheath TWX
sent in compliance with AFR200-2. But that many very interesting events, scientificaly very baffling events, soon
took place is clear from the report. No follow-up, from Bluebook or other USAF sources, was underteken, and so
this potentialy very important case, like hundreds of others, smply sent into the Bluebook files undarified. 1 am
forced to dress that nothing reveds so clearly the past years of scientificaly inadequate UFO invedtigation as a few
days visit to Wright-Patterson AFB and a diligent reading of Bluebook case reports. No one with any genuine
scientific interest in solving the UFO problem would have let accumulate so many years of reports like this one
without seeing to it that the UFO reporting and follow-up investigations were brought into entirely different status
from that in which they havelain for over 20 years.

Deficiencies having been noted, | next catadog, without benefit of the exact time-ordering that is so crucid to full
assessment of any UFO event, the intriguing observations and events & or near Lakenheath subsequent to the 22552
dert from Bentwaters.

Non-chronological Summary of Lakenheath Sightings, 22557-0330Z

A. Visual observations from ground. As noted two paragrgphs above, following the 22557 dert from GCA
Bentwaters, USAF ground observers a the Lakenhesth RAF Station observed a luminous object come in on a
southwesterly heading, stop, and then move off out of sight to the east. Subsequently, a an unspecified time, two
moving white lights were seen, and “ground observers stated one white light joined up with another and both
dissppeared in formation together” (recdl earlier radar observations of merging of targets seen by Bentwaters
GCA). No discernible features of these luminous sources were noted by ground observers, but both the observers
and radar operatars concurred in their report-description that “the objects (were) traveling at terrific speeds and then
stopping and changing course immediately.” In a passage of the origind Bluebook report which was for some
reason not included in the verson presented in the Condon Report, this concordance of radar and visua observetions
is underscored: “Thus two radar sets (i.e, Lakenhesth GCA and RATCC radars) and three ground observers report
subgtantidly same” Later in the origind Lakenheath report, this same concordance is reiterated: “the fact that radar
and ground visud observations were made on its rapid accderation and abrupt stops certainly lend credulance (Sic)
to the report.”

Since the dae of this incident coincides with the date of pesk frequency of the Perseid meteors, one might ask
whether any pat of the visud observations could have been due to Perseids The basic Lakenhegth report to
Bluebook notes that the ground observers reported “unusual amount of shooting stars in Sky,” indicating that the
araticaly moving light(s) were readily distinguishable from meteors. The report further remarks thereon that “the
objects seen were definitdly not shooting dars as there were no trails as are usud with such sghtings” Furthermore,
the stopping and course reversals are incompeatible with any such hypothesisin thefirst place.
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AFR200-2 dipulates that observer be asked to compare the UFO to the size of various familiar objects when
held a am’'s length (Item 1-B in the format). In answer to that item, he report sates: “One observer from ground
sated on first observation object was about size of golf bal. As object continued in flight it became a ‘pin point’.”
Even dlowing for the usua inaccuracies in such edtimates, this further rules out Perseids, since that shower yields
only meteors of quite low luminosity.

In summary of the ground-visuad observations, it gppears that three ground observers at Lakenheath saw a least
two luminous objects saw these over an extended though indefinite time period, saw them execute sharp course
changes, saw them remain motionless a least once, saw two objects merge into a single luminous object a one
juncture, and reported motions in genera accord with concurrent radar  observations. These ground-visud
observations, in themsdves, conditute scientificaly interesting UFO report-materid. Neither astronomica  nor
aeronautica  explanaions, nor any meteorologica-optical  explanations, match well those reported phenomena. One
could certainly wish for a far more complete and timefixed report on these visud observetions, but even the above
information suffices to sugget some unusud events The unusuaness will be seen to be even greaster on next
examining the ground-radar observations from Lakenheath. And even dronger interest emerges as we then turn, last
of dl, to the airborne-visud and airborne-radar observations made near Lakenhesth.

B. Ground-radar observations at Lakenheath. The GCA survellance radar a Lakenhesth is identified as a
CPN—4, while the RATCC ssrch radar was a CPS5 (as the non-com correctly recdled in his letter). Because the
report makes clear that these two sets were concurrently following the unknown targets, it is relevant to note that
they have different wavelengths, pulse repetition frequencies, and scantrates, which (for reasons that need not be
elaborated here) tends to rule out severd radar-anomady hypotheses (eg., interference echoes from a disant radar,
second-time-around  effects, AP). However, the reported maneuvers are so unlike any of those spurious effects that it
seems amost unnecessary to confront those possibilities here.

As with the ground-visua observations, so dso with these radar-report items, the AFR200-2 format limitations
plus the other typica deficiencies of repating of UFO events preclude recongruction in detail, and in time-order, of
al the rdlevant events. | get the impresson that the fird object seen visudly by ground observers was not radar-
tracked, dthough this is unclear from the report to Bluebook. One target whose motions were jointly followed both
on the CPS5 a the Radar Air Traffic Control Center and on the shorter-range, fagter-scanning CPN-4 at the
Lakenheath GCA unit was tracked “from 6 miles west to about 20 miles SW where target stopped and assumed a
dationary postion for five minutes. Target then assumed a heading northwesterly (I presume this was intended to
reed ‘northeesterly,” and the non-com o0 indicates in his recollective account of what gppears to be the same
maneuvers) into the Station and stopped two miles NW of Station. Lakenheath GCA reports three to four additiona
targets were doing the same maneuvers in the vicinity of the Station. Thus two radar sets and three ground observers
report substantialy same” (Note that the quoted item includes the full passage omitted from the Condon Report
version, and note that it seems to imply that this devious path with two periods of dtationary hovering was dso
reported by the visua observers. However, the latter is not entirely certain because of ambiguities in the structure of
the basic report as forced into the AFR200-2 format).

At some time, which context seems to imply as rather later in the night (the radar sightings went on until about
0330Z), “Lakenhesth Radar Air Traffic Control Center obsarved object 17 miles e of Station making shap
rectangular course of flight. This maneuver was not conducted by circular path but on right angles a speeds of
600-800 mph. Object would stop and start with amazing rapidity.” The report remarks that “..the controllers are
experienced and technica skills were used in atempts to determine just wha the objects were. When the target
would stop on the scope, the MTI was used. However, the target would ill appear on the scope” (The latter is
puzzling. MTI, Moving Target Indication, is a standard festure on search or survellance radars that diminaes
ground returns and returns from large buildings and other motionless objects.

This very curious feature of display of stationary modes while the MTI was on adds further strong argument to
the negation of any hypothess of anomaous propagation of ground-returns. It was as if the unidentified target,
while seeming to hover motionless, was actudly undergoing smdl-amplitude but high-speed jittering motion to
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yidd a scopedisplayed return despite the MTI. Since just such jittery motion has been reported in visud UFO
dghtings on many occasons, and since the coarse resolution of a PPl display would not permit radar-detection of
such motion if its amplitude were below, say, one or two hundred meters, this could conceivably account for the
persistence of the displayed return during the episodes of “gationary” hovering, despite use of MTI.)

The portion of the radar sghtings just described seems to have been vividly recollected by the retired USAF
non-com who first cdled this case to the atention of the Colorado group. Sometime after the initiad Bentwaters dert,
he had his men a the RATCC scanning dl avalable scopes, vaious scopes st a various ranges. He wrote that
“...one controller noticed a Hetionary target on the scopes about 20 to 25 miles southwest. This was unusud, as a
dationary target should have been eiminated unless it was moving a a speed of at least 40 to 45 knots. And yet we
could detect no movement a dl. We watched this target on dl the different scopes for severd minutes and | caled
the GCA Unit a (Lakenheath) to see if they had this target on their scope in the same geographica location. As we
watched, the dationary target started moving at a speed of 400 to 600 mph in a north- northeast direction until it
reeched a point about 20 miles north northwest of (Lakenheath). There was no dow gart or build-up to this speed —
it was congtant from the second it started to move until it stopped.” (This description, written 11 years after the
event, matches the 1956 intdligence report from the Lakenhesth USAF unit so wdl, even seeming to avoid the
typographica direction-error that the Lakenhesth TWX contained, that one can only assume that he was deeply
impressed by this whole incident. That, of course, is further indicated by the very fact that he wrote the Colorado
group about it in the first place) His letter (Condon Report, p. 249) adds that “the target made severa changesin
location, dways in a draight line, dways a about 600 mph and aways from a danding or dationary point to his
next stop a constant speed—no build-up in speed a al—these changes in location varied from 8 miles to 20 miles
in length—no set pattern at any time. Time spent stationary between movements also varied from 3 or 4 minutes to 5
or 6 minutes..” Because his account jibes so wel with the basic Bluebook file report in the severa particulars in
which it can be checked, the foregoing quotation from the letter as reproduced in the Condon Report stands as
meaningful indication of the highly unconventiond behavior of the unknown agrid target. Even dlowing for some
recollective uncertainties, the non-com’'s decription of the behavior of the unidentified radar target lies so far
beyond any meteorologica, astronomica, or dectronic explanation as to dand as one chdlenge to any suggestions
that UFO reports are of negligible scientific interest.

The non-com’s account indicates that they plotted the discontinuous stop-and-go movements of the target for
some tens of minutes before it was decided to scramble RAF interceptors to investigate. That third major aspect of
the Lakenhegth events must now be conddered. (The ddlay in scrambling interceptors is noteworthy in many Air
Forcerdated UFO incidents of the past 20 years. | beieve this reluctance stems from unwillingness to take action
lest the decison-meker be accused of teking serioudy a phenomenon which the Air Force officidly teats as non-
exigent.)

C. Airborne radar and visual sightings by Venom interceptor. An RAF jet interceptor, a Venom single-seat
subsonic arcraft equipped with an ar-intercept (Al) nose radar, was scrambled, according to the basc Bluebook
report, from Waterbeach RAF Station, which is located about 6 miles north of Cambridge, and some 20 miles SW of
Lakenheath. Precise time of the scramble does not appear in the report to Bluebook, but if we were to try to infer the
time from the non-com's recallective account, it would seem to have been somewhere near midnight. Both the non-
com's letter and the contemporary inteligence report make clear that Lakenheath radar had one of ther unidentified
targets on-scope as the Venom came in over the Station from Waterbeech. The TWX to Blue book dates: “The
arcreft flew over RAF Station Lakenhesth and was vectored toward a target on radar 6 miles eest of the field. Filot
advised he had a bright white light in sight and would investigate. At thirteen miles west (eest?) te reported loss of
target and white light.”

It desarves emphass that the foregoing quote clearly indicates that the UFO that the Venom fird tried to
intercept was being monitored via three didinct physica “sensing channels” It was being recorded by ground
radar, by airborne radar, and visually. Many scientists are entirdly unaware that Air Force files contain such UFO
caes, for this very interesting category has never been stressed in USAF discussions of its UFO records. Note, in

16



Science in Default

fact, the similarity to the 1957 RB-47 case (Case 1 above) in the evidently smultaneous loss of visud and arborne-
radar sgnd here. One wonders if ground radar adso logt it smultaneoudy with the Venom pilot's losing it, but, loss
of visud and arborneradar sgnd here One wonders if ground redar dso logt it Smultaneoudy with the Venom
pilot's losing it, but, as is so typicad of AFR200-2 reports, incomplete reporting precludes clarification. Nothing in
the Bluebook casefile on this incident suggests that anyone a Bluebook took any trouble to run down that point or
the many other resdud quedtions that are so panfully evident here. The file does, however, include a lengthy
digpatch from the then-current Blue book officer, Capt. G. T. Gregory, a dispaich that proposes a series of what |
mugt term whally irrdevant hypotheses about Perssid meteors with “ionized gases in their wake which may be
traced on radarscopes,” and inversons that “may cause interference between two radar dations some distance
goat” Such basicdly irrdevant remarks are dl too typica of Bluebook critique over the years. The file dso
incdudes a casediscussion by Dr. J A. Hynek, Bluebook consultant, who aso toys with the idea of possble radar
returns from meteor wake ionization. Not only are the radar frequencies here about two orders of megnitude too high
to aford even magind likdihood of meteor-wake returns, but there is absolutely no kinematic smilarity between
the reported UFO movements and the essentidly straight-line hypersonic movement of a meteor, to cite just a few of
the strong objections to any serious consideration of meteor hypotheses for the present UFO case. Hynek's
memorandum on the case mekes some suggedtions about the need for upgrading Bluebook operations, and then
closes with the remarks that “The Lakenheath report could conditute a source of embarrassment to the Air Force;
and should the facts, as so far reported, get into the public domain, it is not necessary to point out what excdlent use
the severd dozen UFO societies and other ‘publicity artists would make of such an incident. It is, therefore, of great
importance that further information on the technica aspects of the origind observetions be obtained, without loss of
time from the origind observers” That memo of October 17, 1956, is followed in the casefile by Capt. Gregory's
November 26, 1956 reply, in which he concludes that “our origind andyses of anomdous propagation and
agronimicad is (9¢) more or less correct”; and there the case invedigation seemed to end, a the same casudly
closed levd a which hundreds of past UFO casss have been closed out a& Bluebook with essentidly no red
scientific critique. | would say that it is exceedingly unfortunate that “the facts, as so far reported” did not get into
the public domain, dong with the facts on innumerable other Bluebook casefiles that should have long ago dartled
the scientific community just as much as they dartled me when | took the trouble to go to Bluebook and spend a
number of daysstudying those astonishing files.

Returning to the scientificaly fascinating account of the Venom pilot's attempt to make an ar-intercept on the
Lakenheath unidentified object, the origind report goes on to note that, after the pilot lost both visud and radar
sgnds, “RATCC vectored him to a target 10 miles east of Lakenheath and pilot advised target was on radar and he
was ‘locking on.” Although here we are given no informaion on the important point of whether he dso saw a
luminous object, as he got a radar lock-on, we definitdly have another instance of at least two-channel detection. The
concurrent detection of a single radar target by a ground radar and an arborne radar under conditions such as these,
where the target proves to be a highly maneuversble object (see below), caegoricdly rules out any conventiond
explanations involving, say, large ground gtructures and propagation anomdies. That MTI was being used on the
ground radar aso excludesthat, of course.

The next thing that happened was that the Venom suddenly lost radar lock-on as it neared the unknown target.
RATCC reported that “as the Venom passed the target on radar, the target began a tail chase of the friendly fighter.”
RATCC asked the Venom pilot to acknowledge this turn of events and he did, saying “he would try to circle and get
behind the target.” His attempts were unsuccessful, which the report to Bluebook describes only in the terse
comment, “RAlot advised he was unable to ‘shake the target off his tal and requested assstance” The non-com's
letter is more detailled and much more emphatic. He first remarks that the UFO’'s sudden evasive movement into tail
position was so swift that he missed it on his own scope, “but it was seen by the other controllers.” His letter then
goes on to note that the Venom pilot “tried everything — he dimbed, dived, circled, etc., but the UFO acted like it
was glued right behind him, dways the same digance, very close, but we adways had two diginct targets” Here
agan, note how the basc report is annoyingly incomplete. One is not told whether the pilot knew the UFO was
purstiing his Venom by virtue of some tal-radar warning device of type often used on fighters (none is dluded to),
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or because he could see a luminous object in pursuit. In order for him to “acknowledge’ the chase seems to require
one or the other deection-mode, yet the report falls to clarify this important point. However, the available
informetion does make quite clear that the pursuit was being observed on ground radar, and the non-com's
recollection puts the duration of the pursuit a perhaps 10 minutes before the pilot eected to return to his base. Very
significantly, the intelligence report from Lakenhesth to Bluebook quotes this first pilot as saying “clearest target |
have ever seen on radar,” which again diminates a number of hypotheses, and argues most cogently the scientific
significance of the whole episode.

The non-com recdled that, as the firs Venom returned to Waterbeach Aerodrome when fud ran low, the UFO
followed him a short distance and then stopped; that important detail is, however, not in the Bluebook report. A
second Venom was then scrambled, but, in the short time before a mafunction forced it to return to Waterbeach, no
intercepts were accomplished by that second pilot.

Discussion

The Bluebook report materid indicates that other radar unknowns were being observed at Lakenheeth until about
0330Z. Since the first radar unknowns appeared near Bentwaters a about 2130Z on 8/13/56, while the Lakenheath
events terminated near 0330Z on 8/14/56, the tota duration of this UFO episode was about six hours. The case
includes an impressive number of scientifically provocative features:

1. At leest three sgparate instances occurred in which one ground-radar unit, GCA Bentwaters tracked
some unidentified target for a number of tens of miles across its scope a oeeds in excess of Mach 3.
Since even today, 12 years later, no nation has disclosed military aircraft capable of flight a such speeds
(we may exclude the X15), and since that speed is much too low to fit any meteoric hypothesis, this first
feature (entirdly omitted from discusson in the Condon Report) is quite puzzling. However, Air Force
UFO files and other sources contain many such ingtances of nearly hypesonic speeds of radar-tracked
UFOs.

2. In one ingance, about a dozen low-speed (order of 100 mph) targets moved in loose formation led by
three cdosdy-spaced targets, the assemblage yidding consgtent returns over a path of aout 50 miles,
after which they merged into a sngle large target, remained motionless for some 10-15 minutes, and
then moved off-scope. Under the reported wind conditions, not even a highly contrived meteorological
explanation invoking anomaous propagaion and inversion layer waves would account for this sequence
observed a Bentwaters. The Condon Report omits al discussion of items 1) and 2), for reasons that |
find difficult to understand.

3. One of the fadt-track radar dightings at Bentwaters, at 22557, coincided with visua observations of some
very-high-speed luminous source seen by both a tower operator on the ground and by a pilot doft who
saw the light moving in a blur below his arcraft a 4000 ft dtitude. The radar-derived speed “as given as
2000-4000 mph. Again, meteors won't fit such speeds and dtitudes, and we may exclude aircraft for
sverd evident ressons, incduding disence of any thundering sonic boom that would surdy have been
reported if any near hypotheticd secret 1956-vintage hypersonic device were flying over Bentwaters at
less than 4000 ft that night.

4, Severd ground obsavers a Lakenhesth saw  luminous objects exhibiting non-bdlisic motions,
including dead stops and sharp course reversals.

5. In one indance, two luminous white objects merged into a sngle object, as seen from the ground a
Lakenheeth. This wholly unmeteoric and unaeronauticd phenomenon is actudly a not-uncommon
feature of UFO reports during the last two decades. For example, radar-tracked merging of two targets
that veered together sharply before joining up was reported over Kinchdoe AFB, Michigan, in a UFO

18



Science in Default

report that also appears in the Condon Report (p. 164), quite unreasonably eatributed therein to
“anomalous propagation.”

6. Two separate ground redars at Lakenheath, having rether different radar parameters, were concurrently
obsarving movements of one or more unknown targets over an extended period of time Seemingly
dationary hovering modes were repegtedly observed, and this despite use of MTI. Seemingly
“ingtantaneous’ accelerations from rest to speeds of order of Mach 1 were repeatedly observed. Such
motions cannot readily be explained in terms of any known arcraft flying then or now, and dso fall to fit
known dectronic or propagation anomdies. The Bluebook report gives the impresson (somewhat
ambiguoudy, however) tha some of these two-radar obsarvaions were coincident with ground-visua
observations.

7. In a least one ingance, the Bluebook report makes clear that an unidentified luminous target was seen
visudly from the ar by the pilot of an interceptor while getting Smultaneous radar returns from the
unknown with his nose radar concurrent with ground-radar detection of the same unknown. This is
scientificdly highly dgnificant, for it entails three separate detection-channes dl recording the unknown
object.

8 In a lesst one ingance, there was smultaneous radar disgppearance and visua disgppearance of the
UFO. This is &in to smilar events in other known UFO cases, yet is not easly explained in terms of
conventiond phenomena

9. Attempts of the interceptor to close on one target seen both on ground radar and on the interceptor’s nose
radar, led to a puzzling rapid interchange of roles as the unknown object moved into tail-position behind
the interceptor. While under continuing radar observation from the ground, with both arcraft and
unidentified object clearly displayed on the Lakenhesth ground redars, the pilot of the interceptor tried
unsuccessfully to bresk the tal chase over a time of some minutes. No ghost-return or multiple-scatter
hypothesis can explain such an event.

| believe that the cited sequence of extremdy baffling events, involving so many observers and so many didinct
obsarving channds, and exhibiting such unconventiond fegtures should have led to the mog intensve Air Force
inquiries. But | would have to say precisdly the same about dozens of other inexplicable Air Forcerdaied UFO
incidents reported to Bluebook since 1947. What the above illugtrative case shows dl too wdl is that highly unusua
events have been occurring under circumdances where any organization with even passing scientific curiosity
should have responded vigoroudy, yet the Air Force UFO program has repestedly exhibited just as little response as
| have noted in the above 1956 Lakenhesth incident. The Air Force UFO program, contrary to the impresson held
by most scientits here and aroad, has been an exceedingly superficd and generdly quite incompetent program.
Repeated suggestions from Air Force press offices, to the effect that “the best scientific tadents available to the U.S.
Air Force’ have been brought to bear on the UFO question are s0 far from the truth as to be dmost laughable, yet
those suggestions have served to midead the scientific community, here and &broad, into thinking that careful
investigations were yielding solid conclusions to the effect that the UFO problem was a nonsense problem. The Air
Force has given us dl the impresson that its UFO reports involved only misdentified phenomena of conventiona
sorts. That, | submit, is far from correct, and the Air Force has not responsibly discharged its obligations to the
public in conveying so grass a misimpression for twenty years. | charge incompetence, not congpiracy, let me stress.

The Condon Report, dthough disposed to suspicion that perhgps some sort of anomaous radar propagation
might be involved (I record here my objection tha the Condon Report exhibits repested ingances of
misunderstanding of the limits of anomalous propagation effects), does concede that Lakenheath is an unexplained
caxe. Indeed, the report ends its discusson with the quite curious admission that, in the Lakenhesth episode, “..the
probability that at least one genuine UFO wasinvolved appearsto befairly high.”

One could eesly become enmeshed in a semantic dispute over the meaning of the phrase, “one genuine UFO,”
0 | shdl smply assart that my own postion is that the Lakenheath case exemplifies a disturbingly large group of
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UFO reports in which the apparent degree of scientific inexplicability is so greet that, instead of being ignored and
laughed e, those cases should dl dong since 1947 have been drawing the atention of a large body of the world's
best scientigs. Had the latter occurred, we might now have some answvers, some clues to the red nature of the UFO
phenomena. But 22 years of inadequate UFO invedtigations have kept this stunning scientific problem out of sght
and under a very broad rug caled Project Bluebook, whose find termination on December 18, 1969 ought b mark
the end of an eraand the sart of anew one rdative to the UFO problem.

More specificdly, with cases like Lakenhesth and the 1957 RB-47 case and many others equaly puzzling that
are to be found within the Condon Report, | contest Condon’'s principa conclusion “that further extensive study of
UFOs probably cannot be judtified in the expectation that science will be advanced thereby.” And | contest the
endorsement of such a concluson by a pand of the Nationd Academy of Sciences, an endorsement hat appears to
be based upon essentidly zero independent scientific cross-checking of cese materid in the report. Findly, |
question the judgment of those Air Force scientific offices and agencies that have accepted so wesk a report. The
Lakenhegth case is just one example of the basis upon which | rest those objections. | am prepared to discuss many
more examples.

The Extraterrestrial Hypothesis

In this Lakenheeth UFO episode, we have evidence of some phenomena defying reedy explanation in terms of
present-day science and technology, some phenomena that incdude enough suggestion of intdligent control (tail-
chase incident here), or some broadly cybernetic equivalent thereof, that it is difficult for me to see any reasonable
dternative to the hypothesis that something in the naure of extraterrestrid devices engaged-in something in the
nature of surveillance lies a the heart of the UFO problem. That is the hypothesis that my own study of the UFO
problem leads me to regad as mos probable in tems of my present information. This is, like dl scientific
hypotheses, a working hypothesis to be accepted or rgected only on the basis of continuing invedtigation. Present
evidence surdly does not amount to incontrovertible proof of the extraterrestriad hypothesis What | find
scientificdly dismaying is that, while a large body of UFO evidence now seems to point in no other direction than
the extraterrestrid hypothesis, the profoundly important implications of that possbility are going unconsidered by
the scientific community because this entire problem has been imputed to be little more than a nonsense matter
unworthy of serious scientific atention. Those overtones have been generaled dmost entirdy by scientists and
others who have done essentidly no red invedigation of the problemarea in which they express such srong
opinions. Science is not supposed to proceed in that manner, and this AAAS Symposium should see an end to such
gpproaches to the UFO problem.

Put more briefly, doesn't a UFO case like Lakenhesth warrant more than a mere shrug of the shoulders from
sience?

Case 3. Haneda Air Force Base, Japan, August 5-6, 1952

Brief summary: USAF tower operators at Haneda AFB obsarved an unusudly bright bluish-white light to their NE,
derted the GCI radar unit a Shiroi, which then cdled for a scramble of an F94 interceptor after getting radar returns
in same generd area. GCI ground radar vectored the F94 to an orbiting unknown target, which the F94 picked up on
its arborne radar. The target then accderated out of the FO4's radar range after 90 seconds of pursuit that was
followed aso on the Shiroi GCI radar.

Introduction

The visud and radar Sghtings a Haneda AFB, Jgpan, on August 5-6, 1952, represent an example of a long
puzzling case, dill caried as an unidentified case by Project Bluebook, a my latest check, and chosen for andyss
in the Condon Report. In the latter, is putatively explained in terms of a combinaion of diffraction and mirage
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digortion of the dar Capdla, as far as the visud pats are concerned, while the radar portions are attributed to
anomalous propagation. | find very serious difficulties with those “explanations’ and regard them as typicd of a
number of raher cesudly advanced explanaions of longstanding UFO cases thet gppear in the Condon Report.
Because this case has been discussed in such books as those of Ruppelt, Keyhoe, and Hal, it is of particular interest
to caefully examine casedetals on it and then to examine the bass of the Condon Report's explanation of it, as
example of how the Condon Report disposed of old “classic cases.”

Haneda AFB, active during the Koreen War, lay about midway between centrad Tokyo and centrd Yokohama,
adjacent to Tokyo International Airport. The 1952 UFO incident began with visud sightings of a brilliant object in
the northeastern sky, as seen by two control tower operators going on duty a 2330 LST (dl times heresfter will be
LST). It will sarve brevity to introduce some coded name designations for these men and for severa officers
involved, since neither the Condon Report, nor my copies of the origind Bluebook casefile show names (excised
from latter copiesin accordance with Bluebook practice on non-release of witness namesin UFO cases):

Coded Designation Identification

Airman A One of two Haneda tower operators who first sighted light; rank was A/3c.
Airman B Second Haneda tower operator to first sight light; A/lc.

Lt. A Controller on duty at Shiroi GCI unit up to 2400, August 5; 1st Lt.

Lt. B Controller at Shiroi after 0000, August 6; 1st Lt.

Lt. P Pilot of scrambled F-94; 1st Lt.

Lt. R Radar officer in F-94; 1st Lt.

Shiroi GCl Station, manned by the 528th AC & W (Aircraft Control and Warning) Group, lay approximady 20
miles NE of Haneda (specificdly at 35 d@g. 49 N, 140 deg. 2 E) and had a CPS1 10-cm search radar plus a CPS
10-om haght-finding radar. Two other USAF facilities figure in the incident, Tachikawa AFB, lying just over 20
miles WNW of Haneda, and Johnson AFB, dmog 30 miles NW of Waneda The man radar incidents center over
the north extremity of Tokyo Bay, roughly midway from central Tokyo to Chiba acrossthe Bay.

The Bluebook casefile on this incident contains 25 pages and snce the incident predates promulgation of
AFR200-2, the drictures on timereporting, etc., are not here so bothersome as in the Lakenheath case of 1956,
discussed above. Neverthdess, the same kind of disturbing internd inconsistencies are present here as one finds in
most Bluebook case reports, in paticular, there is a bothersome variation in times given for specific events in
different portions of the casefile One of these, dressed in the Condon Report, will be discussed explicitly below;
but for the rest, | shdl use those times which appear to yidd the greatest over-al interna consstency. This will
introduce no serious erors, since the uncertainties are mostly only 1 or 2 minutes and, except for the cited instance,
do not dter any important implications regardless of which cited time is used. The overdl duraion of the visud and
radar sghtingsis about 50 minutes. The items of main interest occurred between 2330 and 0020, approximetely.

Although this case involves both visud and redar observaions of unidentified objects, careful examingtion does
not support the view that the same object was ever assuredly seen visudly and on radar a the same time, with the
posshle exception of the very first radar detection just after 2330. Thus it is not a “radar-visud” case, in the more
significant sense of concurrent two-channe obsarvations of an unknown object. This point will be discussed further
in Section 5.

Visual Observations

A. First visual detection. At 2330, Airmen A and B, while waking across the ramp a Haneda AFB to go on the
midnight shift a the airfidd control tower, noticed an “exceptionaly bright light” in their northeastern sky. They
went immediately to the control tower to dert two other on-duty controllers to it and to examine it more carefully
with the ad of the 7x50 binoculars avalable in the tower. The Bluebook casefile notes that the two controllers
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dready on tower-duty “had not previoudy noticed it because the operating load had been keeping ther attention
dsawhere”

B. Independent visual detection at Tachikawa AFB. About ten minutes later, according to the August 12, 1952, Air
Intelligence Information Report (IR-35-52) in the Bluebook casefile Haneda wes queried about an unusudly bright
light by controllers a Tachikawa AFB, 21 miles to ther WNW. IR-35-52 dates. “The control tower a Tachikawa
Air Force Base cdled Haneda tower a agpproximately 2350 to bring ther atention to a brilliant white light over
Tokyo Bay. The tower replied that it had been in view for some time and that it was being checked.”

This festure of the report is dgnificant in two respects 1) It indicates that the luminous source was of
aufficiently unusud brilliance to cause two separae groups of Air Force controllers a two airfields to respond
independently and to take dert-actions; and 2) More sgnificantly, the fact that the Tachikawa controllers saw the
source in a direction “over Tokyo Bay” implies a line-of-sight digtinctly south of east. From Tachikawa, even the
north end of the Bay lies to the ESE. Thus the intersection of the two lines of sight fell somewhere in the northern
haf of the Bay, it would agppear. As will be seen later, this is where the mogt significant parts of the radar tracking
occurred subsequently.

C. Direction, intensity, and configuration of the luminous source. IR-35-52 contains a signed statement by Air
man A, a sketch of the way the luminous source looked through 7-power binoculars, and summary comments by
Capt. Charles J. Malven, the FEAF intelligence officer preparing the report for transmission to Bluebook.

Airman A’s own datement gives the bearing of the source as NNE, Maven summary specifies only NE.
Presumably the witness gsatement is the more relidble, and it dso seems to be given a greater degree of precision,
whence a line-of-sght azimuth somewhere in the range of 25 to 35 deg. east of north appears to be involved in the
Haneda dghtings By contrest, the Tachikawa sghtingazimuth was in excess of 90 deg. from north, and probably
beyond 100 deg., considering the geography involved, apoint | shal return to later.

Sverd different items in the report indicate the high intensity of the source. Airman A’s sgned statement refers
to it as “the intense bright light over the Bay.” The annotated sketch spesks of “constant brilliance across the entire
aed’ of the (extended) source, and remarks on “the blinding effect from the brilliant light” Maven's summary even
points out that “Observers stated that their eyes would fatigue rapidly when they attempted to concentrate their
vison on the object,” and dsewhere spesks of “the brilliant blue-white light of the object.” Mot of these indications
of brightness are omitted from the Condon Report, yet bear on the Capella hypothesis in terms of which that Report
seeksto digpose of these visud sightings.

Airman A’s filed gatement includes the remark that “1 know it wasn't a dar, wesether baloon or Venus, because
| compared it with al three” This cals for two comments. First, Venus is referred to dsewhere in the casefile, but
this is certainly a matter of confuson, inasmuch as Venus had set that night before about 2000 LST. Since dsewhere
in the report reference is made to Venus lying in the East, and since the only noticegble celestia object in that sector
a that time would have been Jupiter, | would infer that where “Venus’ is cited in the casefile, one should reed
“Jupiter.” Jupiter would have risen near 2300, amost due esst, with apparent magnitude —2.0. Thus Airman A’s
assertion that the object was brighter than “Venus’ may probably be taken to imply something of the order of
magnitude —3.0 or brighter. Indeed, since it is most unlikdy that any observer would spesk of a —3.0 magnitude
source as “blinding” or “fatiguing” to look at, | would suggest that the actuad luminosity, a its periods of pesk vaue
(see beow) mugt have exceeded even magnitude —3 by a subgtantia margin.

Airman A’s dluson to the intendty as compared with a “weather baloon” refers to the comparisons (elaborated
below) with the light suspended from a pilot baloon released near the tower a 2100 that night and observed by the
tower controllers to scde the size and brightness. This is a very fortunate scading comparison, because the smdl
battery-operated lights long used in meteorologica practice have a known luminosity of about 1.5 candle Snce a
l-cande source a 1 kilometer yidds agpparent magnitude 0.8, inversesquare scding for the here known baloon
digance of 2000 feet (see below) implies an agpparent magnitude of about —0.5 for the baloon-light as viewed at
time of launch. Capt. Mdven's summary daes in discussing this quite hepful comparison, “The baloon's light
was dexcribed as extremey dim and yelow, when compared to the brilliant blue white light of the object.” Here
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agan, | bdieve one can safdy infer an goparent luminosity of the object well beyond Jupiter's —2.0. Thus, we have
here a number of compatible indications of apparent brightness well beyond that of any dtar, which will later be seen
to contradict explanations proposed in the Condon Report for the visua portions of the Haneda sightings.

Of further interest relative to any sellar source hypothesis are the descriptions of the configuration of the object
a seen with 7-power binoculars from the Haneda tower, and its gpproximate angular diameter. Fortunately, the
latter seems to have been adjudged in direct comparison with an object of determinate angular subtense that was in
view in the middle of the roughly 50-minute sighting. At 2400, a smal weether baloon was rdeased from a point at
a known distance of 200 ft from the control tower. Its diameter at release was approximately 24 inches. (IR-35-52
refers to it as a “celing bdloon,” but the cloud-cover data contained therein is such that no ceiling baloon would
have been cdled for. Furthermore, the specified baloon mass, 30 grams and diameter, 2 ft, are precisdy those of a
standard pilot baloon for upper-wind measurement. And findly, the time [2400 LST = 1500Z] was the standard
time for a pilot baloon run, back in that period) A bdloon of 2-ft diameter a 2000-ft range would subtend 1
milliradian, or just over 3 minutes of arc, and this was used by the tower observers to scale the gpparent angular
subtense of the luminous source. As IR-35-52 puts it: “Three of the operators indicated the size of the light, when
closest to the tower, was gpproximately the same as the smdl ceiling baloons (30 grams, gppearing 24 inches in
diameter) when launched from the weether dation, located a about 2000 ft from the tower. This would make the
Sze of the central light about 50 ft in diameter, when at the 10 miles distance tracked by GCl.... A lighted westher
baloon was launched at 2400 hours...” Thus, it would gppear that an gpparent angular subtense close to 3 minutes of
ac is a ressonably relidble edimate for the light as seen by naked eye from Haneda This is dmost twice the average
resolution-limit of the human eye, quite large enough to match the reported impressons that it had discernible
extent, i.e., was not merely apoint source.

But the latter is very much more clearly speled out, in any event, for IR-35-52 gives a farly detailed description
of the object’'s appearance through 7Zpower binoculars. It is to be noted that, if the naked-eye diameter were about 3
minutes, its gpparent subtense when viewed through 7X-binoculars would be about 20 minutes, or two-thirds the
neked-eye angular diameter of the full moon — quite large enough to permit recognition of the finer detals cited in
IR-35-52, as follows “The light was described as circular in shape with brilliance appearing to be condant across
the face. The light appeared to be a portion of a large round dark shape which was about four times the diameter of
the light. When the object was close enough for details to be seen, a smdler, less brilliant light could be seen at the
lower left hand edge, with two or three more dim lights running in a curved line dong the rest of the lower edge of
the dark shagpe. Only the lower portion of the darker shape could be determined, due to the lighter sky which was
believed to have blended with the upper side of the object. No rotation was noticed. No sound was heard.”

Keeping in mind tha those deals are, in effect, described for an image corresponding in gpparent angular size
to over hdf a lunar diameter, tie detail is by no means beyond the indiscernible limit. The sketch included with IR-
35-52 matches the foregoing description, indicating a centra disc of “condant brilliance across entire area (not due
to a point source of light)” an annular dark area of overdl diameter 3-4 times that of the centrd luminary, and
having four didtinct lights on the lower periphery, “light a lower left, smal and fairly bright, other lights dimmer
and posshly smaler.” Findly, supportive comment thereon is contained in the sgned datement of Airman A. He
comments. “After we got in the tower | darted looking a it with binoculars, which made the object much clearer.
Around the bright white light in the middle, there was a darker object which stood out againg the sky, having little
white lights dong the outer edge, and a glare around the whole thing.”

All of these configurational details, like the indications of a quite un-gtarlike brilliance, will be seen bdow to be
amog entirdly unexplainable on the Capella hypothesis with which the Condon Report seeks to sdtle the Haneda
visud dghtings. Further questions ultimatdly arise from examination of reported gpparent motions of the luminous
source, which will be considered next.

D. Reported descriptions of apparent motions of the luminous source. Here we meet the single most important
ambiguity in the Haneda casefile though the weight of the evidence indicates that the luminous object exhibited
definite movements. The ambiguity arises chiefly from the way Capt. Mdven summarized the matter in his IR-35
52 report a week after the incident; “The object faded twice to the East, then returned. Observers were uncertain
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whether disgppearance was due to a dimming of the lights, rotation of object, or to the object moving away a terrific
Soeed, since a times of fading the object was difficult to follow closdy, except as a smdl light. Observers did agree
that when close, the object did appesar.

In contrast to the above form in which Maven summarized the reported motions, the way Airman A described
them in his own datement seems to refer to diginct motions, including transverse components. “lI watched it
disappear twice through the glasses. It seemed to travel to the East and gaining dtitude a a very fast speed, much
faster than any jet. Every time it disappeared it returned again, except for the last time when the jets were around. It
seemed to know they were there. As for an edimate of the sze of the object — | couldn't even guess” Recdling
that esewhere in that same sgned statement this tower controller had given the observed direction to the object as
NNE, his specification that the object “seemed to travel to the East” seems quite clearly to imply a non radia
motion, since, if only an impression of the later were involved, one would presume he would have spoken of it in
some such terms as “climbing out rapidly to the NNE” Since greater weight is presumably to be placed on direct-
witness testimony than on another’'s summary thereof, it appears necessary to assume that not mere radid recesson
but also transverse components of recession. upwards and towards the East, were observed.

That the luminous source varied substantialy in angular subtense is made very clear a several points in the case
file One passge dready cited discusses the “size of the light, when closest to the tower...,” while, by contrat,
another says that: “At the grestest distance, the sze of the light appesared dightly larger than Venus, gpproximately
due Eagt of Haneda, and dightly brighter.” (For “Venus' read “Jupiter” as noted above. Jupiter was then near
quadrature with angular diameter of around 40 seconds of arc. Since the naked eye is a poor judge of comparative
angular diameters that far below the resolution limit, little more can safdy be read into that statement than the
concluson that the object's luminous disc diminished quite noticesbly and its apparent brightness fell to a leve
comparable to or a bit greater than Jupiter’s when a greatest perceived distance. By virtue of the latter, it should be
noted, one has ancther bads for concluding that when a pesk brilliance it must have been condderably brighter than
Jupiter’'s—2.0, aconclusion aready reached by other arguments above.

In addition to exhibiting what seems to imply recession, eastward motion, and climb to disappearance, the source
adso dissppeared for a leest one other period far too long to be attributed to any <cintillation or other such
meteorological optical effect: “When we were about haf way across the ramp (Airmen A dated), it dissppeared for
the firgt time and returned to approximatdly the same spot about 15 seconds later.” There were scattered clouds over
Haneda a around 15-16,000 ft, and a very few isolated clouds lower down, yet it was full moon that night and, if
patches of clouds had drifted very near the controllers line-of-sight to the object, they could be expected to have
seen the clouds. (The upper deck was evidently thin, for Capt. Maven notes in his report that “The F94 crew
reported exceptiona vishility and dated that the upper cloud layer did not appreciably affect the brilliancy of the
moonlight.”) A thin cloud interposed between obsarver and a digtant luminous source would yied an impresson of
dimming and enhanced effective angular diamete, not dimming and reduced apparent size, as reported here |
believe the described “disappearances’ cannot, in view of these severa congderations, reasonably be attributed to
cloud effects.

| have now summarized the essentid festures of the Haneda repat deding with just the visuad observetions of
some bright luminous source that initiated the dert and that led to the ground-radar and ar borneradar observations
yet to be described. Before turning to those, which comprise, in fact, the more sSgnificant portion of the over-dl
Sghting, it will be best to turn next to a critique of the Blue book and the Condon Report attempts to give an
explanation of the visua portions of the sighting.

Bluebook Critique of the Visual Sightings

In IR-35-52. Capt, Malven offers only one hypothesis, and that in only passing manner: He speculates briefly on
whether “reflections off the water (of the Bay, | presume) were..sufficient to form secondary reflections off the
lower clouds” and by the latter he refers to “isolated patches of thin clouds reported by the F94 crew as being &
gpproximately 4000 feet..” He adds that “these clouds were not reported to be visble by the control tower
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personnel,” which, in view of the 60-mile vishility cited dsewhere in the casefile and in view of the full moon then
near the locd meridian, suggests that those lower clouds must have been exceedingly widdy scatered to escape
detection by the controllers.

What Maven seems to offer there, as an hypothesis for the observed visud source, is cloud-reflection of
moonlight — and in manner al too typicd of many other curious physicad explanaions one finds scattered through
Bluebook casefiles, he brings in a consderation that reveds lack of appreciaion of what is centra to the issue If he
wants to tak about cloud-reflected moonlight, why render a poor argument even weeker by invoking not direct
moonlight but moonlight secondarily reflected off the surface of Tokyo Bay? Without even consdering further that
odd twist in his tentaive hypothesis, it is sufficient to note that even direct moonlight striking a patch of cloud is not
“reflected” in any ordinary sense of that term. It is scattered from the cloud droplets and thereby serves not to create
any image of a discrete light source of blinding intensity that fatigues observers eyes and does the other things
reported by the Haneda observers, but rether serves merdly to pady illuminate a passing peatch of cloud materid. A
very poor hypothesis.

Malven drops that hypothesis without putting any red sress on it (with judgment that is not aways found where
equaly absurd “explanations’ have been advanced in innumerable other Bluebook casefiles by reporting officers or
by Bluebook saff members). He does add that there was some thunderstorm activity reported that night off to the
northwest of Tokyo, but mentions that there was no reported eectricd ectivity therein. Since the direction is
opposite to the line of dght and since the reported visuad phenomena bear no rdaion to lightning effects, this carried
the matter no further, and the report drops that point there.

Finaly, Maven mentions very casudly an idea that | have encountered repeatedly in Bluebook files yet nowhere
édse in my dudies of amospheric physics, namely, “reflections off ionized portions of the atmosphere” He dtates:
“Although many sightings might be attributed to visud and eectrica reflections off ionized areas in the amosphere,
the near-perfect vighility on the night of the sghting, together with the circular orbit of the object would tend to
disprove this theory.” Evidently he regjects the “ionized areas’ hypothesis on the ground that presence of such areas
is probably ruled out in view of the unusualy good vishility reported that night. | trust that, for most readers of this
discusson, | would only be beaboring the obvious to remark that Bluebook mythology about radar and visud
“reflections’ off “ionized regions’ in the clear amosphere (which mythology | have recently managed to trace back
even to pre-1950 Air Force documents on UFO reports) has no known basis in fact, but is just one more of the dl
too numerous measures of how little scientific critique the Air Force has managed to bring to bear on its UFO
problems over the years.

Although the find Bluebook evaduation of this entire case, incduding the visud portions, was and is
“Unidentified,” indicating that none of the above was regarded as an adequate explanation of even the visud
features of the report, one cannot overlook extremely serious dficiencies in the basic reporting and the interrogetion
and follow-up here. This incident occurred in that period which my own studies leed me to describe as sort of a
highwater mark for Project Bluebook. Cept. Edward J Ruppet was then Bluebook Officer a Wright-Petterson
AFB, and both he and his superiors were then taking the UFO problem more serioudy than it was taken by USAF at
any other time in the past 22 years. Nether before nor after 1952-3 were there as many efforts made to assemble
caseinformation, to go out and actudly check in the fidd on sightings, etc. Yet it should be uncomfortably apparent
dready a this point in this discusson of the Haneda case that quite basic points were not run to ground and pinned
down. Ruppelt, in his B56 book, spesks of this Haneda case as if it were regarded as one of the most completely
reported cases they'd received as of mid-1952. He mentioned that his office sent a query to FEAF offices about a
few points of confuson, and that the replies came back with impressive promptness, etc. If one needed some
specific clue to the regrettably low scientific level of the operation of Bluebook even during this period of
comparatively energetic caseinvestigation, one can find it in study of the Haneda report. Even so Smple a matter as
checking whether Venus was actudly in the East was obvioudy left undone and numerous cross-questions and
followup queries on motions, angles, times, etc., not even thought of. That, | stress, is what any scientit who studies
the Bluebook files as | have done will find dl through 22 years of Air Force handling of the UFO problem.
Incompetence and superficidity — even a the 1952 highwater mark under Ruppelt’ s relatively vigorous [missing].
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And in the find paragraph discussng this case, the Condon Report merely rounds it off to: “In summary, it
appears that the most probable causes of this UFO report are an optica effect on a bright light source that produced
thevisud sghting...” (and goes on to aremark on the radar portions we have yet to examine here) .

There are some very serious difficulties with the more specific parts of the suggested explanation, and the
vagueness of the other partsis sufficiently self-evident to need little comment.

Firg, nothing in the literature of meteorologica optics discusses any diffraction-produced coronae with a dark
annular space extending out to three or four diameters of the centrd luminary, such as is podulated in the above
Condon Report explanation. The radid intendty pettern of a corona may be roughly described as a damped
oxillatory radid variaion of luminogty, with zero intensty minima (for the smple case of a monochromatic
luminary) a roughly equd intervas and no broad light-free annulus comparable to that described in detail by the
Haneda contrallers. Thus, lack of understanding of the nature of coronae is reveded a the outsst in atempting to fit
the Haneda observetions to such a phenomenon.

Second, droplets certainly do not have to be “spaced a regular intervas’ to yield a corona, and Minnaert's book
mekes no such suggestion, another meesure of misunderstanding of the meteorologica optics here concerned. Nor is
there any physcad mechanism operaing in clouds cgpable of yidding any such regular droplet spacing. Both
Minnaert and cloud physics are misunderstood in that passage.

Third, one quickly finds, by some trid cdculations, usng the familiar optica reation (Exner equetion) for the
radia postions of the minima of the classicd corona pattern, that the cited dop diameter of 0.2 mm = 200 microns
was obtained in the Condon Report by back-caculating from a tacit requirement that the firg-order minimum lay
cdose to 3 milliradians, for these are the vdues that satify the Exner equation for an assumed waveength of about
05 microns for vigble light. This discloses even more thorough misunderstanding of corona optics, for that first-
order minimum marks not some outer edge of a broad dark annulus as described and sketched by the Haneda tower
operators, but the outer edge of the innermogt annulus of high intendty of diffracted light. This dearly identifies
basic misunderstanding of the matters at hand.

Fourth, the judt-cited computetion yielded a droplet diameter of 200 microns, which is o large as to be found
only in drizzling or raining clouds and never in thin scatered clouds of the sort here reported, clouds that scarcely
attenuated the full moon’s light. That is, the suggestion that “patches of fog or mist” collected under an hypothesized
inverson could grow droplets of that large size is meteorologicaly out of the question. If isolated patches of clouds
interposed themsdves on an obsarver's line of sight to some distant luminary, under conditions of the sort prevailing
a Haneda that night, drop diameters down in the range of 10-20 microns would be the largest one could expect, and
the coronasize would be some 10 to 20 times greater than the 3 milliradians which was plugged into the Exner
equation in the above, b), and

Fifth, the vague suggedtion that “Raman brightening” or other “interference effects associated with propagation
within and near the top of an inverson” is involved here makes the same serious error that is made in atempted
optica explanations of other cases in the Condon Report. Here we are asked to consder thet light from Capdla,
whose dtitude was about 8 deg. aove the NE horizon (a vdue tha | confirm) near the time of the Haneda
observations, was subjected to Raman brightening or its equivdent; yet one of the drict requirements of dl such
interference effects is that the ray paths impinge on the inverson surface a grazing angles of incidence of only a
andl fraction of a degree No ground obsarver viewing Cegpdla a 8 deg. devation angle could possbly see
anything like Ramen brightening, for the pertinent angular limits would be exceeded by one or two orders of
megnitude. Added to this messure of misunderstanding of the optics of such interference phenomena in this
attempted explanation is the further difficulty that, for any such situation as is hypothesized in the Condon Report
explandtion, the observer's eye must be physicaly located a or directly under the index-discontinuity, which would
here mean up in the ar & the dtitude of the hypothesized inverson. But al of the Haneda observations were made
from the ground level. Negation of Raman brightening leaves one more serious gap in the Capela hypothess, since
its magnitude of 0.2 lies a a brightness level well below that of Jupiter, yet the Haneda observers seem b have been
comparing the object’ sluminosity to Jupiter’ s and finding it far brighter, not dimmer.
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Sixth, the Condon Report mentions the independent sighting from Tachikawa AFB, but fails to bring out that the
line of dght from that observing site (luminary described as lying over Tokyo Bay, as seen from Tachikawa) pointed
more than 45 deg. away from Capella, a circumstance fatdl to fitting the Capella hypothesis to both sightings. Jupiter
lay due East, not “over Tokyo Bay” from Tachikewa, and it had been rising in the eastern sky for many days, o it is,
in any event, unlikely to have suddenly triggered an independent response a& Tachikawa that night. And, conversdy,
the area intersection of the reported lines of sight from Haneda and Tachikawa fdls in just the North Bay area where
Shiroi GCI first got radar returns and where dl the subsequent radar activity waslocaized.

Seventh, nothing in the proffered explanaions in the Condon Report confronts the reported movements and
dissppearances of the luminous object that are described in the Bluebook casefile on Haneda |If, for the severd
reesons offered above, we conclude tha not only goparent radid motions, but dso laerd and dimbing motions
were observed, neither diffraction nor Raman effects can conceivably fit them.

Eighth, the overdl configuration as seen through 7X binoculars, paticularly with four smaler lights perceived
on the lower edge of the dark annulus, is not in any sense explained by the ideas quditatively advanced.

Ninth, the Condon Report puts emphasis on the point that, whereas Haneda and Tachikawa observers saw the
light, airmen a the Shiroi GCl ste went outside and looked in vain for the light when the plotted radar position
showed one or more targets to their south or south-southeest. This is correct. But we are quite familiar with both
highly directional and semi-directiond light sources on our own technological devices, o the falure to detect a light
from the Shiroi side does not very greatly strengthen the hypothesis hat Capdla was the luminary in the Haneda
visud dghtings. The same can be sad for lack of visud observations from the F94, which got only radar returns as
it closed onitstarget.

| believe that it is necessary to conclude that the “explanation” proposed in the Condon Report for the visud
portions of the Haneda case are dmost wholly unaccepteble And | remak that my andysis of many other
explanations in the Condon Report finds them to be about equaly wesk in ther levd of scientific argumentation.
We were supposed to get in the Condon Report a level of critique digtinctly better than that which had come from
Bluebook for many years, but much of the critique in that Report is little less tendentious and ill-based than that
which is o0 dismaying in 22 years of Air Force discussons of UFO cases. The above stands as only one illustration
of the point | make there; many more could be cited.

Next we must exami ne the radar aspects of the 8/5-6/52 Haneda case.

Radar Observations

Shortly after the initid visud dghting a Haneda, the tower controllers derted the Shiroi GCI radar unit (located
about 15 miles NE of centrd Tokyo), asking them to look for a target somewhere NE of Haneda a an dtitude which
they edtimated (obvioudy on week grounds) to be somewhere between 1500 and 5000 feet, both those figures
agopearing in the Bluebook casefile Both a CPS1 search radar and a CPS4 haght-finder radar were avalable a
Shirai, but only the first of those picked up the target, ground clutter interference precluding useful CPS4 returns.
The CPS1 radar was a 10-cm, 2-beam set with pesk power of 1 megawatt, PRF of 400/sec, antenna tilt 3 deg., and
scan-rate operated that night a 4 rpm. | find no indication that it was equipped with MTI, but this point is ot
certain.

It may help to keep the main sequence of events in better time order if | first put down the principd events that
bear on the radar sightings from ground and air, and the times a which these events occurred. In some ingtances a
1-2 minute range of times will be given because the casefile contains more than a single time for that event as
described in separate sections of the report. | indicate 0015-16 LST (dl times ill LST) as the time of firgt arborne
radar contact by the F-94, and disouss that matter in more detall later, since the Condon Report suggests a quite
different time.
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Time (LST) Event

2330 Tower controllers at Haneda see bright light to NE, call Shiroi GCI within a few minutes.

2330-45 Lt. A, Shiroi radar controller on evening watch, looks for returns, finds 3-4 stationary blips to NE of Haneda
on low beam of CPS-1.

2345 Lt. B comes on duty for midwatch at Shiroi; he and Lt. A discuss possible interceptor scramble.

2355 Lt. A calls Johnson AFB, asks for F-94 scramble. Fuel system trouble causes delay of 5-10 min.

0001 Lt. B has unknown in right orbit at varying speeds over north Tokyo Bay, 8 miles NE of Haneda. Loses
contact again.

0003-04 F-94 airborne out of Johnson AFB, Lt. P as pilot, Lt. R, radarman.

0009-10 Shiroi alerts F-94 to airborne target to its starboard as it heads down Tokyo Bay, and Lt. P visually identifies

target as C-54 in pattern to land at Haneda. Lt. B instructs Lt. P to begin search over north Bay area at flight
altitude of 5000 ft.

0012 Shiroi regains CPS-1 contact on unknown target in right orbit over same general area seen before, target
splits into three separate targets, and Lt. B vectors F-94 toward strongest of three returns.

0015-16 F-94 gets airborne radar contact on moving target at range and bearing close to vector information, has to do
hard starboard turn to keep onscope as target moves with acceleration across scope.

0017-18 After 90 seconds pursuit, with no lock-on achieved, target moves offscope at high speed; Shiroi GCI tracks
both unknown and F-94 into its ground clutter, where both are then lost in clutter.</td>

0033 Shiroi releases F94 from scramble-search

0040 F-94 visually spots another C-54, over Johnson.

0120 F-94 lands back at Johnson.

Thus the period 2330 on 8/5 through about 0018 on 8/6 is of present interest: Next, events in that period will be
examined in doser detall.

A. Initial attempts at radar detection from Shiroi GCI. When, a about 2335 or s0, Haneda requested Shiroi to
search the area of the bay to the NE of Haneda (SSW from Shiroi, roughly), Lt. A, then duty controller a Shiroi,
found his CPS4 giving too much ground clutter to be useful for the ratively low esimated heights Haneda had
suggested. Those heights are indicated as 1500-2000 ft in one portion of the casefile, though Airman A dsewhere
gave 5000 ft as his impresson of the height. Clearly, lack of knowledge of sze and dant ranges precluded any exact
egtimates from Haneda, but they offered the above-indicated impressions.

Trying both low and high beams on the CPS1 search radar, Lt. A did detect three or four blips “a a position 050
deg. bearing from Haneda, as reported by the tower, but no definite movement could be ascertained..” The report
gives no information on the range from Shiroi, nor inferred dtitude of those several blips, only the first of a
subgtantid  number of missng items of quite essentid information that were not followed up in any Bluebook
inquiries, as far as the casefile shows. No indication of the spacing of the severd targets is given either, o0 it is
difficult to decide whether to consider the above as an ingtance of “radar visud” concurrency or not. One summary
discusson in the Bluebook casefile so condrues it: “The radar was directed onto the target by visud observations
from the tower. So it can safely be assumed that both visua and radar contects involved the same object” By
contrast, the Condon Report takes the position that there were no radar observetions that ever matched the visua
observations. The latter view seems more judified than the former, dthough the issue is basicaly unresolvable. One
visud target won't, in any event, maich 34 radar targets, unless we invoke the point that later on the man radar
target solit up into three separate radar targets, and assume that at 2335, 34 unknown objects were arborne and
motionless, with only one of these luminous and visudly detectable from Haneda That is conceivable but involves
too strained assumptions to take very serioudy; so | conclude thet, even in this opening radar search, there was not
obvious correspondence between visud and radar unknowns. As we shdl see later on there was definitdy not
correspondence, and dso the F-94 crew never spotted a visud target. Thus, Haneda cannot be viewed as a case
involving the kind of “radar-visud” concurrency which does characterize many other important cases. Nonethdess,
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both the visua and the radar features, considered separately, are sufficiently unusud in the Haneda case to regard
them as mutualy supporting the view that inexplicable events were seen and tracked there that night.

One may ask why a radar-detected object was not seen visudly, and why a luminous object was not detected on
search radar; and no fully satisfactory answer lies & hand for either question. It can only be noted that there are
many other such cases in Bluebook files and that these questions stand as part of the substantid scientific puzzle that
centers around the UFO phenomena We know that light-sources can be turned off, and we do know that ECM
techniques can fool redars to a certan extent. Thus, we might do wel to maintan open minds when we come to
these questions that are so numerousin UFO case andyses.

B. F-94 scramble. When Lt. B came on duty a 2345, he was soon able, according to Capt. Maven's summary in
IR-35-52, “to make radar contact on the 50-mile high beam,” whereupon he and Lt. A contacted the ADCC flight
controller a Johnson AFB 35 miles to their west, requesting that an interceptor be scrambled to invedtigate the
source of the visuad and the radar Sghtings.

An F-94B of the 339th Fighter-Interceptor Squadron, piloted by Lt. P, with Lt. R operating the APG-33 air-
intercept radar, was scrambled, though a dday of over ten minutes intervened because of fud-system difficulties
during engine run-up. The records show the F-94 arborne a about 0003-04, and it then took about 10 minutes to
reech the Tokyo Bay area The APG-33 set was a 3cm (X-band) set with 50 KW power, and lock-on range of about
2500 yards, according to my information. The system had a Bscope, i.e, it displayed target range vs. azimuth. The
casefile notes that: “The APG-33 radar is checked before and &fter every misson and appeared to be working
normally.”

At 0009, Shiroi picked up a moving target near Haeneda and derted the F-94 crew, who had no difficulty
identifying it visudly as an Air Force C-54 in the Haneda pattern. The crew is quoted in the report as reporting
“exceptiond vighility.” Shiroi ingructed the F-94 to begin searching a 5000 ft dtitude as it got out over the Bay.
But before proceeding with events of that search, a GCl detection of a moving target a about 0001 must be
reviewed.

C. First GCI detection of orbiting object. Just before the F94 became arborne out of Johnson AFB, Lt. B picked
up the first definitely unusua moving target, a about 0000-01. His statement in the Bluebook casefile reads “At
the time of the scramble, | had what was believed to be the object in rader contect. The radar sighting indicated the
object to be due south of this station over Tokyo Bay and approximately eight (8) miles northeast of Haneda. The
target was in a right orbit moving a varying speeds. It was impossible to estimate speed due to he short distance
and times involved.” That passage is quoted in the Condon Report, but not the next, which comes from Maven's
summary and indicates that Lt. B only meant that it was impossble to edimate the target's speed with much
accurecy. The omitted passage is interesting, for it is one of a number of indications that anomaous propagation
(which isthe Condon Report's explanation for the radar sightings) is scarcely creditable:

An F-94 was scrambled to investigate. The object a this time had left the ground clutter and could be
tracked (on the CPS1) a vaying speeds in a right orbit. Although impossble to accurady estimate
speed, Lt. B gave a rough edimae of 100-150 knots, stopping, and hovering occasondly, and a
maximum speed during the second orbit (just before F-94 was vectored in) of possibly 250-300 knots.

A map accompanying IR-35-52 shows the plotted orbiting path of the unknown target. The orbit radius is
approximately 4 miles, centered just off the coast from the city of Funabashi, east of Tokyo. The orbiting path is
about hdf over land, haf over water. The map sketch, plus the file comments, imply tha GCl had good contacts
with the target only while it was moving out over the Bay. The ground-clutter pattern of the CPS1 is plotted on the
same map (and on other naps in the file), and it seems clear that the difficulty in tracking the target through the land
portion of the roughly circular orbit was tha most of that portion lay within the clutter area. The presumption is
strong that this set did not have MTI, which is unfortunate.

The circumference of the orbit of about 4mi radius would be about 25 miles Teking Lt. B's rough etimate of
100-150 knots in the first of the two circuits of this orbit (i.e, the one he detected at about 0001), a tota circuit-time
of perhaps 12-13 minutes is indicated. Although the bass for this time-etimae is quite rough, it matches
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reasonably well the fact that it was about 0012 when it had come around again, split up into three targets, and looped
onshore again with the F94 in pursuit thistime.

If the object executing the above orbits had been the luminous object being weatched from Haneda, it would have
swung back and forth across their ky through an azimuth range of about 30 deg. Since no such motion seems to
have been noted by the Haneda observers, | bdieve it must be concluded that the source they watched was distinct
from the one radar-tracked in orhit.

D. Second orbit and F-94 intercept attempt. The times given in Lt. B's account of this phase of the sighting do not
match those given by the pilot and radarman of the F94 in their signed statements in the file. Other accounts in the
file match those of the arcrew, but not the times in Lt. B's summary. This discrepancy (about 10-12 minutes) is
specificaly noted in Capt. Maven's IR-35-52 summary: “The ten minute difference in time between the statement
by Lt. B, 528th ACGW SQ, and that reported by other personnd concerned, is believed to be a typographica error,
snce the statement agrees on every other portion of the sighting” That Lt. B and the aircrew were describing one
and the same intercept seems beyond any doubt; and in view of Maven's quoted comment, | here use the times
recorded by the aircrew and accepted as the correct times in other parts of the casefile. Further comment on this will
be given below.

After completing the firgt of the two orbits partidly tracked by GClI Shiroi, the target came around again where it
was out of the CPS1 ground- clutter pettern, and Lt. B regained contact. Maven's summary comments on the next
developments as follows: “At 0012 the object reportedly broke into three smaler contacts, maintaining an interva of
about 1/4 miles with one contact remaining somewhat brighter. The F-94 was vectored on this object, reporting
wesk contact a 1500 and loss of contact a 0018. Within a few seconds, both the F-94 and the object entered the
ground dutter and were not seen again.”

The same portion of the incident is summarized in Lt. B’s account (with different times), with the F4 referred
to by its code-name “Sun Did 20" Immediady following the part of his account referring to the firg starboard
orbit in which he had plotted the target's movements, a around 0001, comes the following section: “Sun Did 20
was ordered to search the Tokyo Bay aea keeping a sharp lookout for any unusua occurrences. The object was
again sghted by radar & 0017 on a sarboard orbit in the same area as before. Sun Did 20 was vectored to the target.
He reported contact a 0025 and reported losing contact a 0028. Sun Did 20 followed the target into our radar
ground clutter area and we were unable to give Sun Did 20 further assigtance in re-establishing contact. Sun Did 20
again resumed his visud search of the area until 0014, reporting negative visua sghting on this object a any time”
If Maven's suggestion of typographica error is correct, the in-contact times in the foregoing should read 0015 and
0018, and presumably 0017 should be 0012. But regardiess of the precise times, the important point is hat Lt. B
vectored the F-94 into the target, contact was thereby achieved, and Lt. B followed the target and pursuing F-94
northeastward into his ground clutter. | stress this because, in the Condon Report, the matter of the different times
quoted is offered as the sole beds of a concluson tha ground radar and arborne radar were never following the
same target. This is so clearly inconsstent with the actua contents of the casefile that it is difficult to understand
the Report rationde.

Even more catain indication that the GCl radar was tracking target and F-94 in this crucid phase is given in the
accounts prepared and sgned by the pilot and his radarman. Here again we meet a code-designation, this time “Hi-
Jnx” which was the desgnaion for Shiroi GCl used in the ar-to-ground radio transmissons that night and hence
employed in these next two accounts. The F94 pilot, Lt. P states: “The object was reported to be in the Tokyo Bay
area in an orbit to the starboard a an estimated dtitude of 5,000 feet. | observed nothing of an unusud nature in this
areg, however, & 0016 when vectored by Hi-Jnx on a heading of 320 degrees, and directed to look for a bogie a
1100 o'clock, 4 miles, Lt. R made radar contact at 10 degrees port, 6000 yards. The pant moved rapidly from port
to starboard and disappeared from the scope. | had no visud contact with the target.”

And the dgned statement from the radarman, Lt. R, is equaly definite about these events “At 0015 Hi-Jdnx gave
us a vector of 320 degrees. Hi-Jnx had a definite radar echo and gave us the vector to intercept the unidentified
target. Hi-Jnx esimated the target to be a 11 o'clock to us a a range of 4 miles. At 0016 | picked up the radar
contact a 10 degress port, 10 degrees below a 6,000 yards. The target was rapidly moving from port to starboard
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and a ‘lock on' could not be accomplished. A turn to the starboard was indigated to intercept target which
disoppeared on scope in gpproximatedy 90 seconds. No visud contact was made with the unidentified target. We
continued our search over Tokyo Bay under Hi-Jinx control. At 0033 Hi-Jinx released us from scrambled mission...”

Of paticular importance is the very close agreement of the vectoring indructions given by Shiroi GCI to the
F-94 and the actud rddive postion a which they accomplished radar contact; GCl sad 4 miles range & the
arcraft's 11 o'clock postion, and they actudly got radar contact with the moving target a a 6000-yard range, 10
degrees to ther port. Nearly exact agreement, and thus incontrovertibly demondrating that ground-radar and
arborne radar were then looking a the same moving unknown target, despite the contrary suggestions mede in the
Condon Report. Had the Condon Report presented al of the information n the casefile, it would have been difficult
to maintain the curious position that is maintained al of the way to the fina concluson about these radar events in
the Condon Report’ s treatment of the Haneda case.

That the moving target, as seen by both gound and arborne radar was a digtinct target, though exhibiting radar
cross-section somewhat smaler than that typicd of mogt arcraft, is speled out in Maven's IR-35-52 summary:
“LtB, GCI Controller a the Shiroi GCl ste, has had consderable experience under dl conditions and thoroughly
understands the capabilities of the CPS1 radar. His statement was that the object was a bonafide moving target,
though somewhat wesker than that normaly obtained from a dngle jet fighter.” And, with reference to the arborne
radar contact, the same report sates, “Lt. R, F-94 radar operator, has had about seven years experience with
arborne radar equipment. He dates that the object was a bondfide target, and tha to his knowledge, there was
nothing within an aea of 15-20 miles that could give the radar echo.” It is exceedingly difficult to follow the
Condon Report in viewing such targets as due to anoma ous propagetion.

Not only were there no visud sightings of the orbiting target as viewed from the F94, but neither were there any
from the Shiroi dte, though Lt. B specificdly sent men out to watch as these events transpired. Also, as mentioned
edlier, it seems out of the quettion to equate any of the Haneda visud observations to the phase of the incident just
discussed. Had there been a bright light on the unknown object during the time it was in starboard orbit, the Haneda
obsarvers would admost certainly have reported those movements. To be sure, the casefile is incomplete in not
indicating how dosdy the Haneda observers were kept in touch as the GCl directed radar-intercept was being
caried out. But at least it is clear tha the Haneda tower controllers did not describe motions of the intensely bright
light that would fit the roughly circular starboard orbits of radius near four miles. Thus, we seem forced to conclude
gther that the target the F-94 pursued was a different one from that observed a Haneda (likely interpretation), or
that it was non-luminous during tha intercept (unlikely aternative, snce Haneda obsarvations did not have so large
aperiod of non-visihility of the source they had under observation 2330-0020).

Condon Report Critique of the Radar Sightings

The Bluebook casefile contains essentidly no discussion of the radar events, no suggestion of explanations in
terms of any dectronic or propagationa anomalies. The case was amply put in the “Unexplained” category back in
1952 and has remained in that category since then at Bluebook.

By contrast, the Condon Report regards the above radar events as atributable to anomaous propagation. Four
reasons are offered (p. 126) in support of that conclusion:

1. Thetendency for targetsto disappear and regppesr;

2. Thetendency for the target to bresk up into smaller targets;

3. Theapparent lack of correlation between the targets seen on the GCI and airborne radars,
4. Theradar invisibility of the target when visibility was“ exceptionally good.”

Each of these four points will now be considered.
First, the “tendency for the targets to disgppear and regppear” was primarily a matter of the orbiting target's
moving into and out of the ground-clutter pattern of the CPS1, as is clearly shown in the map that conditutes
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Enclosure #5 in the IR-35-52 report, which was a the disposd of the Colorado saff concerned with this case
Ground returns from AP (anomaous propagetion) may fade in and out as ducting intendties vary, but here we have
the case of a moving target disgppearing into and emerging from ground dutter, while executing a roughly circular
orbit some 4 miles in radius. | beieve it is sofe to assert tha nothing in the annads of anomalous propagation
matches such behavior. Nor could the Borden-Vickers hypothesis of “reflections’ off moving waves on inversons
fit this dtuation, since such waves would not propagete in orbits, but would, a best, advance with the direction and
soeed of the mean wind a the inverson. Furthermore, the indicated target speed in the find phases of the attempted
intercept was greater than that of the F-94, i.e, over 400 knots, far aove wind speeds prevailing that night, so this
could not in any event be squared with the (highly doubtful) Borden-Vickers hypothesis that was advanced years
ago to account for the 1952 Washington Nationa Airport UFO incidents.

Second, the breskup of the orbiting target into three separate targets cannot fairly be referred to as a “tendency
for the target to bresk up into smaler targets” That breskup event occurred in just one definite instance, and the
GCl controller chose to vector the F-94 onto the strongest of the resultant three targets. And when the F94 initiated
radar search in the specific area (11 o'dock a 4 miles) where that target was then moving, it immediately achieved
radar contact. For the Condon Report to gloss over such definite features of the report and merely dlude to dl of this
in language faintly suggedtive of AP seems objectionable.

Third, to build a cdam tha there was “gpparent lack of corrdlation between the targets seen on the GClI and
arborne radars’ on the sole bass of the mismatch of times lisged by Lt. B on the one hand and by the arcrew on the
other hand, to ignore the pecific datement by the inteligence officer filing IR-35-52 about this being a
typographica error on the pat of Lt. B, and, above dl, to ignore the obvioudy close correspondence between GCl
and arborne radar targeting thet led to the successful radar-intercept, and finaly to ignore Lt. B’s statement that the
F-94 “followed the target into our radar ground clutter,” dl amount to a highly danted assessment of case detals,
details not openly set out for the reader of the Condon Report to evauate for himsef. | bdieve that dl of the
materid | have here extracted from the Haneda case file fully contradicts the third of the Condon Report four
reasons for atributing the radar events to AP. | would suggest that it is precisgly the impressive correlation between
GCl and F-94 radar targeting on this non-visble, fast-moving object that congtitutes the most important festure of
thewhole casa.

Fourth, it is suggested that AP is somehow suspected because of “the radar invishility of the target when
vishility was ‘exceptiondly good.” This is simply unclear. The exceptiona vishility of the atmosphere that night
is not physicaly related to “radar invishbility” in any way, and | suspect this was intended to read “the invishility of
the radar target when vishility was exceptionally good.” As cited above, nether the Shiroi crew nor the F-94 crew
ever saw any vishle object to match their respective radar targets. Under some circumstances, such a Stuaion
would indeed be diagnosic of AP. But not here, where the radar target is moving a high speed around an orhit
many miles in diameter, occasiondly hovering motionless (see Mdven's account cited earlier), and changing speed
from 100-150 knots up to 250-300 knots, and finally accelerating to well above an F-94's 375-knot speed.

Thus, all four of the arguments offered in the Condon Report to support its caim that the Haneda radar events
were due to anomaous propagation must be rejected. Those arguments seem to me to be built up by a highly
sdective extraction of deals from the Bluebook casefile, by ignoring the limits of the kind of effects one can
expect from AP, and by using wording that so distorts key events in the incident as to give a vague impresson
where the facts of the case are redlly quite spedific.

It has, of course, taken more space to darify this Haneda case than the case is given in the Condon Report itsdf.
Unfortunately, this would aso prove true of the claification of some fifteen to twenty other UFO cases whose
“explanation” in the Condon Report contains, in my opinion, equaly objectionable features, equaly casud glossing
over of physca principles, of important quantitetive points. Equaly serious omissons of basc case informetion
mark many of those case discussons in the Condon Report. Here | have used Haneda only as an illudration of those
points, but | stress that it is by no means unique. The Condon Report confronted a disgppointingly smal sample of
the old “classc” cases, the long-puzzling cases that have kept the UFO question dive over the years, and those few
that it did confront it explained away by argumentation as unconvincing as thet which disposes of the Haneda AFB
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events in terms of diffraction of Capela and anomaous propagation. Scientificaly week argumentation is found in a
large fraction of the case andyses of the Condon Report, and dands as the principal reason why its conclusons
ought to be rejected.

Here are some other examples of UFO cases conddered explained in the Condon Report for which | would teke
drong exception to the argumentation presented and would regard as both unexplaned and of srong scientific
interest (page numbers in Condon Report are indicated): Flagstaff, Ariz., 5/20/50 (p. 245); Washington, D. C,
7/19/52 (p. 153); Belefontaine, O. 8/1/52 (p. 161); Gulf of Mexico, 12/6/52 (p. 148); Odessa, Wash.,, 12/10/52 (p.
140); Continenta Divide, N.M., 1/26/53 (p. 143); Seven Ides, Quebec, 6/29/54 (p. 139); Niagaa Fdls N.Y.,
7/25/57 (p. 145); Kirtland AFB, N.M., 11/4/57 (p. 141); Gulf of Mexico, 11/5/57 (p. 165); Peru, 12/30/66 (p. 280);
Holloman AFB, 3/2/67 (p. 150); Kincheloe AFB, 9/11/67 (p. 164); Vandenberg AFB, 10/6/67 (p. 353).

Case 4. Kirtland AFB, November 4, 1957

Brief summary: Two CAA control tower operators observe a lighted egg-shaped object descend to and cross
obliquely the runway area a Kirtland AFB (Albuquerque), hover near the ground for tens of seconds, then climb at
unprecedented speed into the overcast. On radar, it was then followed south some miles, where it orbited a number
of minutes before returning to the airfield to follow an Air Force aircraft outbound from Kirtland.

Introduction

This case, discussed in the Condon Report on p. 141, is an example of a UFO report which had lain in Bluebook
filesfor years, not known to anyone outside of Air Force circles.

Immediately upon reading it, | became quite curious about it; more candidly, | became quite suspicious about it.
For, as you will note on reading it for yoursdlf, it purports to explain an incident in terms of an hypothesis with some
glaringly improbable assumptions, and makes a key assertion that is hard to regard as factud. Let me quote from the
fira descriptive paragraph: “Observers in the CAA (now FAA) control tower saw an unidentified dark object with a
white light underneath, about the ‘shape of an automobile on end’, that crossed the field a about 1500 ft and circled
as if to come in for a landing on the EW runway. This unidentified object gppeared to reverse direction a low
dtitude, while out of sght of the observers behind some buildings, and climbed suddenly to about 200-300 ft.,
heading away from the fidd on a 120 deg. course. Then it went into a steep climb and disappeared into the
overcas.” The Condon Report next notes that; “The Air Force view is that this UFO was a smdl, powerful private
arcraft, flying without flight plan, that became confused and atempted a landing a the wrong arport. The pilot
appaently redized his error when he saw a brightly-lit restricted area, which was a the point where the object
reversed direction...”

The Report next remarks very briefly that the radar blip from this object was described by the operator as a
“perfectly norma aircraft return’, that the radar tract “showed no characterigtics that would have been beyond the
capabilities of the more powerful private arcraft avalable a the time” and the conclusion arived a in the Condon
Report, without further discussion, isthat; “ There seems to be no reason to doubt the accuracy of thisanalysis”

Some Suspect Features of the Condon Report’s Explanation

It seemed to me that there were severd reasons “to doubt the accuracy of this andysis” Firg, let me point out
that the first line or two of the account in the Condon Report contains information that the incident took place with
“light ran over the arfidd’, lae in the evening (22452305 MST), which | found to be correct, on checking
meteorological records. Thus the reader is asked to accept the picture of a pilot coming into an unfamiliar airfied a
night and under rain conditions, and doing a 180 deg. return & 0 low an dtitude that it could subsequently climb
suddenly to about 200-300 ft; and we are asked to accept the picture of this highly hazardous low-dltitude nighttime
turn being executed so sharply that it occurred “while out of sight of the obsarvers behind some buildings” Now
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these are not casua bystanders doing the observing, but CAA controllers in a tower designed and located to afford
full view of dl arcraft operations occurring in or near its arfield. Hence my reaction to dl of this was a reaction of
doubt. Pilots don't live too long who execute drange and dangerous maneuvers of the type implied in this
explanation. And CAA towers are not located in such a manner that “buildings’ obscure 0 large a block of arfidd
argpace asto permit aircraft to do 180 deg. turns while hidden from tower view behind them (at night, inarain!).

Search for the Principal Witnesses

The foregoing points put such strong a priori doubt upon the “private arcraft” explanation advanced in the
Condon Report that | began an independent check on this case, just as | have been checking severd dozen other
Condon Report cases in the months since publication of the report. Here, as in dl other cases in the Report, there are
no witness-names given to facilitate independent check, but by beginning my inquiries through the FAA, | soon got
in touch with the two CAA tower obsarvers, both of whom are ill with FAA, one in Oklahoma, one in Cdifornia
Concurrently, | initisted a number of inquiries concerning the exisence of any dtructures back in 1957 that could
have hidden an arcraft from tower view in the manner suggested by the Report. Wha | ultimatdy learned
condtitutes only one example of many that back up the statement | have been making recently to many professona
groups. The Nationd Academy of Sciences is going to be h a most avkward postion when the full picture of the
inadequacies of the Condon Report is recognized; for | believe it will become dl too obvious tha the Academy
placed itsweighty stamp on thisdismal report without even a semblance of rigorous checking of its contents.

The two tower contrallers, R. M. Kaser and E. G. Brink, with whom | have had a totd of five telephone
interviews in the course of daifying the case, explained to me that the object was s0 unlike an arcraft and exhibited
performance characteristics so unlike those of any arcraft flying then or now tha the “private arcraft” explanation
was quite amusing. Nether had heard of the Air Force explanation, neither had heard of the Condon Project
concurrence therein, and, most disturbing of dl, neither had ever heard of the Condon Project: No one on the
Condon Project ever contacted these two men! A hdf-million-dollar Project, a report filled with expensive trivia and
matters shedding essentidly no light on the heart of the UFO puzzle, and no project investigator even bothers to
hunt down the two key withesses in this case, s0 casually closed by easy acceptance of the Bluebook “aircraft’
explanation.

Falure to locate those two men as part of the invedtigation of this case is dl the more difficult to understand
because CAA tower operators involved as witnesses of a UFO incident were actudly on duty would seem to
condtitute just the type of witnesses one should most earnestly seek out in attempts to clarify the UFO puzzle. In
various sections of the Condon Report, witness-shortcomings (lack of experience, lack of familiarity with observing
things in the sky, basc lack of credibility, etc) are lamented, yet here, where the backgrounds of the witnesses and
the observing circumgtances are highly favorable to getting rdiable testimony, the Colorado group did not bother to
locate the witnesses. (This is not an isolated example. Even in cases which were conceded to be unexplained, such
as the June 23, 1955 Mohawk Airlines multiple-witness sighting near Utica, N.Y. [p. 143 in Report], or the Jackson,
Alabama, November 14, 1956 arline case, both conceded to be unexplained, | found on interviewing key witnesses
as pat of my cross-check on the Condon Report, that no one from Colorado had ever taked to the witnesses. In ill
other important ingtances, only a fraction of the available witnesses were queried in preparing the Condon Report.
Suggestions that the report was based on intensive investigatory work smply are not correct.)

Information Gained from Witness-Interviews

When | contected Kaser and Brink, they told me | was the firg person to query them on the case since their
interrogation by an Air Force captain from Colorado Springs, who had come to interview them a Kirtland just after
the incident. Subsequently, | secured the Bluebook casefile on this sighting, and ascertained that a Capt. Patrick O.
Shere, from Ent AFB did the interrogation on Nov. 8, 1957, just four days after the sighting.

The accounts | secured in 1969 from Kasxr and Brink matched impressively the information | found in Shere's
1957 report in the Bluebook casefile There were a few recollective discrepancies of distance or time estimates in
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the witness accounts given in 1969, as compared with their 1957 datements to the Air Force, but the agreements
were far more sgnificant than the smal number of mismatches.

In contrast to the somewhat vague impressons | gained (and other readers would surdy aso gain) from reading
the Condon Report version, hereiswhat isin the Bluebook casefile and what they told me directly.

The object came down in a rather steep dive a the east end of Runway 26, Ieft the flight line, crossed runways,
taxiways and unpaved areas & about a 30-degree angle, and proceeded southwestward towards the CAA tower a an
dtitude they edimated at a few tens of feet above ground. Quickly getting 7x binoculars on it, they established that
it had no wings tal, or fusdage, was dongaed in the verticd direction, and exhibited a somewha egg-shaped form
(KaCer). It appeared to be perhaps 15-20 ft in verticd dimension, about the sSze of an automobile on end, and had a
singlewhitelight in its base. Both men were emphatic in stressing to methatit in no way resembled an aircraft.

It came towards them until it reached a B58 service pad near the northeast corner of Area D (Drumhead Area, a
restricted area lying south of the EW runway & Kirtland). That spot lay about 3000 ft ENE of the tower, near an old
mechine-gun cdibration bunker ill present a Kirtland AFB. There it proceeded to stop completely, hover just
above ground in full view for a time tha Kaser edtimated a about 20 seconds, that Brink suggested to me was more
like a minute, and that the contemporary Air Force interrogation implied as being rather more than a minute. Next
they sad it started moving again, dill at very low dtitude, dill a& modest speed, until it again reeched the eastern
boundary of the fidd. At that point, the object climbed a an extremey rapid rate (which Kaser said wes far faster
than that of such modern jets asthe T-38).

The Bluebook report expresses the witness egtimate of the climb rate as 45,000 ft/min, which is dmost certainly
a too-literd converson from Mach 1. My phone-interview notes include a quote of Brink's statement to me tha,
“There was no doubt in my mind that no aircraft | knew of then, or ever operating since then, would compare with it.
“Both men were emphatic in dating to me that & no time was this object hidden by any buildings. |1 confirmed
through the Albuquerque FAA office that Area D has never had anything but chain-link fence around it, and that no
buildings other than scatered one-story metal buildings ever existed either indde or outsde Area D in that sector.
The bunker is only about 15-20 feet high, judging from my own recent observations and photos of it from the air.
The Bluebook interrogetion report contains no statements hinting that the object was ever hidden from view by any
sructures (dthough the Bluebook file contains the usua number of interndly incondstent and confusingly
presented details).

| asked both men whether they derted anyone else while the foregoing events were teking place. They both
indicated that the object was of such unprecedented nature that it wasn't until it shot up into the overcast that they
got on the phone to get the CAA Radar Approach Control (RAPCON) unit to look for a fast target to the eest. Kaser
recdled that a CPN-18 survelllance radar was in use & tha RAPCON unit a tha time, a pant confirmed to me in
subsequent  correspondence with the present chief of the Albuquerque Airport Traffic Control Tower, Mr. Robert L.
Behrens, who dso provided other hepful information. Unfortunately, no one who was in the Albuquerque/Kirtland
RAPCON uit in 1957 is now available, and the person whom Kaser thought was actualy on the CPN-18 that night
is now deceased. Thus | have only Kaser and Brink recollections of the radar-plotting of the unknown, plus the less
than precise information in the Nov. 6§ 1957 TWX to Bluebook. Capt. Shere did not, evidently, take the trouble to
secure any information from radar personnd.

As seen on the RAPCON CPN-18, the unknown target was dill moving in an easterly direction when the adert
cdl came from the tower. It then turned southward, and as Kaser recaled, moved south at very high speed, though
nothing is said about speed in the Kirtland TWX of Nov. 6, 1957. It proceeded a number of miles south towards the
vicinity of the Albuquerque Low Frequency Range Station, orbited there for a number of minutes, came back north
to near Kirtland, took up a trail postion about a haf-mile behind an Air Force G46 just then leaving Kirtland, and
moved off-scope with the G46. The Nov. 8, 1957 report from Commander, 34th Air Div. to ADC and to the Air
Technicd Inteligence Command dosed with the rather reasonable comment: “Sighting and descriptions conform to
no known criteria for identification of UFOs” The follow-up report of Nov. 13, 1957, prepared by Air Inteligence
personne from Ent AFB, contains a number of rdevant comments on the experience of the two witnesses (23 years
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of tower control work between them as of tha dae), and on ther intdligence, closing with the remarks “In the
opinion of the interviewer, both sources (witnesses) are consdered completely competent and reliable.”

Critique of the Evaluation in the Condon Report

The Kirtland AFB case is a rather good (though not isolated) instance of the genera point | fed obliged to make
on the basis of my continuing check of the Condon Report: In it we have not been given anything superior to the
generdly casud and often incompetent level of caseandyss that marked Bluebook’'s handling of the UFO problem
in past years.

In the Bluebook files, this case is carried as “Possible Aircraft”. Study of the 21-page casefile reveds that this is
based solely on passing comment made by Capt. Shere in closing his summary letter of November 8: “The opinion
of the preparing officer is that this object may possibly have been an unidentified aircraft, possbly confused by the
runways a Kirtland AFB. The reasons for this opinion are (a) The observers are considered competent and relisble
sources, and in the opinion of this interviewer actualy saw an object they could not dentify. (b) The UFO was
tracked on a radarscope by a competent operator. (¢) The object does not meet identification criteria for any other
phenomena.”

The stunning non sequitur of that fina concluson might serve as an epitome of 22 years of Air Force esponse to
unexplainable objects in our airgpace. But when one then turns to the Condon Report's anadysis and evduation, a
report that was identified to the public and the scientific community as the definitive sudy of UFOs, no vishble
improvement is found. Ignoring dmost everything of interest in the casefile except that a lighted arborne object
cane down neaxr Kirtland arfidd and left, the Condon Report covers this whole intriguing case in two short
paragraphs, cites the Air Force view, embdlishes it a hit by spesking of the logt arcraft as “powerful” (presumably
to account for its observed Mach 1 dimb-out) and suggesting that it was “flying without flight plan” (this explains
why it was wandering across runways and taxiways at night, in a rain, & an atitude d a few tens of feet), and the
report then closes off the case with a terse conclusion: “There seems to be no reason to doubt the accuracy of this
andyss.

Two telephone cdls to the two principd withesses would have confronted the Colorado investigators with
emphatic testimony, supporting the contents (though not the conclusions) of the Bluebook file, and that would have
rendered the suggested “powerful private arcraft’” explanation untenable. By not contecting the witnesses and by
overlooking most of the sdient features of the reported observations, this UFO report has been left safdy in the
“explained” category where Bluebook put it. One has here a sample of the low scientific levd of investigative and
evaduative work that will be so goparent to any who take the trouble to study carefully and thoroughly the Condon
Report on UFOs. AAAS members are urged to study it carefully for themselves and to decide whether it would be
stientificaly advisable to accept it as the find word on the 22-year-long puzzle of the UFO problem. | submit that it
ismogt inedvisable.



