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the mystery of X-rays, shot out from earth and carrying
enough power to pass completely through an orbiting space

, satellite. The tremendously powerful rays first appeared, "
/ unheralded, late last October and continued. to split the skies ¢
with a series of rapid bursts until they finally disappeared on \
[

January First. Even though these rays penetrated orbiting (
NASA satellites, they did no apparent damage, according to
scientists who examined the strange event. The National y {
| Enquirer quoted MIT physics professor Dr. Walter Lewin as (
| saying: “I have no explanation for them. I find it | |
| / intriguing—just one more thing we don’t understand.” A :
| By RObe r t Ba r r OW British scientist, Dr. Peter Willmore of Birmingham Uni-

versity, says “seven of the X-ray bursts were observed over
the South Atlantic and South Pacific, but we've been unable
to definitely say what they are.” {
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By this time, so many articles have been written about
the rights and wrongs (mostly wrongs) of the report on
UFOs issued in secrecy by the Robertson Panel over two
decades ago, that one would tend to believe all has been
said about it.

Not true. While examining all the apparent or supposed
complexities of the CIA meeting in question, many
researchers have neglected the simple things, the basic
human inadequacies which graced the “study.”

Take the panel scientists, for example. As Dr. J. Allen
Hynek (former Air Force Chief UFO consultant and a
non-participantat the Robertson meetings)said in hisbook,
The UFO Experience (Regnery, 1972), “Science is not
always what scientists do.”

When the Robertson Panel convened by arrangement of
the CIA in 1953, science wasn’t what scientists did. And
now that much of the Panel’s report is available to private
UFO research, we know for sure that what the panel did
do was create a barrier that would prevent a sincere
official investigation of the anomaly for years to come.

Of course, looking at the situation in retrospect is easier
than confronting it at its inception. But since the CIA saw
fit to keep the report classified until recently, we never
had an alternative. A review of the matter is particularly
relevant since the Panel believed APRO and similar
organizations should be considered “subversive.”

The main points of the report have been discussed in
other publications—namely, the “education program,”
which provided for a crash training policy to “convince”

”  According to One - = "\
. Well-Known Scientist | .
‘Who Ought'to Know, =
“Science Is Not Always . .
What Scientists Do,”.as” .
One Panel’s Work Suggests

the public that UFOs are not real, etc., etc. My interest is
to dissect both the semantics and the finer points of this
discouraging 1953 document, keeping in mind that certain
parts are still being censored by the CIA. However, we
have to start somewhere, and it can only be assumed that
what has not been released is at least equally absurd to
what has been offerred so far.

The most striking and recurrent idea throughout the
text is the role-reversal and “cool” semantic conflict
between the scientists and the military’s evidence and
ideas. Whereas science is usually thought to be open-
minded and the military hard-nosed and unchangeable,
the positions here are in direct opposition. For example,
during a Thursday afternoon meeting in 1953, Brig. Gen.

~ William M. Garland joins the conference. He openly

suggests there should be greater use made of USAF
intelligence officers for follow-up investigations in the
field, and they should be kept thoroughly informed. Gen.
Garland adds that as many UFO reports as possible
should be declassified, and that some increase in staffing
for UFO report analysis was indicated (pps. 4-5)

Gen. Garland’s opinions seem to support the Air Force’s
early position of open-mindedness, while, on the other
hand, the Panel of scientists appear to ignore his sugges-
tions almost in total. .

The Panel’s negative view which, again, is opposed by a
fair military outlook, is also evidenced by a meeting where
Maj. (ret.) Dewey J. Fournet—possessing considerable
military experience as a Project Officer for the official
UFO investigation—is interviewed. Mr. Fournet showed
the panel, step by step, how he had eliminated various
“known” and “probable” causes of sightings, which re-
sulted in his belief that UFOs are of extra-terrestrial
origin (pps. 10-11). [ quote from the report:

“Fournet’s background as an aeronautical engineer and
technical intelligence officer (Project Officer,
BLUEBOOK, for 15 months) could not be slighted.”

Then the Panel, having acknowledged Mr. Fournet’s
credentials, sets out to destroy his credence by following
with a most inane, unscientific statement (italics are
mine):

“However, the panel could not accept any of the cases
sighted by him because they were raw, unevaluated
reports.” !

The word “however” has always been a great prelimi-
nary as an image-annihilator and is appropriately used
here. The comment that the Panel “could not accept any”
obviously serves as a dressed-up way of saying it would
not accept any reports. And why not? Because (another
word that sounds like a reason in itself) they were raw,
unevaluated reports. So why didn’t somebody get them
evaluated? That makes more sense than just rejecting the
evidence at the snap of a finger. The Panel chose to
dismiss Mr. Fournet with conjecture instead of investiga-



tion. What unscientific thinking, and how dangerous to
the national 'security that the whole conference was
supposed to deal with!

We see, therefore, that a most unfortunate error was
committed when the Panel of scientists refused to consider
some rather learned, detailed military opinions in 1953.
Even more regrettable was the scientists’ internal conflict
over who-knows-more-about-what.

On page 8 we read that “Foo Fighters” are under
discussion. And then the predicament emerges. To hell
with the UFO phenomenon itself, and instead the who-
knows-more syndrome takes over. Here, the report men-
tions two member scientists:

“Both Robertson and Alvares had been concerned in the
investigation of these phenomena, but David T. Griggs
(Professor of Geophysics at the University of California at
Los Angeles) is believed to have been the most know-
ledgeable person on this subject.”

Because Mr. Griggs “is believed to” be the best informed
on the phenomena, the concern of two apparently capable
scientists is instantly negated. The CIA report conve-
niently seems to place a lot of emphasis on charging one or
two scientists in several fields as experts and “the last
word” in their respective areas. But the lack of detail
given any of the points discussed is appalling.

A further example of who-knows-more is found later,
where two unexplained cases are under review. Each
involves the strange behavior of a cosmic ray counter
during a UFO incident (the first involves simultaneous
visual contact with UFOs). The second case was dismissed
by Panel Member Dr. Alvares:

“Circuit diagrams and records were available for the
latter, and Dr. Alvares was able quickly to point out that
the recorded data were undoubtedly due to instrumental
effects that would have been recognized as such by more
experienced observers.” (p. 19) .

In this section, the Panel is apparently so impressed
with Dr. Alvares’ conclusions on the second case, that they
dismiss both cases, including the first—which is alluded to
in the text but is not explained in any way despite the
mention of simultaneous visual-electronic contact. So,
quite hastily:

“The implication that radioactive effects were corre-
lated with unidentified flying objects in these two cases
was, therefore, rejected by the Panel.”

The reference to radioactivity shows the Panel’s concern
with national security in the Atomic Age. But, in essence,
the Panel is ignoring the sightings themselves.

Earlier, I mentioned the topsy-turvy attitude of science
vs the military during the meeting (closed vs open mind).
Rarely in all of UFO history since 1947 is this more
obvious than in the analysis of the famous Tremonton,
Utah film which shows a flight of several maneuvering
“somethings.”

Although the U.S. Navy Photo Interpretation Laborat-
ory performed an exhaustive 1000 man-hours of study of
some 1600 Kodachrome frames, the Navy’s findings are
dismissed as though they were the work of some elemen-
tary school science course.

The Navy technicians reported that the objects in the

film “were not birds, balloons or aircraft, were not

reflections because there was no blinking while passing

through 6C of arc’ and were, therefore, ‘self-luminous.’ ”
(p. 12)

Overwhelming evidence that something unusual was
photographed escaped the panel’s attention. Why? Notice:

"While the Panel Members were impressed by the
evident enthusiasm, industry and extent of effort of the P.

L. L. team, they could not accept the conclusions reached.”
(Italics are mine) '

The Panel gave several reasons for this decision, few of
which sound as if they received anywhere near the
consideration that the Navy Lab had accredited the Utah
film. The Panel admits there is a lack of data on the
appearance of birds and balloons in sunlight, yet is
perfectly willing to state “the apparent motions, sizes and
brightnesses of the objects were considered strongly to
suggest birds,” especially after viewing a movie of seagulls
in bright sunlight. (p. 12)

Later in the report, the Panel conceeds:

“In investigating significant cases (such as the Tremon-
ton, Utah, sighting) controlled experiments might be
required. An example would be the photographing of
‘pillow balloons’ at different distances under similar
weather conditions at the site.” (pps. 22-23)

The result of this action would be to supply the
government with a library of balloon films with which to
compare films of purported UFOs. The impact is obvious
(“Sec?” the government could say. “The object on your film
looks;just like a balloon on ours.” So it must be a balloon.).

In making reference to another famous film the Panel is
possibly uncertain of its own opinion, yet is also
headstrong on convincing the reader:

“Objects in the Great Falls case were believed to have
probably been aircraft . ..” (Italics mine) (p. 13)

The combination of words is shaky enough to cause
great doubt. “Believed to have” and “probably” just don’t
come across as a concrete, scientifically accurate finding!

The scientists also saw “no valid reason for the attempt
(by the Navy Lab) to relate the objects in the Tremonton
sighting to those in the Great Falls sighting.” (p. 13). Well,
why not? What was wrong with comparing them?
Wouldn't a comparison of the films have added, rather
than detracted, from scientific value?

Last, concerning the films, in section “j”, the Panel uses
a lack of knowledge about the Kodachrome film'’s sensitiv-
ity to light as a reason to reject the film out of hand.

At this point, we focus on a statement by Panel Member
Dr. Thornton Page, a UFO skeptic of long standing:

“Dr. Page noted that present astronomical knowledge of
the solar system makes the existence of intelligent beings
(as we know the term) elsewhere than on earth extremely
unlikely, and the concentration of their attention by any
controllable means confined to any one continent of the
earth quite preposterous.” (p. 11)

The logic of this opinion is self-explanatory, and further
comment would serve no purpose. I might take the liberty,
however, of just reiterating the last two words in the above
quote, as they do apply. “Quite preposterous.”

As a sidelight, it is interesting to note that one Panel
Member, Dr. Berkner, was present at only three of the
eight meetings. Aside from any conjecture of how this
lengthy absence could contribute positively to the Panel’s
work, imagine the final grade that one of the good Dr’s
students would get by attending only 37%% of his classes!

But, lest we forget, the eminence of the Robertson
Report was supposed to be national security. And no
matter how poorly the Panel came by its reasoning, UFOs-
did not exist. What did exist for them, as big as the
universe itself, was a security problem, and on this matter
they were vitally concerned. UFOs weren’t real, but, much
to their chargrin, UFO reports were all too real. The
elimination of the latter was their goal.

One certain statement, out of the entire report, real
caught my attention during my initial reading of the




Belgian sky phenomenon. Unidentified object plctured over Na-
-mur, Belgium, on June 5th, 1955 by Monsieur Francois Myldermans.

document. It is this statement that prompted me to write
this paper.

In 1953, a Panel of thinking individuals was either
incredibly aware of what it was doing or incredulously
naive. A captivating statement was made, dealing specifi-
cally with national security:

“The Panel noted that the general absence of Russian
propaganda based on a subject with so many obvious
possibilities for exploitation might indicate a possible
Russian official policy.” (p. 20)

Did the Panel give the absence of an official Russian
viewpoint much thought? Did they, 22 years ago, consider
that the Soviets might be having as much intrigue with
UFOs as we were? And as much investigation? And just
what is meant by a Russian official policy? I am willing to
believe that this subject recieved considerable scrutiny,
much more than the report indicates. It's just too incredi-
ble to believe the Russian viewpoint, potential or con-
firmed, was passed over and ignored as completely as the
UFO quesuon itself. :

If UFOs aren’t some type of machinery produced on

-earth, as it would seem to date, maybe that is just as well,

If they were, no one would have known it in 1953, when
enemy (equatable with “alien,” unfortunately) hardware
was judged real and existent only if it could be seen and
touched.

“The long delay in explaining a sighting tends t;o
eliminate any intelligence value,” states the Panel (p. 14).
With this opinion, the Panel gave official consent to'quick,
appallingly inaccurate, government UFO explanations for
the years head. This effectively squelched almost any

moves that might implement successful mtelllgence oper-

ations relating to UFOs.

One can only sigh and wonder what lies in the portlons'
of the report still kept under wraps by the CIA. But we can
all look ahead to a more responsible UFO mvestigat: -
conducted by the private researchers. Hopefully,:in the
interests of a meaningful UFO investigation, science will
be what scientists do. Forever and without fail.

MUY

(The author, Robert Barrow a field mvestzgator ¥
Aerial Phenomena Research Orgamzatzon of | ,Tué ’
Arizona, has been a UFO researcher since 1963. H‘e
presently teaches a non-credit UFO course at Onondaga
Community College, Syracuse, New York) ®
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Ledger, was a move by a Senator on the
Preparedness Committee to investigate
the whole UFO situation — particularly
the AF operations and the question of
censorship. (Some of the material in the
Lester articles was supplied by NICAP.)

As this bulletin goes to press, there
are reports that Senator Lyndon Johnson,
chairman of the Committee, may order
open hearings. NICAP is prepared to go
into any such hearings and prove the AF
withholding policy.

Even though hearings may not develop
immediately, we believe this subject will
break into the open in coming months.
We urge members to ask their Congress-
men’s support for such hearings.

SHIP’S MASTER SEES
OVAL-SHAPED UFO

On Oct. 7, Joseph Gwooz, Master of
the S.S. Nantucket, and several passen;
gers spotted an oval-shaped UFO which
first hovered over Nantucket Island,
Mass., then sped away. The Nantucket
Steamship Authority vessel was moving

out of the harbor when the sighting
occurred.
Mr. Gwooz, who had never before

seen a UFO, quoted from the ship’s log
in his report to NICAP:

“Time 1455 (2:55 pm, EDST). En-
trance Nantucket Channel, White out-
bound from Nantucket for Martha’s Vine-
yard, Woods Hole, and New Bedford,
sighted unknown object hovering in the
sky, estimated height 8,000 to 10,000
feet, at an angle of about 160°. Object
remained stationary for a minute or more,
then shot up and away to the N.E. and
disappeared out of sight at a rapid rate
of speed. Color of object grayish. Oval
shape.”

Included in his report was a sketch
of the object showing that the ratio of
the major axis to the minor axis was
about 2 1/2:1 (or approximately the
proportions of a football.) It.hovered
almost directly overhead before zooming
away.

Other UFO sightings were reported
from Penmsylvania and Connecticut on
October 5-6.

We shall be glad to have you send us
lists of interested friends. Or we can
send you NICAP membership forms and
literature to distribute to interested per-
sons,

Life Probable Through
Space, Says Panel

A farreaching belief that living
organisms exist in space, as well as on
planets, was recently made public by
prominent biologists at a symposium in
Washington, D. C. In a panel discussion
arranged by the Society for Industrial
Microbiology, scientists agreed that
some micro-organisms can survive in
outer space in spite of intense radiation
from the sun and other celestial bodies.

Such organisms, they said, may have
produced similar forms of life (including
our earth type) by their movement
through space to various planets. One
method of transportation, they added,
could be by meteors, which might have
carried — and may be still carrying —
living organisms to the earth.

It has been proved, said the panel,
that some spores survive long trips very
high in our atmosphere, though radiation
there is much higher than on the earth’s
surface.  Spores from Mexico, it was
said, have been discovered in Canada.

This theory, presented by the panel
to the Association for Advancement of
Science, should cause a new evaluation
of the suggestion that earth life ‘‘was
brought here.”” If living organisms can
be carried from one planet to another, it
would eliminate the frequent objection
that no two races could possibly evolve
similarly. If such organisms drifted, or
were otherwise transported between two
similar planets, then the chances of
almost identical life developing on the
‘‘receiving planet’’ would probably be
fairly good.

By no means does this panel’s theory
indicate that life throughout the uni-
verse would be the same. But it does
present a reasonable explanation of how
life like that on earth could exist else-
where.

National Security Council
Evades UFO Question

James H. Lay, Jr., Executive Secre-
tary of the National Security Council,
has twice refused to tell NICAP whether
the NSC has considered the UFO prob-
lem, though he denied that the Council
was connected with any policy decisions
on UFO information. Because of the
vital importance of the problem, and the
fact that the Central Intelligence Agency
is closely involved, it seems logical
that the National Security Council must
play a leading role in shaping policy,
also in summing up important develop-
ments for the White House.

MEMBERSHIP CARDS COMING

The 1959 NICAP membership cards
will be sent with the next publication
which goes by envelope mail. There
has been a delay caused by the neces-
sity to separate the names of paid mem
bers from the names of press and net-
work representatives, etc., who receive
NICAP publications but are not members,

RECENT SIGHTINGS

BULLETIN

A bright silver object arcing across
the sky over the Republi¢ of Panama o
January 23rd was tracked by United
States radar stations, according to a
report in the New York Times. The
object, which could not be identified,
was also reported seen by scores of
persons in the Canal Zone and else-
where. A similar object was observed
on January 8th in the same area.

As Mars reached opposition on Nov.
16, and during the weeks following,
speedy, highly maneuverable UFOs were

reported all across the country. The
objects, usually elliptical, sometimes
flew in formations of three or more. Two

definite patterns were established during
this period:

(1) glowing objects which separated
into two or more maneuverable parts.
(2) brilliantly lighted slower-moving
objects which gave off sparks or colorful
rays of light as they moved. As often
reported in the past, the UFOs frequently
departed upwards at high speed. A digest
of selected reports follows:

Nov. 12:  Dahlgren, Ill. Two men
driving near Dahlgren at about 6:30 pm
spotted three oval-shaped objects in V-
formation. Don M. Gorey first noticed
three brilliant lights hovering in the NE
sky. Alerting his companion, Gorey
rolled down the car window to make sure
the lights were not reflections. As the
men watched, the objects began moving
steadily toward the WNW. In view for
about 3 minutes, the objects showed a
slight orange coloration as they moved
out of sight in the distance. The three
objects, brighter and many times larger
than the brightest star, moved in a tight
formation.

Nov. 17: Gainesville, Fla. An orange
star-like UFO was reported in this area
between 11:15 and 11:30 pm. Two men,
Sid Robertson and Ray McKinney, told
police the object moved straight up and
disappeared.

Nov. 25: Old Saybrook, Conn. Some
40 oblong reddish objects were reported
at about 9:00 pm by a hotel caretaker,
Kenneth Loeffel. Moving from north to
south, the objects were scattered over a
wide area. They were brighter than stars
and one appeared to bel?a:ger than the
rest. After about 5 minutes the UFOs
disappeared into a cloudbank.

Nov. 29: Santa Cruz, Calif. Several
people reported sighting a silvery-white
elliptical object moving steadily, south-
east. As others gathered to watch, the
UFO climbed and separated into two
distinct discs which moved at high
speed. Finally one disc stopped, then
shot straight up our of sight, while the

other made a sharp turn and disappeared
to the west.

Nov. 30: Cleveland, Ohio. A former
Navy aircraft identification officer re-
ported sighting six to eight unidencifiable
objects moving in a crescentformationif
the southwest sky at about 7:40 pm-

(continued on page 3)
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March 2, 1953

I ORANDUM [F'OR MR. LAY

It seems to me that the enclosed IAC report on flying
saucers might be of interest to lr. C, D. Jacksone Its recommenda—
tions in paragraphs L-2 and b concern psychological matters, but
provide no assurance that anybody wi 1l do anything about them.

Tt is recommended that you request CIA to send a copy
to Mr. Jackson and that you route this copy to Mr. Cutler with a
note to the effect that a copy is being sent to Mr. Jacksone

Respectfully,

HUGH DJOTARLEY

DECLASSIFIED "y Y25
authority L1 (524 (in fovisw)
‘. Dz NEDATE . V/ilez Srinet

H .N b .N w - SEOURITY INFUMMATION
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Torcee belind the phencmens, ©o train personnel to recognize and reject
FYedse ipdicotions quickly end effectlvely, and to strengthen regulex
cheurels for the evaluation of and prowpt reacticn to true indications
ot naptile wm2asuvice.

/8/ Lloyd V. Bevkner
Aspeeisted Universities, Inc.

Je/ H. p. Robertson » Chaixmnen
Galiforaia Institute of Technology [8/ S. a. Goudsmit
Brookhaven Hsticnal Laboratories

faf _Luis ¥, Adverez

University of Californie ja/ Tnornton Page
Johns Hopkins Universley
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- . TAB B
\ Security Information
SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY PANEL ON

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJICTS

14 = 17 Jamary 1953

LVIDENCE PRESENTED

1, Seventy=five case histories of sightings 1951 - 1952 (melected by
ATIC as those best documented).

2. ATIC Status and Progress Reports of Frojest GRDUGE and Froject
BLUE BOOK (code names for ATIC study of subject).

3, Progress Reports of Project STCRK (cods name for Battelle Memorial
Institute contract work supporting ATIC).

Lo Sumnary Report of Sightings at Hollawan Adxr Force Base, New Maxdeo,

5, Report of USAF Resesch Certer, Cambridge, Mapa., Investigatiom of
"Oreen Froball® Fhenomema (Projoct TWINKLE).

6., Outlino of Investigation of U,F.0.'s Proposed by Eirtlend Adlr Farcs
Base (Projsct POUNCE),

7. Motion Piocturs Films of sightings at .?.goawol% Trah, 2 July 1952
and Great Falls, Montena, August 1950,

8., Summary Repact of 89 solested cases of eightinga of various S
categories (Formetions, Blinking Lights, Hovering, e%.). v m

, o

9. Draft of mamals ®Hou to Make a FLYOBRPI, prepared at ATIC, -

10, Chart Showing Plot of Geographiec Location of Unexpleined Sightings
4n tho Unitsd States during 1942.

11, Chaxt Showing Balloon launching Sites in the United States.

32, Charts Showing Salected Actusl Bsllcon Flight Paths and Relation
1w Repertoed Sightings.

13, Cherts Showing Frequenocy of Reports of Sightings, 1948 « 1952,
14, Charts Showlng Categories of Explanations of Sightings.

16, FKodauchrome Trunsparencies of Polyethylens Film Badloons in Bright
Sunlight Showing High Reflectivity,

3.E-C-RET"
Security. Information
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AT

17,
18,

19,

204

2l

S BrG~Rmi=T
Securlty. Information
TAB B

Motion pletwre of seagulls in tright sunlight abowing high reflectivity.
Intolligenss Reports Relating to U.S.S.R. Interest in U, S. Sightings.

Samples of Official USAP Reporting Forms and Coples of Pertinent
Aly Force, Army and Havy Orders Relabting to Subject.

Sample Polysthylene "Pillow® Balleson (54 inches square).

*Variations in Radsr Coverege?, JANP 101 (Msnual illustrating unususl
operating characteristics of Service radar).

Missellanacus official letters and foreign intelligense reporis
dealing with subjset,

Coeploe of popular published works dealing with subject (artieles
in pericdicals, newspapar clippings and books).

85 O-Re-ii-ip
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¥, Samie) Goudsmld
Dr. Thornton Pego

ASSOCTATE MEMBIRS

Dr. J. Allen Hynel:

1% Fraderick C, Durant

Y1 AV EES

Prig. Gen, Willian i, Carland

Dr. H, Marshall Cheduell

o Raiph L, Clnd

California Yuovivuio
of Tocehaoly oy

Univereity of
Califoenin

Aseoolated Unlveir-
sltles, Ing,

Exrcoldhaven Natlonnl
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Office of Repearch
Cperations, Johns
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Arthur D, Little,
Inc,

Cinanding Geueral,
HIG

Acy gteant Director,
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vapt, Dhwerd I, lappeld, USAF
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4 . Security Infocimatien

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY
WASHINGTON 25, D. C.

12 March 1953

Mr. James S. Lay

Executive Secretary

National Security Council

302-A Executive Office Building
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Lay:

Mr. Robert Amory, Jr., Assistant Deputy Director/Intelli-
gence, has asked me to forward to you for your information the
enclosed report "Report of the Scientific Panel on Unidentified
Flying Objects", dated January 17, 1953.

This report was prepared by a panel convened in January
1953 at the direction of the former Director of Central Intelli-
gence, General Walter B. Smith, with the concurrence of the
Intelligence Advisory Committee.

Copies are being transmitted to the Secretary of Defense;
the Director, Federal Civil Defense Administration; and the
Chairman, National Security Resources Board. S0 Ww

Sincerely yours, Q i’

[l N Do =

RICHARD D. DRAIN
Secretary
Intelligence Advisory Committee

o DECLASSIFIED g, ¢/2/W_
Tebe Authorhy Q07524 Ceon Lug
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From: To

u/ﬁiss Kempel (File)

NATIONAL SECURITY COQECIL
Routing S1i

nitial

Mr. Souers

Mr. Lay
Mr. Gleason

Mr. Farley

Mr. Coyne
k'/b’d;f/Johnso

Mr. Boggs

Miss Nicalo

Miss Holtzscheiter

Miss Chaffin

4

Comments: Dick Drain advises that this is
simply for our information. We of course

already have a copy, but Mr. Amory asked him
to send us one at t
one for &+f. Jacks
telephonic reques

in response to your

to Mr. Amory. ~_ D--qrs

ANy

same time he asked for’

>

Photocopied at the Eisenhower Library
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