
=22=

In itself, this last report, which describes a sighting of 15 to

20 seconds duration, contains insufficient information to come to any

conclusion. However, when put alongside the earlier report there is

the possibility of a relationship ~- could these be reports of the

same thing seen under differing conditions of illumination? We'll

never know positively but the suggestion is quite strong.

As far as Mrs. A's sighting is concerned, we have obtained

enough data from follow-up inquiry and on-site investigation to rule

out known airborne craft, meteorological, and astronomical phenomenon.

Yet the observations are sufficiently detailed to give us adequate

confidence that some sort of machine was present, behaving in a very

extraordinary way. Some parts of the object are similar to other

reports (the effervescent glow, the orange color on acceleration, the

very black "window" (which sounds like a block-body absorber)). Other
parts are unusual -- the UFO's prolate spheroidal shape and the

pattern (although seeing the pattern would require the observer to be

quite close). The original correspondence and data sheets on Mrs. A's

sighting run to over 40 pages. In correspondence and interviews over a

period of 8 months no substantial inconsistencies could be found. The

geometric data, particularly, are so intricately related that it is

most unlikely that the witness could have fabricated a story so well.

In addition, acquaintances made it clear that Mrs. A. is not prone to

story telling and that "she is too busy to dream up such a tale". Mr.

A, who returned from the fields that evening found the household still

considerably agitated four hours after the event. He said he had no

idea what it was his wife and children saw, but he obviously treated

the sighting seriously for he went to considerable trouble to comply with

a8 request to measure the sizes and locations of each building and tree


