4i# their speed had been so near that of a satellite in a vam"—." \

It appears obvious to me that Dr, Chant has, from the very
. first report of -the occurrence, assumed the objects were meteors
and reached his conclusions on the basiz of such an assumption,
He apparently felt that they must nocessarily have exceeded 5 mps
to have remained in flight, and has set his estimate of their speed
in excess of orbital spoed in order to fit his bellef that the
objects were in fact meteors (i.e,, they did not fall to earth,
therefore they moved in excess of orbital cpeed). <

<Ky

j Chant's calculations of size, based on the evidence avail=
{ able, ranged from 123 £t minimim to 3000 ft maximm, le a ra

- to be too conservative about his own estimate ( “"at least fg1) £
1 but again seems to be baaing this on his assumption that meteors
are not much larger than 100 ft in diameter, §

How, if we take another look at the reports (and Chant has
presum‘biy included the best in his Eaper) and consider this cvent
without any preconceived idea that the bodies were meteors, diff-
-erent conclusions can be arrived at, such ass ‘

(a) the speed of the bodies was probably a little less than
5 mps, and Bhtis

(b) the bodiés may have ranged in size anywhere from 123' ft
to 3000 ft.

- These conclusions could lead to all gorts of ansibintiea )
including that the bodies were powered and controlled and ¢ y
able to remain in an orbital path at below orbital speed,

&3 : 1 don't want you to misunderstand me, Dr, !lillman, as I am
|" = not claiming these objects were spaceships, uhat I am suggesting
| is that the evidence does not clearly support the metcor explan
Y ation, and therefore we must rot state that they were meteorss
d Indee&, I think the evidence is clear enough to show that these
i “bodies were probably not meteors. - g

l

i

i This, of course, lehves us with the guestion, = whats then,

E ' were the In my personal opinion, there is a lack of evl ence. oz

e which to form any conclusion at al.’L, and that the cobjects must
therefore remain unidentified,’ As they were in fact flying, it’

1‘ seend reasonable to class them as unidentified flylng obLjectss

Pre Chant's analysis was, of course, made in 1913, but in'_
the 1light of present imowledge about unknown objects in our skies,
a review of this evont seeoms to be in oxder, ; T



