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HEADQUARTERS

FOREIGN TECHNOLOGY DIVISION

AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND

UNITED STATES AIA FORCE

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE, OHIO

Froposed Reply

Bromma 12 Sweden

1. A delay in replying to your letter of 2 March 1964 was due to
the production of the photograph you submitted. We can assure

you that there is no evidence whatsoever of interplanetary space

vehicles visiting our planet. It is because of your scientific

attitude that Doctors Hynek end Menzel, as well as other agencies

communicate with you on the subject of unidentified flying objects.

2. If these objects are to be studied scientifically then only

cold HARD facts, such #5 photographs, material fragnents and so on

can accepted as evidence. All personal interpretations and opin-

ions are just that, and as such are not acceptable as fact.

TS and other space surveillance agencies are quite capable of

picking up meteors and do so frequently. Is it mt strange that

if flying ssucers were in existence that they would not also be

detected by this electronic equipment? Also, astronomers and astro-

sts for years h: been scanning end photographing the skys,

and magnifying portions that they wish to study many times over.

At no time has any evidence been detected which would show any evi-

dence of life in any form visiting earth from outside our own planet.

In regard to paragraph 2 of your letter. Sightings from close

ang?, such as you mentioned, sre interesting and undoubtedly the

witness or witnesses are reporting wnat they believe has happened.

Meny reports of close range sightings are in the AF files and the

2 cannot explain these reports. Again, these are reports

ople thought they saw. They are the opinions and inter-

ms of the observers.

43 to whether a sighting is a CLOSE RANGE sighting or not

snable. ‘There are many many Cases Of Star/Planet observa-

rted as close renge sightings. This point is made clear

case. This case is undoubtedly considered a

ange Sighting since he reported the object as attacking his



awtomobile and besieging the farmhouse with such hostility that

the local Sheriff was called in, and yet investigation showed

that without doubt the object was the planet Jupiter.

b. Your point of inference as to the reality of an unisnown

object is well taken. ‘The Air Force has never denied that these

objects are real and indeed they a real objects or phenomenon

that the observers have been uneb to identify or understand.

{ay I remind you that the burden of proof does not lie

Air Force or a serious investigator, such as yourself,

e that "Flying Saucers" do not exist. Proof that they do

+ lies with those who WISH them to exist. Until such eo
eone has proof that y do exist, flying saucers are and

be considered only as some phenomenon which we do not

tand or cannot explain on the data presented. Until such

as proof exists interplanetary space vehicles under intelli-

gent control cannot be accepted as a fact.

a. Again the point of distance and sizes, etc is relative and

the cuestion of close range, unless specifically measured, is an

opinion of the witness and may or may not be accurate.

e. ‘The report from Fritch, Texas is an illustration for the

of marks on the ground other than a so called flying saucer.

restate here t! in no case has any physical evidence of a

ie ever been estadlished.

Considering the “common characteristics” of cases which are

unidentified and thus suming a qualitive proof of the reality of

@n uncown flying object, would certainly not result in a con-

clusion of validity or reliability. Many of these "common char-

acteristics” of the so called flying saucers are present in cases

with firm evaluations of aircraft, balloons and Sters or Planets.

No positive eval ion of the photograph you sent to us can

ade without the negative.

It is possibie that the images are real, however, the spots

nt are similar tothose on other prints which have been

to either flaws in the negative, a flaw in the film

ision spots on the negative or poor photo processing.



b. In reading the reported situation during which the photo-

graph was taken several questionable points were raised.

(1) We do not wish to question the integrity of the boy
that took the picture. However, it is not probable that the Air

Ministry would hold a youth of 14 for questioning. If he were

questioned regarding the photograph, it would more likely have

occurred at the location where Ahe photograph was taken.

i 67 eM(2) The statement by a) eM ee cek was no fault
or tempering with the negative in no way offers an explanation

as to the cause of the printed images.

(3) Certainly neither the Air Ministry nor eny photographic
expert would offer ice particles as an explanation for the cause of

the images.

(4) Photographic experts viewed the negatives and could

find no fault or deception. Here again they offer no explanation

for these images merely stating that there is no fault or tampering

with the negative. How photographic “experts” would fail toaffer

one or more the possibile causes of images on this print is not

understandable, unless of course their statements are being quoted

out of context, with the possible/probable causes being omitted
and stating only that the negative showed no indication of "tampering".

6. ‘= appreciate your opinions and your interest in the United

States Air Force position regarding unidentified flying objects.

We are returning your photograph and three duplicate copies.

Sincerely,



ma 12

arch 2, 1964

Project Blue Book Information Officer

Hq USA® (SAF-OIPB)
The Pehtagon

Washington 25, DC
- information

Dear

5 for sending me your latest info

Upon reading them and upon reading ¢

I feel that I have ted lot of time

for % J¥O their reality and th

é i th scientific attitude

io not debates in wishful

very muchs

ive it

Vv % hard, cold scientific f
omers @ ists want, auantthative

ments, piotos f sta material oe ts

analysis ‘a 2 r "the eggshaped alidor
i whole ee The SPADAT

data,

ut

gi
a

anoevres,

arpx turn,

inin.e sound
anded

ent countcoleee v
ve reported ¢

an inference as to

stion of their igin may b
t ings of the "little fi
strengthen the hypothesis.

of the short



the 3also happen to an unkunown object in

reyort,no 14Spy the Ai? ighce
Aug.25, 1952 -

ve been inv$t
id serial %

A fewxclose-range

and marked UFO. Example

Checks excellently with atters, oval, oie
together...dull aluninun noeee sHioo th surf etc,... Loch Raven
Dam case, Oct 31 1958,"larse flat egg, car stoppage, burns"etc.

lish Gotland c » Aug 5, 1957, offers amazing details,
s0 well with foreign cases, There is

the close- x ange,“theksife— rp turn, tne tilting and the fluttering
seach, that made ripples on the calm sea surface and made the i

sway, the disc form, the upper part shining like stainless

a rotating, the cherry red light in the lower part, the
ned appearance, the soundlessness, after the first craft

i tical. Failing unfortunately to state all the

ils 1 submitted the case to prof. 1 in 1958. He thought it
licopter. In 1962 I wrote prof Hynek adout it, translating

le story. He said he was puzzled about it as was also the
e, to whom he turned over the case. You have the case.

iphe Sw

brief report.

ue completed report from the witnesses, a colonel

rechecked, the report. The only difference found

ts must have been on 4 much lower altitude than

itness. There were no planes up at taat time,
moonshine. The robust details rule out hel

valloons, mirages and how could an astronomer, if

nt at the event, claim meteors or planeta? Altitude and distance
bout 100 ao.

fense Staff at first got 4 ver

r

22.

(March 4, 1962)

1 enclosed Kindly return it to me upon scrutiny.
s out in the backyard of his |home, 12 Moor Crescen

England, witn two schoolmates. He wanted to

th an ordinary box camera. The boy

logxed d saw five Utes r objects. Alex rais
canera Later e film was developed, e a

aj was was shown school. Schoolteachers and parents
: 

: esh } itly Alex ana nis father

astry; /wnere was held for questioning for

White had the print and the negative examined

no fault or tamperi with them. Later on

the objects as beinz formation of ice-

smoke and a temperature inversion

© experts privately examined the

Bot as - I confess it is

i ticles, since

uyoucnea

photoeray

Find no aD or

im Lookadoo wrote me on July 50, 1962: "You su

eters attributed to UFOs be correlate ith theore

stics of space craft. Conclusions r i

t be any more reliable th:

But ell I want to bring out

from a list of aPact
the objects, he the Opes Ley of
flying object. Jld be left to the learned

I orfer



No Case (fLnformation Only) 4 March 1962
: Sheffield, England

REVIEW—var—April 1943......

th “hin ey
Brownlow, 12, and 16+ wear—old

Stuart Dixon. Under questioning the three

boys' stories showed no discrer

The Air Ministry opined

the res

Flying Saucer carr

taken in the Sheffield <

have been under studyby

inistry.

first information

does not tally in all par

he latest reports-

Review.


