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1l feel very grateful for your favor of giving me a r{:;:l-.f,
dated liarch 23rd, to my letter Lufi“uzwﬁl 2nd “JLur. 1 also acknowledge
3celpt 0of two photographic prints enclosed, cjrﬁ~ljﬂxf;5 your
lication of the photo I sent.

Caegarding your point 1l: I cid not want to burden you with
the Iull story of the Sheffield :—:';.ﬂhtin--' but it is on record
that tre voy, SN, - :lc for guestioning by the Air
rilnistry, lLondon. It was the _1_’ F._..Ju re "LJ.:.t tnat _N‘“d:’;f;ed ‘he trip
to London for the ©toy and hi ather in order to zhow the photo-

nll
story to t‘.r:-;: Alr bMinistry. inzt huppenea there

grapga and tell tae T

was told by the Yorikshire Post , the JJ,LLlPlﬂ fele, raph ancé sonme
London paper, froz waich a ‘::r'i_-f accocunt was transmitted to =
Swecdisn Dally. There is also & magazine, "The Flying Saucer leview",
Loncona, which tells the story.

Vi course, tiere 18 _also the comments to be had from the Air
hiinistry itself and its#lir P.H. (hite. According tc the Yorkshire
rost (llov 1, 1362) "a letter <Irom the Alr Ministry deucribes
unicentified flyingz objects seen over Sheffield last liarch as
probadbly reilected ice particles". i.arch 4 was overcast, with snow
and some sun and ice particles in the atmospkhee, it is pointed out.
" In the Shefrield area smoke and haze were present and, ;enerally,
cloud formations at various altitudes were many and varied. Pockets
of warn air rising from the city would have caused temperature
1nversions. Under these conditions, reflected and refracted lizht
can cause peculiar effects in the sky. It is possible that this
attractad the attention of Pr and his friends and that the prhoto-
grapa 18 0f effects of tnis kind., It is also a possibi lity that the
paotcz>22h of the flying ﬂhjﬂctﬁ 18 the result of an Llﬂszﬁﬂt
expesiair2, T0 sum up, the uﬂatﬂf aph can be explained in mundane
terms z=n. does not mean that uthq,itl-d unicentified objects must
nave o2en over LIklEL'l'iE:iri 1:.!7 che time 1t was taken".

‘nils w28 purported to be Hhe explanations of the Air linistry,
wnich, 1f interest subsists, uncoubtedly could £ive you their views

' = ey ey b= 4
il thig natter.
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Bromma 12 Sweden

1. A delay in replying to your letter of 2 March 1964 was due to |
the reproduction of the photograph you submitted. We can assure
you that there is no evidence whatsoever of interplanetary space
vehizles visiting our planet. It is because of your scientific
attitude that Doctors Hynek and Menzel, as well as other agencies
communicate with you on the subject or unidentifled {lying objects.

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

cold HARD facts, such =3 photographs, material fragments and so on
cen b= accepied a3 evidence. All personal interpretations and opin-
ions are Just that, and as such are not acceptable as fact.

SPADATS and other spzce survelllance agencies are quite capable of
pickinz up meteors and do so frequently. Is it ot strange that

i€ fying ssucers were In existence that they would not also be
detected by this electronic equipment? Also, astronomers and astro-
physicists for years have been scanning and photographing the skys,
and magnlfying portions that they wish to study many times over.

At no time has any evidsnce been detected which would show any evi-
dence of life in any form visiting earth from outside our own planet.

. 3. In regard to paragraph 2 of your letter. Sightings from close
rang=, such as you mentioned, sre interesting and undoubtedly the
witn2s3 or witnesses are reporting wnat they believe has happened.
Many reports of clos= range sightings are in the AF files and the
Air Force cannot explain these reports. Again, these are reports
of what p=ople thougat they saw. They are the opinions and inter-
pretations of the observers.

a. 23 to vhether a sighting is a CIOSE RANCE signting or not

i3 qu=s-isnable. 'Theras are many many cases of Star/Planet observa-
tions r=ported as close renge sightings. This point is made clear
in the “EHSE- This case is undoubtedly considered a

close rang=s sighting since he reported the object as attacking his




automobile 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 unitnown
object is well taken. The Air Force has never denlied that thes
objects are real and indesed they are real objects Or pnenomenon
that the observers have been unable to identifly or understand.

. May I remind you that the burdesn of proof does not lie
the Air Force or a serious investigator, such as yourselfl,

to prove that "Flying Saucers™ do not exlist. Proofl that they do

% 1ies with those who WISH them to exist. Until such time
as someone has proof that they do exist, flying saucers are and
should be considered only as some phenomenon wnich we do not
understand or cannot explain on the data presented. Until such
a tinme as proof exists inte*nlannt1 ry space vehicles under intellii-
gent control cannot be accepted as a fact.

d. Again the point of distance and sizes, etc is relative and
the cusstion 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
1se of marks on thz ground other than a so called flying saucer.
r T restate here tnat in no case has any physical evidence of a

anding ever been estaplished.
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4. Considering the "common characteristics” of cases which are
unidsnsified and thus assuming a qualitive proof of the reality of
an uncnown rlying objzct, 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 evalua
n

5. tion of the photograph jyou sent to us can
be made without the negat

a., 1t is possible that the images are real, however, ine sSpots
on th2 print are similar tothose on other prints wnich have been

uted tﬂ e‘the" Tlaws in tne neguti?P a flaw in the fllm

— s o ——




b. In reading the reported situation during whicn the photo-
graph was taken several cuestionable 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 the photograph was taken.

1% ﬁl N
(2) The statement by !-1):‘& H Wni g¥h2t the?e 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 imagss.

(i) Photogravhic 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 todfer
cone or more the possibls 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 ths negative showed no indication of "tampering".

6. W= appreciate your opinions and your interest in the United
States Air Force position regarding unidentified flying objects.
We are returning your vaotograph and three duplicate copies.

Sincerely,
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I thank you very puch for j‘-‘!t".(iiﬂ:; e your latest information
sheets on UFOs. Upon reading them and upon reading prof. lienzels
latest UP0=book I feel that 1 have wasted lot of Time in trying to
"nrovae!" 4“he case for the UFOs, their reality and their iaterplai .-E.'L.......J
U}i_i:. I credit myself flnr a scientific attitude in my lon, studies
of t7e saucer events. I do not inaulge in wishiul thinking. I ¢o no¥
sant to be deluded., Therefore, 1 feel very much shagen in my former
belief in the saucers gnd 1 am ready to give it up altogether, were
it not for some lingering doubts as to the non-existence of the saucers

: ogl : o < 3 ¥
1ence :“é harda, c¢old scientific facts that the
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lve whole prﬂb‘em. The SPADAT uld perhaps
ional data, very sucn needed.

astronomers and iune icists want, gquantitative evidesnce, measure-
menta, pLotos saowing cetalls, waat urlal fracments etce. quﬂhrﬂﬂﬂaﬂiu
:n 1ysis of the lights, or "the eggshaped ballso? llr 's may be re-
veall & &
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2. But there i3 also qualifative evidence to be ccnsicered,
lTaka the “10 e=ranis2 Ccases, oh]u ts hovering near tne ground or
landed on it with o witaout little creatures around it. Here I make
a sharp cistincvicn between mere bl nting TDletJ and the supsr-
stitious tales about talks and rid les Lo u saucer. Tnere is an agree-
ment in details cocnczsrning reported shave, manoevres, the tilting
and Zlutterinz of the object when making the sharpX turn, the radia-
tions, the soundlessness, the araught, the whirin. sound when takling
off from the _,rournd, the acric smell lrum a landed saucer and even
the msasures of the dwarfs., People in different countries, unkaown
to each other, unfamiliar with saucer lore, have reported such details
in different years.|ica 1,20 m)} |

Tnis would lead one tn make an inference as to the reality of
the unknown object. The q dtluq of their origin may be subject to
g hypotnesis, £ the sightings of the "little men" cannot be dis-
proven, taey may strengtinen Lne nyovothesais.

Lo ther peint 1s tnat the ul Se=range cases offer very little
of r=futing arguments to the scientists or technicians. .ne marginal
error in estimates pfl sl1lze, pa dit onx ete., dwindles into insiyni-
ficance just beecus2 of the snort distances involved.

wengel writes (p.6):" A biologist trying to identif
of unusual animals whicn are sald to represeat s n=w 8p g= B
by collectin _ infornation about their appearance z2nd
benavior". He compares tne characteristics ana ”t‘thl*ifui. This ]
1

precisely whuat have done in the past and arrived ut my concluaions
by losical induction, But ar lienzel as well the Air Force 2o not
find any striking a:reements s to characteristics. anzel comments
on the'"varving shapesa". Jhile lie repeatedly snocws how the atmouspher
{storts the shape of a common object, wnlch lzads 1o misinterpreta-
tions, 1%t stands reason T ) kind of distortions \




also happen to an unktnown object in the szkie
| .y Biue B
A fewxclose-range cases nave been invedilgated by
and marked UFO. kxamples: Cuase XII (serial 3601.00) Aug.25, 1952 -
Checks excellently with other cases, " 2 meat platters, oval, placed
together...dull aluminum color, smooth surface etc,... Loch ia?uh_
Dam case, Oct 31 1958,"large flat egg, csr st age, burna'etc

cQX.rerort.n

The Swedish Gotland case, Aug 5, 1957, offers amazing details,
that still more amazinguchecks so well with foreign cases, There is
tne close-~ range, thekmife-sharp turn, Une tilting and the [{lutteril
the draught, that made ripples on the calm ses surface anc made the
treescps sway, the disc form, the upper part shinin. like stalnless
gte2l and rotating, thne cherry red light in the lower part, the
s tr2aniined upH garance, the soundlessness, after tie first craft
can2 a second identical. Failing dﬂLUhtlﬂuuﬂLJ to state all the
details 1 submitted the case to prof. lLienzel in 1358. He thought 1t
was a nelicopter. In 1962 1 wrote prof Hynek adout it, translating
ne wnole story. Ee said he was puzzled about it as was also the
Air Force, to whom he turned over the case. Iou have the case.

,IL-\ —
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efense Staff at first got z very brief rerort.
a true completed report from the witnesses, a colonel
i recnecked B the report. The only difference found
ts must have been on a much lower altitude than
7itness. There were no planes up at taat time, k1 22
, moongshire., The robust aetails rule out heli-
alloons, mirages and how could an estronomer, if
, claim meteors or planeta? Altitude and distance

D
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(liarch 4, 1962)
apn 2nclosedy “Kindly r;turh it %0 me upon scrubiny,
~#a2s out in the backyard of his home, 12 lkoor Crescent,
rfiesld, LEnglanc, Jiuﬂ two schoolmates. He wanted to
¢f 2is édog with an ordinary box camera. Tne boys
v and saw five peculiar objects. Alex raised his
ed, Later when the film was deve lupﬂd everyuody
¢ was shown |at schcol. Schoolteachers and parents
. 5

v s hopiesty.3ubs eguently Alex P nis father

he Air Lipastry, /Wiere &was held for gquestioning for
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two hours., e F.r.. 7fhife had the print and the negative examined
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and said they could Iind no fault or tampering with them. Later on
the Air Linistry explained the objects as beini formation of ice-
iples, aue tc the dust and smoke and a teaperature inversioa

snerfield. Two photographic experts privately examined the
negative and coculd find no fault or deception. - 1 confess 1t is
hard to think of taese objects as belng ice particles, since the
nave th2 typical saucer shape with a dome on the top. aAanyhow, it is
a unigue photo:raph that certainly adas to tne puzzlement and dis-
cugsions, which both you and I would like to nave terminated.

e

Colonel ./m Lookadoo wrote me on July 50, 1l362: "You
the paraneters attributed to UFCs be correlatel with theor
characteristics of space craft., Conclusions repchned in ¢

=

cauldn’t be any nmore reliable than the t”PGrJ regarding space vehi

S
&=

put 2ll I wanted to bring out was the Vjil 1ty of lozical induction

from a list of sigshtings, that saowed tie comnon characteristics of
tae objects, hnence a qualitative proof oi tne reality of anm ungrown
flyving object. Tne space agspect cculd be lelt to the learned men.

1 offer the above remarks to you &a the world authority on UiDs

. 3 i . ‘ 3 : - I:
for whnat they may be worta to
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No Case (Information Only) 4 March 1962

sheffield, Englaad

FTIINT SAUCER ﬂZVIFT—vaP—ﬂprll i) R

FaTAa Shet Mleld 11.‘: g haan the scene of nu-—-

|
Y03 reports in ZLi'fr 63, On Jaz b, 19862,
Aisy Bisch, 14, phetographed five objects
tiye sky about 5CGO -JO0° uon, Thay were
1P e v, nsver lL:l'.I‘._‘. ea position, and |

L_ﬂ }*’rﬁnﬂa 2d. TLLH “iﬂ at) ﬁ&a tim

————————— e e ——

St_a” JL{un. Undnr quest.mn:l_ng the three |

boys'! stories showed no discrepancies.
The Air Ministry opined that thes
Nef factis" were the result oPen,ﬁﬂpﬂﬂ:JL
conditions, Temperature Inversions ca
the ra?lection and bending of lizht to pro-
duce the pec: uliar effects. The Nov.-Dac,
editicn of Flying Saucer carried r.t:h:r
joturs taken in the Sheffield a Both
icturss have been under uu“q;tjrthﬂ Eri-
tish Air Ministry.
Note: The first information as to
Alex BEurch does not tally in all particu-
lars with the latest reports-All in Fly-
ing Saucer Review,




