
3. SOLFCE -

_Civaiian

4. NUMBER OF OBJECTS

One

PROJECT iu+/3 RECORD

| 10. CONCLUSION

Photo: Other: (PROCESSING DEFECT)
sighting: (NOT OBSEAVED)

5. LENGTH OF OBSERVATION

6. YYPE OF OBSERVATION

¥. PHYSICAL EViVENCE

Oo Yes

KNe

11. BRIEF SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS

The observer at no time saw the object. The image was on tie}
roll of film when he developed it.

COMMENTS: Photo experts stated that the image could possible
be the result of a film processing defect, such as a bubble in
the developer or a light reflection.

FTD sep 63 0-329 (TDE) Previous editions of this form may be used.
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omon2a, California 91767
June 26, 1967

Major Hector Quintinilla, Jr.

Director, U.S.A.F. "Project Blue Book"

Air Force Research and Development Command

Wright-Patterson Air Force Base

Dayton, Ohio

Dear Major Quintinilla:

The enclosed photograph, containing what appears to be an
"unidentified flying object," is hereby submitted for comparison

with other such photographs in your files.

It was taken shortly before 10 A.M., Wednesday, June 14, 1967,
near Landers, California, while the camera was pointed in a northeasterly

direction. The camera (a Rolleicord) was set at £16 with a shutter

speed of 1/250th of a second. A K2 yellow filter was used to slightly

darken the sky so that the white dome of the building being photographed

would stand out more clearly. The film, Kodak Plus-X, was developed

in a solution marketed commercially as X33C for 124 minutes at a
temperature of 70 F.

an "Integratron" or "Time Machine"
of nearby Giant Rock. I am

of the opinion that is an octane ameconte, ana I
had intended to use the photograph to illustrate a tongue-in-cheek

magazine article about the "Time Machine" and the Giant Rock area.

Three earlier visits to the site had resulted in unsatisfactory

photographs due to the position of the sun or incorrect exposure.

All of these earlier visits had been made late in the afternoon;

therefore, I had decided to See if I couldn't get better results

during the fourth visit by taking the photographs in the morning.

The building

constructed by

s reputed +

ken, the camera was mountedWhen the enclosed photograph was tz

Ss ings noted above, and thenon a tripod. I focused it, made the

ood in front of it and to one side hat my shadow would protect

iens from the direct glare of the - At the moment I tripped

shutter by pushing a casle release, I was looking at the lens,

at the object being photographed. + no time did I actually
the apparent "unidentified flying object" in the photograph.
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2d the film after its development, I noticed

a donut-shaped object in the sky above the building's dome. It

eared to be an undevei d soot surrounded by a clear
ie oic ; in the finishedClear area appears as a black

As soon as I inspect

Naturally,

My first reaction was to conclude that somehow the developer

had failed to reach that spot and that the result was a flaw on the
negative. Perhaps, I thought, that portion of the film had been

e same roll as it lay coiled in the
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Here are some other factors about the situation that seem

strange to me:

) If the white spot is the result of lack of development, what

the explanation for the clear ring (clear on the negative, that

) surrounding it?

2) Instead of being clearly defined around the edges, as might

e expected of a spot caused by chemicals, this spot is fuzzy

around the edges, as might be expected in the photograph of an

object in motion.

(3) I have taken and developed thousands of pictures, and this is the

first time I have seen anything like this on any of them. It is

certainly an astounding coincidence that the one picture in which

it does appear was taken in an area in which flying saucer sightings

have been so often reported and that it appears, not superimposed

on the building or on the ground, but in the sky, where one would

expect to see a flying saucer.

I still think the "object" shown in this picture is the result

£ some accident during development, but because of the factors

listed above I am submitting this print for your opinion and for

insertion in your files. If you would like to see the negative ac

well, please let me know and I'll send it to you.

Sincerely,








